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PREFACES BY THE DISPUTANTS.

’I‘HE proposal for this Debate came from certain

brethren in South ILondon. Although dis-
advantageously situated for such a conflict—being
occupied in business 9 to 10 hours every day—TI cou-
sented to the proposal for the purpose of defending a
portion of Bible truth. The teaching of the Bible on
the subject in question, defended by me, is heio
presonted in a somowhat fragmentary form. The
reader who desires to see a more complete exposition
is invited to perusc the pamphlet entitled, ‘“The
Blood of the Covenant,” advertised on the cover,

J. J. ANDREW,
26, Douglas Road, Canonbury, London, N.

I agree that the subject gannot be exhaustively
dealt with in a debabe on tho Socrabic method which,
though conveniont for tost, is liable to draw off the
disputants to side issues which occupy time dis-
proportionably. The more formal exhibition of 1t in
the pamphlet referred to by brolhor Andrew, and in
the reply which I have published to that pamphlet
under the title, The Resurrection to Condemnation :
Who unll come forth to it 2 will enable the reader to sco
the bearings of tho subject in a clearer light,

Also, the form: in which the themse of the Debate
was stated, I felt to be inconvenient, 1b is not one
that I would havo choson, for a variety of reasons.
It is of brother Andrew’s wording. T was obliged to
submit to it from the reprasentation made to me that
if T did not consent to it, the Debate would not come
off. I proposed a question that would have brought
the issue before the meeting in a more direct and
gimple form. It scoms to me an unnatural associa-
tion of ideas to make tho inlliction of condemnation
depend upon the attainment of reconcilintion (which
is the central idoa of justification by the blood of
Christ). I deem it necessary to say this, bocause I
folt all through the Debate that the wording of the
gubject placed the issue in a false light, and led to a
method of treatment entiroly foroign to tho moral
essence of the thing.

I also think it necessary to advert to other points
which the absencs of a closing rejoinder put it out of
my power to nobice.

Some of the diserepancies between brother Andrew
and mysolf in the questions and answers that were
exchanged were due, I focl sure, to his employment

of inexplicit phraseology, technical Lerms and phrages,
which are always open to moro than one construc-
tioun. Take fgr example, *‘ Adamic sin,” *‘inherited
sin,” ““sin in the flesh.” Only one ol these—the last
—I8 a scripbural form of spwoch, and that is used ounly
once (Rom, vii. 3), and with a seuse, not having the
scientific procision with which brother Andrew
appeared to use it. The vagueness of his axgument
was not dispolled by his preliminary definition of
terms. ¢ Adamic sin,” gaid he, ‘I shall use as gin
in the flagh,” But this explonation had to be further
explained : ‘* Sin in tho {lesh T shall usc as expressing
the desire Lo do evil which 18 in fallen human nature.”
According to these definitions, Adamie sin is desire o
do evil. Answering his questions according to thig
dofinition, T was obligod to maintain that it iz not
removed till the resurroction, since the desire to do
ovil remains unchanged to the last, as Paul declared
to be his own experience. Answering it according to
my own concepbion (which is a larger conception,
while including brother Androw’s conception), Iwas
obliged to make the same answer. My conception is
this, that death becamo a physical law of Adam’s
nature in consequence of Adam'’s sin ; that it became
80 by the power of the sentence of death operating
physically upon him, as the sentence of life at tho
judgment seat will operate physically upon the
bodios of the accopted, causing them to bocome
incorruptbible ; that becoming a part of his being, i6
was therefore nogessarily transmitted to all of Adam’s
posterity who partook of that death-stricken being
by physical doscont, and became in them also a
tendency to moral corruption ; that, therefore, as tho
whole mischief originated in sin, taking effect in the
flesh, it could, by casual language, and on the prin-
ciple of metonomy (putting cause for eflect), be
.doscribed as sin in the flesh: ‘‘sin that dwelleth
in me."”

Having this conception, I could not say otherwise
than ¢ No,” whon  asked if we are justifiod from
# Adamic sin® ab baptismn. Christ was * justified in
the Spirit” (1 Tim. iii. 16) in the sense of being made
right, or perfected physically in the Spirit—not in
the sense of being pardoned, for he required no
pardou, It was this sense of ‘justify’ that I had
beforé my mind when brother Andrew asked me about
being ¢ justified from sin in the flesh at baptism,”
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I have always believed (and it seems (o me impog-
sible for any men having regard to meanings, and
not to mere phrases, to do otherwise than believe),
that this blessed change is effected only ab the resur-
rection. ‘“ We shall all be changed.” This corrupt-
ible and mortal, which bas come by Adam, putting
.on the incorruptible and immortal through Christ,
Whatl is cancelled ab baptism (and it is only can-
celled potontially—for there is an ¢ if ” all the way
thiough) is the condemnation resting upon us a8
individual sinners, and the racial condetnnution which
wo physically inherit. '

T havo never divergod from this view, though
brotlier Andrew seemod to think 1 had, fiom the
quotation ho made from the Christadelphian of 1878,
p.- 225. It iz the employment of an ambiguous
phrase—one of his own plirases—that leads him to
think so, but the paragraph ilself in which the
phrase occurs, shows the meaning with which I used
it. The conirast is between ‘legal” and actual
mortality, The actual mortality of our experience
is8 the result of the sentenco passed on Adam, t©
which, as a ruce, we are related. Legal mortality
would be that whiclh is constituled, ordered, or
detcrmined upon by law. In this sense, we pass
(potentially) from death to life at baplism,—which is
a very important sense certainly, for without it there
could be no hope of the physical deliverance that
waits at the coming of Christ. But still, it has no
binding force in the direction which is brother
Andrew’s whole contention in this argument. It
cannol prevent the revival of a dead mortal being to
a renewal of his mortal state 1f God require him to
como forth —as is absolutely proved by the restoration
of unjustified dead in past times.

Tinally, I did nob get tho opportunity of pointing
out the undue stress laid by brother Androw through-
out, upon the iden of “* probation,” as affording him
an argument againsb the resurrection of rebels against
the light. '*Probation” is not even a scriptural
technicality, and certainly it is not a soriptural
conceplion with the limitabions pub about it by
brothor Androw. Ii literally means ¢ putting to the
proof.,”  Men are cevbainly put to the proof beforo
God accepts Lhem : but this does not express their
wheolo rolabion to Hlim. It iz not merely a question
of whethcr they are worthy of a certain benefit : there
is the question of God’s claim upen them, and the
whole evolubion of judgmenl, nationally or indi-
vidually, turns upon this.

God has not surrendered His claim on the sons of
Adam, although death reigns among them. IIad Ile
said nothing after the sentence in Eden, undoubtedly
tho reign of death would have been undisturbed by
any question of resurrectional responsibility. But
e renewed relations with them after that sentence,

and this makes a great difference. It introduces a
new accountability, the operation of which is deter-
mined upon some principle ; for it is revealed that
it does not operate on all.

‘Whalt is the principle of its operation? This is the
whole guestion, Whenever we ask for a scriptural
definition of it, that is, a definition in the actual
words of Seripture, we get the doctrine which brother
Andrew is opposing, That is, we never can get in
seripture words tlie doctrine he is advocating, but
always the ono ho i3 opposing, [iwe usk whoin scrip-
ture words are said to rige to condemnation it is **They
who havo done evil” (Jno, v, 29}, “the unjusl ” (Acls
xxiv. 15), *“ the wickod " (Job xxi. 30), &e. Brother
Andrew cannot quote any scripbure that says it is
““ those who have besn justified from Adamic sin.”
He rojoins, ““ Then you prove the resurrection of all
wicked, of all unjust, of all who have done evil,”
The answer is,—No, because the scriptures draw
a line, Ifit be asked where? the answer is, at ignor-
ance {Acts xvii, 30); no understanding (Psa. xlix, 20);
blindness (Jno. ix, 41), If, on the other hand, the
question is asked, What in the Scriptures is the
formulated — the epecilically alleged — ground of
condemnalion ? the answer is invariable: ¢ Light ”
(Jno. iii. 19); * the word spoken” (Jno. xv. 22);
“Knowledge” (Jag. iv. 18),; ‘“to whom much is
given” (Luko xii, 47). The reason of condemnation
is always alloged to be disobedience. It is *‘ Because
T have called, and ye have vefused. I have strefched
out my hand and no man regard ¢ * * Yo have
sob at nonght all mny counsel, and would none of my
reproof ”’ (Prov, i. 24 25). Or, as Paul expressed it,
“To thom thab are contentions and do not obey the
truth (implying it has been presented to them), but
obey unrighteousness (there shall be) indignation and
wrath, tribulation and anguish upon every soul of
man Lhat doeth evil, of the Jew first and also of the
Centile * * * in the day when Cod shall judge
the secrots of men by Jesus Christ” (Rom. ii. 9,
10, 16)

“Probulion ” has its place as o seripbural idea ;
but it is usod unskilfully and wilh dostructive resulty
when it i made to hide the idea that God has
properby in sinful mon, and will not be mocked by hiin
when He sboops to the groat condoscension of nddress-
ing commands to him.

ROBERT ROBERTS,
2nd May, 1894, 139, Moor Street, Birningham.
‘When consent was given by brother Roberts and

myqelf to the publication of this Debate, I had neo
idea that ho would supploment it by a written argu-
ment ; but having dona so, I must follow suit.

In saying that, according to my argument, ™ the
infliction of condemnation *” is made to ¢ dopend upon
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the attainment of reconciliation,” brother Roberts
conveys the Improssion that I deny ‘¢ the infliction of
condemnation ” on any members of tlie race who have
not beon tho subjects of reconciliabion. This mis-
represents me ; many have so suffered.  God * con-
demned Sodom and Gomorrha with an overthrow ”
by means of fire (2 Pet. ii. 6), as He had previously
condemned the contemporaries of Noah to destruc-
tion by means of water (2 Pet. iii. 6), Other divine
judgments are recorded in Holy Writ; but in such
cases there was no resurrection to a judgment-seat,
and thig is the point now in dispute,

The oxpressiong‘‘ Adamic sin ™ and ‘‘inherited sin’
are, says brother Roberts, not scriptural forms of
speachb.  This is immaberinl provided they represent
o scripbural truth. It is often advisable to use
other than scriptural phrasos to show in what sense
cortain inspirod words arc understood. Tho word
“ain” is so frequently used to deseribo an act ot
transgression that ib is necessary al certain bimes to
show that this is not its only mecaning. It is quito
true that the phrase ““sin in the flesh ” only occurs
once in the Bible—a remark obviously intonded to
mininiiso ity importance —bul thab which it represents
is described in other language. Thus, ** every man’s
own lust ” (Jas. i. 14); ¢ the heart 1s deccitful above
all things ™ (Jer. xvii. 9); ° the minding (i.c., think-
ing) of the flesh is death ” (Rom. viii, 6, margin); ¢ if
yo live after the flesh ye shall die” (ver, 13), &c.
The oaly cause of death ig 8in ; when, thereforo, con-
formity to “* the flesh ” 12 described as producing
death, it is equivalent to saying that ¢ the (lesh ” is
one form of sin,

¢¢ Sin in tho flesh” i3 trcated by brother Roberts as
being identical with the ‘‘physical law of death
transmittod to Adam’s posterity.” This is not
correch ; the two Lhings are related (o each other as
cangce and effoct, and thcy are so combinod in the
exprassion ‘‘ corruption that is in the world through
lust” {2 Pet, 1. 4). When Adam was created he had
no ‘“lust ” or evil desire ; he was *‘ very good ” (Cen.
i. 31), not ‘““knowing good and evil” (Gen. iii, 5).
But through yiclding to outside temptation he cameo
to ‘‘kuow good and cvil” (CGen. iil, 22), and hence-
forth evil desire became an eloment in human nature,
tranemilted from parents to offspring, o say that
it1scalled “siu " bocause it leads bo sin is misleading ,
thig may be partly true, but the chief reason is, that
it is the result of sin-—that is, of Adam’s disobedicnce.
Ilonco, by the transmission of ovil desire all the
descendanls of Adam are accountod as having
“sinned” in ham (Rom. v. 12) ; by the mere fact of
inheriting his fallen nature they are *“ made sinners »
(ver. 19}, or placed under * condemnation” (ver, 18).
These scriptural truths furnish the only explanation
of the death of infants and of others who have

““not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s trans.
gression” (ver, 14),

““ Lust” being the caunse of phy-ical ‘¢ corruption,”
evory member of the race is nocessarily the subjoct of
Divine condemnalion by reason of 1bs possession ; and
the 1emoval of this condemunation is requisite before
they can ‘“have peace with God” (Rom. v. 1). This
removal is a justification or acquittal ; and from the
time that it takes place, inherited ‘‘lust” ceases to
be the subject of condemnation or accusation, It was
nob the “removal” of ‘lust” about which 1
questioned brother Roberts, but the removal of its
condemnation—bwo distinet events, Lust continues
to exist to the end of probation, but there is then
‘“no condemnation * (Rom. viiL 1) for it; condemna-
tion ab the judgment seat can only be incurred tor
yielding to it. ““If ye live after the flesh yeo shall
dio ” (Rom, viii. 13); “1lc that sowoth Lo tha flosh
shall of the flesh reap corruption” (Gal. vi, 8).

“To bo perfected physically in the spirit" is,
according bo brother Roberts, the only way of being
¢ justifiod from Adamic sin” ; not so, however,
according to Apostolic teaching. This event is more
correctly defined to be tho conrummation of a provious
justification ; failurc Lo realiso il ean only resull from
“gowing to tho flesh” (Gal. vi. 8), not from
possession of the flesh.  Thercfore “ the Hesh ” musb
havo been the subject of a justification when probation
commenced.

T'he bearing of these testimonies on Jesus Christ is
obvious, 1Ile was mado of *‘tho samo flesh and
blood” as lns brebhren, “in all things like unto ”
thom (1fob. 1. 14, 17). By boing *“ mudo of a woman ’
(Gal, iv. 4) he was “made sin” (2 Cor. v. 21), and
thus when on the cioss “God * * * condemned
sin in tho flosh” of ‘““his own son” (Rom, viii. 3). It
was this *“ sin ” which Christ * put awny by the sacri-
fice of himself ” (1leb. ix. 26). At bicth “‘sin in the
flesh” **had the power of death” over him, but
“ through death ” ho ‘¢ destroyed ” its power (Heb, 1i.
14) over himself ; and when he rose it could be said
of him, prior to his chango into apirit—*¢ he that hath
diod i8 justified fromsin ” (Rom, vi, 7, ®.v.). Believers
who are “baptized into his death” (ver. 3) neces-
sarily partake of that justification, but with this
differonce-—that their probation is only beginning,
whereas hiz was at an end; and they thon rocoive
forgiveness of individual transgressions, of which he
was quibte free. The Lwo-fold aspect of their justifi-
cation abt this time is very concisely cxpressed 1n
Col. ii. 13 : “* You, being dead in your sins and tho
uncircumcision of your flesh, hath he gquickened
together with him, having forgiven you all tres-
passes.” The phrage ‘‘ uncircumcialon of your flesh ?
is synonymous with ‘‘sin in the flesh "’ hefore justifi-
cation., Tor this, as well as for iundividual ‘¢ tres.



PREFACE.

passes ” the brethren of Christ were once under *“the
power of dewth,” but, having been ** quickened,”
death cannot, for either the cne or the other, “reign”™
over them ; they have, like Paul, been ‘‘made free
from the law of sin and death” (Rom. viil, 2} ; if they
enter the grave it cannot hold them.

The fact that the physical consequonces of Adam’s
““ offence’’ are not removed at baptism is no evidence
that Adamic sin is not then the subject of justifica-
tion ; if it wore, the continuance of the physical con-
sequences of some individual *f trespasses,” such as
disease caused by drunkenness, would prove thatsuch
trespastes were not forgiven, It 1s, therefore, erro-
neous for brother Roberts to confine justification from
Adamic 8in to the change fiom mortality to immor-
tality ; this must be preceded by alegal justification,
as he himsclf rocognited 1n 1878. The statement
that he was using onc of my phrases has not beon
substantiated : and, even if it had been, this would
not be a valid defence. That he understood the
phrase iz shown by the way he illustrates it (sece
Choistadelphean, 1878, p, 225).  Without a legal justi-
fication condemnation remains in full foree, and in
such cases death must for ever *‘reign.” ¢ 'The law
of sin and death " (Rom, viii, 2) is not invalidated by
the restoration of some unjustified onés in the past;
they were not freed from Adamic death, but only
tomporarily released from it. Not so with the
rejected at Christ’s judgment seat ; they will be con-
domned to death solely for their own offences during
probation—and this could not he if they were still
under condemnation to death for inherited * sin” or
for ¢ trespasses’” preceding probation.

It is true that probation is not a Scriptural word,
but 1t nevertheless represents a Scriplural truth.
'The children of Adom, being * servants of sin,” are
““iree from righteousnees ” {Rom, vi. 20}, and in that
condition can do nothing acceptable to God for
attainment to eternal life. But when “ made free
from sin ” they becomeo * servants to God” (ver. 22),
in which capacity slono con they bo put to the proof
in rolation to eternal life. It is quite a new thing
among the brotherhood to speak of men being under
probation ‘“before God accepts them.” 'This,
together with the denial that condemnation in Adam
is legally taken away abt baptism, deprives that
coremony of lLalf its efficacy; one or two steps

further in the same direction will render it super-
fluous.

|

The exclusion of unjustified song of Adam from the
judgment-seat of Chrisl does not affect ** the question
of God’s claims upon them,” because God has, for
their wickedness, mflicted punishments in this life,
and He will do it in the future, Those punishments
are confirmabory evidence that unjustiied men are,
by condemnation in Adawm, excluded from resurrec-
bion,  Additional ‘‘light” undoubtedly brings
additional responsibiliby ; hence the supporters of
the Papacy suffer greater Divine wrath than the
benighted followers of Confuciug; bub this light is
not sufficient, in itself, to bring them within the
scope of resurrection to Christ’s judgment-seat. The
Jews to whom Christ spoke (Jno. iil. 19; ix. 41;
xii. 48; xv. 22; Luke xii, 47) oceupied a very
different posibion from CGentiles in thiy generation,
The former were the custsdians of God’s oracles
(Rom. iil, 2), and assuch thoy were reqnired to believe
and defend them ; they believed part, but not sufli-
cient ; and this was the ground of their condemnation.
They rejected, not the Abrahamic covenant, but its
Mediator; and for this Lhey wure threatened with rolri-
bution. The mere fact of not believing (Jne. xii, 47, 48; .
Mark xvi. 16) made them amenable to Divine wrath.
They rejected Christ because He did not fulfil their
anticipations ; but this is no evidence that they had
previously insufficient faith to obtain, in conjuaction
wibh sacrifico, a justificabion from sin, Such justifi-
cation, equally with that of faithful Jews, would be
ratified by the blood of Christ; but their subsequent
wicked deeds, of course, would uot. In this respect
they occupiod, in relation to the name of salvation,
the same position as unfaithful brethren of Christ,
some of whom are spoken of in terms quite as severe
(2 Peb. i.; Judo ver, 12, 13), as those applied to
the Jewish opponents of Christ.

The application to unjustified Gonliles of warnings
addressed to Jews (Prov. i. 24, 25), or to Christ's
brethren (Rom. il. 9, 10; Jas. iv. 18), is most un-
warrantable ; it introduces the false principle which,
in a portion of tho Apostasy, nullilies “‘the difle-
renco between bhe holy and profane” (E'Aek. xliv. 23).

J. J Al

I have waived my right of rojoindor to remove a
barricr from the way of the writing of the foregoing.

R. R.
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| ClATRMAN—BLROTIER

LAk,

FIRST NIGHT.

HE CHAIRMAN :—I will read to you, brethren
and sisters, the subject of discussion and the
conditions of debate. The aubjech is as follows :—
““ That resurrection to the judgment seat of Christ
will comprise sgome who have not been justified by the
blood of Christ.” That proposition brother Roberts
will affirm, and brother Andrew will deny. The
arrangement for speeches is as follows :-—There will
be two quarter-hour speeches, followed by six quarber.
hour speeches or questions as each disputant may
prefer to employ that time. That is, on thisevening,
we shall open with two gquarter-hour speeches, followed
by six quarter-hour speeches or questioning as brother
Roberts or Andrew may prefer, and the matter will
be opened by brother Roberts, There is this condi-
tion attached to the debate, and it is understood that
this condition is binding upon all of us: ‘* No partial
or complete account, description, or report of the
dobato to be printed or circulated, cithor eeparately
or in any publication, without the consent of both
disputants, and in the event of such consent being
given, each disputant is Lo be permitted to rovise
pame 1n manugeript.” I have only one other thing
to say, and that is to ask you to express no opinion
whatever, noither to approve or to disapprove of
what you may hear, nor to interrupt the speakers.
It any brother should interrupt oither spealker, I shall
add Lo that speaker’s time whab ho may lose by the
interruption.
Inow call upon brother Roberts to open in a 15
minubes’ speech,

Broriier Roerrts : —Dear brethren and sisters,—
I need not say how far from gralifying it is to me, as
prohably to you, to be present on such an occasion,
and for such a purpose, Dawvid says * How good and
how pleasant a thing it is for brethren to dwell together
in unity.” The reverse condition must be of the
reverse character., We have, in past times, dwelt
together in unity as regards the particular iseue

raised to night, and if there is any chango, it rests—
you know where—with brother Andrew, who thinks
he has discovered that some things he used to think
were true are not true.  We need not enquire how he
has come to think so. The question for enquiry is,
whether his present thonghts ave in harmony with
the Word of Truth.

