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A PRAYER

"That | May Finish My Course"

Father, grant ere set of sun

That | may see my task well done;
Something attempted—Iet it be

A finished work, Dear Lord, for thee.

At dawn | looked upon my field

And dreamed of harvest's golden yield;

| set my hand, Lord, to the plow,

Nor have | yet turned back, but now,

| pray thee strength and wisdom send
To carry on unto the end.

Through winter snow, and summer heat,
I've walked thy way with willing feet.

I've cleared thy land of brush and weed
And plowed the soil and sowed the seed,
And felt the joy of those who know

The seed they sow will live and grow.
But other fields are waste and bare,

And | would fain go labor there:

Give me strength, O Lord, and years,
To work with joy and even with tears.
That other workers may be won,

To take the task when mine is done.
And grant me ere the darkness close

To earn a share in that repose

That waits for those who spend their days,
In faith and prayer and work and praise—
The joy of harvest, full, complete
Sheaves to lay, Lord, at thy feet.
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PREFACE

In presenting this volume to the public the author makes
no apology, for he holds the strong conviction that he has
taught the truth upon the questions discussed and he has
never yet apologized for any truth. The articles here com-
piled were written in response to questions or requests.
They were called forth by a demand and as the demand for
the truth on these subjects still exists the articles are still
timely: as truth is eternal these lessons will not go out of
date. This is the author's conviction. If it seems like a
boast to any reader, he begs that reader to take note of the
fact that he claims nothing for the quality of the writing or
for the strength of reasoning herein displayed. Nor does
he imagine that the book will show any evidence of scholar-
ship. He simply and humbly believes that the truth of
God has been plainly presented on the various themes, and
in that confidence he offers the book to his fellow men.

All the questions and requests that called forth these
articles did not come directly to the author—though many
of them did. Some of them came into the Gospel Advocate
office and were by the editor turned over to the author with
the request that he answer them. In some cases this will be
seen from the reading of these articles, as they are printed
here just as they first appeared in the Gospel Advocate.
This was true of the discussion with a Catholic and also of
the questions about organizations. At the time these were
published there was much questioning and some controversy
about schools and orphan homes and suchlike institutions—
and especially about churches as such contributing to these
institutions. These questions had been presented at the
panel discussions at various lectureships or preachers' meet-
ings. They had been published in several religious journals,
and the boast or complaint was made that no one had under-
taken to answer them. The editor of the Gospel Advocate
sent the questions to the author with the request that he
"attend to the gentlemen.” But he warned that we might
expect a fight and cautioned that the author take only safe
positions and make them strong. (At that time the editor
was not in complete agreement with the author on all these
points, but when the series was sent into the office the editor
wrote the author that he wanted to be his first convert.)
Having received this warning and knowing the possibility
of a many-sided controversy, the author completed the series
and submitted or read them to a number of representative
brethren for their approval or criticism before they were
given to the public. Especially did he consult the brethren
who are connected with the schools. When the articles
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appeared no challenge came from any direction and the
agitation was hushed, for the time at least. It was sug-
gested to the author when this book was first proposed that
he publish a photostatic copy of some of the letters endorsing
these articles in this book, but he does not wish to take
advantage of anyone, and if any brother wishes to talk two
ways he will have enough to answer for without any accusa-
tions from this book. The articles must stand on their own
merit. The author is still ready to defend any position taken.
He does not, however, expect to have a controversy with
everyone who may criticize him or differ from him on minor
or nonessential points. He rather invites such criticisms.
He does not claim perfection in anything, but he sincerely
believes he is right in any position he takes; otherwise he
would not take it.

There are only two questions discussed in this book on
which there is much likelihood of differences of opinion
among the brethren. They are: Organizations and the Be-
ginning of the Lord's Day. These touch the practices of the
brethren today, but they will probably not bring about any
change. People are so bound by custom that they will not
change even when they are shown that the custom is wrong,
and there are always men who will rush to the defense of
anything "we do." At any rate what the author has written
he has written and he is willing for his brethren to deal
with it as they deem proper.

At the time that most of these articles were appearing in
the Gospel Advocate the author was editor of a department
known as "Topics for Thought" and many of these were
published in that department. Some, however, that are in
this book were published on the editorial page. This is true
of some of the series dealing with organizations and it is
true of all those on Denominational Baptism.

In order that the reader may note any changes in the
author's style and especially mark his continued fight for
the faith, he gives under Fugitive Pieces an article criticizing
a professor in the University of Chicago which was first
published in 1911, and immediately following is an article
dealing with something that issued from the University of
Chicago Press which was published this year—1941. Thirty
years between them. These articles are titled, "The Criterion
of Life and Religion" and "lllustration and Perversion,"
respectively.

Much of this book is, of course, controversial and at times
the style may be sharp and the language harsh. That has
ever been one of the author's weaknesses. He has long
known it and has often confessed it. He does not apologize
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for being a controversialist, but he does desire and pray "to
be gentle, showing all meekness toward all men." His
nature and his ideal have always been at war on this point,
and the reader must not be surprised at seeing him fall
short.

He must declare, however, that he has no ill feeling for
any man with whom he clashes in these articles—Catholic,
Christian  Scientist, Methodist, Baptist, atheist, agnostic,
modernist, or sensualist. As he is an uncompromising
opponent of their views and doctrines, he nevertheless pro-
tests that he is their friend personally and that he would
delight to do them good.

As the author has written every line that goes into the
make-up of this book—except what is quoted and credited
in the body of the articles—there is no room for acknowledg-
ments on that score, but he humbly and gratefully acknowl-
edges his indebtedness to many men and many books for all
he knows on any subject he has discussed. His brother,
Charles R. Brewer of David Lipscomb College, so changed
and improved the poem that stands as a prayer in the front
of this book that he should be called its author. The author
wrote a poem on this same idea of plowing a field, but his
brother said the metre was not good and proceeded to write
over it untii he had really written it over. So here goes
the credit to him. Just how bad the author's poetry is may
be seen from the samples given under "Desultory Descant-
ing."

May our heavenly Father abundantly bless everyone
who is either opposed or approved in this book.

And may his richest benedictions rest upon every reader
of these pages.

This is the fervent prayer of

THE AUTHOR.
Lubbock, Texas, July 6, 1941.
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CHAPTER |

Contending for the Faith

"Jude, the servant of Jesus Christ, and brother of James,
to them that are sanctified by God the Father, and preserved
in Jesus Christ, and called: Mercy unto you, and peace, and
love, be multiplied. Beloved, when | gave all diligence to
write unto you of the common salvation, it was needful for
me to write unto you, and exhort you that ye should ear-
nestly contend for the faith which was once delivered unto
the saints. For there are certain men crept in unawares,
who were before of old ordained to this condemnation, un-
godly men, turning the grace of our God into lasciviousness,
and denying the only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ."
(Jude 1-4.)

1. Jude. The writer of this Epistle tells us who he is
in a way that anyone who is acquainted with the New
Testament will understand. He is Jude or Judas, and he
announces himself as a servant or a bond servant of Jesus
Christ. This would not identify him as there are many
Judases and as all Christians are bond servants of Jesus
Christ. He, therefore, tells us that he is a brother of James.
This would indicate that James was well known to those who
would read this Epistle. The fact that he used James to
make himself known proves that James was already well
known. This is the James who wrote the Epistle that bears
that name and he is the James who acted as chairman in the
consultation about circumcision. (Acts 15.) He was said to
be a pillar in the church at Jerusalem. (Gal. 2:9.) He is the
one to whom the apostle Paul reported when he came to
Jerusalem, bringing the money that he had collected
throughout the country. (Acts 21: 18.) When men came
down from Jerusalem to Antioch they were said to have
come from James. (Gal. 2: 12.) But, and here is the point
of emphasis in this study, James is said to be the Lord's
brother. (Gal. 1: 19.) This, then, makes Jude also the
Lord's brother. We have the names of the Lord's four
brothers given in Matt. 13: 55 and they were: James, Joseph,
Simon, and Judas. This is the Judas who wrote the Epistle.
It is noteworthy that Jude makes no mention of the fact
that he was the Lord's brother. This indicates Jude's
humility. He did not want to claim any advantage over the
people to whom he wrote or over any other disciple of
Christ. Christ is not now in the flesh and fleshly ties receive
no recognition in the kingdom of God. (2 Cor. 5: 16.) Jesus
taught while he was here on earth that everyone who does
the will of the father is his brother or sister. (Matt. 12:
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46-50.) Jude understood this spiritual relationship and
therefore made no mention of the fact that he was the Lord's
brother and had been reared in the same family circle. This
is a strong condemnation of those who speak of the Jews as
being related to our Lord in the flesh and therefore hav-
ing any advantage or connection that all other human beings
may not have. This also is a condemnation of those who
exalt and beatify Mary because she was the mother of
our Lord's body. Whatever credit Mary may deserve for
this service of God does not extend into the kingdom. Mary
is never mentioned after the kingdom of God came with
power or after the Son of man came in his kingdom. (Mark
9: 1; Matt. 16: 28.) The last time that Mary is mentioned
is in the first chapter of Acts. The coming of the kingdom
and the coronation of Christ is told in the next chapter.

2. Constrained to Write. Jude intimated that he was
writing under compulsion. He had been giving all diligence
to this matter. This indicates that he was reluctant to
write and that he had been considering it thoughtfully and
prayerfully, but he felt constrained to write this Epistle.
The fact that he made the Epistle very short shows that he
was not afflicted with the mania scribendi. He wrote only
what was necessary but he covered a wide field in these
short verses. He had something to say and felt impelled by
the importance of his message and by the exigency of the
moment to say it.

3. Our Common Salvation. Jude calls the subject about
which he was writing our common salvation. It was com-
mon in that these persons addressed shared it with Jude.
They were his fellow Christians, and he announces by this
expression that he has no intention of writing something
new or of imparting to them information that they did not
already possess. He is simply writing an exhortation and
is warning the brethren against dangers that had then come
upon them. This salvation may also be called common in
that it embraces Jew and Gentile alike. It is intended for
all men. (Tit. 2: 11.) The expression "our common salva-
tion" and "the faith" mean the same thing. Paul speaks
of "the common faith." (Tit. 1:4.) The common faith and
the common salvation mean the same thing.

4. The Faith Once for All Delivered to the Saints. Here
again Jude disclaims any intention to write something new
to the disciples. In this we see his humility further mani-
fested and we also see that this Epistle deserves a place in
the canon even if Jude was not inspired. He does not reveal
anything but pleads for that which had already been re-
vealed and which was then a common possession of all saints.
He declares that this had been delivered once for all. The
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King James Version says once delivered, but a thing that has
been delivered once certainly has not been delivered twice
or repeatedly and the meaning is therefore the same. It was
delivered one time for all time. This is an impeachment of
those who come to us with new revelations or visions or
dreams. The Lord did not intend that his will should be
made in installments, these installments to be given as the
centuries pass by. He delivered the faith to the saints and
expects them to keep it unto the end. This passage alone is
sufficient to refute the claim of the Roman Catholic Church
that the voice of the pope is the voice of God and that God
continues to speak through any such living representative.
It is also a refutation of such pretended revelators as Joseph
Smith, Mrs. Ellen G. White, or any other person who claims
to speak by inspiration or revelation today. If what these
persons say is exactly the same as the faith once delivered,
then there is no need for their revelation. If it is in any way
different from the faith once delivered, then it must be
repudiated. We, therefore, should give especial emphasis
to Jude's exhortation to "contend earnestly for the faith
which was once for all delivered unto the saints.”

The question may arise as to whom these saints were.
The claim is made by the Roman Church that these were
official representatives of the Lord and that the faith was
from them passed on to their successors. This claim is
refuted by the fact that the faith was common. It did not
belong to a specially chosen group of officials but it belonged
to all of God's servants. Some people think that a saint is
a heavenly being and that no mortal person or earth dweller
could be a saint. Those who hold this idea have never read
the New Testament—or the Old either—very carefully. All
Christians are saints and they are called saints in the New
Testament more often than they are called anything else.
This word is applied to God's children fifty times in the New
Testament. It is also applied to God's servants in the Old
Testament. It is used thirty times in that part of the Bible.
It is sometimes used to designate heavenly beings or angels,
and the saints on earth are spoken of in contrast with some
saints who are not on earth. (Psalm 16: 3.) The word
literally means "holy ones" and it may easily be applied to
heavenly beings as it is in Deut. 33: 2 and Dan. 8: 13. All the
New Testament uses of the term, however, apply to Chris-
tians or children of God. The faith has, therefore, been com-
mitted to God's children. Paul tells us that this gospel was
given to the saints just as Jude does. (Col. 1: 26.) He also
speaks of having the gospel entrusted to or committed to him.
(Tit. 1: 3; 1 Tim. 1: 11; Gal. 2: 7.) He and the other apostles
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were ambassadors through whom this faith was given to all
the saints. (Eph. 3: 5; 2 Cor. 5: 19, 20.) They were the
inspired and miraculously empowered agents to whom the
faith was committed and through whom it has been given
once for all to God's children. We are to hold that faith and
to contend for it throughout the Christian age. (Heb. 2:
1-4; 2 Tim. 2: 2.)

5. What Is the Faith? The explanation of the faith has
already been implied in what has been said in the paragraph
above but, that there may be no misunderstanding, we shall
give a special explanation and emphasis to this part of the
exhortation. The expression "the faith" is found often in
the New Testament. Paul says some shall depart from the
faith. (1 Tim. 4: 1) He speaks of some who denied
the faith. (1 Tim. 5: 8.) He said some make shipwreck of the
faith. (1 Tim. 1: 19.) But Paul declared that he had kept
the faith. (2 Tim. 4: 7.) The faith means the gospel or the
Christian religion. In Gal. 1: 6-9 the apostle declares that
he had preached the gospel and pronounces an anathema on
any man or angel who preaches another gospel or a different
gospel from that which he had preached. Yet in this same
chapter, verse 23, he says he preached the faith. Therefore
the gospel and the faith are one and the same thing. He
also says that he had formerly made havoc of the faith. He
did this by persecuting Christians or by trying to extermi-
nate Christianity. This makes it plain that the gospel.
Christianity, and the faith are all just different expressions
that have the same meaning.

The question may arise as to why the gospel is called
the faith. It is because it is a system of salvation by faith.
In this respect, the gospel is different from anything that
had ever been offered to man up to that time or that has
ever been offered since that time. The Jews had a system
of law and this meant salvation on human merit or worth.
Men had to keep the law and thereby obtain righteousness
that would entitle them to heaven. No one was ever able
to reach this goal. The gospel presents a Savior who through
his atoning sacrifice took away our sins and through his
righteousness covers us with a robe of purity. We accept
this gracious offer by faith. In this, the gospel of Christ is
different from any religion that the heathen world, ancient
or modern, had ever conceived. In our day we hear much
of comparative religions. Courses in college cover this field.
Students are taught to compare Christianity with Buddhism,
Confucianism, Shintoism. The teachers often try to make it
appear that these older religions excel Christianity. They
imply and sometimes assert that Christianity was borrowed
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from these ancient religions. The young student might not
be expected to see the fallacy in all this. Christianity is not
to be thought of as in the same class with these religions.
They are not comparable to the religion of Christ. Even if
certain ethical principles could be found that are equal to
or excel the principles of the gospel, there would still be no
comparison. The gospel is not merely a system of ethics,
though it contains the highest ethics the world has ever
known. The heathen religion simply gives lofty principles
by which men are to regulate their lives. They present to
man a blueprint by which he is to build his character. If,
therefore, their followers should attain perfection ac-
cording to their standards, they still would be lost sinners
and all that they had would be their own achievement of
which they might rightfully boast, but which would not
entitte them to heaven. These religions present no Savior,
but leave men to save themselves. They present no grace
and mercy, no healing fountain, and no atoning sacrifice.
The gospel of Christ offers all of these things to a fallen race.
In it we have help for the helpless, pardon for the con-
demned, and salvation for the sinful. All this offered freely
by love divine.

There can be no wonder that the gospel is spoken of as
the faith, since faith is the ground of our salvation. Faith,
not works; grace, not law; a gift, and not an achievement.
Paul speaks of the law age as a time when faith had not
come. "But the scripture hath concluded all under sin,
that the promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to
them that believe. But before faith came, we were kept
under the law, shut up unto the faith which should after-
wards be revealed. Wherefore the law was our school-
master to bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified
by faith. But after that faith is come, we are no longer
under a schoolmaster. For ye are all the children of God by
faith in Christ Jesus. For as many of you as have been
baptized into Christ have put on Christ. There is neither
Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is
neither male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ Jesus.
And if ye be Christ's, then are ye Abraham's seed, and heirs
according to the promise." (Gal. 3: 22-29.) Does it seem
a little strange that he could speak of faith as not having yet
come; "the faith" as not yet revealed when we know that all
the ancient worthies from Abel down lived and served by
faith? (Heb. 11.) They wrought mighty things by faith.
Abraham is the "father of the faithful." In the last day
when all of the redeemed—redeemed by faith—stand on the
plains of judgment the man at the head of the class will be
Abraham. Yes, these men had faith as individuals and con-
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quered. But "the faith," that is the salvation that is on the
ground of faith, had not then been revealed. This faith came
when Christ came and died and rose again, ascended to
heaven, and sent back the Holy Spirit to preach the good
news of salvation through his death and suffering. We are
now the children of God by faith. (Gal. 3: 26.) We are
justified by faith. (Rom. 5: 1.) Our hearts are purified by
faith. (Acts 15: 9.) And a contrast is clearly drawn be-
tween the law and the faith, between the doing of that which
was required by the law and the accepting by faith that
which is offered in the gospel. Paul says, "Now that no
man is justified by the law before God is evident: for, The
righteous shall live by faith; and the law is not of faith; but,
He that doeth them shall live in them." (Gal. 3: 11, 12)
Here are two methods of living described. One man lives
by doing, the other man lives by faith. Surely, then, we
will not preach that man lives by doing today. Nothing we
do has any merit in it. Our obedience deserves no reward.
Our salvation is on the ground of our faith.

Some reader may conclude that this would exclude obe-
dience and make any act of obedience nonessential. This is
sometimes done by our denominational friends. They argue
that, since we are saved by faith and not by doing, we
do nothing; that we simply reach a certain mental or heart
state in reference to Christ and that we are then and thereby
saved. This is a mistake, as may be clearly seen from many
passages of Scripture. It seems pathetic that people who will
put such splendid emphasis on salvation by faith in contrast
with works of merit cannot see that the "obedience of faith"
is not works. Our obedience is not something added to faith
but it is faith itself: faith manifested, faith actualized, faith
made perfect. This is so forcefully expressed and so plainly
argued by Dr. Stifler that | beg here to quote a paragraph.
He says:

But must it not be said now that Paul has abandoned his theme,
salvation by faith, in substituting the word "baptism"? Why did he
not say, "All we who believed into Christ," a common phrase in the
New Testament (10: 14; Gal. 2: 16), "believed into his death"? The
difficulty arises from the modern wrong conception of the New Testa-
ment meaning of the word "baptism,” that it is a mere rite, an act to
be done, at the best, because one believes in Christ. The New Testa-
ment writers never separate it from the faith which it embodies
and expresses. It is the fixed sign for faith, just as any appropriate
order of letters in a word is the sign of an idea. The sign stands
for the thing and is constantly used for the thing. Hence, Paul
can say that Christ was "put on" in baptism (Gal. 3: 27), and Peter
does not hesitate to declare that "baptism doth also now save us"
(1 Pet. 3: 21). It is referred to as the "laver of regeneration” (Tit.
3: 5), and said to "wash away sins" (Acts 22: 16). To refuse to be
baptized is to reject God, and the opposite is to accept him (Luke
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7: 29, 30). Every one of these passages—and there are more like
them—would teach salvation by a rite, salvation by water, but that
the word for baptism is used as a symbol of faith. Faith so far is
not one thing and baptism another; they are the same thing. The
faith that accepted Christ in Paul's day was the faith that showed its
acceptance in baptism. The water without the preceding faith was
nothing. The faith without the water could not be allowed. Be-
lievers were baptized into Christ or they were not considered to
be in him.

The word being so used, it is easy to see that Paul has not de-
parted from the gem doctrine of justificaton by faith; and by
employing it he has gained definiteness of statement. Faith is a wide
term and shows itself in many ways, each exhibition being exactly
appropriate to the way in which faith is then exercised. The exhibi-
tion is an exponent of the faith. In faith of a coming flood, Noah
appropriately built an ark. In faith that Israel would one day leave
Egypt, Joseph gave commandment concerning his bones, that they
be not left behind. In faith that one dies with Jesus, he is buried
with  him in baptism, the faith taking this fit form. The Romans
had a broad faith that ran out in many lines, and it was known far
and wide. (1: 8.) Just one of these lines led to salvation—the one
that found its appropriate exhibiton in baptism. When Paul said
they were baptized into Christ, they knew instantly to what hour
(see on 16: 7) and to what line of their multiform faith he referred—
the faith that saw the man and not merely his sins on the cross and
in the tomb, so that to show itself appropriately the whole man must
be buried with Christ in baptism. The act of baptism is an exponent,
first of all, not of the remission of sins, but of the death of the be-
liever in Christ, so that his sinfulness is atoned for. He himself
has died to sin. (The Epistles to the Romans, a Commentary by
James M. Stifler, D.D., professor of New Testament Exegesis in
Crozer Theological Seminary, Chester, Pennsylvania. Publisher,
Fleming H. Revell Company, New York, Chicago, Toronto.)

6. Why This Exhortation? Jude does not leave us to
guess why he was constrained to exhort the brethren to
contend for the faith. He tells us that certain false teachers
had come in among them, turning the grace of God into
lasciviousness, and denying the Lord Jesus Christ. He says
these teachers had crept in privily. The Greek of this pas-
sage seems to indicate that they had slipped in by a side
door. This means that these men had got themselves recog-
nized as Christians without making a full confession of
their faith in Christ as Lord, or else they had made a false
statement. It is possible that they had professed great ad-
miration for the teaching of Christ and, as Peter had said,
they used "great swelling words of vanity" and had thereby
deceived the people into thinking that they had a superior
culture; that they were devout Christians, and yet they had
not acknowledged themselves as sinners and claimed the
Lord Jesus Christ as Savior. It is no new thing for false
teachers to profess superior spirituality, a higher degree of
culture, than others possess. They do not take the word of
God at face value.. They are not literalists! No, indeed.
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They profess a deep spiritual penetration. They give the
word of God a mystic meaning and therefore one must have
a special "key to the Scriptures" before one can share in
their superior views. These were the type of men that
Jude warned the disciples against. They denied the Lord
that bought them, Peter tells us. To acknowledge the ex-
istence of sin would not be complimentary to man! The
idea of the cross is crude and repulsivel Since they claim
man is not a sinner, he needs no Savior. Thus Christ is
denied.

7. What the False Teachers Taught. We have indicated
in the above paragraph what it was that these teachers
denied, but we may see from Jude's explanation something
of what they taught. They turned the grace of "God into
lasciviousness." This means that they claimed license to
indulge the flesh. Peter speaks of these same false teachers,
declaring that they led Christians astray by promising them
liberty. (2 Pet. 2: 19.) They based this license on the grace
of God. This means that they claimed since we had been
freed from law and are now under grace (Rom. 6: 14)
we are free to commit the sins that were prohibited by the
law. There was a class of men in the early church who
made this argument. These men are refuted by Peter and
Paul as well as by Jude. In history these men were -called
Antinomians. This means "against law." But it is not
probable that the teachers to whom Jude refers were of
this class. Jude's false teachers denied the Lord Jesus, and
therefore they did not claim that his grace had made us free.
These men evidently emphasized the fact that God is love,
and therefore he would not punish men for sin. They
claimed that he is too good to inflict punishment upon his
children, and thus they based their claim of exemption from
punishment upon God's grace and goodness. Lasciviousness
means lust or lewdness. These false teachers, therefore,
were corrupt men and spread immorality among those who
came under their influence. This was the teaching of the
Nicolaitans. This sect taught free love and abolished mar-
riage. (Rev. 2: 6.) They justified fornication and any
other sin that might be called a natural passion of the flesh.
They were found in the church at Ephesus, at Pergamos
and at Thyatira. This sect was later succeeded by the
Gnostics or knowing ones. Like our modernists, they pro-
fessed superior knowledge. In fact, these were typical
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CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH

modernists. They denied the divinity of Christ, vicarious
atonement, promised liberty, professed superior knowledge,
and practiced free love. But the New Testament tells us
that God hated this sect and its teaching, and Jude and Peter
warned us against such teachers and exhorted us to reject
these errors and to contend earnestly for the faith.
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CHAPTER I

"Where Art Thou?"'

1. If we take the Bible as our source of information, the
second interrogatory that was ever uttered in the language
of earth or that registered upon the human sense of hearing
was Jehovah's call to his fallen son, Adam, "Where art thou?"
The first question had been propounded by Satan as a
method of approach to the curiosity and vanity of the
woman's heart. "Hath God said?" It is significant that the
first shadow that cast its dark form across the threshold of
man's happy home was caused by a question mark placed
after Jehovah's warning. It sought to discredit God's word
and to create a doubt in the heart of God's child. First, God's
word must be taken out of the way by some means. If the
woman can be made to forget or to disbelieve what "God
hath said, then she will give audience to the plea for the
pleasures and advantages of this fruit. If she yields, there
is no doubt about what man will do. There will be no
necessity for talking to him about the falsity of God's word
or the advantages of sin, the woman's soft request will be
enough to captivate his responsive soul. But if the echo
of Jehovah's warning does give him pause, the same seduc-
tive speech that beguiled the woman will drown the echo
and silence his scruples. And who can make the speech
better than the wife of his bosom?

2. Satan's scheme was well laid, and his first attack was
intended to sweep away the only barrier to sin. "Hath God
said?" He knew what God had said, but he did not simply
repeat the statement and then contradict it. Nay, that is
too crude a method for the subtle artist that is Satan! He
is talking to a woman, and he will not for a moment forget
his finesse. He asks the question and evinces great surprise
and bewilderment. "Hath God said?" Is it possible that he
told you that? | am at a loss to know how he could have
told you such a thing when the reverse is true. He must
have underestimated your intellectual ability and thought
he could scare you into submission. He wanted to limit your
freedom, keep you in ignorance, and hold you under his
authority. He threatened a fearful punishment, but you are
too strong-minded to believe that. He was talking to you
as though you were a child. Why, he himself is too good and
loving to visit afflicion upon you in any such unmerciful
manner. He knows that no such calamity will befall you,
but he knows that if you are strong enough, independent
enough, intellectual enough and brave enough to defy him
and eat this fruit you will become wise, free, intelligent, and
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the master of your own soul. In fact you will be a god
yourself and no longer be the cringing slave of a tyrannical
God who keeps you in bondage through superstition and
fear! Come on now, assert yourselfl Partake of this beau-
tiful tree! Eat of this luscious fruit and enjoy it! Don't
be a stupid child! Don't be an ignorant pagan! Join the
intelligentsia, express your own personality, flout supersti-
tion, defy tradition, and thumb your nose at God! Become
a modern! You know this tree appeals to you; | can see
that you admire its beauty and long to know its flavor and
to enjoy its delicious goodness. Is it any worse to take it
than it is to want it? Why not be brave and intelligent
enough to do what in your heart you want to do? Why
suppress your desires and dwarf your personality? Why
yield to a false fear and pretend to obey God when you are
disobedient in your heart? Why feign purity when your
mind is filled with mephitic nastiness? Why become a
repressed neurotic? Why mope about in morbid unhappi-
ness and under restraints that you hate? Be yourself!l Be
frank and honest. There is no virtue in hypocrisy. If there
is such a thing as right and wrong, you will be able to decide
for yourself what is right and what is wrong after you throw
off this arbitrary authority.

3. Our poor progenitors fell victims to this false reason-
ing and decided to try the high adventure of defying author-
ity and of indulging their vanity with the thought that they
were intellectually independent enough to do exactly what
they desired to do! They, like all their posterity, were
deluded into thinking that by sinning they were exhibiting
broad-mindedness and intellectual independence. They were
not analytical enough to see that instead of doing their own
independent will they were doing exactly what someone else
wanted them to do, and they were thereby becoming the
most servile slaves of the forces of evil.

4. Now where is man? The next scene in the tragic
drama shows him conscious of his guilt, ashamed and hiding.
Had he found Satan's promises true? No, he admits that he
has been defrauded by deception. What else does beguile
mean? True, he knew the difference between good and evil,
only to find himself aligned with evil and conscious that he
was a sinner. He now knew the difference between guilt
and innocence by his sad loss of the joy of the latter and
his poignant sense of the former. He did not enjoy his
intellectual independence and was not proud of his acquired
wisdom and was not bold toward God. He did not want
to see God or rely upon him to supply his needs. He ran
away into hiding and endeavored by his own devices to
manufacture a covering for his shame. He thought he
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could cloak his sin in the flimsy pretense of fig leaves, but
this miserable makeshift, instead of disguising his disobedi-
ence, merely announced his guilt. He was afraid, ashamed,
confused, and lost. Adam, "where art thou?" "Who told
thee that thou wast naked?" Not merely who informed you
that you were without covering, surely Adam and Eve knew
this, but who made you conscious of your nudity? Who
caused you to take notice of it and to be ashamed? What
guilty feeling makes you hide from your Father, Adam?
"Where art thou?"

Poor man could not justify his act, enjoy his condition,
or get out of his predicament. He felt resentment toward
his wife and tried to lay the blame on her. From that day to
this, sinful men and women have antagonized each other
and preyed upon each other. There is never a broken home
but that each partner tries to lay the blame upon the other.
Only where the order of the Lord is respected and the word
of the Lord is obeyed can there be peace and harmony in
the home.

Poor, trembling Mother Eve could not deny the charge
of her husband, and in her humiliation and shame she felt
keenly the fraud that had been perpetrated upon her. "The
serpent beguiled me." Yes, he told her she would be free
and independent and that she could ignore God or even
throw him completely out of the reckoning. Ah, how
monstrous that falsehood seems as she stands face to face
with her Maker and must answer for her conduct. How
dark and damnable is that lie as she is driven out of her
beautiful home and away from the tree of life! Out into a
cruel and bloody world to fight and struggle and toil for an
existence; to suffer and sorrow and mourn for a few brief
years and then grow old and decrepit and stumble into the
grave and return to the dust!

"Where art thou?" Can you find yourselves in your
present state of mind, with conflicting emotions tearing
your hearts, with memories of lost joys haunting you and
with the chaotic confusion of ideas, theories, doubts, and
fears that fill your souls, O my children?

5. Thousands of generations have been born and buried
since that first sin of our parents bequeathed suffering and
death to all the human race. The voice of Jehovah has been
calling to his children through the ages, and in his mercy
he has offered us a way out of our woe through the cross
of Christ. But Satan is still preaching his falsehoods and
poor, vain mortals still lend their ears to his honeyed tones.

6. The old serpent has never changed his method or
varied his plea. He attacks now just as he did on that bright
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Monday morning in the infancy of time. His first move is
to place a question mark after the word of God; beget doubt
in the heart of his victim; deny that there is any punishment
for sin and, if the subject seems attentive, deny that there
is any sin; stir resentment against God's "arbitrary author-
ity" and incite rebellion against such unreasonable restraints!
Then he flatters man's intellect and urges him to demand
freedom and independence. Next he pictures the pleasure
of sin and points to the primrose path that to the beguiled
vision of mortals leads into the garden of eternal delights.

7. We should not be ignorant of his devices. He de-
stroys faith in God through falsehood and deception and
then destroys souls through disbelief. Whether he is dealing
with a dizzy daughter of Eve or a sapient son of Adam, he
uses the same method and attacks at the same point.
Whether his plea comes through the scholarly and sedate
utterances of a doctor of philosophy in the college class-
room, through the fulsome flattery of the social siren,
through the seductive sounds of the ballroom, or through
the raucous call of the roadside honky-tonk, it is directed
at the same vital weakness in the human heart, and it
accomplishes the same result in every case. It induces men
to disregard God, and then come sin, suffering, and suicides;
broken homes, wrecked Edens, divorces, drunkenness, death,
and damnation; among nations, upheavals, revolutions, a
confusion of tongues, a babel of voices, clashing ideologies,
wars, and hell on earth.

Where art thou, O human race?
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CHAPTER 111

""Men Ought Always to Pray"'
No. 1

The following questions were sent to me by my good
brother and erstwhile yokefellow, C. A. Buchanan, with
the request that | answer him through the paper. He
apologized for submitting these questions to me instead of
Brother Hinds, who conducts the regular query department
of this paper. He says that he desires that | answer them
because he knows my views on these questions, and he
wants me to set forth these views for the readers of the
Gospel Advocate. |, too, believe that some teaching on
these very vital questions would be appropriate now or at
any other time, and | shall therefore make these questions
the topic for two or three weeks' editorials. But | shall first
give a categorical answer to each question and then discuss
the subject about which the questions are propounded in
several of its ramifications. Read now the questions:

1. Do the Scriptures teach that God wil give temporal blessings
to his saints today in answer to prayer that they will not receive
in the same measure without prayer through the operation of nat-
ural  law?

2. Does the following passage apply since the days of miracles?
"In nothing be anxious: but in everything by prayer and supplica-
tion with thanksgiving let your requests be made known unto God."
(Phil. 4: 6)

3. Does it do any good to pray for the recovery of the sick today?

4. Paul requested the Colossians (4: 3) to pray God to open unto
them a door for the word. He requested others to pray that the
word might run and be glorified. (2 Thess. 3; 1) Do such prayers
in connection with gospel preaching today have any efficacy?

5. Is there an added power in united prayer?

Answering these in the order that they are given, let me
say:

1. Yes, the Scriptures do teach that we receive temporal
blessings in answer to prayer and because of a righteous life.

2. This passage applies now with the same force and
in the same way that it did when it was written. There is
no suggestion of a miracle in it. So far as the record shows,
there was no one at Philippi who could work miracles. This
letter was written to "all the saints in Christ Jesus that are
at Philippi,” and they were the same sort of ordinary human
beings that we are; but they had faith in God, and therefore
they obeyed and prayed. No one is a saint, or Christian,
who does not do both.

3. It does the same good today to pray for the sick that
it ever did in any other day, and in the same way. There
is a vast difference in praying for the recovery of the sick

28



"MEN OUGHT ALWAYS TO PrRAY"

and in healing the sick by miracle. If it does not "do any
good" to pray for the sick, it does not do any good to pray
for anything anywhere or at any time. If prayer does not
bring any benefit or blessing that we cannot obtain our-
selves without prayer or that would not come to us through
the natural and mechanical processes of life without prayer
to God, without trust in God, or even without a belief in
the existence of God, then why should we ever pray? Even
prayer in our public assemblies is crass mockery and open
blasphemy, if that is our view. And what advantage does
Christianity have over heathen religions, and in what way
is Jehovah better than a dumb idol? How can anybody
profess to believe the Bible and not believe in prayer?

4. There cannot be any real gospel preaching today un-
less such prayers are connected with it. Unless the preacher
lives in vital touch with God, and therefore gives himself
"continually to prayer, and to the ministry of the word"
(Acts 6: 4), and unless the brethren associated with him are
men of prayer, their efforts to preach the gospel will be a
hollow mockery; an artificial thing; a counterfeit; a form
without the power. Their preaching will be simply a
partisan pleading for a creed, an effort to "defend" or
establish a doctrine; a series of arguments to prove "our
contention” or to "convince" people of the Scripturalness
of "our position." It is proper and right for a preacher to
smite with the sword of the Spirit; but any preacher who
breaks the inspired sentence and takes the first part of it
and rejects the last part, and therefore attempts to take the
sword and leave off the prayer, deals more dishonestly with
God's word than the atheist who rejects it all outright.
That preacher has no more God than does the atheist; he
only has a theory or some ideas about God. His God is no
more than "the great god Dagon"—a heathen idol or a
tombstone in the cemetery. "And take the helmet of salva-
tion, and the sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God:
with all prayer and supplication praying at all seasons in
the Spirit, and watching thereunto in all perseverance and
supplication for all the saints, and on my behalf, that utter-
ance may be given unto me in opening my mouth, to make
known with boldness the mystery of the gospel, for which I
am an ambassador in chains; that in it | may speak boldly,
as | ought to speak." (Eph. 6: 17-20.) "Finally, brethren,
pray for us, that the word of the Lord may run and be
glorified, even as also it is with you; and that we may be
delivered from unreasonable and evil men; for all have not
faith." (2 Thess. 3: 1, 2.) "What then is Apollos? and what
is Paul? Ministers through whom ye believed; and each as
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the Lord gave to him. | planted, Apollos watered; but God
gave the increase. So then neither is he that planteth any-
thing, neither he that watereth; but God that giveth the
increase." (1 Cor. 3: 5-7.) The preacher—and all other
Christians—should teach and persuade the sinful and the
erring in all kindness and patience in the hope that "God
may give them repentance unto the knowledge of the truth."
(2 Tim. 2: 25))

5. Yes, there seems to be an added power in united
prayer.

Having now given direct answer to these questions, it
seems essential to give some general observations on prayer
and then to discuss more fully questions No. 1, 3, and 5.
As stated above, this will take us through three or four
weeks. First, let us consider

GOD'S SERVANTS AND PRAYER

In the last verse of the fourth chapter of Genesis we read:
"Then began men to call upon the name of Jehovah." We
know that Abel and perhaps others had worshiped God
before this time, but with the introduction of Enos it seems
to be announced that men began regularly to call upon Je-
hovah, and his faithful servants walked with him. From
that time on to the end of the inspired volume we find that
all of God's servants called upon his name. We never read
of a servant of God in any age of the world who was not a
man of prayer, whether the history of that servant is written
by the inspired writers or by uninspired writers. In fact, it
would be as great an anomaly to find a real servant of God
who does not constantly pray unto God as it would be to
find a fish that lives on dry land. No man can serve God
acceptably or have any spiritual life who does not pray.
Abel prayed, Enoch prayed, Noah prayed, Abraham prayed,
Isaac and Jacob prayed, Moses prayed, Joshua prayed, David
prayed. "Evening, and morning, and at noon, will | pray,
and cry aloud: and he shall hear my voice." (Psalm 55: 17.)
Daniel prayed. "And he kneeled upon his knees three times
a day, and prayed, and gave thanks before his God." (Dan.
6: 10.) lIsaiah prayed. "But they that wait for Jehovah
shall renew their strength; they shall mount up with wings
as eagles; they shall run, and not be weary; they shall walk,
and not faint." (Isa. 40: 31.)

Coming into the New Testament, we find that all the
servants of God who are mentioned in that book were men
of prayer. Our Lord Jesus Christ, notwithstanding the fact
that he was sinless and divine and that he had the Spirit
without measure, prayed always. He prayed both publicly
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and privately. He prayed long and earnestly. He prayed
all night. He persisted in prayer—prayed the same petition
over repeatedly. He taught his disciples to pray, and as-
sured them that the heavenly Father would hear and answer
their prayers. He illustrated this point by appealing to
earthly fathers: "If ye then, being evil, know how to give
good gifts unto your children, how much more shall your
Father who is in heaven give good things to them that ask
him?"

He said that "men ought always to pray, and not to
faint." He taught men to be importunate in prayer—to
entreat—and to cry unto the Lord day and night. (Luke
18: 1-8; 11: 8.) He said: "Every one that asketh receiveth.”
He taught his disciples to "watch and pray, lest ye enter into
temptation.” He thought that their prayers would in some
way save them from temptation. He commanded them:
"Pray ye therefore the Lord of the harvest, that he send
forth laborers into his harvest." (Matt. 9: 38.) He thought
their prayers would in some way increase the number of
missionaries.

How can any man have any faith at all in Jesus Christ
and not believe in prayer? To answer our own question,
we must say that no one does. One may believe the truth
about baptism and not believe in prayer, but one cannot
believe in Jesus Christ and not believe in prayer. And it
makes no difference how much truth a man believes, he
cannot be saved unless he believes in the Author of truth.

Continuing our survey of the history of God's servants,
we find that the church was born in a prayer meeting. "And
when they were come in, they went up into the upper
chamber, where they were abiding; both Peter and John
and James and Andrew, Philip and Thomas, Bartholomew
and Matthew, James the son of Alphaeus, and Simon the
Zealot, and Judas the son of James. These all with one
accord continued stedfastly in prayer, with the women,
and Mary the mother of Jesus, and with his brethren." And
after it was filled with the Holy Spirit and thousands of
converts had been made, we read that these newly made
disciples "continued stedfastly in . . . the prayers." (Acts
2: 42.) We should notice that they did not merely continue
in prayer, but that they continued steadfastly in "the
prayers,” according to the Revised Version. "The prayers"
meant the united prayers, the prayers of the disciples, hence
the prayer meetings. They met together for prayers.

Peter. Peter was a man of prayer, and we find him
going into the temple at the hour of prayer. He taught
Christians that the Lord's ears are open unto their prayers
(1 Pet. 3: 12), and he exhorted them to live in such a way
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that their prayers would not be hindered (1 Pet. 3: 7). He
admonished them to "be sober unto prayer" (1 Pet. 4: 7), and
told them that God would give grace unto the humble (1
Pet. 5: 5).

Paul. No man in the whole New Testament, not ex-
cepting our Savior, ever said as much about prayer as did
the apostle Paul, nor do we see any one personally prac-
ticing this teaching more consistently than did Paul. No
other do we find as often in the act and attitude of prayer.
And yet Paul was the most philosophical writer of all the
inspired writers. He prayed for his disciples unceasingly
and begged them to pray for him. In every Epistle that
he wrote he told of his prayers for his friends, and enjoined
upon those whom he addressed the duty and necessity of
prayer, and requested them to pray for him. He desired
that "the men pray in every place" (1 Tim. 2: 8), and he
exhorted them to pray for "all men" (1 Tim. 2: 1). He
thought the prayers of Christians for kings and rulers would
help in governmental affairs and keep conditions favorable
for Christian worship, living, and service. No inspired man
ever intimated that a Christian might, by participating in
political matters, bring about happy conditions, yet many
good brethren think that is exactly the way to do it. But
an inspired apostle emphatically taught that Christians can
by their prayers achieve such conditions, and many good
brethren act as if they do not believe a word of that. Paul
thought that the prayers of Christians would deliver him
out of the hands of unbelieving and wicked men. (Rom. 15:
30; 2 Thess. 3: 2.) He believed their prayers would cause
him to be released from prison. (Phile. 22.) He thought
their prayers, though they were a thousand miles away,
would have influence in causing the prejudiced Jewish
brethren at Jerusalem to accept the money which he had
collected among the Gentile Christians, and he entreated
the brethren at Rome to strive with him in their prayers to
God for him as he went to Jerusalem with this money.
(Rom. 15: 30.) Paul prayed that wicked Israel might be
saved. (Rom. 10: 1.) He thought that the prayers of God's
children would cause a door to be opened through which the
gospel might enter. (Col. 4: 2-5.) He believed that because
of and in answer to the prayers of Christians he would be
given strength and courage and boldness in his preaching.
(Eph. 6: 18-20.) Paul preached that God is living and
present and powerful; that he sustains and strengthens and
guides Christians, and also thwarts and overrules the an-
tagonisms of evil men.

James. James was a man of prayer, and he comes nearer
reasoning upon prayer and of trying to remove any doubts
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that Christians might have about prayer than any other
writer of the New Testament. The others did not seem to
recognize the fact that any such doubts could exist. James
referred to Elijah and his prayers in urging disciples to
pray, and he anticipated any suggestion that what was done
in Elijah's case was miraculous and answered it by saying
that Elijah was "a man of like passions with us." He com-
manded the sick to pray and taught that others should pray
for the sick. (A special article on this passage will be given
in this series.) James taught that God would give a disciple
wisdom in answer to prayer. (James 1. 5-7.) He said that
God's children forfeited many blessings by not asking for
them. (James 4: 3.) He said that when they did pray their
prayers were not answered, because they prayed amiss. He
said: "The supplication of a righteous man availeth much."
James taught that we should not plan to do anything or
expect to receive anything, it matters not how much natural
law is involved or how many human agencies are concerned,
without recognizing that God is also involved and concerned,
and that we might propose and God would dispose, and he
therefore instructs us to say: "If the Lord will, we shall
both live, and do this or that." (James 4: 15.) This same
principle and spirit breathes through the whole New Testa-
ment.

John. John, "the apostle of love,"” was also an apostle of
prayer. He taught Christians to confess their sins to God
and to pray for forgiveness. (1 John 1: 5-9.) He taught
them to pray for a brother who sins. (1 John 5: 16.) He
showed what would cause a man to be unbelieving and timid
about prayer. Hear him: "Beloved, if our heart condemn
us not, we have boldness toward God; and whatsoever we
ask we receive of him, because we keep his commandments
and do the things that are pleasing in his sight." (1 John
3: 21, 22.) He showed his own great faith and boldness in
prayer in this language: "And this is the boldness which
we have toward him, that, if we ask anything according to
his will, he heareth us: and if we know that he heareth us
whatsoever we ask, we know that we have the petitions
which we have asked of him." (1 John 5: 14, 15))

Finally, we see through the visions of the apocalypse
the elders and beings of the celestial world falling down
before our God and shouting praises to his name, saying:
"Holy, holy, holy, is the Lord God, the Almighty." (Rev.
4: 8.) And we hear the souls of the beheaded saints pleading
in prayer. (Rev. 6: 9.) And the inspired volume closes with
the fervent prayer of an inspired man: "Amen: come, Lord
Jesus."
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In view of all this teaching, what shall we say of a man
who claims to "speak where the Bible speaks" and to "be
silent where the Bible is silent,” or who has the audacity
to profess to have any regard for the Bible, or to contend
for any doctrine, point, or principle taught in the Bible, but
who does not believe in prayer, does not pray personally
about all his affairs in health and in sickness, does not join
with other Christians in prayer and in prayer meetings at
every opportunity; who sneers at praying for temporal
blessings, at praying for the sick, at praying for the preacher,
for the church, for the missionaries, etc.? What shall we
say of such a man? We should say that he has no more
chance of going to heaven than the rankest atheist in Russia,
and that he is a greater hindrance to Christianity than any
unbeliever outside of the church in the whole world.
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""Men Ought Always to Pray"
No. 2

Last week this answer to Brother Buchanan's first ques-
tion was given: "Yes, the Scriptures do teach that we receive
temporal blessings in answer to prayer and because of a
righteous life." This week this point is to be discussed
more fully.

The following thoughts from Brother J. W. McGarvey's
excellent sermon on prayer will help us to answer many of
the questions that arise when this subject is under study:

I think that there is no subject of revelation on which there is
more skepticism than on that of prayer. This skepticism is not due
to little being said on the subject in the Bible; neither does it arise
from any ambiguity in the Scripture statements. You will all bear
witness, 1}/ou read the Bible much, that there is no duty or privi-
lege more frequently emphasized in the Bible than this; and that no
assurance is more solemnly given than that God is a prayer-hearing
God, answering the prayers of his people. This skepticism grows
out of our own shortsightedness. We look around and think of the
laws of nature, and remember that God does not work miracles in
this day, and we do not see how he can alter things to suit our wishes
and petitions. We are told that he is an unchanging God; how can
he then answer prayer? Thus we set limits to God's ability to act
without doing miracles. God can bring about certain things by
miracles, and it seems but reasonable to suppose that he can do
some thlngs without a miracle.

