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Bogard--Warlick Debate 
FIRST ~ROPOSiTION. 

The Scriptures teach that the sinner is so depraved 
that in his conviction and conversion the Holy Spirit ex
€rcises a power or influence, distinct from and iTt addition 
to the written word. 

BEN M. BOGARD Affirms 

JOE S. WARLICK Denies 

* * * 
MR. BOGARD'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE. 

Qentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentle,men: 

The tenns of the proposition I define as follows :, By the Scrip
tures I mean the Old and New Testaments. By "teach" I mean the 
Bible either says so in plain words or such words , are used as to 
convey the idea. By "sinner" I mean a natural, unredeemed man. 
By "depraved" I mean the natural , dIsposition to do wron'g. By 
"conviction and conversion" I mean present salvation. By ','Holy 
Spirit" I mean the thirdl person in the Trinity. By "exercises" I 
'mean to employ activity. By "powel; or intluen>ee" I mean energy or 
potency tending to produce an effect. By "distinct from" I mean 
clear, ,plain, unconfused. By "in addition to" I mean something more. 
'By "the written word" I mean the words of the Bi'ble whether writ
ten or s'poken. 

I take it that the terms of the proposition are now so defin.ed 
that there can be 110 mistake concerning their meaning and it only 
remains for me to prove ,by the Scriptures that the 'proposition is 
true. 

Eph. 2: 3, "Among whom we all had our conversation in times 
past in the lusts of the flesh fulfilling the desires of the flesh and 
of the mind ; and' were by nature the children of wrath even as 
others." 

Since we are 'by nature children of wrath if we can find what 
the meaning of "nature" is, we have the matter settled. W",bster 
says that "nature" means personal character or natural dis,positiOn. 
'Then according to Paul we were Iby personal character and natural 
disposition the children of wrath. "Nature" is translated from a 
Greek word (Phusis) which means "That which we get from our 
parents" (See Linddell & Scott) . 

That this depravity involves the entire or total man, is seen 
in the following pas &ages : 

Eccl. 8: 11, "The hearts of the sons of men are .fully set in 
them to do evil." 

What is meant by "heart?" Webster says that "heart" means 
the seat of the affections and passions ; emotions ; will ; spirit; ,en
ergy; power; resolution; secret thoughts; , conscience." Now, if this 
1.1i' true, then it follows that all the thinking, acting, energetic an.d 
spirit parts of the sons of men are fully set in them to do evil. Fully 
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4 BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE 

means entirely, completely, totally. Hence all the intelligent part: 
of man is by nature on the wrong side of every moral thing.. That 
Is what is meant by "total depravity." 

Rom. 8: 7-8: "Because the carnal mind ts enmity against God; 
for it is not sUbject unto the law of God, neither indeed can be. 
So then they that are in the flesh can not please God." 

If they who are In the flesh can not ,please God It' follows that 
there is nothing In a man 'by nature to please God with. God is' 
always pleased with anything that is good. If there Is nothing in & 

natural man to please God, it follows that the natural man has no. 
good in him, else 100d would 'be ·pleased with it. What is meant 
by "flesh" in this passage? It does not mean our ,bodies, for if that 
was true no man on earth could please God, since all are in their 
bodies. Paul explains Iby saying that a child of God is "not in the 
flesh" (See verse 9). So he dId not mean "body" when he said" 
"flesh." It follows that he meant The Natural Man. The natural 
man can not please God. If that is so, then it follows that there 
is no good in a man Iby nature. The utter absence of good-or' 
what is commonly called total depravity, that Is to say, the total 
or entire man depraved, not the total or entire man as bad as he 
can be; but the total or entire man ba-d. 

Other passages, which unmistakl!.lbly teach the same Idea, are· 
as follows: Rom. 5:12; Rom. 7:18; Jer. 17:9; Ps. 51:4-5; Ps. 58:3-8: 
Job 14:1-4; II Cor. 5:14, and numerous other passages, 'but these 
.wlll suffice. I will not quote these passages as the space allowed', 
accordln.g to the agreement with Mr. Warlick, will not .permit a 
d1scussion of them. I trust that the read'er wlll turn to the passages 
and read them for himself. 

The condition of man by nature is so bad that in his convIction' 
and conversion there must ,be Divine power or energy exerted or ' 
he can never be saved. 

J er. 13: 22-23: "Can the Ethiopian change his skin, or the leop
ard change his spots? then may ye also do 'good, that are accus
tomed . to do evil." 

It would be utterly impossible for the Ethiopian to change his 
s'kin or the leopard to change his s·pots. If it is ever Q.one it must 
ibe by Divine ,power. You can convince the Ethiopian by preach-· 
ing that he needs to have his skin changed, but preaching can not 
change his skin, neither can he change it himself after he is con
vinced that he needs it. God only can do that. ;r 'believe that the· 
written word Is used to convince the sinner that he needs salva· 
tion and then when he Is convinced he must come in contact with· 
the Holy Spirit to !be saved. There is no dispute 'between Mr. 
Warlick and myself about the need' of preaching. All that he may 
say in favor of .preaching the Word I shall endorse. Both , of us 
believe the Written Wlord is used in the conviction and conver· 
sion of the sinner. But we differ on what the Spirit -does in the· 
co~victlon of the sinner. I maintain that the Spirit does a work 
in addition to the word. I maintain that the Spirit comes into actual 
contact with the sinner in his conversion. I ,believe the Holy Spirit 
is actually .present, as much present as I am present in this room,. TLC



BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE 5 

iWhen the sinner is converted. IMr. Warlick ,believes that the Spirit 
is not Himself present, but his influence is altogether confined to 
the written word. i maintain that he does have an influence in and 
through His word, ' ,but that He also exercises a personal influence 
In addition to that which is exerted in the word. Now to the Bible 
for 'proof: 

I Thess. 1: 5: "Our Gospel carne not unto you in word only 
but' also in power, and in the Holy Ghost." 

This is almost the exact wording of my proposition. There is 
th'e word and also the Holy Ghost. 

~{ Cor. 3: 3: "Ye are manifes\ly declared to 'be the epistle of 
CbJ,Ist ministered by us, written not with ink, ·but with the S'pirlt 
of the living God,; not on ta:bles of stone, but in fleshy tables of 
the heart." 

We are Christ's epistles. That is the epistles which Christ 
wrote. What pen did Christ use? He used the apostles, "ministered 
by us." What was written upon? The heart. Wjhat was the ink? 
The Holy Spirit. Jesus was the writer, the apostle was the pen, 
the hearts of the people was the paper, and the Holy .spirit was 
the ink. Just' as ink comes into actual contact with the paper so 
The Holy S·pirit comes into actual contact with the human heart tn 
the conviction and conversiop of the sinner. 

The fact that we are commanded to .pray for Divine power and 
blessing, in addition to the word, proves that there is something .be
std~s the word used' in the conviction and conversion of the' sinner. 

II Thess . .3: 1: "Brethren, pray for us, that the wOI'ld of the 
Lord may have free course, and' be 'glorified, even as it is with you." 

Why pray? Did not Paul have the word? Was he not an in
spired ma:n? ~as he not an orator? Was he wanting in any of 
thE)se things? Certainly not. Then what did he want .prayer for? 
Evidently not- for the word, for he had that; evidently, not for in
spiration, for he had that; evidently, not for oratory, for he had 
that. W!h~t, then, did he want prayer for? He wanted the special 
power of the Holy Ghost to accompany his preaching so that sin
ners might be saved. Other passages where prayer is commanded 
are: Col. 4:2-3; Rom. 10:1; I Tim. 2:1-4. What me.an these passages 
if we already have in the word ail the power we need'? 

. Acts 14:27: ".A!lld when he had gathered the church together. he 
rehearsed all that God had done with them, and' how he had opened 
the door of faith unto the Gentiles." 

With what does a man believe? With the heart. (See Rom. 10:10) 
If then ' God opened the door of faith to the Gentiles, He evident
ly opened their hearts that they might receive the word. Some
thing in addition to the · word, you see. Just as we see in the case 
of Lydia: 

Acts 16:14: "Lydia, a seller of purple, whose heart the Lord 
opened that she attended unto the things which were spoken of 
:Aanl. Her heart was not opened by preaching but by the Lord 
that she might attend to the preaching. 

Thus my proposition is proved by Scriptures, and many more 
could be quoted on the same line. But my s·pace is filled . TLC



6 BOGARD·WARLICK DEBATE 

MR. WARLICK'S FIRST NEGATIVE. 

This is to be a written debate, and one wholly independent of 
any oral touches, so I see no use for the address to the ·"Moderators, 
Ladies and IGentlemen" employed by my opponent in his opening. 
I recognize also, as Mr. Bogard seems to do, that we shall be short 
on space, and so I shall as he has done, enter at once into the 
subject now before us as stated .in the proposition. 

II'he fact that I am in the negative on this question, shows that 
I do not ,belieVle the proposition, and in four articles, incLuding this 
one, I shall say and show why I do not believe it. 

I am v.ery well pleased with the definition of the terms of the 
.proposition, as given by the affirmative, as far as he goes; ibut 
I' should be pli)ased for him to ·give us the meaning of the word 
"so" as a modifier of the word' "depraved." How much depraved 
is "so depraved?" Does the affirmative in this case mean what 
the creeds mean by ·the term "Total Depravity?" If he means what 
they mean, and what their authors teach on the subject, will he 
tell how much worse the devil himself is than this? If a man ibe 
"Totally Depraved," then he can be no more depraved, am.d there· 
fore call be no' better than the devil: who can not be more than 

. tOtally depraved . I shall leave this just 'here, until Mr. Bogard 
makes himself clear on the point. Don't forget to tell us how 'Ouch 
"l'\o" means. 

Noticing further my fri.md's definition, I beg to remind him in 
adV1ance of the argument that since he admits the. Holy Spirit and 
the Word of God are not to 'be "confused," and since the prefix 
"con" means "to go together," he will not be permitted hereafter to 
say tbat the Holy Spirit operates in connection with the word' of· 
God, 'or that it works Iby means of the word, ,for he has defined this 
position clear out of his material. He says they are not to be "con" 
-that they are not to go together. I think it will be interesting to 
see wbat the gentleman will do with the position he and his people 
have of late' years ·been trying to take on the work of the Holy 
Spirit In conversion, with the definition here used. 

The gentleman's first reference in favor of his idea of "Heredi. 
tary Depravity," does not only not prove what he cites it to ·prove, 
but it even denies his doctrine, when you quote the apostle lin full. 
Paul says at the time these people were children of wrath they 
walked according. to the course of this world. Eph. 2: 1 to 4. The 
word nature here used (Greek Phusis) does not mean an inherent 
quality as Mr. Bogard thinks. It means '<Halbit, Practice, Custom." 
It is so defined in the Lexicons. Dr. Thayer says the wOl'd in 
this passage means a mode of feeling and acting which 'by long 
habit bas become nature." Dr. Groves says the word means "habit 
or custom." Mr. Bogar4i: loses this, bis first point. I hardly think 
when. Paul said "Nature itself teaches us tbat it is a shame for a man TLC



BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE 7 

to have long hair," he meant by the word nature "that which we r;et 
from our parents." 

If the hearts of the sons of men are fully set in them to do evil, 
what. is the condition of the 1J.earts or those who are not of the 
sons of men? I think Mr. Bogard will say that the regenerated man 
is as much . depraved after regeneration as he was before, and so 
this passage serv·es him no purpose on this point. 

If the carnal mind, of Rom. 8: 7-8, means the unregenerate 
mind as my oponent thinks, then there is no chance for it to 
ever ,be saved, for it is not subject to God's law, and' can not be. 
Paul does not say that it may be made subject to God's law under 
certain conditions, amd influences, but that it can not be made sUbo
ject, therefore can not be savell. Moreover, in hi-s first letter to 
the Corinthians, he sal-d, they were yet carnal, and that they walked 
as men. If carnal means unregenerate, then the 'Corinthians were 
yet' unregenerated', when Paul wrote . his letter to them, although 
he said they had .been called and sanctified. 

The truth is, my friend does not seem to understand what the 
oarnal mind is, and since he is in the lead now, I shall not tell him 
what it is, but will leave him to discover for himself. Of one thing 
we may be sure, however, and t.hat is, that it is not the sinner in 
the sense .Mr. Bogard thinks. I should like to as~ my friend though, 
whether he ~hinkB as he seems to teach' in his argument here, that 
every thought of the unsaved' man is sinful? Also if he Ibelieves the 
heart of every girl, who is opposed to adultry a'll.d fornication iR 
prompted by Satan in her estimate of wrong? Is the ,girl who ·keeps 

. herself pure, a hypocrite? Does every girl and boy, too, for that 
matter, in a state of nature, want to do evil? Be plain here, please. 