He has come to the conclusion that—not the
wickedness of man, bub the reconciling blood of
Christ, 18 the basis of (lod's vengeance; that not
* he that believeth not,” but he that believeth, shall
be condemned ; that not those rebels of mankind
who utterly refuse to submit bto God are to come
under His retributive vengeance in the day of Chrisb,
but these only who make some abttempt to submit to
His will by bowing down in the presence of His Son
and accepting His yoke, confessing His name and
seeking to sorve Him,

He was not always of this mind. His change of
mind might not have nocessitated the present meot-
ing, but lie has taken steps which involve an attempt
to coerce us into tho recepbion of his views, first by
propounding an amendmenf to the constitution in
force amongst those with whom he is in fellowship,
and, secondly, by issuing a pamphlet in which, like
another before him, he says, though net in the same
words, ‘I renounce what I havo believed beforetime *
a8 to the 1ulo upon which God halds mon rogponsiblo.

I have ondeavoured to show reasons against the
view which he now advocates. I have done so to an
extent and in a form that [ thought rendered a meet-
ing like this superfluous, The argument is before us
on both sides. We are more likely to come to a dis-
passionate conclusion in the wmabter by the quiel
woighing of arguments thun in the heabt of persona
contest. Nevertheless, it was strongly urged upon
me that such a meeting as this was in the interests of
the truth ; theretore I consented—notunder any con-
ditions—the conditions that have been referred to are
not mine. I thonght that perhaps it might be that
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the brethren's iden who asked me to comn hore would
prove right, that such a meeting might be to the
advantagoe of the truth.

I believe brother Andrew is perfectly sincero in tho
course he iy baking, I hope ho may be enabled to
think that we who opposc him arc not less sincere.
However, it is an immaterial matter what we think
of eavh other, the guecstion iz, whal ia the {ruth in
this cacre? In o phrase, it is defined by Paul that
‘“there shall be a resurrection of the just and of the
unjust,” and by Jesus that ¢ those who have done
cvil,” as well as those who have donc good, shall
¢t come forth ab the resurrection.’f

It it had been left to human estimation as to what
was oxpedient or suitable in the malter of resurrcc.
tion, we might have comec Lo Lhe coaclusion thaba
greal many people in America have come Lo, and thab
in, that tlicre need not be any reswrrection b all of
those who mo to be rejecled ; that no purposo can be
scrved by bringing again to lifo those who are to be
pub back into death again. Bal we dare not come to
that conclusion. It is God’s atter, not ours. We
can form no opinion on such a subject of any value.
1t is & mere question of God's purpose, and what He
has declared. Now He has declared the resurrection
of the unjust and the evil, and the quesbion is why?
On what ground? I am sure 1 am within the recol-
lection of everyone present, when I say that no
ground ig alleged in the Bible for resurroction to con-
demnation excepbing unrightoousness and rebellion,
and this not on any mechanical principle.

I bave felt oppressed and depressed oxceedingly by
the mechanical nature of the theory propounded by
the pamphlet which brother Andrew has writlen., 1
do not mean it in any irreverent or {lippant sense, but
il really sooms tx mo to advocate salvation by
machinery. God is kept out of view, and we have o
sysbom of mechanical law placed in tho foreground.
God makes the law certainly, and governs us by it,
but there is a great difference between divine law and
human law. In the case of hmnan law, we are obliged
to speak of it as an abstraction, as if it possessed
powers of its own, bocause man is so weak because
human memory is so [rail, and because the men who
appoint tho law cannol keop pace with it, cannot be
always present with its operation ; cannot know those
who are related to it either on the favourable side or
otherwiso. But it is totally difleront with (lod. God
over lives, and Tlis power novor fails, and [Tia presonco
13everywhere, and lis discernments aro infullible and
TTis rights aro absolute.  Law is but the expression
of 1lis wish and will, design and intention. You
nevor can put the law above God. God is always
above law, And you cannot tic Him by any law, 1f
Ile gave the law of Moscs, He took it away ; if He
gave circumcision, He took it away. If He gave

baptism, He will take it away whon it has done its pur-
pose. He can alter, or amend, or adapt, or adjust
as He pleases, ta accomplish the objects He proposes.
Why, brethren and sisters, whero is even the living
man who, dealing wilh his own property, does not
claim the 1ight (any lord in his estate, or any petby
landlord in any house, in appointing this and that to
serve his purpose and convenience) to change his
appointments ? In making such a change it is not a
chauge in himsclf, not a change in what he is, but a
changs in the methods ho adopts according as
exigencies arise  And so Clod has revealed to us it is
with Him. Hesays,‘* At what instant 1 speak concern-
ing o nation to pluck up and to pull down and to
destroy it, 1f thabt nntion againgt whom I have pro-
nounced, turn from thewr ovil, I il furn from thoe
evil that I thoughl to do unbo them. And at what
instant I shall speak concorniug o nation to build and
to plant iv, 1f it do evil n By sight that it obey not
My voico, then I will repent of the good wherewith I
said 1 would benefit them.”

Now it appears to me that this, what you might ce1l
flexibility of Divine intelligence, is not sufficiently
recogniscd by the arguments submitted to us in the
pamphlet. Indeed there is an absonce of that vivid
sonse of the living God which is the very esscnce of
the whole system of Divine truth, We are liable to
fail in apprehending His living relation to His works,
becauso we sce no acbual manifestation of Him such
as we see of man, and we are apb to feel as if there
wore no life or intelligence with Him such as there
is with man. Tho facl is just the reverse of tho
appearance, as we shall see when we are subject to
that process which Xhisha'prayed ior the young man,
¢ Lord, open tho young maun’s oyes,”  Lord open all
men's eyes, and they will see that He is the true
living Essence and Puncple snd Power of the
universe, and the tvuo discrimumating intelligonce of
all things—the God and Tather of our Lord Jesus
Christ, who has appointed Him as tho judge of the
living and the dead.

Brornrr Anpruw :—IL need scarcely say, brethren,
that equally with Brother Roberts, I very much
regret to have to appear here upon such an occagion
as this. It is not because I have not made an effort
to prevent it. I was bwelve months in communication
with him for tho vory purpase of preventing conlict.
Contention ig not a thing which I hilko, but rathor
dislike ; when, however, counlflict i forcod upon me in
dofenco of Bible truth, L shall nol, and dare not,
flinch from it.

Referenco hag been made to my change of attitude.
Yes, a change from a posilion which 1 never deemed
strong to one which I do deem strong. As to the
cause of that change—reference to which has bheen
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indirectly made without being specifically stated—I
will state it. In contending for the view advocabed
by Brother Roberts it was said by some one that
cortain ones autside Christ would be raieed to judg-
ment through the bleod of the covenant. 1n support
thereof a statement was quoted from John's first
epistle, chap. ii. ver. 2, that Christ’s blood is a * pro.
pitiation for the sins of the whole world.,” Thab
dctormined me to look into the matter thoroughly,
for I could see thabt if it was capable of being
supported by such testimony, it set aside fundamental
principles of the truth. The proposition which has
been mentioned was directed specifically against that
particular contention, and as you are not all aware of
the woréing of it, 1 will read it.

¢ That Christ having been raised from the dead
through his own blood, it necessarily follows that the
dead in Christ will be raised through the same blood,
and as a consequence that the blood of Christ is not
available for the resurrection of any who have died in
Adam.”

1 withdrew that resolution, not, as Brother Roberts
says in his pamphlet, on condition that he replied to
my manuscript. I gave no such promise to him. 1
simply promised to consider the matter. What he
wanted me to do was to add some words to the
proposition, and I did not see my wav to do it. Idid
cougider the matter, and I withdrew the proposition
on the besis of the statement that had given rise to
it being previously withdrawn, These are the simple
facts, and they can be verified if necessary.

1t was not for that purpose that brother Roberts
came to London to see me. Ilo cume at my solicita-
tion solely™ in order that we might talk over the
whole subject of the manuscript which I had sent to
him, and he wrote the reply, because in the limited
jeisure I have, after being occupied in business all
day, there was not time n two brief interviews to
discuss the question fully.

Several passages have been quoted in the address
to which you have just listened—‘*resurrection of
just and unjust,” and those ‘‘ who have doneevil” are
to ¢ come forth to tho resurrection of condemnation.”
If I were contending that there was no resurrection
of the unjust or no resurrection of those who have
done evil, those passages would refute my position.
Bub I do not so conbend. I fully recognise resurrec-
tion to condemnation of certain ones who have ‘“done
evil,” and certain ones who in the Scriptures are
styled ‘‘ unjust,” and therefore these passages aro no
proof whatever,

* I have since refreshed brother Andrew’s memory on this point
by showing him the words of his own letter written at the time,
recognising the interview as due to my suggestion.—R. R.

Seo footnotes on page 8¢-37.—J. J. A.

Reference has been made to the ¢ mechanical”
nature of the ‘‘ theory.” Waell, it may seem so to
some minds, but I submit that that is not a correct
definition. God is not excluded from my contention.
God, and Ilis ways, are the solo basis of all that 1
have to say upon the subject. How do we know God
except by His laws as rcvealed in His word? How
can we know Ilim in any other way? None whatever.
He asks us to judge of Him by IIis word, and to act
in accordanco with the laws and prineiplos which Ho
has laid down in that word, and if we are so doing
we are as much recognising God as if we wor® intro-
ducing His name into every sentence we uttered. It
is not a case of salvation by machinery, or anything
of the kind. Sueh phraseology is & complete mis.
nomer, like many other statements and definitions
which have been given of my position. The point is,
what is necessary in the first instance in order to com-
menoe a probation for eternal life? Justification,
says the Scriptures; otherwise there is scope for pro-
bation ; no justification, no probation.

Notbing I have said invalidates God’s prerogative
to change His laws. I fully recognise that God hag
given laws and taken them away ; He has a perfect
right to do so, unless His promises preclude it. If
He has made a promise which precludes the abolition
of & law within a certain time, Ilis faithfulness
requires that that law shall be kept in operation until
the end of that time. Baptism, to which reference
has been made, is a case in point. God has laid it
down for the present dispensation that bapbism is
essential for justification ; therefore He is precluded
by His own faithfulness from justifying any without
baptism as long as that law is in operation. DBut the
time will come when it will be taken away. Tor
what object ? To supersede it by other laws, embody-
ing other ceremonies for attaining the same end.
The “‘law of sin and deuth ” is still in force ; the ‘‘law
of the spirit of life” has not yet brought the con-
summation for which it was designed ; and therefore
while these laws are in operation, God’s faithfulness
requires that He shall act in accordance with that
which He has embodied in them.

In the course of this debate I shall have occasion to
uee certuin expressions, and for that purpose I will
give my definitions of them. It is one of the elements
1n a controversy to define your terms. *‘_ddamic sin,”
I shall use as meaning ‘““min in the flesh ”; *“ s
@n the flesh,” 1 shall use as expressing tho desire
to do evil which is in fallen human nature;
“the ‘offence’ of Adum,” I shall use as mean.
ing his act of disobedience in Eden; ** ddamic
condemnation,” as meaning the wrath or dis-
favour of God for the offence of Adam ; ‘‘ Justifica-
tion,” 88 acquittal from imputed or actual guilt ;
*¢ Reconciliation,” as the removal of divine wrath or
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disfavour for imputled or actual guilt, ¢ {4 blood of
Chiist,” to roprecent the sacrilicial death of Christ as
the consummation of an obedient life, unless for the
purpose of argument 1 may divorce his death from
tht obediont It The onprussion, “ [u Chowt,” ©
ghall wse as baving reference Lo all who have entered
on a probation for eteinal lifo, whether liviig before
Chust’s death o afterwards, the teim, ‘¢ Zhe faith-
ful,” as meaning candidates for eteinal life who have
pleased God ; and Lhe expression, ** The unfurthful,”
for candidates for ¢teinal hite who have not pleased
God.

A word or two upon the basis of sound ovposition
13 advisablg on appronching thus, as other subjecks
Fundamental prineciples must obviously regulate the
mborpretabion of 1golatod passagos Thus, when a
pragago will boar bwo diflercnt interpretalions, that
one musb be aecepled which 18 1n hamony with the
fundumental prneip'e 1clating to 16 Take this for
mstance in 1 Peter 1 4, “ An 1inheribance, 1ncotiap
tible, undelilod, reserved 1in heaven for you.” If the
fund ymental principle were that the abods of the
1ghteous 1s 1n heaven, 1t would be quite nght and
necessary to construe thal “inheritance ’ as being
the place of abode , butb as thakis not the fundamen-
Ll prineiple, such a constiuction 18 opposed to the
fundamentul ptinciple, Thercfore we are compelled
to adopt another constiuction which we all recognise,
namcly, that the ‘‘inheritance 1incorruptible 1n
heaven” 18 the cternal hfe which dwells in Jesus
Christ.

Anothet allustration 18 found m 1 Cor xv, 52,
““ The dead shall be 1aised mncorruplible,” At one
tine 1 was thought that that ombodied immortal
resurrection, At the hrst glance, without taking
mto consideralion obthoer passages of Scripture, 1t
appears to bear that construction. But we apply to
that pagsage tho fundamental principle m 1egard to
the julgment seat, and we fnd that 1t cannot bear
that mberpretation, theiefors wo exclude 1t, and
substitute for a talse wboiprctation tho corroct one,
thal *‘ rased 1ncorruptible ” extends from the tume
of coming out of the ground to tho bestowal of 1m
mortaliby.

Anothor fundamental principle 18, that *‘ what the
law salch, 1L gaith to them who are under the law™
(Rom ui 19). That 1s spoken of the law of Moses,
but 1t 13 a principle applicable to what God has
spoken under other circumstances as well The
wiibings of Moses and the prophets were a law to
flashly Isracl, and what they said was gpokon only to
them. Referonces theie were, 1t 1s tiune, to outside
nations, but these wete specifically mentioned, and
unlees specilically mentioned, none but those that
were undot that law weto undor any oblyation
i regand to 1. So likewise the apostolic opistles

aro a law to the brothren ot Christ.  1Ience whal
18 sa1d 1n those epistles, sometimes i the third
person, unless those outside are specified, 18 apphe
able solely to tho brelhien of Chiisi.

{BROTIIER ROBERTS QUESTIONS BROTIIDR
ANDREW ]

1.—Brother Andrew, who are the unjust?-In the
first 1nstance all mon are unjust, but the unjustroferted
to 1n connection with 1esuriection are those who
have been justihicd, and subsequontly become un
ustihed,

2 —What do you mean by subsequently becoming
unjastilied >—Smning, and not obtaining forgiveness

3 —Awe we always to undorstind the phias *“ tho
unjust * m the apostolic writings in thal sonse’ -No,
boeause we read of Christ dying for the unjust.

4 —Quule so, and 1t 9ay4 thote shall be a resuirection
of the unjust  Now, then, why do you disctiminale
betwoen oune and Lhe cther !—DBaocausc 1 wr ting to
tho brethren of Christ, reference 1s madec to both
farthful and unfaithful, and the term uufaithful 1o
wdeatical with the unjust, who are spoken of 1
appeang beloro the jadgment svab

5 —Will tho cnemiex of Christ be present at the
1esutrection ?  Those who rejecved Him, who did nol
beliave m IIum, who had no fath 10 Hun *—The Jews
hving in his day will

6 —I id not say the Jews, bulb tho onemies of
Christ 1 must ash you to define who they ara.

7.—The enemies of Chiist who rejected Ilim who
did not have futh i Him Wil they be present ab tho
resuriection ?—\What enemies ?

8.—The enemios I have definod, who rejocted him
had no faith 1n Him. Will thoy be present at the resur
rection ’—Jews or Genfiles ?

9.—You know, brother Andiew, what I mean. I
mean Jews or (3entiles who had no faith 1n Ilim, who
rejecled Ihim, who woro His enemies  Will any of
thom, Jews o Gentiles, be present 2—The Jews will

10.—They will? —Yes.

1l —Aroe thoy justificd by the blood of Chrst®—
Thoy werejustifie by the previous sacrifices they had
offerec up.

12 —Hacuso me, thibis not my question. Werc they
justified by the bload of Christ -—J usbification by the
blood of Christ after the blood has basen poured oub
cxtends backward

13 —Does 1t exbend to the unfaithful t—Yes

14 —Whete 18 the proof of that, that the unfaithful
are justafied by the blood of Chrtst—the unbelieving ¢—
In Heb 1x., verse 15, we are told “ For thiz cause he
18 the mediator ot the New Testament, that by
means of death, fo1 the redemption of tho tiansgres
sions that weie under the fiist testament, thoy which
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are called might receive tho promise of eternal
inheritance.”

15,—Does nob thal refer Lo thoso who are to recsive
the promise %—VYos.

16.—Will the uunfaithful receive the promise 2—No.

17.—Does that refer to thom ?—It applies in
principle to all who have been related to the promise.

18.—Does it refer to the faithful or unfaithful 7—The
faibhful.

19.—Will the unfaithful be present ab the resurrec-
tion +—The unfaithfui will bo present.

20.—Are they justified by the blood of Christ ?—
Through the sacrifices which they offered up.

21.—That is not my question, Are Lbey justified by
the blood of Christ—those who have no faith in Him?
—Justified from Adamic condemnation.

22.—Without any faith in Chrisl #—Yes, but not
from their subsequent individual transgressions,

23.—Are they in any sense justified by the blood of
Christ %—~Yes.

24, —Who have no faibh ia it %—Through the sacri-
ficos thoy offered up.

25, —Who have no faith in it ? Meet the question.—
It was not necessary to belisve in Christ’s blood before
it was poured out. The apostles themselves did not
understand and believe i, and yet they were ** clean ”
(Jno. xiii. 10) previous to it taking place.

26.—Do you say then that sacrifices under Moses
could justify men from their sins unto life eternal ?—
Not without the blood of Chriat.

27.—And how is the blood of Christ brought to bear?
Is it not by faith ?%--Certainly, by faith:and sacri-
fice.

28, —Theso men had no faith. Chrigt said they had
no faith ?—They had some, for they belisved in the
resarrection.

20.—Excuse me, in Christ they had no faith, “ Ye
have omitted the weightier malters of the law, judg-
ment, morey and faith.” My reference is to these—
Were they justified by the blood of Christ $—They
belioved in the resurrection.

30. —Anawor my question. Were they justified by
the hlood of Christ ?—Justified from Adamic cou-
demnation,

31.-——Yes, or no, brother Andrew ?—Justified from
Adamic condemnation through the sncrifices which
they had offered up.

32, —That is not my question. My question is—By
tho bload of Christ ?-—From Adamic condemnation.

33.—Answer the question, Yes or no ?-Yes, from
Adamic condemnation.

34.—By the blood of Christ ?—From Adamic con-
demnation, but not from their subsequent individual
transgressions,

35,—From anything }—From Adamic condemna-
tion,

36.—How was the blood of Christ brought to bear ?—
Through sacrifice.

37.—Not by faith 7-—~They had faith in regard to the
Abrahamic covenasnt, they belioved in the resurrce-
tion, but they rejected Chrisb as the one through
whom it was to come. They had faith, but it was
nat suflicient for obernal lifo.

88.—Were they justified by the blood of Chrisl 2—
Justified from Adamic condetanation,

39.—You are nob answering the question.—I musb
define my terms, certainly.

40.—My torms are cloarly definod, the issue is vory
simple. You wish to evnde it, and go round it.
Como to the point. Were theso encmios of Christ
justifiod by the blood of Christ ?—Yes, when Christ
died, His blood ratified the sacrifices which they had
offered up, and thoreby jusbified them from Adamic
condemnation.

41,—Do you teach, then, that o man can be justified
by the blood of Christ, who has no faith in it 2—Not
now, certainly. Wo live in o difterent dispensation.

42,—These Scribes and Pharisecs—wore they not
conbemporary wi th the blood of Christ 2—Nol bofore it
took place.

43.— After 7—Yes.

44.—Are they bo be prescnt ab the judgment 7—Yes,

45.—Were they justified by the blood of Christ 2—No.

46,—Can you point me a case in the Bible where g
sinner has been jusbified before Christ’s doath by
Christ's blood 2—The faithful, to whom reference is
made in Heb. ix.

47.—1 said sinnery, the unfaithful, Can you‘poinb me
to a case in the Bible where an unbelioving sinner
before Christ, has been justificd by the blood of
Christ ?—He is justified through the saciifices ho
offered up.

48,—~That is not the question. Can you point me to a
case? Answer the question ?—I am answering.

49,~No, you are not. Give me a cage where a sinner,
an unbelieving man, was justified by the blood of
Christ, before the days of Christ by sacrifice or any-
thing else ?—Of course ho was not justified by the
blood bofore ib was pourod out ; I nevor affirmod such
an absurdity.

50,—You stick to bthab?—He was nob justified
previously.

