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INTRODUCTION.

THe undersigned need simp’y inform the reader that the follow-
ing s an oral discussion held by them and reported by themselves,
and prepared for the press, asfound in this volume. They claim
that they have fairly and faithfully *eP arted the argument fr »m
first to last about as fully as delivered. But they do not cluim, that,
from memory, or any nofes they possessed, they Rave been able o
report every word, or even the precise lanjuage used,inevery in-
stance, or that the different matters are in the precise © derazorig-
inally delivered. They claim, 8imply, that they have in no instance
departed from any argument, or even the very words, or the order
in which the items occurred, intentionelly, but not that they could,
in all these respects, give the whole precisely as delivered., They
trust, however, that in none of these respects is the debateinjyured
on either side. On the other hand, they do not think itisim-
proved, but will be satisfactory to those who heard it.

They may state to the reader further, that however they have
differed on the points in debate, and sharply as they have contested
the points involved, they have exchanged their speeches and writ-
ten the whole out, without a word of misunderstanding or an un-
pleasant occurrence, in reporting and preparing it for the press.
Each one claims to be alike sincere and conscientious in what he
has presented, and takes pleasure in now committing it to an en-
lightened public, and in requesting acandid and dispassionate
reading and consideration of the argument onboth sides. They
both claim, at least; to desire that t, uthar d righteousness may pre-
vail, and to this end, that all may read with tho desire that the

(iii.)
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truth may prevail not only in this instanee, bur in all similar in-

cof attaining to

T purpose in vi

vestigations, and with the sing
1

i

»of the rrwth——an understanding of the ©

the knowle
of the Lord.”

They huve nothing to gain themselves in being wrang, but every-

thing to lose; and, cortainly, they have nothing to galn in leading

others wrong. They trust, then, that trath wiil 1o ciicited by the

reading of the fullowing discussion. It has alrealy been read by

many thousands, as it has appeared in the colahns of the (Lerican
Christiun Reciew. They trust, now that it appears in a substantial
volume, by itselfl <o that all who desire to do so may read it, that
it may be perused by many thousands more, and that abundant
good may result from it.

With best wishes, therefore, to all and to each other, they sub-
scribe their names to this Introduction.

BENJ. FRANKLIN.
JOHN A. THOMPSONXN.



Reynoldsburg Debate.

Proposition.— REMISSION OF SINS, As SET FORTILIN TIIE
GOSPEL, IS OFFERED TO THE UTXCONVERTED.OR ALIENSIN-
NERS, ON CONDITIONS IN WHICHTHEY EXERCISE FrREE-
WILL, AND HAVE POWER 10 PERFORM.

[FRANKLIN'S FIRST.ADDRESS.

Gentlemen Moderators , Ladles and Gentlemen :—1 come
before you with a view to a religious investigation of certain
pointg of difference between the worthy gentleman who is
to assist me in this investigation and myself; with an ex-
plioit understanding that it is to be conducted in a kind,
courteous and Christian manner. 1 want no victory over
the gentleman whois my opponent in thisdiscussion, but a
viotory over error, no matter where it maybefound I aim
not to contend against men, bnt error; ot agaiust the peo-
ple who differ fro m me, but the errors which | think they
hold, If I know my own purposes, | desire simply that the
right way of the Lord may prevail. 1 do hoyethat?no*h-
fog but good feeling and kindness mayabound ; thata deep
sod earnest desire to inquire into ¢ the right waycf the
Lord”—*the truth as it is in Jesus”—may dwell in us all.

Without further preliminary, I proceed to define the
terms of the proposition. “Rer. jssion of eins’ s Jo‘,
justification from sins. It is the act of God. God f rgives
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sins. This act 1s not 0 mething done u # t . but (n heaven

for wan. ¢ Set forth in the gospel « jip i1 (o the remis -
slon granted in turning to God, and notto the rewission
obtained by erring Chiistians. The “unconverted, oralien
sinners,” are such as have not turned tv God, or have not
become Christiuns, or obtained remission. The remission
coucerning which We inquire relates to these. {onditivns”
in the proposition mean items to be performed by man, in
order to the cbtaining of pardon. They are items to be
peformed by man in view of pardon, in seeking pardon, on
which the Lord has made pardon contingent—steps to be
taken to come to the promi:eof pardon. They are not

~--meritorious nor efficacious. They have nothing in the form
of purchase in them. They contain nonequivalent. The
pardon is a gracious act of the pardoning power, but by the
Lawgiver himself only promised to those who perform the
conditions.  ** Exercise free -will.” By this is meant that
man is free, and acts voluntarily ; that he exercises volition ;
determines that he will or will not comply with the terms
on which pardon is offered. 1 do not use the term  free-
will, " as tliere can be no will uoless it is free. There is no
such thing as bound well. Man chooses, decides, or deter-
mines whether he will serve God or not. This is the ground
of allresponsibilityand accountability. The words, ‘“has
power to perform,” simply mean that man can perform the
condiiions on which God proposes pardon, or remission of
sins ; that what God requires him to do in order to pardon,
he can do.

The points that 1 am required to prove,as intended in
this proposition, are that God proposes to the people of the
world,urthe unregenerated, remission of sins on conditions
which they canacceptand with which they can comply.
Thisis whar L understind my worthy respondent to deny,
Thisistheissue between us, as | understand it. This; then,
is sufficient by way of defining the question.
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Is man free in turning to God ? Does he aet voluntarily ?
Does he exercise volition? Has he any choice in becoming
a Christian? Are those who become Christians made such
by irresistible power, and are those not made such simply
not made such because the irresistible power did not come
and make them such ? Are men who are not Christians in
that deplorable condition because theycan not e Christians,
0T because they willnot? My position is, that they can,
but-will not. The position of my respondent is that wheth -
8r they will or not, they can not be Christians till the irre-
sistible power comes and makes them such. Does a maun
vield himself to be a servant of God? The apostle says:
“Know ye not that to whom you yield yourselves servants
to obey, his servants you are to whom you obey ; whether
of sin unto death, or of obedience unto righteousness ?*
Rem. vi. 16. This Seripture shows that a man yiclds him-
self to be a servant, and i3 not made one by irresistible pow-
er, either of sin or righteousness. This makes manau ac-
countable being; but if he can not yield himself to be a
servant of God, he can not be accountable; for it is self-
evident that a man can not be accountable for not doing
what he never had the power to do.

In the.clearest and most explicit terms the apostle says :
“The Liord is not slack concerning his promisz,as some men
count slacknese; but is long-suffering to us- ward, not will-
ing that any should perish, but that all should come to re-
?entanoe.“ 2 Pet. iii. 9. Here it is asserted that the Lord
820t willing that any should perish, but thatallshould
come {0- repentance. The Lord is willing, but they are not
Willing; will not come. Thisshowsthat man is free, and
ean come, and the réason that he is not saved is that he will
not come. This is enough on this point for the present.

I now invite your attention to the commission. We do
not get this commission entire from any one of the holy
biographers of our Lord. Matthew has the words, “Goyou
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tberefore undteach,” or, as some render it, diseiple,¢all na-
tivus, beptizing them into the name of the Father, and o f
the Sun,undotthe Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe
allthings whatsoever I huve commanded you; and, 10, | am
with you always, even to the end of the world. ” Matt.
xxviii, 19, 20 Tu this we have the command to teach, or
disciple all nutions, not reported by either Mark, Luke or
Johin, and also to do so, (baptizing them into the name of
the Father,and ot the Son,andof the Holy Spirit, ” and
the additional clause, ‘teaching them to observe all things
~whitsoe¥ér I have commanded you.” In Mark we have the
following : “Go into all the world and preach the gospel to
every creature : he that believeth andis baptized shall be
saved ; but he thatbelieveth not shall pbe dammed " Mark
xvi. 16. In these words we have the command to “Preach
the gospel to every creature, » not given by Matthew, and
also the words, ‘“Hethatbelieveth and is baptized shall be
saved, but he that believeth not shall be damned. ” Luke
has “repentance and remission of sins,” Luke xxiv. 47, riot
found in Matthew or Mark. Mark, however, has the word
“saved'’ instead of ‘‘rewmission of sins, ” which is the same
thing in other words. it is saved from sin, or justified.
We have in this commission three distinct conditions, to
be received and complied with by man before he hasthe
promise of pardon or remission of sins. This, too,’relates
to the people of the world or unregenerated. The first
thing to be doue for them, as set forth in the commission,
is to preach to them the gospel. The first thing required
of them when they hear it is to believe?d. This is a con-
dition with which they must comply before they canbe
saved or pardoued, and with which, if they donotcomply,
they will bc condemned. This is clear not ouly from this
Scripture, but from many others. I will refer to some of
these : “He that believeth not the Son than not seelife,

but the wrath of God abideth on him. ” John 1ii.36. This
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makes faith, or, which is the same, belief, a condition, and
shows that he who does not comply with this condition
shall not see life.

Another Scripture clearly in point on this is the account
OF the conversion of the jailer in Philippi. He said to
Paul and Silas, “What must I do to be saved?” Paul re-
plied, “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt
be saved, and thy house.” Acts xvi 30, 3l. This is
clearly a condition, The sinner is required to believein
arder to salvation. The belief is a condition to be per-
formed by thesinner in order to his salvation or pardon.
As Paul expresses it, ‘Without faith it is impossible to
please him, for he that cometh to God must bslieve that he
is, and that heis-a rewarder of them that diligently seek
him,” Heb. xi. 6. This shows that without faith it is
impossible to please God, and that he who comes to him
must believe. '1'his makes faith a condition to pleasing God
and coming to him. Asthe Lord says, “If you believe not
that T am he, you shall die in your sins,” John viii. 24.

This is sufficient to show beyond doubt that faith is a
condition on which man is to be saved, or an act which man
musp perform in order to be saved, and without which he
can pot be saved. Repentance is also a condition. Luke
xesords “repentance and remission” in the commission, and
the Lord shows that repentance is in order to salvation, in
the words, “Except you repent you shall all likewise per.
ish,” Paulbrings out the same, in his opening address in
Athens, inthese words: ((And the times of this ignorance
God winked at; but now he commands all men everywhere
to repent :'because he bath appointed a day in the which he
will judge the world in righteousness by that man whom he
bath ordained; whereof he bath given assurance to all men
in that he bath raised him from the dead.” Acts xvii. 30,
3L. In this Scripture repentanceis set forth as a com-
mandment Lo all men everywhere, and that, too, in view of
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the judgment. ‘When the three thousand, on Pentecost,
inquired, “Whatshall we do?” the meaning of the ques-
~tion was, What shall we do to be saved? The first thing

in the answer is ‘Repent,” This shows beyond a doubt
that repentance is a conditien one thing to be done in
order to the remission of sins. Se¢e Acts ii. 33. The

same is seen in the second discourse under the great com-
mission. When the apostle proceeded toteil them what
to do to be saved he commanded them m repent.“Repent
you, therefore, and be converted that yoursinsmay be
blotted out.” See Acts iii. 19-21. Blotting out sins is
remission of sins. In order to this they were commanded
to repent. This make repentance a condition ninth clear-
est terms. This iy sufficient for the present on this.

In the same sentence in the commission the Lord in-
cludes baptism with faith as a condition. ““He who believes
and is immersed shall be saved.” Here are two things to
be done,ia order to, eras conditions to the same end—sal-
vation, or remission of sins. Thesame words that make
one a condition make the other a conditicn. The two re-
guirements, to believe and be baptized, are joined by the
conjunction in the same sentence in order to the same end.
They are both things in which man is free ; exercises voli-
tion ; determines whether he will or willnot do what is re-
quired, and in both cases he has the powerto perform.He
can believe and be baptized, or he can refuse to believe and
be baptized. In the words of Peter, Acts ii. 38:“Repent
and be baptized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus
Christ for the remission of sins,” we have the two things,
repentance and baptism, connected in the same sentence as
conditions or things to be done in order to the same end.
When the whole is put together we have the faith,repeot-
ance and baptism, as three conditions orthingstobedore,
in order tothesame end—the remission of'sins. If argu-
ment can prove anything, this provesmypropmition:thut
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remission is offered to the unconverted on conditions, and
Bmt, too, on conditions in which man exercises volition or
is free, and decides or determines to obey Or not obey, and
gonditions which he has power to perform.

The Lord had all this in viewin his conversatior with
Nicodemaus, in the words: “Excepta man be born again he
cannot enter the kingdom qf God,” and still further on,
where he amplifies more in the words : “Except & man be
barn of water and of the Spirit he can not enter into the
kingdom of God.” In this process man has an agency, or
is free and determines whether he will enter the kingdom
of God or not. This is clearly brought out in the words of
the prophet, quoted by our Lord, Matt. xiii. : *Lest at any
time they should see with their eyes, and hear with their
gars, and should understand with their heart, and should
be converted, and I should heal them.” Instead of “be
converted,” Dr. (onant, in the Bible Union Revision, gives
us tura, thus making them active, instead of passive. It is
not “be converted,” nor de turned, but furn. The turning
i8 their own act, as muoh as the seeing with their eves,
hearing with their ears, or understanding with their
hearts. They were required to see with their eyes, hear
with their ears, understand with their hearts and turn, that
the Lord might heal them, In each of these items they
were free and had power to perform. They could see, or close.
their eyes and not see, hear or close their ears, or, as those
who stoned Stephen, stop their ears and not hear, harden their
hearts and not understand, and refuse to turn, iu which
cage the Lord would not heal or pardon them, but leave
them in their sins. This involves their accountability.

There is nothing clearer than that if man is not free he is
not accountable. If he cau uot believe he cau not be
condemned for not believing If he can not repent he
can not be condemned for not repenting. If he can not
be baptized he c¢an not be condemned for not being
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baptized. If he can do nothing till the irresistible power
comes, the cauge of his remaining in hissins is not that he
would not, but that he could not turn, that he might be
cleansed or pardoned.

The same thingis involved in Paul’s conversion. The
Lord appeared to him angd explained to him: “I am Jesus
of Nazareth, whom thou persecute s.” When he heard
this he inquired: “Lord, what wilt thou have me to do ?*
The Lord did not tell him that he could not do anything,
nor to wait for power to enable him to do something, but to
“Ariseand goto Damascus, and there it shall be told thee
what thou must do, ” as recorded, Acts ix 6,or ‘it shall be
told thee of all things that are appointed for thee to do,”
as recorded, Acts xxii 10. The words, “What thou must do,”
and “all things that are appointed for thee to do, ” contain
the conditions, or the things required of him to bedoneg in
order to being pardoned. As commanded, he arose and
went to Damascus, and Ananiaswas sent to him to tell
him what he must do, or all things appointed for him to do.
In doing so he commanded him : “Arise and be baptized
and wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord. ”
The reason that he did not command him to believe was
that he already helieved what the Lord declaredto him,
that he was Jesus of Nazareth, whom he persecuted. The
reason that he did not command him to repent wasthat he
had already repented. But he had not been baptized.and
he commanded him to do this. This wasa condition, in
which he exercised volition, or in which he wasiree,and
he accordingly decided to do what was commanded.
This proves that he could and did thus decide aund was
free, and he arose aud did what was commanded. This
proves that man has power to perform the conditions
appointed, m order to salvation,and proves my proposition
beyond a peradventure.

This view is in harmony with all such Scriptures asthe
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Aoflowing: ¢ For God sent not his Son into the world to

eandemn the world, but thyt the world through him might
be saved.” The same world that Christ was sent into,
through him might be saved. “ He that believeth on him
is aot condemned ; but he that believeth not is condemned
umdybeoause he bath not believed on the name of
the only begotten Son of God.” Why is this condem-
pation 2 “Because be bath not believed,” and not be.
oause God did eend the power. But we will hear the
tiord tell what the condemnation is. It is, that light has
come into the world, and men love darkness rather than
light because their deeds are evil.” See John iii. 17-19.
Why(ﬁdnot the Lord gather the children of [srael to-
gether? Was it because he would mot, or because they
would mot be gathered? They were free and had a will,
and their will was contrary to the will of the Lord. * How
often would 1 have gathered your children ?* says the Lord.
Why did he not gather them? Because they would not.
They interposed their will in the way of the Lord’s, and
prevented his will from being done. See Matt. xxiii. 37.
The Lord taught the disciples to pray, *“ Thy will be done
on earth as it is in heaven.” See Matt. vi. 10. This prayer
has been going up from the people of God eighteen hun-
dred years, and only on a part of a few has the will of God
been done on” earth. Why has it not been done by all?
Becanse they have interposed their will and refused to do
the will of G o d.

The Lord involved this same ides of doing in the con-
clusion of the Sermon on the Mount. He has it there, * He
who hears these sayings of mine and does them, I will
liken him to a wise man,” but, on the other hand, he likens
u him who hears these sayings of mine and dses them not
to a foolish man.” See Matt. vii. 24-27. What does the
Lord make all this turn on? Ondoing and not doing.
This doing and mot doing is 2 matter in which manis free.



14 REY NOLDSBURG DEBATE.

He can decide to do or not do thesayings of Jesus, and he
can perform as he decideg, to do or not do these sayings.
This \-indicates the Lord in saying,« I have calledand you
refused ; L have stretched out my hand and no man regard-
ed.“ See Prov. i. 24 This sentiment runs through the
Bible, and through all the Lord's dealings with men, and
this is the ground of all accountability to all law, both hu.
man and divioe,as also between man and man. We regard
each other asfree, able to decide betweenrightand wrong,
good and had,and wc hold men responsible for the decisions
they make and the actions they perform. This is the foun-
dation of alllaw, bsth human and divine. It was in the
mind of Joshua when he =aid,** Choose whom you will
serve. ” Men make their choice and yield themselves to be
servants of righteousness on the one hand,andof sin on
the other hand, and must take all the consequences. Every
invitation in thegospel is based on this principle. The
Lord does not invite, *Come to me, veends of the earth,
and besived,” when he knows that man can not come He
does notcommand meu to believe, knowing that they can
not believe. He does not ‘[command all men everywhere
to repent, ” knowine that all men can not repent. It would
be mockiniz his helpless creatures tosay,*All the day long
I have stretched forth my hand to 2 gainsaying aud a diso-
bedient people,” knowing that they can not come and obey
him. He does not tantalize his creatures, saying, “ Harden
not your heartsas in the day of temptation in the -wilder-
ness, ” knowing that they could do nothing ; nor does he
cry, “Ngwlis the accepted time and the day of salvation *

to those to whom he knows there is no day of salvation.

THUMPSON'S FiR3T ADDRESS.

Brethren  Muderators — Respected Audience : — I hope
that T feel gratctul to the Giver of every good and perfect
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gift, for the privilege of appearing before you on this occa-
gion, under Buch propitious circumstances. The privilege
of meeting together as a Christian people, and in earnest
desire to know the truth, as God has revealed it, to investi-
gate the record of the Scriptures, is a great privilege, truly,
srd ghould be appreciated by us all. And that it is appre-
owated by many is apparent here by the large audience now
before me, with, a3 | humbly hope, that purpose in view.
1 hope that such a course of argument may prevail, and
such a deportment of conduct govern in this discussion,
that truth shall prevail, and good feelingamong us all be
firmly established.

I now proceed to reply to my worthy friend, who has just
taken his seat. I shall not differ materially from what he has
said upon the term ‘“Remission of sins ;”’ that it is pardon,
or freedom From sgims. That it is an act of God | also ad-
mit, That it is done in heaven, for men, | also admit.
But that it is done in men, by the sanctifying power of God,
I shall certainly show in this discussion. And that men are
justified in the righteousness of Jesus Christ, by grace,
and not by works or conditions by them performed, will
® ppear abundantly, as we search the Scriptures. That God
bhas put coalitions between the ‘(alien sinuer “ and the
®remission of sins)” which have no merit in them, or * are
not meritorious,” nor “efficacious, ” to me appears really
absurd. The remission of sins, offered on conditions, and,
consequently enjoyed when the conditions are pm-formed,
and yet the conditions have no merit, not cfficacious ?
Pray, where is tﬁz~ﬁ1‘€;it,if‘ it be not in the condition per-
formed? If alien sinners exercise free will, and have power
t0 perform conditions upon which the remission of their
Bins is offered, and if they perform these condition>, and
receive the remission of sins by so doing, will the gentle-
man please tell us how much of the grace of God such a
ginner needs ? When and how can grace ever profit a man
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who, of hisown {ree will and power, fulfills the conditions
of the remission ot hissins ?  What profit is the blood of
Christtotiat man ? If the alien sinner is free, free inhim-
elf and of himself, can Christ make him free ? Can grace
make him free ?

The realissuc in the propositions before us, and that will
appear in all theargumertsto be brought forward in the
discussion, may be briefly stated thus, ¢.e.: Thatwhich re-
sults in theremission of sins, a holy life, a glorious res-
urrection, andafuture eternal bliss,is the work of man,
Franklin affirms.  Or, that which results in the remission
of sins, a holylife, a gloricusiesurrcetion,anda future
eternal biiss, is thework i God, Thompson uffirms.  We,
then, have the issue clearly before us, and whether this
work of the remission of sins, or upon which it depends, is
written about or preachedby the prophets, apostles, or by
Jesus, our great Prophet, or whether it be the song heard
in heaven,let us be attentive and learn to whom this
work isuscribed,and to whom the performanceof condi-
tions in order to the remission of sins is attributed. | call
attention to the S¢TiPrure quoted by the worthy gentleman
as proof of his free will and power in the aliensinner—
Rem. vi.16. To whom were these words addressed? To
“alien sinners ?”’ obnt to the beloved of God, called to
be saints, Thecalled of Jesus Christ. Rem. i. 6,7. We ask
in what relation do they stand, asthe called of God, to
their sins ? Answer @ They are justified .by his blood,
and saved from wrath through him. ” Rem. v. 9. Why do
they vyield themselves servants to God ? Because they are
not under the law, <.e., conditions performed of their free
will and power; but under grace, the gift of God. Rem.
vi. 14. Eph. ii. 8.

We arc next invited to 2 Peter iii. 9: “The Lord is not
slack concerning his promise, as some men count slackness;
but is of long-suffering to us-ward, not willing that any
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should perish, but that allshould come to repentance.”
Mr. Franklin says, “The Lord is willing, but they are not
willing, will not come.” And I answer, Jesusesays, “They
shall all come.” John vi. 37. And Godsays,“They shall
all be willing.” Psalm ex. 3. The language of the apostle,
in the quotation, clearly refers to the saints add essed in
the epistle, and all who shall be called into the same
relation to God. Therefore, the long suffering is to us-
ward.

We are next called to notice the commission commanded
by Christ. Matt. xxviii. 19,20. Mark xvi. 16. Luke xxiv.
47. From the commission, as given by all the evangelists,
I derive the following order, towtt: 1. Remission of sins
is to be preached in all the world, and to every creature, in
the name and through the blood of dJesus Christ. AndI
now assert, without fear of a successful contradiction, that
since the world was, no man by divine authority ever
preached or taught the remission of sies, as set forth in
the gospel, on any ground save the blood of Christ. 1go
farther still. No man by divine authority ever taught that
an alien sinner could perform either faith, repentance, or
baptism, in a gospel sense, whose conscience had not been
b'urged by the blood of Christ. 2. The believer is to be
baptized, as a visible expression of his faith in a crucified
and risen Jesus as his only Savior. 3. He is to obey all
the commands of Christ, because of the relation he bears
to Jesus, as both Lord and Christ. His obeying the com-
mands of Christ does not create the relation of a forgiven
child, instead of being an alien sinner, but is a service
beautifully symbolizing that relationship through the blood
of the Lamb. Mr. Franklin says:‘ The firstthing re-
quired of them, when they hear it, is to believe it.” But
Jesus says,« He that is of God, heareth God's word : ye,
therefore, hear them not, because yeare not of God."”
John viii. 43. The Apostle John says, 1 John v. 1:
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» Whosoever believerth that Jesus the Christ is born of
God.”" Mr. Fraoklinsays he is an alien sinper. The dif-
ferenceis very clear between them. | will notice Acts xiii,
3839and,forthe present, dismiss this part of his proof.
Puul bere says: “Through this man” (Jesus) “is preached
,and by him all that be-
Jeve are justificd frow #ll things, from which ye could not
be justified by the lawof Moses.”Believing 1snotacon-

un‘o you the forgiveness of sins

dition or work performedby an alien sinoer, but a iruitof
the Spirit of God. aud unevidence and grace of salvution
through Christ. The unbeliever is damned, or condemued,
because his unbeliet' is an evidence or fruit of his srate as
asinner,andalien from God, *“ But,” Mr. Franklin asks,

.s he condemned because he does not do that wiichhe has
vo pswer to do?’ | answer, He i3 responsible for all his
inability to do. whether of will or motion. God declares
the sivnerdead in sin. Eph.il. 1-5. 1f he has by sinde-
stroyed himself, ishe accountable for hisinuabiliry? Rut
Paultold the Philippian jailer to believe on Jesus,avdhe
should be saved. Yvs ; and the Philippian jailer was very
far from being an alien when Paul told him this, as his
manner and speech clearly indicated. Instead of being
alienated in heart from God, he sought to learn his duty,
and did it cheerfully, It' alien sinners cheerfully obey
God, having free will and power to do so, in what sense
are the-y aliens ?

Again, Paul says : “Without faith it iz impossible to
please God.” Heb. xi. 6. True, he does. But thealien
sinner does not have faith, does not come to God. There-
fore faith is not a condition, but a gift. Take a parallel
passage, Rem. viii. 8: * So then they that are in theflesh
cannot please God. ” Are alien sinners in the flesh? The,
are ; and can not please God. For, ‘T any man have not
the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his. » He is alien to
Christ .
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We are told in the next argument that repentance is a
condition to be performed by alien sinners in order to ob-
tain the remission of sins. Here the gentleman fails again
by attributing to the alien sinner that grace which God
gives to the reconciled. Acts v.31:“‘Him bath God
exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and & Savior, for
to give repentance to Israel, and forgiveness of sins.” Also
Acts xi. 18: * When they heard these things, theyheld
their peace, and glorified God, saying, Then bath God alse
to the Gentiles granted repentance unto life.” But we are
told that, “Except ye repent, ye shall all likewise perish.”
Anxnd did they not perish in the destruction which came upon
them as a nation ? But is the law by which the nations are
judged conditions set forth in the gospel, by the perform-
ance of which alien sinners obtain the remission of sins ?
If justification be by the deeds of national law, Christ died
tn vain. Gal. ii. 21: “I do not frustrate the grace of God ;
Jor 1T righteousness come by the law, then Christis dead in
vain.”  So then there is a national repentance commanded,
that has ho reference to the rewmission of sins set forth in
the gospel. And there is a repentance unto life which God
givel; and not, therefore, a condition performed by alien
ginpers. But those who believe are commanded to repent,
and be baptized. True. Had they power to obey, to do
what waa commanded them to do? 1 answer, yes. In what
did their power to perform consist? | answer, The gruace of
God, and pot free will, and power of an alien sinner. In -
stead, therefore, of three conditions for alien sinners to per-
form, in faith, repentance and baptism, we have gracious
gifts from God, and the attendant fruit of those giftsin
obedience —not the obedience of a graceless alien, but of a
reconciled and sanctified heir of God. Heb. x. 10:'$ By
the which will ye are sanctified through the offering ofthe
body of Jesus Christ once for all.” Also 14th verse : * For
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by one offering Le hath pertected forever them that are
ganctified.

We are now brought to consider the words of Jesus to
Nicodemus. John iii. 3,5,6. Mr, Frankijnexplains that
“born again,” “bora of water and the Rpirit,” boroot the
Bpirit,“ mean not b converte d ot be turae d 7 bt @ rn”
The Savior said to Nicodemus, Except a mun furn, he cun
not sce the kingdomot God. Wusuot Nicodcnius very ig-
porant not to understand so simpleastatement? Isat not
strange that the wisestmen in the Church in allages, sinee
Christ spoke these WOrds, should bave failc 4 to understand
them ! Lookat it now through theligh v ot Christiunity
restored 1 To be born again is theactot an alien sinner.
Itis hisownact, in turning to God,aswuch usseeing with
his eyes, or hearing with his ears, or understanding with
his heart. Tell us, dear sir, in y our next speech, doyou
meun natural, optical sight, or seeing, andnaturalhearing
etc. ? But this matter is fully disposed of. John i. 13
“Which were born notof blood, norof thewill of the flesh
nor of the will Of man, but of God-” Acain we have it re
peated, that if a man can not believe, and be saved Of him
gelf, he is not accountable. It his works do not take him t
God, reconcile him to the divine government, and procur
his eternal glory, he is not accountable. This is poor logic
It denies the mediatorial work of Christ, the reign otgrac
in salvation, and grounds the present and eternal salvatio
of the sinner on his own work. We now come to Paul’
calling. In this case, as in the others, Mr. Fravklin ha
Paul analiensinnertill after he was immersed. Althoug
Paul called Jesus Lord (Acts ix. 6),and although he after
ward testified that, **No man can say that Jesus is the Lor
but by the Holy Ghost” (1 Cor. xii. 3), yet Paul was a
alien sinnerstill, One thing wiii remove his alienation. N¢
faith, nor repentance, though they be conditions ; but the
will not do, without the finishing final work, immersioni
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waler. | have but one answer to this argument; anditis
this: ¢ Paul never refers to his baptism as the condition
which ne performed to obtain pardon, or justification; but
at all times, with all the emphasis of his great gift, rested
the whole work on the merits of Jesus, and by the graceof
oar God. 1 Cor. xv. 10: * But by the graceof God | am
what 1 am.’ What he must do, and what he ought to do,
was in the new relation in which he stood to Christ, not an
alien sinner, but a called saiut. And in that new relation
he says: ‘I can do all things through Clrist which strength-
eneth me.' “ Phil. iv. 13.

Let us now consider the language of Christ,asgiven in
John iii. 17-19: “For God sent not his Son into the world
to condemn the world ; but that the world throuyh him
might be saved,” etc. What he did not come to dowas to
oondemn; but he came to save. Matt. 1. 21 : « e shall
save his people from their sins.) Whatis the coudemna-
tion, then? Not his coming into the world ; but thaut men
“loved darkness rather than light, because thei rdeeds were
enil, But he that doeth truth comecthto the lighe, thathis
deeds may be made manifest that they arewroughtin God.”

Mr. Franklin asks, “ Why did not the Lord gather the
children of Israel together? Was it because he wou!/d not,
or becaunse they would not be gathered ? ‘I'hey wercfice,”
ete. I answer, they were not free. “ Jerusalem that now
i8 and is in bondage with her children.)’ Gal.iv. 25. DBut
Mr. Franklin says, “they had a wil/l?’ Yes butit wasa
negative will. “Ye will not come to me. ” Johuv.40. But
Mr. Franklin says: “They interposed their will inthe way
of the Lord’'s, and prevented hiswiil frombeing done. God
eommands his children to pray, “Thywillbedowe ;" but
men interpose their will, and preventhisirombeing done.
& what is done will not be thewil/lof God, buttheiuter-
posed will of men. The will under which Jerusalemwould
sat be gathered wasa national law; but the willof God,
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confirmed by his lmmutable oath, is net fnterposed and pre-
vented, but is yoa und gmen in Christ Jesus.

We are told thut our Lord invulved the idea of doiug, in
the couclusion of his Sermon on the Mount: ~He who hears
these sayings of mine, and does them, T will liken him toa
wise wan’ (au alien sinner), ete. Jesus is here tesching
his disciples their duty in thelr relation to him as disciples
to their Lord, and not what an alien sivner of his own tree-
will aud power cun do as couditions upon which he may ob.
tain remission of sins.  But Mr. Franklin says: “Thiz do-
ing, and wot doing, s a watter in whick mun s jree.””  He
should state it »This duing, and not doing, is a matter in
which the alien sinner s jree””  Now we have the ductrine
in full.  Itis this: Al the duties set forth in the Sermon
on the Mount are done by the alien sinner of his own free
will and power, and he shall be great in the kingdom of
(od, because of himselt he has done these things. 1f an
alien sinver cun rise to a position of greatness in the king-
dom of Guod, of himseif, by his own uet, will hie need the
grace of God to prepare him for any other position ot glory
or honor, cither Ip tiwe or in eternity ?  And it so, please
state what it is, and where it is.

Tu the lust argumeut of the gentleman we are told that
the priveiple of all low wmonyg wen recoguizes wan's ability
to v aud ¢hey 1 agree to this, as a principle of luw. But
can the ullen stuner obtain the remissivn of sins on the prin-
ciple ot L ? 1t the argument of Mr. Frauklin means any-
thing at all, it weans that the alicn sinners whom God par-
dons ure pardoued ou the ground of conditions periorwmed
by them, just as< meo, by obedience to law, obtain favor
amouy wen.  He therefore quotes from the Old Covenant;
“I have culled, sud you have refused.” -1 have stretched
out wy hand, and no man regarded.” And again, “Choose
ye this duy whom you will serve.”  These quotations have
no more relation to the remission of sins us set forth in the
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gospel, than do the laws of Great Britain. Theyrelateto
lnentirely different matter, But some commands, as given
under the old covenant, arein form brought down to the
gospel service. See Pa. xov. 8, and Heb. iii. 7~13. Also,
«Look unto me, and be ye saved, all the ends of the earth :
for | am God, end there is none else.” “Come uuto rue, ali
ye that labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest.”
Iss. Xi1v. 22. Matt. xi. 28. Under the former covenant
these commands were spoken to national Israel and were
the duty they owed to God as a nation. Under the latter
theymapokentoapx_{gual Israel, and are the duties they
ows to Him in that relation. But in neither case do they
vefer to conditions to be performed by the alien ginuer, in
order to the remission of sins. Neither doesGod tantalize
his cxeatures by these commands ; but he puts them insuch
relation to his people that they willingly do them,under
the reign of graoe, by Jesus Christ our Lord.  For it is
God which worketh in them both towillandtodoot his
good pleasure.” Phil. ii. 13. “So then, it isnotof ki that
willeth, nor of him that runneth” (of his own free- will and
powar), “but of God that showeth mercy.” Rowm.ix16.
Should Mr. Franklin get to see thecontrastsettorth iu
the Beripture between grace and works; between gospeland
Iaw; between the work of Christ and the work of aliensin-
pers, | shall hope to hear, at least, the nameot Jususused
In connection with the remission of sins. And Ishull be
glad if he should have courage to say,‘Not of works, lest
'lny man should boast.” But hecanmpeversayin truth,
“That not of ourselves ; tt1sthe giftof God,” while he be.
lieves the proposition which he uffirms. Hehas repeatedly
asserted in the speech before us, that it isof thealien sin.
mers’ free-will and power; that it allturns on their doing,
eto. And now Paul comes forward andtells him justas
plainly as language can speak: ““ Notof ‘oursclves ; it is the gift
Q[GOJ Not of works” (conditions), “lustany man should
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bous ' How w wan can hold the doctrive of this proposi-
tion. aud a-k God o prayer to do anything, either for him-
self or ethers, [ ean uot see. For bie athrms most tenaciously
that the wilt of God is prevented by the interposed will of
man. Therctore God can ouly do what the will of man per-
mits to be done. The covelusion iz, the will of man gov-
cros and God is the subjeer. How very different fromwm this
is the word of truth ! Eph i 11:-Who worketh all things
after the counsel of s vwa will” Ps.exv. 3: ¢ But our
God iz in the heaveus; he hath done whatsoever he pleas-
ed.””  For thive is the kingdom, and the power, and the
glory forever.  Auwen.” Muart. vi. 13,

[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN'SSECOND .41) DRESS.

Gentle men Mode rators, Ladies apd — Gentlemen :—DMy
worthy friend has uiven you a sumple ot his style of re-
sponse. Had you n ot heard my speech you would have
been puzzled tolearn whatissue he made as he proceeded
to notice some of the points in my speech. He alluded to
the Scriptures sndarcuments in such an obscure mannerthat
it was, in many instunces, difficult to see whathe wasaiming
at. Hehas scarcely stated a point, a positionor anargument
in myspeech with suffivient clearness to enable anyone to tell
whut it was. Hemixes up things, confuses questions and
somystifies Matter - jn general that no one can sectheforce
of much he says. [Lshuall aim to strike throughand grasp
such nyatters as buve the most sppearance of relevancy to
the guestion in debute.

The gentleman can rmt see how pardoncan be off: red to
the uiicn sinuer, on conditions’in wh ich he iz free, auv d hus
power to perform, and the whole matter be by grace ! 1
willtry and explain the matter so that he can secit.In
the first place,I do not like to accuse him of playing upo
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a term, and refusing to take it as it was obviously intended.
What are the words ‘‘alien sinner” inserted in the propo-
gition for? Simply to show what remission of sius is in-
tended in the proposition—that it is the remission obtained
at the time of turning to God, or what the apostle styles
‘old sins,” and not the remission obtained by an erring
follower of Christ, after he ig converted, or, inother words,
all the sins of the past life, or before turning to God,and
not sine that may be committed after that e¢vent. The re-
mission is offered to an alien who will turn to the Lord and
give himself to God, not to be received while he s an alien,
bat when he turns and is naturalized. 1 hope he will readily
8ee that | have no idea that an alien sinner can obtain par-
don, or aay other blessing from the Lord, while heisalien-
ated from him. It never entered into my mind that he
could take up such an idea, till I heard his speech. Par-
don is offered to an alien, not that he may receive it in
hia alienation, but on the conditions laid down, among
which i8 the condition that he will turn from his alienation
and yield himself to be a citizen in the kingdom, and a ser-
vant of the Lord.

My respondent can not see how remissionsi of sins can be
oonditional and yet by grace. He can not see how an alien
sinner oan be free and have power to perform things re-
quired a8 conditions. He has a string of Scriptures that he
runs over without looking at their meaning, and jumbles to-
gether in a confused macner, that are ¢lear enough in them-
selves. Let me give you a sample. He quotes, “By grace
are you saved,” and then assumes that as salvation is by
grace that there oan be no condition on which it isreceived.
Bnt the thing assumed here is the very thing in which he
i8 under mistake. The entire system is of grace. The
grace, or favor of Ged, brought the Savior to the world,
gave us his life, his death, his resurrection, his mediation,
his blood, the atonement, the gospel, the conditions on
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which wecome to himandreceivethe benefit of the atone.
ment, his mediation, the remission of siusand the imparta-
tion ot the Holy Spirit.  The entire schemeof redemption
isof the grace of God, and through the eflicacy ot the blood
of Chirist. IL 15 an emanation of the grace of God, which
hasappeared to all men, teaching us that denyingungod -
lipess aud worldly lusts, weshould live soberly, right-
eously und godly in this prezent world. The whole system
came from this grace, and not without it. Christ is the
foundation of it, and it has its efficacyin his blood, und not
in the conditions which we ure required to perforw, and
which Wwecuan perforw or retuseto pertorm. Had it not
been turthe grace ot our Lord Jesus Christin becoming
poor thatwe might be rich; dying for our sins ; shedding
his own most precious blood, through the eflicacy ot which
wemay obtain remission, the gospel would never have come
tous; the terms of pardon would notbave cometo us.
The groundot it is in the one sin-offerinyg, and not in the
conditicns. But the Lord knew what we could do, and hag
trot required us to do what we connotdo,butwhat wecan
do,and proposes to save us if we dv ¢, but to condemn us
if wedonotdoit. 1t is all in the name of Christ and
through the merit of Christ, and the efficac y of his most pre-
cious blood, all Of which is of grace. Without the name of
Christ, hisblood, the reconciliation, all of which is by the
grace of God, we never would have been pardoned on con-
ditions or without them. The entire gozpel,with all its terms,
is founded on Christ, and is of the grace of Ged.Had it not
been tor this grace, and the mediation of Christ, the gospel
and all its terms of pardon, or its conditivns, would never
have come to man at all.

When the sinner believes, repents, coufesses and is im-
mersed,and, according to the promise, he iscleansed from
sin, through the efficacy of the bloodot Christ, it isnotof
himself,es my worthy friend has got into the hubitof'say -
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ing it, to give it 2 prejudicial turn. The Savior, on whom
he is to believe, is not of himself, but of God who sent him ;
the gospel which is to be received und believed is not of the
sinper himself, but of the Lord whogave it. The terms,or
conditions of the gospel, are not of the sinner Ahcmself,but
of God. The pardon offered, ardthe impartation ot the
Spirit, are not of the sinner hi{mself, but of God. But the
Lord requires the sinner himself to believe the gospcl,and
declares that if he does not do it he shall be condemued.
The Lord never believed for the sinner. The Lord com-
mands the sinner to repent; this the sinner must do
Bimself, and if he does not do it, he will perish. 1 heLord
will not repent for him. The Lord commands the sinner
to be baptized ; this the penitent sinner must dokimself.
The Lord will not do it for him. 't he man that refused to
be baptized by John, while his baptism was in torce, “re-
jeoted the counsel of God against himself.” John was the
lesser and Christ the greater, and if he who rejected John,
not being baptized by him, in so doing, rejected the coun-
eel of God against himself, what shall we say of him who
rejects the Lord, in refusing the baptism appointed by him?
Does he not reject the counsel of God against himself ?

1 want to save my worthy friend from the trouble of
straining his lungs in emphasizing the words “not of works,”
but “by grace.” He has things terribly mixed up. One
af the conditions, and one of the first 1 have adduced, and
ons on which | desire to place all due emphasis,is fuith.
Vhen Paul says Of our justification, it is “not works,”
does he include foith in the word “works ?“ Does
he intend to teach that our justification is not of jaith ?
Oej'tlin}y not; for he teaches that we are ‘justified by
faith.” Tom. v. 1. What, then, does my friend mean
by vociferating the words “not of works ?* Certainly the
apostle does not mean, “not of faith,” nor does he mean
“not of grace,” for he says, “By grace you ars saved,
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through faith. ” The fact that salvation, or remizsion, is
“by grace,” does notset aside the statement thut it is
“through faith. » There staudsthe suith connected with

reniizsion, as it does in the commission, a condition to be
performed by man, and a condition that he caun perforw.
What weans the clauze trom Paul, “uot works?” Does it
we an not by obedionce to the gosped ? Surely wot. The iwm-
pertation of the Holy Spirit is promised “to thew that obey
him.” See Acts v. 32. The words, “not ot works, " donot
include this obedience. ‘“Received you ihe Holy Spirit by
the works of the law, or by the heuring of fuith ?* Gul.
ht. 2. Do these “works of the law”ioclude {uith, and
mean that the Holy Spirit was given without fuith?

“Not of works, ” “by the deeds of the law, ” and other
similar expressions, have reference to the worksrequired in
the law of Moses, and nor¢“good works which God hath or-
dained that we should walk ju them, ” Eph.1i.10 nor the
works mentioned by Jawmes ii. 20, nor the conditions
clearly laid down in the commission. These couditions are
never styled “works of law, ” nor “good works” in Scripture.
Paul says, “Not by works of righteoursness which we have
done, but according to his mercy he saved us, by the wash-
ing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Spirit. ” See
Titus iii. 9. Here, iu the very sentence, declaring of our
salvation, that it is “notof works,” it is declared to be‘“by
the wishing of regeneration and the renewing of the Holy
Spirit. 7 The washing of regeneration here is an allusion
to baptism, as all the commentators of any note are agreed.
When the scriptures say “not of works,” ‘‘notby works of
the law,” #not by works of righteousness,” “not by the decds
of the law, ” etc., the meaningisonly that justification is
not by the works, deeds, righteousness, etc., preserihed in
the lawof Moses and not thatsalvationis not by obeying
the gospel of Christ, or not that that salvation or the re-
mission of sins is not by believing, repenting and being
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baptized. And when salvation is declared tobe “by grace,”
‘it knot by gracs alone, but “by grace through faith,”and
not without faith. When the apostle says,‘“and that not
of yourselves; it is the gift of God,” he does not mean that
they do not themselves believe, repent or be baptized, but
that salvation is not of yourselves, but thatsalvation isthe
gift-of God.

While it is true that man can not redeem himself, can not
give himself the grace of God, or remission of sins,itis
also true that he can believe the gospel when brought to
hium by the grace of God; thaf he can repent when the
‘Lnrﬂgranh the privilege, as he has now done, since he
“gommands all men everywhere to repent, ” that he can be
baptized, when commanded to be baptized in the name of
the Liord. There is a human and a divine part to be done
in caving the sinner. There is a part that man is com-
manded to do, and a part the Lord does. When Peter
commanded the people on Pentecost, saying, “Save your-
selves from this untoward generation,” he alluded to some -
thing that thy could do themselves, and something that they
musf & or not be saved. In the same way when Paul
commanded the jailer, saying, ‘‘Believe on the Lord Jesus
Chmist,” he commanded him to do something, not only that
he could do, but something that hedid do. When the Lord
sald to saul, ““Itshall be told you what you must d., ” he
nok only referred to something that Saul ccu/d do, but
something that hedid. If he had refused to do whathe was
oommanded to do, and what the Lord said he must do,
_hera was no grace of God that would have saved him.

I quoted the words, “To whom ye yicld yourselves sex-
vants to obey,” to show that man is free. Bro. Thowpson
immediately informs us that they were not alien sinners to
whom Paul wrote, but saints. True ; but what were they
before they yielded themselves to be servunts of righteous-
ness ? They certainly were not saints then. Who were
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these on Perntecost to whom Peter said: Suve yourselves
from this uutoward generation?”  Surely they were not
saints. What was the juiler, in Philippi, to whom Paul
suid 1~ Beileve on the Lord Jerus Christo and thou shalt
Le vaved, and thy howe?” Surely he was not 2 seiut beture
he believed  What was Suul when he was told what he
wiist o ? 0 Surely Lo was wot a suint before his sins were
washed away. Who were those to whuw the prophet said:
cChouse you this day whow you will serve ¥ Were they
satnts who hud pot decided whom they would serve? 1
quoted there Seriptures not ouly tu prove that sulvation is
conditionul. but the ceneral priveiple that man & free;
that Le ix a subject of law; that otherwise law could not
consistently be addressed to him ; that thiz ix true in ref-
erence to any law, either of Moses or of Christ, either of
sin und death, or of fuith, hunian or divine; that this is
true of the ulien sinner, or he would not be a gospel sub-
ject.

My worthy friend hus an old theory in Lis wiud that
con=tuntly durkens counsel.  Heisno: ouly thinking ot un
alien sinver “dead in sins,” in the Seripture rensé, but vue
dead in the sense oi fis theory ; thut is, ~0 dead that Le can
do umhibg; thut be can pot believe the God that crcuted
him, the loord that died for him, und that he must have ir-
resistible power exercized on him, as supervatural as that
which brought Aduw into existence, to quicken him into
new life, or cternal Lire, before he cu s believe God, or Christ,
or the Holy Spirit.  But the maun dewd in trespasses and
gins,” in the Bible senxe, 15 not 4 man that e wot believe
the gos-pel when 1t i- presented to nim, bLut simply @ wan
that Jors wo’ believe it The wun ~desd i sins. in his
sense of the term ¢ no more to blue for beiug wheie be
is thun a2 plock of murble In it: wative ~tute s for not be-
ing a brauritul status. He hLus no prower to be auyrhing

else than whut he 15, Tu thix helpless coundition, Le thivks
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the Lord, by irresistible power, guickenssomeinto new, or
eternal life, leaving others in their helpless condition,and
then be preaches the gospel to them,thut they may be-
lieve. Thus, you see, he has a sinner, yes, an alien sin-
mer, quickened into new, or eternal life,lesore ke belicves,
or while in unbelief. His Bible teaches him thut he who
believes Dot i8 condemned already, because he believasuot
the testimony that God has given of bis Son. Burt lie will
bave it, that the alien sinner isquickenedintonew,or
eternal life, without faith, or before fulth,and then he be.
lieves; and thus he has a man quickened into new, oreter-
nal life in unbelief* But the Bible knowspothiug of this
pew Jife, or eternal life in unbelief. This doctrine isanout-
side system. The Bible doctrine is, that without faith you
ean not please God ; that he who comes to (rod niust be-
lieve that he is, and that he is a rewarder of thew that
diligently seek him.

The Lord “ Came to his own, but his own received him
not: but to a8 many as received him, to them gave he pow-
er to become the sons of God, even to them that believed
ob his name.” See John i. 11, 12. To whom did he
eeme? To his own; that is his own people, the Jews.
Were they frees ‘‘Hisown received him not. *  But what
of those who did receive him? To them thatreceive{ him
gave ha power. Power to do what? Power toreceive hiru ?
Not ® word of it; but to them tha:t recerved him. gave lie
power to become the sons of God, even to them that felivve
om Ais nams. The power was not givento(’uubitrthcmto
yeceive him, or to believe; but given to them who /d ye
eeive him and believe on him, to become whatthey were not
Wore-"the sons of God.” This Scripture ¢ouldnothave
been more against the theory of my friend thuuiri- The
Lord did not give the power to enablethew tobelicve,or
to receive him ; but to them that received himandbelieved
on his name. To thee he gave power to become the »

me
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of God. These ‘‘were born,not of blood, nor of the will of
the fie<h. nor of the will of mau, but of God. » Thi-birth
is not of' blood, or not in any lineal descen". nor of the will
of the flesh ; that is, not of any inclinations of the flesh;
nor of thewillof man ; it did not originate withmuan, nor
was it devized or ordered by man,butby the will uf God ; that
4s;-it was ordered by the will of God; devised by und had
its origin in his will, They did not haveawmiracle per.
formed on them to give them power to receive the Savior,
nor power to believe; but to them that received him gave.
he power, or the privilege to become the sonsof God. They
received himandbelieved on his name before he gave them
the privileze to become the sorsof God. This, then, has
nothing of the doctrive of quickening into new life before
faith, in it. That is a doctrine that is not in the Bibla
at all.

But, now, what has my worthy friend done with the clear
conditions in the commission? Matthew has the command
to “Goteach, or disciple, all nations, baptizing them into the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,”
Mark has the command to “Preach the gospel to every
creature ; he that believes and is baptized shallbe saved;
but he tuut believes uot shall be condemned.” Luke has
“Refntance and remission of sins in his name. ”  Are there
any conditions here? The Lord makes the clear stutement
that “he who believes and is baptized shall be saved.”
Luke has “repentance and remission of sins.”” When both
are put together, we have faith, repentance aud baptism,
and the ohject in view is salvation, or the remissionot sins,
When Peter preached the first sermon under this corn.
mission, the people inquired, “What shall we do ?”1If
my friend had been there, he would havetold them that
they coulduotdo anything. But the preacher that wag
there did not tell them that; but told them to “repent and
be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Chris
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for the remission of 5ins, and you shall receive the gift of
ths Holy Spirit” They demonstrated thattheycoulddo
what was commanded, for they rose and di:lit. The things
the}"gtacommanded to do were conditions. Forinstance,
the Lord made faith a condition ; it' they had refused to
belieys, opuld they have obtained remission ? The Lord
fays, *'He who believes and is baptized shun besaved.”
When they heard Peter preach, if they hadrefused tohe-
lieve, sould they have obtained pardon ? I knowthat the
goee of God was present, the atonement, the bloadof
©hrist; but would the grace of God saveawan whowiuld
wot-believe? Would the blood of Christ take AwWayamun’s
gins who would not believe ? Wouldthe Lord pardon the
man who would, when he heard the gospel. r«fusetobe
baptized? Come, my brother, wearetaikingot the
regular and legitimate administration of the g¢ospel. Tell
us, then, squarely, whether the man who hears the zospel,
and refuses to repent, will obtain remission ? The Liord has
eonnected repentance with remission of sins in the com -
mission, in Acts ii. 38 and in Aects iii. 19,20  May man
put it asunder? Can man refuse to repent and still obtain
yemission of sins?

When the Lord commanded Saul togo to Damascus, and
there it should be told him what hc must do, if hehad re-
fased to go, would he have been pardoned ? Anunias went
to him and told him what ke must do ; if he had refused to
do it, would he have been pardoned? Ananiascommanded
him to % Arise and be baptized, and wash away his sins,
cslling on the name of the Lord. ” It he had refused to be
baptized, would his sins have been Was hed away?1f he
had refused to call on thename of the Lord, would hissing
have been washed away ? Willmyfiend tell us,ifa m.n
refuses to obey the Lord, willthe Lord pardonhim ? 1
know what the Book says about “‘them that knowno t God,
and obey not the gospelof our Lord Jesus Christ;” but i
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want t3 know whut he will say. The Lord says, he ¢ will
tuke vengeance on them that know not God and obey not the
gospr] ol vur Lord Jesus Christ.”

When I said, “Everything turns on doing and not doing,”
[ supposed my worthy friend would understand thut I was
speuking of the human part, and pot of the divine part, or
what man is required to do, and not what the Lord does for
him. But he appears now not so to have understood, or, at
least, he did not =0 represent me.  The Lord says: *Who.
ever h=ars these sayings of mine and does them, I will liken
him to a wize man.”  Here are two conditions to be done
by man. Oneis to heur the sayings of our Lord, and the
other iz to do them  This hearing 2nd do/ng would avail
pothiag without the gruce of God and the atonewment; nor
will the grace of God and the atonement avail wnything for
the mun who refuses to hear or to do the sayings of our
Lord. There is no failure on the part of the Lord, either
in reference to his grace, which brings salvation, and bes
appeared to all men. the influence of the Spirit, the atone-
ment, or anythine else It there is failure at all, it must be
on the part of man. either in refusing to hear, ov refusing ta
do the siyines of the Lord. The hearing will not do alove,
but they mus/ du. Ou the part of the Lord. all things sre
done well ; are ready ; and the preaching of the gospel pre-
sents it to man, wbo is required to hear and do the sayings
of the Lord. [ am aware that our God i3 in the heavens,
and that he does all things according to his vwn w7/ ; but
among the things he does according to hiz own will. he pre-
sents the gospel. and requires man to beficve it ; and that, of
course, the  alien sioner,” for all who do not betieve are
aliens.  The first step, in turning from their alienation, is
to Lefives (0ol believe the testiniony God has given of his
Son. This they must do ; do it themselees. or the Lord will
condemn them. This same gospel » commands all men ev-
erywhere to repent,”” and this command shows that all men
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oan repent. This is another tBiDg thatman¢a® do and that
he must do, or he will perish. 1f he refusesto do what he
cam.do ; refuses to ¢ the sayings of Jesus,he wij becount-
od o foolish man.

[Time expired.]

THOMPSON'S SECOND ADDRESS.

Brethren Moderators: Respected <l udience: — Judging
from the character of the speech to which you have been
listening for the last half hour, and from the confused ut-
tarances of which it is made up, I must be guilty of having
mixed up things terribly for my worthy friend's theory. It
looks but the wreck of its former self; and it is not to be
wondered at, by any means, that his piteous cry should be
heard coming out of the ruined heap of his self wrought
oitadel, “ Confusion " * Cesfusion 1”7 But the intelligent
audience before me is not confused. You will judge im -
partially of the arguments and proofs before you, and who
it is that is confused. | am willing to abide your decision.

How the alien sinner can save himself by exercising his
own free will, by his own power performing the conditions
thereof, and his salvation be by the grace of God, I can
not see. So says the worthy gentleman. | reply : No,
air ; 1 can not see it, neither canyou see it. The best of
all reasons exists for not seeing it, namely : because it can
not be seen, having no existence in fact. God himself has
put a line between conditions, or works, performed byalien
sinners, and his grace, puttingthew in antithesisto each
other, so that the one eternally excludes the oth2r. Rom.
xi.6:“And if by grace, then is it uo more of works: oth-
erwise graceis no moregrace Butif it be of works. then
it is no more of grace : otherwise work is no more work “
Eph. ii. 8, 9: «For by arace are ye saved through faith

and that not of yourselves ; it isthe gift of God. sot
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of works lest any man should boast. ” But the gentleman
here becomes a great admirer of grace. Hear him: “7The
entire system s of grace. ” These are his own words. If the
entire system1s of grace, the salvation of alien sinners is
of grace. Bnt the proposition affirms that the salvation
(or pardon) of alien sinners is offered to them on condi-
tions performed by them, of their own free will and pow-
er. Bnt the free will and power of an alien sinner ¢snot
the grace of God. Therefore, the proposition is not
true; and the free will and power of alien sinners do
not belong to the system of salvation, or pardon. Again
I quote his own words: ‘“ The entire scheme of redemption
is of the grace of God, and through the efficacy of the blood
of Christ* < Permit me to prove this sentence by the word
of God before | proceed with the argument. Eph.i. 7:
“In whom we have redemption through his blood, the for-
giveness of sins according to the riches of his grace.” But
the proposition affirmed by the gentleman asserts that the
remission of sins is according to the free will and power of
alien sinners, exercised %n performing conditions. This is
the ground upon which he rests the remission of sins.
Without the performance of these conditions the alien sin-
ner is damned: with them, or by them, he is saved. There-
fore the efficacy lies in what the alien does, and not in
the blood of Christ. If the alien sinner, of his own free
will and power, can believe, repent, and obey the gospel to
divine acceptance, he does not need the bloodof Jesus.
Christ is dead in vain. But the remission of sins is through
the blood of Christ, according to the riches of his grace ;
therefore, the proposition of the gentleman is not sustained,
aud the alien sinner is not pardoned, on conditions which
he performs of his own free will and power. Again, the
gentleman says: «The ground of ¢t is in the one sin-offering,
and not tn the conditions. ” True, sir, it is. Why do
ycu not stand to that position? It refutes your whole
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proposition, and denies the argument by which you try to
sustain it. It contradicts and overthrows what you say in
the very next sentence. You say, “The Lord knew what
we could do, and has not required us to do what we can
not do, and proposes to save usif we do it. ” And yet you
say the merit is in Christ. The alien sinner does the work
of his own free will and power, upon which God proposes
to save him, and which if he does not do God will condemn
him, and the merit of it all is in Christ, because the alien
did it of his own free will and powef, independent of the vir-
tne of the blood of Jesus Christ applied to him in its cleans-
ing, purging power. | am not astonished that he who labors
to bolster such a theory as this should imagine ¢ everything
confused and mized up.” God hasreveuled no such med-
ley of absurdities and self-contradictions in his precious
word. From Abel to Zachariah, and from Matthew to the
close of Revelation, but one united testimony is borne by
the entire family of God that have spoken or written, and
the sentiment of all is joyfully expressed in that rapturous
song which John heard the glorified singing around the
throne of God, Rev. v. 9: “Thou wast slain, and bath re-
deemed us unto God bythy blood, out of every kindred,
and tongue, and people, and nation. ”

But the gentleman kindly proposes to relieve my lung
labor in emphasizing, notof works, but ¢ by grace grace.”
Well, how does he administer his relief? 1st. The first
condition that the alien sinner performs of his own free
will and power is faith.2d. The obedience to the gospel
is the second condition that the ali-a sinner performs of
his own free will and power. 3d. The term, not of works,
etc.,, means not of the works of the law of Moses. | sup-
pose I should now pitch my key-note very low when | say,
not of works, and should quietly say, not of the works of
the law of Moses, but of the faith and obedience of alien
sinners, rendered to God,of their own free will and power.



38 REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE.

But was God talking by Paul to the Ephesians about
Moses'law ? Was Moses’ law any part of the thewe dis-
cussed ? It was not. The connection discloses thetheme
totave been the power of God, which he wrought 1n Jesus
Christ, wuen he raised him from the dead. Sce Iph. i. 19,
20,and ii. 1-9. The doctrine of the connection is that
God, for his great love wherewith he loved us, even when
we were dead in sins, quickened us from death to life with
Christ. That it is by hig_ grace that we are saved from that
state of death in sinand made partakers of eternal life.
That the dead sinner performs no works to get life, the
dead do the works of death, and we are told here just what
they are. ‘I'hey are according to the course of this world,
according to the prince of the power of the air, the spirit
that now worketh in the children of disobedience. W hat
saves the aliea sinner from this state ? God says, by his
servant: ‘ By grace ye are saved through faith ; and that
not of yourselves : it is the g¢ift of God ; not of works, lest
any man should boast. Tor we are his workmanship.”
Not the workmanship of alien sinners, who, of their own
free willaod power, haverai-ed themselves up to heavenly
things or places, but God bath raised us up, as he did
Jesus from the grave. His divine power bath wrought the
work iz us,and vot we of our own power or will. Ta our
saved state, therefore, we are of God in Christ Jesus.
«Whoot God ie made unto us wisdom, and righteousness,
and sanctification,and redemption: That according as it is
written. He that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord. ” 1
Cor.i. 303L. But is not this salvation through faith?
Certainly ; but it is not of the alien sinner, but is the gift
of God, being the fruit of the Spirit.

Butis the alien sinper acservant of God before he is made
free from sin ? Does he render obedience to Goa while he
isuader sin? Let the word of God answer. Rem. vi. 20:
« Fur when ye were the servants of sin, ye were free from
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righteousness.” When did they become servants to God?
“Butnow being made free from sin, and become servants to
God, ye have your fruit uuto holiness, and the end, ever-
listing life.” How are they made free? Col.i. 12, 13, 14:
“Giving thanks unto the Father, which bath made us meet
to be partakers of the idheritance of the saints in light:
Who hath delivered us from the power of' darkness, and
bath translated us into the kingdom of his dear Son : In
whom we have redemption through his blood, even the for-
giveness ef sins.” But Mr. Franklin asks, were they saints
before they yielded themselves to be servants of righteous-
ness ? | answer, they were saints when they yielded them-
selves as servantsto God. The yielding was not the act of
an alien sinner of his own free-will and power, but it was
the act of one in whom God hid wrought to will and do of
his good pleasure. Phil. ii 13. But the Pentecostian alien
sinners, who were cut in the heart, and cried out, What shall
we do ? And the Philippians jailer, who cried, What must
I do to be saved? And Saul, stricken to the earthinthe
presence of Jesus, saying, Lord, what wilt thou have me to
do? What of these ? They were all of them subjects of
divine power, and made free from sin, or they would never
have cried for instruction to obey the Lord. Do alien sin-
ners of their own free will and power cry out to know their
duty to God? No. We are pointed to thesecases in God's
word as the works of God in the gift of his grace, and not
to exhibit the wondrous free will and power of alien sin-
ners. “But were they told to do something they cowu/d not
do?’’ No, sir. Christian duties were pointed out to them,
as the obligation they owed to Him that had called them
out of darkness into his marvelous light 1 Pet ii 9  INot
to get the salvation of God, but because*Hehathsavedus
and called us with a holy calling, not according lo owr works,
but according to his own purpose and grace, which was giv-
en us in Christ Jesus before the world began. ” 2 Tim. i. 9.
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T wow come 0 motice the wondurs of my friend’s profound
logie, and deep geniusin the use of language, in that bril-
liant comment of his given in explana ion of John i. 11, 12,
13 :¢He came unt> his own, but his own received him not.
But ss many 28 received him, to them gave he power to be-
come the sons of God, eveu to them that believe on his
pame. Which were born, not of blood, nor of the will of
the flesh, nor of tbe will of man, but of God.” The first
position of the gentleman is that God gives a believer pow-
er to become a ton of God. We admit it in the sense of
the text. But the believer, as stated here, was born of God,
in the past tense. Who believe on his name in the present
tense. To become the sons of God, in the future indefinite
We get the order here, as given by our Lord : First, born
of God; second, believe on his name ; third, have power to
become the sons of God. The whole theory of the gentle-
man is that the alien sinner must do the conditions first,
and that will give him a birth of God. That is, he must
be born himself of his own free will and power, and then
call it being born of God. Did you notice how the gentle-
man squirmed, and twisted, and hesitated, and blundered,
when he came to the words, ‘‘ nor of the will of man ?*
There was a reason for his hesitation. The text said his
proposition was not true. Mr. Franklin, Jesus was telling
them who they were born of, and by what power, and not
who had originated conditions by which alien sinners could
born themselves of their own free will and power. Will
you hesr God's word ? “Not of blood, nor of the will of the
flesh, nor Of the will of man, butof God.”

I will now notice again his reference to believing, re
penting, turning and obeying. “Whosoever believeth that
Jesus is the Christ is born of God.” 1 John v. 1. And
asthat birth is of God, and not of the-free will and power
of an alien sinner, so believing on the Son of God is not
the act of an alien sinner. Therefore repenting, turning
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and obeying are gracious fruits of divine life within and
produced by the grace of God. The child of God, in whom
this grace of God bath wrought the will and do, is com-
manded to work it out in visible action. The theory of Mr.
Franklin is that God no more works the salvation of those
who are saved than he does the damnation of those that
are lost. For the Lord only proposes in either case and
leaves the sipner to his own free will and power. If he
wills and does, in obeying condition, he gets ks reward,
and if he wills and does in disobeying Lie gets his reward.
Heaven or hell turn upon his free will and power; he does
as he pleases ot himself, and yet Mr. F. says there is no
merit in what he does ; it is not of himself. Please put this
and that together. Paul would tell him, You can not put
them together, “for if it be of grace, then is it no more ©
works. ”

1 shall now proceed to the proof of the doctrine of the
remission of sins as set forth in the gospel more fully. And
in giving a statement of that doctrine | propose to give it in
the words of my worthy friend, as given in his last speech.
I can not say whether it was the confusion which my first
speech occasioned him or not, but from some cause he has
uttered truth that refutes his proposition, condemns his
theory and states the true system of the remission of sins.
I will now give these statements in order : First, “Remis-
sion of sins did not originate with man, nor was it
devised by man, but by the will of God; that is,
it was ordered by the will of God, devised by and had
its origin in his will. * Second : “The entire system
is of grace. ” “The entire scheme of redemption is of
the grace of God, and through the eﬂicacy of the blood
of Christ. ” Third: ¢[amaware that our God is in the
heavens, aud that he does all things according to his own
will.” Here we have the theology of the Bible and the sys-
tem of the remission of sins according to the will of God.
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1. What is the will of God? Answer: Itis the covenant
of God, which was confirmed by the oath of God to Abra-
ham four hundred and thirty years before the law was given.
Gal, iii. 17, This covenant, therefore, was independent of
the commandments of the law in its gracious promises. For
allits blessings are in Christ, and not in commandments,
either of Moses' law or any other law. The blessing was
in Christ, the promised seed. “In thee and thy seed shall
all the nations be blessed.” This is God’s covenant, or

will ; it originated with God; it is his eternal purpose in
Christ. In it God says, “Iwill be to them a God, and
they shun be to me a people. . . . And their sinsand

their iniquities will 1 remember no more.” Heb. viii. 10-12.
This covenant is unchangeable, immutable. *Whereiu God,
willing more abundantly to show unto the heirs of promise
the immutability of his counsel, confirmed it by an oath,”
Heb. vi. 17. ¢ Brethren, | speak after the manner ot men;
though it be but a man’s covenant, yet, if it be confirmed,
no man disannulleth or addeth thereto, And this I say,
that the covenant, that was confirmed before of God in
Christ, the law, which was four hundred and thirty years
after, can not disannul, that it should make the promise of
none effect. ” Gal. iii. 15, 17. It is, therefore, God's will;
his covenant ; his counsel ; his eternal promise in Christ
Jesus.

2. Jesus Christ is the Mediator of this covenant, or testa-
ment, whose death is the means of redemption of the heirs
of promise from their sins, that they may receive the prom-
ise of eternal inheritance. Heb. ix. 15. This redemption
or remission of sins ¢s%n the blood of Christ. “For this is
my blood of the new testament, which is shed for many for
the remission of sins.” Matt. xxvi. 28. “In whom we
have redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness
of sins. * Col. i. 14. “But God commendeth his love to

ward us, in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for
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us. Much more then, being now justified by his blood, we
shall bo saved from wrath through him. » Rom.V. 8, 9.
«In whom we have redemption through hisblood, the for-
giveness of sins, according to the riches of his grace. ”
Eph.i. 7. “For if the blood of bulls and of goats, and
the ashes of a heifer sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth to
the purifying of the flesh, how much 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 ?* Heb. ix. 13, 14. *For by one
offering he bath perfected forever them that are sanctified.”
Heb. x. 14. 1 will now notice the antithesis set up in the
word of God between this covenant, with its yea and amen
promises in Christ, and a system of works and conditions
on the part of man.

1. If the inheritance be of the law, it is no more of prom-
ise ; but God gave it to Abraham by promise. Gul. iii. 18.
The idea of conditions on the part of man would invalidate
the promise in Christ, because the blessing indicated would
rest in the conditions performed, and not in the merit or
blood of Christ. ‘“‘For if righteousness come by the law,
then Christ is dead in vain.” Gal. ii. 21. But the merit
and efficacy is in the blood of Christ. Therefore it is not
on conditions performed by alien sinners.

2. “By grace are ye saved through faith : and that not of
Yourselves : ¢¢4s the gift of God. Not of works, lest any
man should boast.” Eph. ii. 8, 9. The antithesis here de-
stroys all works performed by ourselves. Therefore it is
not conditional, depending on the free will and power of
alien sinners. But the ‘“‘entire system i3 of grace.”

3. “Not by works of righteousness which we have done,
but according to his mercy he saved us, by the washing of
regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost; which he
shed on us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Savior;
that being justified by his grace, we should be made heirs
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according to the hope of eternal life.”” Mr. Franklin thinks
there is an allusion to baptism in this text,and says that
opinion has generally obtained among the leurned. But we
are now looking to the word of the Lord, and not to the
learned. God says it is not by worksof righieousness which
we have done. That sceotence is not much contused, is it ?
But we are justifed by his grace. Do you see theautithe-
sis? Do vou see the eternal veto ofthe Almighty onyour
system of conditions performed by the exercise of the free
will and power of alien sinners? The washiog of regener-
ation and renewing of the Holy Ghost God shed on us
through Christ Jesus our savior, and not by our righteous

works.
[Time expired.]

FRANK LIN's THIRD ADDRESS,

Gentlemen Moderators: Ladies and Gentle men :—My
worthy friend is not good at responding. He has two dif.
ficulties to encounter: 1. 1 do not say what he expected
2. He has to follow his note book, and ‘ speak his piece,”
as he has it in his book, whether it is to the point or not.
Any one acquainted with discussions can see that he utterly
fails to make any fair issue with me and meet it squarely.
I have this advantage o f him : I knew his ground before we
commenced, and the kind of defense he would make ; he
did not know the ground on which | stand, nor the defense
I would make, and he is not prepared to meet my argu-
ments. This is obvious to all who hear us, and this accounts
for the irrelevancy of much that he says. The references
he makes to my speeches show that he does not un derstand
me. He tries to take notes, but is so excited that he can
not take notes that he can read, and consequently can
scarcely make a correct representation. | hope, in these
matters, he will succeed better as we proceed. J. want him
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to make the very best defense his case admits, and | know
how anxious his friendsare that heshould succeed.