Now my opponent gives us some references, a.nd says they 
teaoh' what he is trying to .prove, and he asks that the reader turn 
to the passages and read them. I simply deny that either of them, 
or all of them together, teach what he is arguing," or that any pass· 
age , in all the book of God teaches the doctrine. I expect it would 
be ,better for him to recite his verses, and make his ar·gument on 
the verses, and then we will be after his argument. All of the 
Scriptures are on my side ' of this question. I shall not deny the 
Bible, but will take pleasure in showing that his PloPosition on every 
passage is wrong, woefully and fatally wrong. 

Before Mr. Bogard has made his position clear on the nature 
of man, he comes to the second part of his proposition, and pro
ceeds with his very difficult and impossible task of trying to prove 
a direct work of the Holy Spirit in the conversion of the sinner . 

. My friend is not willing for me to state what I believe in regard 
to the work of the Holy Spirit in the conviction and the conver
sion of sinners, so he proposes to state it for me; and as usual, 
misstates the POSitiOOl entirely. I have learned that some men are 
not good at stating what others teach on religious 'matters and so 
I shall excuse Mr. Bogard from .trying to say what I think about 
this matter. r believe, and teach always · and everywhere, that 
the Holy Spirit operates on every heart in c'onversion, but the "Di-
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8 BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE 

rect work" of the Spirit on the heart is 'what I most stoutly deny, 
and ask my friend to prove. There is .no difference between us, 
as to what the .g,pirit does? Mr. Bogard states a false issue here. 
T ,he difference is as to how He does, what He does, in convicting 
and converting the sinner. Mr. Bogard thinks it is direct, imme
diate, that it is ,not in anyway connected with means, not even 
with the word of ;God, for he cuts this idea out when in his defini
tion of terms he says "Unconfused." 

My friend seems to think that since the Ethiopian can not 
chamge his skin, nor the leopard his spots, neither can those who 
are accustomed (not those barn evil) to do evil do goad; that there 
must ,be a ilirect 'work on the heart of the sinner to convert him. 
Of course he assumes here, the very thing he should have tried 
to prove. I should' like tQ know if he thinks that when the ,skin 
of the Ethiopian was chan,ged to black, God performed a miracle? 
Did it require superadded ,power to operative law to make t~e skin 
of the Ethiopian black? If not, why does he thilDk it requires mir
acle working power to change it back to what it was when it came 
.from Adam? What would the gentleman say to an infidel here? 

, The Gospel did not go to the Thessalonians in :'word only." 
This shows that the Gospel is not word only, but is power. Paul so 
declares in Ram. J.: 16. This is not W'hat the gentleman wants, 
there is too much power .In the gospel here referred to for Mr. 
Bogard's proposition. What he wants is a passage which shows 
that the Gospel has no power in it. That it could not come witn 
power to anyone, and that therefore there is a need for the di
rect work an the silDner's heart, not connected in anyway with the 
gospel~ 1 'rhess. 1 : 5 is my text not his. 

In 2 Car. 3: 3, w,here Paul says that the writing, by the Spirit, on 
the hearts of the people, was ministered by the Apostles, he d'enies 
flatly what Mr. Bogard quotes him to prove. Mr. Bogard needs a 
Scripture 'which says that the writing was done independent of the 
ministry of the Apostles. Not "confused" with what they taught. 
The two can not go together, remember. You say this in defin
Ing your terms. Though it 'be true that the Spirit did the writing, 
and that He did' it on the hearts of the ,people, it will be observed 
that He used the Apostles as agents, by and through whom to 
write; and so this is my passage, nat my opponent's. 

When Paul asked the brethren to pray for him, that the word of 
God might aCGomplish his desires, he made the wrong request for my 
friend, He should have asked them to pray for God to send doWlIl 
His Holy Ghost, for the purpose of converting in Mr. Bogard's' di
rect way, and not confuse, or in any way connect it, with the preach. 
ing of the word. Paul in this matter stands with me, not with 
Mr. Bogand. >God opened the door of faith to the Gentiles like he 
dId to the Jews. Peter says the latter case wa'S just like the for
mer, and in both cases the faith came ,by the word whioh fell from 
his lips, and not by direct impact like my friend thinks. Read Acts 
15: 7-9. 

Lydia's case is altogether on my side. Her heart was opened, 
TLC



BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE 9 

we .both allow , but we are not agreed as to how it was done. As 
Mr. Bogard says, the heart is that with which we understand, and 
Paul says the eyes of the understanding is enlightened. Christ 
told Paul on his way to Damascus (Acts 26) that He would open 
the eyes of the Gentiles; that is, Be would open their understand
ing or hearts, through his preachin,g, and not by direct impact. So 
LydIa'S case, like all the rest, belongs to me in this contention. 

When David, in Psalms 19 : 7 said, "The law of the Lord is 
perfect converting the soul" I think he knew that Mr. Bogard was 
mistaken when he imagined an immediate work for this purpose, 
and when Paul said (Rom. 1: 16), "I am not ashamed of the Gospel 
of Christ, for it is the Power of God unto salvation," I think he 
knew that Mr. Bogard was not correct in the case. When Christ in 
John 17: 20 prayed only for those who should believe on Him 
"through the words of the Apostles," I am sure He did not have 
in mind Mr. Bogard's doctrine ' on the subject. Now, I shall close 
this article with a request to the gel),t1eman to find one pasliage 
that hints at his idea of how the Spirit operates in converting sin
ners. It will not 'be enough to find one which shows that the Spirit 
actually operates, this we admit. Find one for us which shows how 
it operates, and which teaches, motely or remotely, that the operatioll. 
is by direct or immediate tOll01, "unconfused with means." 

TLC



10 BOGARD-WARLICK DEBA'l'l'; 

MR. BOGARD'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE. 

Gentlemen, Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Mr. Warlick prefers to not use the formality of addressing the 
moderators, e tc., ,but as J have agreed to as nearly as possible re

,produce our oral debate which was held at Malone, Texas, in 
December, I shall continue to do that. Mr. Warli(',k possibly thinks 
he needs all ,his space to cover up the truth as I am presenting it, 
,but as I am not so pressed, I shall give attention to formalities 
and thus make the debate as interesting as posible. 

Mr. Warlick seems to be under the impression that he is debat
ing with a Hardshell BapUst, that is one who denies the use of 
means in the conviction and conversion of the smner. Tn this he 
is mistaken. One of the chief causes of the division in 1832 was 
this very question, the Hardshells denying the use of means and 
the Missionary Baptists affirming the use of means, Whether he 
wants to or not Mr. Warlick must meet the arguments of a Mission
ary Baptist instead of a Hardshell , and while I sympathize with 
him in his task of trying to answer a Missionary Baptist with 
the negative arguments he is accustO'IIled to use in opl'losition to 
Hardshells, it is not my fault; /but rather my fortune. I can' not 
help the trouble he is in. I can only advise him to either acknowl
e.dge he can't. meet a Missionary Bruptist on this question or else 
make some arguments which fit. 

The whole trouble with Mr. Warlick is that he does not own 
a dictionary. He says "con" means "to go together" and if two 
things go together they are necessarily "confused." When I defined 
what J meant by the "distinct" work of the Spirit, I said I meant 
the work of the Spirit was "clear, plain, unconfused." Because 
I used the word ".unconfused" he thinks he has found something. 
He declares I shall not be allowed to say that the Spirit works with 

-the word for I have said the work of the Spirt is "unconfused" with 
the word. Webster says that "confuse" means to jumble, render in
distinct, to mix or blend things so they can not ,be distinguished." 
Two thin,gs can work together without Ibeing so Iblended that they 
can not be distinguished one from the othflr. The Holy Spirit works 

'with the Word of God in such a way as not to be confused with 
·the Word. The word is used in the conviction of the sinner and 
the g 'pirit also works in the conviction of the sinner so that the one 
is not "jumbled" or rendelOed indistinct by the other. Two horses 
may pull together yet 'be perfectly. distinct one from the other. 
The two horses bring ,power to bear on the load but they are not 
confused .because they are joined together. The Holy Spirit and the 
Word are not "contfused" <but they are "conjoined" and that in such a 
way that they remain distinct. 

With thil!! objection, offered 'by my friend, answered, what more 
is there for me to do? He seemed to base his whole contention TLC
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on this one objection. The truth is Mr. Warlick and his brethren 
do not believe that the Holy Spirit Himself is present at all when 
a ~an is 'convIcted, any more than a man is present when a letter 
is read from him. The influence of the man who wrote the letter 
is confined to his written words-the man himself is not present. 
So the Spirit is in the word (according to Mr. Warlick) and not him
self there at all when a man is convicted and converted. I ,believe 
that the word is there and ·aLso the Spirit in person and the per· 
sonal work of the Spirit is just as distinct and cert.ain as is the 
influeIU!e of the word. This has ,been abundantly proved by pass-
ages I introduced' in my first speech. 

What do I mean by "so" when I say a sinner is "so" depraved. 
I eJljplained fully what I meant in the first speech. It means that 
he is ,beyond the reach of human power to save him and that he 
must have Divine power to save him. What do I mean ,by "total 
depravity?" I said very plainly, that it means that the entire or 
total man is depraved. He asked how much worse the d'evil is than 
a man who is totally depraved? He is a great deal worse than 
a totally depraved man Ibecause the word "total," as used: in this con
nection, does not refer to the degre~ of badness in the man ,but it 
refers to the man in all his faculties. All that it takes to consti
tute man is depravea-that is to say bad, but not as bad as lbad can 
be. The total or entire man fs bad is what we meant and have al
ways meant by total depravity. 

Another haro question ,h-e asks is if a girl or 'boy Is so bad that 
all their nature is inclined to do wrong? Yes, sir. The ,book says, 
"The hearts of the sons of men are fully set in them to do evil" 
(Eccl. 8: 11). I am sorry Mr. Warlick does not ,believe this. Then 
he asks if all girls are inclined to commit adultery? The object of 
this question is not to fairly aiscuss the question, but to create 
prejudice ' a,gainst the tr:uth, !but I will answer it. Mr. Warlick's 
trouble is that he fails to distinguish between the evil nature itself 
and tJbe expression or manifestaHon, of that evil nature. The de
,pravlty is there and that inclines the entire being toward sin, but 
one person will give expression to that evil nature in 'one way and an
other ,person will do the same in another direction. One shows his 
depraved nature by stealiJllg and another 'by lying and another by 
adultery, yet all these outward' acts express the one and the self
same thing, viz.: depravity. Because one does not commit all the 
crimes in the catalogue of :bad things does not argue that he is not 
depraved in mind, soul and ,body. 

When Paul said we are "all ,by nature the children of wrath," 
Mr. Warlick thiniks this means that we are all 'by custom or habit the 
children of wrath. The Greek word (Hphusis") means "that which 
we get from our parents" (See Liddell & Scott). It has a see
ondary meaning and that Mr. Warlick gives. But words are never to 
be used in their secondary meaning unless the connection demands 
it and this certainly is not the case with Paul's language. The word 
never means "halblt or custom" unless the habit or custom has be
come so fixed that it becomes ' a part of our nature. If the word TLC
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merely means habit or custom, how is it that all without exception 
get into such a habit? Rom. 3:9-12. "What then? are we better 
than they? No, in no wise; for we have before pr·oved ·both Jews and 
.Gentiles that they are all under sin." How d'oes it happen if the 
word under discussion only means "habit" that the entire human race 
has formed the hrubit? All the Jews and all the Gentiles were un
der sin and that includes the whole human race. As like begets 
like it follows that depraved parents have ,begotten depraved chil
dren and thus "all are by nature the children of wrath" as the Bible 
plainly says. 

Mr. Warlick asks: "If the hearts of the sons of men are ful
ly set in them to do evil," what about the hearts of those who are 
not the s·ons of men. I will answer his question. I can't see the 
reference. 

On Romans 8: 7-8, Mr. Warlick dodges my point. That passage 
says: So then they that are in the flesh can not please God." I 
ask him if God would not Ibe pleased with anything good? If there is 
nothing in the man, by nature to please God, then there must be 
no good in the man to please God with. Let Mr. Warlick come to 
the point and not dod,ge. "Flesh" in this passage can not mean 
the ,'bo(jly fo(}r then it would be impossi.ble for even a chiJ.d of God 
to please God lor they are in their bndies. It therefore means by 
"flesh", the natural man. Verse 9, says the Christian is "not in the 
flesh ,but in the Spirit." This shows conclusively that it is the un
saved man who is referred to as the one who can not please God, 
and again I ask: Would not God :be pleased' with an,ything that is 
good? Then if there is any good in an unregenerated man would 
not God be pleased with that good? But since God is not pleased with 
anything in an ungenerated man, does it not follow that there is no 
good in him? That is what we mean by total depravity-the ut· 
tel' a;bsence of ,good. 

Mr. Warlick thinks the Ethiopian's skin could .be changed 'by 
operative law. What law? The idea is absurd. Nothing ,but mir
'aculous power could change the negro's skin. Everybody knows 
-this. But this is the illustration the Lord used to show the sin
ner's condition. If the illustration means anything it means that 
it will take direct and ' distinct power to change the sinner from 
nature to grace. 

