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"% F. W. Grant, & work entitled Life and Tmmortality: the m :
' doctrine brigfly, considered in relation to the current errors of Amnmihilas
tionists. To i@l book of 160 pages, written with ability. It is the
strongest yet published in the way of attack on the truth as
advocated by the Christadelphians. It is clear, subtle, and temperate,
4 ith just a sufficient animus to give spice to the reading. It is not -
) m specifically against the Christadelphians, thongh largely
‘dedmg with them. As the title indicates, it concerns itself with
‘‘ annihilationists ” in general—that is, those who believe that death
in its primary sense—‘‘the cessation of conscious being —is the
wages of sin. Among these, it recognises grades, all of them more
or less respectable, except the Christadelphians, whom Mr. Grant
speaks of as ‘‘ the lowest depths ”—** a system in which no element
of real Christianity remains behind.” As, however, irrespective of
grades, the argument against the respectable annihilationists, is an 3
argument against the Christadelphians, we propose to deal with the .

argument on its merits—to weigh it in the balances, and to show how :
wanting it is, despite a prev-ailing acumen and candour, which, we
doubt not, will go a great way in the convictions of such ss are not
practically acquainted with the subject discussed.

The line of argument is mostly original, and even when alreadyi
trodden ground is touched, it is a way of calling for fresh attention. ]

We promise a thorough following of Mr. Grant—not in the ordinary
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eed not be less satisfactory -

“ How can thisbe? T have never heard of any \M r being bl

out of existence.” From this it appears that the Plain Man is not
#0 plain as he is called. It is just plain men that do believe in things
being blotted out of existence. Ask John
that were butchered last year, and he will tell you that the cows are
nowhere. Itrequires Mr. Complex Man, with the metaphysical subtlety
of Scotch divinity, to put another face on the matter. He clapsMr. Plain-
Man on the back, and says, * John, man, your cows have not been
blotted out of existence. They are only changed in the form in which
they exist. They form strength and substance in the bodies of the men
who have eaten them ;” to which John Plain Man would very likely

_rejoin *‘ The bodies of men are not cows.” Mr. Plain Man is made to

illustrate his unplain thoughts. ‘‘I sow my grain,” says John, “ and
it moulders in the ground for a time, but it re-appears above ground,
first the blade, then the ear; after that the full corn in the ear.
Although, then, the grain is said to die, there must have been a living
principle within it, or how could it spring up and bear much fruit?”
To which we say, “but suppose, John, ‘the grain did not re-appear
above ground, first the blade, &c. ; ’ what should you say then ? Should
not you conclude that it had been blotted out of existence? *‘Ah, but
you see,” says John, it does re-appear.” *‘‘ Well, what about your
father’s old horse that you buried thirty. years ago, when you were a
boy ; do you expect it will re-appear?” John shakes his head. ‘Do
you conclude, then, it has been blotted out of existence?” J ohn, tutored
by Mr. Complex Man from the college, hesitates a little : 8o we have to
press him. ‘‘Come, John, what about the old horse? 1s it in existence 7"
John looks at his tutor, and ventures to say ‘“ Well, of course, the horse is
dead.” *‘Isitin existence?is myquestion.” John receiving a wink from
his metaphysical comrade, says,  The stuff as went to make the horse
is in existence.” ‘'‘That is Jesuitical, John; my question is, Is the
horse in existence?” ‘‘ Well no, not exactly.” “Is it at all in
existence?” *‘Not the horse.” ¢ That is my question, John; then
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view. As both expressionsappear to mean precisely what Dr. Thomas
quoted them to teach ; and as they are both, on the face of them ab
least, incompatible with the Platonic idea that an immaterial soul,
and not the flesh, performs the thinking ; and as moreover Mr. Grant
gives no reason for demurring, we must dismiss the matter with a
counter expression -of surprise that a man of Mr. Grant's nbtbty
should be surprised at so reasonable an application of worde.

Mr. Grant admits that * there are passages which seem to make the
body all,” such as, *‘ dust thou art,” but contends * there are many on
the other side that equally seem to make the body mlm i h
illustration of which he quotes :—

““The life whxch I now live IX the flesh.”—(Gal. ii. 20.) . e
“1f I live IN the flesh.”—(Phil. i. 22.)

“ Whilst we are at home in the body.”—(2 Cor. v. 6.)

“ Willing rather to be dabsent from the body.””— (verse 8.)

“ Whether in the body or out of the body, I cannot tell."—(a Cor. =fi. 2.)
* As being yourselves also IN the body.”— (Heb. xiii. 8.)

* In my flesh shall I see God.”—(Job xix.)

“ Knowing that I must put off this my tnbemwle "—(2 Peter i. 14.)

He declares these to exemplify ‘‘a use of words which contradicls at
the ouiset the whole materialistic philosophy.” He says the language used
in these passages ‘‘never could have arisen on the materialist sup-
position.”

