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THE GOSPEL ADVOCATHE.

MOBLEY-LEWIS DEBATE.

It was our good fortune to attend a puoblic discus-
sion between Bro. Wm. E. Mobley, of Elkton, and
the Rev. T. D. Lewis, of the M. E. Church, Russell-
ville, which was beld at Allensville, Ky., beginving
Feb. 10th, and continued four days. Tt will be-re-
membered, that these gentlemen had one at the same
place last November, discussing two propositions—
viz., onie involving the action of baptism,—the other
the subjects of baptism—both parties agreeing to post-
pone the other two until the 10th of Feb.

There were present quite a number of preaching
brethren of both sides, besides 2 large concourse of
people from different parts of the State and elsewhere,
It was expected that the same moderators who pre-
sided at the last, would also at this, but God had
otherwise ordered, for since the last he had called Bro.
C. M. Dy from his earthly labors of love and work
of faith, to the enjoyment of eternal life and a home
in heaven, Bro. A. L. Johnson was chosen by Bro.
Mobley in his place, and in the shsence of the Rav,
T. C. Peters, Rev. J. W. Emerson was moderator for
Mr. Lewis, '

Elder Dickens, president moderator, .

First proposition : “The New Testament Scriptures
teach that the baptism in water of a believing penitent
is & condition of pardon.” Bro. Mubley affirms; Bro.
Lewis denies. In the beginning of his speech, Bro.
Mobley very feelingly and appropriately alluded to the
death of Bro. Day, whose labors had so long been
identified with this people—and none kvew him but
to love him. Bro. M. then claimed the privilege of
using his bal/ hour, or so much thereof as may be ne-
cessary, in making an explanation of a statement made
by him in the last debate, to which Mr, L. could not
reply, but attempted one subsequently in a published
letter. Mr. L. said that there were quite a number of
manueeripis which translated the word baptizo, to
gprinkle. He (M.) ventured the assertion, indeed
positively affirmed that there is not in existence a Mss,,
that so translates the word baptizo, and called on
Mr. L. to produce one, or the evidence that there is
such. In this letter (here Bro. M. read the letter of
Mr. L) he appeals to Dr. Baker, of Rassellville, a
learned Baptist scholar and eritic, who gives several
manuceripts, which bave in Rev. xix: 13, the word
bebammenon, from which two or three ancient trapsla
tors, bave rendered the word, to sprinkle. 'Will my
friend L. never learn the difference between an ancient
manuseript of the New Testament and a translation.
The Divine Spirit, dictated while inspired men wrote
—hence the Mss. is the expressed will of the Spirit—
other persons copied from these, Hence a copyist does
not translate, but transfers; he has no right to change
a single word or letter. Here Bro. M. referred to a
gimilar stalement made by Mr, Cempbell in his debate
with Mr, Rice. With a great deal of triumph Mr.
Rice produced three versions—the Syriae, the Eihi-
opic, and Vulgate, which translated bebammenon, to
sprivkle, to which Mr. Campbell replied : “The case
alleged as an ohjection (and it is the only single ob-
jection, which, in all ages, can be brought agasinst
my third argument) s this, that the wor.l bebammenon,
a passive participle of bapto, not of baptizo, in the cow-
mon Testament rendered ““dipped,” ag it ought 1o be,
but in the Syriac, Echiopic, and Vulgate is rendered
“gprivkled,” * * *

“Qrigen, who flourished early in the second century,
quotes this passage and its context, from verse 11-16,
and for bepammenon reads errantismenon, a participle
psgsive fﬁm;ﬂdﬂi& signifies ‘to sprinkle.
Now the probability is, that Origen quoted from an-
other reading, or a more ancient copy ; and if the Syr-
iac copy alluded to was before Origen's. time, it would
corroborate that conclusion. The fact also, that Je-
rome, the real author of the Vulgate, has it, he bav-
ing been the translater of Origen's Greek works into
Latin, the more confirms a different reading.

I Unless, then, it can be proved that they had the

present readiog before them, it is wholly ille urga
this solitary verse, as an exception to the universal
practice of the whole Christian world, in all time.”