51,—You stick to that ?—Justification comes when
Christ’s blood is s hed as the result of what a man did
in hisg lifetime.

52, —Now thon, will there not, amongst the unjust
that are to be raised, be a large contribubion from the
gonerations before Christ 2—O yes.

53.—Were they justified by the blood of Christ ? —
They were justified in shadow by the sacrifices which
weore offered up, and subsequonlly when Chrisl’s blood
was poured oub they were jusbifiod in substance
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54.—When ? Justified in the grave 2—What ?

55.—~Dead men justified ? I am speakingof those who
fiied before Christ came, who were unjust, were thoy
Jusiafied by Lhe blood of Christ?—They had entered
the name of salvation.

66.—Youare not answering the question. Wero they
justified by the blood of Christ ?—Yes, when the
blood wag poured out.

57.—You said n o before.—That they were not justi-
fied before Christ’s blood wus shed. Lhey were justified
by sacrifices, and the blgod of Christ ratified these
sacrifices.

58,—In the case of a sinner, of an unfaithful man,
brother Andvew? Do you sny thab?—Justified from
Adamic condemna tion when he commenced his pro-
baxtion.

59.—An unfaithful m o justified 2—Justilication was
through the sncrifices he offered up, and the sacrifices
were ratified by the sacrifice of Christ.

60.—Yes, but you are not dealing with & person,
you are speaking of a process. An unbelieving, unjust
man who died before the days of Christ, was he
justified by the blood of Christ ?—Not from his own
s ns,

61.,—~Was he justified by the blood of Christ?
not a plain izsue ?—Certainly,

62.—Say yes or no.—He was justified from Adamic
condemnation,

63.—~1I have not asked in what sense.
it is neoessary to define it.

64.—The time now is to answer guestions, you can
give explanations afterwards. Yes or no?—He is
justified from Adamic condemnation,

65.—An unbelieving sinner was justified through
the blood of Chriet? What do you mean by an un-
believing sinner ?

66.—You understand the terms.—I have never said
an unbelisving sinner, 1t was necessary previous to
Christ to enter into the Abrahamic covenant by belief
and the offering of sacrifice. When that took place
a man entered upon a probation for eternal life, and
that act was subsequeatly ratified by the blood of
Christ.

67.—My question relates to the unjust, brother
Andrew, not to the faithful man at all, but the un-
just who are to be present at the resurrection by
your own admission. Wers they justified by the
blood of Christ ?—F'rom the sin.

68.—Yes or no? You can explain afterwards. Yes

Is it

Yes or no 7—

orno? Were they 2—From ihe sin.

89.—You refuse to answer the question. Yes or
no ! —I am answering your question.

70,—You are evading it. Say yes orno. Do you

rofuse to0 answer? Were thesc men justiied by the
blood of Olrist ?—You define what you mean by un-
believing sinuers,

71.—I have defined my terms, You understand
what I mean. I ask you to ray yes orno. Do you
refuse to nnswor ?—No.

72.—Then answer yes or no, You can oxplam
afterwards.—I must explain in the answer.

73.—I want yes or no?—If you take unjustified |
sinners to be those who are justiied in the fist
instance—Yes. Therr justification by sacrifice was
subsequontly confiimed by the blood of Chiist,

Broruer Roprrrs :—Brother Andrew refuses to
answer the question,

BROTHER ANDREW QUESTIONS BROTHER
ROBEIR1S.]

74.—Who aro the * some ™ not justifiod by Christ's
blood who will be raised at judgment seat?—Ths
enemies of Chiist are ono class.

75.—Any other class 7—That is enough for you, is it
nob ?

78.—Quite onough,

77.—Have you always held your present contention
that enemies of Christ, or those cutside Christ, will
appear at the judgment seat ?—Always,

78.—Without deviation or modification +—1Vishout
deviation or mochfication.

79.—Are all tho descendants of Adam sinners by
birth ?2—Seeing that a child before it 18 born cannot
sin, I must ask you to =ay 1n what sense you mean.

80.- -In the sense used by Paul in Rom, v. 19, “ By
one man's disobedience many were made sinners,”—
Yes, I beliove that all mankind have come to be
sinners in consequence of what Adam did. He was
instrumental in introducing c¢vil into the world,
and all his deecendants are sinners in consequence.

81{,—By birth ?—As a result of birth from hum,
There is a dietinction thete.

82,—What is the distinction 2—-The distinction lies

hers. Your guestion implies ““in the act of being
born,” whereas my answer is the state into which we
are born, which is different.

83.-—Does your definition *‘into tho state into
which we are born” mean that they had to do
go mothing before they became sinners ?—They had to
do something before they became sinners in the
sense of tranegressors,

84,1 did nob say in the sence of transgressors 2—1I
asked you to define your sense,

86. —I delined the sense,-~You gave me o passage.
You'did not define ib.4

86.—Very well. By one man’s discbedience
many were made sinners.” It does not say became
ginners, but ‘‘ were made ?”'-- The terms are identical
in the original, “became” and ‘* were made,” *‘ be-
cama {lesh,” it is the same verb.

87.—What became flesh %~—The Word became flesh,



DEBATE ON RESURRECTIONAL RESPONSIBILITY. 13

88.—Ilas man Lo do somcthing to becomo flosh ?——I
did not say man, I said the Word.

89.—But we read the Word became flesh. Had
Christ to do anything to become flesh ?—The Word
had,

90.—~1 am spoaking of Christ.-—I1 am not.

91,—The Word becamo flesh. Was not Christ
mwade flesh 2— Well, that is a mere mode of descrip-
tion.

92.—Waa he ‘““made of a woman?” (Gal. iv, 4),—
Yes.

93, —Was he ‘““made sin ?” (2 Cor. v, 21).—Yes.

94, —Did he do anything himself in order to become
guch ?—Te had to be born.

95.—Did he do it himself 2—Do what himself ?

96.,—Did he do that himself 2—Did he heget him-
solf, do you mean ?

97,—Did he do anything in order to be mado of a
woman ?—O0 ! brothor Andrew, put me wise ques-
tons,

98.—1It is a question based upon your deflinition.—
No.

09.—To be made is o become something.—Your
understanding of any statement must be in harmony
with the facts, as you said, and the fact is a man can-
nob sin unlil he is a man.

100.—The question is nol whether a man can sin,
but whether he was made or consatituted a sinner by
the offence of Adam.—By Adam’s offence he was
biought into such a state of things that his being a
sinner was inevitable. That is the fact of the case,
and you must harmoniso tho facts and jour max-
ms,

101.—That is not an answer to my question, Tho
(qucslion is, are the descendants of Adam *sinners”
by birth ?—Well, I have already answered that, and
I shall bo reponting myself to answer it ngain.

102.-~Have they ¢‘ sinful flesh ?”—Yes, they have,

103.—1s not thab equivalent to saying thoy are
“mado sin " by the offance of Adam ?—Quite 8o, when
you understand what is meant. Sinful flesh comes as
a result of what e did.

104.—By birth? A man, of couree, has not to do
something in order to be made of that ¢ sinful flesh 9
— Certainly not ; the question nood not be put,

105.—Mon are sinners befors they can do anything
of themselves ?—That is a matber of technical deserip-
tion, Lot us have the facts,

106.—Is it neceseary for the shedding of blood to
take away the sinful condition associated with birth ?
—The objoct of the shedding of bload was 1o doclare
God’s righteousncas as the basisof Ilis offer of forgive-
ness

107, ~That is not an answer.—Yes it is. It is Paul's
definition of the meaning of the shedding of blood,

108. —Ig it necessary o cleanse from the sinful con-

dilion which wo all have by birth 7—Undorstood in
the apostolic sense, yes.

109.—What is the apostolic senso?—I have defined
it.

110.—TI ask for a further definition.—The definition
iz that God required the shedding of the blood of
transgressing human nature, beforo Ilis majesty in
the case was sufficiently vindicated for Him to raceive
us back, and forgive our sins because of our faith,
1% is a moral operation, physically expressed.

111.—Ts “sin in the flesh ”’ the subject of justifica-
tion through the blood of Christ?—It will bo ulti-
mately.

112,—Is it not now —No; we have it with us
now.

113.—Is that proof that it is not the subject of
justification 7—It depends upon what you mean by
justification ; there are different kinds of justification,
moral and physical,

114,—1 delined the term. I said ¢‘acquittal from
actual or imputed guilt.”—-I take a much wider sweep
than you, I take in all the Bible facts.

115.—We will deal with one at & time.—We must
deal with all.

116,—Let us deal with what wo havo bofore us.—
Our sins are put away first of all in bheing forgiven.

117.—What do you mean by sins ? —~The *¢ wicked
works"” which Paul says slienated from God (Col. i,
21).

118.—Are we not aliecnated from God before we
commit a single wicked work 2-—Notin the same sense.

119.—Not in the same sense ?—No, we are members
of a sinful stock which will certainly bring forth
wicked works loft to itself.

120.—1Is nob the sinful condition which wo have by
nature in itself a cause of alienation from God 7—The
wholo human race is in a state of alienation from
Him ; it can only become reconciled by coming into
harmony with Him, and sinful {lesh cannot bo in
harmony with Ilim.

121.—Is ““sinful flesh”” in itself the cause of aliena-
tion from God, before a single act has been committed ?
—IL is the root of the mischief. ;

122, —fs it in itself a cause of alicnation from God.
—As wo cannot consider the thing in itsclf, the
question cannot be narrowed in that way.

123.—Why cannot wo consider it in itself? Are
there not human creatures born who dio before they
have committed a single act?—Yes, they are mecre
bits of animal organism.

124, ~Were they not in a state of alionation from
God at birth 2—Alienation is only applicable to those
who are capable of reconciliation.

125,—Is it not applicable_to’any who are unable to
do right or wrong 2—No ; it is a moral relation—not
affirmable of an unconscious babe,
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126.—Then, if so, how is it that ““sin in the flosh”
requires justification which I understand you to have
admitted ?—Beocause, brother Andrew, we are going
to be saved and be made incorruptible, and we could
not be made incorruptible if ¢‘sin in the flesh ” wus
not put away by a changa to incorruptibility.

127.—Is there not a preceding jusbification from
“gin in the flesh?”—There comes first the sense
which [ defined ; sins are forgiven,

128.—1 amn not speaking of a man’s “wicked
deeds.” T am speaking of ‘sin in the flesh.”—There
are two stages in the process of being saved—ona a
moral and one a physical ; one having to do with tho
mind, and tho other wilh the body. That is the
distinction. We are pot justified from the physical
until the resurrection. We are justified from the
moral now.

129.~—Are we not justified from *¢ sin in the flesh”
at the same time as from wicked decds?—That is
your way of putting it. I put the facts : that God
forgives our sins when we are baptised, and takes
away sin in the flesh when we are changed.

130,—In Eph, ii. we read, ‘“And you hath he
quickened who were dead in trespasses and sins.”
‘What do you mean by ‘ftresposses and sing? ¥—
¢ Wicked works.”

131. - Does it include *“=sin in the flesh™ or the
offenco of Adam ?—Certainly not.

182.—When it says in the 3rd verse, ‘‘Ye were
children of wrath,” it does nol of course mean they
were children of wrath then, becavse it is in the pash
tense 2—Yes.

133.—Doeg it mean they were ‘¢ children of wrath ™
previously ?—It means they were “by nature” such
as bocame children of disobedience or wrath, such as
5in, such as become transgressors,

134.—Previous to baptism ? - Previous to baptism.

185.—~Were they not children of wrath in couse-
quenca of their nature —No doubt ; I have already
explained that,

138.—In consequence of ““sin in the flesh 2—Yes,
that is & mode of descriplion : I prefer to understand
things rather than to jingle phrases.

137.—It is not & jingling of phrases at all. Ave
those who possess ‘‘gin in the flesh '’ and have not
commibted a single wicked thing, children of wrath ?
—1In the sense in which a young serpent would be an
object of your repugnance : although it has not power
to sting you, it will have by and bye if it grows.

188.~1Is it not the subject of anger for its condition
thon ? for ils sinful nature?—To be angry with a thing
{or ibs coudilion is absurd,

130.—Do you then apply the term ‘‘ nature’ here to
acbs dono subzequently?--No, by nature they were
that which they were, and they became so through
Adam,

140.—~Were *‘ Jews by nature ” required to do any-
thing to become Jews, or were they Jews by birth -
Both.

141.—Both ¢ In Romans i, 27 it says,  uncircum
cision which is by nature.”—That is, Gentilism,

142.—Yes, Had they to do anything to becoms
*tuncircumcised by nature '’ ?—No.

143, —Wore they not uwucircumcised by birth *—
Yes.

144.-—Then by pority of reasoning are not all of
them *¢ children of wrath ™ by birth ?—Subject to the
right explanation, yes.

145.—~\What is tho corrcet explanation ?—Thab when
they grow up, thoy are wicked.

146,—But is not ‘“sin in the flesh” ip itwelf the '
subject of divine wrath 7—Ibt is *‘sin in the flesh”
only iu the genso of being that which will los d to sin
afterwards, It ig the iinpulse, but kept in subjection,
it censes to bo the cause of wrath,

147.—Then is not ** sin in the flesh ” in itself under
““ condemnation ” by God!—God is angry with the
wicked. You never read of Ilim being angry with a
man or a beast in a passive sense.

148,—For what was Christ condemned on the cross?
—Tor the sins of the world.

149.—Was He not condemnsd for sin in His own
flesh 7—He wae part of the sin stock, and stood there
as the ropresentative of the whole race, that all might
aftorwards come to God thirough Hin in being erucified
with Hir.

[BROTIIER ROBERTS QUESTIONS BROTIER
ANDREW.]

1:0.-~Who are the synegogue of Satan, Brother
Andrew !—Thnt is the 2nd or 8rd of Revelation, is it
not ?

151.—You neod not rofor to it. You know where
it is. Who are the synagogue of Satan {—The
brothren of Christ who had become unfaithful.

152.— Were they Jews —Unfaitbful,

153,—Were they Jews !—-They said they were Jows,
but becsuse of unfaithfulness were not accounted as
such.

154,—What ? —They said they were Jews, which
implied they were faithful Jews, bul becauee of
unfaithfulness they were not accountod as such,

156.—Did they cease to be brethren then —No,

156.—How did they cease to be Jews t—That ia an
elliptical form of expression Lo describe unfaithful-
ness.

157.—That is your sssertion. Iiig *‘ those who are
a0t Jews, but do he,”-—~Thoey claimed to be faithful
Juws, but were not, .

158, —It does not say unfaithful Jews, Ib is those
¢ who say they ars Jews aud Axe Nor, bat do lie,”—It
is equivalent to having a namo to live, but are dead,



159.—Does Christ describe His brethren as the
synagogue of Sabtan?—Not while they continue
faithful,

1¢0.—If they are not Jews, they are not brethren,
are they 2—They are unfaithful brethren.

161.—Eixcuse me, unfaithful Jews —Yes, unfaithful
Jows.

1682.—Dut Jesus says they were not Jews.—That is
an elliptical statement.

163.—Thal is your assersion. Jesus says thoy are
not Jews, but do lie. Are they Lo be presont at the
judgment?—Yos, and Jows living in the time of
Christ,

164.—Very well, Jews living al the time of Clirist
are to he present at the resurrection %—VYes.

165.—Are they justified by the blood of Christ ?—
These Jows ?

166.—No ; the others you roferred to, those living
in the time of Christ ? —They were justified by the
sacrifices they offered up, and these were subsequently
rabificd by the blood of Chrisl, bocause nll who had
entered upen a probation for eternal life were given
to Christ by God.

167.—Did these sacrifices bave any virtue apart
from that of Christ ?~—None whatever,

168.—How is the blood of Christ brought to bear?
—Now ?

169, —Then ; any time ?—The blood of Christ was
brought to hear upon them, then, by their faith, in the
first instance, and the offering up sacrifices for siu,

170,—Did these persons have faith ?—They had
faibh al tho commencement of their probatiou.

171,—lixcuse me. ‘‘ I never knew you. Had thoy
faith 2-—“Thon will T profcss unto you that I nevor
knew you.” Ile will treat thom as if he had nob
known them, It iz not an absolute stalement that Il
never knew them, but *“I will profess unto you.” *I
will Lreat you in consequonco of your unfuithfulness
to Me as if I had never known you.’

172.--Will He profess that which is not true ?—It is
not o profession of that which is not true.

173.—He says I never knew you.— I will profess, I
will treat you as if I never knew you.

174.—\Vill Ile say that which ig not true? ~No,

176.—Do you know that the word profess means to
declare, to proclaim, to state ?—Yes.

176, —~Will He state that which is not trus —No.

177.—Will e say 1 never knew you ?—He knew
thom in a certoin sense.

178.—1lo suys 1 novor kuew you, and {hoy are
vhote to be judged 7—They are thore bhrough the
sacrifices they offered up.

179.—Are these sacrifices of any use without the
blood of Christ? and how is the blood of Christ
brought to bear 2—By God recognisiug Lhe sacrifice
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ab the time, and subsequently rabifying them through
the blood of Christ,

180.-—How does the ratification come to the person ?
—Iow does the ratification come to a person ?

181.—Yes,— By his having been introduced into the
Abrahamic Covenant,

182.—Is it nob by failh ?—Now?

183,—Excuse me, you are speaking of then—the
ratification.—Yes, by faith.

184.—These had no faith,—Thoy had a cortain
faith.

185.—¢¢ Children in whom there is no faith.”—I'aith
in the particular things thl were being imparted to
them ab that time. Thoy had not failh in that which
Christ preached.

186.—Can a man be justified by the blood of Christ
withoub having faith in it?—DPrevious to it taking
place?

187.—~Any time—beforo or after, yes orno? Can
he be juslilied by the blood of Christ without having
faith in it ?—Hc was justifiel by bolieving tho
promise, and by the sacrifiecs which ho offered up,
which was a shadow of that of Christ.

188.—But those who offered the sacrifices and who
rejected Christ, were they justified by the blood of
Christ ?—They were justified by the sacrifices they
offered.

189.—Answer the question: Woere they justifiod
by the blgod of Christ ?—They were justilied by the
sacrifice by which they entercd upon thoir probation,
and thereby they came under the justification of
Christ whon [Iis blood had beon shod.

190,—TIad those sacrilices any cffect apart from
Christ ?—No.

191.—How then could lhey juslify those who
rejected Christ ?—Because bhey were under probation
and in a state of responsibility toward God, and God
transferred them to Christ whon He shed His blood.

192,—Tronsferred rebels 72— Yes.

193,—That is a new doctrine.—Is it ?

194.—Yes, quite.—Why will God raise the unfaith-
ful 7~Because they have been justified in the first
instance from Adamic condemnation.

195.—For what purpose will He raise them ?—Judg-
ment.

196.—With what objeot in the case of the unfaith-
ful 2—They are raised to be judged.

197.—DBut what is tho object of the judgment t—
The judgment in their case will result in punishment,

198.—Why naro they punished ?— Becauso Lhoy wers
untaithtol.

199.—Unfaitnful to what ?—To the position of
favour and respopaibility in which they were placed.

200.—1Is it not becauss they were disobedient ?—
The word ‘‘disobedience” may be taken ag having
two sensos, and therefore I prefor not to usoit, |
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muel agk you to define the seunsc, bocause obedience
is used in reference to the act of immorsion, and it is
also used in reference to the courss of conduct pur-
sued after immersion,

201, —Precisely ; is not disobecience the ground of
punishment ? Are bhey nob raised because of dis-
obedience ?-—For their unfaithfulness.

202.—For disobedience #—For their disobedienco
snbsequent to entering upon probation,

208.—Is it not the fact thab the punishment is for
their disobedience ?—Yes

204.—~Why should He punish them for disobedience %
—Because they deserve ib, and because God had made
known to them that they would be punished.

203.—That is supplementary. Who are the dis.
obedient 2—1It depends in what senss you mean.

206.—¢‘ Because of these things, the wrath of God
cometh on the claldsen of dusobedience ¢ ”—Tho world
a8 a whole are sinners,

207.—I have asked the question in a particular
form,—They are disobedient in the sense of being
not obedient

208.—Are they not punished because they deserve
punishment ?~The world as a whale deserves to be
swept off the face of the earth.

200.—We are speaking of a particular class, the
childien of disobedience.—Who do you mean by
them?

210.—You have already recognised who I mean,
Do not put it off. —The unfaithful,

211.-—No, no. With regard to the unfaithful we
have arrived at this point, that they are to be
punished for their disobedience because they deserve
it. Does not the world deserve punishment ?—The
world deserves sweeping out of existence.

212,—Does it not deserve punishment then?—
Tt receives punishment.

213, —Does it deserve it?—It deserves whatever
God gives it.

214,—Why hesitate ? Does it deserve punishment ?
—~Certainly it does.

215.—Will not God punish it ?—God is doing so.

216,.—Will ITe not in days to come?—Those who
are living at the time.

217.-~-Why does He do it then ?—DBecaure of their
iniquiby,

218,-—Yes, that will do Then supposing Christ
comes bo-morrow, why of two sinners one of whom
obeyed God in baptism, and another with equal
knowledge refused to do so, why should God punish
one and not the other 2—3ecause the punishment of
the one is on the basis of the law, the other is not
under law.