1t the worthy gentleman were here to vindicate the cause
of the sinnper, excuse him in his sing, furnish him a complete
cloak for his sins, free him from all accountability andre -
sponsibility in the watter of his unbelief, impenitenceand
disobedience, [should think he was magnifying his office
and making it honorable; that he was making a good plea,
and doing his client justice. It he were here to show that
the reason the unbeliever is not made a believer, the im-
penitent not made penitent, and the peuitent not made obe-
dieut, is that the grace of God has not doue its work, the
Spirit of God has not performed his cffice, aud the irresist-
ible power has uot beeu exercised, and therefore the sinner
could not believe, repent or obey, | can not see how he
could have performed his part better. On what ground cau
a mau be condemned for unbelief, if he can not believe ?
How can a man be condemned for impenitence, if he can
not repent ? Why talk of man’s being purished for dis-
obedience, if he can not obey? He strikes down all ground
of praise and blame, all ground of rewards and punishments,
of responsibility and accountability, iu the matter of becom-
ing a Christian, and the man of the world is no more to
blame for not heing a Christian than the tree in the forest
is for not being a useful piece of timber in a buildiog. With
my worthy friend the reason a man is not a believer is sim-
ply that the Lord did not make him one. No other power
could make him one, and the only power that could make
him one, the power of God, the direct power, wonld not.
Who was to blame? Certainly not the unbeliever, for, ac-
cording to this doctrine, he could not believe.  Will he be
damned for not doing what he could not 2 Yet the Lord
says, ‘‘He who believes mot shall be damned. "  Tor what ?
For not doing what he could not do?

This is a matter of first importance, and we shall not be
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profited any the less to consider it with care, There stands
the command : ¢ Believe on the Lord Jesus Chris t.” To
whom is this command given? To the Philippian jailer, a
man-who was not a believer, Did the Divine Spirit in Paul
command him to do what he could not dv? By no means,
The Spirit knew what he could do, and commanded him to
do, not only what he could do, but what he did, in obedi-
eoce to the command. See Acts xvi. 31-34. Man is re-
quired to lelieve. To believe is a thing that a mun does
himself. God does not beliecve for him. But my friend
will isquire, Can he believe of himself? This phrase, “of
himselt,”is misty. I do not say that my worthy friend
intended to muddle the subject, but that expression does
muddle it and confuse tbe mind. What is meant, then, by
the words, “of himself ?* 1s it meant to inquire whether
man can believe without assistance from God ? | suppose
that is what is intended, and reply that ke can without such
assistance a¢ Mr. Thompson hasiv his mind. But he can
not without the assistance Godintends. God gave him a
mind, an endowment, an understanding, capacitzted him,
Thi+, though originally from the Creator, is now part of
himself. given him by the Cieator, and for the right exer-
cise of 1his be is now responsible andaccountsble. The
Lord has given the Savior, tbe object of tbe faith, or the
person on whom the faith rests. Man could not give him.
self the Savior, the object of the faith. God has given the
testimony concerning his Son, the Savior of the world, in
the Holy Record. Man could not give this to himself to
believe. This testimony is from Gaod. It is the gift of
God, as isalso the object of it—the Lord from heaven. It
is of tbe grace of God, which has appeared to all men,
Twuis testimony, or * record,” as it ie in the common ver.
sion, which God has given of his Son, is what man can be:
lieve, and must himself believe, or be will be damned.

This is what I mean by a condition, It is not something
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that sets grace aside, or favor, but it is of the favor of God,
entirely of the favor of God. There is not an item in the
entire system “that is not of the favor of God. It is a sys-
tem of grace from first to last; but this divine system of
grace has conditions in it, in acting upon which man is free;
acts freely and voluntarily ; can obey or disobey, submit or
rebel. This is the ground of man’s responsibility. He
would pot be responsible if he were not free. He can do
good or evil, right or wrong, believe or not, repent or not,
yield obedience to the commandments of God or not; yield
himself to be a servant of righteousness or sin. Here |
plant my foot, as John Wesley said on another matter, and
from here I can not be moved. My friend may try the
strength of his lungs and perspire, as he does freely, but
move me from here, or overthrow my argument on this
point, he can not.

When we take Matthew, Mark and Luke together and
collect the commission in full from these books, we find in
it three conditions to be performed by man : to believe, re-
pent and be baptized. These are all conditions in the di-
vine system of grace given to man, conditions to be per-
formed by him; acts to be performed by the creature ; acts
in which he is free and has the power to perform, to com-
ply or not; to yield himself in obedience or not; three
things commanded, and things to be done in turning to
God. The first of the three is certainly to an “alien sinner.”
It is to an unbeliever, and he is an “alien sinner.” The
command is the one | have just been commenting on—to
“believe on the Lord Jesus Christ. * Any man who is an
unbeliever is an “alien singer. ” The jailer to whom this
command was given was an unbeliever, and,as such, was
commanded to believe on the Lord Jesus Christ. The
Lord required him to do¢his himself, not “ns the delightful
service of a believer, ” as my friend would say, but as the
voluntary act of an unbeliever, in turning to God. Re-
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pentance i3 in the commission and is a commandment, not
to the child of God, as “a delightful service,” but to ‘“all
men every where,” and in view of the day of judgment,
“And the times of this ignorance God winked at; but now
commands all men everywhere to repent : because he has
appoiuted a day, in the which he will judge the world in
righteousness, by that mau whom he bath ordained ; whereof
he has giv en assurance to all men, in that he has raised him
from the dead.” See Acts xvii. 30, 31. Repentance isa com-
mand not to a child of God, a fellow citizen, as “a-delight.
ful service,”” but an “alien sinner,”” an impenitent person, as
an act to be performed by himself, in turning to God, a con.
dition in which he is free and has power to perform, and he
is 0 do this in view of the judgment and that he may
not perish.

My friend may talk about grace, repeat it, and strain his
fine lungs in emphasizing it, but there is no grace that will
save any man without faith or repentance. The “alien
sinner” who will not believe, or will not repent, will be
damned ; will perish. The graoce of God is ready, and the
blood of Christ, the atonement or reconciliation, but not
to save any man without faith, without repentance, or
without yielding himself to be a servant of righteousness,
in the method clearly set forth in the system of grace found
in the New Testament.

The worthy gentleman c¢an not see how a sinner can save
himself, and thinks | can not see either. Had he been
present and heard Peter, on Pentecost, exhort his hearers,
saying, “Save Yourselves from this untoward gene ration,” as
reported, Actsii. 40, he would have exclaimed, “I can not
see how people can save themselves, and the salvation still
be by grace.” No matter whether he can see it or not, the
apostle told them how to save themselves, or to obtain the
salvation secured t0 them by the grace of God and the
blood of Christ, when they inquired, “What shall we do?”
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And if he would learn of the apostle, he could see how
they were saved, or what he told them to do for the remis-
sion of sins, and to come to the promise of the Holy
Spirit. But he does not like the instruction given on that
occasion. He does not instruct sinners in that way. Hear
the apostle tell these inquirers what to do: “Repent, and
be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ,
for the remission of sins, and you shall receive the gift of
the Holy Spisit.” See Acts ii. 3S. Here wefind two of
the conditions found in the commission in one sentence,
telling inquirers what to do. This wastelling them how
to be saved by grace, by the blood of Christ, and the
atonement. What would my friend tell inquirers who
would put the same question to him? Would he give
the same answer given by Peter, or, rather, by the Holy
Spirit? Let him tell this audience whether he would give
the same answer. He could not according to his system,
His system requires him to give some other answer. He
never tells his hearers to ¢ Save yourselves from this unto-
ward generation,” nor to “Repent, and be baptized every
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission
of sins. ” Yet here is an instance of alien sinners inquir-
ing what to do, of their being told what to do, of their do-
ing what they were told to do, and their being added to
them. These plain instructions, and this clear example,
are not needed by him. Yet this occasion was the one 011
which the keys of the kingdom were used the first time,
and the first persons entered into the kingdom.

We are not discussing the question of works, or good
works, we are discussing the question about conditions.
When Paul says, « Notof works, ” does my friend under-
stand him to mean notof faith? Certainly not; for, as [
have before shown, the apostle says, ‘it is by grace, through
faith,” and not without faith.

Eider Thompson says that my proposition “asserts that
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the remission of sins is according to the free will and pow-
er of an alien sinner in performing conditions. » s he so
excited that he has forgotten what the proposition is? I
shall have to quote it to him, that he may see what it is,
and not beat the air : “Remission of sins, as set forth in
the gospel, is offered to the unconverted, or alien sinner%
on conditions in which they exercise free will, and have
power to perform. ” The words, “in which they exercise
free will,” simply explain that sinners are free, can decide
whether they will accept remission on the conditions pro-
posed; and the words, “have power to perform, ” explain
that they have ability to comply with the conditions, or do
the things contained in the conditions. The ground of re-
mission, on the divine part, is the sin-offering, the blood of
Christ, with which he appeared in the true holy place»—
heaven itself—for us, and without this ground there could
have been pno remission, either with or without conditions.
This is all of grace. The merit is all in this ; not in the
sinner, nor in anything he does. But this remission, or
salvation, which is of grace, is through faith and not with-
out faith. Faith is a condition. “Hewho comes to God
must believe. » “Without faith it is impossible to please
him.” See Heb. xi. 6 This is an item on the part of the
sinner, and he is free; can will to do or not do ; can yield
himsdf or not; and he has power to perform—can believe,
and thus please God. It is a condition, and there is no
avoiding it. On the divine part, the sin-offering was made
to procure remission ; but on the human part, conditions
are divinely required as the means of receiving remission.
The merit is in the sin-offering that procures remission, and
not in the acts of obedience performed in complying with
the conditions; and the idea that remission ean not be by
grace and yet conditional is without any foundation.

My friend mystifies things with a verbosity of words.
He speabs of the sinner believing “of his own free will
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and power.” Let him rid the matter of all redundancy, by
leaving out the words, “of his own free will and power,”
and | put the matter to him to answer: Can the sinner be-
lieve ? That is all there s of it. Can the sinner, saying
nothing about free will or bound will, believe? Come up to the
work, my dear sir, and let us have some debating, and not
playing upon words. Never mind the will, free or bound,
nor th,words,“of himself, ” but answer the question di

rectly : Can a sinner believe? This is a plain matter, and
there ought to be nothing hard in it for a preacher of
years and experience. The man who has =3t believed is
‘unconverted, “ an ‘‘alien sinner,” and the command is to
“Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ.” Can he do this ? or
does God command him to do what he knows he can not
do? Come up to the work and answer. You are in a di-
lemma, sir. If you say the alien sinner can believe, your
theory is gie; if you say he can not believe, you make it
that Gof mmands what he knows can no¢ be done, and
declares th.t the man who does not do it shall be damned.
From this there is no escape. It is useless to give us a re-
hash of the confusion already uttered about works and
grace. We all understand that remission of sins, as set
forth in the gospel, is not of Moses, but of Jesus; not of
the blood of slain beasts, but of the blood of Christ; not
of the old covenant, but of the new ; not of the law, but
of the gospel ; not of the letter, but of the spirit ; not of
works, but of grace. But the new covenant, which is of
grace, has conditions in it, and the first item in these con-
ditions is, to believe. Can the unbeliever perform this
item ? Can he believe ? or does this system of grace re-
quire him to do what he can not do?

He complains of these conditions, and says, “Without
the performance of these conditions the alien sinner is
damned.” Well, sir, | put it to you to say before this
audience, whether the man that does not believe is damned?
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Will Elder Thompson say whether a man without faith is
damned ? Tell us, sir ; can a man be saved without faith ?
I stand to what I said: “ The ground of it s in the sin-offer-
tng, and not in the conditions;” but the terms of receiving it
must be complied with On the part of mar. Uan the siuner
receive remission without faith ? Tell us, my dear sir, as
we must both account to God, can the sinner receive the
remission of sins without repentance ? If you say he can, |
can not say, as one of old, “You are not far from the king-
dom of God, ” but you are certainly not far from Universal-
sm.

My worthy friend has a bad memory and can uot take
nwtes that he can read, and this leads him to misrepre-
sent. He says, “Andyetyousay the’ merit “is in Christ.
The alien sinner does the work of his own free will and
power upon which God proposes to save him, and which if
he does not do, God will condemn him; and the merit of it
all is in Christ, because the alien done of his own free will
and power independent of the virtue of the blood of Jesus
Christ applied to him in its cleansing, purging power,”
I can not see how a more distorted representation than this
could be made. What work did I say the alien sinner
does ? I was not talking about the work the alien sinner
does, but the terms of pardon, or acts which he is com-
manded to perform, as believing and repenting. These are
not put down in the Scriptures as works, but acts of obedi-
ence, or terms on which the sinner receives the remission
of sins procured by the blood of Christ and extended to us
by the graee of (Jod. But he has the words “independent
of the blood of Christ,” and ascribes them to me. There
was nothing of that kind in my speech, or anything ever
uttered by me. It is simply his own misrepresentation.

“The yielding was not the act of an alien sinner, ” my
friend says. Were they alien sinners before they yielded
themselves to be servants of righteousness? | put this
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question t» my friend. He did not answer, but evaded,
saying, “They were saints when they yielded, ” etc. | did
not inquire what they were when they yielded, but before.
Before they vyielded they were servants of sin—alien sin-
ners. What did they do? Yiclded themselves. To be
what? What they were already ? or what they would be
after they yielded themselves? Before they yielded they
were servants of sin.  After they yielded they were servants
of righteousness. The uct of yielding was to become, what
they were not before, servants of righteousness. They did
not become servants of righteousness first and then yield
to become what they were already, but yielded firstand
became what they were not already—servants of righteous-
ness. This is fatal to my friend’s theory and shows that
the servants of sin 3an yield themselves to be servants of
righteousness.

The Pentecost » -#%~ jailer and Saul, my friend says,
wwere 211 of them s.ubjects of divine power, and made free
from sin, or they would never have cried for instruction to
obey the Lord.” This is foreign doctrine and not in the
book. Whydid Peter tell those on Pentecost to ‘Repent,
and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus
Christ, for the remission of sins 2" 1t Bro. Thompson had
been there, he would have cried out, Hold, Bro. Peter, they
already are made free from sim, or have remission of sins;
and had he heard Ananias say to Saul, “Arise and be bap-
tized and wash away thy sins, calling an the name of the
Lord,” he would have said, Ananias, piease let me correct
you. That young man'’s sins are already washed away, and
you should not command him to “be baptized and wash
away his sins. ” This doctrine of my friend was not born
yet in the time of the apostles. It is another gospel; or, if
not another, a perversion of the gospel of Christ.

My friend hasnosystem, noplanof salvatiorr, no gospel
for sinners, and can not tell a sinner how to come to God.
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He can tell him that he can not believe, thathe cannot re-
pent, that he can not yield himself to be a servant of God;
that he can not come to God at all. He can tell him that
he is sinful, and that the blood of Christ cleanses from all
sin ; but how to come to that blood and obtain remission
of sins he can not tell. He can tell of the power of God
than can save the sinner, but how to get that power tosave
him, he can notteil. He cantell of salvation by grace;
but Low the sinueris to get the grace to save him he can
Lot tell. He will kot open the book aud read of the
thousunds saved by the grace of God on Pentecost, in
Solomon’s porch;aud the Sumaritans, for there he will find
how they weresaved by grace ; what they were commanded
to do, iu eomingand accepting salvation by the grace of
God and through the blood of Christ.

[Time expired.]

THOMPSON'S THIRD ADDRESS,

Brethrea Muderators : Respected Audience : —The an-
tithesis precentediniuy last speech as set forth in the
Scriptures, ket weeu the new covepan:and the old one ; be.
tweensacrifices, and offerings, and services rendered by men,
and the one perfect offering, sacrifice, and service rendered
by Jesus Christ ; between the works of alien sinners and
the grace of Gud through faith; between conditions per-
formed by alien sinners of their own Jree will and power
and the fruits of the Spirit of Christ reigning in the saints,
has so completely overthrown the system of Mr. Franklin
and destroyed his proposition by the positive negative of
God’s word, that the gentleman himself, to hide his defeat,
has trampled upon the common rules of language, and has
rendered himself ridiculous, to say the least of it, in the
eyes of this intelligent people. Hear what he says as
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to the proposition: “Wearenot discussing the question

of works, or good works, we are discussing the question
about conditions.” Again, “Whatwork did [ say the alien
sinner does? | was not talking about the work the alien
sinner does, but the terms of pardon, or the acts which he
is commanded to perform, as believing and repenting.” 1t
requires but very little thought or perception to detect in
these sentences of his not simply aplay upon words, buts
perversion of language.

In his opening speech he brought forward the principle
of law, as it is taught by all law, as illustrating the principle
taught in his proposition, and from which he concluded
that it all turned upon the alien sinner doing and perform-
ing. But now he sees that this principle of law is con-
trasted with the grace of God, and is declared not to be
God’s method ¢ caving sinners; that it is not of works,
not of themse) !, not of him that willeth, nor of him that
ruoneth, but %0d; and he denies all his argument, if it
be worthy of the name of argument, andsays he is not
discussing the question of works, or good works, but con-
ditions. What are conditions ? His answer is, terms, or
acts, which the alien sinner perfurms in obedience to the
commands of God. How are the termsor acts performed?
Answer : By doing them. How does the alien sibner do
them ? Answer: He exercises free will and power. Are
they not, then, his works ? Does he not do them of him-
self? They are, therefore, just as much his works as any
obedience that was ever required to the lawot God. Nay
more, they are law. The whole remedial scheme depends
upon them, if his theory be true, and has no effect but to
damn men, without them. Sir, you have deunied your own
fystem, and defeated your owu arguments. And | see that
my own friends not only triumph in the success of truth
over error, but the whole congregation before us see your
failure. When you deny that salvation is of works, you
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deny that it isof ourselves ; the two being united by Paul
inthe same argument. And it being admitted that it is
not ot works, and not of ourselves, denies it to be condi-
tions performed by alien sinners, and, therefore, your prop-
ositionis not true. He says, «I did not know the ground
on which he stood. ” T acknowledge I did not think of any
sensible mare trying to stand on such ground as he has
taken, and I hope the fall which has resulted to him from
his temerity in attempting to stand on such absurd ground,
may prove a lesson of profit to him in time to come. | do
not see how he could hope for me, or any one else, to under-
stand him, when he does not understand himself, but goes
on denying in one part of his speech what he tries to prove
in another part of it. This renders my notes distasteful to
my friend, because, like the servant who took notesof his
master’'s sermon, there was nothing in the notes, for the
very good reason that there was nothing in the sermon.
When Mr. Franklin speaks of my bad notes, bear in mind
his speeches and I am sure you will not attribute what I
take down of his speeches to excitement on my part.

As to furnishing sinners with a cloak for their sins, | be-
lieve we do not differ as to sin being the act of man in vio-
lation of law. But when my friend teaches man’s unac-
countability till Christ died for him, and that God knowing
that the death of Christ would put man in such relationship
to God that the millions of the race who are damunedare
damned because Christ died for them, he assails the char-
acter of God, and not of sinners. Thus the cloak furpished
the sinner by Mr. Franklin is that he is not accouutable
for his sins as a sinner, and by exercising free will aud
power of his own in believing, repenting, andobeying,
God forgives him something for which he was not account-
able. My friend therefore preaches remission of sins
through the obedience of alien sinners, for which they
were not accountable to God. But man is accountable for
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being a sinner, and is therefore justly condemned, not only
for what he is, but for all the inability of that state so fitly
called death in sins.

But he says that | make the reason of an unbeliever
not believing, the impenitent not repenting, and the pen-
itent (here he departs from logic—it should be the disobe-
dient) not obeying, is that grace has not done its work, etc.
But he fails here again, for | find the reason in man’s de-
praved state by sin. But how does he account for man’s
believing, and repenting, and obeying ? Simply that the
grace of God has done nothing, the Spirit of God has done
nothing, the irresistible power done nothing, the blood of
Christ has done nothing, but the alien sinner has exercised
free will and- >wer, and has believed, repented and obeyed
independent all these, save in one thing. Well, what is
that ? Le.  1ll hear. God gave him the privilege to do
all this himself ! “This is his grace that he talks about when
he plays on words. God gives the alien sinner, by propos-
ing terms to him, the privilege of doing them, and remits
his sins, for which he is not accountable, for embracing his
privilege and doing the terms of his own free will and pow-
er, Now if you can see either grace, or the Spirit of God,
or irresistible power, or the blood of Christ, or eternal life,
in that system, you can see what | can not, and what | am
sure is riot in it at all.

But he says if a man can not of his own free will and
power believe, repent and be baptized, or obey, “he is no
more to blame for not being a Christian than the tree of the
forest is for not being a useful piece of timber in a build-
ing,” Did the tree of the fcrest make itself what it is?
No. God put it there. Did man make himself the de-
praved sinner that he is? Yes. So says the word of God.
Rcm. v. 12, Is he no more to blame for being dead in sins
than a forest tree for being a forest tree? Then he is not
to blame at all, and Mr. Franklin has given him a complete
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cloak. But let me help Mr. Franklin out of his trouble.
He is no more to blame for not being a Christian than he
is for being dead in sins. How much is that, sir? Mr.
Franklin, like the great John Wesley, has planted his
feet, and he is not going to pe moved. We will now have
some debuting if his feet do not slip as they did jast now.
Where has he planted them? Hear him. Helis speaking
of man as an alien sinner, or elge he is playing with
words that do not belong to the proposition : “Hecando
good,or evil; right or wrong; believe or rot ;yield obe-
dience to the commandment of God or not; yield himself to
be a servant of right: susness or siv.” Thure his feet are
planted and his system, too—both planted so deep in the
mire of the alien sinner's free will and power that all the
roaring and bellowing of his sonorous voice, nor the spas-
modic throes of his ever changing theoryL will never extri-
cate him from the denunciation of God’'s word, which
declares ¢t is not of himself, i¢ is not of the will of man,
it1s not of works ; ¢t is of God. | need not toover-
throw his argument, It is already overthrown, planted,
buried in the grossness of its own contradictions and per-
versions, and utterly refuted at every point by the word of
God. Again, he takes up what he calls three conditions—
to believe, repent and be baptized. To these he says the
alien sinner, of his own free will and power, can yield obe-
dience.

And again he says these three things he does in turning
to God. “The first of these, " says he, ‘‘iscertainly to an
alien sinner. ” What makes it certainly to an alien sinner ?
The command to believe in the Lord Jesus Christ. To
whom is it given? Mr. Franklin says it is to alien sinners.
Where is his proof? He says the unbeliever is analicn
sinner. But where is his proof? We have heard him say so
many curious things that we want the proof of God's word
as to who are alien sinners. He says the Philippians jailer
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was an alien sinner when he was asking instruction from
Paul as to his duty. | say that he was not, that he was
reconciled to God, that the Spirit of God was in him, that
he was thus prepared, or called to hear God’'s word and
obey it, and his words showed his heart to be alive to
God, andtherefore not alienated. Was it a delightful ger-
vice to believe? My friend thinks not. | know it was; and
is to every child of God, without which blessed relation no
man ever yet believedin spirit and in truth. It is because
the child of God is free—free through Christ (John viii.
36: “If the Son therefore shall make you free, ye shall be
free indeed.” Gal, v. 1. “Stand fast therefore in the lib-
erty wherewit \ Christ has made us free”) —that the service
of God is de} htful and the child cries for instruction how
to obey the ! \mands of God.

Repentance i.om dead works also follows this relation-
ship to God, in Spirit, as sons. It follows the purging of
the conscience by the blood of Christ, from dead works, to
serve the liwving God. And baptism to an alien sinner
would be an empty form, unless, like some, he had more
confidence in it than in the blood of Christ. Bus to
the child of God that has “tasted that the Lord is gra-
cious” it is a delightful service—a beautiful figure of their
salvation. Neither of the three are conditions in order to
salvation from sin, nor to be performed by alien sinners.
My friend is exercised deeply about my fine lungs being
strained in emphasizing grace. But if he was a friend to
grace ke would not be so exercised about it. His repug-
nance to the grace of God ill becomes his profession. If
the grace of God is offensive to him, 1 can say he is not
far from infidelity.

He desires to show me how an alien sinner can save him-
self. How is it? Actsii. 40: “Save yourselves from this

untoward genera tion. " Now take what the gentleman said
on Eph i 8 ‘;Andthat not Of yourselves :1t is the gift
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of God.” He said that related to the salvation. Or he
would render the text thus: *7hat salvation is not of
yourselves: it is the gift of God.” Now he comesforwémrd
and asserts that alien sinners save themselves Does the
term salvation or saved mean the same in both these quota-
tions? If they do, MrFranklin and Paul, iu the quota-
tion from Epl.ji. 8, contradict Mr. Franklin and Peter in
Acts ii.40. If the sentence, “Save yourselves from this
untoward generation,” does not refer tothe pardon of sins,
or salvation from sins as set forth in the gospel, and it cer-
tainly does not, then Mr. Franklin is playing on words and
handling the word of God deceitfully. But he applies the
term salvation, as used in Acts ii. 40, to remission of sins,
as stated in Acts ii. 38. In both cases the apostle refers to
external service, and not spiritual cr internal grace. Jesus
puts away our sins and saves us from our sins. Matt. i.
21: “He shall save his people from their sins. ” And his
people, being quickened to a sense of this salvation, Peter
tells them to do in visible form that service which is found-
ed on the remission of sins through the blood of Charist.
If there had been no remission of sins through the blood cf
Christ, there would have been no service to represent it.
But, as God has ordained, in the scheme of salvation, the
remission of sins through the blood of Christ, all services,
ancient or modern, commauded of God, are because of re-
mission of sins through Christ, and therefore net as condi-
tiens in order to it.

The term salvation, as used in this place, refers to the
Jewish practices, or, rather, the turning from them by the
followers of Christ. But Mr. Franklin says Peter was tell-
ing them how to be saved by grace. | should state it thus:
Peter was telling them what they should do who were
saved by grace, and had the spirit to do these things
through Christ, who strengthens them. What should |
tell inquirers—such inquirers as Peter was speaking to ? |
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should do a8 | have ever done—point them to the com-
mand of Christ; not to put away their sins, nor give them
eternal life, but to serve the Lord Jesus that had given
them both. We next learn from the gentleman that the
keys of the kingdom were used the first time on thisoc-
casion, and the first persons entered into it. This is ex-
treme ground, if he means by the kingdom the promise to
Abraham of the blessing in Christ. If he does not mean
this his remarks do not apply to the proposition. The keys
of the kingdom, as given to the apostles, were government
in the church, and not the remission of the sins of alien
sinners. But :¢s8 the gentleman deny that his proposition
asserts the re \ion of sins according to the free will and
power of alien ars ? What is the remission of sins ac-
eording to, if it be not according to the free will and power
of alien sinners ? God gives them the privilege to do, but
the alien sinner does the conditions upon which he receives
the remission of sins. The remission is procured by the
alien sinner, and without his action the whole scheme fails.
In the language of Mr. Franklin, it all turnson the doing
the conditions. In doing the conditions we aretold that the
alien sinner acts free, of his own power, and yet it is uot of
themselves—it is all of grace. Such logicis too self. de.
structive to require refutation.

But we now come to the question upon which this whole
proposition rests, and the answer to which decides the issue
between us. Too much care can net be given this import-
ant question. To answer this question, the assertions of
men will not be taken ; the word of God alone must give us
the answer clearly and definitely. The question is, «Can
the alien sinner believe in Jesus Christ unto salvation by
the exercise of his free will and power ?* Says Mr. Fraunk-
lin: “Let him rid the matter of all redundancy by leaving
out the terms, ‘of his own free will and power.” “ Who put
these terms in the proposition, and also the term * alien ?*
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Mr. Frapklin put them there ; and to1ny mind the request
coming from himat this time to rid the proposition of hem
is a virtual confession that he is unable to sustain his prop-
osition by the word of God. If ke could sustainit, why
wish to drop the terms of it ? The terms employed convey
the sentiment or doctrine of the proposition he affirms. To
drop the terms so as to make the question read, “ Can the
sinner believe ?* would be to change the entire issue be-
tweenus, and leave no issue at all. The real issue is as to
what alien sinners do of their free will and power. Come
up to the work, my dear sir, and let us have some debating,
and do not go back on your own proposition, and try to
dodge your own words, just because they defeat you ! Come
out like an honest man, and give us a ‘* Thus saith the
Lord “ to prove your proposition, or say you can not do it,
and yield the point. You know there is no such language
in the Bible as that remission of sins is offered to the un-
converted or alieL sinners on conditions in which they ex-
ercise free will and have power to perform. This audieuce
knows it also. With all the excitement, you attribute to
me, and which you put in your speeches to make effect, this
audience knows that | am fully as calmas yourself, 1
know, sir, that there is no such language as your proposi-
don in the Bible. Come, sir, give us some proof aside irom
your assertions on the proposition. The commission, as
given by Matthew, Mark and Luke, says nothing about the
free will and power of alien sinners. The Pentecostiansare
not called alien sinners, or said to have exercised free will
and power as such in being added to them. The Philippians
jailer is not called an alien sinner, nor are his free will and
power, as such, spoken of in believing in Jesus. There is
nothing said of Saul as an alien sinner washing away his
own sins, Where is his proof? He has none.

We now come to the question, “Can the alien sinner, ex-
ercising his free will and power, believe in Jesus Christ ?“
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1. Let us hear Jesus on the power of an alien sinner to
come to Christ. John vi. 44: “No man can come to me,
except the Father which bath sent me draw him. ” Can they
come to Christ without this drawing? Jesus says they can
not John vi. 65 : « Therefore said I unto you, that no man
can come to me except it were given unto him of my Fa-
ther * Theseare the words of Christ, not in giving histo-
ry, but in stating doctrine. 2. Can an alien sinner please
God ? Rom viii. 8, 9: “So then they that are in the flesh
can not please God, But ye are not in the flesh, but in the
Spirit, if'so be that the Spirit of God dwellin you. Now,
if any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his. ”
Does the Spirit‘ ¢ God dwell in alien sinners? Will you
say he does, sir § the Spirit of God does not dwell in
them, they are it flesh, and can not please him. They
are not Christ's unless they have the Spirit of Christ ; they
are aliens, Heb. xi 6: “But without faith it is impossible
to please him*“ Gal v. 18, 22:¢ But if ye be led of the
Spirit, ye are not under the law.” But the fruit of the
Spirit is love, joy, peace, long-suffering, gentleness,good-
ness, faith. 7 Eph.ii 8 “For by grace are ye saved through
faith, and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of God.” 1
Cor xii, 3: « Wherefore Igiveyout understand that no
man speaking by the Spirit of God calleth Jesusaccursed,
and that no man can say that Jesus is the Lord but by the
Holy Ghost.” Now, there are diversities of gifts, but the
same Spirit. The doctrine of these texts fixes the faith of
God's elect so clearly in the work of the Spirit of God, that
there can be no escap~ from that conclusion. Mr Frank -
lin’s theory denies to the Spirit of God any work in the
heart of man that preparcs the heart to believe in Jesus.
But these texts attribute to the drawing of G..d;the gift of
God, the Spirit of God, the Holy Ghost, that gracious work
in man that brings him to Jesus, and enables him to beliove
in Jesus. Here is the life, the power, by which we have
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access unto God. Eph. ii. 18: *For through him we both
have access by one Spirit unto tbe Father.” Faith is the
fruit of this Spirit, and therefore not of ourselves, not of the
will of the flesh, but of God.

I havetraced that power by which the sinner is saved
from death in sins, irom unbelief, and drawn to Jesus—be-
lieves on him and obeys him-to the Spirit of God. | have
given you the word of God to prove this point, and vot my
assertion. | therefore retort upon the gentleman,that he
is in a dilemma from which he has no escape, Todeny to
the Spirit the grace by which the sinner believes is to deny
God's word ; to accept the word of God, that the grace of
believing is of the Spirit of God, is to deny that it is of the
alien sinner’'s free wiil and power. Or, making a trilemma
of it, that the Spirit Of God and the free will and power of
an alien sinner are identical. Which horn will he take?
He takes the proposition before us, and thereby contradicts
God's word, and thus destroys his own theory. But he does
not want a rehash from me of grace and faith contrasted
with works. No. He does not relish grace. lle has re-
hashed works, conditions, terms, and acts of the alien sin-
ner, till an ordinary lover of these things would have be-
come disgusted with the oft-repeated mess. But it is not
80 with him. Just exclude the grace of God from the sys-
tem, and let it all turn on the alien sinner's doing, acting,
performing and obeying terms, conditions, acts and works.
(See his comment on Acts ii. 40; and he never tires of it,
though it be repeated a hundred times or more,) [t is the
grace of God that so annoys him, because it destroys his
proposition.

But one item in the new covenant, the first condition in
it is to believe, he says. Will you tell us who the new cov-
enant commands-to believe ? Have you found a text that
uses the terms “remission of sins offered to alien sinners on
conditions in which they exercise free will and have power to
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perform ?“ No, sir. You have found no such words, nor
anything equivalent to them, neither in form nor sense. |
defy you, in all that you produced {rom the word of God,
to show anything approaching to a proof of your proposi-
tion. Your sinner dead in gins, who is under sin, and is
free from righteousness, is so far from being in such a de
plorable condition, that all the life and goodness there are
in believing, repenting and obeying, all the merit and right-
eousness there are in these three things, is of the exercise
of the alien sinner’s free will and power. But do dead sin-
n ers believe ? Do dead sinners repent? Do dead sinners
obey ? Do dea‘_ sinners yield themselves to God? They
would be strangy ‘ead sinners that would do these things.
What higher, hé ar purer life bas God ever revealed to
man than appears in the doingof these things ?

Faith is that sublime grace in man that distinguishes him
as a child of God in all dispensations of time. Gal. iii. 26:
“For ye are all the children of Gud by faith in Christ
Jesus.” 1 John v. 1: “Whosoever believeh that Jesus is
the Christ is bornof God.” Thisgraceis of God, and be.
ing of him, every one in whom it dwells is of God, is born
of God. Therefore it is by grace we are saved through
faith ; and that not of ourselves, itisthe giftof God What
is the gift of God ? 1| answer, eternallife. This eternal
life God gives us. Rem. vi, 23:“The gift of Godis et,,-
nal life, through Jesus Christ cur Lord. ” It is this life
into which Gud quickens us, and it is this quickening that
saves us from death in sins. Eph. ii, 1-5, The fruit of this
life is faith. John v. 24:“He that heareth my word, and
helieveth on Him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and
shall not come into condemnation ; but is passed from death
unto life *+ Jvhnvi. 47 ;«He that believeth on me bath
' John viii. 47: “He that isof God hear-
eth God's words ; ye therefore hear them not, because ye
are not of God.” Have alien sinners eternal life ? Have

everlasting life.’
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they passed from death to life ? Do they hear God's words ?
Are they of God ? They are not ; they are dead in sius.
Who, then, is it that yield themselves to God? The quick,
and not the dead. It is the living, in whom dwells the Spirit
of God, who are made spiritual by the indwelling Spirit,
and being raised up to heavenly things in Christ, are new
creatures in Christ ; the workmanship of God. No more
aliens, but fellow-saints with the family of God, and by one
Spirit having access unto the Father. What were they be-
fore they yielded themselves servants to God? At first in
their fallenstate, they were dead in sins, and free from
righteousness. Rem. vi. 20. Afterward they were made
aliveunto God through Jesus Christ our Lord. Rem. vi.
11. And were thus made free from sin, being now uuder
grace (eternal life, Rom.v. 21), and not uunder the law.

hen they yielded themselves to God. Not aliens, putting
on a form of godliness, not knowing the power; not going
about to setup their own righteousness by calling gospel or-
dinances conditions in order to salvation,and thusmaking
themselves theauthcrs of their salvation, just as much as
the finally lost are” of their damnation. But they yield
themselves to God, as those who are alive to God through
Jesus Christ, who are of God ; born of God.“That which
is born of the Spirits spirit. ” We here have the fruits of
that Spirit, in the service of God : “Ye have your fruit unto
holiness, and the end everlasting life. ” Rem. vi. 22.

[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN'S CLOSING ADDRESS.

Gentlemen Moderators : Ladies and Gentlemen :—1 rise
to close my argument on this question. | need not spend
time in replying again to the same things repecated and
emphasized by my worthy friend. He has bis circle of
ideas, and when he gets round it, he starts round aga in.
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You have heard what he has thus far had to say in re-
sponse. Ourquestion really hasthree questions init. Set
in their proper order, they would be: 1. Is the sinner free
to decide or determine what he will do; to choose whom he
will serve ? 2. Is salvation from sin or pardon, as pro-
posed to the sinner, conditional? 3. Can the sinner per-
form the conditions ? Lam to prove that the sinneris thus
free ; that salvation is conditional ; and that the sinner can
perform the conditions.

Please now notice what isto be proved, and whatis not
to be proved. There is no question about salvation being
by grace. This | have never doubted, and could prove as
clearly as my worthy opponent, if | thought it any part of
this debate. That :'vation is by the blood of Christ, L
never entertained a . “t. This needs no proof. That
salvation isthrough ti.c nameof Christ, there is no doubt,
But is man free to accept or reject this salvation which is by
grace, by the blood of Christ, and through his name? That
is, has he the power to accept or reject it? This is equiva-
lent to inquiring whether he is an accountable being. For
it is self-evident that if man is not free, has no power and
can not determine whether he will accept this salvation by
grace, he has no accountability in the matter. He is a
mere machine acting as he is acted upon. Do the Scriptures
treat him in this light, oras an agent free to act ; with
power to accept or reject this great salvation? I claim
that he is thus free, but my friend virtually denies it. Ip
his view of it the sinner is not free ; can do anything ; thaf
he can not turn to God, accept salvation by grace, and 1
defy him to give any reason for the sinner not being a
Christian only that the Lord would not make him one. If
he dies in unbelief, it is because the Lord would not make
him a believer, If he dies in impenitence, it is because the
Lord will not give him repentance. The sinner has no
agency in the matter, and, with his view of it, is no more
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responsible for not being a Christian thanmy friendis for
not weighing two hundred and ninety pounds. He isthe
apologist for the sinner and excuses him for not being a
Christian.

The Lord said to the Jews, “If I had not come and spoken
to them, they had not had sin; but now they haveng
cloak for their sin. ”  See John xv. 22. Agzain, “If I had
not done among them the works which none other man did
they had not had sin; but now hadthey both seenand
hated both me and my Father. ” See John xv. 24. What
is the meaning of this ? The Lord had come and spoken
and done wonderful works, confirming his divine mission,
and they had no cloak for their sin. He has done his part
of the work, opening the way for men to believe and left
them without excure.

Paul lays down the same broad and clear ground. Rem,
ii 8 ;“But to them that are contentious and do notobey the
truth, but obey unrighteousness, indignation and wrath, tribu-
lation and anguish, upon every soul of man that doeth evil ;
of the Jew first, and also of the Gentile ; but glory, honor
and peace to every man that worketh good; to the Jew
first, and also to the Gentile. ” This language recognizes
man as free; an accountable being ; capable of doing good
and evil, and responsible for his actions. This accords per-
fectly with the Scripture | started out with in my first
speech on this proposition. “Kmnow you not that to whom
you yield yourselves servants to obey; his servants you are
to whom vou obey, whether of sin unto death, or of obedi-
ence unto righteousness. ” Rem. vi. 16. This Scripture I
kave introduced to establish the general principle that man
8 free; that he yields himself either to be a servant of
righteousness or sin ; he is not taken by necessity and forced
to be a servant. This my friend has never answered and
never will. It refutes his entire theory of necessity and
trresistible power. To establish the same sentiment | have
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quoted 2 Peter iii. 9 ; where he asserts the general princi-
ple that God “is not willing that any should perish, but
that all should come to repentance.” In this passage we
have the will of God both affirmatively and negatively.
What is his will negatively? It is not that apny should
perish. Whatis his will affirmatively ? That all showld
come to repentance. Why do any perish ¢ They will not
come to the Lord that they might have life. They inter-
pose their will against tire will of God, and as they are free
the Lord lets them have their will. Ifitis the Lord's will
that all should come to repentance, why do not all come?
Because their will is opposed to the will of God. They will
not They arerf'ire -

thiord . i ?n(riefh‘sfé%rwsﬂhﬁér $iret(bes forMbiis
hund, they regard’ _ot.

But are there any conditions ? There are. When the
Lord speaks, manmusthear. Faith comes by hearing.
A man can hear, or refuse to hear.He hus control of his
ears, and can keep them where they will never hear the
truth, or where they will hear lies. Being free he cando
all this, and many mendo this and never believe. The
hearing itself or seeing the truth is a condition. A man
can not believe without the truth, and he must hear it or
read ¢, or he can never believe. ‘But seeking is a condition
¢ They who seek shall find,” says the Lord. “They that
seek me early shall find me, ” says the wise man. This
seeking is a condition on which men find the Lord. Can
this condition be set aside? Will a man who never seeks
find the Lord ? Will my friend tell us? Does any man
find God without seeking ? “He has made of one blood all
nations of men to dwell on all the face of the earth, and
bath determined the times before appointed,and the bounds
of their habitation ; that they should seek tbe Lord, if
haply they might feel after him, and find him,though he
be not far from every one of us.” See Acts xvii 26, 27.
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Will my friend tell us if the Lord madeall men that dwell
on all the face of the earth that they should seel the Liord,
that they might feelafter him aud find him ; will they find
him without secking the Lord? Let himanswer, or give it
up.
But | have other matters still more serious for his wmedi-
tation. Faith is a condition. ‘He that believeth 011 the
Son hath everlasting life ;and he thut belie vethnot the Son
shall not seelife ; but the wrath of Godabideth on him.”
Jobuniii. 36 Paulsays, ©Without faith ic is impossib le to
pleasehim” (God) ; ~fur he that comes ro God must believe
thut he is, and that be is a rewarder 01 thew that diligeatly
seek him. ” Heb xi. 6 Here we have two conditions to-
gother: 1. Believing. 2. Diligently seeking. 1s fait h a
conditivu i Isdiligen:yseekinga condition ; or is wman
pardoned without faith ?  Willhe give us a case where a
mat came to God without faith ? or a cas¢c where a man
came without diligeuntiyseeking. Willhe tell us, plainly,
will asy man be saved without faith ? The Lord says,
“He who believes and is immersed shall be saved. ” Pee
Mark xvi. 16 Isfuith a condition here? Is the belief in
order to salvation, or uuly a "delightf’ul service of the be-
liever 77 Paulsaid to theinquiring jailer, when he said :
+Sirs, what mustl do to be saved ?* * Believe on the Loid
Jesus Ciirist,and thou shalt be saved, and thy housc.”
This wus one thizghe was to do to be saved—one condition
on which he was to be saved. Would he have been saved
if he had notdoune it; if he had mnot believed ? But is {aith
a condition of salvation? |et us hear Paul : “If thou shalt
confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt believe
in thioe heart that God bath raised him from the dead, thou
ghalt be saved ; for with the heart man believeth unto
righteousness, and with the mouth confession is made unto
salvation.” See Item, x. 9. The Lord says, “If you be-
lieve not that | am he, you shall die in your sins.” See
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John viii. 24. Again, “As Moses lifted up theserpentin
the wilderness, even so must the Son of manbe lifted up ;
that whosoever believeth on himshould not perish, but
have eternal life,” John iil. 14, 15. These Scriptures are
sufficient on this point, showing that without faith it is im-
possible to please him; that he who cowes to God mustbe-
licve ; that when a maninquired,“What must | do to be
saved,” he was commanded to belicve on the Lord Jesus
Christ;”’ that man believes to salvation ; thathe believes
that he may not perish, that he may not dieir his sins,
that he may be saved. If all this does nut show that faith
isa condition o.” salvation, no proposition canbe shown
from Scripture.

But repentance 1 ondition of salvation. “Repentance
and remission of sins were to be preached in hisname awmong
ull nations, beginning in Jerusalem. ” See Luke xxiv. 47.

God “granted repentance to the Gentiles tolie.”Sce Acts
xi. 18. Repentance is a commandment to be obeyed in view
of remission, or in order to the obtainingof remission of
sins. When the Jews cried out, “What shall we do? ' the
apostle commanded them to “Repent,and be baptized every
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission
of sins, and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.”
Repentance here is a commandment—a thing to be done by
man, in order to obtain the salvation by grace, through his
name and by the blood of Christ. See Actsii 28. Again,
Peter commanded the Jews to ‘ Repent and be converted,
that their sins might be blotted out.” See Acts iii. 19. In
this case any one can see that repentance is a condition. In
Paul's opening speech in Athens, he says : “God commands
all men everywhere to repent, because he has appointed a
day in the which he will judge the world in righteousness,
by that man whom he bath ordained.” It, then, is a com-
mand to all men everywhere, that they may be saved, or may
not perish. Repentance is commanded ; it is something to
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be done by man, and a condition of remission of sins, and
without itmau can not be saved ; @ man can not be pardoned
in impenitence.

Confession -with the mouth is a condition. “If thou shalt
confess with thymouth the Lord Jesus, and believe in thy
heart that God bath raised him from thedead, thou shalt
be saved ; for with the heart manbelieveth unto righteous-
ness, and with the mouth confession is made uuto salvation. ”
Rem. x. 9, 10.

Baptism is also a condition incorporated in the commis-
sion, and preached by the apostles under that commission,
“He who believes and is immerse d,” says the Lord, “shall
be saved.” Here faith and baptism are joined together by
the Lord, both in order to the same thing—salvation, or
pardon—two things te be done by man, that he may come
to the promise—salvation. They are both in the same sen-
tence for the same thing—salvation. In the words of Peter,
on Pentecost, we have two things to be done set forth in
the same sentence ; to repent and be baptize-?, in order to,
or, which is the same, ‘‘for the remission Of sins. " These
things that God has thus joined together man may not put
asunder.

We have now seen beyond a doubt that salvation, or re-
mission of sins, is proposed to the alien sinner on condi-
tions, and that this salvation or remission is ‘ by grace,
through faith,” by the blood of Christ and ‘* through his
name.”’ These conditions are to be complied with on the
part of man. They are things to be done by him. The
divine part is already provided: the grace of God,the blond
of Christ, and his name ; but the human part, in accept, ug
this galvation, or pardon, is to be performed by man. Can
he perform it? Ope would think there could be no use in
discussing suoh a quertion, were it not that my worthy
friend requires me to prove it. Can an alien sinner seek
God ? He is required to do this, and is promised that in
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seeking he shall find. The three thoustnd on Pentecost did
seek God when they inquired, “ What shall we do ?* In
doisgso they did what was required in seeking. They were
answered ; told what to do ; what the conditions were, and
they did what they were commanded to do ; performed the
conditions on their part, and were pardoned. This is de-
monstration that mauncan perform the conditions. The sin-
ner is required to hem-. They did hear, and when they
heard, they were pierced in their hearts. They believed
what they heard, and were lend to inquire what they should
do, and learning what was commanded, they performed it,
and the Lord, by his grace, through his blood and through
his name, aceordirg to promise, pardoned them.

The same was tri  in Solomon's porch ; the people heard
the word, believed i. ~ght the Lord, were told what to
do, did it and were saved. So also the Samaritans heard
the word, believed the things spoken, sought the Lord, were
told what to do, did what they were commanded and were
saved. In the case of Saul, he heard the words, “I am Jesus
of Nazareth, whom you persecute, ” believed what he heard,
and when toid what he must do, arose and did it. He sought
the Lord when he inquired, ** Lord, what wilt thou have
me to do ?* and if my friend had been there to answer him,
he would have remained seeking, for he would have told
him that he could not do anything; but Ananias was sent
to tell him what he must do. He told him as commanded.
Saul didit, and though the chief of sinners, he was saved,
or pardoned.

In the came way we find, when Peter saw, what my
worthy friend has never seen yet, “that in every nation he
who fears God and works righteousness is accepted with
him,” and preached the word to the Gentiles, they heard the
word spoken, aud did what was commanded and God ac-
cepted them. So also Lydia aud the jailer, in Philippi,
heard the word, sought the Lord, and when told what to
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do they did it. Paul did not tell the jailer, when he in-
quired “What must [ do to be saved?” thathecould do

nothing, but told him to do what he hadnot yet done, to
“believe on the Lord Jesus Christ. ” He did what he was
commanded and was saved. This was the order of things
wherever the apostles went. They preached the word. The
people demonstrated that they could de sumicthing by hear-
ing, seeking, believing, repenting and being baptized. It is
useless to attempt to rise up against all thisand undertake
to prove a system of eternal necessity that makes man no
more an accountable being in becoming a Christian than a
bleek of wood, a system that excuses the sinner in being
just what he is, on the ground that he can be nothing else.
A system that declares that man can not believe till irre-
sistible power is sent to make him a believer, and then con-
demns him for not believing; that declares thuta manecan
not repent till irresistible power is sent to enable him to
repent, and then condemns him for not repenting, certainly
has nothing in it to commend it to the human race, Such
a system God has not given.

The grace of God that brings salvation has appeared to
all men “teaching us ;" yes, “PEACHING ys that, denying
ungodliness and worldly lusts, we should live soberly,
righteously and godly in this present world, ” and not a
system not teaching us anything ; this grace of God brought
us Christ, the gospel, the blood of Christ, the Holy Spirit
and every good and perfect gift. To it we are indebted
for the entire system of salvation from first to last. It is
a system of grace, of mercy and truth and righteousness for
man, with terms, divine terms, on which man is to receive
the blessings it brings to him. The idea that remission of
sins can not be conditional, and yet of grace, by theblnod
of Christ and through Lis name, belongs to a theory of fa-
tality, of necessity and inability that nullifies the gospel,
ties the hands of men in their disobedience and excuses them
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in not turning to God. 1t sets at naaght the command to
“believe on the Lord Jesus Christ,” and the commandment
of the everlasting God to ali men everywhere to repent, in
view of the fact that God will judge the world in right-
eousness by that man whom he bath ordained, of which he
has given assurance to all men in that he has raised him
from the dead.

This audience can see clearly that my worthy friend has
no gospel for sinners. He has nothing for them that they
can believe ; nothing that they eando ; no salvation to of-
fer ; no remission of sins that they can seek or obtain. Nor
can he do anything fu-them. | believe he is favorable to
missionaries, and is n6  Wing to be put down on the list
as antt- missionary; but . is handcuffed and can do no
more for sinners than he can for saints. In his view of it
sinners can not come to God, and he can not bring them
They can not turn to the Lord, and he can not turn them.
Saints can not turn away from the Lord, and he need not
labor for them. I see no use for his preaching either for
saint or sinner. Not one soul more or less can be saved or
lost by his preaching, according to his own view of it.
None will ever turn to God only those turncd by irresisti-
ble power, arid that will turn all to whom it is sent. Those
to whom it is not sent never can turn, and he can not turn
them. They will be lost, not because they were worse than
those whom the irresistible power turned, nor because my
friend did not do his work, for he could not turn them, but
because God-would notsend the irresistible power ond turn
them. It is the same old theory that “the number of the
elect is so definite that it can neither be increased nor di-
finished, ” 1 defy him to show to this audience any good
that his preaching can do to any sinner, or any gospel that
he has for any sinner, He will not preach “repentance and
remission of sing in the name of Jesus Christ” as it is in the
commission ; that “he that believeth and is baptized shall be
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saved, ” and ‘baptize into the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy spirit. » He willnot follow peter
and the rest of the apostles and tell sinners, when they
hear theword andarepieroed to the heart, 10 “repent,snd
be baptized every one of you in the namc of Jesus Christ
for the remission of sins, and you shall receive the gift of
the Holy Spirit,” for thatis not his doctrine. He will not,
like Paul told the jailer, tell an unbelieving man to ‘be-
lieve on the Lord Jesus Christ, andthon shalt besaved and
thy house, " for he does not believe such a man cars believe.
He will not quote such expres:sions as, “He is not willing
that any should perish, but that all should come to repent-
ance,” for he does not believe such language. He will not
quote, “All the day long have I stretched out my hand and
no man regarded’'—*“The Spirit says, Come, and the bride
says, Come, and whosoever will, let him take of the water of
life.” He will not quote the language of the prophet:
“Turn you, turn you, why will you die ?* “What more
could | have done ? etc. These and all similar Seriptures
are a nullity with him. With bis view he could not, as
Jesus did, have wept over Jerusalem, saying, “How often
would | have gathered your children asahengxthers her
brood, but you would not.”

[Time expired.]

THOMPSON'S CLOSING ADDRESS.

Brethren Moderators: Respected Audiencé :—1I rise to
close the argument on the proposition before us. We have
brought before youall the proofs on either side deemed
essential to sustain our theories. So far as the proof on
either side is concerned, you now have it all before you.

How does the case stand ? Has Mr. Franklin proven his
proposition ? | do not wish to appear egotistical, but | feel
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confident there is not 2 persen in the large audience before
me that believes hahas, Mr. Franklin himself does not
believe that he has proven his proposition. He has failed
to prove it just because there isno proof of it in the word
of God. He has sought proof from the most favorable ex-
pressions to be found in the Old Testamentand the New;
whether in national or municipal law, or in the government
of the Church of God; and wherever he could find a word
that could be twisted so as to sound like his proposition, he
seized it with a death grip and put his sonorous emphusz’s
upon it. The words of Joshua to the Israelites; or of the
prophets to the same +eople in their national relation to
the law of Moses ; or t. ‘orals of Jesus to the same peo-
ple in the same relation h e been paraded before you, and
emphasized again and again. Not to prove his proposition
he admits, but to prove man's freedom. To prove that man
is free from the grace of Glod, the Spirit of Christ, and di-
vine life, in believing, repenting and obeying. These are the
three conditions on which he rests his whole theory, unless
the seeking, etc., brought forward in his closing speech, is
not included in the three. We take it that these three as
numbered by himself are the three thiogs which the alien
sinner does, free from the grace of God, the Spiritof
Christ, and a divinelife. And more yet; free from any
sanctifying power, or cleansing wvirtue of the blood of Jsus
Christ. But the proposition contemplates but one subject,
and that is, “the remission of sins a8 set forth in the gospel. ”
You see at once the irrelevancy of all that proof derived
from expressions used with reference to law, whether
national, municipal, or church, It is gospel, not law, that
we are to consider. What does the gospel set forth as the
principle upon which sinners are pardoned? Is it a prineci-
ple of law, or is it a principle of grace? The whole issue
lies right here in the principle set forth in the gospel. Mr.
Franklin knew the issue was here, and arranged his proof
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accordingly, deriving it from law. Iknew the issue was
here, and arranged tny proof accordingly, deriving it from
the grace of God. As to the result of our investigation, it
has been shown that gospel is just what [ have claimed it
to be, “‘the gospel of the grace of God.” But while | have
proven the principle set torth in the gospel to be grace, |
have also proven that it is not of law, These negative
proofshave occasioned Mr. Franklin great perplexity, and
much dodging and changing base | brought forward the
plain words of God, right on the point as he was bound to
admit, definitely and emphatically proving that it is “Not
of” works. » Eph. ii. 9. “Not by worksof righteousness
which we have done.” Titus iii. 5. “Not according to our
works « 2Tim i. 9. «Nptof him that willeth, nor of him
that runneth. » Rem. ix. 16. * Not of works.” Rom ix. 11.
“Not of blood, nor ot the will of the flesh, nor of the will
of man.” Jchui. 13  “The carnal izindiseomity against
God: forit is not subject to the law of God, neither, indeed,
can ba.”” “8o, then, they that are in the flesh can not
please God. * Rem. vii'.7, S. “Not of yourselves.” Iph. ii,
g, “To him that worketh is the reward not reckoued of
grace hut of debt.” Rem. iv. 4 “But if it be of works,
then is it 09 more of grace. ” Rem. ix. 6 In reply to these
pissages, and others of similar import, his first posirionwas
that it was not of the works of Moszes’law. But when the
fact was pressed upon him that these words were s okcn
with reference to the salvation set forth in the gospel, and
the helpless condition of alien sinners, the gentleman sud-
denly discovers that the principle of works does nottelong
to the gospel scheme at all.  But the conditions upon which
God proposes to remit the sing of. aliens consist of actsand
pot of works ! The deadsinner must act of himself, free
Jrom the grace of God, andthe Spirit of Christ, and divine
life, and the cleansing virtue of the Llood of Christ ; in be -
Lieving, repenting. turning sceking, and ol eying ; but in sll
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this he does no work, he only acts! And these acls are not
of himself, because God gave him the privilege to do them.
The idea maybe illustrated thus: Mr. Franklio never did
an act in his life that God gave him the privilege of doing.
Although the act be of himself free from any other power,
yet the privilege of doing being given, the act is not of him-
gelf; it is the gift of God. Not because grace was given
to change his relation or ability to the thing done, save in
the privilege to do it of himself free from any other power.
The whole theory of the gentleman, therefore, is, that all the
grace God ever gave to man was to propose terms for man
to do. The doing \™&_ terms is indepen ‘ent (free) of the
blood of Christ,or the & Tof Christ. It is true Mr. Frank-
lih indignantly disclaims .aying any such thing. But it is
in his proposition, ard he can not escape from it. How does
God offer remission of sins to alien sinners according to the
proposition by him affirmed? On conditions in which they
exercise free will, and have power to perform. Wkatis his
proof taken from law for ? ‘L’'o prove that man ixfiee. Free
from what? From everything but the privileg: of doing
the conditions, and his own free will and power. There is
not another principle belonging to the proposition. The
blood of Christ and the Spifit of Christ, if they ever benefit
the sinner in the least, or exercise a direct influence upon
his life, only do so after he hasbelieved, repented and obeyed.
| asked the gentleman totell us what benefit the blood of
Curist or the Spirit of Christ could be to a man that belicved,
repented and obeyed without them. H~stcod before you
stolid and dumb upon the point, and answer-cd not a word.
Why did hz not answer my question ? Simpiy because his
theory has no place for either, When 1 quoted from Heb.
ix. 14: “The blood of Christ, who through the eternal
Spirit offered himself to God, shall purge your conscience
from dead works to serve the living God, ” what notice
did he give it? None at all. Had he said that faith, re-
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pentance aad obedience were dead works, e wouldhave had
the blood of Christ purging us from faith, repentance and
obedience. Had he said that faith, repentance and obedi-
ence were service 0f theliving God, then he would have the
blood. of Christ purging our conscience to that service, and
his free will and power of alien sinners swept away. So to
make the best of a bad case, he says nothing.  But ignoring
my PrOOf of he purging Of the conscience by the blood of
Christ he rushes on through the Acts of the Apostles, nam-
ing cases where they were “cut in their hearts. ” ‘. Their
persons prostrated before Christ and his apostles, and they
inquiring. What shall they do? and their hearts opened to
attend to wh.twasspuken;” and without heeding the ne-
cessity of any purging or preparation of heart, or conscience,
or anything else, by the blood of Christ, to such a state as
they now occupy, or to the service about which they in-
quire, he says they were alten sinners, and were told what
to do, and did it as such. Has he given us a proof in God's
word that alien sinners believe in Christ? Not one. |
quoted from Christ's words, John vi. 44 :“Noman can come
to me except the Father, which bath sent me, draw him.”
And again, John vi. 65: *Therefore said | unto you that
no man can come to me excep:. it were given unto him of my
Father.” And again, John viii, 43, 47 :“Whydo ye not
understand my speech? Even because ye¢ can not hear my
word.” “He that is of God heareth God's words : ye there-
fore hear them not, because ye are not of God.” I also
quoted from the apostles, 1Cor. xii. 3: “And that no one
can say that Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Ghost.”
Phil. i. 9: “It is given in behalf of Christ, to believe on
him.” Eph. ii. 8 ““For by grace are ye saved through
faith ; and that not of yourselves : it is the gift of God.”
Gal. v. 22 : “But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace,
long-suffering, gentleness, goodness, faith, meekness, temper.
ante.” What answer has he given to these quotations? None
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stall. He treats these proofs as better to be let alone, and
passed by in silence. He therefore calls faith the act of an
alien sinner performed of his own free will and power, and,
therefore, the fruitof-an alien sinner's free will and power
instead of being the gift of God or a fruit of the Spirit.
The proofs, however, establish the point beyond a question,
that faithis the gift of God, the fruit of the Spirit, the
service of a circumcised heart in the Spirit, and a con-
science purged by the blood of Christ from dead works. |
havesho wn that:‘whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ,
is born of God.” 1 John v. 1. “He that believeth on the
Son bath everlasting life.”” John iii. 36. “He that heareth
my word and believeth him that sent me, bath everlast-
ing life, and shall not com  4to condemnation, but is passed
from death into life.” John v. 24. If language means any-
thing, these proofs establish faith or believing, as a fruit of
eternal life, and as belonging not to an’alien state but to a
state of life and freedom from condemnation. It is a living
grace of the children of God, the heirs of life eternal.
Jesus says, “He that liveth and believeth on me shall never
die.”

The gentleman, being pressed on all points by these plain,
pointed proofs presented, seeks to rid himself of his propo-
sition by dropping the terms ‘ alien, ” and ¢ free will” and
¢ power,” and get the discussion limited to the question,
“Can the sinner believe ?* He fails to state au issue by this
question, by having no terms to defie the state and relation
of the sinner. If he means the sinner dead in sin, and alien
to Christ ; if he means can believe of his own free will and
power, then he can not drop these terms. The effort to do
so proved his own conviction of his failure to prove either
the terms or sense of the proposition. But the statement of
the Apostle Paul that the alien sinners walk according to
the course of this world, according to the prince of the power
of the air, the spirit that now worketh in the children of dis-
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obedience and are children of wrath, till God quickens them

with Christ, by whose grace they are saved; aud the faith
through which this salvation is received is joined with the
grace, or life derived from God, and declared to be not of
ourselves, but the gift of God. That we are his workman.
ship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works, settles the
whole controversy on the subject of any sinners believing
till they are quickened of God into eternal life.

How ocntrary to God's word is the idea of Mr. Franklin
that a believer in Jesus Christ is a sinner dead in sins ! 4
dead believer ! Who ever before conceived of such a
thought? The idea is preposterous. Jesus says,‘ They
are of God : “ “Have passed from death to life ;”’*“Have ev-
erlasting life.” No, says Mr. Franklin, they are dead, they
are aliens. The Pentecostians wh,were cut in their heart,
and cried out, what shall we do ? were dead sinners, aliens.
It is true, they were believers, or Peter would not have told
them to be baptized. But they were dead believers, alien
believers ! Were they dead to Christ? They were not.
They were alive to him, and therefore believed in him. The
idea of a believer in Christ being at the same time alien to
Christ in spirit is too absurd to merit criticism. And yet
the proposition of the gentleman fails if it be not true. He
knows this, and, in his struggles to cover up his defeat, la-
bors in his closing speech to divide the proposition into
three questions, leaving out the terms ‘¢ alien,” and ‘ free
will and power.”

My dear sir, your frantic efforts to get away are of no
avail. You wrote the proposition yourself; you found uo
fault with it till after you had spent two speeches in trying
to prove it; you ecan not get away mow, and it is useless to
try it. Your speeches are before the people, asserting over
and over, that the believer was a sinner in tbe sense of your
proposition, that is, an alien sinner. That as such he was
free in his act of believing, Therefore free from the blood
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&f Christ as a cleansing power; free from the life of Christ
a8 & quickening power; free from the grace of Christ as a
saving power. You have this alien thus free to be a believer
in Christ. Do you not wonder at yourself when you reflect
on the position you occupy before this people? | know
your friends wonder at you for defeating your cause so com-
pletely, by such extravagant assertions. But he argues that
alien sinners, as such, can believe in Christ of their free will
and power, or they would not be responsible to God. In
order to make man responsible in a relation that will damn
millions of the race, he makes it to be the purpose of Christ's
mission to establish that re'ation. No ; Jesus came not to
condemn, but to save. He di. T what he came to do, and
all the hosts in heaven glorify m for what he has done,
Man is accountable for being a sinner, and all the depravity
of that fallen, ruined state. The apologist for the sinner is
he who says he is not responsible for what he is, and tries
to saddle the blame on God, if he does not save him by his
grace. But John xv. 22 is quoted to prove accountability .
“If | had not come and spoken to them, they had not had
sin,” etc. And, again, John xv. 24 :¢ If I had not done
among them the works which none other man did, they had
not had sin,” etc. What is the subject of Christ’s discourse ?
Is it man’s accountability? No ; nothing of the kind ; but
the sin of the Jews in hating Christ without a cause. See
the connection. Why, then, is it dragged into the closing
speech, to prove a point foreign to the connection? Simply
to hear the jingle of words, and fill up the time.

He also quotes Rem. ii. 8: ‘*But to them who are conten-
tious, and do not obey the fruth, but obey unrighteousness, in-
dignation, wrath,” etc. Well, the sinner is responsible for
all this, is he not? Oh, yes ; but Paul goes on to say that
God will render glory, honor, peace, tveverymanthatwork.
eth good. And the gentleman says : “This language recog -
nizes man as free—capable of doing good or evil,” etc. W hat
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is his doing called? WoRKs. The gentleman emphasized
the words worketh good; yet in his speech just precedisg
his last, when pressed by the texts, “ Notof works,” ‘ Not
by workS,”“N()t according to our works, etc., he says:
“Wearenot discussing the question of works or good werks."”
In the name of truth, what are you quoting this text for?
Why quote Scripture that is talking about working good,
as proof,and emphasize the very words, workdth good,in a
discussion where you are not discussing the question of
works, Or goodworks?ltlooks very mnch like somebody,
in trying to play on words, and to dodge the antithesis set
up in God's word between grace and works, had completely
stultified himself before this people. *This accords,” says
MrFranklin,“with the Scripture | started out with, ” ete.
Just so | thought. And it sounded very strange when he
said he was not discussing the question of works or good
works.

But now, as he says the principle of working good, and
yielding themselves as servants of righteousness. is in perfect
accord, we will understand this yielding themselves to be
working geod. But he says : % This my friend has never
answered, and never will. It refutes his entire theory of
necessity and irresistible power.” | reply, if the application
made by the gentleman of the text has not been answered,
and never will be ; if it be true, then it does refute the entire
theory of necessity and irresistible power (which means God's
effectual grace), and dispenses with the whole remedial
scheme. Paul settled that long ago, when he said, Gal. ii,
21: “I do not frustrate the grace of God; for if righteous-
ness come by the law, then Christ is dead in vain. ”

If there was a necessity for the death of Christto bring
sinners to God. then the gentleman is answered, and his the-
ory refuted. If the grace of God is necessary to the salva-
tion of sinners from their sins, then the gentleman is an-
swered, and his theory refuted. To deny the necessity of
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the blood of Christ to purge from eins; to deny the necessity
of' the Spirit of grace to give to us eternal life, is surely to
tread under foot the Son of God, and count the blood of the
eovenant, wherewith he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and
do despite to the Spirit of grace. (Heb. x.29.) Itis be-
cause this necessity has been graciously supplied, through
the mercies of God, and effectually carried forthtoa most
glorious issue, that the glorified to-day with immortal pow-
ers sing the song of Moses and the Lamb, saying : “ Great
and marvelous are thy works, Lord God Almighty. Just
and true are thy ways, thou King of saints. ” We are told
that 2 Peter iii. 9 teaches this same principle ot works 00
the part of alien sinners to ot '~ remission of sins. But
instead of this being true, the te  «iscloses the address tu
be made to the elect of God, stating God's will concerning
them. What i8it? ¢ God is not willing that any -hould
perish, but that all should come to repentance.” Wilany
of them perish ? Our Lord will answer John X. 25:And
I give untothem eternallife, and they shall neverperish.”
But Mr. Franklin argues that the Lord lets them have their
own will, and they interpose their will, and prevent his will
from being done. And yet he says God worketh all things
according to his own will. Therefore the will of God is that
man being free shall have his own wili, and preveunt the will
of God from being done. 1 will state this profound logie
once more. The will of God i., that the will of God shall
not be done ; the freedom of man’s will preventing God's
will : therefore God workethallthingsaceording to his own
will. But we are again told hearing is a condition, or sce-
ingis a condition, or seeking is a condition. Whois it that
hears? ‘He that is of God.” John viil. 47. Whois it
that has seefng? John ix. 39: “Iam come into this world
that they which see not might see, and they which seemight
be made blind.” Who seek after God and find him 2 Ths
alien in spirit?  No ; bus sons, and children. See Matt.
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rii. 7. Also Gal. iv. 9: “ But now, after ye have known God,
or rather are known of God. * The gentleman would turn
every yrace of the Spirit into a dead work performed by
aliensinners of their free will and power, and thus dispense
with the necessity of the grace of God in our hearts. This
grace he emphasizes in derision.

But Mr.Franklinsays he has other matters still more
serious. 1 am glad he has, for [ prefer serious truth to the
playuponwords which has taken up his speech thus far.
Whiirisyour serfons matter for my reflection ? Faith is a
condition!  You have uttered that over everyspeech that
you have mude since We began this debate. Why do you
votproveit? Do you think the people huveforgotten the
arguwents and proofs as to where faith belongs ? No, sir ;
this people have not quite so short memoricsas it suits you
to have, when 1Y proofs are to be considered. You huve
no notes, or no memory either, when the word of Godde-
clares that faithis the giftof God, the fruit of the Spirit;
and that (hristis the author and finisher of faith. You do
not remember that “theythatare in the flesh can not please
God.” That the carnal mind is enmity against God ; it is
not suhject to the law ot God, neither indeed can be. That
ifanry man have not the Spirit of Christ, lie is none ot his.
Tharit-is of fuith that it might be by grace. That it is not
of pursel ves.  That it is not of the will of man, but of God.
Youcan forget all these proofsagainst your proposition,
and giveus your assertious withas much assurance asthough
they were more serious matters to reflect on than the word
of Gad. Where has he found a text that says alien sinners
believe ? Nowhere in all the word of God. The whole
propositicu centers here. Faith in Jesus, believing in God,
hearing God’s word. The decision of this point by the word
of God decides the issue between us.

Isbeliewing the act of an alien sinner, in the exercise of
his vwn free will and power ? tlas the gentleman found
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any such language in the Scriptures? He has not. He
abandoned the sentiment of his proposition, ignoring the
defining terms of it,and has run through the commission
of Christ to the apostles, and the Acts of the Apostles, to
prove thut persons believed, repented, and were baptized.
But these are not matters of discussion betwecn us. The
puint to be settled is, Were these belivvers, these penitents,
these servants of righteousness alien sivnncers, eercising their
own free will and power? | have shown from the most
pointed proofs from the Scriptures that they were not ; that
they were born of God ; that they were passed from death
toliie ; that they had eternal life ; that the Spirit of God
dwelt in them; that faith was the fruit of that Spirit; that
it was the gift of God.

I have proven that the remission of sins is in the blood
of Christ ; that it is according to theriches olhis grace ;
that Christ gives it as Lord and Savior. | have proven, by
the antithesis set up in the Scriptures, thatrcuizsionof sins
is not obtained on the principle ol part grace and purt
works. That if it be of grace, it is not of works ; but if it
be of works, it is not of grace. |1 have proven that it is of
grace, through faith, and not of ourselves, hutthe gift of
God, not of works. That it is according to God's mercy,
shed on us abundantly, through Christ Jesus our Savior ;
and that we are justified by his grace,and not by works of
righteousness which we have done. Thuat we aresaved ac-
cording to his purpose and grace, given us inChrist Jesus
before the world began ; and not according to our works.
That it is of God which showeth mercy, and not of him that
willeth, nor of him that runneth. That it is of’ God, and
not of the will of man. This is God’'s word upon the propo-
sition affirmatively and negatively.