About 40 years pass awsy, when the celebrated Ti-
schendorf discovers, in a monastery of Mt. Sinai, one
of the most ancient manuscripts now in existence, in
which is found, in Rev. xix: 13, the word rantizo,
or one derived from it.

Remarkable prophecy this of Mr. C., and how
truly hss it been fulfilled !

Well may the pedobaptist world stand amazed and
wonder, what next? (Time out.)

To this Mr. L. expressed great surprise, and that
if he bad misrepresented Mr. M., he was ready and
willing to rectify, but toopen anew the old discussion,
he was not now prepared ; and that if Me. M. was not
satirfied, why he would satisfy him at any time in the
future that the gentleman might designate. Such, in
brief, was the reply of Mr. L to the M:s. controver-
gy. Having still 15 minutes he led off in the propo-
sition, He would call attention to the meaning of the
word ‘‘condition,” as defined by Webster, viz., “terms
of a contract, stipulation, that which must exist, as
the ground or necessary adjunct of something else,”
—illustrates from & rebellious soldier, land title, ete.
If then baptism is & condition of salvation, it follows
that no man can be pardoned without baptism. God
does not compromise—men might. ‘‘Heaven and
earth may pass away, but my words shall not.”

All protestant, orthodox denominations are a unit
on-the fundamental principles of religion, but differ
on very small matters, the geering, government of the
chareh, ete., but not go with Mr. M ’s church. They
stand alone, If we ars right, they are wroog, and if
they are right, we are wrong. They come to you with
another gospel. Reads from Christian Baptist, page
23: “‘The worshiping establishments now in operation
throughout Christendom, increased and cemented by
their voluminous confessions of faith, and their eccle-
siastical constitutions, are not the churches of Jesus
Christ, but the legitimate daughters of that Mother
of Harlots, the cburzh of Rome.”

They ridicule the idea of experimental religion, but
Mr. Campbell got religion—good old-fashioned reli-
gion—and that too on dry ground.

Bro. M—Dun’t deny that we differ from the so-
called orthodox denominations—willing to be—but am
more willing to work that we may all be one in *‘the
faith once delivered to thesaints.” But why did Mr,
L. make this division—an appeal to the prejudices of
the people, but to enlist their sympathies ? Prejudice !
I despise it! we appeal not to it, not to your affections
or hearts, but to your intellect, your head, yonr judg-
ment. The question before us is one of fact, to be
settled by fair argument, appealing to the word of
God. Then to the Jaw and to the testimony let us go.
The proposition is not whether a man can be saved
without baptism, or involving the possibilities of God’s
power, what he can or can nct do, or what has be-
come of the pious of all ages, infants, idiots and
heathen, but, is Christian baptism a eondition of par-
don? .

My first argument, in proof of this proposition, is
drawn from the conversion of Saul of Tarsus, recorded
in Acts ix: 22, and 26th chapter. Here we bave a
man full of prejudics, but true to the convictions of
his conscienoce—verily thought he was right, and was
very zealous in all this.

Being on his way to Damascus, was stricken to the
earth and heard the voice of the Lord |

Now we read in 1st Tim. i: 16, tbat Paul says, he
was a “pattern to them which should hereafter believe
on him (Christ) to life everlasting.”

Then when this voice replied that “I am Jesus,”—
Paul believed. Heuce he writes, that “‘faith comes by
hearing, and hearing by the word of God.” Next ha
is a penitent, and prays to God, and with all this, he

has not come to pardon yet; he does not yet know the
will of the Lord, See Acts xxii: 14. If heis pardoned,
Paul does not know it, peither does Ananias, for A.
must come to him and tell him what to do, verse 16.
‘*Arige and be baptizad and wash away thy sins, eall-
ing on the name of the Lord.” Therefore we conclude
that baptism is a condition of pardon,

My second argument, is founded on 1st Peter iii: 21.
1st, God spoke to Noah. 2ad, He believed God.
3d, He obeyed God. Noah's salvation a type of ours
—he was saved by water, the type—we by baptism,
the antitype. Noah was translated out of the old, an-
tidiluvian world into the new,—so we, out of the old
world of sin into the kingdom of the Lord Jesus Ch. ist
—the one into the state of safety, the other into a state
of pardon.