219.—Is it not the law in both cases that disobedi.
ence deserves punishment?— One was under the
law.

220.—1Is not that the law of the case -—One sianed
under law,

221,—1Is not that the law of the case, thab he is
punished because he deserves it ?-—Because he sinnod
under law.

222,—Becauso he deserves it —Because he deserves
it by sinning under law,

223.-~-You have admitted the other deserves it, too,
—Not the same punishment.

224, —He deserves it 2—Not the same punishment,

225,—Then does it not comao to this, that you make
God punish a man who obeyed Him a little, and let a
man go free who would not obey Him abt all?--
Suppose I do?

226.—Then you accuse God of iniquity 2—I do not.

227.—1 will not push that further.—I recognise the
justice of God to the fullest extent.

228,-—1 have no doubt you intend to do so, You
think knowledge makes no difference in a man’s
poeition as to responsibiliby *—Without justification
from Adamic condemnation, it does not give him a
resurrection to the judgment-seat, ’

2929.—Why did God wink at times of ignorance {—
You refer to the statoment that God did wink?

230.—Why did He do &0 ?—Because He chose to
overlook the iniguity that was committed in times of
ignorance.

[BROTHER ANDREW QUESTIONS BROI'HER
ROBERTS.]

231.—In writing to the Colossians, Paul says:
*“You being dead m your gms, and the uncircum-
cision of your flesh hath he quickoned together with
Him, having forgiven you all trespasses.” We have
dealt with tho exprossion ‘“dead in sina ™ already, in
Ephesians. You take those of course to be ¢ wicked
works " committed previous to baptism ¢ Isthat go?
—1 have unswered that quostion.

232 —Then the exprossion ‘‘hath He quickened ”
applies to all that was previously dead, does it not ?
-1t defines the change that had taken place in the
position of the persons referred to. Before, they
were under the unquestioned dominion of death,
but now they were placed in a position of having
been forgiven their trespasses.

233.—For the Lrespasses which had been the sub-
ject of forgiveness, could death hold them in the
grave for ever *—Have I caught the question right ?

234,—Could death pormanently reign over them for
the sing which had been the subject of forgiveness?
—The subject of forgiveness ?

285.—Yes.—Well, unlese God chose to revoke Hig
forgiveness because of their unfaithfulness, because
Peter speaks of some who had forgotten they were
purged from their old sins, and Paul, of some who
had sold their birthright.
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236.—Does God withdraw forgiveness?-—In the
sense of withdrawing His favour—sometimos.

287.~Does Ho withdraw His favour for sins com-
mitted subsequently to forgiveness ?—In some cases
certainly.

238, —DBut forgiveness {rom the condewmmatbion, ov
divine wrath, is that withdrawn for sins committed
subsequently to forgiveness ?—I do not think that the
offences of a previous time will be brought against
men brought into judgment, except in the case of
entire departure from the truth. Cod rays that when
a righteous man departs from righteousness, all his
righteousness is forgotten, Forgiveness is part of
his righteousness.

239.—Whatever punishment is inflicted is for sins
committod subsequent to forgiveness —Yes, I think
80,

240,—Waell then, that would apply to whatever is
the subject of justification, would it not ?—No doubt.

241.—1s not *“ sin in the flosh ” tho subject of justi-
fication at baptism ?%—No ; it will be ut the resurrec-
tion,

242.—Is ib not included in the quickening in this
verse i~—Certainly not.  *“Tho body is still dead
because of sin” (Rom. viii. 10.)}

243.-—When the apostle says ¢ You being dead in
your sins and the uncireumcision of your flesh,”
what does he mcan by ‘ the uncircumcision of your
flesh 2 ”—He is writing of the Gentiles who formerly
had no hope al all, Thoy were more dead even than
tho Jews

244, —But docs not the oxpression ““sing" describe
Lhoir wicked decds 2—No doubt.

245 —Then does not the expression ¢ the uncir-
cumcision of your flesh” describe their condilion by
birth or nature 2—Their Gentile slate.

246.—Does 16 nob describe theiv condilion by birth
or nature ¢—In the sense of-my answer. They wore
formerly Centiles who were called ‘‘the uncircum-
cigion by that which is called the circumecision in the
flesh made by hands ¥ (Eph, ii. 11).

247.—Were they nob in a state of death through
the uncircumcisien of their fleash %—They were dead
because of sin,

248.-- And is not that equivslent to saying through
“the uncircumcision of your flesh ?”—That is a
technicality.

249, —1t ie o Scripuural technicality 7—Yes, it has a
menuing, bul you aro not pulling tho right. meaning
bo ik,

250.—They were dead on account of sin. Is nob
sin spoken of here in the sense of wicked deeds, and
the sin nature?—Yes.

251.—Then they were dead on account of both
these things ?--No doubt, no doubt.

262,—Then the quickening must have had refersnce

to sin in both its forms }—Certainly not, the *‘ body is
doad because of sin.” Paul said so to beliovers, and
it is evident to anyone’s common sense. There is not
the least change physically until the resurrection.

253.—Weo are not dealing with physical change,
—1 am, if you are not, in this mablor,

954, —That is the mistake you make.—No, it.is
yonr mistake.

255, —** You being dead in your sins, and the uncir-
cumcision of your fesh, hath He quickened.” Is not
quickening the antithesis to deadness ¢—No doubt.

256.—Docs not quickening embruce all that is com-
priged in the deadness ?—No doubt.

257.—Then it embraces wicked works and sinful
nature 7—In the sense of the deadness, but the senso
is this, they were dead in having no hope.

258.—Were thoy not dead or uader condemnation
to death because of these things —No doubt, but not
acbually dead yel.

259.—No it was g state leading to death.—Jusb so.

260,~-1 am not speaking of the physical. Does not
¢‘gin in the flesh ’ defile the body {—Since you can-
not conceive of the body apart from ‘“sin in the
tlesh,” it seems an absurd question.

261, —If it is absuid, never mind, answer ih—I
cannot answer an absurd question.

262.—Is not the body deliled —It is an unclean
nature. I hope tho chango will come in the midst of
somo of these wrangles.

263 —1Is the body the subjoct of justification at the
present time ?—No. .

264, —Then how does that which is defiled become
holy 7 —I do not know what you mean, «

265, —Does not bhe body of believers become holy
al baptism ?—In a mornl sense only, not o physical.

266.—1I do not mean physical.—Vory well.

267 —Can it bocome holy morally, without Lhe sin
Uhat deliles it being the subject of justification ?—In
view of the two senses of sin which you have intro-
duced, I must ask which you refer to.

268.—1 said ‘‘sin in the flesh,” —You did not.

269.—1 beg your pardon. When it becomes holy,
is not ¢“sin in the flesh” which defiled it the subject
of justification ?—No. ¢ 8in in the flesh ” is physical ;
justification from that is by the change that is to
come ab another stage, viz., at the resurrection.
Justification is moral first, physical afterwards.

270.—1I am speaking about tho moral. Is not ** sin
in tho flesh” the mubjoct of jusbificalion in a moral
or legal sense ([ think legal is betlor) 1—You arc
mixing up two terms. ‘Sin in the flesh” ig a
physical attribute, forgiveness is a moral relation,
Do not confound the two things.

271.—Have not wicked deeds a physical conse-
quence $—No doubt they have.

272,—Is there nol complele forgiveness for wicked
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deeds, without removal of the consequences of those
deeds 7—"That is too nebulous a question for me to
answer.

273.~1Is it ? I thought from what you had admibled
it would be perfectly clear.—Nay.

274.—Are there not physical consequences from
many wicked deeds 2The guestion is too general.

275.—A person gets drunk,—Thal is a physical
condition,

276,—A course of drunkenness ruins the constitu-
tion. Xf one who has becn an habitual drunkard
during his life becomes Christ’s by immersion into
TIis name, is not all hig drunken course of life blotted
out and forgiven ?—Ile is forgiven the sin of drunk-
enness.

277.—DBub the physical effects are not removed?—No,

278.—But they are not counted againat him ?-—No,
not his previous drunkennecss.

279.—In the same way by parily of reasoning is not
the offence of Acam in regard to each individual the
subject of justification at baptism, although its
physical consequences are not affected 7—We are nob
held guilty of Adam’s offence.

280.—Not legally 2—I do not wish to deal in shadowy
terms. I prefer the naked substance of truth, Adam
sinned and was condemned, and we ag his children
inherit the mortality which was the consequences.
God does not hold us responsible for what he did, but
{for our own sius,

281.—Does 1t require the shedding of blood in ordor
bo cleanse us from it ?—The blood of Christ was shed
in order to declare (lod’s righteousness. So Paul
teaches, (Rom. iii. 25).

282, —In order to cleanse us from sin in the flesh?
—~1T grave you the apostolic definition.

283,—(Give me yours.—It was to declare God’s
righteousness as the foundalion uwpon which He would
grant the remission of sins through IIis forbearance.
It was a vindication of God’s dishonoured majesty, for
us to subwmit to as & condition of His favour, and not
a mechanical process to cleanse us.

284, —1I perfectly recognise all you quoto; the ques-
tion is as to its meaning, Did Christ require io die
for Himself ?—In view of the work He came to do, Yes ;
bul if there had been Himself only, No.

986, —~He would not have had to die for himself ?—
1 have answered the question. e came as the
representative of our condemned race to lay a founda-
tion for our salvation, and for that reason it was
needful Ie should take our nature and stand as our
representative, and die as one of us, and we dio with
Ihim io being baptised.

286 ,—1f He did not die for Himself, did He not die
purely as a substitute ?-—By no means, He was of
oxaclly the same slock and inhorited the samno con-
gequences of Adar’s sin 83 we,

287.—Was the shedding of His blood not necessary
for ITimeelf apart from others?—Since wo cannob
contemplate Him apart from others, it iz no uss
pulting the question, Ile was one of the wholo
raco. N
288,—You put it, if there hod been no others His
death would have been unnecessary ?—That s pubting
an abstract question which it is not convenient to
discuss.

289, —~It may be inconvenient, but it is necessary.
Since you cannot separate Him from others, we cannot
go consider Him. Had He sitood by Himself—a
new Adam—His position would have been totally
different.

290, —But did He not fulfil tho Aaronic Lype of
offering for Himazelf and then for the sins of the
poople 2—No doubt.

201,-—What wasg it in relation to 1limsolf for which
He had to shed His blood ?-—He stood there as bearing
the sins of His whole brethren,

292,—Did he have the gin-nature Himself ay well
as the sins of His brethren which required the offer-
ing of Himself as a sacrifice ?—He had no sin except
the possession of a nature which leads to sin, bub
which in Him did not lead to sin.

293, —Did it not require blood-shedding to cleanse
Him although it dill not lead to sinning ?—In order
to declare God’s righteousness iz Paul's explanation,
which to me is the all-sufficient explanation, and to
me profoundly philosophical. Any other is so much
cloud of dust.

204,—Wo do not want to lake surface views of
matters; that is why I ask these questions as to
whether Christ’s own gin-nature required the
shedding of blood to cleanse it 7—I have answered tho
quesbion.

205,—~1I insist upon a yes or no.-—Whatis it you ask
me to say yes orno bo?

206.—Did Christ’s own sin nature require blood-
shedding in order that He might be cleansed ?—As you
cannot put him apart from others, it is no use asking
the guestion,

[BROTHER ROBERTS QUESTIONS BROTHER
ANDREW.]

297,—God winked ab times of ignorance, Would
He have winked ab tinies of knowledge ¢-—The question
implies no.

208.—What would He have done ?—Inflicted such
punishment as He himself might deem necessary.

299, —Why infliel punishment }—Because He would
deem that thoy deserved it.

300.—What is the ground of deserving punishment ¢
Is it not refusing Lo do the will-of God when it is
known ?—Yes, that is one basis, it is not the only
basis,
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301.—Can you give me any case of a man that will
be punished for any other reason than this, thab he
refused to do the will of God when knowing it ? —God
punishes tho wicked who do not know what His will
ia,

302.—~That is making the case worse.—He has done
50 in the past.

303,—You are going the other side of the line, keep
on this side, please. Can you give me n case where
God will inflict punishment where that element is
abeent, knowing His will %—Not at the judgment
seab, certainly.

304.—Is not, that the cause of punishmenl at the
judgment seat, knowing the will of God, and refusing
to da it %-—Yos, tor those who are under probation.

305.—That is your addition. I am now dealing
with a principle of general application. You havo
Inid it down as a general principle applicahble to all
mankind. Now you seek to circumecribe it.—If I
give a general answer without defining the sense in
which I use it, you can turn round and say it applies
to another case as well.

306.—I only wish to sec tho basis clearly defined,
to know whether the reason of punishmont is not
refusal Lo do the will of God when you know it 2—Yes,
for those who are under probation,

307.-—~Were the Contiles under probation ?—Not
those who did uot enter Christ, certainly.

308,—Drid e punish them ?-—Yes, in {his life,

309, —Then Ile punishes them without probation ¢—
I'have slready admitbted that.

310,—Why does Jlo do so?—Bocause of thoir
wickedness.

311.—Why is wickednoss tho reagon for punishing
them ¢—Because God is righteous.

312.—Why does Ilis righteousness call for their
punishment ¢—It answers itsslf.

313.—Because they deservo ib ¢—Oh, yes.

314. —Very woll, we are discussing the ground of
resurrectional punishment. Why do you object to the
application of that principle to resurrectional punish-
ment, that men who know God’s will and refuse to do
it, will be brought up then?—I do not objech to it in
rolabion to those in Christ.

315.—I am not speaking of those in Christ, but
those who know the will of God, and refuse to do it ?
—They will not be raised.

316.—Do not they deserve it 2~—They deserve what-
over punishment God will give them, .

317.—Do not they deserve resurrectional punish-
ment 71t is for God to say whellier they do.

818.—Have you an opinion ?~~They deserve what-
ever punishment God may inflict upon them. He has
nob threatened resurrection to judgment agningt themn
and therefore Ils will not give it them.

319, —Tt says ““ the wicked shall not be unpunishod,

they shall come ferth to the day of wrath,” ¢‘those
who have done evil to the resurrection of condemna-
tion ?”—And the greater proportion of thoso who
have had a probabion have been wicked, and have
done evil, ‘‘Many are called but few are chosen.”

320,—Then oomes in the gquestion, why does He
discriminate between one class and another? Why
bring up some to punishment and others not? Isit
not because He winks at times of ignorance?—He
brings some to punishment because He has constituted
s judgment seat specially for them.

321.—Is not Christ tho judgo of all ?--IIe is judge
of all who have been given to Ilim.

822,—Has He not power over all flesh *—Doad men
are not flesh. e will havo power over all {lesh when
Ho comes to take possession of His inhevitunce, That
is the sense in which He has power over all {lesh.

328.—God hath appointed a day in which He will
judge the living and the dead ?-—Those respounsible.

324.—Why keep out the dead because they arc not
flesh *—Because power over all flash has reference to
the time when Ile will exercisc power over all men,

325.—Will his judgmen’ be brought to bear upon
ull who are responsible to it 2—Of course, His judg-
ment when he gomes is of two kinds. First it has
relation to his judgment seat whon all candidates for
immortality will bo judged, and secondly, it has
referenco to the wicked living on the carth.

526.—My question relates Lo bhose who rise. Will
not the judgment be for those who receive and those
who reject His words ?—Yes, understanding that thoy
arc probationary.

327,—Can a man bo probabionary who rojocts Christ
altogelher 3—Certainly, Lhore were cortain in Peter’s
day who denied the Lord that bought them.

328,—Did Christ refer to them when le said * He
that rejecteth me and roceiveth not my words, hath
one that judgeth him, the word that 1 have spoken,
the same shall judge him ab the last day?”—He
referred to Jews living in his days.

329, —Did he refer to those who once recognised him?
—Those who recognised Moses and the prophets, but
rejocted the Meesiah,

330,—That is not my question. My guestion is,
will not those who reject Clirist altogether be prosent
at his judgment seat to be condemned by Him?—Yes,
Jews and (ientiles under probation.

331,—Can a man who rejects Christ be under pro.
bation ?—Certainly he con.

332,—Give me a case,—The Jews in Christ’s day.
Muny of them looked forward to Christ appearing,
aocepted the baptism of John, but when Christ came
they were disappointed and rejectod Ilim. That did
not invalidate the justification which they already
had from previous sins.

333.—By John’s baptisin do you mean ?—Yes, and
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by the sacrifices offored up under the Mosaic law.
T'hat brought upon them a special condemnation for
rejecting Christ.

334 —Lebus be clear. If they were juatified by the
sacrifices of the Mosuic law, what need for the bap-
tiem of John?—That was a specinl justification
ceremony.

335.—-Was it superfluous ?—No,

336.—Was it necessary ?—Seeing that God ap-
pointed it, it was,

337.—Would it have been necessary if their sins
had been forgiven before 2—Their sins by John's bap-
tism wero forgiven in the same way that other sins
had been previously forgiven.

338.—Were they forgiven previously ?—They were
forgivon in shadow.

339.—Were they forgiven at all 2—Yes.

340.—Then why go to John’s baptism ?—Because
under the Mosaic law, seeing everytbing was in
shadow, its ceremonies could be repeated time after
time.

341.—Was John’s baptism substance orin shadow ?
—It was in shadow, because it presaged Christ's own
death and resurrection.

342,—Why was it nocessary to go from one cere-
mony to another 2—Because God appointed it.

343.—Does God nppoint things without reason ?—
Oh dear no.,

344.—Did He send them to John to get romission
of sins which were already remitted ?—They were
consbantly sinning,

345.—Did they require a sin remitting cersmony
cuch timo they sinned ?*—Certainly, that was required
by the Mosaic law, whether they became defiled
legally or by actual transgression.

346,—1Is a man’s baptism vitiated by sinning after-
wards?—Not at all.

347,—~Why not ?—Because after baptism lhe has a
high priest, and he goes to God through that high
priest and asks forgiveness on the basis of the blood
which was applied to him at his baptism,

348,—That is a very beautiful answer, bubt we are
gobting away fromn the question. Whers is the case
of a rejector of Christ heing under probation —Some
of Christ’s own followers in His day were under pro-
bation, and in consequence of the hard things which
He spoke they forsook Him, and that means, they
rejected Him. .

349.—Then if a man had not followed Christ in the
sense of your present explanation, he would not be
one, would he, thal was under probation 7—O yesho
would.

350,~—~What is the point of your answer thon ?-—
There were the Pharisees.

351,—Define it.—At that time it was to be in the
Abrahamic covenant.

352,—What was t—I’rcbation.  Provious to John's
appearing, those who were under probation were in
the Abrahamic covenant. They cntered that cove-
nant by faith and sacrifice.

353.—Was that sacrifice of any value to them
apart from their acceptance of Christ ?—It was o
value to them for the time being., Tt could not give
them eternal life without Christ.

854,—1It could not give them eternal life without
receiving Christ ? —~No

355.—Would it give thiem responsibility to the
judgment sest then ?—Yes.

356,—Why *—Because they were in covenant with
God., They had been brought into a state of recon-
ciliation with Him.

367.—A slule of reconciliation to life eternal i—
With a view to life eternal, certainly.

358.—What was necessary to complete ib?—The
same that is necessary for us, that they should
continue faithful,

859.-—~Must we not rocognise Christ first ?-——Now,
certainly.

360.—Can weo make a beginning without it?—No,
we cannot.

361.—Can we be under probation without it 2-—No.

362 —How then can those who rejoct Christ be
probationers ?—Now they cannot.

363.—Could they then ? — Previous to Chrisb's
coming they could be probationers without belisving
in Christ individually, in the same way that some of
his followers were.

864,—I am speaking of rejectors. *‘He that
rejecteth Me and roceiveth not My words hath one
that judgeth him, the word that I have spoken shall
judge him.” Does not that defins the basis of con-
demnation—the rejection of the authority of Christ ?
—TYes, in regard to those to whom it was applied.

365.—Why do you say that those who know about
Ohrist nud believe that He is the Lord of the living
and dead, and refuse for their own convenience to be
subject to the law of God, to whom therefore Christ
has spoken, thab they will not bhe judged by His
words? Why ?—They have not had a probation for
otornal lifo ; thoy havo nobt boon justificd from the
offence of Adam, and they have not been given to
Christ for resurrection and judgment purposes in the
future.

366.—What is the reason why they are to be
exermpt from the punishment of a law they know 7—
Who are the * they ” that know ?

367.—Those who know the will of God and will not
obey it ?—Qutside Christ?

368.—Yes, Why are they exempt from the punish-
ment of a law they know ?—Because they are born
under condemnation to death, and when they die
that condemnation talos its effect upon them.
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[BROTHER ANDREW QUESTIONS BROTIIER
ROBERTS]

369,—In Heb. xiii. 20, it says that Christ was
brought from the dead by the blood of the everlast.
ing covenant Was the blood of the everlasting
covenant necessary for Chriet to be brought from the
dead ?—1Vith the meaning already defined, yes,

370.—If, after the Last Supper, He had died without
shodding His blood could He, on Seriptural prin-
ciples, have been brought from the dead?—No,
because He would have been discbedient.

371.—Then the shedding of Ilis blood was absolutely
necessary for Hia restoration to life 2-—When properly
understood, yes.