This can only be maintained on the supposition ‘that the language
affirms man to be a spiritual entity, in a body from which he can be
detached without detriment to his faculties. That is to say, when
Paul says * the life that 7 now live 1N the flesh,” we must understand
that he means distinctly to intimate that the “I” is an invisible
detachable immortal self, dwelling in the flesh. And so with other
passages : for if this be not the construction Mr. Grant pute the
passages, how can he construe them to contradict the obnoxious

*¢ philosophy ?” But this indisputably is the construction he puts upon
them. And the question is: Is it a right construction? If it is, it
. will suit every similar expression employed by the same writers, and
dovetail with all their allusions to the individuality of man ; for if there
is anything in the argument at all, the force lies here: the writers
- of these phrases had such a distinct view of the immateriality and separa-
bility of man before their minds, that it moulded the phrases by which they
expressed their relation to the external conditions of life and to destiny

Let us see, then, whether this theory of their language is maintain-
able. We put it to the test by asking whether it will suit every case.
We insist upon its suiting every case, if it is true: for surely Mr.

on ‘‘ the ﬂes-l:y tablet of the heart,” in confirmation of the

muynonymi!edwiﬂx“ll’ﬂuh" It is as if Paul "ﬂ

~ “my flesh” are the same thing. lmit!’dmmihhunt

recognition of immortal-soulism which Mr. M argument requires;
beoouldnotbawmidthh for that re ‘would have taught
him carefully to dut.mguuh between ‘“ me” and "my flesh,” and have
said, “I know that in my flesh dwelleth no good thing, but my flesh is
not ME, and therefore I take comfort.” Be it observed also that Paul
in this verse is discoursing on moral quality, - When he says ‘““no
good thing,” he is speaking of sin, as the context will show. He
attributes sin to the flesh. *‘ Sin that dwelleth in me : for I know that
in me (that is in my flesk) dwelleth no good thing.” Now, a latent
recognition of immortal-soulism would have prevented Paul from
writing thus, for that theory recognises sin as the quality of the
immaterial soul, and regards flesh as a passive instrument in the
hands of the soul. .
Again Paul, in allusion to sufferings endured, says, ‘ We
despaired even of life. We had the sentence of death in ourselves,
that we should not trust in ourselves, but in God that
raiseth the dead.”—(2 Cor. i. 8.) Here Paul speaks plurally,
Let us take it in the singular, and we shall find the same
idea as in Rom. vii. 18: *‘ Sentence of death in mysclf.” What is

the “self” in the case? Mr. Grant says the self is the immaterial

tenant of the body. Then the question is, in what sense, in harmony

. with Mr. Grant's theology, was the immortal soul of Paul subject to

“‘sentence of death?” seeing that according to that theology, ib
could not die physically, and was delivered from death spiritually ?
And why should Paul trust in the resurrection of dead bodies as a
solace for death in his soul? If to this, it is answered that Paul,
doubtless, had reference to his body, then be it observed that Paul
calls his body ‘“myself,” and looks to the resurrection for hope, whick
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with flesh, in the begettal of Jesus of Mary, and afterlv)v:r::;‘ece‘llvx

a higher effusion from the same Father-source ab hl? pnd i

his death, the “ higher part” (which was the beachmg' a

working part) forsook him, and left.a Jesus th? man, t.cf) (K;.am P
What parallel is there to this in the children o

o Mr. Grant feels that he
ltogether *of the earth, earthy ? Noz;e. J
:as ﬁz hold on this point ’against the Chnst.afielphmn.l. He m :if
« the fearful self-consistency of Thomasism,” in parry‘:ng the -
any argument from this doctrine. The nature of Thomasism

gomewhat misapprehends on this point ; but it is useful to notice thab

he admits that atguments wh # 8 [
ists,” are powerless against the Christadelphian ?orhon.

SRR e TR
ich tell against other ¢ Annihilation- Mz. GRANT'S chapter on “ Man Triune ™ req

dispose of it from a Christadelph £ vie ﬂ"@”x\ﬁsn object r"s!”
e of it from a elphian point of W ech i8 to
prove that * the physical constitution of man as defined by the holy
Scriptures,” comprehends three separate elements, “spirit, soul, and
body.” These he says are *‘ three constituent parte,” each of which is
necessary 0 * the whole man.” This, says Mr. Grant, *is denied on
the part of those who hold——" what ? *‘ That the body is the whole
man.”. We must object on the part of all Christadelphians to be con-
founded with these, if there are such. - We are of those who recognise
the possibility of 1, a body without life or mind ; that is, a corpse; 2,
a body with life but lacking mind, asin the case of the lowest type of
idiot ; neither of which would appeal to our appreciations. We are of
those who find pleasure only in the combination of ‘‘ body, soul,
and spirit,” as constituting ‘‘the whole man.” In this sense, we
stand as stoutly as Mr. Grant, by 1 Thess. v. 23: “I pray God that
your whole spirit, soul, and body be preserved blameless unto the
eoming of our Lord Jesus Christ.” We recognise no ‘‘whole man,”
and in the strict sense, no man at all, away from this essential
combination.

R {i

Wherein then do we differ from Mr. Grant’s ‘‘ triune” theory of.
man? The difference will be found in the definition of the elements

as separate elements which in combination constitute the ‘¢ trinity in
unity.” Mr. Grant contends for a ‘‘spirit” that remains a thinking
spirit when the ‘‘ whole man’ no longer exists to possess it ; and a
soul that remains an individual vital thing when there is no whole
man for it to vitalise ; why he does not also contend for the continued
existence of a body when the partnership between ‘¢ spirit, soul, and
body ” is dissolved, is presumably due to the ocular evidence in a
contrary direction, presented in the mouldering corruption of the
grave. But; for this ocular evidence, there would be as much reason
for believing in the separate existence of the body in death asin the
separate existence of the other two. 'But the ocular evidence
is an insuperable obstacle to any theory of the continued
existence of the body, at least with the majority of people; there
is a sect of Jews reported to believe that the body is conveyed
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“/Mr. Graat’s posxt.non involves a derial of death; the Christadel-
phian’s position is a profession of belief in it. The relation of these
“two positions to Scripture will be clear in the estimation of such
a8 accept the Scripture revelation that ‘‘by man came DEATH (1
Cor. xv. 21), and that “‘in death there is ho remembrance.”—(Psalm
vi. 5.) Again, we ask, Where are the phrases '‘ immortality of the
soul,” and *‘deathless spirit ?” by which Mr. Grant’s theory is ex-
pressed in human theology, and the existence of which in the Bible
would have barred the way to this controversy. With this, we
shall follow Mr. Grant in his further chapters. ; 3 1T, AT
; TII M of thh &sptu«,ﬂﬂs- WI book,-ﬂochnlhih
" last , is to ‘““establish the doctrine of the dmm