But how does baptism now save us? By the resur-
rection of Christ from the dead. It gives efficacy to
faith, repentance and baptism, BSee 1st Cor. xiii: 14 ;
Luke xxiv: 46-47; Rom. vi: 3-4; Col. ii: 11-12.
Will Me. L. please tell us, if we are saved before hap-
tism, how does baptism now save us, according to
Peter?

Mr. L.—Now is it possible that the whole Christian
world has been in error and darkness, until the great
luminary of the nineteenth century, Mr. Campbell,
arose to enlighten it? Mr. M. says that one may get
to heaven without baptism, then how is baptism a
copdition ? Strange logic! But to Mr. M ’s argument
in the case of Paul. This case is recorded in three
different chapters in the Acts, True, in two places
baptism is mentioned and omitled in one. Ia p’t this
a singular and significant fact! Why this ommission
if baptism was 8o essential ? Now when Anpanias came
to him, he eaid, “Bro. Saul, the Lord bath sent me,
that thou reightest receive thy sight, and be flled
with the Holy Ghost.” Aectsix: 17. Can a sivner
be fiiled with the Holy Ghost, and yet be unconverted ?
Nonsense! Why the Lord said to A., *behold, he
prayeth,” He got religion en the way, and hence is
a proper subject of baptizm,

Mr. Campbell, in his debate with McCalla, page
135, says, ‘‘a man’s sins may be actually pardoned be-
fore baptiem, but formally washed away in baptism.
How could this be, Mr. M. ? You and Mr. C. for it!
Paul, in Rom. v: 1, says, “we are justified by faith,”
and Acts xxvi: 17-18, that the Lord sent him, *‘to
open the eyes of the people, und to turn them from
darkness to light, and from the power of Satan unto
God, that they may receive forgiveness of sins, and
inheritance among them which are sanctified by faith
that is in me.” This is Paul’s commission, no baptism
here, in harmony with what he wrote to the Corinth-
iang, he “'sent me nof to baptize, butto preach the gos-
pel,” (1st Cor. i: 17), and even thanked God that he
bad baptized none of them, No! I don’t wonder at
it when God dido’t send him for that purpose. Here
then is your model ! let us follow it, Mr. M.,

But we'll hear Mr. Campbell again, Christian
Bapiist, page 454, says, “I do earnestly contend that
God, through the blood of Christ, forgives our sins
through immersion—through the very aet, and in the
very instant.”

Mr. Brooks eays, fuith, repentance and baptism, all
are conditions. All sorts of men, preaching all sorts
uf doetrine! Now will youn deny, or say that no man
can get to heaven without baptism? Why, Mr. M.
talks very prettily about experimental religion, de-
pravity, being born again, and conversion; but Mr,
Campbell says, being born again, conversion and bap-
tism mean the same thing,

Bro. Mubley.—Mr. L. eays, the world is against us,
therefore we are wrong. So was the world against
Christ, against Martin Luther,

Paul thanked God tbat he had ‘‘baptizad none of
you” (Corinthians). Why? “Lest any should say
that T had baptized in mine own name.” Aod if Paul
was not sent to baptize, why did he baptize at all?
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The geutleman seems very fond of readiog from Mr.
Campbell, but never without either misunderstanding
or misrepresenting him. He has nowhere said that 2
man could not be saved without immersion.

In the same article from which Mr. L. read, Mr.
C. says, “But we object to our objectors, the injustice
they do us in representing us as ascribing to immer-
sion the effi cacy of Christ’s blood ; seeing we declare
that it is through faith in his blood that we receive
remission in the act of immersion.”

(Here Bro. M. read from Doctrinal Tracts, page
248, and asked Mr, L., if he endorsed that?)

In reply toe Rom. v: 1, said, there are some seven
different causes assigned to justification, and about the
same to salvation, hence to uscribe to these fuith alone,
would neceesarily exclude all others; and a religion
that does not recognize these, certainly does not bar-
monizs the Scriptures. When we are said to be saved
by the blood of Christ, it looks to that as the procur-
iog caunse, if by faith, and knowledge, it is man's
province to examine God's testimony, and so believe,
if by grace, then it's God's love, if by, save yourself,
then man’s work. Here is harmony, order, wisdom.