372.—1 will listen to what you have to say abuut
properly understood.~—You don’t mean mo to make a
gpooch ?

373.—No.—You had bebter proceed with the ques-
tons, LUf dizobedient, Christ could not have been
raised from the dead, and, of course, He could nol
have received eternal life.

874.—You recognise that He was immortalised by
Ilis blood *—Immortalised by His blood? No, not as
a literal description. It isa figure of speech, It is
your figure, not even the Bible’s. Blood is a perish-
ing thing. God immortalised Him because of obedi-
enco. (od required of Him that ¥e should suffer a
violent death as a vindication of Giod’s righteousness,
and as a foundation on which to offer us forgive-
ness,

375, —Heb. 1x. 12, “ By His own blood He enterad
in once into the holy place.” Is not that equivalent
to saying that Ile was immortalised by His blood 12—
I am not here to strive about words; it is {acta that
are in question,

376.—Is not the holy place here immortality *—
‘¢ Meaven itself,” Paul says. (Heb. ix. 24).

377.—Does 1t not mean immortality 2—Not apark
from heaven ; it ig involved, no doubt.

878.—I=s not immortality the antitype of the mast
holy place in the Mosaic law —It embraces it, but
primarily it is heaven itself.

379.—Wero not the lholy and most holy places in
themselves heavenly places, that i®, heaven.like
places 72— As patterns of things in the Leavens, they
wore,

380.—Are not we now in the heavens in the sense
in which it is spoken of in Ilebrews and Ephesians?
—Perhaps I misunderstend you.

381.—Are we not 1n the heavenlies now, in that we
are 1 the antilypical holy place ?—Only in the sense
m which we are come Lo Mounl Zion, to an numer-
able company of angels. We have become related to
them.

382.—Did not the flesh separate the holy from the
mosb holy place?  You are now muxing up literal and

[

figurative language. The holy and the most holy
were the literal things of the Mosaic tabernacle.

883.—1 thought it would be sufficient to put the
matter concisely.-—I do not cateh your meaning.

384,—Did not the veil which separated the holy
from the most holy represent the flesh of Christ?—
Yos.

385.,—~Then when lle entered into the most holy
was He not beyond the flesh 7—No doubt.

886,—YWhen it says He entered into the most holy
by His blcod, does it nob mean that He entered there
on the basis of having shed his blood 7—No doubt,
understanding that in relation to the will of God.

387.—That is the only sense in which I have used
the expression.—No, you detached the bloodshedding
from its surroundings,

388,-—I do not —You seem to do,

389, —You have misropresented me by saying so.—
Woa are liable to mistakes, you know,

390.—I used the expression ‘‘by His blood” to
mean on the basis, or principle of.—To me blood is a
passive thing. It does nothing, and therefore to
represent it as doing something stultifies my under-
standing. You must give literal facts.

39]1,—What was the object of His shed blood I—It
was to declare God’s righteousness as the basis of
reconciliation.

392.—That is fully recognised. The question relates
to the basis. Did not Christ enter into the most holy
place or immortality on the basis of the shedding of
His bloed ? Does not that mean that He could not
enter in without? Does it not also mean that the
blood cleansed Him individually from corruption
which was an impediment to His obtaining eternal
life 2-—I do not deny that.

303, —Why did you say thal Christ did not die for
Himself, apart from others ?—Because you were asking
me to consider Hum in His individual capacity,
detached from the human race, and I rofuss to
coneider Him in that capaciby.

394.—Is it impossible to conceive of the Aaronic
high pricst offoring for his own cleansing in the first
inetance 2—No.

395,—Then i8 it nob equally possible to congider
Christ offering for His own cleansing apart from the
cleansing of others 2—What is the use of discussing a
case that does not exist ?

396,—It does exist,—His work is the saving of man-
kind, and you cannot discuss IIim apart from that.

397.—If wo have two things presented in type, can
we not look at the two things soparately in the anti-
type —Thab is a matier of intellectual enterprise ;
it does nob determine the truth of the case.

393.—1s it noo part of the understanding of thia
question ? —I1t may be, but you do nobt help it by
inbroducing 1t,
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399,—1 do. We both recognise Christ did nob
commit transgression, and that IIis blood was not
required 1 regard to Himself for anything of that
kind. Yet He did shed Iliz blood for Himself.
‘What was it then for wbich Ile shed His blood for
Himaeelf ? —I have answered that several times, brother
Andrew. He was a mortal man, inheriting death
from Adam.

400,—You have answered it by evading it, —By no
means. [ have not answered in your precise terms,
which conceal meanings.

401.—Did He not require to shed Ilis blood to
cleanse Ilimrelf from His own sin nature, and has
not God made that the basis by which those in Him
may be justified from the sin of that nature, and
have forgiveness of sins?—I prefer the scripture
description of what was done by the death of Christ,
The scriptures never use the word cleanse in that sense.

402.—Never use the word cleanse in regard to
physical sin *—Not in that connection.

403.—~Did not the inanimate things of the Mosaic
tabernacle require to be cleansed, justified, or atoned
for by bloodshedding ?—Yes, as a shadow, doubtless

404.—Was there any moral guilt attaching to them?
—You do not require mo to answer that, ol course ¢

405,—Then it was for imputed guilt 7—It was a
ribual prophecy.

400 —Does it not teach that the sin nabure, which
in the first insbance has no moral guilt, requires blood-
shedding in order that il may be cleansed or justified ?
—Bloodshedding is nevor spoken of except in con-
nection with actual sin,

407,—Transgression, you mean >—I mean to say
the scriptures never give it the merely chemical
action that you do.

408,—It is not a chemical relation. I express it
a8 it appears to me.—You represent it as being
brought to bear upon physical natuie to produce
physical results, Tt isalways related to moral results,
‘We are justified by faith and are washed from ow
sins in His blood in the sense of heing forgiven
because of our faith in it.

409.~—Do we not read about justification and wash-
ing $—1 have not donied that.

410.—Did not Paul say to the Corinthians, ¢ Ye
are washed, ye are justified ?""—That 18 irrelovant to
what I have zaid.

411,—1t is quite relevant,.—No.

412.—In Romans v, we read, *“ By the offence of
one, judgment came upon all men to condemunstion.”
Can thal condemnstion be taken wway without o
justification relating to that which brought the con.
demnation >—Certainly not.  When (hobt statoment
is undeistood 1n its full development, there 1s no
difficulty. The judgment was first upon Adam as a
person,

418.—And did not that judgment bring condem-
nalion upon all his descendants for his offence 7—It
established a condition of things in which, if posterity
ensued, they were necesgarily sinners and therefore
condemnation became the universal rule, and there
ean be no remission of that condemnation or forgive-
ness of sin without a preliminary vindication of God’s
authority in the shedding of blood.

414, —Are they nrot under condemnation for the
offence of Adam bcforo thoy dn anything themselves,
right or wrong ?—They are mortal because of Adam’s
sin,

415.—That is nob an answer. Are they nob under
condemnation for the offence of Adam before they do
anything, right or wrong ?—Cod condemns no man
for Adam’s offence in the individual sense, Con-
demnatbion comes through it, which ig a vory dufferent,
idca.

416.—Do you deny the statemcut, *“ By tho offence
of one, judgment came upon all men to condem-
nation 2”—No, I do not deny it.

417.—You do,~—No ; I explain 1t,

418.——Was not the offence of Adam the ground for
condemnation of all men ?-—0f men that did nol exist ?
—Yes. Do not charge God with folly.

419.--It 18 Scriptural, —Yes, as o matter of terms
it may be. You know il is said you cin prove any-
thing in thal way. You must rightly divide the
word of truth.

420.—When babies die, do they die under condem-
nation ¢ - They were not porbicularly considered in
the sentence,

421.—Do they not die as a result of that condem-
nation 1—Yes, as a result of the conditions eslablished
through it.

422.—Are lhey not ¢ children of wrath,” and do
they not die under the condemmnation under which
they are born ?—They are children who would grow
up to be men who would provoke God’s wrath by
digobedience if they lived, but as babies the wrath
18 not begun.

428.— On what ground do they die ?— Because they
are mortal,

424,—Why are they mortal ! —Because of the
condemnation to death that Adam brought upon
himself through disobedience.

425,—What does that mean ?—It moans that Adam
sinned and Adam was condemned to death, and they
come from him and naturally partslke of tho mortal
condition established in his nature by the sentence
of death.

426.—Does it mean they were condemasd in him ?
—Do you mean to say they were individually con-
siderod ?

427,—No, but that he is the federal head of the
community, all of whom were in hum, and all weie
condemned,—In the Scriptural sense, yes, but not
in the sense you are atlempting to establish, namely,
tho sonsc of every individual being contemplated in
the sentence.

428.—I did not say so.—You did not make your
meaning clear,
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SECOND

r I"H’E CHAIRM AN (Brotuen LAxE):—I willread

again brethren and sisters the subject of debate,
and the conditions of same. The subject iz *That
regurrection to the judgment seat of Christ will com-
prige some who have not heen justified by the blood
of Christ.” The time this evening will be ocoupied
in this way. The first six quarters of an hour, either
brother Roberls or brother Andrew may speak or
question the other, The last two quarters of an
hour to be filled with speeches.

I now call upon brother Roberts to open lo-night'’s
digcussion by questioning brother Andrew or aspeech.

BrorHrr RoBERTS :—Dear brethron and sisters,—I
am afraid that in the dust raised by our somewhat
hurly-burly proceeding on Tuesday evening, the
general outline of the argument wos obscured from
viow, and I will make use of the bricf quarter of an
houar abt my disposal now to bring it into view, so that
the bearing of the questions and answers may he per-
ceived.

Brother Andrew contenda that no man, however
much deserving of punishment, can come forth to the
resurrcction of condemnation, unless he first be
released from the sentence of death hereditarily
derived from Adam ; that that sentence bars the way
—that so long as it is on, ho cannot rise, and he must
remain in the grave,

The lirsl answor Lo that is, thal 1t must bo wrong
boecouso it is in collision with i1ho fact Uhat men in
that position have already been raised by God himsolf,
The resurrection of such shows that God doos not
rogard the Adamic sentence ag a barrier if His pur.
pose in any case require the coming again to lifo of
any son of Adam,

Tho second objoction is that the view involves the
moral cnormity that of two men, both deserving
punishment, one deserving it o little and the other
deserving it more, the one who deserves il tho
nore is left unpunished, snd the other only comes
forth to the anguish of the second death.

We can realise such a doctrine in its practical
application perhaps better than putting it abstractly.
Suppose you have two sone, Willlam and Henry.
They both grow up to manhood, and they both know
God’s demands in the Gospel. William recognises
that 1f he accedes to these commands, 1t will be highly
inconvenient for him in a variety of ways, interfere
with his business, interfere with his pleasure and
advantage, and he deliberately says, I will have
nothing to do with i, Iknew it is God's will, but

NIGHT.

that i3 nothing to me.,”” Ilenry knowing the same
says, ‘‘Yes, it is God’s command. The Word
of God has come to me and I will try to obey
it.” He submits to Christ in pubting on His
name in baptisin and in the undertaking of his
gervice, In the course of time he is overcoms, falls
away. The resurrection comei. You are there and
you see Henry and you do not see Willlam You
say, ¢ Henry, my lad, you tried your best, you {ailed,
and here you are. Where is Willlam? He defied
God out and out, and he is not here,” Thatillustrates
the second point, the moral enorwity., Itis an im.
putation againet God, who is just and true in all His
ways.

The next answer is, that Brother Andrew’s ides
cannot be right, becanse the enemies of Christ who
hated Him, who disbelieved in Him, who rejected
Him, are te come foith to be condemued by Him,
and to be punished by Eim., Brother Andrew suys,
Yes, but they were justified from sin by the sacrifices
under the law, retrospectively acted upon by Christ’s
death. I say, What ! Brother Andrew ? 1sit possible
that men who bate Christ, that bave no faith in Him,
that refuse to submit to Him, can bo juslified by Ylis
hlood, which means reconciled, which means brought
into favour, which means to stand in CGod's grocoe?

Jrothor Audrew himsclf was appatlod ab Lhe issue,
If he said “*Yos, they can,” thon ho commilted
nimsolf Lo this mongtrous idea, that tho enemios and
10jectors of Chiist aro roconcilod by His blood. And
if he said “No,” then he wag obliged to admit that
men not justified by His blood will appear before the
judgmont geat of Christ. Ile saw the dilemma, and
therefore ho did nob go straight to it. Ilo would not
say yes or no, but compelled e to do u little of that
shouting which is the result of physical weskness and
for which I apologiso, and which I never indulge in
except through stress of that kind, where therecis a
refusal to meet the naked issues of truth,

Now, I wigh %6 show that Brother Andrew’s idea is
entirely wrong, that the law of Mozes in none of its
appointments had any power to justify men from
their sins or release them from death, and in teking
very confident and absolutely strong ground theve, [
am not advocating a theory of my own, I am not
gomg all round gathering remote and nebulous
inferences from obscure facits and tLrying to weave
them into a censistent theory. I rely upon the
explicit assertions of Paul, who was guided by the
Spirit of God,
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To his statements I call your attention, They are
not few, and they are not ambiguous. “By the
deeds of the law shall no flesh be justified in His
sight,” Thus we read in Romans iii. 20, ‘*If
righteousnoss,” or justification, * come by the law,
then Christ is dead in vain” (Gal, ii, 21). ‘A man
is not justified by the works of the law, but by the
faith of Jesus Christ, for by tha works of the
law shall no flesh be justified” (verse 16). ** As
many as are of the works of the law are under the
curse; for it is wrillen, ¢ Cursed is every one that
continueth not in all things whieh are written in the
book of the law to do them. Bub that no man is
justilied by the law in the sight of CGod is ovident.”
That is a direct negation of the contention.

Now the question is, what was the law given for?
Biothren and sisbers, for a purpose bthat of itsolf
entirely excludes the posmbility of the very thing
that brother Andrew is contending for. Not that
they might be saved, bul thalb thoy might be con-
demnced. ““ What the law sailh it sailh to themn that
are under Lhe law,” not in the sens¢ of keeping the
Gentilos out of its benefits as brothor Andrew
suggested, bul thab Terasel also, the very secd of
Ahraham, might be broughl under condemnation—
““that every mouth may be stopped, and the whole
world become yuilly bofore God.” Not the (Gentilos
only~-the Gentiles were already condomned—the Jews
as the seed of Abraham had o possible position of
justification. The law came to condemn them, It
is o wiitton. I will read the sbultements, ‘‘The law
entered that tho offence might abound ” (Rom. v, 20)
The law is o ““ minisbration of death.” The law is a
‘““ininistrabion of condemnation.” These two stale-
monts are both made in 2 Cor. iii. 7, 9. **'The law
worketh wrath,” ¢ By the law is the knowledge of
gin,” *I had not known sin but by the law.” The
law was given that sin mighb appear ‘‘exceeding
sinful.”  All these are apostolic doclaralions,

On the face of them, they may appear strange. At
first sight, itis scarcely intelligible that God should
give a law for such a purpose, but when the fact is
taken in connection with the plan of which the law
was a part, itappoars in a different light., We then
see the plan as n whole, Brobhren and sistors, wo
must take bhis subject ag o whole, and not in bits,
It is through doing it in bils that brother Audrew is
making his mistakes. The plan as a whole is out-
lined in one of these slatements.  The law entered
that the offence might abound, that where sin
nbounded, grace might much more abound.” ¢ Mo
hath concluded all under sin, thal Te might have
mercy upon all.”

BrorHER ANDREW :-—I desire to supplement what
was said on Tuesday concerning the expression “I

never knew you.” The word *“knew " in the Greek and
English is an elastic word, Sometimes it moeans a
mere mabter of knowing facts ; at other times it hasa
more comprehensive meaning,  An illustration of the
latter oceurs in John xvii, 8, ¢ Thig i Lfe etornal,
that they might know Thee, the only true God, and
Jesus Christ, whom Thou hast sent.” To * know ”
here is not the mere knowledge of a fact ; ib embraces
an understanding of God and His Son, and all that
follows from that understanding,

Then in regard to the Greek word it is defined as
follows in Liddell and Scott’s Lexicon :-—* To know,
perceive, to gain knowledge of, mark, person or
things, to be aware of, understand.” Secondly, in
Attic prose, ** to examine, form an opinion, to decide
upon, detormine, approve,” Xvidently the secondary
meaning is the one Christ had in 1lis mind thon. He
did not use it os a mere matber of knowing that these
oncs who claimed to be Tis disciples woro such, bub
that in couscquence of thewr unfaithfutnoss 1le
would declare to them Lhat He nover approved of
them.

I think in the confusion last Tuesday there was one
question which I did not fully answer, and that was
something to this effect. Can you menbion any
wicked or unfaithful man in tho Old Testament who
was justified throuvgh the blood of Christ? 1t is not,
ag suggostzd by brother Roberte, that 1 was appalled
by that or any other cuestion, and that I saw the
dilemma which was involved. I was actuated solely
by a desire to be explicit, and to show in what sense
I understood that which was involved in the question,
T will now statoe it again, or more completely, First of
all I gavo this brief answer to the question : That all
the unfaithful in the Abruhamic convenant previous
to the time of Christ, were justified in shadow during
the time that they lived, and that that was subse-
quently ratified by the blood of Christ. As regards
¢he cnemics to which attenlion has heen called, last
Tuesday I pointed out, in answer to the questions,
that it was not necessary at that time to believe in
the blood of Chrish, that the twelve Apostles them-
selves did not believe or understand i, and yet they
wero accounted as “clean ” (Jno., xiii. 10). It wasa
nocessoty for Jows to believe in the Abrahamic
covenant, and to believe in resurrection as a prelimi-
nary to tho fullilment of that covenant ; they did so
believe, and they partook of justibcation in shadow
through cireumecision, and the sacrifices which
thoy offered up. Therefore the argument that
becanse they hated Christ and had no faith in Him
ig pointloss. Thoy hatod him bocause he did not
roaliso their expectations, and their hatred brought
upon them condemnation in addition to that which
they had previously incurred through disobedience to
the Mosaic law.
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"The passages which have been quoted in rogard to
the deeds of the law nob justifying are not abt all at
variance with my contention. I never did contond
that the deeds of the law of themselves could'justify
or that the sacrifices and other cersmonies could of
themselves justify, My contention has been that
that justification was in shadow, just in the same way
as Christ's own circumcision on the eighth day was
in shadow, but that these things were subsequently
confirmed by the blood of Christ when He died and
rose from the dead.

[BROTHER ANDREW QULESTIONS BROTIIER
ROBERTS.]

429.—And now I will ask brother Roberts whether
he believes that David and other faithful men who
lived under the law of Moses are mncluded in this
oxpression in Rev. vii. 14: * Theso aro they which
came out of great tribulation, and have washed their
robes and made them white in the blood of the
Lomb t"—Yes.

430,—Were not David and those faithful ones
justified, or will they not at that time have heen
justified from their sins by the blood of Christ ?—I
have never raised any objection to the faithful; my
objoction was to wicked men.

431.—Does not that justification include justifica-
tion from the Adamic condemnation which they
inherited ?—Are you speaking of the righteous or the
wicked ?

432.—I am speaking of the righteous.—I have no
igsue with you as to tho rightoous.

433, —Still, I would like a more specific answer, —
That ig the fact. It ig on the wicked we differ.

434.—Are not wicked and righteous both in the
same condition before they came into reconciliation
with God ?— Unqguestionablv,

435, —Then ns to the faithful who lived under the
law, did they not at birth require justification from
the condemnation which they inherited from Adam?
—You limit your question too narrowly,

436.—Noever mind whether it is narrow. It is a
(uestion.—A baby has no spiritual relations what-
ever,

437.—Does not a baby require justification ¥—You
cannot justify a baby.

438.—Then how is it that Jewish male babies were
subjected at eight days of age to circumeision ?—God
choso to establish that as a token of His covenant with
thom as o nation,

439, —Was not that a justification in shadow 1—
What do you mean by a justification in shadow ?

440.—Was it not a justification in shadow from the
sin nature which the child possessed #-—~What do you
mean by *“in shadow ”?

441, —In contradichion to substance —Do you mean
reality ?

412.—Woell, reality in Christ 2—Theun 1 do nobknow
a justification that is notreal.

443,—~Was there not justification under the Mosaio
law in shadow in any way whatever 2—What do you
mean by justification in shadow., T do not know
sucha thing. That is one of your inventions,

444, —Was there not atonement in shadow ?——The
game remark applies.

445.—Is not the word atonement used in reference
to the Mosaic sacrifices 7—Yes.

446,—Then when these sacrifices, which are
described as atonement, were offercd up, was there
not atonement in shadow '—No, the atonement was
real to the extent to which it went.

447,—And is not that the same as atonement in
shadow ?—I do not know what you mean by atone-
mont in shadow.

448, —I mean o representation of the reality that
was coming ?—If you mean a prophecy I can under-
stand it.

449, —T mean more than a prophecy ?—Then we do
not agiee.

450,—Then there is a vital difference 2—Yes.