. gtmqiﬁiugnpuﬂc entity in man ”—(or four pages earlier), ‘¢

real intelligent entity in { mpommnndMaﬂn-,.
A o virit of man which is in him.’” mmﬂmhﬁh
. his object is what we shall conclusively show. ;

~ He begins lexicographically. He quotes the words in Greek and
: m;m.n, in the English version of the Scriptures, translated

y signify *“ breath or wind, or what is a kindred thought, air
" in motion.” When, however, he adds they give us the vord ‘¢ gpirit,”

boundaries of philological criticism. He substitutes opinion for facts,
dogmatism for demonstration. He begs the question at its threshold.
We demur to his philology. A substantive derived from a verb

ruach, because it is the thing ruached, so to speak, and not because
the act of ruacking is invisible. Prewma is pneuma because it is
the thing pneo-ed, and not because of some subordinate aspect.
So spirit (itself a foreign word of identical origin) is spirit, because
it is the thing spiro-ed, and not because of some assumed quality of
the act. :

The strict English in all cases is ‘‘ breath,” so called because the
subject of the act of breathing. Mr. Grant recognises in all these
words ‘“a type of viewless activity,” in harmony with which he

‘‘spirit.” But, as we have said, this is a mere recondite opinion
having no deeper foundation than the ingenuity of those who
have given birth to the speculation. It is more in accordance with
the laws that govern the formation of language, to understand that
the word ¢‘spirit” originates in the fact that the power which
gives life was, in the first instance, spirited, breathed forth from the
Eternal Source of Life and Light. The word does not define the

“gpirit,” vir. : [Ty and wvevpa. Of theso, he rightly says they are
doﬂvﬁd*!romwwds signifying to breathe, and that they, therefore,

by reason of the typical inwvisibilicy of their power, he” cvmﬁaps the

draws its meaning from the act expressed by the verb. Ruach is

extracts from them, at the start, a countenance vo his theory of -
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which is on the sea shore. And Solomon’s wisdom ‘excelled the
wisdom of all the children of the east country, and all the wisdom of
Egypt. For he was wiser than all men : than Ethan the Ezrahite,
and Heman, and Chalcol, and Darda, the sons of Mahol: and his
fame was in all nations round about. And he epake 3,000 proverbs.”
«~(1 Kings iv. 29-32). In proof of the truth of this record, we find the
Queen of Sheba hearing of tle power of Solomon, and coming to
Jerusalem to prove him with hard questiona.”—(2 Chron. ix. 1). = Her
verdict is this : ‘‘ It was a true report which I heard in mine own =
land, -of thine acts and thy wisdom. Howbeit, I believed not their
words until I came, and mine eyes had seen it ; and behold, one-half
of the greatness of thy wisdom was not told me. Happy are thy men,
and happy are these thy servants which stand continually before thee |
and hear thy wisdom.”—(Verses 5-7). Next, we have to think of the
storehouse of wisdom contained in the Proverbs of Solomon; and of
the fact of their being frequently quoted by inspired apostles, and
once particularly as the voice of God.—(Heb. xii. 5). "
Is it inconsistent with these facts, that Solomon should seek by ‘§
experience of all the occupations and pleasures of men, to know f ;
““ what was that good for the sons of men which they should do under
Heaven all the days of their life ?”—(Eccles. ii. 3). Rather otherwise ;
for gifted as he was with wisdom to discern, experience was needful .
for its full development; and in the possession of it lay the guarantee §
that he would come out of all the experiments of life with the right § - to do with the fanciful issue with which Mr Grant subtilely places
i . subtilely p

- thoughts” at-all. The
sentence that he is doing so, is Mr. Grant’s inventi e < '
ooy _ B % 8 Invention—ingenio -
@ mdcalonkud_‘ ‘ toltmgtbanhhn'guuimbinthex:i:hx::;

verdict : ‘I saw that wisdom excelleth folly as far as light excelleth § - them in juxtaposition.
da.rknessr"_(Eecles. ii. 13, 0hflpferiii. . A ep;:m admit::;' I;l:;blt‘;,n; ::kf:mfs‘)l'omon's mind, in
- By the stress he lays on human wisdom and human searching, as this verse had any allusion to the problem Ol argument only, that
applied to Solomon, Mr. Grant distinctly ignores the fact that God § of man went upward or downward, The s HOtyheth_erﬁhe spirit
~ endowed him with a discernment extra to * human wisdom and human | Positively associates with  the spirit of llpw:rd he distinctly and
gearching ;” and thus destroys the value of all his conclusions on this § ‘' downward” with the ¢ spirit of S:e be:atn'l'a:l a ;;da ﬁ;‘c!t].' o
. e question