Mr. Lewis—said, Lather’s reformation quite a dif-
ferent one from Mcr. Campbell’s. While the one began
in the dark ages, with the key-note of justification by
faith, the other in the full blaze of the 19th century,
an age of progress, science and knowledge, with the
key-note of baptismal regeneration, a stride back to
the dark ages of ignorance and superstition, back to
ritualism and to Rome,

According to Mr. C. and Mr. M., if one can be
saved without baptism, then I desire to kuow how it
is a condition? I deny that Mr. Wesley wrote tke
tract from which Mr. M quoted. In reference to
1st Peter iii: 21, Dr. Jeter says, *'the passage is dark
and obscure, vague and uncertain as to its meaning,
hence, the conclusion that Me. M draws from it, must
necessarily be so too. (And yet Mr. L. attempts an
explanation), viz, Noah's salvation was not from ¢in,
therefore the figure does not apply. I think it insome
way means & transition state, not spiritual, a mark of
distinetion, an external line, & profession of a new life,
types without any relevancy to the question.

Bro. Mobley,—In regard to the reformation of the
16th and 19h century, Mr. L.s argument is justsim-
ply 1his, becavse Luther's began in the dark ages, is
therefure right, aud Mr. C.'s in an enlightened age, is
therefore wrong, ergo, baptism is not for the remission
of sins. The gentleman’s reasoning wouldjalso stop all
progress in arts, sciences, literature, etc.

In regard to Wesley's tracts, Bro. M. read from the
preface, showing that the Methodist church, in gen-
eral Conference assembled, endorsed them, and that
too, before the division into North and South.

My next argument will be founded on Joha iii: 5,
and here I would remark, that all commentators, an-
notators and critics of any nole, and even the Methad-
ist Discipline, say that this Scripture ev'dently refirs
to baptism. That the phrase, “kiogdom ot God,”
means the “‘church,” no intelligent, thivking maa
will deny, and, *“*being born of the Spirit,” simply the
belief of the truth. James says, **Of his own will be-
gat he us with the word of truth.” Peter says,
“Being born (or begotten) again, not of corruptible
seed, but of incorruptible, by the word of God.” The
Peotecostians, ““when they heard this,” and this must
precede being “born of water.”

This laoguage of the Savior, it is very evident, was
pot intended to have a present, but a future appliea-
tion, to be applied at the very instant the Messiah's
kingdom commenced, and to be continued through all
time. Now the Liordisaid_“He that believes aod is
baptiz=d shall be saved,” Peter, “‘Repent and be bap-
tized every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ,
for the remission of sins;” 3,000 heard and obeyed
and thus entered into the kingden of God or the
churoh.

And since “born of the water and of the Spirit.”
“He that believes and is baptized,” and “‘repent and
be baptiz=d,” are equivalent expressions, eech placing
the individual in the same state or condition, it fol-
lows that John iii: 5 teaches baptism to a peuitent
believer is for the remision of sins,

My next argument, Rom. vi: 3-4. From this
Scripture we make three arguments, one on each of
the expressions *‘baptized into Christ,” *‘baptized into
his death,” and “baptizd into death”

“There is therefore now no condemoation to them
which are in Christ Jesus” Rom. viii: 1. “Therefore
if any man be in Christ, he is & new creature.” 2od
Cor. v: 17. Again, “For as many of you as have
been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ.” Now
it follows, since being in Christ there is no.condemna-
tion, sins pardoned, and we are baptized into Christ,
that therefore baptism is for the remi:sion of sins.

“Baptized into his death,” that is, into the benefits
of Christ’s death. Christ shed his blood in death.
Paal says, **without the shedding of blood there isno
remission of sins.” In baptism we come in contact,
or derive benefit from Christ’s blood, which is for the
remission of sins, therefore baptism is for the remission
of sina.

“Baptized into death,” ‘“He that is dead is freed
from sin,” “but ye have obeyed from the heart that
form of doctrine which was delivered you. Buing then
made free from sin, ye became the rervants of right.
eousness.” That form of doctrine is baptism, in imita-
tion of Christ’s death and burial, and as we are to be
like his death in baptism, o in his resurrection, to
walk in newness of life, it follows that baptism is for
the remission of sins.