Now, if James tells the truth, "the suppllcatlon of a righteous
man" avails much. What he says is that it "avails much." He does
not say that it avails to the full extent that the petitioner wishes it
to avall, he does not affirm that it will always accomplish precisely
what is asked for by the petitioner, but he affirms that it "avails
much." It may be in this way, it may be in that way; but in some
way it avails much.

When the apostle had laid down this great rule, had stated that
the prayer of a good man avails much, he brought up as proof an
instance in which it struck the mark in the very center. . He says:
"E"fq ah was a man of like passions with us" (being a prophet did not
lift him above being a man, a man of passions JUSt like ours, though,
of course, his passions were held in restraint), "and he prayed fer-
vently that it might not rain" (there are a great many prayers of
that kind among the farmers in our own day). "And it rained not
on the earth for three years and six months. And he prayed again;
and the heaven gave rain, and the earth brought forth her fruit."

Brother McGarvey then shows that this was Elijah's
plan to bring the people back to God. He tells the whole
story, which he concludes in these words:

How did the rain come? If it had come without the cloud, that
would have been a miracle. If it had come from over the desert,
that would have been a miracle. How did it come? The clouds came
up from the sea, as every rain cloud does. The wind blew it east-
ward, and when it came in contact with the cooler volumes of air,
its vapor was condensed, and the rain fell. It came just as any other
rain comes.
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1. An Inspired Man Cites Elijah's Prayer as an Example
for Us. James tells us that Elijah was a man of like pas-
sions with us. This means that he in his prayer worked
no miracle, exercised no supernatural power, or did any-
thing else that any other faithful, humble servant of God
might not do. If he did, then his example could not be
followed by us, and the inspired James made a mistake in
using it as an illustration of what we may accomplish by
prayer. If we accept his example as applicable to us, we
are forced to conclude that weather conditions may, at least
at times—when it is the Lord's will—be affected by the
prayers of God's children, and that temporal and national
affairs may be changed by prayer. Of course, we know that
it would never do for such things to be left entirely, abso-
lutely, and unconditionally at the discretion of shortsighted
and capricious human beings, however humble and devoted
they may be and however honest and worthy their intentions
may always be. The whole human family would object at
once to having such power put into the hands of any man
or any group of men on earth. Therefore, God must neces-
sarily overrule and control in all these things and answer
the prayers of his children when and in the way that is
wisest and best, all the beings and all the forces involved
being considered. Therefore, all true Christians will always
qualify every prayer with the expression, "Thy will, not
mine, be done."

2. Elijjah's Prayer Was in Harmony with the Written
Will of God. As Elijah was a submissive and humble, as well
as a courageous, servant of God, of course he said in his
prayer, in attitude if not in words, "Thy will be done in this
matter,” or, "If it please thee, let this come to pass,” etc.
If there had been anything in God's law or his revealed will
that forbade or inhibited such a prayer, Elijah would not
have offered that prayer. If Elijah knew his own Scriptures,
he knew that this was in harmony with the Lord's threaten-
ings and promises. Through Moses, God had said to Israel:

But it shall come to pass, if thou wilt not hearken unto the voice
of Jehovah thy God, to observe to do all his commandments and his
statutes which | command thee this day, that all these curses shall
come upon thee, and overtake thee. Cursed shalt thou be in the city,
and cursed shalt thou be in the field. Cursed shall be thy basket
and thy kneading-trough. Cursed shall be the fruit of thy body,
and the fruit of thy ground, the increase of thy cattle, and the young
of thy flock. Cursed shalt thou be when thou comest in, and cursed
shalt thou be when thou goest out.

Jehovah will send upon thee -cursing, discomfiture, and rebuke,
in all that thou puttest thy hand unto to do, untl thou be destroyed,
and until thou perish quickly; because of the evil of thy doings,
whereby thou hast forsaken me. Jehovah will make the pestilence
cleave unto thee, untli he have consumed thee from off the land,

36



"MEN OUGHT ALWAYS TO PrRAY"

whither thou goest in to possess it. Jehovah will smite thee with
consumption, and with fever, and with inflammation, and with fiery
heat, and with the sword, and with blasting, and with mildew; and
they shall pursue thee wuntil thou perish. And thy heaven that is
over thy head shall be brass, and the earth that is under thee shall
be iron. Jehovah will make the rain of thy land powder and dust:
from heaven shall it come down upon thee, until thou be destroyed.
(Deut. 28: 15-24.)

In harmony with this, Elijah could easily pray for the
drought to come upon his wicked generation. In the same
chapter God had promised to bless their land and prosper
them when they were faithful and obedient. In many
places he had said he would remove the curse when they
repented. Therefore, Elijah could pray for rain after the
people repented of their idolatry at Carmel. Read this:

When heaven is shut up, and there is no rain, because they have
sinned against thee; if they pray toward this place, and confess thy
name, and turn from their sin, when thou dost afflict them: then
hear thou in heaven, and forgive the sin of thy servants, and of thy
people Israel, when thou teachest them the good way wherein they
should walk; and send rain upon thy land, which thou hast given
to thy people for an inheritance. (1 Kings 8: 35, 36.)

Read this also:

If | shut up the heavens so that there is no rain, or if I command
the locust to devour the land, or if | send pestlence among my
people; if my people, who are called by my name, shal humble
themselves, and pray, and seek my face, and turn from their wicked
ways; then will | hear from heaven, and wil forgive their sin, and
will heal their land. Now mine eyes shall be open, and mine ears
attent, unto the prayer that is made in this place. (2 Chron. 7: 13-15.)

There are many other places in the Old Testament where
God promised health, prosperity, and all temporal blessings
to those who faithfully serve him. David declared that the
man who delights in the law of the Lord shall be blessed
and that "whatsoever he doeth shall prosper.” (Psalm 1:
1-3.)

Through Isaiah, God says that those who do not recognize
the fact that their food and all their temporal blessings come
from him do not show as much sense as the ox and the ass.
"The ox knoweth his owner, and the ass his master's crib;
but Israel doth not know, my people doth not consider."
(Isa. 1: 3.) God taught his people to cast all of their cares
upon him and he would care for them. (Psalm 55: 22; 1
Pet. 5: 7.) He also said: "The angel of Jehovah encampeth
round about them that fear him, and delivereth them."
(Psalm 34: 7.) And again: "For he will give his angels
charge over thee, to keep thee in all thy ways. They shall
bear thee up in their hands, lest thou dash thy foot against
a stone." (Psalm 91: 11, 12.)

Nearly all of these promises apply to us in this age.
Even if some of the threatenings and promises made to
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ancient Israel do not apply directly to us, the principle still
obtains. Since Elijah's example is set before us as an illus-
tration and we are urged to follow it, we know that the laws
under which he prayed must in some way apply to us.

3. The New Testament Promises Temporal Blessings to
Those Who in Implicit Faith Serve the Lord. No man who is
acquainted with the Sermon on the Mount can doubt that
our Savior taught us to trust God and to look to him for all
temporal blessings and creature comforts. How could any
poor doubting and quibbling soul imagine that the promises
of the Old Testament are too temporal, too full, too tender,
too personal and direct to apply to us, or that Paul's language
in Philippians, chapter four, verse six. belongs to a miracu-
lous age. with the sixth chanter of Matthew open before him?
The trouble is not in God's promises: it is in our faith. We
cannot fail to understand what our Lord says. His language
is even plainer than the great commission or than Acts 2:
38, but many of us who would fight the whole world on
these passages do not even believe what Christ says in
Matthew six. It is no wonder at all that we do not convince
anybody on the passages we contend for. Read -carefully

what our Savior says:

Therefore | say unto you, Be not anxious for your life, what
ye shall eat, or what ye shall drink: nor yet for your body, what ye
shall put on. Is not the life more than the food, and the body than
the raiment? Behold the birds of the heaven, that they sow not,
neither do they reap, nor gather into barns: and your heavenly
Father feedeth them. Are not ye of much more value than they?
And which of you by being anxious can add one cubit unto the
measure of his life? And why are ye anxious concerning raiment?
Consider the lilies of the field, how they grow: they toil not, neither
do they spin: yet | say unto you, that even Solomon in all his glory
was not arrayed like one of these. But if God doth so clothe the
grass of the field, -which to-day is, and to-morrow is cast into the
oven, shall he not much more clothe you. O ye of little faith? Be
not therefore anxious, saying, What shall we eat? or. What shall
we drink? or, Wherewithal shall we be clothed? For after all
these things do the Gentiles seek; for your heavenly Father knoweth
that ye have need of all these things. But seek ye first his kingdom,
and his righteousness; and all these things shall be added unto you.
(Matt. 6: 25-33.)

Then consider this promise:

Peter began to say unto him, Lo, we have left al, and have
followed thee. Jesus said, Verily | say unto you, There is no man
that hath left house, or brethren, or sisters, or mother, or father,
or children, or lands, for my sake, and for the gospel's sake, but he
shall receive a hundredfold now in this time, houses, and brethren,
and sisters, and mothers, and children, and lands, with persecutions;
and in the world to come eternal life. But many that are first shall
be last; and the last first.

The apostles taught the same dependence upon and trust
in God that our Savior inculcated. They also assure us that
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God's blessings will be measured to us according to our
service and according to our attitude toward God. When
Paul instructed Christians to lay by in store upon the first
day of the week "as God hath prospered" them, he clearly
implied that whatever degree of prosperity they had enjoyed
had come from God. It mattered not how hard they had
labored to obtain their money, nor through what natural
processes it had come into their possession, it nevertheless
had come to them through God's mercies and providences.
That is true with us today. Let us not forget that fact,
brethren.

Paul plainly tells us that God is able to make all grace
abound unto us so that we may have such a sufficiency as
to be able to abound in every good work. He declares that
God will supply us seed for sowing and increase our fruit.
And God will measure these blessings to us according to our
service—according to what we give into the Lord's service.
Study these verses:

But this | say, He which soweth sparingly shall reap also spar-
ingly, and he which soweth bountifully shall reap also bountifully.
Every man according as he purposeth in his heart, so let him give;
not grudgingly, or of necessity: for God loveth a cheerful giver.
And God is able to make all grace abound toward you; that ye, always
having all sufficiency in all things, may abound to every good work:
(as it is written, He hath dispersed abroad; he hath given to the poor:
his righteousness remaineth for ever. Now he that ministereth seed
to the sower both minister bread for your food, and multiply your
seed sown, and increase the fruits of your righteousness;) being en-
riched in every thing to all bountifulness, which causeth through us
thanksgiving to God. (2 Cor. 9: 6-11.)

The apostle James says:

But he that looketh into the perfect law, the law of liberty, and
so continueth, being not a hearer that forgetteth but a doer that
worketh, this man shall be blessed in his doing. (James 1: 25.)

"This man shall be blessed in his doing,” or, according
to the psalmist, "whatsoever he doeth shall prosper.”

When the Lord has so repeatedly promised to give tem-
poral blessings to those who love him and obey his word, we
certainly can pray in full assurance for these blessings if
our lives are in harmony with his word. "Ye have not,
because ye ask not." That James here meant temporal,
material things is made certain by his statement that when
they did ask they received not, because they wanted the
thing asked for to consume or spend upon their own lusts:
(James 4: 2, 3.) This passage implies that even though we
are living the Christian life, we may not receive certain
blessings if we do not ask for them. "O ye of little faith!"
“Lord, . . . help thou mine unbelief."
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"Men Ought Always to Pray"
No. 3

1. "Does it do any good to pray for the recovery of the
sick today?" If there were no example and no admonition
in the Scriptures of praying for the sick, the general teach-
ing of the Scriptures on prayer is sufficient authority for
praying for them. Since "men ought always to pray"; since
we are admonished to "pray without ceasing"; since we are
told to cast all our care upon the Lord; since it is in God that
"we live, and move, and have our being"; since we are taught,
“In nothing be anxious; but in everything by prayer and
supplication with thanksgiving let your requests be made
known unto God"; and since we are admonished to be
"praying at all seasons in the Spirit, and watching there-
unto in all perseverance,” of course we will pray for the
sick always. To refuse or to fail to do so is to disregard
the word of the Lord, to manifest a woeful want of faith,
and to rob ourselves and our friends of one of the sublimest
and most precious privileges vouchsafed unto the children
of God. We should pray for the recovery of the sick if that
be the Lord's will.

Of course, every patient that we pray for will not recover.
If that happens, then no praying Christian—and there is no
other kind of Christian—or any of his friends would ever die.
When it is, and when it is not, the Lord's will for a sick
person to recover, we cannot know until the sickness termi-
nates one way or the other. Therefore, we should always
pray for recovery, but with the understood and expressed
attitude of submission to the will of the Lord. The age of the
patient and the nature and state of the disease may give
us some indication of what the will of the Lord is, since we
do not expect a miracle; but these things do not always
determine the matter. To rely wholly upon these conditions
would be to rule God out of the equation entirely and to
look only to natural conditions, laws, and forces. Not only
that, but it would be to decide by what we know and see of
natural laws, with no allowance for elements and contingen-
cies that are unknown to us. All Christians who have had
any extended experience in such things have seen patients
recover when the prognosis held no hope; when the physi-
cians and all those who judged by natural laws and forces
thought there was no chance for recovery. These cases
occur so frequently that it is an established rule of ethics
with the medical profession to keep a patient alive as long
as possible; for "where there is life, there is hope." Physi-
cians often keep patients alive by various methods when
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even praying Christians feel that it would be better to let
them go. The cases of recovery just mentioned are not cited
as instances of "divine healing" in the sense of miraculous
cures. Such cases and the practice of medical men in con-
tinuing their efforts to the end are here used to show that
we should not judge too quickly by appearances and give
up hope and cease praying because conditions seem to indi-
cate that it would take a miracle to effect a cure. Medical
men—men of science—admit that they cannot say definitely
and absolutely that there is no hope till the end comes.
Then why should Christians reason upon a basis of natural
science and conclude that there is no room for supernatural
or providential aid to the natural chances which physicians
admit may exist? If we hope for or would like to see the
sick person recover, then that is unquestionably the desire
or prayer that we should express to Jehovah. That is our
sincere feeling. But all sensible men will admit that the
absolute decision of such cases cannot be placed in the hands
of frail and fallible men.

2. There is a difference in "divine healing" as those terms
are now used and in praying for the sick and expecting their
recovery in answer to prayer. "Divine healing,” in the gen-
eral acceptation of those terms, means miraculous healing,
instantaneous cures without medical aid or any other natural
curative element. Such miracles were done by Christ and
the apostles. In those cases often no special prayer was
offered and no natural agencies or means were used. They
simply spoke the word and the afflicted ones were healed.
Sometimes they did touch them with their hands, as when
Christ opened the eyes of the two blind men (Matt. 20:
29-34), or as when Peter lifted up the lame man (Acts 3);
and sometimes they anointed with oil (Mark 6: 13). But in
many cases even this was not done. There was no laying
on of hands, no special praying, no anointing with oil, and
no resorting to curative agencies in these miraculous heal-
ings. But in praying for the recovery of the sick, as in
praying for anything else, we must comply with all the
known laws of Jehovah, whether those laws be revealed in
nature or in the Bible or in both. The answer may come
after long delay, come gradually through one means or
another, or it may come speedily and without our being able
to determine through just what particular means or process
it arrived. Perhaps many things were used by providence.
Then, again, the answer in the sense of the thing prayed
for may not come at all. The Lord in his wisdom and good-
ness must decide, and we will always submit and be resigned.

3. There are examples in the Scriptures where the sick
recovered in answer to prayer, and there are also examples
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of the servants of God praying for the sick when they did
not recover. Hezekiah was "sick unto death." He had a
fatal trouble, and the Lord had declared that he would die.
There seemed to be no chance for him; but old Hezekiah did
not want to die, and he set up an awful wailing and con-
tended with the Lord and begged to live. He turned his
face to the wall and wept sore. So great was his bitterness
and distress that he afterwards composed a song about it.
He says he thought or reckoned about it all through the
night. He roared like a lion and chattered like a crane or

a swallow in distress. He said: "I shall go softly all my
years in the bitterness of my soul." Or differently trans-
lated: "Through the rest of my years will | reflect on this

bitterness of my soul." Or another rendering: "Through all
my years | shall walk as in solemn procession because of
this bitterness of my soul." (See Isa. 38: 1-20.)

Now, all this earnest praying was not in vain. Jehovah
heard his prayer and raised him up and prolonged his life
fifteen years. That this was because of and in answer to
his prayer cannot be doubted, for God said to him through
Isaiah: "I have heard thy prayer, | have seen thy tears:
behold, | will add unto thy days fifteen years." This, then,
was a recovery from a fatal sickness in answer to prayer.
Yet natural means were used. The prophet directed that a
plaster of figs be placed on the boil, "and he shall recover."
(Isa. 38: 21.)

In the New Testament we have an example of prayer
availing for a sick man, although the story is not told in
detail. Epaphroditus had gone from Philippi to Rome to
carry a contribution which the church at Philippi was
sending to Paul. While he was far away from home, at
Rome, he became seriously ill. Paul says, "He was sick nigh
unto death." Although Paul was there and could work
miracles, he did not seem to use his power at this time,
for knowledge of it got back to Philippi; and this troubled
Epaphroditus, because he knew it caused great solicitude
among the brethren at home. This sickness caused sorrow
in the heart of Paul, too. Did the brethren at Philippi pray
for his recovery? Of course they did, for they were instruct-
ed "in everything by prayer and supplication"” to make their
wishes or requests known unto God. Did Paul pray for his
recovery? We know he did, for he prayed "at all seasons"
and for "all men" and made "all prayers for all saints" and
entreated God in behalf of the "bodies," "souls,” and "spirits"
of his friends and converts. Furthermore, his language con-
cerning Epaphroditus shows that he looked to God for his
recovery and then attributed the recovery to Jehovah's
mercy. "Indeed he was sick nigh unto death: but God had
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mercy on him; and not on him only, but on me also, that |
might not have sorrow upon sorrow." Jehovah had mercy
upon these his faithful servants and regarded the sorrows of
their hearts, heard their cries, and restored the sick man
to health and spared the apostle a great sorrow. There
was no miracle here, but great yearning of Christian hearts;
and as a result of that yearning and to spare those hearts
further sorrow, Jehovah showed mercy and healed the sick
man. Did prayer or the condition of a saint's heart "do any
good" in that case?

When the psalmist was sick, he prayed to be spared and
to recover strength. Hear him: "Hear my prayer, O Je-
hovah, and give ear unto my cry; hold not thy peace at my
tears: for | am a stranger with thee, a sojourner, as all my
fathers were. Oh spare me, that | may recover strength,
before 1 go hence, and be no more." (Psalm 39: 12, 13.)

4. But we find cases in both the Old and New Testaments
where the sick did not recover, even though prayers were
offered in their behalf. David's child was sick, and David
fasted and prayed and prostrated himself upon the earth
in his earnest entreaties in behalf of the child. The child
died. It was not the Lord's will for it to live. David was
resigned to the Lord's will and did not mourn for the child.
(See 2 Sam. 12: 15-24))

Trophimus was a Gentile convert whom Paul brought
to the Lord at Ephesus. He became one of Paul's companions
in his missionary travels. He was with Paul at Jerusalem
and was the Gentile whom the Jews accused Paul of bring-
ing into the temple and thus profaning the temple. After
Paul's release from prison and before his second imprison-
ment, Paul and Trophimus had been traveling together
again. When they reached Miletus, Trophimus became sick,
too sick to go on with Paul, and, therefore, Paul left him.
Did Paul pray for him? It is useless to ask that question
after we have learned of Paul's teaching and practice in
reference to prayer. Did the Lord answer this prayer?
Perhaps he did, but he did not restore Trophimus imme-
diately. Paul left him sick.

The question may be asked, Why did Paul not use his
miraculous power here? For some reason it was not God's
will for him so to use it any more than it was to use such
power to prevent his own death, or than it was for Christ to
save himself from the cross.

Paul himself had an infirmity which he did not heal. It
is supposed by some Bible scholars that what Paul speaks
of as a thorn in the flesh was his infirmity. If that be true,
then Paul prayed that this infirmity might be healed or
removed, but it was not removed. (2 Cor. 12: 7-10.)
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Timothy also had "often infirmities,” and he was not
miraculously healed. Paul instructed him to use natural
means which he at least thought would be beneficial. (1
Tim. 5: 23.)

We have, therefore, found that there is an abundance of
authority for praying for the recovery of the sick, and at
the same time accompanying our prayers with whatever
natural means are available. But we must know that even
then the sick will not always recover, for it is "appointed
unto men once to die."

There is yet an important passage of Scripture that we
have not considered, and that is the fifth chapter of James.
That passage calls for a special article next week.
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""Men Ought Always to Pray"'
No. 4

"Does it do any good to pray for the recovery of the sick
today?"

James said: "Is any among you afflicted? let him pray."
If an afflicted man prays at all, of course he will pray for
relief from his affliction. And since the apostle commanded
the afflicted man to pray, he must have thought that such
a prayer would "do some good." (James 5: 13.) Whatever
the calling for the elders and the anointing with oil men-
tioned in verse 14 may mean, it must not be understood to
nullify the admonition to the afflicted man to pray. Neither
can it make void the exhortation of verse 16: "Confess your
faults one to another, and pray one for another, that ye may
be healed." And the emphatic statement which the apostle
made to encourage such praying must not be rendered
meaningless by an explanation of verses 14 and 15. He said:
"The effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth
much." Then James further encourages and exhorts Chris-
tians to pray by referring to Elijah and his prayers. Un-
guestionably, then, the apostle James teaches us to pray. He
teaches a sick man to pray. He teaches a mutual confessing
of faults and a mutual praying one for another among dis-
ciples, that they "may be healed." These points in the fifth
chapter of James are plain. Any difficulties that may be
encountered in verses 14 and 15 should not be allowed to
obscure these plain admonitions, and they should not dull
our appreciation of the general teaching of this chapter upon
the subject of prayer.

But shall we examine those much-discussed verses? They
read: "Is any among you sick? let him call for the elders
of the church; and let them pray over him, anointing him
with oil in the name of the Lord: and the prayer of faith
shall save him that is sick, and the Lord shall raise him up;
and if he have committed sins, it shall be forgiven him."

Two views on these verses are held by Bible scholars.
One is that this was miraculous healing by elders who had
the gifts of healing or of miracles, which gifts we know were
distributed among members of the church in the first cen-
tury. (1 Cor. 12.) The other view is that this was prayer
by Christians, who had no special gifts or miraculous powers,
for the recovery of the sick through natural means, aided
or used by providence, and that the oil was used as a
medicinal means or a curative agent.

If the first view is correct, then these verses do not apply
to us in this age at all. We have no spiritual gifts now.
These were done away as Paul said they would be. (1 Cor.
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13: 8; Eph. 4: 11-14.) Church history shows that these gifts
did not extend even into the second century.

If the second view is correct, these verses do apply to us,
and we should practice what they teach. Of course, we
would not have to use oil, but we would avail ourselves of
whatever curative means are now used, and the principle
would be the same. We have found from other passages
that this should be our practice, whether these verses apply
to us or not. It matters little, then, as to how we take these
troublesome verses; for, if they do not apply to us, we cannot
disobey their teaching; and if they do apply to us, we are
practicing what they teach already when we obey the gen-
eral teaching of the Bible on prayer.

But if we desire to make an analytical study of the
verses, let us observe the following points in favor of the
second view—that this was not miraculous healing:

1 James was known to be strict and regular in his
observance of Jewish customs. (Acts 15; 21: 18; Gal. 2: 12.)

2. He addresses this Epistle to "the twelve tribes which
are scattered abroad"; but of course he meant Christian
Jews, since he signs his name as a servant of "the Lord Jesus
Christ." These disciples would know the customs of the
Jews.

3. It was a well-known custom among the Jews to call
in the religious leaders or rabbis to pray when there was
sickness in the family. (See Clarke's Commentaries.)

4. Oil was used for many purposes by the Jews. In
travel or on journeys they carried oil with them. (See the
case of the good Samaritan.) We read of "the anointing
oil" dozens of times in the Old Testament. The Jews anoint-
ed their bodies with oil for comfort and for cleanliness.

They anointed the head with oil as a signal of honor.
Thus Samuel anointed Saul and David. In the Twenty-
Third Psalm, David said, "Thou anointest my head with oil,"
referring to the blessings and honors Jehovah bestows upon
his child. Referring to the exaltation of Christ, the psalmist
said: "Therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee with
the oil of gladness above thy fellows." They also anointed
the head as a social custom and as an act of hospitality.
"My head with oil thou didst not anoint." (Luke 7: 46.)

They used oil to relieve suffering and to heal wounds.
The good Samaritan bound up the afflicted man's wounds,
"pouring on them oil and wine." (Luke 10: 34.) The people
of that age knew nothing of germs and the infections they
cause, but they knew the experience of such suffering just
the same as we do, and they had possibly learned that wine
would sometimes prevent this suffering. It would sterilize
and disinfect the wounds. The oil would soothe and comfort
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and perhaps heal wounds. Therefore, it was used as a
medicine. Speaking of the afflictions of his people, Isaiah
said: "From the sole of the foot even unto the head there
is no soundness in it; but wounds, and bruises, and fresh
stripes: they have not been closed, neither bound up, neither
mollified with o0il." This proves that in treating wounds
they used oil.

5. If James had here referred to miraculous healing, he
would not have instructed them to use their common reme-
dies or any natural means, as a miracle is independent of and
excludes these things.

The conclusion is, therefore, that James taught Jewish
Christians to follow their old custom, except, instead of
calling in the rabbis they should call for the elders of the
church, and they would minister to the sick person and
pray for him.

On the other hand, the following points are made to
prove that the verses allude to miraculous healings:

1 Such gifts of healing were distributed among the
leaders in the church in that age. (1 Cor. 12.)

2. Oil was sometimes used even in performing miracu-
lous cures. (Mark 6: 13.)

3. The "afflicted" man (A. V.), or "suffering" man (R.
V.), was instructed to pray. (Verse 13.) But the "sick"
man should call for the elders. Two different kinds or
degrees of afflictions must be contemplated here.

4. All Christians should pray one for another that they
"may be healed" in ordinary sickness (verse 16), such Chris-
tians not having the power to work miracles.

5. But in dangerous sickness, fatal sickness, somebody
with more power than ordinary Christians possess must be
depended upon. Therefore the elders — those who had
spiritual gifts—should be called in.

Now, which view is correct? We cannot say. But we
have already found that it does not matter which view we
take if we obey the plain teaching of other passages of
Scripture.

Personally, 1 am inclined to the view that this was non-
miraculous healing; that it was prayer for the sick, such
prayers being accompanied by such natural means and cura-
tive agents as they had.

In the years gone by the editors of the Gospel Advocate
answered questions upon this passage many times. On
page 143 of "Queries and Answers," Brother David Lips-
comb said:

| have given my opinion of James 5: 14, 15. | do not believe

the healing was ever miraculous, or that all the sick on whom hands
were laid recovered. If so, why should any ever have died? If men
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could all be healed now by laying on of hands of the elders and
anointing with oil, who would die or remain sick? All would comply
with the conditons and live. They were just as anxious to live
and keep well in the days of the apostles as they are now. When
one got sick, he would have sent for the elders and would be living
now. The only way for people to get to heaven would be to be trans-
lated, as was Enoch; yet we find persons sickening and dying
with the elders and the apostles with them. (Phil. 2: 26; 2 Tim.
4: 20) What is the meaning then? Anointing with ol was the
common curative agent of that period and time. The plan was
while using this to connect with it the prayers of the elders. They
represented the church, and through them the church prayed for
the sick. In the use of these means, combining the prayers of Chris-
tians with remedial agencies, all who could be cured would be. |
think it certain that there was no miraculous healing then and has
been none since.

"There is a place where thou canst touch the eyes

Of blinded men to instant perfect sight;

There is a place where thou canst say, 'Arise!"
To dying captives, bound in chains of night;

There is a place where thou canst search the store
Of hoarded gold and free it for the Lord;

There is a place—upon some distant shore—
Where thou canst send the worker and the Word,

Where is that blessed place? Dost thou ask, 'Where?'
O, soul, it is the blessed place of prayer!"
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No. 5

"Is there an added force or special power in united
prayer?"

The most natural conclusion that we can draw from the
teaching of the Scriptures is that united prayers or the
prayers of several earnest souls together have more efficacy
than the prayer of a single individual. If the Bible teaches
this, we must accept it as true, whether or not we can know
why it is true. Let us, therefore, study:

1. The Teaching of the Scripture on This Question. In
Matt. 18: 19, 20, our Savior says: "Again | say unto you, that
if two of you shall agree on earth as touching anything that
they shall ask, it shall be done for them of my Father who is
in heaven. For where two or three are gathered together
in my name, there am | in the midst of them."

This seems to teach that the fact that "two of you" are
agreed in prayer will be a special guarantee that the prayer
will be heard. However, the teaching of this entire para-
graph is of the concerted action of the disciples—what they
do as a body or a congregation. It relates to the decision of
the church—the unanimous action of the body in a case of
discipline. No doubt the principle applies in all decisions,
and not only in disciplinary matters. "Verily | say unto
you, What things soever ye shall bind on earth shall be
bound in heaven; and what things soever ye shall loose on
earth shall be loosed in heaven." The emphasis is, there-
fore, on the word "agree" in our Lord's promise that what
they ask shall be granted. The disciples are here thought of
as "gathered together" in Christs name; acting together
with one accord; praying together in "agreement." The
word for "agree" in this passage is "sumphonesosin" in the
Greek. It is a musical term, and from it we get the word
"symphony.” Jesus teaches that our hearts should sym-
phonize in prayer. Our prayers should go up like a beautiful
melody unto the throne of God. This will assure us that
they will be heard.

This language of our Lord might be understood, then, as
teaching that when two or more pray together, they must
agree and pray with one purpose; that there should be no
factions and contradictory prayers among them. The
thought that the prayer of two souls would be more effica-
cious than the prayer of one soul would not necessarily be
implied in this passage if there were nothing else in the
Bible bearing on this question.

But this idea is implied in the teaching of the whole
Bible. In the Old Testament when the people of God were
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in distress, the whole nation was called upon to fast and
pray. When the nation was threatened with annihilation
and Esther threw herself between her people and the death
decree, she not only prayed herself, but had her maidens
pray with her, and called upon all the Jews throughout
the hundred twenty-seven provinces to join with her in
prayer. When Daniel had persuaded the angry king to
appoint him a time for the interpretation of the king's
dream, and when the time was set, Daniel began to pray
that the Lord would enable him to reveal this secret. But
he did not depend upon his own prayers alone. He asked
his three companions to unite with him in this earnest
praying.

In the New Testament, Christians are taught both by
precept and example to pray together. United prayers and
intercessory prayers are repeatedly enjoined. Christ prayed
for Peter, that his faith might not fail. (See Luke 22: 31,
32.) He prayed for all his disciples, that "they may be
one." (See John 17: 11.) He taught them to pray for one
another, and even to pray for their enemies; and, as we have
seen, to pray together in agreement.

Paul called upon his converts to join him in prayer for
certain specified things. He was praying night and day for
these ends that he desired to accomplish, but he must have
thought that the prayers of others would add force to his
petitions. If their prayers did not help his, why would he
request their prayers? In fact, Paul uses the expression,
"Ye also helping together by prayer.” (2 Cor. 1: 11))
He praised God for delivering him from death, but he
said that Christians had "helped" in this deliverance by
their prayers. Peter also was once sentenced to die. "But
prayer was made earnestly of the church unto God for him"
(Acts 12: 5), and he was delivered.

When Paul was so weighed down with forebodings and
anxiety that he was "striving" with God in prayer, he
solemnly entreated his friends to "strive" with him: "Now |
beseech you, brethren, by our Lord Jesus Christ, and by
the love of the Spirit, that ye strive together with me in
your prayers to God for me; that | may be delivered from
them that are disobedient in Judea, and that my ministra-
tion which | have for Jerusalem may be acceptable to the
saints; that | may come unto you in joy through the will
of God, and together with you find rest." (Rom. 15: 30-32.)
Surely we are justified by these passages in drawing the
conclusion that united prayers are especially efficacious;
that we can "help" one another in our prayers.

2. "Things Hard to Be Understood." We are all ready
to ask, why is it that God is more easily persuaded by two
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persons than by one? Since God has promised to hear and
answer the prayer of his humblest child, since the "suppli-
cation of a righteous man availeth much,” why does such
a prayer need to be augmented by the pleadings of other
righteous men? Is prayer to God, like a petition to an
earthly ruler, made stronger by the number of names signed
to the petition? These are hard questions, but they are no
more difficult for us to answer than many other questions
that arise in our minds when we study the subject of prayer.
God loves men better than | can love them; then why should
| have to beg him to bless those whom he loves? Why
should I, a sinful man, be found beseeching the infinitely
good and holy God to work some good in the world? For
what else does he sit upon the throne of the universe? Is
he not much more concerned about the welfare of all his
work than | can possibly be? Does he need my feeble prayer
to remind him of some duty he has neglected, or of some
sufferer he has overlooked, or of some obligation he has
failed to fulfill? Is he not infinitely more interested in the
salvation of men than | am, and has he not given his own
Son to die for their redemption? Has he not sent his agents
to the ends of the earth? Then, why should | pray him to
"send forth laborers into his harvest?" Is God stubborn
and implacable, that | should have to "strive" and plead and
importune him in order to get him willing to do a good
deed? Do we need to unite and organize and besiege God
en masse in order to get his attention?

These questions are distracting and enervating to the
spirit of prayer, and from one point of view they are dis-
honoring to God. But despite that fact we are nevertheless
taught to do the very things that these questions inquire
about. What is the explanation?

3. Suggested Answers to These Hard Questions. One solu-
tion to the whole problem is suggested by those who say that
prayer does not move the will of God at all; that it is solely
subjective; that it has only a reflex influence; that all al-
truistic prayers cultivate a spirit of altruism, and that is
why we are enjoined to pray for others. That earnest, sin-
cere prayers do have a reflex influence upon the one who
prays is no doubt true. But when a man comes to believe
that his prayer never reaches God and that it can have no
influence upon anyone except those who participate in it,
he will no longer pray in an earnest and sincere manner.
That which incited him to pray is gone. He will not pour
out his soul unto God when he knows God is not hearing
and that his prayer is wholly ineffectual, except as a means
of working himself into a certain psychological state; and
as such a means it is futile as soon as he realizes that he
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must arouse his soul to desire, long for, and plead for the
attention of a deaf God. In order for a man to pray in a
way to bring about beneficial reactions in his own life, he
must be deceived into believing that he is reaching divine
favor. This would be to impute dishonesty to God. It is
to attribute to God an uncandid makeshift. It is to say
that in teaching us to pray to him and in promising to hear
us and to give unto us the things that we ask for, God has
deliberately deceived us by a monstrous falsehood. This
explanation of prayer, therefore, becomes ultimately im-
possible. When God calls upon us to pray that some good
may come into the world, we must seriously believe that our
prayer is in some way capable of bringing in that good,
otherwise we shall not pray.

4. The Working of Prayer. There is an expression in the
Epistle of James that may give us an idea about prayer
that will help to answer some of the perplexing questions
that have been propounded. James says: "The supplication
of a righteous man availeth much in its working." (James
5: 16.) The word "effectual,” in the King James Version,
has been replaced by the three words, "in its working," by
the Revised Version. Anyone who will think for a moment
will see that "effectual" only restates what is already ex-
pressed by the word "availeth." If a prayer is "effectual,"
of course it "avails”; and if it "avails,” of course it is "effec-
tual." Moreover, the Greek participle, which is translated
"in its working," expresses lively and aggressive action.
There is the idea of active energy in it. James conceived
prayer as a force at work. It is a psychical force, a soul
force, but a real and powerful force. It is unseen, like ether
waves or like electricity, but it may be more powerful than
either. Under this idea we can see that prayer is not in-
tended to move the will of God, but that it puts at the
disposal of God a force which he uses to move the wills of
men. Thus, when we pray, we become "labourers together
with God" as much as when we preach or do good deeds.

In physical science there is a law known as the con-
servation of energy. No force is ever lost. No mite of
energy is ever wasted in the divine frugality of the physical
world. As energy exhausts itself it creates new energy.
The consumption of energy is the creation of energy. Work
is always a sort of combustion, the eating up of fuel. May
there not be some similar law to this in the spiritual world?
May not spiritual force be produced by the wear which
liberates power? Is not prayer the expending of spiritual
energy? Is it not a sort of combustion of the soul? Is not
the soul of a man in the act of passionate willing a living
dynamo? Does not the soul afterwards feel the weary re-
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actions of toil? Any man who has longed mightily for some-
thing knows that "virtue" has gone out of him because of
this yearning. Shall we say, then, that the God who in
nature gathers all the fragments of dynamics and allows
nothing to go to waste will not gather in and use the spiritual
dynamics that are created by the exercise of the yearning
souls of his children?

If this is what the working of prayer means, if this is the
kind of force that prayer is, we can see that the law of the
conservation of spiritual forces would attend to the utilizing
of every sigh for the spread of righteousness or for the relief
and salvation of men. It would see to the enfranchisement
of every noble hope and aspiration that swells the human
heart and consumes it. We can see, also, why the greater
the number of souls that are being burned up by a given
desire, the greater would be the energy created. Again, if
this be a correct explanation of the force of prayer, we can
understand why we have to "strive" in prayer and why we
are taught to entreat God and to persist in prayer. The more
we strive, the more of our souls we burn up; to keep up the
figure, the more energy we create. We see at once, also, why
a heartless, insincere, formal prayer would be worthless. A
prayer that would avail would necessarily be a prayer that
consumed the soul. Mere words and phrases would be in-
effectual. Beautiful sentences and eloquent periods and
perorations would be hollow mockery; and our Lord has
taught us that such prayers are vain, whether our explana-
tion of the working of prayer is correct or not.

There is no virtue in vehemence, and boisterousness will
not render a prayer efficacious; but earnestness, soul ache,
and soul agony will. "A broken and a contrite heart, O God,
thou wilt not despise.” Therefore, let us get together and
pray. Let us unite our hearts in a consuming purpose. Let
us stretch the sinews of our souls in reaching out for the
salvation of men. Let us pray.

PUBLIC PRAYERS

We have considered the phraseology of prayer, vain repe-
titions, and meaningless expressions in prayer. We may
now say that public prayer is one of the most difficult func-
tions that any leader in religious services has to perform.
It is difficult to close the audience out of one's consciousness
and talk to Jehovah in sincerity and with concentrated
thoughts. The human listeners are in the leader's sub-
conscious mind, if not in his conscious mind, and he words
his prayer with a view to impressing them. Sometimes he
preaches to them and argues some point of doctrine or ad-
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vertises some special interest or condemns some prevalent
practice. Of course it is plain to all who hear such a prayer
that the leader is saying these things for the effect he thinks
such a prayer will have upon the audience. The prayer,
therefore, fails of its purpose. It defeats itself. It will even
cripple the influence of the leader over the people whom he
desires to teach. A man who will take that sort of an ad-
vantage of an audience or who is that anxious to stress his
point will be regarded as an extremist or a crank.

Moreover, the people will not have any regard for his.
spirituality or professed love for God. They will conclude
that he has more zeal for his doctrine or his hobby than he
has reverence for Jehovah, since, while he is ostensibly
addressing the infinite Father, he is in reality preaching to
men. Men will judge a leader's sincerity much more quickly
by the way he talks to God than they will by the way he
talks to them.

But regardless of what men think of a prayer, what must
Jehovah think of a man who talks to him with his lips,
but regards men in his heart? Such a prayer is vain wor-
ship. A long verbal prayer giving information to the Deity
is irreverent. A prayer that recites the news of the week,
or that sings off a long catalogue of petitions for things that
are not expected, and which, if granted, would produce as-
tonishment, is blasphemous. It is to be hoped that the reli-
gious consciousness, the sense of reverence and true worship,
in the churches may be so developed that such prayers will
never be heard—that such leaders in prayer will not be
countenanced.

Public prayers are scriptural, if they are not made for
the purpose of being heard of men; yet it is doubtful that
our Lord expected us so often to pray before an audience of
nonpraying people. Preachers are called upon to pray on all
occasions of public gatherings; to "open with prayer" all
kinds of meetings. Not infrequently there are other things
in these meetings opened with a corkscrew. It is a matter
of serious doubt as to whether any of our prayers on such
occasions are acceptable to God. In fact, do we really pray
to God on such occasions?

What the Bible sets forth as public prayer is a band or
group of worshipers praying together. All are praying, and
if only one man is speaking audibly, he is leading the others
and they will all say the "amen.” We would as well do
away with congregational singing as to lose sight of, and
therefore do away with, congregational praying. The song
leader would as well sing by himself as for the prayer leader
to pray by himself. And as it is incumbent upon the song
leader to sing such songs as the congregation can sing, just
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so it is the duty of the prayer leader to utter such prayers
as the members can join in. It should be a concerted prayer.
It should express the special desire of the people on that
special occasion and should not include every petition the
leader can think of or that he ever heard expressed by other
leaders on other occasions. The special purpose of the
prayer should be announced before the people are called
upon to engage in the prayer. Then the leader should lead
the souls of his fellow worshipers right up to the throne of
God—Ilead them to draw nigh unto God, that he may, ac-
cording to his promise, draw nigh unto them, and that they
may have the consciousness of his presence and be filled
with reverence and awe. "Lord, teach us to pray." Lord,
give us men who can lead thy saints in prayer!

The prayer leader should be up in front of the audience
and should speak loud enough for all to hear. Otherwise,
how can he lead them? Or how can they say the "amen"?
He would as well speak in an unknown tongue as to speak
in tones so low that the congregation cannot hear. The
leader should go upon the stand or into the pulpit and pray
with his face toward the audience. If he kneels, he should
stand upon his knees.

Often men who are back in the audience are called upon
to lead in prayer, and sometimes they kneel or squat or
"hunker" down between the pews and mumble and mutter.
The only way the audience knows when they have quit
is by the movements of those who are near enough to hear
or by a loud "amen" from the preacher who is up in the
stand. His "amen" was not a "Lord, grant it," but it was
an announcement to the audience that the prayer was over.
Even leaders who go up into the pulpit sometimes have
little enough grace to turn their backs to the audience and
squat before them in ugly posture, put their faces down in
the pulpit chair, and mumble words. "These things ought
not so to be."

But, someone suggests, the people should not look at the
leader and think about his posture and looks. No, they
should not. Neither should they look at the preacher or the
song leader to admire or criticize his dress or manners or
gestures, but they do just the same; and the preachers and
song leaders know this, and most of them endeavor not to
be offensive in appearance. The prayer leader should act
upon the same principle.

Public prayer is public worship, and all worship must
take place in the heart. All outward signs and postures and
movements and all audible tones are simply manifestations
or expressions of the worship that is taking place in the
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soul. If the worshipful emotions are not in the soul, then
the outward gestures and genuflections are mere mockery.

Prayer is not primarily petition. To many the primary
idea of prayer is simply the asking for something that we
do not have; too often it is a kind of spiritual beggary or
even worse. Prayer, in its essence, should be the soul's
realization of its vital relation to the universal indwelling
Spirit; the consciousness of the nearness, the living presence,
of the Father, who is the "life of our life." He is not a
"God afar off,” to whom the soul must call from a distant
country.

Mrs. Browning said that in its deepest agony the soul's
only prayer is "O God!" because we want God himself
rather than anything he can do for us. A young man has
gone far from home and becomes ill. He longs for his
mother—not for her services, that she may watch at his
bedside night and day, but for her simple presence. So the
strongest aspiration of the human soul is for a consciousness
of the infinite Presence, for a realization of the Spirit, an
awareness of that Being in whom "we live, and move, and
have our being."

The deepest and fullest prayer that any soul can ever
pray is, "Thy wil be done." This is no objective petition;
it is entirely subjective. In this the soul seeks to submerge
itself in the divine will; to become one with the great Je-
hovah. Aspiration can go no higher.

Let us pray.
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CHAPTER IV

Marriage and Divorce

(1) Questions About Divorce. (2) More About Divorce. (3)
Shall We Make Exceptions to Gods Law? (4) "Marriage and Di-
vorce." (5) How Does God Join Man and Woman Together in Wed-
lock? (6) Were They Really Married? (7) Line Upon Line, Pre-
cept Upon Precept, Here a Little, There a Little. (8) The Divorce
Problem. (9) God Hates Divorce. (10) Was What Jesus Taught
on Divorce Bound by the Apostles? (11) Christ and Paul on Divorce.
(12) Wife Bound; Brother or Sister Not Bound—Paul.

DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE

The question of divorce will not down. It has not been
long since a series of articles on this question was published
in this paper. But now the request has come to this depart-
ment for a full explanation of what constitutes scriptural
divorce, and the question is raised about a second marriage
while the first companion is yet living. The brother thinks
that married persons may be separated, but he does not
think either party can ever scripturally marry again while
the other party to the contract lives.

Another reader has sent a tract on the subject of divorce
and requested the editor to review it.

Before we enter into a study of this problem let us first
observe that the word of God must not be entirely plain on
this question, else why would there be so much difference
of opinion even among those who know all that the Bible
says? The question is debated even among Bible scholars.
There is, therefore, room for doubt. The one and only in-
fallibly safe course or conclusion, then, is one man for one
woman and the two made into one or joined by Jehovah,
never to be separated until death; or if separated, never
marry another while the former partner lives.

A careful study of all that the Bible says on this subject
will lead us to see just how much uncertainty there is about
the ground for a divorce and second marriage. The fol-
lowing passages give us just about all the Bible teaches on
this point:

And Jehovah God said, It is not good that the man should be
alone; | will make him a help meet for him. (Gen. 2: 18.)

Ye have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt
not commit adultery: but | say unto you, That whosoever looketh
on a woman to lust after her hath committed adultery with her
aready in his heart. (Matt. 5: 27, 28)

It hath been said, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him
give her a writing of divorcement: but | say unto you, That whoso-
ever shall put away his wife, saving for the cause of fornication,

causeth her to commit adultery: and whosoever shall marry her that
is divorced committeth adultery. (Matt. 5: 31, 32)
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The Pharisees also came unto him, tempting him, and saying
unto him, Is it lawful for a man to put away his wife for every
cause? And he answered and said unto them, Have ye not read,
that he which made them at the beginning made them male and
female, and said, For this cause shall a man leave father and mother,
and shall cleave to his wife: and they twain shall be one flesh?
Wherefore they are no more twain, but one flesh. What therefore
God hath joined together, let not man put asunder. They say unto
him, Why did Moses then command to give a writing of divorcement,
and to put her away? He saith unto them, Moses because of the
hardness of your hearts suffered you to put away your wives: but
from the beginning it was not so. And | say unto you, Whosoever
shall put away his wife, except it be for fornication, and shall marry
another, committeth adultery: and whoso marrieth her which is put
away doth commit adultery. (Matt. 19: 3-9.)

And there came unto him Pharisees, and asked him, Is it lawful
for a man to put away his wife? trying him. And he answered and
said unto them, What did Moses command you? And they said,
Moses suffered to write a bill of divorcement, and to put her away.
But Jesus said unto them, For your hardness of heart he wrote you
this commandment. But from the beginning of the creation, Male
and female made he them. For this cause shall a man leave his
father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife; and the two shall
become one flesh: so that they are no more two, but one flesh.
What therefore God hath joined together, let not man put asunder.
And in the house the disciples asked him again of this matter. And
he saith unto them, Whosoever shall put away his wife, and marry
another, committeth adultery against her: and if she herself shall
put away her husband, and marry another, she committeth adultery.
(Mark 10: 2-12.)