The issue is made up, the word of Godhas decided it;
and prophets, angels, the apostles, and the saved in every
nation, kindred and people, ascribe the kingdom, the power
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audthe glory to God and the Lamb forever and forever.
Amen. The prophets prophesied of Jesus ; and all their
services pointed to his precious blood that cleansesfrom all
sin, and to his precious life that raises the dead from death
to life eternal, and wakes the alien oue in spirit with Christ
for we ave saved by his life. John the Ba pti-t, and all the
holy apostles, in their preaching and in their scrvices, knew
nothing but“Jesusand him crucified ;” “The Lamb of God
which taketh away the sin of the werld;” ** The Jesus, that
saves his people from their sins. » The glorified in the
Paradise of God, saved through Christ, and filled with the
divine sentiment of his grace, only emphasize the negative,
not unto us, but unto thy name be the glory. Thou wast
slain, and bath redeemed us unto God by thy blood. There
is not a jarin all that exalted sentiment coming to us from
the family of God on earth and in heaven ; theyareall one
in Christ Jesus. There is no human part in their purified
sentiment; it is all divine ;all of God. For hcis above all,
through all, and in them all. Blessed Source of all good,
be thou glorified, adored, praised and worshiped, forever
more. Forthine is the kingdom, and the power, and the

glory, Amen.
[Time expired.]



SECOND PROPOSITION,

The quickening of the siuner by the Spirit of God into new
life or eternal life, is independent of the written word or
Scriptures.

THOMPSON'S FIRST ADDRESS.

Brother Moderators :—DMy first duty, in discussing the
proposition before us, is to derive from the Scriptures the
relution that the sinner sustains to God's spiritual govern-
ment. I therefore callatténtion to the following quotations
from the words of inspiration : Item. iii. 9,19, inclusive :
“What then, are we better than they ? No, in no wise: for
we have before proved both Jews and Gentiles, that they
are all under sin.” ¢ As it is written, there is none right.
eous, no, not one.” *‘* There is none that understandeth,
there is none that seezeth after God.” They are all gone
out of the way, they are together become unprofitable;
there is none that doeth good, no, not one. ” “Their throat
is an open sepulcher: with their tongues they have used
deceit; the poison of asps is under their lips.” “Whose
mouth is full of cursing and bitter ness. ” “Their feet are
8wift to shed blood.” “Destruction and misery arein their
ways,” © And the way of peace have they not known.”
“ There isno fear of God before their eyes.” «Now, we
know that what thingssoever the law saith, it saith to them
who are under the law; that every mouth may be stopped,
and all the world may become guilty before God. ” The
ground of this guilty, condemned state is given in the fol-
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lowing words: Rem. v. 12,15, 16,17,18,19,21 :“By one
man sin entered into the world, and death by sin ; and so
death passed upon all men, for that allhave sinned.” **For
if through the offense of one many be dead.” ¢ For the
judgment was by one to condemnation. ” “Ioritby one
man's offense death reigned by one .* ¢ Therefore,us by
the offcnse OF ouethe judgment came upvuall men to con-
demnation. “ “Thatas sin bath reigned unto death.” Also
Eph.ii 1, 5, inclusive. The relation of the sinner to the
spiritual government of God, as derived {rum the wourds of
inspiration, is a state of ‘{condemn ation, ” “‘under sin, ” **dead
in trespasses and sins, ” “achildof wrath.” We arenow
ready to explain the terms of the proposition beforeus.1.
The quickening of the sinner. By the term quicken is
meant to give life to the dead ; to make the dead alive. In
the relation of the term to this proposition, it means to
quicken the dead sinner into a life in union with the spir-
itual government of God, and free from sin and condemnuna-
tion. 2. Independent means, not relying on; not depend-
ent upon.

My first argument is founded on Eph.ii.1,5, inclusive:
“And you bath he quickened, who were dead in trespasses
and sins. * ¢ Wherein in time past ye walkedaccording to
the course of this world, according to the prince of the
power of the air, the spirit that now worketh in the chil-
dren of disobedience. » ‘“‘Among whom also we all had our
conversation in times past, in the lusts of our flesh, fulfill-
ing the desires of the flesh and of the mind ; and were by
nature the children of wrath, even as others. ” *‘But God,
who is rich in mercy, for his great love wherewith he ioved
us.” “Even when we were dead in sins, bath qui kened us
together with Christ (by grace ye are saved).”

1. The sinner is declared to be dead in sins. 2. God hath
quickened them. “You bath he quickened.” 3.Chrict is
the medium through which they are quickened : * Hath
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quickened us together with Christ (by grace ye are saved),”
or, by whose grace ye are saved, as we read in the margin.
Turn to John xvil.2:% As thou hast given him " (Jesus)
“ower over all flesh, that he should give eternal life to as
many as thou hast given him. ”  Also Rom. vi. 23:% The
gift of God is eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord.”
4. 'This quickening into eternal life is independent of the
written word or Scriptures. Had God been dependent on
the written word or Scriptures, in this work of quickening
dead sinners, the statement of that fact would have been
required in the statement of the doctrine of the quickening
of sinners, unless it had been statedin some other part of
the argument by the apostle, andceould not have been en-
tirely left out, if true, without eriminal neglect. But, in
no part of his argument, nor in any part of the Scriptures,
is it stated that God is dependent on the written word or
Scriptures to quicken dead sinners, or that he uses the
written word or Scriptures to quicken dead sinners. There-
fore, the quickening of the sinner into eternal life by the
Spirit of God is independent of the written word or Scrip-
tures.

My second argument is founded on John v. 20,25, inclu-
si,.:“For the Father loveth the Son, and showeth him all
things that himself doeth : and he will show him greater
works than these, that ye may marvel.” “For as the Father
raiseth up the dead, and quickeneth them, even so the Son
quickeneth whom he will.” «For the Father judgeth no
man, but bath committed all judgment unto the Son ;"
«That all men should honor the Son, even as they honor
the Father. He that honoreth not the Son, honoreth not
the Father which bath sent him. ” ¢ Verily, verily, | say
unto you, He that heareth my word, and believeth on him
that sent me, bath everlasting life, and shall not-come into
condemnation; but is passed from death unto life. ” * Verily,
verily, 1 say unto you, The hour is coming, and now is,
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when the dead shall hear the voice of the SoD of God; and
they that hear shall live.”

1. The power to quicken the dead into lite, and which is
in God, and by which he quickens the dead, is also in the
Son, and by which he (the Son)quickenswhom he will.
2. Our Lord states this as the power by which they had
passed from death unto life, who hear his word, andbelicve
on him which sent him. 3. But Jesus, in stating the doc-
trine of quickening the dead into life, makes no mention of
the written word or Scripture as that upon which God de-
pends to quicken them. But if God depends upon the writ-
ten word or Scriptures to quicken the deadsinner,Jesnus
must have stated that fact, either at this time, or some other
time, in the statement of the doctrine of quickening the
dead sinner. But Jesus at no time stated that God was
dependent on the written word or Scriptures, to quir:kcu
the dead sinner. Therefore, God quickensthe dead sinner
into eternal life independent of the written word or Serip -
ture. Is the written word or Scripture the voice of the Son
of God, which the dead hear, and live ? No. The proof
of his Messiahship, as stated by himself, was that divine
power by which he cured leprosy, opened the eyes of the
blind, made the deaf to hear, raised the dead, and preached
the gospel to the poor.

My third argument is founded on John vi. 62, 63:
“What and if ye should see the Son of man ascend up where
he was before 7« “It is the Spirit that quickeneth : the
flesh pro fiteth nothing : the words that | speak unto you,
they are spirit and they are life. 7 “ .

1. Jesus declares that he is from heaven, has power to

quicken the dead, or is the quickening Spirit. 1 Cor. xv.
45, 47: “The last Adam was made a quickening spirit.

“The second man is the Lord from heave n.” 2. «It is the
Spirit that quickeneth.” The Lord contrasts this Spirit
power with the flesh, or power of the flesh ; the flesh
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profiteth nothing. No power, therefore, operates ingiving
lite,or quickening the dead, butthe Spirit of God. 3.
Those to whom Jesuswas then speaking had been quickened
by the Spirit, and had passed from death unto life. John
v. 24, Therefore his words were to them spirit and life.
John viii. 47: “He that is of God heareth God’s words,
ye, therefore, hear them not bicause ye are not of God.”
My fourth argument is founded on Gal. iv. 4, 7, inclusive:
“But when the fullness of the time was come, God sent furth
his Son, made of a woman, made under the law, ” *:to re.
deem them that were under the law, that wemight receive
the adoption of sons. ” “And because ye are sonsGed bath
sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying
Abba, Father.” ¢“Wherefore, thou art no more a servant,
but a son ; and if a son, then anheirof God through Christ.”
1. The Son of God was made under the law, arrd bore the
curse of the law, to redeem those who were under the law,
whom God had chosen in hiscovenant or will to a son-
ghip and heirship in Christ. And having taken away their
sins by the sacrifice of himself and redeemed them to God
by his own blood, they are free to receive the new relation
to the spiritual government. 2. Because they are sons in
the divine economy, God bath sent forth the Spirit of his
Son into their hearts by which they are quickened into the
new relation, and cry Abba, Father, . Rem. viii. 15 : “For
ye have not received the spirit of bondage again to fear ;
but ye have received the Spirit of adoption, whereby we
cry, Abba, Father.” ¢TheSpirit itself beareth witness
with our Spirit, that we are the children of God. ” 3. It is
the Spirit of his Son, and not the written Scriptures, that
quickens the sinner into this new relation to the spiritual
government of God. God nowhere attributes this quicken-
ing power to the written word or Scriptures. Neither does
he at any time state any dependence of his upon his written
word or Scriptures. But God gives us, in his written word,
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all the doctrine of quickening the dead. Therefore God
quickens the sinner into eternal life by his Spirit, inde-
peodent of the written word or Scripture.

My fifth argument is founded on Rom viii. 9 11, inclu-
sive - “Butye are not in the flesh, but in the Spirit, if so
be that the Spirit of God dwell in you. Nowif any man
bhave not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his* v And if
Christ be in you,the body is dead becauseof sia; but the
Spirit is life because of righteousness. ” ‘nut if the Spirit
ot him that raised Up Jesus from the dead dwell in you, he
that raised Up Christ from the dead shall also quicken your
mortal bodies by his Spirit that dwelleth in you, ”

1. The Spirit of God quickens the sinner into eternal life:
therefore it dwells in them. If any man hath not the Spirit
of Christ, e, is not quickened by it into new life, he is
none of bis ; he is dead in sins. But if Christis in him,
he is quickened into eternal life. ‘the body is dead bec:iuse
of ¢in, but the Spirit islife.

Mysixth argument is founded on 2Cor.v.4,5: “Forwe
that are in this tabernacle do groan, being burdened : not
for that we wauld be unclothed, but clothed upon, that
mortality might he swallowed up of life. © “Now he that
bath wrought us3 for the self-same thing, is God, whoalso
bath given to us the earnest of the Spirit. ”

1. Those whom God bath quickened from a state of
death in sins into new life groun for the resurrection of
their mortal bodies, of which the quickening into new life
is the first-fruit. Rem. viii. 23: “We who have the first-
fruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves, groan within our-
selves, waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of
our body.” He that bath wrought them for that thingis
God. It is God's work. But it is tbeesrnestof th resur-
rection—the first-fruit of the Spirit—and the resurrection
of the bodies of the saints is by the Spirit of God, inde-
pendent of the written word. Therefore the earnestor
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first-fruit of the Spiritisindependent of tho written word.

2., That which isthe earnest, or first- fruit -, is eternal
life. But the gilt of God is eternal life through Jesus
Cbrist our Lord. Rom -vi. 23. And net through the
written word. Therefore the gift of eternallifs is inde-
pendent of the written word.

Jesus says: “1L giveunto them eternal lifc “  JolLn x.
28. But hesayswoihing about dependence outhe written
word. Tf hewasdependent on the written word to vive
eternal life, heshould have stated thatfact in giving the
statement of the gift of eternal life  But he nowhere states
any such dapendence. Therefore thereisno~uch depend-
ence Butthe gift of eternal life is independent of the
written word.

My seventh argument is founded on 2Cor.i21,22:
“Now Lie which establisheth us with youin Carist, and bath
anointed us, is God; who bath also sealed us,and given
the earnest of the Spirit in our hearts.”

1. To reestablished in Christ and anointed of God to
spiritual obedience is the new life.ltis eternal life. “For
we are his workmanship, ereated in Christ Jesus unto good
works, which God before bath ordained that we should
walk in them. © Eph ii 10. *Therefore if any man be in
Christ, he is a new creature.” 2 Cor v. 17. The work is
God S work. ‘He bath quickened us together with Christ.”
“He bath given us eternallife in his Son. ”  «Hg that bath

the Son, bath life.”” “If any man bath not tbe Spirit of
Christ, he is none of his.” Eph.ii.5. John v. 11, 12.
Rem. viii. 9.

2 He bath sealed us and given the earnest of the Spirit
in our hearts. The new life is the seal of God. Itis the
mark of circumcision. “Ye is not a Jew, which is one cut-
wardly ; neither is that circumcision, which isoutward in
the flesh.””  But he is a Jew which is one “nwardly ; and
circumcision is that of the heart inthe spir//, and nit in
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the letter ; whose praise is not of men, but of Gud. The
point is clear as to the power which worketh. It s God.
It is also clear as to what the work is. It is cternalJife,
It is the earnest of the Spirit, and therefore is the first.
fruit of eternal life to be given to our bodies in the resur-
rection. But it is of the heurt, in the Spirit I hope Mr,
Franklin will bear in mind that God does a work 7= man,
as well as for man, in heaven. “This is the law of the
spirit of life in Christ Jesus, that makes us free from the
lawof sin and death.” ‘. Therefore the law istultilled in us,
for Christ is in us, except we be reprobates. ” Rom. viii. 2,
4 2 Cor. xiii. .5. We therefore derive much comfort
from the words of Jesus to his disciples : *Greater is he
that is ¥ you than he that is in the world. * But in all
this sublime teaching on the subject of giving eternal life
to those who were dead in sins not one word is said about
the written word. And why not ? Because God was not
talking of 2 work in which he uses the written word,
When we come to notice the use made of the written word
(as we shall presently) we shall see a great worth in the
written word. But it is not named on this point of giving
life to the dead. Therefore God does this work independ.-
ent of the written word.

My eighth argument is derived from Gal. ii. 19, 20:
“For I through the law am dead to the law, that | might
live unto God, | am crucified with Christ: nevertheless I
live; yet not I, but Christlivethin me; and the life which
I now live in the flesh I live by the faith of the Son of
God, who loved me and gave himself for me.”

1. Christ #n him was the life-giving, living power by
which he was made alive, quickened into new life, and
lived by the faith of the Son of God. He declares that he
is dead to the law. The law was God’s written word or
Scripture, but could impart no life to the dead, and was no
means which God used to give life. Therefore, so far as
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the written law is the written word, God does not depend
orJ it nor use it in givinglite to the dead sinner.

2. You will notice thatPuauldiscards self, with all his
natural free will power, by puttiagin the pegutive,* Yet
not 1.” It is not of min, nor by maug, but by Jesus Christ.
to the glory ot God the Father. ‘Because [ live ye shall
live also. 7 John xiv 19 ¢“Wheun Christ, who is our life,
shall appear, than shall yezlsoappear with him in glory.”
Col.iii. 4. ¢<Thisis the record thatGod hatb given to us
eternal life ; and this life ¢s in kis Son’" (not in the writ-
ten word) “He that hith the Son bath life “ Joha v.
11, 12. To the Lord our God be the kingdum, and the
power, and the glory, forever and ever, amen.

My ninth argument is fourded on 2 Tim. iii 16, 17:
“All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, andisprofit-
able for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, and forig-
struction in righteousness : that the man of God may be
perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works.”

1. We have the use of the Scripture given here by an
inspired man. What does he say of God's dependence on
them to quicken the dead sinner? Not one single word.
But in a statement of the use and purpose of the Seripture,
by an inspired apostle, could the dependence of God upon
them to quicken the dead sinner be left out of the state-
ment without neglect, unl. ss it had been so often stated in
another part of the statement that it is dropped here to
svoid frequent repetition, if such dependence existed?
But no such dependence existed, as stated ie any place in
the statement of the use of the Scriptures by Paulor any
other inspired man. Therefore no such dependence exists
infact, or it would have been stated here where the usc of
the Scriptures is given. The conclusion is clear: God
quickens the sinner into new life, or eternal life, indepen-
ent of the written word or Scripture.

2. 1t is the man of God that is profited by the S:ripture,
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in doctrine, reproof, correction, and instruction in right
eousness. It makes him wise unto salvation through faith
thatis in Christ Jesus.

[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN'S FIRST ADDRESS

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen : —Ny
worthybrother has asserted and even proved some props
siticnsthst are not in debate, asd that | never heard any
ope deny ; propositions that 1 ny more deny than hedoes,
but the propositivn in debate he has not discussed, much
less proved. That man in an unconverted state issinful
condemnved, guilty,lost; or, figuratively, that he is dead in
sins, | huve never entertained any doubt, That God in
eludes all, in an unregenerated state, *under sin, ” “inun-
belie f,” “that he might have mercy upon ail, ” I believe as
firmly as he does,snd | can quote and approve all the
Scriptures behasquotedin proof of this as heartily as hg
does. Manirco dead in sins, so lost, that without the fa.
vor of God, withoutthe Savior and the gospel, he cannot
recover, there is no dispute. Onall this ke rnceds no
proof. This is not in debate.

That God quickens the sinner into new life | never en.
tertained any doubt, and certainly am not here to dispute,
Had my worthy friend simply proposed to prove that God
does this work he would have had no debate with me,
This is not what he is here to prove nor what I deny ; nor
need he quote Scripture to prove that he does this by
Christ, for 1 donot deny this, nor that he does it by the
Holy Spirit. All this 1 hold as confidently as he, and all
the Scriptures that prove this I receive at their full value,
There is poissue betwecn us atallhere. | believe that
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God quickens the sinver into new life~—that he does it by
Christ, by the Spiritand by his grace. On this he need
expend no more labor. But the precise point for him to
prove is that be does it without the word, the awritten word,
the Scripture. This I do not believe. This is what is not
asserted nor implied in a single proof adduced by him.
His proof covers not this main point in debate.

The gospel of Christ is includedin “the written word,’
the “Scripture.” When hesflirms that it is independent
of the “written word” he affirms that it is independent of
the gospel. Rem. i. 16, Paul says : “The gospel is the
power of God to salvation to every one that believes, to
the Jew first, and also to the Greek.” Is the sinner quick-
ened into new life independent of the gospel, or, which is
the same, the power of God? Yes, and not only the power
of God, but the power of God to ewvery one that believes.
‘The apostle also affirms that the gospel is “the wisdom of
God and the power of God,” or ‘“the preaching of the
cross, ” which is the same as the preaching of the gospel.
1s the sinner quickened into new life independent of the
power of Goo? ? No, sir. This quickening into new life
that is independent of the gospel, the power of Glod to
salvation, is a new system invented long since the apostolic
day, another gospel, a side system, and not the gospel of
Christ. But it is not only independent of the power of
God, but the wisdom of God. His system of quickening is
uot only independent of the Scripture which contains the
gospel, wh}ch is the power of God, but independent of the
preaching of the cross of Christ, which is the wisdom of
God. His position requires the quickening to be done in
Cependent of the wisdom of God and the power of God,
From this absurd predicament he will never escape.

But before | proceed further I must comment a few
words on the term that my brother has settled down on.
What is the sense of “quickened into new life?” He has
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quoted Eph. ii. 1, and applied it to the proposition. It is
aﬁgurative term, and certainly has its equivalent in literal
terms somewhere. To quicken is to makealive, literally.
It is something in the process of making a Christian, in
turning the sinner to God. There is one thing significant
in the speech we have just heard. | allude to the circum-
stance that my friend has not referred us to a single case
of conversion where a sinner was quickened, or made alive
to God, independent of the word. The reason is obvious :
there is no such case to which he can refer. His logic is
also a little amusing. He quotes a Scripture where he
thinks the clause, by the written word,” could not have
been omitted if the quickening is by the word. Acq d’ding
to this 10gic “independent of the written word” €0%d not
have been omitted if the quickening is mdependent of the
word; yetthis very phrase, “independent of the written
word, " is not only want'ng in each of the proofs he has
quoted, but in every Scripture he can produce. Yet his
logic requires that he shall produce, in his proof, the
terms of his proposition or their equivalent. Quoting a
Scripture that simply asserts that God quickens, but does
not tell how he does it, is no proof at all. He needs the
words all the time, ‘{independent of the written word, ” or
their equivalent. But when | produce the clear Scripture
that asserts that “the gospel is the power of God to salva-
tion to every one that believes,” | show him that to quick-
en without the gospel or independent of it is to quicken
without or independent of the power of God. This he does
not believe.

The figurative expression, “begotten of God,” is the
same a8« made believer.” The man who is begotten of
God is made a believer. The man who is quickened is
made a believer. No one is born of God, or begotten of
God, or made alive, or made a new creature, who is not
made a believer. This all comes from the seed of the king-
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dom. What is the seed of the kingdom? Matt. xii., we
have the parable of the sower, as set forth by our Lord.
In that parable, what is the seed? In the clearest words
reexplains it: *The seed is the word of God.” That is,
in this parable, the seed stands for or represents the word
of God. There is no growing of any product without the
seed, nor before sowing the seed. The sowing of the seed
in the parable stands forereaching the word. This is the
starting point. Before this there is no quickening into
new life. There is life in literal seed, or it would not grow
when sown. So is the life in this figurative seed, the word
of' God, or it would not grow when” sown in a good and
honest heart. The heart of an honest man is the soil in
which it will grow.

But, now, what is “the wayside ground” in this parable?
It is a very unfavorable hearer, who gives hut a slight
hearing, who is indisposed to hear, and in whom there is
little or no room for the seed of the kingdom, the word
of God. When such a hearer gives a slight hearing to
the word and it is likely to gain a small place in his
heart, what occurs ? The Lord says:*“Then straightway
cometh the devil. 7 What does he come for? To defeal
the work of God. How does he do this? The Lord pro.
ceeds: ‘‘And catcheth away the word of God out of his
heart,” Why does he catch away the word of God out o
his heart ? The Lord explains : “Lest he should believe
and be saved.” The devil does not catch away the irre
sistible power out of his heart, lest he should believe ant
be saved, but the word of God, the seed of the kingdom it
which is the life and from which springsthe fruits ot the
kingdom. The devil understands how the Lord qnicken
men into new life, and how to defeat that work, and in or
der to do it he “catches away the word of God out of hi
heart, lest he should believe and be saved. ” The word o
Grod, the gospel, is preached to men that they may hear i
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beiieve it and be saved. This is not “independent of the
written word or Scrip ture. ”

Let us inquire Whatismeantby the stony ground. The
stony ground represents a hearer not so uufavorable, a
man that hears with a degree of pleasure, und who isabout
to receive the word; but he discovers that he wilisuffer
persecution, and :traightway becomes offended because uf
the word. This ends the matter with him. Nu irresistible
power comes +nd quickens him into new life attsrhe be-
comes offended becauseof the word. Here again the rea-
son of failureisuaot that the irresistible power did not
come, but that he became offended because of the word.
The failure was oo account of what he did himse(f, and not
that the Lord withheld the power.

What doesthe thorny ground represent in this parable?
It stands for a hearer more favorable than either uf the
other cases; a man who receives the word joytully,and
who appears in a fair way to do well ; but he enlists iu worldly
enterprises, speculations aund the like, and his whole head,
and hearr,and hands are filled with worldly matters, andto
let the Lord express it in his own inimitablestyle: The
cares ot this world and the deceitfulness of riches choke
out theword ot God out of his heart.” This endsthe mat-
ter and explains the causeof failure in his case. The fail -
ure isnot that the Lord would not perform his wurk ia
sendivy the irresi-tible power, but that the man assumed
cares ot this world, which, with riches, choked out the
word outof his heart. The word of God being choked out
of hisheart,18 the ground of failure, and not thatthe Lorg
would not send the trresistible power, The causeof failure
was 1% the man and not on the part of the Lord.

W hat does the good ground stand for in this parable ?
It stazds for the man who receives the word of God into a
good and honest heart, understands it, and brings forth
much fruit. This is the good ground, in the good soil, in
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which the seed ot the kingdom will grow and bring forth
much fruit : a good and an honest heart, This is the be-
ginning of the work: sowing /he seed in the good and honest
heart. The life that grows and produces {ruitis in the seed.
"Bhe heart is the so:l. I'nere 13 no life in the heart till the
eeed of the kingdom issownin it, This seed haslifein it
sud when sown in a good honest heart will grow and
bring forth much fruit.

Instead of the Lord teaching the doctrine of my friend,
in reference to a quickening power independent of the writ-
ten word, he gives the word a conspicuous place, all the time
representing it by the seed. Bnt the Lord classifies the soil,
giving us six kinds of soil: bad, worse and worst ; good,
better and best. The thorny ground is bad, the stony
ground worse, and the wayside worst. The good ground
brings, some of it, thirty-fold, some sixty and somea hua-
dred-fold. Thirty-fold is good, sixty-fold is better, anda
hundred-fold best. The seed is the suie in alicases, the
word of God, but the groundis not the same in all cuses.
The cause of failure is in the soilund not in the seed, nor in
the sowing. Paul has the same classificativn. 1 Cor. iii.
He has gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay,stubble.
Wood is bad material to be put into a house to be tried by
fire. Hay is worse, and stubble worst. Preciousstones are
good material, silver better, and gold best. This does not
represent men in an unregenerated smte,allalike,ortutaily
depraved, but, when elassified, there are good, better and
best ; bad, worse and worst. This is not absolute good-
ness or badness; but goodness or badness of soilin which
for the seed of the kingdom, the word ©f God, to grow and
bring forth fruit. But in every class we find the seed of the
kingdom ; the same seed, and the same svwing, but not the
same results, because the ground is nutthesame. The dif-
ference is not that the Lord sent the power in one case
and withheld it in the other, but he put forth the same
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power in both cases, but the muterial operated on was not
the same in both cases.

Iwillnow produce some direct Scriptures, showing how
m=u are begotten of God, or made believers which is the
sume, apd evidently evervooemadeabelieveris quickened
into pew life.

The Liord says, in his great intercessory, or that which
is really the Lord’s prayer, John xviii. 20, 21: “I pray
trot for these alone, but for them also who shall believe on
me through their word. * How were they to be made be.
lievers ? Independent of the word ? Not a bit of it, but
through their word. No language can be clearer than this,

Again, John xx. 30, 31, we read : ‘“Many other signs
truly did Jesus in the presence of his disciples, which are
not written in this bcok ; but these are written; that you
might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and
that, believing, vou might have life through his name.”
What did John write for ? That you might believe. That
you might believe what? “ThatJesusis the Carist, the
Son of God. ” Why believe that? «That you may have
life through his name. ” The life is not given that you
might believe ; but you believe that you might have life.
This is not givinglife independent of the word, but giving
the word : the wiiften win-d, that you might believe ; and
that, believing, you might havelife.

Actg, chapter xv , Petersays: “God made choice among
us that the Gentiles by my mouth should hear the word of
the gospel und believe. » This is the Lord’s way of making
believers, not independent of the word, but by ‘“‘heariag the
word of the gospel and believing, ” This is God’s method
of making believers.

Paul says, Rem., chapter x, : “Faith comes by hearing
and hearing by the word of God. " This settles the ques-
tion as to how faith comes, showing that it is not indepen-
dent of the word, but by the word. If the apostle had said
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faith comes by feeling, I would have preached it that
way, but he says it comes by hearing, and hearing by the
word of God.

But as my intention is toget as many and as full con-
siderationsas possible in my first reply, that my worthy
friend may have the fullest and fairest opportunity to re-
fute my arguments, I hasten to bring other Scriptures. Let
us hear the Apostle James: “Of his own will begat he us
with the word of truth, that we should be a kind of first-
fruits of his creatures.” James i. 18. This is precisely
the same, as “Of his own will he madeus believers with the
word of truth. ” We are not begotten or made believers
independent of the word of truth, but with the word of fruth.
How is 2 man “bornagain ?* |et Peter answer : “Being
born agaiua, not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible,
by the word of God, which lives and abides forever.” 1
Peter, i 23 If a man is born again, to say the least of it,
he is quickened into new life. How is he born again?
“Not of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by the word
of God, which lives and abides forever. ” The word of God
is what, in the proposition, is called “the written word, ”
and by this we are born again, and not independent of it.
Here we have the seed which has the new life {n it, and the
life that “abides forever.” This seed is the word of God,
as the Lord explains, in the parable of the sower. From
this seed germinates the new life, and the sowing of this
seed is the starting point. The life is not in the soil, but
in the seed, and thercis no germinating into new life, or
any life, till the sowing of the seed. This is preaching of
the gospel. After tbe preaching and the hearing, the good
seed planted in the heart germinates, springs forth into the
new life. This is not independent of the word, but comes
from the word.

When we are ‘“born again” we are sons of God, and, as
Paul has it, “Because you are sons God has sent forth the
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Spirit of hisSon into your hearts, crying, Abba, Father.”
Gal. iv, 6. The Spirit is trot sent forth into the hearts of
sinpers fo make them sons, but because they are sons it is
cent forth into their hearts, crying, Father, Father. This
agrees with thelanguage of Paul, Eph. i. 13: “In whom
youalso trusted, after that you heard the word of truth,
the gospel of your salvation : in whom also, after that you
believed, JOU Were sealed with the Holy Spirit of promise.”
They were 206 sealed with the Holy Spirit to enable them
to believe or to give them faith, but after they belicved they
were sealed with that Holy Spirit of promise. The Lord
said to the apostles, “I will pray the Father and he sball
give you another Comforter that he may abide with you
forever, even the Spirit of truth, W.omthe world can not
receive. ” The Spirit does notenter thehearts of the peo-
ple of the world to give them faith, for the world can not
receive the Spirit. See Johu xiv. 17. This isan end to all
idea of the Spirit entering the hearts of the people of the
world at all for any purpose. But because men are sons he
enters them and enables them to cry, “Father, Father, ” as
it is when translated in English, and after they believe
they are sealed with the Holy Spirit.

Let us hear Paul tell how the Corinthians were begotten.
«“Though you have teu thousand instructors in Christ, yet
have you not many fathers : for in Christ Jesus have | be-
gotten you through the gospel.” 1 Cor. iv. 15. The same
thing is not always ascribed to the same cause. Paul here
ascribes the begetting to himself. * James ascribes it to
God. “Of his own will begat he us by the word of truth. ”
This is the same thing. Why is it ascribed to the preacher
in one case and to God in the other? It is of God, and in
that sense it is ascribed to him. It emanates from him,
and is by his authority. In the other case the instru-
mentality of the preacher i8 had iu view, and in that view
of it they are begotten &y him. But ‘‘the word of truth”
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mentioned inopecase and “the gospel” in the other. It

not “independent of the written word, ” or * the word of
tuth,” or «the gospel,” which is included in *the written

oral, ” but “with the word of truth,” as James has it, or

through the gospel,” as Paul hus it. 1tis of God, through
Christ, by the Spirit, by theapostleand by the word, and
not independent of either. God puts forth his power to
aave us through Christ, the Spirit that dwelt in the apes -
ties and inspired them, through the apostles and through
the word and saves the sinner. It is, therefore, of God, of
Christ, of the Spirit, of the apostlesand of the word. The
Lord said to the apostles, “It shall not be you that speak,
but the Holy Spirit shall speak in you.” In thisway God,
Christ, the Holy spirit, the apostlesand the word were all
eo-operating in quickening the sinner into new life and
roving him. In this view of it the gospel is the power of
God to salvation to every one that believes. God puts
forth his power through Christ, the Holy Spirit, the apos-
tlesand the word, which they preached, and when it thus
yeached the sinner it was the powerof Godas much as if
he had put it forth in any other way, or as much as if he
had put it forth immediately from heaven, aud certainly
no less efficacious to save.

But what of this immediate converting power? Where
does it leave the Mediator in quickening the sinner ? An
tmmedtiate power is not a power put forth through a Med:i-
alor, or a medium of any sort ; a power put forth direcily
from God to the heart of the sinner. This leaves the
Mediator out in quickening the sinner;leaves out the
atonement, the sin-offering, the apostles, the gospel, the
Church, and all human agency and instrumentality, and de-
clares it all null aud void. If the converting power istm-
mediate it is not through the Mediator, for thut would not
be immediate. There isno such converting power as that.
No man cometh to the Father but Ly me, says the Lord.
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There is no way to God now except by the Mediator, and
there is mo coming by him only as they did in the time of
the apostles, by hearing the gospel and believing it to the
gaving of the soul. Hence where the apostles or others
went aqd preached the word people heard it, believed it,
obeyed it and were saved. Where theydid not go and
preach, or some one else, not a convert was made.

[Time expired.]

THOMPSON'SSECOND ADDRESS

Brother Moderators : Respected Audience :—Having
shown in my last proof the use and design of the Scriptures,
namely, ‘doectrive, reproof, correction, and instruction in
righteousness, that the man of GodmuayLe perlect, thor-
oughly furnished unto all good works, * 2Tim iii. 16, 17 ;
and that no such use or power as the quickening of the sin-
ner dead in sin is, here or elsewhere, attributed to them;
and therefore the quickening is of God, without dependence
on them, | now proceed to my next proof, which is founded
on 1 Cor. i. 23, 24 : « But we preach Christ crucified, unto
the Jews a stumbling-block, and unto the Greeks foolish
ness ; but unto them which are called, both Jews and
Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the wisdom of God.”
I'he preaching of the apostles had no power to quicken
either Jew or Gentile while they were dead in sin ; it was a
stumbling- block or foolishness to all such. But to the call.
ed of God, the gospel is the power of God. But the calling
is here referred to as distinct from the preaching, and attrib-
uted to God, independent of the preaching of the apostles.
Therefore Paul disclaims any power in the preaching of the
gospel to quicken the tinner.

I will row notice the speech of my worthy friend to which
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wyou have beeu listening, 1f my proofs were lurking death,
to which my friend dare trot approach without peril of his
life, instead of the plain statements of Gud’s word, he could
trot show greater seeming fear of them. Why should he cry
oat, Oh, I believe all that has been proven, but ldon’t want
t0 come in contact with your texts? No, sir, youdare not
some to them, and you know it. I do not expect you to
come to them; but | feel thankful that the audience will
know the reason, in spiteofall your cries, ** Oh, | believe
that as much as the gentleman does !” You will never hide
your failure by such subterfuge. But | propose to follow
the gentleman, though he doed show so little desire for my
company. | only ask you to remember that he dare not
travel over my line of argument.

First, then, let us take his admissions, and, although be
denies them in the first argument which follows them, let
us hold them as his belief. Fir=t.God quickens the sinner
dead in sins. Second. God does this work by Christ.
Third. God quickens sinnersbythe Holy Ghost. All this,
says the gentleman, | holdasconfidently as he, and all the
Scriptures that prove this I receive at their full value. All
right, my dear sir. | am gladto see you to liberal. But
the next assertion which he makes he fails to prove, namely,
#The gospel of Christ is included in the written word, the
Scriptures *  Let the gentleman please prove this in his
next speech. The term gospel sometimes applies to Christ,
the second man, or quickeniyg Spirit, and, when thus ap-
plied, is God’s medium of quickening the dead, as already
proven in my first address. The gentleman’s next argument
is that the gospel of Christis the power of God unto salva-
tion to the believer. Rem. i. 16. And the preaching of
Christ is to the called the wisdom of God and the power of
God. 1 Cor. i. 23, 24. And therefore the God of salvation
depends on the written Scriptures to quicken the dead.
Now, if any person can see any relation between his prem-
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ise and conclusion, their perception is more acute than mine,
The proposition embraces the quickening of the sinner into
eternal life by the Spirit of God, and not the power of the
gospel to believers, who are called of (od. My dear sir, da
not get heside yourself again, and say, * he will never
escayW,” tillyou have something ‘bat at least looks like ap
argument.

But Mr. Franklin gravely informs us that the term quick.
en usedin Ephesians ii. I-5, is ured in a figurative sense
Therefore, his position being true, Christ was only raised up
from the dead in a figurative sense ; and we are only saved
by the grace of God in a figurative sense. What absurdities
does he aver, in order to avoid the force of the simple truth
Paul was not instructing the Ephesians about figures, but
of the power of God, which he wrought in Christ when he
raised him from the dead, and by which he bath quickened
us from death in sin imto eternal life. ButMr Franklin
says[quote a passage that says God quickens the sinner,
but that it does not tell how he does it. The gentleman
forgets that he has just admitted the how to have been
proven that it was by Christ the quickening was done. But
says he, it is by the written word. Will he plezse prove it?
No, he never will. It is not in the doctrine of the quick
eniog of the sinner into eternal life,as given in God's word
If it is not given in the statement of the doctrine, as it iy
taught in God's word, does it belong to that doctrine? It
it does, will you please tell me what there is in all the uni-
verse that does not belong to it?

Does God’'s word prove a doctrine on any subject when
the doctrine is fully given, or must his word go on and state
all the particulars that do uot belong to it? Mr. Fraunklis
is not 80 ignorant as to believe such an absurdity. The
statement of a doctrine by the entire word of God, devoted
#o that object, es eludes from the doctrine every proposition
not given in the statement bythe word of God. Henes
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Mr. Franklin, knowing that the w:itten word is nowhere
used in God's word as that upon which God depends in
quickening the sinner, is pleased to resort to a mere dodge
to hide his failure. But his own effort to get some term
that may be construed to mean quicken reveals the fact
wherein his trouble lies. And, in order to do this, he turns
to Matt. xiii. ; and without telling us what partof the chap-
ter heis quoting from, he garbles the Scripture, tukiog part
of ove parable and part of another, and mixing them togeth-
er to suit his faney. In thus doing, he makes the children
of the kingdom, which the Son of God sows. identical with
the word sown by the writtenword or Scripture, or the writ-
ten word as preached by men. This is clearly contrary to
the design of Christ in these parables,

But, the starting point of the gentleman is that the life is
in the seed sown. But there is another fact just here. It
is this : the seed gown imparts no life to anything. Neither
is the lif'e~giving power dependent on the seed, either to give
life, or prepare the ground. Who prepares the ground?
or, rather, who prepares the heart to receive the written
word ? Prov. xvi. 1 : ¢« The preparations of the heart in
man, and the answer of the tongue, is from the Lord. ” John
viii. 47 : “He that is of God heareth God's words: ye there-
fore hear them not, because ye are not of God “ Butto
show the conclusion of the whole subject ot the life-giving
power, | quote again, 1 Johnv.11, 12: ¢ And thisis the
record, that God bath given to us efernallife; and this life
is tn his Son. He that bath the Son bath ii/c; and he that
bath not the Son of God bath not life. ” ‘J’he word sown
does not prepare the ground, but is fruitful in good, pre-
pared ground. See Acts xvi. 14 Luke informs us of Lydia
« whose heart th,Lord opened, that she attended unto the
things which were spoken of Paul.” Now let us hear the

Savior’'s explanation of the good ground. Luke viii. 15:
“But that on the good ground are they, which, in anhonest
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and good heart, ha-ring heard the word, keep it,and bring
forth fruit with patience.”” Iy a heart good and honest in
the sight of God, till it is purged by the Redeemer’s blood,
and quickened PY the Holy sSpirit? It so,can the blood of
the Redeemer benefit it, or the Holy Spirit give it a purer
life? Can that which {5 honest and good in the sight of God
be improved upon in his sight?

But Mr. Frauklin gives us another doctrine tauzht by
this parable. It is this: That the ©Devi{ defeats the work
of God. ” But, Mr. Franklin, God is in the heavens, and
bath done whatsoever he pleased ; and works all things a¢ -
cording to the counselof his own wiil;and therefore it
pleased him, and was his own w{{, that the devil should de-
feat his work. And our Lord, in order to show up God’'s
defeat and the devil's triumph, uses this parable ! The doc-
trine, therefore, is that eternal life is at the mercy of the
devil | But there is no such dootrine in God's word. Jesus,
the great Teacher, instructs us, John x.28:¢ | give unto
them eternal life, and they shall never perish, neither shall
any pluck them ont of my hand .“ We are told that the
fault is in the ground, and that there are six classes of soil,
namely : bad, worse, worst; good, better, best. Let us see.
The wayside yields no fruit; the stony ground ditto ; and
the thorny ground ditto. You may take choice, sir. |
count them all valueless. And so where wood, hay and
stubble are exposed to fire, they all prove to be worthless.
But what of the good ground? 1 Cor. xii. 4, 5, 6: “Now
there are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit. And
there are differences of administrations, but the same Lord.
And there are diversities of operations, but it is the same
God, which worketh all in all.” | agree, therefore, that the
fruit depends on the character of the ground, or heart, and
not on the seed sown, it being the same in each case. The
seed does not, therefore, prepare the heart, or quicken it from
death, but produces fruit only where the heart is good.
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“Every good gift is from the Lord.” “The preparations of
the heartis from the Lord. » ¢ The differeut ¢ifts are of
the same Spirit,’.’ and it is the same God that workethall
in all. My proposition is clearly proven, my friend being
the witness.

He says he will now produce somedireetSeriptures,show-
ing how we arebegotten of God, or made believers, It is
surely time forhim to produce something to the point, if
he has anything to produce. But yousee he hasrtothing;
for, instead «f coming to the point, to-wit: the quickening
of the sinner by the Spirit of God, he bringsbefore us the
believer again. I am not here, sir, to deny that the believer
may be begotten by the word of truth. Myargument and
proof go to show that he is the one to whom it comes in
power, and in the Holy Ghost, andin muchassurance. The
Lord prayed for all that should believe uuliim through thiir
word. But the Lord did cot pray that God would quicken
sinners into eternal lifethrough their word. But his prayer
is: « As thou hast given him pow:r over all flesh, that he
should give eternallifeto as maDy as thou hast given him. ”
John xvii. 2.

Let us row look at John xx. 30, 31 :¢ But these are
written that you might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the
Son of God ; and that believing ye might have life through
his name.” Who were those to whom John was writing?
Did Mr, Franklin take time to tell us? No. Let us, then,
inquire of John. 1 Johnv. 12, 13: “He that bath the Son
bath [ife ; and he that bath not the Son of God bath not
life, These things have | written to you that believe on
the name of the Son of God, thatye may know that ye have
eternal life, and that ye may believe on the name of the Son
of God.” There i3 not one word in all this to favor the
doctrine of the quickening of the dead sinner by the writ-
ten word, but quite the contrary. The life-giving power is
in the Son of God, and not in the written word.
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Alr. Franklinis anxious to get hisproof before me, but
aies0n quoting how believine comes by hearing the word
of God, just as it he thought he could make some one helieve
that { did pot hold that doctrine as firm 2s he. If you wish
to prove the point ati:sue between us, give us the text that
saysmangives himselt eternal lifeby believing the written
-word ; or that thewritten word gives the sinner dead in sins
cternal life.  Will you give us thatproof? No,sir, you
pever will.

But we are called to consider the language of the Apos-
tle Peter. i. 23 :“Beiog born agnin, not of corrup tible seed,
but of fncorruptible, by the word of God, which livetliand
abideth torever. ” Yesterday Mr Iranklin had being born
9%y, the activeturning of an alien sinver; today ke has
it tbe quickening power of the written word giving eternal
life to the dead sinner ; and to-morrow he will haveitbap-
tism that horns the man. Yes, the sinner must puss from
death to life ; and, as [ told you in my firstspeech, Mr,
Franklin's theory requires that the work of prolucing a
holy, eternal, incorruptible life in man must be of mn He
tells u<God has originated the plan,and put it in his writ.
ten word,and then, | suppose, retired from thescene. The
devil steps in, and defrats the work of God, and, it it were
wot for man’s work, God's having been defeated, the whole
scheme would be a failure.

What is the living, abiding, incorruptible Word of God?
John i. 1, 4 “In the beginning was the Word, and the
Word was with. God, and the Word was God.” * In him
was life ; and the life was the light of men. ” 1 John v. 20 :
“And we know that the Sor of God is come, and bath given
us an understanding, that we may know him that is true;
and we are iu him that is true, even in his Son Jesus Christ,
This is the true God, and eternal lifs.”” The record of God
is that eternal life is in his Son, the Word that was made
flesh, and dwelt among men. “Of his fullness have all we
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received, and grace for grace. ” John i. 16. ‘| give unto
them eternal life. ” “That heshould give eternal life to as
many as thou hast given him. » «LIn them, and thou in

me, that they may be made perfect in one. ” John xvii. 23.

These quotations, together with the list given in my first
speech, and which remain unnoticed by the gentleman, prove
the source of eternal life to be in God with us, and that birth
by which we are put forth into new being is of God, aud
not the Scriptures. Is Mr. Franklin’s God the written
Scriptures ? Is the eternal Word the written Scriptures?
1s the Holy Spirit the written Scriptures? If your answer
be afirmative, I know not how your God is in the heavens ;
and your Word is taken away by the devil, according to
your argument on the parable, Matt. xiii. And your Holy
Spirit fails on every heart that is not either good, better or
best before it falls there. But the true God and eternal
life, of whom the Scriptures testify, is not a written word,
nor contained in the written word, and consists of motives
and arguments, but a living, quickening Spirit, * That
which'is born of the flesh is flesh, and that which is born
of the Spirtt is spirit.”

But Mr. Franklin has just learned that the Spirit of God
does not enter people’'s hearts to quicken them into eternal
life. His proof is : “Even th,Spirit of truth, whom the
world can not receive. ” Now, if the world can not receive
it, then it can not quicken the sinner into new life, or eternal
life. Respected audience, do you not see the point? Itis
one of the gentleman’s clear, deep, logical conclusions |
What a pity he did not see it sooner, so as not to have said
a few moments before, “Nor that he (God) does it (quicken
the sinner into new life) by the Holy Spirit  All this I
hold as confidently as he “ Again, “I believe God quickens
the sinner into new life by the Spirdt, " etc. | feel sorry for
him that his logic came to him go late in his speech. And
I am sorry it departed so abruptly. Had it remained, we
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must have had wonders soon ! but in almo:<t hisnextsen-
tence he says : “It is, therefore, of God, of Christ, of the
Spirit,” eto. 1f that is not asample of logical tumbling,
turning and twisting, 1 fail to know what it would tuke to
make it up.

But what does our Lord say ? John xiv. 17. “Kven the
Spiritof truth, whom the world can not receive, because it
seeth him not, neither knoweth him; but, ye know him, for
he dwelleth with you, and shall bein you “ Now turn to
the 20th verse : ¢ At that day ye shallknow that I am in

my Father, and you in me, and I in you;”’ 19th verse,

“Because | live, ye shall live also.” “When Christ who
our lifeshall appear, then shall ye also appear with him in
glory.” Col. iii. 4. Who is it the world can not receive?

The Spirit of truth. Whom did the world reject ? Jesus.
It is he who dwells in them. Rem. viii. 9: “ Now if any
man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his. ” Can
a man be a son in spirit before he has the Spirit of God in
him ? Can a man be Christ's in spirit, and the Spirit of
Christ not in him? What spirit were the Galatians of
before God sent the Spirit of his Son into their hearts, cry-
i,0, Father, Father ? What spirit were the Ephesians of
before God quickened them with Christ ? Those who read
their Bible can readily answer these questions. Will my
worthy friend do it? We shall see.

But my friend has got around to the often-told theme of
the Corinthians being begotten by Paul through the gospel.
And James says : ‘‘God bath of his own will begotten us
with the word of truth.” But what does James or Paul say
about the written word quickening the dead sinner into new
life, or eternal #fe? And note how Christians are begotten
with the word of truth, or through the gospel. Paul did
not claim to be their father in the sense of giving them
spiritual being; but in the gathering of them into the visi-
ble Church he was a father to them. Through the gospel
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he begat them to many precious privileges; but He who
quickened them into eternal life was far above Paul, or
Apollos, or Ccphm-even the Lord {rom heaven, a quick-
ening Spirit. But if this quickening is immediate, says he,
the Mediator is left out in quickening the sinuer. But
Jesus says he has power to quicken whom he will ; there-
fore he is not left out. nut will Mr. Franklin please tell
us in his co-operating powers which he presents as quicken-
ing the sinner jointly, five in number, how much his Medi-
ator does in quickening the sinner ? His new idea excuses
the Spirit of truth from the work, and | shall not be sur-
prised if all but the written word is dropped off the list
befors we get through. I had nigh forgotten his closing
yemark ; be has reached that point now. Hear him: “Where
they did not go and preach, or some one else, not a convert
was made.” None quickened ; and therefore all the race is
eternally damned where the written word has not gone !
[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN'S SECOND ADDRESS.

Gentlemen Moderators : Ladies and Gentlemen :—My
worthy friend labors hard on the sffirmative. He has fine
ability, but no proof, and it requires more than the strength
of samson to bring something out of nothing. He talks of
my fearing hie arguments, and of the clearstatements of
God’s word, produced by him. He did quote some very
clear statements from Scripture, but not one that 1 might
not as well claim as he. The clear statements of Scripture
quoted by him are not the statements of his proposition,
nor of the same import. I can receive every Scripture he
has quoted at its face, and take pleasure in doing so ; but
not one of them, nor all of them together, contains the terms
of his proposition, or their equivalent. 1 have heard of a
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rule of Jogie that requires thut the prouf coutain the terms
of the proposition, ortheir equivalent. Which oneof his
proofs contains the terms of hispropositic n?“The gquick-
ening of the sinner by the Spirit of God into new or eternal
life¢is independent Of the written word, ur Scriptures,” he
affirms.  Which one of his proo's, in w hole or in part, says
this ¥ Many of them lack the term “ guickening,” ard
nearly all of themlack the term ‘( sinner.” Some of them
lack the term ‘mew, ” or’eternal life.” Some lack the term
“8pirit; and all of them lack the clause, ¢ independent of
the written word, or Scripture.” Where, then, is his proof?
Itisret in-a Scripture quoted. It is not to be assumed that
a Scripture proves his proposition simply because he quotes
it ; it must contain, in substance, what he affirms in his
proposition. He is bound not only to quote Scripture, but
to show how it applies to his proposition and proves it.
One thing is specially significant on the part of my friend,
and that isthat he finds his proofs in portions of Scripture
that donputspeak of conversion at all. This audience, no
doubt, expccted him to go to the commission the Lord gave
his apostles, undfollow the apostles in the execution of
their wur k under that commission, till he found where sin-
ners were quickened into new life, or eternal life,and show
where it was done, or said to be done, independent of the
writtenword, or Scripture, or without the written word.
DidXedo this? By no means. Did he go to the Scrip-
ture thatgives us an account of the descent of the Holy
Spirit,and his quickening three thousand into new or eter-
nal lite, independent of the written word, on Pentecost?
Notawordof it. On the contrary, the history says, “When
they heurd this” —the word just spokes—*they were pierced
in theirhears.”  How were they pierced in their heart, by
the woirds which they heard, or without them? Luke
ascribes it to the word ; the word he had just written, as
follows: ‘When they heard this, they were pierced in their
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hearts, and said to Peter and to the vest of the apostles,
Men and brethrewn, what shall we do ?* They were quick-
ened into new life by theopirit ol God, not indepe ndent ot
the word, nor without the word, but whewn they feara this;
this word vow writien.

Why did he not follow the apostles to their preuchingin
Solomon’s porch, and show that the five thuusandt here
turned to the Lord were quickened independentof,or with-
out the word ? See Acts iii. 19-21. He had the best rea-
son in the world for not ivllowing them there. His doctrine
is not there. Instead of that, we find an account of what
was preached, and the people being commanded to “repent
and turn, that their sins might be blotted out” Why did
he not follow Philip down to Samaria, and show where the
Samaritans were quickencd into new life, independent of the
written word ? Because there is no accouniof anysuch
doctrine there. The work was not done in that way. Acts
viii. 5, we are informed thut Philip ** preached Christ to
them.” ‘I'he next verse, we read that ‘‘the pecple with one
accord gave heed to the things spokenby Philip, hearing
and seeing the miracles which he did. " In the samechayp-
ter, verse 35, we are informed that Philip preached Jesus to
the Ethiopian officer, but no account of this quickening into
new life independent of the word. The word was present.
He* preached Jesus to him.” In Acts ix., Acts xxii., and
Acts xxvi. we find accounts of the conversion of Saul, and
find explicit reference to the words uttered tohim: “lam
Jesus of Nazareth whom thou perzecutest;” butnoaccount
of his being ¢ quickened into new lifeindependent of the
word.” ‘T'hat doctrine is spurious ; we find it in no csse as
we follow the work of the Lord in the time of the apostles.

Acts x. 34—48, wc have an account of the Gentiles turn-
ing to &od ; of the preaching of Peter, of their hearing the
word, and the Spirit falling on them who heurd the word;
but not a syllable about any one quickened into new, or
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eternal life, independent of, or without theword. In the
same way the jailer aud Lydia heard the word of the Lord,
s we learn, Acts xvi, butno account of their being quick-
eued into new life indi pendent of the word. It is not found
inthe holy record,in th e account 01’ the conversionof any
one, but is anoutside doctrine, wholly without authority.
Frztead of his doctrice of ‘quickening into new lite by the
sprit of Gud, independent of the writter word,” his doe-
trineis not from the Spirit of God at -1}, nor his quickening
into new life. Surely, if he had any authority for his doec-
trine, we could find some trace of it iasome case of conver-
sion in the New Testament, hut it is not found in any case.

He finds the words, ¢ You has he quickened, who were
dead in trespasses and in sins,” Eph. ii, 1; but this I receive
at its full value, as fully as my opponent. God quickens
the sinner, and does it by his Spirit. This is not in dispute,
but the proof he needs, and has not produced, is that he
does it independent of the word. This is not in the passage,
Instead of this, in Acts xix. 1-6, we have an account of
Paul coming to Ephesus, and finding certain disciples, and
inquiring of them, “Have you received the Holy Spirit since
you believed ?“ They replied, *We have not so:much as
heard whet' .er there be any Holy Spirit. ” These belonged
to that old Baptist Church which my friend thinks John
established, where he gets his name, ¢ Baptist, ” and where
they had not heard there was any Holy Spirit; and when
they heard Paul, “they were immersed into the rame of the
Lord Jesus. * “When Paul had laid his hands on them, the
Holy Spirit came on them, and they gpake with tongues and
prophesied. * They were quickened into new life, not by
the Spirit independent of the word, bnt by the Spirit, who
spoke the word to them through Paul, and quickened them
by the word.

My friend can not sec¢ the relevancy of myargument from
Ram i. 16: * Thegospel is the power of God to szlvatiop
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to every one that believes.” He says: * The proposition
ombrace_sthe quickening of the sinner into eternal life by
the Spirit of God, and not the power of the gospel to believ-
ers” and shouts, **Do ot get beside your-elf again. It
he will bea little more calm and look at the language quo-
ted, he will find that it does not say, “the power of the gos-
pel,” as he has it, but “the power of God,” and not ouly the
power of God, but the power of God %o salvation. This is
the power we are talking about; the power that quickens
into new life; that saves the sinner ; every one that believes;
the power of God We are not talking of the power of the
gospel; but what Paul says the gospel is—the power of God
o sa’vation. There i3 no escaping from this luuguage. It
is the power of God that quickens into new life; that i3 to
salvation, and the gospel tsthe power of God to salvation.
The preaching of the cross is the wisdom of God and the
power of God. Are persons quickened into new life inde-
pendent of the gospel, the power of God; and the preach-
ing of the cross, the wisdom of God and the power of God?
This is a new kind of quickening into new life, that is inde-
pendent of the wisdom of Ged and the power of God!

The worthy gentleman says tbe preaching of the cross is
the wisdom of God and the power of” God to those who are
called. But how are they called ? To the Thessalonians Paul
says, “‘He called you by our gospel.” They were not only
called by the gospel, the -power of God to salvation, but
quickened into new life by this same power of God. It ig
not simply “power of God,” or “a power of God,” but *the
power of God to every one that believes, to the Jew first,
and also to the Greek. ” Has he any method of quickening
sioners intO new life, Or eternal life, except by the power Of
God ? If he has, let him point it out. We know of no
means of quickening the sinner into new life exceptthe
power of God, and the gospel is the power of God to salva-
tion to every one that believes; and the preaching of the
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cross is the wisdom of God and the power of God; and the
man quickened into new life by any other means than the
gospel, the power of God to salvation, ¢ the preaching of
the cross, the wisdom of God and the power of God,” is
quickened into new life independent of the wisdom of God
and the power of God. I put it to my worthy friend to say,
whether he believes the apostle. Does he believe the words,
“The gospel is the power of God to salvation, ” ‘“‘the preach-
i,g of the cross is the wisdom of God and the power of
God ?* If he does, will he tell this assembly that the sin-
ner can be quickened into new life independent of the gos-
pel, the power of God? The question is not whether God
s dependent on his word, or whether he can quicken a sin-
ner into new life without his word, but simply whether he
does quicken the sinner into new life independent of the
gospel, the power of God to salvation? Will he tell us?

Itis God that quickensthe sinner; he does it by Christ
and by the Holy Spirit, but not without the word that was
preached by the Holy Spirit sent down from heaven, or the
gospel, the power of God to salvation. It is all of God,
and of his grace which brought the Lord from heaven and
the whole system to the world through him; and by the
Mediator and the Spirit whom he seut to guide the apos-
tles into all truth ; by the apostles, to whom he spoke, and
the word, or the gospel, the power of God. From this
there is no escape, and this ruins his proposition.

We need no subtleties about “the written word,” or ‘‘the
Scriptures. ” This embraces the entire revelation from God
to man, and independent of itis without it. He would be
doing much more for his cause to fiod his quickcning
power that is independent of what is coutained in that
revelation, than kicking up a dust about the “written
word.” He talks about my proving certain doctiines. It
turns out just now not to be my province to prowr but to
examine his proof. Findiag that he has none Lhave very
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little to do, bat will tryand edify the audienceasi pass
along, showing the barrennessof his argument.

| see that my worth j friend is so excited that he can not
take notes so that he canunderstand them 1 did not mix
two parables together in my referenceto the parable of the
sower, found in Matt. iil.; it is in Ads mind they are mixed,
and not inmy speech. Preferred to the parable of the sower
and not to the tares and the wheat. He has got his mind
muddled in thinking of the two-seed doctrine, held by some
of his brethren—that the human race has two origins—one
of the Lord and the other of the devil; one pare the chil-
drenof Godandthe other part the children of the devil;
the one part always in grace, the other never in grace; the
one part can not be saved and the other can not be lost.
But I was not discussing that subjeet. The parable of the
sower, the seed of the kingdom, the different kinds of soil,
were the matters to which I was trying to call his attention,
and which, judging from his speech, | did not get him to
understand.

It is useless to start subtleties about preparing the ground
or the life-giving principle. The life is from God, in
Christ, and he imparts it. The seed of the kingdom, the
word of God, is from him and sown in the heart. This ap-
pears in the wayside ground, the stony ground, the thorny
ground and the good ground. The same seed of the king-
dom, the word of God, was sown in all these different kinds
cf ground. The same life was in it all the time, and the
reason it did not grow in the wayside, the stony and thorny
ground, was not that the seed had no life in it, nor that it
was not sown right, nor that the Holy Spirit did not do his
work. The fault was in the ground, It wasnot good
ground. The same seed, sown in the good ground, brought
some thirty, some sixty and some an hundred iold. My
friend appears determined to excuse the sinner in his sins,
and find the reason of his remaining in his sins, in the
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omission of the Ho]y Spirit to prepare the ground, to open
the heart. Will men be condemned because the Holy
Spirit did not do his work? Nota word of it. This fus-
tian about preparing the groundis not in the parzble at
all, but in his lively imagination. In this parable‘the seed
is the word of God. * The life is in the seed. The first thing
is the sowing of the seed iu the heart, In the good ground,
when the seed began to grow or take effect in the heart,
the new life began to appear in bringing forth much fruit,
It is true, as quoted by my friend, .hat God gave to his
Son life, and this life was in the Son, but that does not
show how that life was imparted to men. The Lord says,
John xvii.14,“I have given them thy word,” and, John
xvii 8 #] have given them the words that thou gavest me.”
This word which the living Father gave him was spirizand
life. ‘‘Thewordsthat speak to you they are spirit and
they are life. ” This word is the seed of the kingdom of Ged,
to be sown in tbe heart of the siuner. This isthe first
thing done in turning the sinner to God. It was the 6rst
thing on Pentecost in turning the men to tbe Lord who
had taken him by wicked hands,crucified and slain him.
When they heard this word, which was spiritand life;
this gospel, which was the power of God tosalvation ; this
preaching of the cross, the wisdom of God and the powm-of
God. they were pierced inthe heart. This was the first im-
pression made on their heart, not by an ¢mmed<ateinflu-
ence of the Spirit, but by the words uttered by the Spirit,
which were spirit and life, the wisdom of God and the
power of God.

Not a word about preparing their hearts by any process
before the gospel was preached. There is not an intima-
tion about their hearts being in any way impressed till they
heard the word, nor does the expression that the‘T.ord
opened the heart of Lydia” give the least countenance to
the foreign doctrine of my friend of quickening the sinner
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into new life independent of the word of God. Nor isthere
8 more -haseless figment in the long catalogue of errors ad-
vocated in our times, nor & more mischievous one. Many
poor souls, as honest andsincere as the world contains, who
bave “received the word into good and honest hearts” and
believe 1it,are prevented from esjoying it by the theory
that they must wait for some other power to move their
hearts. They wait for some other power than ‘‘the gospel,
the power of God;’” the preaching of the cross, ‘‘the wisdom
of God and the power of God ;’ the preaching of the word
of God, which is spirit and life, and many of these are
thus driven into utter unbelief and ruined.

My worthy friend criticises the Savior. He says: “Is a
hewrt good and honest in the sight of God till it is purified by
the Redeemer’s blood?” This is no criticism of my language,
but of the Lord's. He says : “The good ground are they
who, in an honest and good heart, haviasg heard the word,
keep it, and bring forth fruit with patience.” See Luke
viii. 15. This i3 the Lord’s own explanation of what he
meant by the “good ground, " in the parable of the sower,
and | hardly think he will confound the Savior in his ex-
planation ofthe good ground. He knew whether a man
eduld have in him a ‘‘good and homest heart,” into which to
receive the word of God. But, not content with this criti-
eism of the Lord’s swn explanation, hebolds up his hands
in holy horror at the idea of “the devildefeating the work
of God,” and informs us that “Godis inthe heavens'" we
ought certainly to acknowledge our obligations for this in-
formation. But does this prove that sewing the seed in
the heart, the word of God, is not the work of (xod, and
that the devil coming and catching away the word of God
out of his heart, lest he should believe and besaved, is not
defeating the work of God? It is not my language, but the
language of Jesus. Hear him : “Thencometh the wicked
one, and catcheth away that which was sown in his heart,”
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Matt, xiii. 19, “Satan cometh immediately, and taketh

away the word that was sown in their hearts. » Mark iv,
15. “Then cometh the devil, and taketh away the word
out of their hearts, lest they should believe and be saved,”
This is the languuge he criticises, undertakes to render ri-
diculousand set aside. But this language of the Lord re-
futes his proposition, and ruips his entire theory of giving
the new life independent of the word.

My friend goes to 1 John v. 12, 13 to learn to whom he
wrote in giving his history of our Lord, and finds that hs
wrote his letter to them that bel/eve. This was not new to
us, but the passage to which | called his attention was not
in John's letter, but in his report concerping Christ, John
£x 30, 31 ;“Many other signs truly did Jesus in the pres.
enee of his disciples, whicharenot written in this book:
but these are written that youmight believe that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God ; and that believing you might
have life through his name. ” Was that written to believers?
I put it to the intelligence of Mr. Thompson, inthe pres-
ence of this audience, to say was it written to Lelievers,
that they might believe that Jesus is the Christ? They
weresipgular believers, thatdidnotbelieve that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God, and thatneeded tire signs
recorded by John that they mightbelieve that Jesus is the
Christ, the Son cf God ! This is proving that the sipner
is quickened into new life by the Spirit, independent of the
word, with a vengeance.Men are not “quickened into new
life” that they might believe, but that they believe that
they might havelife The apestle adds : **And that believ-
ing yon might have life through his name. ” 1 defy human
ingenuity to escape from this Scripture. These thiogs
were written that they might belicve, and the believing was
that they might have life. His ridiculous theory of giving

an unbeliever life that he might believe is not in the book
of God.
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I do not want any text to prove “that man gives himself
life,” but that man believes God ; believes that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God, and that, believing, he might
have fife. This | have in the clear language of Scripture.

My friend is borrowing trouble. He is telling what will
be to-morrow—that it will be baptism that ‘“borns the
man,“ if the audience will pardon me for repeating such a
phrase. “Sufficient for the day is the evil thereof ".” |
hope to keep him busy to-morrew ; but he would do well
to attend to the things of to day. He has forgotten that
he is in the affirmative, and has worked himself arcund into
a negative position, and is calling for proof. He would be
meeting the expectations of his friends much better if he
would furnish a little proof; but, of course, he can not fur-
nish what does not exist.

It was terrible to see my friend flou rider over the clear
language of' our Lord in reference to the Spirit, “whom the
world can not receive. © He ranted and fulminated, but did
not show how the Spirit enters the unbeliever ard quickens
him into new lite, wheu the world can not receive him. In
his extremity he not only assails my language, hut the
clear language of Scripture. “Because you are sous he has
sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, crying,
Father, Father.” He can not see how they could be sons
before the Spirit of his Son wasrent forth iuto their
hearts. What if becannot sechowitean be? He can
certainly believe the clear language of Scripture. The
Scripture istrue whether he can :€e how it is ornot. The
Spirit of his Son is sent forth into their heart b cruse they
are sons, and not to make them sons.

My worthy brother wants to know what James or Paul
says about quickening the sinver into new life, in the
words, “I have begotten you by the gospel,” and *‘begotten
us with the word of truth.” What has any proof text pro-
duced by him in it about “quickening the sinner into new
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or eternal life,bythe Spirit of God, independent of the
written word?” This is what ought to cencern him,and
what will concern him till the close, for this fundamental
part of his proof is lacking. But James says we are be-
gotten with the word of truth, and not without it, and Pag
says, 1 have begotten you by the gospel, ” and not withou
it. This is the first thing in the divine process. Thereis
no quickening before begetting. The begetting is by tbe
word of truth, by the gospel, in the clear language of
Scripture. This is only figurative language for ma king bes
lievers. The sum of it is that he has made usbelievers
«with th,word of truth, ” as Jameshas it, or made us be-
lievers “by the gospel,” as Paul has it. | defy my friend
to find any quickening into new life before begetting ; or
any quickening into new life before believing. As | have
shown, the believing is that “you might have life through
his name. ”

My friend quotes of our Lord that ‘“he has power to
quicken whom he will,“ in reply to what | said about the
Mediator being left out. | know the Mediator is not left
out ; but the theory of the sinner being quickened into
new life by an immediate power of the Spiritieavesoutthe
Mediator. An immediate influence of the Spirit is not by a

siedium, but without a Mediator. It is nottmmediate, but
through Christ, the apostles and the word.

[Time expired.]

THOMPSON’S THIRD ADDRESS.

Bro. Moderators : Respected Audience :—The doctrine of
the quickening of the sinner by the Spirit of God iuto eter-
nal life is found to be conspicuously set forth in the Scrip.

tures by the numerous passages already quoted in my pre-
ceding speeches. You have noted that the language of
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these Scriptures correspond with the terms used in the
proposition. The proofs, every one of them, taken as to
the terms employed in the quotations, or as to the subject
treated upon in the connection, :pply direcily to the doc-
trine of the quickening 01’ sinners by tlie Spirit of Gud. So
clear and pointed are these quotations that Mr. Franklin
has almost passed them all by without notice. He has not
attempted to explain but a very few of them, aud, as if dis.
gusted with his failure, he leaves themunsnswered, and
runs away to the parables, and tries to hide his discomfit-
are by kindly requesting me to drop the subjectof quicken-
ing, and go to the historical part of the Scripture, aud in-
vestigate the subject of conversion, or turning, or the be-
getting of (Christians through the word, or some other point
equally foreign to the proposition before us. But why
should we go to the parables, or the commission, or thehis -
tory of the Acts of the Apostles to prove a doctrine lully
taught in the Kpistles written to the churches byivspired
men, and also fully taught by our Lord himselt iu his dis-
courses upon the gift of eternal life in the quicsening of
sinners ? What profit can there be in the discussion of
points uot before us in the proposition just read? Why
this effort on the part of Mr. Franklin to get up points not
in the proposition? The reason he labors so zculously for
that end is obvious to all present. I:isbecausetherets not
one text inthe entire Bible thatattrilbutesthe quickening of
ginners, directly or remotely, to the written word. He knows
this full well ; and realizing the position he uceupies before
you without oue text in the Bible to sustain his negative,
and with no explanation that he can give ¢f the numerous
proofs that | have quoted from the Bible, proving my
proposition, he knows of no better cqurse out ot his trouble
than to get up the subject of conversion, or aparable, or
the Parkerite Baptist, or anything but this vexed subject to
him, of the quickening of sinners by the Spirit of God,
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which has spoiled all his fine prospects in this debate, and
left him without a text to prop up his man- made theory.
Not one text has he quoted from his list on the negative
having the term quicken in it, or in the connection where
it stands.

Asto the Spirit Of God quickening siunersilto eternal
life, in one part of his speech he sayshe does; und in an
other part he says he does not, He says be can receive m]
texts at their full face, but he does not dare to give us au ex
planation of what they mean. Does he take the Scripture a
its full face when le treats them to no notice atall? Tw
of his speeches arc now before us, and not a refererce mad:
to many of the texts presented in my first speech. Hi
speaksof having little to do. He has nothing to do, it seem?,
when my proofs come forward for his notice. If there w: #
little for him to do, it would certainly be great help to him
in this debate, for T'think he. has as great a gitttod but
little in answering, proof and argument, as any man living.
But he must do a little : so he states what he hud not the
least ground for stating, as to my views of a church organ-
ized by John the Baptist, and makes an ungenerous fling at
John that he did not have any Hely Ghost in his preaching.
Does he think any one ever heard John preach, and had
not heard there was a Holy Ghost? John preached the
kingdom of heaven is at hand in the spiritual power of Jesus
Christ, the King of saints, who had come to give eternal
life to as many as the Father bad given him. And be testi-
fied to the outpouring of the Holy Ghost, not many days
from the time of his preaching. There had certainly been
some (ampbellite about Ephesus who knew of no Holy
Ghost butthewritten word, and who believed that many
honest ignorant people were lost eternally because they be-
lieved in the Holy Spirit working effectually in quickening
the dead. The same people oppose and deny the power of
the Holy Ghost still.



REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE. 131

But why this walkabout the Ephesians? Because Paul
48y8 God had quickened them from a state of death in sins;
and that he had quickened them together with Christ by
whose grace they were saved. Paul, in introducing this
subject of quick cning, informs them that they belicveae-
sording to the working of his (God's) mighty power which
he wrought in Christ when he raised him from the dead.
Eph.i. 19, 20. Tn a word, Paul proves the proposition be-
fore us in the clearest manuer, and as Mr. Franklin wishes
to get us away from what Paul says on the subject of
quickening the dead sinner, he goes to where not a word is
said on the subject of quickening, Acts xix. 1-6, and after
some misstatements asto my views, and a fling at John the
Baptist, he makes a bit of Scripture just to try his hand,
He need not have emphasized the words, ‘‘and quickened
them by his word.””  We all know that to be his own manu-
facture without his emphasizing it. The deception is too
thin to deceive any one ! Neither Luke nor Paul ever used
any such words, and we all know the voice of Mr. Franklin
a8 the speaker of the profound sentence, “and quickened
them bythe word. ” 1 hope he will now be able to take a
deep inspiration while he ponders over these words of his
own that he emphasizes to give them great weight. But
he now gives us another sample of his logic on Rem.
i. 16. The gospel of Christ is the power of God unto sal-
vation, to the believer, and therefore it is the quickening
power of God to the sinner dead in sins. If Paul says it is
the power of God unto salvation iz a specified case, be means
that it is the power of God in all cases, and especially in
giving eternal life to the dead sinner. Let us take another
guotation, which he takes up but does not tell us where it
is, lest we reprove his folly. 1 Cor. i. 18: “But unto us
which are suwved, it is the power of God.” The preaching of
the cross of Christ unto us which are saved is the power
of God ; therefore it is the power of God in all cases ; and
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especially in quickening dead sinners into eternal life.
There is poescape from this he says. Well, let us
ric. The preaching of the cross of Christ is to them thai
perish, fuolishness; therefore it is foolishness; in all cases,
and especially in quickening sinners. Again, *‘But we
preach Christ crucified, untothe Jews a stumbling-block,
and unto the Greek foolishness. ” 1 Cor.i.23. Therefore,
according to my friend's logie, the preaching of Christ eruci-
fied is a stumbling-block and foolishness in all cases. But
the cases here are specified, and the terms applied to those
specified cases willapply to no other : therefore the preach.
ing of Christ crucified, or the preaching of the cross, isa
stumbling block, or foolishness to them that perish only.
And it is the power of God and the wisdom of God to them
who are saved only. But sinners in a state of death in sins
are not saved, butlost: therefore the preaching of the cross
of Christ is not the power of God to them. The calling
here referred to is distinct from the preaching, and instead
of being dependent, on the preaching, the effect of the
preaching depende on their being saved and called. This
salvation or calling is from death to life, and is emphatically
attributed to the Spirit of Him that raised up Jesus, our
Lord, from the dead. Rem. viii. 11. Eph. ii. 5. Col. ii. 13,
It is just as distinct from preaching or the written Scrip.
tures as the resurrection of the dead. We are told by Mr.
Franklin that when they heard Peter's word on the day of
Pentecost they were pierced in their hearts. Very true:
and when the Jews heard Stephen’'s word they were pierced
in their hearts. Acts vii. 54. But a very different effeot
followed one case from what followed the other. On the
day of Pentecost the Spirit of God prepared them to receive
the word in good and honest hearts. Hearts the prepara-
tions of which were of the Lord. But in the other case their
hearts and ears were uncircumcised, and full of murder

and wrath.
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Does God make no revelation save by the written Scrip-
tare? The questioa I know i3 absurd. But Mr. Franklin,
after talking about subtleties, and kicking up dust, etc.,
gays the term ‘(written word or Scripture” in the proposition
meavs all revelation from God. In this he is much mis-
taken. The written Scripture means the Bible,and nothing
more. | should be pleased to know just who authorized
him to define my proposition? If there is any dust or dirt
kicked up, and ther:looks very much like some in this as-
sumption of his, the gentleman’'s foot will be found at the
place where it comes from. Let us see. 1 Cor ii. 10, 11: ‘' But
God bath revealed them unto aus by his Spirit.” “Xven so
the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God. ”
The prophets” and apostles have written what God revealed
to them for the edification of the church in allages of the
world. But every memberof the church is dependent on
the Spirit for spirituality, and understanding in spiritual
things. Paul says, 1 Cor. xii. 3: “No man can say that
Jesus is the Lord, but by the Holy Ghost.” ‘. There are
diversities of gifts, hut thesame Spirit. ”

This doctrine of Mr. Franklin condemns to endless death
and misery all the race of man, except where the written
Seriptures have gone. And even where they have gone,
but few have believed them, and all the unbelievers are
damned. Then there arc none of all those who die in
infancy that can receive eternal life ; for God, being depend-
ent on the Scriptures, can do nothing only just what the
written Scripture does for him.

I was once debating on this proposition with one of Mr.
Franklin's brothers. At the close of the session, another
one came to me and said: “I have been praying to God all
day that he would convert you.” “Well, sir,” said I, “you
have acted very foolish in doing so, if you believe the dot.
trine your brother advocates. According to your th}gory,
God does no such thing as convert a man ; it is the man that
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converts himself. There is no room for prayer to Gud in
the whole scheme, there being no God, no Jesus, uo Holy

Spirit, save what is found in the written Scripture.”  ltis
very much like Mr. Franklin's willof man destroying God's
will. If the devil cansuccessfuliy snatch this power from

men, this written word, the only power that God bas,accord.
ing to the logic of the gentleman, will be goue.  lnstead of
Jesus having the keys Of death and hell, the devil has the
keys of heaven, and uses them at his pleasure. But will
Mr. Fraoklin tell us which parable the terms * good seed
of the kingdom™ belong to? He will, perhaps, see by look.
ing over his argument, that the mixing was done by his
own hand. But he is disturbed because | proved the good
heart was one which God had prepared. It seems to cross
his feelings very much, and he talks very short when I
prove that ** God works that which is good in us by Jesus
Christ.” Heb xii. 21. He says: “This fustian about pre-
paring the ground is not in the parable, " And therefore,
Lsuppose, you would wish it excluded from a goud heart,
and have the heart good without it.

There hasbeen a people long on earth who would rather
speak their ¢wnpraisethan give the praiseof a good beart
to God. But there pever was a good heart that God did
notmakegood. And though it make the gentleman gnash
his teeth,and shout tenfold louder tbau before, **trresisti-
ble puwer,” yet L will not cease to point him to these tay -
ingsof God. What does he call a baseless figment? That
God opened Lydia's heart. | take God's word in preference
to his andI say to him the baseless figment is yours. And
know,sir,that when you charge the ruin of innocent per-
sons to Ged's truth, you will never get a case to sustain
your arsertion, nor a sensible people to believe it.

Who is it that criticises the Savior? Who is it that con.
strues the words of Christ so as to make him say that the
dead sinner has a good and konest heart in the sight of God ?



REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE. 135

Mr. Frauklin isthe manwho does this, for bo purpose that
T can conceive of, but to deny to the Holy Spirit the work
of preparing the heart to bear good. fruit, bymaking it
good. He can see no good, save in the alien sinuer, not-
withstanding Paul says: “They walk according to the course
of this world, according to the prince of the power of the
gir, the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedy
#nce, and are by nature chiddren of wrath * But Mr, Frank-
lin sets Paul aside ; and by misapplying the words of Christ,
attempts to prove that these children of wrath have good
and honest hearts in the sight of God ; that neither Father,
Bon, nor Holy Ghost does anything for the heart, in pre-
paring it to hear good fruit. What the Lord did for Lydia
he intimates is a baseless figment. And | am wnotsure, if
Solomon were here to-day, just what he would charge on
bim for saying that the preparations of the heart were {rom
the Lord.

But that the devil may come out ahead, my friend now
makes some more Scripture to suit this end; he says, ivis
not my language, it is the language of Je:zus. Whatis the
language of Jerus? That the devil defeatsthework of God !
Poor man [ I pity him! To charge on Jesus Cbrist the
dootrine of the devil's triumph over God. But he not only
acknowledges in his second address thatGod was in the
heavens, which he now quotes so sneeringly, but that he
works all things according to his own will It was, there-
fore, the will of God that the devilshould defeat his work.
Jesus says, Heb. x. 9: “Lo, | come to do thy will, O God.”
What does my friend's logic say the will ot God is? That
the devil should defeat his work / What, then, did Jesus
do? Let Mr. Franklin answer. But John wrot his Gos-
pel to unbelievers ! Is not this a beautiful idea? No dec-
laration could -be more foreign to the truth. The language
in John xx. 30, 31, and in 1 John v. 13, is addressed to the
same people, and given in the same form. Notice the lan-
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guage. Jobu sx. 31 : ¢ But these are written that ye might
bel vve that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that
beliceing ye might Lave life through his nume.” 1 John v,
13: ~These things have | written unto you that believe on
the uame of the Sun of God, that ye moy know that ye have
eternal life, and that ye moy Lelicve on the nume of the Son
of God “ Johusaysthathebad written to believers, that
they mightknow they had eternal life, and thatthey might
belicve on the name of the Som of God. Now let Mr Frank-
linpoint to these wordsof' the apostle, and say derisively,
they were singular believers that did not believe that Jesus
is the (hrist, the Sonof God ! They did believe it, and
these things were written that they might believe it, being
confirmed in believing by the record of truth. Heuce they
had life in believing ; for the record is that God hath given
to us eternal life, not in the record, but in his Son. He
that bath the Son bath life ; and the record testifies to this
life ; he that believes the record is alive in Christ, and Christ
liveth in him. It is not the record that gives us eternal
life, but it is Christ. John vi. 47: ¢ Verily, verily, I say
unto you, He that believeth on me bath everlasting life.”
John Vv 24 : « He that heareth my word, and believeth on
him that sent me, bath everlasting life, and shall not come
into condemnation ; butis passed from death unto life. ”
John ®. 28, Jesus says: ‘| give unto them eterual life.”
John viii 47: ¢ He that is ot God heareth God's word. ”
1 Cor. xii. 3,4: *“No man cin say Jesus is the Lord but by
the Holy GlLost. Now there are diversities of gifts, but the
same Spirit. ” Phil. i. 29: ¢ For unto you it is given io the
behalf Of Christ, to believe on his name. ” 2 Pet. i. 3:
“According as hie divine power bath given to usall things
that pertain to life and godliness.” John xvii 2: “As thou
hast given him power over all flesh that he should give eter-
nal life to as many &8 thou hast given him. ”

These declarations trace the stream of life to the throne
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of God and the Lamb (Rev. xxii. 1), and set forth the King
of kings and Lord of lords, as exercising dtvine power in
the gift of eternal life, and from it, the living source, rise
Up all those fruits of the Spirit, three of which are ever-
abiding, faith, hope, charity. Neitherof these ever existed
in the absence of eternal life. The Spirit of Christis that
life. Says John, 1 John iv. 13:% Hereby know we that
we dwell in him and he in us, because he bath given us of
his Spirit.” This unity to Christ is in spirit. If any man
bath not the Spirit of Christ, he is not his.

It will not do for Mr. Franklin to say that the Galatians
were the sons of God in spirit before the Spirit of Christ
was sent into their hearts, crying, “Father, Father. * But
does not Paul say, because you arc sons, God bath sent forth
the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, etc. ? He does. But
he does not stultify himself by saying that they are sons of
God in spirit without the Spirit of Christ. See Gal. iv. 7:
« wherefore thou art nomore a servant, but a son. ” On
what ground ? Because Christ bath redeemed you from
the curse of the law, and God bath sent forth the Spirit of
his Son into your hearts, crying, “ Father, Father. ” No
other grouund is stated for that relation in spirit, as sons to
God, but the Spirit of Christ, which is the Spirit of life and
the Spirit of adoption.

To be destitute of-the Spirit of Christ, therefore, is to
be destitute of eternal life. It is to be uone of his, and there-
fore not a son, either in spirit or life ; for the Spirit creates
both these relations. ‘That which is born of the flesh is

flesh, and that which is born of the Spirit is spirit.” John
iii. 6. «He that bath the Son bath life.” 1 John v.12.
Has any one life that hasnotthe Son 218 any one Christ's
that haswnot his Spirit # Do dead men spiritually believe
in Christ in order to get alive? Is believing the fruit of
death ? Mr. Franklin answers all these questions substan-
tially in his last speech in the affirmative, and thus stands
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in direct conflict with Christ and Paul and John. And
what is it all for, but to deny to the Spirit of life in Christ
Jesus, which makes us free from death, the glory of the
work of saving us from death ? But he would give that
work to the use alien sinners make of the written Scripture.
They are the ones, in his view, that all the goodness and
honesty come from, 3nd unless they defeat the devil by
their own iree willapg power (he having defeated God's
work, according to Mr. Franklin), the whole scheme of life
and salvation becomes a failure.

No one can fail to see that the labor of the gentleman is
to make God a dependent Being, his power through Christ
ineffectual and deficient. With what a:sneer does the gen-
tleman speak of ¢rresistzble power ! What kind of power
does he want? Oh, the irresistible kind, to be sure, which
the devil defeats, and leaves the salvation of the sinner to
depend on his own free will and power. He tells us, again,
that the sinner has to believe and become a son of God
before the Spirit comes into his heart. 1 wish he would
tell us what it comes there for? Not to make it good and
honest; not to give life; not to make thew sons; not to give
them faith, or repentance, or love, or hope, or charity. He
will not allow any Spirit of God’s Son in any of these graces.
But God does allow that blessed Spirit to be the source of
them all. “Of his fullness have all we received, and grace
for grace.” John i. 16. “Who bath blessed us with all

spiritual blessings in heavenly places in Christ. * * Hath
quickened us together with Christ, and made us sit together
in heavenly places in Christ. * Eph. i. 3; ii. 5, 6. And

harshly as it may grate upon his ear, I must here reiterate
the substance of my arguments, and what is the substance
of all God's revelation concerning our salvation and eternal
life. It is Christ Jesus, all and in all. Christ in us, the
hope of glory, is the revealed mystery of God. Angels
worship him, saints adore him, and crown him Lord of all.
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He is Alpha and Owmega; he was dead and isalive forever-
more, and has the keys of deathand hell. O death, where
is thy sting? U grave, where is thy victory? Thanksbe
to God which giveth us the victory through our Lord Jesus
Christ.

But this life, says Mr. Franklin, is not given immediately
from God, but through Christ, the apostles and the word,
God says this life is in his Son. And he that bath the Son
bath life. But God does not say this lite is in the apostles,”
nor does he say this life is in the Scripture. Therefore the
life is neither in, nor through, the apostles or their writ-
ings, but in Christ Jesus our Lord. When Christ, who is
our life, shall appear, then shall ye also appear with him in
glory. We are in him, that is true, even in his Son Jesus
Christ; this is the true God and eternal life. Living, believ-
ing, hearing, seeing, loving, obeying, praying, rejoicing, are
but the fruits of that indwelling power, which worketh in
us that which is well-pleasing in his sight, through Jesus
Christ; to whom be glory forever. This is our God which
doeth his will by Christ Jesus, defeating devils, destroying
death, putting away sins, quickening and raising up the
dead, and accomplishing salvation and eternal glory for all
his people. Crown him with glory forever.

[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN'S THIRD ADDRESS!

Gentlemen Moderators : Ladies and Gentlemen :—My
worthy friend is trying to narrow our investigation down
till it will amount to nothing. No one thought of our in-
vestigation being narrowed down on this question merely
to the meaning of a single phrase, such as “quickened into
new life. 7 The work of the Spirit in conversion, or turning
sinners to God,was the subject intended to be discussed, no



140 REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE.

matter what figure of speech may be used, or literal lan-
guage, in refer:nce to it. What is the work performed by
tbe Spirit of God in turning sinners to the Lord, and kow
i3 that work performed? There is no question between us
about the Spirit of God exercising a power or ivfluence in
turning or converting the sinner, or abouthisperforminga
work iu bringing the sinner to God. We agree that men
are quickened into new life by the Spirit ; that they are be
gotten, or literally made believers by the Spirit; that there
is a sense in which they are turned to the Lordby the.
Spirit. About this we have no controversy. Any Scrip-
ture asserting merely this, and no more, proves nothing one
way or the other of the matter in debate. Awny Scripture
asserting that the Spirit does this before hearing the truth,
without the truth, or independent of the truth, or, which is
the same, of the “written word,” is proof for my friend. |
need not say to any man who has paid auy attention to our
argument, that he has not produced oane Scripture of this
kind. He has given us neither a precept nor example of
the kind. The principal terms of his proposition have been
lacking in every Scripture he has introduced. Not one
Scripture produced by him says, “independent of the writ..
ten word.” Not one says, “without the written word.” Not
one says, “ before they heard the written word.” He need
not, then, make a display of enumerating arguments. He
simply has no argument, either firstly, secondly, or any
other. His doctrine of quickening the sinner into new life
by the Spirit of God, independent of the gospel, is not in
the Bible, and has not a single divine support anywhere.
On the other hand, | open the Scriptures and show that
the gospel is cow writtea, and is included in the phrase in
the proposition, “ the written word,” sometimes simply
called in Scripture, “the word, ” “the truth,” “the thingg

concerning the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus
Christ,” and show that the sinner is “begotten by the word
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of truth.” “bornagain,not Of corruptible seed, but Of in-

corruptible, the word of Ged;” “begotten by the gospel ;"
quickened by the word; that the word was written that men
might believe ; that they believe through the word ; that
faith comes by hearing and hearing by tbe word of God.
What response has he made to all this? Not a maniu the
assembly can recollect an explanation he has made,a clear
issue he has met on any of these points. Was the last com-
mission intended for any man preaching his doctrine ?
«Go into all the world and preach the gospel to every
creature. He who believes and ia immersed shall be saved. ”
“@o, therefore, disciple all nations ; immerse them iDto the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and ot the Holy Spirit,
teaching them to observe all things whatever | have com-
manded you. ” My friend is not under this commission, and
does uotfollow the apostles under it. His gospel of “quick-
ening sinners iDto new life by the Spirit of God inde-
pendent of the written word," is not in the commission nor
in the practice of the apostles under the commission, Dor
can he produce art example of “quickening into new life by
the Spirit independent of the written word” in the Bible.
He has neither a precept nor example for his doctrine,
Nothing that any man ever set out to prove before an audi-
ence was more manifestly without a proof than his propo-
sition is to-day.

The statement of my friend in his first speech on this
proposition, that | make a God of the word, was coming a
little lower down, and was a little nearer gratuitous than I
had reason to expect at his hand. I knew he was pressed,
and that he was sensible of it, but did not expect he would
be driven to such desperation. When | respect the word
of a man and take it at its fuce,do I make it the man him-
self 2 Surely not; but as I honor his word I honor him,
When | honor the word of God and take it at its face, |
honor God. As | honor the word I honor him who gave
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it, but I do not make the word of truth God, but the word
uttered by him. To receive it and ascribe to it, what he
ascribes to it, is to honor both him and his w-oral. But to
refuse to ascribe to it what he ascribes to it, and ascribe it
to something else independent of his word, is peither to
honor God nor his word.

That God puts forth his power or influence to quicken
sinners into new life, make them believers, turn them from
darkness to life and save them, through Christ, the apos-
tles and the Holy Spirit that spoke in them, and through
the word thus spoken, and now written, no intelligent man
can deny. And that this work, thus accomplished, is of
God, of Christ and of the Holy Spririt, no manot God can
deny. But that this work is done independent of the word,
now written, is another gospel, an outside theory, and no
matter how much it claimed to be of God, of Christ, of the
Holy Spirit, is not of God, Christ, the Holy Spirit; is not
of the mediation of Christ, of tbe gospel, nor of the apos-
tles. Iniss‘-mply an empty, unsupported and impracticable
theory, haviog nothing in it for any man, only the idea that
the Lord picks up one man here and another there, and,
without the word of truth, or the gospel, quickens him into
new life and saves him ; while it leaves another as good in
all respects, not only not quickened, bnt withoutthe power
to be quickened or to be saved ! This immediate quicken-
ing power is direct It comes through no medium or medz-
ator ; as through Christ, the apostles, the inspiration of the
Spirit in them, but immediately from God to the heart of
the sinner. At one sweep this side theory sets aside the
mission of Christ, his mediation, his apostles, the inspiration
in them, the word -poken by them, with all the means and
instrumentalities ever used in turning sinners to the Lord,
so far as bringing sinners to God is concerned, and assumes
and afirms that God converts and saves sinners without
them. So far as quickening sinners into new life iscon-
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ecroed, tursing them to God andsaving them, with his
theory before him, my{riend might as wellgo out into the
forest and preach to the trees to be turned into lumber, to
the rock to be turned into a foundation, the clayinto brick,
and the limestone into plaster, and thus become a house, as
topreach to sinners. He simply appears before you, a
preacher, without any gospel for the world. He need not
trouble himself about the ancients, the heathen, infants or
idiots, for he has no gospel for anybody, Inquirers came to
the apostles inquiring what they should believe and what
they should do to be saved, The apostles told them what
to believe and what to do. They believed and did as com-
manded and were saved.

My friend will not deign to follow the apostle, and
preach to sinners, so that when they hear they may be
pierced in their hearts, and cry out, “Whatshall we do ?*
Nor will he give the arswer of theinspired apostles, when
they do thus cry out. You have seen how he evades all
such Scriptures as this. He will not command, as in the
case of the jailer, a man simply roused by a miracle, to be-
lieve on the Lord Jesus Christ. That would be going by
the “written word,” and not “independent of it.

My worthy friend says, “There is not one text in the
entire Bible that attributes the quickening of sinners,
either directly or indirectly or remotely, to the written
word. ”  This was easy asserted and emphusized. But is he
in the negative, merely to make assertions and deriials ?
How many such assertions and denials would it take to
prove his affirmative proposition? He is notbére to prove
that the sinner is mot quickened into new life in this way
or that, but to prove that the sinner is quickened into new
or eternal life by the Spirit of God, independent of the
written word. This proposition is not to be proved by de-
nials of any sort, or denying the existence of any Scrip.
tures, or denying that God does this or that, Which on,
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¢f his texts has the important terms “independent of the
written word ?“  Not one of them. li he will produce one
with these important words in it, or their equivalent, 1 will
give Up the dispute. But there is po such passage. He
does not want to go to the commission. 01' course he does
not ; for his doctrine is not in it. He does not want to go
to the history, or to the Lord's own account, of the quick.
ening of sinners into new life, turning them to God and
saving them, for his doctrine 18 not there. He does not
like the accounts given in Scripture of the quickening into
new or eternal life, but prefers going to the letters written
to saints, who are already quickened into new life |Bal
why ? Ilis doctrine is not there. It is not in the Bible
anywhere.

But now in the absence of a Scripture that asserts that
any one is quickened withoutthe word, David says,“Thy
word bath quickened me. ” Ps.exix 50. Paul says, ‘“‘And
you bath he quickened who were dead in trespasses and
sins.” Eph.ii. 1. Again, he says, “Even when we were
dead in sins, bath quickened us together with Christ.”
Eph. ii. 5. Again, Paul says, “And you, being dead in
your sins and the uncircumeision of your flesh, bath he
quickened together with him, having forgiven you all tres-
passes.” Col. ii. 13. These several expressions conneet
the quickening with conversion and remission of' sins, and
the one from David ascribes the quickening to the word:
“Thy word bath quickened me,” thys showing that the
quickening is with the word, and not without #¢. The
quickening without the word, or independent of it,is not in
the Bible. Quickening by the word is in the Bible.

My worthy friend says : “As to the Spirit of God quick-
ening sinners into new life, in one part of his speech he says
he does ; and in another part he says he does not, ” | do
not know that I understand this confused statement. If he
intended to say that I said, in one part of my speech, that
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I believed that the Spirit of God qaickens sinners into new
life, and iv another part of my speech saidthat I did not
believe this the statementisnot correct.l did not say that
I did not believe this,nor anything equivalent. This is not
debating; it is only making misstatements. This may go
down in the same list with charging me with “aflingatJohn
the Baptist, ” and that “‘he did not have any Holy Ghost in
his preaching.” ‘I'here is no excuse for such misstateicents,
only that he is so excited that he can not take notes that
he can read. His ridiculous caricature on these matters is
lower down than | expected him to go. What | said, in a
former speech, of the twelve whom Paul found at Ephesus,
who had only heard of the immersion of Joln, he tortures
to be said of the church in Ephesus, who were quickened,
as set forth in a former part of this speech.

My friend says: “And even where they” (the Scriptures)
“have gone, but few believed them, and all the unbelievers
are damned. ” This he styles my doctrine. Has he a dot.
trine that will not damn unbelievers? The Lord says, “He
who believes not shall be damned, ” and,“ He who believes
not the Son shall not see life ; but the wrath of God abideth
on him.” See John iii. 46. God holds men responsible
for their unbelief, and will punish them for it.

You remember his language to the brother who said he
had been praying for his conversion—that he thought he
“acted very foolishly,” and that he says, ¢ With your the-
ory, God does no such thing as convert a man. ” [ was
wondering, while he was talking on this, if it could be pos-
sible that he was so mystified with his theory of immediate
converting power that he could not see the absurdity of his
course. A few minutes before he was tryipg to make the
audience believe that | was straying from the subject when
quoting Scripture in reference to conversion ; but now ke
finds that conversion is involved in our debate, and hethinks
that, with our view of it, we act foolishly when we pray for
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conversion. The truthis, he is so muddledin his mind that
lie does not know what the point in deba‘eis, much of his
time. IThave been surprised at the narrowness of the view
some men take, who become mystified on this subject. They
limit the Lord himself to their narrow theory of ‘mmediate
converting power,and if the Lord does ot dathe work in
their way, or according to their theory, they do not believe
he does it at all Theycan not see that the workisof God;
that he asactually does<t, when be puts forthhiz power
through Christ, the apostles, the Spirit of God that spoke
in them, and the word spcken, as if he bad done it »ithout
words. They can not see that the gospel is the power of
God, and what is done by the gospel, God dins, asactually
as if he had dore it in some other way. The truth is, my
friend has the old anti means Baptist doctrine so imprinted
on hisinnermost soul, that he will not admit that God does
anything at all, unless he cl oes it without means. |1 shall
expect to hear him deny that God gives him bread, unless
he gives it without means. If he has to work for it, he will
not pray for it, nor admit that God gives it at all.

It all maters nothing with him, if the grace of God
brought Jesus to this world ; if he performed an earthly
mission ; called, commissioned and sent the apostles ; sent
the Spirit of all truth and all revelation to inspire them, to
guide them into all truth, and, through them, preached the
gospel, and declared it to be his power to salvation ; no dif-
ference to him, if God did make choice that by the mouth
of Peter the Gentiles should “hear the word of the gospel
and believe ;" nor if the Lord did pray for those whoshould
“believe on him through their word ;”’ nor if Paul did say,
«Raith comes by hearing, and hearing by tbe word of God ;"
nor if John did say,  These are written that, youmight
believe ;° my friend's theory of an immediate converting
power, though not found in the Bible, is the onlyconvert-
ing power, and if God does not convert meu by an tmmed:-
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ate power. he does not convert them at all, or, to use his
style, “doesnosuch thingus convert a man. ” This is what

becomes of the gospel, preached to all nations for the obe-
dience of faith;“tomakeall men see what is the fellowship
of the mystery, which from the beginning of the world has
been hidin God, who created all things by Jesus Christ.”
Thus it turns out that this theory of immediate converting
power sets aside the entire mission of Christ, his mediation
and atonement ; the apostles and the language of the Spirit
of God, uttered through them ; the Bible itself; all tracts,
books and publications of every kind; the church, ministry,
Sunday-schooland individual and personal influence and
instrumentalities, so far as converting sinners is concerned,
and makes all this nothing, andwhatis done by these means,
he denies that Grod does at all; and he thinks it is foolish
to pray for anything to be doneat all, unless we will set all
these means aside, and pray for their accomplishment with-
outthem. It is as important that we should pray for the
accomplishment of the work, believing that God does it
through the Mediator,and through the gospel,as it is if he
does it without the Mediator and the gospel. We know not
how God answers prayer in either case’ The man of faith
prays, knowing that he has a God that can answer prayer,
no matter whether he can see how or not, and that will. It
is easy to say that God quickens men into new, or eternal
life, by the Spirit ; but what does any man understand about
it when it is said ? It is just as easy to say it is independ-
ent of the written word, but hAow? You understand voth-
ing about it, and there is not a practical idea in it. Accord-
ing to this theory, the preacher has nothing to do with it.
His preaching is perfectly useless, so far as converting the
sinner is concerned.

But there is a sense in which God converts, or, which is
the same, turns the sinner, and there is asense in which he
turns himself. When we are looking at the gospel, the power
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of God to salvation, laid before the sinner, and think of it
as the means of convincing, enlightening and turning him
in mind and heart, we ascribe it to God. The Word of God
quickens him. «Thy Word bath quick encd me, He is
“begotten with the word of truth” When“begotten with
the word,” not independent of it, and when the “word hag
quickened him,” or, literally, when he is convinced by the
word, or, figuratively, “ begotten by the gospel,’” he obeys
the command ©of the prophet : “l'urn you ; turn you,” and
turns his course; furns the other way, and the Lo:d heals,
or pardons him. God turns his mind by the gospel, and he
turns his course.

The trouble with my worthy friend is, that he has become
so carried away with his empty theory of immediate con.
verting power, that he can not understand the clearest
Scriptures. He is now alarmed at my ascribing so much
power to the devil. If he will overcome his excitement a
little, and cool down to a sober mind, he will see that I
quoted from the Lord the words, “Then cometh the devil,
and catcheth away the word of God out of his heart, lest
he shouldbelieve and be saved. ” ‘I'his ¢ word of God “ is
the “seed, ” as set forth in the parable of t} e sower. What
has he done with this parable? Has he showed that the
word of God is not the ¢ seed ?* He has not. Can you
have the products of the ground without seed? (ertainly
not. Did not the Lord say, ** Then cometh the devil and
catcheth away the word * He knows he did. This seed,
then, was the word of God, and he caught it away out of
his heart, lest he should believe and be saved. This shows
that the seed was sown that the hearer might ¢believe and
be saved,” and the devil catches away the word of God out
of his heart, ‘lest he should believe and be saved.” This
ig consistent with all the other Scriptures, showing that the
gospel is preached that men may believe it and be saved.

The question is not between the gentleman and myself,
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whether “the gospel is the only power that God has,” as he
puts it ; but between him and Paul, whether “the gospel is
the power of God to salvation to every one that believes,”
or not. Paul says <tis. | believe Paul, or the eternal
Spirit, who spoke in him. He need start no subtleties about
Hgvery one that believes. " There is no power that will save
him who belicves not. The clear declaration is, that * he
shall be condemned. ~

I did not call it “a baseless figment” that the Lord opened
the heart of Lydia; but his assumption | called a “baseless
figment,” that he did it by immediate power.

[Time expired ]

THOMPSON'S CLOSING ADDRESS.

Brethren Moderators: Respected Audience :—I1 come
before you to deliver my closingaddress on this proposi-
tion. Let us look, in the first place, at the terms of the
proposition : ¢ Th.quickening of the sinner by the Spirit
of God into new life, or eternal life,is indepeudent of the
written word or Scrip tures.” What is the point to be
proven ? The quickening of the sinner into new life, or
eternal life. That is the point, without narrowing down or
enlarging. Is this quickening of the sinner into new life
or eternal life by the Spirit of God independent, of the writ-
ten word or Scripture? This is the only question to be
considered in the proposition. If Mr. Franklin had any
negative proof in God's written word to present, he would
bring it forward, and not complain of the proposition being
narrowed down to nothing of any amount. Is eternal life
of no amount ? But because he has no negative proof in
the entire volume of inspiration on this point, he is very
desirous just now that I should leave the proposition, and
discuss the subject of {aith, or conversion, or turning to
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God. Thesepointsareall very interesting, and profitable
to be considered in their proper places; but as they are not
in the proposition, they do not come before us now, unless
it be to show, asIhuave done, the power they have upon
those who have eternal life.

In the second place, if I have misstated the gentleman at
any time, 1 am not aware of it, and must have misunder-
stood him, it I did so. Hehas misrepresented me repeat.
edly in his last speech, but | attribute it to his great con-
fusion at his own failure, aud the ¢motiun manifest in the
tone of his last speech. I regret to see so much feeling
exhibited by my friend, and yet believe he is enitled to
much sywpathg ;for he truly has a very trying place to
fil But [ siucerely hope he will feel in a happier mood
when he heeds the sober second thought, and decides that
it ishetierto be beaten than to have continued in his error,
But, after a very diligent and leugthy search, he has found
a text in the Psalms of David thatsays: ~Thy word bath
quickened me. ” Ps.cexix. 50. What word was this? Did
Mr. Franklin tell us ? No ; he just wapniedto tnake us
believe thatG.dpeverhad but one word, and that was the
wrirtenword or Scriptures | Were the written Scriptures,
save the books of the law,then in existence ? Did the books
of the law quicken Davidas a sinner dead in sins into new
life or eternal life? If Mr. Franklinanswers this question
affirmatively, he is opposed by the testimony of inspiration.
If negatively, he shows his purpose in introducing it here,
and at this late point in the debate, when | will have no
opportunity of answering his comment, to be deceptive. |
quote, as settling this point, Gal iii. 21: “Is the law then
against the promises of God ? God forbid : for if there had
been a law given which could havegiven life, verily right-
eousness should have been by the law. ”

Let us next consider the good seed that is sown, as given
in Mark iv. 14, Luke viii. 11. We have the phrases, “The
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sower 3oweth the word, ” and, *‘ The seed is the word of
God.” Also, Mait. xiii, 19, it is called, “TLe word of the
kingdom.” Iu the first place, I ask, Who is to receive this
tieed, “the word of God 7"’ Answer: there are two condi-
tions of ground, the one unproductive, the other good. The
unproductive 18 represented as divided into th:ee classes :
wayside, stony places, and thorny ground. Neitherof these
produced fruit or seed. The good ground was the children
of the kingdom, and the seed which fell in it produced seed,
thirty, sixty, and an hundred fold. Bat this good ground,
who made it good to receive and multiply seed? Look at
Matt. xiii. 37 : « He that soweth the good seed is theSon
of man;" “The good seed are the children of the kingdom.”
We have from these two parables, these two points estab-
lished : first, that which is good in man as a principle of
life, making the heartgood, is sown there by Christ ; and,
second, that which falls into this good heartis the word of
God, which is also fruitful to God. Mr.Fruuklin misstates
rue entirely when he says, © He will uot adwmit that God
does anythingat all, unless he does it withvut means.' Have
I not, from the opening of this debate till now, inevery
speech admitted and urged that God used his writtenword to
teach and instruct the quickened in doctrine, reproof, cor-
rection, and iostructivu in righteousuness? [ am sorry the
gentleman is so confused that he doesnot know my argu-
ment, repeated again, to show theuse and purpose of the
Scripture to the man of God.

But the trouble with himis, the Bibie does not state that
ths written word ¥s a means of quickening the stnner info new
life or eternullife,and he feels verymuch like he would
fiad relief’ in calling me some hard names, [f that will
relieve his mind, he has my consent that he should do so ;
but I hope he will not say that I oppose God's appointed
means, in any gracious use attributed to them in hiswr.tten
word ; with no ground to make such astatement,save that
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I deny that God is depe.. dent on the writien word to quicken
sinmers into eternal fife.  But if he should sofar forget my
argument,lwhhyou to impute it to his confusion, and not
to premeditated design

Again, he says : “If he intended to say that | said in one
part of my speech that I believed that the Spirit of God
quickens sinners intonew life, and in another part of my
epeech said | did not believe this, the statement isnot correct,
1did not say that I did not believe this, nor anything equiva-
lent.””  Now | ask you to eall to mind his comment on the
words, “‘Eventhe Spirit of truth, whom the world can not
receive, because it seeth him not, neither knoweth him. ”
John xiv. 17. And also his comment on Gal. iv.6 :*“And
because ye are sons, God bath sent forth the Spirit of his
Son into your hearts, crying, Abba, Father.”

| submit the case to this audience, whether he said noth-
ing equivalent to a deniul that the Spirit quickens sinners
into new life. If he did not, [fail to under.tand his use of
these texts. To my understanding his deutal was positive.
Again, he complains that T do not like the commission, “Go
ye into all the world and preach the gospel to every crea-
ture.” ¢ Go teach all nations. ” Have | not been “proving
from God's word that this is just what the aposties did?
They taught the people, or nations, and baptized them in
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Ghost, and taught them to observe all things that Christ
had commanded them. Here we have the commission to the
apostles, but not one word about their being commissioned
to quicken sinners into eternal life. Why this neglect, it’
their preaching is God's medium for quickening sinners iuto
eternal life ? Did Jesus regard the work of quickening the
sinner into eternallife of no amount, and therefore left it
out ? No; he states that work fully in its own connection,
but not in the commission, because it does not belong there.
It belongs to tke mission of Christ, and not the mission of
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apostles. Christ gives eternal life to as many as the Father
gave him; he is come that they might have life; the Son
quickens whow he will. The record is that the etcrnal life
8 dn his Son, not in thewritten Scriptures.

Whydoes my frieud say that I do not like the commis-
sion to the apostles? Simply because Ldo not attribute to
them the quickeningof sinners into eternal life. This is
the point between us.Buatdid Christ commission the apos-
tles to quicken thedead ? No. Did the apostlesclaim to
be mediums to give eternal life to sinners dead in sins? No.
Didthey teach how sinners were quickened into eternal
life? They did, fully, forcibly, and definitely. How did
they teach it was done? My answer is the language of the
Bible : “But God who is rich in mercy, for his great love
wherewith he loved us, even when we were dead in sins,
hath quickened us together with Christ, by whose grace ye are
saved * Kpl ii. 4,5. “Butif the Spirit of 'him that raised
up Jesusfrom the dead dwell in you, hethat raised up
Christ from the dead shallalso quicken yourmortal bodies
by his Spirit that dwelleth in you.” Rom.viii. 11. “As the
Father raiseth up the dead and quickeneth them, even so
the Son quickeneth whom he will.” John v. 21. It is thus
that God explains how the sinner is quickened. What does
Mr. Franklin reply to this? Hear him : “ It is simply an
empty, unsupported and impracticable theory, having noth-
ing in it for any man, only the idea that the Lord picks up
one man here and another there, and without the word of
truth, or the gospel, quickens him into new life, and saves
him.” That is my friend's opinion of the doctrine of the
quickening of the sinner into new life or eternal life by the
Spirit of God. It sounds very much like my friend had
become provoked, because God had not said that he put
forth his quickening power through the written word. But
though God does not say so, my friend is so anxious to have
it so that he says it is so. While he says he is willing to
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take God's word at its face, he adds to its face the words,
¢ puts forth his powxer to quicken sinners into new life “-
through the word thus spoken ; and he closes the scutence
by saying, ‘nointelligent mancan deny. ™ Then no intel-
ligent man governs hisdenial of & doctrine by the plain
word of God.

All Christians have held that it is sufficient ground upon
which to deny a doctrine, if it be not clearly taught in
God’'s word. But here is a doctrine on the subject of the
quickening of the sinner into new life, that findsuosuppord
in God's word, and yet my friend eays, prove that it is not
true. It is proven not to be true by its not being taught in
the word of God. How can any false doctritie be proven
false but by its want of support by the word of Ged ? We
have in God's word the doctrineof the quick ening of sin.
ners by the Spirit of God into new life or eternailife full
given in plain language, “ God quickens ustogether wit
Christ by the Spirit.” That is all of it. But my{riend says
it is through the writfen word. He may guess that it is so
if he wishes, but if he does, he builds his guess upon the
words of men, and not the words of God.

But a8 the proposition before us is to be decided by God's
word, we do not have to depend upon thevsguesayings of
uninspired men. But Mr. Franklin misrepresents me when
he says | do not believe that the gospel is the power of God
unto salvation to every one that believes. |1 do believe this
with all my heart, because God's word declares it is true.
The preaching of the cross is to them who perish foolish-
ness. This | believe also, because God's word declares it
as truth. | therefore believe that the quickening of the
sinner by the Spirit of God into new life, or eternailife, is
independent of the written word or Scripture, bec:usethe
word of God declares it as the truth. “Hold !”says Mr.
Franklin, “you have not found the words, ‘independent of
the written word, or Scripture 1' “ No ; neither have |
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found the words, “ independent of anything else under the
heavens !” But doesit followthatGodis dependent on
sverything under the heavens to quicken the sinnerinto
oew life, because his word doesnot use the words, “inde -
pendent of these things?” Such a mode of interpretation
es this has been the foundation of all the heresies known
among men.

The true interpretation of the teaching of the Bible is
that all the doctrine of God our Savior is taught in his
word. And whatever is not taught in God’s word is not of
God, and is not true. By this rule all that is not stated as
belonging to a doctrine, where the doctrine is fully given,
does not belong to the doctrine; and therefore the doctrine
is independent of what is not thus stated. But my friend
says | must not assert a negative to prove an atirmative.
True. But if I affirm a doctrine to be independent of any
principle or means named, and by the statement in full of
the doctrine affirmed as given in the source of proof, show
that no mention whatever is made of the principle or means
named, do | not prove that the doctrine is independent of
the principle or means named 7 | certainly do, heyond dis-
pute, unless it may be shown that the principle or means
named has been named in somestatement of the doctrine.
Mr. Franklin understands this rule of language, and has
searched in vain to find some favoring term to connect the
written word or Scripture with the quickening of the sinner
into new life or eternal life; but he has found no such term
in the word of God, for which reason he fails in his negative
on this proposition. The nearest terms he has found are
“begotten,” “convert,” “power of God unto salvation to the
believer,” and like expressions applied to the word preached
to living subjects, which | believe just as much as he does,
notwithstanding he says thrrt | do mot. I love to believ,
God’s written word is a means in every connection stated
in God's word. But when I am asked to believe that it is
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a means used to quicken sinners into new life or etzrnal life,
I must decline doing 30 til] sowe proof from the word of
(God is adduced, declaring such doctrine tec be true. [ ask
Mr. Franklin, as a gentleman, to take back the unkind
remark that [do uot believe (God does anything by means.
Goduses means and mediums in all kis gracious works, and
the means ysed it quickeniug sinners into eternal life is the
Son of God, by the Spirit.

The brother of Mr Franklin, in Indiana, to whom Ire.
ferred as acting foolishly, held that the converting power
of God was contained in the written Scriptures, and con-
sisted of motives and arguments. That there was no Divine
or Spirit power, beside the written Scriptures, put forth in
conversion. 1 say, therefore, emphatically that a prayer to
God to convert is inconsistent with the sentiment, and fool-
ish on the part of one holding such a sentiment. That God
uses the written word in conversion in ninny senses of that
term, I believe. But that no power but that contained in
tbe written Scriptures is employed in conversion, | do not
believe. Neither would conversion be a subject of prayer
if such sentiment was true. | will notice one more of the
gentleman’s misrepresentations before Isum up my proof:
it is this, that Lhold the immediate power of God in quick-
ening the sinner, independent of the Lord Jesus Christ.
Who has used words equivalent to these in the debate?l
have not. The whole statement is gratuitous, and without
the least ground in truth. I do not say the gentleman will.
fully misstates me. He is so confused and embarrassed
that he mistakes what he wishes me to say, for what I do
8ay. His fevered imagination is full of fancies of terrible
things, and he ﬁghts them with a courage and perseverance
worthy a real object. Every argument and proof which I
have brought forward recognizes Christ as the medium of
eternal life, and the Holy spirit as the instrument. Mr.
Franklin himself is the one who introduced the term im-
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mediate, and then fought the creature of his own fancy.

[ will now proceed to recapitulate my argument. 1. The
state of the sinuer in relation to the divine government
of God. Rem. iii 9: ¢“What theu? Arc we better
than they ? No, in no wise: for we have before proved
both Jews and Gentiles, that they are all underpin.” Eph.
fi.’2, 3: ‘Wherein in time past ye walked according to
the course of this world, according to the prince of the
power of theair, the spirit that now workethin the chil-
dren of disobedience. Among whom also we all had our
conversation in times past in the lusts of our flesh, fulfilling
the desires of the flesh and of the mind ; and were by na-
ture the children of wrath, even as other.” This relation of
the sinner to the government of God is called* death in
sins,” ‘{alienation,” “enmity.” The point to be proven is,
how God, by his Spirit, changes the sinner’s relation in
spirit, to his spiritual government in quickening him into
new life, or eternal life. My first prootf declares,*-You bath
he quickened who were dead in trespasses and sins. ” Eph.
ii. 1. Here we have their state and relation given, till they
were quickened of God. They were dead in sins. See the
fifth verse. But how were they quickened from this state ?
« For his great love wherewith he loved us, even when we
were dead in sins, bath quickened ustogether with Christ
(oy whose grace ye are saved) “ This 1s God’s method of
quickening, if his word states the truth. “And you, being
dead in your sins and the uncircumcision of your flesh, hath
he quickened together with him, having forgiven you all tres-
passes.” Col. ii. 13. ¢Foras the Father 7raiseth up the
dead and quickeneththem; even so the Soun guickeneth
whom he will * Johuv.21. How does the Father raise
th,dead v “He that raised up” Christ from the dead, shall
also quicken your mortal bodies by his Spirit that dwelleth

tnyou.” Rem. viii. 11. Therefore God quickens the dead
by his Spirit” “Itis th, Spirit that gquickeneth.” John
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vi. 63. Thus in thesimplest form of language God has
stated the whole dootrine of quickening into eternal life:
1. It is God that quickens. 2. It is the sinner dead in
sins that is quickened. 3. It is with Christ they are quick-
ened. 4 It is by the Spirit, Does not this forever es-
tablish my proposition ? It does, beyond a question. But
does it prove the quickening independent of the written word
or Scripture ? It does. By leaving the written word out
of the doctrine proves it to be independent of the written
word, just as plain as words can prove any proposition.
God has stated his independence of all other mediums,
by giving all the medium employed in the quickening of
the sinner into eternal life. “And because ye are sons, God
bath seant forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts, cry-
ing, Abba. Father.” ¢ Wherefore thou art no more a ser-
vant, but a son ; and if a son, then an heir through Chris t.”
Notice, that it is not said yew:resons, before ye received
the Spirit of adoption. but because ye are sons* God bath
seut forththe Spi-is Of his Son into your hearts, crying,
Abba, Father.””  Wherefore, or because of this thowart no
more ¢ servant, but a son. Iris the Spirit of his Son, there-
fore, that adopts us, or quickens us into the relation of sons
to God. The same Spirit shall finally quicken our mortal
bodies into the same relation to God. Therefcre, the same
terms “adoption“ and “quicken” are used in both cases.
When the sinner is delivered from sin and death, he is said
to be “quickened with Christ ;" *‘the Spirit is sent into their
hearts, crying, Abba, Father ;’ they ‘{receive the Spirit of
adoption,”“the first-fruits of the Spirit;”” “they are risen
with Christ,” *they have everlasting life.” When our dead
bodies shall be delivered from sin and death, they shall be
brought into the glorious liberty of the “sons of God.”
This is called the “*adoption,” to-wit, ‘‘the redemption of
our body,“ “raised up at the last day, " “qaickening of our
mortal body by his Spirit that dwelleth in us.” The words
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of God by Paul confirm this vie-w fully. Rom viii, 9-11:
“But ye are not iu the flesh, hut inthe Spirit, if 0 be that
the Spirit of God dwell ir you.Now if any man have not
the Spirit of Christ, he isnone of his.” It is useless to say
that they were sons before that Spirit was sent forth into
their hearts. Without his Spirit they are none of his. They
are dead in sins. “But it Christ be in you, the body is
dead, because of sin, buttheSpiritis lifebecause of right-
eousness. »  And the same Spirit, which raised up, or quick-
ened Christ and lived in him, and has quickeued us and
made us alive unto God in Spirit, will also¢uicken our
mortal bodies into life eternal. Rom v 21: ¢That as sin
bath reigned unto death, even so wmightgrace reign through
righteousness unto eternal life, by Jesus Christ our Lord. ”
Rem. vi. 23: «For the wages of sin is death ; but the gift
of God is eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord. ”
Thus 1 prove the author and medium by which sinners
are quickened into eternallife. But my proof goes on to
show the use of the written word or Scriptures as set forth
in God's word. 2 Tim. iii. 16: “All Scripture is given by
inspiration of God ; and is profitable for doctrine, for re-
proof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness ;
that the man of God may he perfect, thoroughly furnished
unto all good works.” “He that is of God heareth God's
words, 7 John viii. 47. We have in these texts not only
the use of the Scriptures, but the persons to whom they are
profitable. They are not a medium through which life
eternal is communicated to dead sinners, buta medium
through which God teaches those who are of him,To them
“who are of God,” “quickened with Christ,” “who have the
Spirit of Christ,“ ‘it is the power of God unto salvation;”
“they are begotten by it” to many precious privileges ; *‘it
is the word of the kingdom (uot the good seed as taken
from the parable of the wheat and tares by Mr. Franklin),
“the power of God and the wisdom of God. ” They are



160 REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE.

spirit (not the Spirit) and they are life (bu*notthelife).
Jesus declures, John xiv. 6: “I um the way, and the truth,
and the i/’ Again, Johnx. 28 : “Igive unto them
eternal life © Johnxiv.19: ‘Bee.u.el Zive yeshall live
also.”  Gal.it. 20 ; © Christ Liveth inme.” Johnv 11,12
“Andthisis the record thatGod bath givento uy efernal
life, and this life is in his Son” “Hethat bath the Son
hath 7ife; and he that bath notthe Son of God, hath net
life. » John xvii. 2; “As thou hast giveu him power over
all flesh, that he should give eternal {ife to as many as thou
hast given him. ”

As to quicken, is to give life, or make alive, I feel
satisfied that the proofs before you will put to rest any
doubt as to the truth of my proposition. All the Sarip-
tures where the terms *“quickening” and “eternal life” are
used in the relation of giving life to the dead iu sins, or
the dead in the graces, name the medium to be Christ, by
Spirit power, or by the Spirit. To state that the written
word or Scripture is a medium through which God puts
forth kis power to quicken sinners dead in sins into eternal
is to say what God has not said. We are forbidden to add
to what God has spoken in his word. When he says God
quickens sinners with Christ, and by his Spirit, let us say
so. But when he does not say he quickens them through
the written word or Scriptures, let us not say so. What is
given as the mission of Christ belongs to him. What he
gave in commission to the apostles belongs to them and
their ministry. The quickening of the dead belongs to his
mission, and was never committed to them. Hence they
pointed to Jesus the resurrection and the life. We by faith
live, looking to him, and for him. “And when Christ who
is our life shall appear, then shall we appear with with him
in glory. Thanks be to God who giveth us the victory
through our Lord Jesus Christ.”

[Time expired.]
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FRANKLIN S CL OSING ADDRESS.

Gentlemen Moderators: Ladies and Gentlemen ;—Y ou
have now heard what my worthy friend couldsay in proof
of his affirmative proposition. 1 am net disappoint.cxl.
There was po proof tobring, and, of course, he could
bring none. He says : “Whatis the point to be proven ?”
snd justly answers, “the quickening of the sinner intonew
life or eternal life by the Spirit of God, independent of the
written word or Scripture. ” That is precisely the point to
be proved, and the one not proved by any Scripture pro-
duce { by him or that can be produced. Never did a man
close an argument on any question more completely without
proof. But he turns negatively and shouts, *If Mr. Frank-
lin had any negative proof in God's written word to pre-
sent he would bring it forward and not complain of the
proposition being narrowed down to nothing of amount.”
¢ Negative proof” is not what is wanting. In the negative
man has nothing to prove. The proof is demanded in the
affirmative, and in default of any the case is lost. Accord-
ing to the rules of logic, as | am in the negative, I have
nothing to prove on this question. My friend had some-
thing to prove—that “sinners are quickened into new or
eternal life by the Spirit of God, independent of the written
word or Scripture. * That was what he was bound, by the
rules of argument, to prove, aad what 1 denied. That is
precisely what he has utterly failed to prove, and what |
have successfully denied. Nothing remains now for me
only to restate the case, sum up the argument and leave
the matter for the public. The question is not whether
the sinner “is quickened into new life.” This we all ad-
mit. Nor is it whether God quickens the sinner. All
agree that he does. Nor is it whether he does it by the
Spirit.  No one doubts that he does. It is also by Christ.
God quickens the sinner by Christ, by the Spirit. There
is no dispute between us on this. This I have stated again
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and again. The question is not whether the sinner is quick.
ened into new life, whether God quickens him, whether he
does it through Christ or by the Spirit, but wherher he
does it without the word or the gospel. “Independent of the
word” or the gospel iswithouti:. He affirms that God
does quicken the sinner into new or eternal life, independ.
ent of, which is the same, without the word or the gospel.
Thisis what I deny, and what he knew was the issue at the
start.

Any Scripture that only asserts that the sinner is quick.
ened, that God quickens him, or Christ does it, or that it is
done by the Spirit, only proves what is not in dispute, or
not denied, and not the precise point in dispute—that God
does it, or Christ, or the Spirit without the word or the
gospel. Thé words “independent of, * which mean “with.
out,” are not in one text produced by him. This he vir-
tual] y admitted in the speech you have just heard, But
he wants you to take it for granted that where the quick-
ening of the sinner is ascribed to God, Christ or the Spirit,
without telling us how it is done, we are to understand that
it is without the word. But that would be to take for grant-
ed, without proof,the very thing to be proved.

Let us review the ground gone over. Did he produce a
case where any one was quickened into new life without
the word or the gospel? He had the Bible before him.
Did he produce an account from it of Grod ever quickening
any one into new life without the word, no matter
whether the word was “written” at the time or not ? We
use the word “written” now, in the proposition, to limit it
to the word found in the Bible and now “wiitten.” Not a
case of the kind did he produce. There is no account of
any such case in the Bible.

Did he find a reference in the Epistles to a case whera
any one is said to have been quickened into new life with.
out the gospel? Not a reference to such a case did he prc
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duce. There is no such reference in all the letters written
by the apostles to the saints. The saints had all been
quickened into new life, and it was God that quickened
them, and it was through Christ and by the Spirit, but
never said to be independent of, or without the word.

Did he find an instance in all the teaching of Jesus where
he gsid any one should be quickened into new life without
the gospel ? Not a bit of it. There is nothing of the kind
in all the teaching of our Lord.

Did he take up the cases of which we have an account
in Scripture of the quickening into new life and undertake
to show that in any case persons were quickened into new
life without the word ? No* one ; nothing was more foreign
from his course than to do such a thing. But he rambles
through the Bible and finds the word ‘(quickened,” and no
matter to him whether it is the quickening in the resurrec-
tion literally from the dead, or what, he goes by the mere
jingle of sound and not by the sense, and assumes that it is
without the word and claims that it is proof. Then he
guotes some dark Scripture that may be a little difficult to
gnderstand and claims it as proof. But no one can see the
proof.

As to his reference to my ¢confusion” I have no con-
cern. This audience oan see when we know what we are
talking. about, and when it is all gas. They can see who
has kept -to the point and who has made false issues, mud-
dled and confused the point in debate. The proof of a
preposition must contain the terms of the proposition or
others of the same import. He has referred to a sufficient
pumber of Scriptures, and more than a sufficient number,
if they contained the terms of his proposition, or others of
the same meaning, to prove his proposition. If he had
pmoduced one Scripture containing the terms of his proposi-
tion, or others of the same import, it would have been en-
irely sufficient, but not one such Scripture has been pro-
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duced. Some of the Scriptures did not contain the term

‘(sinner;”’ others did not contain the term “quicken, ” or the
words, ‘‘into new lifé] or “‘eternal life, ” and none of them

contained the words, or the ideas in the words, “independs
ent of the written word or Scripture. ” How could the
proof be there without these important terms or their
equivalent ? It is simply not thereat all. Now that his
entire ground depends upon it he can not think of a single
Scripture containing the words, or the idea that the quick-
ening is independent of the word. Even in raising the
dead, to which he has referred, we read that “ali that are
in the graves shall hear hts voice and shall come forth,”
His failure is most cumplecte.

I must notice a point or two in his closing address.
Speaking of my argument on the sower, he says: “The
good ground was the children of the kingdom.” Not ex-
actly. That is not the Lord's explanation of the good
ground in the parable of the sower. The Lord says, ‘“The
good ground is the man who receives the word into a good
and honest heart ; understands it and brings forth much
fruit. ” The seed sown in the good ground—a good and
honest heart—is “the word of God.” Is there any “quicken-
ing into new life"” there—in a good and honest heart—be.
fore th,seed,“the word of God, “ is sown there ? Not#
bit of it. The ncw life is m the seed, and before it is sown
in the heart there is no quickening nor growing. This is
not an isolated case, but the rule—the way it is in every case.
This is the same as the language produced in my first
speech on this question, and which has received no atten-
tion: that we are born again, not of corruptible seed, but
of incorruptible, by the word of God, ard not without the
word, as my friend tries to make it appear. It was not me
that jumbled the parable of the tares and wheat and
the parable of the sower together. I did not introduce the
parable of the taresand wheat at all. That parable has a
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different point in view, and has not the same meaning as
the parable of the sawer, and if my friend was so confused
that he mistook the explanation of the one for the explana-
tion of the other, 1 do not wonder that he talked about
onfusion. If he undertook to palm off the Lord's interpre-
tation of the parable of the tares and the wheat for his in-
terpretation of the parable of the sower, knowing what he
was doing, 1 do not see how to reconcile it with integrity.
In the parable of the sower there is no fault found with the
seed or the sower. In the parable of the tares and wheat,
the fault is all in the seed and sower. 1t is bad seed and a
bad sower.

In the discussion on this question, | have done more than
was required of me, I have done a work of supereroga-
tion. It was only required of me by the rules of argument
to deny his proof arid show that it did not meet theissue;
that it did not cover the ground; that it was inconclusive.
This part of the work | have done as effectually as work
was ever done. This was all that I was bound, in logie, to
do to defeat my opponent. This | have done and left him
without one particle of argument. But I have done much
more than this : | have gone on, for the edification of the
audience, to show, from clearand conclusive Scriptures, how
sinners are quickened into new life, how they are begotten
of God, begotten of the Spirit, made believers, turned to
God, or converted. | have not done this rambling from
side to side through the Scriptures, referring to i:olated
expressions, or dark passages that were not clear, or had
no reference to the matters in hand ; but to clear and con-
clusive Scriptures that can not be misunderstood.

I showed that the whole work, not the isolated matter of
quickening the sinner into new life, but the entire process
of conversion, salvation here and hereafter, is throughthe
Mediator—that no man comes to the Father butby him. I
showed that this theory of a quickening by an immediate



166 REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE.

power is without Christ—the Mediator. It can not be by
the Mediator, and {mmediate. The power is ot God, by
Christ and by the Spirit, but by the gospel. 1t is not yith.
oul the gospel. In doing this, | thowed that in the com.
mission the Lord commanded the gospelto be preached
that 1t might be believed, and that the believing was that
they might have life, I showed in the clear, definite and
literal lunguage of 1he apostle, that the gospel is the power
of God to salvation to every one that believes ~ He does not
say “‘power vf God,” or “a power of God,” but “the power
of God, ” and not to some, but to every one that believes.
Sinners are certainly quickened into new life by the power
of God to salvation. The gospel is the power of God,and
they arequickened into new lite by the gospel, the power
of God, and not independent of it, or without it. From
this there is no escape This is not an exceptional case,
but the rule—:be lawotthe kingdom.

Paul says, **1 have begotten you by the gospel,” This
begetting, though aseribed to Paul, is of God, of Christ, the
Spirit and the gospel. Isisof God, by Christ, the Spirit,
by Pauland through the gospel. It is not an isolated case,
butthe rule, aud shows how they were begotten. This was
keiore they were quickened. It was the first thing in the
process of turning them to Gud, and declares that they were
begotien by the gospel, and not, as in my friend’s unmean-
inyg theory, without the gospel.  This he has never answered,
and nom:n ever did, or ever can, and stand on his ground.
Jamessays, Ot his own will begot he us with the word of
truth. ” It was with ¢he word of truth, and not independent
of it, aud James adds ¢“that we should be a kind of first-
fruits of his creatures.” This, too, was not of the will of
man, nor of the flesh, nor blood, “but of h¢s own <l begot he
us with the word of truth. ” | defy any man to show that
men are begotten without the word of truth. Begotten with
the word of truth is the same as begotten by the gospel, and
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amounts to the same as made you believers by the word of’
truth or by the gospel. Thereis no quickening into new life
before this. This quickening into new or eternal life, that
my friend advocates, before men believe, or in unbelief, is not
only absurd, butnotin the Bible. .

«Manyother signs truly did Jesus in the presence of his
ditciples, which are not written in this book, but these are
written that you might believe that Jesus is the Christ the
Son of God, and that believing you might have life through
his Bame.”  This gives you the case in full He did not
quicken them into new life that they might believe, but re-
corded the truth that they might believe, and that believing
they might havelife. The believing is in order to the life,
and not the life in order to believing. “He came to his own,
and his own received him not, but to as many as received
him to them gave he the power to become the sons of God,
even to them that believed on his name.” He did not
quicken them into new or eternal life, to enable them to
believe; but those who received him-—-even those who be
lieved on his name, he gave power to become sons of. God.
This accords with the words: “He gave his only begotten
Bon that whosoever believes on him shouid Lot perish, but
have eternal life.” Man 1s not quickened into eternal life
that he might believe, but he believes that he might have life.
This believing i3 in order to the life, znd not the life in
order to the believing.

This accords with the declaration of the Lord that dis-
concerted my friend so in his closing speech in reference to
the Spirit, “whom the world cannot recetve.”  This lan-
guage is a refutation of his entire theory of quickening by
the Spirit, while ¢n unbelief. This accords with the lan-
guage of Paul : “In whom you also trusted, after you heard
the word of truth, the gospel of your salvation, in whom
also, after that you believed, you were sealed with that Holy
Spirit of promise.” They were not sealed with the Spirit
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to wake them believers, but believed beforethey were
sealed.  Thisagrees withthe words, “ Because you are sons,
he has sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your hearts,
erying, Father, Father.”” The Lord gives “theHolySpirit
to them that obey him,’ as Peter hag it.

ButI have notstopped with these clear Scriptures, show
ing that God quickens intonew life, by Christ, by the Spirit
by theapostles, and by the word It is all of God, but througl
Christ and by the apostles whom he sent, and by the
Spirit that was in them and spoke the word through them
and by the word spuken. God was in every case of quick-
ening a sinner into new life. It was by Christ in every
case. It was through the apostles in every case. The
word was employed in every case. No one was ever quick-
ened into new life since the reign of Christ commenced
without God, Christ, the apostles, the Spirit aund the word.
This shows why the gospel was commanded to he preached
to every creature in the commission. ‘I'his commission
was of God, and of Christ, and that which was done under
it was of God and of Christ. As the Spirit was sent to
guide the apostlesinto all truth, as they went out under
this commission. and spoke through the apostles, it was
also of the Holy Spirit; and zs the apostles were employed
it was by them, as the word wes employed it was by the
word, and not without the word

1 have followedthe divine history and showed that the
work was done by the word and not ‘without the worJ-that
the word was preached—that “when they (the people)
heard this, the Y were p ierced in their hearts”—pierced by
what they heard and not without it This was the fist
thing that took effect on them. They had not beenquick.
ened into new life before this ; nor did they befure this in-
quire what to do. It was God that pierced their heats,
through Christ, the apostles, the Spirit that was in the
apostles, and the word preached, with the Holy Spirit sent
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down from heaven, which the angels desire to look into. |
followed on to Sclomon's porch, and found that the word
was preached, that God quickened sinners into new life by
Christ, the apostles, the Spirit that was in them and the
word preached. followed Philip to Samaria, and showed
that the people gave heed tothe things spoken, "concerning
the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Clirist,” be-
lieved and were turned to God. We found the word pres-
ent, and that the work was done by it, and not withoutit.
I followed on to the conversion of Saul, and found no ac-
count of his being quickened into new life without the
word, but found the word uttered to him : “I am Jesus of
Nazareth whom you persecute.” This word he believed,
and marry years afterward said : “Faith comes by hearing,
and hearing by the word of God.” This is the way faith
comes ; it is by hearing of the word of God, and not without
the word of God. | followed on to the case of Cornelius,
and found that the first utterance was that of an angel of
God—that ‘“‘when he” (Peter) * is come he shall tell you
words whereby you and your house shall be saved. ” This
is not my friend’s unscriptural theory of salvation without
words. But when Peter comes to the house of Cornelius,
we hear him start out : ¢ Lhat word you know, which was
published throughout all Judea, and began from Galilee,
after the baptism which John preached ; how that God
anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Spirit and with
power, who went about doing good, for God was with him.”
He was turned to God by the preaching of the word and not
without ¢,

1 have referred to the clear language of Scripture that
teaches that the preaching of the cross is the wisdom of
God and the power of God to them that are saved, and if
any are quickened into new life without the preaching of
the cross, it is without the wisdom of God, and the power
of God to them that are saved. This is in accordance with
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the clear and lucid utterances of Scripture: “To me who
am less than the least of all saints is the grace given, that
I should preach among the Gentiles the unsearchable
riches of Christ, and make all men see what is the fellow-
ship of the mystery which from thebeginningof time has
been hid in God, who created all things hy Jesus Christ.”
“According to the commandment of the everlasting God the
gospel was preached among all nations for the obedience of
faith.“ “In the times ¢f this ignorance God winkedat ; but
now he commandsall men everywhere to repent ; because he
has appointed a day in the which he will judgethe world in
righteousness, by that man whom he has ordained ; whereof
he has given assurance to all men in that he has raised him
from the dead.” This is addressed to man’sreason, to his
intelligence, ‘‘assurance to all men every where,” and that
assurance was that he had raised Christ from the dead.
With this same principle in view in Paul's commission, the
Lord sent him to these people and to the Gentilesto ‘turn
them from darkness to light, and from the power ot Satan
to God.” God, however, turned them, through Christ, the
apostles, the Spirit that was in him and the gospel, the
power of God to salvation, which he preached. The work
is the Lord's though. he does it by agencies and instrumen-
talities, as much as if he had done it without them. To
his name be the honor, the glory and the eternal renown.

As all the Scriptures in this my closing reply have been
referred to, the chapter and verse given in my previous re-
plies, 1 have not occupied the time with repeating the refer.
ences in this speech.

fTime expired.]



THIRD PROPOSITION.

Baptism, as commanded tn the Commission, s in order to
the remission of past sins Franklin affirms.

FRANKLIN'S FIRsT ADDRESS,

Gentlemen Moderators : Ladies and Gentlemen :~—The
proposition before us relates to what Dr. Conant, of the
Bible Union, calls “the Initiatory Rite of the New Institu-
tion;”’ an ordinance of our Lord, required by him in the
last commission, and in the law relating to induction into
the kingdom of God; into the body of Christ, or, which is
the same in substance, into the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Several things give this
law prominence, and show that it should not be treated
with indifference. The circumstance that it came from the
Lord, the Head of the Church, is sufficient to command
respect for it; the example of the Lord in bowing to it
should command attention, and, at least, prevent men
from trifling with it; the approval of the Almighty Father
as the Lord emerged from baptism, in the parting heavens,
the descent of the Holy Spirit in visible form, and the ora-
cle from the Father, ** Thou art my Son, the Beloved, in
whem | am well pleased,” ought to shield the institution
from all contempt, on the part of all who have any regard
for the New Institution, or Him who gave it. The circum-
stance that it is incorporated in the great commission, in
connection with faith and repentance for those who turn to
God, one would think would command respect for it on the
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part of all who fear God and work righteousness every-
where. We hope, then, that it will receive the grave atten-
tion and candid consideration in this discussion which its
important place imtiie Ncw Institution and its adoruable
Author demand.

Without further preliminary, I will proceed to define the
terms of the proposition. My worthy friend aud myself
have no controversy about what baptism is. We agree that
it is immersion. When wesay, baptize, we both mean
smmerse. The words, “as commanded in the commission,”
are intended to limit the debate to the ordinance, or the
rite commanded, and cut off all debate about the baptism
in sufferings, in the Spirit, or in fire, which are mever com
manded. Remission of past sins means theremissicn of the
sins of the past life ; the* old sins, " as the aposrecu“s
them, and not any sins committed after turringtothe Lord.
As defined in a previois part of this debate, remission of
sins, or pardon, is an act of God, done in heaven /" man,
and not an act donetn mar. Our propositivn does wnot
mean that baptism takes away sins, or that water takes away
sins, To my mind, and with my Bible in hand, there is
nothing clearer than that baptism can not take away sins,
or that water can not take away sins. It is equally true
that faith does not take away sins, nor does repentance.
After allthe faith, repentance and baptism required in the
law of God, the same pardoning act of God is required to
take away sins, as if man had done nothing. Mun's uct can
not take away sins. Sins can not be washed away except
by the blood of Christ. Yet the blood of Christ will wash
away no man’s sins while he is in unbelief, or impenitent.
The pardoning act will be performed for no man in unbe-
lief, in impenitence, or who makes an issue with God on
baptism, or refuses to be baptized.

I must also explain a word or two more before | proceed
with the argument. I am not here to prove that baptism
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is anything to any man thatis nota proper subject.lonly
speak of it acd its design, when administered to a proper
subject. | mean, by a proper subject, aman whose heart
has been changed by faith | so that the love of sin is destro -
ed andthe love of God established in him ; and whose life
has been changed by repentance, so as to be fully deter-
mined to live a good life in time to come. To such a man
baptism is in order to the remission of sins. It is the last
step in the divine process of turning to God ; the last act
required on his part, in coming to God to receive the par-
doning power, the executive power, which alone can take
away sins. It is the consummating act in the process in
coming to the Lord. It is the last step in coming iato the
kingdom. The last step can not be taken without the pre-
vious steps. The step that passes the man in at the door
can not be taken without the previous steps that bring him
to the door. Baptism is nothing without the previous steps,
the divinely required antecedents ; the faith that changes
the heart, and the repentance that changes the life These
antecedents do not transfer the man into Christ, but bring
him to the entrance, prepare him for entrance. Baptism
changes no man's heart or character, but simply changes
the relation, or state ; transfers him into the new state, or
relation.