Our next argument, made from Titus iii: 5. *‘Ae-
cording to his mercy he saved us by the washiog of
regeneration and renewiag of the Holy Spirit.”

Now in regard to the expression rencwing of the Holy
Spirit, it is generally conceded that it is identical with
the expression *‘begotian by the Spirit, i. e, an effect
produced by the Bpirit. It commences in the en-
lightenment of the mind, and resulis in an earnest
faith in Jesus Christ.

Bat what is the meaning of washing of regeneration ?
That it refers to baptism but few will deny, and there
is no other washing conoected with the new institu-
tion, except with water. Now it is evideot that the
word **saved” refers to a salvation then pastand com-
pleted, the salvation which depends on the renewing
of the Holy Spirit, and is the first which bappens af-
ter it. But what is this but the remission of sins?
But this salvation does not depend alove on the re-
newing of the Holy Bpirit, which is vne thiog, but
also the washing of regeoeration, which is another.
Henca baptism is efsential to the remission of swos.

My next argument will be made from the commis-
gion: “Go ye into all the world, and preach the goe-
pel to every creature. He that believeth and is bap-
tized, shall be saved ; but he that believeth not, shall
be damned.” That the salvation spoken of here, is
the first which consists in the remission of sins, is evi-
dent frow the fact, that it comes after the preaching
of the gospel to every creature. Again, it is evident,
that this salvation is conditional and the conditions
are named in the passage. These are belief and bap-
tism., Now the Savior promises salvation to him who
complies with these conditions, and while this salva-
tion may depend on more conditions than are men-
tioned in the text, it can never depend on less, but bap-
tism is one of these, therefore baptli:m is for the re-
mission of sins, or one of the conditiona of pardon.

Mr. Lewis.—Mr. Campbell says, baptism is the only
aet in which remission takes place, and so said Walier
Scott. Mr. Brents’ “through immer:ion we come to
the blood of Christ,” and Mr. Campbell says again,
““the blood of Christ is transferred to the water " and
#5a man does the baptizing, therefure man administers
the remission of sins, If this is not back to formalism,
and Romanism, then I fail to comprehend its meaning,

Onee more in regard to Nuah, while I don't exactly
know what Peter means, one thing I do know—that
Noah was not saved by getting into the water.

In reply to Joho iii: 5, Mr. L. said, this was under
the Jewish dispeusation; the kingdom had unot been
set up, then how was this a condition of Nicodemus'
pardon? The Savior never required baptism but
faith, verse 15, *“W hosoever believeth in him shounld
not perish, but bave everlasting life.” Hence in this
way Nicodemus became a disciple. And Jesus ssid,
“he that believeth not shall be damned,” it follows
that he that believes shall be saved ; therefore baptism
is not & condition of salvation. Now in regard to
Rom. vi: 34, it is all figutrative, indicative of the

«cleansing efficacy of the Holy Spirit, which bhe shed

on us abundantly through Jesus Christ, our Savior, for
in 1st Cor. xii, Paul says, “For by one Spirit are we
all baptiz:d into one body,” and Titus iii : 5, “‘accord-
ing to his mercy he saved us, by the washing of re-
generation, even ihe renewing of the Holy Spirit.” So
says Dr. Jeter. Hence baptism is an outward sign
of an inward grace. Now if the Sp°rit does this, it is
not done by the water, therefore baptism is not for
the remission of sins.

The argument on the commission, as made by Mr,
M., is very defective, for it iz very clear, that since it
s unbelief that damns a man, so belief saves him.
This is the general principle, which God in all ages
has prescribed for man's salvation,

He that believeth on me hath everlasting life.”

‘‘He that believeth on the Son, hath everlasting life,
and he that believeth vot the Son shall not see life.”
Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ is born
of God,"” and many other such plain declarations; all
going to prove the principle of salvation by faith with-
out baptism.