1 Thess. 1:5, has three things mentioned. The word, the pow· 
er, and 1:!he Holy Ghost. Not just the bare word. Not just the 
'Word and the 'power that resides in the word, .but in addition to all 
this there is the Holy Ghost. That is what my proposition says and 
Mr. Warlick ~an not refute it. 1 Cor. 3: 3. mentions three things. 
The writer, who is the Lord himself. The pen, who is the apostle 
himself. The ink, which is the Spirit Himself. Here is instrumen· 
tality, but the instrumentality was used to cause the ink to come 
into actual contact with the paper. Since, as Mr. Warlick and I 
agree, the ink represents the Holy Spirit, then as certainly as the 
ink comes into actual conta~t with the ,paper so the Spirit comes 
into actual contact with the human heart when a sinner is convict-TLC



BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE 13 

oed and converted. If he were arguing with a Hardshell he could 
show that there were instrumentality and means and thus knock 
out the Hardshell. But he 'is nonplused in my case for I assert as 
.strongly as he does that means are used. The Hard'shells are right 
aJbout there being an actual contact of the Spirit with the human 
heart, and Mr. Warlick is right wbout means being used, and the 
Missionary Baptists are right in taking the whole truth and assert· 

. ing both the use of means and also personal and actual contact of 
the S.pirit on the heart of the sinner in his conversion. 

Mr. Warlick failed to tell us what the Lord gives in answer to 
prayer. Paul asked that prayer be made for him that the word of 
the Lord might have free course. What would the Lord do it he 
answer that prayer? Paul already had all that was in the word. 
if all the power is in the word what was it Paul wanted? Was he 
prayin.g for the Lord to do anything in addition to the word? If so 
my proposition is proved. If not, what was he wanting prayer for? 
Let Mr. Warlick answer . 

. lust how Lydia's case can be on his side is more than I can 
see since the Lord opened her heart not by the word but in order 
that she attend to the things spoken by Paul. True, Paul was 
an instrument that God used in opening the hearts of the people 
but the Spirit waS there in person conjoined to the word for the 
same purpose. The Gospel is God's power, but he is there in the per
.son of the Spirit to exercise that power. 

'l'his answers all that Mr. Warlick said and ,besides d'oin'g thi!l 
new matter is put to him for consideration. Let him meet the is

.sue and not dodge. 
One or two advance arguments : In Ezra 8: 22, we read: "The 

hand of God is upon all them that seek him." Is not this direct 
personal contact? In John 3.3-8, we are told that a man must be 
born of the Spirit. Are we not in personal contact with that of 
which we are ,born? 

TLC
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MR. WARLICK'S SECOND NEGATIVE. 

My friend uses all his space in ad'dressing the Moderators, and 
in an effffort to reconstruct his first affirmative. I did not suppose he 
would acknowledge so quickly, his recognition of a failure in hili 
first trial, and of the fact that I had so completely upset his first 
effort. I should like to know who the moderators are in this written 
debate and I should also like to know how much of the Malone 
debate he thinks we shall be abl~ to get into this a,bbreviated discua
sion. Well, if I had no more truth in my positions than he ha~ in 
his, I suppose I too, would want to use as much space for filling a. 
I could. 

My friend says, I think I am debating with the "Hardshells." 
Well, when a Missionary Baptist is run off his 'base, as he alway. 
is in a debate on this q.uestion, he will try to stand on the Hard
shell platform; and so we are compelled to answer the Hardshell. 
when discussing the matter with a Missionary. 

Missionary Baptists say with Paul, when debating with the 
Hard'shell, that the (Gospel is the 'power of God unto salvation, but 
when they come to meet us on Paul's statement, they say it is 
not, .but that there must be a direct or immediate work of the 
Holy Ghost; that the gospel is a dead letter, with no power in it. 
and that unless God comes into the heart by direct touch. the sin
ner can't be saved. Hence they pray for God to send convertin~ 
power down from Heaven, to convert the dead sinner, and save his 
BOul. Mr. Bogard would like to dodge this position, 'put he must stand 
by it. or else acknowledge that he has been wrong in the matter, 
all the time, and that we have the truth on the subject; or, he must 
not complain at my running him .back to Hardshell ground. 

I beg to say to Mr. Bogard, that I have a num.ber of dictIon
aries. I have ten Unabridged, Greek-English Lexicons, in my library, 
and all these I shall use more or less in this disoussion . I may 
say, that not one of the ten I have, and not one of others I have 
freely consulted, supports Mr, Bogard's definitions as used' in this 
debate. No sort of an effort to get rid of the fact that the gentle
man has defined the Word of God clear out of his doctrine, when 
he says, that he means by "Distinct" in his ,proposition "Not con
fused." The prefix "oon\" means that the word, and Spirit do not 
go together, That is what "con" means and' every;body knows it, 
T,he two horses pulling at the same load are not "confused," says 
my friend, Just so--neither is there any of the power of one horse 
in the other. W'hat the farmer would call the "near " horse has 
none of the "of.f-horse" in him, and the off-horse has none of the 
lead-horse residing in him and the wagon tongue is between them 
Now as ,per Mr. Bogard's illustration, I suppose we are to under
stand that there is no truth in his Holy Ghost, and no Holy Ghost 
ill! his truth, and that when he preaches what he calls the word, TLC
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there is no Holy Spirit in what he says, and that when what he 
supposes is the Holy Ghost comes into the heart of the sinner, there 
is no truth at all in it, any more than one of the two horses is eon
tained in the other. This illustration may do for his doctrine, but 
it will not do for what I preach. for I preach the Truth, which wa!! 
itself inspired by the Holy Ghost. Peter says the apostles preached 
it with the Holy Ghost sent down from Heaven. Christ said to his 
disciples that it would Ibe the Holy Ghost speaking in them_ The 
Truth is, the Holy Spirit operates on the hearts of the sinners through 
the truth, and not by direct impact at all. I wish Mr. Bogard would 
find just one case of conversion in which the work of the Holy 
Spirit was direct or immediate. If his life depended upon it, he 
eould not find the case. Mr. Bogard misre,presents me agaIn. He 
says in one breath that I do not think the Holy Spirit is present in 
converting the sinner, and then says in the next, that I do think 
he is there in the word. Well, Peter thought as I think, when he 
said the apostles preached the gospel with the Holy Ghost sent 
down from Heaven. In this case the Holy Spirit was in the word. 
but Mr. Bogard: thinks he was not there at all. or if He were, He 
did not know it for He had to come in later and do His work in 
an immediate way. God is great at experimenting. accord:ing to my 
friend and his ~ople. 

Mr. Bogard's effort to dodge the fact that in the words, "Total 
Depravity" the word "Total" modifies "depravity' and not the man, 
is amusing. Why the children will laugh at his grammar. Why not 
come up to it Mr. Bogard, and admit that which we all know i!! 
true. and that is that if the sinner be totally depraved, he is as mean 
as the devil, and that any system which saves the sinner will save 
the devH. Depravity means corruption, and total means the entire 
sum or amount. If the doctrine of ~'Hereditary total depravity" is 
true, then there is nothing in man but depraVity, and if you remove 
that you remove the w,hole man, the entire man, and so you would 
have nothing left to be ' saved. Thus salvation is imposs1ble if my 
friend's doctrine rbe true. On this matter Mr. Bogard takes two pO!!i
tions. He says the word, flesh, in Paul's statement in Romans meam! 
depravity, and that since like will beget like, he declares that the 
,children of the depraved people will ,be 'depraved in consequence. 
He then declares that this depravity is removed from the saved per
son, who, he says is not in the flesh, and yet his cl1ildren will be de
praved the same as those of the man who is not regenerated. I should 
like for him to tell us, where the depravity of the children of saved 
folks comes from. If we inherit sin from Adam. why may we not also 
inherit righteousness from righteous parents? Will Mr. Bogard tell us 
why? Remember, he says the Christian is not in the flesh, that is, not 
in depravity. How then can his children be unclean and not holy? 

My friend's trial at dod'g1ng the force of his argument in hi!! for
mer article, which is his real doctrine, serves him no ,purpose here, 
saying as he does, that I am only trying to darken counsel, if I charge 
him with teaching that all girls, many and most of whom for that TLC
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matter, ate pure in their thoughts, are equal to adulteresses. Let. 
him take it all back, or else stand by his guns. If his doctrine on her
editary total depravity be true, every girl is in heart an adulter
ess, and every man a thief. I do not blame my friend for try1ng 
to screen himself here. 

There is no such thing as a secondary meaning to the word na
ture in the Greek, like Mr. Bogard imagines, with no Lexicon to 
consult on the subject before him, ,when he makes hi,s statement. 
If such were true, it would still remain a fact, that the secondary 
meaning was the sense in which Paul used the word in Eph. 2, where 
,he says "we were all by nature the children of wrath-when we walked 
according to the course of this world." I hardly think we were Iborn 
walking. Habit, ,custom or practice, is the idea here. Again I ask 
my friend whether we inherit from our parents nature not to have 
long hair? Paul says, nature teaches that it is a shame for a man 
to have l<mg hair. 

If Mr. Bogard"s idea of the sinner not lbei'n,g able to please God, 
because he is in the flesh were true, then it would be displeasing 
to God for the .girl to keep, her life clean. It she should do it, at all 
times refraining from evil thoughts, words and deeds, God would 
Ibe displeased with her, I suppose He would thInk her a hypocrite. 
Pshaw, Mr. Bogard cease saying such things. 

I still inSist, that if it requires IL .'aculous interposition to change 
the skin of the Ethiopian, then it required as much to make him 
'black. But Mr. Bogard does not tell us what he would say in reply 
to the Infidels on the unity of the races. Will he tell us in his next! 

Mr. Bogard says in 1 Thess 1: 5, there are three things men
tioned: The Word, the power and the Holy iGhost. He says the 
power is in the word, but that the Holy Ghost is something distinct 
from iboth. Why does he say that the word and' the power are to
gether, Ibrut the /Holy Ghost,.ls distinct, Will he anl!wer? The 
truth is, there is not a 'Passage in the New Testament more out ot 
harmony with my friend's position than this one. Whatever the 
Holy Ghost did In converting the Thessalonians, He did it through 
the word which the apostle preached. This does not mean distinct, 
I know. 

Mr. Bogard quibbles again, by asking what Paul meant when he 
requested his friends to pray for him, that the Word' of >God might 
have free course, etc. Well whatever Paul might have meant. of 
one thing we may ,be sure, he did not mean ~or them to pray for 
the Holy Ghost to come down in a distinct, direct way, and save 
the people, for he knew the word would contain that power and for 
this reason he said he was not ashamed of the message, as it wa. 
the power of God unto salvation. 

When we pray for our daily 'bread, I hardly think we expect 
t!be prayer to Ibe answered !by God sending the bread down from 
Heaven already cooked, and labeled with plain address to us. 

In the last four lines of my friend's copy, he introduces what 
he calls arguments; but in fact he refers to just two verses ot 
Scripture, and makes no argument at all. Ezekiel 8:22: "The 
hand of God Is upon all them that seek him." He guesses that thi. 
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means the direct work of the Holy Ghost in conversion . de
ny it, and call for the proof. The hand of ,'}Qd is over all his works, 
but I hardly think He will, by miraculous touch, bring all things 
intQ purity of composition. He quotes the Savior's language in 
John 3: 8, where we are said to Ibe born again, and then He assumes 
that this just has to mean the direct work of the Holy Ghost in 
conversion. Is such an idea hinted at in the passage? I say not, 
and call upon Mr. Bogard to show the hint. Peter says the birth it
self is ,by the word , ] Peter 1: 22, 25 . 

Again I wish to beg Mr. Bogard to bring forward the text 
of Scripture, found in all the Book of God, which clearly teaches the di
rec: wor k of the Holy Ghost on the hearts of sinners to convert them? 
Where is the passage? I shall insist upon it. Where is the verse? 
It will not do to show that the Holy Spirit operates. This we allow, 
but give us the passage which even "squints" at your idea of the 
matter, Mr. Bogard. One-not many-not two-but one. 

Instead of the Bible teaching the direct work of the Holy 
Ghost in the conviction and conversion of sinners. it contradicts 
the d'octrine and shows it to ,be false, absolutely false. 

1 Cor. 4: 15, "Though ye have ten thousand tutors in Christ, yet 
have ye not many fathers, for in Christ Jesus. I have begotten you 
through the GospeL" I arYl sorry Mr. Bogard does not believe this, 
but it is so anyhow. .Tamt~ says, Jas. 1: 18, "Of His own will begat 
He us with the word of truth." I ·believe James, so I deny my 
friend's doctrine. Again, Jas. 1: 21, "Receive with meekness the 
engrafted word' which is able to save your souls." Mr Bogard thinks 
James is wrong on this. but I stand with .James. David, in Psalms 
19:7 says: "The law of the Lord is perfect, converting the soul." 
My friend says David you were a -good singer perhaps, but you did 
not know of the direct work of the Holy Spirit which God always 
uses to convert the soul. Paul says, Romans 8:1, 3: "The law of the 
Spirit of life in Christ Jesus, has made me free from the law of sin 
and death." Mr. Bogard says, right there is where Paul and I 
differ, hut in this case, I believe I shall remain with Paul. By 
preaching this law of life to Lydia, her heart was opened through 
this medium, and not by direct touch. But I close, again calling for 
the 'passage which teaches the d"irect work of the Holy Ghost in 
convicting and converting sinners! I beg my friend to find it for ua. 