One more word yet, by way of explanation : we are treat-
ing of the legitimate administration of the gospel,and not
some exc:ptional case that some fruitful andcurious imag-
ination might conceive. What is the design of buptism, in
a legitimate administration of the gospel ? 1 afbrm that it
is tn order to remission of sins.

The first thing 1 inquire into, in regard to baptism, is in
reference to its being administered buf once. Why is this?
This indicates at the-outset that it is not an item of wor-
ship or of practice in the Church, for all such items are con-
tinued, or repeated, at the proper periods. We continue to
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practice the prayers, singing, thanksgiving, communion,
etc , during life. Why is this ? Why not continue to prac-
tice baptism ? It is not an item of practice inthe Church,
but the initiation into the Church. As we enter duf once,
we are baptized but once. This is all there is of baptism,
One person—a proper subject—is baptized once, and this
is all for all time and eternity. The reason of this is, that
one person enters into the kingdom butorce, into the body,
into Chrizt, into the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Spirit.

But now, to the commission. What salvation is meant
in the words: “He who believes and is immersed shall be

saved ?* Be saved from what? From sins undoubtedly.
| give twWo reasons for saying this. In the first place, a8
Luke has the commission, he uses the words, “remission of
sins, ” in the place of the word saved,showing that the sal-
vation of the commission is salvation, or deliverance from
sins, This is the sense in which Peter took the commis-
sion, or the Divine Spirit that inspired him. when he utter.
ed the words, Acts ii 38. He does not say, ‘Repent and
be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ
for” salvation, but “for the remission of sins. ” This is the
salvation meant in the commission—salvatiou from sins, or
remission of sins, In the second place, the final salvation,
or salvation in heaven, is never dtrect/y connected with bap-
tism. This is, therefore, not the salvation meant in the
commission. It means pardon, or remission of sins. This
is promised to him who believes and is immersed, but cer-
tainly notfinal salvation in heaven. This latter depends
on the life that shallfollow, @S 1 shall show abundantly,
when we come to discuss the last proposition.

Let us look at the commission, a part at a time. What,
then, is the faith, or the belief, in qrder to ? Leave the
word“baptized” out, and inquire what they were to believe
for. Leaving the baptism out, we shall have “He who
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believes shallbe saved.” Who can fail to see that believ-
ing is in order to salvation? To this all of auy considera-
ble note agree. The same words, in this sentence, from
which we learn what faith is for, or in order to, tell us what
the baptism is for, or in order to. The precise same words,
in the same sentence, make both the faith and the baptism
in order to thesamething. From this there is noescape.
«He who believes and is immersed shall be saved, ” says the
Lord. Here are two things to be done with the same object
in view ; that object is pardon. It may be shown that
something el:e may be included, in order to the same end ;
but there is no getting rid of either one of these fwo things.
There they stand in the organic law, the fundamental law
of induction, and no evasion can set either of them aside,
They are joined by the Lord, by the conjunction ¢ and)”
and the same words that describe what the faith is for
describe what baptism is for, in the same sentence. There
is no escaping the force of these words. They explain how
the inquirer is to come. He is to come by faith and bap-
tism. These two things are required by the supreme author-
ity of the great King.

As Matthew records the commission, we have the words,
“@o, therefore, and teach all nations, fmmersing them into
the name of the Father, and of the Son, aud of the Holy
Spirit, teaching them to observe all things whatever Lhave
oommanded you. ” Matt xxviii 19 ‘*‘Into the name of
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, ” does
not mean literally the same as “saved, " in Mark’s report of
the commission. But it involves the same, for no one can
be in “the name of the Father, and of the Sou, and of the
Holy Spirit,” and not be pardoned or saved from sin. It
involves the same as‘“into Chris t,” or “into one body,” or
«inte th.kingdom,’> and consequently involvestheremis-
sion of sins.

Luke reports the words, “Repentance and remission of
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sins” a8 included in the commission, showing that repent.
ance has some connection with remission. Peter ¢onnects
repentance and baptism in the following words: ‘‘Repenf
and be baptized every one of you in thenameof Jesus
Christ, for the remission of sins, and you shall receive tha
gift of the Holy Spirit.” Acts ii. 38. Here two thingsare
connected together in the same sentence, inordertothesamg
end or object. That end or object is remission of sins. The
repentance and baptism both look to the same object, and
that object is remission of sins. There is no separating the
repentance and baptism, as commanded here. They are
joined together by the conjunction ‘and;’ man can not
put them asunder and remain guiltless. When you ascer-
tain what the repentance is for, or in order to, you ascer-
tain what the baptism is in order to. The precise.same
words in the same sentence tell us what the repentance is for,
and what the baptism is for, as both are for the same. The
Lord joins faith and baptism together by the conjunction
“and” in the commission, and requires both tobe done for
the same thing, or in order to the same end, and Peter, or
the Spirit of God that inspired him, joins repentance and
baptism together by the same conjunction ‘{and, ” for the
same thing, or in order to the same end. From this there
is no escape.

This accounts for one thing that appears throughout the
New Testament history, and that is that we find no account
of baptizing a man who is in the body, the kingdom, the
Church, or in Christ; and no account of a man in the king.
dom, the Church, the body, or in Christ, who has not been
baptized. Let my worthy friend try his hand on it. We
read of persons iu Christ, in the body, the Church, the
kingdom, but in no instance where such persons had not
been baptized. We read of no person believing “info the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.”
The reason is that the belief transfers no person ‘“into the
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name of the Father, and of the Syn, and of the Holy Spirit,”
but simply prepares the person ia heart for the transfer.
We never read of believing into the kingdom, ioto one
body, into hisdeath, into the Church. The believing goes
before the entrance into the kingdom, into one body, into
the Church, and is preparatory to an entrance. Lo the
same way, the repentance goes before the entrance into one
body, and is preparatory to it. Not so with baptism ; it is
the very act of entering into the kingdom, or into the body,
the Church. Hence we read, that “{except a man be born of
water and of the Spirit he can not enter into the kingdom of
God, “ John iii. 5 ; that ‘(as many of you as have been bap-
tized tnto Christ have put oa Christ, ” Gal. iii. 27 ; “that
so many of us as have been baptized into JesusChrist were
baptized into his death ;”’ that “‘we are all baptized {uto one
body, « 1Cor. xii. 13 ; “baptized into the name of the Fa-
ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. ” Matt. xxviii.

These expressions do not contain the worda, “‘in order to
the remission of sins, ” as all that are “in Chris t,” “in the
one body,” “in Christ Jesus, ” *in his death, ” and in *‘the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Spirit,” have the remission of sins, and no others have the
remission of sins. Here is room for my worthy friend to
try his fine preaching talent. Let him produce an excep-
tion to what is here stated.

But now, more particularly to the Lord's words : John
iii. 5: “Verily, verily, | say to you, Except a man be
born of water and of the Spirit he can not enter into the
kingdom of God.” That “born of water” is an allusion to
baptism is admitted by all the principal churches in the
world. I will mention three : The Church of England, re-
ferring to this language, in her ritual says, “That our Savior
Christ saith that none can enter into the kingdom of God
except he be regenerate and born anew of water and of
the Holy Ghost,” The Methodist Episcopal Church refers
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to this language in the same words, as found in her ritual.
The Presbyterian Church, in her Confession of Faith,
guotes the precise language of the Lord and applies it to
baptism. 1 am thus particular to show that I give the
words of our Lord po peculiar application, but tike them
in the sense of the standard works, as found in the libraries
of the preachers of this country where they have libraries.

I do not say that “enter into the kingdom of God” lit.
erally means the same as pardon, but the amountis the
same in our argument, for every man in the kingdom of
God is pardoned, and every man not in the kingdom of God
is not pardoned. In this language the Lord maintains two
things, without which no man ean enter the kingdom of
God. These two things are embraced in the words, ‘born
of water and of the Spirit. 7 He inserts “born of water and
of the Spirit” and joins both together, and declares that
without these a man can not enter into the kingdom of
God, How can any man set aside either the one or the
other ? Can he do this and respect the authority of our
Lord ? He certainly can not. No man whose opinion is
worth anything thinks any man can enter into the kingdom
of God unless he is “born of the Spirit. ” In the same
sentence the Lord inserts “born of water, ” giving it the

same authority, and declaring that you can not enter the
kingdom of God without it.

In Acts, ninth chapter, twenty-second chapter and twenty-
sixth chapter,” we gather the main body of what is known
about the conversion of Saul of Tarsus. In these Scriptures
we learn that, on his way to Damascus to persecute all that

called on the name of Jesus, the Lord appeared to him and
sald, “Saul, Saul, why persecutes thou me ?*

Saul re-
sponded,-&Who art thou, Lord ?* The Lord answered, “I
am Jesus of Nazareth, whom thou persecutes.” He in-

quired, “Lord, what wilt thou have me to do ?* The mean-
ing of this question is, ““What wilt thou have me to do” to
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be saved or pardoned? The answer is, “Arise, and go to
DPamascus, and there it shall be told thee what thou must
do.” See Actsix 6. The Lord does not say, What you
may do if you Jeeltiledit, or if it accords with your views,
but, in the most imperative manner, what you must 7, Do
you inquire, “For what?” In order to remission of sins;
selvation from sin. Could he have obtained the remission
of sing if he had refused to do what the Lord said he must
do? Let him teach that he could who dare) I dare not.
When the Lord says a thing must be done in order to a
eertain end, it is an end of controversy. In the case in
hand the end is remission of sins. That which must be
done in order to that end is to “Arise and be baptized, and
wash away thy sins,cding on the name of the Lord.”
That is what thou must de. In order to what? In order
to the washing away of sin, or pardon. Would the Lord
have washed away his sins if he had refused to be baptized?
He was not pardoned when the Lord thus commanded him
or he would not have said, “and wash away thy sins. ”
Rem. vi. 3, we are said to be “baptized into his death”
—Christ’s death. In his death his blood flowed to wash
away sins. This is the reason that we have the words,
“wash away thy sins“ in connection with baptism. It i3
ot that the water of baptism can wash away sins, or that
baptism itself can wash away sins, but when we are “hap.
tized into the death of Christ” we come to his blood that
cleanges from all sin. This also corresponds with other
figures, such ag “baptized into one body, ” which brings us
to the blood of Christ. The {ifealso is in the body. ‘fhe
Spirit of Christ is also in the body. The body is the tem-
ple of God, in which the Spirit dwells ; so that when a man
enters the body, or temple, he comes to the blood of sprink-
ling that cleanses from sin, the life of Christ aud the Spirit,

and is enabled to say, Father, Father.
The Apostle Peter says : “The like figure whereunto
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even baptism cloth also now save us (not the putting away
of the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good conscience
toward God) by the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” The
parenthesis is to guard against an error the Jews werg
liable to fall into. They were liable to think baptism) like
some of the Jewish washings, to take away impurities and
defilements of the flesh, as, for instance, in handling a dead
person. He makes a clear statement, showing that baptism
has no such purpose, but relates to the conscience—it is the
answer, or, as some translate it, the seeking of good con-
science toward God by the resurrection of Jesus Christ.
There is no evading the clear import of the language, and
the fact that it connects salvation or remission of sins in
some sense with baptism. It does not wash away impuri.
ties of the flesh, nor relate to the flesh as the Jewish wash-
i.gs, but it is the seeking of a good conscience. It is virtu-
ally the same as Titus iii. 51 “NotPY works of righteous-
ness which we have done, but according to his mercy he
saved us, by the washing of regeneration and the renewing
of the Holy Spirit. ” Here the salvation is ascribed to God,
and at the same time it is asserted that he saved us by the
washing of regeneration and the renewing of the Holy
Spirit. “The washing of regeneration” is an allusion to
baptism, as all the authorities of note admit. The Lord,
then, saves us, not without, but by the washing of regenera«
tion.

Pant-has virtually the same in the following : “Hus-
bands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the Church,
and gave himself for it; that he might sanctify and cleanse
it with the washing of water by the word. ” See Eph. v.
25,26. This is much the same as the expression in Titus,
that he—Christ—might sanctify and cleanse it—the
Church—with the washing of water by the word. The
“washing of water” here is an allusion to baptism, as pretty

much all the eritics admit, and Christ connected it with
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the sanctifying and cleansing the Church, and did not
ganctity and cleanse the Church withoutit.

The Apostle Paulhas the same in view, Rem. vi. 17,
18, when he says : “You have obeyed from the heart that
form of doctrine which was delivered you.Being then
made free from sin you become the servants of righteous-
ness” “Made free from sin” is pardon. When were the
disciples in Rome made free from wn? ‘‘ Being then made
free from sin”~—that is when you obeyed from the heart
that form of doctrine, and then, that is, at the same time,
you become the servants of righteousness. That form of
doctrine included baptism, and when they passed through
their baptism they became servants of righteousness.

[Time expired ]

THOMPSON 8 FIRST AD DRESS.

Brother Moderators : Respected Audience :—The propo-
sition before us is a very important one, I admit, and should
receive from usall a caretul and prayerful examination in
the investigation of what the word of God teaches relating
toit. | was pleased to see my worthy friend start out so
carefully, making full and copious explanations of terms,
and heading off curious inquisitive persons who might wish
to intrude unwelcome questions. Too much care can not
be had when we approach the commandments of our Lord
Jesus Christ. He is highly exalted with the right hand of
God, both Lord and Christ, angels, authorities and powers
being made subject to him. All power, or authority, is in
his hand. When he commands, whoe dare with impunity
disobey ? for it is the Head of all principality and power
that commands. For if they escaped not who refused him
that speaks on earth (Moses), much more shall not we
escape, if we turn away from Him that speaketh from
heaven.
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Thefirst question that demundsour attention, and that
which will demand our proof and argument principally,
may be stated thus : *What relation does the command of
Jesus, ‘Be baptize d,’ sustain to the covenant or will of
God, by thewhichWeare sanctified through the offering
of the body of Christ?” It is admitted by all Christians,
I believe, that by the will or covenant of God the sios of
his people are remitted through the blood of Christ. That
Jesus Christ, the Lamb of God, was a Lamb slain from the
foundation of the world, in the foreknowledge and counsel
of God. That his people in all ages of the world have been
pardoned of their sins through his blood, according to the
riches of the grace of God.

With these agreed propositions before us, all of them
fully proven by numerous Scriptures recited in the preced-
ing arguments offered before you, | announce the conclu-
sion upon which I shall base all my arguments on this
proposition, namely : ‘ The entire scheme ¢f redemption,
as ordained in God's covenant, and executed by Jesus
Christ, the Mediator of that covenant, for the pardon and
remission of sins, consists alone in the merit of the blood
of Christ, poured forth when he gave himself without spot
unto God, and died for our sins according to the Scripture.
And as King and Priest unto God, he lives in the heavens,
with all authority to purge our sins, and quieken us into
eternal life, and raize us up to heavenly things, or places,

which hke does according to his grace, and not according to
our works. ”

I have nodoubt Mr. Franklin will say he agrees with all
this. But his proposition does not agree with it, neither do

a part of his arguments, nor does his interpretation of the
Scriptures, which he ran over so glibly, and which will

pierce his logic through ere we dismiss this proposition,
Had he been content to have stood to his explanation of his
terms, we should have had no debate on this point. Here
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is his explanation: *Oar proposition doesnotmean that
baptism lukes cway sins, ot ihat water takes QWAY sins”
«Tomv mind, and with my Bible in hand, there is nothing
clearer than that baptism can not tuke away sins, or that
water caanot take arway sins.’ Again, © Hai's act can not
take away sins. Sins can not be washed away ewcept by the
blond of Chris¢” But now, afterstating thus much, he
makes oneof thuse dodges, to which he is sv ol'en given,
and which, were he disposed to stand to his position as
defined by himself, would not be required to hideanabsurd-
ity. It is this : ** The pardoning act will be performed for
no man in unbelief, in impenitence, or who makes an issue
with God on baptism, or refuses tobe baptized.” But what
about the man that does believe, and r's penitent, and makes
no tssue with God on baptism, and does no¢refuse to be bap-
tized, but is not immer:ed in water, how does his case stand
as to the pardoning act? Does the pardoning act of God
reach his cate ? Does he enter the kingdom of God with-
out being born of water and the Spirit ? And if not, does
he not die out of Christ? Does he not die in his sins ? And
ought not Christ to have said in the commission, he that is
not baptized shall be damned ? The system of Mr. Camp-
bell lays down the principle set forth in the gentleman’'s
speech, and 1 hope he will not go back on the founder of
his theory. | do not think he will, from the speech he has
given us this morning.

I hope the gentleman does not intend to say, by the terms,
emphasized, ¢ * legitimate administration of the gospel,” that
our Lord Jesus Christ administered the gospel not legiti-
mately. Or that God administered it not legitimately to
Abraham. As to baptism being required but once for time
or eternity, we have the ordinance of circumcision in the
flesh nnder the law dispensation, analogous to baptism in
this respect. We shall also see that the analogy does not
stop here; but that baptism is an external sign of the right-
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eousness of faith in Christ, and heirship in Christ, enjoyed
by the psrdoningact of God before baptism. Baptism is
not, therefore, in order tothe remission of sing, but follows
afier the remission, asavisible sign of our covenant rela-
tion to God as his people.

The commission points out these heirs, intheir relation
as such ju spirit to God,and the fruitsof life which follow
that relationship or heirship, and the ordinances, by which
they cuter the visible congregutiou or Church, and the ser-
vices rendered to Christ in the Church. These four par-
ticulars we propose to keep in view, whilewe investigate
the word of God. First, then, we find the command,
« Preach the gospel to every creature. ” \whnat does this
command embrace? Remission of sinsthrough Christ. No
other gospel has ever yet been preached by divine authori-
ty, either by God himself, or by angels, or by prophets, or
by Christ, or by the apostles, or since that time. God's
covenand-that declares “Their cins and their iniquities will
I remember no more,” knows no blood but his, no right.
eousness but his, no obedierce but his. The entire testi-
mony, from Abel to the song of the redeemed in heaven,
sets forth Jesus, the Way, the Truth, the Life. No man
cometh to the Father but by Him.

Second. What is the spiritual grace by which the heirs
of God, in spirit, are known ? Faith. Faith, the fruit of
the Divine Spirit, is that grace recognized throughout the
entire Scripture as the evidence of spiritual relation to God
as his children. We are all (Jew or Gentile, bond or free,
if we be Christ’'s) the children of God by faith in Christ
Jesus,

Third. The fruit of life which follows this gracious state
—sorrow for sins, and turning te the commandments of
God, and entering the visible Church,er congregation of
the saints, by baptism.

Fourth. All that Christ has commanded to be observed.
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But Mr Franklin puts greatstress upon the words, “He
that believath and is baptized shall be saved ” Is the sal -
vation from sins? He saysitis undoubtedly. What are
his reasons ? Because Luke putsthe remission of sinsin
the place of the word saved. Liet us see Mark xvi. 15 : “Go
ye into all the world, aud preach the gospel to cvery crea-
tare.””  What were they to preach? Answer:The guspel.
What dues Luke say ? ¢ Thut repentance aund remission of
sins s=ould be preached in his name,among all nations.)
The repentance and remission preached in the name of
Obrist refer to the gospel as given py Mark. ‘The Apostle
Peter preached the same gospel on the day of Pentecost.
But the trouble with Mr. Franklin is, that he can see noth-
ing in Peter's preaching, nor in the relation of those to
whom Peter addressed the truth, who were in spirit the
heirs of God, and inquiring their duty to the visible ordi-
nances of Christ; but he leaps over all this to reach the
acme of his whole theory, by applying the terms rebaptized
in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, to his
proposition that baptism z's in order {o the remission of past
sing. » will make this contrast between the Apostle Peter’s
command and Mr. Franklin’s preaching : Peter makes it
an ordinance performed in the name of Christ, in obedience
to him, as both Lord and Christ, and because of the rela-
tionship a3 heir in the covenant of God which they sustain
to Christ as their Savior, and through whose blood their
sins are pardoned. See the next verse : *“ For the promise
i3 unto you,” ete., showing that the same gospel which
Abraham believed, they believed, and were therefore heirs
accordiag to the promise. But to what do the terms, “shall
be saved,” as given in the commission, refer? Jesus, we
are told, connects faith and baptism together. But we have
seen that faith and baptism are not only distinct, but have
entirely a different use in the commission. Faith is a spir-
itual grace, by which we are manifested as the sons of God
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in spirit, while baptism is an external ordinance, by which
we enter the visible Church. You will notice that our Lord
8ays,. he that believeth 70t shall be damned. Who isin a
condemned state? The “nileliever. Who isin a justified
state? The believer. But it the remission of sins depends
on baptism, thon it is the uabaptized, whether believer or
unbeliever, thatare damned. But the .n:ithesis 19 certainly
between the believer and the unbeliever; and salvation,
therefore, refers to the faith, and not to baptism. 1f we
say baptism is essential to salvation in the sense of the text,
we say Abrabam was not saved, and deny the gospel that
@¢rod preached to him.

Mr. Franklin wishes me to try my hand to find a case
where a man was in the body—the Church—before baptism,
and was afterward baptized. | have no need for such a case.
That has nothing to do with the proposition.” I would pre-
fer to employ my hand just now on your proofs upon which
you rely to sustain your proposition. But again, he wishes
my preaching talent exercised on “egtering the kingdom,”
“being baptized int,Christ,” “baptized into his death,” ete.
| shall esteem the themes as good ones, and attend to them
in order at the proper time. | shall discourse first upon
John iii. 3, 5, 6. First. Jesus is here discoursing upon a
subject that Nicodemus did not understand. But he would
have readily understood Christ had he said to him, you
must be baptized and obey the Scripture, Did Christ select
obscure words to mystify his mind ? | azswerno. Christ
was talking of a spiritual, and not a temporal birth. That
which is born of the fleshis flesh, and that which is born of
the Spirtt is spirit. Flesh produces the one by generation,
Spirit produces the other by regeneration. In one there
is a temporal separation, cleansing and quickening; in the
other there is a spiritual separation, cleansing and quicken-
ing. In one, all is temporal and visible ; inthe other all is
spiritual and invisible, But I will have to let this short
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sermon suffice for the present, to hear what greatmen and
ghurches have said. What bave they said. That allusion
is here made to baptism. Well, I suppose theyknow just
how it is, and how to perform it. No, Mr. Franklin will
wply : Their practice is most pernicious, they sprinkle it on
them. Then why do you brinsg them forward us witnesses ?
To show many people believe it. | call that u very poor
reason. If’ you could prove it by the word of God, it
would save you a great deal of hunting amougoldmusty
volumes to find what uninspired man has said. But as you
can not do that, it might save time if you would quote from
the Christian System by A. C. But what does Mr. Franklin
say that the term water meuns in the text? He does not
say at all. After quoting from three church covenants, he
says he was particular to show that he gave our Lord’s
words no peculiar construction. But he gave them no
construction at all. He says afterward : “I do not say enter
the kingdom of God literally means the same as pardon,”
etc. If he had, it would have done his case no good, a8 neither
refer to baptism. But then the water and Spirit are joined
together, and one goes not without the other. What then
if baptism be the water, no unbaptized person was ever born
again, and never entered the kingdom of God. There is
his doctrine, look at it, and know for yourselves that it is
just what we claim for it. Why his long explanations at
the start of his speech, that baptizm does notfake away
stms, water can not fake away sins, man’s act can noé take
away sins, etc. But you enter the kingdom of God a son
and heir, pardoned and justified by baptism. For no un-
pardoned sinner ever entered the kingdom of God. But
more anon.

Saul of Tarsus is the next case in point. After giving
the history of Saul up to the time of Saul's inquiry, Lord,
what wilt thou have me to do, Mr Franklin proceeds to
tell us what Saul meant by this question, He says the
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meaning of which is what shall  do to be saved, or par
dored. Do not forget that Saw! is to dosomethicg to be
pardoned. What is it? Go to Damascus, and it shall be
told thee what thou must do. To be pardoned remember,
What is it? Arice, and be baptized and wash awny your
sins calling on thename of the Lord. BMr. Franklin asks,
«« Would the Lord have washed away his sins it he had re-
fused to be baptized ?"’ That is astrange question to ask,
just as though he thought the Lord did the washing ! Did
you not prove that Sawul did it? Is it not one of your
favorite conditions that an alien sinner performs of himself?
Is it not that simple turning process of which you say man
has power in himself? Do not talk about the Lord wash-
ing away his sins, or the people will think you are confused!
The washing was in a symbolic or figurative sense to visi-
bly represent that precious cleansing of the conscience
from dead works to serve the living God, through the blood
of Christ. Heb. ix. 14. And as Saul had already the faith
that distinguishes the believer, and was of the brother-
hood, as revealed to Ananias, and as acknowledged by the
address of Ananias to Saul, the washingas Mr. Franklin
says in explanation at another time, but which he does not
say here, “could mot put away $in.” That is, it could only
represent the PW ting away of sin visibly. It could only
be a representation of that truth to those who had received
pardon through the blood of Christ through faith. “There-
fore it is of faith, that it might be by grace; to the end the
promise might be sure to all the seed.” Rem. iv. 16.

In Rem. vi.13, we are said to be baptized into his death,
Christ's death. We are told that Christ’s blood flows in
his death to wash away sins ; and that we come to it
by being baptized into it, and the blood, not the baptism,
cleanses from all sin. We are also told that we are all hap.
tized into one body, Who did that baptizing ? Was Abra-
ham ever baptized into that body ? Did the prophets be-
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long to that body? But Ywishto notice Rem. vi. 3. Whe
were baptized into his death ? Was it those who are dead
to sin, or those who are alive to it? | answer, it wasthose
who were dead to sin. If they were dead to sin they were
free from it, and alive unto God, through Christ, and pre-
pared in the Spirit to set this forth in a visible form just as
Paul says they did.

But Mr. Franklin wishes to hear from Peter again; so
he quotes from his writings, but does not tell us where to
find it. 1 Pet. iii 21. What does Mr. Franklin give us
from this text,"There is no evading the clear import of
the language and the fact that it connects salvation, or re-
mission of sins, ¢n some sense with baptsm. » | kindly ad-
vise him hereafter when he states his proposition on this
point that he state it thus: Baptism, as commanded in
the commission, is in some sense connected with the remis-
sion of sins. But he informs us the translation is at fault.
Instead of the answer of a good conscience toward God it
should read the seeking of a good conscience toward God.
Did Noah seek a good conscience in the ark ? Were eight
souls all that ever sought a good conscience till the com-
mand was given to baptize ? But the believer's conscience
toward God is good, being purged from dead works to serve
the living God. Heb. ix. 14. And that conscience is an-
swered by obedience. Titus iii. 5. Here the gentleman
commits the same mistake, as in Joln iii. 5 he says it al-
ludes to baptism by the term washing of regencration. “For,”
says he, “all th.authorities of any note admit it. " gyt
there is one authority of note that does not admit it, and
that is the ewe to which we both should appeal—the Bible.
It ought to be enough to decide this point forever to state
that his rendering would damn all the race that are not im-
mersed in water. No man could be spiritually generated
without it, and could not enter the kingdom of God. But
look at the text, “*Not by works of righteousness which we
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have done, butaccording to his mercy he saved us, by the
washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost,”
Whorenewsus? The Holy Ghost, Who washes us}
1Cor vi. 11: “But ye arc washed, but ye are sanctified,
but ye are justified, in the name of the Lord Jesus and by
the Spirit of our God.” Epb. v. 25, 26. Christ gave him
selt’ for the Church that he might sanctify and cleanse it
with the washing of water by the word. Does the water
of baptism cleanse the Church from sin ? Mr. Franklin
says no. But it the water inthe text means baptism, it is
the water that cleanses the Church from every spot or
wrinkle or any such thing. But my friend thinks there is
an allusion to baptism, What does he mean by allusion?
that one thing is said, and another included ?

But | wish to notice his last argument before my time
expires. It is from Rom vi 17, 18: ¢ But God be thanked,
that ye were the servants of sin, butye have obeyed from
the heartthat form of doctrine which was delivered you.”
Being thenmade free from siu ye became the servants of
righteousness.

Wheu were the saints in Rome made free from sin?
When they died to sin. See 7th verse. Again : When
were they dead to sin ? When they believed from the
heart that Jesus was the Christ. But Paul says beingthen
made free, etc. He also says in the first verse, What shall
we say then? And in the twenty-third verse he says, “But
now being made free from sin, " etc. These terms refer to
conclusions, and not to time. But Paul thanked God that
they had obeyed from the heart, etc. But Mr Franklin
says they obeyed of themselves, exercising their own free
will as alien sinners. But Paul says they were made free
and then became servanpts to God, and he thanks God for it,
because it is theSomthat makes them free indeed. John
viii. 36.

[Time expired.]
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FRANKLIN'S seconp ADDRESS.

Gentlemen Moderators: Ladies and Gentlemen:— My
worthy friend found himself completely disarmedat the start
an the question before us. The explanations which 1 made
kook away the very material he intended to use, and left him
without ammunition. 1 do not know that | ever sawa& man
that preached against works, as stoutly as he, work as hard
a8 he does. If he gains anything in this debate. it is of
works, not of grace. He appears destined to live, if he lives
st all, by the sweat of his face, He works the hardest to
prove that salvation is without works of any man | ever
saw.

He quotes my statement, «That the pardoning act will
be performed for no man in unbelief, in impenitence, or who
makes an issue with God on baptism, or refusesfo be bap-
tized,” and inquires, “But what of the man that does believe,
and %s penitent, and makes %0 ¢ssue with od on baptism,
and does not refuse to be baptized, but is not immersed in
water ; how does his case stand as to the pardoning act ?
Does he enter the kingdom of God witheut being born of
water and of the Spirit ? Apdif he does not, does he die
out of Christ ?* What does this language mean ? What
does he meam by the words, “does not refuse to be baptized,
but is not immersed in water ?* Is he turning Quaker, and
finding baptism without immersion /»water ? Talking of
“ dodging” comes with an ill grace fromkislips, after this
dodge ! Does he ever baptize without im mersing in water ?
This is not even good sophistry. The man does not refuse
to be baptized, but is not immersed. Baptize means
immerse, as all Baptists admit and maintain. What, therp,
does he mean by the slippery expression, ‘“‘doesnot refuse
to be baptized, but is not immersed in water ?* No matter
what he meant; his words mean, does not refuse to be bap-
tized, but is not baptized. This is slippery talk. Will he
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take a man into the Baptist Church **who dues not refuse
be baptized, but is not immersed in water ?* Tell us, m
dear sir; plainly and no equivocation about it, will you taxs
a man into the Baptist Church ¢ who does no! refuse to
baptized, butisnot immersed in water ?” You dare not say
you will. If you will not, why not say so,and not try
throw dustintothe eyes of the people?

But he putsthe question, ‘ Does he enter the’ kingdom
of God without being born of water and of’ the Spirit
The Lord says : ‘Except a man be tarn of water and of the
Spirit, he can not enter into the kingdom ot God.” | ha#
nothing to say of myself ; but | believe what the Lord says
Does be believe the lunguage justquoted from the Lord
Let him answer this directly and no equivocation. Let him
also tell us in plain words : Can the man that does not be
lieve, is not penitent, and makes an issue with God om
baptism; refuses to be baptized, enter into the kingdom of
God ? Will the grace of God save him ? Will the blood
of Christ cleanse him from sin? There is no use in dodg-
tng ; we want some debating. Tell us plainly, my dear sir,
have youany grace to preach, that will save a man in un.
belief, or without faith? Do you preach grace that will
save an impenitent man? Do you preach grace that will
save any man who refuses to be baptized > Can a man who
refuses to be baptized get into the Baptist Church ? Cana
man get Baptist communion or Baptist fellowship without
baptism ? No, sir; pot a bit of it. You preach baptism
that is not essential, and that ¢sessential. It is not essential
to acceptance with God, but it is essential to acceptance
with Baptists ; it is not essential to fellowship with the
Father and with the Son, but it is essential to fellowship
with Baptists ; it is not essential to communion with the
Father and with the Son, but it is essential to communion
with Baptists ; it is not essential to entrance into heaven,
but it is essential to entrance into the Baptist Chursb. If
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he salvation of Godis in the Baptist Church, it is essential
}o that salvation, for you can vot get into the Baptist
@hurch at all without it—yes, “immersion in water” at that !
Let him answer to this if he please.

I am not putting any foreign conustruction on the words,
thorn of water and of the Spirit.” “Born of water” is applied
10 baptism iy e Episcopal Prayer Book, the Methodist
Discipline, the Presbyterian Confession of Faith, and nearly
all the standard works of all Christendom. The Methodist
Dlsclplme 8ays, that “Our savior Christ saith that none can
enter into the kingdom of God ¢xzept he be regenerate and
born anew of water and of the Holy Ghost.” Itis in the
ssme words in the Episcopal Prayer Book, and was there
before the Discipline was made. The lapguage is g0 applied
by all the critics, commentators, annotators and translators
of any note, Baptists as well asothers, There is no one
thing that all Christendom is more unanimously agreed in,
than in the application of the words, “*bornof water,” John
ii. 5, to baptism. Against this there is no rising up. This
being indisputably correct, and it standing in connection
with ‘“born of the Spirit'—in the same seatence—*born of
water and of the Spirit,” there is no getting over it, or set-
ting it aside. ‘*Verily, verily, | say to you,” or translating
the Greek word werily into English, “Truly, truly, 1 say to
you, Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he
can not enter into the kingdom of God. ” Lam here to stand
to the language of our Lord and defend it. | believe it. My
friend is here to oppose it; to maintain that a man can get
into the kingdom of God without being ‘(born of water and
of the Spirit. ” He takes part of the language and sets aside
the other part. He accepts * born of the Spirit,” and admits
that you can not get into the kingdom of God without, it,
but “ born of water,“ in the same sentence, he tries to get
over !

I do not, of course, intend to say that our Lord did not
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administer the gospel logitimately; but it is put into the
hands of men to be adwipistered, and they do not always
administer it legitimately We are discussing the design
of baptism, in a legitimate administration, and not in an
extreme or exceptional case. In other words, we are dis-
cussing the design of baptism where the gospelis adminis-
tered, and not where #¢is mot, or can notbe administered.
Where did my friend learn that there is an analogy
between circumcision and baptism ? Is he about to turd
Pedobaptist ? Will he point out the analogy betweerr cir-
cumcision and baptism? Itis useless',to talk of * an out-
ward sign of an inward grace.” Where did he get that misty
stuff ? There is nothing of that kind in the Bible. Why
does he go back to Abraham for baptism ? There was no
baptism then, any more than there was a Baptist Church, or
a Baptist close communion. The gospel was preached to
Abraham, but only in promise, and even thazt such a prom-
se as my friend never preached in his life—the promise
that in him “all the families of the earth shall be blessed”
—blessed with the gift of the Messiah, the gospelfor‘‘all
nations” —for ¢* every creature,” or, as Peter explained it
at the house of Cornelius, that * in every nation he who
fears God and works righteousness is accepted with him.”
My friend bas not this gospel yet. He has no ‘“good news
of great joy for all people,” no gospel for ““every creature,”
and does not even now preach that “In every nation he who
fears God and works righteousness is accepted with him.”
He studiously avoids all such language 2s this. He is
handcuffed, and can not preach as required in the Lord's
commission that he gave to his apostles, that ‘* He who be-
lieves and is immersed shall be saved.” This is not his
doctrine. He has no gospel for sinners. It is useless for
any man of the world to come to him inquiring the way to
God. He has no way to set before him. It is dark as Egypt
with him. He can tell him that he is dead; that he is totally
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depraved ; that he is lost; that he can not believe, repent,
o do anything. Sinners need not inquire of him, * Men
4d brethren, what shall we do ?* for he will not follow
Peter and the rest of the apostles, and tell them to “Repent
and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus
Christ for the remission of sins, and you shall receive the
gift of the Holy Spirit.” This is not his gospel. He will
not follow the commission, and tell the sinner, “ He who
believes and is baptized shall be saved, buthe who believes
not shall be damned;”’ nor will he follow Ananias, in his
instructions to Saul, “Arise and be baptized and wash away
thy sins, ¢allingon the name of the Lord.” And, address-
ing saints, you do not hear him saying to them, as Peter
did, "the like figure whereunto, even baptism, cloth also
now save us. ” No, sir; he has no gospel for the poor lost
sinner.  His gospel goes no further than to tell him that
heislost, and leave him in that condition, till he can imag-
ine that he has been miraculously changed, but he has not
a clear example of the kind in the word of God,

My worthy friend talks of the ordinances by which
we enter the ‘visible congregation. ” Where does he get
this ? There is not a word about “ordinances by which
we enter the visible congregation” in the Bible. We are
not on mystic and subtle questions of schoolmen about the
visible and invisible, but we are inquiring about the en-
trance into ‘‘the kingdom of God,” “the body of Christ, ”
the “one body,” and not simply a congregation. There is
not one word about baptizing into a congregation, much
less into a Baptist Church, in the Bible. We read of bap-
tizing into Christ, into the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit, into one body, and that ‘‘ex-
cept a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he can not
enter into the kingdom of God,” but never of baptizing
Into a congregation, or Baptist Church. Indeed, thereig no
account of any Baptist Church for many long centuries aft-
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ter Christ, either in the Bible or out of it. Baptism is nok
the door into the Baptist Church, or any Church. Christ
the door, not of the Baptist Church, but of the sheep, or
the kingdom, and by hdm all must enter Who enter at all,

Where does my worthy friend find his theory touching
the three thousand on Pentecost, expressed by the words,
‘‘because of their relationship as heirs in the covenant?”
There is not a word of the kind. They were sinners, who
had taken the Lord by wicked hands and slain him; but,
when they heard Peter, were pierced in their hearts, and
cried out “What shall we do ?* What would my friend
have replied ? Would he have answered as Peter did?
Not one word of it. He would not now, if sinners, pierced
in their hearts, were to cry out “What shall we do ?* He
would not answer, “Repent and be baptized every one of
you in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission of
sins.” He dare not answer in the precise lunguage of the
apostle and maintain that it is right. If he were to do go,
he would lose his position in his church. This is the dif-
ference between him and myself. I stand squarely on the
terms of the commission, and the very words of the in-
spired apostle, uttered on the day the Spirit came down
from heaven to guide him into all truth, and follow what I
find here without equivocation. He does not stand square.
ly on these terms, and does not give the sinner the same
directions Peter did on that day.

I do not like to speak lightly of the criticisms of my
friend, but 1 can not look on his criticism on the words of
Anpanias to Saul, in any other light than as a litile one, a
decidedly weak one. It will be noticed that he does not
criticise mywordsormyviews, but the words of the man
whom Jesus sent to tell Saul what to do. Amnanias com-
manded him to “Arise and wash away thy sins, calling on
the name of the Lord.” He speaks of these words in rid-
icule, because he was commanded to be baptized and wash
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gway his sins. He was to do this himself! T wonder if
he ever read of those who “have washed their robes and
made them white in the blood of the Lamb?” See Rev.
vil. 14 Wonder if' he could not criticise this language,
because it ascribes the washing of their robes o themselves ?
Is it possible he has not studied the meaniog of language
with sufficicnt care to see how this washing may be as-
cribed to themselves and to Christ? When the writer or
speaker is looking at the act of the sinner ia accepting the
washing on the Lord’s terms, the washingis ascribed to
him, but when he is looking to the Author and Giver of
it,it is ascribed to Christ; but it is the same washing in
both cases, as it is washing in his blood-which is the only
washing that can take away sins. | am astonished that
my friend should mdke such a play upon the very words of
Scripture. The trouble is that he does not understand the
language he criticises. The truth is, | hadtaken the wind
out of his sails in the explanations made at the start, and
his speech which he had prepared, and written down in his
little book, did not suit, but he had to “speak his piece”
as he had written it.

Had the worthy geatleman come to me before he prepared
his notes, | could have saved him much trouble, and from
showing, as he has done in this debate, that he did not un-
derstazd the issues to be debated. He has prepared to
prove that salvation is by grace, and through the bivod of
Christ. | would have prepared to do this myself if 1 had
supposed any one worthy of any attention would have de-
nied it; but he understood not what was to be debated,
and has prepared a long list of Scriptures to prove that
salvation is by grace and through faith.Allthis needs no
proving from him, as no one denies or doubts it in this
discussion ; nor does any one doubt that it is through the
name of Christ. But, in obtaining this salvation by grace,
through the 6lood of Christ, and through h/s name, we find
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the inquirer or secker isreqaired to be baptized info Christ.
Here my friend stumbles and flounders, andgstrundsoff from
his Bible. He will not walk up to baptismand let it stand
inthe place assigned it in Scripture, asfoundinthe com-
mission, and in the preachingof the apostles; butbe talks
about “an outward sign of an inwurd grace,”’ of ordinauces
to introduce usinto the visible congregation. But this is
all outside talk,uotfound in the Bible ; there is not a
word zbout ordinances to introduce us into the visible con-
gregation.

‘I'nere are some things so clear that they can not be made
clearer. That the Lord commanded the apostles to ‘‘teach
all nations, baptizing them iato the name of the Father,
andof t e Son, and of the Holy Spirit,”is in the language
of Scripture. How were they to get #niothenume? The
Lord says “baptiziag them i4nto the name * Were they
pardoned before they were in the mame ? They are all
“baptized into one body “  were they pardoned before
they came into onetody ; to the blood in the body ; to the
Holy Spirit which is in the body; to the life of Christ,
which is inthebody ? Paul says we are “baptized into
Carist = Are men pardoned before they ure in Christ?
“I5gcept a man be born of water and of the Spirit he can not
enter into the kingdom of God. ” Can a man be pardoned
and not be in the kingdom of God ? But my friend inti-
mates that “born of water” is not baptism ! Did he tell
you what it is? Not a word of it. He intimates that the
“washing of regeneration” is not baptism. Did he tell you
what it is ? Itis not the work of the Spirit, for it is
“washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Spirit.”
There are two things mentioned ; one is“washing of re-
generation,” and the other is the “renewing of the Holy
Spirit.””  The washing is not regeneration, but the washing
ofregeneration, and I defy him to show that it means any-
thing but baptism.
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Why does he single out baptism, aod iasist that a man
¢un be saved without it ? Whynot start the question
whether a man can not be saved without prayer? But the
Lord accused certain mett of “rejecting the counsclof God
against thewsclves, not being baptized by Johu.” Jobn
was thelesser and Christ the greater. If amanrejected the
couusel of God against himself in refusiog to be baptized by
John, what of the man who refuses the baptism of Christ,
who isthe greater? Will a man be saved who rejects the
counsel of God against himself? Willmy friend answer ?
The Lord told Saul to goto Damascus and there it would
be told him what he mustdo. Would he have been saved
if ke had not done what the Lord told him he must do ?
The Lord says, “He who believes and is baptized shall be
saved. ” Does my friend say, ‘‘He who believes and is not
baptized will be saved ?*  Peter commanded the three thou-
sand to “Repent and be baptized every oneof you in the
pame of Jesus Christ, for the remissivn of sins, and you shall
receive the gift of theHoly Spirit. I they had repented
and refused to be baptized, would they have received remis-
sion of sinsand the gift of the Holy Spirit?’ These are
plain matters ; let him answer. The Lord says,* With lice
you have made the heart of the righteous sad, whom I have
ot made sad and; strengthened the hands of the wicked,
that he should not return from his wicked way, by promis-
tng him life. »  See Ezek. xiii. 22.

But why this determined effort to get yound baptism, or
to shufle it out of the place appointed ? It is either for
thie remission of sins, or it is not. My friend can make his
election ; take which side hepleases. It it is not for re-
mission we should readscveral Scriptures differently. “He
who believes and. isbuptizedshallbe-‘(lwﬂ],” we should
read, “He who believes andisbapt’ zed shall not be saved, ”
“Repentand be baptized every oueof yOU inthesname Of
Jesus Christ, for the remission ot sins,”’ weshould read, -~ Re-
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pent and be baptized every one of you in the name of
Jesus Chiist, not for the remission eof sins.” “Arise and be
baptized and washawaythy sins, calling on the name of
the Lord, * we should read, “Arise and be baptized and
not wash away thy sips, calling on the name of the Lord.”
«Thelike figure whereunto even baptism cloth also now save
us,” we should read, “The like figure whereunto even bap®
tism cloth notalsonow save us. ” This is the doctrine of
my friend—baptism #=o¢ for remissicn or anything else;
baptism without a design; a baptism without which you
can enter into the kingdom of, into heaven itself, or al-
most any other place except into the Baptist Church. Into
it you can not enter without baptism. Accordiog to his
doctrine you can be united with the Father and with the
Son without baptism ; esjoy God, and Christ, and the Holy
Spirit, or almost every gcod thing without baptism, except
fellowship with Baptists. That you can notenjoy with -
out baptism. Baptistsmake more of baptism than the Lord
does, for theymaintain that the Lord will receive persuns
without baptism, but Baptists will not. They have a bap-
tism that s essential, but no¢ essential ; essemtial to entrance
iuto a Baptist Church, but not essential to entrance into the
kingdom of God.

This is not only true of Baptists, but of all churches of
any note, They will not receive you into any church with-
out baptism, or what they call baptism. But the matter
is not about their receiving us, but the Lord receiving us.
What does he require in order to acceptance with him?
This we can leara by going honestly to the commission and
learning the terms that are clearly stated in it, and then
following the apostles where they received persons under
that commission and learning the terms,on which they re.

ceived persons.
[Time expired.]
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TIHOMPSON' § SECOND ADPDRESS

Brethren Moderators: Respected Ay @ience :—The lan-
guage of the Apostle Paul (Phil. ii. 12,13):% Work out
your own ealvation with fear andtrembling ; for it is God
which worketh i you both to will and to do of his goad
pleasure, “ is to me precious language. It is wise instruc-
tion from a heavenly source to those Who areaddressed by
it. And when my friend charges me of preaching against
such works, e either misunderstands me or willfully misrep -
resents tne. | love good works because God hath wrought
them in us; and they are, therefore, gracious external signs
of inward grace. But this énward grace is what annoys the
gentleman, and makes him s0 sore that he never refers to it
but with an emphasized sneer. He started oWt with the idea
that pardon or justification was not a work of Godinman,
and throughout the debate he has manifested a profeund
contempt for inward grace. The text says, * Gfod worketh
tnyow.' Heb. xiii. 21: “Working tn you tbat which is
well- pleasing in his sight, through ChristJesus.”  Iph.
i 20:. « Nowunto him that is able to do excecding abuu-
dantly above all we ask or think, according to the power
that workethin us.” Here is the power to which is attribu-
ted all good, whether of though-t or of action. When, there-
fore, faith, repentance, baptism, love, prayer, or any other
grace of the Christian life, is attributed to this power, and
commanded to be practiced, or worked out, because this
power workethinus, |1 fellowship the sentiment, and preach
it, too, with allthe emphasis I can command. Yes, sir, |
do work, yet mot I, but the grace of God. AndI am right
glad to see that my labor is not in vain in the Lord. Your
last speech, which was largely taken Up with flings at the
Baptist Church, and misrepresentations of what I preach,
gshows, as plain as it can be made, whose ammunition is out.
It shows a very weak system, a very meager proof on your
part, to-bring forward a false representation of the Baptist



202 REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE.

Church and of my preaching, to sustain it. If all you sap
of both was true, it would not prove your proposition. Bul
if this is all you have, go om; it will enable you to fill umm
your time, and make gn appearance of debating.

Does not Mr. Franklin know what | mean by a man ne
refusing to be baptized, and yet never immersed in watex
There are thousands over our country, honest Pedobaptista
and others, who never refused to be baptized, as they under
stood the ordinance. Do these all rejeot the counsel of God
against themselves ? Are these all damned ? Are you like
the great restorer of Christianity ? Do you leave them to
the tender mercy of God ? Will you tell us what that ten
der mercy is? Isit what you call exfreme cases? Will you
give us a tew cases that God calls exireme cases? But he
says the words, do not refuse to be baptized, and yetare
not immersed, ” is slippery talk. I will put the question
thus : Do all who are not immersed refuse to be baptized.
and consequently die out of Christ, and finally perish?
This question is substantially answered in other parts of his
speeches, butl wish a square answer. But he wishes to
know if | would take a man into the Baptist Church who
does not refuse to be baptized, but has not been immersed
in water? No, sir, I would not.

I will now ask him the following: Does God's word teach
that any man’s sins were ever pardoned until he was im-
mersed in water? | want no equivocation. Come up
squarely to the answer. He asks again, Can the man that
does not believe enter into the kingdom of God ? No, sir i
he that believeth not shall be damned. Will you give us the
text that says hethatis not tmmersed shall be damned?
Again he asks, Have you any grace to preach that will save
a man in unbelief, or without faith? No, sir, the grace of
God saves him from wunbelief, and makes him a believer in
Christ, a true penitent before God, and willing to obey
Jesus. Does faitheave the sinner in his sins? Doesrepent.
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nge save him in his sins? Does baptism save him in his
fas? You argue, sir, that the act of pardon is after these,
Quat paptism is the last step ipto the house, that the blood
al-Christ, a ud the life of Qurist, and the Holy Spirit arein
he body which the sinner gnters by baptism; therefore, if
here be any salvation by faith, it is a salvation in sins.
faith itself becomes a dead work, the act of a sinner dead in
dins. Will you tell us how a man believes in that to which
be is dead ? Isa believer in Christ dead to Christ till after
he is baptized? Has not the gentleman found a wonder to
8!l revelation ? A dead believer in Jesus! God's word tells
pa-of living and believing in Jesus, thatthe believer shall
never die, that they have passed from death to life, and
have eternal life who believe on Jesus; but it remained for
Mr. Franklin, in the nineteenth century, to make known the
startling news that a believer in Christ is dead in sins till
after he is baptized ! I notified you while we were discuss-
ing the subject of the quickening of the sinner into new life,
that he would eventually land where he has, and find the
quickening power in the last act of an alien sinner by which
he becomes a child of God. And Bow to prove that a be-
liever before baptism is dead in sins, and out of Christ, and
an alien to ‘God, my friend cites the fact that the Baptist
Church will not take them into the Chureh without immer-
sion. His logic is wonderful indeed | Those who do not
enter the Church by baptism, God will not permit to enter
the spiritual kingdom The rule given the Chureh by which
to receive members is the same rule that God observes in
receiving souls into fellowship and sonship to him in spirit.

I now come to consider the birth of water and the Spirit.
On this point my friend wishes Abraham and all the proph-
ets and saints who lived before John the Baptist to be left
out of view. His theory does net embrace them; it was not
born in their time. in fact, the gentleman tells us in a for-
mer speech that the keys of the kingdom of God were first
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used on the day of Pentecost, and the first persons entered
it on that occasion. Whose kingdom did Abraham and the
prophets belong to? Why -should Jesus say that certain
ones should sit down with Abraham in the kingdom of God
when the key of which Mr Franklin speaks forever locks
him out ? For if the birth of water and the Spirit refers to
baptism, then Abraham has never entered that kingdom,

say, therefore, fearless of successful opposition, that thg
water and Spirit of which we are born into the spiritual
kingdom of God is identical with that of which Abraham
and the prophets were born into the same kingdom. This
birth and this kingdom are the same in spirit and in powes
in all ages of the world. Represented, it is true, by diffse
ent elements and different figures, in different dispensations
but the same substance was by all of them represented. I}
was a revelation of the blood of Christ the cleansing power
and the Spirit of Christ the life giving power., Jesus callg
this a birth of water and the Spirit; Paul calls it washing
of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghoet, shed on
us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Savior. (Titus iii
B, 6.) There is therefore a power that spiritually purifies us
from our sins, which is called water. It is not baptism, o¢
temporal water—1st. Because baptism is a figure of this sal
vation or water. Now, a figure is one thing, and that of
which it is a figure is another thing. Baptism, or temporal
water is not therefore the water of which it is a figure. 2d.
Because the water which Jesus gives us, and which is live

ing water, ¢s4n us, and not external to us. John iv. 10, 14:
« Thou wouldst have asked him, and he would have given

thee living water.” ¢ But the water that Ishall give him
shall be in htm a well of water, springing up into everlast
ing bife.” Bzek. xxxvi. 25, 26: “Then will I sprinkle clean
water upon you, and ye shall be clean ; from all your filth-
iness, and from all your idols, will I cleanse you. A new
heart also will | give you, and a new spirit will | put within
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you ’ Bom.1i.-29: “But he is a Jew, which is one inwardly;
and circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not
in the letter; whose praise is not of men, but of God *

We know there is an inward grace, Christ in us the hope
of glory ; and all the external services, ordinances or forms
aommanded of God since the world began are but figures
representing ‘he purging away of sins, the washing away of
sins, the remission of sins, through Christ. His blood is the
only fountain, his Spirit the only power, by which sinners
are made clean before God, and live forevermore. But Mr.
Franklin says that our Lord meant baptism when hesaid
born of water. How does he propose to prove what he
says ? By showing that baptism is called a birth? No—
he ean find no such showing iu the word of God. But he
goes to the Episcopal Prayer- Book, the Methodist Disei-
pline and the Presbyterian Confession of Faith. How much
confidence has he inthese witnesses ! Has he forgotten his
comments, not many years since, on this same Confession
of Faith ? How many hard charges has be made on said
Discipline ! And the Prayer-Book has, perhaps, fared no
better than the others. But now, just now, they have be-
oome his consulted oracles. No, my dear sir; you must
prove your proposition by the word of God, or fail t6 prove
it at all. You have tried in vaiu to find & proof in God’s
word, and therefore have to fail,

He says he does not, of course, intend to say that our
Lord did not administer the gospel legitimately. But Jesus
pardoned sins without baptism. Therefore baptism as com-
manded by Christ is not in order to remission of past sins.
But, to leave a place to creep out at, my friend goes on to
speak immediately of extreme or exceptional cases. Will he
give us some of these cases?

I found the analogy between circumcision and baptism
in several particulars. I will name one: The sign of eir-
oumcision was a seal, or visible mark, of heirship through
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faith. Baptism is an external seal, or sign, of heirship by
faith.

Peter said to those who were Jews inwardly, piercedin
heart, the promisers unto you, and your children, and all
that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall
call. And again, “Ye are the children of the prophets
and of the covenant which God made with our fathers, say
ing unto Abraham, And in thy seed shall all the kindreds
of the earth be blessed.” (Aots ii. 39; iii. 25.) And yeb
the persons thus addressed were not as yet baptized. Why
were they, whom he ecalls children of the prophets and of
the covenant, commanded to be baptized in the name of
Jesus for the remission of sins, to be converted tLat their
sins might be blotted out? Were their sins not blotted out by
the blond of the Liord Jesus Christ, the blood of the cove.
nant in which thy were heirs, and inherited the blessing? |
answer yes. And that is just the reason why they were
baptized in the name of Christ for the remission of sing.
Not in order to the remission of past sins, thus putting
their acts in the place of the blood of Christ, and rendering
the blood of Jesus, dependent as to any benefit, on the aot
of man, but for or because of the remission of sins through
the blood of Christ. But he asks,“Why go back to Abrs-
ham for baptism ? There was no baptism then “ No, sir;
but there was a gospel then preached unto Abraham; there
was a covenant then to Abraham and his seed. The prom-
ises of that covenant are yea and amen in Clrist. Remis-
sion of sins and life eternal are the blessings of that cove-
nant which have come UpOn us through Christ. Abraham
is set forth as the father of all them that believe, and oc-
cupies a conspicuous place throughout the Scriptures as an
heir of God by faith in Christ, and not because of baptism,
circumcision or any other service by him rendered. ‘‘But
there was no baptism then,” and there is no baptism now to
make us heirs of that covenant that pardoned Abraham'’s
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gins through the bleod of Jesus. But Mr. Franklin says
the gospel preached to Abrabam was such a gospel as |
never preached in my life. Well,I have to say in reply
that it is just the gospel that I preach, and Jove above a}}
other systems. If 1 am so happy whenI quit this fosn as
t0:llve among the glorified, | shall 8iDg 01 to 4] eternity
the gweet song of salvation through the blood of Christ.
But as long as Mr. Franklin continues to Sueera"’grace
and talk about terms, conditions and alien sinners, free
will and power, you will judge that he never preaches this
gospel. A man that denies that Abraham was born of
water and the Spirit has no use for the gospelpreached to
Abraham He says, my way to God is as dark as Egypb‘
I hold that Jesus is the only way. He thinks that isawful
dark. Baptism suits him much better. Anything to keep
Christ and his grace in the background suits him well.

But the little criticism that he says | made on the words
of Apanias, which he says is “decidedly weak.” | did not
criticice Anauiag at all. U simply criticised the decidedly
weak and perverse application be made of Ananias’words.
He put words in Saul's mouth not by him uttered, construes
the answer of Christ g0 as to suit the case thus set up, and
then construes the words of Amranrias to Saul so as to finish
up the case to order, and makes his final conclusion that
Saulactuallyasd spiritually- washed away his sins. And
then he asks, the sage question, Would Jesus have washed
away his sins if he had not been baptized? Is it not very
Little work to accuse me of criticizing Ananias when | ex-
pose Franklin's perversions ? He will certainly make but
a poor support for his proposition if he has to resort to
such a course as this. I did not ridicule Ananias’ words,
but the ridiculous application he made of them. | have
read of those “who washed their robes and made them
white in the blood of the Lamb.” Rev. vii. 14. | have
also read that the Lamb’s wife was granted that she should
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be arrayed iD fine linen clean gnd white : * for vhe fine ling
is the” righteousness of saints. Rev, xix. 8 From which
I learn that we are sanctified, ; tifieq and washed by the
Spirit of God and in the name of Jesus. And thus through
his blood we wash our robes, or our service to God,in the
blood of the Lamb. Saul washed away his sins in this sense

his obedience was right, or righteous through the blood of
the Lamb. Had he not been purged by that blood in his
conscience he could not have washed away his sins cere

monially. But the idea of the water washing away his sins
really and spiritually has no foundation iu the word of God.
The remission of sins is always attributed to the blood of
Christ. The figure of that gracious work is presented in
baptism. | have already observed the figure is not the re-
mission, neither is the remission the figure. Each is put in
its proper place. In the one we have the obedience of
Christ for us. In the other we have our obedience through
Christ.

Mr. Franklin tells us that if 1 had required it he would
have proven that salvation is by grace, through the blood of
Christ. I did not require it of’ him. I. prefer the proof
should come from another source. A man who in one breath
will say it is all of grace, and in the next breath say that
only part of it is of grace, and in the next breath say it all
turns on what alien sinners ‘do, can prove nothing save his
own inconsistency. He eays it is of grace, etc , dut it is not
of grace. It is of grace, but the seeker is required to be
baptized into Christ. He that s not baptized shall be damned.
Please, sir, show us these words in the, Bible. Here he
says | strand off from the Bible. Show us, sir, from the
Bible that the unbaptized are damned. We agree that the
unbeliever is damned. The Bible teaches it. But, sir,
you know that faith on the one hand and unbelief on the
other hand are the tests set up in the Bible to distinguish
the justified on the one hand, and the condemned on the
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her. The one has eternal life, the other shall not see
fo, but the wrath of Grod abideth oy him. (John jj; 36

*Fhe one is of God, the other is 1iot of God. (John viii. 47)

Bhe one are the children of God, and blessed with faithful
&Lbrabam ; the other is none of his. We now have the
Bible dootrine of pardon °f-sins. remiseiop of sivs, justifica-
lon fom sin, clearly before yg Rom iit. 24-26: “Bein g
justified freely by his grace through the redemption that
@iz Christ Jesus.” ‘“Whom God hathset forth to be a
propitiation through faith in pys blood. 4, declare his right-
eousness for the remission of sins that are past, through the
torbearance of God.” “To declare, I say, at this time his
rlghteousness, that he might be just, and the justifier of 3,
which believeth tn Jesus.” Does this covevant of justifica-
fien through faith belong to the Jewsonly ? No; but
to the Gentites also. Rem. iii. 30: “Seeing it is one God,
which shall justify the circumcision &y faith, and the uu-
dircumeision through faith.”

The promise of this covenant was that in Christ (the
geed) shall all nations be blessed. ‘The extent of this
promise is not boanded by national lines; it is to all in
every nation that the Lord our God shallcall, even, just
even, that number. Acts ii. 39. To whom is this promise
given i’ To all them that believe. Gal. jii. 14, 22: «“That
the blessing of Abraham might come on the Gentiles
through Jesus Christ; that we might receive the promise
of the Spirit through faith.” “But the Scripture bath con-
¢luded all under sim, that the promise by faith of Jesus
Christ should be given to them that believe.” See algo the
26th verse: “For ye are all the children of God by faith
tn Jesus Christ.” To the children of the prophets, the
called of God, the believers in Christ, was the promise
preached and applied by Christ and by his apostles ; and
they called them children, heirs, sons, and justified with-
out reference to baptism, and before they were baptized ;
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they rested their sopship, heirshipund justification
through the fairh of the Son oj God, Our Savior says
John iii. 18, 36, “He that believeth on hiw is not condemn®
cd.» “He that believerh on the Son bath everlasting life
Peter preached the same doctrine, Acts x. 43: “To him
give all the prophets witness, that through his name who
soever believeth in him sha !l receive remission uf sins “ Paul
preached the same doctrine, Acts xiii 38, 39: “Befil
known wuato you, therefore, men and bretluen, that through
this man is preached unto you the forgiveness of sins.”
“And by him all that believe are justified from all things
from which ye ocould not be justified by the law of Moses”

This is the gospel of God as given by himself to the
prophets, and through them to the Israelites. Jesus
preached the same gospel that the prophets preached. He
commanded his apostles to preach the same gospel. The
field of their preaching wa3 uot to the .Jews’ alone, but to
the Gentiles also.Gal. v. 6: “For it Christ Jesus neither
circumcision availeth anything nor uncireumeision, but faith
which wcrketh by love. ” They preached the same gospel
in all the world that God preached to Abraham. Wher-
ever and whenever, in every age and among all people,
whether by God himself or his servants, the gospel has been
preached, it is the same gospel of the grace of God. The
remission of sins as set forth in that gospel to the heirs of
promise in all ages is according to the riches of God's
grace and received and enj eyed by faith in Christ Jesus,
Rom. iv 16: “Therefore it is of faith, that it might be by

grace; to the end the promise might be sure to all the seed.”
The covenant promise, “their sins and their iniquities will
I remember no more,” was confirmed to Abraham by the
oath of God, and can not be annulled or added to It is,
therefore, immutable. Qur Lord did not add to it. He
distinguished the heirs of God by the ‘same grace that had
distinguished them in former ages, recognizing the believers



REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE. 211

o8 the heirs of God and the ygheliever as condemned. The
body ©f believers he comstituted together into a new com-
gregation, with DeW services and ordinances peculiar {; he
dispensation, gifferent from the former constituted cobgre-
gation and their ordinances and services, but sustaining the
same relation to God in the eternal covenant as the chil:
dren of God by faith in Christ Jesus.

This new congregation is called the Church of Christ
because the congregational laws and ordinances are given
to it by Christ, its Lawgiver and Head. It 18 only i this
congregational relation that the Church set up bY Christ
and perpetuated till the present time differs from the heirs
of promise under the preceding dispensations. The ordi-
nances and services given to believers by Christ differ in
form from those given in preceding dispensations, but are
the same jnsignificance. Abel, Noah, Abraham, Moses and
the prophets, in all the ordinances by them obeyed, oy com.
manded from God to be given to his people, taught by fig-
ure or form the taking of life or shedding of blood for sin.
The ordinances of Jesus given to the Church teach the same
in a different form but the same fact. The fact is, “without
the shedding of blood there is no remission of sins.” (Heb.
ix. 22.) Here the family of God all come tcgether; their
services all unite in the one great truth signified, or figur-
atively set forth by them all, remission of sins through the
blood of Christ. Their faith is all one, even the faith of
God's elect, the faith of Abraham. And that one faith j,
all, faith in Christ Jesus, is visibly expressed by the services
which they render in each dispensation. Baptism and the
Lord’'s Supper are the peculiar ordinances given to believ-
ers by Christ. The first, or baptism, is the introductory
ordinance by which believers take upon them the-name of
Christ in a congregation or church relation, and by which
they visibly set forth in figure, death, burial and resurreo-
tion, 1 Cor. xv. 3, 4: “How that Christ died for our sins
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according to the Scriptures, andthat he was buried
and that he rose again the third day according to the
Scriptures.”

This ordinance is for the remission of sins. Not to pub
away sins in a personal or real sense, but in form, in figure
in visible representation of that great gracious truth, the
remission of sins through the death, burial 2nd regurrection
of Jesus. Here is an act performed because our sins are
washed away in the blood of Christ. It is not the putting
away the filth of the flesh, but the answer of a good con.
science toward God by the resurrection of Jesus Christ. It
is not to make us sons of God, neither in covenant nor in
spirit, but an act by which we become sons of God in the
church relation. Like all ordinances, it is an outward
form. But where is the substance, the power, the salva-
tion, of which it is the form? It is in the believer, the
hope of glory, Christ in you. Witbout this grace, this
life, this spirit, in us, we are reprobates, aliens, dead in
sins, and baptism or any other form is of no avail.

The second ordinance, the Lord's Supper, is like baptism
in significance.. It represents visibly the broken body and
shed blood of Jesus. John vi. 53: “Verily, verily, 1 say
unto you, except ye eat the flesh of the Son of man and
drink his blood, ye have no life in you. ” Why does not
the gentleman tell us that no man has life till he eats the
Lord’'s Supper ? Because the Supper is only a visible me-
morial of the body and blood of Christ, to be taken by those
who by faithlive upon the substance, not the form. Cer-
tainly. And it is in the same sense that we are baptized
for the remission of sins, and wash away our sins. But Mr.
Franklin raises Up his hands in holy horror because a church
should recognize the congregational law that baptized per.
sons only shall sit at the Lord’s table in the church and
will admit no others. He says we make more of baptism
than the Lord does. He is mistaken in this, We just
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meke the same of it that the Lord does He gave it as an
grdinance to enter the visible Church, and not to make us
apiritually children ; not to take us to heaven. It relates
enly to the church relation. Therefore only in that rela-
ion does it have anything to do with our fellowship. Our
Lord pardoned sins and gave gracious promises to the uun-
baptized. Aundthere are before meto-day marry whose
aames are-in the Book of Life, | haveno doubt, that were
mever immersed inwater. | now ask in the name of truth,
if all ordinances are figures of the invisible and spiritual,
snd certainly we cau not doubt it, did not our Savior point
to spiritual power, spiritual water, when he spoke of living
waters in us springing up into eternal life ? To be born
of such water and the Spirit is to be made partakers of the
divine,aud not the earthy. To bewashed in such a foun-
tainis to be made clean indeed ; and being renewed by the
Holy Ghost we are saved according to his mercy. It my
friend wishes the outward figure alone he may have it thus,
and condemn all the holy prophets andsaints because they
had not his form. But may Giud grantus the same inward
grace by these holy men epjoyed, and by which they were
the sons of God in spirit, and we will willingly obey our
forms of service in full fellowship with them in the one
great truth taught by all ordained forms, salvation by the

blood of Jesus.
[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN'S THIRD ADDRESS
Gentlemen Moderators: Ladies and Gentlemen : — My
worthy friezd has emphasized the word grace till he can
give it no more force in that way, and, to give us a little re-
lief and variation, he now styles it “inward. grace.” That

of course makes it much more sacred, and makes the argu-
ment much str osger.lnward grace is certainly stronger
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than simply grace, or the gruace of God, or the grace of our
Lord Jesus Christ. But this “iaward grace” is what
annoys me and makesme so sore, he thiuks, and I. refer to
it with an “emphasized sneer. ” lamunot conscious of any
soreness, nor do | refer to the grace of God with a sneer,
but his ridiculous use of the word grace and repetition of it,
and his improvement, t{nward grace, | ean not seriously re-
spect as argument. It he hasuot learned from previous
parts of this debate, if he did not know it before that [ re-
ceive the graceof God as much as he and award to it as
much, refer to it with asmuch gravity, reverence and,
dignity, it is useless for me to try to teach him any truth.
No matter how often his groundless statements are refuted,
he continues to repeat them as if they were oracles.

I know not how many times I have stated that there is
no dispute about grace, or our salvation being by grace, and
that not of ourselves ; it is the gift 0. God. | amas fully
sensibleashecan be that not only pardon is by grace, but
the entire system of redemption is by grace. Baptism itself
isof grace, and would be the empiyand unmeaning form he
mxkes it, were it not for the grace of God and the blood of
Christ.  But the difference between him and myself is that
he can not tellaliving man how to obtain the grace of
which hetalks;Yow to come to it, get into it, or get it into
him. The whole matter is as dark as Egypt. He can not
tell if his salvation depends on it, how any man can get
this inward grace ; how he gets it into him, so as to make
it inwurd, or how to get the benefits or the saving efficacy
of it, No, sir ; there he stands talking about grace ; in-
ward grace ; that it is not of works ; that it is the gift of
God ; but uot 2 man here can tell, from all he has said, how
to come to this tnward grace, obtain it, or the salvation
which is by grace through faith and that not of yourselves,
ftis ttte gift of God. He can not tell any man what ¢ do.
He is good on negatives—that is, telling men what thev
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an not do, and when he is done withit,aud the sum is
worked out it amounts to this : they car not do anything.
They are not free; not accountable; not to blame. The
reason they do mot believe is that the Lord does not work
e them to believe ; the reason they do notrepent is that
the Lord does not work in them to repent, aund the only
veason they are not, 1 all respects, what they ought to be,
15 that the Lord does not work {nthem, give them the in-
moard grace and make them what they ought to be. 1f they
die in their sins and go to perdition, the reason is simply
that God did not work tn them and save them. This is the
system he has the glory to advocate.

| stapd on different grouund.l have the grace of God; all
the grace he knows anything about and make as much of it
as he does. Not a soul of us could besaved without it.
Salvation is by grace through f{aith, and not of ourselves ;
not ot works of righteousness which we huve done, aud |
cau show a man bow to come to this grace, ubtain it, or the
galvation which it brings. 1 do this by going to the apos-
tles and fullowing them under the last commission, to where
sinpuers iuquircd of them, «What shall we do 2 und hear
them answer, telling them what¢o do, and fiud the demon-
stration, they can do something in their doing what they
were commanded. In this waythe apostles showed them
how to cowme, what to do to obtain the salvation by grace.

This is precisely what my friend does not do.

To whom did Paul say, “Work out your own salvation ?*
Was it sinners 2 No. To whom did he say, *“It is God
who works in you ?* To alien sinners? Not a bit of it.
But to saints in Thessalonica and Ephesus, he said, “Itis
God that works in you.” He was not working in them to
make them Christians. They were already Christians, and
commanded them to “work out” their own salv.tion. God
“worked in them to willand to do,” by the exhortations,

eatreaties and persuasions of holy men; by the warniugs,
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promises and thratenings of the gospel; by the exceeding
greatand precious promises, the grandexpectanciesand
anticipations of the future. ‘Knowing the terror Of the
Lord,” Paul says, ‘“‘we persuade men.” But all this has
nothing to do with the question we are now discussing, |
will give my friend his full satistaction on this, when he
gets on to his last proposition, in which he virtually affirmg
his. old theory of final perseverance of saints.