This is the faith that saves us, and ig quite different
from Mr. Campbell's, who says, in Christian Boptist,
page 529, “Du you believe these sacred historie fsots ?
[f you do believe them, or are assured of their truth,
you have historic fuith.” '

Bro. Mobley.—There are really but few things in
the last speech, that may be digonified with the title
“argament,” and concequently shall claim but lictle
notice. I have, for some time, been pressing the
gentleman to tell me what baptism is? At last it
comes, will you hear it all y2 ends of the earth! “An
outward sign of an vaard grace.” I am curious to
know where you got that from? Please to name the
baok, chapter and verss. Oh! the Methodist Disci-
plive, well, well, that will do! we pass!

He don’t deny what the Scriptures say, but then
they doo’t mean it! This is a sweeper |

Again. Mr. L. goes to Mr, Campbell for light and
instruction, and he fiads merely historic faith. John
xx: 31 says, “But these are wrilten, that ye might
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God : avd
that believing ye might have life through his name.”
_ Of this faith Mr. Campbell says, in the same article
from which Mr. L. quoted, “it is the eame which
Paul and the apostles bad, and proclaimed. Arise
and be immersed like Paul, and withhold not obedi-
enoe ; and your historic faith and obedience will atand~
tha test of heaven.”

I call upon the schoolmen, one and &ll, to show or
prove any other.

My last argument I draw from Actsii: 38. “Re-
pent and be baptized every one of you in the name of
Jesus Christ for the remission of sivs, and ye shall re-
ceive the Holy Spirit,” This is so plain that comment
is unnecessary, but for the perversions that are made
upan it.  If we had not another passage in the Bible
upon the subject, we should insist that this alone for-
ever fixes the nature of baptism by the establlshment
of an inseparable connection between it and remis
sion of sins, It makes remission depend on baptism
in precisely the same sense in which it makes it de-
pead oo repentance. Now what that relation is may
be determined by the little particle ‘‘eis,” translated
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in the text ‘‘for.” Does the word mean ‘‘because” of,
as contended for by the so-called orthodox world—
excepting the more learned among them—then it fol-
lows if they are baptized because of the remission of
sivs, then they are to repent because of the same thing,
which is simply an absurdity.

Now we take the position that eis in this passage.
a8 in all other similar ones, means in order fo, that is,
expressing the end or object for which something is
done. ‘

“Thie is my body which is given for you: this do
(#is) in order to my being remembered.”

“This is my blood Which is shed (eis) in order to re-
mission of sins,” John came ‘“‘preaching the baptism
of repentance (eis) in order to remission of sins.” “Re-
pent ye, therefore, and be converted (eis) in order to
the blotting out of your sins,” Those and many others
might be produced to establish the similarity of ex-

sions, in the use of the word eis—in order fo.

Now in anawer to the question, “Men and brethren,
what shall we do?” Puoter, speaking by inspiration,
and for the first time, under the authority of the com-
mission, commands two things to be done and only
two: repent and be baptized. These two things are re-
lated to remission of sins precisely in the sawe sense.
If then they are to repent in order fo remission of sips,
then they are to be baptizad in order fo remission of
sins.. But they are commaanded to repent and be bap.
tized. Therefore baptism, together with faith and re-
pentance, is a condition of pardon.

Mr. L.—Mr. M. says, baptism is a condition of par-
don, but Mr. Campbell says, it is the “‘onlg act,” im.
mersion is the all with him and his followers. The
truth of the matter is, that your whole churchisa
contradiction, you contradict one another, believe any.
thing, everything, nothing, but be all right on im.
mersion, and that will be sufficient. But here isa
beaatiful ¢pecimen of their doctrine, some 7 or 8 dif-
ferent luws of pardon, one for the Patriarch, one for
the Jew, one uader John, one under the personal min-
istry of Christ, one after Pentecost, one for a back-
slider, one for a fellow on & lone island of the sea, and
one for the poor paidobaptist whose conscience will
pot suffer him to be baptized. How dishonorable
to the invisible God! Who wants such a system
of religion as that! Rome has better ground for trans-
stibstantiation, than they have for theirs. “This is my
body, this is my blood,” etc.