point. That the theory he is defending should compel him to do this § 8 “ who knoweth the spirj
is, perhaps, the strongest condemnation of it that could be recorded. f the spirit of the beast t‘l’:;:c f:i:a :h:ha:htd:? Tha 88 diced¥ion, oe
Mr. Grant’s treatment of the book, and the passage itself, is scarcely § Pbﬂosophy is alike ignorant of both T‘;] bl The answer is that
. 80 ingenuous as the general tone of his writing would lead the reader its upward tendency, as compared with t: 8pirit of man is a fact, and
to expect. He says of the objectionable declaration in Eccles. iii. fact ; but who understands it ? None We mere bestial creation, is a
18-19, that ** it is only what ‘he eaid’ at a certain time in his heart.” F the fact, without undemtandil;g it, . N L Ny s i Aooepsé
True, the passage begins *‘I said in mine heart concerning the estate § the epirit of the beast is a faot, a,m;s '::0 do imany other facts, So
of the sons of men :’’ this is the language of Hebraistic idiom, and earth is a fact ; but who underst.:mds itl’ ;’e ey dowmbind w0 thi
to comment on it as suggesting that it was not the writer's deliberate | understand the instinct of the bee, We ot s S e
mind at the time of writing is unfair treatment. How would it Mr. Grant obscures the problem px"o uf,;:ge E b the fact merely. But
answer in the verse immediately preceding it ? ¢ I said in mine heart, § keep out of sight Solomon’s disbinctp:eco iti Y S oo, Wl slad do
God shall judge the righteous and the wicked.” Did Solomon after- | 48 @ 8pirst in the beast. Ho makee it 4 b, 10" Of the fact that there
wards change his mind ? On the contrary, the very last statement in § DOW under review, ag if Solomon had[;pear ulx the 0<.mcludmg ek
the book is, ““ God shall bring every work unto judgment,” : of man (at death) went downward to :l:n :::u:lln!!)n:edthw: t the spirit
. 5 bu at now, ‘“ he
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Exactly ; and here is wbuvﬂuf:!:ole dllr
Grant’s argument on “goul”’ fa.lla to the ground ; for, if his
¥ ugnn-C

sepa 1—a distinct entity—in man, is good, ib
o goeap hvmfgrszl‘:e animale, of which the same language is

t does. not a.dmit such & 8opa rable existence in the

for the man.”

used. But Mr. Gran
" .gnimals : ergo, the

phraseology
"WMK‘Q&VM 5
: ul” it cannot be, for &
""""““"”’ Grant's * harmony * does not, excep ; }
r a5 wo shall see. : i
'rnommomumwu,memmchesmw v |
separate entities in the compound nature of man "—the soul and the

spirit. The spirit is * the higher part,” the seat of the inte nce ! |
‘and judgment ; the soul, the lower, giving affection, desire, !
&e., and forming the connecting link between the spirit and the body.”
* Two separate entities” must be two separable entities. Hence we
have the idea of a double existence in death, or two
surviving personalities when the body has mouldered to dust;
unless (as is probable) Mr. Grant means us to understard
that the soul dies with the body, and that the spirit alone is
" immortal. In either case, we have a new theory— either that the soul
is not immortal, or that man has two spiritual elements, reminding us
_of the insane German philosopher’s notion of the three souls—the
rational soul, the animal soul, and the vegetable soul, which be
supposed to enter into the colaposition of man, and to die in the order
of their enumeration, a theory which he reduced to too practical a 3
test for the laws of his country. ;
Mr. Grant’s theory liberates two entities at death instead of one.
Whether they remain in combination or part asunder, he does not
tell. If they remain in combination, the soul must be in an anomalous
and rather useless condition, without objects of * desire, affection,
and appetite” on which to operate. If they part asunder, the question
of “ which is which ?”” would come up rather strongly. If the spirit
only survives—the soul dying with the body, to which it was the"
spirit's link — then the soul is not immortal,” and Mr. Grantz is
heterodox.
Mr. Grant emphasizes on the fact (as he alleges) all *“moral
qualities, the senses, the emotional and intellectual faculties,” are in

¥ . “ - R ” v .y r‘ o & .
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n.o,ﬁowmmmmlly-wy’bhe v
pction whiohtheymmbe.utthew N

i ation but real death was the consequence
Adam’s transgression, how can Adam’ Wi Ve e
t.y,boimmorhl? If Mr. Grant had discussed these ques

¢ e > way Or
as involved in consequence of ** the fall,” he would, on:‘ “1' "2

have contributed something to tho_ consideration
Ipstead of that, he indulges in a kind of metaphysical
which, while giving his side of the questi
with ¢ the fall,” leaves w4

a cloud over the subject in gen " ch is
cessfully dodge, as the vulgar phrase is, & dnng!rﬂ