My friend owuns that he does work, outthinks it is ne§
him, but the grace of God working in him. One part of
this all present can testify, that is, that ke works He can
not say of this debate, “Itis not of works lest any man
should boast,” for it is, on his pint, all of works. But as to
the grace of God, working all this in him, there is reason t¢
doubt. The grace of God was in our Lord, when he said,
“He who believes and is immersed shall be saved, ” and the
same grace of God can not now be in him, and working in
him to evade thecforee of this clear language aud try, as he
does, to get round it. The grace of God dces not teach
men, nor in any other way work in them to try and get rid
of the forceof what the grace of God did teach in the lips
of Jesus. The grace ot God and the inspiring Spirit of
God moved Peter, and worked in him to cay, “Repent and
be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ
for the remission of sins,”” and the grace of God does not
now work in my friend to oppose this. It is another spirit
and not the grace of God at all that is working in him. It
isall of works and not of grace at all.

The gentlemauis wide of the mark when he speaks of
“flingsat the Baptists. ” He can not produce a fling at
the Buptists in anything | have said. | have shown that
the Baptist Church, according to his view of it, is closer
than heaven itself, for he maintains that persons can enter
heaven without baptism, but admits that they can not enter
the Baptist Church without baptism Azcording to his own
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teaching he makes more of baptism than the Lord does,
for he claims that the Lord will receive persons without
baptism, but he will not. Thegraceot God in our Lord,
be will have it, receives persons without baptism, but the
“ipward grace’’ working in him will not receive asoul into
the Church without baptism. It the grace of God, yes, the
“inward grage,” is in the Baptist Church, no man can get
it without baptism. If the salvation by grace through
faith, which is not of works, is in the Baptist Church, not
g goul can get it without baptism, for not a soul can get into
the Baptist Church without baptism. In this matter 1 am
trying to help him by showing that, though the Baptist
Church is not the Church or body of Christ, it is like it
im one particular—that baptism is its initiatory rite; that
members enter by baptism and can not get into it without
baptism. But he will not agree even to this, While he
adwits that no one can enter the Baptist Church without
baptism ; that no one can have Baptist fellowship without
baptism; that no one can have Baptist communion without
baptism, and that he will receive no one, commune with
no one and fellowship no one without baptism, he persists
in maintaining that persons enter into Christ, into the king-
dom of God, the Church of God or the body of Christ with-
out baptism ; that they can have the fellowship of the peo-
ple of God, commune with the saints and be received into
the Church of God without baptism ; that they can have
the fellowship of the Father, of the Son and of the Spirit
without baptism. | am sorry that | can not convince him
that the body of Christ, or the kingdom of God, is ltke the
Baptist Church in these points, but he persists in maintain-
ing that the kingdom of God is not like the Baptist Church.
T admit that it is not like it in many particulars, but in the
points specified it s like 1t.

But | must explain how it ie that salvation is ascribed to
different things. W hen grace is the theme of the writer or
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speaker and he has in view what grace does andis treating
of its work, he ascribes salvation to grace, in view of its
work, but at the same time says it is through Jatth, and, of
course, not of grace alone, or grace without faith. There
is no grace that will save a man withoutfaith, Or without
the blood of Christ; yet salvation by gruce alone would be
without the blood of Christ or faith. In the same way,
when faith is the theme, and the speaker or writer is treat-
ing faith, with a view to the part it performs in the work
of saving the sinner, he ascribes salvationto faith, but not
faith alone, for that would be faith without grace and with-
out the blood of Christ, and there is no faith that will save
a man without the blood of Christ or the grace of God. In
the same way, we are said to be justified by his blood ; but
this is said when the blood of Christis the theme, and in
view of the part it performs in the justification of the sia-
ner, and not the blood of Christ alone, for this would be
his blood without faith or grace,and there is noblood of
Christ that will save any man without the graceof Godand
faith. When we are said to be justified by works another
feature is brought into view. It is not in the same sense,
or in view of the same part of the work in justifying or
gaving - man. 1t is in view of the human part, or what
man is required to do himself in order to his justification.
The same is true of the words of Peter, 'Save yourselves
from this untoward generation.” That which he intended
them to do to save themselves did not interfere with the
grace of God, the blood of Christ, but it was to believe on
Christ, repent, confess him and be baptized, as the appoint-
ment of God onthe part of men, that they might be saved
or pardoned by the grace of God and the blood of Christ.

When the apostle says, "The like fignre whereunto even
baptism cloth also now save us,” he does not put baptism in
the place of the blood of Christ, the grace of God, or faith,
or inter{ere with either of these, or salvation withoutcach
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r ' .
of these, but assoc:ates baptism with the o 1vation ©F the gip.

per, when he is saved by grace through faith and the blood
of Christ. The grace and the blood of Christ are the (4.
cactous cause that saves the sinner. The faith, repentance,
coufessiou ;4 baptism are the S¥0P W g receiving B0 pt,
The divine part, or the parton the side ¢ beaven, the effi-
cacious puart, is the giving part, or the part that bestows.
The part 00 tho side of man 18 the 7€ce®ing 4y i uets
of submisston, in the faith, repentance, confession aundim-
mersion. The 00y sense in which man saves himself is in
these acts of submission or obedience, in which Godhas
divinely appointed, by his grace and through the plood of
Christ, to save his soul from sin. 1D these ; ¢s of obedi-
ence he receives and God gives salvation, justification. God
g?ves it by grace and through the blood of Christ, and the
sinner receives it by grace and through the blood of Christ.

Of all the absurd theories advocated by any man, the
theory of the worthy gentleman that God, by his grace, re.
generates men in unbelief, ang then commands them to be-
lieve as the “delightful service” of a regenerated person, is
the most absurd 804 ridiculous. This giant absurdity leads
him to maintain that the Pentecostians were already regen-
erated when Peter said to them: *" Repent and be baptized
every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the re-
mission of sins, and you shall receive the gift of the Holy
Spirit.” Singular idea that they were regenerated, pardon-
ed, had the miraculous power in them; the “inward grace,”
as my friend would say, and the remission Of sins 1Yet
Peter told them what to do “for ths remission of sins,” and
promised them that they should receive the gift of the
Holy Spirit. The same absurdity has led him to maintain
that Saulwas regenerated and already pardoned when Amn-
anias said to him: ¢ Ariseand be baptized, and warh away
thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord.” Sirange,
too, that he thould be told what to do to wush awey lis
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sins, if already regenerated, pardoned. The case does not
strike my mind in that way. He inquired of the Lord:
“What wilt thou haveme to do?”’ The Lourd did not tell
him, You can not do anything Not a word of it; but
gaid - “Go to Damascus and there it shall be told thee what
thou must do. ” The Lord thensent Apanias to him to
tell him what he must do. ¥ hatdid he tell him he must
do? That he must tell an experience? Not a bitof it
That, as a pardoned mun, he must now be baptized into the
Baptist Church? Not a word of it. There was not a
Baptist Church in the world for more than a thousand
years after that. Did he command him to be baptized as a
“delightful service,” the “‘dutyof a Christian ?* By no
means. If it had been a “Christian duty,” then there is no
man can give a reason for its only being performed but
once. All items of the practice of a Christian are repeated
and continued. But baptism is performed but once. The
reasQn is that it stands before the world,thedivine ap-
pointment in which God, by his grace, through faith and
by the blood of Christ, cleabnses us from sin on our entrance
into the kingdom of God. It is not a mere ceremony of
induetion into the Baptist Church, nor a mere sign, or an
“outward sign Of inward grace, ” but God's appointment>
in which we are “baptized into one body,” “baptized into
Christ,“ “baptized into his death,” where we come to his
blood, are baptized “into the name of the Father, and. of
the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,” “born of water and of the
Spirit, ” and enter into the kingdom of God. We enter
“into Christ,” “into one body,” “into his death,” “into the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Spirit,” “into the kingdom of God,” but once, and bap-
tism, being conmee ted with this one entrance, is to be per-
formed but once.

The same absurdity leads the gentleman to the ground-
less conclusion that the jailer was regenerated before Panl
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commanded him to*‘Believe onthe Liord Jesus Christ, ”
snd promied him that he should be saved. Strange re-
generation, this that he had, in unbelief and before he was
saved ! Strange command this, to a regenerated man, to
“Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ,” and a strange prom-
ise to a regenerated man. that he should be szved! 4
wonderful regeneration this, that takes place in a sinner
before faith, or without faith or repentavce, in which man

bas no more volition than a block of marble! This is
“eonfusion worse con founded.”

But beforel sit down | must give a little attention to
the gentleman’s speech, or be will think Tam not paying
him due respect. Our Lord did not yse the words “reiuse
to be baptized. ” These are our own words that we have
used in talking about tbe case the Lord mentions. His
words are, “*You rejected the counsel of God against your-
selves, not being baptized byJohn.” The simple charge
against them is, *mot being baptized by John. » Joho was
the lesser and Christ the greater. If they rejected the
sounsel of God against themselves, not being baptized by
John, er by the lesser, what of bim who is not baptized by
Christ, the greater ; or, which is the same, by bis authori-
ty ? Certainly ‘the offense is no less, in “not being bap-
tized” by Christ, or by his command, than in “not being
baptized by John.” Will a man be saved who “rejects
the counsel of God against’ himself ?”

When Ananias was sent to Saul to tell him what he
must do, he told him to be baptized. Would he have
been saved if he bad not done what the Lord said he must
do 2 Come, my dear sir; if vou intend to teach that men
may disobey God and still be saved,letus bear it What
does he mean when he talks of “immersed n water?"
When he immerses does he not immerse tn water? Why,
then, does he add the words, “in water ?“ ?s he turning
Pedobaptist, or Quaker, or what? I am afraid I shall run
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clear out of the Baptist Church. He is getting to havesg
wonderful affection for the Pedobaptists. ~Wonder hom
long it will last? | would be pleased to see ove at the
close of the debate come to him to join the Baptist Church
without baptism, and hear him explain to him how it is
not essen tial and how it s essent/al to entrance into the
Baptist Church ; and 1 should like to see some of these
Pedobaptists to whom he is making love, come forward to
commune with him. He would turn them over to the
“uncovenanted mercies, ” and invite them not to come up
here and commune with us who have been “immersed ia
water.” True, he could say, 1 esteem you as Christians
and believe you have fellowship with the Father and with
the Son, and I have many kind words to say to yew in de-
bate,but you can stand off there, and not presume to com-
mune withus. We believe you have experienced a work
of grace, and that the Lord has received you, butwe can
not unless you will be “immersed+n water. ”  True, when
| have my coat on one side out, I am almost one with you,
and want your tender sympathies, specially when 1 am de-
bating on haptism with those whom | regard as tbe “worst
of idclaters,” but when it comes to fellowship, commune
with, or receive” into the Church Pedobaptists, they mu-t
be “immersed in water I They can uot get iuto onr
Church without this, no matter how much Zrward grace
they have. This is his love for the Pedobaptists.

He will receive none into the Church without immersion,
neither will 1, nor did the apostles. The reason is that
they can not enter into the kingdom of God unless “born
of water and of the Spirit,” “baptized into one body,”
“baptized into Christ,« «paptized into the name of the
Father, and of the Son, aud of the Holy Spirit,” “baptized
into his death. ” All, in the time of the apostles, were
immersed that were in the kingdom, or tbe Church. The

mercies in Christ were covenan ted, and outside uncovenanted,
[Time expired ]
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THOMPSON'STHIRD ADDRESS.

Brethren Moderators :  Respeoted  Audience :—We have
before yg 5 proposition of sulliciett jmportance 10 demand
at our haunds a careful andearvest investigation. But if
the last speech of Mr. Franklinis to be our guidein this
discussion, the proposition will have little attention given
to it, Hisgpeechis a conglomeration of anything and ev-
erything that would fill Up time and hide his real sentiment
from the people. He tries to pateh up his failure on the
first proposition, by a denial of his havieg derided grace.
But his speeches are before you, and while he has asserted
again and again that it is all of grace, and through the
blood of Christ, he has as often asserted in the pext sen-
tences the whole to be of man free from any grace or blood
of Christ either. His assertions can only convey to us his
most profound contempt for grace, so long as he follows
them with his denial. He talks about grace saving the sin-
ner. How does grace save them ? By giving them the
privilege of saving themselves ! Histheory of grace isthat
it gives the sinner liberty to go to heaven or hell on the
merit or demerit of the‘r own acts ; and, therefore, God is
just as much the cause of the damnation of sinners as he is
of the salvation of saints ! But he says, I can nottella liv
ing man how fo obtain the grace Look at that sentence
seriously. What does it teach ? We shall see soon. But the
term zrward grace is an improvement on gruace, or the grace
of God. Not at all, my dear sir; grace can not he improved
upon. “But if any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is
none of his.” ¢ He ghallalso gquicken your mortal bodies
by his Spirit that dwelleth in yew. ” Can you see the power,
sir, that worketh in them ? No, you can not see it; it would
spoil your theory, and refute your argumenttoadmita
power for good in man by the indwelling Spirit of Christ.
Therefore, to deny the work of the Spirit, you attribute



224 REYNOLDSBURG DE BAYE.

this power in main to the waruings, promises aud threatening
of the guspel  But he says, Lean not tell how the sinner
gets this grace into him My answer to these absurd dee
larations is, God gets it there, and not the sinner. “God
begios the work (Phil. 5, ), aud will perforu’’it until the
day of Jesus Christ.” Buthesays, I will not tell them
what to do to get grace. No ; nor does God tell them what
to do to get grace. Grace is not the doing of man, but the
doing of God. I therefore tell the sinner of God's work
that saves the lost. But Mr. Franklin says, if' God saves
the lost, then if any are lost, it i3 because God does not save
them. Bat are they not justly condemned because of sin?
If not, they never will be condemned, because God is just
But if God saves thelost,itbyno means removes the re-
sponsibilities of the condemned.

But now let us see the ground upon which Mr. Franklin
stands. 1. ** Not a soul of us could be saved without the
grace of God.” That is a good sentence, but I fear it is
spoken for a purpose of perversion. Let us follow the gen-
tleman only a few sentences further on in his speech, and
he tells us that the apostles told them what to do to obtain
salvation by grace. Ie has not found a text in the word
of God that sustains any such assertion, and yet he repeats
it, as though his assertion was conclusive proof. But he
says the body of Christ is like the Baptiet Church, because
the Baptist Church will not take persons into it who are
not immersed. I suppose that is the reason the gentleman
prefers to talk about the Baptist Church, rather than the
gospel which God preached to Abraham. Abraham was
justified by faith, and was not baptized, and so Mr. Frank-
lin will not fellowship him as an heir of God. And although
God made oath to Abraham that he would bless him, he
not being baptized in water, is to-day with the rich man in
hell, according to Mr. Franklin's theory. And God him-
self did not legitimately administer the gospel, according
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to Mr. Franklin wkenhe promised 2ud swore to Abraham
that he would bless him and all nations in Christ, Accord.
ing to the gentleman, Jesus perverted the gospel when he
gaid of the publican (Luke xviii. 14),“he went down to his
bouse justified. ™ That he perverted the gospel when he
gaid to the penitent thief (Luke xxiii. 43):“ Tu-duy shalt
thou be with me in Paradise. ” Avden other occasions,
when he said: “Thy sins be forgiven thee. ” {Matt. ix. 2.
Luke vii. 48) That Paul perverted the gospel, and viola-
ted the commission, when he said (Acts xiii 38:9) : “Be
itknown unto you, there fore, men and brethiren, that through
this man is preached unto you the forgiveness of sius  And
by him all*ha: believe are justified from all things, from
which yecould not be justified by the law of Moses.” That
Peter was guilty of a giant absurdity when he said (Acts
x 43) .« To him giv,all the prophets witness, that through
his name, whosoever believeth in him shall receive remission
of sins “ And especially in the words {47tk verse), * Can
any man forbid water, that these should not be baptized,
which have received the Holy Ghostas well as we ?*  Mr.
Franklin thinks Peter guilty of an awfally ridiculous idea,
to teach that unbaptized persons, and, according to his the-
ory, unregenerate, had received the Holy Ghost as well as
those of the Jews who had been baptized. But if he will
look back a little in the record, he will learn that God had
cleansed this man in that fountain that cleanseth from all
9in.

But Mr. Franklin wishes to explain to us how salvation
is ascribed to different things. When the theme of the wri-
ter is grace, salvation is by grace ; when it is faith that is
spoken of, salvation is of faith; when the blood of Christ
is epoken of, we are said to be justified by his blood ; when
works are spoken of as a ground of justification, we are
justified by works! “Hold!” says Mr. Franklin, “justifica-
tion by works is not in the same sense as justification by
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theblood of Christ. ” True, it is not; and you have only
caught yourself, and exposed your folly, by the attempt you
have made to explain,as just given. Salvation from a state
of death in sins is ascribed to the blood of Christ, as the
purging or cleansing power, and to the Spirit of Christ as
the life-giving power. Christ, therefore, iu his fullness, as
the cleanser and vivifier, i3 the grace of God by which we
are saved. Faith, the fruit of his Spirit, is the evidence of
our heirship of this grace, and distinguishes us as the chil-
dren of God.

But now permit me to lift the vail from off the gentle-

man's system, aud expose it as it is. Faith, repentance and
baptism are three steps which the sinner takes before he

enters the ¢ body of Christ, ” or Christ himself, or the vir-
tue of his life, his death, his blood, his resurrection, hig
Spirit, his mediation. YW hat do these three steps save us
from before we come to thsgrace of God? Faith saves us
from unbelief, repentance saves us from the love and prac-
tice of sin, and baptism washes our sins away, and cleanses
us from every spot or wrinkle or any such thing. This is
his theory. If it be true, what do the life of Christ, the
death of Christ, the blood of Christ, the Spirit of Christ, or
the mediation of Caristsaveus from? It being after sal-
vation from unbelief, impenitence, disobedience and sin, |
insist that Elder Franklin shall tell us what Jesus can do
for us to better our state, or what remains from which he
saves us.l need not repeat to vou that Christ has no place
in his theory, and heis namedsimply to take away the re-
proach. The founder of this theory gays:‘ So when a
person becomes Christ's keis a son of Abraham, an heir, a
brother, or is pardoned, justified, sanctified, reconciled,
adopted, saved. » ¢ To be ¢n Christ, then, is to stand in
these new relations to God, angels and men; to be out of
him, or not under his mediatorship or government, is to be
in or under Adam only. It is to be in what is called ¢ the
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etate ©f nature;’ unpardoned, unjustified, unsanctified, UR -
geconciled, and an ‘alien’ from the family of God, lost in
trespasses and sins.”— Christian Sysiem, page 188, Baptism
18 declared to be that act by which this change of relation
40 God, angelsand men is effected. Therefore all unbap-
lized persons are in a “state of nature,” unpardoned, unjus-
tified, unsanctified, unreconciled, and aliens from the fam-
ily of God, lost in trespasses and sins.

Mr. Franklin fullyindorses this doctrine, making the
#et of au alien in baptism produce regeneration, the new
birth, pardon, justification, sanctification, and heirship to,
and entrance into thekingdom of God. He does not agree
with the father of his theory with reference to beiﬁg the
children of Abrabam. Abraham is not reckoned among the
regenerated, born, pardoned, justified, etc., he never
having been immersed in water. The prophets, too, all
died without regeneration, or the birth of water and the
Spirit, or pardon, or justification, or sanctification, or an
entrance into the kingdom of God. In a word, all who
lived on earth for four thousand years of time died un-
regenerate, withvut being born of God, unpardoned, un-
justified, unsanctified, lost in sipsaccording to this theory.
And sigce the keys which open the kingdom were first
used, as Mr. Franklin cays, by Peter on the day of Pente-
cost, not one in ten of the race have been immersed in
water. Therefore nine-tenths of the race since then have
died unregenerate, without the new birth, or pardon, or
justification, or sanctification-lost in sins. And if we may
speak comparatively, worse still, the little children whom
Jesns was wont to bless while here, all die out of Christ,
without reaching his life, his death, his blood, his resur-
rection, the only way to them being baptism in water. Mr.
Franklin’s logic is, if the modern self-styied Christians will
not take infant children into their Church, God will not
take them into communion with himself, or their angels
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who behold his face. [f Mr. Fravklin only succeeds on the
last proposition to prove that the few immersed full from
grace aud are finally lost, he will have Universalism g
versed, and the entire race 10Steternally.

But while my friend is not at allstartled at all this, ons
thing to him appears awfully absurd. It is that God rg
generates unbelievers. That he quickens sinners who wenld
dead in sins. That he creates them new creatures
Christ Jesus,and that asnew creatures they are his work
manskip and not their own. Oh, this is terrible indeed
And that | should believe Peter to speak truly when h®
designates those at Pentecost as the called of God, and
children of the promise ; and those at Solomon's porch, a8
children of the prophets aud of the covenant before they
were baptized in water. And that they should be corn.
manded to be baptized in the name of Jesus, because their
sns were pardoned. But sad as it may be to my friend, 1
must still believe the word of inspiration, and call them
children before they are baptized. | defy Mr. Franklin to
point out one case in the Bible where the promise of God
is applied to an unregenerate man. Peter says it is to “even
as many as the Lord our God shall call.”” So in the case of
Saul; he always refers to his call by Christ while he was
on his way to Damascus, as that by which he enj eyed par.
don and sonship,and uot what he did himself in being hap.
tized in water. But why do | say immersed in water?
Am | turning Quaker or Pedobaptist ? No, | am neither.
But my Bible talks about baptism in the Holy Ghost and
fire, 1 wish simply to keep in view the baptism by which
Mr. Franklin tries to exclude Abraham, Isaacand Jacob,
and the prophets, the Pedobaptists, the Quakers and infant
children from the kingdom of God. It is literal water bap-
tism. It sounds rather amusing to hear Mr. Franklin talk
of the age of the Baptist Church. Mr. Campbell, the
author and founder of the Church to which Mr. Franklin
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hlongs, was & Baptist before the thought of his Church
&er entered his brain. But we are not discussing the an-
aquity of churches, and Mr. Franklin’s constant effort to
king these things before you but shows how weak his 8ys-
gem i8. The gentleman asks the question, “Wills man be
aved who rejects the counsel of God against himself ?* If
#he-counsel be a command or condition on which God has
muspended the man's salvation, 1 answer no. Will God
pardon the sins 01 apy man whois not immersed in water?
Will you point out the text that says he that is not bap-
fized shall be damned? | see many Pedobaptists before
me, and have known many in my life whom I sincerely love
a8 the children of God, But how long will it last, Mr.
Franklin asks. | hope, sir, it will last forever. Would I
take the Lord's Supper with them ? No, sir. Why not?
Because the law ot Christ for tbe Church, as a congregation,
does not recognize ithem as in that congregation.

Having noticed all the points of any note in his speech,
in fact L have had to notice much that deserves ne notice,
being entirely foreign to the proposition, | shall occupy
the remaining time of this speech in proof of the negative
of this proposition. The Bible doctrine attributes the
shange of relation to God,angels and men to tbe quicken-
ing power of God, byJesus Christ our Lord. Therefore,
Paul in bhisletter to the Kphesians is particular to tell
them the course which they were walking, and the relation
they sustained to God till he quickened them with Christ,
and saved them by his grace. Instead of their having
taken the three steps, faith, repentance and obedience to
bring them toChrigt, they walked according to this world,
according to the. prince of the power of the air, the spirit
that now worketh in the children of disobedience; in the
lusts of the flesh, fulfilling the desires of the fleshand of
the mind, and were by nature the children of wrath even
as others, But how was their state and relation changed ?
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Hear Paul tell it : ¢ But God, whe is rich in mcrey, for hip
great love wherewith heloved us, even when we were dead
in sins, bath quickened us together with Cbrist’ (hy
grace ye are saved), or as the margin reads, by whose
grace yearesaved. The whole volume of God’s word holds
forth this same doctrine. Therefore did they preach Jesw
the Suvior. All the fullness of the divine power was'by
him. He is declared to be the wisdom of God and the
power of God. Peter says, Actsiv. 12: “Neither is there
salvation in aBY other: for there is none other name ynder
heaven given among men whereby we must be saved,”
Again in Acts v.32: “Him bath God exalted with his
right hand to be a Prince and a Savior, for to give repent.
ante toIsrael and forgiveness of sins. » Again in Aets X,
43 :+To him give all the prophets witness that through his
name whosoever believeth in him shall receive remission of
sins.” In thislast quotation the apostle derives the doc-
trine of remission of sins from the prophets. But the
prophets taught no such thingas baptism in order to re-
missionof sins.  Thereforeif the prophet. spoke by the
Spirit of God,aud Peter accepted their testimony, the re-
mission of sins was through his name to all that believe.
Pau!l teaches thesame doctrine. Acts xiii. 38,39 :«Be it
kuown unto vou, menand brethren, that through this man
is preacbed unto you the forgiveness of sins : and by him
all that believe are justified from all things; from which
ye could not be justified by the law of Moses.” Paul was
bere xpeaking to persons who were not baptized, and tells
them by Christ al} that believe are justified. He states the
sawe doctrine in his letter to the Churchat Rome Rem.
v1,2: ‘Therefore being justified by faith, we have peace
with Godthrough our Lord Jesus Christ : by whom also
we have access by faith into this grace wherein we stand
andrejoice in hope of the glory of God. " Again, Rem. iv.
16: * Therefore it isof faith, that it might be by grace ; to
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ghe end the promise piahy be gyre to 41 the seed, iyt ¢ o
ghat only which is of the law, but to that also which is of the
faith of Abrabaw; who is the father of us all. ” Paul
shows here that Abraham was & father of many nations.
The promised blessing was to all putions. But what consti-
totes us heirs? Faith in Jesus Christ. Who ever read in
@od’s word that we are the children of God by baptism,
beirs of the promise by baptitm,justificd by baptism? No
sach language is found in Gud'sward. Peter once in his
writing refers to baptism as savingusin a figuvative sense,
a8 the water saved the eight persvnsin the ark, which was
in no sense in order to remission o’ sins. But the remis-
sion of sinsis not a figurative work, but a real work. That
which purges the conscience from dead works to serve the
living God i3 the blood of Christ There is no other cleans-
ing power recognized in the plan of redemption. [t is all
jp Christ. Faith has no other object torestin  Here is
the rock of salvation that Godhathlsidin Z on, elect,
precious: he that believeth in him shall not be ashamed.
He is the substance of all types set up in service to Gud,
and by his commandment since the world began. The
service of faith has ever, in all dispensations, presented a
likeness of Christ in the visible forms of that service,
whether individual or congregational.

‘The services or ordinances given by Jesus Christ to the
Church do not vary in the leustfrom this principle so
elearly set forth in every age. In Rem. vi. 3, we are said
to be baptized into Christ, orinto his death. How does
theapostle explain this? He tellsus that it is in form or
likeness. Verse 5: «For if we have been planted together
in the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the like-
new of hisresucrection.”™  But why should baptism be a
likeness of Christ's death? Because the death of Christ,
his blood poured forth in death,purges us from siuand
washes us from pollution, and by the power of arendless
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life he iSraised Up to die no more, and raises us up from
death‘by the same power. We have, therefore, salvation
in Christ both in the sense of washing and also in the sense
of resurrection to life eternal. Baptism is a likeness, or
figure, or form, inboth these senses. Water isa temporal
purifier in which Persons are washed, and also an element
in which persons are buried, and from which they may be
raised up again. Thus it becomes the visible form of en-
trance into Christ, and is therefore set as the initiatory or-
dinance to the congregation or church visible. It is no
more in order to remission of sins than the Lord's Supper;
nor are there any stronger terms employed in God's word
to explain the design of baptism than there are to explain
the design of the Lord's Supper. Matt. xxvi. 26,27, 28,
our Lord says of the bread : “Take, eat ; this is my body;”
and of the cup, “Drink yeall of it, for this is my blood of
the new testament whichisshed for many for the remis-
sion of sins. ” Did Jcsus mean that the bread used at the
supper was his bodyliterally or spiritually ? Certainly
not; but alikeness or figure of it. Sowith the cup ; it was
a likeness orfigure of. his blood. The terms “wash away
thy sins,“ “baptized into Christ,” or ““into his death, " etc.,
are no stronger, and are explaiued by the apostles to have
reference to the likeness or figurative meaning of the ordi-
nance, But when figures are not considered, but the sub-
stance of all these figures, Jesus Christ the Lord and Savior
in the greatness and glory of his work in our salvation from
sin and death, is considered, then the work is real. ‘Not
by works of righteousness which we have done” (baptism
or any other obedience), “but according to his mercy he
saved us, by the washing of regeneration and renewing of
the Holy Ghost, which he shed on us abundantly through
Jesus Christ our Savior, that, being justified by his grace,
we should be made heirs according to the hope of eternal
life.” What is his grace by which we are justified? The
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vashing or cleansing of regeneration and renewing or new
life of the Holy Ghost. This graceis of God, through
Jesus Christ, to all and upon all them that believe. This
is the righteousness to which all the prophets witnessed,
and i3 the righteousness of God by faith of Jesus Christ.
(Rem.iii.21, 22) No ordinance nor obedience on the
P:"“'Ofman brings about this gracious state, butwe are of
God in Christ Jesus, who of God is made unto us wisdom,
snd righteousness, and sanctification, and redemption, as it
iS written, “He that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord. ”
1 Cor. i. 30, 31. * Being j ustified freely by his grace,

through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, whom God
bath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his
blood” (not baptism) “to declare his righteousness for the
remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of
God.” Rowm. iii. 24,25, Heb. ix. 15: “And for this cause
he is the Mediator of the new testament, that by means
of death, for the redemption of the transgressions that were
under the first testament, they which are called might re-
ceive the promise of eternal inheritance.  HEph. i 7: «In
whom we have redemption through his blood, the forgive-
nessof sins according to the riches of his grace.. g you see
the use | make of this grace of God? Mr. Franklin says
it is ridiculous. Ridiculous for God to save sinners through
Christ ? 1tis a faithful saying, and worthy of allaccepta-
tion, that Jesus saves the chief of them. In the foregoing
Scriptures the covenant of God, executed and fulfilled by
Christ as Mediator, gives remission of sins and eternal life
to every heir of God. Christ as executor in behalf of the
heirs has died and put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.
His blood has been carried into heaven and presented be-
fire God, and God has accepted it, 30d exalted Jesus.
Prince and Savior to give repentance to Israel and remis-
sion of sins“. This the Holy Ghost is a witness and mes-
senger of to us. Therefore Peter could not refuse bap-
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tism to those who had received the Holy Ghost. The Holy
Ghost is a witness of the remission of our siuns,and thoss
who had received this witness Peter commanded to be hap.
tized for, or because of the remission ot sins.

[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN’S CLOSING ADDRESS.

Gentlemen Moderators : L zdies and (¢ ntlemen : —1 dig-
like mere contradiction. Itisoopleasant and unworthy of
an occasion like the present, and specially of the grave
matters we have engaged to discuss. I have no objection
to my worthy friend giving any opinion he may please of
my speeches. This audience can see what is clear andin-
telligible, what they can understand and what they can not
understand. But when he undertakes to tell what I have
asserted [like to see it, atleast, substautially corveet. He
says: ‘“While he has asserted again and again that it is
all of grace, and through the blood of' Christ, he has as
often asserted in the next sentences the whole to be of man,
free from any grace, or blood of Christ. ” This latter part
which he says | have “asoften asserted, ” that tbe whole
is “of man, free from any grace, or blood of Christ either,”
has not been asserted by me in any speech, uor anything
of the same import. This any intelligent person who has
heard me knows. | did hope that I should not be com-
pelled squarely to deny any statement made by my friend,
or that he would not have occasion to deny any statement
made by me. How he could have heard my closing speech
on the second proposition, and then utter such a statement
as the one I have referred to, is hard to account for. I
shall have to attribute it to his inability to takenotes that
he can read. He certainly would pot jeopardize his honor
as a Christian and a preacher by malting such statements
intentionally.
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He says: ‘-HistheoryOF grace gives the sinner liberty
to go to heaven or hellon the merit or demerit of their
own acts.” He can not meet my arguments in my own

words, but he uses words never used by rue. 1 have not
at any time used the words “merit” or “demerit” as here
pseribed to me. But I will simply dismiss all this, and if
my friend is not satistied with his effort on our second
proposition and thinks he can improve any on it, and con.
siders his attempt to reply to my arguments on the present
question an utter failure, he can,if he is not under some
inflexible fatality that will not let him do it, ocecupy his
time in his closing speech in an effort to that end. This
appears to be his style. In his closing speech on the first
question, to which he knewlcould make no reply, he told
you that | wrote the proposition. The truth was simply
that he wrote it himself, and that ! prevailed on him to
change it a fittle.  'Thisi1 mention now, uot because it is of
any serious importance to me, but to show his manner of
procedure.

After his reference to the second proposition, and his ef-
fort to recover himself from his failures, he darts off to
Abraham and represents me asdooming him to perdition
because he was net baptized. Am I to take it seriously
that my friend did not know that there was no argument
in this ? Is he so far from the enlightenment of the gos-
pel as to believe this has any application to the question?
IF he is, I shall have to begin at more rudimental matters
with him than | had supposed. Does he or any man here
think that our proposition has anything to do with Abra-
ham ? To say that he thinks so is an impeachment of his
intelligence. Does our proposition relate to thote of the
Patriarchal dispensation or the Jewish ? Surely he knows
it does not. why, then, is he vaunting at this rate about
Abrabam? But now he is preaching that Abrabawm was
justified by faith. W hen we were on the first question he
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would no more admit faith was a condition of justification
than baptism. The truth is, thathe has no system, does
not hold anything clear and inteliigible. The whole affair
is one grand muddle in his mipd. He has no system of
salvation for any man. He can not now in his closing
speech tell 2 sinner how to ccme to God ; how to get the
benefit of the grace of God or the blood of Christ; how to
obtain the remission of sins. Thar matter is all in the dark
with him. The divine rite of baptism was not giveu to
Abraham nor to any of the aucient worthies. It was not
required of them. They were saved without it. We are
not discussing an ordinance of the Patriarchal or the Mosaic
institution, or an ordinance of any age before Christ, but
an ordinance of the gospel of Christ, and the design of bap-
tism is nothing only where the gospel of Christ is preached,
received and obeyed. Where people do not receive the
gospel, believe and obey it, baptism is nothing to them.
They have no need to trouble themselves about baptism.
Baptism would do them no good. They are not proper
subjects. our proposition has nothing to do with the de-
eign of baptism, only when properly administered to a
proper subject. This is all we have to inquire into. Where
the gospel is preached, received into a good and an honest
heart, believed and obeyed, what is the design of boptism 2
It has no design in any other case, nor should it ever be
administered in any other. Those who never hear the
gospel, of course, have nothing to do with it, or any of its
requirements. Those who hear it and do not receive it, of
course, do not come under it and have nothing to do with
any of its appointments or promises. The only question
about these classes is about what will become of them, not
without baptism, but without the gospel, and, you may say,
without Christ, for without the gospel is without Christ.
Those who hear the gospel and do not believe it will be
condemned for their unbelief. They have nothing to do
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with baptism, prayer or anything else in the kingdom of
God. Their unbelief is anipseparable barrier between them
and God. Infants who cannot believe are not gospelsub-
jects, can not receive the gospel, believe it or obey it.
They do not need the gospel rtor any of its provisions, but
are as sate without it as the saint is with it. They need
the resurrection, to be changed and glorified, precisely the
fame as saiots, and no more. They need no baptism, and
have pothing to do with it. My proposition is simply that
Ybaptism,as commanded in the commission, isin ovder to
the remission of past sins.”" This is not baptism tn Abra-
ham, Moses, Eooch nor Elijah, nor anybody else betore
this commissiop was given, Before this commission was
given nobody had #pythingtodowith this baptism; and
since this commission was givennobody has anything to
do with it only those to whom thegospelis preached, who
hear it, receive it, believe it, repentand submit to the gos-
pel. What is it for to these? It is nothing to anybody
else. Nobody else has anything to do with it. To those

to whom the gospel is preached, who hear it, believe it, re-
pent and are immersed, “it1s in order to the remission Of

1

past sins.”

This baptism is only in order to the remission of sins,
secured by the grace of God aund the blood of Christ. It
is the same remission of sins that is of grace, the blood of
Christ and through faith. There would be no remission
of sins by baptism, or without it, were it not for the grace
of God aud the blood of Christ. Qur faith would he noth-
ing, our repentance would avail ncothing, our baptism, pray-
ers, songs, communion, or anything we do, wouldall amount
to nothing were it not for the grace of God and the biood of
Christ. Udalight to say this because it is true in itself and
precious truth to me, and to show how much confidence
youcan put in the terrible representations in the s]seech
you have just heard. I make nothing of baptism only sim-
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ply what Lficd clearly set forthin the language of Serip-
ture. Let us turn to the word of God and see where we
find it there and what is said of it. 1 will not occupy my
time in giviog the references to the chapters and verses
where the Scripturesare found, s this has already been
done in my previous speeches.

In the commission, as given by Mutthew, we have the
command to “godisciple all nations, bap'izing them into
the name of the Father, and of the Sun, and of the Holy
Spirit, teaching them to observe all things whatever I have
commaunded you.” “Into the name,” is the same as “into
Christ,”“into one body, or “"into remission of sins,” in
amount, for all in the name are pardoned, and all not in the
name are not pardoned. This is what Mr Campbell meant
in the quotation from the Christian System made by my
friend and which he did not understand, by ‘‘achabge of
state “ or relaticn.  This | set forth in my opening speech
on this questien. It is the change from out of the name
“into the name, " from out of Christ“iyto Christ,” from
ont of the body ‘‘into one body, ” from out of taeking-
dom ¢into tbe kingdom, ” Faith changes the heart, and
prepares a man in heart for this chapge of relation, and re-
pevtance changes the character, or life, and prepares the
mau in charaster or life for this change in the state or re-
lation. But these are changes inthe man, and not changes
of state or relation. There is no transfer in them into any
new state or relation, but simply a preparation of heart and
life forsuch a transfer. This transfer is into a state of justi
feation or pardon. Hence we never read of' baptism
changing any man’s heart or life. It never did change any
man ia heart or life, but changes the relation or state of the
man already changed in heart “and life. It never stands
connected directly with the eternal salvation, bnt is di-
rectly connected with the salvation from sin

The Lordsays,“He who believes and is immersed shall
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to guide him into all truth, . * sins, or galyation from
order to the same cud, remissionot be baptized
i in the following words: . Repent and
sins, in v : ¢

in the pame of Jesus Christ for the re-
every one of you

mission of sins, aud you shall receive the gift of the Holy

spirit  Leaving the buptivm, it ooy o, ORI il yRupen
what the repentance is for. o No
the name of Jesus Christ for the yemission of sins.
man can fai_l to see tha_t thewe“’q{um&néﬁtr ctiangeniissde -
of sins, or in order to it. . o to
. hen baoti is connected withit, but s order |
gign when baptis - - ted with i
the same thing. "rhe baptism belﬂbconueg.?s i\’r\ytgrd(ta’r‘&)
AV 3 1 13
the same Seme_nceorﬁert?oe WJ%}ég%ﬁagp’sms, and thus
the same end, in

contains terms of precisely the same import as the terms of
my propOSlth'ﬂ-

When you put the two sentences together, you have the

belief, repentance and baptism, all in order to the same end,
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and that notthe figment of D-‘Sf'r.iend,Ufa'u]vution withe

the grace of God and the blood 6f Ubrist, but in order

the salvation which is &y grace, through faith,and that sad

vation not of yourselves butthe giftof God, and by the
blood of Christ. The Lord, in the comwission, aud Petar
on Pentecost, were setting forthsalvation,not without tha
blood of Christ nor the grace of God, but by the graceor
God, and the blood of Christ; not without aith, repent

ance and baptism, but by faith, repentance and bap-
tism. My worthy brotherforgets that in the very sen-
tence where Paul says our salvation is by grace, he says
it is through faith. This connects the faith and grace
in order to the same salvation. Then the Lord, in the
commission, joins the faith and baptism ; and Peter joins
the repentance and baptism, and thus the grace, taith, re.
pentance and baptism are all joined together in order to the
remission of sins. Alluding to the same remission of sins or
justification, we are said to be justified by his blood. To
this we come when we are baptized into his death. Thii
connects “the grace of God which brings salvation, " the
faith, repentance, baptism and blood of Christ, all to-
gether, in order to salvation or remission of sins, and
what . God has thus joined together let not man put asun-
der. This takes the empty frothing and vaporing of my
brother’s speeehall out, and shows that there is nothing in
sll he has said about my teaching salvation without the
graceof God and the bloodof Christ. There is no issus
between us about the grace of God and the blood of Christ,
I hold that salvation is by the grace of God and the blood
of Christ as firmly as he; but we receive the salvation
which is by the grace <f God and the blood of Christ, in
believing on Christ, repenting and being baptized ‘‘into
Christ,“ “into his death,” when we come to his blood ; “into
one body,” “into the kingdom of God,, “into the name of

the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,” 1 and
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defy any man to show that ) han 19 saved by the grace of

God, or the bleod of Christ, who i3 pot in the mawme of the
Fatherland of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, not in Christ,
not in his death, not in the ouebody, vot in the kingdom.
T thought tny friend would becows irantie when he saw that
all he hud been saying on this pojut was gone-that 1 was
not taikingabout salvation without the grace of God, or
the blood ot Christ, but showing how men are suved by the
grace oj God and the blood of Christ. He saw that he had
pot even a shadow leit to stand on.

Paul says : * Not by worksof righteousness which we
have done, but according to his mercy be saved us, by ihe
washing of regeneration and the renes\iimcr““h6 Holy Spir-
it.” Here is a salvation, or remission «f sins, already en-
joyed, not by works of righteousness which W€ huve done,
but according to his mercy, declared tole‘by the washking
of regeneration and the renewing of the Holy Spirit. ” This
Scripture joins the washing ot regeneration with the renew.
ing of the Heoly Spirit, in saving man, and that which God
has joined together, | say again, let not man put asunder.
This, too, is salvation by grace, throughtaith and by the
blood of Christ. It isalso by the washing of regeneration
and the renewing of the Holy Spirit. This does not call
baptism regeneration, but the washing Of regeneration, and
joins it with the renewing of the Holy Spirit. This also
shows that baptism is not included in works of righteous-
ness, for the salvation is declared to be not by works of
righteousness, but ¢Z1s by the washing of regeneration and
renewing of the Holy Spirit. Yet it is God that saves us,
by his grace, by the blood of Christ, and through faith, by
the washing of regeneration and the renewing of the Holy
Spirit, This perfectly accords with all the other Scriptures
we have introduced.

There is no one that doubts that Saul was saved by grace
and by the blood of Christ; but, in order to this, he was
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commanded to ¢“ Arice and be baptized and wash away him
sing, calling on the name of the Lord.  This baptism was
connected with washing away sins, and not merely “a de
lightful service,” nor a door into the Baptist Church
Washing away sins is pardon, or remission of sins, and, in
order to this, Saul was commanded to “arise and be hap.
tized.” This was the way he was saved by grace, or what
he was commanded to do to be saved by grace, by the blood
of Christ, through faith.

Alluding to the salvation of Noah byyafer, Peter says:
« Th,like figure whereunto, even baptism, cloth also now
save s ;" not without grace and the blood of Christ, but by
grace and the blood of Christ. God saved Noah, and he
saves US, not without his grace, the blood of Christ, and
faith ; nor without baptism, but * baptism cloth also save
us, 7 It has something to do with salvation, and is connect.
ed with it.

Paul.saya: ¢ Husbands, love your wives, as Christ also
loved the Church, and gave himself for it, that he might
sanctify and cleanse it, with the washing of water by the
word. ” Here the sanctifying and cleansing of the Church
are ascribed to Christ, and he cleanses, or pardons, not with-
out the washing of water, or baptism, but * with the wash-
ing of water by the word.” Sanctify is to setapart, and
cleanse is pardon. This the Lord performs. He sets men
and women apart to his service and pardons them, uot with-
out, but with the washing of water by the word. He does
this, not without, but by his grace; yes, and by his blood
and through faith.

Paul says: “ God be thanked, that” (though) “you were
the servants of sin, you have obeyed from the heart that
form of doctrine which was delivered to you. Being then
made free from sim, you have your fruit unto holiness, ard
the end everlasting life.” Being made fiee from sin is re-
mission of sins. They were made free from sin when they
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bbeyed from the heart that form of doctrine delivered to
them. In the fore part of the same chapter We learnyp o
they obeyed ¢ o the heart that form of doetrine, 414 tearn
that in obeying that form of doctrine, we are buried with
him by bapti m, and ther made free from sin. This shows
that burying in baptism is in order to being ¢hern made free
from sin.

But my friend is troubled to know whether a man can
not be saved without baptism. | answer him squarely,not
by any salvation -in the Baptist Church, for he can pot get
into it at all without baptism; nor is the Baptist Church
different from the kingdom of God in this respect, for a man
can not enter into the kingdom of God except he be born
of water and of the Spirit. The Lord commanded Saul to
go to Damascus, and promised that it should be told him
there what he must do. Anznias was sent to him to tell
him what he must do.Indoing this, he said: “Arise and
be baptized.”” When the Lord says a man maust do anything,
it is imperative. The Lord said to certain Jews : * You
rejected the counsel of God against yourselves; not being
baptized by Joba.” If a man rejected the counsel of God
against himselt, not being baptized by John, who was the
lesser compared with our Lord, what does he do, not being
baptized by the greater, or when he commands? “He who
shall break one of these least commandments’ (the com-
mandments ir the law of Moses) “and feach men so, shall be
least in the kingdom of God,” Jesus was baptized to ‘ful-
§11all righteousness, ” and how can a man be a follower of
Jesus who stops at baptiam, is not baptized in obedience to
the authority of the Lord, but refuses to be baptized to
fulfill all righteousness” —refuses to do what the Lord says
he must do; that without which the Lord says,“he can not
enter into the kingdom of God"—rejects the counsel Of God
against himself, not being baptized in obedience to the com-
mandment of the Lord Jesus ; who will not be baptized
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after the example 0f the Savior? Such anone is not a fof
lower of Jesus. Whatot the preacher who will encouragg
sueh an one, strengthen hishands, that he should not re-

turn from his wicked way, by promising him life # May wa
allchoose the better course, notonlyinreference to bap-

tism, but everything else ewjoined by the Lord.
[Time expired.]

THOMPSON'S CLOSING ADDRESS.

Brethren Moderators: Respected Audience :— The candid
and-prayertul investigation of the words of truth, conduct.
ed in a Christian spirit, with the single purpose in view of
reaching the truth as God has revealed it, and of accepting
the truth as the rule and authority of all religious belief, is
characteristic of the true Christian intelligence, and the
only justifiable motive in a discussion of biblical teaching.
If I know my own heart, that motive prompts me to-day,
in prosecuting this debate.

I was pleased to hear Mr. Franklin say, in his opening
speech, that he came here to oppose error, and not men. |
came with a like purpqse in view; and 1am sorry that an
effort has been made in his last speech to impeach my honor
as a Christian gentleman. Such a course is not debating,
‘but to me looks very much like an extreme effort to divert
attention from a failure in the argument of the proposition
before us. In fact, the closing speech of the geatleman is
one of the most puerile attempts to cover up a complete
defeat it has been my lot to witness. Did he not assert
again and again, that the remission cf past sins was the
work of man,” without grace, the blood of Christ, or any-
thing else ? I ask you to look over his arguments on John
iii. 5. Acts ii. 38; ix. 6; xxii. 16. John i. 12. What were
his arguments ? To be born again was to be converted, or,
rather, t0 convert, which was to turn to God. This turning
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is the act of aliens, in which they as aliensaect. Is there
any grace, or blood of Christ either in it? Has it ot peen
denied duriagthe entire debate?

Again: Itwas claimed that thoseto whom Peter said,
“Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of
Jesus Christ tor the remission of 818, were aliens, and
were told what tu do invrder to the remission of sins.  Was
there any grace or blood of Carist connected with their acts
in remission of sins? Was it not claimed that Saul had to
wash away his own sins, in the sense Of doing something in
order to pardon ? Was it not argued that God gave them
the privilege to become the sousof God, but that asaliens
they become such by their own act? The case is before
you, and [am willing to abide your decision. Does a the-
ory that thus hinges the remission ot sins on the act of an
alien sinner give that sinner liberty to go either to heaven
or hell On the merit or demerit of their own acts ? | leave
your intelligence to decide.

Mr. Franklin says | wrote the first proposition, and he
prevailed on me to change it. I am sorry his memory is so
treacherous, and his condition so very embarrassing that he
imagines that which has no existence in fact. I have the
original correspondence between us, and hold myself ready
to prove the proposition to be his own production, written
in his own hand, over his own signature. I'he next state-
ment Mr. Franklin makes, after a little play about rudi-
mental matters, is to ask the profound question,“ Does he,
or any man here think that our proposition has anything to
do with Abraham ? To say that he thinks so is an impeach-
ment of his intelligence. Does our proposition relate to
those ot the Patriarchal dispensation, or the Jewish? Surely
he proves it does not. ” Will you please look over this quo-
tation from the gentleman ? It has greatsignificance in it
God preached the gospel to Abraham, in a covenant prom-
ise of remission of sins, in the promised seed, Jesus Christ.
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Abraham believed, and received thepromise,and was res
pgnized as righteous. The dispensativns, consisting in or
dinances and forms, had nothing to do us cond itivns to bring
him into relation to Godasan heir of his eterval coveuant,
but was 2 sign of the righteousness of faith which he had
before he obeyed theseordinancesandtvrms. Abrahum is
veeognized by the inspired apostle as the father of all them
that believe, audan example by which is explained the way
in which zll are justified who are theéheirsot promise Has
the ground On which Abrabam was justified nothing to do
with the ground of justificationassetiorth in the gospel?
Have the apostles impeuched their own iutelligenceby keep-
ing the case of Abraham conspicuouslyin view asan illustra-
tion of the plan of justification as ministered through the
gospel? Are there two covenants granting remission of
sins and justification unto life through different mediums?
I need nnt answer these questions. Every intelligent man
who readshis Bible knows there are not.

Why, then, does Mr. Franklin seek to evade the Scrip-
ture referring to the justification of Abrahum by faith ; and
that it iswritten for our sakes who believe in Christ? Just

because it destroys his proposition, and defeats kis whole
argument. But he has a little comfort, he thinks, if heis
defeated. Lt is this: That I make faith a condition in order
to remission of sins.lam sorry to take this erumb of com-
fortiron him, but I shall do it. Faith, as 1 have shown
from a multitude of texts, is a gracious characteristic by
which the heirs Of promise are distinguished in every dis-
pensation ; but not a condition which aliens perfurm to make
them reconciled sons, in any dispensation. It is that fruit
of the Spirit through which we receive Jesus Christ as our
justitying righteousness, and enjoy peace with God through
our Lord Jesus Christ. Mr. Franklin says this is no sys-
tem. There is no system in his view but what, aliens do;
that is ail system with him. Hence he wants me to tell a
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sivner, an alicn, I suppose, how to come to Gud ; how to get
the benefit of the grace of God and the blood of Christ; how
by obtuin the remission of sins The sibuer comesto God
because it is yiyen i of the Father. John vi. 0. The
Father draws them. Jobn vi. 44, He makes them willing
by working in them to willard do of his guod pleasure.
Pail ii, 13. But is the benefit of the grace of God and the
blood 01 Christ something that sinuersgetbysome proce-
dure of their owa? . Verily, | thought God gave them that
benefit, and they received it through faith, the gift of God:
not of worlks, lest any man should boast.

_ Mr. Frankiinis correct in the view that baptism is only
sommanded to those who believe the gospel in this dispen-
sation. And this admission destroys his proposition, that
it is commanded in order to the remission of past sins. The
remission o past sins has been set forth since the world
began, is every dispensation of tin% and is the same in all
ages of the world. And whether we speuk of Abel, or of
Noah,or of Abraham, or of the apostles, the same medium
of the remission of sins is set forth in the forms given them
through which their faith was visibly expressed. We have
the whole matter stated fully in Rem. iii. 21, 22, 24, 25:
“But now the righteousness of God without the law is mani-
fested, being witnessed by the law and the prophets : even
the righteousness of God, which is by faith of Jesus Christ,
unto all and upon all them that believe: Being justified
freely by his grace, through the redemption that isin Christ
Jesus; whom God bath set forth tobe a propitiation
through faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness for
the remissicn of sins that are past, through the forbearance
of God.” I need to remark on this quotation that it is di-
rect to the point in debate, and, in the terms of the propo-
sition, states the ground of the ** r-emission of past sins.”
What is it? Let the word of God decide between us. God
bath set forth Jesus Christ to be a propitiation through
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faith-in his blood, to declare Ais righteousness for the remis-
sion of sins that @€ past, 1t was to this rizhteousness that
all the prophets gave witoe-s.  Acts x 43:*To him”
(Jesus) “give all the prophsts witness that through hig
pawe whusoever Lelievethin him shall receive remission of
sins. ”

Why has Mr. Franklin quoted no text havingin it the
terws ¢ past sins,” as stated in the proposition? Because
the very text where the terms are found sets forth the right-
eousness of God for the remission of sins that are past,
through faith in his blood. The conclusion of the whole
doctrine of justification {romgin is given thus tersely by
the apostle: * That hemight be just, and the justifier of
him which believeth in Jesus. ” Mr. Franklin changes the
translation of the word eis from “in” to “into,” and then
proceeds to say, that * ‘intothe npame’ is the same as ‘into
Christ, ‘into one body, ‘into remission of sins,’”™ etc.
Therefore hehoidsthat Mr, Campbell is correct in the doo-
trine that all unbaptizd persons are dead in trespasses and
sins, and he proceeds ‘o argue that faith changes tbe heart,
repentance changes the character, but the relation of the
person to God is just the same as before, till baptism changes
the relation to God.

We certainly have a jewel in this argument of the gentle-
man, borrowed, 'it'1s true, from hisecclesiastical guide. Let
us look at its sublime depths ! Faith changes the heurt, but
the relation is not changed. As to a stateinsins,the rela-
tiou is just the same after the heart is changed, as it was
before it waschanged. Why, theu did Paulsay, “he is a
Jew which is one inwardry ?* Doesone who is a Jewin-
wardly sustain thesame relation to God as onc whois uot?
No. The gentleman has ruined his whole system by admit-
ting that faith changes the heart. For we are all the chil-
drenof God by faith in Christ, and whosoever helieveth
that Jesus is the Christ is born of God, Again, when he
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admits that the “heart” and “life” are changed pefore bap-
tism, what of the man remains to be changed by baptism,
in his relution in any sense? Nothing but the body, and
that only in its relation to the visible congregation of be-
lievers, called the Church. Just as eircumcision in the flgsh
was a visible sigato mark the external mau or body, so i3
baptism an external sign to mark theexiernalmanorbody,
transferrina it from amona the world to & position iu the
Church. 1t Bas, torefore, » BO 0T oppection with wash-
i,g away sins, or remission of sins, than the flood had in
washing away Noah's sins. How much was that ? It was
a figure of that remission of sins which God bath set forth
in the blood of Jesus Christ. We then have the key as
given in these admissions of Mr. Franklin, by which the
sens: of his proof-texts is obtained. “Into the name,” “into
Christ, “ ““into one body” mean in & figurative visible form.
This figure or form being applied only to the bodies of be-
lievers, to change their relation from among the world to a
position among the visible congregation or church. In a
word, the believer iu Christ is born of God, is a child of
God, gninward Jew, before baptism, and obeys that ordi-
nance as a visible sign of the relution be sustains to God,
by faith in the blood of Christ.

But we 2re told that Jesus said, when he gave the cowm-
mission, that he that believeth and 1% baptized shall pe
saved ; but be that believeth not shall be damned. But the
antithesis is between belief and unbelief. Why is not the
gentleman’s proposition stated here, he that is not baptized
shallbe damned, whether he believes Or not ? But there
is a copulative connecting baptism with faith in the salva-
tion. Andthere is a good reason why the visible sign of
relationship shou!d be connected with the relationship.
Therefore,us damnation does not depead on the believer not
being baptized, neither does salvation depend on the believer
being baptized. But as faith is that grace by which the
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saved are distinguished and knownas the heirs of God, so
baptism is connected with the faith as the visible sign of
heirship.

On the day of Pentecost, Peter said:* Repent and be
baptized every one of vou in the name ot Jesus Christ for
the remission of sins. 7 Why do this? Because the prom.
ise is to you. Ye are the children of the promise ; ye are
the heirs of Godby faith in Christ, in whose blood you
have remission of sins. Baptism is the figure of this, the
visible form of iv; therefore be baptized because your sins
are remitted io the blood of Jesus, and you vi»iblyset forth
that truth wkich has been taught by all forms and ordi-
nances since the world was. But read this text as Mr.
Franklin reads it, “inorder to the remission Of pastsgins,”
and it not only makes it the most important item in the sal-
vation of sinners—that upon which all others depend—but
it strikes down the covenant to Abraham, and nullifies the
oath of God.

But Mr. Franklin admits that we are justified irr Christ's
blood ; and then he goes on to say : “To this we come when
we are baptized into his death. ” But why did not Mr.
Franklin prove that we come tohis blood when we are bap-
tized ? Just because there is no such prooiin the word of
God. We have seen in what sense they are baptized into
his death ; even as the text itself declares, Rom. vi. 5, in
the likeness or figure of his death ; and not oue word about
coming to his bloud by baptism. But then Mr. Franklin
thought that if he could notprove his proposition by the
Scripture, he could give us his own word for it, and that, in
his opinion, will do quite as well. Not so. Such proof is
not takeu here. But he puts the blood of Christatter faith,
repentance and baptism. He is too late gettin:to the blood.
Paul says the blood of Christ purges from dJdead works, to
serve the living God. But are faith,repentance sud bap-
tism dead works # Are they the service of the living God?
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The gentleman has tried to reverse (e order of God. In-

stead of the blood of €8S purging us in order to the ser-
vice of the living God, he has towashaway gursing by
baptism in order to come to the blood of Christ. When we
some to the blood of Christ,thercfore,it ean do us no good,
for the reason that we havealready wushed away our sins
by baptism. The human part is, therefore, the first part,
and washes away our sins, but the divine part,if it be any
thing, is the granting to alien sinners the privilege of doing
all that is done to put away sine.

Again: Mr. Franklin becomes dcfiant. He says: “1 defy
any man to show that a man is saved by the grace of God,
or the blood of Christ, who ie not in the name of the Fa-
ther, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and not in Christ,
not in his death, not in the one body, not in the kingdom.”
Did any one ever see such barefaced sophistry as this quo-
tation from his speech? Why did he not say, | defy any
man to show that a man is saved by the graceof God, or
the bliod of Christ, who ¢s not immersed ir water? He knew
the Bible was full of such cases, many of which have al-
ready been cited in this debate. But, to put a false face
upon the matter, he groups together the sum of his assump-
tions, and vamps, and rants, as though he felt sure that he
could knock down a'very large man of straw | Heknewall
the time that his proofs had no farther reference tu the
death of Christ, the body of Christ, and to being in Christ,
and in the remission of sins,than a sign, likeness or figure
of it. But he runs over these expressions, as if he thought
the sophistry of his argument was not patent to every wmind
present here to-day. Paul says : “Not by works of right-
eousness which we have done, but according to his mercy,
he saved us,” It was not, then, something that we did, but
gomething he did, thatsaved us. How was it done? By
the washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy
Ghost. How was this performed ? Which he shed on us
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abundantly through Christ Jesus our Suvior. What was '
for? That, being justified by s grace, We should he mad
heirs according to the hope f eternal life. D ses this sho
that baptism is not a work ot righteousness ? No, it does
not. But it shows that baptism is neither regeneration, npe

the washing of regeneration. It shows that our salvation
through Christ. We are therefore justified by his grace.

Again: Mr. Franklin goes to the case of Saul. He says;
«Thereisno one that doubts that Saul was saved by gracs.
and by the blood of Christ. » But he shows in the very
next sentence that he does both doubt and deny that Saul
was saved in any such way. As far as graceand the blood
of Christ are concerned, Saul would have remained in his
sins and been eternally condemned, according to Mr. Frauk-
lin, if he had not washed his own sins away ! But Saul was
saved by grace, and purged from his sinsia the blood of
Christ, and therefore obeyed Christ in a delightinlservice,
which is a figure of this salvation. Paul never told ws what
he did to be saved by grace. That kind of instruction was
not known by inspired men. ‘I'he Latter-Day Saiutsthat
teach that alien sinnerscon believe, repent and be baptized,
and wash away their sins in order to get into Christ
spiritually, have invented that abominable trasi which
exalts the sinner above God, and puts his work in the place
of the blood of the blessed Lamb of God. But we are told
that Christ sanctifies and cleanses the Church from sins by
baptism. But®Paul has declared that, the cleansing is done
by Christ. What water does Christ employ in cleansing
the soul ? Paulsays, < But ye are washed, but ye aresancti-
fied, but ye are justified, in the name of the Lord Jesus,
and by the Spirit of our God. ” 1 Cor. vi. 11. We have
before shown that the water which Christ gives is living
water springing Up into everlasting life. Jesus says, It
ghall be in you. ” The outside may be made to look as
white as a sepulcher by the application of literal water,
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ont the blood of Jesus only can take away the staiu of sins.

uThe blood of Jesus Christ his Son shall cleanse from all
sin®  “Inwhom we have redemption through his blood,

the forgiveness of sins according to the riches ¢ pig grace.”

‘I'nose who obeyed from the heart the form of doctrine were
made free from sin, and had becomse the servuunts of right-
sousness. When were they made fiee ? Before they
obeyed. What made them free ? Christ. What was the
fmit of that freedom ? They became the servants of
righteousness. My friend would like to make it appear
that aliens made themselves free by obedience in order to
get into Christ, and does not tell us why Paulthanks God
for what these aliens do, urless it is because God gives
them the privilege of doing it all themselves.

Again, we are told that a man can not enter the Baptist
Church without baptism, and in thisrespectthe Baptist
Church is like the kingdom of God. Whythen not answer
the question directly aud suy Nno muncan enter the king-
dom of God without baptism. Why this skutking and
evading your own pet theory ? There €22 b€ phut one
answer, and that is that you are ashumed of your doctrine.
No wonder that he avoids a direct answer. It is not only
a doctrine without proof or foundation in the Scripture, but
revolting to its own advocates. Alexander Campbell him-
self, when contemplating the millions of pious devoted peo-
ple who were Pedobaptists, and had not been immersed in
water, doomed to endless perdition according to this doc-
trine, cried out, prayerfuily, ©I leave them to the tender
mercies of God !” He believed God’s mercies were more
tender than this doctrine, and therefore this doctrine was
not a revelation of God's tender mercies (aud it certainly
is not), or else he left them toendless condemnation be-
cause they had not been immersed. Mr. Franklin leaves
them without hope to suffer endless condemnation. Not
because the grace of God hadnot done as much for them
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as for him; Dot because Jesus had not shed his blood f@
them a8 for him ; not because they had not faith in Jesu
equal to his; not because tbey had not as pure repentan
for sinsas he ; not because of any grace wanting in
their duty to man or God, save the one fault, that they di
not woderstznd baptism as Mr. Fracklin does. For thj
and for this only, they are all doomed to endless condem
nition ; and for his obedience in this one act onlybeyond
what they have done, he is justified, and eternally saved
Well may 20y man skulk and equivocate who holds such ¢
monstrous theory. But he saysJesus was baptizel o
Sulfill all righteousness. Not in order to the “remission of
past sins.)’ This is oot verymuch for his proposition, The
baptism of Jesus was by Jolinthe Baptist, who speaking
of thegrea'er baptismof Christ said, *“Heshall baptize you
with the Holy Ghost, snd with fire. » Andhe pointed to
Jesus, saying, ‘‘Beholdthe Lamb of God which taketh away
the sin of the world.”” We now have the sum of Mr. Frank-
lin’s proof and argument. How stands the case ?

In his closing speech on the second proposition, Mr.
Franklin claimed that | had failed in my proot, because |
had not the terms, nor equivalent terms in my prootf, as
thoseinthe proposition. If this be the rule oflogie, he
has completely failed. The terms, “ Baptismin order to
the remission of past sins,” or equivalent terms, are not
found in any proof by him referred to. There are no such
terms in the Bible. His nearest approach to the terms of
the proposition, in his proof, has been, “Be baptized in the
name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins ;"'*Be bap-
tized and wash away thy sins. ” His other quotations de-
termine the meaning of these to be, ¢ Be baptized in the
name of Jesus Christ because of the remission of sins;”’*‘Be
baptized and wash away thysins in a ceremonial sense. ”
The Apostle Peter says it is a like figure to the salvation of
Noah by water. Certainly Noahdid not wash away his
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gins by the flood! Neither was the flood 1norder to the
remission of his past sins  But the affirmative proof not
only fails inits terms, but no such a doctrine has been
taught in any part of the Bible, as belonging to 2ny dis-
pensation. On theconrrary, | have proved the remission
of past sins and future sing, in all dispensations, to be
#through th,blood of Christ, as a Lamb glain from the
foundation of the world. ” To him give all the prophets
witness; John the Baptist pointed to him, saying, *Behold
the Lamb of God that taketh away the sin of the world ;"
the apostles ail proclaimed the remission of sins, and justi-
fication through his blood and righteousness. Jesus par.
doned sins throughout his ministry without any reference
{p baptism; and his last act was to pardon a Penitent sin-
ner. and pronounce hia‘gracious promise on oue who was
not immersed. Faith is the gracious gift of God, through
which this divine bounty, the remission of sins, is received.
I bave proven that it is of faith that it might be by grace,
that the promise might be sure to all the seed. We are all
heirs of God justas Abraham was, aud therefore in a gos-
pelsense hais the father of us all. Tnall dispensations
Jesus bas been set forth “the way, the truth, and the lite;”
the only Savior Gudhasanointed to save us from our sims.
God huath set him forthto be a propitiation through faith
in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission
of sins that are past through the forbearance of God. To
him that washed us from our sins in his own blood be glory
and praise given throughout all generations.

[Time expired.]



FOURTH PROPOIITION.

The Eternal Salvalicn of Christians as sel forth in the
Seriptures, is the work of God, independent of conditions
to be pérformed by man

THOMPSON'SFIRST ADDRESS,

Bretlren Moderators : Respected Audience:—1I proceed in
the first place to define the terms of the pro posirion to be
discussed. 1. The eternal salvation meauns the final deliv-
erance from mortality, sin, aud corruption, into the immaoy-
tal, holy, and incorruptible state. 2. Christians are those
who have been redeemed by the blood of Christ, quicken-
ed by the Divine Spiritinto eternal lite,and recognized
as sons of God in the everlasting covenant. 3. The work
of God is what God does through Christ, by his Holy
Spirit, in the salvationof Christians. 4. independent of
conditions to be performed by man, as a ground or meri{
to secure their salvation. 1 do not deny the mention of
good works, in connection with the salvation of saints ;
nor do I believe that they are saved without good works ;
but good works performed by man depend upon the work
of God, and not the work of God dependent of them,
Good works are therefore named in connection with the
salvation of Christians as a characteristic belonging to the
saved, and not a cause of their salvation ; therefore the
eternal salvation is independent of them as conditions of
merit to secure it.

My first argument s taken from the covenant of God.
Heb. viii. 10,11, 12: “For this is the covenant that 1 will

make with the house of Israelafter those days, saith the
(256)
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Lord ; I will put my 2% 1uto peir mind, and write them
in their hearts : and 1 will be to them2 God, andthey
shall be to me a people: and they shall not teach every
man his peighbor,and every man his brother, saying,
Kuow the Lord : {or all shall know me, from the lecast to
the greatest. For | will be merciful to their unright-
oousness, and their sins and the'r iniquities will [ T6MEM
ber no more.”

1. The promise of this covenant is an eternal inherit-
agce. Heb. ix. 15 : “And for thiscause he” (Christ) “is
the" Mediator of the new testament’” (covenant), ‘‘that by
means of death, for the redemption of the transgressions
that were under the first testament. they which are called
might receive the promise of cternatinheritance »

2. God is their God in an eternal relation as their
Savior. Isaiah xiiii. 11 “I,eveu[,umthc Loord,and beside
me there is no Savior. ” Ps.lxviii. 20 : “Hethatis our
God, is the God of salvation ; anduntoGod the Lord be.
long the issuesof death.” The eternal salvation isthere-
fore his work, and to him will all the glory be given.

3. The heirs of his covenant (all Christians) are his
people in an eternal sense. He has confirmed his covepant
to them by his own oath which is immutable. Heb. vi. 17:
“Wherein God, willing more abuundantly to show unto the
heirs of promise the immutability of his counsel, confirm-
ed it byanozth.” In Gal.iii. Paul declares that a covenant
that is confirmed can not be disannulled ; and that the law
could not therefore make the promise of God without
effect. | conclude therefore that every heir recognized in
the covenant of God will eternally be an heir of God ;
otherwise his counsel would be mutable, and his oath a
nullity.

4 God does not remember their sins against them in an
eternal sense. He says, «Ywill remember their sins LLO

more.” They are verfected forever, through Christ Jesus.
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Heb. x 14: “For by one oftering he” (Christ) «“hath perfect

ed for ever them that are sanctified.” God justifies them
in the righteousness of Christ, and holds them asfree from
condemnation.  Titus iii. ‘it “I'hat being justified by his

grace, we should be made heirs according to the hope of
eternal life. ”

5. God gives this covenant, independent of a condition
to be performed by man as agroundor cause whyhe is
an heir, or shallenjny the eternal salvation promised.
There is but one ground stated upon which the whole
scheme depends ; and that is the work of God, according
to iris own will. Eph.i. 11 : “In whom also we have ob-
tained an inheritance, beiug predestinated according to the
purpose of him who worketh all things after the counsel
of his own will’

6. If Christians perform the conditions upon which de-
pend their eternal salvation, then their eternal salvation is
their own work. And ii' this be true, their salvation is no
more of God than is the damnation of the unbelieving
and disobedient. In either case God rewards them accord-
ing to their works. But”the eternal salvation of Christians
is aceording to his grace, and not according to their works.

7. If eternal salvation depends on conditions performed
by man, it is a covenant of works or law, and therefore

opposed to grace. Gal. iii. 18: “For if the inheritance be
of the law it is no more of promise ; but God gave it to
Abraham by promise. ” Gal. ii. 20: “1 do not frustrate the

grace of God ; for if righteousness come by the law, then
Christ is dead in vain.” But eternal life is the gift of God,
and not of man, nor dependent upon conditions to be per-
formed by him. This eternal life, God, who can not lie,
promised in Christ before the world began. All his prom
ises~mChrist are yea and amen. Therefore they are not
dependent on conditions to be performed by man.