The gentleman has made a tolerably fair argument
on Acts iiz 38, the Gibraltar of Campbellism. Put
Paul says, ““Therefore being justified by faith we have
peace with God.” “For ye are all the children of
God by faith in Christ Jesus.” “But the gospel didn't
profit them, not being mixed with faith in them that
heard it.” **Whosoever believeth in him should not
perish, but have everlastiog life.”

Thus we have endeavored, fairly and without par-
tiality, to give the muin arguments of the two debaters,
Ot course it will not be expected of me, to use the
language of the rpeakers, or at all times to be as strong
and forcible as they, for oftentimes, both speakers
being =0 impressed with the subject in which they were
engaged, would rise to & power and eloquence that my
pen fails to portray.

Everything was conducted in the best manner pos-

ible, and everybody well pleased.
s s o J. G. HesTER.

The Romish Church must be credited with inflexible
adherence to the Scriptural law of divorce, and in
commendable regard for the sanctity of the marriage
relation. While Protestants do not exalt marriage
to a sacrament, they do recoguize it as a rellgmpj as
well as & civi t t they are not so rigid in

nﬂingﬂgy\% mg ¢ obligations as Romanists.

be gronnds for divorce which are coming to be wide-
ly sauctioned among us are clearly unseriptural, and
if the Pope’s children need an encyclical letter on the
sanctity of the marriage relation, much more is there
need 01 a strong Protestant deliverance on the subject.
—N. Y. Baptist Weekly.

BLOODY SACRIFICES.

In the letter to the Hebrews it is written that, “‘al-
most all things are by the law purged with blood,”
and that, “without the shedding of blood is no remis-
gion,” (Heb, ix: 22.) Thisis a fact in the divine
revelation—a fact which cannot be denied without de-
nying the truth of the gospel. That God hath set
Jesus forth ““to be a propitiation throogh faith in his
blood,” and that ““Jesus Christ died for our sins,” must
be believed in order to be saved.

1t is upon the Seriptural allusions to this subject
that the philosophists of the old school of theologians
based their speculative ‘“doctrine of the atonement,”
with its Calvinian and Arminian phases. The public
mind has long since wearied of this speculation (as,
indeed, it has wearied of speculative theology in gen-
eral), and is now in daoger of running into an opposite
extreme and losing sight of the fucts of the divine rev-
elation. The exhortations of religious teachers con-
tain only general and indefinite allusions to the death
of Jesus and the blood of the covenant. Oae might
listen to a great deal of the preaching now-a-days, and
yet only reach the conclusion that “the death of
Christ for our sins” means po more than that he died
as & martyr to the principles which he had inculeated.
There is a strong tendency to a rationalistic view that
will discard all faith. Extremes usually follow each
other. Yetas there were always some who did not
accept either of the speculative theories of the atone-
ment, 80 now there are rome who will not hastily rush
into the opposite extreme of rationalism—there will
be some who will continue to believe the facts of the
Sacred History.

Speculation (or conjecture, or hypothesis, if the
reader has any choice of these terms) will continue as
long as the constitution of the buman mind continues
to be what it is now. The evil is not in such an-exer-
cise of man’s miud, but in the uses he makes of his
speculative opinions. Creed making comsists in for-
mulating such opinions into ‘‘articles of religion,”
which wmust be accepted by the candidate for admis-
sion to fellowship in a church. The right of believers
to thivk on such subjects and interchange views upon
them is not to be questioned. But the fellowship of
Christians should be based only upon the belief of the
gospel and obedience to the Lord’s command.

In avy attempt to answer the question why thers is
no remission without shedding of blood we are at once
driven into the region of conjecture. God has reveal-
ed thefactand demands belief. SBome of thestatements
of the revelation, if they were not actually de-igned
toserve as & basis for conjecture,certainly awaken our
curiosity and our reflections. But no matter how
plausible our conjeciures may seem to our own minds,
they must ever be distinguished from the facts of the
divine revelation.

Io what follows the reader will find some facts of
the Seriptures which are not often considered in this
convection. We may also fiud a moisty of conjecture,
which, however, he will readily recoguize and assign
to its proper place,

1st. Physiologists, in their doctrines, follow the food
which man eats through the various processes of masti-
cation, deglutition, chymification, chylification, and
absorption into the blood, treating of it, meanwhile,
as foreign substance within the body, and ot as a
part of the body. The digested food, still regarded
as inanimate substance, when absorbed into the blood,
is floated by it, first into the lungs, where it is acted
upon by the atmosphere drawn into the lungs, and
thenae iuto all parts of the body where, in millions of
“capillary vessels,” it is deposited and becomes bone,
muscle, nerve fiber, as needed.