Grant’s theory. ks A R
*Tho fall,” divested of the uﬁﬁd&lmmm:h‘ et
is a matter requiring no a . 2 ek i 788, 8 o
::I;:ya's those put forward by Mr. Grant. It is besntiill in ite intelli- % ‘hother * th
ible simplicity. Adam, by the belief of enticing . 'm°°d'°h he B equally extinct. to be observed that the
ﬁd ced to disobey a command of the Almighty, with N of the cessation of what Mr, Grant calls the **spirit and soul,
pen:“Y of death was linked. The penal’y “’“‘m‘-“;iﬁmmﬁ ' is just s distinct as the evidence of the body's dissolubion (ir
and Adem was aenbenoed?odeam;l' H";::ﬁ::trine :; native immor- the case of others, and not ourselve's, of course, and it_is of
and hence universal man mdnfmnds Jooks like a perpetuation of the | such that Mr. Grant speaks). The evidence of the body's dissolu-
tality which Mr. _Granb e ed E’ e ore sedaced from obedience. i 3 tion o9nsuta in the dmz?ppearunoe of all the signs by .whmb we
originel lie by which Adam and Eve recognise the body’s existence. We know of the existence of
)  the body by sight and touch: we see it and feel it. In
death, it vanishes from sight and crumbles into impalpability, and we
. say the body has ceased to be. Now, we have just the same evidence
of cessation in the case of ‘‘ the spirit and soul,” so called. Every
. sign by which we recognise their existence in life disappears on the
. occurrence of death: cognition, volition, facial expression, sus-
' oeptibility to external impression in hearing, sight, touch, and every
‘other sign by which the existence of consciousness and intelligence is
. indicated, cease. If Mr. Grant, therefore, would but apply the argu-
' ment by which he arrives at the conclusion that the body ceases to
exist, he would not stand in special need of revelation to tell whether,
in spite of all symptoms to the contrary, the * spirit and soul” cease to
exist.
- However, he appeals to a conclusive authority, by whose decision
*‘ the poor annihilationist "’ gladly abides. And, first, let it be admitted
| that ““ spirit” in the primary scriptural sense of the term is indestructi- |
It has existed from eternity as God has, forit is He in expansion,
.80 to speak. God has given us of His Spirit (Job xxvii, 3; Acts
xvd. 25), and it is ours so long as we have it; but we are
| mortal, and, consgquently, only have it so long. We die; the
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B ,. If the case were otherwise, that is, if it 'were as Mr. Grant cont
* there would be no need for Christ’s exhortation to fearlessness, for

killing of the body in that case, instead of being a thing to
dreaded, would be a thing to be welcomed, as the means by whi
the righteous man would be ushered into glory. It is because the
killing of the body does in a measure, humanly speaking, imperil the
existence of the righteous, that it was necessary to remind them that
it was not in the power of man to inflict permanent fatal injury.

‘ o] t m ; .
_ the contrary, believe that DEAD, and ‘that if man i
~  not put together again at the resurrection, he will nev:’:omem
- or enjoy or suffer any kind of existence whatever. It is nothing f.c;
the purpose as against their belief to say that spirit cannot be
annihilated. Matter cannot be annihilated : will you therefore say
that the lime left after the bones are dissolved are the man’s benes ?
Not only so, but we have to think of all the lime and other chemicai
ingredients that & man uses up in his body during his lifetime ; these’
. are not destroyed, but merely changed in their combinations ; will it
be said that the atoms and substance we part with to-day. continue to -
be elements of our being when they are dissipated into surrounding
immensity? As reasonable is it to say that when death destroys our
being, the spirit disengaged from the bodily organisation continues to
be ourselves. It returns to God who gave it, and is no more us or
ours than before it was given, i
Mr. Grant's opposition to the idea that the dead are unconscious, is i

based on an argument that’ would exclude the possibility of a man
i becoming unconscious at any time. Herein is a sufficient condemna- ‘
. tion of it: we know that unconsciousness is a common occurrence. l
. Insleep we are partly unconscious. If our sleep is healthy and as
- profound as it ought to be, unconsciousness is nearly complete. In

t!lecaseof injury to the brain it is absolutely so. A man in such
circumstances will be for weeks and months in a state of total
; mnens-ibility. There is no mistake about it. It is not merely that
_ there is a suspension of outer manifestation, but an absence of all
; mental action on the part of the subject, as shown by the fact that
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with the blank and silence of the grave?” This assumes that
theory he is opposing teaches such an end. In such a case, his
‘question would be a weighty question. If the contention
f ““the poor annihilationists” were that Solomon taught the
dead would never live again, it would, doubtless, be difficult
for them to explain Solomon’s allusion to a judgment - which,
on their hypothesis, in that case, could not take place. But Mr.
Grant cannot be ignorant that this is far from being the case. They
“believe the other teaching of Solomon that ¢ the righteous shall be
recompensed in the earth, much more the wicked and the sinner.”-—
_(Prov. xi, 31.) They are, therefore, well able to understand the ¢ shall
bring«ifito judgment” of Eccles. xii. 14. So far from the verse being
a difficulty with them, it is a help to them, and a difficulty to Mr.
‘Grant ; for whereas Mr. Grant’s theory represents that the judgment
of *“every work " is going on every day as fast as people die, Solomon
teaches that the judgment is a future thing : ‘“ God sHALL bring every
: work ‘into judgment.” When? The New Testament supplies the

X answer : ‘‘Jesus Christ shall judge the living and the dead af his

: appearing.”—(2 Tim. iv. 1.) ““God shall render to every man
Y according to his work . . . in the day when God shall judge the
I secrets of men by Christ Jesus.”—(Rom. ii. 6-16,) *‘The Son of Man shall

come in his glory, and THEN shall he reward every mn according te
his works.”’—(Matt. xvi. 27.)

Mr. Grant explains *‘while I have any being” (Psalm cxlvi. 2), and
¢ before I go hence and BE N0 MORE ”’ (Psalms xxxix. 13), by reference
X to the statement that Enoch “ was not.” The fallacy of this we have

; already pointed out and need not repeat the argument.
¢“ In that very day his thoughts perish.”—(Ps. cxliv. 4.) *‘In death
there.is no remembrance of Thee.”—(Ps. vi. 5.) * The dead praise
not the Lord.”—(Ps, cxv. 17.) “The grave cannot praise Thee "—
l (Is. xxxviii. 18.) Mr. Grant’s explanation of these statements amounts

to this, they are the expressions of *‘ pious Israelites.” **Pious"
Israelites”’ were in the habit of looking forward to the millennial
v day as the day of praise, and training up their children to celebrate
l Jehovah’s praise now. In neither of these could the dead take part:
~and to this the statements refer. As to the intermediate state of
praise, their knowledge * was very dim.”