My second argument s taken from the gift of eternallife
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This gift saves the Christian from death in an eternal
sense, and is therefore eternal salvation as set forth in the
Scriptures. 1 Joha v, 11, 12: “And yyq is the record, that
God hath given to us eternal life ; and this life is in his
Son. He that bath the Son hath }ife; and he that bath
not the Son of God bath not life.” John xvii. 2: “As
thou hast given him power over all flesh that he should,
give eternal life to as many as thou hast given him.” Jghn
X. Wd ngﬂe unto them eternal life ; and they
shall never_perish,. neither shall ang_ pluck them out of
my hand. My Father, which gave them me, is greater
than all ; and none is able to pluck them out of my Fa-
ther's hand.” This eternal life is eternal salvation as set
forth in the Scriptures, and is that life and immortality
brought to light through the gospel of Jesus Christ,
The Christian is quickened by this life, and shall never
die. Jesus therefore says, they shall never perish. And
again he says, John v.2+: “Awndshall not come intO con-
demnation, but is passed from death unto life.” In Rem.

v. 10, it is said’. We shall be saved by his” (Christ's) “life ;"
and again, verse 21: “That ¢ si bath reigned unto death,

even g0 might grace reigq, through righteousness unto
eternal life, by Jesus Christ our Lord.” This gift we
have proven to be of God, bestowed upon the heirs of God
according to his eternal purpose in Christ, and secured t©
them by the immutable promise and oath of God, as their
eternal inheritance, with, the promise of Christ that they
shall never perish, nor be plucked from his hand. Jesus
also condemns to infamy those who profess to be shep~
herds, and leave their flocks to be scattered and destroyed,
Johu x. 10, 12, 13; but contrasts his own faithful care
with their nataithfulgeifishunessand cowardice. Will Mr.
Franklin dare accuse our Lord of giving up one of his
flock to be destroyed? Will he condemn him out of his
own mouth ? No. Qur Lord is faithful and true, and his
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promise shall BeVerfyil. He assuresus that there is none
can pluck them out of hisFather’shand ; for his Father is
greater than all. The Father hath promised, saying, Gen,
xxviii. 15.Ps. Xx xvii. 28, ‘U will never leave thee nor
forsake thee” Godis faithful ; he can not lie.

My third argument s founded on the birth o/” the Chris.
tian as a child of God.1 John v. 1: * Whosoever be-
lieveth that Jesusis the Christ is born of God. ” John
i. 13: “Whnich were born, not of blood, nor of the will
of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God. ” 1 John
ii. 9 : “Whosoever is born of God, cloth not commit sin ;
for his seed remaineth in him ; and he can not sin because
hs is born of God.” John iii. 6: “That which is born of
the flesh is flesh, and that which is born of the Spirit is
gpirit.” Rom viii. 10: “The body is dead because of sin,
but the Spirit is life because of righteousness. ” This birth
is of God. It is not of man, nor of the will of man, and
can not be of conditions which man performs. It is not a
temporal birth, nor of corruptible matter. It is of the
divine nature, an incorruptible seed by the word of God
which liveth and abideth forever. It is a birth of Spirit,
and contrasted with the flesh. The Spirit is life because of
righteousness, for it is of God. The Christian, theretfore,
lives unto God, and shall not die. In their flesh they are
sinners, but in their spirit they are holy brethren, partak-
ers 0f"the “heavenly calling. Asborn of God in Spirit they
ean not siu because they are born of God. Jesus, the Holy
Son of God, is not ashamed to call them brethren. They
have the earnest of the inheritance, or first-fruits of that
inheritance which is incorruptible, undefiled, and that fad-
eth not away, reserved iu heaven for them. The spiritual
life and immortality into which their bodies shall be raised
in the resurrection from the dead are the work of the same
God, by his Spirit which now dwells in them. That resur-
rection will be eternal salvation; this iu Spirit is eternal
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salvation pow, and is a freedom indeed. Until the divine
patare shall perish, the sons of God shall live, pure, holy,
and uudefiled in spirit ; for Christ liveth in them,

My fourth arqument rests on the atanement made by g g
Rom. v 8 9,10 : Byt God commeundeth his love toward
ws D that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us
Much more thenboiuenow ju t fict by his blood, we shall

be saved from wret'ithrough him For if when W¢ were

enemies we were rt{C()l,ci!ed ty God by the death of his

Son, much ™0™ being reeonciled, we shall be saved by

his life.””  Christ died tosaveall his people. The angel

said, “He shall save hispeople from theirsins.” Matb. i

21. In 1 Cor. xv.3, it is 1 “C4 qied for our wins

according t>the Scriptures” Also i Gal.i. 4 it is said,

. Who gave himself for our sins it he mighkt deliver us

from this present evil world, according t>the will of God
and our Father. ” g are therefore sived by his blood,
from the guilt of sin ; and by his life saved from death in
sins. Purged, purified, redeemed, aud perfected before
God, in the blood of the Lamb. Paul reasons that, if
when we were enemies we were recouciled to God by the
death of Jesus, much more, or it is more manifest t3 us,
that we shall be saved by his life. If one Christian, to
whom the virtue of the blood of Christ has been imputed,
can fuil of eternal salvation, the whole economy of grace
in Christ Jesus can fail. And if the grace of our Lord
Jesus Christ can fail in one case to which it has been3P -
plied by divine power toetsrnally save, it canfail equally
in all cases ; and i8 therefore of no profit. But we have the
whole mat'er put to rest, by the plaint:timony of the
word of inspiration, Heb. x 14: “For by one offering he
bath perfected for ever them that are sanctified.” KEph.i.

7: “In whom we have redemption through his blood, the

forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of his grace.”

Jobn xiv. 19: « Because I live,ye shun livealso.”
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My fifth argumen t is buscd on the love of God. J vhu zvii
2 3: *“lin them, and thou in we, that they may be madg
perfect in one; and that the world muy know that thou
hast sent rue, and hast loved them, as thou hast loved me.”
The emphasisismy own. Rom. viii 37, 33,39 : “Nay,
in all these things we are morethan couquerors, through
him that loved us.Forl am persuaded that ueither
death, nor life,nor angels, nor prinecipalities, nor powers,
nor thiogs present, mur things to come, nor height, nor
depth. nor anyother creature, rhulibeable to separate us
from the love ot God, whichis in Chrsr Jesus our Lord.”
God is immut.ble, and changes not He is in one mind,
and nonecan turn him  Having loved his own, he loved
t hem t)the end. He loves them, even as he loved Christ
Jesus.  Paulaffirmiimo:t positively that nothing shall be
able to separate tbie Uhristiaufromhislove. His argument
in Rom viii covers every possible contivgency that may
arise, every possible power or iufluencethat can intervens
or interpose to sepurate them from his love, and in his
conclusivn of the whole subject he is persuaded that noth.
ing shall Le ubletoseparate them from the love of God.
Lf. Christizns can possibly be separated from the love of
God, in the final eternal salvation, does not the argument
and ¢;nelusion of the apostle become a chimera, and the
atrib.t:of Jehovah as the immutable God, upon which
rests the hope of all Christians, have no real existence ?
The docteine that God is changeable would unsettle the
whole plan of salvution, and render the Scriptures useless
as un expression of his will. The conclusion is therefore
incvitable, thut his purpase in the salv tion of all Chris-
tups. finally and eternally, shall+tind, and his pleasure, as
wmanilested in his love to them in Christ, shall be fully
consummated in their eternal glory. Rem. viii. 29,30:
«¥orwhom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate to<be
cu-firmedto the image of his Son, that he might be the
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first-born emooyg many brethren. Moreover, whom he
_ did predestinate, trem he also called ; and whom he called
them he also justified ; and whombe justified, them he
also glorified “
My siwth argument is founded on the fuith of Christions,
1 John v. 4 »Fur whatsoever isboru of Godovercow-
«th the world ; und thisis"he victery that overcometh the
aorld, eve-n our faith.”” Fuith s here said to be bern of
God. In Eph. ii. 8 itis said to be “the gift of God,” and
eonnected with the grace of God in eternal salvation. In
Heb. xii. 2, Jesus is said t» be ' the Author and Finister
of faith. » And iuGal. v. 221t is said to be the “fruit of
the Spirit.” That which is born of God is not temporal
and destructible, but etcroal,holy, and imperishable,
Faith is therefore classed with the abiding graces, given to
Christians of God, and is here said to be & victory over the
world. Ged's spiritual gifts to his children, aud declared
to be abiding,are indestructible and eternal. That which
Christ bath wrecught as a Divine Author is perfect and
theretora eternal, The fruit of the Spirit of God is that
immortal, incorruptible perfection which our bodies shall
enjoy when quickened by the Spirit- that dwelleth in us ;
and we in spirit uow enjoy the firot- fryits of that state, by
faith, the fruit of the Spirit. Therefore, said the Apostle
Peter, or God by him, 1 Peter ii. 6:“He that believeth on
him shall not be confounded.” Aund Christ said, John v.
24: “Shall not come iuto condemnation, but is passed
from death uuto life.” And the Lord said by Paul, Acts
xiii. 39 : **Are justified from all things, from which they
could uot be justified by the law of Moses.” Aud Christ
the Lord said, John xi. 26: *S8hall pever die,” Such a
oloud of witnesses, as the word of God affords to sustain
this argument, cau uever be set aside. ‘L’he whole volume
of inspiration abounds with the proofsof this argument.
My seventh argument is founded on the confirmation Of



261 REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE.

Christians in Christ, and 1he faithfu Tpess of God who thus
confirms them. 1 Cor. i 8, 9 : “Whoshallalso confirm you
unto the end,thatryemay be blameless in the day of OUF
Lord Jesus Christ. Godis faithful. by whom ye were
called into the fellowship of his SonJesus Christ our
Lord.  The faithful God, who bath called thcm into the
fellowship of his Son dJesus Christ, also confirms them
unto the end. The term, ‘confirm,” is of thesame mean.
ing as “establish.” See 2 Cor. i. 21: “He which stablish.
eth us with vou in Christ, and bath anointed us, is God ;
who bath alsogealed us, and given the earnest of the
Spirit in our hearts. ” Shall that which God establisheth
in Christ be removed ? Shall the work of God be destroy-
ed ? Is God faithful to perform that which he has con.
firmed, established, and sealed with his own Spirit, the
earnest of which has been given to Christians ? | hope
Mr, Franklin will meet the questions squarely, and without
equivocation. God is faithful, says the text. See also 1 Cor.
X.13;“There bath no temptation taken you but such as
i8 common to man ; but God is faithful, who will not suffer
you to be tempted above that ye are able; but will with
the temptation also make a way to escape, that ye may be
able to bear it.” How lopg,or till when does God estab.
lish them in Christ? “ Unfothe end; that they may. be
blameless in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ.”’

My eighth argument rests on the work of God in the heart
of Christians. Phil.i. 6: «Being confident of this very
thing, that he which bath begun a good work in you, will
perform it until the day of Jesus Christ. ” In this same let-
ter it is stated, chap. iii 21, that he (God) isable to sub-
due all things to himself, by the power that worketh in us.
And in chapter ii. 13 it is declared that *“God work-
eth in us, to willand to do of his good pleasure. ” In
Eph. .10, Christians are said to be “the workmanship of
God.” In 1 Cor. xii. 6 it is said that it is “the samke God



~aw

REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE. 2400

Fhat worketh all in all.”  In Eph.i.-11 we read that, *He
worketh all things according tathe counsel of his own
will.”  Mr. Franklin said in the early part of this debate
that remission of sins was a work done in heaven, and wot
dn the hearts of men. But if this work was not done in
the lieurt, the heart could not be saved. The work ¢ o
is therefore declared to be within us, just where we need it,
and where it saves us from sin and death. ‘I'he word of
God is therefore very positive Dot only as to94ke does the
work, hut also as to whereit is done. See Heb xiii. 20,
21: “Now the God of peace . . . make vou perfect in every
good work to do his will, working in you that which is
well pleasing in his sight, through Jesus Christ; to whom
be glory for ever and ever.” Rom. ji. 29: “But he is &
Jew, which is one inwardly; and circumcision is that of
the heart, in the spirit, ard not in the letter; whose praise
is not of men, but of God.” Had Paulany doubt as to the
final consummation of this work of God, in the eternal sal-
vation ani glory of all Christians? No, he says he is con-
fident that God will perform it till the day of Jesus
Christ; that God will make them perfect, working in them
that which is well pleasing in his sight, through Christ.
Had their eternal salvation depended on conditions to be
performed by man, would Paul have been confident of the
salvation of any Christian ? And if he had been confident
of the salvation of any, would his confidence have beerr in
the work of man in performing the conditions? But Paul
states his confidence to be in him who had begun a good
work #» them. We have seen in the foregoing Scriptures
that the work of saving, with an eternal salvation, is the
work of God. A gracious, glorious work begun, carried
on, and perfected by power divine, even the Omnipotent
Jehovah. Therefore in this most gracious work it is the
same God which worketh allinall. Here has been the
issue since this debate began. The same question has been
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before us sll the time since we began this debate. It is
this: Is salvation from sin, to eternal glory, the work of
God ? | affirm it is, and prove it by a chain of evidence
so overwhelming that even Mr. Franklin dare not try to
meet it. He keepsas far from it as possible.

My ninth argument s based on the kingdone of Jesus
Christ, us set forth in the Scripture. My first proof i8
Ps.)xxxix. 3,4,28,29,34,36: “I have made a covenant
with my chosen, | have sworn unto David my servant,
Thy seed will | establish forever, and build up thy
thrope to all generations. “ **My mercy will 1 keep for him
forevermore, and my covenant shall stand fast with him,
His seed also will I make to endure forever, and his
throne as the days of heaven.” “My covenant willl not
break, nor alter the thing that is gone out of 1Y lips.”
“His seed shall endure forever, and his throne as the sun
before me.” See also Isaiahix. 6,7: “Uatous a child is
born, unto us a son is given; the government shall be
upon his shoulder ; and his name shall be called Won-
derful, Counselor, the Mighty God, the Everlasting Fa-
ther, the Prince of peace. Of the increase of his gov-
ernment and peace there shall be no end. ” Also Daniel
ii. 44: “And in the days of these kings shall the God of
heaven setup @ kingdom, which shall never be destroyed:;
and the kingdom shall not be left to other people.” Daniel
vii 18.“But the saints of the Most High shali take the
kingdonr, and possess the kingdom forever, even forever
and ever. ” 27th verse : ‘“And the kingdom and dcminion,
and the greatness of the kingdom under the whole heaven,
shall be given to the people of the saints of the Most
High, whose kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and all
dominions shall serve and obey him.” The kingdom of
Jesus Christ shall stand forever, and shall never be de-
stroyed, nor have an end. All opposing powersshall be
breken in pieces, and fall before it. The King is highly
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wxalted, far above all principality, and power, and might,
8od dominion, and every name that is pamed not ooly in
this world, but that also which is to come, and is Head
over all things to the Church which is his body; the full.
pess of him which filleth all in all. All Christians are
gubjects of this kingdom, and under its dominion and
power and by the immutable oath and promise of God,
established in its blessings forever more. In Col.i 12,
13, the work by which we enter thiskingdomisfully stat-
ed, and | hope Mr. Franklin will not conclude it is imprac-
ticable because God does the work | Hear what the word
says, “Giving thanks unto the Father, which bath made us
meet to be partakers of the inheritance of the saints in
light: Who bath delivered us from the power of darkness,
and bath translated us into the kingdom of his dear Son :
In whom we have redemption through his blood, even the
forgiveness of sins.” God's word tells its own great truth
right plainly, and keeps in view the wondrous work of God

in our eternal salvation. Look back to the 11th verse,
“Strengthened with all might. ” How ? Will Mr. Franklin

give attention ? ¢« According to his glorious power, unto

all patience and long-suffering, with joy fulness. ” It is ac¢-
cording to his glorious power, that workethen us, and de-
livers us from the power of darkness, and translates ug in-
to the kingdom of Christ. When Christ cast out devils,
he did so by the Spirit of God. And he declared that it
was the kingdom of God come to the people. This i3 divine
power, or heavenly power, or power from heaven. Christ
and his apostles preaohed, the reign of heaven drew near.
This kingdom is within the Christian, it is righteousness,
joy, and peace in the Holy Ghost. Hence Jesus said,
John xvii. 22, 23: *“Aund the glory which thou gavest me
I have given them ; that they may be one, even as we are
one ; | ¢a them, and thou in me, that they may be made
perfect in one, and that the world may know that thou hast
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sent me, and hast loved them, as thou hast loved me.”
1 Jobn iv. 4: “Ye are of God, little children, and have
overcome them; because greater is hethatis 7n you, than:
he that is in the world,” Will sin or the devil overcome
the power that is in the Christian? Will the power of
darkness drive out of the Christian, Christ and his king.
dom? “No. | am astonished to think that any one can be
found, who will assert a sentiment so derogatory to Christ,
and in such direct conflict with his word. The greater
power, the kingdom of Christ, shall gloriously triumph,
till the last enemy shall be destroyed, and the bodies of
all the saints raised to immortality and divine life; and
then shall the triumphant shout go up to the throne of
God, “Death is swallowed Up in victory. O} death, where is
thy sting ? 0 grave, where is thy victory ? But thanks be
to God, which giveth us the victory through our Lord Jesus
Christ.”
[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN'S FIRST ADDRESS. &

Gentlemen Moderators :  Ladies and Gentlemen :—My
friend did, this time, attempt to define his proposition. In
part | have no special objection to his definition so far as
relates to our discussion. The definition he gives of “‘eter-
nal salvation“ is sufficient for this occasion. The same is
true of his definition of “Christians.” Nor need | trouble
his definition of the “work of God.” But | object to his
definition of the words “independent of conditions to be
performed by man.” He adds to these words the following
“Asa grouud or merit to secure their salvation. ” Thjs is
an additiou of A% own to the proposition, and no part of the
meaning of it. There is nothing in the proposition about
conditions being “ground or merit, ” much less “ground or
merit to secure salvation.” This reveals a conscious inability
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On the part of my friendto come up to the work and prove
his affirmative propustion in the obvious import of its
terms, arid not attempt to take a twist on it the first thing.
“Independent of conditions, ” means without regard to con-

ditions, or, in ghort,. Ji’tﬁﬁ'«;{[{dc;);ﬂlitiohs, to” be pevf(ﬂh@d by
man. The simple issueis, whether eternalsalvationis con-
ditional? He has undertaken to prove that eternal salvation
i3 to be given to Ohris 54 regardless of any conditions to
be performed by them There is no question beforeus
about God givirg eternal sajvation. We all know that God
gives eternal salvation to all that ever obtain it. Nor have
we any question about man meriting it, or conditious to be
performed by man, being the ground of it. We all know
that man merits nothing, and nothing that wancan do is the
ground of salvation. The merit is in Christ, and his atone-
ment is the groundof it. But docsGod give Christians
eternal salvation without any conditions to be performed
by them ? My friend affirms and 1 deny.

| am perfectly aware that God is immutable; that his
promise is immutable, and his covenant isimmutable; but
that God, who is immutable, in his immutible promise and
his immutable covenant, proposes to give Christians eternal
salvation without requiring them to perform any con’
ditions, is what my friend has undertaken to prove and
what [ deny. The immaitable Jehovah has made aa im-
mutable promise and ar immutable covenant, in which there
are conditions to be performed by the Christian, and the
immutable covenant hasnothing in it for the Christian that
does not perform the conditions. The conditions themselves
are in the covenant and a part of it, and as immutable as any
other part of it. There is no question about God being
able to save us without conditions, or his being dependent
on conditions, For anything U know to the contrary, he
sould save us without conditions aswellas with them. The
juestion is net about what he can du,bu what he will do.
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My friend may save himself’ from all the trouble, therefore,
of proving that God is immutable, or that his promise or
covenantis immutable. The very question now before ug
is whether the immut:ible promise is conditional. My
brother aflitmsthat it is wnconditional. 1 deny it, This
is the issue, and[ hope he will come t) the point and de-
bats it and not spend his time iu proving something tha{
nob sdy denies.

The worthy gentleman has made quite a display in quot
ing Scripture, or reading it from his little scrap-book, and
referring to it ; but, unfortunately for him, not one Scrip.
ture, in his picce, which he spoke from his book, contains
the word *‘independect ' or any other word of the same im-
port. Which one of the 8eriptures in his nets-book con-
tains the word “independert ‘ at all, to say nothing of *‘inde-
peadent of conditions,”” whichis thesame as without con.
ditions?* Nut one that he has quoted, or can quote. He
has tried his Uoncordanee on it, when preparing his note-
book and failed. Here he is, at the close of his first speech,
and here he will remain to the end of this discussion, with-
out a proaf.

But 1 do not propose to stop, simply doing no more than
showing that he has no proof—that not a Scripture pro.
duezd by him covers the ground he has affirmed ; but I in-
tend doing more ; I iutend to refuteand utterly overthrow
his theory. This immutable covenanthasimmutable con-
ditions in it, and one of them is that “(hrist is the author
of eternal salvation to all them that obey him. ” The Lord
isthe immutable author of eternal salvat'on, not to any,
whether they obey him or not, but “toall them that oley
him.” SeeHeb. v. 9. Thus it is that the very first berip-
ture that came into my mind ruios the entire theory advo-
cated in the speech you have just heard. Tn the immutable
covenant, it is declared that the immutable High Priest,

bec. ure the author of eternal salvation to all them that
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obey him,* and thusshows that he gives eternal salvation on
th* condition that men obey Ahim.(hedicnee is performed
by man, and i3 a condition 00 which the immutable prowm-
ise ot eternal salvation will he given. This perfectly ac-
cords with another part of the immutable covenant, which
declares that the Losd Jesus will come, “taking vengeance
op them that know not God aud ehey not the gospel of our
Lord Jesus Christ « See 2 Thess i. 8. This makes
obedience a condition, and the failure to perform this €0 .
dition is the st» referred to in connection with their de.
struction,

Let us hear Paul, writing to Christians Speaking of God,
he says : “Who will render to every man according to his
deeds: to them who, by patient continuauce in well-doing,
seek for glory and hogor and immortality, eternal life; but
t7 them thatare contentious and do got obey the truth, but
obey unrighteousness,indigoationand wrath, tribulation aud

apguish upon every soul of man that doeth evil ; of the
Jew first,and also of the Gentile ; for there is no respect of
persons with God “ See Rowm. ii. 6-9. Aoy counditirnsia

this ? Where is theblame placed? Look at this language.
How will God deal with men in the judgment? He will
render to every m :n according to his deeds  The deeds OF
men form a considuration in the judgment. To whom will
he give cternallife? Ta them who by patient continuance
in well-doing seeke for glory and honor and immortality,
eternal lfe The “patient continnance in well doing,” and
upeekingfm glovy apd honovand immortal ity, ” are the
conditions to be performed by man, and the “eternal life’ is
thuat which God proniises to giveto those wbo thus seek;
and the“isdignation and wrarh, tribulation and apguixh,”
are hurledugainstthose whotare contentious and donotabey
the truth, but obey unrighfeous sess’—'every soul of man
that doescvil.”  Are there no conditions here? This is not
the oily doctrine of the worthy gentleman that isso careful
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not to find any connection between the deedsof men any
etorpal life. Thodeedsor men will be matter of' consider
ation in the day of judgment, andbefoundto have a cog
pection with eternallife ; uot as ground or merit, but con
ditionsto be performed by men in view of the Lord giv
ing it.

The Apostle Peter was, at one time, a kind of predesti
narian, holding that the Jews were God's elect, and thag
the whole Gentile world were passed by, ard no provisiox%
made for thein ; that God was a respecter of persons, saving
one mau and condemning another, without regard to con
duet, a little after the order of tho gentleman by my side.
But after the Lord showed, in the vision, that he should
call no man common, he said : “ | perceive of a truth that
God isnorespecter of persons, but in every nation he who
fears him and works righteousness is accepted with him.”
Acts X. 33, 34.

This is not the unconditional doctrine we have just been
hearing, but the doctrine thatmakes fearing God and work-
ing righteousness conditions of acceptance with him. This,
too, is the general principle in God’s dealings both with
Jews and Gentiles, or with ** every nation. ” Lt is an item
iu the immutable covenant, and declared by the man who
had the keys of the kingdom of God, and introduced the
gospel to the Gentiles, in the general law. It is not a scrap
dished up, as many of the quotations made by Mr. Thomp-
son are, merely for the jingle of words, without any regard
to the connection, but a clear expression that can not be
misunderstood.

But | must take the gentleman to the Sermon on the
Mount, and let the Lord teach him. I know this thing of
dotng is unpalatable to an anti meansmand were it
not that the necessities of the case require it, 1 would not
inflict on him all that is coming ; but there is no case for
him without it. The Lord, in teaching his disciples, says :
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¢ Whosoever, therefore, shall break one of these least ¢0m -
mandments, and shall teach men zo, he shall pe called the
least in the kingdom of heaven: P4t whosoever shall do
and teach them, the same shall be called great in the king-
dom of heaven. Forl sayunto you, thatexerpt outright-
eousness shall exceed the righteousness of the Scribes and
Pharisees, Yo shallin o case enterintg the kingdom of
beaven.'” Mait. v. 19,20. This the Lord sald 4 g disei-
pies about domgthe commandments given in the law of
Moses, before the new law had gone forth {70M Jerucalem.
But now let us hear him in regard to the mew will—the
«hetter cOvenant upon better promises”—the immutable
covenant—the gospel. “ Not every one that saith to me,
zord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of heaven; but he
that doeth the well of my Father who is in heaven.” Matt.
vii, 21. Here the Lord in the clearest terms makes the
doing «f the will of God a condition on which his disciples
would enter into the kingdom of God.

Let us follow the Lord to the close of his discourse. He
concludes with these words: “Therefore whoever hears
these sayings of mine, and does them,Iwill liken him to a
wise man, who built his house upon a rock; and the rain
descended, and the floods came, and the winds blew, and
beat upon that house, and it fell not: for it was founded
upon a rock. And every one that hears these sayings of
mine, and does them not, shall be likened to a foolish man,
"o built his house upon the sand ; and the rain descended,
and the floods came, and the winds blew, and beat upon that
house; aud it fell, and great was the fall of it.” Matt. vii.
24-28. Here we have the means aud anti-means doctrines
side by side set forth by our Lord, and the difference he
makes between doing or not doing his sayings, and not the
commandments in the law of Moses. Is there nothing con-
ditional in dm:'ng or not deing the sayings of Jesus ? The
clear import is, that if we hear his sayings and do them, he
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will liken U to o wise Ma that PUilt his house ona rock
If we hear his sayings and do them not, hc will liken us to
a foolish man that built his house on the sand. The wise
man is accepted and the foolish mau rejected. This recep-
tion or rejection turns upon doing and not doing the sayings
of Jesus. They who do the will of God aresafe. They
shall enter into the kingdom of God.

Let us hear the Lord discourse on the final judgment:
“Then shall the King say to those on his right hand, Come,
jou blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared
for you from the foundation of the world : for I was a hun-
g..d, and you gave me meat” (food) ;I was thirsty, and
you gave me drink ; a strapger and you took me in. * Matt.
xxv 34, 35. What of all that? What will that have to
do with man’s reception ? Hearthe Lord explain how they
did this, and what account he makes of it in the judgment:
« Inasmuch as you have done it to one of the least of these
my brethren, youhave done it to me “ The doing of these
acts of beneficence to his bretbren he accepts, and will ac
cept in the day of judgment, s done to himself. He does
not stop simply by stating how it is with those who do these
things, but statestheother side ; where they donot these
things. Hear him : ** ‘Then shall he say also to them on
the left baud, Depart {rom me, ye cursed, into everlasting
fire, prepared for the devil and his angels: for I was a hun-
gered, and vou gave me mo meat” (food) ; “‘Lwas thirsty,
and you gave me no drink ; | was a stranger, and you took
me not in ; naked and you clothed me not ; sick, and in
prison, and you visited me not. ” Matt. xxv. 41-44. Wherein
did they fail to do all this ? In failiug to do these deeds to
his brethren. What are the consequences ? | will let the
Lord explain : ‘¢ Inasmuch as you did it not to one of the
least of these, you did it not to me. And these shall go
away into everlasting punishment; but the righteous into
life .eternal.”  See Matt. xxv. 45, 46.
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The benevolent deeds the Lord described are here con-
pected with the indament %93 vaagon for their being receiv _
ed o rejected, f course, itis only the reason
part. The doing of these geeds is to be mentioned in the
final judgment 28 & T€a8OL for their acceptance. The fuilure
to dothem is to be mentioned as a reason for their heingre-
jected. The doing of these deeds. is » condition on which
Christians enter into eternal life, ynd are thus couneeted
with that entrance into eternal life. Recollect, this is sim-
ply the reason of acceptance or rejection on the human
part, and BOY ypo reason 00 the giie part The ground
of it is 0 the grace of Glod, the atonement, the lood of Jesus.
Without the gram ofGod, the atouement, the blood of
Christ, on the divine part, all the beuevolent deeds that
could be performed on the human part would never save
ORE goyl, On the other hznd, the grace of God, the atone-
ment, and the blood of Christ will not save a man who lacks
the deeds described by the Lord. The grace of God, the
atonement and the blood of Jesus were for those who failed
to do the deeds as much as for those who did them ; but
they failed to perform their pert—the conditions clearly set
forth and required in the immutable covenant ; also implied
in the immutable promise The promise is tothose who do
the will of God, and not to those who will not do it.

This eternal life, Matt xxv. 46 is the “eternal life' re-
ferred to in our proposition, and at the same time the right-

on the human

eous enter this eternal life, the wicked “goaway into ever-
lasting punishment,” and the same word, in the original
{agonion), that expres-es the duration of the state of happi-
ness expresses also the duration of the state of punishment.
No anti-means preacher ever answered the argument found-
ed upon this Scripture, or ever will, This principle of do-
ing or not doing the will of God, and its consequences, will
follow us to the final judgment, aud no man will there be
lost because there was no grace of God for him, nor because
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there was no atone mentor blooad of Christ for him, but me
will be lost because they did cet do the will of God. T
failure will be on their par¢, and not on the part of thé
Lord.

The Apostle Peter has seven conditions, to be performed
by man, in order to entering into the everlasting kiugdom,
which is the same as entering into eternal life, so far as
our debate is concerned, for all who enter into the ever
lasting kingdom enter into eternal life. They are laid
down, 2 Peter i. 5-7. They are virtue (or fortitude),
knowledge, temperance, patience, godliness, brotherly kind.
ness and charity (or love). On these items the apostle
has the following teaching : ~If these things be in you
and abound, they make you that you shall be neither bar-
ren nor unfruitful in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus
Christ. 7 This is the affirmative side, or part of what he
says of those who do the sayings of Jesus—do these things.
Let us hear him on the negative side : “But he that lac --
eth these things is blind, and can not see afar off, and bath
forgotten that he was purged from his old sins.” This is
au unfavorable account of them. But let us hear the apos-
tle a little further on : ‘“Wherefore the rather, brethren,
give diligence to make your calling and election sure : for
if you do these things you shall never fall. ” Here is some
more of the immutable covenant, disastrous to the labored
speech preceding this. What will my friend say to this?
Did he ever exhort his brethren to “give diligence to make
their calling and election sure ?* Not a bit of it. He has
no use for this Scripture. He has tried many times to
prove that their calling and election were already made
sure, but never exhorted them to make their calling and
election sure. This is not his doctrine. He does not be-
lieve that Christians, such as those to whom Peter wrote,
can make their calling and election sure. Nor does he be-
lieve the closing clause of the Scripture just quoted : “For
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&f you do these things you shall never fall.” What use
pas he for this Scripture? He ridicules the idea of there
being any'“if’"in the matter. But this Scripture has an
Mf” in it—“4f you do;” and the word do, much as my

‘ friend dislikes i it, is there also. Well, “if you do” what?
*These things”—the seven things already enumerated.
Well | what if we dothese things? We”shall never fall.”
This {if” is implied and should be understood in every
promise of the Lord to hold us up, to keep us from falling,
eto. The promise is, “Jf you do these things you shall
never fall.”

But we are not through with this Scripture. Let us
read on: *For so an abundant entrance shall be ministered
to you into the everlasting kingdom of our Lord and
Savior Jesus Christ.’’ See versell. Whatis the mean-
ing of this? “For s0’'—that is, by dotng these things—
an entrance shall be ministered to you abundantly into the
everlasting kingdom. This is death on the anti-means
doctrine. It has too much doing. It has seven things to
be done, or seven conditions to be performed by man in
order tu an assurance, on the one hand, that we shall rever
fall, and, on the other, that we shall have an abundant
entrance into the everlasting kingdom. From these con-
ditions there is no escape.

In the seventeenth chapter of John we have what is
truly the Lord’s prayer; the prayer the Lord prayed hiim.-
self,and net the one after the manner of which he taught
his disciples to pray.ln this prayer he mentions and re-
peatedly refersto those whom the Futher gave him, These
have been referred to in all the Calvinistic wor ks, as elect
percouns, and they were elect, but their election did not
secure them against falling, or beinglost. Let us read
John xvii. 12: “Thosethat thou guvest me I have kept, and
none of them is lost, but the son of perdition, that the
Scrip ure might be fulfilled.” Here we learn that one that
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the Father £2Ve him was lost. How did he fall ? or 00 what
account was he lost? Aets i 17, we learn that he was
numbered with the other apostles and had obrained part of
the apostolic ministry. They prayed the Lord to show
which of the twomen before them he had choscn, that he
“might tske purtof this minisiry aund aposticship from
which Judas by transgression fevl, that he might go to his
own pluce.”” llere vie have amanthat the Father gave to
Christ, thut had part ot the ministry 2ud apustieship, who
Jell from it anidl was Jost, an dibis by transgression  No
matter it he waselects d and given (o Christ, por it he had a part
o f theupostolic MBS vy by transyression he fell and was
lost. He violated the condition with which he wasre-
quired to compiy, and su doing fell/

The great and good apostleto the Gentiles suys, ¢T keep
under my body.and bring it1nto subjection : lest that by
any weuns, W hen L huve preached to others, Lmysel f should
be a cast away. ” 1 Cor ix. 27. If such a man as he had
to keep hisbodyinsutjection,lesthe should be a cast-away,
what shall we suy ofthe conceit of him wha pow thinks he
can notfall2./ L thim whothinks he stands take heed lest
he full. The Bibleisfull of the scame thing, showing that
eterpal life is couditional. | havesimply time before I take
my seat to refer to a fewot the closing wordsof the sacred
canon: “Itfany mau shall add to these things, God shall
addto him the plagues that are written in this book. ” ¢1{
any man shall take away from the words of the book of this
prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the book oi
life, and out of the holyeity, and from the things that are
written in this book. ” Look at these thundersof the Al-
mighty in regard to what man can do, in complying with,
or violating conditions, aDd the terrible consequences.

Time expired.]
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THOMPSON'S SECOND ADDRESS.

Brethren Moderaiors : Respected Audience : 1 had ex-
.pected that but lictle notice would be given my proofs or
arguments on this proposition by Mc Franklin. In fact,
alter having wituessed his course while on the other prop-
08itions, no one had 2ny ground to suppose that he would
condescend to notice them. Weurenot, therefore, disap-
pointed asto his course. But the question will present
itself to our minds, Why does thegentleman refuse to
notice these proofs and arguments? Why not treat them
to some little respect? There are just two reasons for his
silence.

First, he is defeated by them,and has no answer to offer.
And second, they speak of the work of G08,and that is
a subject that gives him pain to contemplate. [If the Bible
revezled oo work of God, and taught simply the eternal
salvation of Christiansto be their ownwork, it would
much betrer suit Mr. Frankiin. This1s the reason why he
can uotice no text save those which speak of' Christians
doing. He has ventured to speak of a divin» part,but he
no more finds a place for the divine part to come in, than if
there was no divine part, It is simply a flourish of words
to hide the real sentiment held.

The real sentiment of his last speech, anditis of apiece
with all its predeoesscrs, is that theacts of man just as
certainly take men to heaven, as that their acts take them
to hell. All depends upontheir acts whether good or bad.
If they Obey, their gpedience is the ground of their grernga)
salvation ; but if they disobey, their disobedience is tbe
ground of their eternal damnation. His divine part,
therefore, of which be once ina while speaks, has just as
much to do in damning men for disobedience, as it has in
saving wen for obedience, Ineither case it is giving them
the privilege of doing- good or evil, and rewarding them ac-
cording to their deeds. | now state that not one text quoted
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by the geutleman in his last specch, but with the applica-
tion hehusgiven, teaches this doctrine.  Why then did he
deny conditions being meritorious? Cun any one tell why
he denied the ounly point he could prove by hisinterpreta-
tion of his proot t x'x ? There is one of two positions
which he is forced totake : that obedience merits eternal
salvation, and is the ground upon which manissaved, or
that man is saved independent of obedience as a condition
performed imorder to eternal salvation. He has denied the
first, and the lastis my proposition. 1 leave the gentleman
to kick and flounder b. tween these two positions, afraid to
take either. Like a certain animal, it depends very much
on circumstances whutcolor he will be when you see him
next. He says he will not stop by showing that I had no
proof | How did he show it ? Did he notice one proof?
No. Did he answer one argument? No. What did he
do ? Oh he said there was no proof in it all, and that was
the end of 7t/ How wonderful is the magie of hissay so ;
before it, proof and argument must surrender, for there is
no escape 1 If we bad come here to take Mr, Frauklin's
say so for our sentiment, the point would scon be settled,
But we have a more sure word of prophecy than his say so,
and he will please show from that, and from the proofs
taker from that, that we have no proof; this he will not
try to do. But he says that I have not found the words
“independent of conditions. to be performed by man. " 1
did not expect to find these words in the Bible. Have the
terms of the proposition been found in the proof on any
proposition discussed since thisdebat:began ? No. It is
not expected that any man would oppose a proposition, the
terms of which were Bible terms. And it is childish to
talk of the failure of proof, because the words of the proof
are not the same as those in the proposition ; and it is
squally childish to say that proof fails, without noticing
what the proof is,
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Bat, as Mr. Fraaklin will not notice my proofs, | shall
notice his. He prefers to lead, so as to get onto the sub-
ject of the hwman part, or man's doing. 1 d0 D0t gislike
this part of our salvation, because, ‘it is God which work-
ethin us, to will and to do of his good pleasure. » “A
good” tree brings forth good frujt.” “ By their fruits ye
ghall kuow them. ” The character of the Christian,as
seeniu their good works, proves the relation they sustain
to God, as the heirs ©f salvation, and are mentioned 2% the
character which divides them from the wicked. Therefore,
good works do not procure eternal salvation, but are the
fruits of salvation, wrought in us of God, and are there-
fore the work of God.

When Paul speaks of his works of obedience, he says,
1 Cor.xv. 10, “Butby the grace of God | am what | am ;
and his gmcewhichwas bestowed upon me, was not in
vain; but I labored more abundantly than they all; yet
not I* (it was not conditions which he performed), “but the
grace of God which was with me.” But to prove that
obedience isa corndition to procure the eternal salvation of
Christians, we are presented with a quotation from Heb. v.
9: “And being made perfect, he became the author of
eternal salvation unto all them that obey him.” Is the
obedience here a condition to be performed to procure the
salvation, of which Christ is the author? Is it, as Mr.
Franklin asserted, a condition ia the immutable covenant?
Look at the tecond chapter and tenth verse. It was to
bring his ‘sons to glory” that Jesus was made perfect
through sufferings. How did his suffering bring them to
glory ? By “purging their conscience from dead works to
rerve the living God,” and “perfect% forever them thst
are sanctified. ” Their obedience, therefore, was the fruit
of his salvation and their sonship t3 God Obedience is
a condition performed by man, says Mr Franklin. And
this, says he, accords with another part of the immutable
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counsel, that Christ will take vengeance on thosethat obey
not the gospel. 1f obeying is a condition which mian per-
forms,and disobeying is a condition whichman performs,
and if the demerit of disobedience damns a man, | ask Mr.
Frapklin to say why it is that the merit of obeying does
not save him? And if the merit of obedience does nof
save him, how is it a condition upon which eternal salvation
depends ? The saved are obedient, because the salvation is
unto obedience, and not dependent upon it. Item ii. -9,
“Who will render to every man accordingto his deeds, ”
etc. What is this tcxt produced for? To prove that the
ground upon which Christiansare judged worthy of eternal
life is thedr deeds, or conditions by them performed. Was
Paul treating on any such theme? Look at the connection
and see. Instead of this he is condemning the self-right-
eous Jew, for dishonoring God, by breaking the very law
which he claimed to obey most scrupulously. But who
were those seeking for glory and honor and immortality ?
The Jew which is one inwardly, circumcised in spirit,

whose praise is not of man, but of God. ‘. Being freely
justified by thegrace of God, through the redemption that
is in Christ Jesus. ” Rem. ii 29 ; iii 34 Theretore, the

works do not procure the salvation, but the salvation pro.
cures the works, and the works are stuted as the fruits
belonging to the saved. If the eternal life given is because
of the deeds of man, as conditions performed, where is the
merit ?

Peterwas once an Arminian, and thought that he would
be justified because he was a Jew outwardly, and remission
of sins was a work done in heaven, and not in man ; and
because conditions had to be performed in order to eternal
salvation. But when God showed him that the Divipe
Father cleansed poor Gentile sinners, and heard their
prayers, he perceived that the evidence of acceptance with
God was not distinction of person, but grace of life. Mr.
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Fraoklin thought therewasa jingleof words in this quota-
tion, or he would haveleft it outof view. For he believes
had Corpelius died before Pe‘erbuptized him, his fearing
God | qworking righteousness would have been 0 evidence
of a pardoned state. But Peter says, “te that tears him,
and worketh righteousness, is gecepted with him. »  But the
Sermon on the Mount talks about doing and thut is %2 -
palatable to an anti-means Baptist. Well, if an anti-means
Baptist doeswnot relish the Scrmot on the Mount, so full of
encouragement and cowfort, to such poor, afilicted, mourning,
thirsting sonls as we, in the name of reasonand truth
what possible use can a Campbellite have for the words
here spoken by our Lord? A people who pride themselves
in burlesquing Christiun experience, ealling it dreams and
nightmares, and comparing the work of the Holy spirit
to a fright at ghosts and hobgoblins, are the last people on
earth to quote from the Sermon ou the Mount. If Jesus had
taught a sermcnon baptism in order to salvation | should
not have wondered at this reference. But what does the
gentleman prove ? That their righteousness must exceed
the righteousness of the Scribes and Pharisees, or they
could not enter the kingdom of heaven. Again, “Notevery
one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter the king-
dom of heaven, but he $hat doeth the will of my Father,”
What do these passages prove? That the children of God,
in spirit, were more righteous than the Pharisees (Christ
being their righteousness), God working in them tr)at
which was well pleasing in his sight, through Jesus Christ.
Heb, xiii. 21. And they did the will of the Father. This
is all true, but accords fully with my view. But the
gentleman’s closing comment on this sermon is very rich.
He finds the means and anti-means doctrines side by side.
This comparison and contrast set forth by our Lord between
the wise man who built his house on a rock, and the fool-
ish man who built his house on the sand, are very instruct-
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ive. The wise man bears the sayings of Christ and does
them. “He that is of God heareth God's word. ” “It is
God that worketh in them both to will and to do of his
good pleasure.” The foolish man hears them not in the sense
of obedience, but builds upon his own worksas the ground
of his acceptance with God. Heloves to boast of the
human part, and makes eternal salvation depend on what
he has done. He dotes on the name Christian, but denies
the work of salvation to be of Christ The means in which
he glories are his own works, Mr. Franklin can take the
gide of this foolish means man if he likes, but I prefer to
build on the Rock, Christ Jesus. Again we are treated to
an exposition of the judgment. Matt. xxv. 41-44. My,
Franklin makes the Savior teach that the ground on which
the saints inherited the kingdom is because they fed the
brethren of Christ—gave them drink, took them nas
strangers, and visited them when sick and in prison. Does
he suppose that Christ states these acts as the conditions
on which eternal salvation depends? He certainly believes
no such thing ; and he will prove that he does not by the
very next text which he quotes. Why then did he quote
the text ? Just for want of proof, He has not the proof
in..God’s word, and must needs put in his time on words
that, to his ear, jingle to his fancy = He will never see that
grace produces character, and therefore grace saves ; but
he puts man first in the work, and his work the ground of
acceptance and eternal life. He is very willing to speak of
the human part, but he never has told us anything done on
the divine part which saves any man. He never willtry to
do so for the very good reason which I give in his own words:
¢This reception or rejection turns upon doing and not doing
the sayings of Jesus,” “This principle of doing or not
doing the will of God, and its consequences, willfollow us
to the last judgment.” Remember he does not give the
doing the will of God as a character of life dependent on
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the grace of God, and, therefore, a consequence which fol-
lows salvation, but a condition performed by man, upon
which salvation independent. Where is the divine part?
He has none, Itis what muan does that makes up his
theology. Take awayWhatmundUOS,from his plan, and
the race would be condemned without exception. The
only difference that he mukes between the saved and the
damned iswhat they have done But he says,“The
Apostle Peter hus scven condifions to be performed by man,
in order to ént,ering the everlasting kingdom. ” Are they
the same conditions named in the Sermon on the Mount, and
in Matt xxv.41-44? It' not, wiil Mr. Franklin tell us
which is correct in giving the conditions, Christ or Peter ?
I hope he will also tell us how many conditions Paul has
in order to entering the everlasting kingdom ; and how
mauy James has ; and how many Jchn has ; and which of
them is correct.

But let us now lock at these seven conditions, which he
claims the Apostle Peter gives for men to perform in order
to enter; ng the everlasting kingdom. They are virtue,
knowledge, temperance, patience,godliness, brotherly kind-
ness, and charity. Says the apostle, “If these things be
in you and abound, they make you that ye shall be neither
barren nor unfruitful in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus
Christ.”  If they be where? Ia you. Who works within
you ? It is God. How then did-these saints add them to
faith ? By practically acting out what God wrought in
their hearts, In what sense did they make their calling
and election sure ? In the practical sense, “by their fruit
ye shall know them.” The abundant entrance into the
everlasting kingdom is in the same sense. But | ask was
not their calling and election sure in the immutable cove-
nant, independent of their fruits, in the sense of conditions?
Let us see, 1 Peter i. 2: « Elect according to the fore-

knowledge of God the Father, through sanctification of the
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Spirit, unto obedience, and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus
Christ. ” 2 Peter i. 3: “According as his dvine power bath
given to us ull things, that pertain to life and godliness,
through the knowledge of him thathath culledusto glory
and virtue “ Was their callingand election sure, in the
immutuble covepant? Again, 1 Peter ii 9: “But yeare a
chosen generation, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a
peculiar people; that se should show forth tbe praises of
him who bath called you out of darkness iuto his marvel-
ous light-. ” | inquire again, was their calling and election
sure, as the heirs of God, and inheritors of the everlasting
kingdors? 1f Peter states the truth it is beyond perad-
venture.

If Mr. Franklin does not like the calling and election
that God makes sure to every heir of the immutable cove-
nant, he can go on and call virtue, knowledge, temperance,
patience, godliness, brotherly kindness, and charity, the
product of man, upon which their entrance into the ever-
lasting kingdom depends. But it will-be apparent to all
who know the truth, 8s it is in Jesus, that he is notonly
iu conflict with the apostle, but that he stultifies himself
when he asserts, “Nor have we any question about man
meriting it, on conditions to be performed by man, being
the ground of it.” “We all know that mun merits nothing,
and nothing that man can do is the ground of salvation .“
His comment on this text is, “This is death on the anti-
means doctrine. It has too much dotng. It has seven
things to be done, or seven conditions to be performed by
man, in order to an assurance, on the one hand, that we
shall nmever fall, and, on the other, that we shall have an
abundant entrance into the everlasting kingdom. ” “From
these condition #hereis no escape.” The emphasis is my
own. And permit me to say, that, from a complete self.
contradiction, and making virtue, knowledge, temperance,
patience, godliness, brotherlykindness, and charity, to be
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conditions having pomerit, and belog Bo ground of salva.
tion, ke has no escape.

1 leave him here inallhis glory. But he wishesa com-
panion to help him out; so he invites us to consider the case
of one who was given to Christ, for what purpose he does
not state, who transgressed and fell from an office, that he
might goto his own place. This was Judas Iscariot. He
is excepted from the other apostles, asto the benefits of
Christ, before he transgressed. John xiii. 10:-He that is
washed needeth not save to wash bis feet, but isclean every
whit:andye are clean, but not all. For he kmew who
ghould hstray him ; therefrre said he, Yeare not all
clean.””  Auwain, he iscalleda thief, before he transgressed
und fell from his office. John xii 6:¢Thishe said, not
that he caredfor the poor; but hecause he was a thief.”
Auain, heis ealled a devil, before he fell from office.
Johavi70: «*Have not Ichosen you twelve, and one of
you ixa devil? * Hespoke of JudasIscariot Does Mr.
Fravk'inclaim this man to have been a (firistian? If not,
hiscive does not affect this proposition. If he doess claim
thit a thief aad dovil is a Christian, I usk Mr. Franklin,
is he a Uhristian after this type, and does he hold Judas
J-oariat to be his well beloved brother?ﬁ/lf his;rgumé'bt
on 1 (or.ix.27 means anything at all affecting this prop-
osition, it is, that just one thing kept the Apostle Paul
from sinking down to eternal ruin. Whut was that one
poieut thing ? He kept his body under and brought it
into subjection. Was there any meril in it? If SO, to
whom did the merizbelong ? And did not Paul glory in
that which saved him from eternal ruin, and made him a
sharer in eternal salvation.

But Mr Fraoklin nearly always saves the best for the
last, soastoleave a good impression on our minds.

ﬂme we have it without any reference to chapter orverse:
“Jfapymanshall take from the words of the book of this
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prophecy, Godshall take away his part out of the book of
lie, and out of the holy city, and from the things which are
written in thisbsok.”” These, he says, are the thunders of
the Almighty, in regard to what man can do. What can
man do ? He can claim the righttotake from the words
of the book of thisprophecy. Whatman did it? The
man of sin, “The son of perdition : wbo opposeth and ex-
alteth himself above all that is called God, or that is worship
ed: s0 that he, as God, sitteth iu the temple of God, showing
himself that he is God * ‘“Whom the Lord shall consume
with the spirit of his mouth, and shall destroy with the
brightness of his coming.” 2 Thess. ii. 3, 4, 8  What
bart had he in the book of life, and “ the holy oity,
and the things written in this book ? A nominal part
only. ‘“Thereforeshall be taken from him that which he
seemeth to have. ” Luke viii. 18.

Will Mr. Franklin say that a Christian has ever claimed
the right or power to take from the sayings of God? If
not, what relevancy is there in using this passage on the
negative of this proposition. Would it not have looked
more like the course of au honorable disputant had he
come boldly forward and examined my proofs in the order
1 presented them, and, if possible, have showed that they
were defective, instead of this rambling, pointless style,
pursued in his last speech? But he has marked out his
own course and he feels unable to do better by his cause
than to pursue it, point or no point. | propose now, hav.
ing followed him through his meanderings, to continue my
argument.

I prove my proposition from the argument of the apostle
as to what the effect would be was it possible for a Christian
to finally apostatize from God and be lost. Heb. vi. 4-6:
“Forit is impossible for those who were once enlightened
and have tasted of the heavenly gift, and were made par-
takers of the Holy Ghost, and have tasted the good word
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of God and the powers of the world to come, if they shall
fall away, to renew themagzinunto repentance; seeing
they crucify to themselves the Son of God afresh, and put
him to an open shame. ” The apostle here supposes a case of
final apostasy. He says, “[f such were possible it would
put the Son of God 10 an open shome.” Is M r . Franklin
hereto attribute SNaMmego the Sonot GOdbYeuving that
all the virtue ©ftheblood ©f Jesus Christ was insufficient
to eternal salvation; aod that its purifying power, after it
has been applied to the conscience,is O0VErCOMmMe, 4pg the
subject to whom the immutable promise hus peep sealed ;g
confirmed by the oath of God, sinks down into eternal
despair? What does Paul suppose this case for? 1t is to
prove the converse of the case supposed. See his argu-
weunt on the resurrection, 1 Cor. xv. To prove the res-
urrection, he first shows what the effect would be if there
was no resurrection of the dead. So hers he shows
what would be the effect if the atonement by Cbrist was
pot perfect, but a shame to the Sotot God, because it fail-
ed aud was imperfect. He then goes on to perfection by
showing the character of Christas a priest forever after
the order of Melchizedek. ¢ He’’ (Christ)“was not made @
priest after the law of carnal commandment but after
the power of au endless life.” “For the 1aw made nothing
perfect, but the bringing in of a better hope did; by
which we draw nigh unto God.” Heb. vii. 16, 19. “But
Christ being come an high priest ot good things to come,
by a greater and more perfect tabernacle, net made with
hands, that is to say, not of this building; neither by the
blood of goats and calves, but by his own blood. he entered
in once into the holy place, having obtained eternal redemp-
tion for us “ *“How much more” (than the blood of beasts)
“ghall th,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.” Heb.ix 11,12,
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14. ‘“But this man, after he had made one sacrifice for sins

forever, sat down On the right hand of God; from hence-
forth expecting till his enemies be made his footstool. For
by one offering he bath perfected forever them that are sane.
titled. Whereof the Holy Ghost also is a witness to us.”
Heb. x. 12-15. No man can doubt the design of this
argument of the apostle. He gloried in the cross of
Christ. He determined to know nothing among the people
save Jesus, and him crucified. It was given to him to
preach the unsearchable riches of Christ, His gospel was
that Christ died for our sins according to the Scripture, and
that he was buried, and that he arose again according to
the Scriptures. That we are reconciled to God by the
death of his Son, and shall be saved by his life. Thut
when Christ who is our life shall appear, we shall appear
with him in glory.

Here is perfection. A perfect Jesus who has wrought a
perfect atonement in his blood, which has been accepted in
the court of heaven. And as a King and Priest on his
throne he has power over all flesh, and gives eternal life to
as many as the Father gave him, and has pledged his own

word that they shall never perish, neither shall any pluck
them out of his hand Four his kingdom shall stand forever,

and of its peace there shall be no end.
[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN's sEcoND ADDRESS,

Gentlemen’ Moderators: Ladties and Gentlemen :—You
will all agree to one thing Bro. Thompson has repeated-
ly tcld you, and that is, that he has the same subject
all the time, unless it is when he devotes a little time to my-
self’ personally. Then he has another subject and does
not treat that very fairly. He now claims thatl have
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given no attention tc his proof, put those who are hearing
our debate will see the matter in a very different light from
him. A man’s arguments do not always appear to other
people as they do to him. His persistence in trying to
prove what has not been denied, and what1 have shownis
not the matter in hand, and continuing to repeat it through-
out the discussion, must be very irksome to any one
Bimply listening to know the truth. The only wonder to
me is, that he can not see the absurdity of it. There has
been no dispute about the work of God, the grace of God,
the immutability of his promise or covenant. This i8 not
the issue at all. I am as sensible as any man can be that the
eternal salvation of the Christian depends on the work of
God; on the grace of God, and that it is ip the promise and
covenant. He needs no effort to prove these matters.
But will the grace of God gave any man who will not obey
the gospel ? Will the work of God save any man who will
not obey the gospel ? Does the promise of God propose to
save any man who will not do the will of God ? Is the im-
mutable covenant condltlonal or unconditional ? These are
plaln matters of mquu'y ry. 1 have pursued the rlght course
to settle these matters. I have gone to the apostolic teach-
ing to show that there is a divine part and a human part;
or a part that the Lord performs and a part that man per-
forms himself, and both parts must be performed, or man
will not be saved.

T held a discussion with Mr. Thompson's father, Elder
Wilson Thompson, and now am in debate with the son. We
have a different proposition now from the one | debated
with his father, but not a different subject, I recognize it
as the same old subject, about falling from grace, or “once
in g-race always in graced” My friend has studied the
matter pretty carefully and avoids the old phrases and
style ; but | recognize it as the same old thing in a new
dress. His work is not properly to prove the work of God,
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the work of the Spirit, or of the grice of God, nor that
the promise or covenant of God is immutable, but to show
that the promise or covenant is independent of any con.
ditions—that it proposes to give Christians the eternal
salvation Without any conditions to be performed by them,
Mr. Thompson now says, “Id did not expect to fiud these
words in the Bible.” No, he did not expect tofind the
terms “independent of conditions to be performed by man”
in the Bible! Did he find any terms of the same meaning?
He certainly did not. How then is tbe proof there? He
gets vexed with the matter and styles it “weak and child-
ish” to call for the terms of his proposition, or others of
the same import, in his proof I How can he or any man
prove a proposition without the terms of the propo-
sition, or others of the same import, in the proof? Will
he explain this mystery?

I have shown that there are conditions—that Christians
may fall on account of doing what is forbidden, or not
doing what is commanded. You have now heard his sec-
ond speech and the finest things he can say for his
position, or for the old doctrine, “Once in grace always in
grace.” You have seen that the very terms in the dispute,
or others of the same import, are not in a single proof pro-
duced by him. He talks about mydoctrine, but we are not
testing any doctrine of mine now. We are testing hisdoc-
trine. The_laboring oar is_in» his hand now, He is perfect.
ly stranded at my square denial, that the conditions to be
performed by man are meritorious, or that they are the
ground of salvation. This, again, takes the wind out of
his sails. On this he depended for material to prej udice
the people, and now to find it all set aside is perfectly per-
plexing. He is so discomfited in this, and defeated, that
he appears determined to saddle it on me, and compel me
to take the position he had prepared for me. But | can
not accommodate him in this. | never thought the con-
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or lost in B0 88DS€ gepends on his conduct. Iw other words
no man is to blame for being what he is, nor in any sense ta
be praised. The Lord could not, in view of this theory, ‘
say, “Well done, good and faithful servant ; enter thou into
the joys of thy Lord.” All the good in him, according to“
my friend’s theory, was worked into him by irresistible
power. He could not have done otherwise than he did, nor
been otherwise than he is. In other words, he has nothiog
to do with the matter, only to be passive in the hands of.

the Lord. Indeed, [ need not say, ‘“be passive,” for he

can not be otherwise.
The effort of Mr. Thompson to evade the force of the

Scripture, that asserts that Christ is the ‘author of eternal

salvation to them thut obey him,” was as perfect a failure as
any man ever made. Why did he not show that nothing

\ depends on obeying him ? He is not the author of

eternal salvation to them that do not obey him  Obedience
is performed by man, and eternal salvation i8 not given
independent of obedience, but to them that obey him.
Does anything depend on obedience? Is salvation for the
disobedient as much as for the obedient? Come, my friend,
argument is *what we want. Tell us then plainly : Does
anythiog depend on obedience on the part of a Christian?
Huas a Christian any personal responsibility in obedience or
nut ? Tell this audience plainly whether obedience has
anything to do with eternal salvation, and not be mincing
the matrer. Never mind what it is a fruit of, but speak out
andtell us, can a man be saved without obedience ? There
are Universalists listening to you, and they are watching to
see whether they can give you the right hand of fellow-
ship. This is a capital point with them. They are hoping
that you will stand with them, and maiatain that eternal
salvation in no sense depends on obedience,. They have as
much at stake as yourself in this mattér . Do not trouble
yourself abvut the obedience procuring salvation, but tell
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, us whether the eternzl'salvation,in anysense, depends on
obedience, or whether the eternal salvation can be obtained
without obedience.

The attempt of my friend to be humorous, about Peter
once being an Arwminian, was so mystical that | could not
gee the point iu it. If any one here saw it they saw further
than | did. But the truthis Peter was pearer a Calvinist
than an Armigoian before the vision on the house-top. He
says, God there showed him that he “should call no man
common,” and in his opening speech, at the house of Cor-
nelius,in the first sentence,he BWept away the doctrine of
my friend. He said, | perceive that God is no respecter
of persons, but in every nation, he who fears God and
works righteousness is accepted with him. ” | suppose my
friend will continue to talk about‘merit” and «demerit,”
works Becuring sajyation, ete.,as if L bad used these terms
and not discarded them; but there is no dispute about
merit aud demerit, nor about work procuring salvation, or
being the ground of it. The plainianguage of Scripture
is,“that in every nation, he who fears God and works
righteousness iy accepted with him. » Does 2BYtB108 gepend
on fearing God and working rightesusness, or will God ac-
cept any an who does 1y feqr God and work righteouness ?
Give yourself no trouble about their being “fruits of salva.
tion,” but teltus whethera Christian ., pe saved without
them—whether 2Bythingdepeudsonihey Do not forget
the word “independent’in the proposition.

My friend has kept his temper preity well, but the per-
plexities o encountered inhis speech, just heard, were too
much {1 believe thay was the first time hehas uttered the
word, ¢ Campbellite.”” When it came to having the Sermon
on the Mount arrayed against him, hecould withbold his
temper ro longer, without the nickname. 1 excuse him,
supposing that it must be appoying to have his old sermons
swept away after preaching them round the country so



296 REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE.

many years. What wasthe Scripture that pressed him so
sorely ? ¢ Not every one that saith to me, Lord, Lord,
shall enter into the kingdom of heaven, but hethat doeth
the will of my Father, ” Will any enter the kingdom of
heaven who do not the will Of the Father? Come, friend
Thompson, tellus does entering into the kingdom of
heaven depend on duing the will of God? Douot give
yourself any trouble about who it is that works it into
their hearts to do the will, or who it is that works into their
hearts not to do the will of God; but tell us plainly
whether they canenter without doing the will of God. You
need not stop to blame the Almighty for not working it
into one class while he works it into another eclass, nor ths
devil for working it into some not to do the will of God,
but tell us plainly whether entering into the kingdom of
heaven is, in any sense, dependent on doirrg the will of God,
Do not get out of humor and call hard names, and muke a
flourish.to rouse prejudice, but answer squarely, or give it
up. We are not on experiences, buton the question of
etérnal life depending on doing the will of God+Can a
man obtain eternal life without doirg the will of God ?
My worthy friend says | “dote on the name Christian,
but deny thatthe work of salvation i:of Christ “ Wonder
when | denied this ! Never. 1t is the work of Christ, and
in his work he says, “He who hears these sayings of mine
and does them,Iwillliken him toawi-e man. He who
hears these sayings of mioe and doesthem not, I willliken
him to a foolish man, ” What is the differenceon the two
sides,as here stated ? Lt is not that Gud didrot do hispart,in
working in them towill and to dv, on the oneside,aund did
his part, on the other side ; but that they did not (lo their
part, on the one side, in not doing his sayings; and ou the
other side, did their part by doing his sayings, The means
in which I glory is not, as he incorrectly says, my works, but
the works of Chris* 'good works which God has befure or-
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dained that we shovld walk in them;” doing the sayings
of Christ—obeying him—doing the will of his Father.
Among the last words of the divine book, we have the
words, “They who do his commandments shall enter by the
gates into the city.” Does anything depend on doing his
commandments ? If not, why does he say, “They who do
his commandments shall have righb to the tree of life, and
shall enter in through the gates into the city ?*

My friend made quite an effort to show that the “calling
and election” of the Christians to whom Peter wrote, had
already been made sure, when Peter commanded them to
make their “calling and election sure. ” But the language
does not sound to us as if the apostle considered their
“calling and election sure.” oar the apostle: “Where-
fore the rather, brethren, give diligence to make your call-
ing and election sure ; for if you do these things you shall
never fall.”” 2 Peter i. 10. When did my friend ever exhort
his brethren to “give diligence to make their calling and
election sure, " and tell them “If you do these things you
shall never fall ?* Never did he use such language. Instead
of exhorting them to “make their calling and election sure, ”
he tries to make them believe thut itis alr¢ady sure, and
has been from tbe beginning' of time; and instead of tell-
ing them, “If you do these things you shall never fall,” he
insists that they never can fall—that nothing depends on
doing these things ; that eternal salvation is independent of
anything we can do.

He tries to escape from the fall of Judas, but from this

case there is no escape. Judas was one of those given to
Christ. See John xvii. 12: «Those that thou gavest me 1

have kept, and none of them is lost, but the son Of per-
dition. ” He was one that the Father gaveto Christ, no
matter how bad he was, nor when he became bad. Not
onlyso, but he was not lost from something he never had.
He belonged to Christ at some time, and was lost from him.
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This contradicts Mr. Thompson's theory squarely. He
does not believe that any person given to Christ can be lost.
This man was given to Christ and was lost. But how came
he to be lost? This part of it also ruins my worthy friend's
theory. He will not listen to the Scripture quoted a few
moments ago : “If you do these thing youshall never fall,”
nor will he now hear Peter tell how Judas fell. Peter,
joining with the other apostles, prayed, saying, “Show
which of these two men thou hast chosen, that he may
take part of this ministry and apostleship, from which Judas
by transgression feil, that he might go” to his own place.”
Acts i. 24, 25. This man ‘‘was numbered with the apos-
tles,” and “had obtained part of this ministry. ”’ Here
stands the clear matters of faet ; he was given to Christ;
belonged to him ; had obtiined part of this ministry and
apostleship, and from allthishe fe'l by transgression and
was lost. Does anything depeud on obedience and dis-
obedience, or on the actions of men? One that God gave to
Christ was lost—fell by transgression. Nomatter when
the devil entered into him, how long he had been unclean,
he was lost. He by transgression fell. Was he lost from
something he never had? Did he fall from a place he
never occupied ? No ill-natured twits ahout Judas being
my “well-beloved brother, ” can answer my argument or
do more than manifest the bad feeling engendered by
defoat...

Paul did not say, nor did | say, that ¢ just one thing kept
him from falling,” but | quoted his precise words. There
is nothing about merit or demerit in his words or in mine.
He says, “1 keep under my body, and bring it into sub-
jection: lest that by any means, when | have preached to
others, I myself should be & castaway. ” Doesanything de-
pend on his keeping his body iu subjection ? He gives his
own reason for doing so in the words, “Lest that by any
means, when | have preached the gospel to others, | my-
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gelf should be a castaway. ” 1 Cor. ix. 27. There is no
getting out of this language. Never mind about the
#merit in it.” Theapostle says he did it lest he should
be a castaway. Does my friend do the same? Does he
sxhort others to do the same? No. He tries to convince
them that they c¢an not be cast away.

What a ridiculous effort my friend made in reference to
the man whose part shall be taken away out of the book
of life and out of the holy city ! He thinks it was the
man of sin who never had any part in the book of life.
How can any man, who has no part in the book of
life, have his part taken out of the book of life? This
is absurdity, doubly absurd. No, sir; it does not say, the
part he seemeth to have, but “his part.”” Do you believe
the language, sir, that a man may have his part taken out
of the book of life, and out of the holy eity, and that,
too, on agceount of an act of disobedience ?

The apostle does not say “if sueh were possible,” but
“If they shallfall away)” and the Bible Union translates
it, “who have fallen away.” Here we have a clear case of
those “*who were once enlightened, and have tasted of the
heavenly gift, and were made partakers of the Holy Spirit,
and have tasted the good word of God, and the powers of
the world to come,” and the apostle says of them, “If they
shall fall away, {¢4s impossible to renew them again to re-
pentance.” He is not talking of something which it ig im-
possible for the m to do, in speaking of their falling away,
but something possible and involving terrible consequences.
Chapter x. 26, he says, “Forif we sin willfully after that
we have received the knowledge of the truth, there remain-
eth no more sacrifice for sins, but a certain fearful looking
for of judgment and fiery indignation, which shall devour
the adversaries. ” Does the apostle here hypothecate
something that can never occur ? By po means, but some-
thing that he knows wman ¢an do and may do. He can sin
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willfully after coming to the knowledge of the truth, and
thus subject himself to a fearful looking for of judgment
and fiery indignation, which shall devour the adversaries.

But we willnow hear Peter tell what may befall those
whom the Lord bought,on account of their sins : “There
were false prophets also among the people, even as there
shall be false teachers among vou, who privily shallbring
in damnable heresies, even denying the Lord that bought
them, and bring upon themselves swift destruction. ” ~2
Peter ii. 1. This is a plain Scripture, showing that the
Lord bought them, aud that they can bring ou themselves
swift destruction, and that, too, by bringing in damnable
heresies. In accordance with this, we have the following
from Paul : "Destroy not him with thy meat, for whom
Christ died.’ Rom xiv. 15.Did my worthy friend ever
exhort his brethren to ‘‘destroy not him with thy meat, for
whom Chrit died 2 Not a bit of it. He tries to make
us all believe that if Christ died for a mau he he can not be

destroyed without any regard to his behavior. He applies
the words, “None can pluck them out of my hands,” and

“they shall never perish, ” as is the launguage, implied no
obedience on their part. But all such languageis hy-
pothetical, implying what is elsewhere clearly expressed.
The “if” is always implied and understood, whether
mentioned in every case or not. Judas was in the Father's
hand, and gave him to our Lord, but he transgressed, fell
and was lost. None could pluck him out of the Father's
hand, or the Savior's hand, but he g_ould transgress, and by
transgression fell and was lost. /Let us hear the word of
th,Lord:“When the righteous turns away from his
righteousness, and commits iniquity, and does according to
all the abominations that the wicked man does, shall he
live ? All his righteousness that he has done shall not be
mentioned ; in his trespass that he has trespassed, and in
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bis sips that he has sinned, in them shall he die.” Ezek.
wviii. 24 Against this there i: norising up.

"We will now hear Paul: “Behold, | Paul say to you,
that if you be circumcised, Christ shall profit you nothing.”
I know these “if’s’ trouble my friend, but he must not
blame me; | did not make the Bible, and it is not myself
that says “Jf you be circumcised,” but Paul, and he never
beard the doctrine of my friend, thata man cannot fall
from grace, and that pothing depends upon anything we
can do. Hear him still further : “For | testify again to
every man that is circumcised, that he i a debtor to do the
whole law. Chrict is become of wo effect to you, whoever
of you are justified by the law; vou are fallen irom
{grace,” See Gal.v. 2-5  Any falling from grace in this?
Certainly o one ever fell from grace that never had any
grace  Paul, then, being witness, by a man's own act of
going back to the law and being circumcised, a mau can
Jall from grace, end Christ wilt profit. him nothing  But
my friend has virtually given up his idea of eternal life
being given independent of obedience, and spent the half
hour preceding in a fruitlessa' tempt to extricate himself
from the difficulties in which 1 involved him.

[Time expired.]