TLC
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MR. BOGARD'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE. 

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Mr. 'Warlick says I use much of my space to address the mod
erators and in reply will sa ~' that friend' Warlick uses more space 
tellin g why he does not address th e moderators. I do not blame 
him for wanting to make the written debate different from the 
spoken one. I was so well pleased with the oral debate that I am 
anxious to reprod'uce til E' exact words so far as it is possible. ~ 

He still contends that there is no difference between tlfci · Mis
sionary Baptists and the HardshE'lIs on this question. But there 
is and he ought to know it. Missionary Baptist believe in the use 
of means, one of the means being the word of God , and the Hard
shells do not so believe. When I accept the word of God as a 
means, however, I do not rulf' out the spirit. Both the word and 
the spirit work in the conviction and the conversion of the sinner. 
They do not become confused, however, so that you can not tell 
the one from the other. as Mr. Warlick Ibelieves. Mr. Warlick thinks 
that since "con" means together that there cannot be a "con" un
less it is "confused." I gave him the wor;; "conjoined" as expressing 
the Baptist idea and he was silent on that. I do not blame him as 
there is no dodging that. The Spirit and the word are distinct, 
that is, not so mixed' and jumbled that you can't tell one from the 
other, i. e. , confused, yet while not confused, they are "conjoined." 
In other words , the preaching of the word influences the sinner 
and in addition to that he is influenced by the Holy Spirit. 

If Mr. Warlick has so many lexicons (and' I do not dispute that 
he has them) let him quote them and show us just what they do 
say on th e words under discussion. His "hear say" does not go 
In a debate. I have quoted verbatim from Lidd'ell & Scott, the great
est lexicon on earth . as all concede. Mr. Warlick says he has ten 
lexicons, but does not quote even one. If you have lexicons, Mr. 
Warlick, I advise you to use them. In d'enying my definitions he 
says among other silly things that "the prefix 'con' means that the 
word and Spirit. do not go together." Then when I say they are "con
joined" it would mean they can not go together. If the gentleman 
will get a common school dictionary and learn the difference be
tween "confm:ed" and "conjoined" he will learn the truth on this 
subjE'ct. The Spirit and the word are conjoined In conviction and con
verSion , but not so jumbled or mixed as to be confused. They re
main two distinct things, the Spirit and the word, not the word with 
a small mixturf' of the essence of the Spirit in It, but the two are 
at work, one in addition to the other. 

T used the illustration of the two horses pulling together to 
show the distinction between the words "conjoined" and "confused'." 
Mr. Warlick wants to make the figure go on all fours and thus 
twist something into favoring his position. For his benefit I will 
change the figure so that the reader may see what I mean whether TLC
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Mr. Warlick wants to see or not. The steam and the 10cDmDtive 
work together in pulUng the train. Yet they are distinct the Dne 
from the other. The steam does not pull the train, neither does the 
locomotive pull the train, but they pull the train jointly, they are con
join ell., 'but not confused. The steam is distinct from and in ad'di
tion to the locomotive. But the locomotive would not pull a pound 
without the additional steam. So the word has power in it, like the 
locomotive, but that power would not be exerted' if it were not fDr 

the stearn. But the steam is distinct from and in addition to the 
locomotive. Even so the word of God has power in it, but that 
power would never ·be exerted except the Spirit corne in connec
tion with it. The G<>spel is God's ,power unto salvation, as my op
ponent says, but that power would never be exerted unless the 
Spirlt uses it. 

My opponent says I misrepresented him when I said he did not 
" heliev;e that the Spirit is present at all and then contradicted my

self ,by saying that he 'believed the Spirit is in the word, I see no 
contradiction. He only believes that the S'pirit is in the word as 
a man is in a letter he may write. The man himself is not there, but 
his influence is. So he thinks concerning the Spirit. He is in the 
word' in no diferent sense than the man is in the letter. He bim
self is not there, only his influence is, the influence of words is 
there. Such a doctrine rulep out the personal presence of the Spirit 
in conversion. 

Mr. Warlick continues to say that "total depravity" IIJleans that 
a man is as bad as the deVil. I have told him plainly that Bap
tists do ' not so. teach. If he will consult any authorities among 
Baptists he will find ,his mistake. I have 'before me as I write 
Strong's "Systematic Theology," a standard work among Baptists. 
On page 342 he d'eflnes what Baptists mean .by "total depravity." 
It means, says Strong: "Disord'ered and corrupted in every fac
ulty." I also have before me as I write Boyce's "Systematic The-· 
ology" and he defines "total depravity" to mean: "Depraved in 
every part of his nature." Pendleton in his "Christian Doctrines" 
says it ,means "the absence of good." Dr. Boyce explains in a foot 
note on page 214, that "a glass of water with one drop of poison 
in it is totally poisoned, But it may become far worse than it is 
by an increase of the .poison." Another explanation Boyce gives 
on the same page is: "Nor is 'one so wicked as it is possible for him 
to be. The doctrine of total depravity does not carry with it this 
idea. It only teaches that there is depravity in every part of man's 
na.ture. The entire or total nature is affected 'by the depravity," 
There is no need of further definitions. This will suffice to show 
that when Mr. Wariick and his people are accusing Baptists of 
teaching that "total depravity" means that man is iby nature as 
,bad as the devil , they accuse wrongly. Then when they jUlll\J) in and 
demolish their man of straw they have not touched our ,position. 
They can not meet our position, ·but they do meet their own per
Terl!lion of our position. 

The passages I have quoted abund'antly prove the doctrine of 
total depravity. Paul said plainly: "They that are in the flesh TLC
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can not please God." (Rom. 8: 8). No use to dodge. If there is any 
good in a man by nature God would .be pleased with that. But since 
such a man (the natural man) can not please 'God', it follows that 
there is an utter absence of good, else God could be pleased with 
the good in him. The utter absence of good is what Baptists mean by 
total depravity. So Mr. Warlick's quiJJble that if man is totally 
depraved you would have to destroy the man to get rid of the de
pravity is fully met. Baptists do not teach that man is depravity, 
but that man is depraved in all his faculties. 

My opponent says I said that "flesh" meant depravity. I never 
said it. I said "flesh" meant the "natural man," the entire mPln as 
he is by nature. "Flesh" cannot mean "body," for Paul said: "But 
ye are not in the flesh." They were in their bodies. Hence "flesh" 
does not mean the body. But how is it , says my opponent, that the 
C'hildren of Christians do not inherit the Christian nature? The 
answer is that our new nature, given to us in the new .birth, did 
not destroy the old nature. There are two natures in every Christ· 
ian. One serves the Lord, and the other, the outer man serves sin . 
Paul said that these two natures kept up a constant war so that 
with the "flesh" he served sin while in the inward man he served 
the Lord (Rom. 7: 15-23). This inner man, which serves the Lord, is 
spoken of in Eph. 3: 16; 1 Pet. .3: 4, and ,both the outer and inner 
man are spoken of in 2 Cor. 4:16. T.Ns inner man is called the 
"new man" in Eph. 4: 24. This "new man," which is a thing of the 
'heart (1 Pet. 3: 4), does not beget children because it came into 
existence by a grafting process and a graft never docs reproduce 
itself. Jas. 1: 21, says the word "engrafted" and a graft never pro
duces seed that will prod'uce fruit like it. If you plant the seed 
out of a g-rafted apple it will not come up a tree that ,will produce 
another apple like the one from whi·ch the seed was taken, ,but on 
the contrary, the seed out of the ,grafted apple will produce a scrulb 
of inferior grade. A seed out of a grafted' ELberta peach will not 
produce anotber Elberta, but a scrub peach ·instead. Since, there
fore, tbe Christian is a Christian because the word is "eng rafted" 
Into him his "eng rafted" nature will not reproduce itself. The seed 
of all grafted fruit prod'uces trees that will not bear ,grafted fruit 
unless they are or themselves also grafted, and since the Lord used 
the grafting as an illustration of how we are saved, I can under
stand how the seed of Christians will not produce another Christian. 

Mr. Warlick's reference to the girls (for the purpose of creat
Ing prejudIce) is answered by the fact that outward acts of sin are 
only expressions of the state of the beart. If he will show me a 
girl who never had an evil thought or evil inclination that she needs 
to keep uIider, then there will 'be some point to his reference. 

Mr. Warlick says tbat "phusls," the Greek word for nature, has 
no secondary meaning. Then it means: "Natural birth, Gal. 2:1-5; 
natural disposition, propenSity, Eph. 2: 3; native qualities, or !pro
perties, Jas. 3:7." (See Hinds & Noble Lexicon, and I have quoted 
verbatim). If this definition is correct, then the BI-ble 'plainly says: 
"We are !by natural ,birth the child'ren of wrath even as others." 
Mr. Warlick denies this, ,but in doing it he ·denles the Bible. Liddell TLC
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& Scott's Unabridged Lexicon lies opert before me as r write and 
this, the greatest of Lexicons says: "The nature, i. eo , the essence, 
i.nborn quality, property or constitution of a person or thing-one's 
natural inborn powers, parts, temper or dispos ition." Mr. ViTarlick says 
it has no secondary meaning. Then it means that "we are by inborn 
qnality or d'isposition the children of wrath." If that is not heredi
tary depravity, what is it? 

211"1'. Warlick does not know what Paul wanted the people to pray 
for him for, but he th'nks it was not for a direct impact of the 
Spirit. WelJ, think again. Paul had the word. he had oratory. he 
had logic, but he needed more. What else is it unless it was the 
accompanying power of the Holy Ghost? No need' for prayer if 
he already had all the power with him: he needed . We pra~r for 
daily bread. says Mr. Warlick, ,but do not expect God to send the 
tJread down already cooked. Exactly. Thank you for the illustra
tion. We do pray for bread. We then do all we can to produce 
the bread. Then God does his part by giving strength to the soil, 
and he gives the rain to the !loil. and the result is bread'. So we 
'Preach land ask God to do the rest. W'hat is it. that God does in 
connection with cur preaching? He sends the Holy Spirit in addi
tion to the word and' the result is souls are saved. This is in perfect 
harmony with the Bible idea. In 1 Cor. 3 : 6-7: "I have planted and 
Apollos watered, but God grove the increase." What is the planting 
and the watering? It is preaching as all must admit. But, in addition 
to the word preached, God ,gives the soil (the heart) power to pro
duce and bear fruit . No farmer ever raised a crop except by such 
a partnel'ship with God. No preacher will ever be a winner of souls 
except he preach and God put forth power in addition to the preaching 
in the conviction of the sinner in order to his salvation. 

The "hand of God' is upon all them that seek him" (Ezra. 8::l2), 
my op,ponent thinks I a'm guessing when I say that it is direct im
pact. I have shown how a man is ,born of the Spirit and asked how 
one can be born .without corning into a personal contact with that 
of which he is born, and Mr, Warlick says I guess at it. Well. tell 
us how, please. Mr. Warlick demands the verse where the Spirit 
actually touches the heart in conviction. I gave it In my last, but 
he forgot to comment upon it. It is 2 Cor. 3: 3: "Ye are the epistle 
of Christ, ministered by us, written not with ink, but with the Spirit 
of God: not on t~bles of stone, 'but in fleshly tables of the heart." 
Paul was the pen, Jesus was the writer, the Spirit was the ink. 
and the heart was the paper. As sure as the ink touches the pa
per to make an impression, so sure d'oes the Spirit touch the human 
'heart in producing his salvation, no matter how many means are 
used to 'bring it to pass. 

All those passages which he has quoted to show that the 'Word, 
the gospel. ,preaching, etc., used in conviction and conversion, I most 
'heartily accept. But not the word only. The gospel is the power 
of God unto salvation, but God himself by the Spirit exer,cises the 
power-uses the word-in saving men. The Spirit Is just as cer
tainly there as is the word. My opponent says Lydia's heart was 
opened by the preaching, ·hut the inspired Writer says: "Whose TLC
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heart the Lord opened that she attended to the preaching of Paul. 
Who are you going to believe, Paul or Mr. Warlick? This disposes 
of all he has said' and more 'besides and I shall offer a few more 
advance arguments: 

Acts 11 : 20: "They spake to the Grecians and the hand 
of the Lord was with them." Here is preaching and in addition to 
the word was the "hand of the Lord." So always, where any good 
is done. 

2 Thess. 2: 13: "Sanctification of the Spirit and the belief of 
the truth." Here the work of the Spirit comes first as we see always. 