451.—In 1lgb. ix., 18, we read, **If tho blood of
bulls and of goats, and the ashes of an heifer sprink-
ling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the
flesh ; how mnch more shall the blood of Christ, who
through the eternal Spirit, offered himself without
spot to God, purge your conscience from dead works
to serve the living God?” What is meant there by
the blood of bulls and goals sanclifying to the purify-
ing of the flesh ~—Kstablishing a legal cleanness
from uncleanness created by the law of Moses, which
was a fictitious thing.

452.—Legal cleanness —Yes.

453,—Was all the uncleanness which, was the sub-
ject of a cleansing coremony under the law of Moses,
a fictitious thing ?—No.

454.—Was there any unclesuness which was not
fictitious ?—Yes.

455,—Will you mention some ?—The uncleanness
of nature, as involved in child-birth, for example.

456.—That was not fictitious, Is it not the unclean
nabture spoken of here, when the apostle says, ¢* The
blood of bulls and of goats, and the ashes of an heifer
sprinkling the unclean sanctifieth to the purifying of
the flesh ? ”’—Impossible, for the law never did cleanse
sin nature.

457 —Never did cloause sin nature ?—The cleansing
of sin nature is reserved for the resurrection.

458.—Is not this statement made in reference to
the law 2—Yes.

459, —Then what was the nature or effect of the
purifying of the flesh which is spoken of here ?2—
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Those who were purified were recognised as legally
clean. Ib was a shadow cleanness—all bypes and
shadows.

460,—All types and shadows, but there was alegal
cleanness ?—In the sense in guestion it was real
really recognired legal cleanness,

461,—That related to the flesh?—Yes, as in the
case of the leper. Thore it was both real and ficti-
tious, butin the casc_of touching an unclean thing, it
was fictitious,

462.—Was not the uncleanness of the flesh & roal
thing *-Yes,

463,—Then if the uncleanness of the flesh was a
renl thing, is nob the uncleanness of the flesh, which
the apostle spealks of here, a real thing —He dces not
speak of it. Thatb passage just draws the distinetion
that is before my mind. There is a great difference
between the law and Christ,

464,—1Is not the purification of fleshly uncleanness
involved in verse 14 *—Read 1t.

465.—“* How much more shall the blood of Christ,
who through the eternal spirit offered Himself with-
oul rpot to God, purge your conscience from dead
woirky to serve the living God.”-—There is not a
passage in the New Testament that more completely
disproves your contention. Paul draws a distinction
between the ceremonial purification of the law and
the spiritual purifieation achieved in Christ,

466.—Doos not ** how much more” moan in addi-
tion to ?—No.

467.—Does not ‘‘how much more” inelude the
purification of the flesh as well as purging the con-
science 2—No ; it is & compatison of two things.

468.—Thon 1if the flesh under the law was unclean,

- and required a shadowy purification, where was the
shadew, or, where was the prophecy, if you so like it,
in regard vo Christ, if our nature does not require
cleansing through bloodshedding ?-—-Qur nature does
require clennsing, 1t will be cleansed at the resur-
rection, and thal will be becausc of Christ’s obedience
unto death.

469.—By immortaligation, do you mean ?—Unques-
tionably ; it is not cloansed until then.

[BROTHER ROBERTS QUESTIONS BROTHER
ANDRILW.]

470.—Brother Andrew, are men who * die in their
sims ” justified from them ?--Do you mean these out
of Christ?

471,—1 mean just what I say,—Men who die in
their sins I understand to be men who die in Adam.

472,— 1 hove not asked that. Please anawer the
question,—Then T must ask for it to be defined, and
1 will give u specific answer,

473.—Do men who die in their sins die in a state of
justification 7-~That expression is used by Paul in

a

regard to those out of Christ—men who die in
Adam,

474,—Quite so. I have not forgotiten bhat, Answer
the question, Do men who die in their sins die in a
justified state 7—Not out of Christ,

475.—Very well. Do you not know that Jesus
said of the Pharisees, ‘‘ ¥ixcept ye believe that I am
He yeo shall dis tn your sins” 7—Yes.

476.—Did He nab also say that they should give an
account in the day of judgment?—Yea.

477.—Xow, according to your theory, are these two
things to be reconciled ?~—-Because they were unfaith.-
ful men who had partaken of justification, in shadow,
from Adamic condemnation,

478.—Excuse me, they ‘‘died in their sing?”—~
Yes.

479,—Not justified, how can they awake !—They
had become unjustified after being justified.

480.—Did they lose it then 2—Lose justification ?

481,—Yes,-—They became unjustified,

482,—By whatever means ?—Yes, they became
unjust.

483.—You suid that is the meaning of unjust, those
who lost justification.—Yes.

484,—How much better off is a man who has lost a
thing than a man who has it not ?—In the long run he
is no better, but in his relationship to God and Christ
he is in a vory dillerent position.

485.—1low o, if hig juslification is absent, and
that you say is needful for him to awake ?—Because
of the justilication in the first instance; on thab basis
he entersd upon probation for eternal life ; he was
thon *“bought” from the powor of the death that came
through Adam ; and his sins committed subsequently
have not been the tubject of adjudication,

486.-~Then you said, I think, that men were not
justified by the blood of Christ until Christ had died ?
Yes.

487,—Then what is the position of all who died
before Christ?-— Those who died without having
entered upon a probation for eternal life remain in
the grave for ever.

488,—You say no men were justified before Christ
shed his blood, and they died unjustified. If this is
not eorrech, correct me ?—I1 do not quito catch your
meaning.

489,—1I+t is very plain, brother Andrew. I will try
and explain it, You said a man could not rise from
the dead unless he was justified 2—Yes.

490.—Now you say they died unjustified, and yet
they are to rise. How is that 0O, but there is a
distinction between those who died previous to
Christ’s coming without having entered npon a pro-
bation for eternsal life, and those who did.

491.—TI am fixing your mind on the condition you
express by justification ?—VYes,
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192,—1 ask you were they justified or not when they
died 7—Those who died without a probativtn were not,
and will not rise.

493.—That is not my question, Before Christ died
were they justified ?—They were justified in shadow
when they entered upon a probalion for eternal life,

494.—Ts justificution in shadow a justification in
reality 7—No,

495, —Does ib require justification in reality to open
the grave ?—Yes,

496 —Then how can men come out of the gronnd
who have no real justification 2—They cannot for the
purpose of appearing before a tribunal that has to do
with the dispensation of rewards and punishments.

497.—T1 have not asked for any purpose ; I did not
qualify it in any way. 1 make it simple. You sece
you do not like its simplicity I must qualify it.

498, —Were thoy justified or not before Christ died ?
—In shadow they were.

499.-—TIs that real 7—No, but it i3 made real by the
death aud resurrection of Christ.

500,—~When ? —When Christ rose from the dead.

501.—At the moment of their death, was that in
force for them ?— No, only in shadow. ’

502,—Then they died unjustified *—Not unjustified
entirely,

503. —Excuse me, they were either justified or not ?
—They died justified in shadow.

504.—DBut that is not real I—No.

505,—TIt is the real that is necessary,—Yes,

506.—Then they died without heing in the real
stabe of justification that opens the grave?—Now
that you say real, I say yes. Previously you simply
sald justified, and, thereforo, I quslified it by say-
ing justified in shadow, You confuse me with the
varied words of your questions.

507.—1It is the subject which confuses you. Did
those who died bolore Christ’s death die juskified or
not ?—Not really.

508,—Does il require real justification Lo come out
of the grave ?-~Yes, for judgment.

509, —How can they come out if they have not had
real justification 2—Because tho justification effected
through Christ’s blood ratified the shadow justifica-
tion which they had before they died.

510.—They had not got it when they died ? ~They
had s shadow justificabion. The shadow is trans-
formed into reality when the real justification in
Christ took place.

511, —Yes, bul my queslion relstes to the time of
their death.— They hud nob roal justilication then,

512.~Then how can they come out of the grave
according bo your theory seeing it requires real justi-
fication when a man dies ?—DBecause they had heen
justified through their sacrifices in anticipation of
what Christ would do,

513.~-1f so, they died really justified, did they not 9
~—There can be no reality in the matter until the
justification in Christ has becomen reality.

514.—Then they died in a jusbification not real ?—

-Certainly,

515.—Can & justification not real bring a man out
of the grave —No.

516,—Then they could not come out?—Yes, they
could,

517.—Very well, we will leave that. I ask another
question, Would Christ’s blood have boen of any
justifying effect without His resurrection 2—No,

518.—~Then where is the justification power of a
sacrifice, with which no resurrection isconnected ?—It
had none except shadowy.

519.—What is shadowy ?—Do not deal with clouds,
—Like the shadow of my hands on this wall,

520.—It is a prophecy therefore. The real thing is
your hand. —That is so, bub the shadow pictures the
ountline of the substance.

521,—It is a prophecy ?—1It is more than a
prophiecy.

522, —Then it was justification if it was justification
—In shadow it was. It served for the time being.
It is nll that was necessary abthat time.

523.—You are aware, brother Andrew, how con.
tinually in the apostolic writings the demands of the
truth when complied with are called ‘‘obedienco.”
I will read one or two illustrations of that.—The act
of baptism, you mean.

524,.—That is part ot ib—If you mean that, I will
aceept it without your reading.

525.—1 prefer to read it. I do not wanbt to deal
with shadows., The aposlticship was instituted ¢ for
obedience bo the faith,” Paul says ‘‘ among all nations ”
(Rom. i. 6}, The gospel was *‘made known to all
nations for the obedience of faith ” (xvi. 26). He speaks
of his ability ¢ to make tho GENTILES obedient, by
word and deed.” He speaks of the Romans having
““ obeyed from the heart that form of doctrine which
was delivered to them.,” We read of agreat company
of the priesta who were *‘ obedient to the faith,” Peter
says they ¢ purified their souls in obeying the truth.”
Does not that imply that Cod had commanded the
Gentiles something 2—Yes.

526.—What did He command ?—To repent,

527.—Woere they not bound to obey 2—The com-
mand to obey? Certainly.

528.—Were they not bound fo obey ?— After belief.

529, —Were they not bound to obey?--Aftor believing,

530.-—Were thoy bound to obey? — Yes, after
believing.

531.—Did Cod send the command to believing
nations #—No.

§32.—Did He send a command to the nations?—
Oh, yes.
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£33.—1I8 it not those to whom the command is sent
that are bound to obey 7—Yes.

534.—Werse not the unbelieving nations bound to
obey ?—Yes, after believing, I am obliged to put
that in, or else it may be construed into obeying with-
out belief.

535,—Ixcuse me. God has commanded all men
everywhere, has He not >—Yes.

5386.-—Is not that contrasted with times of igno.
rance —Yes.

537.—Are not all men bound to obsy when they
know it ?—Yes.

538 —Can they mock God with impunity ?-—Not if
He exercises His right.

539.—Can thoy ab all mock God with impunity ?
—Not if He exercises His right.

540.—Will He not exercise His right >—He has not
said 8o in the passago which yon ¢uote.

£41.—TIlas He sa1d it anywhers else ?—Ile has nob
said 8o in reference to Gentiles,

542,—Let us see.  * What shall the end be of those
who obey not the gospel 2”—\Vhat passage is that from?

£43.—You do not dispute the words, do you ?—No,
I want the connection,

544,—You must remember it surely. It is in Peter.
Is Peler a bad anthoiity —No, but 1 wanl the con-
ncetion, ¢ For tho time is eome that judgment must
begin ai the house of God, and 1f 1t first begin at us,
what shall the end bo of them that obey not the gospel
of God?” That is the disobedient under probation,

545.—I am asking you a question.—I thought I
was answering it

546,~—What shall the ond bo of them that obey 1ol
the gospel #—On those spoken of there it will be retri-
bution,

54'7.—When ?—AL the judgment seat of Christ.

548.—Ixg nob their *'end destruction ?’—Yes,

549.—The enemies of the cross of Christ %-~-Yes.

550, -—Aro the enemies of Christ believers in Christ ?
—Some of them have been.

551.—*¢ Bnemies of the cross of Christ, whose end
is destruction ? "—What passage is that from ?

552,-—0, brother Audrew ! surely you do not want
to refer to it +—I1 want the connection.

663. —~It is in Phiiippians iii. 17-18, ‘‘ For many
walk, of whom I have told you often aud now tell,
aven weeping, that they are the enemies of tho cross
of Christ; whose ond is destruction, whose God is
their bolly, whose glory is in their shame, who mind
earbhly things,”—-That is untaithful brethron,
IBROTIER ANDRLEW QUESTTONS RBROTIIER

ROBERTS.]

554.,—1In 1 Cor. xv. 12 Paul says ** Now il Christ be
preached that 1le rose from the dend, how say somo
wmong you thal there isno resurrection ol the dead ¢

‘What was the thing thal was denied by the Corin-
thians ?—The resurrection that Panl preached.

555,—What was the resurrection that Paul
prenched ? Do you require me to say? The resur-
rection of men to life eternal, and to condemnation if
unworthy.

556.—Then the resurrection which they denied was
restoration to life %—Nay, nay, it is never used in
that limited sense in the Bible.

557.--Is not resurrection used in that limited sense
in regard to the unjust who are to be raised again to
life ?—No, it includes much more than that. It is the
resurrection of condemnation.

558.—Does not that involve restoration to life ?—
Tt involves it, but that is a different thing.

559.—Then it means it, does it not ?%—By involu-
tion.

560.—Does the apostle 10futo whal the Corinthians
denied —Most effectually.

561.—Then that which they denied, restoration to
life, he refutes ?—HExcuse me, you are limiting il to
restoration to life. I do not admib that,

562.—Ioes he not prove his point by referring to
the resurreclion of Christ ?—Certainly.

568.-—Does he not show thal the resurrection of
Christ was necessary to justify those in Him ?—
Christ’s resurrection was necessary to salvation for
all Chrst's disciples afterwards. He did not cut it
up into bits. It was a question of being saved or
not.

564.—Yes, bubt does he not say that without
Christ's 1esurrection thoy died in bhoir sing, and ag a
consequence are perished $—Certainly,

565, —That is equivalent to saying Christ's resur.
rection is necessary for their resurrection ?—No doubt
of it.

566.— Jor thoir restoration to life ¢—You are chang-
ing the terms. I do not accept your narrow way of
putting it.

567.—When Christ says “I am the resurrvection
and the life,” does he not mean I am the raiser to life
and the bestower of eternal life %—No, He does not
divide it up in that way.

568.—Why does he use two different words 7—Be-
cnuse there are two things in it.

569,—You must rise before you can have life, and
and is He not the means of bobh 7—He is the means of
both, the life being eternal life.

570.—Is not He “‘tholife” on the basis of blood
shedding 9—Oh, brother Andrew, speak as the aracles
of God,.

571.—1I use 1lis blood shedding as T delined il in
the first instance as being Lhe consummation of an
obedient life—I tako it as the Scriptures put it. The
shedding of the blood of Christ is only a part. llis
resurrection is the great thing, it covers all,
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572.—That 18 not disputed—Very well,

£73. — But was He not raised, ot rather did He nel
become the bestower of immortality on the hasis of
His baving shed his blood and baving been raised
from the dead ?--Not on the basgis of that only. You
do not put the basis broad cnough. It was “by one
man’s obedience "’ over his whole life.

574. — At the commencement of last Tuesday even-
ing I guve ag one of my definitions Lhis, That **tke
blood of Christ T shall use to vepresent the sacrificial
deabh of Christ as the consummation of an obedient
Iife, unless for the purpose of argumenl I may
divorce his death fiom that obedient life,” Is it
necessary for me Lo repeat that dofinition every time,
1 uso the expression ‘¢ the blood of Chiist ? ¥ —Bocause
ol the uuscripbural use you make of answors givon to
o lunited question, 1t is.

575.—1I am not awaro of having mado an unscrip-
tural use of the answers at all-—I do not think you ave.
I belisve you are thoroughly honest, but you have got
into a bemuddled state of mind on this question.

576.—Not at all. Then you think that the dead in
Obrist, 1f Chiwst had not been raiscd, would perish
absolutely 7—Certainly. There would be no resurrec-
tion ; there would be no judge.

577.-—A1e not those who die out ot Christ in the
same posilion as those in Christ would be if Christ
had not been raised ?--By no means, because there is
a living Christ who has power over them all to inflict
the judgment and wralth of (od upon thoso who
desorve 1b.

578,—Thoge who have not died in Chrust?—All
flesh, absolutely.

579.—Are tho dead ¢¢ Hesh 2”7 —Oh, brother Andrew,
Ho 1s Lord both of the dead and the living.

580.—Who are the dead and the living spoken of in
Rom, xiv, 9 — It means those over whom he has juris.
diction, which is co-exlensive with the operation of
Light, as he says, ‘‘This 15 the condemnation that light
is come,”

581.—In Rom. xiv. 7-8it says, * None of us liveth
to himself, and no man dieth to himself. For whether
wo live we hive unto the Lord : and whether we die
we die unto the Lord, whether we live therefore or
die, we are the Lord’s.” Does not that describe all in
the same position as the Romans®—It iz a glorious
truth, I wish we realised 1t more.

582,—*¢To this end Christ hoth died and rose, and
revived that }e might be Lord both of the dead and
living.” Is nobt the expression ‘‘dead and living”
there applied to Lhose in the same position as the
Romans, and no others ?—No.

683.—Thon conbext 18 no guide to Lhe interproto.-
tion of single phrases?—O yes, sommetimes, but not
always,

584,—Is it not so here !—Certainly not, hecause

“dead and living” is an open phrase. The extenl
is to be gathered from other passages,

585,—How did these Romans become the property
of Christ%“~You know how they bocame so. They
gave thomselves to Christ in the way appointed, by
belief and obedience,

586,—Did not He become their Lord at that time?
—DNo doubthe did in a speccial sense, but e had besn
their Lord before, in the sense of having authority
over them,

587.—Where is your proof He was their Lord before
they were immersed into His name ?—I prove it by
guch statements as (lod has given Christ power over
all flesh.

588.—That does not say Ile 13 thew Lord,—I am
noh going to uaricl about a word. L power over all
{lesh is not lordship over all flesh I do not understand
you,

589,—Peter noys some ‘‘denied the Lord that
bought them ” (2 Peter ii. 1).—Yes.

590.—Was He their Lord ? Were they His before
they were bought !—He was their Lord before thoy
were bought.

591,—Did He not become btheir Lord at the time
they were bought —If you will tell me in what sense
you use the word Lord I will answer you.

592,~-In the same sense as in Rom. xiv, 9, and the
passage in 2 Peter ii. 1, as being the Lord of hife.—
He is the Lord of Iife in relabion to every one if they
will come and have 1t.

§93.—Is he actually now their Lord, the Lord of
life, to everyone ?—Certainly. He is the living bread
which came down from heaven, If any man eat of
this bread he shall live for ever. His Lordship is not
mterfered with by human refusals.

594,18 He Lord of life in reference to everyone
before they are bought by Him ?—He is the Lord of
lifse absolutely. I cannot draw it into a narrow
channel.

595.—The Scriptures so draw it.—No, you do ; nob
the Scriptu res.

596.—¢ In Adam all die, in Christ shall all be made
alive,” Who are the dead in Adam {—Iveryone who
dies,

597,—Who are the “all in Christ” made alive?—
Allin Christ.

598.—Who are the all in Chnst?—All those who
a1¢ becone incorporate with Him in the plan God has
formed. He is the hend ; they become constituents
of His body.

509.—Whether faithful or unfaithful ?-—No, there
is a distinotion there which Paul does not look at for
the moment. He does not speak of the unfaithful in
that chapter at all, brother Andrew being witness
in articles in the Christadelpfian. It is immortalisa-
tion before his mmd.
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600, —**In Christ shall all be madealive,” doos that
mean ouly the faithful ¢ —Yes.

601,—Do not the unfaithful remain in Christ until
the judgment seat 2—In a technical senso. They are
not really in Him, 7The Scriptures exhort brethren
to continue in Christ. Christ says, * Abide in
me' n

602.-—Does not the antithesis of this imply that ag all
in Adam die, all in Christ come out of the grave ?—I
have answered that uestion,

603.—You have not answered it in that form.—
Make your meaning clear.

604.—Is not the antithesis as all in Adam die, so
all who pass out of Adam into Christ rise from the
grave —Paul is speaking of two great divisions. In
Adam all die, all, absclutely everyone. So in the
other Adam, they will be made alive—made imr ortal,
but none out of Him. None oul of Him will be made
alive in the sense of these terms, immortalisation.

605.—Is not ‘‘made alive” used as a parallel to
‘" the resurrection of the dead ?”-—That question is
too general to answer, If you will tie me to a case I
will answer,

606.—1 mean in verse 21, ‘‘ By man came death,
by man come also the resurrection of the dead.”—
Yes, in a particular sense. By the resurrection of the
dead is meant life for ever.

607.—Does not the resurrecbion which is to come
tLhrough man, or by man, include also the resurrsec.
tion of the unfaithful —It includes ib. b is o more
momentary opisode.

608,—Are the unfaithful raised on the basis of
Christ's death and resurrection —They are raised by
Chrigt. God gave Him the power,

609,—Are they raised on the basis of Christ's
obedience, death, and resurrection $-—Properly under-
stood, yes.

610.—Are the unfaithful raised on the basis of
Christ’s obedience, death, and resurrection !—Every-
thing Christ does is on that basis.