THOMPSON S THIRD ADDRESS

Brethren Moderators : — Respected Audience :—Indecid-
iag the sense of any written instrument, or determining
what is contained in it, the instrument itselfis acknowledged
to be the bast evidence that can be produced. Therefore,
when a will, or other instrument of like character, is proven
in court, being duly confirmed,itstands immutable; and
no evidence can be taken that would add to or take from
the sense of the expressed will or instrument. Hence,
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Paul expressed it thus, Heb. vi. 16: “For men verily sweap
by the greater: and an oath for confirmation is to them an
end of allstrife.”” Gal. iii. 16, 17 “Now to Abraham and
his seed were the promises made. He saith not, And td
seeds, as of many ; but as of one, Andtothy seed, which
is Christ. And this | say, that the covenant that was con-
firmed hefore of Godin Christ, the law, which was four hun-
dred and thirty years after, can not disannul, that it should
make the promise of none effect. © The point being estab-
lished, then, that the covenant or will of God is immutable,
we inquire, What is the will or covenant of God? The
true answer to this inquiry is, The promise to Abraham and
his seed. Was that promise conditional, and, if so, what
were the conditions ? Permit me to say right here, that no
conditions can be inferred as belonging to the promise or
will of God, which are not named in the promise or will
itself. Now look at the argument of Paul in Gal. iii and
Heb. viii , and you will see that the promise is not only
immutable, but unconditional. He says, ‘ For if the inherit-
ance be of the law, it is no more of promise : but God gave
it to Abraham by promise. ” Yet certainly the law was the
rule of life given to the heirs of promise from Abraham to
Carist

It will not be claimed, I presume, that there were other
conditions under that dispensation, not contained in the
law, which the people performed in order to eternal salva-
tion, If, therefore, Paul has stated the ecase truly, there
was no condition upon which the inheritance depended, to
be performed by man. Tbe inheritance is of the immut.
able promise of God, and not of the law; which is the same
as saying, not of conditions performed by man. | take this
time also to state to Mr. Franklin that while no man could
do the deeds of the law and be justified, as it is c]e‘d:ly
proven throughout the word of God, yet God is just in judg-
ing the whole world by the law,and condemning them.
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will be merciful to their unrighteousness, and their sins
and their iniquities willl remember no more. ” There is not
an“‘if”’ nor a condition on the part of man stated nor im-
plied in the whole instrument as God gave it—uot one. Is it
given in full? Or must wedoas Mr. Franklin has done,
gerap out every text in the Bible that statesthe character
of the heirs of this covenant, the fraitswhichfollow this
salvation by grace,and cry out lustily, “These are con.
ditions ?*  There 7s o »ising Up against 4¢ ! Puul told
Timothy to bring his cloak from Troas, therefore, eternal
salvation is conditional. Could Timthy h ive been saved
if he had not obeyed ?
1am sorry that any man will profess to be so ignorant of
truth as to claim that the dutiee of Christian life are so
many conditions set before men to perferm in order to
secure eternal salvation. That eternal salvation depends
upon these performances of men, and yet there is no merit
in them. Salvation etern.l, therefore, depends upon that
which has no merit in it. What a theory is this? No
merit in obeying God ; in following Jesus ; in loving
one another ; in adding to faith, virtue, knowledge,
temperance, patience, godliness, brotherly kindness
and charity ? If there be no merit in these things,
in the name of truth, what is there that is merito-
rious ? These are of God, and they are of iafinite
worth, being the fruit of, and, therefore, possessing the
value of the grace of God in them. But we have seen that
no conditions are given in God's eternal covenant for men
to perform in order to eternal salvation ; and as it is im-
mutable, and can not be changed, the point is settled, and
~thewill a8 given by God, through his apostles and prophets,
forever establishes my proposition.
Mr. Franklin knows this as well as we, and therefore
his effort to dodge backward and forward on his self-made
phrase, divine part, and human part. In one sentence he
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gays it is all of the grace of God ; the ground of it is all
in the merit of Christ; but, it i3 conditional and man per-
forms the conditions; and it all turnsupon his doing ; but
there is no merit in his doing, eta. He talks of confusion
and excitement, but such a medley of absurdities and self-
contradictions | am sure none of you ever witnessed in a
religious discussion, asappears in his speeches since this
discussion began. He honors me by saying | have but one
subject. But | must say of him that he appears to have
a little of almost all subjects, and occupies both sides on
them all.

Mr. Franklin informs wus that our subject is the same old
one about fulling from grace, or‘‘encein gracealways in
grace,” or, more properly, once @ child of Glod always @
child of God. This is the issue. But I do not avoid the
old phrases. | take them in their full serse, just as my
father used them, and as the Bible proves them. | answer
the gentleman’s question squarely, “Does God save Chris-
tians independent of conditions to be performed by them ?
He does. How do | prove this? By the word of God.
Mr. Franklin responds, “I believe that as muchas he, and,
conld prove it if necessary. ” Why then is he here debat-
ing with me 2 “Oh, there is a human part that man per-
forms,” says Mr. Franklin. There is where the point of
difference lies. But what does the Bible say of the human
partof eternal salvation ? It declares it is not of man—
not of works. And Mr. Franklin, to make his ease hope-
less and proofless, comes forward and vociferously declares
“:there IS no merit 10 the works of man. " There is, then, no
human pint, the performance of which obtains for Chris-
tians eternal salvation. Eternal salvation is the work of
God,not dependent on works performed by man. Virtu-
all g, Mr, Franklin admits this, and thus yields the real
isewe in debate. Also, in his denial of any merit in human
wor Y¢.%he abandons his proof-texts for his negative argu-
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ment, and virtually agmits that what Christians do in obedi-
ence to God is not as conditions in order to eternal salva.
tire, but graces of life belonging to the saved. What then
remains of our proposition in issue between us? Simply
the question, **Do all who are Christians at any time in life
alsays thereafter remain such ?*

Mr. Franklin enters upon the discussion of this point with
great warmth. He returns to Judas Iscariot with triumph
in his eyes, and qnotes from John xvii. 12: “Those which
thou gavest me I have kept, and none of them is lost, but
tbe son of perdition.” Who of them is lost? The son of per-
dition ! The thief the devil, whom Jesus denounced, before
he fell. But whatdid he fall from? A bishopric ; :noffi-e to
which Matthias wasafrerward appointed by lot. But he was
given to Christ. Asan officer, he was ; to fill the very station
that he did. And having betrayed Christ, as the Scripture
had before declared he would do, he transgressed and fell

from his office, and died, and weut to his own place. Mr.
Franklin says, “No matter how bad he was, nor when he

became bad “ But it does matter how bad he was ; that is
just where the matter comes in. The proposition before us
relates to the salvation of Christians, and not what offices
adevil may fall from. 1 am free to admit, sir, that thieves
will be cast out and perish who have filled high stations.
But the office, nor any amount of pretense, ever yet made
one of these a Christian. Rev. ii 2: “And hast tried them
which say they are apostles, and are not, and hast found
them liars.” 2 Cor. xi. 13: “For such are false apostles,
deceitful workers, transforming themselves into the apostles
of Christ.” (They had great volition, and free-will power.)
But they were no nearer Christians than the devil is to
being an angel of light when he is transformed. Like
Judas he is devil still. But we are told again that Paul
kept his body in subjection lest he should become a cast-
away. You would conclude, from the manner in which Mr.
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Franklin refers to this language, that there was just one
sense in which a Christian could become a castaway, and
that is for God to cast them away eternally into perdition.
There is no such idea in the text, nor any other text in God's
word. Paul states his confidence of eternal glory not to
be in his own power, but in the power of God. 2 Tim. iv.
18: “And the Lord shall deliver me from every evil work,
and will preserve me unto his heavenly kingdom. ”

We are told now that my effort was ridiculous in refer-
ence to those whose part it is that shall be taken out of the
book of life. But the case is too clear to be met in this
way. The false teachers, and false apostles, who have ex-
alted themselves in the temple of God, and have sought
tr» add to and take from the things written in God's book,
are the very ones against whom the thunders of the
Almighty are hurled. Jude i. 4: “For there are certain
men crept in unawares, who were before of old ordained to
this condemnation ; ungdly men, turning the grace of our
God into lasciviousness, and denying the only Lord God,
and our Lord Jesus Christ.” 8th verse: “Likewise also
these filthy dreamers defile the flesh, despise dominion, and
speak evil of dignities. ” But Peter, speaking of these
same false teachers, says: ‘‘Theyshall bring in damnable
heresies, even denying the Lord that bought them, and
shall bring upon themselves swift destruction. ” Here,
again, Mr. Franklin jumps at the idea of the Lord having
bought them, and infers that these false teachers were re-
deemed by the blood o f Christ, and Christians in a spiritual
seine. There ir nothing of the kind in the apostle’s argu-
ment, but the contrary. They are compared to a sow that
has been washed, that returns to wallowing in the mire
(washing in literal water made her nothing better than a
sow), and a dog that returns to his vomit. The term
bought expresses no more, in many places, than the Preser-
vation of natural life, That these false teachers were not
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Christians, and, therefore, DOt a case in point in thisargy.
ment, | prove from 1 John ii. 18, 19: “Little children, it is
the last time: and as ye have heard that antichrist shall
come, even pow are there many antichrists; whereby we.
know that it is the last time. They went out from us, but
they were not of us “

This decides the case. They were not Christians, and,
therefore, went out like a dog or sow to their old haunts,
Their names shall be blotted out from among the living, and
the plagues of God shall come upon them, and they shall
not escape. Do you, Sir, believe that a man may have his
part taken out of the book of life, and out of the holy
city, queries Mr. Franklin ? Yes, sir, I do believe it;
just as much as | believe that antichrists went out from the
apostles because they were not of them. But the part of
an anti-Christian is not the part of & Christian, no more
than Judas Iscariot was like the beloved John. But the
gentleman is now at Heb. vi. 6: “If they shall fall away.”
The Bible Union translates it ‘“‘and have fallen away.” But
it.ig-a-supposed case, to show what the result would be to
the system of salvation by the blood of Christ, were it
true. It is either so, or else Jesus is put to an open shame,
and his work a fruitless one. Which side do you take, Mr.
Franklin ? His answer is : “Hereis a clear Case. ” The
case is clear then, that the blood of Jesus, applied in all its
saving power, fails, and the person with all its benefits upon
him sinks down to hell. Well did Paul say that such a
result would put to an open shame the Son of God. |
tremble when | think that a man lives, who for his love of
self, and to hinge eternal salvation on his own works, will
thus trample under feet the Son of God, and count the
blood of the covenant an unholy thing, and do despite unto
the Spirit of grace.

Mr. Franklin next goes to Heb. x. 26: “For if we sin will-
fully after that we have received the kno wledgeof the truth,



REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE. 309

there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins,” eto. I3 not
this a supposed case? What is its use? To show how
hopeless the case of all would be, if it were true. But
what is the true case ? Heb. x. 12, 13, 14: “But this man,
after he had made one sacrifice tor sins forever, sat down on
the right hand of God ; from henceforth expe ‘ting until
his enemies be made his foots tool. Fcr by ore offering he
' bath perfected forever them that are sanctified.”’

Mr. Franklin, the Universalists would like to know just
how long this forever lasts, that applies to the perfection of
those who are sanctified ; possibly yow can get their right
hand of fellowship. But is the Christian a willful sinner?
Do they siu willfully? 1 John v. 18: “We know that
whosoever is born of God sinneth not. Chapter iii. 6:
“Whosoever abideth in him sinneth not: whosoever sin-
peth, bath not seen him; neither known him. ” And so Mr.
Franklin but destroys his theory every effort he makes to
prove it. It is hard for bim to kick against the goads.
But again, Rom. xiv. 15: ‘Destroy nut him with thy meat,
for whom Christ died. ” This destruction relates to eternal
galvarion, does it? No,sir, nothing of the kind; and
was only dragged in to fill up time. Did | ever warn my
brethrea against destroying each other? Yes, often. But
Mr. Franklin said | did not. That was like much that he
says, an assertion of which he neither had knowledge nor
proof, spoken while in sore vexation of mind. He will be
sorry that he said it when a better humor comes to his
goaded mingd. Jesus says, “They shall never perish.”

Please, sir, tell these Universalists how long “never”
continues. If only till some one eats meat, they will give
you a warm grasp of fellowship. Surely there is a very
profound thought couched in the suggestion “None can
pluck them out of my Father's hand ;' but Judas fell out.
Hence Jesus should have said, “None is able to pluck them
out of my Father's hand ;" but they can fall out  Will
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this people, who have heard ys to day, not feel sad that the:
gentleman has no better answer ts offer tomy proofs than to
thus render the words of Christ deceptive and foolish? Did
Jesus mean that they would or would not perish? Neither,
if Mr. ¥raoklin's theory be true; but thatsome would,
and some would not, just according to which side of an
«if"" they put themselves. Isthere anything of this kind
in the text? Nothing like it, but the opposite. He thén
quotes from Ezekiel xviii. 24 :“When the righteous turns
from his righteou-ness, ” etc. This was national law, and
national righteouspess, and had not 4 word in it about
eternal salvation. The transgressor was punished by
corporeal death. Against this thereis no rising up. But
now we come to hislust decisive and finally conclusive
proof. Gal. v.2, 3, 4. “Behold,I Paul say unto vou, that
if ye be circumeised, Christ shall profit you nothing.
TForl testify again to every man that is circumcised, that
he is a debtor to do the whole law. Christ is become
of no effect unto you, whosoever of you are justified
by the law ; ye are taullen from grace.” My friend’s
first remark on this text is, “I know these ‘if's’ trouble
my friend.” My dear sir, if you have any regard for
your conditional system, they will prove your ruin, for
Paul is not simply combating circumcision and the law
service, but the principles of conditions and human works,
in whatsoever form they may be taught. He declares that
L | yes,if men are justified by the law, grace is of no
effect ; Christ is dead in vain, and the whole scheme of sal-
va’ion superfluous and useless, Yes, sir, if your con-
ditional theory be true, you have no place for Jesus, nor
for the grace of God.

Since this debate began, you have been unable to show
any benefit that Christ, or the grace of God ever communi-
cated to a man’s heart, or conscience, to make it purer or
batter  Love, faith, repentance for sins, obedience in all
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gospel forms, you havehcld to be the works or acts of alien
sinners, and of their free willand power. Acts don? just
as the Pharisee did hie religious aets, as conditions of their
own performance, in order to inherit eternal salvation.
There is no grace of God, nor Christ either, in apysuch
system. This 18 the apostle’s argument, and he therefore
says, ‘-Whosoeveramong you are justified by the law, ye
are fallen from grace. ” How many of them were really
justified by the law? Not one. But supposing the doc-
trine true, that by the deeds of the law, or any other con-
ditions, they were justified, then they were not justified by
grace, but by their own deeds, or acts. And instead of
holding the doctrine in practice which they had first believ-
ed—Gal.i. 4: » Who gaye himselt” (Christ) “for our sins,
that he might deliver ustroem this present evil world,
according to the will of God and our Father” -they had
gone back to another gospel, which was not another, but a
perversion of the gospel, by a perverse effort to put con-
ditions and terms in it that were given long after the gospel
was preached to Abraham, and was no part of the gospel of
the grace of God. 1t was in this sense the Galatians had
been bewitched, and were justified by the deeds of the law,
and were fallen from grace.

My friend, Mr. Franklin, is in the same unhappy condition
to-day, with the same work-monger doctrine in principle so
seated in his brain, that he can not see how Christ can be
of any effect to him. He can be none, sir, if your doctrine
of conditions be true; no more than if you were jussified
by circumcision, or the law of Moses. Bnt Paul says no
man is justified by the law (really), so mo man ever fell
from the grace of God in his heart, which saves him from
sin and conforms him to the image of Jesus Christ. Paul
says, verse ten, 1 have counfidence in you through the Lord,
that ye will be none otherwise minded. " The ground of
his confidence is not in the faithfulness of men to perform
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conditions, but, says he, Phil. i. 6: “Being confident of
this very thing, that he which bath begun a good work in
you, will perform it until the day of Jesus Christ.” Item.
viii. 38, 39: “Forlaw persuaded, that neither death, nor
life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor things
present, nor things to come, nor height, nor depth, nor any,
other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love of
God, which 181D Christ Jesus our Lord.” These proofs afford
a foundatiou as strong as the eternal throne of God, and
can never be moved. They are not suppositions, but facts.
The plain words of Him who can not lie. They show the
sure wisdom of God in devising a covenant that can not
fail, and appointing an executor that will raise up, in the
last day, to eternal glory every heir of God. Says Jesus,
“Qn this rock will I build my church, and the gates of hell
shall not prevail against it. 7 Matt. xvi. 18.

[Time expired.]

FRANKLIN'S THIRD ADDRESS.

Gentlemen Moderators : Ladies and Gentlemen :—Since
my worthy friend has been pleased to seek for the doctrine
of his proposition in the promise to Abraham, | must
preach him a shortsermon on the promise. In Eph. iii.
11 Paul speaks of ‘‘the eternal purpose “ Hear him :
«To the intent that now unto the principalities and powers
in heavenly places might be known, by the Church, the
manifold wisdom of God, according to the eternal purpose
which he purposed in Christ Jesus our Lord. » A litde
further back the apostle says : ““To me, who am less than
the least of all saints, is this grace given, that | should
preach among the Gentiles the unsearchable riches of’
Christ: and to make all men see what is the fellowship of
the mystery, which from the beginning of the -world bath
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been hid in God, who created all things by Jesus Christ.”
Eph~ iii 8,9. Paul was one of God's eleet, but not elected
through respect te him as a person, nor simply with a view
to his own happiness, either here or hereafter ; but to tbe
apostolic office, for the good of others, or as& a “chosen
vessel,” or a “vessel to honor,“ “tit for the Master's use'—
“tomake all men see, " and explains what it is that he is
laboring to “makeall men see ;" that it is “the fellowship
of the mystery,” which had been “hid in Gud from the
becinning of time” — “to the intent that now to the

principalities and powers in heavenly places might be
known, by the Church, the manifold wisdom of God ;' and
all this “acoording to the eternal purpose. ”

The eternal purpose then had Christ in it, the gospel,
the entire kingdom of God—the whole of the scheme of
redemption; all hid in God before time began. Precisely
the same was contained, or embodied, in the promise to
Abraham. It was all in the promise, or as my friend
delights to say it, in the “immutable covenant.” The great
‘(mystery, " or “secret,” that had been “hid in God,” not
“made known to the sons of men,” wasall embraced in the
promise, & promise revealed, the purpose or will of God
embodied, & promise made and confirmed by an oath. The
same was embodied in prophecies, but as the promise was
simply a revelation of a blessing for all nation% without
any explanation what that blessing was, it was still a
sgecret, = @ “mystery,” “hid in God ;”so also, though
further developments were made ia prophecy, they were
pot fully unfolded, nor intended to be understood at the
time they were uttered, and were still mystery. But that
which was hid, first in the purpose, then in the promise and
afterward in prophecy, i8 how revealed. Paul says: “The
Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the heathen
tbrﬁugh faith, preached before the gospel to Abraham ;"
and, to prevent any misunderstanding, gives us the very
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words in which it was preached : “"Saying, In thee shall all
nations be blessed.” Gal. iii. 8. This promise was the gospel
in promise. The immutable promise, then, is the gospel,
“Paul makes an item of explanation of what iscoutained in
it, to the ruin of the theory my friend has advocated from
the beginning of this debate; that is, that the justification
of the heathen, acf:ording to the gospel in this immutable
promise, is conditional; that it is “through faith.”

But since my friend seems more inclined to go to Abra-
ham than to Christ to find his gospel, | will give him a lesson
concerning Abraham. The doctrine I have produced from
Paul, touching the promise, that the heathen shall “be
justified by faith,” and not unconditionally, as Mr. Thomp-
son is trying to prove it to be, is in accordance with
Paul's statement, Rem. xi. 20: ‘Because of unbelief they
were broken off.” By faith the Gentiles were grafted in,
The branches that were already in theolive tree, the natural
branches, were elect, in the olive, and through unbelief were
broken off. These were once in grace, but when they were
broken off they were not in grace. In the place of these
who were broken off “through unbelief, ” and “cast away,”
the Lord will say of the Gentiles, who were “grafted in by
faith,” ‘“‘thereshall they be called the children of the liv-
ing God. " Rem. ix. 25, 26. Abraham became ‘'the father
of circumcision to them who are not of the circumcision,
but who also walk in the steps of that faith of our father
Abraham, which he had, being yet uncircumcised. ” These
are the children of Abraham as described by Paul, “Who
walk in the steps of that faith.” The faith of Abraham
had steps in which the heirs are to walk, and has
something to do with their walk. Thewalking in these
steps is a condition of their contifuationasheirs. If they
walk not in these steps, they will lose the inheritapce:

Let us hear the Apostle James tell a little about the
“gteps of that faith” in which Abraham walked, and tbe
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manner in which he walked in them. “Thoubelievest that
there is one God; thou doest well : the devils also believe
and tremble. But wilt thou know, O vain man, that fzith
without works is dead ? Was not Abraham our father justi-
fied by works, when he had offered Isaac his son upon the
altar’/ Seest thou how faith wrought with his works, and
by works was faith made perfect? Axid the Scripture was
fulfilled which saith, Abraham believed God, and it was im-
puted to him for righteousness : and he was called the
Friend pf God. You see then how that by works a man is
justified and not by faith only.” James ii. 19-24. James ii.
14, the apostle starts the matter of that portion just quoted,
with the following significant question: “What cloth it profit,
my brethren, though a man say he bath faith, and have not
works ? Can faith save him ?” Here the question of sal-
vation comes squarely before us, and the salvation of Chris-
tians at that, and the apostle puts the matter: ‘Can faith
save him ?“ He then gives the answer: “Faith without
works is dead, being alone. " Then he givesthe case of
Abraham, his faith and works, to illustrate and enforce his
statement. The argument, when summed up, is to the
amount that he cars nof be saved without works. Thus it
turns out that the talk about Abraham, which we have had
from my friend, goes for nothing. The covenant is of
grace, and immutable, but it will not save a man without
works. It is not an unconditional, but a conditional cove-
nant. All it promises is certain, and is of grace, and all it
threatens is equally certain, but all it promises or threatens
is contingent.

In accordance with this, works would be mentioned in
the Scriptures that speak of judgment and punishment.
Matt. xxv. 46, we havé the concluding sentence, after the
Lord's discourse on good works Of these who have done
no good works, e says,* These shallgo away into everlast-
i.g punishment. *  Quothe other hand he says,“but the
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righteous “-those who done guod works—*into life eternal.”

The same promise to Abraham, and the immutable cove.
nant; the same grace of God, blood of Christ, the gospel,
had been presented to both classes, but would not save them
without the good works.

Again, “The hour is coming, in the which all that are in
the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth; theythat
have done good, to the resurrection of life; and they th.t have
done evil, to the resurrection of damnation.” John v 28,29.
This is a clear reference to the resurrection, aud the Lord
himself, referring to the judgment beyond, tells what the
final award will be to those that have done evil, and to those
that have done good. Doing good, or, which is the same,
good works, has something to do with ent:ringintoetern:]
life ; so much that those who do them shall enter into
eternal life, and those who do them mnotshall go into eter-
nal punishment.

In John's description of the resurrection and the j udg-
ment we have the following : “They Were judged every ‘an
according to their works “ Rev. XX 13  Here any one
can see that works of men have a place in the final judg-
ment. Those whose works are good enter irto the eternal
life, and those who do not these good works are subjects of
the second death. This accords with what we find among
the last words in the book of God: Blessed are they that
do his commandments, that they may have right to the tree
of life, and may enter in through the gates into the city.”
Rev, xxii. 14. Never was a condition more clearly recog-
nized, than keeping the commandments is recognized as a
condition on which we are to have ‘(right to the tree of life,
and may enter in through the gates iuto the city. ”

Ip the introduction of each one of the seven letters to
the seven churches in Asia, Rev. ii., iii., the Lord Jesus
recognizes works,in the words, I know thy works, ” and
in these letters we find commendations of the good that had
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been done and cemsure for what was lacking. Recollect,
these letters were ajdressed to churches composed of
Christians. Let us hear a few words to the church in
Sardis: ¢ Remember, therefore, how thou hast received and
heard, and bold fast, acd repent. If, therefore, thou
shalt not watch, | will come on thee as a thief, end thou
shalt not know what hour | will come upon thee. Thou
hast a few names even in Sardis who have not defiled their
garments; and they shall walk with me i white: for they
are worthy.” Rev. iii. 3, 4. Does any man fail to see clear
conditions here? And is it not equally clear that these
conditions are deeds, works, actions of Christians ¥ Can
any one tail to see what the consequences will be if these
works are not done ? Let us now hear the wonderful con-
clusion of this letter : “He that overcometh shall be cloth-
ed in white vaiment; and | will not blot out bis name out
of the b sok of life, but I will confess his nawme before my
Father, and before his angels.”” Again : “To him that
overcometh will 1 grant to eat of the tree of life, which is
in the midst of the paradise of God.” Rev. iii. 9~7. This
was addressed to Christians those whose names are written
in the book of life, or of course their names counld not be
blotted out of the book of life. Is there no condition in
all this ? How are they to overcome ? By doz'ng the com-
mandments, the good works, which the Lord required, and
recognized when they were done. What will they gain by
overcoming ? The Lord will not blot out their names out
of the book of life, and will give them a ‘{right to the tree
of life. 7 Any man who can not see from these Seri tures
that all that isclear to the saiuts in the world to come is
contingent on their overcoming, is not to be moved by
argument and Scripture. The Savior was given, his blood
was shed, his grace wae freely bestowed, and all has been
done on the part of our heavenly Father, so that he ex-
claims, “What more could Ihavedone, that [ have not
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done ?” but Where there is failure, it is on the part of man.
Hence, he says: «] Will give every man according to hi¥
works.” Rev. ii. 23. Agaip, the charge of the Alpha and
Omega, against one of the churches, is in these words : “I
have not found thy works perfect before God.” Rev. iii. 2.

All this was included in the immutable promise of God,
in the immutable covenant. These Scriptures trcat of the
final closing Up of the affairs of time, and show that the
Lord has ¢stablished a connection between the works of
men, yes, and Christians at that, and their final destiny.
This has been the trouble with the Bible, on the part of
many men, and Mr. Thompsoun in that class. [f there is
oue thing im which he has been adroit and manifested
shrewdness, it bas been throughout this debate in evading
this connection. But appear it must. It gleams out in
every part of the Bible. Even my friend’s proof text, Rem.
viii. 29, 30, is preceded by a condition. *“We know, " says
the apostle, “thatall things work together for good to
them that love God, to them who are called according to
his purpose. ” The condition is that they love God This
is somsthing to be performed by Christians, and a cou -
ditionupou which all things working together for their
good depends, If they do not love God, they have no
promise that all things shall work together for good to
them This was said, too, of those whom God before ap-
proved and predicted by the prophets would be conformed
to the image of his Sop, who had been called to special
works, been approved of God and glorified. They had
filled their mission, performed their work and were glori-
fied when Paul made his allusion to them. But there is
nothing about eternallife being unconditional in tkis. Let
us eee whether this condition of loving God, or Christ, has
any conmpeetion with the world to come. *If any man love
not the Lord Jesus Christlet him be anathema, marap -
atha.” 1 Cor. xvi. 22.“anathema, maranatha,”” when
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translated into Faglish, is “cursed. The Lord comes.”
The passage in English will read: “If any man love not
the Lord Jesus Christ, he will be accursed. The Lord
comes. ” This word, “if,” T know is an annoyance to my
friend. It expresses contingency, as where one thing
depends on another, or if' one thing occurs, another will
follow. Contingency is condition. The contingency is
loving the Lord Jesus Christ. This is performed py saints,
and Paul tells them what will follow if they fail to love
the Lord Jesus Christ. ‘I'hey will be accursed, and thisis
connected with the coming of the Lord.

Again, Paul says, “If any mas draw back, my soul ghall
have no pleasure in him. ” Heb.x. 38. “For if we sin
willfully, after that we have received tbe knowledge of the
truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins, but a
certain fearful looking for of judgment, and fiery indig-
pation, which shalldevour the adversaries. ” Heb x 26,
27. Hear Paul yet once more: “Looking diligently lest
any man fail of the grace of God; lest any root of bitter-
ness springing up trouble you, and tkereby many be de-
filed. Lest there be any fornicator, or profane person, as
Esau, who for one moreel of meat sold his birthright.
For you know that afterward,when he would have inherit-
ed the blessing, he was rejected : for he found no place
of repentance, though he sought it carefully with tears. ”
Heb. xii. 15, 16, 17. Here is the utter refutation of the
proposition of my {riend. The persons to whom Paul
wrote were Christians, and Prulexhorted them to *‘follow
peace with all ‘men, and holiness without which,” he said,
“no man shall see the Lord’—*“looking diligently lestany
man fail of the grace of God. ” What becomes of my
friend’s unconditional theory, in view of these Scriptures?
Here holiness, and following peace with all men, are clearly
shown to be conditions to be performed by Christians,
without which no man shall see the Lord. Lookiog
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diligently isshown to be a c)ndition, without which a man
will fuilof the grace of God When did Mr. Thompson
ever exhort his brethren to look diligently lest they fail of
the grace of God ? He has tried many times to prove to them
that they catnot fail of the grace of God, but never exhort-
ed them to look diligently lest they might fail of the grace
of God. Toillustrate and enforce the argument, the apostle
refers to the case of Esau, who for a messot pottage sold
his birthright, and could not afterward obtain it though
he sought it diligently with tears. When Esau was born
he had a birthright, or was elect. He bartered it away and
never could obtain it. When Jacob was born he had no
birthright, or was reprobate, passed by and left out of the
election. Paul warns the disciples not to do as Esau,
barter away their birthright, their hope in Christ, and
never be able to find it again. Mr. Thompson never drew
an argument from this case, as Paul did, to admonish his
brethren not to turn back from the holy commandment. All
such Scriptures, as those we have here referred to, are omit-
ted in his ministrations. He has no use for them, and the
divine purpose in them is lost under his influence. His
main labors are to convince saints that the covenant is
immutable, that they are saved by grace, but never explains
that the covenant is conditional, and promises nothing to
any man without complying with the conditions on his part,
and that he may fail of the grace of God. This kind of
preaching may inspire a fond conceit, in those who believe
it, that all is safe; that they are as sure of heaven as if
they were there, but it never made any man sensible of the
relation existing between his conduct, here and eternal life.

I must give my friend another lesson, that he never gave
his brethren. “Charge them that are rich in this world,
that they be not high. minded, nor trust in uncertain riches,
but in the living God, who gives richly all things to enjoy;
that they do good, that they be rich in good works, ready



321
REYNOLDN“"DQ ~moAaTE.

communicate; Jpying up 10

: store
to distribute, WiIILng to . nn ®
for themsel?Y 183 fpla on ‘;)w';: -t e time'ko come,
that they P.S“,ch?gf' as the PeR nal the su

D, Tim. 17 19
19 Here,

wnal i of
of 1 1ife gooahgrg)glékstne

; it ; . arge the
gaints are conditions in order to etel“(?‘lla}?f?hey do good——
rich not to trust in uncertain riches

be rich § ] ) ready to distribute, ‘;"“mg ‘°°(l’m'
erichan good wor#s, .y cine up 10 store for themselves
municate. W hat for? Layivg up Is thatall?
a good foundation against the time to come. ”
By no means. He “adds, ‘that they may Id

ayf hold on eternal
life.« This ruins his proposition. éfy any man to

The apostle most unequivocal-
escape from the conclusion. eternal life and shows, that
ly connects good works with o eall his
they must be performed in order to loh¥aiBahclusive, show-
especial attention to this Scripture.

ing that eternal life is conditional.

1 must, hefore 1 sit down, devote a few “thedaw,” ang
friend’s speech just closed.. e talks about .
“the deeds of the law,’ 5 |f|axese lécrlpt%ures were what is

but these expressions refer
recorded in the New 'I;&&amgrdeeds of the law of Moses.
to the law of Moses

That law had neither a heaven nor & hell in it. It promis-
. ts rewards and punishments were all
ed no eternal life.
But the faith of a pious Jew was ve the
temporal. PI% A%raham, gb% $

mbracing
law, and rested on the promise

Christ, and in that ¢enteredhis hope of e%e‘.‘.t.bz? worksripf
ood works that, we are ‘Peaking °'*T® R king of th
& (the deeds of the Jaw.» Speaking of these
the law” nor “it is not of works,”
works, Paul says, of our justificatjon, hich
put 2 few words further on speak® of “good W_Orks wh

L B S

God has ordained that we ghould walk in them.” Eph.1.
1-10. We are not justified by tbe works or deeds of the
law, but we are justified by ‘he de_e‘?s
more plainly, we are not ustiﬁod bv

¢ the gospel', or,
doing what was epjoin-
ed by Moses, but we drej astified by doing what "was



322 REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE.

enjoined by the Lord. That which was enjoined by Moses

* was enjoined on the Jews only, and that which is enjoined
by the Lord is evjoined on all the world. “He commands
all men everywhere to repent. ”

I think the assertion of Mr. Thompson, that ‘(there is
not an if in it, ” that is, in the new covenant, 1s the
most ridiculous thing | ever heard. In the eighth chap-
ter of Hebrews, Paul quotes Jer.xxxi.31-34, which con-
tains the promite of the new covenant.  This is only
the new covenant tr promise. The language starts out by
saying: “J will make a new covenant,” and in this prom-
ise there is a brief contrast between it and the old cove-
pant, That contrastis not, however, the figment of my
friend’s fruitful imagination, of works and no works,
nor conditions and no conditions, but a contrast between a
covenant in which they were members by a birth of the
flesh—“those b rn in thy house’—who were in the cove-
nant before theyknew the Lord; and a covenant in which
they would become members by being * born again *
members by fuith, and where they would not have to be
taught, saying, ‘‘ Know the Lord. ” Another contrast made
by the apostle is in reference to the priesthood. Under
the old covenant men were high priests ; uuderthe new
Christ is the High Priest. Under the old the high priest
went into the holy place in the temple, which was only a
type of the true holy place. Under the new, Christ, the
High Priest, entered heaven itself, the true holy place.
Under the old the priests offered the blood of slain beasts.
Under the new Christ offered his own blood. Under the
old the offerings could not take away sins, but the sins
were laid over from year to year, or, in this way, a contin-
ual remembrance of them was kept up. But Christ, in the
end of the ages, made one offering to purge us forever from
our sins, and they are remembered no more, that is, by an-
nual sin-offerings, as under thelaw.
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But Paulshows that the new covenant, which God prom-
1zed, when he said, | will make a new covenant, " ete., is
the gospel, and consequently all these conditions, yes,
these ifs that have so troubled my friend, are in the
new and inmutable covenant confirmed by the oath of God.
The new covenant means the New Testament, and this is
exactly what the prophet alluded to.

My friend can not see that doing comm3andments ca
be conditions, unless there is merit in them. | can tell
him what there is, in doing the commandments, though
they are not meritorious ; there is obedience to God in doing
them, and in the judgment the matter will turn upon obed-
tence and disobedience, and not on grace and no grace; not on
the fact that irresistible power saved some and not others.

T vever said, « God saves Christians, independent of
conditions to be performed b-j them,” nor said | could prove
it. It requires more than the strength of Samson to bring
something out of nothing, and I know most unequivocally
that there is not a proof in the word of God of any such
absurd propositions. That, * independent of conditions to
be performed by man,” is the very thing that he has not
found in any proof, or any thing of the same meaning.
This is precisely the point just now suffering for attention
from him, the precise point at issue, and the one on which
he will lose the case.

My worthy friend can not see how there can be a human
part and no merit init!1 am not talking of the‘“human
part of salvation.”” 1 hope I may not so far lose my un-
derstanding of the meaning of terms as to talk in that
style, I was talking about the human part in obtaining
salvation, and the divine part in gtving. or what man does
to attain salvation and what the Lord does in glving it.

Hetalked all over the case of Judas, but evaded the
clear point that he “ fell by transgression. ” What did he
fall from ? From being a thief? From being a devil?
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Not a word of it. He was given to Christ, was a disciple,
and more, and fell by transgression—fell from Christ, from
the apostleship—from all he had and was pertaining to the
kingdom of God—ruined himself forever, and ruined the
dootrine of my friend beyond redemption.

[Time expired.]

THOMPSON'S FOURTH ADDRESS.

Brethren Moderators : Respected Audience :—T1 am truly

glad to see Mr. Franklin bring his argument to bear On the
case of Abraham. Throughout this discussion till his last

speech he studiously avoided any reference to Abraham,
and attached much blame to me because | had so muoh to
say about Abraham, and the gospel which God preached to
him. But the light has suddenly broke in apon the gentle-
man’s mind that the “eternal purpose of God,” ““the eternal
covenant, ” the plan of God to save his people from their
sins was preached to Abraham, and immutably confirmed by
the oath of God; and that Abraham as a covenant heir
of God is set forth by all the inspired writers as the father
or representative of all the heirs of eternal salvation. This
the gentleman should have done in the beginning of this
debate, so that this ease, which the inspired writers have
used as an exemplification, explaining and deciding all cases
relating to the same subject, might have been fully can-
vassed in the argument. But | am glad to give him credit
for his candor in his last speech, and will answer him in the
brief time that remains.

The eternal purpose was embodied in the promise made
to Abraham : “In thy seed shall all the kindreds of the
earth be blessed. ” Acts iii, 25. This promise embodied a
“mystery,* which is the eternal purpose of God to gather
together in one all things in Christ. Andthat in Christ
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Jesus the Gentiles are made heirs of the same blessing, and
on the same ground as the Jew. Eph. ii. 14~22. And
this mystery, as made known to the saints, is “Christin you
the hope of glory. » Col.i 26, 27. “Neither circumcision
nor unecircumeision do not avail anything, but @ nrew
creature. ” Gal. vi. 15. The heirs of God, according to
this eternal purpose, are “his workmanship, created in
Christ Jesus unto good works, which God bath before or-
dained that they should walk in them.” Eph. ii. 10. Their
heirship and relation to God as sons de not depend on
the flesh, nor upon the eternal rites, services, nor works,
but, “He is a Jew, which is one inwardly; and circumcision
is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter ;
whose praise is bot of men, butof God. ” Rem. ii. 29.
Their heirship does not depend upou conditions which they
perform, “For by grace they are saved through faith, and
that not of themselves” (what about the human part?) ; “it is
the gift of God ; not of works, lest any man should boast.”
Eph. ii. 8, 9. Mr. Franklin entirely fails to show an if
ia the new covenant, for, as Mr. Campbell said in his debate
with Walker, “there is not an 'if in it. 7 Let us now take
the case of Abraham as the representative case employed
by the inspired writers to illustrate the principle upon
which the divine scheme is founded. Rem. iv. 1-5:
« What shall we theu say that Abraham, our father as per
taining to the flesh, bath found? For if Abraham were
justified by works, he bath whereof to glory; butnotbefure
God Forwhat saith the Scripture? Abraham believed
God, and it was counted unto him for righteousness. A'ow
to him that workedh is the reward not reckoned of grace, buf
of debt  But to him that worketh not, but believeth on biro
that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for right-
eousness.”’  The case of Abraham's being justified before
God through the righteousness of faith, and not by works,
is illustrative of God's plan of eternal salvation from sin.
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But James says: “Was not Abraham cur futher justified
by works when he had offered Isauchissonupon the
altar 7 When was Abraham justified by wor ks 2 Forty
years afier God called him righteous, avdcontirmedto him
by oath the immutable promise, or covenant, by which,
in Christ Jesus, Abraham was made an heir of eternal sal-
vation. Aund to prove that Abrabam'sj ustification before
Godand his eternal salvation were not dependent on his
works, Paul a3 gues that *‘to him that worketh the reward is
not reckoned of grace, but of debt,” and that the promise pre-
ceded circumcision or works of obedience (not simply works
of the law of Moses,which are not different from any other
works, as to principles making up a conditional system),
and was not dependent on them, nor given because of their
being performed. Therefore, Abraham beiny justifiedby
works forty years after God had justified him by grace, and
made him an heir of eternal salvation, does not in the least
favor the idea that his eternal salvation depended on his
works. It was just as sure before he did the works as the
yea and amen of God confirmed by his oath could make it.
But the manifest proof of his heirship and salvation in the
sight of men, and that he was just with God in Christ Jesus,
was by the works which he did in obedience to God. And
this obedience to God which thus distinguishes all Chris-
tians as the heirs of eternal ralvation is related to their
salvation throughout the entire volume of inspiration ; not
as conditions mpon which eternal ralvation depends, but as
the living fruits of that grace which alone makes man in
spirit right with God.

Abraham was right with God in s_irit, because the grace
of God had made him right; had saved him from being
wrong ; had conformed him in spirit to the image of Jesus,

~..and in Obrist Jesus he was a new creature, being the work-
manship of God. And Abraham being a possessor by gift
1romG0_d of this unspeakable grace, walked in obedience
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to God, laid up a geod foundation against the time to come ;
laid hold on eternal lile ; overcome ; did the command.
ments of God thut he might have right to the tree of life,
and cuter in through the gatesinto the city ; was judged ac-
cording to his deeds or works ; will come forth to the
resurrection of life as sue that had done good, und will be
one to whom Christ witl say, “Inasmuchus youdid it to the
least of tkese my brethren, you did it unto me;" “Come,
ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for
you from the foundation of the world.” Aund in all this he
is a true representative of every Christian. It is thus they
all live, and waik, and obey ; this is their character as set
forth by the inspired word, and whether a representative
man like Abraham is brought forward to illustrate their
true character, and who wade them so ; or whether the
covenant be consulted to describe them in character,and
the gre.t work which God does fur them tu make them such ;
ail of these harmonize in theone great truth that it is the
work of God to save men from sin ; aud that to be thus
saved is to be prepared to live right before God, and in
obedience to him. In a word, the whole scheme of salva-
tion may besummed up in two things : 1. What the blessed
God bath done to make us right and acceptable before
him in the Lord Jesus Christ. 2. What we do in obedi-
ence to him as proof of our righteousness in him. This
argumert covers the entire argument and proof brought
forward by Mr. Franklin, and completely destroys his sys-
tem. For when he quotes works Of men as conditions upon
which eternal salvation depends, he at once perverts the en-
tire gospel, and, according to Paul,makes eternal salvation
not of grace but of debt.

I have told Mr. Franklin this was the result of his work
system, but he has still denied it, and claimed that he be-
lieved in grace. But now Paul tells him that if it be of
works (and he was not talking about Moses but Abraham),
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there ward isnot reckoned of grace but of debt. His sys-
tem is refuted, and my proposition proven, if the Bible
proves any proposition. I am glad to be able to-day to
leave Wwithyoutheplain word of God not onlythat eternal
salvation is the work of God, but that it is independent of
conditions or works performed by men. Not only have
we the plain affirmative that it is the work of God, but the
negative. Not of man, not of works, not of ourselves. But
the other branch of the argument, about finally falling from
the grace of Christ, how does this part of the case stand?
I have shown that the case of Judas was the falling from
official relation, the only semse in which Jesus ever acknowl-
edged Judas as given to him. Some of the cases referred
to I have shown to be but supposed cases to illustrate doc-
trine. Persons are said to have fallen from grace by
teaching a doctrine of conditional salvation, and believing
that doctrine. Persons fall away from temporal advantage
by disobedience to law.

But Mr. Franklin, nor all the advocates that ever have
or ever will advocate the eternal loss of one who is spiritu-
ally one with Jesus, never have nor never will find in God’s
word a sanction for such a doctrine. Not one positive
text has Mr. Franklin found, although he has sought it
earnestly from Genesis to Revelation, that teaches the over-
throw of the work of Christ, putting him to an open shame
by a soul sinking down to endless ruin upon which his
power and perfection as a Savior had spent all its force in
vain.™ NOT ong text in which it is stated that one of the
heirs of promise or sheep of Christ shall be finally destroy-
ed. If such a text is ever found it will stand as a witness
to prove that Jesus was a hireling, whose own the sheep
are not; that his kingdom is a perishable one, that
is destroyed ; that he fails to do the wiilof God ;
that God's oath is mutable ; his love changeable; his
covenant promise a nullity; his nature corruptible, acd
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the universal ruin of all the race sure. The text will never
be frund. The opposite of such an awful state as this finds
abundant proof in the revealed word of God. The positive
promise of Jesus is: “I give unto them eternal life, and
they shall never perish, neither shall any pluck them out
of my hand ;" “his kingdom shall stand forever;’ “he
does the will of God, and will raise up to eternal life all
that the Father gave him.” Theoath of God is immutable,
He can” not lie. His love is unchangeable and eternal.
His covenant can not be disannulled or added to, and all its
promises are yea and amen in Christ. His nature is in-
corruptible, and whosoever is born of him sinneth not, and
the evil one toucheth him not.He can not sin because he
is born of God. I do not quote indefinite language, and
draw inference that it is in some way connected with sal-
vation. 1 give you the plain words of God, so plain that
Mr., Franklin does not say they are indefinite ; but he tries
to blind you by saying that there are conditions understood
which are not expressed. But we have seen that if there
were conditions understood or expressed it would change
the whole scheme from grace to works, and end in ruin to
every soul of man. It was as a warping, not against the law
of Moses;nor any other law, but against a principle or sys-
tem embracing human works as conditions in order to eter-
nal salvation, that God has guarded his word with a posi-
tive negative to the whole scheme of human works and con-
ditions.

But, wilile God has said again and again in his word that
salvation is not of yourselves, not of works, he has not op-
posed good works and a continuance in well-doing accord-
ing to his commandment. But he has made it the duty and
gracious privilege of all Christians to be obedient to him in
ail things. And when Mr. Franklin says that | never
preach to my brethren ‘to do his co n{mandments that they
may have a right to the tree of life,” etc.,, and that | never
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teach them to lay hold on eternal life and to continue in
the iove of God, and all other exhortations found in God's
word, he not only makes a statement about which he
knows nothing, but does me injustice by stating what is
not true. Has he po materialof his owu to work on, that
he thus makes charges on me without one redceming feature
in them either of fairness or truth 71 bave no fear that

,a\rg\'of you who know me will be deceived by his course.
His comment on Rem. viii. 28-30 is the most absuYd per-
version of a plain Scripture it has been my lot to hear
from any man. What is it? To love God is a condition
that Christians perform in order that all thingsshall work
together for good to them, and they shallbe f'oreknowh,
predestinated, called, justified and glorified. Who ever
thought of such an idea as the love of God being a condi-
tion which men perform in order to eternal salvation ?
Salvation from what ? If there is a higher, holier, purer
spiritual state than love to God, | know not what it is.
But the sentiment of the gentleman will come out. It is
that faith, hope, love and holiness are the works of men;
then in the very next breath he gravely talks about salva-
tion by grace. What does grace save the believing, trust-
ing, Toving, holy, from? He can not tell. He has a name
for grace, but no good for it to communicate to man what-
ever that in the least betters his state.

“"Mr. Franklin quotes Heb. x 38: “If any man draw back
my soul shall have no pleasure in him.” Why not? Be-
cause he is not a Christian if he does so. Heb. x. 39:
“But we are not of them who draw back unto perdition. ”
Again, Heb. xii. 15, 16, 17: (- Looking diligently lest any
man fail of the grace of God,” etc. And the case of Esau
is cited as explaining the case. | ask, How much of the
grace of God had Eseu? He failed of it entirely ; he had
none, Neither has any pro fane person or fornicator who
may have crept into the Church uuaware, who were before
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of old ordained to this condemnation. But Mr. Franklin
says Esau was eleet because he had a birthright.  This was
law election, or the law at that time, and illustrates aeon-
diti palsystem. But whatwas God’s election, the election
of grace in this case whieh covers all cases, for Jacob is
the lot of his (Christ's) inheritance’t’ Rom xi. 11, 12,13
“For the children being not yet born, neither having done
any good or evil,thatthe purpose of God,according toelec-
tion, might stand, NoT OF works, but of him that calleth.
It was said unto her, The elder shall serve the younger. As
it is written, Jacob havel loved, but Esauhave I hated.”
Where is the gentleman now ? Just where he hag been all
the time, struggling against the word of God./” But he calls
my attention specially to 1 Tim. vi. 17, 18,19,and par-
titularly to the words, “That they do good, ” “Be rich in
good works,“ “Laying up in store for themselves & good
foundation against the time to come, ” * That they may lay
hold on eterrnal life.” Now mark it. Mr. Franklin states
these acts as conditions upon which eternal salvation de-
pends. if this doctrine, as taken from this text, be true,
the foundation of eternal salvation is the good done by the
rich of this worid. Need | say anything more on th text?
The absurdity of his view is apparent to every one. 1 Cor.
iii. 11: “For other foundation can no mau lay than that
is laid, which is Jesus Christ.” What Christians do through
the grace given them is an evidence to them of their salva-
tion in Christ aud eternal life by him. It is thus that as-
surance of everlasting life is enjoyed by those “who do
good, " not because “their good works, " instead of the grace
of Jesus is the foundation of eternal salvation, but because
their good works through grace are evidences of their eter-
nal salvation. But let us hear Mr. Franklin. once more :
“The doctrine { have produced from Paul, teaching the
promise that the heathen shall be justified by faith, and
not unconditionally, is in accordance with Paul’'s state-
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ment, Rem. xi 20: ‘Because of uabeliaf they were broken
off, « etc. Will Mr. Franklin never cease to misconstrue
the Scripture ? Look at the firat verse of this chaprer
from which he quotes, “Lsay then, Hath God cast away
his people ?God forbid.” T8 not this the most positive
denial of final apostasy ‘i But again, verses twenty six to
thirty, “And so0 all Israel shall be saved ; as it is Written,
There shall come out of Zion the Deliverer, and shall turn
away uogodliness from Jacob™ (not Esau);“for this is my
covenant unto them when Ishalltake away their sins. As
concerning the gospel, they are enemies for your sake;
but as touching the election they are beloved for the fathers’
sakes ; for the gifts and calling of God are without repent-
ance.” What were they cut off from ? The organized body
of believers. That is, as a nation they were cut off, and
the gospel privileges in church benefits went to the Gen-
tiles; or the Gentiles were grafted into the same olive tree,
orprpimized body of believers. Not one spiritual Jew was
ever cast away, in the sense of final separation, from Christ;
but all Israel shall be saved. | will close my very brief
view of this case in the language of God by Paul, Rem.
xi. 5, 6, 7: “Evenso then at this present time also there
is a remnant according o the election of grace  And if by
grace, then isit no more of works; otherwise grace is no
more grace. But if it be of works, then is it no more of
grace; otherwise work is no more work. What then?
Israel bath not obtained that he seeketh for” (remembex
Mr. Franklin’s question, How do they obtain this grace?) ;
“dut th election bath obtained it, and the rest were blinded. ”
If my proposition is not proven by these plain statements
of the word of God, language can prove nothing, and words
are not signs of ideas. The case is a plain one, and settled
beyond a doubt. God has spoken, and his word shall stand
forever. While | accord to Mr. Franklin talent as a
debater, yet were he possessed of talent a thousandfold
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greater than be isit would be vain for him to stand against
the word of God. It is the sharp two-edged sword that
went out of the mouth of Him who wasin the midst of the
candlesticks, who isKing of kings and Lord of lords, the
Almighty. | have shown from the plain word of God that
the eternal covenant is unconditional and immutable ; that
it is contrasted with asystem of works or conditions, and
that a system of conditions would destroy the idea of grace
upon which the eternal covemant is founded. | have shown
that the gift of eternal life, which is the gift of God in
Christ Jesus, is the blessing of an eternal freedom from
sin and death, enjoyed by every Christian, and that they
shall never perish. | have shown that all Christians are
born of God, and can uot sin because they are born of God ;
his seed remaineth in him. I have shown that the atone-
meut made by Christ reconciled all his people to him, jus-
tified them in his blood, and saved them in his life ; that
by one offering he bath perfected them forever, and that
the loss of one of them would put Jesus to an open shame,
and involve the loss cf all so far as his power to save is
concerned. | have shown that the love of God is unchange-
able, and that Christians could not be separated from it,
neither by life, nor death, nor angels, nor principalities, nor
powers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor height, nor
depth, nor any other creature; that Jesus said, ‘‘Thouhast
loved them as thou hast loved me ;" that this love was not
conditional, for he loved us even when we were dead in
sins, and bath quickened us together with Christ, by whose
grace ye are saved. | have shown that the faith of Chris-
tians is the gift of God, connected with grace, and not of
ourselves; that it overcomes the world, and is the assurance
of eternal salvation to all Christians. They shall not be
confounded nor come into condemnation, but are passed
from death unto life. I have shown that God confirms or
establishes all Christians in Christ Jesut unto the end that
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they may be blameless in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ,
and that God is faithfal and will never leave them nor for-
sake them, | have shown that God has begun a good
work in them and will perform it till the day of Jesus
Christ. And | have proven beyond dispute the greatness,
glory and eternity of the kingdom of Christ; that his seed
shall be established forever, and his throne built up to all
generations ; that God makes all Christians meet to be par-
takers of the inheritance, delivering them from the power
of darkness and translating them into the kingdom of
Christ, against which the gates of hell ghall not prevail.
On the negative, that this work of God is independent of
conditions performed by man, beside the above proofs, |
have-showa by the illustrious proofin the case of Abraham,
that in a covenant of conditions the reward would be reck-
oned not of grace, but of debt; that the covenant to Abra-
ham was a covenant of grace, and that it is of faith that it
might be by grace, and the blessing sure to all the seed ;
that Jacob heired the blessing, not of works, but of him
that calleth; that it is of grace, and not of works ; and that
all Israel, the entire family of our God, shall be eternally
saved throughthe Deliverer that came out of Zion and
turned away ungodliness from Jacob, Even Jesus who
bath delivered us from the wrath to come.

I thank vyou, Gentlemen Moderators, for the dignified
and impartial manner with which you have goveruedthe
sessions of this debate. Respected audience, you have
kindly listened to us during all the time that we have been
engaged in our present discussion, and | hope you will
give the same earnest attention till Mr. Fraunklincloses his
last speech, and then T hope -you will candidly and prayer-

fully compare what we have both said with the infallible
word of God. In conclusion, | say to Mr. Franklin that
if in the heat of debate I have said anything that sounded
harshor unkind it was not intended. | am pleased with
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him as a disputant and gentleman, apd assure him that my
kindest feelings and earuest desire for his good are toward
him. If we meet nomors in this state, [ hope wemay
meet where they sing without a jarring note, “Not unto
us, but unto thy name, O L-red, be all the glory. ”

[Time expired]

FRANKLIN’S CLOSING ADDRESS.

Gentlemen Moderators: Ladies and Gentlemen :—You
have now heard Mr. Thompson and have the finest things he
can say, in the form of apgument, to show that the eternal
salvation of Christians is not dependent on any conditions
to be performed by them If ever any one thing appeared
clear to an intelligent audience, it must be clear by thistime
to this audience, that he hasno gospel to anybody. showing
a living human being how to be saved ~ There is not a man
in this assembly that can run his mind back over all he has
said, pointing to a soul of our race Aow & come to God. 1t
aPPears ot to be any Part Of hismissiontoshowany yman
being the way of life and salvation. With his system in
view, as | have shown again and again, man is not an account-
able being, as he has no volition in being or not being a
Christian. As he teaches, one e¢lass are made Christians,
held up and continued such by irresistible power and saved.
They never had it in their power to be lost. Another class
are passed by; no provision made for them ; the irresistible
power never comes to them, nor saves them. They never
had the power to be saved. There is no ground in this
system for praise or blame, nor for rewarding men acecord -
ing to their works. ¢ is a system of philosophy and not in
the Bible ; nor any reason, but in contradiction of all just
principles in the word of God and reason. He could not,
if he had set himself for it, have put himself in more
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direct contradiction of the Scriptures than he has done in
this entire debate. Nor can [ see any reason for his preach-
ing at all, according to his theory,uualess it be the eternal
necessity that he must preach.  But not one soul more will
bo saved by preaching, his own theory being true.

He made a tremendous flourish of trumpets about my
comment on the case of Abraham and the eternal purpose
of God, and tried to make the impression that | had at-
tempteH‘ to keep something back till a late period. But
this all amounts to nothing with men who have given a little
attention to the matters that have been transpiring around
us during the past thirty five years. | have presented
nothing in my previous speech new, or different from what
I have many times presented in discussions and the various
volumes that have come up under my hand; but new or old,
he has not replied to what | have presented. True, he has
mentioned the purpose of God and the promise to Abraham,
bnt in such a way as to evade and keep out of view every
point I made. But often as my friend has referred to
Abraham, and quoted the words, “not of works,” he has
given no attention to the explanation I have repeatedly
made : that this expression refers to the law of Moses, and
not the law of Christ, and *the deeds of the law,” refers
to the deeds of the law of Moses, and not the deeds of the
gospel; not to “good works which God has ordained that
we should walk in them,” nor the works of the gospel of
which James speaks, when he says, “Even so faith, if it
bath not works, is dead, being alone.” James ii. 17. What
attention did he give to the clear words of Scripture, quot-
ed from James ii. 212 “Was not Abraham our father justi-
fied, when he had offered Isaac his son upon the altar ?* In
the first place, God made a promise to Abraham, and did
not require him to do anything, only to believe the promise.
This Abraham did. This was all he could do, and on this
one condition God justified him, and thus refuted the
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unconditional doctrine my friend has been preaching
throughout this debate. This was before the giving of the
:aw, and consequently before the deeds of the law, or the
worksof the law, were required. -He was then justified, not
unconditionally, but on the condition of faith, before the law
was given,and without the works of the law. God required
but one act of obedience of him, and he did that and was
justified byit, and as the father of the faithful, a representa-
tive person, he refuted forever the unconditional theory of
my friend. He has found nothing to support his theory,
either before the giving of the law, in the law, or in the gos-
pel. Abraham, the father of the faithful, was justified by one
act of obedience, the act of believing God, the only thing he
was re quired 2o do. But when God required him to offer
Isaac, it was another act, and styled “works,” and he was
then justified by works, and his faith was made perfect.
This forever writes Ichabod on the theory of my friend.
The very case brought to sustain him refutes him forever.

He quotes, “The 8ospel waspreached to Abraham. ~
True, it was, in promise. To whom was the promise to be
given ? Paul says, “To them that believe. "  @al. iii. 23.
The first clear development of this’ promise we find in the
commission, in the words: ‘“He who believes and is baptized
shall be saved. © We find the condition then, in the case
of Abraham, in Paul's comment on the promise, and in the
commission ; that it is to be given to them that believe.
‘The act of believing is then a condition, on which men
are justified and enter the covenant in the first place, and
this same act of believing is a eondition on which the
Christian shall obtain everlasting life. The Lord himself
connects believing with everlasting life. Johu iii. 16. The
Israelites had in them an evil heart of unbelief iu depart-
ing from the living God, and we are warned by this to
guard against an evil heart of wnbelief. “If that which
yon have heard from- the beginning shall remain in you,
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you shall also continue in the Son and in the Father. ”
1Jcho ii. 24. You hear no such language as this from
my friend. He never says, “If that which you have heard
from vhe-begivning shall remain in you, vou thall alse
continue in the Son and in the Father.” He ridicules the
idea of any such ¢f, but tries all the time to make the
impression that those in the Son and in the Father must
unconditionally remain there—that they never can turn
away from the Lord.

The expression of Paul, “To him that worketh, the
reward i3 not reckoned of grace, but of debt” Tohim that
worketh, in this Scripture, is to him that does the works of
the law of Moses and claims to be justified by doing these
works, and has gone away from Christ, and claims that he
can be saved by the law, or by keeping the law, after it was
abolished. Mr. Thompson, though he does not in so many
words say 80, intends you to take it as if it read, “To him
that does the ‘good works which God has ordained we
should walk in them,” the reward is not reckoned of grace,
but of debt.” But this is not the meaning of it. It does
not mean the man who keeps the commandments of Christ,
or obeys the gospel; to him the obedience is not reckoned
of grace, butof debt. The question is not about the works
under the law being different in principle, but about their
being the same works. They are not the same works ; and
we are not saved by the works of the law, but we are saved
by the works of the gospel, or, to express the whole, we
are not saved by the law but by the gospel; not saved by
Moses, but we are saved by Christ.

But | only now have a short time in which to sum up the
entire argument. The question is about the eternal sal-
vation of the Christian, as set forth iu the Scriptures. 1s
it the work of God, independent of conditions to be per-
formed by man? My worthy friend affirms and 1 deny. |
deny the latter part of the proposition — the words ‘“inde-
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pendent of conditions to be performed by man.” He has
undertaken to show that the covenant is immutable and
confirmed by au oath. | have granted that it is immutable,
and shown that it is conditional. The covenant contains’
the same as the purpose of God, and precisely the same as
the promise, which was the gospel in a “mystery,” but as
preached by the apostles, @ revelation. That which was hid
is now made known, and that which was a secret is now
revealed. The great representative of the faithful was
justified, as we have seen, by faith—the acfof believing.
That it was his own act, we only need observe the language:
“Abraham believed God “ Oa the eondition of his own act,
in believing God, he was justified. And again, by his own
act, in effering Isaac, he was justified—*justified by works. ”
“See James ii. 21. Let us give heed to the word of the Lord.
+4§ speak you, and so do, as they that shall be judged by
the law of liberty.” Will a man’s worke have anything to
do with judgment? Let us bear: “For heshall have judg-
ment without mercy, who has showed no mercy. ” Let us
hear the word a little further : “What cloth it profit, my
brethren, though a man say he has faith, and has not works?
Can faith save him ?* If my able friend had been pres-
ent, he would have denied to the apostle that either faith
or works has apything to do with salvation, and maintained
that it is independent of anything man can do. Hear
James proceed : “Ifa brother or sister be naked, and des-
titute of daily food, and one of you say to them, Depart in
peace, be you warmed and filled; notwithstanding you give
them not those things that are needful to the body, what
cloth it profit ? Even so faith, if it has not works,is dead,
being alone.” See James ii. 14, 15, 16. Let the apostle
expostulate with Mr. Thompson : “But wilt thou know, O
vain man, that faith without works is dead ?“ Then he
gives us the example of Abraham offering Isaae, and gives
us the following reasoning: ‘“Seest thou how faith wrought
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with his works, and by works was faith made perfect ?*
The case of Abraham is against him.

The immutable promise, confirmed by an oath, is against
him, for it was to be given to them fhat believe, thus con-
ferring its favors on the condition of faith.

We have seen that the immutable covenant is conditional,
for precisely the same is in it that was in the purpose of
God, and then embodied in the promise. And when the
whole is unfolded, fully revealed, it is the gospel. The
commission itself has conditions in it-the conditions of
faith, repentance and baptism, thus, at every step, setting
at naught the entire system of which my friend has been
speaking. After these preliminary steps are taken and one
becomes a Christian, | will now proceed to show you that
he must work out his own salvation with fear and trem-
bling.

The Lord admonishes us to “strive to enter in at the
strait gate,” because “strait is the gate and narrow is the
way that leads to life, and few there be that find it.” This
is not the way into the Church, or the body of Christ, for
any who seek have the promise that they shall find ; but it

is the way into heaven, after we are in the Church. The
Lord says, “He who. overcomes shall be clothed in white

raiment.” Again, ‘“He that endures to the end shall be
saved.” All Scriptures of this sort imply that a Chris-
tian may fall—that he may “turn away from the holy com-
mandment’ -that he may “make shipwreck of the faith.”
Christians are saints, or righteous. 1 have shown you, from
the clearest language of Scripture, that “the righteous may
turn away from his righteousness, and do according to all
the abominations that the wicked do,” and that when he
does this, the Lord says, that “in his sins that he has
sinned he shall surely die,” and that if Christians turn
back to the law, or, which amounts to the same, if they shall
be circumcised, Christ shall profit them nothing; ‘‘¢hey are



REYNOLDSBURG DEBATE. 341

fallen from grace.”” 1 have shown, beyond a peradventure,
that men for whom Christ died, whom the Lord dought,
may be destroyed — that they may “deny the Lord that
bought them and bring upon themselves swift destruction ;"
that even Paul the apostle had an eye to himself, to keeg
under his body, lest having preached the gospel to others,
he himself’ should bo a castaway. He did not think that his
eternal salvation was independent of conditions to be per-
formed by himself, and he was careful to watch the con-
ditions and see that they were performed.

Peter did not preach the doctrine of my friend, but
taught those who had the like precious faith with the
apostles, were partakers of the divine nature, and had
escaped the corruptions of the world through lust, and had
the exceeding great and precious promise, that giving all
diligence, they should add to their faith virtue, knowledge,
temperance, patience, godliness, brotherly kindness and
charity, and commanded them to make their calling and
election sure. This is an exhortation my friend never uses.
He mever exhorts his brethren to make their calling and
election sure; but he has tried marry times, as he has done
here, to make them believe that it is already sure, without
any regard to their conduct But alluding to these same
things, the apostle says, “If you do these things you shall
never fall. ” He must not blame me for this word “if,"" for
I did not write this letter, It was diet 1ted by the infallible
Spirit of all wisdom and all revelation. Butif what? “If
you do these things,” perform ¢hese seven conditions you
shatl never fall, ” That is the doctrine to keep from falliog
from grace, to make your calling and election sur¢? It was
not made sure from eternity, only corditionally sure—if yun
do these things But has the doing of these things anything
to do with eternal salvation? The apostle proceeds : *So
an entrance shall be ministered to you abundantly unto the
everlasting kingdom of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. ”
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Instead (;f there being no conditions on which Christians
are promised eternal salvation, here are seven, and they are
to be done, or performed by Christians, to make their call-
ing and election sure, that they may never full, and that
they maygainan abundant entrance into theeverlasting
kingdom. If Peter had written this letter to refute for-
ever the theory of my friead he could not have doane it
more ¢ffectually than he has. ‘I'here are threethings hem
thut Mr. Thompson never does: 1. He never exhorts his
brethren to make their calling and election sure, but tries
to make them think it ¢s sure. 2. He never tells them, *If
you o these things you shall never fall,” but tries to make
them believe that what they do has nothing to do with
their standing or fulling. 3. That so, that is by doing
these things, they shall gain an abundant entrance into
the everlasting kingdom. These are matters of another
Jfith, and not the theory he preaches. There never was a
thesry more directly opposed to the entire spirit and letter
of the word of God than the one advocated in this debate
by Mr Thompson.

Tu the final account God will render to every man ac-
cording to his deeds See Rom. ii. 6. This looks to the
conduct of Christians. But hear the apostle as he pro.
ceeds:“To them who, by patient continuance in welldoing,
seek furglory and honor and immortality, eternal life. ”
Here is notonlydoing connected with eternal lite, but weli-
dotng, and not only well-doing, but fcontinuance inwell-
doing,” in order to eternal life. This is addressed to Chris-
ti :us too, and the apostle not only gives you the side where
they dowell, but the other side. “Butto them that are con-
tentious, and do not obey the truth, but obey unrighteous-
ness, indignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish, upon
every soul of man that doeth evil, of the Jew first, snd
alrocf the Gentile. ”  Anything about doing here, and any
consequences connected with wot doing, or dotng evil ? But
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hear the apostle as he proceeds: **But glory, honor and
peace 1o every man thatworketh good ; to the Jew first, and
also to the Gentile. ” What becomes of my friend’s theory
before these wonderful Scriptures? His entire theory is
demoralizing and nullifies the gospel, and to the extent of
his influence weakers the desire to do the willof Gud Yet
Jesus taught in the Sermon on the Mount that ‘ Notevery
one who says, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of
heaven ; but he who does the will ¢f my Father who is in
heaven. ”  Matt. vii. 21.

Anyman can see who will reflect that some of the
clearest Scriptures in the book of God are nuilified and set
at maught by this anti-means theory. The apostle com-
mands Timothy to “Charge them that are rich in this
world, that they be not high-minded, nor trust in uncertain
riches, but in the living God, who giveth us richly all things
to enjoy; that they do good; that they be rich in good
works, ready to distribute, willing to communicate;laying
up in store for themselves a good foundation agaiast the
timé to come, that they may lay hold on eternal life.” 1
Tim vi. 17-19. This injunction my friend never obeyed in
his life. His effort duripg this debate and during his life
has been to make men believe that eternal life does not de-
pend on their doirg good. But here we have a most solemn
charge to do good; to be rich in good works, that we may
“|ay hold on eternal life.” Mr. Thompson hasunow closed
his argument, and what has he done with these Scriptures?
You all know that they and many more that we can not now
meution,in the narrow limits of a half-hour speech, have
confronted him all the time, and the arguments drawn from
them have never been answered. H e has worked hard
enough, perspired freely enough, and thundered loud
enough in his tiresome repetitions of thingsanswered over
and over again, if that would do any good. But raat, in
this predicament, will not answer the purpose, nor will
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anything he or any man can do. He cannot bring some.
thing out of nothing. He had no proof to prove his propo-
sition, and of eccurse could produce none.

He has tried again and again to extricate himself from
the case of Judas, but there it stands formidable as ever.
He was one that the Father gave to Christ, had part in the
apostleship and ministry ; fell from it by transgression, and
was Jost. The devil entered into him, and ke transgressed,
and by transgression fell. He did not fall from something
he never had. There would be no fall in that.

3. have shown that a man may preach another gospel, Or
pervert the gospel¢t Christ, and that 7f any man shall do
this he will be accursed, and that if any man loves not the
Lord Jesus Christ he will be zccursed when the Lord comes.
All this relates to doing or not doing, and shows that the
eternal salvation c¢f the Christian is contingent. | have
shown that even Esau sold his birthright; lostt by an act
of his own ; and that in the case of the potter and the clay,
being a vessel to honor depends upon the action or the do-
ing of meu. «At what instant 1 shall speak conrceraing a
nation and a kingdom to build and to plant it ; 7f ¢t do cvil
in my sight, that it obey not my voice, then willl repent of
the good wherewith | said | would benefit them. ” Again:
“At what instant Ishall speak concerning a nation, or a
kingdom, to pluck up, to pull down, and to destroy it; if
that nation, against whom | have pronounced, turn from their
evil, then will I repent of the evil I thought to do them. ”
Paul says, “If a man, therefore, shall purge himself from
these he shall be a vessel to honor, fit for the Master’s use *“
Among the last words of the book of God, we see that a
man may perform a# act that will cause his part to be taken
out of the book of life, and out of the holy city, and out of
the things written in the book, and we hear it said, “They
that do his commandments shall enter by the gates into the
¢ity, and have a right to the tree of life, ” | have refuted all
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my friend’s arguments and shown that they have no rele .
vaney, and by numerous Scriptures refuted his proposition
and shown it to be utterly fallacious.

To this audience I return my thanks for their patient at-
tention and good order throughout, and only request them
to read the Scriptures and examine the argument and de-
cide for themselves where the right is.

To the Moderators | return my thanks for their fair and
gentlemanly bearing in their position throughout; their
fairness and impartiality.

To my worthy friend, Mr. Thompson, | also return my
thanks for meeting me and giving me the opportunity to
lay these important matters before this promiscuous audi-
ence ; and | reciprocate all his kind expressions in his
closing words. May the divine blessing attend us all and
the true Israel of God everywhere.

[Time expired.]
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