1 Pet. 1: 2: "Sanctification of the Spirit unto obedience." As 
ever we !lee the Spirit in the word before anything is accoDllPlished. 
The word for "obedience" is "hupakoen," which means 'hearkening,' 
thus sholWing that the sinner can not hear (und'erstand) without 
the aid of the Spirit. This necessitates the conjoining of the word 
and the Spirit as my propOSition demand's. But this is sufficient. 
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MR. WARLICK'S THIRD NEGATIVE. 

Mr. Bogard should not complain at my refusing to address the 
moderators in this written debate, until he is able to tell who they 
are. I do not kliow their names, and so will not play sham. 

The difference between the Missionaries and Hardshells on this 
question is, that the Hardshells are consistent. They believe in the 
direct operation of the Holy Ghost in converting sinners, and they 
make their actions consistent with that 'belief. The Missionaries 
say they believe the same thing, and yet they try when denying the 
plain teaching of the Bible on the subject. like my friend is doing 
in ' this discussion, to claim that there is another operation which is 
by means. So they send mil!sionaries to the heathen to convert 
them. 

My friend shall not get away from the fact that he has defined 
the word of God out of his proposition ,by using the prefix "con" 

. in defining his terms. He said' in ~efining, he meant by the words 
Gistinct from, not confused with. He. quotes Webster, !hut does not 
seem to understand his autuor. Webster says be means by the 
word "distinct," "Separate h place, not conjunct, not connected by 
growth or otherwise." Syn-Separate, Unconnected, Disjoined .. Mr Bo· 
gard quotes Webster as his authority for what he means by the term 
"distinct from" , so I shall insist that he stand by his man, and 
if he does, he will have to give up all means in the conversion of 
the sinner, and go back to the Hardshells. Remember Webster says 
the word and the spirit shall not be connected i):l any way, but 
unconnected, disjoined. My friend's illustration of the two horses 
pulling the same load, but separated .by the wagon tongue, is not 
his 'but mine. I have open before me Webster's Unwbridged Dic
tionary, and he does not support. (but actually denies what Mr. Bo
gard has quoted him to prove. He says any two things whicli are 
distinct can in no way ·be "conjoined," so IDlY friend can not dodge 
by using this word. Come out in the open, Mr. Bogard, and stand 
on the old position, and say that you believe the Holy Ghost con
verts sinners immediately, that is, without media. This is wbat you 

. teach. Confess it and .be done with it. My friend's last illustra
tion- kills him dead. I should like for him to say whether the ma
chinery of the ,engine. pulls the train distinct from the steam. or 
whether the steam pulls the train distinct from the engine. If the 
engine without the steam represents the word, then there is a 
dead word without power. Paul says the 'Word <;>f God is quick and 
powerful, and 'he also says it is God's power to save. Rom. 1: 16. 
My friend's dead locomotive is not the word of God. It may be the 
Baptist doctrine, !but it can not in any sense be God's doctrine_ The 
truth is, God's locomotive contains, the steam, and is never wHhout 
it. The steam of the locomotive ,brings to bear on the load, all 01 
the 'power it uses, through the machinery of the engine, and never 
In a direct or distinct way. ' Is my friend not Sible to see this? I 
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am sur,rised that a man, when tryin,g to prove the direct work of 
the Holy Ghost 'on sinners, will illustrate by steam in an E'ngine as 
if he thought the steam could ever effect anything when not connect·· 
ed with the engine. Remember, Mr. Bogard, you have by the use of 
the word "con" in your definition extracted ' all the steam from the 
engine and you are trying to pull the load without the engine. My 
engine is always full of steam. Christ said: "I will be with you 
alway." The steam is always in the engine, Ibut it never operates. 
without the engine, nor in any way except through the engine. Mr. 
Bogard, why don't you give this proposition up? Do you not see 
you are forever stranded? I am sure your readers see it. 

When Mr. Bogard says that I believe the Spirit is not in the 
word, ,but only His influence is there, he misstates me again. The 
Spirit is always present in the word, but he exerts his influence 
upon the heart always and only through the 'Word to convert sin
ners. 

On the question of total depravity, my friend dies hard. He 
is forced to know that his own illustrations, as well as the doctrine 
he has always taught, makes the sinner as ,bad as the devil. De
praved means corrupt, and total means the entire sum or amount 
Now, if such 'be the sinner's condition, then there is nothing in 
him but d'epravity so if you remove the depravity y,ou will re· 
move the man and leave nothing to 'be saved at all. My friend's 
quotations from Baptists will do him no good, after saying what 
he does in this discussion. 

Dr. Jarrel says that every unregenerate person has "one devil 
in him." He also says the unregenerate one "js the child of hell," 
Mr. Bogard says that the unregenerate one Is in the flesh and that 
he is possessed of nothing that is pleasing to God. If he be correct 
in this, then the sinner, depraved totally, can have no good in him 
at all, for that would be pleasing to God. How much worse can the 
devil 'be than this? Take the medicine, Mr. Bogard. you measured 
the dose yourself. 

Remember you are the man who has the position to the ef
fect that the sinner is in the flesh, that he has no good thing in him, 
and that he c'an not please God . Of course you are wrong in your 
effort to interpret Paul's language in the case, ,but this is your mis· 
take, not mine. Paul has no reference to the sinner as distin· 
guished from the Christian when he uses the language my friend 
quotes . I have shown this llibundantly in a former article. I need 
do no more than mention it here. 

My friend's illlustraUon about the word Ibeing grafted into the 
heart of the sinner, and that the graft does not bring the seed, in 
order to get out of his tTouble about the condition of the child of the 
Christian parent, ,gets him in bad sure enough. He says the tree that 
comes from the seed of this graft would ,be scrubJby. Now, the word of 
God, he thinks, is equivalent to Baptist doctrine, for he thinks that Bap· 
tist doctrine is scriptural and this is the graft, so I suppose we are 
to understand that the people converted by sowing the Baptist doe· 
trine as seed are a scrubby set? Are the Baptists readers ready 
for this conclusion? It is what your man said now, and you must TLC
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not get out of humor with him. He is in a close place. Excuse 
him. Paul's outer man and inner man have no r eference ~o what 
my friend uses them for. I hardly lhink that an ), of our readers 
will believe that Paul served Sin in his body all the time. Was 
Paul an adult erer? Did he in no way control his body? He said 
he kept it 'under, and if he did be did not serve sin with it. My 
opponent does not get the meaning of the apostle here. On the word 
phusis my friend loses everything. I have shown that the word in 
the lexicons rr.eans simply habit. practice, as used Iby Paul in Eph. 
2d cl1 apter. Dr. Thayer. who is the very best authority on New 
Testament Greek. says it means "a mod'e of feeling and acting 
which by long ha,bit has become nature." Dr. Groves says the same. 
Liddell and Scott say that it means "that which results from growth." 
Paul said the people of whom he spake in this case, were, at the 
time they were by nature children of wrath, "waliking according to 
the course of this world." I have asked Mr. Bogard whether his 
children were born walking and' he does not answer. 

Aogain my friend wants to know why Paul would have the people 
pray for him? I answer that the word of God might have free 
course with the people. That Paul might do his work well. But 
for my friend's position, Paul should have requested the people to 
pray for God to d'o his part in sending the Holy Ghost down into 
the hearts of the folks, distL..ct from and in addition to what Paul 
was able to do in preaching the gospel which he said is the power 
'Of Hod to save. 

What God does, in giving us ,bread, is done through operative 
law. not by miracle. amd He always uses means to 'bring it to pass. 
He does not give us bread in a direct way, Mr. Bogard. N()t dis
tinct from, that is, independent of means, see? 

Paul planted', Apollos watered, God gave the increase, but how? 
'That is the <1uestion? I anoswer, by accepting the work of the hands 
of His apostles, and adding to the church those who were bei·ng 
saved 'by the gos-pel which they preached. No direct work in con
'Version here. 

The hand of the Lord is upon all them that seek him is true in
deed, but how? Direct? No, never. God's hand is over all, He 
-does. but he does not compel by direct touch, if He did, He alone 
would be responsible for the loss of every soul that goes to hell. 

The writing of the truth on the hearts of the people was through 
the ministry of the apostles, not direct, Mr. Bogard. I am surprised 
that you try to use 2 Cor. 3: 3. 

The Lord did open Lydia's heart, ,but Christ promised Paul in 
Acts 2&: 18 that He would open the hearts of the people by his preach
ing. J ask, in the fanguage of my friend, whom shall we believe, 
Christ or Mr. Bogard? If Christ was loyal to what He promised 
Paul. He certainly did not open Lydia's heart by direct Impact. But 
my friend's position does not only force him to go back on the 
Lord's word, but it would compel Christ to do the same. 

Acts 11: 20: "The hand of the Lord was with them." But it 
'happens that the hand of the Lord was with the preachers in this case, 
and not with the sinners to convert them. This is my passage, Mr. 
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Bogard. 2 Thess. 2: 13: "Through sanctification of the spirit and be
lief of the truth." This is also my scripture. The sanctifying Is by 
the spirit, through the truth, and not direct. Does not Christ say 
in John 17:17 that sanctification is through the truth? Read it lI.l1d 
be convinced. "Sanctify them. through thy truth. thy word is truth." 
On the passage from Peter my friend says that the Greek sup
ports his doctrine, in which he declares that the sinner can not 
hear, unless the spirit in a direct way enables him to hear. He 
is wrong again. Moses said that if the people would not hear they 
should be condemned, and now Mr. Bogard says that God will condemn 
the sinner and send him to hell, for not hearing that which he 
could not hear except God enable him to do so by the direct work 
of the Spirit. I told you that my friend's doctrine ,blames God with 
the damnation of all the lost. Here is a man born into the world 
totally depraved. He is blind, deaf and dead. He can not hear, 
think or speak. God says if you do n<Jt hear, I will send you to 
hell, when He knows the sinner ean not healiken? God refuses to 
give the sinner the ability, ' and then send's him to hell for not doing 
that which he could not do, and he too not responsible for his nature. 
Reader did ever the devils of hell dream of such infamous doctrine 
as this? But you must believe it or get away from my friend's 
doctrine and chureh. 

Having now noticed and effectively turned against him all that 
Mr. Bogard has said, or can say, in favor of his proposition, and dis
covering the fact that he is not in mind to notiee any of the counter 
arguments I made in a former article, I shall try him on some oth
ers. I wish he would try, l:!.owever, to reconcile the great num
ber of passages I gave him in other articles, with his position. I 
do not hope for him to try it, 'but I wish the readers to note the fact 
that he refuses. 

If we take into our study the story of the creation of the ma
terial world, together with the matter of how everything in nature 
is perpetuated, we are at once convinced of the fallacy of the po
sition of the Baptists as contended for by Mr. Bogard on this ques
tion. It took a miracle to create the things of the world , but in 
the 11th verse of the first chapter of Genesis God said: "Let the 
earth bring forth seed, the herb yielding seed and the fruit tree 
yielding fruit after its kind, whose seed is in itself upon the earth 
and it was so." Here we are informed that the things of the ma
terial world were to ,be perpetuated by means of sepd . not by 
miracle. That within everything is implanted the means of self 
perpetuation. The word of God is the seed of the Kingdom. says 
the Savior, and it therefore has within it the means . of selfperpet
uation. Conversion is no more a miracle nor is it any more the re
sult of any direct touch of God, than is the sprouting and growing or 
the trees of the forest. 

Christ said in John 17: 8, speruking of His Apostles: "I have giv
en them the word which Thou gavest me." This He said in His 
prayer to His Father. In John 6: 68 we are informed that these 
words are the words of eternal life. These words were given of 
God to Christ, and Christ gave them to His apostles, and they de-
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Ii vered tll.em to men. Jesus said in John 17: 20: "I pray for those 
who shall believe on me through their word." Christ did not pray 
for the man who was made to 'believe .by Mr. Bogard's dIrect work 
of the Spirit, .but for those who were made believers by the gos
pel. 

Christ promised His disciples that when the Holy Ghost came 
HE' would reprove the world of sin. When He came, He did that, 
but in no other way than ·by the words of the apostles. "When 
they heard this (what the apostles said) they were pricked in 
the heart." Thus convicted by the words. Acts 2: 37. 

In Acts 19: 1-4 Paul asked the Ephesians whether they had re
ceived the Holy Ghost since they believed, not in order to make 
them believe. He said to the Galatians, Gal. 3: 1, "Received you 
the Spirit by the works of the law, or by the hearing of faith ." 
He says that the Spirit of His son is sent into the hearts because we 
are sons, Lot to make us sons. Gal. 4: 6. 

Abraham told the rich man that if his 'brethren would' not hear 
Moses and the prophets, they would not ,believe though_ one should 
rise from the dead. LUlke 16. But time would fail me if I were 
to undertake to present all the truth on this question. It is a notice
cable fact that every scripture is mine, all :being on my side, while 
Mr. Bogard d'oes not have a single passage which he can by any sort 
of twisting make fit his posltion. I have asked him, and now I , beg 
him again to present in his next and last article one chapter, one 
part of a chapter, one verse, yea even one part of a verse in all 
the Book of God that hints at his doctrine on this subject? 