The which is productive of the following results: Mr. Grant,
treating the Psalms as the private breathings of a *‘ pious Israelite,”
refuses David as a prophet, and denies David's testimony, confirmed
by Jesus and the apostles, that the Spirit of God SPAKE BY HIM.”—
(2 S8am. xxiii. 3.) According to Mr. Grant’s thesis, the knowledge of
the Spirit of God is ‘“ very dim!” David and Hezekiah looked ab

I things in the way ‘‘the poor annihilationists” do: Mr. Grant being

- witness.
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: ETERNAL LIFE,
THIS ohapurnqmr- little in thoway of reply. Ib doel no

prove the popular case. Ithﬂbogetherdavotedtothem't.:

and as ineffectually 8o as the defence of a bad case must always be.

The ‘‘ Annihilationists ” are able to quote many statements to the
effect that Christ came to give *life,” *‘everlasting life,” * eternal
life,” ** immortality ” to those believing on him. On this they argue
that man is not naturally immortal, and that consequently, popular
theology is wrong at the bottom.- Mr. Grant in this chapter tries to

answer this argument; but his effort is the feeblest in the book. -

.There is more parade of critical analysis of the lexicographical sort,
but less logical back-bone, which are probably related to each other
-as cause and effect.

His first point is that immortality and eternal life are not the same
thing, Immortality, he admits, is deathlessness of body, but eternal
~ life, is (he does not say exactly what, but) “a life, a nature, which
we receive in new birth,” ‘“down here” in this present time. The
wicked, he says, might have immortality, and not eternal life. He
does not say the wicked will have immortality. He is evidently
afraid to commit himself to such a proposition. Indeed he excludes
it by saying that the declaration of 1 Cor. xv. (*‘ this mortal shall
put on immortality, &c.,” is not made of the wicked, but * applicable
alone to the bloom and beauty of the resurrection of life.” If this be
80, how can the wicked be ever living? Mr. Grant admits they have
not ‘“ eternal life,” and shows that they are nob the recipients of
‘“ immortality” How come they then to live for ever ? Mr. Grant has not

well considered the issue of his own premises. Even if the distinction
existed, between immortality and eternal life, which Mr. Grant tries

to make out, his argument to prove all men immortal would be un-
helped, since both the things so expressed are admitted to apply to
the righteous exclusively.
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But Mr. Grant destroys this beautiful harmony by making the: |
terms distinct, and expressive of different things, making the life of °

the age a thing now actuaily possessed, and deathlessness not an ele-

ment: thereof, but a condition in the fate of righteous and wicked : 4

alike. Yet in these he contradicts himself, as we have seen, and as he
is bound to do in order to make a fair show of maintaining an unserip.
tural and unreasonable theory. Nowhere perhaps, is this more strik-
ingly illustrated than where he says in this chapter: ‘‘ Of course,
mortality is our condition down here. Immortality is nof our natural
and present possession. Immortality is deathlessness ; but who
among the people Mr. Roberts is opposing, asserts that we do not die?

It is a poor quibble, that. The soul does not die ; nor the spirit ; but . §
man does surely ! ! !” When we remember that in the beginning of : *

his book, Mr. Grant wrote ‘‘ That which lives in the body 18 THE MAN.”
It sounds queer to be told that the man diés, but that the spirit and
soul don’t. If that which lives in the body Is THE MAN, and “ the
man dies surely,” then the spirit and soul, whatever they are, die.

No, no, says Mr, Grant on p. 113, “ The soul does not die; nor the ' J
spirit,” but only the man. Which are we to believe? Mr. Granton .

p- 16, or Mr. Grant on p. 113?  On which side ** the poor quibble” lies
is evident.

‘“ The question is,” continues Mr. Grant, ‘‘as to what death is, not
whether men are subject to it. Of course, with Mr. R., it is ‘cessation
of existence,” but then that is not what we mean by death. #e mean
the.dust returning to the earth as it was, while the spirit returns to
God who gave it.” And that is what ‘‘the poor annihilationists ™
mean. They do not mean the cessation of the dust ; but they say the
dust is not the man. They do not mean the cessation of the spirit,
but they say the spirit is not the man. They mean the cessation of
the man ; the death of the man: and this is what Mr. Grant and all
Christendom deny, in denying which, they deny the first element of
gospel truth, which is that ‘““by man came peATH,” and nullify the

second, ‘‘ by man came also the resurrection of the dead.” ~

Paul’s statement that ‘‘God oniy hath immortality,” Mr. Grant
wishes to get rid of by asking if the angels are not immortal? Yes,
they are; but they are God to us; for they are of His nature and
come only on His errands. Thus an angel’s communication to Moses
ab the bush was to him the voice of God.—(Ex. iii. 2-6; Acts vii. 30.)
Thus, too, Jacob’s wrestling with an angel was seeing God face to face.
—(Hos. xii. 4; Gen,. xxxii.) Angels destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah,
yet the work was Jehovah’s.—(Gen. xix., compare verse 1. 14, 22, 24.).
They are of divine nature ; they are ‘¢spirit.”—(Heb. i. 7.) When
mortal men become spiritual in nature and immortal, it is said *‘ they
are equal to angels.”—(Luke xx. 36.) In relation to man, the state-

-
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has absolute foroe that © God only hath immortality.” This
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but away from this, it is not true. In each case something is destroyed. l

Bottles burst are bottles destroyed as bottles. In the case of an article

 lost, possession is destroyed for the time being. *Them that are

", lost” (2 Cor. iv. 13), are those who walk in the broad way * leading

- to destruction.”—(Matt. vii. 13.) They arespoken of as lost or destroyed
in the same way as those whose end isdeath are described as dead.