Three thousand yeass before scientists had read in
the book of nature of the vitalization of food in the pro-
cesses of circulation of the blood and respiration, Moses
wrote them into the volume of God’s inspiration :
*And the Lord God formed man of the duatoft]:el

ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life,
and man became a living soul.” (Gen, ii: 7.) Oo the
nature and use of the blood Moses wrote: “Fur it is
the life of all flesh, the blood of it is for the life there-
of.” Tne Spirit in him knew, but Moses could not
buve known when he wrote this sentences, how liter-
ally true it is that the atmosphere in the lungs is the
“‘breath of life,” and that the blood of an animal is
**for the life thereof.” '

2. The vitality in the blood is given as the reason
for a strict law prohibiting the eating of blood. “Only
be sure that thou eat not the blood, for the blood is
the life; and thou mayest not eat the life with the
flesh.” (See Lev. xvii: 11-14, and Deut. xii: 15,
16, and 23, 24.) The same prohibition is given in the
law of Christ. When the apostles in Jerusalem an-
swered the question concerning the circumecision of the
Gentiles, »ppealed to them from Antioch, they includ-
ed among the *‘necessary things,” that the Gentiles
“*should abstain from blood and from things strangled.”
(Acts xv: 28, 29) In strangling an animal the
blood is stopped in all the tissues of the body so that
one cannot eat the flesh of a strangled animal without
eating the blood. If Gentile Christians in America
do not frequently violate thislaw of God itis because
our habits do npot lead us into violation rather than
from our familiarity with the law.

3, Offerings involving the shedding of blood were
numerous under the old covenant. In the first chapter
of Leviticus is the law ordaining the burnt-offerings of
slain animals,—bullocks, sheep and goats, turtle doves
and young pigeons. In each case the law is explicit
as to what shall be done with the blood. In the third
chapter is the law under which the same animals were
to be offered as peace offerings, including the same ex-
plicit directions with regard to the blood of the slain
animals, And by reading the book of Leviticus
throughout it will be seen, as already quoted, that *‘al-
most all things are by the law purged with blood.”

4. Those sacrifices were imperfect and only types
of the perfect sacrifice made by our Lord himself.
The evidence of this is full in the viiith, ixth, and °
xth chapters of Hebrews. Ncte the connection of
each of the following quotations:

The priests of the old covenant “serve unto the
example and shadow of heavenly things.”

“The Holy Spirit this signifying, that the way into
the holiest of all was not yet made manifest, while the
first tabernacle was yet standing; which was a figure
for the time then present, in which were offered both
gifis and sacrifices that could not make him that did
the service periect as pertaining to the conscience.”

“It was therefore necessary that the pattera of
things in the heavens should be purified with these;
but the heavenly things themselves with better sacri-
fices than these.”

“For the law having & shadow of good things to
come, and not the very image of the things, can naver,
with those sacrifices which they offered year by year
continually, make the comers thereunto perfect.”

“And every priest standeth daily ministering and
off-ring oftentimes the same sacrifices, which can never
take away sins.”

5. Since those sacrificial offerings were but exam-
ples,” “'shadows,” or ““figures,” of the effering made
“‘once for all,” and *‘could not make bim that did the
service perfect as pertainiog to the conscience” that is,
*gould not take away sins,” this inquiry arises : What
bacame of the transgressions of the first covenant ?

In Heb. x: 3, we learn that, “in these sacrifices
there isa remembrance again made ofsins every year.”
This was because “‘it is not possible that the blood of
balls and of goats should take away sins.” That this
“remembrance again of sins every year,” was not an
afterthought of new eovenant writers, but was in the
mind of God throughout the old covenant generations,
is clearly shown by Jeremish and Daniel. God de-
clared it as a distingmishing characteristic of the new
covenant, predicted and promised nine hundred years