Here Is where your proposition is crying out for your help. my 
friend, and you should be in haste to come to its rescue. Remember 
'We are not asking for the verse which says the Spirit operates; we 
admit this to begin with. What we want is the 'passage which you 
can not find, and that is one which says or even intimates that the 
Spirit in convlctin'g and converting sinners, does its work direct. 
Come to the fainting, failing, fading, falling proposition which you 
are affirming in this disoussion. and save it if you can. Your friends 
-are anxious that you present the passage called for; let us have it 
'In your last? 
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MR. BOGARD'S FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE. 

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I am not "playing sharrn" when I address the moderators for when 
we a-greed lo, as nearly as possi'ble, reproduce the oral debate, 1 
understood it to mean such details as this. But this mere difference 
of opinion does not amount to enough to quarrel over. 

Mr. Warlick at first tried to argue as if the Baptists denied the 
use of means , and took the old hardshell idea of the Spirit working 
without means, but now he concedes that he was wrong in that 
only he thinks we are inconsistent in holding such a doctrine. Why 
did he not say so at the first instead of making the wild state-· 
anents he did Ilibout us denying the use of means? The only ob
ject he could have had was to dar-ken counsel by false charges . 

My friend says that Webster says that "dIstinct" means "sep· 
arate, unconnected, disjoined." Certainly. That is one of the mean· 
in.gs. But not the meaning as used by me. Webster says another' 
meaning is: "Clear, plain, unconfused. Now the last meaning is the 
sense in which I use it. Mr. Warlick knows that there are several 
uses of almost any word. If I were 'lsked if I believed that the 
Spirit worked apart from the word, separate in place, and not con
nected in any sense, I should without any hesitation say I do not 
so believe. But if asked if I believe the Spirit's work is "distinct" 
in the sense of being clear, plain, 'unconfused, I should answer that 
I most certainly do. A debater has a right to define his terms, but 
it seems Mr. Warlick is determined to define mine for me. 'Webster 
gives two meanings of "distinct." Mr. Warlick quotes one and tries 
to make it appear that the one he quotes is the sense in whIch I use 
the word. I give the other meaning as given by Webster and ten 
him plainly that I use the word in that sense. This will satisfy aU 
who wish to ,nnderstand. 

He asks me which pulls the train; the locomotive or the steam!" 
I answer neither alone. The train is pulled by the joint 'Work of' 
the locomotive and the steam . . The locomotive is dead to be sure, 
if there is no stearrn and the word is dead if the Spirit is not in it. 
Mr. Warlick has not produced the verse which says that the per
sonal spirit is in the word all the time and he ,can not do so. If 
the Spirit was in the word all the time it would have the same pow
er all the time, but we know it does n'ot. There are times when 
the preaching of the word does 'not influence men and at other 
times it does. If the Spirit is in the word all the tim€, why 
this difference in the power? No passage has been given which 
shows the Spirit resides in the word. If such a passage exists 
you may be sure my astute friend 'Would have quoted it. He think!!' 
the Spirit is in the word as a man is in a letter he may write. The 
personal spirit is not in the word any more than the man person is 
in the letter he writes. but an influence of the Spirit is in the word 
as the influence of the man is in the letter. Mr, "'arlick's id'ea rules 
the personal work of the Spirit out entirely. 
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He puts it a little different in his last. He says: "The ~pirit 
is always present in the word, but exerts his influence upon the 
heart only through the word." I thought you belie'ved something like 
that. He thinks the Spirit himself does not touch the sinner in his 
conversion. He influences him 'by words only. But my friend has 
not yet told us how a man can be born of a thing and not come 
into personal 'contact with it and I do not believe he can do so. The 
Bible says we are born of the Spirit, and I again ask how a birth 
can tbe a real birth and not have a personal contact? Mr. Warlick 
could have left off some of his ridicule and made an effort at aLl
swering this question, Ibut he chose the other course for reasons 
that are apparent. 

Mr. Warlick refuses to accept the definition as given by Bap
tists themselves as to what they mean by "total depravity." He 
still says we mean by it that a man is as ·bad as the devil. I sim
ply deny it; and since I have given the definitions as given by our 
standard writers, it is enough for any honora:ble man. Mr. War
lick can make a Ibetter show fighting what he says total depravity 
is than he can fighting what Baptists say it is. But what Baptists 
mean when they say tot-al depravity is the Baptist doctrine, and not 
what Mr. Warlick says they mean. Are we not to 'be allowed' to ex
plain what we mean by the use of terms? Must we ~o to Mr. War
lick and ask him what we mean when we use theological terms!' 
Do we not know what we mean when we say "total depravity?" 
With one voice we tell you that we do not .mean that a mian is as 
bad as the devil. We do mean that the total man is indined to· 
evil. If Mr. Warliok can not meet the doctrine itself, then let him, 
like a man, acknowledge it and not continue to misrepresent us. 

Yes, Paul kept his bod'y under. That 'proved it needed to be kept 
under. Paul says we are "by nature the children of wrath" and 
"nature" in the Greek is "phusis" which means "inborn qual
ity," "disposition," and while its secondary meanin·g is 'custom,' yet 
the habit had to become so fixed that it became a part of the man. 
I ask again a question, Mr. Warlick, so far has forgotten to an
swer, why the entire human race fell into the habit of sin if there 
was no natural disposition in men to sin? Is it not strange that not 
a man has escaped? If it is just as easy to live without sin as it 
is to sin, why has not at least one person in all the earth Ibeen found 
who has not sinned? Everybody knows who knows anything about 
the Bible or human nature either, that there is an inherent disposi
tion in every man to sin. That is what Baptists mean by depravity. 

Wl1y did Paul want the people to pray for him? Mr. Warlick 
answers correctly when he says that it was that "the word of God 
might have free course and abound." Exactly. But I thought you had 
just been saying that "all the power was already In the word." If so, 
then what could the Lord do in addition? When you answer that 
question you will see that a power in add'ition to the word is usee! 
in the evangelization of the world. If yoU acknowledge that, then 
my proposition is proved. God gives ,bread in answer to prayer. 
Man uses means . but God does something in addition to what the 
man does-He gives the rain to the soil and the warmth to the 
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soil and He causes the · seed to germinate and grow ' and the result 
is bread. The seed never would sprout and grow if power outside 
of itself was not '(brought to bear upon ,both the seed and the soil. 
So the seed, or the word, never will save unleEs a direct work of 
the Spirit is brought to bear upon both the word (seed) and the 
soil (heart). This is God's illustration and not mine. This is exactly 
what Baptists believe. The Hardshells believe that the power is 
'brO'llght upon the soil (heart) without any seed, and the followers 
of Alex. Campbell believe the seed is put into the soil with nothing 
to heLp it ' and without anything else except what is already in the 
seed, that there will be a crop. Both are wrong. Baptists are right 
in taking the Bible idea that seed (word) is sown into the soil (heart) 
and then a power in addition to the seed' is brought to bear upon 
the seed and the soil and the work is done. If this is not true, we 
'need a n,ew Bible. 

rt Mr. Warlick can conceive of ink making any impression on pa
per without any actual contact with the paper, then he may see how 
the Holy Spirit can be to the heart as ink to paper without coming 
into actual contact (2 Cor. 3: 3). No matter how many means are 
used. the point is that the Spirit touches ·the heart of the sinner 
'in his conversion as surely as the ink touches the' paper. The Lord 
d'id not say that Paul's preaching would open hearts. He was sent 
to open eyes as an instrument, 'but I do not deny the use of means. 
The Spirit worked with Paul and "opened the door of faith unto 
the Gentiles" (Acts 14:27). It is with the heart m~m Ibelieve and if 
the door of faith was opened by the Lord that they mi-ght believe 
then the Lord opened the heart of Lydia and the rest that they 
attended unto the things spoken by Paul. The heart is the door 
-opened. 

Mr. Warlick seems to think that because the "hand of the 
Lord was with them," that is to say, with the preachers in addi
tion to their preaching (Acts 11:20), that this proves nothing for 
me. Did the "hand of the Lord" in addition to the preaching have any 
'influence on the people who heard the preaching? Certainly. Then 
there was a power of the Spirit in addition to the word that was 
used in the conviction and conversion of sinners. 

2 Thess. 2: 13 says : "Sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the 
truth." But Mr. Warlick changes it and says it means sanctification 
-of the spirit through the truth. Mark you, a Christian is sancti
'fied through the truth. But this is not the sanctification of a Chris
tian, but says the writer : "God hath chosen you to salvation through 
sanctification of the spirit and belief of the truth." Sanctification 

" means to "set apart." So we were "chosen to salvation by ,being 
'set apart by the spirit and 'belief of the truth." The Hardshells 
say the Spirit does it all, and Mr. Campbell's disciples say the word 
does it all. But Baptists say the Spirit and the word do the 'Work. 
I can not allow you to change the Blible to suit your theory, Mr. 
WarliCJk, without calling attention to it. 

Mr. Warlick thinks that since God must give the sinner the 
1lower to hear that if the sinner does not hear then God is to blame 
and the sinner goes to hell because God would not allow him to 
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hear_ But it happens that God does gi,{e the einner power to hear., 
but He does not force him to hear, Enabling power is one thing and, 
force is another thing. Hardshells ,believe God forces sinners to hear 
and Mr. Cam pbell's disciples think God does nothing for them at 
all. Baptists believe God enables them to hear, ,but allows them 
to do their own hearing. No difficulty here, my friend. 

Mr. Warlick's ad'vance negative arguments are amusing to a Bi· 
ble etudent. He tells us God created all things and then gave them 
the power to reproduce themselves. Exactly. But nothing has the 
power to reproduce something contrary to its nature. If a graft i~ 

put into a tree 'Which is different from. the tree, the fruit from 
the graft 'Will be good, but that tree can not reproduce another tree of 
the nature of the graft. Since the saving of our souls is a grafting 
of the 'Word-putting into us som.ething that we d'o not have by 
nature-we can not reproduce that in our children. Hence Christian 
parents can not beget children who are by nature Christians. Mr. 
Warl1ck's ridicule about Baptist children being "scrubs" only be-, 
llttles him and does not hurt me so I let it go. If Baptist doctrine 
was the seed that produced natural children there would ,be some 
point to Mr. Warlick's foolishness. But Baptist doctrine, nor any oth
er doctrine, can Ibeget a fleshly child. It takes a different sort of 
seed to do that. 'l'he natural seed of Baptists produce!! a natural 
child and since our salvation is not a thing of nature, but the result 
of grafting in the word, then it follows that our natural children 
are not born Christians. Mr. Warlick is a splendid hand at ridiCUle, 
a thing that is contrary to the rules of honorable controversy, and 
when he can't meet an argument he proceeds to ridicule. Baptist d'oc
trine (the truth) is the seed that produces Christians, lbut Baptist 
doctrine is not the fleshly seed that begets ,babies. Baptist doctrine 
engrafted in a man will make a Christian of him, but that salvl!.
tion can not 'be passed on down to the Christian's child'ren by natural 
birth. But unsaved men have nothing righteous about them, and' since 
they beget children accordin.g to their nature. Their nature is a deprav
ed nature, hence they beget depraved children , inclined to evil, and 
so soon as they get old enough to act for themselves they all do 
sin and that is additional proof that they have a nature that in
clines them to sin. Thank you, Mr. Warlick, for yoor nature illus
tration. But you are mistaken when you say that there is nothing 
like a miracle in regeneration, I know you ,believe that God dis
honoring doctrine, but the Bilble is against you on it. In tRe first 
place we are saved by the word being engrafted. A graft never 
did put itself into a tree. It always takes power outside of itself 
to get the graft into the tree. So it takes power outside the word 
and in addition to the word to 'get thlJ word into our very 'being so 
that we may bear the fruits of ri'ghteollsness. If Mr. Warlick says 
that the word itself is that 'Which has received the graft, then he 
runs in the face of all standard commentators in the world. Mat
thew Henry says it means that the "'Word has been engrafted into 
our souls." So say all. If Mr. Warlick denies it he denies the 
opinion of the ripest scholarship of the world. If the word is en
grafted, there is a miracle. 1 Pet. 2:2 says we are "new born babes." 
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2 Cor. 5:17 says "if any man be in' Christ he is a new creature; 
old things have passed away and behold all things have become 
new." 0, no, says Mr. Warlick ; it is the same old man just doing dif
ferent. There had 'been no real miraculous change. Why will he 
thus flatly deny God's word? 

Mr. Warlick quotes a number of passages which say that we be
l1eve through the word and that Christ gave the word to the dIs
eiples. and they in turn paRsed it on down to others, and how that 
when tta people heard the word they w ere pricked in the heart, 
etc. All this I most steadfastly believe. All Baptists so believe, 
but not the word only. The Spirit works with the word. 