Every one that putteth away his wife, and marrieth another,
committeth adultery: and he that marrieth one that is put away from
a husband committeth adultery. (Luke 16: 18)

For the woman which hath an husband is bound by the law to her
husband so long as he liveth; but if the husband be dead, she is
loosed from the law of her husband. So then if, while her husband
liveth, she be married to another man, she shall be called an adul-
teress: but if her husband be dead, she is free from that law;, so
that she is no adulteress, though she be married to another man.
(Rom. 7: 2, 3.

But unto the married | give charge, yea not 1, but the Lord,
That the wife depart not from her husband (but should she depart,
let her remain unmarried, or else be reconciled to her husband);
and that the husband leave not his wife. (1 Cor. 7: 10, 11.)

A wife is bound for so long time as her husband liveth; but if the
husband be dead, she is free to be married to whom she will; only
in the Lord. (1 Cor. 7: 39)

From these quotations we see that it clearly was God's
purpose from the beginning for a man and a woman to be
joined together for life. Nothing to put them asunder. But
we are reminded that Jesus mentioned one exception. He
intimated that if fornication is committed the quilty party
may be divorced, or put away, and the innocent party may
marry another and not be guilty of adultery. This certainly
is implied in his language as given by Matthew. But Mark
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and Luke do not mention this exception. It is given twice in
Matthew, but is never mentioned anywhere else. Paul did
not seem to know that such an exception existed. He states
emphatically that a woman is bound to her husband as long
as he lives, and if she be married to another while he lives
(regardless of what he has done), she is an adulteress. This
is exactly what Paul says.

We are told, however, that Paul's language must not be
made to contradict our Savior's statement and that his words
are plain. Of course, it will be admitted that if our Lord
stated anything one time in unmistakable terms, that is
enough to settle the question for all time to come. If his
language is not misunderstood, he teaches that fornication
will dissolve the marriage vow and leave the innocent party
free to marry again.

Now, what is fornication? On this point the tract men-
tioned above makes the following strong argument:

He told them further: "But | say unto you, Whosoever shall put
away his wife, except it be for fornication, and shall marry another,
committeth  adultery." Here we have fornication the only Bible ex-
ception and reason for putting away a companion and marrying
another one while the first one still lives. The same exception as
given in Matt. 5: 32, “fornication,” not "adultery." They are different
words and have a different application.

Unmarried persons commit fornication, but only married persons
can violate the marriage covenant and commit adultery. In this
one, only, exception Jesus mentions, the wrong act is committed
before the woman is ever married, hence called “fornication." If
committed after marriage, while living with her first husband, he
would have called it "adultery"; the same as he called it when she
remarried and was living with her second husband. Furthermore,
he would not have used these two different words, “fornication"
and "adultery," in the same verse if they meant the same thing.

It is vital that we should search out the meaning of these two
words, and not risk our inheritance on a possible wrong understand-
ing of them. Webster gives the primary meaning of “fornication"
as the act of an unmarried person, and "adultery" as the act of a
married  person.

The Bible  makes a  distinction between  “fornication”  and
"adultery."

Matt. 15: 19: "Out of the heart proceedeth adulteries, fornica-
tions," etc.

Gal. 5: 19: "The works of the flesh are adultery, fornication," etc.

Mark 7: 21: "From within proceed evil thoughts, adulteries, for-
nications,”  etc.

1 Cor. 7: 20 "To avoid fornication [not to avoid adultery], let
every man have his own wife [get married]."

1 Cor. 6: 9, 10: "Neither fornicators nor adulterers shall inherit
the kingdom of God."

In John 8: 41 the Pharisees told Jesus they were not born of forni-
cation (out of wedlock), insinuating that he (Jesus) was.

In Matt. 1: 19 we find Joseph thought to put away the "Virgin
Mary," thinking she was a fornicator. So we see a man may put
away a woman when he finds out she was a fornicator, and not a
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virgin, when he married her. He finds an uncleanness in her.
(Deut. 24: 1; also Deut. 22: 13, 14, 19.)

Marriage is a contract entered into by the man and the woman.
The law of contracts requires that each should be qualified to con-
tract. The qualifications, essence of, and essential element in this
case Jesus mentions is: that the woman should be a virgin (a chaste
virgin, espoused to one husband—2 Cor. 11: 2), or a virtuous woman
whose husband is dead. If she was a fornicator instead, she was
guilty of “fraud" in contracting marriage, and this “fraud" annuls
the marriage and sets it aside as being ‘illegal, unscriptural," and
the man being an innocent party was free to marry another woman,
as he had not in fact been really married.

Had the woman confessed her sin of fornication to her intended
husband before the marriage took place, she would have been clear
and the marriage binding. In Bible type or symbol, the bride be-
comes the bride of Christ by first confessing and forsaking sin.

By making this distinction between “fornication and adultery,"
we are then enabled to see the harmony existing in the Scriptures
on the subject of divorce, etc., and it clears up many seeming con-
tradictions, and makes plain the types and symbols used throughout

the Bible.

According to this teaching, nothing that is done after
marriage will or can break the vow. The author says that
fornication is the act of an unmarried person.

IS THIS CONCLUSION CORRECT?

The teaching of this tract is much safer than the ordinary
teaching on this question. In fact, no one will go wrong who
follows this instruction, even if it is not technically correct.

It is true that fornication usually refers to unmarried
persons and adultery to married people. The Scriptures do
often mention the two words in close connection as indicat-
ing separate sins, and both are severely condemned. But it
seems to be going too far to say that this distinction always
exists and that the words are never used interchangeably.
This would be to make an arbitrary rule that would apply
to only a very few words in our language. Nearly all words
are used in different senses.

In the Greek the word for "fornication” is "porneia,” and
the Greek word for "adultery" is "moicheia." They are de-
fined in about the same language. The lexicons do not seem
to make the radical distinction between these Greek words
that Webster makes between the English words. Further-
more, the distinction does not seem always to be recognized
by the inspired writers. In Hosea (2: 2), we read that this
prophet's wife, the mother of his children (a married
woman, of course), was guilty of whoredom. The word
"whoredom" in the King James Version is "porneia" (for-
nication) in the Septuagint. In the fifth chapter of First
Corinthians Paul tells us that there was a flagrant case of
fornication in that church. A man had his father's wife.
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Here we know that one party to this case of fornication was
a married person. In Revelation (2: 20), we are told that
the church at Thyatira had a woman—called "Jezebel" be-
cause of her resemblance to that wicked woman of the Old
Testament, no doubt—who taught the brethren to commit
fornication. Some translations read "thy wife Jezebel."
If this be correct, this woman was the wife of the angel or
messenger of the church at Thyatira. A married woman,
but guilty of fornication, not adultery.

The language of our Savior seems to show that a married
person may commit fornication. He spoke of the pair as
married and of their effort to dissolve the vow—to put away
the married partner. He says a man cannot put away his
wife, except for fornication. That certainly seems to show
that a married person can be guilty of fornication. Jesus
used "fornication” and "adultery" as synonyms in this pas-
sage—at least, so it seems.

We shall have to look for some other way of harmonizing
the language of Christ and of Paul. The explanation seems
to lie in the fact that our Lord was discussing what would
dissolve the marriage and thus violate the original purpose
and law of marriage given by Jehovah in the beginning.
Paul was not discussing any violations of this law, but
merely setting forth the law. He set forth marriage as God
intends for it to be—a man and a woman joined for life.

This is God's law, and this Jesus plainly taught. He
showed that it can be broken, but the one who breaks it is
bound for hell. Whenever, therefore, married people are
even scripturally divorced, it means that at least one soul
is sunk. In the name of the Lord, let us quit talking about
scriptural divorce as though it were a light matter. No
divorce is ever scriptural for both sides. When a marriage
is broken, a soul is lost.

QUESTIONS ABOUT DIVORCE

The article on "Divorce and Remarriage" in our issue of
July 30 has provoked a number of questions. The first letter
is from our good brother, R. C. White. Read what he says:

Georgetown, Tennessee, August 5, 1931.—Mr. G. C. Brewer,

Memphis, Tennessee.—Dear Brother Brewer: | have just finished
your article, "Divorce and Remarriage,” in the Gospel Advocate of
July 30, 1931. There are several things | feel like mentioning, but

will content myself with one or two—namely:

1 1 want to endorse your teaching that “fornication® and "“adul-
tery" are sometimes used interchangeably in the Bible.

2.1 am much interested in your conclusion, and am anxious
to know more about it. You suggest one new idea, if | understand
you. Do you mean to say that there is no pardon for the guilty soul
in a divorce? Even though a divorce is granted to the innocent party
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(and surely neither is altogether innocent, if we count indirect causes,
though perfectly innocent so far as the marriage vow goes), and
though it be granted that such a one may remarry and does, cannot
the gquilty one obey the gospel, or be restored if a Christian? Of
course, | know no remarriage can be thought of. Please clear up
this  point.

3. Let me say "amen" to the statement, “"Let us quit talking
about scriptural divorce as though it were a light matter."

| did not mean to write even this much, but will be glad to hear
from you in the paper.

Fraternally and gratefully,
R. C. WHITE.

Answering the questions, let us observe that the sin of
breaking the marriage vow may be forgiven if it is repented
of and if the guilty person sins "no more." If the man re-
pents, his innocent companion should forgive him, and in
that case no divorce would occur. But we spoke of a case
where the divorce has occurred. Where that takes place and
the innocent party has married another, there is no chance
for the guilty party unless he repents of his sins and turns to
God in the gospel way and then lives in absolute celibacy
the rest of his days. As it is so improbable that one who
has been weak enough to break his marriage vow will do
this, we just counted such an unfortunate soul as lost. How-
ever, it is not impossible for him to be saved.

Brother O. H. Cline, of Cordova, Alabama, writes the fol-
lowing letter:

Dear Brother Brewer: This is to congratulate you on your com-
position on divorce and second marriage. There is a question |
would like to ask you concerning the same subject. You said that
Paul's language must not contradict that of the Savior. It seems to
me that if Paul did teach differently on this or any other subject,
in so doing he was guided by the Holy Spirit, which makes it law,
and for a difference in the two laws to occur would not make it a
matter of contradiction. Jesus, in Matthew, taught that under the
law of Moses a man could put his wife away for the cause of forni-
cation. The apostle, under the supervision of the Holy Spirit, did not
teach the like in this the Christian era.

Is it safe to teach (after rightly dividing the word of truth) that
there is no such thing as remarriage, or being married twice? As
quoted, Acts 2: 42 teaches us to continue steadfastly in the apostles'
teaching, not in things behind the cross, which were of the law of
Moses. The apostles never, with or without the Holy Spirit, taught
that fornication or any other sin would permit a man to put away
his  wife.

If we are going behind the cross to get a reason for breaking
marriage ties, then it seems that we would have an equal right to go
back there to get us a scriptural reason for keeping the Sabbath.

| am deeply impressed with the thought that there is no reason
whereby a man and a woman may break the marriage vows and
stand justified before God in the same. | do not want to teach the
wrong thing, and want to know if | am right.

Brother Cline has some good ideas, but he seems to be
slightly confused on the proper division of the word. It is
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true that Jesus kept the law of Moses and taught his dis-
ciples to do the same. It is also most certainly true that the
law was abolished at the cross and ceased to be in effect
after Pentecost. All things, therefore, that belonged to the
types and ceremonies of the law were taken away and do
not belong to Christians. Also all other laws—positive,
divine laws—were abolished unless they are inculcated in
the New Covenant. But our Savior taught many things
that were not in the law, and these are binding upon us. He
put his "I say" in contrast with what the law said. The law
allowed divorce "for every cause,” but Christ allows only
one cause.

Paul does not contradict Christ. They agree upon what
the will of God on marriage is: one man and one woman
joined for life. Christ showed that a man may violate God's
law and break the vow. Paul only discussed the law, not
any violations that might occur.

Questions from Brother John Craig, of Detroit, Michigan,
will be given space in another issue.

MORE ABOUT DIVORCE

The article on "Divorce and Remarriage” which appeared
in our issue of July 30 brought in many letters. Some were
congratulatory, some were critical, and others asked for
more light. The divorce question is a living question of vital
interest, and it is not at all surprising that any discussion
of it would stir up some controversy, but it is surprising that
people who have been reading the Gospel Advocate for many
years would see in the article of July 30 anything new. The
position taken in that article is the same position that the
Advocate has held for more than fifty years, and it is the
same position that is held by practically all the orthodox
Protestant denominations. (By "orthodox" we mean those
who accept Christ as divine and the Bible as inspired.)
There was nothing at all in the article that was new or
unusual, except the quotation from a tract which contended
that fornication cannot be committed by a married person,
and that, therefore, the only cause for divorce is an act
committed before marriage. This was shown to be incorrect.
If fornication dissolves a marriage, then it must be com-
mitted by a married person.

The following letter gives us an opportunity to correct
some exceedingly fallacious reasoning in which others may
share with the author of this letter. We print the letter
in full:

Grand Rapids, Michigan.—Editor, Gospel Advocate.—Dear Broth-
er: | have carefully read and reread the article written by Brother
G. C. Brewer under date of July 30, and wish to have a plainer and
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more complete explanation of the subject. Brother Brewer closes
his article with this statement: "A soul is lost."

Now, if Brother Brewer is correct, what is the matter with our
preachers? In the first place, we know who Christ was talking to,
and we know who Paul was talking to; but what | would like to
know is, who is Brother Brewer talking to?

Is he talking to Christians, or is he taking to the world? If he
is talking to Christians, | feel he needs more study on the matter;
for 1 know, if every preacher would adopt his teaching and hew
close to the line, they would shake the very foundation of many of
our churches of Christ. Many elders and deacons and some preachers
would have to step down and out.

If he is putting himself up as an evangelist holding a meeting
and talkking to worldly people and exhorting them to give up their
evil ways and come to Christ, does he use that good old hymn, "Just
as | Am"? Does he forget Christ's words, "Whosoever will may
come"? Does he, when he gives the invitation and the hymn is
being sung and those sinners walk down the aisles, ask these ques-
tions: "Have you ever been married before?" "Are you a divorced
person, and are you remarried to another husband or wife?" If not,
why  not?

If Brother Brewer's theory is right, he must know these things
before he performs the ordinance of baptism.

Now, | have supposed | was a member of the church of Christ
for twenty years, and | have lived up to it just as well as | possibly
could; have heard many good preachers and have seen many walk
down the aisle, make the good confession, and be baptized, but
never heard the above questions asked. Also, | have very carefully
studied this matter during the past six months because of a hobby-
riding preacher who nearly broke wup our little congregation here.
| have corresponded with some of our very best learned men on the
subject, and | find that the majority of them are broad-minded
enough to say it is a matter for the individual to settle for himself
or herself.

There are already several divisions in the church of Christ. Why
harp on this question and make another division when we are
preaching unity?

I do not wish to criticize Brother Brewer in the matter, but |
do think if he is going to handle the subject at all, he should make
it as plain as A, B, C.

Very sincerely and prayerfully,
CHARLES J. HAUGHEY.

216 Main Street, S. W.
REMARKS

1. The assumption that the language of Christ and of
Paul on marriage and divorce was addressed only to disciples
or Christians is erroneous. This is met with often, and it
needs to be exposed. The Sermon on the Mount was ad-
dressed to the disciples, it is true, and Paul's Epistles were
addressed to Christians. That far the assumption is correct,
but to assume that Christ and Paul did not lay down prin-
ciples of universal application is both gratuitous and repre-
hensible. They both often spoke truths that had been ap-
plicable to all mankind in all ages and will be perpetually
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applicable as long as the race endures. The law on marriage
that Christ and Paul stated and upheld was the law that
God gave to man in the beginning of his life on earth. It
applies to all men and women of marriageable age and con-
dition. Furthermore, the Ilanguage of Christ in Matthew
nineteen was not addressed to his disciples, but directed to
the unbelieving Jews who were trying to entrap him. There
is not one law of marriage and divorce governing Christians
and another law governing people of the world. Such a
position is not only unscriptural; it is exceedingly hurtful.

2. The author of the letter thinks that if all the preachers
would preach the truth on this question as it was set forth in
this department, the churches would be shaken up, or per-
haps torn up. If he is right in this, that is all the more
reason why we should all “"cry aloud, spare not." The
truth will not tear up anything that does not need to be
torn up. There is no doubt that the truth on this question,
plainly and strongly preached, would shake the earth under
the feet of some people; and it will also bring suffering to
the preacher. It cost John the Baptist his head. Even the
disciples were so astonished by it that they said: "If this is
the case with a man in relation to his wife, it is better not
to marry." (Matt. 19: 10, Weymouth.) It is not surprising
that some disciples today write such letters as the one given
above.

3. The brother's idea that we would have to ask about
the marriage records of one who comes forward to obey the
gospel involves several errors. Do we ask a candidate for
baptism if he is a "bootlegger" and if he means to quit that
business? Do we ask him if he is a drunkard and if he now
purposes to quit drinking? If not, why not? Does the
hymn, "Just as | Am," mean to the drunkard that he is to
come to Christ as a drunkard and remain a drunkard? Some
of us need to study not only the Bible, but also the hymn-
book.

We must always so preach the gospel that those who
come to obey it will know that they cannot obey the gospel,
cannot be forgiven and saved, unless they repent of their
sins. And repentance requires them to get out of any un-
lawful business in which they are engaged, to quit sinful
habits or practices, and to break up any sinful relationship
or alignment in which they are bound. This includes un-
lawful marriages, of course. When repentance is thus
preached, and when people respond to such preaching, there
is only one question to be asked. All the rest is implied.

However strange or new it may be to the author of the
letter, there have been many cases where the gospel preach-
er has refused to baptize persons who were unscripturally
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married and who would not cease to live in this unholy
relationship.

4. Any preacher who says that each individual is a law
unto himself on the marriage question is a traitor to Christ.
He would as well say that each individual may decide for
himself whether or not it is right to get drunk or to commit
murder. But the brother, no doubt, does not say what he
means. The preachers must have told him that the question
of whether or not a man has the scriptural cause for divorce
must be decided by the man himself.

If this is not as plain as A, B, C, we can at least take com-
fort from the fact that our worthy and honored predecessors
on the Gospel Advocate staff were no more successful on
this point than are we. Brother David Lipscomb met ex-
actly the same criticisms in his day that we meet. The fol-
lowing letter, criticizing Brother Lipscomb, and his reply,
will illustrate this point. Also, since Brother Lipscomb
answered the same objections that we have answered in this
article, his language will help us to make the matter as
clear as A, B, C.

This is taken from "Queries and Answers," pages 282-
284. Read it all carefully:

In a recent issue of the Gospel Advocate a question was asked
about a woman who separated from A and B, then obeyed the gospel
and lived a consistent member several years, then married C, when

she was withdrawn from for living in adultery, and now wants to
come back to the church. She wants to know what steps to take.

You say: "I am afraid she has done too much marrying and sep-
arating ever to be saved." You make the impression on my mind
that she is past redemption. | am seventy-one years old, have

preached over twenty-seven years, have read the Advocate about
thirty years, have helped to settle several such troubles, and | cannot
harmonize your position with the Scriptures. Do you believe that
she is a greater sinner than Saul of Tarsus, who persecuted the Son
of God and called himself "chief of sinners,” and yet obtained mercy
(3 Tim. 1. 13-16); or the Jews that crucified the Son of God, and
were offered remission of their sins (Acts 2: 23, 36, 38)? John says:
"The blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin." (1
John 1: 7.) If the blood of Jesus "cleanseth us from all sin," the sin
of the "chief of sinners" and murderers, will it not also cleanse from
adultery? The questioner does not state what she separated from
her first husband for, so how do we know but what she had the
"one cause"? | lived in the sectarian world about forty-two years,
and | found very few men but what their wives could have proven
the "one cause,” if they could have secured the right witnesses to
testify. Is a sinner, a citizen of the devil's kingdom, subject to the
law of Christ? My understanding of the Scriptures is that a citizen
of the world is not under the law of Christ, but is under the law
of our land; and if a woman gets a legal divorce from her husband,
she has a right to marry again, and is not living in adultery, accord-
ing to the laws of our land. If she then obeys the gospel, all of her
past sins are blotted out, washed away, and will be remembered
against her no more forever. If | do not misunderstand you, your
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position brings the sin she committed in separating from her first
husband over into the church. How can a sin be blotted out, washed
away, and still be held against her? This is a very important ques-
tion.

To this Brother Lipscomb replied:

This quitting one man or woman and taking up with another
ought not to be called marriage. This was a more demoralizing plea
than usual, so | publish and notice.

There are many worse sinners than was Paul or the crucifiers
of the Son of God. Paul said he was "chief of sinners,” but said
that he obtained pardon because he "did it ignorantly in unbelief."
(3 Tim. 1: 13) He was chief of those who sinned ignorantly. There
were sins for which there was no forgiveness. Those who committed
these sins were worse sinners than Paul or the murderers of Christ,
and the apostle declared that the rulers crucified him "in ignorance."
(Acts 3: 17) Then there are pretending Christians who “crucify
to themselves the Son of God afresh, and put him to an open shame."
(Heb. 6: 6.) It is impossible to renew that class of repentance.
They are much worse than Paul or the murderers of God's Son. Those
who betray and maltreat and corrupt the spiritual body of Christ
are worse sinners and more hopeless than those who crucified his
fleshly body. Those who knowingly and willfully change, add to,
or take from the commands of God are more hopeless and worse
sinners than Paul or the murderers of God's Son, who sinned ig-
norantly and repented.

Some sins were not even to be prayed for. The reckless repeti-
tion of a sin adds to its enormity. | know nothing of the case criti-
cized, save that the woman, without scriptural ground, married and
unmarried and remarried with such reckless disregard to the law
of God or common virtue and decency as to destroy her sense of
right, and there is no foundation on which to found a Christian life
or to build a Christian character. A person is then in a hopeless
conditon. Only a good and honest heart can produce good fruit.

Whom does the blood of Christ cleanse from sin? Only those who
obey his laws, only those who repent of their sins. This woman
married a man, left him, took up with another, left him, and while
separated obeyed the gospel, and the writer says that she lived a
consistent life until another fellow came along who was wiling, and
she took up with him, and while with him now wants to come back
to the church. It ought not to be called marrying. The case as stated
is that the woman did the separating without scriptural ground.
If so, | deny that the blood of Christ cleansed her from any of her
sins. She did not repent. Had she repented, she would have sought
to live with her scriptural husband. She was not only guilty of
adultery herself, but was guilty of tempting her husband to adultery
by refusing to be a wife to him. (Matt. 5: 32.) These things are
true, not of that woman alone, but of every man and woman who
refuses to discharge the marriage duties to the one to whom married.
If they separate and one becomes a Christian, the first thing to do is
to seek reconciliation and try to live with the unbeliever.

The idea that God takes no cognizance of the sinful lives and
states they enter before becoming Christians, and they are all blotted
out and forgotten when baptized, and the person may persist in the
same course afterwards, is contrary to the truth and most demoraliz-
ing. Read 1 Cor. 7 and see there that the marriage between sinners
is recognized as sacred. The man is sanctified to the woman, the
woman to the man, else your children are unclean. It seems to me
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that is on a par with saying that a man might steal a fortune before
he obeys the gospel. God does not deal with him then, but the
civil law. He then obeys the gospel, all his sins are washed away
by the blood of Christ, and he is left in the possession of his ill-
gotten gains. God forgives no sin until it is repented of and undone
to the extent of the abilty of the penitent person.

The writer of the above, in a private note, says that he knows a
preacher who married a woman while his first wife was living. He
now wishes to get rid of the second one to take up with a third one.

He thinks he uses the position | advocate as an excuse for this.
Paul could not prevent hypocrites from perverting most sacred truths
for wicked purposes. Neither can |. But the man who could use a

truth for an end so base is unfit to associate with penitentiary con-
victs. That people could retain a man who would so act in a church
shows how low their estimate of Christianity is.

SHALL WE MAKE EXCEPTIONS TO GOD'S LAW?

There has been quite enough said in this department in
recent weeks on the divorce question, and we do not want
to wear our readers out by continually haggling over this
issue; but a brother in Grand Rapids, Michigan, is not sat-
isfied with what has been said, and he is considerably dis-
turbed because of some particular case he has in mind in
which he says the teaching of the Scriptures as set forth by
the Gospel Advocate could not be applied. For this reason
and for the additional reasons that his letter presents some
points that have not been discussed and gives us an oppor-
tunity to advance some ideas that are applicable to questions
other than divorce, we are giving space to some questions
that it raises.

1. The brother says different preachers of equal ability
will give different and conflicting interpretations or ex-
planations. That may be true on some points, but it is not
true on the divorce question. Bible scholars are agreed on
what the Scriptures teach on that issue, except some con-
tend that divorce is not allowed on any ground at all and
others say Jesus allowed divorce on the ground of fornica-
tion. No Bible scholar, or even Bible student, will say that
the Bible allows divorce on any other grounds. (By divorce
we mean such separation as will allow either party to marry
again.)

It should be remembered that the same argument is
always presented by those who do not want to obey God's
law. When we show people that God requires baptism as a
condition of pardon, many of them are ready to say: "Well,
why do so many smart men differ on this question?" etc.
Who has not met that objection? "Smart men" do not differ
as to what the Bible teaches. They differ in their opinions
as to whether it is necessary strictly to follow its teaching.
We should be careful to distinguish at this point.
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2. In vyour article of July 30, 1931, you speak of "scriptural di-
vorce." Well, if there is a scriptural divorce, there must be a scrip-
tural marriage. Is there not? Will you tell the readers of the Gospel
Advocate what constitutes a scriptural marriage? They are entitled
to know. They take the paper to get information on the Bible.
Jacob worked seven years for Rachel for a wife, and then her father
deceived him and gave him Leah instead; then he worked seven years
more for Rachel. Which one was his scriptural wife, the one he
wanted or the one which was forced on him? King Solomon was the
wisest king Israel ever had because he asked God to give him wisdom
instead of riches; and God blessed him and gave him both, so that
he was the wisest and richest king. Which one of the seven hundred
women which were called "wives" of Solomon was his scriptural
wife? This wisest of kings said: "It is better to dwell in a corner of
the housetop, than with a brawling woman." (Prov. 21: 9.) Agan
he said: "It is better to dwell in the wilderness, than with a con-
tentious and an angry woman." (Prov. 21: 19.) Again: "A con-
tinual dropping in a very rainy day and a contentious woman are
alike." (Prov. 27: 15.) And this same wise king said: "A virtuous
woman is a crown to her husband." (Prov. 12: 4.) "Her price is far
above rubies." (Prov. 31: 10.) "Her husband is known in the gates,
when he sitteth among the elders of the land. . . . She openeth her
mouth with wisdom; and in her tongue is the law of kindness. She
looketh well to the ways of her household, and eateth not the bread
of idleness." (Prov. 31: 23-27.) Solomon obtained this wisdom
from the Lord; therefore, it was inspired, or so | understand it; and
having so many wives, he surely knew women.

The brother asks us to define scriptural marriage.
Scriptural marriage is the blending of the lives of two
eligible persons of opposite sex into one through mutual
agreement, legal contract, and sexual cohabitation. The
union is further confirmed, sealed, and exemplified in the
offspring. In that the two are literally become one flesh,
and no power can separate their blood as long as their de-
scendants survive. In this sense marriage is a status or con-
dition which, though originating in a contract, is not capable
of being terminated by the parties' rescission of the con-
tract, because the interests of the state, of society, of the
children, to say nothing of regard for God's law, require
the affixing of certain permanent duties and obligations upon
the parties.

This ought to be as clear as A, B, C, but we should not
overlook the word "eligible" in the above definition. A
person who cannot perform marriage functions is not eligi-
ble. A person who has a living wedded companion is not
eligible. That is why Brother Lipscomb said the union of
divorced persons is not marriage. We agree. That we may
see that this is exactly what is set forth by our Savior as
God's law "from the beginning,” we here quote J. W. Mc-
Garvey's comments on Matt. 19: 4-6:

The argument contained in his answer presents the following

premises and conclusions: First, in the beginning God made a male
and a female, and said: "For this cause shall a man leave father
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and mother, and shall cleave to his wife." (4, 5; comp. Gen. 2: 24)
Now the relation to father and mother can be dissolved only by
death; yet the marriage relation is more intimate than that, and
its obligations are more binding. Second, in the same sentence
(Gen. 2: 24) God said: "They shall be one flesh." If they are one
flesh, the relation can be dissolved only by death, which dissolves the
body itself. Third, from these premises the conclusion follows
(verse 6) that what God has thus joined together, man shall not put
asunder. Of course, God, who joined them together, may put them
asunder by prescribing the conditons of lawful divorce, but man
has nothing to do in the case except to obey Gods law. Any act
of divorce, therefore, or any legislation by state or church on the
subject, inconsistent with the divine law, is open rebellion against
the authority of Christ.

How dare any of us to say that men may put asunder
what God has joined together?

3. The reference to Jacob and Solomon cannot nullify
the Savior's words. Moreover, neither one of these men can
serve as an example for us on marriage. They were both
polygamists—which God did not authorize "from the be-
ginning." We have no case parallel to Jacob and Leah.
Such a forced marriage would not meet the requirements
of the above definition. If we say Rachel was Jacob's wife
because he wanted her and Leah was not his wife because
he preferred Rachel, we open the way for any sensualist
who has grown tired of his wife to put her away on any
pretext and take up with his "affinity"—which would be any
"new flame" who excited his passions. That is exactly the
"affinity" argument.

Which one of the seven hundred women would our
brother say was Solomon's wife? Let him answer. Will
he say that more than one was his wife and thus endorse
polygamy? If not, which one was his wife?

The truth is, Solomon did not have any wife. He could
not be one flesh with any one woman after he was joined
to so many. He was too promiscuous to be capable of a
scriptural marriage. If he was scripturally joined to his
first woman companion, then she was his wife until he undid
it by his promiscuity. We must say again that we cannot
take Solomon or Jacob as an example for a Christian hus-
band. Our brother surely knows this. Yes, Solomon knew
women; and if men would heed his instruction before they
are joined to any woman, they would do well. But most
men, like Solomon, insist on learning by experience. Solo-
mon said a "worthy woman" is hard to find, and we will all
agree that there are many of the other kind; but the women
have a tale to tell themselves. Court records will show
that most divorces are sued for by women, and in many
cases they sue only because they need the law to force the
man to support them. But there are bad cases on both
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sides. Solomon was inspired, but his conduct was not divine

by any means.

4, What father or mother or teacher ever told children that a
man and woman who were married according to the laws of the
government under which they were living were committing adultery?
Or teachers who teach children that their parents (who procured a
marriage license and went before a justice of the peace or a preacher
and had been pronounced husband and wife) are living in adultery?
Or how many preachers stand before their congregations and tell
them that if they had been divorced and married again they are
living in adultery and cannot be forgiven unless they put their
companion away and live the virgin life the rest of their lives?

The difference between our teaching on murder, drunken-
ness, etc., and divorce is not as great as our brother seems
to think it is. It is true that the state recognizes divorce and
sanctions the marriage of divorced persons. That far the
argument has force. Though some states will not grant
divorce at all. But all gospel preachers stand in the pulpit
and tell their audiences that persons who are divorced for
any cause except fornication and marry again are living in
adultery. What sort of preaching has our brother been
hearing? Gospel preachers have always preached that way.
They not only preach it along with faith, repentance, and
baptism, but it is included in repentance. The Gospel Ad-
vocate has preached that for more than a half century. All
Christian parents so teach their children. Nearly all the
denominations hold this view and preach it. The Catholic
Church does not allow divorce at all. The Episcopal Church
does not allow divorce, except for fornication, and will not
allow her ministers to say the ceremony for divorced per-
sons. The Methodist Church holds the same view and has
the same law. How does our brother make out the claim
that this is new, untaught, or unheard of? Even advocates
of free love, companionate marriage, etc., know this well,
and they spend most of their time complaining at and
clamoring against this teaching of "the church." Yet our
brother supposes that the world in general is ignorant on
this point.

5. You know that there is a great deal of difference between the
meaning of adultery the way you teach it and the way the majority
of people understand it. Most people think of it only as Webster
gives it. That is why you or anyone else who teach it as you do
should preach it along ‘'with faith, repentance, confession, and bap-
tism, because you make it an unpardonable sin. But Christ said
that blaspheming against the Holy Ghost is the only unpardonable
sin. (Mark 3; Matt. 12: 31; 9: 34)

Why did you not give what Jesus answered the disciples in Matt.
19: 10? Read on down to the thirteenth verse: "But he said unto
them, Al men cannot receive this saying, save they to whom it is
given. For there are some eunuchs, which were so born: . . . and
there are some eunuchs, which were made eunuchs of men: and
there be eunuchs, which have made themselves eunuchs for the
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kingdom of heaven's sake. He that is able to receive it, let him re-
ceive it." Evidently those who cannot understand your teaching are
not eunuchs. Your answer did not make your teaching plain as
A, B, C, neither did Brother Lipscomb's.

The Bible teaches that there is only one unpardonable sin,
and so we teach. But the Bible also teaches that any sin
persisted in, unrepented of, will damn the soul. Does our
brother wish to be understood as teaching that a man can
live in adultery, refuse to break the relation, die in sin, and
go to heaven? Because there is only one unpardonable sin,
are we to infer that no other sin will damn? That all others
will be pardoned unconditionally? That is the logic of our
brother's argument. This fallacy is very hurtful and dan-
gerous. Beware, brother!

As to what our Lord says about eunuchs, we beg leave

to quote from Brother McGarvey again:

The answer of Jesus to the objection of the disciples is con-
fessedly obscure. In searching for its meaning, the first thing to
be determined is the reference of the expression, "this saying." It
must refer either to the saying of the disciples (verse 10), "If the
case of the man be so with his wife, it is not good to marry," or to
the saying of Jesus in his answer to the Pharisees. It cannot refer
to the former, because that saying was objectionable, and the saying
in question is one that should be received; for Jesus says (verse 12),
"He that is able to receive it" It must, then, refer to his own saying
in answer to the Pharisees. His entire speech to the Pharisees is a
unit, and its point of unity is the remark that the married couple
are one flesh. It is this which makes the marital relation more
intimate than that of parent and child, and that makes it wrong to
put asunder those whom God has thus joined together. (Verses
5 6.) Now, Jesus says of this saying, "Not all men can receive this
saying, but they to whom it is given"—that is, they to whom it is
given to receive it. This implies that the greater part of men do,
and that those who do not are the exceptions. Eunuchs are then
introduced as an exceptional class. They cannot receive the saying,
because a eunuch cannot become "one flesh® with a woman; and,
seeing that his marriage would be a nullity, separation after such a
marriage would not be the divorce which Jesus forbids, nor would
subsequent marriage on the woman's part be adultery. Jesus
admits, then, that, so far as eunuchs are concerned, it is good not
to marry, because his doctrine cannot be received or be made prac-
tical in their cases; but he insists that all shall receive it and abide
by it who can and do enter really into marriage.

We see, therefore, that the law of marriage and divorce
as set forth herein is applicable to everybody except eunuchs,

or ineligibles.

6. A man marries the second time. He had never heard the gospel
preached unti he had remarried and has eight children; then he
attends a meeting and hears Christ preached, and it is made plain
to him that if he wants to be a Christan he must stop stealing or
lying or getting drunk or committing adultery. He is converted and
baptized into Christ; he becomes a new creature; old things are
blotted out and he commences to live the Christian life; all goes well
for some time. Then along comes a preacher and tells him that he
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is living in adultery and that he cannot be forgiven unless he breaks
up his home and casts out his wife to be scoffed at and to die of a
broken heart. He just cannot believe that God is any such a being.
He reads in the Bible where Christ promised to help him bear his
burdens if he will only trust him, so he decides to just put his trust
in God and fight for his wife and children, for he knows that even
wild beasts will fight to protect their young, and he decides to do
the same, and so would I, and | believe Christ will plead his cause
at the judgment day. Surely the breaking up of a family and casting
littte, helpless children out into strange homes, denying them the
blessings and love of their father and mother, is something God would
not approve.

Our brother gives us a case—supposed or real, the prin-
ciple is the same—where to apply the law of Christ would
break up a home and rob eight children of the care of their
parents. No Christian would want to break up such a home,
and most of us would be slow to say that the law of Christ
demands it. Other duties, obligations, and laws of the Lord
come into the equation now and have to be dealt with.
Certainly no one, not even the strictest literalist or legalist,
would demand that the children be scattered and neglected
or that the woman be cast out and not supported. No law
of God can be correctly interpreted as giving a man permis-
sion ruthlessly to violate other divine laws. The man in this
case owes an obligation to the children and to their mother,
even if he had not been legally married to her. Our civil
laws recognize this, and in some states, when a man lives
with a woman for a stipulated length of time, she becomes
his "common-law" wife and a legal heir to his estate.

If a man is living in adultery with a woman, all the law
of Christ requires is that he cease the adultery—cease to
cohabit with her. It does not demand that he mistreat her;
other Christian principles forbid it. In the case our brother
mentions (if the man is not scripturally married to the
mother of his eight children, a point on which we do not
presume to say yea or nay), all that the man and woman
need to do is to cease to live in marriage relation. The world
does not need to know this. The children do not need to be
told. The man could become a eunuch—not by emascula-
tion, but by celibacy—for the kingdom of heaven's sake. Is
not salvation worth it?

But even then the man might in some degree be re-
sponsible for his first wife's soul and for the soul of the one
who marries her. We will have to let God untangle cases of
this kind, while we do our best to keep others out of such
a situation. We would well be careful about what exactions
we make in such a case. Certainly no church should divide
over such an affair. Any church would be foolish to under-
take to "discipline” such a man as our brother presents.
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Such a course could not do any good at all, and it would be
sure to do untold harm.

But this should not in the least deter us in teaching what
God says. We should labor to prevent others from making a
similar mistake and getting into such a tangle. Because we
find difficulty in applying God's law in a particular case is
no reason for ignoring, nullifying, or changing the law. This
is another common fallacy. When we show that baptism
is a condition of pardon and quote the words of Christ and
the Holy Spirit, some preachers will begin trying to suppose
a case where baptism would be impossible. Suppose such
a case exists—and they do often—does that change the law?
Does that justify those who can obey the law in ignoring it?
There is a vast difference between those who would obey
the law and cannot and those who can and will not. There
may be exceptions to all of God's laws, but in the nature of
things we have to let God make the exceptions.

When we teach God's law on marriage faithfully, our
duty stops. We cannot force people to obey it. We should
teach it fearlessly in this dissolute age.

"MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE"

Under the caption of "Marriage and Divorce,” Mr. Ed-
ward Worcester, chaplain of the Texas State Tubercular
Sanatorium, of Sanatorium, Texas, writes in "The Chaser,"
a monthly bulletin, the following editorial:

"What God hath joined together, let not man put asunder."

I am reluctant to discuss a subject which is certain to provoke
controversy, regardless of what views are expressed. There is prob-
ably no human relation about which there is more diversity of
opinion, and | shall make no claim of infallibilty for my own thought
concerning marriage and  divorce.

It seems to me that true marriage is a great deal more than a
legalized conjugal union between a man and a woman. The law
cannot join them together except in a legal sense. The Lord alone
can fully unite two individuals in a true marriage, and he does it
with  profound mutual love and respect. This love must be far
more than the reproduction urge. True marriage never rests on such
a flimsy and transitory foundation. There must be also an earnest
mutual respect and admiration for those elusive factors that make
up personality. These qualites endure and seldom undergo any
radical changes or madifications. They make up a lasting foundation
for true marriage. Happy indeed are those whose marriages were
made in heaven and by the infinite Father.

Many true and lasting marriages grow out of legal unions that
begin with little more than strong mutual desire, but thousands of
others inevitably fail when their foundations begin to weaken. They
are never joined together by God at all and their unions are little
more than legalized adulteries recognized by society. We know
that lawful regulation and marriage ceremonies are absolutely essen-
tial for the protection of society and the rights of children, but
havent we expected the law of man to do a work which God alone
can perform?
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If the Lord does not join them in the bonds of true and sacred
love, they are never really and truly married, except in the legal
sense, regardless of how long they may live together, or how many
children may be born to them. Since the law alone has joined to-
gether these merely legal unions, let the law grant them separations
or divorces when they find themselves mismated, unhappy, and de-
sirous of their freedom. Man alone has united them; let man sep-
arate them when the situation becomes intolerable. They always
suffer enough from their hasty blunders. So let us not insist that the
misery be prolonged for life under the delusion that God has joined
them and their union is therefore sacred and permanent. Those
united by the Lord do not seek divorces.

Dr. E. O. Deal, of Mertzon, Texas, sent this clipping to
me with the request that it be reviewed in the Gospel
Advocate. What is said by this chaplain is the same thing
that is being said by every apologist for divorce. And there-
in is the evil. If this were said for the purpose of making
men and women more careful in entering into the marriage
relationship instead of justifying them in breaking the
bonds, it would not be objectionable.

Like all the more dangerous errors, this plea has enough
truth mixed with it to make it specious and palliative. It
is said on every hand that God would not expect a man and
a woman to live together in conjugal union when they hate
each other; that it is immoral for a man and a woman to
cohabit when their relation is not sanctified by love.

But the question that we would ask is, How came the
man and the woman who hate each other to be bound
together in marriage? The answer, of course, is: They once
desired each other and thought they were in love, but later
they find out that they do not love each other. But another
guestion arises: Have they ceased to desire and to need
marriage companionship? No, they have not. Then why do
they no longer desire each other? The answer is, They
desire someone else. Either they, one or both of them, have
already become infatuated with someone else or they are
in love with some ideal—some imaginary perfect person;
someone that will be different; that will not have the faults
and annoying habits or mannerisms that the present partner
has. But suppose we grant that such a feeling or attitude
is a just cause for divorce and set such persons free, will
they find that ideal person and be satisfied with their next
choice? If we had to answer that question from a purely
philosophic and psychologic basis, we would say: "No, they
will not be satisfied." But we have actual experience on
which to base an answer. In this day of easy divorce we see
the matter tried out. Most of those who get one divorce
keep on getting them until it becomes a habit. Therefore,
men and women should know that the disposition to find
fault with each other should be overcome; that maudlin
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restlessness and morbid hankering for something they do
not have and should not have must not be countenanced. It
does not comport with sound sense. It is evidence of a
diseased mind. Such a person is a neuropathic individual.
Such a disposition will make a person dissatisfied and un-
successful in any line. Any work is better than the work he
is doing; any place is better than the place where he is, etc.

But it is said that sometimes one partner in the marriage
partnership will behave in such a way toward the other as
to destroy love and alienate this one. Even so; but both
should be taught the same lessons. That is, each should
respect the other, be thoughtful of the other, show defer-
ence to the other, forbear and be long-suffering toward the
other. Where each does this, there will not be any trouble.

Our chaplain says we should not expect a law of man to
do a work which God alone can perform. No, we should
not; but we certainly do have a right to expect all chaplains
and other preachers and moralists to teach young people
that they should calmly and deliberately determine whether
or not they have the feeling for each other and the attitude
toward each other that God requires a husband and a wife
to have before they invoke the law of man or submit to a
legal ceremony. Then they must be taught that when they
do take this deliberate step they are bound together for life.
If they understand that, they will give and take, bear and
forbear, and grow into each other's lives in the way that
God intends that they should.

Let us suppose a case. A man is cast upon a lonely island
after a shipwreck. At first he seems to be the only living
human being upon the island, a true Robinson Crusoe. But
later he finds that a woman from the same ship was also cast
upon the island; a woman of his own race. They are stran-
gers; they never saw each other before they met upon the
island. They soon find that they are the only human in-
habitants of the island. After a time, hope of ever being
rescued dies and they become resigned to the idea of spend-
ing their lives together and alone, so far as other human
beings are concerned. Can anyone believe that a normal
man and a normal woman would not under such circum-
stances become real companions and find consolation and
comfort and strength in such a companionship? They might
be very different at first. They might have come from dif-
ferent stations in life and might have entirely different ideas
and views, but they would become adjusted to each other
and each would help the other.

O, but someone suggests that necessity would be upon
that pair and they would, of course, make the best of their
situation. That is the point. Then, if we can make husbands
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and wives see that they must, by the necessity of God's
requirements and by the necessity of their family's needs
and by the necessity of their soul's salvation, dwell together
in mutual helpfulness and companionship, they will make
the best of their situation also. It is only because they feel
free from restraint and responsibility and exempt from
censure and disgrace and eternal damnation that men and
women run to the divorce courts every time they meet a
magnetic person of the opposite sex and see an opportunity
for a fresh adventure in carnality.

The chaplain says: "If the Lord does not join them in the
bonds of true sacred love, they are never really and truly
married, except in the legal sense, regardless of how long
they may live together, or how many children may be born
to them."

When men argue simply for the purpose of justifying a
popular practice and of pleasing the people, they never are
consistent and they never go to the bottom of a question.
For instance, it is usually argued that if a man lives with
a woman and has children by her, she thereby becomes
his wife whether there has been a legal ceremony or not.
But now we are told that such a pair are not married, if
there has been a legal ceremony. In the chaplain's own
state the law recognizes a "common-law" marriage. If a
man and woman live together for three years in Texas,
whether they have children or not, the law recognizes them
as married and the woman can claim a wife's protection
and support. She is an heir to his property, etc.

The "common-law" idea comes nearer being scriptural
than the chaplain's theory. It is true that men and women
can be married legally when they are not married scrip-
turally; but the only time that it is safe to say that this is
the case is when they were not marriageable scripturally
at the time the legal ceremony was performed.

Next week we shall discuss this question: How Does God
Join a Man and Woman Together in Wedlock?

HOW DOES GOD JOIN A MAN AND WOMAN
TOGETHER IN WEDLOCK?

Our Texas chaplain says: "If the Lord does not join them
in the bonds of true and sacred love, they are never really
and truly married, except in the legal sense, regardless of
how long they may live together, or how many children may
be born to them." In this he seems to go a step further
than the advocates of "companionate marriage"”; for they
make a distinction between "companion marriage" and
"family marriage," and they claim that couples that have
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children are out of the companionate-marriage class. Under
the chaplain's theory a man and a woman may at any
period of life, no matter how long they have lived together
or how many children they have, decide that they have
never been joined together by God, and therefore separate
and each marry another to whom he or she feels joined by
"true and sacred love"! A few questions should be answered
here: What is "true and sacred love,” and how will a man
and a woman be able to determine when God has joined
them in this holy passion? Are they left to decide it wholly
by their feeling for or toward each other? When a pair has
lived together for a long period and had children born to
them, is it not reasonable to suppose that they, at least at
first, had a feeling for each other that they thought was
true and sacred love? Do not all couples think they have
this love for each other? Then, if they were mistaken the
first time, how will they know that they are not mistaken
the next time? If they have to live together in the marriage
relation for a while in order to ascertain whether or not
God has joined them in the bonds of true and sacred love,
what is that but trial marriage? And does that not make
trial marriage or marriages, one or several, essential to a
real or permanent marriage? Is it not true that such ex-
perimentations in love and sex affairs disqualify rather than
qualify men and women for true and sacred love? Is not
true love to be measured by something other than feeling,
sentiment, romance, or passion?