611.—S8ubstantially both faithful and unfaithful are
raised on tho basis of His shed blood ?-—You putit too
narrowly, Paul says, His blood was shed in vain if
He had-nob risen.

612.—Then when Lhe Seriptures say thatbt certain
ones had washed their robes in the blood of the
Latnb, 18 not that too narrow a form of describing it ?
—Not in that connection, They are represented in a
perfect state, and the question is, Ilow did they get
there. In a figure, thoy weic washed, nob literally,
but by a figure. YWewant to know what is behind the
figure, and that is that Christ submitted to an igno-
minious death because the I'alher required it, as the
basis of approach to men for proposals of reconcilia-
tion,

613. ~ Although a figure is distinet from that which

is literal, does nota figuro represent a roality }—
Doubtless.

614.—1f the Scriptures use a figure of speech to
describe a reality, is it not permissible for me to do
80 ?—1t all depends on how you doit. *¢'Thisis my
body ' is a Bible figure, but the Roman Catholics use
it in a wrong way, and you are using this phrage in a
wrong way.

[BROTHER ROBERTS QUESTIONS BROTHER
ANDREW.]

615.—When Christ said concerning the Gospel
which IIe sent the apostles to preach ‘‘He that
believeth not shall be condemned,” what do you think
He meant ?—I believe he mesnt that the Jows to
whom the apostles were then sent, if they did not
believe, should be condemned.

616.—Would it not apply to all those to whom the
Gospel was preached ?—Not to Gentiles.

617.— YWas not the same Gospol preached to Gentiles
as to Jews ?—Yes, but the Jew was already in cove-
nant with God, and were required to believe that which
was afterward submitted.

618.—Was not the Gospel a savour of death unto
death to Geatile as well as Jew ?—In the sense used
by the apostle.

619,—What sense is that ?—That is a long passage
and it would take some time to go into the full ex-
planation,

620,—@ivo ib as bhiielly as ycu can,. Tell it mo in
substance, you know.—1le is writing to thosoe in the
truth, and his preaching was in regard to those a
savour of death unto death in the unfaithful, and of
life unto life in regard to the faithful,

621, —Excuse me, he says ‘‘in them that perish.”
Is that a description of those who have heen justified %
—They that perish are Gentiles out of Christ.

622.—Quite 8o, and to the one, that is those wheo
perish, ““we are the savour of death unto death,” What
is the meaning of it ?—* In them that are saved”
applies t> the faithful, “them that perish” to the
unfaithful.

623.—Excuse m9, you have changed your answer,
—How s0 ?

624, —T appeal to the shorthand writer,—I said it
boefore I saw the connection.

626.—T'hen you think themn that perish is a descrip-
tion of people who are justified 2—In that case.

626.—Who are ‘‘those thal are lost?”—Is that
hero ? B

627.—Never mind where. Tell me what is the
meaning of it ?-—I like to see the connection.

628.—‘“ Them that are lost.” Do not you know
whero it is ¥—1 forgol now,

629,—The next chapter bul one.—‘‘ Hid 1o them
thal are lost,”
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630.—Who are they !—Those outsidc.

631.—What is the differenco between * them that
are lost” and *f them that perish ?”—Those outside
who are lost never attain to anything beyond the
present condition.

632.—Would they perish ?—Yes.

633.-~What is the difference then belween them
that are lost and them that perish? Is Lhere a
difference #-—There is a difference this way. There
will be perishing at the judgment seab for those who
are condemned.

634, —Is that what Paul means I think so.

635.—You are not sure ?—1I think it is. I wont be
sure. The passage is based upon a Romish custom,
the full details of which I cannol just call to mind.
14 is ligurative language, and must be interprated in
accordance with the custom upon which it is based.

636.—My queslion is nob relaled to any custom,
but to whom is meant. Who are they ?—Thoso out-
side.

837.—Them thal perish are not those outside I—In
this connection I think nob.

638.—You are not suro I—I wont be sure.

639.—Very woll, Let us take another cagze. What
was the terror of the Lord that Paul preached —To
Jews ?

640. —What was it ?—The coming retribution upon
them as a nation,

641,—Did he teach that in his Gospel preaching ?-
Yes, he and Peter spoak of if.

642.—* Knowing thereforo the terror of the Lord,
we persuade men.”—In that case it refers to those in
Christ.

643.—\Vhat i the terror of the Lord for them ?—
Condemnation at the judgment seat of Christ,

G44.~—The second death 7—Yes.

G45,~* Knowing therefore the terror of the Liord, we
porsuade men,”—Yes.

646,~—Did He persuade brethren?—Yes, He was
persuading or exhorting the Corinthians ab that time.

G47.—Did e nob porsuade Gentiles2—Ah, Ilo is
not speaking of that persuasion here,

648.—Did he persuade them ?—Certainly,

649.—About the torror of the Lord '—He spoke to
them about it, He included it.

650. —~What terror had tho judgment seab to thom,
if they had no relation to it +—He did not preach the
judgment seat as a terror to the Gentiles, Yeu
cannot adduce a passage of Scripture to thab effcot.

651,—Did he preach the gospel to Telix ?—1Ile did,
ab loast ho spoke to him of *‘ righteousness, lemper-
ance and judgment to come.”

652 —Was non that the Gospel 2—Oh yes, you can,

geb tho Gospel out of it.
6563.—Paul did not know anything else than the
Gogpel in hig preaching did he 1—No,

654.—He preached the Goapel to Felix ?—Yes.

655.—Did Felix tremble ?—Yes,

656.—Why ?—DBecause of what Paul apoke.

657.—What about t—He roused the conscience of
a wicked man and made him tremble.

658.—Why ?— Because of the picture which he drow
of coming judgment.

659.—What picture did he draw that could affect
Felix %—He could draw a picture of judgment to take
place which would affect Folix, seeing that he was
conuected with the nation upon which they were to
coma,

660, —F'elix might die next day, then he would have
no relation to it —Yes.

661.—Did Taul spouk of a judgment that possibly
had no relation to him ?—It was quite poseible for
Paul to picture ¢coming judgments in such a way as to
frighten Felix. Ielix need not neeessarily believe
that he would die next day. It is not likely he did.

662.—No; but my question is, that Felix recog-
nigsed that the judgment to come of which Paul spoke
had a bearing upon him because he trembled —
Yes.

668.—You put it that possibly it had none ?—0, no.

664.—Certainly you admitbed it?—Il might or
might not.

665.—Exactly. Then Panl spoke to Felix about a
judgment that might not come upon him ?—Jf Felix,
as a natural man, looked forward to living to that
time, it would aflect him, especially as his wife was
a Jewess,

666.—I know thal is what you say. It is very
unlike Paul's talking about judgment. I will give
you a fow specimens of his allusions to judgment.—1
daresay I am familiar with them.

667,—Can you give me one case in which ho speaks
of judgment to come uvpon the nation ?—~I cannot call
ono to mind. I think Pcler does.

668.—1 refer to Paul, either in speeches or letbers.—
Paul was sent to Gentiles.

669.~1 am spenking of Paul’s attitude to a Gentile,
and I ask you whether, in Paul’s letters or speeches,
he speaks of such a judgment as you vefer to 2—Both
he and Poter speak of God’s vengeance or judgment
being poured out at thab time.

670.—Where ? Paul please.—Wont Peter do?

671,—~No ; not for this particular case, because it
is Paul that is in question, We see Paul reasoning
before Felix of judgment to come, and you say he is
speaking of a thing he never speaks of in any of his
letters or speeches, and I agk you on what ground
you say he talked to him about the destruction of
Jerusalem 2—On that occasion?

672,—On what ground, seeing that there is a
judgment to come, which he does speak of, and he
never speaks of the one you say he refcrred to. Why
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do you come to that conclusion? Is it not your
theory thab compels you ?—Not necessarily.

673, What then ?—Because it was within a few
years of that event, and Felix wag associated with the
nation very closely through his wife.

674.—Was not that a very immaterial * judgment
to come” compured with the terror of the Lord con-
nected with the judgment seab of Christ 2—It was not
very immaterial to the Jews who underwent it.

675.— " Compared with !” are my words—com-
pared with the terror of the Lord that you have
admitted is associated with the judgment seat?—It
was not equal to that.

§76.~—-Do you think he spoke of the smaller terror,
and left out the larger ?—It was a large terror to the
nation involved in ib.

677.—I ain spoaking of Felix.—TFelix was living in
the land where these judgments were bto be poured
out.

678.—Then you cannot piove that Paul spoke to
Felix of the destruction of Jerusalem. Can you?
—I can no more prove that than you can prove he
spoke of the judgment seat of Christ.

679,—1I can, for that was all his talk, and he was
here engaged on his ono business with Felix., That
will do on that. Why do you draw a distinction
between them that are lost and them that perish? I
think I know the reason, but I ask you*—Waell, the
same word is not always used in reference to the same
person or thing in different passages,

680.—That is not answering the question.—In
regard to tliem thab are lost, obviourly it refers to
those outside, because *‘ the Gospel is hid ” from them,

681,—Quite so, You saw that, when you looked at
the context, and you think that when Paul was
speaking a few verses before of them that perish he
meant a different class to them which are lost. Why
do you draw the disbinciion ? Is it not your theory?
—No, it is the context.

{(BROTHER ANDREW QUESTIONS BROTHER
ROBERTS.]

6582,—1Is a man, when baptised, legally freed from
Adamic condemnation 7—What do you mesn by
““legally freed ?”

683.—I mean that the wrath of God or condemna-
tion pertaining to him as the result of his being
descended from Adam is taken away.-—It is ecom-
menced Lo be taken away, but nothing more. It all
dopends ; it is o procoss.

684,—But is if not taken away in a legal sense
without affecting the physical consequences of that
condemnation ?—God forgives sins; that is the
apostalic description, and I helieve it.

685,—Yeg, but have you never taught that Adamic

condemnation is legally taken away at baptism }—I
am not awaro that I have.

686.—Do you recognise this from the Ohristadelphian
of 18782 : ““Legally a man is freed from Adamic
condemnation at the time he obeys the truth and
receives the remission of sins, but actually its physi-
cal effects remain until this mortal (thab is this
Adamic condemned nature) is swallowed up in the
life that Christ will bestow upon his brethren at His
coming. Those whom Christ at shab time does not
approve are delivered up to deuth again because of
their sins and not because of Adam, Although
reconciled in Christ, we remain under the physical
effect of Adam’s sentence till we are changed in the
twinkling of an eye at the last trump” (page 225).
~—1I fully endorse that.

687,—TlLen a man at bapbism is legally freed from
Adamic condemnation, and receives, as an additional
thing, the remission of his own individual sins, Is
that so or not 7—You see how nicoly you can put a
question when you see the point. I mean to say I
fully endorse that statement. The word * legally ”
is a little hazy. I am not quite sure whether 1 did
not borrow that from you, brother Andrew.

688.—1I do not think that is from me at that time.
—What is the date?

689.—-1878.—Yes, ib ig from you then, It wasused
at thetinie of the Renunciationist controversy,in which
you took a prominent part, I accepted your terms
then without particularly considering them, because
you wero lighting on the right side, but now they aro
used as the basis for constructing a new theory., I
have looked round theimn, and see what they mean.

§90.—Do you adhere to this statement that he is
legally freed from Adamic condemnation ?—I under-
stand God gives the obedient believer a clean slate,
as you might say.

691. — What is wiped out?— Everything that
stands against us in any way, whether from Adam or
ourselves.

692,—Then there is a passing out of Adam in
Christ at baptism 2—Certainly.

693.~~When a man passes into Christ, what has he
in Adam that ho loses when lio passes into Christ 2—
His relation to the whole death dispensation which
Adam introduced. There is a preliminary deliver.
ance at baptism,but it is not actual till the resurrection.

694.— Does he not realise, in a legal sense, a justi-
fication from the condemnation which he derived from
Adam ?—The apostolic proclamation of the Gospel has
almostb nothing to say aboutl that, brother Andrew,
but about forgivcness of our sins. If I have
oxpressed an opinion there that favours your prosont
contention, it musb have been in referecnce to some
gpecial question put with that phraseology in it which
you introduced.
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695.—18 not o believer, at baptism, mado to endorse
and morally participate in the condemnation of sin in
the flesh which Jesus underwent when he was cruci-
fied 7—Certainly, He is baptised mto the death of
Christ in the sense of morally endorsing all that that
involves.

696.—Is not that endorsing and morally participat-
ing in the condemnation of sin in the flesh #—You use
ahazyphrage. Iagree with Paul’s use of it,but not with
yaurs,

697.—This ig your phrase in the Clristadelphian for
1870.—But not in the way you put it,

698.—Is not a baliever when he is baptised made to
guffer the penalty ?—No.

699.—Is not he 2—No.

700.—Do you withdraw from this statement, ** Paul
says, IXnow yo not bhat so many of us as wore baptised
into Christ were baptised into His death t Thers-
fore, in the very act of putting on the name of
Cbrist for the obtaining of tho blessings promised,
he is made to endorse and morally participate
in the condemnation of ain in the flesh which
Jesus underwent in the body prepared for the pur-
pose. In this way we are made to suffer the penalty

.while obtaining the blessings promised.” The
Christadelphian, 1870, p. 23.—Ah | **in that way.”
701,—That is the way I spoke of before, —That is to
sny, we identify ourselves with all that was accom-
plighed in Christ. It is not done inus, Wo merely
go through the water, and water does nobbing, but
Glad has required it of us.

702,—1s there not a doctrinal efficacy in connec-
tion with going through the water ?—There is a
chango in God’s mind towards us, 1if that is what you
mean by such language.

703,—Is there not a doctrinal efficacy in it 1~1 do
nob know what you mean by docbrinal officacy.

704.—What is the antibype of making an atone-
ment for the holy place in regard to Christ }—Clean-
sing and redeeming him from Adamic nature
ubterly.

705 —Shedding of tHis blood and raising Iim from
the doad *—The whole process,

706.—In relation to Himself, persounally, apart from
his position as a sinbearer for obhiots ¢ —~You cannot
take Mim apart from that position.

707.—Have you not taken IImm apart from that
position formerly 7—Never,

708.—Not 1n the argument with Renunciationists }
— That is too general a question altogether. There
never would have been a Chrisb 1f tliero had not been
a #in race to be redeemed. If e had been by Him-
self, Ile would not have required to die at all, if He
had boen disconnectod from our race,

709.~What do you mean by that {—I mean if He
had beon by 1limself—a now Adam-—having no con-

nection with the race of Adam first ; not made oub of
it

710.—Bub if as » descendant of Adam, ITo had been
the only one to whorn God granted the offer of salva-
tion, would IIe not have had to die boforo He could
obtain that salvation 1—I refuse the question in that
form, because it is an impossible * if.” He was not sent
for Himself, but for us.

71l.—Is it not clear that Christ, as a necessity,
must offer up for Himself for the purging of His own
8in nature ?—As a son of Adam, a son of Abroham, a
son of David, yes,

712, —First from the uncleanness of deabh thab
having by His own blood obtained eternal life him-
self, He might be able to save othors *—Certainly,

713.~~Then He died for himself apart from being a
sin-bearer for others 7-—I do not admit bhat : I cannot
separate Him from His work.

714.,—Waa He not so separated twenty years ago to
refute the fres life theory 2—Not by me ; it might be
by you.

715,—How could Jesus have been made free from
that sin whioh God laid upon Him in His own nature,
‘““made in the likeness of sinful tlesh,” if He had not
died for Himself as well as for us ?-—~He could not.

718,-~Then He offered for Himself as well as for
ug '— Oh, certainly.

717.~1s it not clear then from this that the death
of Christ was necessary to purify Ilis own nature
from the sin power ?—Cartainly,

718.—That was hereditary in Him in the days of
His flesh 7—No doubt of it.

719,—And He as the first ono had to undergo
purification through His shed blood and resurrection ?
—Certainly, I have never called that in question in
the least.

720.—Did you not say on Tuesday night that He
did nobt need to shed His blood for Himself 2—That is
upon your impossible supposition that He stood apart
from us, and was a new Adam altogether.

721.~I never introduced that position.—You are
unforbunate in not conveying your ideas to me.

722,-—1 never introduoed that idea to you.—
You asked me to consider him apart from us.

7923.—Apert from ug, but still a descendant of
Adam 7—That is my poiut, that you cannot separate
Him from the woerk He came to do. There never
would have been a Christ at all if He had not been for
that work.

724.—Thén as a descendant of Adam, it was
necessary for Himself to shed His blood in order to
obtain eternal life >—I have already answered thab
question several times.

725.—Do you not think it inappropriate for those
outsido Chrisk, rejectors of tho word, to bo brought
belore the judgment seat with members of His house-
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hold *—It 15 nob 1 who am 1esponsible for thab
mappropriateness  With the servanis came the
1ebels  ‘‘ Those mine enemies who would nob that I
should reign over them, bring them hither and slay
thom bofore mo’

720 —ITave you never thought 1t was 1inappiopriate?
—1 have no recollection of having dono so

727 —Do you 1ecollect this in Chrstendom Astray
(1884), ‘“ Rejectors of tho word, who do not como
under the law to Christ by belief and obedience may
be reserved till the close of the thousaud years It
does not seom reasonable thab those who put away
the counsel of God from them selves thould be passed
over without judgment, and yet, smece they do not
become constituents of the household of faith, their
resmirection at the tume when account 1s taken of
that household would seem inappropriate May they
not be dealt with at the end ?” {p 108) —Ah, thabt
19 v moro ¢uosbion as Lo whon they will bo doall
wibh

728 —1Is 16 not mmappropriate for them to appear at
tho judgment seat *—As u meiro expression of opinion
a3 to when, 1t 18 nolhing I did not remember having
expressed thab opimion. It 18 nothing more than a
guggesiion upon a1 immatorial point, My views are
much moro matwed now than they were then, much
more cottaln and definmte. Thab was thirly years
ago

729 -1t 1 Chrstendom Asbray, only ten yeals
ago, thoroughly revised snd rowritten (Preface, p 4).
—Intended o be 80, but 1t was not thoroughly done,
owing to 1ncessant other occupation and indifferent
health.

780 —Thon you would not write that now %—1It 1a
pobable I would not. It 18 an immaterial pownt
altogether. It 1s the fact of the resurrection of the
disobedient, that we want.

731 —Was not the law of righleougness which came
nto operation with Abrabam the basis of resurrec
tion il responsibility after his ttime *—Do you mean to
#ny there waeno such bass before ?

732 —No, I donot. I am applying 1t to that time
—Cortainly, God laid the basis of Hig plan concerning
Chrigt 1n Abiaham,

733. ~Was not that, aftor the time of Abraham, the
basia of 1esurrectional 1esponsibiliby ?—If you mean
thal thete was no absence of that basms betore
Abraham’s time I am at ltherty to answer. The
basts was the same, only o now developement,

734 —Do you behave thal all Jews by birth were 1n
the Abrahamic covenant ?—Coibainly,

735 -——A1e they all to bo ra1sed from the dead -
No

736 —Bub 1f you say 1018 on the basts ot the law or
covenant with Abiaham that 1esurrectional 1espons
bility exisbed, must not all bo rased from the dead ?

—No I will say why if you wish 1t. A man must
kuow the covenant before he 1s held responsible to 1ts
obligations, Millions of Jews know nothing aboub
1t to this day, therefore thoy are not responsible

737 —Do you considor 1t honourable to publish 2
reply to o manuscript which has been withdrawn #—
Certainly not 1if 1b has been withdrawn absolutely.

788 —Was 1t not withdrawn absolutely ?'—It was
withdrawn as 1nadequate If you had not said you
were going to rewrite 1t I should have been glad to
put 1t 1n the fire

739 —Has nobt an author a right to withdraw a
manuseript without giving his reasons if he wishes to
revise 1t °—If ho wishes to withdraw 1t absolutely,
certainly  You did not do so

740 —If he withdraws 1t for any reagon whatever,
has he not a right to do so0, and does 16 not preclude
the publication of a roply to 1t ’—Not 1f ho had not
tebired from  Lho position roprescnled by tho wriling

741 —Would you commend that act in anolhor
directed against youself I should not ask such a
thing of anybody.

742 —Havo not [ or anyone else the same right Lo
1evige, amend, or 1ewrite befors publication, which
you have exercised bimes without number ’—Co tanly.

Bro1urr RobnkrTs —I should like if I were able1n
the time remaining to develop what I consider the
much larger aspect of this question than what has
appearcd through the haze of our argumontation.
The question of human responsibility has a deeper
root than most men recognise You have to go fai
back to geb at 1t You have to go back to the time
when there was no man upon earth to wrangle, when
there was nothing but an empty planet. God has
placed a race upon the earth for His own purpose,
God made man for ITimself Man 18 very much of an
aboition as we see him now  But we do not sce him
now 1n his final form, When wo see him 1n hig [inal
form we see the triumph of the principle that has been
before God’s mind, but not before man’s, during all
these weary ages of futility and turmoil.