Then my friend quotes where nobody can receive the Spirit ex
cept Christians and they received the Spirit "because they were 
!Ions" and not to make them sons. All this I most steadfastly believe. 
No sinner receives the Spirit. Nobody but children of God, saved 
people, receive the Spirit. All Baptists ,believe this . That is why 
they say Cornelius was a Christian before be was baptized (Acts 
lOi: 43-48) . He received the Spirit before he Wa!! baptized and, as 
1\I[r. Warlick says, nobody but "sons" receive the Spirit. I am glad 
he put that in at this point because you are going to hear him say 
before this debate ends that Cornelius received the Spirit Ibefore he 
became a Christian. 

Then do I contradict myself when I say that only sons or 
Christians receive the Spirit and then say that the Spirit operate. 
on the sinner in his conversion? Not II. bit of it. The Spirit oper
!l.ting on a sinner is a different thing from the sinner receiving the 
S.pirit. The miraculous operation of the Spirit ,brings salvation 
!l.nd the sinner thus operated' upon and <becoming a new creature in 
Christ Jesus, so soon as he is made !l.live by the operation of the 
Spirit he receives the Spirit as comforter and guide. So Mr. War
lick will have to try again. 

Mr. Warlick says that if I am correct about P!l.ul's statement, 
that they who "are in the flesh can not please God," then it would 
follow that there is no good in II. sinner !l.t all. Certa.inly, that is 
what I have been telling you all the time. The utter absence of good 
is what we mean 'by total d'epravity, and not that the m!l.n is as low 
in the degree of badness as he can ,be. Glad you now !lee it. But, 
says Mr. Warlick, Paul by "flesh" was not trying to show the differ
ence between a Christian and a sinner. Why, then, did he say the 
Christian was "not in the flesh?" (Rom. 8: 9). 

Mr. Warlick asks if children are born walking? No. Paul did 
not say that the "children of wrath" had to walk to become children 
of wrath. He said they "were 'by nature children of wrath," where
in they also walked--children of wrath first and' then walked as such. 
(Eph.2:3). 

A Brief Review of What Has Been Proved: 

Eccl. 8: 4: "The hearts of the sons of men fully set to do evil." 
Webster says "heart" means "the seat of the affections and passions, 
emotions, will, spirit, energy. power, resolution, conscience." Then 
it follows that all the intelligent part ·of man is bent on evil. Mr. 
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Warlick has made no reply to this. This one passage is sufficient to 
prove the doctrine of the entire man being depraved-total d'epravity, 

T'hat the S,pirit actually touches the heart like the ink touches 
the paper has been proved, 2 Cor, 3: 3. 

That prayer brings something from God that is not in the word, 
if not, there would be no need of prayer, 2 Thess, 3: 1, 

That in being born of the S;pirit there is of necessity a personal 
contact for a thing must be in contact with that of which it is born. 
Joh, 3,: 3-8 . 

We have seen that the gospel, is God's power to salvation, but 
the SIlirit-operates the power_ 

Thus the matter stands, and' what we have written must be met 
,before the 'bar of Jl'Ilblic opillion and before the bar of God, I have 
no reply to anything my friend may say in his next speech and if he 
does not introduce new arguments or new scriptures I will haye no 
need to 'repiy. Mr, Warlick says I am defeated. He thinks he must 
tell you for you never would' have suspected it if he had not told you. 
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MR. WARLICK'S FOURTH NEGATIVE. 

I am willing to quit the quarrel with Mr. Bogard on the matter ' 
of his addressing the "imaginary moderators." I have tried to get 
the namel!l of the ~entleJDJen, but he will not give them, so I shall 
.pass it up as another Baptist dream which has no real foundation 
in 'fact. 

I have never taken two positions as to what the Baptists ,be
lieve on the matter now under discussion; my friend has. how
ever; in fact, he has taken a number of positions on it, for what he 
says about one passage never agrees with what he says on an
other one. It is his predIcament and not mine; I know that when 
we get into debates with them on the subject of depravity and the 
work of the Holy Spirit in conversion, they can not defend their 
idea for a minute without getting onto the old Baptist platform, and 
when they try to find m.eans in ",the conversion of the sinner, they 
try to screen their position by misstating what our position is, 
and then appearing to oppose that. But we are concerned in this 
case only a'bout what appears in the columns of the papers in which 
this discussion is to occur. 

Mr. Bogard says he did not expect to be held responsible for all 
the meanings of the word "distinct" as given by Webster; he 
only thought that a garbled extract from that author would be given . 
He thinks that if he hold's to the word "unconfused" he is safe. 
But Webster does not contradict himself. He says that the word dis
tinct means unconfused, and that this means not "conjoined." The 
prefix "con" as employed by my friend cuts out all idea of means 
in the conversion, especially must he never join in any way the Spirit 
and' the word ; ,but this he has tried to do all through the discussion, 
and it is the very thing which I have kept him from dOing and the 
readers wiII see it; it is too evident. My friend would like for me 
to allow him all the dodging ground he can find' here, but I shall 
flOld him to the point and to his own definitions of terms . Webster 
tells him that when he affirms the Holy Spirit operates 'in a way 
"distinct from the word," he shall not in any way associate the two 
influences. They are not confused, are not to be "conjoined." 

The engine pulls the train when it contains the steam, but not 
without it, and the steam can not in any way p~ll the train except 
through the machinery of the engine, and this is just what I have 
contended for all the time ; it is what my brethren teach ; it is what 
the Bi'bl e teaches, but it is just what my friend denies in the de
bate. He says the steam must act directly upon the train , and that 
it is not to be "conjoined" to the engine. 

I am willing for the Baptists to define what they mean 'by total 
depravity, as long as they use th e words in the accepted sense. If 
they want to dodge, they should not want to give to the words a 
meaning unknown to the hooks, and contrary to every use made of 
tnem in all the history of these terms. Let them get up some other 
words which ma~' be twisted into th e meaning my friend wants ,to 
give these words in this case. Total means the entire sum 01' 
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amount. Depravity means corruption. Now, I know and 80 doe!! 
every,body. that if the sinner, even the baby, is entirely corrupt, 
then there is nothing in him but corruption, and I am sure the 
devil is no worse than this. I know also that if you remove the 
corruption, you will remove the whole man, and so leave nothing 
to save. No sort of work to dodge this will avail my friend and his 
cause. He accepts this result when he says there is nothing in a 
man by nature that pleases God. If this is true, then there is abso· 
lutely nothing in the sinner except sin, corruption or evil. How 
much worse can the devil 'be than this? I insist that my friend must 
cease talking as he does about the sinner, and quit using unequivo
cal terms to d'escribe his condition, if he wants to paliate the f>f· 
fect of his claims. 

Answering Mr. Bogard's question I beg to say that I seriously 
doubt; in fact, I am certain, that the child d'oes not show evil in 
its natural composition, any more t.han it shows good. By nature 
children do right as often and even more often than they do wrong. 
By nature they show to be of the right spirit more than of the 
evil. When they arrive at the age of accountability, and sin, it is 
the result of temptation, and not of what they inherit of evil from 
their parents. If Mr. Bogard's id'ea of the child were true. then 
it would never smile or laugh, but would cry all the time. It would 
never tell the truth, but would lie about everything. P,shaw, the idea 
is ridiculous, but you must accept it if you believe the doctrinf> of 
the Baptists on the matter of total depravity and the work of the 
Spirit in conversion .. 

When Paul asked' his brethren to pray for him , he expected that 
the effect of the prayer would concern him , and in no way touch 
except by and through his preaching. the sinner to 'be saved. He 
said the gospel was the ])ower for this purpose, and so all he wantpd 
was that the people might have the gospel. 

The seed is the word, and it brings the crop. but my frif>nd 
says it must have sunshine and rain. Sure, but this at} comes not 
by miracle, but through operative law. God says his word is like 
rain that comes down from heaven, and ·t.hat it is the light to the 
feet of all. There is no need for, and God has absolutely no use for 
that imaginary direct influence of the Spirit which my friend tries 
to lug into conversion-. 

When the apostles preached the gospel inspired as they we.re by 
the Holy Spirit, and thus converted the people as Paul did at Corinth, 
the Spirit, did not. come in direct contact with the heart.. 
fol' it was ministered by the a.postles. This is the statement of 
Paul. Why doesn't my friend see it? Does he not see that Paul act· 
ually denies his doctrine here? "Written by the Spirit, but minister· 
ed by us." My friend surprises me when he sa,ys there is thf> dil'f>ct 
work of the Holy Ghost in this passage? 

I did not say that the cl1ildren of Baptist parents were naturally 
s·crubby. I simply showed, by what !'If I'. Bogard himself had said about 
the seed from a graft being scrulbby. that since the graft is thf' 
word of God, and since my friend thinks Baptist doctrine is scriptur· 
al and therefore identical with the word on this question. that 

TLC



36 BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE. 

convPfts produced Iby Baptist doctrine would be scrubby. My friend did 
not claim that it is not so. But it is his predicament, not mine. 

Mr. Bogard wants to know if anyone ever saw a graft put it
s!'if into a stock? I suppose not, neither do I think anyone ever 
File\\" ' a graft to ,beg the stock to get into it, like Mr', Bogard 
and his people think is true concerning the word of the Lord? 

I have shown that the word nature in Eph. does not mean that 
which we get from our parents, that the word Phusis means that 
which results from growth; that it means habit, practice, custom, 
and that Paul said when these people were by nature the children 
of wrath, they were wallking according to the course of this world', 
and that" the idea the Baptist have of the case is not only not in 
the passage, but that Paul clearly cuts their idea out. 

Again I ask whether when a .man has short hair by nature, does 
he inherit this from his parents? Does my friend ever have his hair 
cut? If so, why does he? If his idea of the word nature is true, it 
would never grow long for nature teaches him that it is a shame 
for him to have long hair. 'Well, it is funny to debate with my friend 
on this question , but he only is res,ponsible for the fun. I do not 
ridicule as he says. I simply cali attention to his ridiculous doctrine. 

}[)' friend thinks that every child goes wrong by nature. Wrong 
again. I am sure that as many children act right, polite and nice 
b)- nature as ever d'o otherwise. 

;\1'r. Bogard thinks the baptism of the Holy ,Ghost at the house of 
CorneliUS, which ,was only a miracle and the last one of its kind 
that eyer did occur, is the work of the Spirit in the ordinary way. 
He thin\(s this is relief to him on the next question. He is wrong 
again. Balaam's ass spoke with tongues the same as Cornelius, 
but I do not think any Baptist church would receive the ass on 
the experience. Stay with the question in debate always, and you 
\\'ill not get into so much trouble, Mr. Bogard. All our readers can 
Sf'e illY friend's ,contradiction bere. It would be impossible for 
thf' Holy Spirit to operate effectively by direct work on the sinner 
without the ~inner receiving it. Mr. Bogard is tied here, and he 
would like for some one to help turn him loose, 

When Paul said that the Roman brethren were not in the flesh, 
but in the Spirit, he said such was the case only upon the condition 
that they walked after the S 'pirit and not after the flesh. This shows 
that Christian people may walk after the flesh the same as sinners 
and that Mr. Bogard is wrong again as usual. 

:\1)' friend admits that children are not born walking. Paul says 
tllPY were walking at the very time they were children of wrath, 
and this shows that the word nature, as we have before seen, does 
not mean an inherent quality like Baptists foolishly teach. 

My friend's closing is rather pathetic. I have given him so much 
to do he has no time for summing up. He uses about a d07;en 
.Jines, some of them short, for his summary. I have taken the few 
passages he uses [lway from him so I shall not repeat. He says I 
claim that J have defeated him , and that I think the people will 
not see it if I do not tell them. Mistaken again. I know the read
ers will all see it except Mr. Bogard himself, and since I like him 
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Jlersonally and so much dislike to see him stand alone, I simply thought 
to call his attention to the fact that he might also see it and ad
mit it too, so he would not be alone in the verdict. 

My friend's hint that I may introd,uce some new arguments is 
,pitiful. The Lord knows I need no new matter. I have given him 
passage after passage, and bl\lt very few of them has he even no
ticed. I have mad'e many arguments, and he refuses to answer 
them or even try to do it. Why should I want to try somethlnr; 
lIew now? I shall therefore come to my summary and with it I need 
not be tedious. I have plenty of space in which to Ibe deliberate 
,but II shall be concise. 

We have seen that the position of Mr. Bogard and the Baptists 
en the question of depravity is not only unscriptural, but is really an 
insult to all reason. The idea of inherited sin is preposterous. We 
llave shown by the lexicons that they are wrong on the meaning of 
the ,word Phusis, the word in the Greek for nature in Eph. 2. We 
have seen that the word means habit, practioe and custom in thill 
verse, and have proven it by the verse itself. 

Dr. Thayer says the word means that from long habit or cus
tom a thing has 'become nature or natural to us. On the subject 
of depravity, we have taken from our friend every passage and ev
ery definition he has sought to offer, and turned each one against 
h im. He has triell in places to defend his real position on the st!b
ject of depravity, and at other places in the discussion he has sought 
to screen himself !by apologizing for the doctrine, and has even tried 
to deny that it is as bad as it really is. 