These questions bring us to a discussion of the question
that heads this article: "How does God join a man and
woman together in wedlock?" This will be answered in
the following propositions:

1. By Love. Love is that which causes a man and a
woman to be attracted to each other and to choose each
other from among other associates. They desire each other.
They may not be wholly conscious that it is a sexual desire,
as that should be largely a subconscious state of mind dur-
ing courtship, but it is, of course, at the basis of the attrac-
tion. Otherwise, men would love men and women would
love women. But recognizing this mutual attraction, each
individual should consider, deliberate, and see if the other
has the character that demands respect, the accomplishments
that are worthy, the health and the background that will
insure sound offspring; if there is congeniality of taste and
temperament between them. If these things exist between a
man and a woman who are attracted to each other and
desire each other, then that is all love can mean between
any man and woman before they are joined in body.
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2. By Legal Ceremony. This is a ceremony required by
man-made laws for the protection of society. God requires
us to submit to such laws of our government. No couples
should ever apply for this legal act who have not already
reached the decision in their hearts that the vows required
by the ceremony will express their desires and their de-
liberately formed purpose. That is to join their lives and
fortunes for better or for worse, in sickness and in health, in
poverty or in wealth, till death does them part. When they
take such a step, God regards it as a solemn vow, a deliberate
oath, and he expects them to perform it or fulfill it. They
should not be counted worthy of the sublime privileges and
the tremendous possibilities of marriage and procreation,
if they are not firm and constant enough to be true to an
oath of their secret souls made in the name of God.

3. By the Sex Act. In 1 Cor. 6: 16, Paul says that a
man who is joined to a harlot is one body with the harlot.
He not only becomes equal with her, but their bodies have
merged and the natural result would be a new body made
up of the two bodies. This is the intention of the sex con-
nections, and it is therefore the consummation of the mar-
riage vow and the fulfilling of the nature of the male and
female, the merging of the bodies and the blending of the
blood streams in the offspring. The two have thus in
reality and in a literal way become one flesh. No court
decree, no act of man, can separate their blood or bodies
as long as any offspring live, even through a thousand gen-
erations. They are one flesh, and they must not allow whims,
faults, hysterics, emotional states, or imagined affinities for
some other to cause them to attempt to do that which God
says "let not man" do. These things should be endured and
mastered just as one masters misfortune or endures ill-
health.

4. By the Experiences of Life. When two lives are
blended and when they share the same joys and the same
sorrows; when they have the same hope and the same pur-
pose; when they have struggled together to attain the same
ambition, and when they have suffered the same failures
and the same disappointments, there is an understanding
and a sympathy that unites them with bands stronger than
romance can know or lust can conceive. The two lives have
grown into each other; and if there has been some disillu-
sionment, and if the romance has faded and the dreams have
vanished, there is a deeper and a saner kinship and union.
There is sympathy and understanding; there are memories
to revive and hold sacred, there are hopes to cherish. There
are evils of heart and life to be mutually fought and put
down, there is happiness to be mutually fostered and
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achieved. There is a grave awaiting both, and a judgment
at which each must answer for the treatment of the other.

WERE THEY REALLY MARRIED?

The following letter from a brother in Ohio asks some
guestions and presents a problem. Here is his case:

A young lady at the age of seventeen married a man according
to the law of a certain state, lived with him sixty days, and left him.
According to her evidence, she left him because she did not love him
—did not love him when she married him. She was advised to
marry him by other members of her family, and she did so thinking
she would get a home for herself and her sister, with no intention
of making him a life companion, but to leave him if she was not
successful. She was not successful and left him within two months;
said she was sorry she took the step in five minutes after the cere-
mony.

Did God join them together, or did Satan join them? Was that
a scriptural marriage—a union to be severed by death only?

Some years pass. She marries a different man, whose former
wife was dead and leaving him with two children, this man being
a member of the church. Before this time she was not a member
of any church and knew practically nothing of the church. She
becomes as a mother to these children, also a member of the church,
and helps in bringing up the children accordingly, living peaceably
together as a family and peaceably in the church.

Another member learns of her former marriage, takes the posi-
tion that they are living in adultery, and urges withdrawing fellow-
ship from them unless they cease living together as man and wife.
It was considered by the leading members, and they decided not to
withdraw. No accusation whatever except her first marriage. Since
learning more of the Bible and becoming a member of the church,
she does not believe that God ever joined her to the first man as his
wife and refuses to be separated from her present husband.

Are the conditions sufficient grounds for withdrawing fellowship
from them? Should it be brought against them?

It caused some confusion and resulted in causing them to stop
attending worship, and they refuse to attend as long as the ones
attend who pressed the matter of withdrawal. Would the congrega-
tion be justifiable in withdrawals, if to do so would cause disturb-
ance? What would be the scriptural procedure now?

In case their returning would cause the family, who so urged the
matter, to stay away, then what?

1. A Serious Lesson on the Sanctity of Marriage. The
chief purpose of all our teaching on marriage and divorce is
to prevent such mistakes as the young sister made in this
case. What shall we do with those who have already made
a mistake, or what shall we teach them? No general rule
can be laid down. If this poor girl of seventeen had been
properly taught on the sacredness of the marriage vow and
on the permanency of the marital union, she would never
have made this mistake. She would have known that the
attitude of her heart was not scriptural and that the vows
were untrue. We must teach the young.
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2. Were They Really Married? The sister thinks now,
since she has learned what real marriage is, that she was
never married to the man with whom she lived for sixty
days. If she is now an honest and sincere Christian, her
word should have great weight on this point, since she knows
better than anyone else can know what was the condition
of her heart at the time of the other legal marriage cere-
mony. She should be warned against trying to justify her-
self and urged to be honest in striving to meet the con-
ditions demanded by the word of God.

But shall we agree that she was not really married to
the first man? This is a question that we cannot answer
with absolute finality, any more than we can say with
infallible certainty that a person has or has not been bap-
tized scripturally when that person has submitted to the
scriptural form of baptism. Let those who are insisting
that this sister and her husband be put out of the fellowship
answer these questions: If this sister should tell you that
when she was baptized she did it for some earthly or tem-
poral benefit, with the set intention in her heart of renounc-
ing her baptism and ceasing to follow the Lord if these
temporal benefits did not follow according to expectation,
and that she later saw that such a baptism was not scrip-
tural and that she was then baptized sincerely in obedience
to God's word, would you insist that her first baptism was
scriptural and that the second was a farce? Of course, you
would not. But is not her case very similar?

Or, again, suppose this girl had lived with a man sixty
days without a marriage ceremony as an experiment, would
you insist that she is his wife and could not repent of her
sin, leave the man (repentance would include that), and
then later be scripturally married to another man? No.
Then what makes a marriage—a mere legal ceremony?

3. What Is the Purpose of a Withdrawal? In withdraw-
ing fellowship from any member of the body of Christ, what
do we hope to accomplish? Do we wish good or evil to
come as a result? Of course, all Christians wish for good
results. Very well, what good can come from a withdrawal
that divides the church? The purpose of church discipline
is twofold. First, it corrects the evil and brings the evildoer
to repentance and thereby saves his soul. (1 Cor. 5: 5; 1 Tim.
1: 20; 2 Thess. 3: 14.) But in this case the accused persons
do not acknowledge their guilt; no one can prove positively
that they are guilty; and, therefore, they cannot be brought
to repentance until they are first convicted. Second, it
purifies the church, or puts sin out of the sanction and con-
nivance of the disciples. (1 Cor. 5: 5, 13.) But in this case
the persons in question do not confess guilt, and the others
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cannot convict them beyond a question. Moreover, what
they are accused of does not bring public reproach upon the
church, for their lives are correct in every respect except
the relationship which some church members theoretically
condemn. In the eyes of the law the relationship is regular
and legal. In the eyes of the world it is respectable and
righteous. Possibly very few would even know anything
of past mistakes if their brethren in Christ did not dig them
up for display.

Brethren must have a very anomalous idea of what it
takes to honor Christ, save souls, and glorify God, if they
imagine that they can take punitive action in a case like this.
It could not correct any wrong that may exist. It would
disrupt the church and alienate brethren and bring reproach
on the cause and discourage and disgust young people. If
some one or two insist that such action must be taken or
else they will quit the church, that very threat is evidence
that they are more interested in carrying their point and
enforcing their idea than they are in saving these souls and
honoring Christ. In enforcing the will of Christ, disciples
cannot be arbitrary, dictatorial, and imperious. They must
be full of meekness (Gal. 6: 1, 2), long-suffering, patience,
and prayer (1 Thess. 5: 14; 1 Tim. 5: 22; James 5: 16, 19, 20; 1
John 5: 14-16).

It would not be at all wrong for brethren to tell this
sister that they believe she was not scripturally divorced
and that they think that she and the brother who is now
her husband are living in sin. If brethren feel that way
about it and are actually concerned for their salvation, they
should speak to them; but they should manifest a tender
solicitude for them and not try to exact something of them.
They will have done their duty. So let it rest.

Suppose the sister and brother should separate, could
the brother find another wife? Would he not be charged
with leaving this woman without scriptural cause? Could
she go back to the man with whom she lived for sixty days?
If her marriage to him was ever scriptural, has it not now
been broken up? Better serve God in humility and conse-
cration, and leave such problems to him.

LINE UPON LINE, PRECEPT UPON PRECEPT,
HERE A LITTLE, THERE A LITTLE

Once again we are called upon to answer some questions
that relate to, or grow out of, the divorce question. One
thing should be kept in mind always when we come to study
what God's word teaches on the question of marriage and
divorce: We are not primarily concerned with problems
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that men have brought upon themselves by not knowing or
not heeding God's word, but we are first and most fervently
interested in what God's law actually is. If there are cases
where God's law cannot be applied or obeyed, then God
himself will have to dispose of them according to his wisdom.
If there are some people who have involved themselves in
such a marriage mess that even Solomon could not tell them
how to extricate themselves, the only thing they can do is to
apply the principles of righteousness as far as possible, and
let God decide the rest.

1 "Do the laws of Christ apply to those who are not
citizens of his kingdom?"

This depends entirely on what laws you have reference
to. There are some things taught in the Bible that apply
only to Christians, but these relate to the Christian's duty
and privilege toward God and apply only to him because
his relationship to God is different from that of other men.
Moral principles apply to all alike. Truths that God has
revealed to the human race are the truths by which the
human race will be judged. (John 12: 48; 15: 22; Rom. 2:
12.) If the laws of God and of Christ do not apply to aliens,
then why do aliens sin when they reject and violate these
laws? If they do not sin in such rejection and violation,
then in what do their sins consist? Can there be sin with-
out law? (Rom. 5: 13) Why is God's wrath revealed
against the unrighteousness of men, if these men are not
responsible for this unrighteousness because they have re-
fused to walk according to the principles of righteousness?
(Rom. 1: 18.)) Remember that God's law concerning mar-
riage was given in the beginning of man's life on the earth,
and it has been God's will on the subject in all ages and
applicable to all men, whether men have respected it or
not. (Matt. 19: 3-10.)

2. "Is a record kept in heaven of the acts of aliens, or
will they be condemned solely because of failure to become
citizens of Christ's kingdom?"

The idea that there is some sort of literal record kept in
heaven of anyone's deeds is perhaps only fanciful, but it
represents a truth often taught in the Scriptures. Indeed,
this truth is taught by that very figure of a book—a record.
This record seems to include all men. The wise man said:
"God will bring every work into judgment, with every
hidden thing, whether it be good, or whether it be evil."
(Eccles. 12: 14.) Our Lord said: "Every idle word that men
[not Christians only] shall speak, they shall give account
thereof in the day of judgment.” (Matt. 12: 36.) In that
judgment picture given by Christ in Matthew twenty-five
those upon the left are reminded of the good deeds they did
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not do. Also the rich man was reminded of his former life
and of Lazarus' former state. Some sort of account of these
things had been kept. If murderers, idolaters, fornicators,
and liars are to be thrust out of the city, the memory or
account of these sins is implied. (Rev. 21: 8.) Don't get too
technical in your divisions and application of God's word.
Remember the Pharisees. They made void God's word with
their traditions.

3. "What must a man do to repent, when he responds to
the gospel invitation, who has defrauded his neighbor by
stealing, having transgressed the law of the state as well as
the law of Christ?"

This man should "steal no more: but rather let him labor,
working with his hands the thing that is good, that he may
have whereof to give to him that hath need.” (Eph. 4: 28.)
Second, he should make restitution, if possible—pay back
what he has taken wrongfully. Repentance always includes
restitution as far as possible. Read Paul's letter to Philemon
and get a lesson on this point. Restitution is not always
possible. We cannot in any case undo our sins; we must
depend upon God's grace and mercy for forgiveness. In-
cidentally, if God's law against stealing does not apply to an
alien, why would an alien need to repent of stealing and
make restitution? All repentance is toward God, not toward
the state, and it must be brought about by godly sorrow.

4. An alien wants to obey the gospel who has been mar-
ried twice, divorced by first wife for cruelty, has children
by both marriages, his first wife remarried also. The second
marriage was ‘"legal,” but not "scriptural." What must he
do to repent?

This man transgressed the law of God when he put away
his wife without scriptural cause. When he married again,
he committed adultery; and when his wife married another
man, she committed adultery. If she was guilty of "cruelty"
or in any other way caused her husband to leave her, she
is not only responsible for her own sin, but she is also par-
tially responsible for his. If she was not at all in fault and
her husband put her away because of his infatuation for
another woman, then she is not at all responsible for his sin,
but he is for her sin. He caused her to commit adultery.
But that does not excuse her. Four persons are guilty of
adultery in this case. Read your New Testament. What
should he do to repent? The thing that would be right with-
out question or doubt—the infallibly safe thing—would be
for all four of them to separate and live in celibacy the rest
of their lives, each, however, bearing an equitable share of
responsibility for the children and for the women, financial
responsibility included, of course. It will probably never
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be possible to get the four persons involved to consent to
this course. But the man originally responsible for the
whole affair, if he is the one who wants to obey God, may
follow this course, regardless of whether the others will or
not. He should tell them of his sins in this matter, show
them what God says, and make known to them what his
decision is, and let them do as they will.

While this would certainly be the safe course, it is not
affirmed that it would be absolutely necessary for the man
to leave his second wife, mother of his children, and live in
celibacy. This man committed adultery when he married
the second woman. His wife committed adultery when she
married another man. But now it may be that these
adulteries have so completely undone the first marriage that
it could not again exist; could not be resumed. Indeed, we
believe it could not. And it may be that faithfulness in the
other union (if such has been the case) and parenthood have
now so joined these two that God would not expect or
require them to separate. He would certainly require them
to live righteous lives after they come to him; to abhor and
teach against their former sins. This may be the case.
God alone knows, and we must leave him to decide. We
should teach what God says and let the persons involved
make their own application and decision in this matter.
We should then encourage them to do all else that God says,
regardless of what they decide about separating, since we
cannot know exactly how God would regard this particular
case.

THE DIVORCE PROBLEM

There has been a good deal said on the question of
divorce in this department in the last three years, but the
guestion will not down. There is no problem that we face
today that is as dangerous as this problem. The ideas of
the people around us are so lax and confused and their
practices are so far away from the scriptural ideal that we
need not be surprised if many of our own people become
entangled in marital mix-ups. Nor should we be surprised
if we find that many of our young people have wrong ideas
about the marriage vows. They read much that is wrong
in the papers and magazines; they see much that is immoral
on the picture screens; and they hear the wrong sort of
teaching in their social contacts and often in the schoolrooms.
If we do not, therefore, consistently and persistently set
forth the teaching of God's word on this question, we cannot
expect young disciples to know what God teaches.

This question also demands frequent discussion, because
many of our people have already departed from the teach-
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ing of God's word and become involved in divorce pro-
ceedings. Nearly every church in the land has in its mem-
bership persons who have been divorced and have married
a second time. This brings a problem to the church, and
often elders and other members of the church come to the
editors of religious papers for advice and help.

The problem also demands discussion, because of the
misunderstanding of what the Bible teaches on the question.
This failure to properly investigate, collate, and analyze all
the Bible teaches on this question causes disagreement
among some teachers and preachers. Some hold that forni-
cation dissolves the marriage vow and gives the innocent
party a right to be married to another. This conclusion is
based on what Christ himself said. Others think that this
belonged only to those living under the law of Moses and
under the Christian dispensation nothing but death can
separate married persons in a way that would permit a
second marriage. They base their argument for this con-
clusion upon the teaching of Paul. Now, anyone who reads
thoughtfully what Christ says and then reads what Paul
says will have to admit that some explanation is needed.
There is an apparent conflict, yet a complete analysis will
show that there is no real conflict. It is our purpose to dis-
cuss in this article, and one or two that shall follow this,
the problem of harmonizing the teaching of Christ and Paul.
We shall endeavor to give a complete exegesis of 1 Cor. 7.

The following letter from a good brother in Texas will
set before our readers the problem that we are undertaking
to solve. Read this letter and preserve your paper and wait
for the reply in the issues that follow:

In the Gospel Advocate of April 27, 1933, you have some logic
and deductions hard for me to accept in the light of the Holy Scrip-
tures.

I may not understand God's teaching on marriage and divorce,
but | have the Bible before me and believe God is its author.

God granted Moses to give a law on putting away (Deut. 24: Iff.)
for the cause stated, "uncleanness"; Jesus lived, taught, and died
under that law; his interpretation of that law while living as a man
and teacher sent from God was that uncleanness—infidelity to the
marital vow—was the only cause for putting away.

Malachi (2: 16), the prophet of God, states that God hates "put-
ting away"; so let us keep this fact before us while we go on in this
study.

Jesus said to the apostles: "Whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth
[including in the church] shall be bound in heaven"; and, "All power
is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Go ye therefore"; and,
"Tarry ye in the city of Jerusalem, until" the Holy Spirit comes, and
power too; and, "He will guide you into all truth."

Now we read Acts 2: Iff.. "When the day of Pentecost was fully
come." Previous to this time and place there was no binding on
earth and no binding in heaven—only teaching the truth and truth
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only. At Pentecost, in Jerusalem, the binding by the apostles began,
and so the binding by Jesus Christ the Lord began in heaven—
God's plan.

Therefore, whatever the apostles have bound on earth regarding
putting away, the Lord has bound in heaven; not what Jesus taught
under the law of Moses; not what men have taught as expedient.
No! No! What say the "binders on earth"? "For the woman that
hath a husband is bound by law to the husband while he liveth; but
if the husband die, she is discharged from the law of the husband.
So then if, while the husband liveth, she be joined to another man,
she shall be called an adulteress: but if the husband die, she is free
from the law, so that she is no adulteress, though she be joined to
another man." (Rom. 7: 2, 3) "But unto the married | give charge,
yea not |, but the Lord, That the wife depart not from her husband
(but should she depart, let her remain unmarried, or else be recon-
ciled to her husband); and that the husband leave not his wife." (1
Cor. 7: 10, 11)

This is the Lord's doing, and binding on earth to all humanity;
as universal as the invitation to come; add not, subtract not.

We are not under the law of Moses with its divorce code; we are
freed from the law that allowed what God hates.

Jesus gave the correct interpretation of Moses' law to the Jews.

Let us be sure that an apostle has bound before we go forward
with any teaching. "Every plant, which my heavenly Father hath
not planted, shall be rooted up." Where this side of Pentecost has
God the Father, Jesus Christ our Savior, or the Holy Spirit the
teacher, through the binders, the apostles, granted divorce or re-
marriage? If they have not, shall we?

Brother Brewer, | write you this not to criticize, but in the love
of him who died for us, and with the full and confident idea that it is
the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus our Lord. "Why call ye
me, Lord, Lord, and do not the things which | say?"

May grace, mercy, and peace be with us all.

We shall reply to this letter under the following divisions:

1 God Hates Putting Away.

2. What Jesus Taught Was Not What Moses Taught.

3. Was What Jesus Taught Bound by the Apostles?

4. How Shall We Harmonize Jesus and Paul?

Under the fourth heading we shall give an article to
an examination of 1 Cor. 7. We shall endeavor to answer
the question of whether or not a believing brother or sister,
whose unbelieving companion has deserted him or her on
account of religion, is free to marry again. Once again we
request our readers to keep this copy of the paper and
watch for the articles that shall follow.

GOD HATES DIVORCE

1. Jehovah Hates Putting Away. (Mai. 2: 16.) Our
Texas correspondent whose letter was published last week
cited the reference here given to show that God hates
divorce, and he seemed to think that if we interpret Christ
to allow divorce on the ground of fornication, we will not
show the proper hatred for divorce; that we will be too
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tolerant toward divorce; that we will be thereby showing a
lax attitude toward divorce. But our brother is wrong in
this. According to Matthew (5: 32; 19: 9), Christ did allow
divorce for fornication, or whoredom, for so the word should
be translated here. Now, if we teach just what Christ
taught, then it must be obvious that our attitude toward
divorce is just what Christ's attitude was. Any charge that
is made against our teaching applies primarily against what
Christ taught. Shall we say that Christ did not hate divorce
in the same way that Jehovah hates this sin? No, indeed!
Christ was not tolerant toward divorce in allowing divorce
for whoredom, unless we want to claim that he was tolerant
of whoredom. Christ condemned divorce and strongly de-
cried the practice of the Jews from Moses' day down. He
plainly said that what Moses allowed, and what the Jews
practiced, was not in harmony with the will of God con-
cerning the marriage relationship. God's will from the be-
ginning has been, and ever will be, that the husband and
wife are one flesh by divine fiat, by spiritual bonds, by
fleshly functions, and by natural offspring. They are no
longer two, but one. Anyone, therefore, who puts them
asunder—be he one of the contracting parties who by whore-
dom rends asunder the union, or be he civil judge who by
legal decree separates them, or be he religious teacher who
by false teaching moves them to put each other away—has
violated the will and law of Jehovah and has brought him-
self under condemnation. Does that look like a lax attitude
toward divorce? That was Christ's attitude, and it is the
attitude of all who now believe and apply the teaching of
Christ. We have said in this department that there can be
no divorce without a sin against God that jeopardizes the
soul of someone—the guilty one and perhaps others. Often
the souls of many are put into peril.

In this department of our issue of July 30, 1931, we said:

He sets forth marriage as God intends for it to be—a man and a
woman joined for life. This is God's law and this Jesus plainly
taught. He showed that this law can be broken, but the one who
breaks it is bound for hel. Whenever, therefore, married people
are even scripturally divorced—divorced for  whoredom—it  means
that at least one soul is sunk. In the name of the Lord, let us quit
talking about scriptural divorce as though it were a light matter.
No divorce is ever scriptural for both sides. When a marriage is
broken, a soul is lost.

Of course, Jehovah hates divorce, because he hates whore-
dom, and that alone justifies divorce. In the quotation from
Malachi, Jehovah condemns the men for dealing treacher-
ously with their wives—for being unfaithful to them. He
did not condemn them for putting away their wives because
they, the wives, were unfaithful. That was not the situation.
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Those who did the putting away were themselves the un-
faithful ones. The prophet said that Jehovah hated this
practice. He hates it even now.

2. What Jesus Taught Was Not What Moses Taught.
Our correspondent thinks that what Jesus said about
divorce was only a restatement of the law of Moses, that
it does not therefore apply to us now, and never did apply
to any except those who were under the law of Moses. This
is rather a strange idea when we study carefully the refer-
ence in which our Lord spoke. He taught something that
was entirely different from what Moses had allowed. The
place where Moses speaks of putting away a wife is Deut.
24: 1-4. He says: "When a man taketh a wife, and marrieth
her, then it shall be, if she find no favor in his eyes, because
he hath found some unseemly [uncleanness, A. V.] thing
in her, that he shall write her a bill of divorcement, and
give it in her hand, and send her out of his house."

The brother thinks that the "unseemly thing" here means
unchastity and that it is the same ground, therefore, upon
which Christ allowed divorce. The Jews themselves were
divided over the meaning of this language. There were
among them two famous divinity schools—that of Shammai
and that of Hillel. The school of Shammai held that a man
could not legally put away his wife except for whoredom.
The school of Hillel taught that a man might put away his
wife "for every cause," if she did not find favor in his sight—
that is, if he saw some other woman he liked better. If he
became displeased with his wife, he interpreted Moses' ex-
pression, "if she find no favor in his eyes," to cover his case,
and therefore put her away. Josephus, the celebrated
Jewish historian, tells us of his own experience with the
utmost coolness and indifference. He says: "About this
time | put away my wife, who had borne me three children,
not being pleased with her manners." This gives us an
idea of the prevailing views of divorce when our Lord spoke.

But it must be clear to all who read the nineteenth
chapter of Matthew that our Lord taught something differ-
ent from that which Moses taught. When he had answered
their question about putting away a wife, the Jews under-
stood that what he said was not what Moses had taught
them, and they asked: "Why then did Moses command to
give a bill of divorcement, and to put her away?" In other
words, if what you say is true, then why did Moses say some-
thing else? He then told them that it was because of the
hardness of their hearts that Moses gave that law, but that
what Moses commanded had not been the purpose and will
of God from the beginning. Then he adds, "And | say
unto you," not what Moses said on account of the hardness
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of your hearts, but what God ordained from the beginning.
This law here announced by Jesus was so much stricter than
what Moses had taught, and what therefore the Jews had
believed, that even the Lord's own disciples drew the con-
clusion that it would not be expedient to marry. In effect
they said: "Lord, if what you have just said is true, it would
be dangerous to get married; it would be too great a risk
to take!" This shows clearly that our Lord did not just
repeat Moses' law.

The language of Moses in Deuteronomy did not refer to
fornication. The word "uncleanness" evidently meant some
physical defect, deformity, or disease—something that would
render the woman obnoxious to her husband. And yet it
did not refer to some defect that would wholly disqualify
the woman as a wife, for he speaks of her marrying another
man, who may or may not overlook and tolerate this defect.
Evidently a good man might bear with the "unseemly thing,"
but those of "hardness of heart"—that is, of wicked hearts—
would be embittered by it, would probably be abusive of
the wife and perhaps even kill her; and if not that, they
would be unfaithful to her and seek solace from other
women. To prevent this condition from prevailing in their
society, Moses permitted men to put away a wife if they
found her obnoxious. But Jesus taught that if men want
to be in harmony with the will of God they will not be so
wicked and will not seek to disobey that which was God's
will from the beginning.

Wait for the rest of it.

WAS WHAT JESUS TAUGHT ON DIVORCE BOUND
BY THE APOSTLES?

The third division of our reply to the letter published in
this department two weeks ago is:

3. Was What Jesus Taught on Divorce Bound by the
Apostles? Our brother contends that Jesus was living
under the law; that he taught obedience to the law; and
that, therefore, we are not to accept his teaching as appli-
cable to us, unless we find it repeated by the apostles, under
the guidance of the Holy Spirit. Only thus can we accept
what Jesus taught as a part of the new covenant. This is a
dangerous conclusion, and we need wisdom in making some
necessary distinctions here. Let us be reminded that:

1. Jesus did live under the old covenant, and he did teach
his disciples to obey the law. (Matt. 5: 19; 23: 1-3.)

2. Jesus did teach his disciples to require others to
observe all that he had commanded them (Matt. 28: 18-20);
and he promised to send the Holy Spirit to bring to their
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remembrance all that he had said to them, and to guide
them into all the truth (John 14: 26; 16: 13).

3. The Holy Spirit came on Pentecost, and from that
time on the apostles were guided by divine power. What
they taught in Acts, the Epistles, and Revelation is the will
of Christ, revealed by the Holy Spirit.

4. But, we must remember that Matthew, Mark, Luke,
and John also wrote after the coming of the Holy Spirit,
after the inauguration of the new covenant, and that their
records of the life and sayings of Christ were brought to
their remembrance and revealed to them by the Holy Spirit.
Their writings are a part of the New Testament Scriptures,
and are profitable for us. (2 Tim. 3: 16.)

5. In these records of our Lord's life we find: (1) that he
obeyed the law, but that he also did things that were unique;
things that were in harmony with the law, but that went far
beyond the actual demands of the law; (2) that he taught the
precepts of the law, but that he also taught principles of
morality that were eternal, that existed before the law, and
will continue to exist for all time; (3) that he also gave
some new principles and commandments to the sons of men;
(4) that he established a new institution—kingdom or church
—of which he is founder and head, and that offers its bene-
fits to all nations of the earth.

Shall we now conclude that all those things which we
find in the Gospels that are not repeated in the Acts or the
Epistles are to be rejected by us as belonging to the covenant
under which they were uttered? No, indeed! Such a con-
clusion would be worse than foolish. It would rob us of
some of the finest rules and principles that were announced
by our Lord. To illustrate: Take the Sermon on the Mount;
how much of it is repeated this side of Pentecost? How
much of that sermon would we know, if we did not learn it
from Matthew? Yet, examine it and see how much of i,
or rather how little, belonged to the law of Moses. If we
take none of it except what may be found repeated in Acts
or the Epistles, we will cheat ourselves woefully. We will
not have the Beatitudes. We will not have the Golden Rule.
We will not have the teaching on how to treat an enemy.
(Matt. 5: 43-46.) We will not have the principle that anger
is murder, and that the thought is adultery. (Matt. 5: 21-28.)
(It is true that Paul and John announce some similar prin-
ciples, but they are not given in this inimitable style.)

To further illustrate: We know that Matthew tells us
that Jesus instructed his disciples to baptize into the name
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. We
do not find either precept or example of this after the com-
ing of the Holy Spirit. Shall we say, therefore, that this
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was not bound by the apostles? Such a conclusion would
be absurd.

Again, Matthew tells us about what Jesus said in refer-
ence to the procedure of church discipline: "Tell it unto the
church." (Matt. 18: 15-21.) We do not have a mention of
this procedure by any of the "binders on earth." Shall we
throw this out as belonging to the law?

But to settle the point, how would we know that the
apostles had power to bind on earth and loose on earth, if
we did not learn it from Matthew? What apostle mentions
this in the Acts or the Epistles? Surely we can see, now,
that we must not reject the teachings of Christ because they
are not repeated this side of Pentecost.

But an objector might inquire: "Since Christ taught some
things that belonged to the law and some that did not; since
he taught some things that are applicable to us and some
that are not, how can we discriminate between them, unless
we take only that which the apostles repeated?" We an-
swer: "By the use of a little common sense." When Christ
commanded his disciples to go and loose an ass colt and bring
him to Christ, we all know, without the use of any unusual
intellectual powers, that this command was limited and
local. It applied only to the apostles, and only to one occa-
sion, and to only one particular ass. No one feels obligated
to bring ass colts to the Lord now. The same reasoning
applies to the command to prepare the Passover; the com-
mand to cast the fish net on the other side of the ship; the
command to catch a fish and take a coin from its mouth; the
command to loose Lazarus and let him go, etc. Should any
responsible soul find trouble in making proper discrimina-
tions in commands like these, and those that apply to us?

When the church was announced as something future,
something yet to be built, and then, when instructions were
given about how this church is to carry on its work, after
it is built, does it take men of extraordinary acumen to know
that these instructions to the church—not then established—
did not go out of effect the day the church was established?
Or, when the Great Commission was given, at the close of
our Lord's stay on earth, and since it commanded something
to be done in the future, to begin when the Holy Spirit
should come, and to continue to the end of the world, does it
take an intellectual giant to know that that commission did
not go out of effect the day the Holy Spirit came?

Oh, but an objector might say: "All that is plain, of
course, but how will we know what part of the teaching
of Christ belongs to the law, and what is to be in the new
covenant?" In reply we say: "We still have the law of
Moses; we can easily learn what it teaches." "Search the
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scriptures." We can compare what Christ taught with what
Moses said. Often, Christ himself drew a contrast between
what Moses taught and what he enjoined. He did this on
the divorce questions, as we saw last week. Therefore, what
Jesus taught on divorce applies to us now.

There is no need for confusion. That should not give us
any trouble. Our problem is in obeying the teachings of
Christ, and in getting others to do so.

Next week Christ and Paul on divorce. How shall we
harmonize them?

CHRIST AND PAUL ON DIVORCE

4. How Shall We Harmonize Christ and Paul on Divorce?
Twice in the Gospel by Matthew, our Lord said that if
a man shall put away his wife, except for the cause of
fornication, and marry another, he commits adultery. If
language means anything, this teaches that if he puts his
wife away for the cause of fornication he does not commit
adultery if he marries another. That is the one exception
to the rule. That sin will justify a divorce, or permit a
divorce. But, twice the apostle Paul says that a woman is
bound to her husband as long as he lives—no exception
mentioned—and that if she is married to another man while
her husband lives she is an adulteress. (Rom. 7: 2, 3; 1 Cor.
7:39)

Since, in this language, Paul mentions no exception to
the rule, some have assumed that Paul allows no exception,
and that, therefore, according to the apostle, nothing but
death can dissolve the marriage bond; a husband and wife
may separate, but they cannot marry again. If this con-
clusion be correct, then we have Christ teaching one thing
and Paul teaching another. Christ allows divorce for in-
fidelity, but Paul does not allow divorce for any cause.
What shall we say as to this seeming conflict?

Those who argue that Paul does not allow divorce try
to avoid making him contradict Christ by saying that what
Christ said belonged to the law of Moses and is not binding
upon us now, while Paul's teaching belongs to the new
covenant and is the will of Christ revealed by the Holy
Spirit. Those who offer this explanation have not examined
the Scriptures on this point very carefully. We have seen,
in a former article, that what Christ taught was different
from what Moses taught. Moses allowed a man to put away
his wife "for every cause." Christ said this had not been
God's will from the beginning, but that it was God's decree
that husband and wife should be one flesh; that God had
thus joined them together, and that man should not put
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them asunder. He then showed that because of this decree
of God, if a man puts away his wife except for fornication,
he is a sinner. Since it is so clear that what Jesus teaches
is different from what Moses taught, and is such an emphatic
statement of the will and purpose of God from the beginning,
we must see that the exception laid down, or the cause of
divorce allowed by Jesus, is either (1) the will of God from
the beginning, or (2) a new condition allowed by our Lord,
as other conditions were allowed by Moses. In either case,
Paul's teaching must be in accord with this. If Jesus simply
reaffirmed what had been the will of God from the begin-
ning, we would not expect Paul to change and restrict this
original purpose of God, thus reaffirmed by him through
whom God speaks to us in these last days. And if Jesus an-
nounced a new condition, we certainly would not expect this
will of Christ to be abrogated by those who were his ambas-
sadors, and who were to teach us "all things whatsoever" he
had taught. Therefore, from either point of view, we are
forced to conclude that Paul did not contradict Christ, but
that what he taught must be in harmony with what Christ
taught, whether we see the harmony or not.

But another evidence that those who say Paul was teach-
ing something that belongs to the new covenant only have
not examined the Scriptures is seen in the fact that in
both passages Paul clearly states that according to the law
a woman is bound to her husband as long as he lives. Paul
did not give a new law, just now revealed by the Holy Spirit,
but he merely stated what the law required.

What law did Paul allude to when he said that a woman
is "bound by the law as long as her husband liveth"? Not
to the law of Moses, evidently, because that law allowed
divorce for "every cause." But someone suggests that the
law of Moses only allowed men to put away their wives;
that there is not a word about a woman's putting away
her husband; that the wife was bound, but the husband was
not bound. It is a fact that there is no mention of a woman's
putting away her husband in the books of Moses, and this
must be accounted for by the fact that the women of that
age, because of social conditions, did not have the wicked-
ness and hardness of heart that the men had, which made
it necessary for Moses to make concessions to them. But
whatever Moses did, in this particular, does not change the
will of God originally expressed, and Christ shows that
the obligations of the husband and the wife are equal in this
respect. (Mark 10: 12.) But even if we grant that the
woman had no right to put away her husband under the
law of Moses, still, Paul could not have said that a woman
is bound to her husband as long as he lives, according to
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the law of Moses, for under that law the husband could put
away his wife if she found "no favor in his eyes,” and give
her a bill of divorcement into her hands, and "she may go
and be another man's wife." (Deut. 24: 1, 2.) A woman
with a bill of divorcement was not bound to her husband, but
was free to go and find another husband. This was the law
of Moses. Then by what law is a woman bound to her
husband so "long as her husband liveth"? Evidently, by the
law of marriage given in the beginning—the law of her
husband, the law that made him her husband and made her
his wife. This is, therefore, the same law that Jesus stated
and emphasized in contrast to the law of Moses. But why
did Paul say a woman is bound by this law until the death of
her husband, when Jesus said that she is released from her
husband if he is guilty of fornication? Why did Paul not
mention this exception?

In answer, we say, first, in giving a rule or a law, we
do not have to name the exceptions, especially where the
law is not being discussed, but is only used as an illustration.
In Romans seven, Paul was not discussing marriage at all.
He only used the marriage bond as an illustration. His
emphasis is not so much upon the fact that a woman is bound
while her husband lives as it is upon the fact that she is free
when he is dead, so that she may be married to another.
This is the phase of the relationship that is in point in the
illustration. As a woman whose husband is dead is free to
be married to another man, so the Jews who were once
bound to the law of Moses were now free by a death and
were married to Christ. This is Paul's argument and his
illustration. Since he was not discussing marriage, but only
using it as an illustration, of course, he would use marriage
as God intended it to be, and only broken as God intends
that marriage could be broken. He would not take time to
argue, in such an illustration, that some marriages are
broken by sin, which is not according to, but contrary to,
God's will and purpose.

In the second place, all marriages are by God's law in-
tended to last until the death of one of the parties to the
contract. It is not God's will that fornication should break
the bond, for it is not God's will that fornication should be
committed. Hence, married persons are bound till death by
the law, just as Paul says. It is only by a violation of the
law that they can be divorced. The law of God is one thing,
the violation of the law is another thing. Paul only men-
tions what the law is.

But someone may suggest that in the seventh chapter
of First Corinthians Paul was discussing the specific ques-
tion of marriage and divorce, and that in that chapter he
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again says a wife is bound to her husband as long as he
lives; that he there mentions no exceptions. What about
the fifteenth verse? He there says that under certain con-
ditions, which he names, a husband or wife is not bound—
the same word that is used in verse 39, where he says she
is bound until death. The question now is, How shall we
harmonize Paul with Paul? not Paul with Christ.

Next week we shall conclude these articles by attempt-
ing to give a complete exegesis of The Seventh Chapter of
First Corinthians.

WIFE BOUND: BROTHER OR SISTER NOT
BOUND—PAUL

A RUNNING REVIEW OF THE SEVENTH CHAPTER OF
FIRST CORINTHIANS

In order to have any fair understanding of this chapter
there are a few things that we must know, and also a few
discriminations and divisions we must make of the chapter
itself. First, we must remember that the saints at Corinth
were surrounded with and torn by conflicting theories and
philosophies. On the one hand, Judaizing teachers told them
that marriage is a divine obligation, and that to refuse or
fail to marry was to be dishonorable and disobedient. On
the other hand, some of the Grecian philosophers affirmed
that if a man would live happily, he should not marry. And
some of them, the Pythagoreans, contended that the matri-
monial relationship is inconsistent with purity. In addition
to these conflicting opinions, the Corinthians were sur-
rounded with the most degrading practices and immoral
influences, and these evils had not failed to affect some mem-
bers of the church. Because these brethren were troubled
by these theories, they had written to Paul and asked for
instruction on the question of marriage and the relation-
ship of husband and wife. (Verse 1.)

1. Paul answered that it was better not to marry (on
account of the present distress [verse 26]), but because of
or to avoid fornication, a thing so common in Corinth, each
man should have his wife and each woman her husband,
and the wife or the husband should not deprive the other
of the marriage privilege on any false ideas of purity, and
thus expose the denied one to temptation. (Verses 1-5.)

But, what he was next to say, in answer to the question,
was not an injunction like his declaration of the duties of
the wife to the husband and the husband to the wife, but
was only inspired advice, suited to their present condition
(verse 6)—namely, he wished that all of them could, like
him, live chastily unmarried (verse 7). He addressed this
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more particularly to the widowers and widows in the church.
(Verse 8.) But at the same time, he told them, if they found
it too difficult, it was better for them to marry than to be
tormented with passion. (Verse 9.)

Next, in answer to their question about the separation
and divorce of married persons, Paul considered, first, those
married persons who are both Christians, but who on ac-
count of the inconvenience attending marriage, or because
of their ideas of devotion and purity, might decide to sepa-
rate. To these, the apostle's command and the command of
the Lord (Matt. 19: 6-9; Mark 10: 6-12) was not to separate.
The wife should not depart; the husband should not put the
wife away. But if anyone should depart and attempt to
live apart, and find it too difficult, he or she should not
marry another, but should return and be reconciled to his
or her spouse, as their marriage still existed—they were not
divorced. (Verses 10, 11.) In the second place, he considers
those Christians who were married to heathens, they having
become Christians since their marriage. Concerning these,
the apostle says he has no commandment from the Lord,
meaning that Christ, while on earth, had given no precept
touching this point. Only by inspiration given him as a
faithful servant of God could he speak here. He then or-
dered that such couples live together, if the heathen partner
is willing so to do, because differences of religion do not
necessarily dissolve marriage. (Verses 12, 13.) The heathen
husband is sanctified, or rendered a fit husband to his be-
lieving wife, by the strength of his affections for her, which
made him want to remain with her despite his different
beliefs and ideas. And by the same affection and choice is
a heathen wife sanctified to her Christian husband. (Verse
14.) And, he told them, by remaining together the Chris-
tian partner in such marriages might convert the heathen
partner. (Verse 16.) But, if the unbelieving or heathen
party maliciously deserted his or her Christian companion,
notwithstanding due means of reconciliation had been used,
the marriage was, by that desertion, dissolved with respect
to the Christian party willing to adhere, and who had done
all that was right to hold the heathen party in the marriage
relationship. (Verse 15.)

2. In that section of the chapter including verses 17 to
24, the apostle showed the brethren that the privileges of
the gospel did not free them from former political, racial,
and natural obligations. When these relationships did not
interfere with obedience to Christ, they were to abide. The
converted Jew was still to be a Jew as to customs and civil
laws. The converted Gentile was not to become a Jew by
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being circumcised. Everyone, therefore, was to remain
in the political state in which he was converted.

In the third place, the apostle considered those persons
who had never married. This class of persons, of both sexes,
he calls virgins, and declared that he had no commandment
of the Lord concerning them. By this he meant that Christ,
during his ministry on earth, had given no commandment
concerning them; but the apostle gave his judgment in the
case, as one who had obtained mercy from the Lord to be
faithful—that is, he gave his judgment as an apostle who
had received inspiration to enable him faithfully to declare
Christ's will. (Verse 25.) Beginning, then, with the case
of the male virgin, he declared it to be good, in the present
distress, for such to remain unmarried. (Verse 26.) But if
they married, they were not to seek to be loosed. And if
their wives happened to die, he told them they would find it
prudent not to seek a second wife. (Verse 27.) However, he
declared that if such persons married, they did not commit
sin. The same he declared concerning female virgins—
only both the one and the other would find marriage, in that
time of distress, attended with great inconvenience and
trouble, and he wished to spare them of this, hence this
warning. (Verse 28.)

Then, in order to make Christians less solicitous about
present pleasures and pains, the apostle put them in mind
of the brevity of life, and from that consideration exhorted
them to beware of being too much elevated with prosperity,
or too much dejected by adversity. (Verses 29-31.) And
to show that he had good reason for advising both sexes
against marriage, he observed that the unmarried man,
being free from the cares of a family, had more time and
opportunity to please the Lord; whereas the married man
was obliged to mind the things of the world that he might
please his wife. (Verses 32, 33.) The same things he ob-
served concerning wives and unmarried women. (Verse 34.)
He, therefore, gave them this advice, not to throw a bond
upon them, but that they might see what would best enable
them to serve the Lord. (Verse 35.)

Lastly, with respect to female virgins who were in their
fathers' families and under the power of their father, the
apostle pointed out to the fathers of these unmarried and
dependent girls the considerations which should determine
their decision, whether to give their daughters in marriage
or to keep them single. (Verses 36-38.)

This long discourse the apostle concluded by declaring
that all women, whether old or young, are by their marriage
vows bound to their husbands as long as their husbands live
(this point, too, should be considered in deciding whether or
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not to give a virgin in marriage); but if their husbands die,
they may marry a second time. Yet, he gave his opinion that
they would be happier if they remained widows. And in so
saying, he told them he was sure that he spoke by the Spirit
of God. (Verses 39, 40.)

Having completed the running review of the seventh
chapter of First Corinthians, we shall study in a more
analytical way two points—namely: Did Paul Speak by In-
spiration on All Points, or Is a Part of the Chapter Only His
Human Opinion? and, second, When He Said a Brother or
Sister Is Not Bound, Did He Mean That They Are Free to
Marry Again? Taking up these points in order, let us ask:

(1) Is the Entire Chapter Inspired? Because Paul says in
verse 10 that what he there enjoins is from the Lord, and not
from himself, and then at two other places in the chapter he
says he has no commandment from the Lord, but gives his
own judgment, some have concluded that his judgment
was not inspired, but was only his opinion. On this point
the following argument from Dr. Macknight seems to be
conclusive. He says:

Yet not |, but the Lord. The Lord Jesus, during his ministry on
earth, delivered many precepts of his law in the hearing of his dis-
ciples. And those which he did not deliver in person, he promised
to reveal to them by the Spirit, after his departure. Therefore, there
is a just foundation for distinguishing the commandments which the
Lord delivered in person from the commandments which he revealed
to the apostles by the Spirit, and which they made known to the
world in their sermons and writings. This distinction is not peculiar
to Paul. It is insinuated likewise by Peter and Jude. See 2 Pet. 3: 2;
Jude 17, where the commandments of the apostles of the Lord and
Savior are mentioned, not as inferior in authority to the command-
ments of the Lord (for they were all as really his commandments
as those which he delivered in person), but as different in the
manner of their communication. This authority of the command-
ments of the apostles will be acknowledged, if we consider that,
agreeably to Christ's promise (John 14: 16), the Holy Spirit dwelt
with the apostles forever (16: 13) to lead them into all truth—that
is, to give them the perfect knowledge of all the doctrines and pre-
cepts of the gospel. This abiding inspiration St. Paul enjoyed equally
with all the rest of the apostles, since, as he himself tells us repeated-
ly (2 Cor. 11: 5; 12: 11), he was in nothing behind the very greatest
of the apostles. So that he could say with truth concerning himself,
as well as concerning them (1 Cor. 2: 16), We have the mind of
Christ; and affirm (1 Thess. 4: 8), He who despiseth us, despiseth not
man, but God, who certainly hath given his Spirit, the Holy Spirit,
to us. Since, therefore, the apostle Paul enjoyed the abiding inspira-
tion of the Spirit, it is evident that in answering the questions pro-
posed to him by the Corinthians, when he distinguished the com-
mandments of the Lord from his own commandments, his intention
was not, as many have imagined, to tell us in what things he was
inspired, and in what not; but to show us what commandments the
Lord delivered personally, in his own lifetime, and what the Spirit
inspired the apostles to deliver after his departure. This, Paul could
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do with certainty: because, although he was not of the number of
those who accompanied our Lord during his ministry, all the partic-
ulars of his life and doctrine were made known to him by revelation,
as may be gathered from 1 Cor. 11: 23. Note 1 Cor. 15: 3; 1 Tim.
5: 18, and from the many allusions to the words and actions of Christ,
found in the Epistles which Paul wrote before any of the Gospels
were published, and from his mentioning one of Christ's sayings not
recorded by any of the evangelists. (Acts 20: 35.) Further, that the
apostle's intention in distinguishing the Lord's commandments from
what he calls his own commandments was not to show us what
things he spake by inspiration, and what not, | think evident from
his adding certain circumstances, which prove that in delivering
his own commandments, he was really inspired. Thus, when he says
(verse 25), "Now concerning virgins | have no commandment of
the Lord: but | give my judgment, as having obtained mercy of the
Lord to be faithful,” by affirming that he had obtained mercy of
the Lord to be faithful, he certainly meant to tell us that in giving
his judgment concerning virgins he was inspired. So, also, when he
gave his judgment that a widow was at liberty to marry a second
time, by adding (verse 40), "She is happier if she abide according
to my judgment: and | am certain that even | have the Spirit of
God,” he plainly asserted that he was inspired in giving that judg-
ment or determination. Lastly, when he called on those among the
Corinthians who had the gift of discerning spirits, to declare whether
or not all the doctrines and precepts which he had delivered in this,
his first Epistle to the Corinthians, were the commandments of the
Lord, he certainly, in the most express manner, asserted that he had
delivered these doctrines and precepts by the inspiration of the
Spirit. (1 Cor. 14: 37.) If anyone is realy a prophet, or a spiritual
person, let him acknowledge the things which | write to you, that
they are the commandments of the Lord. Upon the whole, | appeal
to every candid reader, whether the apostle could have said these
things, if the judgment which he delivered on the different subjects
in this chapter had been a mere human or uninspired judgment, and
not a judgment dictated by the Spirit of God.