You seo 1t 1n connection with the very first man.
Adam was not theie in tho Garden of HEden meroly Lo
enjoy himsolf . he was there to give pleasure to God ny
well. God liad made man for His own pleasure anc
He takes pleasure in those who fulfil the design of
creation. The condition of that pleasule 1s not the
performance of ceremony, not technicality, but com
phiance with His will, the rational subjection of an
independent will to God's will, And so He sad to
Adam “Thou shalt not eat ” It was the simplest
form 1n which tho princaiple could be brought to beai,
and Adam when passing thal troe would 1emember
“1 must nob touch that It wasCGod who commanded
me not to
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Now, has that principle been set aside? O,
brethren and eisters, look at the terrible history of
man gince thon—disorder, confusion, disorganisation
of man with man, tears and blood, the misery of
man greab upon him. He was senl out of HEden
becanse he rebelled against God’s will.  Tho peunalty
was heavy both in its living form and in its finish, in
o stale of trouble to which hoe was banished and in
the ending of that trouble in death,

But God did not leave the thing there, If the
thing had been lefl there, there would have boen
nothing for it but death, and I grant then, no
possibility of anyone coming out of the grave after-
wards, if God bad dono and said no more. He did
not surrender His cluim on man’s submission. Ho
had a plan ovon in man’s fall. He was ¢ made sub-
jocl to vanity by reason of TTim who hulh subjected the
same tn hope.” 'Thoro is hope in that purpose from the
heginning. God had it beforc Iis mind from the very
heginning. Bub slong with that hope, there was the
other side.  Privilege always brings responsibility.
To whom much is given, of them much shall be
requited.  We sec Lhis principle illusbtraled all down
Lhe strenm of the ages since. IFor although Adam’s
posterity wore condemned to death, death reigned
over them salthough God did not hold them account-
able for Adam’s gin, as it is said, *they had not
sinned after the similitude of Adam’s transgres-
sion,” yeb 1o had spoken Lo them as 1le did to Adam,
and they were responsible to what He said.

‘We are not much enlightencd in regard Lo the
amount and exlent of His communications from Adam
to Noah, but we know 1le did spcak, for all flesh
corrupted [Iis way upon the earth, What was the
finish of it? The flood, the destruction of them all,
But was thab a complete closing of the account ? No.
Noah was savod from that {lood, but Noah will be
saved with another salvation. People wers drowned
in that flood, but Enoch tells us that ¢ the Lord
cometlh with ten thousand of Ilis saints, to execule
(unolher ) judyment upon all, Lo convinge all that are
ungodly among them of all their ungodly deeds
wlhich they have ungodly committod, and of all their
hard speeches which ungodly sinners have spoken
againgt Him.” To what extent that second judgment
will be administered we cannol say. Nobody knows
to what extent individuals forming bthat population
knew God's will. God is & roasonablo being., e is
the vory cssence of reason. That soivant which knew
his Lord’s will and Qid it notl, shall he beaten with
many stripes if he did it not. (Brothor ANpREW :—
The servaut?) Yes; bub, brother Andrew, it is a
parable mind you, and illusirates a principle. Bealen
with many stripes because he knew, whereas the
other, who did not know, i3 beaten with few., There
ig the principle—knowledge. *‘This is the condemna-

tion, that light is come and men loved
darkness rather than light.” 'This is the ground of
condemnation. Christ says, *If ye were blind, you
should have no sin.”

Leaving the flood, we come down to Sodom and
Gomorrah,—Lot vexed with the unrighteous conversa«
tion of the wicked., God did not regard thom as
bensts that perish. He never rained fire and brim-
stone on elephants and tigers, but he did upon the
corrupt inhabitants of Sodom, which shows He held
them responsible.

The sane remark applies aflorwards conceraing
that coming destruction and judgment, although the
extent of it we cannot know, becauso of our ignorance
of the application of this roasonable rule that know-
ledge muakes men respeonsible. ‘T did it ignorantly,"
aays Paul, ‘“thoroforo I obbained morcy.” 'lhe
theory which we are invited to adopl just clouds that
all over, and makes God disregard knowledge, That
is to say, ‘' Go into the water and ! have gob hold of
you, but if you dofy me to tho extent of setting Me
and My Son at uttor deflance, and you keop out of
the water, T cannob bouch you.” 1t is absurd !

Come down to tho seven nations of Canaan, Ilera
we have the same principlo. ¢ Ye are not going into
this land because of your righteousness,” said Moses
o Israel, ““bub because of the wickedness of those
nations.””  * Do not as they do, beeauso of thoir
abominations have I visited the wickedness of these
nations upon them.” God demurred to these nations
onjoying Ilig beautiful land withoub reference to Ilis
will, to the pleasure of which all things should be
subordinated.

Isrnel went in. They had spocial privileges. The
same principle brought special retribution. ‘¢ Joru-
salem has changed My judgment more than any
nation.”  ‘You only have I known of all these
families, therefore I will punish you for your
iniquilies,” that is, in a very special way. He did
pot mean He would nob punish tho others, for Ile
expressly says He will punish the others. ¢ Behold,
1 begin to bring evil upon the city which is called
by My name, and shall ye be unpunished? You
shall not be unpunished. T will call for a sword upon
all the inhabitanis of the earth,”

Now we come to the apostolic age, when we have
the incipient fulfilment of the prophecy of ‘“the
glory of the Lord shall be roveuled, and all flesh shall
soe it.” The final manifestation is reserved, but it
began then, so there was an extension of divine
operations.  Thoso of tho familios God had not
‘“known,” Ile now proposed to know. That 1s Paul's
expregsion. *‘ After ye have known God, or rather,
are known of Him, how turn ye again to the weak
and beggarly elemontls.,” ¢ Wo are ambassadors for
Christ a3 though God did bessech you by us, We
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pray you in Chrisl’s slewd be roconciled to (iod.”
Nuy, He comnmanded themn to repent. “The times
of this ignorance Cod winked at, but now com-
mandeth all men everywhers to repent ; because He
hath appointed a day in which He will judge the
woild 1 righteousness by that man whom He hath
ordamed, wheieof Ile hath given assurance unto nll
men 1n that He hath rowed Him from the dead
So tho responsibility of the Gontiles towards God
which had not existed before comes . But 16 15
1egulated by the reasonable prmmciple which God
regards, ‘“If ye woie blind ye should have no sin ™
The man * who understandeth not 18 like the
beasts that perish ” The man that ‘ wanders out
of the way of understanding shall 1emain 1n
the congregation of the dead.” Wo aro not dealing
with those cascs, brethron, we are agreed about
those, I think  The question 18 whore the hight
comes, The question 15 where the undeistanding
exisls  The case n quostion 18 wheio the Woid
of God comes to a wman’s door (od knooks al
his deor  ““Bohold ! T stand ot the door and knoch ”
The man knows (tod 1s there, knows whal. God aays,
and replies, “No, I won’s,’

I beg to make one personal explanation, r forring
to the representation of brother Androw, on Tuosday
vight, 1t 18 1eally very unimportant, I almost fuel
homihiated to 1efer to 1b, but as 1b 18 possible thiy
di-cussion may be published, the whole facts of the
caso ought to appear. It 1s that brother Andiew has
forgotten the facts about my wvieit to London 1t
waa I that proposed 1%, on recetving his voluminous
mnuseripl, for I shrank fiom the task of wiiting the
angwor 16 would havo 1cquired, and I had such
confidoneo m brother Audrow’s luconcy I folt smio
that 3f we camo face to tace, I should succeced mn
dispelling the nusts of thoe papor. I thoiefore pro-
posed to see him I admib that he consentod with
groat alacriby, and proposed to pay the expenses 1
said, ¢ No, I cannob consent to that,” bul we made a
comipromiso, by which he paid half and T pard the
other half Wae camo togothor twice, Ile spoke as
1t 1t wns his proposy]  Ttis not 80 1 have hus lobters
and he has mine and i1t 18 just possible that i the
gtress of so many things he may have forgotten how
the uase sbood,

With regaid to anothet matter, my statoment thab
he withdrow hig resolulion on my consenting to
answor s paper, 13 absolutely taine It was my pro
posal to biother Andiow At the close of our con-
versation I said, ** Well, brother Andiew, I will tell
you what I propose  You withdraw thab rosolution,
and I will undertake to answer yom akicle n
wubing ”  He agreed to thut, but truly he did 1equire
that some statement that had been made by someone
elre should he withdiawn before ho did so  Diother

Andrew would not cauge me willigly to apponr in a
Light that 18 not tiue, I fully recogniso his honosty,
and I think I have given him enuso to admit mine
during very many yems

Broumir AnNvrrw  If those statemonts can be
borns out, I will adnut I have forgotten some of the
encumstances to which biother Roborts refors, but
aceording to my present memory, I did proposo for
him to come and soe me, but I wall lob that 1emain n
abeyance

I cannot, however, recognige the statement that
the writing of his reply was based upon any promise
of mime to withdraw my 1esolution. 1 promused to
consider the matter. 1 made no specilic promiso ab
the time ~

At first sight this subject may seem to be nu unim-
poitant one, that 13 the question as to whether any
outgide Chusti shall be 1a1sed fiom the dead, Buba
closer exammnation leads to a different conclusion It
affecls not only the guestion of unbapbised 1ejectors
of the Word but cho position of baptised believers,
first as to the changewhieh tales place whenthey enter

* Bbince the debate, 1efercnce has been made to the eonespond
ence between brother Robarts and mnyself, with the 1esult of
showu g that he firstmoeoted  the possible need of a eouvirsation '
bebween us about the M5 1 had sent hin and that thereupon I
mvibed him Lo Tondon for thal puijose  No menbion 19 wde of
my ecclesial rezolubton , indeed, X did not know Lhit he wasanare
of 1t until after s el —7 J A

lhe words, * possible need of are olher Andiews words
quoted from his 1ejornder to mwy lelter of proposal  1hey e not
mme They may represent the impression made upon g mind
by my proposal they do not repiesent the spirit of my pioposal
thug 18 correctly stated mx my speerh above, % d would doubtless
appe u from my letter of Tu'y TUHR, 1602 1f he could moduce it
As Lo my propesy bhabt he showdd withdiw the 1esolution of
which he hud griven nolice, has wasomn Je ab th intaview, and ag
the result of what passed atl that inleaview It was not made 1n
tho coirtespondence, as he gcems 1o assume thut I think 1
pressed the proposal upa n hnn v vocs, offering 1f he woull do
~0, to wrile a full wiswer to lus MS He withdiew the resolu
tion I wiote the answer It does not matter much, but thes®
are the facts —R T

lhe following extiacis are all Lhnt we can find on the matba —
“July 22nd, 1892 Deur Lrother Roberts,—Y 1ecen e y owy of the
11th st , and as yon wention the possiblo need of a cony ersation,
I wiile to say that 1 go Lo thuseasile to morow tor o fotbmiht 1
1etuin on the 6th August, and afber that date shall be ready to see
youf nninterview be desiiable  Unfortnnnbcly, 1 cannot come Lo
Bummgham, but if y ou will come hete, I will pay your expenses
nnd accommodata you for one ot more mights —J J A
“July 29th, 1802  Demt hiother Andiew,—I thank you for the
invitation &> London, vud for yowmr ofler to pay my Liavilling
expenses It 19 too lund To the labter proposal I must wot
sobmit  bub to cowe nr d see you I may arrange lator should 1t
appew the besé Lhing to do—1t R ' No mention wis made of
my ccclesial propo ibion, pievious to brother Robetls s anval,
and when ha intioduved 1t 1n conversation, he wanted me
to add some wordy to 1b This I dechined, and sud that
T wonld irather withdiaw i, but that this would be contingent
on the withdrawal of the statement made m ihe Ishington
ccelesia, which zavo nise koat  The only pienuse T ,ave was 1o
consider the matter Tdid so, Y asked if the statement in



on their probation, and second as to the relationship
that they occupy to Christ during probation., ‘Thab is
to say, previous to probation are they under God's
wrath for what they have done and for whab they
have inherited 7 If they are, then the baptism tokes
away the wrath in both ecases. If they are only undor
God’s wrath for what they have done, then thers is no
need for the taking away wrath for anything else;
in fact, there is no wrath to take away, in regard
to what they are by inheritance or natare.
Apparently, that is the distinction which this
question has broughb to the front as to the respective
heliefs of different brethren.

According to the teaching of the seriptures the
wrath of God rests upon men by their birth, as well
as subsequently by their evil deeds, By their birth
they are under condemnation to death. At baptism
the wrath is taken away, and consequently the con-
demnation in a legnl sense, in ragard to both aspects
of rin, is also taken away. They then sbtand in Christ
complately clothed with His rightecasness, no longer
tainted legally with that whioh they had previously,
whether gin committed or sin inherited

question could be withdrawn, received an affirmative reply, and,
as n consequence,withdrow the proposition.—J. J, A,

Our memoties are not in accord as to details, but T have no
sugpicion of brother Andiew intentionally misropresenting facts,
It is easy to forget when mon are so fatiguingly bnsy ag bth
brother Andrew and I nre. In this cuse, where documentary
proof was avalable, brother Audrew's memory was not proved
Lha best, Per contra, I was more likely to have a correct memory
of my own movements and objects than he. I should not
have troubled about hig MB. if it had not been for hig ecclesial
proposi ion—threatening divislon ; the getting rid of the latter
wag my anxiaby.—R. R,

Brother Roberts’s lettor of July 11th (which I had forgotten at
¢ho time of the debate) wos written after 1eading a poriiononly of
my MS. and before he was likely to have known of niy ecolesial
proposition. It was writben, while from home, on & letter-card,
and being apparenbly unimportant, wns doubtless desiroyed by
mo as soon nd answered. My reply refleols its tonor, and, [
behiere, alyo 18 phrascology, and gives definile shapo to the
suggestion il nnlained for a conversalion on ths subject matter
of my MS.—J. J. A,

I con fully endorse brother Iloberls’s version of the incident,
having, prior to the above corvespondence, sent him a copy of
brother Andrew’s intended * ecolesial proposition,” together with
n letter in refevencs thereto, which avidenbly caused the letter of
July 11ih, 1802, 1o be writlen, My copying hook containg copy
ol o latter, daled July 18th, 1898, to brother Roborts, from which
1 extract the fullowing sonbenoces i—* Your two notes to hand., I
am plenged ab your reinarks re the ‘responsibility resolution.’
We will do our best to induce brother J. J. to withdraw il a8 you
svaausy,” Thus it is clear that brother Roberts was fuly
eogmsant of the resolution of which brather J. J. A, had given
notice, to amend the Islingtou basis, and that the '* getting rid »
of this wus brother Roborts's * anaiety,”—FRANK G, JARNAWAY.

Then I was not treated wilh the candour to which I wag
antitled.  Tshould nevor have asled brother Roberts to come Lo
London to discuss my coolesial proposition, mvch lesy have offored
to pay any expensed, I regret having Lo advert to these minor
matters ; it ia entirely duc to brother Roberts having unneces-
aapily introduced them into his pamphlet.—J. J, A.
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According to the opposite view there is at baptizsm
only a taking away of the wrath of God for the evil
deads committed, and then thera is to be a coursa of
well-doing in order to nullify the sin nature which has
been inherited. That involves Lhis unscriptural posi-
tion, that probationary well-doing can counterasct or
nullify the sin nature. It cannot do anything of the
kind, Probationary well-doing is to obtain eternal
life, and to avoid condemuation in the future. It
cannot take away condemnation in referonce to the
past ; to say that it does is to say in effect that good
deeds can nullify bad ones : this the Scriptures do not
teach, apart from blood-shedding. There must be
blood-shedding in order that condemnation arising
from sin may be taken away,

The question is also imporbant because it affects
many passages of SBeripture relating to judgment.
The belief T am opposing leads to a perverted view of
many of them, and hence ib is that we have passages
quoted from the epistles and applied to those outside,
such as ‘‘whoremongers and adulberers, God will
judge,” as if God purposes to bring to the judgmaut
seat of Christ any of that class outside Chrisk. This
passage, together with several others quoted by
brother Roberts, applies solely to those in Christ.

The principles which determine this question are,
1st : That the death arising out of Adam’s offence is,
in the absence of justification, without end ; and 2nd :
That resurrection is through Christ on the basis of
justification from sin. Man brought death through
disobedience ; man brought resurrection throngh
obediance, including blood-shedding. Therefore,
resurrection is on the bagis of that which was effectel
by Him, Inasmuch as Christ was atb birth in the same
position as His brethren, and as He wus raized from
the dead through the redemptive work He effected, sq
are they, and thus resurrection does not comprise
those who do nob come within the scops of that
redemptive work.,

Tho third principlo is that tho judgment seat is for
the purpose of making known whether those who
have been candidates for eternal life are deserving of
that life or of a judicial death, In regard to those
outside Ohrist there is no such thing as determining
whether they are worthy of either the one or the
other, and therefore there i no fitness in bringing
them before a tribunal specially so provided, To
bring them to that tribunal is to transform the judge,
in relation to them, into a mere executionor, and that
is not the objact of the judgment seat. They can
give no account at that judgment, and there is no
necessity for thom to be asked a word, or to utter a
word. If they are brought there, their very prosence
will be evidence a8 to what they are about to undergo,
wheoreas in regard to the members of Christ's house-
hold it will not be known what is their individual
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destiny until they have rondered their account, and
Chriat, ag the judge, has pronounced the verdict in
relation to that account, "Therefore I sy, as brother
Roberts said ten years ago, that it is ¢ inappropriate "
and out of harmony with God's arrangements that
therc should appear befora a tribunal established for
such a purpose, men who have no relationship what-
aver to ils judicial process, and no relationship to the
etornal life which will be boestowed upon some.
(Brother Roerrrs :—30 years ago. It was intended to
be rowritten, bul it was nol rewritten, only revised,
and I was too fatigued with other literary occupation
to do it vory thoroughly). It is very much altered
from previous editions.

In dealing with the question of immortal resurrec-
tion, this principle of tho judgmont sont congbituted
the vory foundation argument, namoly, that bocause
it was a tribunal to decide upon ono of two destinies,
thereforc the resurrection to thabt judgment goat
must be mortal, That same principle is applicable
to this quesbion, and it excludes from such a position
those who have not been brought into a relationship
which admibs of the bestowal of elornal life, There
is no judicial process required for them, Whatever
responsibility towards God they may have incurred
by rcason of what thoy have done or failed to do
during their lifelime is limited to this life, Brother
Roberts has quoted a number of instances of
judgments in the past. I fully recognise them, but
when were they bestowed ? Thore was no judicial
ceremony before their infliction, no account-giving,
and no judgment seat—God simply pourcd out His
judgments upon them ag wicked boings, and thab is
what He has designed for all who.are outside Christ.

‘What is the origin of the touching I am combatting?
It, originates in the moral senbiments, which
conslitute part of the thinking of the flesh, and which
are blind until instructed by the intellectual faculties,
Henee it is that those who believe with brother
Roberts exhibit such a great amount of moral
indignation in support of their contention. Bub
the same moral indignation has heen exhibited
in time past as the foundation of other and
more egregious errors. When life only in Christ
was proclaimed, somo years ago, it aroused
the same kind of moral indignalion. Irom whom ?
TFrom believers in eternal torments, who also said it
was a most dewmoralising thing to affiom that men
who had commibbed all manner of enormities—

drunkenness, theft and even murder-—should abso-
lutely perish without being brought before a judg-
ment seat, supposed to be provided for the whole
human race, Thig, we were told, wes most demoralis-
ing, Is that any evidence or argument that God has
so designed it ? Neither is such reasoning evidence
upon this occasion. Life only in Christ and resurrec-
tion only through Christ stand upon precisely the
samo basis. Life omnly in Christ is through His
redemptive work, and resurrection only through
Chrisb is likewise through I1is redemiptive work, Life
only in Christ is bestowed on the basis of that
rodemptive work, and resurrection is alss put into
operation on the same basis. Christ was a forerunner
in regard to both. A fororunner of all who have
been justified from sin, in being raised from tho dead ;
and a forerunucr of tho fuithful portion in being the
rocipient of immortality., To those who nevor
partake of justification from sin Ile can clearly bo no
forerunner, hecause they are left in Adam ;
they aro never transferrcd into Christ, Those
who come into Him enter upon a probation
as He did. Ie was brought from the dead on the
basis of His redemptive work, and so will they, all of
them ; thc one class to receive immortality, and the
other to receive condemnation, Those who are out.
sida that redemptivo work cannot come forth. They
are in Adomn,  Christ has nover ‘“bought” them,
I'hey nover come within the scope of Ifis blood, and
therefore IIe is not their Lord to judge them. The
power given to Him over all flesh iz a powor to be
oxorcised when Ho comos to tuke possession of His
inheritance ; power over all flesh then living on the
inheritance; and He will exercise it by pouring out
judgments on the wicked in this life, not by resurrec-
tion from the dead. All who died in Adam have
come under the operation of a law which God decrsed
in the first instance; and there they are left,
Vherens probationers come forth, and He asks them
how thoy have acted since they became His, Thoy
are servants, and the fact that servants knew,
and are brought before the judgment seabt in order to
give an account, is no evidence that those who are
nob servants will also be brought before that judg-
ment soab to give any account. The mere use of the
word “ know ™ taken from its context, is no evidence
in regard to those outside Christ. We must confine
passagos of scripture to those to whom they are
related, otherwise wo shall fearfully mangle them.
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