The same remarks apply to and dispose of Mr. Grant's criticisms

&, on the other words tranelated ‘‘ destroy” and “ perish.” They fence

f off his attempt to take the meaning out of these words, and preserve

the words in their appointed harmony with the fundamental doetrine

- of the Bible, that ‘“ the end of these things (wicked acts) 18 PEATH.”—

ut off (Psalms xxxvii. 9-10,) ‘‘consumed’’ {(Psalm

ﬁv'.m;g;', 5113.‘;10:; o?lt of bh(o earth (Prov. ii. 22.) Mr. Grant makes short’

work of his task by simply asserting thnt_theno expressions have

nothingﬁodo_w_i&hﬁhpﬁnqlduﬁhy of the wicked. We need simply .
i it is impossible to find statements that have

nt cannot producethem. e

.
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: (Rom. vi. 21.) 4
'{f‘. : We have entered more thoroughly and critically into this pointin
our reply to Dr. Angus (see pp. 28-32, Everlasting Punishment mot =
Bternal Torments), taking up all the words translated *‘ destroy” and ~ §
-‘“perish,” and showing that they contain the sense objected to by
those who contend for eternal torments. It is unnecessary to repeat
what is there written. It will suffice to notice the four cases quoted
by Mr. Grant, to show that ‘‘destroy,” contrary to Mr., Grant’s con- °
tention, does mean ‘‘to bring to an end.” i
¢ Knowest thou not yet that FEgypt is destroyed ?”’ The reflection upon
this is obvious. That which constituted the ‘‘ Egypt” of colloquial
talk, was being brought to an end by the disasters coming upon it by
the hand of Moses. A country spoken of in this way does not mean
the territory merely, but the state of things existing upon it ; society,
cities, agriculture, &c. All these were being brought to an end or
destroyed by the great plagues. Strange that Mr. Grant should quote
such a case to prove that destroy does not mean destroy. :
““ The land perished.” This is similar. The state of prosperity
among the inhabitants expressed by the phrase, ‘‘the land,” was
coming to an end, was perishing, was being destroyed. Land is fre-
quently used for the people: e.g.. ‘“ My father hath troubled the
land,” —(1 Sam. xiv. 29.) “The whole land trembled.”—(Jer. viii.
16.) !
‘¢ The valley also shall perish.” ‘‘ The valley,” on the same principle, i
is pub for the people inhabiting it, and the state of things growing i
up under their hand. g
O Israel, thow hast destroyed thyself.” And is it not so? Was not ‘

the Kingdom of Israel brought to an end by the gins of her people ?
Not only 8o, but the self-destruction of Israel involved the slaughter
of the vast bulk of the nation. Strang e that Mr. Grant should cite
such a case to prove that destroy does not mean destroy.

The remainder of the chapter is devoted to an endeavour to show
that the destruction of the wicked is not taught by such statemente
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the same word with the eame meaning, and yet with a measure differ-

. ing with the terms ‘‘ mottal ” and ‘‘ immortal.” The case would be

the same if mortality in the one case and immortality in the other

weére only understood and not expressed. ‘‘ Always” to a mortal is

bounded by his mortality : ‘‘ always” to an immortal is co-extensive

with endles enees, because immortality is deathless. Itis the question
'of immortality that governs the terme. Who are immortal ! This is
the real question. Or suppose we were to change the form of the

_proposition and eay, ‘‘The punichment of the wicked (which
will be painfully-inflicted death) will be evarlasting ; and the reward
of the righteous (which will be incorruptibie life) will be everlasting.”
The use of the term ¢‘ everlasting,” in both cases, would not
teach endless existence in both cases, though the measure of the term,
a8 a term, might be the same in both cases; because the thing
measured in one case would be death, and in the other, life. And the
effect would be the same if ‘“ death”” and ‘‘ life”” were only understood
and not expressed. The effect wm{' be the reverse of teaching end-
less existence for the wicked.

The rest of Mr. Grant’s chapter iv. (part 3) is occupied with the
arguments of Mr. Morris. As these arguments do not belong to the
truth, Mr. Grant’s answer to them calls for no notice here. Two
passages, however, are quoted and insisted upon in the course of his
remarks, which may as well be looked at.

1.—Rev. xiv. 9-11: *‘ And the third angel followed them, saying
with a loud voice, If any man worship the beast and his image, and
receive his mark in his forehead or in his hand, the same shall drink of
the wine of the wrath of God, which is poured out without mixture
into the cup of his indignation ; and he shall be tormented with fire
and brimstone in the presence of the holy angels and in the presence
of the Lamb ; and the smoke of their torment ascendeth up for
ever ; and they have no rest, day nor night, who worship the
beast or his image, and whosoever receiveth the mark of his
name.” Mr. Grant thinks this is ‘“‘too strong and simple to be
evaded,” as a proof of orthodox ‘‘hell-fire,” Ieolated frem its
context and considered superficially, it doubtless appears to have the
character alleged by Mr. Grant ; but a close scrutiny will show the
state of the case to be contrary to the appearance. 1.—Mr. Grant’s
“wrath of God ” is a wrath always operating in hell, from generation

o generation, whereas ‘‘ the wrath ”’ of the Apocalypse is a wrath that
““comes” at a particular juncture of affairs on earth, where the dead
are raised.—(See Rev. xi. 18; xvi. 19.) 2.—Mr. Grant’s sufferers of
hell-fire are immortal souls, while the Apocalyptic drinkers of the
wine of the wrath of God are ‘‘ men ” with ¢‘ foreheads ” and ¢ hands.”
3.~Mr. Grant’s hell-fire is .endured in hell, in banishment from the

able, the right eous (who are immortal) will always be happy,’ Wwe use .

favour of eternal torments.
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CHAPTER V.