If we accept this as the correct meaning of the apostle's
language, we see that he alludes to what Christ said while
on earth about a husband's putting away his wife, or a wife's
putting away her husband. This teaching of Christ we have
recorded in Matthew and Mark. Then, since Paul alludes
to this, it is foolish to suggest that Paul taught something
contrary to what our Lord said. Then, when Christ made
fornication a ground for divorce, we must not construe any
statement made by Paul as contradicting this.

(2) Is the Christian Husband or Wife Who Has Been
Maliciously Deserted by an Infidel Partner Free to Marry
Again? If not, it would be difficult to see how such "a brother
or a sister is not under bondage in such cases." If they are
not any longer bound to these deserting partners, nor in
bondage to them, they certainly are free. If they are not
free to marry again, then they are not free from this mar-
riage bondage at all, and are, therefore, still bound. If Paul
does not mean that the marriage bondage is broken and
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does not any longer exist, so far as the Christian is con-
cerned, then his language has no meaning at all. To make
it mean something else is to destroy his whole point. But
someone suggests that he means that the Christian is not
bound to live with and to give the marriage privilege to
such a deserting partner. That would be a wise statement
from an inspired man! Even Christians could live apart,
if they so desired. He has already told them to live with
these heathen spouses if they can. It would now be absurd
to tell them that they are under no obligation to live with
those who have deserted them, and refused their companion-
ship. How could they live with such a person? But some-
one else suggests that he had said in verse 10 that those who
depart should remain unmarried, or be reconciled to their
mate. Yes, he said that to Christians who might desire to
separate. But this is to those who are deserted by heathen
partners. And, since they were not able to hold these
heathen mates, what would be the sense in telling Chris-
tians later to be reconciled to them? The Christian was
never other than reconciled. It was the heathen that de-
parted. Did Paul call on these heathen to remain unmarried,
or to be reconciled to their Christian companions whom
they, because of their religion, had deserted?

Absurd!

Then, someone is ready to say, according to that, Paul
allowed divorce for desertion, whereas Christ made forni-
cation the only ground for divorce. There is no conflict
there. Desertion by a heathen includes or presupposes un-
faithfulness to the partner, of course. Could anyone sup-
pose that such a heathen, with no ideas of Christian moral-
ity, but who because of opposition to such Christian ideals
deserts his partner, would live a chaste and celibate life
henceforth?

Jesus said that a man who puts away his wife causes
her to commit adultery. How would merely putting her
away cause her to commit this sin? Would she be guilty
of adultery if she lived unmarried the rest of her days?
Of course not. Then how is she caused to commit adultery?
It is understood that she will find another partner, and in
doing this without being scripturally released from her
husband, she is guilty of adultery. The husband caused this
sin by putting her away. If, therefore, it is so well under-
stood that a woman who is put away will marry again that
Christ before mentioning a second marriage declared the
woman guilty of adultery, shall we not say that Paul im-
plied that the heathen who departs breaks the marriage
bond by seeking another partner of his own kind? That is
most certainly understood.
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Christians might separate in order to live a pure and holy
life, free from any concessions to the flesh. But Paul indi-
cated that even they would find this too difficult, and would
need to be reconciled to or come together again. Shall we
assume that a heathen who forsakes his companion because
of that companion's holy religion will live a holy, celibate
life, or shall we know and proceed on the basis that he will
form another connection? Paul assumed that he would seek
another partner, and, therefore, held the Christian whom
he had deserted as free from all obligation and responsibility.

With this conclusion reached, we see that Paul agrees
with Christ exactly. When, therefore, he says a woman
is bound to her husband as long as he lives, he must be
understood to mean that this is true provided he desires to
remain her husband, and does not forsake her and form a
connection with another woman.

Only thus can we escape making the apostle contradict
what he said in verse 15. Now, what Paul here says about
a heathen would not apply to a person who is a member of
some so-called "Christian denomination." Such a person,
if true to his creed, believes in the Christian moralities and
ideals. He might leave a member of the body of Christ,
and still live a celibate life. In that case the marriage bond
is not broken. Paul's language should not be interpreted
as meaning that the marriage bond is broken, except by
unfaithfulness to the marriage vow. When a man or a
woman who is worldly, who lives after the flesh, who makes
no claim to Christian living, forsakes his or her companion,
and stays away for years, it may be safely assumed that the
bond is broken, even as Paul assumes this in reference to a
heathen of his day.
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CHAPTERV

""Why Methodists Baptize by Pouring and Baptize Babies™
No. 1

As has been mentioned on this page recently, Mr. W. A.
Swift, editor of the Methodist Herald, is writing a series of
editorials on baptism. In the issue of June 10 of his paper
he gives his reasons for writing on this subject, and on the
same page with his article he publishes the picture of John
the Baptist pouring water upon the head of Jesus. He gave
this picture to his readers when he announced his purpose
to write on this question. He gives it to them again when
he writes his apology for his promised editorials on this
subject, and now he tells us that the picture shall appear
each week as long as the discussion continues. No doubt he
feels the need of the help the picture will give him; and
when we remember that the picture is not only purely
imaginary, a fiction, but that it is also a forgery, we see how
extremely weak the editor's cause is.

But it is interesting to read the editor's reasons for dis-
cussing this question. His article is brief, and we give it in
full below:

We are beginning a series of articles on "Why Methodists Baptize
by Pouring and Baptize Babies." In the outset we are giving some
reasons for doing so. When the writer was a boy, he was baptized
by pouring and was perfectly satisfied with this mode. Hearing
much preaching that assigned all persons to the bad world who were
not immersed, we were made to feel we would be lost if we did not
change our attitude. No one can imagine the torment we endured
for a time. Our preachers not believing that outward, exterior rites
are necessary to salvation, they say very little upon the subject of
baptism. Notwithstanding this, many of our people have been both-
ered over this subject, and, more than this, hundreds of thousands in
the past have left our church for no other reason than they were
made to believe that pouring was not the proper mode of baptism.

In our own dilemma we turned to the Bible for proof of the
whole matter. We decided to settle the question solely on the word
of God and not on the opinion of any man. It was soon settled in
our mind, but the subject became so interesting that we have studied
it more than almost any other subject outside of salvation. We were
led to the conclusion, honestly and sincerely, that there is not a
single passage of Scripture in the Bible that even indicates immer-
sion, and in the articles to follow we propose to try to show our
reasons for believing this way. We have never had a public debate
on this subject and have no such intentions now. If others believe
in baptism by immersion, we are not trying to change them from
their views. We do not mean to waste a sheet of paper answering a
letter for an argument. We merely want people to know what we
do Dbelieve as Methodists and why we believe it. Could anyone
object to this? Others have given their opinions almost every Sunday
on what they believe. Why would not fairness and a Christian
spirit accord to us such a privlege once in a lifetime?
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We feel sure our people and those not of our persuasion who are
far and honest will welcome our free discussion. What would the
average Methodist say were he asked, "Why do Methodists baptize
by pouring and baptize babies?" He would have no reasonable an-
swer at all. This, to the outsider, looks like Methodists have no reason
for their attitude and that we are not honest in our contention.
We do have reasons for our attitude, and this is why we are writing
these articles.

The word “immerse" or “immersion" is not found in the King
James translation of our Bible, considered by the greatest scholars
to be the best translation ever given to the world. The words "pour"
and ‘"sprinkle" are found in this same translation two hundred and
four times. Can you imagine why? In the articles to follow we will
try to tell you why. There is no account of the twelve apostles, men
Christ called, being baptized by any mode whatever. If they did
not have this rite in infancy, why did the Lord not see that they
were baptized when he called them to this great work?

REMARKS

Upon this article we desire to make a few observations.

1. Why Apologize? In our view of things, Editor Swift
did not need to give any reasons to justify his efforts to find
scriptural authority for his religious practice. The man
who will not give such authority for his practice is the man
to be condemned and avoided. The editor's apology rather
weakens his cause. Would a man feel it necessary to
apologize for affirming that God is, or that Jesus is divine,
or that morality is required of God? Do the Methodist
editors and preachers apologize for writing and preaching
on prohibition? No, indeed; they are all militant on that
point! Why? The answer is easy: because they are right
on that question.

Millions of Methodists have had water sprinkled or
poured upon them for baptism. Millions of other honest
and intelligent people say this is not baptism at all; that
this practice has absolutely no authority from the Bible, but
that it is a relic of Roman Catholic presumption to change
God's laws. In view of this fact, the Methodist leaders
should apologize to their people every day for not giving
them a plain "Thus saith the Lord," so that they could not
only feel safe and satisfy themselves, but could then answer
their critics and refute the above charge.

2. Solely by the Word of God. The editor says that he
settled this question for himself solely by the word of God.
But when he comes to settle it for his readers he rakes up
a relic of the Dark Ages, a picture which belongs among
the superstitious falsehoods of Rome and which is on a
par with the bones of the saints, the beard of the monks,
and the milk from the breast of the "Ever Blessed Virgin"
which the Catholics exhibit at Rome. And this picture must
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accompany and reinforce every article! Would not a plain
statement from the word of God satisfy the Methodist
readers?

3. Immersion Not Even Indicated! The editor says: "We
were led to the conclusion, honestly and sincerely, that there
is not a single passage of Scripture in the Bible that even
indicates immersion." But still the Methodist "Discipline"
authorizes the preachers to immerse people who prefer it!
Thus the editor admits that a part of that which is author-
ized by his "Discipline” is not even indicated in the Bible!
Thus he admits that the practice of his church on one point
does not have a single passage of Scripture to support it!
It is done solely to please the whims of the people! When
a man will place himself and his authorities before the world
in that light, there is certainly no excuse for people who
follow such a leader.

4. Will Not Argue. The editor said he would not waste
a single sheet of paper in answering letters in argument.
He seems to have some dark forebodings. Why did he think
he would get such letters? But the editor says he does not
want to change the views of anyone on this question. Then
why is he writing? Why, he hopes to satisfy the consciences
of those who are already committed to his view. It is easy
to find Bible proof to satisfy us when we take our views
with us to the word of God instead of going there to get our
views. Our editor says that he is writing these articles
because an "average" Methodist would have "no reasonable
answer at all' to give anyone who might ask, "Why do
Methodists baptize by pouring and baptize babies?" Does
not the "average Methodist" have the Bible?

When Editor Swift gets through with this discussion,
the "average Methodist" who reads the Herald will be fully
equipped for battle. He can silence his opponents by show-
ing them a picture of John pouring water upon the head of
our Savior!

5. "Immerse” Not in the Bible. The editor says that
the words "immerse" and "immersion" are not in the Bible,
but that "sprinkle" and "pour" are in there two hundred
and four times. Yes, and the word "Christian" is in the
Bible only three times, but the word "devil" is in there
hundreds of times! Shall we conclude, therefore, that the
Bible sanctions devils much more than it does Christians?
Of course not. We should learn how the Bible uses the two
words. Exactly, and intelligent and honest people will see
how the Bible uses "sprinkle" and "pour." Neither word is
ever remotely related to baptism, and they are never used in
connection with a baptismal service.
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6. The Apostles Baptized. The editor says that Christ
did not say anything to the apostles about being baptized
when he called them, and he infers, therefore, that the
apostles must have received this rite in infancy!

Baptism had never been heard of when the apostles were
infants. Furthermore, Christ chose his apostles from among
the disciples of John the Baptist. (See John 1.) In the
first chapter of Acts, when the apostles selected a man to
take the place of Judas, Peter said he must be a man who
had been with them from the baptism of John. The quali-
fications of an apostle, therefore, required a man whose
experience dated back to the baptism of John. The apostles
were baptized by John in the Jordan River.

The "average Methodist" is still waiting for a "reasonable
answer."
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No. 2

The Methodist Herald has begun its series of articles on
baptism. These articles have been promised to the readers
for some weeks, and in announcing them the editor ran a
picture of John the Baptist pouring water upon the head
of our Savior. The editor announced that many people
were subscribing for the paper for the express purpose of
reading these articles. The first article appeared in its
issue of June 17. Again the picture accompanies the article,
and the editor announced that this picture will appear each
week while this discussion lasts. Of course, the picture is
a forgery, as no photograph was taken of the scenes of
Christ's life. No drawings were made and no picture was
ever given to the world of Christ until many centuries after
he had gone from the earth. Then the pictures were made
out of the imagination of the artist. But the picture is no
worse a misrepresentation of facts than are the arguments
by the editor. We do not know how long the editor means
to continue this discussion, and we do not promise to review
each article in detail, but the following is the second article
from the pen of the editor. Read it carefully and then read
the review:

The reason why most Methodists differ on the mode of baptism
from some who practice immersion is because of their difference of
viewpoint.

Those who practice immersion believe that it represents the burial
and resurrection of Christ. We believe that water baptism should
represent the baptism of the Holy Ghost, and we believe that this
was done by pouring. Jesus said: "John indeed baptized with
water, but ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost not many days
hence." He referred to the day of Pentecost.

Joel the prophet (Joel 2: 28) says: "And it shall come to pass
afterwards that | will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh." This refers
to the same thing.

Peter, speaking of this baptism, said: "This is that which was
spoken by the prophet Joel; and it shall come to pass in the last
days, saith God, | wil pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh." (Acts
2:°16, 17.)

Peter, referring to this same promise (Acts 11: 15, 16), says:
"The Holy Ghost fell on them, as on us at the beginning. Then
remembered | the word of the Lord, how that he said, John indeed
baptized with water; but ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost."

Peter here is reminded that John's baptism was by pouring, for
at Jerusalem the Holy Ghost baptism was by pouring. How could
"with  water" mean immersion if “"with the Holy Ghost" means
pouring? Some of our immersionist friends have translated the ex-
pression of Christ this way: "John indeed baptized in water, but ye
shall be baptized in the Holy Ghost" Try wusing "in" with other
expressions like "with a kiss,” "with a rod," "with an iron,” etc. See
Acts 1: 8: "Holy Ghost is come upon you." Isa. 32: 15: "Until the
Spirit be poured upon us from on high." The people were astonished
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"because that on the Gentiles also was poured out the gilt of the
Holy  Ghost."

The manner of the purifying of the Jews was by sprinkling and
pouring. These signified purity. This was so common that sprin-
kling and pouring are mentioned in the Bible two hundred and four
times. The Jews sprinkled the people and vessels (see Heb. 9: 19-
21), and this was a symbol of the purifying of the Holy Ghost. At
the marriage in Cana of Galilee, when Jesus performed his first
miracle, we read in John 2: 6: "And there were set there six water-
pots of stone, after the manner of the purifying of the Jews." This
was the custom of the Jews, signifying the purifying of the Holy
Ghost.

The OIld Testament was the only Bible in the days of Jesus. He
never saw a New Testament. The apostles preached from the OId
Testament, too. In the OId Testament under the Mosaic law the
outward sign of purification was by pouring and sprinkling. John
the Baptist was a priest under the Mosaic law and knew nothing
but pouring and sprinkling as an outward sign of cleansing. It would
be perverting reason to say that he was familiar with immersion in
his work of baptizing. He baptized the multitude, no doubt, with
hyssop weeds by sprinkling. He baptized Jesus, no doubt, by pour-
ing—a greater profusion of water as in the case of priests. Pouring
and sprinkling came from the same Greek word. When we say it
pours rain, we mean it sprinkles harder.

In the Bible we do not read of rubber suits, baptisteries, and
persons being taken to rivers and creeks, as is a custom today. Such
are modern inventions and do not belong to apostolic days. Name
any church with a baptistery of the early church. In fact, a modern
building like unto what we know was not built untl the third
century. Now, since the people were more in the open those days,
name a river where they took a candidate for baptism to baptize
him. In conclusion on this article, let us say that if immersion
were the only mode of baptism, many people of the icy regions of
the North and deserts like the Sahara, where sufficient water could
not be secured, could not be baptized, and God would have com-
manded an  impossibility.

REVIEW

I. The Apostles Baptized with the Holy Spirit—The Holy
Spirit Poured Out

The editor makes an argument from the fact that the
apostles were baptized with or in the Holy Spirit, and he
cites a number of Scriptures to show that the Holy Spirit
was poured out upon them, etc. We do not deny that the
apostles were baptized with the Holy Spirit. We do not
deny that the Holy Spirit was poured out upon them. But
we do deny that the pouring was baptism. The word "bap-
tize" means to dip, to plunge, to immerse, to submerge, to
overwhelm. The apostles were completely overwhelmed
in the Holy Spirit. They were filled with the Holy Spirit
and passed completely under the control of the Holy Spirit,
and in that way were swallowed up or submerged in the
Holy Spirit. If you say this was done by pouring, we reply
that persons can be baptized with water in the same way.
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If we pour water upon them until they are completely over-
whelmed, covered up, submerged in water, they will be bap-
tized. But let us notice the grammar of this language.
Who was to be baptized? The answer is, the apostles, the
witnesses of our Lord's death and resurrection. (Acts 1:
3-5.) The word "baptize" is a verb, and it takes an object.
The apostles were the object. The action of the verb "bap-
tize" took place upon the apostles. The word "pour" is also
a verb. It is active and also takes an object. What is the
object of the verb "pour*? Why, the Holy Spirit, of course.
The action of the verb took place or terminated upon the
Holy Spirit. It was the Spirit that was poured. Then, if
the word "pour" means "baptism,” it was the Holy Spirit
that was baptized. If the action of the verb "pour" took
place upon the apostles, then they were poured themselves
instead of having something poured upon them. These
words cannot be interchanged. "Pour" does not mean "bap-
tize" and "baptize" does not mean "pour." They are differ-
ent words in the English and have different meanings. They
are different words in the Greek, and they have different
meanings.

Il. Baptize with or in the Holy Spirit and with or in Water

The editor says that some immersionists have translated
the word "with" by "in" and the Scripture reads: "John
indeed baptized in water; but ye shall be baptized in the
Holy Ghost."

Does the editor think that all the revisers who gave to us
the American Standard Revised translation were immer-
sionists? Doesn't he know that many of them were affu-
sionists? There were Episcopalians, Presbyterians, Congre-
gationalists, and Methodists among those revisers, and yet
they translated the word "in" instead of "with." But the
editor says we should try using the word "in" in such expres-
sions as "with a kiss,” "with a rod,” "with an iron," etc.
By this the editor hopes to show that the revisers did not
know what they were about, and that if they had tried such
expressions as he gives us they would have seen the ab-
surdity of their translation. But while the editor is using
the expression where the preposition "with" is used, why
doesn't he say, "She washed the clothes with water?" Does
the editor think this was done by sprinkling a few drops
upon the clothes? But let him try the expression, "She
dyed the garments with dye." Would anyone think this
was accomplished by having a few drops of dye sprinkled
upon the garment? So, if we repudiate the revisers and
retain the word "with" in the text, there is nothing to favor
sprinkling or pouring.
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But as to the word "with" in such expressions as "with
a kiss," "with a rod,” etc., does not the editor know that
the word "with" has many different meanings and is used
in many different senses even in English? And does he not
know that the word "with" is translated from some half
dozen or more different Greek words? But the Greek word
in the expression in question is "en" in the Greek, and it is
correctly translated "in." "With a kiss" would be a different
Greek word. No doubt the editor knows all of this, but what
shall we say? If we say he does not know it, we would be
accusing him of ignorance, and this would not be good form.
But if we say that he does know it and still tries to mislead
his readers, we would be accusing him of deception, and
that would not be good taste. Hence, nameless we will let
this argument stand.

lll. The Purifying of the Jews

The editor argues that John the Baptist knew nothing
about baptism except what he had learned from the custom
of the Old Testament of purifying. He claims that John's
baptism was simply the action of a Mosaic priest purifying
the people, and that purifying was always done by sprin-
kling. The only reply this needs is simply to remind the
readers that no persons of the Old Testament ever sprinkled
simple water upon the people for any purpose. Their water
of purification was a composition of blood, ashes, and living
water. (Heb. 9: 13; Num. 19: 9-17.) But John the Baptist
used no such mixture as this. He baptized the people in the
river Jordan, and the river Jordan was unmixed water.
John's baptism in the Jordan and the sprinkling that the
priests did for a ceremonial cleansing were as different as
day and night.

TV. "Pour," "Sprinkle," "Baptize"

We can hardly believe our eyes when we read this
sentence from the editor: "Pouring and sprinkling come from
the same Greek word." Any man who knows the Greek
alphabet can take an interlinear New Testament and turn
to the passages where "pour" is used and see that the word
is "ekcheo," to pour out, or "epicheo,” to pour upon. The
root word is "cheo,” to pour. But the word for sprinkle is
"rantizo,” and the noun form is "rantizmos." In the Greek,
"baptize" is "baptizo,” and the noun form is "baptizma."
These three words are different in the Greek as in English
and have different meanings. If any reader will get his
Bible and turn to the fourteenth chapter of Leviticus and
the fifteenth and sixteenth verses, he will find the words
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"pour,” "dip," and "sprinkle" all used in these verses. The
priest was to pour the oil into the palm of his hand, dip his
finger in the oil, and sprinkle the oil seven times. In the
Septuagint, the Greek version of the Old Testament, we have
the words "cheo,” "baptizo,” and '"rantizo" used in this
passage. The translators rendered one "pour,” the other
"dip," and the other "sprinkle." The exact forms of the
Greek words in this passage are "epicheei" and "bapsei" and
“ranei.” But they are all from the roots that are given
above.

Why would the editor of the Methodist Herald say that
the words "sprinkle" and "pour" come from the same Greek
word? Does he not know any better?

V. Taking People to the Rivers and Creeks

The editor says we do not read in the Bible of rubber
suits, baptisteries, and of the taking of people to the rivers
and creeks. Of course we do not read of rubber suits or of
baptisteries, for, as the editor says, there were no church
buildings in that day; but when we come on in church
history, we find that as early as they began to build church
buildings they built a fount for a baptistery. But the editor's
reference to rubber suits and baptisteries, which are only
incidents and conveniences, help him to slip the rest of the
sentence by the readers. That is, that we do not read in the
Bible of where people were taken to the rivers and creeks.
Does the editor think all of his readers are ignorant of the
Scripture? Does he not remember that the jailer at Philippi
"took" Paul and Silas and washed their stripes and was
baptized? Where did he take these preachers? Of course,
he "took" them to water, for he washed their stripes, and
he was baptized; and we know he took them somewhere
outside of the house, for the language shows that he first
brought them out of the prison and then "took" them, and
was baptized, and then he brought them up into his house.
And does the editor imagine that the readers have all for-
gotten that the record says that John the Baptist was
preaching along the Jordan banks, and that there "went
out unto him Jerusalem, and all Judaea, and all the region
round about the Jordan; and they were baptized of him in
the river Jordan, confessing their sins"? (Matt. 3: 5, 6.)
These people all went out to a river. The name of that river
was "Jordan."

And can the readers forget that "then cometh Jesus from
Galilee to the Jordan unto John, to be baptized of him"?
(Matt. 3: 13.) Jesus came to a river to be baptized. And he
walked from sixty to one hundred miles to get to that river.
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Does the editor imagine that all the people are ignorant of
the fact that "John also was baptizing in Aenon near to
Salim, because there was much water there: and they came,
and were baptized"? (John 3: 23.) These people came
to much water.

The editor thinks that people who live on the Sahara
Desert or in the frozen North cannot be baptized. How
many people does he think live on the Sahara? How many
could he sprinkle on that desert, even if they could live
there? Who lives in the extreme North? In what do the
seals and polar bears swim? It must be a weak cause that
will drive an editor to make such an argument.

This completely answers the editor's sophistry, and the
inexcusable mistakes that he has made in this article ought
to lead the readers to distrust anything that he may say on
the subject in the future. But we shall watch for his articles,
and perhaps may give him further attention on this page.

112



"Why Methodists Baptize by Pouring and Baptize Babies™"
No. 3

Editor Swift, of the Methodist Herald, is still at it. For
several weeks he has been trying to tell his readers "why
Methodists baptize by pouring and baptize babies." Fearing
that his arguments will not be sufficiently convincing and
conclusive, he accompanies each article with a picture of a
man pouring water upon the head of another man. He tells
his readers that this is a picture of John the Baptist baptiz-
ing Jesus. We cannot overcome the temptation to ask the
editor how often he thinks his readers will have to see this
picture before it will convince them. This may be an im-
pertinent question, but it just keeps coming up in our minds.
Perhaps he believes that this picture will have the same
psychological effect that the poet Pope said vice has:

Seen too often, familiar with her face,
We first endure, then pity, then embrace.

In the issue of June 24 of the Herald the editor writes a
brief editorial, to accompany the picture, on the "Wrong
Emphasis Placed on Water Baptism." But this was only the
subheading. The full-page headline above the article and
the picture was the one that has been running for many
weeks—namely, "Why Methodists Baptize by Pouring and
Baptize Babies." In this issue the editor does not even at-
tempt to assign any reason at all for the practice of Meth-
odists. He uses all his space in trying to show that some
people put too much stress upon water baptism. He mini-
mizes the ordinance and again intimates that the apostles
were not baptized. This is his answer to the question in his
headline. Surely the readers can see the logic of this. It
is this: Methodists baptize by pouring and baptize babies
because baptism is of no consequence. It is unimportant,
a matter of indifference! We are forced to conclude, there-
fore, that if baptism were shown to be important the Method-
ists would have to abandon pouring and begin to baptize—
immerse—people!

What does the question of the importance or the un-
importance of baptism have to do with what that ordinance
is? If we should grant that baptism is not important, we
would still be left to learn from the Scriptures how this
unimportant (?) act was performed in Bible times. The
editor knows that even ignorant people who read the Bible
will learn that baptism is a burial, an immersion, and he
knows that the only way he can keep them from wanting to
follow the teaching of the Scripture is to convince them that
baptism is not important; that it matters not if they are
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never baptized in or with water. Then, when they are
satisfied to dispense with and forego baptism altogether,
they will submit to "pouring” in accordance with the "usage
of the Methodist Church."

Why does the editor of the Herald not cite one command
or one example for pouring or for infant baptism and stop
so much illogical circumlocution? The reason is apparent.

In the Herald of July 1 the editor uses as his subhead,
"Bible Traditions, Jewish Customs, and Baptism Before
Christ." He writes of customs, traditions, the catacombs,
relics, and his picture, which again occupies a prominent
place in the center of the page. He does not cite one Bible
passage to answer the question of his full-page headline!
In a later issue of the Gospel Advocate we may have some-
thing to say about the catacombs and their works of art,
but just now we shall confine ourselves to an examination of
what Bible arguments the Herald attempts to offer.

In the issue of July 8 the editor of the Herald again
attempts to prove that baptism was well known among the
Jews from the days of Moses down to Christ. He refers to
the sprinklings of the law. He says Moses never heard of
immersion as a ceremonial ritel He tells us that Paul
(Heb. 9: 10) refers to these sprinklings of the Old Testament
and calls them "divers baptisms." (The English of Heb. 9:
10 says "divers washings.")

Now, what are the facts? There were about twenty
different sprinklings in the Old Testament, but in none of
these was water only—unmixed water—sprinkled upon any-
one or anything. Only eight of these sprinklings have water
in them, and then the water was mixed with blood, ashes,
etc. None of these sprinklings is ever called "baptism."
They are not referred to as "divers baptisms" or "washings."

There were about eighteen washings under the law in
which the whole body was washed or bathed in water.
These Paul called "divers washings," or, in the Greek, dia-
phoros baptismos.

But the editor of the Herald reaches the climax of Scrip-
ture perversion when he argues that Christ was baptized
to induct him into his priestly office. We shall here let our
readers see what he says on this point. Read the following:

John the Baptist baptized Christ; so let us examine the Mosaic
law, under which he lived that he came to fulfil. What did the law
require? It required circumcision. (See Gen. 17: 12; Lev. 12: 3)
Christ was circumcised at eight days of age according to the law.
(See Luke 2: 21) It required presentation of the chid in the tem-
ple. He was presented. (See Luke 2: 22) It required becoming
subject to the law at twelve years of age. This is why he was found
in the temple at twelve with his parents. (See Luke 2: 42) It

required priests to be dedicated at thirty years of age and upward.
(See Num. 4: 3; Luke 3: 23)
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Christ was a priestt but not a Roman Catholic priest. Read
Heb. 3: 1: "Consider the Apostle and High Priest of our profession,
Christ Jesus." "Christ glorified not himself to be made a high
priest." "Thou art a priest for ever after the order of Melchisedec."
Jesus said when he came to John to be dedicated: "Suffer it to be
so now: for thus it becometh us to fulfii all righteousness."

John the Baptist had been instructed in the law and knew it
He knew that a priest was never immersed. He dedicated Jesus for
his priesty work. How was it done? According to the law, by
pouring. How could honest reason come to any other conclusion?
When Jesus came to John for baptism, he hesitated, but Jesus
urged the demands of the law. What were the demands of the law?
Priests had to be thirty years of age when dedicated to this office.
(See Num. 4: 47) How was this done? By sprinkling or pouring
water. When Jesus cleansed the temple and the Jews asked by
what authority he did it, he referred to his baptism by John clothing
him with the authority of a priest to minister about the temple.

It was a violation of the law for anyone to assume the office and
duties of a high priest untli he was dedicated. Do you recall his
silent years at Nazareth? Jesus never preached a sermon, chose his
disciples, uttered a parable, healed the sick, or did anything else of
the kind, until after he was dedicated; for he absolutely tracked the
law, that of the Old Testament, Mosaic law. Jesus said to his blinded
disciples: "All things must be fulfilled which were written in the
law of Moses and in the prophets and in the psalms concerning me."
How anyone can reason out that Christ was immersed, when there
was no law for it, is beyond the poor imagination of this writer.

Our editor is entirely too modest in speaking of his "poor
imagination." He has a marvelous imagination. He
imagines "vain things," indeed. Witness this statement:
"Priests had to be thirty years of age when dedicated to
this office. (See Num. 4: 47.) How was this done? By
sprinkling or pouring water." Why did he not cite the
reference to show where water was sprinkled or poured
upon a priest or any other person to dedicate him, or for
any other purpose? Because that was born in the editor's
"poor imagination." They poured oil upon the sons of Aaron
to sanctify them. But this ruins the editor's argument, for
he knows John did not pour oil upon Christ when he baptized
him in the Jordan River, after which Christ, "came up out
of the water."

Again the editor used his "poor imagination” when he
said: "When Jesus cleansed the temple and the Jews asked
by what authority he did it, he referred to his baptism by
John clothing him with the authority of a priest to minister
about the temple."

My, what a perversion! If Jesus had claimed to be priest,
those Jews could justly have stoned him to death. He did
not even belong to the priestly tribe. He was not a Levite.
He belonged to the tribe of Judah, and Paul says that he
could not be a priest while on earth. (Read Heb. 7: 14; 8: 4.)
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Jesus did not refer to the baptism of John as giving him
authority for anything. He emphatically said: "Neither tell
| you by what authority | do these things." Editor Swift
said he told them that he did it by the authority of a priest,
and indicated that John made him a priest when he baptized
him! But Christ refused to tell them his authority. He did
it by the authority of the Son of God; but had he told them
that, they would have accused him of blasphemy. Hence, he
put them into a dilemma by asking them a question about
John's baptism, and when they would not answer him, he
refused to answer them. (Matt. 21: 25-27; Mark 11: 30.)

The editor's points on what particulars Christ fulfilled
the law do not help his case. Christ did fulfill the law. All
that was written in the law of Moses, in the prophets, and in
the Psalms concerning Christ was fulfilled. But—and here
is where the editor's playhouse falls down and disappears
like chaff from the summer's threshing floor—there was not
one syllable in the law or the prophets or the Psalms about
Christ becoming or being a priest on earth! He could not
be a priest according to the law. He is now our High Priest
—yes; but he is not after the order of Aaron, but after the
order of Melchizedek. (Heb. 7: 11.)

Let us just see how many plain statements of Scripture
the editor contradicts or grossly perverts when he claims
that Jesus was made a priest by the baptism of John, and
all for the purpose of inferring that, since the priests had
oil poured on their heads, John must have poured water on
the head of Christ in the Jordan.

1. Christ was not a priest after the order of Aaron, but
after the order of Melchizedek. (Heb. 7: 11.)

2. Christ did not belong to the priestly tribe. "For he of
whom these things are said belongeth to another tribe, from
which no man hath given attendance at the altar. For it
is evident that our Lord hath sprung out of Judah; as to
which tribe Moses spake nothing concerning priests.” (Heb.
7: 13, 14.) Yet the editor of the Methodist Herald said he
was made a priest by John.

3. Christ could not be a priest on earth. "Now if he
were on earth, he would not be a priest at all, seeing there
are those who offer the gifts according to the law" (Heb.
8: 4)—the Levites.

4. Christ was not made a priest by the law or according
to the law, which required the pouring of oil, but he was
made priest by an eternal oath which was since the law.
"And what we say is yet more abundantly evident, if after
the likeness of Melchizedek there ariseth another priest,
who hath been made, not after the law of a carnal com-
mandment, but after the power of an endless life: for it is
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witnessed of him, Thou art a priest for ever after the order
of Melchizedek. . . . And inasmuch as it is not without
the taking of an oath (for they indeed have been made
priests without an oath; but he with an oath by him that
saith of him, The Lord sware and will not repent himself,
Thou art a priest for ever). . . . For the law appointeth
men high priests, having infirmity; but the word of the oath,
which was after the law, appointeth a Son, perfected for
evermore." (Heb. 7: 15-28; read all the chapter.)

Jesus did not begin his public ministry until after his
baptism because he was not manifested until then. That was
the purpose of John's baptism — to manifest the Savior.
(John 1: 31.)

How any man can reason that Jesus was a Levitical priest,
when he did not belong to the tribe of Levi; or that he was
a priest after the order of Aaron, when the word of inspira-
tion says he was not after the order of Aaron; or that he was
made a priest according to the law, when the record says he
was not made a priest by the law, but by an oath; or that he
officiated as a priest on earth, when the Book says he could
not be a priest on earth; or that he was made a priest under
the law and according to the law, when God says he was
made a priest by the oath after the law was disannulled
(Heb. 7: 18, 28), is "beyond the poor imagination of this
writer,” especially since he could not show from the law
where any priest ever had water sprinkled or poured upon
him, even if Christ were a priest under the law. But he
was not.

The editor has told us that he was once tremendously
disturbed on the question of baptism and that he has studied
the question for forty years. It would take a man at least
forty years to get as badly confused on the word of God
as he is. He could have obeyed the will of heaven in fifteen
minutes forty years ago when he became disturbed by seeing
that the teaching of the Bible and the practice of the Method-
ists were in conflict. Why will men spend forty years trying
to learn so to manipulate the word of God as to teach or
justify a false doctrine?
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No. 4

For several weeks past we have reviewed on this page
some articles that are appearing in the Methodist Herald
on the question of "Why Methodists Baptize by Pouring
and Baptize Babies." This week we will have to have a
break in these review articles because of the fact that this
editor has been away from home in some meetings. Through
some mishandling of the mail the issues of the Methodist
Herald that have not been reviewed failed to reach him.
But this will give us an opportunity to say some things to
our readers about these articles and to urge them to do
some teaching work among their Methodist neighbors. We
should not fail to try to teach the truth to the whole wide
world, and those who need these articles most should be
given the opportunity of seeing them. There is no need to
say anything harsh or abusive about the Methodist people in
order to point out the errors of their doctrine. It shall be
the purpose and the prayer of this department to make
these reviews convincing and conclusive, but to make them
as mild and as kindly in spirit as the truth will allow.

Several times already we have mentioned the picture of
John the Baptist pouring water upon the head of Jesus,
which picture Editor Swift has been running each week.
The picture has already appeared in that paper some eight
or ten times, and it is to continue to appear each week as
long as the editor writes upon this subject. The editor tells
us that these articles are creating a great deal of interest
among his readers and that they are handing his paper out
to their neighbors who believe in immersion. He also tells
us that many of his readers are rejoicing over the picture and
that some of them are asking for enlarged copies of this
picture to hang in their homes. In the issue of July 8 the
following editorial paragraphs appear on the first page of
the Herald under the headline, "Wants a Picture for Home."
Read what he says:

A reader from Memphis writes to know if he could secure a
large picture like the one we are running every week with our spe-
cial articles, John baptizing Jesus. We do not know how to secure
such a picture; but these articles can be put into homes through
subscriptions to the paper, and they would be a great blessing now
and in years to come.

You would be surprised to know about the Ilarge amount of
information we are receiving as to how young people and others
really of our own fold are being proselyted by those who would
make them believe they will be lost if not immersed. We believe
that Bible proofs sustain the fact that immersion is not the proper
mode of baptism and that John the Baptist, or John the "Purifier,"
did not immerse anyone, not even Jesus; and yet people are being
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deceived and led astray and turned away from the great purpose of
water baptism—that of symbolizing the pouring out of the Holy
Ghost upon all people everywhere who will repent of their sins and
believe in  Christ.

How pleased the devil would be to turn our thoughts away from
this soul-searching, saving, and purifying personality! The emblems
of the Lord's Supper turn us to the cross, and the pouring of water
upon the person signifies the baptism of the Holy Ghost.

Now, it is the purpose of the Gospel Advocate to present
this picture, which has already been characterized as a
forgery, upon this page in a very early issue of our paper.
We do this in order that our readers may see the kind of
propaganda the Methodist Herald is using. We shall give
with this picture an article upon the catacombs and upon the
pictures and images that held such a large place in the minds
of the Roman Catholic Church during the Dark Ages. We
shall show that this picture is false from a half dozen differ-
ent points of view. It is refuted by the word "baptize." It
is refuted by all authentic history concerning the action of
baptism in the apostolic age. It is refuted by the river Jor-
dan, which it pictures as a small, insignificant stream. It
is refuted by the Bible account of the baptism of our Lord.
We are now making announcement of this article and the
appearance of the picture so that our readers may prepare to
receive it and to send it out where it will accomplish the
greatest possible good. As the readers of the Methodist
Herald have been securing subscribers for the very purpose
of having them read the editor's articles upon pouring, our
readers should make a special effort to get subscribers be-
fore this picture and the article about it appear.

The editor of the Methodist Herald has stated in one issue
of his paper that hundreds of thousands of people have left
the Methodist Church because they were convinced that
sprinkling is not baptism. He states in the notes quoted
above that many young people are being proselyted from
the Methodist Church because they are made to believe
that sprinkling is not baptism. The editor is now preparing
to defend the Methodist doctrine and satisfy his readers on
this question. This gives us a splendid opportunity of pre-
senting the truth on this question in contrast with the argu-
ments in favor of error. This will make it abundantly easy
to show the Methodists that their doctrine cannot be sus-
tained. If we show them that the Bible teaches baptism,
in the absence of any argument in favor of their doctrine,
they will imagine that if some of their strong men would
speak they could show that we are wrong and that sprinkling
is right. But when the editor of a paper which is the official
organ of six different conferences, and who boasts that he
has studied the question for forty years, undertakes to pre-
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sent the Bible proof for their doctrine, they cannot complain
that they are not properly represented. Then, if their argu-
ments are shown to be fallacious, many honest souls will be
convinced of their error. This is an unusual opportunity,
and all of our readers should make the best of it.

If hundreds of thousands of Methodists have quit that
church because they were convinced that its teaching on
baptism is false, then we certainly have, by the confession of
the editor, knowledge of a very vulnerable point in their
teaching, and right here is where we should concentrate our
attack. This statement by the editor also shows that some-
body has been teaching the truth to the Methodists in years
gone by. Do we now love the Methodists well enough to
wish to correct their errors? Do we have the faith, the
loyalty, and the courage to teach what God has revealed on
the question of baptism? If we have not grown weak our-
selves on this question, and if we are not ready to compro-
mise, let us make the best of this opportunity.

On the same page with the fictitious picture which we
have promised to print we hope to produce an actual photo-
graph of a brother in Christ immersing a Methodist preacher
in the river Jordan. This will also be a complete and graphic
refutation of the picture which originated long after the
apostasy. Your neighbors and friends will want to see the
issue of the paper that carries these two pictures. Why not
get them to subscribe now? Why not also write in to the
Gospel Advocate office and tell us how many copies of that
issue you can use?

Where does the inspired word call John the "Purifier"?
Did he "purify" our Lord when, according to the picture,
he poured water on his head?

Who said baptism symbolizes the Holy Spirit? Where
is the passage? Paul says it is a symbol or "likeness" of
Christ's death and burial. (Rom. 6: 3-6.) Peter says it is
"for the remission of sins" (Acts 2: 38), and an answer or an
interrogation or a seeking for a good conscience (1 Pet. 3:
21). But no inspired man ever said that it symbolizes the
"pouring out of the Holy Ghost." That is a doctrine of men.
“In vain they do worship me, teaching for doctrines the com-
mandments of men." (Matt. 15: 9.)

Next week we shall resume our review of the Methodist
editor, and in an early issue the pictures will appear.
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No. 5

Editor Swift's editorials in the Methodist Herald on the
subject which is used as a caption to this article are not very
well organized. We would have expected less repetition and
more systematic and connected argumentation from a paper
which is the official organ of six conferences composed of
three hundred and eighty-five thousand Methodists, even if
we did not expect either truth or sound reasoning. As there
is much repetition of points that we have already replied to,
we shall not quote in full the editorials that get our atten-
tion in this issue of the Gospel Advocate.

In each issue of the Herald the editor continues to argue
that John the Baptist was a priest and that his baptism was
nothing but the sprinkling of the water of purification
upon the people which was prescribed by the law of Moses.
But we have previously called attention to the fact that
the law never did command, prescribe, or even suggest the
sprinkling of water alone, unmixed water, upon any person
for any purpose. The water of purification of the law was
a mixture of blood, ashes, and water. (See Num. 19; Heb. 9:
12.) John baptized in the Jordan River—in water, unmixed
with anything.

In the Herald of July 15 we have these words:

Moses sprinkled with water to cleanse, purify, sanctify, etc. The
words  "purge,” ‘“cleanse,” “"wash,” and ‘“sanctify" are used:nter-
changeably in the Bible, meaning baptism. The scriptural translation
of the word "baptize" in a literal sense means to cleanse ceremonially
with water. The writers of the Gospels understood the words "bap-
tize" and ‘“purify" to mean the same. The Jewish law for purifying
required  sprinkling. New Testament writers call Jewish  sprinkling
baptism. John the Baptist, who was a Jew, understood Jewish cus-
toms of cleansing from physical defilement.

"And for an unclean person they shall take of the ashes of the
burnt heifer for purification of sin, and running water shall be put
thereto in a vessel: and a clean person shall take hyssop, and dip it
in the water, and sprinkle it upon him," etc.

Josephus, the most noted Jewish historian, who was born A.D.
38 and died A.D. 100, was well acquainted with the customs of his
people, and in his writings ("Antiquites of Jews,” book 4, chapter
4), referring to the customs of cleansing from a dead body, says:
"Baptizing by this ashes put into spring water, they sprinkle on the
third and seventh day."

These paragraphs abound in false assertions and also give
us a grossly perverted quotation. Note the false statements.

1 Moses never did sprinkle water upon anybody or any-
thing for the purpose of cleansing.

2. Purging, cleansing, etc., came as a result of the wash-
ings or baptizings, but were not themselves the baptizings.
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An editor ought to be able to distinguish between the result
or the consequence of an act and the act itself.

3. Baptism does not mean to cleanse ceremonially by
water, for no one was ever cleansed ceremonially by water.
Such cleansing was by blood, ashes, and water. (Heb. 9: 12.)

4. No New Testament writer ever called any Jewish
sprinkling baptism. After a man under the law had the
water of purification sprinkled upon him, he had then to
wash his clothes and bathe his body in water. (Num. 19:
16-20.) Paul calls this washing and bathing baptism. (Heb.
10:22.) That cleansing of the flesh by that sprinkled mixture
typified the cleansing of our hearts or consciences by the
blood of Christ, and that washing typified our baptism in
water. "Having our hearts sprinkled from an evil [defiled]
conscience, and our bodies washed with pure water." (Heb.
10: 22))

5. The editor miserably misquotes Josephus, as anyone
can see who will take the pains to consult that author. (A
copy of Josephus can be found in any good library.) He
does not say "baptizing by this ashes," etc., but he said bap-
tizing or "dipping a part of these ashes into spring water."
The priest should then sprinkle this mixture upon the un-
clean person. In fact, Josephus says, in English, dipping
and not baptizing, and the dipping or baptizing was one thing
and the sprinkling was another. The ashes were dipped.
That quotation ruins Methodist doctrine.

What will three hundred and eighty-five thousand
Methodists think of their editor when they examine this
guotation in Josephus? The editor cited the passage. Let
them all turn to the place and read.

As there is nothing but repetition in the issue of July 22,
we pass it by and come to the issue of July 29. We quote
from that editorial as follows:

John was a priest in regular order of the same tribe of Levi,
Moses, and Aaron. His predecessor, Moses, had baptized a great
throng. "For when Moses had spoken every precept to all the people
according to the law, .. he sprinkled the book and all the people.”
Read at this juncture 1 Cor. 10: 1, 2.

Malachi (3: 1-3) says that John, the ‘“purifier," would purify
(baptize) the sons of Levi Now read Matt. 3: 5, 6: "Then went out
unto him Jerusalem, and all Judaea, and all the region round about
Jordan, and were baptized of him in Jordan." It is estimated that
he was in the wilderness from nine to eighteen months baptizing
this great multitude of from one to six million people. He was the
only baptizer. Some say only six months, but we wil give the high-
est estimate. If he had immersed three hundred a day for -eighteen
months, there would have been only one hundred sixty-two thousand
baptized, with five million eight hundred thirty-eight thousand per-
sons left unbaptized. No man ever made could have stood the

physical strain of baptizing three hundred every day for eighteen
months to reach even that number, one hundred sixty-two thousand.
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He would have been paralyzed or dead before he was half through
baptizing that many. John, a regular priestt had to follow the law
of Moses. Stephen was stoned to death because his enemies said
he spoke against the law. (See Acts 6: 11)

John's manner of baptizing this great multitude made some of
the people believe that he was Christ, because this same book of law
and prophecy said Christ would “"sprinkle many nations." (Isa. 52:
15) They even sent Jews, priests, and Levites from Jerusalem down
there to ask him if he was the Christ. (John 1: 19.) "Why bap-
tizest thou then, if thou be not the Christ?" they asked. He an-
swered: "I baptize with water" So did Moses. How? He took
"scarlet wool and hyssop, and sprinkled both the book and all the
people.” Here is Gods command to all the priests (Num. 8: 7):
"Sprinkle water of purifying upon them." This is what John, the
"purifier," did, using, no doubt, the hyssop weed that held a Ilot of
water. It was a command to use this weed. He could sprinkle the
multitudes  without any trouble with this weed.

"IN JORDAN"

"In Jordan" has no special significance. Jordan is a country.
It has three banks. Go down one bank en route from Jerusalem to
Jericho and you are "in Jordan,” a half mile or more from the water
of the Jordan River. This writer went that way. We went down
another bank and we were still "in Jordan." One guide said: "We
will get up early tomorrow morning and go down in Jordan." He
did not mean to even touch the water. "In the river Jordan" has
no more significance than the other phrase. The writer washed
his hands "in the river Jordan" and "in the Dead Sea,” but he did
not go under the water. Jesus "sat in the sea" but not under water.
The shin was in the "midst of the sea but not under water. We
live in Tennessee, but not under dirt. "Paul stood in the midst of
Mars' Hill," but not wunder that great rock. "John did baptize in
the wilderness," but not under the ground. Jesus "abode" at the
place “"where John at first baptized." (John 10: 40.) Did Jesus
live under water? The little preposition "in" comes from the Greek
word "en,” which means "at" and "by" as well as "in" He ‘was
baptizing "in Bethabara beyond Jordan." Bethabara is not a river.
"The voice of him that crieth in the wilderness." This was not under
the ground. A house is not really located on a street, but in the
street. Why? On would mean obstruction to traffic, etc. In a street
means from the original term "at" "by," or "near." This was de-
bated and settled—agreed to—by two leading daily papers of

America.
INACCURATE STATEMENTS

It is not pleasant to have to point out false statements in
the writings of a religious editor, but truth demands it, and
we beg our readers to examine carefully all that is said, and
we take them to witness that there is no bad spirit in our
replies. Look at this:

1. John was not a priest, but a prophet. (Matt. 11: 9,10.)

2. The baptism "unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea"
referred to by Paul (1 Cor. 10: 1, 2), which took place at
the sea as they left Egypt, and the sprinkling of the "book,
and all the people" with blood by Moses, which took place
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after the tabernacle was built, are in no way connected and
do not remotely resemble each other. But the editor must
in some way manage to get the word "baptize" and the
word "sprinkle" confused in the minds of his readers, and
he juggles Scripture in order to "jingle" them together.
What a despicable maneuver!

3. The editor says: "He answered: 'l baptize with water.'
So did Moses. How? He took 'scarlet wool and hyssop, and
sprinkled both the book and all the people." But what did
Moses sprinkle? Water? No, he did not sprinkle water,
and never did baptize anybody in anything.

4. If the editor's contention were true (for it is not)
about John's being a regular Levitical priest and that he
purified the people with hyssop according to the law, when
the priests and Levites asked him, "Why baptizest thou then,
if thou be not the Christ?" why did not John say: "You ask
me that, and you are priests according to our law? Why, |
am simply one of your number, and | am only doing that
which the law commands us all to do, and that which you
yourselves practice regularly?" Cannot any reader see that
John's baptism was something new and unusual? Reader,
you will never find the word "baptize" in the Bible prior
to the coming of John.

THAT MATHEMATICAL ARGUMENT

The editor estimates that there were six million people
in Jerusalem and Judea, and he makes the record say that
John baptized them all—every individual. (He should never
again say that the thief on the cross had not been baptized.
Let all Methodist preachers take notice.) He says John
could not in nine months' time have immersed this vast
number. He concludes that John, therefore, sprinkled them
in great multitudes with a hyssop weed. With that method,
how did John avoid throwing water upon the Pharisees and
Sadducees whom he refused to baptize? (Matt. 3: 7, 8.)
Mark the fact that the editor estimates that a man could im-
merse three hundred in a day. Then the twelve apostles
could easily have baptized the three thousand on the day of
Pentecost, according to that estimate, made by a Methodist
editor, and away goes the favorite Methodist quibble! Again
let all Methodist preachers take notice.

The editor says: "He (John) was the only baptizer." Yet
he was only a Levitical priest, doing that which the law
commanded all priests to do, according to the editor! Where
were all the other priests? What were all those other priests
in Jerusalem and Judea doing at this time? Surely, the
readers can see that the editor refutes himself at every turn!
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As to the editor's inference that all the people — six
million—the whole population—were baptized, it is sufficient
to mention again that John refused to baptize some of them.
(Matt. 3: 7, 8.) Also, just a little later Christ came into this
same country and began making and "baptizing more dis-
ciples than John." (John 4: 1-4.) If John had baptized
them all, where did Christ find anybody to baptize? More-
over, after John had baptized the whole population, accord-
ing to the editor, Christ came into the same region baptizing,
and "all men" went out to him. (John 3: 26.) Of course an
intelligent reader will understand that the expressions,
"then went out to him Jerusalem, and all Judaea, and all the
region round about the Jordan" (Matt. 3: 5), and "all men
come to him" (John 3: 26), are figurative statements. They
are hyperbolic. Sincere souls will not be confused by this
kind of quibbling.

It should be remembered that the editor's conclusion from
this "six-millions" argument is that John baptized this great
host by using a hyssop weed and by sprinkling people in
wholesale fashion or en masse. But right in the middle of
the page where this argument is so triumphantly made the
editor displays a picture of John pouring water from a cup
upon the head of our Lord.

Thus he proves by a false handling of figures that John
sprinkled with a reed, and on the same page he proves by
a false picture that John baptized by pouring from a cup!
It is now in order for the readers to turn to the Bible and
see what it says. The plain statements of God's word will
refute any argument a Methodist can make in favor of
sprinkling.

IN THE JORDAN

The editor says: "Jordan is a country." That may be
true, but the record does not say that John baptized "in
Jordan" and leave us to guess what Jordan is. It says that
people were baptized in the "river of Jordan." (Mark 1: 5.)
It tells us that John baptized "in water." (Mark 1: 8; Matt.
3: 11, R. V.) It shows that Jesus was baptized "in Jordan"
and then came "up straightway out of the water." (Mark
1: 10; Matt. 3: 16.) Of course "straightway" means "im-
mediately." The editor refutes the idea that "straightway"
means in a perpendicular posture! That provokes us to
lapse into slang, and we say: "Atta boy! Knock 'em cold,
editor!"

“In Jordan," "down into the water" and "up out of the
water," and the like expressions do not necessarily prove
that a person has been under the water, and no logical man
would make that claim. The Scriptures show clearly that
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the going "down into the water" and the coming "up out of
the water" did not constitute baptism. They went down into
the water first. He "baptized him" second. They "came up
out of the water" third. The going into water and the com-
ing out of water are only circumstances which are used to
prove that the act of baptism requires (1) water, (2) a going
down into the water, and (3) a coming up out of the water.
Sprinkling and pouring do not require such circumstances.
Neither sprinkling nor pouring is baptism.
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No. 6

In the Methodist Herald of August 5, the editor uses
as the subtitle for his article these words: "Baptism of Jesus
in Jordan." He tries to tell us why Jesus was baptized.
Here is the way he gets at it:

How and why Jesus was baptized is one of the most puzzling
questions to many people found in the Bible. John baptized unto
repentance, and water baptism was a sign that the people had re-
pented and were prepared in their hearts for the reception of Jesus.
Jesus had no sin and did not need to repent, neither did he need the
sign of repentance—water baptism. Then, again, John's baptism
was not Christian baptism. It was not so accepted by Paul. He
asked the believers at Ephesus, "Unto what then were ye baptized?"
They answered, "John's baptism,” and all were baptized again.
Jesus was not baptized for our example because he did not apply for
baptism wuntil all the people had been baptized. (See Luke 3: 21)
And besides, he was thirty years of age at the time of this scene.
He would not have us wait until that age to be baptized. Then why
was Jesus baptized? He was not baptized in the sense that we are
baptized today. Therefore, we have confused the meaning of this
scene at the Jordan River. Here is the explanation: he was dedi-
cated to his priestly office as the High Priest of God. When Jewish
priests were dedicated, water was poured upon their heads and they
were anointed with oill. The Son of God had water poured or
sprinkled upon his head by John as a sign or preparatory step for
the anointing of the Holy Ghost. God anointed him with the Holy
Ghost. This scene at the Jordan would not have taken place had
it not been that Christ was fulfiling the law found in Num. 4: 3:
"From thirty years old and upward even until fifty years old, all
that enter into the host, to do the work of the tabernacle of the
congregation." See, also, 1 Chron. 23: 3.

REMARKS

If the baptism which John was administering to the
people was simply the rite by which priests were initiated
into office, then it follows that all who were baptized by
John were thereby inducted into the priestly office and duly
qgualified to serve in the sanctuary. And the editor has
argued that John baptized the whole population—six million,
all told; therefore, the whole population was turned into
priests. If the editor will not accept the conclusion of his
own reasoning, how will he distinguish between the baptism
which John administered to Christ and that which he ad-
ministered to others? And what authority does he have for
making any such distinction? If all whom John baptized
were not thereby made priests, how will he limit the num-
ber, and how many priests will he allow? He dare not
limit the number to the tribe of Levi, for this would leave
Jesus out.
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We have shown that Christ was of the tribe of Judah
and could not, therefore, be a priest on earth. (Heb. 8: 4;
7: 14.) He was or is a priest after the order of Melchizedek
and not after the order of Aaron. He was not made a priest
by the law—which the editor says John was fulfilling—but
by an oath which was since the law. (Heb. 7: 28.)

The law which the editor says Christ complied with at
his baptism required a ceremony which lasted seven days,
and lambs and calves were offered each day. This did not
happen in Christ's case. But in all that ceremony the sub-
ject did not have water—simple water—poured or sprinkled
upon him. We read all about this ceremony in the eighth
chapter of Numbers. There was nothing similar to it at
Christ's baptism.

Jesus was baptized to "fulfil all righteousness,” or to do
all that was right; to obey all of God's commands. John's
baptism was from heaven. It was authorized of God.
"There was a man sent from God, whose name was John."
(John 1: 6.) "He that sent me to baptize in water" (John
1: 33) is the way John referred to his own commission.
Our Savior was manifested as the Son of God at his baptism.
That is one of the reasons why John baptized and is a reason
why Christ was baptized. (John 1: 31.)

But our editor is a genius at making out analogies and
at leaving out sense and jingling sounds in Bible terminol-
ogy. Read the following:

Why did he stand in the river Jordan for John to baptize him?
Read Josh. 3: 8: "And thou shalt command the priests that bear the
ark of the covenant, saying, When ye are come to the brink of the
water of Jordan, ye shall stand still in Jordan." Christ bore the ark
of God's covenant with man. Josh. 3: 17 says: "And the priests
that bare the ark of the covenant of the Lord stood firm on dry
ground in the midst of Jordan." They did not have to go under the
water to be "in the midst of Jordan."

The picture you see here portrays the truth of the Bible, and the
people of Bible lands have preserved this truth.

The allusion here is to the crossing of the children of
Israel into the promised land when God cut the river off
and caused the headwaters to stand up in a heap. Then
the priests who bore the ark stood in the midst of the river
bed till all the people had passed over. This was done to
assure the people that the waters would not break upon
them.

But what analogy, similarity, or likeness is there between
this and Christ's baptism? Just none at all. Christ was
not a priest, or of the priestly tribe, and if he had even
touched the ark he would have been guilty of a capital
offense, according to the law. But the editor showed that
the priests stood in the "midst of Jordan" and yet were
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on dry ground, and what is to hinder the reader from infer-
ring that Christ was on dry ground when he was baptized
"in Jordan" and "came up out of the water"? If the editor
did not desire his readers to draw that conclusion, what was
his purpose here?

We shall give attention to that picture next week.

The following is the entire editorial in the Herald of
August 12. Read it carefully:

JESUS "WENT UP STRAIGHTWAY OUT OF THE WATER"

It is surprisihng to know how many people are so unlearned that
they do not know that “straightway" means immediately and not
straight up—perpendicular. It is shocking to hear people use this
word to try to prove that Christ went straight up out from under
the water, while it only means that as soon as the dedication was
over he came away from the scene.

He ‘"went up straightway out of the water" after the ceremony
was performed. The two litle words "out of* in Matt. 3: 16 are
from the Greek word "apo,” and every Greek scholar we have read
after translates it "from" or “"away from." The translators of the
English  Bible translate it, three hundred seventy-two or three
times, "from" in other Bible phrases. Alexander Campbell translates
this word “from" instead of "out of' in his New Testament. The
American Bible Union of Baptist persuasion did the same thing.
Greek scholars say that "out of' in Matt. 3: 16 is an incorrect transla-
tion and should have been "from." The Revised Version renders it
"from." Doctor Carson, who was one of the strongest immersionists
in latter times, says: "The proper translation of ‘apo’ is ‘from." 'He
came up from the water." (See "Carson on Baptism,” pages 126-
140.) The simple statement should be that Jesus, when he was
dedicated to his priestly office as God's High Priest, came immedi-
ately away from the water. In Luke 4: 1 we read: "Jesus returned
from Jordan." The word "apo" is translated hundreds of times in
the New Testament in phrases like, "Let this cup pass from me,"
"Depart from me,” etc.

"MUCH WATER"

Great play is made upon these two words by immersionists.
(John 3: 23) Anon is a land of springs. You can turn to any
good Bible dictionary and you will find that the word "ZAnon" means
"springs,” and the word "much" is from a Greek word meaning
"many"—.ffinon, a land of many springs. The law required that
water for baptizing should be taken from a running stream, Anon
easily met the requirements for John to baptize. Ask someone to
name a river in 4non, and see how hard a job he wil have. It is
interesting to hear the play on these two words by some immersion-
ists, and yet the explanation is so simple—&non means "springs,"
and "much" is from a Greek word always meaning "many." John,
a priest under the law of Moses that required sprinkling and pouring
as a purifying sign, who never heard of anyone being immersed, was
over in Anon, where there were "many' “springs" sprinkling water
upon the people, a sign of Christ, who would sprinkle "many nations"
with his  blood.

What a pity that people, through the wrong mode of baptism,
have had their minds turned away from the blood of Christ, the one
essential thing that God and Christ were trying to point us to through
outward  signs!
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"STRAIGHTWAY"

The point the editor refutes on the word "straightway"
is new. We never heard that one. But for once the editor
scored a point. We congratulate him! He is right—
"straightway” means “immediately."

"APO"—FROM

We are told that when the record says that Christ came
up out of the water it simply means that he came up from
the water. The Greek word "apo,” which is translated
"out of" in the King James Version of Matt. 3: 16, means
"from.” All scholars will admit this. From that word alone,
therefore, we cannot determine whether or not Christ had
been in the water or only near it. The editor could not say
that "from the water" means that he had not been in it.
And he has already admitted that Christ stood "in the river
Jordan for John to baptize him." What has he gained by
the expression "from the water"?

The editor quoted both Matthew and Luke on this ex-
pression, but did not refer to Mark! Do our readers know
why he slighted Mark? Will someone venture a guess?
Well, everyone can form his own opinion, but here is a fact:
Mark says "coming up straightway out of the water,” just
as Matthew does; but Mark did not use "apo." (Mark 1: 10.)
He used "ek," and that word always means "out" or "out of."
Therefore, Christ did "come up out of the water" after his
baptism, and our editor's dissertation on "apo" helps his
case not one whit.

"MUCH WATER"

The word "Anon" does mean "springs" and the word
for "much" does mean "many," but this word does not
modify "ZAnon." It modifies "water" or "waters" (plural in
the Greek). The verse might be translated: "And John also
was baptizing in A£non near to Salim, because there were
many waters there." But whose cause does that rendering
help?

As an appropriate reply to all the editor says on this
point, let us read what Dr. Adam Clarke, the justly re-
nowned Methodist commentator, says on this passage. The
following is taken from his Commentary. The editor says
John had never heard of an immersion, but Dr. Clarke says
it was a custom of the Jews to "plunge themselves under
the water." But here is Clarke's language:

There was much water. And this was equally necessary, where
such  multitudes were baptized, whether the ceremony was per-

formed either by dipping or sprinklng. But as the Jewish custom
required the persons to stand in the water, and having been in-
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structed, and entered into a covenant to renounce all idolatry, and
take the God of Israel for their God, then plunge themselves under
the water, it is probable that the rite was thus performed at Anon.
The consideration that they dipped themselves tends to remove the
difficulty expressed in the note on Matt. 3: 6. See the observations
at the end of Mark. (Comments on John 3: 23.)

In the comments at the end of Mark, Dr. Clarke quotes
this language from Dr. Lightfoot:

That the baptism of John was by plunging the body (after the
same manner as the washing of unclean persons and the baptism
of proselytes was) seems to appear from those things which are
related to him—namely, that he baptized in Jordan; that he baptized
in /Enon, because there was much water there; and that Christ
being baptized come up out of the water, to which that seems to be
parallel (Acts 8: 38), Phiip and the eunuch went down into the
water.

Therefore that picture does not -represent John's baptism
correctly, according to these scholars. Both Dr. Clarke and
Dr. Lightfoot were affusionists, but they were scholars and
honest men. They ruin Editor Swift's arguments.

We shall see the picture next week.
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THE FALSE AND THE TRUE IN PICTURES
OR
CAIN'S WAY AND ABEL'S WAY

On this page will be found a picture which has been
appearing in the Methodist Herald each week for more than
three months. Under the picture in bold type were these
words: "John the Baptist Baptizing Jesus." Also this state-
ment from the editor: "This picture was found in Bible lands
among the relics of early Christians. This picture so nearly
conveys the idea of water baptism throughout the Bible,
we are running it each week to keep before the minds of our
readers the purpose of the articles, 'Why Methodists Baptize
by Pouring.™

We do not believe that any intelligent reader of either
the Methodist Herald or the Gospel Advocate will attach
any great importance to this picture, as all know that it was
made by some artist long after both John and Christ had
gone from the earth. But in order to prevent any wrong
conclusion on the part of any unthinking person, we are
here giving some facts about the catacombs and about the
pictures and images of Christ. If any reader wishes to
verify any statement made in this article, let him consult
any encyclopedia under the word "catacombs." Also let
him examine the McClintock and Strong and the Schaff-
Herzog encyclopedias under "Jesus Christ, Pictures and
Images of." Furthermore, if he wishes to know what the
scholarship of the world says in one voice was the ancient
manner of baptizing, let him consult the encyclopedias, Bible
dictionaries, and church histories on the word "baptism."
There is no reason why anyone should be deceived on this
point in this age of knowledge and of easy information.

But let us study the Herald's picture under, the follow-
ing headings:

1. Pictures and Images of Christ. There are now in the
world many famous paintings of Christ and of scenes in
his life. These works of art are all well known, and their
names and the names of the artists are also familiar to most
people. Among these we may mention the many "Madon-
nas" by as many artists, and also the "Ecce Homo," by Guido
Reni; "Christ in Gethsemane,” by Hoffmann; "The Cruci-
fixion," by Ittenbach; "The Last Supper,” by Da Vinci; "The
Veil of Saint Veronica," by Murillo; "The Consoling Christ,"
by Plockhorst; "The Descent from the Cross," by Rubens;
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and there are many others. Of course, these artists all lived
many centuries this side of Christ, and they painted these
pictures from their own imagination of Christ and of the
scenes in his life, their information coming, of course, from
the Bible and from tradition.

There are many stories, pictures, and images of Christ
which are wholly apocryphal, and so recognized by all well-
informed people. "The Veil of Saint Veronica" is based on
a fantastic story. "Saint Veronica" is said to be the woman
whom Christ healed of the "issue of blood." While Christ
was on the way to Golgotha, staggering and sweating under
the cross, "Saint Veronica" came near and handed him her
veil, upon which he wiped his face and returned it to the
kind woman. And, lo, the image of his face, the impress
of his features, was left upon the veill This is the story of
that picture.

It was a long time after Christ's day before men began
to draw pictures of him. Some of the earliest relics of
"sacred art" are found in the catacombs, and concerning
these remnants of early drawings the Encyclopedia Britan-
nica says: "Pope Damascus himself displayed great zeal in
adapting the catacombs to their new purpose, restoring
the works of art on the walls, and renewing the epitaphs
over the graves of the martyrs. In this latter work he em-
ployed an engraver named Furius Philocalus, the exquisite
beauty of whose characters enables the smallest fragment
of his work to be recognized at a glance. This gave rise to
extensive alterations in their construction and decoration,
which has much lessened their value as authentic memorials
of the religious art of the second and third centuries. Sub-
sequent popes manifested equal ardor, with the same dam-
aging results, in the repair and adornment of the catacombs,
and many of the paintings covering their walls, which have
been assigned to the periods of their original construction,
are really the work of these later times."

The oldest picture of John baptizing Jesus of which the
Gospel Advocate has any knowledge was found engraved
on the door of a church on the Via Ostiensis, near Rome.
This door is dated A.D. 1070. The picture could not be
older than the door upon which it is engraved.

The encyclopedias tell us that all the early pictures of
Christ represented him as very youthful. His face was
smooth and girlish. He was neither Jew, Greek, nor Roman.
He was an idealized, angelic being.

Then, at a much later period, the artists began represent-
ing Christ as having a brown, pointed beard, and long,
brown, curly hair. The critics can tell the age of a picture
by the way Christ is portrayed. The picture that the
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Methodist Herald is using shows Christ to have the pointed,
chin beard! It is not, therefore, one of the pictures of the
earliest age of art. It is a Roman Catholic production.

2. The Picture Has Marks of Modern Origin. A close
examination of this picture will reveal marks that prove it
to be of an origin much later than the New Testament. It

A FALSEHOOD IN PICTURE
This is the picture that the Methodist Herald has been running for
three months. It is Cain's way. Read this article.

is not true to the Scripture record in any point. Look at
the raiment of John. He has on the robe of a modern priest,
or the tunic that was worn in Christ's day, but the New
Testament tells us that he did not dress as others of his day
dressed. It says he had "his raiment of camel's hair, and a
leathern girdle about his loins." (Matt. 3: 4.) Notice also
that John has a staff in his hand, with a cross at the upper
end and some sort of banner or streamer attached to it. Of
course, everybody knows that the cross had no religious
meaning at all in the days of John the Baptist. Christ had
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not then glorified the cross by his death. The cross and
the "sign of the cross" did not begin to be regarded with
superstitious reverence until after the days of Constantine.
After he saw his vision of the cross in the sky and the Latin
words, "In hoc signo vinces," the Roman Catholics began
to put crosses upon their church bUIIdIngS to wear crosses
TSR """?""“""“ "'“A S T """“”““""";

A REAL PHOTOGRAPH
This baptizing is in the river Jordan at the place where Christ was
baptized. Read this article.

around their necks, and to make the sign of the cross in
prayer, etc.

It is not at all surprising that a Roman Catholic who was
not allowed to read the Bible would represent baptism
according as his church practiced it, and that he would
picture John with a cross in his hand. But what shall we
say of a Methodist editor who claims that the picture is
true to the divine record?

3. The Picture Is Contradicted by the River Jordan.
This picture represents Jordan as a small, shallow stream.
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It is not more than two or three feet wide. The hands of
the people or angels (the Bible says nothing about angels
being present) on either side are extended nearly across
the stream. At least the wing of the angel on the shore
extends out to John. The water is not deep enough to cover
Christ's foot. Now, the river is still on the earth and still
rushes madly from Huleh to the Dead Sea. It is about sixty
miles from its head in the "waters of Merom" to its mouth
in the Dead Sea by air line. It has a fall of about thirteen
hundred feet in this distance, which makes it very swift.
It is from one hundred and fifty feet to one hundred and
eighty feet in width, and is from three to thirty-five feet
in depth at the place where Christ was baptized. It is a
living, concrete contradiction of this picture.

In his book, "Out of Doors in the Holy Land,” Dr. Henry
Van Dyke (Presbyterian) gives us these beautiful words:
"No, it was not because the Jordan was beautiful that John
the Baptist chose it as the scene of bis preaching and minis-
try, but because it was wild and rude, an emblem of violent
and sudden change, of irrevocable parting, of death itself,
and because in its one gift of copious and unfailing water
he found the necessary element for his deep baptism of re-
pentance, in which the sinful past of the crowd who followed
him was to be symbolically immersed and buried and
washed away."

4. The Picture Is Contradicted by the Meaning of the
Word "Baptize." The word "baptize" means to dip, plunge,
immerse, submerge, etc., and it does not, never did, and
never will mean either sprinkle or pour. By no manner of
torturing can it be made to mean sprinkle or pour. The
record says John baptized Jesus. Then any picture that
represents John as doing something else is a falsehood in
picture, manufactured to sustain a doctrine that came from
the Pope.

5. The Picture Is Contradicted by All Church Histories.
All standard or recognized histories in the world tell us
that baptism as practiced by the early church was immer-
sion. Let the editor of the Herald cite an exception. Pour-
ing was not practiced until many centuries after Christ.
This picture was made after that practice was authorized
by the Pope; hence, it is not a true representation of a Bible
scene.

6. The Picture Is Contradicted by Scholars, Bible Dic-
tionaries, and Encyclopedias. What Dr. Van Dyke says
about John's baptism is in substance what all scholars say.
All authorities that we have agree in saying that John,
Christ, and the apostles practiced immersion. The reader
may consult these authorities for himself.
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So Editor Swift's picture is shown to be Biblically, his-
torically, geographically, and topographically a falsehood.

On the page opposite this "pouring" picture we give a
photograph of a Methodist preacher baptizing his Sunday-
school superintendent in the river Jordan at the very place
where John baptized Jesus. This Methodist preacher is
Mr. D. L. Ennis, and the man he is baptizing is Mr. Jonathan
Sleeman. Both these men live (or did in 1923), at Frassburg,
Maryland. This baptizing took place on July 23, 1923. It
was witnessed by Brother N. B. Hardeman, of Henderson,
Tennessee, who "shapped" the picture with a kodak, and
Brother Ira A. Douthitt, of Paducah, Kentucky. Brother
Douthitt let us have this picture for the Gospel Advocate.
He tells all about this baptizing in his book, "My Trip
Abroad," which book can be purchased from Brother
Douthitt for fifty cents. He lives at 801 North Twenty-
Fourth Street, Paducah, Kentucky.

Editor Swift promises to continue his articles, and the
picture, indefinitely, but we will probably not give any more
attention to his editorials until he begins to tell why he
baptizes babies. Then we shall try his strength on that
point.
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The editor of the Methodist Herald continues his ravages
upon the word of God. It has never before been our lot
to see a man in such high position who used such reckless
disregard for facts in handling the Scriptures. We had
thought that we would not give any further attention to
his efforts until he begins to offer reasons for baptizing
babies, but some of our readers insist that he should be
followed to the end and exposed. We will, therefore, only
touch the high points of what he uses in three editorials at
this time.

In his issue of August 19 he takes up the case of Philip
and the eunuch and attempts to show that there was no
immersion there. It should be noticed by all readers that
the editor has never yet offered any scriptural proof for
sprinkling, nor has he endeavored to make an affirmative
argument upon the Scriptures that he has introduced. Each
time he takes a negative attitude and tries to show that this
is not immersion. This does not say thus and so. Suppose
he should show that immersion is not authorized, we would
still be left to learn what baptism is. He has not shown us.
He seems to assume that if he could show that immersion
is not baptism, then it would follow, therefore, that sprin-
kling or pouring is baptism, which, of course, is not true.

His efforts to show that the eunuch was not immersed
deserve only small notice. First, he says the country through
which they passed was a desert. But a little later in the
same editorial he says there was a spout spring running
out of the side of the mountain. Of course, any reader
knows that mountains and spout springs and deserts do not
go together. There has been a question among Bible scholars
as to whether the word "desert" refers to Gaza or to the
road, or way. But there has never been any dispute about
what the word "desert” here means. It does not mean
barren waste, as there was not and never had been any
barren waste between Jerusalem and Gaza. It means "un-
populated.” The same word is found in Matt. 14: 15-21;
Mark 6: 35-39; and John 6: 10. These references tell us that
Jesus went out to a desert place, and yet we find that in
that "desert" he had the people sit down upon the green
grass. This shows that the word meant unpopulated, and
not barren waste.

No one knows at just what point on the road the eunuch
was baptized; but we know that there were springs along
the way, and there have recently been discovered remains
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of artificial pools, and there was a brook in the valley of
Elah through which this road ran, and this brook is the
one David crossed when he went out to slay Goliath. (1
Sam. 17: 40.) While this was only a brook, we all know
that small brooks wear out holes at different points suffi-
ciently large for baptizing. But this same road also crosses
a much larger stream in the plain of the Philistines. This
stream is called Wady el Hasy.

The editor's next effort is to show that Philip and the
eunuch did not go down into the water, but only down to
the water, and then, instead of coming up out of the water,
came away from the water. This is the way he says it
should read. But this is not the way it does read; and if
the Greek should be so translated, it is strange that there
is not one translation among the many hundreds of English
translations extant that renders it as the editor says it should
be rendered. The old, old story would be appropriate—viz.,
if "into" means "near by," then the swine only ran down
to the sea, and not into the sea, and were drowned on dry
land; for the same word "into" is used in that case, both in
the Greek and in the English.

Again the editor makes the old claim that the eunuch
was reading from lIsaiah, and that in Isa. 52: 15 it is said
that he shall "sprinkle many nations,” and he says that
the eunuch had learned about sprinkling from the passage
he was reading. Anyone who will take the pains to read
the Scriptures in question will see that this man was not
reading from the fifty-second chapter of Isaiah, but from the
fifty-third chapter. But, what is a more complete refuta-
tion of the editor's claim, the word "sprinkle" in the passage
not only does not refer to baptism, but it does not even mean
"sprinkle.” The scholarship of the whole world admits
that the word in this passage means "startle" or "astonish"
and not "sprinkle,” and even an English reader who will
read the passage can see that that is the meaning. It says:
"As many were astonished at thee;" so, or in like manner,
shall he ‘"sprinkle" or startle or astonish many nations.
"Kings shall shut their mouths at him," etc. The meaning
even in the King James translation can easily be seen.
Baptism is not in the Old Testament, and the eunuch knew
nothing about it, except what Philip had told him in preach-
ing unto him Jesus.

In the issue of August 26 the editor attempts to show
that "buried with him in baptism" does not mean immer-
sion. Again the editor only makes negative points. He
attempts to prove nothing for Methodist practice. In order
that our readers may see just how farfetched and absurd
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are his points on this expression, we quote the following

from the editorial:

In Rom. 6: 4 we read: "Therefore we are buried with him by
baptism into death." And in Col. 2: 12 we read again: "Buried with
him in baptism." In these passages we find the strongholds of our
immersionist  friends. Neither passage has a drop of water in it
Paul, the apostle, who wrote these, was not sent to baptize, and though
he was baptized in a house in Damascus, the Bible says "he arose
and was baptized," or another translation reads, "rising up, he was
baptized." It. is "buried into death" and not into water. Both
passages mean the same. In Col. 2: 12, in the same verse as above,
we see that the soul is raised through "the operation of God." It
is not that our bodies are raised out of water by the physical
strength of a man. These passages signify the deepest work of
grace—separation from sin and made alive to God. The central
thought of the apostle is sin and salvation, death and life. What a
pity that so many see only water in these passages, when it is only
the work of grace! These passages are figurative language. They
have no more literal meaning of being put under water than the
other passages of Scripture, such as “crucified with Christ" means
that we are to be nalled to a literal cross of wood or that "resur-
rection” and “"raised up from the dead" in Rom. 6: 4, 5 mean a
literal resurrection of the body. Paul says: "We are buried with
Christ," not that we were buried in water. The baptism Paul is
speaking of here is the same as that spoken of in Luke 12: 50, which
is the baptism of suffering and death. Jesus had already been bap-
tized by John when he uttered these words.

Again, Christ says: "With the baptism that | am baptized withal
shall ye be baptized."

The first quibble that we shall notice in the above edi-
torial is that we are "buried into death" and not in water.
As usual, the editor mixes his figurative and literal lan-
guage, leaves out expressions, and perverts the word in a
most unbelievable manner. The Scriptures say not "buried
into death,” but "buried with him by baptism into death,”
and the same passage says we are planted in the likeness of
his death. The whole thing is simply a picture, or a likeness.

In commenting on Col. 2: 12, the editor says that the
"soul is raised through the operation of God," and not our
bodies raised out of water by the physical strength of a man.
Thus he makes the rising from our burial in baptism an
operation of God, and he intends to show that the whole
ceremony of baptism is a muystical, spiritual operation per-
formed by God; but the great trouble with the editor here
is that the Bible simply does not say what he says. The
Bible does not say that the soul is raised by the operation of
God. It says we are buried by baptism, wherein we are also
risen with him "through faith in the working of God, who
raised him from the dead." The operation of God was in
raising Christ from the dead. We are both buried and raised
in baptism through our faith in that operation, or because
of our faith in the buried and risen Christ. So, baptism is
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not the operation of God at all, but we are baptized and
raised through faith in God's operation in raising Christ
from the dead. Can any Methodist who is honest believe
that a doctrine or a practice is right when it will lead a
preacher, an editor, so miserably to pervert, distort, sup-
press, and juggle the Scriptures as Editor Swift does? His
very efforts to prove his practice ought to drive any sincere
soul in the opposite direction, if that soul will only read
the passages carefully that the editor tortures each week.

The editor says that as we are not literally nailed to the
cross, although we are "crucified with Christ,” neither are
we literally buried and raised in baptism. No one claims
that we are literally buried. If we were, we would have to
be placed in a tomb and covered up or closed up just as
Christ's body was buried. We are not literally buried in a
literal grave, but we are buried by baptism in the likeness
of Christ's death and burial. John Wesley, the founder of
the Methodist Church, and all other scholars of all churches
say that this alludes to "the ancient manner of baptizing by
immersion."

But after the editor has made all the other efforts that
he can to upset this teaching, he finally declares that this
baptism alludes to a baptism of suffering. In this he stands
alone. No other man who ever attempted to give an ex-
planation of this passage took that turn. Jesus did refer to
the great overwhelming deluge of suffering through which
he was to pass as a baptism. He said that some of his
apostles would be baptized with the same baptism, and that
they would drink the same cup. Some of them did suffer
martyrdom and were, therefore, baptized in this figurative
sense with a baptism of suffering. But the baptism the
apostle Paul referred to in Romans was the baptism that
these people had submitted to in becoming Christians. It
had no reference to the suffering that they endured because
they were Christians; but it did refer to their conversion
through obedience to the gospel or to the form of doctrine
at which time they were made free from sin, and, as all
scholars admit, it was the baptism commanded in the Great
Commission. Wesley says this ancient manner of baptism
was by immersion. Does Editor Swift repudiate John Wes-
ley? Will the readers of the Methodist Herald repudiate
Wesley, who was a sincere Bible student, an excellent
scholar, and in some instances a sound, safe Bible exegete,
and in his stead take the senseless remarks of Editor Swift?
We do not believe intelligent Methodists will accept Swift's
explanation or endorse his methods, and our only hope is
that many of these intelligent Methodists will be permitted
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to see what the Gospel Advocate is saying about Swift's
efforts.

In the Herald of September 2 the editor attempts to show
that the three thousand persons could not have been im-
mersed on the day of Pentecost. We remind our readers
that when he spoke of John's baptizing such a great number,
he himself estimated that one man could baptize three hun-
dred each day. And on that basis the twelve apostles could
easily have baptized three thousand. But again the editor
confuses the Scripture and tries to indicate that the pouring
of the Holy Spirit was baptism, and that Ezek. 36: 25 was
fulfiled on the day of Pentecost, and that the people had
clean water sprinkled upon them, etc. The passage in
Ezekiel has only to be read to be understood by anyone.
It alludes to the cleansing of the Jews from their idolatry
and other sins by the sprinkling of water of purification
upon them, which "clean water,” as we have often seen,
was a mixture of water, of blood, and of ashes. This had
no reference to baptism, and there is no justification what-
ever for the claim that this prophecy had any reference to
the day of Pentecost.

Those who tremble at the word of God will find them-
selves under confused emotions of shame, surprise, grief,
and pity when they follow the editor through his unreason-
able and almost unthinkable perversion of the word of the
living God.

142



"Why Methodists Baptize by Pouring and Baptize Babies'
No. 9

The editor of the Methodist Herald continues to offer
arguments which he thinks will show that immersion was
not the baptism practiced in the New Testament. He is not
yet arguing affirmatively for pouring or sprinkling, but is
content to try to find some circumstance that would show
that immersion was not possible or practicable. In his
issue of September 9 he discussed the baptism of the jailer,
and in the issue of September 16 he discusses household
baptisms. As he endeavors to prove that the jailer was
baptized in a house, the argument in both of these issues
of that paper is just the same. He introduces Saul and
attempts to show that he was baptized in the house of Judas
on the street that was called "Straight" in the city of
Damascus. He introduces Cornelius, who, with his house,
he assumes, was baptized in a room of his residence. Then
he discusses at length the case of the Philippian jailer, and
last of all he makes an astounding assertion about the origin
of immersion. We shall notice these cases separately, but
only briefly.

THE CASE OF CORNELIUS

In discussing Cornelius, the editor again stressed the
fact that the Holy Spirit “fell' upon Cornelius, and he
guotes the apostle Peter as saying that this was a fulfillment
of the promise made by the Lord that they should be
baptized in the Holy Spirit. He tries to prove that this
was a case of baptizing by "falling" or by "pouring." This
argument has been answered in a previous article, and it is
only necessary to state that when these people were baptized
in the Holy Spirit they were completely overwhelmed by
the Spirit and passed under his control. The Holy Spirit was
poured; and if the act of pouring is baptizing, then the Holy
Spirit was baptized.

That Cornelius was baptized in water or with water is
made clear by Peter's statement: "Can any man forbid water,
that these should not be baptized?" The editor correctly
says that this means, "Who can object to these being bap-
tized?" There is nothing here to indicate how they were
baptized; but we know what the word "baptize" means, and
therefore we know that the details or necessary circum-
stances of an immersion are simply not mentioned as they
are in but few cases. They were baptized, and that tells
the whole story.

THE CASE OF SAUL

Saul was in the house of Judas fasting and praying in
blindness. Ananias came to him and entered into the house

143



CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH

where he was. Then Ananias commanded him to "arise,
and be baptized,... calling on the name of the Lord." Editor
Swift infers that this simply means, "Stand up, and be
baptized in your tracks, right here in this room." But,
of course, that inference is not justified. It has no ground
at all. If Saul had been baptized right there in that room,
and if such a baptism could be performed by pouring or
sprinkling, there would have been no need for him to arise.
He could have been baptized while lying down or standing
on his knees just as easily as he could while standing erect.
In fact, Methodist preachers usually have their candidates
to kneel down to receive sprinkling. The fact that Saul
was commanded to arise indicates that he had to do some-
thing that could not be done while in a prostrate or kneel-
ing posture. To assume that after he arose he stood still
or did not move out of the house is a groundless assumption.
It is a glaring fallacy in reasoning. To see the absurdity of
such an inference, let us take this illustration: Editor Swift
ate the meat today which he purchased yesterday. But the
meat which he purchased yesterday was raw meat. There-
fore, Editor Swift ate raw meat today. Because the details
and circumstances of cooking the meat were not narrated
in the first statement, we assume that this cooking did not
take place at all. This is exactly the same reasoning the
editor is guilty of. The word "arise" is used dozens of times
in the Scriptures, and it always prefaces some action that
would necessitate the getting up from a sitting or kneeling
posture. "Arise, and walk"; "Arise, let us go hence"; "Arise,
go over this Jordan"; "Arise, and go into Damascus." These
are a few samples of the way that word is used.

THE CASE OF THE JAILER

The editor thinks he has positive proof that the jailer was
baptized inside of the prison. This story is found in the
sixteenth chapter of Acts. Anyone who will read it
carefully will see that the editor again draws an unjusti-
fiable inference. The circumstances forbid such an infer-
ence. Paul and Silas were in an inner prison or dungeon
before the earthquake came; but after the doors had been
thrown open and their stocks had been loosed, no one knows
where they were, except that they were somewhere inside
the prison building; that they had not come out into the
corridors no one can prove. We might infer that they had,
but we do not have to infer anything in order to learn the
truth. The thirtieth verse plainly says that the jailer
"brought them out." Our editor says he brought them out
of the inner prison into the outer prison. But for this state-
ment he has no proof in the world. The natural conclusion
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from the language would be that he brought them out of
the prison. Then the thirty-second verse declares that Paul
and Silas spoke unto him the word of the Lord, and to all
"that were in his house." Now, if the editor could find this
expression, "in his house," connected with baptism, he would
shout with a voice like the voice of many waters that the
baptism took place inside of his house. Why shall we not
then say that this speaking took place inside of the jailer's
house? But the editor will not have it that way, because that
would spoil his picture. For if this speaking was done in
his house, then the thirty-third verse says he "took" them
and washed their stripes and was baptized. Then the thirty-
fourth verse says after this had been done he brought them
into his house. So we know if when they spoke to all that
were in his house, they were speaking inside of the house,
they went out of the house for the baptizing, because after
this ordinance they were brought back into the house. Now
we see the facts, which are: first, they were brought out of
the prison; second, they spoke to all that were in the jailer's
house; third, the jailer then took them and they were bap-
tized; fourth, the jailer brought them into his house. Is it
not clear that the baptizing took place somewhere out of the
house?

But the editor argues that Paul would not go out of
the prison the next morning until the magistrates came
down and brought him out. He says this shows clearly that
Paul would not have gone out of the prison during the night.
But here again is a very obvious fallacy. When Paul went
out of the prison during the night, he was still a prisoner
and still in charge of the jailer. He was not released, nor
was he attempting to escape. When the magistrates sent
the jailer word to let them go, Paul refused to leave the
prison or to go out from under the jailer's keeping, because
by so doing he would have admitted that his imprisonment
was just, and that he was glad enough to escape without
any manner of apology or redress. When the magistrates
came down to let him go, their action was an acquittal and
an apology. Paul was not necessarily locked in prison any
more after the earthquake. The language does not demand
it. All that is demanded by the language is that he was
still a prisoner and that he refused to accept liberty without
an apology.

THE ASTONISHING STATEMENT

The following statement is so groundless and astonishing
that we give it in full:

Immersion is not in the Bible; it is merely read into it through
the imagination of some people. Immersion was never heard of
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until two hundred years after Christ was born, when it was intro-
duced by Tertulian (A.D. 215) in the form of triune immersion
who believed that washing the body cleansed the soul. Even Bap-
tists baptized by pouring and sprinkling in the beginning of their
organization as a church (1609), and not unti 1641 did they begin
the practice of immersion. Roger Willams, who started the Baptist
Church in America, was baptized by pouring. He had been bap-
tized in infancy and came to believe in adult baptism, but the records
seem to be clear that he was baptized by pouring. Both Thomas
Campbell and his son, Alexander Campbell, founders of the Christian
Church, were baptized by affusion before they came to America.

Because Tertullian introduced trine immersion in the
second century the editor tries to make it appear that im-
mersion itself had not before been practiced. It has already
been stated in these replies that all church histories, Bible
dictionaries, and encyclopedias agree in saying that the
apostolic baptism was immersion. The Greek word means
"immerse," according to the lexicons, and the practice of
early Christians was immersion, according to all authorities;
and yet, in the face of this, Editor Swift asserts that im-
mersion was not heard of until two hundred years after
Christ! This editor must be ambitious to gain the reputation
of being the insane man of the Methodist Church.

Smith's Bible Dictionary says: "The language of the New
Testament and of the primitive fathers sufficiently points to
immersion as the common mode of baptism."

Fisher's Church History says that the New Testament
baptism was immersion.

Mosheim's History makes the same statement, and with
these all authorities agree.

John Wesley says the ancient manner of baptism was by
immersion. John Calvin made the same concession.

In their most scholarly work, "The Life and Epistles of
the Apostle Paul,” chapter 13, Conybeare and Howson (Epis-
copalians) made the following clear statement: "It is need-
less to add that baptism was (unless in exceptional cases)
administered by immersion, the convert being plunged be-
neath the surface of the water to represent his death to the
life of sin, and then raised from this momentary burial to
represent his resurrection to the life of righteousness. It
must be a subject of regret that the general discontinuance
of this original form of baptism (though perhaps necessary
in our northern climates) has rendered obscure to popular
apprehension some very important passages of Scripture.”

These are a few of the many authorities that could be
guoted to offset the editor's assertion. His statement about
the Baptists is not accurate; and if Roger Williams, Thomas
Campbell, and Alexander Campbell were all sprinkled,
they later learned better and were immersed. Does Editor
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Swift want his readers to understand that these men were
satisfied with sprinkling for baptism and that they were
never immersed? If he did not wish his readers to arrive
at this conclusion, why did he refer to the fact that these
men were sprinkled? It certainly cannot help his cause
to know that these men, who were sprinkled, later repudiat-
ed it and regarded it as no baptism at all and were them-
selves immersed, and preached and wrote and debated
against sprinkling as a gross perversion, a Roman Catholic
relicc and a sinful substitute for what the Lord required.
Will Editor Swift be honest enough to tell his readers that
these men repudiated sprinkling and became the leading
opponents of that doctrine and the greatest protagonists of
immersion that the whole world has ever known? We shall
see.
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No. 10
"THE WAY GOD BAPTIZED PEOPLE"

In the Methodist Herald of September 23 the editor uses
as the subheading for his article on "Why Methodists Baptize
by Pouring and Baptize Babies" the words that serve as a
caption for this article. As this must be the last time that
we reply to the editor's sophistries until he takes up infant
baptism, we give his editorial in full:

Let us turn a moment and see how God baptized people. Christ
baptized by pouring; for the Bible says, "He shall baptize you with
the Holy Ghost" We know that was done (on the day of Pentecost)
by pouring. (See Joel 2: 28 and Acts 2: 17.) Before Christ was
born God baptized the Israelites. Read carefully the following:
"Moreover, brethren, | would not that ye should be ignorant, how
that all our fathers were under the cloud, and all passed through
the sea; and were all baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the
sea" (1 Cor. 10: 1, 2) What is the difference between "in the
sea’ and "in the river Jordan"? Who can explain the difference?
They were "in the sea" and "were baptized" of the Lord. How
was it done? |If baptism means immersion, then God immersed the
Israelites. Let us have the facts. Put David on the witness stand.
Here is what he says about this baptism: "The waters saw thee, O
God; the waters saw thee. . . . The clouds poured out water." This
baptism, though "in the sea" was performed "on dry land." Read
Ex. 14: 29: "But the children of Israel walked on dry land in the
midst of the sea" They were "in the sea' and "on dry land" and
"the clouds poured out water." The word of God calls this baptism;
for it says, "And all passed through the sea, and were all baptized."
Does not reason teach us here that God baptized by pouring? Can't
a twelve-year-old school child understand this? Do not make a god
out of your prejudice. Be fair with your own good judgment. Let
truth have her perfect work. The Israelites were "under the cloud"
(1 Cor. 10: 2) and "the clouds poured out water" (Psam 77: 17).
Paul says: "They were baptized in the sea" Now, the Egyptians
who followed them were immersed and died from the effects of this
immersion. Our immersionist friends do not talk much about this
baptism and some others like that of Paul "standing up was bap-
tized," etc.,, but they run to "much water," "many springs" in the
land of /Anon—the land of many springs—and "in the river Jor-
dan." Why not try to get immersion out of "in the sea" "on dry
land," where "the clouds poured out water" on the Israelites, which
was performed by God himself? We would drive fifty miles to hear
some preachers, our immersionist brethren, who take up so much
time preaching on water baptism, preach on this text, "For Christ
sent me not to baptize, but to preach the gospel,” and in the sermon
explain why it was that Christ, John the Baptist, as well as the
twelve apostles, never preached a sermon on baptism.