THE ABOLITION OF EVIL.

.. Tars is a brief cha pter, and calls for briefer notice. It is an attempt

to set aside an argument which'can be dispensed with so far as the
demonstration of so-called ‘‘annihilationism ” is concerned. The

' demonstration is complete and unanswerable without .it. Neverthe-

less, the argument in question is powerful, and untouched by Mr.
Grant’s remarks. It is, that since the mission of Christ is to put away
sin and.abolish death, to subdue all enemies and destroy all curse
(Jno. i. 29; 2 Tim. i. 10; 1 Cor. xv. 25, 26; Rev. xxii. 3), a theory

such as Mr. Grant advocates, which teaches the eternal triumph of -
evil in the existence of a crowded abode of tormented transgressors

throughout the countless ages of eternity, must be contrary to truth.
With this brief statement of the case, we can afford to dismiss Mr.
Grant’s chapter on the ‘“abolition of evil’—an abolition he does not
believe in, but contrariwise, rejectsit as a behever in the eternal and
vietorious existence of evil.

e

, rmmmmm i
Tuis, thelast chapter of Mr. Grant's on the vblpvxbb huk;(ﬁ.;
mwwmmmmm the truth), like the last, calls -
for little remark at the hands of a Christadelphian, unless it be to -
disclaim some things that Mr, Grant must. surely. be inadvertent in
imputing to him. The object of the chapter .is to show that bad
fruit springs from a reception of the doctrine that man is mortal. ;.
He places first, “the undermining of the autharity of Seripture.”

‘Surely he must be xgwant of the Ghmhdolphumtoblhn%mh

an effect visible in their midst. So far is thisfrom one of $heir
characteristics, that they are described as ‘* Bibliolaters” by those who
reject the Bible. That is true which was said of them by a popular
Baptist minister just gone to hisgrave : ‘‘they believe the whole of the
Scriptures from beginning to end.” ‘ Christadelphianism,” Mr. Grant
says, ‘‘ Has a new translation specially to teach their views.” This is
absolutely untrue. A Mr. Wilson, some years ago, published an inter-
linear translation of the New Testament ; but this is no more ‘‘ a new
translation for Christadelphians to teach their views,” than Conquest’s
Bible, which any of them may possess.. Mr. Grant quotes one or two
amended renderings from Elpis Israel in support of his statement, but
surely this is a different affuir from a ‘‘new translation.” Does Mr.
Grant abide by every rendering in King James’s version ? King James’s
version is a good one, and the one used by the Christadelphians in all
their meetings ; but they do not shrink when occasion calls for it, to
take the liberty which Mr. Grant himself has so freely exercised in this
very book, of discriminating as to the precise meaning of the original
tongue.

The next evil fruit alleged is a denial of the resurrection of the unjust.
This no morg applies to the Christadelphians than the other. It is

- one of their most positive tenets that Christ will judge the living and

the dead at his appearing, and that among the dead will ﬁgure the
unjust as well as the just.

Next is the assertion of a tendency to deny that there is any Spirit of
God, which he makes consequent on the denial of a spirit of man.
Both denial yare efually untrue of the Christadelphians. The Christa-
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delphians believe *there is a spmt« in man ” (Job xxxii. 8), though

- they deny that this spirit is man, or that it is an immortal entity.
They aleo believe, fervently and thanlfnlly, in that Spirit of God
from whose presence they cannot go (Ps. cxxxix. 7), and by which,
when the Father wills it, all things are made and done. Mr. Grant’s
imputations are as unfounded on this as on the other heads.

8o also with his statement that they * soften down sin,” or experi-
ence a lessening of responsibility. If he were acquainted with them,
he would see the great mistake he had made; aleo in his
that they undervalue the atonement and deny the divinity of the
_ Son of God. They believe in both clearly, cordially, and unreservedly,
in & manner evidently beyond Mr. Grant's knowledge or apprehen-
"sion. In all points, his remarks as to * tendencies and results”
among the Christadelphians are absolutely without truth, notwith
standing that he singles them out as the express illustration of his

remarks, We canonly excuse Mr. Grant on the score of ignorance.
" ““ Thomasism,” he says, ‘“ has gone all these lengths, snd more. .- .

To the Christian that at least bears upon its forefront undhgukuﬂly
its deadly character, The subtle forms clothed in more decent ortho-
doxy are the most to be dreaded here” (in America). The answer is -
that the system of truth hespeaks of as Thomasism is uncharacterised
by a single one of the ‘‘tendencies and results” he imputes to
‘ annihilationism.” That it is * undisguised,” and ‘¢ bears on its fore-
front” its real character, is a compliment. That that character is
opposed to the utmost degree of ‘‘ deadliness,” to the religion of the
orthodox Christian of the nineteenth century is to be admjtted : but
thé meaning of that depends upon the question of with whom the
truth rests. If it is with Mr. Grant, then indeed ¢ Thomasism ”
cannot be too earnestly denounced as a destroyer of men ; but if it be
with “ Thomasism,” as we have sought to prove throughout this review
of Mr, Grant’s work, then is Mr. Grant’s book only an addition - i

. to the hostile agencies which, often in the hands of sincere men, - 2L g iy
have in all ages sought to turn away the simple from hearing the i '

wordl of instruction.
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