REPLY

Each week the editor repeats things he has said in
former editorials. He has referred to the baptism of the
Holy Spirit perhaps a dozen times. We have replied to that
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point three or four times. We shall briefly notice the point
once more. (1) The apostles were baptized in the Holy
Spirit. (Acts 2.) (2) The Holy Spirit was "poured out"
and “fell" upon them, etc. (3) The apostles were therefore
baptized by pouring. All this is admitted. But the pouring
itself was not baptism; if it were, then the Holy Spirit, and
not the apostles, was baptized, for it was the Spirit that was
poured. The act of pouring was not baptism, but the bap-
tism was the result of the pouring. The Holy Spirit was
poured out upon them to the extent that they were over-
whelmed, possessed, covered up, and controlled by the Holy
Spirit. If the Holy Spirit had been poured as sparingly
upon the apostles as Methodist preachers pour water upon
their subjects, it could never have been called a baptism.

"IN THE CLOUD AND IN THE SEA"

The editor says the Israelites had water sprinkled or
poured upon them from the cloud as they passed through
the sea, and this he says was baptism. But he emphasizes
the fact that they passed through on "dry land." He does
not explain how the land kept dry when the clouds were
pouring out water. Now the fact is that this "rain" and
"pouring out water" that the psalmist speaks of took place
at Mount Sinai and not at the Red Sea. It occurred three
months after the people had been "baptized unto Moses in
the cloud and in the sea." And it is never remotely re-
ferred to as a baptism. Were the people baptized twice—
once at the sea and then again at Sinai? But that our read-
ers may clearly see that the psalmist locates this pouring
"out water" at Sinai, we here quote from Psalms 77 and 68.

"The waters saw thee, O God; the waters saw thee, they
were afraid: the depths also trembled. The clouds poured
out water; the skies sent out a sound: thine arrows also
went abroad. The voice of thy thunder was in the whirl-
wind; the lightnings lightened the world: the earth trembled
and shook. Thy way was in the sea, and thy paths in the
great waters, and thy footsteps were not known. Thou
leddest thy people like a flock, by the hand of Moses and
Aaron." (Psalm 77: 16-20.)

The psalmist describes things that took place in the
deliverance of the people and in their journey as they were
led by "the hand of Moses and Aaron." Verse 16 may refer
to the Red Sea, but it closes with a period and comes to
a full stop. Then verse 17 describes something else. (1)
"The skies sent out a sound'—the thunder. (2) "Thine
arrows went abroad"—the lightning. (3) "The clouds poured
out water"—the rain. (4) "The earth trembled and shook"
(verse 18)—the earthquake.
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Now compare this description with Paul's description of
the giving of the law at Sinai. Paul says there was a
"tempest." Read his language: "For ye are not come unto
the mount that might be touched, and that burned with
fire, nor unto blackness, and darkness, and tempest, and the
sound of a trumpet, and the voice of words; which voice
they that heard entreated that the word should not be
spoken to them any more: (for they could not endure that
which was commanded, And if so much as a beast touch the
mountain, it shall be stoned, or thrust through with a dart:
and so terrible was the sight, that Moses said, | exceedingly
fear and quake)." (Heb. 12: 18-21.)

If this does not satisfy the reader that the rain or pouring
out of water took place at Sinai and not at the sea, let him
read another description of the same event from Psalm 68:
7-10. Here it is: "O God, when thou wentest forth before
thy people, when thou didst march through the wilderness;
(Selah) the earth trembled, the heavens also dropped rain at
the presence of God: yon Sinai trembled at the presence
of God, the God of Israel. Thou, O God, didst send a plenti-
ful rain, thou didst confirm thine inheritance, when it was
weary." Here we have the trembling of the earth—the
earthquake—shown to be the trembling of Sinai. The rain
fell at the same time.

THE BAPTISM AT THE SEA

Let us now consider the facts and details of the baptism
at the sea.

1. They were baptized "in the cloud and in the sea." It
took both the cloud and the sea to complete and constitute
this baptism. The sea walls—congealed water—were upon
either side of them and the cloud was above them. They
were engulfed, surrounded, covered up. They did not get
wet—no. Christian baptism must take place in water,
because that is the element prescribed by the New Testa-
ment; but that does not change the fact that, so far as the
meaning of the word baptism goes, one might be baptized
in other elements. One might be baptized—not scripturally,
but so far as the word goes—in sawdust, in sand, in blood,
in fire, or, figuratively, in trouble or in debt or in suffering.

2. The cloud that stood over the people was not a rain
cloud. It was a "pillar of fire" by night and a "pillar of
cloud" by day.

3. The people were baptized unto Moses in the cloud
and in the sea. It was here that they were released from
Pharaoh and passed under the leadership of Moses. He
now became the head of the nation, the lawgiver and the
mediator. In like manner we are now baptized into Christ.
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(Gal. 3: 27; Rom. 6: 3-6.) At baptism we come from under
the control and service of Satan and pass under the leader-
ship of Christ. He becomes the head of the church to us;
he is now our Lawgiver, Advocate, Intercessor, and Mediator.

We are baptized unto or into (eis) Christ. Exactly the
same word is used in reference to the children of Israel and
Moses. They were baptized unto or into (eis) Moses. How
would it do to to say, "They were poured into Moses"? We
are poured into Christ? If "baptize" means "pour" and if
"pour" means "baptize," why not exchange them and sub-
stitute the one for the other in the text? Try it and be
convinced of the absurdity of the claim.

THE APOSTLES DID NOT PREACH ON BAPTISM

The editor again leaves his subject and attempts to show
that baptism is of no significance and does not deserve any
thought or serious study by citing a statement from Paul and
by stating that John the Baptist, Christ, and the apostles did
not preach on baptism. But what does this have to do with
the editor's problem? How does that justify pouring for
baptism? The Baptist preachers attach as little importance
to baptism as do Methodist preachers, but they will debate
with the Methodists on the mode or action of baptism. They
will use—rather, they will misuse—Paul's statement that
Christ sent him not to baptize, but to preach the gospel, till
even Editor Swift ought to be ashamed of the perversion,
but they will not admit that it offers any excuse whatever
for pouring. If the editor could give any authority for his
practice, he would not be guilty of this gross fallacy.

Inspired men did not preach on baptism because it was
not a controverted point then. They commanded people to
be baptized. That was all that was necessary. Those who
"gladly received" their word were baptized. There was no
guestion about the ordinance. There was no pope then, and
hence no followers of the pope's decree. There was no
Editor Swift then to delude the people with false reasoning,
false pictures, and by wresting the Scriptures. But today
we have many such "vain talkers and deceivers, . . . whose
mouths must be stopped.” (Tit. 1: 10, 11.)

What caused Paul to say, "Christ sent me not to baptize,
but to preach the gospel"™? Was it because someone was
putting too much stress on baptism? Did Paul mean to
disparage or belittle baptism? Did he mean to teach that
baptism is a nonessential and might, therefore, be disregard-
ed entirely, or, if submitted to, it might be baptism, sprin-
kling, or pouring, or anything that might please our fancy?
Any honest soul who will read the passage can see that none
of these things were in the mind of Paul. (1 Cor. 1: 10-17.)
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No one was putting too much stress on baptism itself, but
some were attaching too much importance to the adminis-
trator—Paul, Cephas, Apollos, etc. Therefore, Paul was
glad he had baptized only a few of them, "lest any should
say that | had baptized in mine own name." Was baptism no
part of Paul's commission? Was it not included in the things
Christ sent him to do? If not, why did he teach anyone to
be baptized? Lydia and the jailer were baptized under his
preaching. "Many of the Corinthians hearing [Paul preach]
believed, and were baptized." Paul himself baptized Crispus
and Gaius and the household of Stephanas. Did Paul have
any authority to do this? If so, where did he get it, if not
from Christ? Paul's meaning is that he was sent to en-
lighten people, to convince them and cause them to believe
on Christ. Not everyone could do this as he did, for they
were not inspired as he was. They did not have power to
do miracles as he did. They had not seen the risen Christ
as he had.

But after men were made believers, any disciple—any
uninspired man—could baptize them. On Paul's first mis-
sionary journey he appointed "elders in every church."
(Acts 14: 23.) But later he left this work undone and moved
on to preach the gospel; but he left Titus behind him to
set things in order and to appoint elders. (Tit. 1: 5.)
Paul might have added: "For Christ sent me not to appoint
elders, but to preach the gospel." Would that prove that
appointing elders is not important? When the apostles said,
"It is not fit [or, "pleasing"—margin] that we should for-
sake the word of God and serve tables,” did they mean
that the serving of tables was not important? Did they
mean that it was not the Lord's will and not a part of his
plan? If they meant this, why did they appoint men of
special qualifications to attend to it? The statement of
these apostles is equivalent to Paul's statement. They, in
meaning, said: "Christ sent us not to serve tables, but to
preach the gospel."

Now let us notice these facts about Paul and the Corin-
thians. (1) Many of the Corinthians were baptized. (Acts
18: 8.) (2) But Paul baptized only a few of them. (1 Cor.
1: 14, 15.) Question: Who baptized the "many," and why
did they not baptize all? Why did Paul baptize those special
individuals? Answer: (1) When Paul came to Corinth, he
was alone. (Acts 18: 1-5.) (2) The first convert made at
that place was Stephanas and his house. (1 Cor. 16: 15.)
These were the ones baptized by Paul. These and Crispus
and Gaius were, no doubt, baptized before Paul's companions
came to him. (3) Silas and Timothy came to Paul at
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Corinth. (Acts 18: 5.) No doubt they baptized the "many"
Corinthians.

Christ himself did not baptize, but he taught it and had
his disciples to baptize his subjects. (John 4: 1-4))

The teaching of God's word is plain, and if people will
read it they will not be led astray by such sophistries and
quibbling as Editor Swift employs. When we read the word
honestly, carefully, and prayerfully, and accept what it
teaches without addition, subtraction, or alteration, and
insist that others do the same, Editor Swift thinks we are
making "a god out of our prejudice"; but when he makes
assertions that are without foundation in fact and that are
not sustained by any sort of authority, what is he making
of himself? And when he perverts, juggles, and distorts
God's word, what is he trying to make of his readers?

We here take leave of our editor for a while. "The Lord
reward him according to his works."
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No. 11

PASSAGES PERVERTED FOR THE SAKE OF A DOGMA

We have several times resolved to leave Editor Swift to
his own devices in his contention for pouring as a substitute
for baptism, as he is not making any arguments for his prac-
tice that deserve or even need any reply. But our readers
insist that his perversions of the Scriptures should be ex-
posed. Even though he does not prove his point by the
passages he uses, he so perverts these Scriptures as to leave
his readers confused about them. It is thought by many
that the passages should be cleared of the rubbish of false
interpretation and their language clearly set forth so that
all will see the meaning.

Yielding to this suggestion, we shall in this article notice
two passages that have been miserably misused by the
editor of the Methodist Herald. And this is made the more
important since this same false interpretation is often used
by others. Let us therefore study the passages prayerfully.

JOHN 3: 5

The first of the two passages that we are to study is
John 3: 5. This is the language of our Savior to Nicodemus.
The expression, "born of water and the Spirit," is the whole
cause of the trouble. The Methodist Herald disposes of
the passage in the following manner:

"BORN OF WATER"

The above words are found in John 3: 5, when Jesus said to
Nicodemus: "Except a man be born of water and the Spirit, he
cannot see the kingdom of God." This is a stronghold of some of
our immersionist friends, and yet there is not a drop of water in
itt as far as it concerns water baptism. There are not three births
mentioned in this conversation of Jesus—only two. If there had
been three births, then the sentence should have read, "Except a
man be born twice more,” etc. "Born again" means another time.
"Born of water" is a delicate phrase for the natural birth. In the
birth of a child, when it is not "born of water," otherwise called a
"dry birth,” it is almost death to a mother. Physicians comprehend
the meaning here. Nicodemus asked Jesus two questions: "How
can a man be born when he is old?" and "Can he enter the second
time into his mother's womb and be born?" Jesus immediately
answered in these words: "Except a man be born of water and of
the Spirit, he cannot see the kingdom of God." Then, to more
fully explain what he meant, he added: "That which is born of the
flesh is flesh, and that which is born of the Spirit is spirit." In other
words, “"that which is born of the flesh,” woman or womb, is flesh.
Cannot an ordinary reader understand this, and why should it be
hard for a theologian?
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This language may have been used to show the impor-
tance or the design of baptism, but we were not aware that
it is a favorite text in the pouring-immersion controversy.
In fact, there are many immersionists—the Baptists—who
pervert this language in the same way that Editor Swift
has and make "water" mean something other than hudor,
aqua, water. And, on the other hand, there are many affu-
sionists who say that this refers to baptism. We shall quote
from some of these; but first let us notice the editor's ex-
planation. He says that "water" means flesh, and that this
refers to the natural birth. Thus he uses the word in both
a figurative and a literal sense at the same time. Figura-
tively, it means the birth of the body, the flesh, from the
body or flesh of the natural parents. Literally, it refers to
the literal, actual water that is present in the natural birth.
This is such an obvious misuse of language, to say nothing
of the ludicrous turn it gives the Scripture, that it seems
that a thinking man would be ashamed to put it forth. But
the editor says that if we do not make this refer to the
natural birth we will have three births—one of the flesh, one
of water, and one of the Spiritt Christ should have said,
"Except a man be born twice more,” the editor avows. But
this is only one of his characteristic quibbles. The language
does not read "of water" and "of the Spirit,” as though it
were two births of different elements. But it says "of water
and the Spirit"—one birth of two elements. There are two
births here contrasted. One birth was of the flesh, and it
was the body or the flesh part of man that was born then.
The second birth is of water and the Spirit, and it is the
soul or spirit part of man that is born in this birth. The
water is an element in this new birth, the second birth,
which is contrasted with the first or natural birth.

If we should eliminate all allusion to baptism in this
passage, what would we do with the other passages that
clearly show that baptism is connected with regeneration,
or the new birth? Paul speaks of the "washing of regenera-
tion." (Tit. 3: 5.) The word for "regeneration" is the same
word that is used for born, or birth, in John 3: 5. There
is something in this birth called a washing. (See, also,
1 Cor. 6: 11; Eph. 5: 26; Heb. 10: 22; Acts 22: 16.) Paul him-
self had his sins washed away when he was converted, or
regenerated, and his washing was done in baptism.

The scholarship of the world understands that the water
in John 3: 5 refers to baptism. John Wesley says: "Except
a man be born of the water and the Spirit—except he ex-
perience that great inward change by the Spirit, and be
baptized (wherever baptism can be had) as the outward
sign and means of it." (“Wesley's Notes.")
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In the Methodist ritual the preacher who is about to
administer baptism is told to say: "Dearly beloved, foras-
much as all men are conceived and born in sin . . . and that
our Savior Christ saith, 'Except a man be born of water
and the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God'; | be-
seech you to call upon God the Father, through our Lord
Jesus Christ, that of his bounteous goodness he will grant
to these persons that which by nature they cannot have:
that they may be baptized with water and the Holy Ghost,
and received into Christ's holy church, and be lively mem-
bers of the same." (Methodist "Discipline"—old edition—
formula for baptism.)

As a Scripture reading for a baptismal service, the "Dis-
cipline" gives John 3: 1-8. If there is no allusion to baptism
in this passage, why read it at a baptismal service?

In his "Commentary on the Ritual of the Methodist
Episcopal Church, South,” which is endorsed and published
and distributed by the Methodist Episcopal Church, Dr.
Thomas O. Summers says that this passage refers to baptism.
The following is his comment:

To be born of water is to be baptized with water. Symbolical
regeneration by baptism introduces a man into the kingdom of God
externally considered, as spiritual regeneration by the Holy Ghost
introduces a man into the kingdom of God spiritually considered.
The analogy obtained under the old dispensation, in regard to the
"circumcision which is outward in the flesh,” and the “circumcision
of the heart, in the spirit" (Rom. 2: 28, 29.) By not recognizing
this distinction, and to escape the absurd and dangerous error of
"baptismal regeneration,” so called, some have forced another inter-
pretation upon this passage by hendiadys—as if it meant "born of
water, even of the Spirit'—the water being the Spirit. But this is
harsh, and the structure (literally of “"water and Spirit") will not
allow it. There is not only no necessity on dogmatic grounds, but no
possibility on grammatical and other considerations, of repudiating
the common view, which has been held by nearly all interpreters,
ancient and modern.

Thus, Dr. Summers not only says that baptism is here
alluded to, but he says that this is the view held by nearly
all interpreters. He answers the quibble that says "water"
means "Spirit." He probably never thought that a Methodist
editor would ever contend that the water is the flesh birth
and the Spirit is the new birth! But then very little of what
Editor Swift says would be endorsed by the scholars of his
own church.

1 PET. 3: 20, 21
The second passage that has been so woefully misused is
1 Pet. 3: 20, 21. The following quotation from the Methodist
Herald will show our readers what the editor did for that
passage:
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"WHY METHODISTS BAPTIZE BY POURING AND BAPTIZE BABIES"

This to many is a difficult passage, yet it is clear when we get
the right viewpoint. How anyone can get immersion out of this
statement is strange indeed. The antediluvians (wicked people)
were the ones drowned or immersed. The "eight souls were saved"
by keeping out of the water. If they got any water on them at all,
it must have been rained on them—sprinkled or poured. This is a
clear case. "The like figure whereunto,” Greek scholars say, should
be translated “"the antitype to which." The world was wicked,
denied, and steeped in sin, but was cleansed by water. Water was
poured on the world. Sinners Ilike those in the Red Sea were
immersed and drowned. The antediluvians would not obey the
Lord and were drowned. Noah and his family came into the ark
and were saved—had a clear conscience. If we repent and do like
Noah and his family—come into the ark—the Holy Ghost gives wit-
ness to a clear conscience that we are saved. Heb. 10: 22 says:
"Having our hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience and our bodies
washed with pure water." Water baptism is a sign of Holy Ghost
cleansing. How was that done? Read again: "Having our hearts
sprinkled from an evil conscience." Noah and his family were not
immersed. Even a child can wunderstand such a thing. Besides, a
child can see that water was sprinkled or poured upon them—ark
and all. "Were saved by water.” By means of an ark being built
that floated on water. By this method they were saved, not in a
flood or being immersed. Noah believed in God and obeyed God,
and on the water and not going under it was saved. If we come
into the ark, Christ Jesus, and live true to the sign administered—
baptism by pouring, sign of the Holy Ghost cleansing—we shall have
a "good conscience toward God." "The like figure"—"baptism doth
also now save us." The OIld Testament starts with sprinkling and
pouring as a sign of the Holy Ghost cleansing from sin, and the
New Testament ends with the same figure.

No one ever claimed that Noah and his family were bap-
tized by any method or mode. The Bible does not say that
they were baptized. The passage says that their salvation
—not their baptism—was a figure or type of our salvation.
They were saved by water—not by being sprinkled with it
or by being immersed in it, but by being borne up by it
and by floating on it. In true antitype we are saved by
baptism, says Peter. The water of the flood by which they
were saved is analogous to baptism, by which we are saved.
Of course Noah's faith and obedience is what saved him; the
water was only an element in the salvation which his faith
obtained. In like manner we are saved by faith and obedi-
ence, and baptism is only an act that expresses our faith
and submission. Water is only an element in this obedience
of faith.

This passage in Peter certainly cannot give any comfort
to affusionists. Peter says that baptism is not an ablution,
not a bath for cleansing the body, or, as he expresses it,
"not the putting away of the filth of the flesh." Peter was
afraid some uninformed persons might think that baptism
was intended as a bath or a cleansing of the body instead
of affecting the conscience, soul or spirit, and he made the
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point clear that baptism has a spiritual and not a physical
significance. Now, if baptism in Peter's day had been per-
formed by sprinkling a few drops of water upon a person's
head, no heathen would ever have imagined that it was
done for a washing or a cleansing of the body! The nature
of baptism might have caused some heathen to suppose
that it was intended as an ablution. This accounts for the
apostle's parenthetical explanation. Neither sprinkling nor
pouring is or ever was baptism.
Scholars could be quoted on this passage, but we deem

not necessary.
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CHAPTER VI

A Review of a Baptist Exegete

The following article was clipped from the Baptist and
Reflector by a Baptist reader and sent to a disciple of Christ
for the purpose of convincing him. This disciple sent the
clipping to me with the request that | review it. The Baptist
and Reflector had copied the article from the Baptist Stand-
ard. W. T. Rouse is the author of the article.

There is nothing at all unusual about this article except
that the writer is honest enough to admit that the ordinary
meaning of the preposition eis is "in order to." This is not
unusual for Baptist scholars, such as Wilmarth, Hackett,
and others, who give it the meaning of "in order to" even
in Acts 2: 38, but it is very unusual for a Baptist contro-
versialist to make this admission. But the Baptists evidently
think this a very strong article, as it was published in two
of their leading papers. We therefore give space to a review
of this article, and quote the article in full.

AN EXPLANATION OF ACTS 2: 38

Perhaps there is not another verse of Scripture which has occa-
sioned more controversy than this one verse. Beginning in the sec-
ond century, in the passing centuries, many books have been written
as the controversy has been in progress. Dr. B. H. Carroll, in his
volume on "The Acts,” devotes seven chapters to a discussion of the
second chapter, and two of these chapters are given over to the dis-
cussion of this one verse. The reader can well see my difficulty in
compressing into one brief article a proper explanation of this much-
controverted  portion of  Scripture.

As we proceed with the study several things will be involved. |
mention  the  following:

Two SYSTEMS OF THEOLOGY

So significant are the truths involved in this discussion that two
systems of theology, differing fundamentally in their import, emerge
from the discussion. For the purpose of this study, | wil divide
them into what we may call the first and the second system. The
first system holds to the following summary of principles: the plan
of salvation has been, is, and shall remain, one; the requirements
of salvation are spiritual; they are repentance toward God, faith
in or toward the Lord Jesus Christ; salvation before the church;
the blood before the water. The second theory contends that salva-
tion is by ordinances; that it is spiritual; that it is sacerdotal; that
consequently baptismal regeneration is true; that baptism, like re-
pentance and faith, are conditions of salvation and remission of sins.

A CORRECT TRANSLATION

A correct translation is an important part of a proper under-
standing of the Scriptures. It is unfortunate that the preposition
eis in the verse is translated "for" in the King James Version of the
Bible. Without any further comment in this immediate connection,
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| offer the following translation of Acts 2: 38: "Repent ye and be
baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ with reference
to the remission of sins."

SOMETHING TO REMEMBER

It is well for us to remember that words in all languages have
what is known as a common or ordinary meaning; that they also
have what is known as a frequent meaning; and, last of all, they
have what is known as a rare meaning. Applying this principle
to the Greek preposition eis involved in this exegesis, it is freely
admitted that the ordinary meaning of the word is "in order to"
but it has also a frequent meaning of "unto,” "with reference to,"
"in token of," "concerning”; and, last of all, it has a rare meaning
of "because of." We do well to keep these three very evident mean-
ings in mind as we proceed.

SOME RULES OF INTERPRETATION

Before going on to establish our contention as to the proper mean-
ing of this verse, let me call attention to some rules of interpretation.
These will enable us to determine when to give a word its frequent
or rare meaning instead of its ordinary meaning. Here are the prin-
ciples: first, the bearing of the local context; second, the bearing of
the general context (by which | mean the tenor of the entire canon
of Scripture); third, the nature of congruity of things. Keeping in
mind all that has gone before, we are now ready to proceed with
our  problem.

THE MILK IN THE COCONUT

It will be seen from what has gone before that our problem is
to determine the proper meaning of the preposition eis in the verse
of Scripture under consideration. Our problem, therefore, involves
a consideration of the entre New Testament usage of the verb
baptizo and its noun, when followed by the preposition eis, with the
accusative for its object.

Let us consider a few of the Scriptures where the verb baptizo
is followed by the preposition eis with the accusative. First of all,
we come to Matt. 3: 11: "l indeed baptize you in water eis repent-
ance." Now, shall we translate it, "I baptize you .. in order to
repentance"? Here it is very evident that the prepositon eis has
not its ordinary, common meaning, "in order to," nor its rare mean-
ing, "because of" but its frequent meaning, "with reference to,"
"with respect to." Tyndale translated it, "in token of repentance."
The context shows that John not only required repentance, but the
fruits of repentance, before he would baptize anyone.

Certainly Matt. 3: 11 has an important bearing upon Acts 2: 38.
But let us consider Matt. 12: 41: "They repented eis the preaching
of Jonah." Evidently the Ninevites did not repent "in order to the
preaching" of Jonah, the ordinary meaning of the word, nor "with
reference to" his preaching (the frequent meaning), but because of
the preaching of Jonah (the real meaning of the word).

Passing by Mark 1: 4 and Luke 3: 3, where eis assuredly has
its frequent meaning, "unto,” "with reference to," we have in the
second chapter of the Acts itself a most convincing argument in
regard to the proper meaning of eis in this thirty-eighth verse.
Peter is preaching and says in Acts 2: 25, "For David saith eis him"
—that is, Christ. Now, we must give the preposition eis in this
connection, not its common, ordinary meaning, “in order to," nor
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its rare meaning, "because of," but its frequent meaning, “concern-
ing," "with respect to,” "with reference to." What is to hinder us,
therefore, from giving eis the same meaning in verse 38?7 It is
inescapable that the proper translation should be, "Repent ye and
be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ with refer-
ence to, or with respect to, the remission of sins." We have seen
that you cannot always translate eis with its common or ordinary
meaning of "in order to" and certainly in this case the general
context, which is the general tenor of the canon of the Scriptures,
requires that we give it the frequent meaning of "with reference to."

| am conscious of the fact that | have compassed a great deal of
material in this brief article; but those who are inclined to go more
fully into the discussion or study will find plenty of material at
hand for further investigation.

1. The author complained that he could not give a com-
plete exegesis of Acts 2: 38 in one article; but if he had given
all his space to that text or even to the texts in which eis
occurs instead of using it for irrelevant matter, he would
have had more space. His two systems of theology have
nothing to do with what a passage of Scripture means un-
less he is afraid his readers would see the real import of
the passage, and he hoped to frighten them away from it
by presenting a specter or erecting a scarecrow right in the
beginning. Such methods are not worthy of a scholar or
of any man who assumes to be a commentator or an exegete.
Moreover, he misrepresents thousands of good people and
fearfully distorts the truth when he makes the contention
that "baptism, like repentance and faith, are conditions of
salvation and remission of sins," equal to "baptismal regen-
eration," "salvation by ordinances,” etc. In this he handles
the truth more carelessly than he does his grammar, and
this is saying a great deal. Notice the clause just quoted.
Leave out the expression "like repentance and faith," and
we have "baptism . . . are conditions of salvation." But
we could overlook his errors in grammar if he had mani-
fested a spirit of fairness in dealing with his opponents
and with the text that he claimed to explain.

The Roman Catholic Church may teach "baptismal re-
generation,” "salvation by ordinances,” "by ritual,” "that
it is sacerdotal," etc., but no Protestants believe any of those
things. But there are many Protestants, among them some
Baptists, who believe that baptism is one of the conditions
upon which the Lord promises remission of sins. Salvation
is of the Lord; it is by grace through faith; but faith is not
faith—is dead—until it is expressed by an overt act. Thus
we are made free from sin by obeying the form of doctrine
(Rom. 6: 17), by obeying the truth (1 Pet. 1: 22). And
baptism is the one physical act in the whole process of
becoming a Christian. It expresses the inward decision and
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desire. It evinces the submission and surrender of the soul.
It symbolizes the death to sin by its form, a burial.

2. The author of the article under review defines the
Greek preposition eis, giving us its ordinary meaning, its
frequent meaning, and its rare meaning. He is right in all
of this, except his "rare meaning" is just so rare that it
does not exist. Eis does not mean "because of." It is never
used in that sense. It always looks forward and not back-
ward. It expresses motion forward and is most frequently
translated by "to," "toward,” "unto,” or "into." Its radical
meaning is movement from a place without to a place
within. Hence, into is its primary and its ordinary meaning.
When we translate it by the words "in order to," the idea is
"in order to" get into a place or state. Then the word has
such rare meanings as "concerning,” "with reference to,"
etc. It is also sometimes translated by "at,” "on," "upon,"
"among,” "in,” and "for." But it never means "because of."
Our author, however, cites one passage where he says the
word has the meaning of "because of"; and having told us
that this is a rare meaning, he now contradicts himself and
tells us in a parenthesis that this is "the real meaning of
the word." The passage he cites says that the people "re-
pented at [eis] the preaching of Jonah." He thinks this must
mean that they repented because of the preaching of Jonah.
But it means that they repented into the preaching of Jonah
—that is, into that state or condition required by the preach-
ing of Jonah.

3. Our author says: "Let us consider a few of the Scrip-
tures where the verb baptizo is followed by the preposition
eis with the accusative." He then refers to only one such
Scripture, and that one stands alone. As this is an unusual
passage—no other like it—he prefers to cite it to illustrate
the use of eis instead of citing the dozens of passages where
eis is used in its ordinary, undeniable sense of "into,” "in
order to." But even the passage he cites does not help his
cause. Even there eis means "in order to." Before we
examine that passage, let us do just what he proposed to do,
but he did not do—namely, consider a few Scriptures where
baptizo and eis are used together.

"John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the
baptism of repentance for [eis] the remission of sins."
(Mark 1: 4.)

"And he came into all the country about Jordan, preach-
ing the baptism of repentance for [eis] the remission of
sins." (Luke 3: 3.)

"When they heard this, they were baptized in [eis] the
name of the Lord Jesus." (Acts 19: 5.)
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"Know ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into
[eis] Jesus Christ were baptized into [eis] his death?"
(Rom. 6: 3.)

"For by one Spirit are we all baptized into [eis] one
body." (1 Cor. 12: 13.)

"For as many of you as have been baptized into [eis]
Christ have put on Christ." (Gal. 3: 27.)

Now, in the light of these passages, his second rule of
interpretation, let us turn back and examine the one pas-
sage cited by our author—Matt. 3: 11. John said: "l indeed
baptized you in water unto [eis] repentance." He says that
eis in this passage does not mean either "in order to" or
"because of," but "with reference to" or "with respect to."
But any reader who thinks at all will see that such a trans-
lation would be very doubtful and indefinite. Did John
baptize "with reference to" a repentance that had already
taken place or "with reference to" a repentance yet to take
place? If the former, then "with reference to" has the
meaning of "because of"; and if the latter, it has the meaning
of "in order to." It is certain John required repentance be-
fore he would baptize anyone. Then how did he baptize
unto (eis) repentance?

Weymouth translates it thus: "I indeed am baptizing you
in water on a profession of repentance." And then he adds
this footnote: “Literally 'into' (that changed state or con-
dition), or 'unto’' (to teach the absolute necessity of)."

The Twentieth Century New Testament renders it: "l
indeed baptize you ... to teach repentance." So these
scholars tell us that eis has the meaning of "into" or "in
order to" even in this passage. We do not have to give it a
meaning here that it never has in order to understand this
passage.

4. We have followed our author through all this cir-
cumlocution, and we are now ready to take up the passage
he was endeavoring to explain, the passage that haunts and
terrifies him—Acts 2: 38. He says that we find eis used in
the twenty-fifth verse of Acts 2, and there it is translated
"concerning." "For David speaketh eis him." Here he says
it cannot mean "in order to" and must mean "with reference
to." Why not, then, say it means "with reference to" in
verse 387 But if he will read his Greek Testament he will
find that eis is used some nine or ten times in this chapter,
and it means "concerning" only one time. In verse 20,
Peter says: "The sun shall be turned into [eis] darkness,
and the moon into [eis] blood." Then in verse 34 (this is
much nearer verse 38 than the one our author cited), Peter
says: "David is not ascended into [eis] the heavens." Now,
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if the use of the word in the context has anything to do with
its meaning in the text, we will have to translate it "into"
in verse 38. His first rule applies here.

But suppose we allow our author to give eis the meaning
"with reference to" in verse 38, and then what does the
passage mean? "Repent ye, and be baptized with reference
to remission of sins." Who can tell what that means? Does
it mean "with reference to" remission that they would
receive after being baptized, or does it mean "with reference
to" remission that they had already received? Any man
who knows anything at all about grammar knows that they
were to repent and be baptized both for the same purpose.
The two verbs are connected and both are looking to the
same end. Therefore, if they were to be baptized "with
reference to" remission already obtained, they were also to
repent with reference to remission already received. Hence
they were saved before they repented.

Our author is very careless in both his logic and his
language. His effort is a failure even from a Baptist view-
point. Dr. Hackett, a Baptist scholar, wrote a commentary
on the Acts which is well known and has been widely used.
He translates the phrase in question, in order to the for-
giveness of sins. He refers to Matt. 26: 28 (blood shed for
[eis] remission) and also to Luke 3: 3 (the baptism of
repentance for [eis] remission) as passages illustrating the
meaning and construction here. He adds: "We connect
naturally the words for remission of sins with both the pre-
ceding verbs (repent and be baptized). This clause states
the motive or object which should induce them to repent
and be baptized. It enforces the entire exhortation, and
not one part of it to the exclusion of the other."

Many other Baptist scholars could be quoted, but this
will suffice for the present purpose. If the Baptist papers
would give their readers what their own scholars have said
in explanation of these troublesome texts instead of what
some quibbler says, the trouble would soon all be gone—
but so would many of the Baptists. According to our
author's first rule of interpretation, the context, he loses his
contention. According to his second rule, the entire canon
of Scripture, he most certainly loses his argument on this
passage. If we allow him his translation, no one could
tell whether it favors his contention or the one he is oppos-
ing. And if we allow his own scholars to speak, they not
only refute his claim, but they do not even consider it worthy
of notice. It must be exasperating to have a doctrine that
so rudely clashes with the plain statements of God's word.
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CHAPTER VII

Denominational Baptism
No. 1

A letter of inquiry brings before us a question that has
often confronted every gospel preacher and has at times
been the cause of controversy between good brethren. The
author of the letter wishes to know our position on the
qguestion. Our position and practice on any vital question
is not a secret, and we would not hesitate to state it, if
there were a need for such a statement, even if we knew
that the statement would immediately involve us in a con-
troversy. But in this case we believe that a fair examina-
tion of the issue involved will, instead of provoking a con-
troversy, show that there is no room for controversy among
those of us who endeavor to teach exactly what the Scrip-
tures teach on this and all other questions. It is our firm
conviction that the controversies on this point in times past
have been caused by a misunderstanding among brethren.
In that conviction we take up the case in the hope that what
we say may clarify the matter and prove helpful to the
author of the letter and to all the rest who may read this.

The following excerpt from the letter will state the case:

We are confronted here from time to time with the question of
whether or not we should accept Baptists or other denominational
people on their denominational baptism. My stand has been,-and s,
that we should not wunless (contrary to denominational teachings)
they were baptized with the understanding that it was "unto the
remission of sins." The mere fact that they were satisfied with what
they did, it seems to me, is not sufficient. That same thing is true
of every erroneous action in religion.

The command of Acts 2: 38 is not simply to be baptized, but to
be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins.
Jesus had said: "Ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make
you free." If a person, then, is baptized and does not know that
it is for the remission of sins, it seems clear to me that he does not
know the truth, and his baptism is not for the purpose as stated by
the apostle when he delivered the truth in Acts 2: 38.

We shall discuss the points here raised under the fol-
lowing questions:

1. Is there any room for controversy on this point?

2. In what sense do we accept or reject people on their
baptism or on any other condition?

3. Does the fact that people are satisfied with their
baptism have any weight in determining the scripturalness
or unscripturalness of their baptism?

4. Is the expression “"for the remission of sins" a part
of the command to be baptized?
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5. Does one have to understand that baptism is for the
remission of sins before one can be baptized scripturally?

A first reading of these questions may arouse the fear
that we are starting out to revive a dead issue and to re-
kindle a flickering flame, but a careful reading of our
answers will convince the readers that there is no such pur-
pose in this discussion, even if we do not convince them that
there is no room for controversy—no issue between gospel
preachers. If any brother insists upon misunderstanding us
and in forcing an issue, he will have to do his debating alone.
We will not wrangle with anyone.

We shall take up the questions in the order stated above
and continue until each one is answered.

First: Is there any room for controversy on this question?
We believe that none of us differ or can differ in our prac-
tice, even if we should differ slightly in theory. Let us take
our bearings and see what there is to dispute about, if any-
thing, on this point.

(&) We all agree that the denominations in general and
Baptists in particular do not teach the whole truth on bap-
tism; but, on the contrary, the denominations in general and
the Baptists in particular teach some things about baptism
that are the reverse of the truth.

(b) We all agree, therefore, that anyone who is baptized
with the denominational view of the action and design of
baptism is not scripturally baptized.

(c) We all agree also that the New Testament teaching
on baptism is perfectly plain, and that any responsible per-
son might by reading the Bible alone learn for himself the
truth on the subject.

(d) We all know, and should therefore agree, that many
people who belong to the denominations do not know what
the denominations teach, or what their own denomination
teaches, on baptism, except that it is generally known who
practices sprinkling and who practices immersion. But even
many who know about this difference do not know why
the difference.

(e) We all know, and should agree, that on account of
the lack of doctrinal preaching at some places among the
denominations of today a member of a denomination with
a New Testament in his hand can more easily learn what it
teaches on baptism than he can learn what his denomina-
tion teaches.

Now, with these points stated, and we hope settled, we
are prepared to say that from the mere statement that a
man was baptized by a denomination we cannot say whether
he was or was not baptized scripturally. But the fact that
the denomination teaches error on baptism—teaches un-
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scriptural baptism—ijustifies the presumption that his bap-
tism was not scriptural. While that presumption exists it
is necessary for every gospel preacher to set forth in the
plainest possible terms what the Scriptures teach on baptism,
and he should, when one who has been baptized by a de-
nominational preacher comes forward indicating that he
wishes to quit denominationalism and be a Christian only,
show what the denomination teaches on baptism, and thus
clearly draw the contrast between the teaching of the de-
nomination and the teaching of the New Testament. When
that has been well and thoroughly done, if the person in
guestion insists that he knew and understood the New Testa-
ment teaching at the time he was baptized, and that he
obeyed the teaching of the New Testament and not the
teaching of the denomination, then there is nothing left
for a gospel preacher or a gospel church to do but to approve
his step in leaving denominationalism and to offer him en-
couragement and fellowship. To require more in reference
to baptism would be to make a sectarian or denominational
requirement of our own. If the man submitted, he would
not be quitting denominationalism at all. He would instead
be quitting one denomination and joining another—quitting
"his" church and joining "ours."

Having shown that the presumption is that one who was
baptized by a denomination was baptized according to and
in obedience to that denomination's teaching, and was not
therefore scripturally baptized, we must now say that while
that is always the presumption it is not always the fact.
According to the points which we put down above as settled,
we saw that it is at least a possibility for one to be baptized
at the hands of a denomination with an understanding of
what the New Testament teaches and without a knowledge
of what the denomination teaches. The whole point, then,
turns upon the individual's attitude—his motive, his faith,
his repentance, his obedience. It is not a question of whether
what the denomination teaches is true or untrue; it is a
guestion of what the individual did, and no one can say what
he did but the individual himself. He must determine the
matter in the light of what he now knows God's word to
teach and with a clear memory of what he did.

This being, then, a question that must be asked and
answered anew every time anyone quits denominationalism,
there is no such thing as settling it by controversy. And
since what one individual understood and did cannot stand
for what some other individual understood and did, there is
no way for a preacher or an editor to say what is true or
not true in any specific case, except his own. A brother
cannot sit in an editor's chair in Nashville, Tennessee, and
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say that a man in San Antonio, Texas, who wished to quit
denominationalism and who “"came forward" under the
preaching of Jesse P. Sewell, had been baptized scripturally
and did not therefore need to be rebaptized. Neither can a
man sit in an editor's chair in Atlanta, Georgia, and say that
a man in Detroit, Michigan, who wished to quit denomina-
tionalism and who "came forward" under the preaching
of H. H. Adamson, had not been baptized scripturally and
therefore should have been rebaptized. We will have to
trust Brother Sewell and Brother Adamson to teach the
word of God faithfully and to apply it according to the need
of each individual case.

No man can say that all who have been baptized by the
Baptists or by the Adventists or by the Mormons even—
for they teach that baptism is for the remission of sins—
have been baptized scripturally, for that would certainly
not be true.

Neither can any man say that no one who has been
baptized by the Baptists or by the Adventists or by the
Mormons or by the Methodists, etc., has been baptized scrip-
turally, for that would very probably not be true.

The question must be settled each time upon the merit
of that particular case. Then where is there any room for
controversy? Can a man say what is true or not true in a
case about which he knows nothing at all?

We should all always teach the whole truth and insist
that people obey it. There will then be very few cases
where a denominationalist will even claim to be "satisfied"
with his baptism..
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No. 2

The second question that was raised in the letter we
published last week was: In what sense do we accept or
reject people on their baptism or any other condition?
Brethren frequently ask whether or not we should "accept
people on their baptism." We should first ask: What part
do we have in accepting or rejecting people on any con-
dition? If we accept people on their baptism, who does
the accepting? Does the preacher alone do this, or does the
congregation join with him in this act of "accepting" some-
body? If the congregation participates in this, in what way
do the people make known their willingness to accept the
person? Would it not be necessary to state the case and
take a vote?

The denominations all have methods of accepting or
receiving members. These methods differ somewhat with
the different denominations, each sect having its own pe-
culiar manner of receiving people "into the church." They
open the doors only at stated times. But the door to Christ's
own church has never been closed since the day of Pente-
cost. People enter that church, which is the house, house-
hold, or family of God (1 Tim. 3: 15; Heb. 3: 3-6; Eph. 2:
19-21; Gal. 6: 10), by a spiritual birth (John 3: 3-5). Under
another figure this church is spoken of as the body of Christ
(Eph. 1: 23; Col. 1: 18), and people enter into Christ, into his
body, by a faith that is perfected and actualized in baptism
(Gal. 3: 26, 27; 1 Cor. 12: 13; Rom. 6: 3-6). The same fact
is presented in still another form when it is shown that
people are convicted of sin by the Holy Spirit through the
gospel, comply with the conditions of pardon, and are then
saved, and God adds them to the church without any further
choice or act or ceremony on the part of man. (Acts 2.)

This being true, we see then that human beings have
nothing to do in making Christians—members of the Lord's
body, which is his church—but to teach, preach, and then
baptize those who believe—those who are subjects for bap-
tism. (Matt. 28: 18-20; Mark 16: 15, 16; Luke 24: 46-49.)
But who is a subject for baptism? Any responsible person
who has heard the gospel and believed it and who is willing
to repent of all sin and obey Christ from now henceforth
forevermore. But who is to decide whether a man believes
and is willing to repent and obey? Each man must decide
this for himself, and he will tell of his decision to the
preacher, to the church, and to the world by his public con-
fession of his faith and then by his public act of obedience
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CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH

and always thereafter by his righteous life. (Rom. 10: 9, 10;
Phil. 2: 9-11; Rom. 6.)

But suppose a man who hears the gospel does not believe
it? Then he will of his own accord go his way and claim
no part or lot with us in this matter. We can do nothing for
him unless we can by some manner of presenting the truth
make a believer out of him. But suppose, again, some man
believes the gospel, but is not willing to repent? Then the
preacher cannot baptize him. He will have to go with
Felix, Agrippa, and the devil. (Acts 24 and 26; James 2.)
But suppose, still again, a man believes, repents of his sins,
begins living a righteous, prayerful life, but will not be
baptized? Well, of course, the preacher cannot baptize him
against his will. He can only teach him what the Lord says
about baptism, and this will be to tell him plainly that the
Lord has not promised to forgive his sins until he is bap-
tized; that he is not in Christ until he is baptized "into him."
He must show him that those who love Christ will do what
he commands, and that those who claim to love him, but
will not obey him, are called liars in the Scriptures. (John
14: 23; 1 John 2: 4; 5: 3.)

But suppose after a man has been taught all this he still
refuses to be baptized and continues to meet with the breth-
ren and participate in the religious services, even partaking
of the Lord's Supper? Is there anything we can do then?
It is hardly supposable that anyone would do this after
having been shown that he has not become a Christian; is
not in Christ, in his body, which is the church; and does
not, therefore, have any scriptural right to anything that
belongs only to those who are in Christ. But if such a case
should exist, there is nothing that Christians can do beyond
teaching the points already mentioned.

But let us suppose that some man hears the gospel, un-
derstands it, and tells us that he long ago believed this
same gospel, repented of his sins, and was baptized for the
remission of sins or in order to obtain the blessings of God,
one of which is forgiveness of sin, but that he has since been
worshiping with denominational people, wearing a denomi-
national name, supporting a denominational institution, all
of which he now believes to be wrong and desires to quit.
What shall we say to him? As in a former article, we should
show him clearly what scriptural baptism is, what the par-
ticular denomination that baptized him teaches on the
subject of baptism; and then if he says he has obeyed the
Lord in this respect, we can no more question his word
about the scripturalness of his baptism than we can about
the scripturalness of his faith or of his repentance. We
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DENOMINATIONAL BAPTISM

shall have to take his word and encourage him to be faithful
in the Lord's service as a Christian only.

From all of these supposed examples and from the
Scriptures that have been cited we see clearly that we as
Christians have no rule, no law, no requirement of our own
to which any person must submit in order to have our fel-
lowship; and yet it is clearly shown that we do have a great
deal to do in teaching the Lord's will, the Lord's law, and
helping people to understand and obey it. So we have
something to do in making Christians or bringing people
into the church, after all. This is what brethren refer to
when they speak of our accepting persons on their baptism.
They mean: should we approve the man's baptism and sanc-
tion his act in that respect?

The third question is: Does the fact that people are sat-
isfied with their baptism have any weight in determining
the scripturalness or unscripturalness of their baptism?
Sometimes this question is alluded to as if some preachers
among us make no higher requirement in reference to bap-
tism than that the individual himself be satisfied; or that
these brethren make no effort to ascertain what sort of
baptism the man who presents himself has had; that they
only ask the man if he is satisfied with his baptism, and if
he answers in the affirmative they ask no further questions
and give the matter no further consideration. | think this
is a wrong impression; but if there are such preachers
among us, they are entirely too indifferent or lax about
teaching the will of the Lord. All informed persons know
that the mere fact that a man is satisfied with his attempt
to obey the Lord does not prove that his obedience has
been acceptable to the Lord. Methodists are satisfied with
sprinkling. Holy Rollers are satisfied with what they take
to be Holy Spirit baptism. Quakers are satisfied with no
baptism at all. So on ad infinitum.

We do not receive members into the church by asking
them to conform to some laws of our own. We do, neverthe-
less, have something to do in bringing men into the church
of the Lord. It has already been shown that we are to
teach the word of the Lord in reference to baptism in the
plainest possible terms and point out the errors of any
denomination that may concern the baptism in question,
and that we must insist that persons who are baptized scrip-
turally must have been baptized according to the teaching
of the Scriptures, and not according to the teaching of any
denomination. When we have done this, there is nothing
more we can do. Then it is that the individual himself must
make the decision. He must say what he did when he was
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baptized, what his motive was. In this respect he is the
man to be satisfied—that is, satisfied in his own conscience
as to whether or not he has obeyed the Lord.

Experience shows us that the number of cases of this
kind are vastly in the minority. Only in rare instances do
we find men who even claim to be satisfied with their
baptism after the teaching of the New Testament has been
clearly set before them in contrast with the teaching of the
denomination in which they have held membership.
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No. 3
BAPTISM FOR THE REMISSION OF SINS

In discussing the points that were suggested in a letter
that was recently published on this page, we have come
now to the fourth question, which is as follows: Is the ex-
pression, "for the remission of sins,” a part of the command
to be baptized?

As we begin to discuss the point, let us allay any fears
that may be aroused by saying that whatever may be the
answer to this question, it will not in the least minimize the
importance of baptism. Baptism is a condition of salvation;
a step that must be taken before one enters into Christ,
where forgiveness of sins is and where all spiritual bless-
ings are. (Eph. 1. 3, 7; Gal. 3: 27.) Sins are not remitted
until the believing penitent is baptized. The question, there-
fore, is important only as a scriptural exegesis.

The expression eis (“for, unto remission of sins") is clear-
ly the purpose for which persons are to obey the command.
The command is to be baptized, and the reason for being
baptized is that you may receive the remission of sins.

1 If this is a part of the command, then everywhere
the command is given this expression would have to be
found. Either that or else the command is not completely
stated. It is a well-known fact that baptism is taught in the
Great Commission, in the preaching of the apostles, and in
the Epistles. And yet we know that at no place this side
of the giving of. the commission is the expression, "for the
remission of sins,” found with the term "baptism" except
in Acts 2: 38. Moreover, we have the plain statement that
Peter commanded the Gentiles to be baptized in the name
of the Lord Jesus. (Acts 10: 48.) But the expression, "for
the remission of sins,” is not here found. John's baptism
was also for the remission of sins, but in only one place do
we have that expression and the term "baptism" found to-
gether in reference to his baptism. (Mark 1: 4.)

2. If "for the remission of sins" is a part of the command
to be baptized, it is also clearly a part of the command to
repent. Any grammatical analysis of Acts 2: 38 will show
that repentance and baptism are connected, and that "for
the remission of sins" follows both of them and is the pur-
pose for which each verb in the command is to be obeyed.
Moreover, in Mark 1: 4, where it is said that John preached
the baptism of repentance for remission of sins, it is clearly
seen that both baptism and repentance are for the same
purpose. Again, in Luke 24: 47, where Jesus said that
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repentance and remission of sins should be preached in his
name, beginning at Jerusalem, the word "and" in this
passage is from the Greek preposition eis, which is "unto”
or "for the remission of sins"—the same preposition that
is used in Acts 2: 38; Mark 1: 4, etc. Thus, Jesus clearly
says that the apostles were to preach repentance for the
remission of sins among all nations, beginning at Jeru-
salem. Repentance is for the remission of sins in the same
sense that baptism is for the remission of sins; and, there-
fore, if this expression, "for the remission of sins," is a part
of the command to be baptized, it is also a part of the com-
mand to repent. And yet, in all of the many places that
repentance is mentioned, we do not find the expression, "for
the remission of sins,” connected with it, except in the verses
that have just been cited. The command is one thing and
the blessing promised to those who obey the command is
another thing. Remission of sins is the blessing promised
to those who repent and are baptized.

3. When we say that the remission of sins is the blessing
promised instead of a part of the command, we can easily
see how that this blessing is expressed in other terms in
other passages of Scripture where baptism is enjoined.
Jesus says: "He that believeth and is baptized shall be
saved." Here baptism is commanded, and salvation is
promised to the one who obeys the command. Paul says
that we are baptized into Christ. And here we see that
baptism is stated as a condition of salvation, and the bless-
ing into which it leads is implied in the state or the rela-
tionship into which baptism introduces or inducts one.
Since all spiritual blessings are in Christ, and since baptism
is one of the steps that must be taken before one enters
Christ, it is clear that baptism is an essential step to the
enjoyment of these spiritual blessings. To make “for the
remission of sins" the one and only end of the command
to be baptized is certainly to rob the command not only of
some of its importance, but of some of its beauty, and it
takes away some of the highest inducements to obey the
command. This expression, "for the remission of sins,"
cannot be overemphasized if it is emphasized for what it
teaches, but it certainly can be wrongly emphasized. We
have heard brethren use such an expression as: "Baptism
for the remission of sins is a condition of salvation.” As an
example of tautology or redundancy this could hardly be
excelled, since remission of sins and salvation mean exactly
the same thing. Therefore, to say that baptism is a condition
of salvation is sufficient, or to say that baptism is a condi-
tion of the remission of sins is sufficient, and either one of
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these would be equivalent to saying that baptism is for
the remission of sins. Again, some brethren have used this
expression: "Baptized for the remission of sins into Christ."
We here again have a very awkward expression, as well
as a repetition of thought. Some brethren in the baptismal
formula say: "I now baptize you for the remission of sins
into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Spirit." This may not be wrong, and | would register no
serious protest, but it does have the appearance of putting
undue emphasis upon one expression connected with the
term "baptism."

Fifth. Does one have to understand that baptism is for
the remission of sins in order to be scripturally baptized?
It is easy to see that if one understands that baptism is a
condition of salvation or a necessary step that must be taken
in order to enter into Christ and to enjoy spiritual blessings,
such a one will certainly have the right conception of bap-
tism, whether that one ever read Acts 2: 38 or not. Acts 2: 38
only expresses this same truth in reference to baptism in
different language. But suppose someone does not know
that baptism is a condition of salvation, but, nevertheless,
is baptized, would such a baptism be valid? It is difficult
to see how anyone could learn enough about baptism to
attempt to obey the command at all without learning the
purpose of the command. If such a person has learned that
baptism is required in the word of God, it is certain that
that person would have learned at the same time something
of the blessing promised to those who are baptized, had he
not been misled by denominational teaching. Furthermore,
if anyone learns that the Lord has required him to be bap-
tized, and is therefore baptized in order to meet the Lord's
requirements, he certainly must have learned from the same
Scriptures that salvation, remission of sins, and spiritual
blessings were promised to those who obey the command,
and to those only. It is hard, therefore, to see how anyone
could be scripturally baptized without knowing what bap-
tism is for. If he has learned about baptism from the
Scriptures, he has certainly learned its purpose, unless he
has been misled by false teaching. If he has been misled by
false teaching, then he evidently has not obeyed the truth.
If he did not learn about baptism from the Scriptures, but
learned about it through the teaching of some denomination,
the chances are very few that he learned the truth, and
therefore obeyed the truth.

Our conclusion is, therefore, that anyone who is baptized
as the Scriptures teach that he should be baptized must
have known that baptism was unto the remission of sins
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or was a condition of salvation. If he did not know this,
there has been some misreading or some misleading some-
where.

One extreme follows another. The Roman Church has
for many centuries taught baptismal regeneration. It has
taught that persons who can neither believe, repent, under-
stand, nor obey can be saved by going through a process
called "baptism." This puts merit in baptism, magic in a
ceremony, a miracle in an ordinance. It teaches that a soul
is regenerated by an external ordinance in which that soul
in an unconscious and passive way participated. In com-
bating this error people have gone to the extreme of saying
that baptism is an absolute nonessential—that it is not nec-
essary to submit to this ordinance at all. Then when we
teach them that baptism is essential—that baptism is for the
remission of sins—some honest souls have thought that we
mean that baptism merits the remission of sins; that it
secures the remission of sins in the sense of deserving such
a blessing. Because of this very grievous and very general
idea, some people, who have believed the Scriptures to
teach that baptism is a command of the Lord which no one
can refuse to obey and be saved, have at the same time
denied that baptism is "for the remission of sins" when they
hear us preach it. This seems like a paradoxical position
for any man to occupy, but it is explained by the false idea
that some people have about what we intend to convey when
we teach that baptism is essential, or that it is for the re-
mission of sins. In fact, some denominations put a good
deal more stress on baptism and attach a good deal more
importance to it when they are trying to teach those who
do not believe in baptism at all than they do when they
are in controversy with us. We should keep well in mind
the Catholic error about baptism when we are fighting
against the Baptist error about baptism. We should never
allow our opponents to make any honest soul believe we are
trying to teach what the Catholics teach on baptism. This
explains how it is possible for some people to believe that
baptism is a command of the Lord that must be obeyed and
at the same time say they do not believe that baptism is for
the remission of sins. They misunderstand the expression
"for remission of sins."
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No. 4
BAPTISM FOR ("EIS") REMISSION OF SINS

In the book called "Sweeney's Sermons,” which gives a
series of sermons by John S. Sweeney, we have one sermon
on the subject, "Baptism for Remission of Sins." The first
paragraph of that sermon is as follows:

We should endeavor to avoid extremes. There is a manifest
proneness among men, and especially men of earnest natures, to go
to extremes upon all subjects. This has been quite conspicuously
developed in the different theories of the importance of baptism.
My brethren are supposed to hold an extreme position on this ques-
tion; at least, they are frequently so represented, and this should
admonish them to be cautious.

If we would all follow Brother Sweeney's advice, we
would not only do much more good among the people who
do not know the truth, but we would also avoid many occa-
sions of controversy among ourselves. Extremes work in
what the doctors call a ‘"vicious circle." Extremes cause
controversies, and controversies sometimes cause extremes;
but those who wish to teach the word of the Lord in the
most  effective way will always prayerfully endeavor to
avoid all extreme positions, and also to avoid all useless
controversies. The only way we can correct the error of
any man is to see the error from his viewpoint. Some
people oppose the doctrine of baptism for the remission of
sins because of a misunderstanding of the use of the word
for. Here we give some attention to that word.

1. "For." An unabridged, English dictionary shows that
the word for is used as a preposition, as a conjunction, and
also as a noun. This last-mentioned use is very rare, and
may not be in best of taste, but it is sometimes so used as
when we say: "The fors far outnumbered those who were
against the position." But the same authority shows that
the word for, when used as a preposition, has as many as
thirty different meanings, and the first meaning is given
as: "A substitute or an equivalent, noting equal value or
satisfactory compensation, whether in barter and sale, in
contract, or in punishment, as: 'Joseph gave them bread in
exchange for horses and for flocks and for the cattle of the
herds.™

Since this is one meaning that the word for has, and
since some people never know but one meaning of a word
and do not even seem to realize that it can have more
than one meaning, we readily see why such people would
repudiate the idea that baptism is for the remission of sins.
They do not believe that baptism deserves such a reward.
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They do not believe that baptism is equivalent to, or a fair
price to pay for, remission of sins. In this, of course, they
are correct. They have the wrong idea of the meaning of
the preposition for when used by the apostle Peter in
Acts 2: 38.

When people who hold this idea of the meaning of for
are compelled to face the plain statement of the Holy Scrip-
tures, they begin to see that their idea must be wrong, and
they will cast about to find some explanation of this passage.
Then they discover that for must have a different meaning
from the one just given, and soon they learn that the word
sometimes has the meaning of "because of," and they can
find many examples of such a use of the word for. We
ask a child, "What are you crying for?" and the answer is,
"Because | hurt my foot." "What did you strike Johnny
for?" "Because he got my top." This explanation satisfies
these inquirers. They just know that baptism does not
merit salvation or remission of sins. Therefore, for could
not mean equal in value when used in this passage, and now
they see that for sometimes means "because of," and they
think at once this clears up the trouble. . Baptism is because
of the remission of sins. Of course, an analytical study of the
passage will show that repentance and baptism are con-
nected by a coordinate conjunction, and that both are for
the same purpose. If baptism is because of remission of
sins, so also is repentance; and, therefore, a man is saved
before he repents or is baptized. And since some of the
denominations, the Baptists in particular, teach that re-
pentance precedes faith, and since the definition "because
of" as the meaning of for here would force the conclusion
that the man is saved before he repents, of course he is,
therefore, saved before he believes. This is a sufficient
refutation of the claim that is made here, but it is not always
a sufficient explanation for the puzzled minds of those who
first hear this theory exploded. The following explanation
should relieve their trouble:

2. "Unto." When we consult the Greek, we discover that
there are at least three words in the Greek language that
mean for, or that are translated for in the English. These
words are peri, gar, and eis. When the word for has either
of the two meanings given in the above paragraphs, it is
not from the Greek word eis, but from one of the others.
In Acts 2: 38 the word that is translated for in the King
James Version is eis in the Greek, and it is translated unto
by the Revised Version. This is a better translation, be-
cause it removes the trouble that we got into by consulting
the English dictionary for the meaning of the word for.
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Unto shows that the purpose of the command is to receive
or to obtain remission of sins. It shows that the action is
progressive, leading forward and not looking backward.
When we consult a Greek lexicon for the meaning of the
preposition eis, we will find that it has more meanings than
the English word for has. In that respect it is entirely
different. For does sometimes mean "because of," on ac-
count of, or looks back and states a conclusion from some-
thing that has preceded. Eis never looks back; it always
looks forward or points to something that is to follow an
action. Therefore, it leads to, toward, unto, into, etc. When
we read, therefore, that baptism is unto the remission of
sins, there is no possibility for the conclusion that baptism
looks back to sins already forgiven. We are forced to see
that it looks forward to sins forgiven at the end of the
obedience.

When the Bible says that baptism is unto the remission
of sins, and the Baptists say that baptism is because of re-
mission of sins, we can all see that they point in opposite
directions. The Baptists teach that baptism points back-
ward, and the Bible teaches that baptism points forward;
and, therefore, the Baptist arrow points toward the west
and the Bible arrow points toward the east. You would
better take the Bible direction. Which way were you look-
ing when you were baptized, brother?
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No. 5
A DIAGRAM OF ACTS 2: 38

Because of different senses in which the word "for" is
used, people become confused as to the meaning of Acts
2: 38. Especially does this word give false teachers an
opportunity to confuse the minds of people. The correct
translation of the passage puts the word "unto" in the place
of the word "for." This translation will not admit of the
idea that baptism is equivalent in value to the remission of
sins, or that baptism is a meritorious service. Neither will
it admit of the idea that baptism is because of the remission
of sins. It clearly shows that baptism leads unto or into
the remission of sins.

The following diagram is given in order to meet the
quibble that is made by Baptists and others on this passage.
Diagraming is not taught in our schools of today; in fact,
it seems that grammar is not taught, at least in some schools.
Diagraming was not taught when | went to school, at least
not in the school | attended. But in debates in which | have
had part the demand for a diagram of certain sentences has
frequently been made. To meet this demand, | procured
an old copy of Holbrook's Grammar, and learned some-
thing of the method of analyzing language and showing the
relation of the different parts of the sentence. | am here
reproducing a diagram that was published in the Gospel
Advocate in 1909, with a part of the article that accompanied
the diagram. This analysis was given and diagram drawn
by W. H. Johns, and it was published in the issue of April
29, 1909. | reproduce it here in the hope that it may do
some of the young preachers as much good as it has done
me, that it may be remembered and used by them as long
as it has been used by me, and that they may pass it on to
another generation as it is how being passed on by me:

J. D. Webster of Moscow, Kentucky, has handed me the following
by J. B. Mahan (Baptist) of Moscow: "Please give the subject of
each verb, and tell which verbs are plural and which are singular,
which verbs are active and which are passive." Brother Webster
desires that | answer the query and give a complete analysis of the
first member of the sentence. Before answering | quote from Hol-
brook's English Grammar (page 122, article 621): "Verbs have in
reality no number and person, but chiefly for the sake of euphony
assume different forms to agree with their subjects rather, to agree
with the ear” (See "Conjugation,” page 132.)

Answer: "Repent" is said to be active and plural; "be baptized"
is sad to be passive and singular. The position is sometimes taken
that an active plural verb and a passive singular verb cannot have
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the same subject, neither can they be connected by the copulative
conjunction "and." To take such a position is to deny the Bible, and
one shows his ignorance of the English language, or else shows that
he has a theory to defend, and must try to defend said theory regard-
less of the rules of our language of the Bible.

Analysis: The sentence as a whole is an imperative compound
sentence. The first member is an imperative simple sentence. "Ye"
is the subject, "repent and be baptized" is the compound predicate.
"Ye" is modified by ‘"person" (understood); “person" (understood)

repent,

is in apposition with "ye," and is modified by "every" and "one,
both adjectival elements of the first class, and by the phrase "of
you," adjectival element of the second class. "Repent" and be "bap-
tized" are modified by the phrases "in name" and "for remission,"
both adverbial elements of the second class. "Name" is modified
by "the," adjectival element of the first class, and the phrase "of
Jesus Christ," an adjectival element of the second class. "Remis-
sion" is modified by "the," adjectival element of the first class, and
by the phrase "of sins," adjectival element of the second class.
"Sins" is modified by "your,” a pronoun in the possessive case.

It is strange that some people seemingly cannot understand the
analysis of Acts 2: 38. | have an article before me in which the
writer says that "one" is the subject of "be baptized," and that "one"
is modified by "every." This cannot be because "every" and "one"
are both pronominal adjectives. "One" is never used as a houn.
(See Holbrook's Grammar, page 87, article 448, and pages 88 and
91, articles 455-493.)) As | have said above, "one" modifies "person”
(understood), and “person" (understood) is in apposition with “ye."
(See Holbrook's Grammar, page 176, articles 970, 971, and remarks;
also see Rigdon's Grammar, pages 73, 74, articles 262 and 267, and be
convinced.) That "ye" cannot be the subject of both verbs, "repent”
and "be baptized," cannot be sustained. (See Gospel Advocate of
April 1, 1909, page 392.)
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CHAPTER VIII

The Baptist Arrow and the Bible Arrow

The pastor of the Baptist Church of Cookeville, Tennes-
see, who, we believe, is called "Judge Edwards" in his
home community, thinks that a correct analysis of the lan-
guage of Acts 2: 38 will show that the Baptist arrow and
the Bible arrow point in the same direction. He undertakes
to do what the best scholars among the Baptists long ago
said could not be done. The only way the Baptist arrow
can ever be made to point in the same direction that is in-
dicated by the Bible arrow is to turn it around.

But we are glad to let the judge be heard through our
pages, and he did not need to apologize for the criticism of
our analysis. An honest, a fair, and a brotherly investiga-
tion of any position is a mark of a sincerity and of an interest
in the truth that must not be despised.

Here we give in full the criticism offered by our Baptist
brother, but we shall reserve the beginning of our reply
till next week. Read carefully what he says:

Your "Denominational Baptism (No. 4)" in the Gospel Advocate
of March 1 attempts to show that in water baptism "the Baptist
arrow points . . . west, the Bible arrow points . . . east" In the
course of your remarks you say: "Of course an analytical study of
the passage (Acts 2: 38) will show that repentance and baptism are
connected by a coordinate conjunction, and that both are for the
same  purpose.”

| rather think you take too much for granted in your analysis.
As a matter "of course” a correct analysis might show that the
Baptist arrow and the Bible arrow both point in the same direction.
True, if your analysis were correct, in water baptism the arrow
might point ahead to remission; but if it can be demonstrated that
your analysis is wrong, then will you not have to turn the arrow
around and let it point backward to remission, or find a better
argument for making it point forward to remission?

Your analysis is wrong in that you attempt to make the conjunc-
tion "and" join the verbs “"repent" and "be baptized" together as a
compound predicate of a simple sentence; whereas the conjunction
"and" here connects two independent clauses, thereby making a
compound  sentence.

Now let me demonstrate the truth of this analysis. By referring
to the Greek you wil discover that the verb ‘repent" (Greek,
"metanoesate”) is in the plural number, second person, while the
verb "be baptized" (Greek, "baptistheto") is in the singular number,
third person. Thus you see they do not agree in number and person.
But the wuniversal rule is: "A verb agrees with its subject nominative
in  number and person." ("Composition and Grammar,” by Sanford,
Brown, and Smith, p. 157.) Goodwin's Greek Grammar gives the
rule as follows: "A verb agrees with its subject nominative in num-
ber and person." (Section 899.) You can see that these two verbs
could not take the same subject without violating this universal rule
of grammar, both in English and in Greek. Certainly a subject that
would agree with "repent" in person and number would necessarily
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disagree with "be baptized" in person and number. Therefore, the
two verbs, ‘“repent" and "be baptized,” must each have an inde-
pendent subject. But what is the subject of the verb “repent'?
The Greek makes it plain that the subject of ‘“repent" is "ye"
(understood), pronoun in plural number, second person. But what
is the subject of the verb "be baptized"? The subject of "be bap-
tized" is the word "one,” indefinite pronoun, singular number, third
person. Thus we have two independent clauses—first clause, "repent
(ye)"; second clause, "be baptized every one of you in the name
of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins." These two independent
clauses are connected by the coordinate conjunction "and," thus
making a compound sentence, instead of a single sentence with a
compound predicate, according to your analysis. But to go a little
further with the analysis, the subject "one" of the second independ-
ent clause is modified by the adjective "every" and by the prepo-
sitional phrase "of you"; while the verb "be baptized" is modified
by the double prepositional phrase "in the name of Jesus Christ"
and by the double prepositional phrase “for the remission of sins."
Thus you may readily see that since these prepositional phrases
modify the verb "be baptized" of the second independent clause,
and do not modify the verb "repent" of the first independent -clause,
your conclusion that "both are for the same purpose" is bound to be
wrong.

But since writing the foregoing, | have received your "Denomina-
tional Baptism (No. 5)," in which you present a diagram of Acts
2: 38. | am sure you have never taken the trouble of scrutinizing

this diagram, or you would not have presented it as you have. Here
you have the very inconsistent and rather Iludicrous setup of the
adjective  "every" modifying the plural pronoun "ye," and using
"one" as an adjective you have "one" modifying "ye." For example,
"every ye of you"; or, still worse, "every one ye of you" Both of
these words used as adjectives always modify a singular noun or
pronoun, never a plural noun or pronoun. For example, you would
not say "every men,” or "every persons,” or "every houses." Neither
would you say "one men” or "one persons,” or "one houses." But
that is not all. You have a plural subject of a compound predicate,
one part of which is plural, the other part singular. To make it
perfectly clear, you would not say "men repent and is baptized."
Why? Because the subject is plural, and the second part of the
compound predicate is singular. Now, that is exactly the error you
have made in your diagram—that is, you have a plural subject of
a compound predicate, with the second part of the predicate in the
singular number. In the face of these plain inconsistencies of analy-
sis, | think you will want to take back your diagram and suggest to
your young preacher brethren something better because any theory
or practice that depends upon such an incorrect analysis of the
Scripture is a "good" theory or practice to discard.

But since | have gone thus far, may | suggest still another exer-
cise in analysis? For example, suppose you analyze and compare the
following:

Acts 2: 38: "be baptized . . . eis . . . remission."

Matt. 3: 11: "baptize . . . eis repentance.”

Now, unless the Holy Spirit was wholly off in grammar, a correct
analysis or comparison of these two verses of Scripture will reveal
beyond a doubt that the Baptist and the Bible arrows point in the
same direction in water baptism—that is, backward to remission of
sins already received before baptism.
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You will note that the verbs of these two statements, "be bap-
tized" and ‘"baptize,” are derivatives of the same word, "baptidzo."
Hence, they both refer to the same act or rite. You will also note
that these two verbs are each modified with a prepositional phrase
having identically the same preposition, "eis." A prepositon is a
word that shows the relation between the word or words modified
and the object of the preposition. The only real difference between
the expression in Acts 2: 38 and the expression in Matt. 3: 11 is not
in the verbs modified and not in the prepositions, but in the objects
of the prepositional phrases. The object of the phrase in Acts 2:
38 is ‘"remission,” while the object of the phrase in Matt. 3: 11 is
"repentance.” But since the preposition which shows the relation
is identically the same in both, it necessarily follows that the relation
between the act of baptism and remission is the same as the relation
between baptism and repentance.

But what is the relation between baptism and repentance? You
yourself say—in fact, we are agreed—that repentance precedes or
goes before the act of water baptism, and that in baptism the arrow
points backward to repentance. Is that not true? But if true, then
remission must also precede or go before the act of baptism, and in
the act of baptism the arrow must point backward to remission.
Why? Simply because it is very plain that the relation between
baptism and repentance is exactly the same as the relation between
baptism and remission. Hence, the Baptist and the Bible arrows
point in the same direction in baptism.

| have written with the utmost good feeling, and with no purpose

other than a friendly exchange of thought for truth's sake. | always
enjoy reading after you. In fact, on the strength of your very fine
review of K. C. Moser's book, "The Way of Salvation,” | bought the

book and enjoyed it very much indeed.

Sincerely yours,
SAM EDWARDS.
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REPLY TO LAST WEEK'S BAPTIST LETTER

The first error our Baptist brother makes is in going
into the, Greek to show that an analysis of an English sen-
tence is wrong. He will surely know that this is not cor-
rect when it is brought to his attention. The analysis which
he criticizes was of the English sentence as it is found in
the American Standard Revised Version. It reads thus:
"Repent ye, and be baptized every one of you in the name
of Jesus Christ unto the remission of your sins." Now, he
says, "ye"—pronoun, second person plural—is the subject
of "repent," and that "one"—pronoun, third person singular
—is the subject of "be baptized." How does he argue for
this? Oh, he says the verb "repent" is plural, and must,
therefore, of course, have a plural subject. The verb "be
baptized" is singular, and must have a singular subject.
But how did he learn that these verbs are plural and sin-
gular? Is there any difference in the English verb "re-
pent" when the subject is plural and when it is singular?
Of course not. You may say: "the man repented,” "the
men repented.” The verb is the same. Likewise the English
verb "baptize" is the same when the subject is singular and
when it is plural. Thus, "he will be baptized today," "they
will be baptized tomorrow." The verb is the same in both
sentences. When we use an auxiliary verb with "baptize,"
a difference is noted; as, "he was baptized," "they were
baptized." But in the passage we are studying this tense is
not used, and the form of the verb, either verb, may be
either singular or plural.

But, our brother will say, in the Greek the verbs have
different forms or endings when singular and when plural.
Very true, but we were analyzing and diagraming an Eng-
lish sentence. Our brother must know that in the Greek
there is no "ye" and no "one" in the sentence. They are
pulled out of the verbs by the translators, but they do not
inhere in the English verbs, for we have seen that both
"repent" and "be baptized" may be either singular or plural.
Does this not show the error in going into the Greek to
criticize an English sentence?

In the judge's criticism of the diagram which was pub-
lished in our issue of March 8, 1934, he shows even more
confusion. He says we there made the words "every" and
"one" modify "ye,” but one glance at the diagram will
show anyone that he is in error there. The diagram made
those words modify "person" (understood). Then he con-
tinues his singular and plural verb refrain, which he had
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to learn from the Greek, since the English verbs may be
either singular or plural.

But we may leave out all the technicalities of grammar
and the grams and scruples of philology, and the sentence
is so plain that a person who does not know the parts of
speech cannot misunderstand it. Our analysis was not
intended to make the meaning clear, for nothing could make
it any clearer than it is in just the language the Holy Spirit
uttered. The analysis was used to show the error of the
Baptists' attempted explanation. It takes an expert Baptist
quibbler to enable even an illiterate man to misunderstand
this passage.

Peter has charged this multitude with the crime of cru-
cifying an innocent man, and tells them that God has now
made that "same Jesus . . . both Lord and Christ." What
effect did this have upon them? They were "pricked in
their heart,” and cried out to Peter and the others: "Breth-
ren, what shall we do?'" Do for what? Why, to escape
this guilt, to be released from this sin, of course. What
did Peter tell them to do to escape this sin? He told them
to do two things. What were they? (1) Repent and (2) be
baptized. What for? Why were they told to do anything?
To be released or forgiven or to escape their sins, we repeat.
Hence, the apostle told them, "Repent ye, and be baptized

. unto the remission of your sins." But were the same
persons told to be baptized who were told to repent? Of
course. Then the same individuals were to do both these
things, and they were the subjects of repentance and bap-
tism, regardless of what words stand as the grammatical
subject. But how many of them were told to repent? All
of them—"ye," plural, says our brother. Well, how many
were told to be baptized? "One," singular, says the judge.
What? Will he say that Peter told all of them to repent and
only one of them to be baptized? No, he says, "every"
modifies "one"; hence, he told "every one" of them to be
baptized. Every one of whom? Why, every one of those
who had asked what to do. Then if all of them were told
to repent and every one of them was told to be baptized,
what is the difference in the subjects of repentance and
baptism? In fact, none at all. Considering the grammar,
they are collectively told to repent, then they are distrib-
uted by the words "every one of you" and told to be bap-
tized, which makes this all the more emphatic.

Since the judge has read one book on our recommenda-
tion, we should like to recommend a few more to him. Let
him read what his own scholars say on Acts 2: 38. He
should read Hackett, Hovey, Harkness, Broadus, and Wil-
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marth. If he will send twenty-five cents to the Gospel
Advocate office and get what Doctor Wilmarth said in the
Baptist Quarterly of 1877, which was put into tract form by
J. W. Shepherd in 1908, he will have one of the best treat-
ments of this subject that was ever written.

In his "Commentary on Acts," Hackett says:

Eis aphesin hamartion, in order to the forgiveness of sins (Matt.
26: 28; Luke 3: 3), we connect naturally with both the preceding
verbs. This clause states the motive or object which should induce
them to repent and be baptized. It enforces the entire exhortation,
not one part of it to the exclusion of the other.

Wilmarth says:

This interpretation compels us either to do violence to the con-
struction or to throw the argument or course of thought in the con-
text into complete confusion. Indeed, we can hardly escape the
latter alternative, even if we choose the former.

(@ For those who contended for the interpretation "on account
of remission” will hardly be wiling to admit that Peter said "repent"
as well as "be baptized on account of remission of sins." This is too
great an inversion of natural sequence. Yet to escape it we must
violently dissever "repent® and "be baptized,"” and deny that eis
expresses the relation of metanoesate as well as of baptistheto to
aphesin  hamartion. But the natural construction connects the latter
with both the preceding verbs. It "enforces the entire exhortation,
not one part of it to the exclusion of the other,” as Hackett says.

But Judge Edwards "violently dissevers" the verbs not
only in his analysis, but in his supposed parallel of Matt. 3:
11 and Acts 2: 38. He has:

Be baptized . . . eis . . . remission.
Baptize . . . eis repentance.

Why does he tear the language of the Holy Spirit apart?
Why did he not put both the verbs in his first member of
the parallel? Thus:

Repent ye, and be baptized . . . eis . . . remission.

Baptize . . . eis repentance.

But we will give attention to this argument next week.

187



The Baptist Arrow and the Bible Arrow

In the letter from Judge Edwards, which we published
on June 14, he gives us what he thinks is a parallel between
Matt. 3: 11 and Acts 2: 38. He states it in the following
manner:

Acts 2: 38: "be baptized . . . eis . . . remission."
Matt. 3: 11: "baptize . . . eis repentance.”

He says that the preposition eis here used in both sen-
tences shows that baptism has the same relationship to re-
mission that it has to repentance; and since we are agreed
that repentance must precede baptism, eis here points back
to that repentance. It should read, therefore, "I indeed
baptize you because of, or on account of, repentance." Then,
since remission sustains the same relation to baptism that
repentance does, baptism is because of remission of sins!
And the arrows are going in the same direction, says the
judge, with an air of finality.

But we showed last week that in attempting to make
this parallel he used only one part of the sentence in Acts.
He ignores the rules of grammar and "violently dissevers"
two verbs that are joined by a coordinate conjunction, and
also defies the decision of all scholars—including Baptist
scholars—who say that "repent ye, and be baptized . . . unto
the remission of your sins" means that both verbs "repent"
and "be baptized" sustain the same relation to remission.
Hence, if baptism is "on account of" remission, so also is
repentance. This is more than any Baptist can admit. That
is why men of good intelligence and of fair learning will
stultify their intelligence, sacrifice their learning, and make
a handmaiden of ignorance when they come to deal with
Acts 2: 38. That passage ruins Baptist doctrine world with-
out end. Better turn your arrow around, Brother Baptist.

The Greek preposition eis never has the meaning of
because of. It never looks backward; it always looks for-
ward. It denotes primarily into the space within, and its
general English equivalent is into. It signifies the purpose
or end in view. In Matt. 3: 11 it does seem to have the
meaning of because of, but scholars say it cannot have that
meaning even there. We shall take up that passage later.

If Judge Edwards wanted to cite a real parallel, why did
he not take the two passages that contain exactly the same
prepositional phrase? Thus:

Matt. 26: 28: "This is my blood . . . shed . . . eis the
remission of sins."

Acts 2: 38: "Repent ye, and be baptized ... eis ... re-
mission of your sins."
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The phraseology is not only precisely the same in Eng-
lish, but it is also exactly verbatim in the Greek—eis
aphesin hamartion. Will any Baptist claim that Christ shed
his blood because of remission of sins—because sins had
already been remitted—and, therefore, the arrow in this
case points back to a fact already accomplished? No, even
Baptists let the arrow point in the right direction here.
Then why do they turn it around in the parallel passage—
Acts 2: 38?7 They have it to do or give up their doctrine
on the purpose of baptism, and—"great is Diana," you know.

But since eis always points forward or indicates purpose
or end in view, how can baptism be unto (eis) repentance,
as in Matt. 3: 11?7 Were people baptized in order to repent-
ance? No, but they were baptized into repentance—that is,
into a condition or state of life required by repentance—
into a new life, here by metonymy called "repentance."

Before we leave this passage we will let Judge Edward's
own brother, J. W. Wilmarth, tell us what eis means here.
Here is his comment:

John also said (Matt. 3: 11): "I indeed baptize you in water unto
[eis] repentance." This has been misunderstood. Eis does not here
change its ground meaning, is not equivalent to on account of.
John's baptism looked to the future, to the near approach of Messiah,
whose people must be prepared for him. Those baptized by John
were indeed required to repent, but also to stand pledged unto re-
pentance, thenceforward to have a changed heart and life, so as to
be in a state of readiness for Messiah's coming. So, Olshausen says
that John's baptism "aimed at awakening repentance"; only his
remark is too unqualified, present as well as prospective repentance
being required. (Matt. 3: 2, 7, 8) This explains the phrase eis
metanoian—unto repentance. In harmony with this also was John's
teaching of faith. "John indeed baptized with the baptism of re-
pentance, saying to the people that they should believe on him who
should come after him; that is, on Jesus." (Acts 19: 4.) After
Christ's ascension we meet no more with the phrase baptized unto
repentance, because baptism now acknowledges the Messiah already
come, and faith and repentance, as conditions of remission, are con-
ceived of as wholy in the present. But the phrase baptized unto
remission remains—is used by Peter, Acts 2: 38. Those who render
eis in Matt. 3: 11 on account of furnish a notable instance of missing
an important idea through failure to understand the force of the
Greek preposition.

If all Baptists would read what their real scholars say,
they would never attempt to make eis mean because of or
in consequence of. The preposition dia has that meaning;
and if the inspired writer had intended to convey that idea,
he would have used dia instead of eis in Matt. 3: 11; 12: 41.

But suppose we should grant for the sake of argument
that eis does sometimes point backward—does sometimes
mean because of or on account of—and that Matt. 3: 11 and
12: 41 are examples of that use or meaning of the word,
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then what have the Baptists gained? No living man will
say that it always means because of; then how would we
determine when it means because of and when it means
into, in order to, and for the purpose of? Clearly we would
have to determine this by each text in which the preposition
occurs and the context. Then if it does mean because of in
Matt. 3: 11, that does not come within a million miles of
proving that it means that in Acts 2: 38 and Matt. 26: 28.
And that is the point Baptists try to make! Surely any sane
person can see their failure here.

As it has been repeatedly shown, eis could not mean
because of in Acts 2: 38, for that would make Peter tell the
people to repent because of remission of sins when they
were crying out to know what to do in order to escape the
guilt of their sins. If a hundred passages could be cited
where eis has the meaning of because of, that would still
not prove it has that meaning in Acts 2: 38. As a plain
matter of honesty and scholarship, we are always glad to
show what eis means in Matt. 3: 11; 12: 41, or any other
passage; but we are not under any obligation, and much
less any necessity, to do so in order to defend the teaching
of Acts 2: 38. We may let it mean anything our opponents
want it to mean in those passages, and still they must come
to Acts 2: 38 and deal with it as an individual text. Eis is
used nine times in the second chapter of Acts, and each
time it points forward. The context as well as the text,
therefore, shows its meaning in the passage that is the
nightmare to Baptists.

Remember, beloved, eis never means because of—never
points backward. Such an idea is foreign to the word.

The Baptist arrow and the Bible arrow still point in op-
posite directions on baptism despite Judge Edwards' protest.
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CHAPTER IX

Premillenarianism

At the time this book goes to press the premillenarian
theory is receiving more emphasis and causing more con-
troversy than any other issue among professed Christians.
It seems proper, therefore, that a chapter on the issue should
be included in a book that Contends for the Faith.

It is a sad commentary upon the weakness of the human
nature when intelligent and sincere men will allow any
ideas concerning the millennium to become an issue be-
tween them; to cause controversy and strife and division.
No sin is more emphatically or more repeatedly condemned
in the New Testament than strife and division, whatever
may be the cause. Then when the cause is as nebulous
as is the millennium, such a sinful and lamentable condition
is pathetic in the extreme. If men must differ in their ideas
about the millennium—a question that is entirely academic
and touches no essential point of doctrine or item of practice
in any Christian's life—what sane reason can anyone give
for making his idea a tenet of his creed or a test of fellow-
ship or a barrier to brotherly relationships or to active and
hearty cooperation in essential Christian service?

This question has been often asked and it has also been
often answered—but the "sane reason" was not seen in the
answers. It seems to be a characteristic of this question
that men cannot enter into a discussion of it and remain
entirely balanced and serene and sane. And as to practical
points, it seems that a thoroughgoing premillenarian cannot
be practical anyway. He is exceedingly visionary and im-
practical. He has no hope for the world; no confidence in
the success of any of our efforts and no interest in any
subject that does not in some way relate to his imminent
rapture and his thousand years' reign with Christ on earth.
Any gospel preaching that does not somewhere and in some
way bring this in with heavy emphasis has no value in his
sight. (This is true, however, of any other hobbyist—
whatever his hobby may be. In our time it is admittedly
true of those who are making a hobby of opposing pre-
millenarianism.) But the ecstatic joy of believing that he
is about to be delivered from the tragic conditions that
prevail in the earth gives the premillenarian a decided dis-
taste for the prosaic duties of a workaday world.

But the sane reason for strife and division over such a
guestion is still wanting.
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WHAT IS IT ALL ABOUT?

Let us study some of the words that are so often heard
in our present-day prating about premillenarianism:

1. Millenarianism.

2. Premillenarianism.

3. Postmillenarianism.

4. Amillenarianism.

It will be clear to everyone that all these long words are
based upon and are in some way connected with the mil-
lennium. This word is made up of two Latin words. Mille
means a thousand, and annus means year—hence, millen-
nium means a thousand years. This word is not found in
the Bible, but its English equivalent is there five times—all
in one passage, Rev. 20: 1-6.

If the reader will open his Bible and read that passage,
he will then know all about the millennium that any other
living man knows. Here is your chance, reader, to have
Bible knowledge unexcelled! Read six verses and you will
have arrived. Oh, but there are questions you want some-
one to answer! Exactly. That is what everyone else wants.
The usual questions are: When will this thousand years'
reign begin? Where will that reign be—on earth, in heaven,
or in the air? If on earth, where will the throne or seat
of government be? Who will be in that reign with Christ—
only those who have been beheaded or all saints? If all
saints, over whom will they reign? Over wicked men?

Is this to be an exact thousand years of three hundred
sixty-five days each or is it just an indefinite period of time?

Now the effort on the part of men to answer these ques-
tions is where all our trouble comes from. Each man's
answer is, of course, that man's interpretation of the passage.
And since it is not a matter of simple exegesis, but neces-
sarily implies the making out of a program for the Lord and
his saints, for the devil and his forces, and for the nations
of men on the earth, each man's answer, therefore, becomes
that man's theory concerning all future affairs!

This is a most excellent subject to let alone.

That is exactly what the author of this book has at-
tempted to do for many years. In answer to all the above
guestions he has said orally and in writing: "I do not know,
and | will not put forth a theory." The following is a state-
ment of his views which the author has repeatedly published
concerning the millennium, not concerning premillennialism
or any other theory:

| do not know anything at all about the millennium. | do not
know what Rev. 20: 1-6 means and | will not venture a guess or
spin a theory. All my thinking and believing is independent of this
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passage. With me it is not a pivotal point at al. My view on this
point is expressed completely by Doctor Robertson. | published
this a year or two ago in the Gospel Advocate and | still say that it
expresses better than | can express it myself my attitude toward the
millennium. Here is what he says. Dr. A. T. Robertson, in his book
called "New Testament History,” page 116:

"The millennium plays a really unimportant part in the book itself
(only in chapter 20), and yet it has been made to dominate the in-
terpretation of the book by premilennial or postmillennial theories.
As for myself, it is by no means clear what the millennium is, nor
how long it lasts, nor what is its precise relation to the second coming
of Christ and the end of the world. So | leave the millennium to one
side in my own thinking, and grasp firmly and clearly the promise
of the personal second coming of Christ as a glorious hope and have
no program of events in my mind for that great event."

I have no program of events in my mind in reference to the sec-
ond coming of Christ except that he is coming to judge the world,
make up his jewels and take his children home, and when that judg-
ment is completed and death has been defeated, he will surrender the
kingdom to God, the Father, and we will live with him forever and
ever. That is all | know. About the milennium, | know nothing in
the  world.

But in these dark days of world distress premillenarians
have become so certain in their conclusions and so per-
sistent in pressing them that we are forced either to agree
with them and accept their views or else oppose them and
give reasons for rejecting their views. We shall give some
attention now to the terms used above.

Millenarian.—Anyone  who  believes in the  millennium
is a millenarian, regardless of what his idea is about when
it comes or what the nature of the reign will be. He believes
that there will be a thousand years' reign of righteousness.
That is enough to make him a millenarian or a chiliast.
(Chiliast and chiliasm are Greek terms.)

Amillenarian.—This means one who does not believe in
the millennium. This word is formed by adding "a" as a
prefix to millenarian. This prefix "a" is the Greek "Alpha
privative" which gives a negative sense to a word. "Amoral"
means not moral and may be applied to something that is
not positively immoral, but it has no moral value and is not
a protest against the immoral. An amillenarian does not
believe that there is any thousand years to be reckoned
with. He may be an unbeliever who does not care what
the Bible teaches, or he may be a modernist who does not
believe in the coming of Christ or accept any statement
of God's word that does not suit him. Or he may be a
Bible-believing Christian who thinks that the book of Reve-
lation has all been fulfilled; that this was a figurative rep-
resentation of something that occurred under the Roman
Empire. Whatever his explanation, the amillenarian just
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does not believe in the millennium. There is, therefore, no
further discussion with him.

Millenarians may be of a number of varieties, but the
two most well-known groups are postmillenarians and pre-
millenarians. A postmillenarian is one who believes that
Christ will not come until after the millennium has passed.
The first postmillenarians believed that Christ will conquer
sin and Satan through the gospel; that the world will be con-
verted; and then there will be a period of peace and right-
eousness on earth of a thousand years' duration. After that
Christ will come and time will be no more. This puts the
coming of Christ so far into the future that it has no
meaning in our lives.

But any person who believes that the millennium must
be over before Christ comes is a postmillenarian. Those
who think that the millennium is now going on are post-
millenarians, for they believe that Christ will bring the
millennium to a close at his coming.

Premillenarians believe that Christ will come before
the millennium; that he will at his coming inaugurate the
millennium. And they have a very definite schedule of
events made out for the Lord and for men. That schedule is
about as follows:

. The coming of the Antichrist.

. The return of all living Jews to Palestine.

. The resurrection of the just.

. A period of time called the "Rapture."

. A period of unequalled tribulation to the world.

The return to earth of Christ in visible form.

. Christ to sit on David's literal .throne in Jerusalem.

. Christ to reign one thousand years.

. At this time his kingdom will be established, which
contmues only one thousand years.

10. This kingdom they call the millennial kingdom.

OBJECTIONS TO THIS THEORY

Every passage of Scripture in the New Testament that
says anything about the coming of Christ, the resurrection,
and the judgment represents all of these things as taking
place at the same time or in immediate consecution—unless
we except Rev. 19 and 20. If those highly figurative chap-
ters allude to the second coming, the general resurrection
and the final judgment (about which there is a question)
they certainly must not be made to contradict the plain
unfigurative declarations of all the other New Testament
books.
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Yet all millenarian theories are based wholly upon the
one passage. (Rev. 20: 1-6.) It is true that many passages
are used to corroborate and sustain the theories—especially
are passages in Old Testament prophecy made to render
service in this cause—but if Rev. 20 were not already in
the mind of the interpreter he would never see in these
other passages what he now thinks he sees. He finds things
in the prophecies that have never yet been literally fulfilled
—at least so he thinks—and he clasps his hands in joy and
exclaims, "Ah, ha! See? That will take place during the
millennium!" It is a good deal safer and better to say, "l
don't know," in reference to these future things than it is
to formulate a theory about when and how they will take
place. For even if the theory does not contravene any plain
Scriptures, and regardless of how plausible and beautiful it
might be, you still do not know! You only have a theory.

POINTS UPON WHICH THE PREMILLENNIAL THEORY
CONTRADICTS THE SCRIPTURES

1 It is clearly shown that when Christ comes he will
judge both the living and the dead and that following this
judgment both the righteous and the wicked will enter into
their eternal state—the righteous into life eternal (to be for-
ever with the Lord—not to enter upon an associate reign
to be brought to an end in a thousand years) and the wicked
into eternal punishment. (Matt. 25: 31-46; 1 Thess. 4: 13-17,;
2 Thess. 1: 7-10; 2 Tim. 4: 1, 2; John 5: 28, 29.) Of course, if
the dead are to be judged then, as these passages state, they
will have to be raised from the graves then, and this is
also clearly stated: the resurrection will take place at the
coming of the Lord—"the last day" (John 6: 39, 40, 44, 54),
at the last "trump" (1 Cor. 15: 52; 1 Thess. 4: 13-17), a res-
urrection of both the just and the unjust (Acts 24: 15), "all
that are in the tombs" (John 5: 28, 29). Whereas premil-
lennialism has several "second comings" of Christ (the
number depending on the group of premillennialists), two
or three resurrections, and three or four judgments.

2. The Scriptures teach that when all the righteous are
raised they will be sons of God and equal with the angels,
hence no more marrying, no births, and no deaths (Luke
20: 35, 36); the wicked will be sent away—off the earth,
away from the presence of the Lord and into a place pre-
pared for the devil and hi