On the work of the Holy Spirit in conviction and conversion, Mr. 
130gard tried to occupy at least two positions. In tlle defiJnition 
of his terms in his opening article, he, quoting from Webster, said that 
he meant ,by the word distinct in the proposition, affirming as he 
had, t.hat the Holy Spirit operates distinct from, not by means or 
the truth, but "unconfused" with the word. I showed him that by the 
use of the prefix con he cut out the idea of the Spirit operating 
by the truth, through the truth, on or by and through means of any 
kind and in any way. This lost to him two-thirds of his matter. 

I then showed from Webster that the words distinct from meant 
separate, not "conjoined," Here Mr. Bogard lost his case completely. 

I have handled and turned against him and his people every 
passage they ever try to use in favor of their position on the work 
of the Spirit, and run him back into the old Baptist camp. I have 
been able to prove and have shown that all the scriptures he can use 
are on my side, and so 'belong to me. I have called continually for 
the passa'ge, the verse, the 'part of a verse which says there 'is a 
direct work of the HQly Ghost on the heart of the sinner in con
Tersion. I have not been shown the verse nor has he even tried 
to find it for me. I then took up the New Testament and sRowed 
to be true, that for which the negative contends in this d'ebate. 
That the Holy Spirit does operate in the conviction and con
V'ersion of sinners, but never direct or without means. But that it 
always uses the truth to convert the soul. I have made 'plain the 
fact that the difference between Mr. Bogard and me, and Ibetween TLC
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the Baptist doctrine here and the Bible is, not whether the Holy 
Ghost does really operate in the conviction, but how it does it. I 
h~ve used all the foHowlng scriptures to show that I am right 
ap.d that Mr. Bogard is wofully wrong. I have used many scriptures, 
·but only !II few of them need ,be mentioned here. The readers will 
know how nicely my friend has passed these up without even a 
mention of them. 

How does the Holy Spirit operate in converting sinners? Mr . . 
Bogard says direct. I say no, but through the word. What is the 
Bi:ble answer? 

1 Cor. 4:15, "Though you have ten thousand instructors in 
Christ, yet have ye not many fathers, for in Christ Jesus I have ·be· 
gotten you through the ·gospe!." I say amen. Mr. Bogard says not so, 
it is \by direct impact. 

James says (Jas. 1.18): "Of His own will ,begat He us with 
the word of truth." 1 say amen. Mr. Bogard ' and his brethren Bay 
it is not true, there is a need for direct work on the heart. 

Rom. 1: 16, Paul says, "The gos'pel of Christ is the power of God 
unto salvation , to everyone that believeth." ·1 say good. I will take 
t:h~t. Mr .. Bogard says, I will not. There must be a work of the 
Holy Ghost distinct from the gospel to convert. 

David says (Psa. 19: 7) : "The law of the Lord is perfect, con, 
verting the soul." I say al1 right. David, 1 will take that. Mr. Bo
gard says, David. you may have been a good' Singer, hut you do not 
l,Jnderstand the question of how sinners are converted. The la~ i. 
not perfect. There must be a direct 'Work of the Holy Ghost -OIL the 
heart before sinners can be converted. 

Jas.1 :21: "Receive with me€kness the engrafted word which is 
a~'e to save your souls." I say, well and good, that suits me. Mr. 
Bogard says it does not suit me, and I will not have .it. The word 
though it be already the eng rafted word, can not save the sou!. 
There is a need for the direct or the immediate work of the Holy 
Ghost. 

1 Pet. 1:22·~5 : "Ye are born again, .by incorruptible seed which 
is the word of God." I say I will take this statement without com
ment. Mr. Bogard says I must contend for the direct touch in every 
birth. 

Rom. 10 :17 : "Faith comes by hearing and hearing by the word." 
I accept Mr. Bogard rejects. 

Acts 15: 7: "By my mouth they should hear and believe." lac-
~ept. Mr. Bogard rejects. .. 

Christ said in John 17: 20: "I pray for them Who shall b~ieve 
O{l )De through the words of the apostles." I accept, and say I am 
glad I am included in this Il)ention. Mr. Bogard rejects, and says he 
1Vust have the direct or immediate work in the heart before he ean 
believe. Poor fellow. 

Closing, I will appropriate the closing words of my friend. only 
adding that for the reason that we shall l).ave to give an account -for 
what we have said and taught on this question, I hope he will re
pent of his mistakes and get ri,ght ,before it Is too late for him to do 

•• 
TLC



BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE. 39 

Second Proposition 
The Scriptures teach that baptism to the believing pen

itent, is for (in order to) the remission of past, alien sins. 

MR. WARLICK'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE. 

With this artiCle we begin a new propos' tion. I feel that there 
is need for 'but little defining, so I shall not spend much time at that. 

We mean by the Scriptures, of course, the Bible. By teach we 
mean simply that the doctrine of the proposition is taught in the Bible. 
By Baptism we mean what the Savior did', when He told His disciples 
to baptize those whom they taught, and persuaded, to obey the truth. 
By the believing penitent we mean the man, who after having 'be
lieved the truth, repents of his sillS, and expresses a desire to be 
a Christian. We define the ,word for, by the parenthesis in order 
to, which means a condition of. By past or alien sins we mean 
sins of which one is actually guilty ,before he starts out to live the 
Christian life. 

A want of space as well as a desire to ,be concise, will prevent 
rambling about over the whole Bible, calling attention to what 
might have ,been necessary as conditions of pardon, under former 
dispensations, for my opponent agrees with mle that Christianity is 
preeminently a New Testament institution, and so we shall be con
fined' largely if not altogether, to the teaching of that part of the 
Bible as 'authority in the discussion of this question. It may 'be 
stat-ed also, that as far as I am concerned at least, we shall need only 
auch passages as those found. this side the cross. While there are 
Scriptures written of things, and of sayings, occuring 'before Christ 
dIed, which we could use, it is not of speciaJ importance that we 
take time with 'them naw. Hawever, we may use any passages which 
we may certainly know, have reference to the New dispensation. 

In 1 Peter 1 :1-12 Peter says even the angels desired to look 
into the things wbich the apostles preached, as they were inspired 
by the Holy Ghost. If the angels desired to understand, but were 
not permitted to knaw what the conditions of saJvation were to be 
under the gospel, I hardly think we can find' out by consulting the -
teaching of the Old Testament' prophets, or 01' others who spoke 
'before the apostles gave us the message. 

The Savior told the apostles that they would need the Holy Ghost 
in order that they might remember. what He wanted to give out 
to others. If the Lord was not willing to risk these apostles, who 
had been with Him very closely for more than three years, with 
the responsi.bility of giving C!ut the conditions of salvation under the 
new order, I hardly think he would be willing for .us to try to find 
the conditions, until the apostles 'had given them to us; preachIng 
as they did with the Holy Ghost sent down from Heaven. It is certain-
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ly n<>t possi,ble for even Mr, Bogard and myself to select from the 
teaching of Christ during His lifetime just what He was expecting 
His disciples to teach, aid"ed as He promised they would be, by Pie 
nary Inspiration. 

But Paul tells us that the "Great Salvation" which he, and 
others preached, was first spoken by the Lord, and that it was COOl

firmed unto us by them who heard Him. speak it, Peter also ' says 
that the word of the Lord in which peace is preached by Jesus 
Christ began from Galilee, after the ilaptism wlLich John preached," 
In these two passages, taken from Heb. 2 and Acts 10, we have re
ference to the Great Commission given by our Lord after He arose 
from the dead . This commission is recorded ,by three of the Evan
gelists, Matt. 28: 19-20 ; Mark 16 : 15-16; Luke 24 : 44-47 • • • • • 
.In the Commission, as given by the three writers, we find Faith, 
Repentance and Baptism as conditions of Salvation. These items 
we represent by the initial letters. 

Matt. 28: 19-20 X X B X 
Mark 16 : 15-16 B - X 
Luke 24 : 44-47 1.C - R 

B 
X 

S 
S 

Here the Lord Jnet His disciples in GaJiIee and gave them His 
parting blessing, and' told them to tarry in Jerusalem until they reo 
ceived the power necessary to carry the message to the people. 

In this commission we have certain conditions named as nec
essary to the forgiven ess of s!ns or to the r emission of sins, which 
means Simply the pardoning of all past offenses. Not salvation in 
the ultimate sense, ,but simply remission of sins. 

In Matthew we are told that the Lord said unto the disciples: 
"Go teach all nations, ibaptizing them into the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the .Holy Spirit." Mark makes it more full 
In his statement, when he says the Lord said': "Go preach the gos
pel to every creature; he that believeth and' is baptized shall be 
saved: he that believeth not, shall Ibe damned." Luke's language is 
different from the others, but is in perfect harmony with them. He 
I!8Jys the Lord said unto them, "Thus it is written and thus it be
hooved Christ to suffer and to rise from the ,dead, and that repent
ance and remission of sins should be preached in His name, among 
all nations, beginning at Jerusalem." 

Putting these three statements of the commission together, we 
have Faith, Repentance and Baptism, clearly declared to be condi
tion's of salvation to the man out of Christ. While Matthew does 
not say that the baptism of which he speaks is a condition, Mark 
declares it Is, and Luke mentions the only other condition not men
tioned by either Matthew or Mark, when he says repentance must 
also :be preached. 

It may be remarked just here that while neither Matthew, nor 
Luke, mentions the necessity of faith as a conditi<>n, and Matthew 
does not say that repentance is necessary, Mark declares that faith 
is a condition and Lulke says repentance is important. Thus faith 
is ·mentioned by only one of them,. while two of them. take the 
pains to mention ba'ptism, not taat it is of more importance than 
either faith or repentance, but that it is of equal importance, and 
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should not Ibe discriminated against as it sometimes is. have 
thought 'perhaps the reason the Lord had baptism mentioned twice 
while He had the other two mentioned only once each, was be
cause He knew that there would be people in the world sometime 
who would say that baptism was not necessary like faith an~' re
pentance are, and hence He took pains with the matter, and had 
the recorder specially mention the importance of baptism. It is also 
noticealble that we do not have to imagine its place nor purpose, for 
Mark represents the Savior as saying that it is necess·ary to salva
tion. Hear him. "He that believeth and is baptized shall ·be saved." 
Not "he that believeth and is saved may be baptized," as some seem 
to think, but "he that ,believeth and is baptized shall be saved." 
Now such is. the very doctrine, and aolmost the precise langu3ige 
<If my proposition, therefore, to believe and accept fully just what 
the Lord said, is to believe and accept fully just what I am now af
firming. While to deny the proposition is tantamount to denying 
just what the Lord taught in the Commission as ·given in Mark. Please 
read the statement: "And He said unto them, :Go preach the gos
pel to every ereature; he that ,believeth and is !baptized shall be 
saved; he that belienth not shall be damned." Could anything be 
plainer? Why, it is plainer-if possible, than my proposition, and in 
doctrine it is precisely like the proposition. Here I could rest my 
'Calle and be satisfied. 

But we have seen that this ' Commission is what .the Savior 
gave to His disciples, and so it only remains for us to see whether 
they carried it out. Paul tells us in Hab. 2 that what the Savior 
said in the Commission to them, they confirmed unto us. Did they 
do it? We shall see. 

The first recorded case of conversion, under this commission, is 
in Acts, the second chapter, It was on the day of Pentecost. After 
the Holy Ghost, in keeping with the promise of the Master had 
·come UPOI1 them, and they were ins'pired by it, we learn that Peter 
the principal speaker on the occasion, stood up with the eleven and 
corrected an impression under which the people present seemed to 
'be laboring, as an explanation of why the apostles could spe.ak in 
new tongue.s He declared that the gift with which they were pos
sessed was only a fulfillment of prophecy, and he quoted Joel to 
show that it was so. He then said: "Let all the House ot Israel 
k,now assuredly (that is, believe without doubt) that God had made 
this same Jesus whom they had slain,both Lord and Christ." When 
they heard this they were pricked in their hearts and cried unto 
Peter and to the rest of the apostles, saying: "Men and brethren, 

'what shall we do?" Peter answered them by saying: "Repent and be 
baptized, everyone of you, in' the name of Jesus Christ. for the re
mission of sins and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost." 
Here the apostle taught exa·ctly what we find in the Commission 
-faith, repentance and baptism-all for the remission of sins. 

The next case is in Acts 8: 12. This is where Phillip ,went down 
to Samaria and held his meeting there. In the 12th verse it is 
said, "When they believed Phlllip's preaching the things concern
ing the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ, they were 
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baptized', both men and women." What did Christ say in the 'Com
miBsion? "He that believeth and is baptized shall Ibe saved." The 
Samaritans believed and were baptized , and were therefore saved 
under and 'by the Commission which 'promises salvation to the bap
tized believer. 

The third case we notice is that of the Ethiopian Eunuch, Phil
lip having accepted his invitation to ride with him in hts chariot, 
was preaehing unto him Jesus. We are told that as they went on 
their way, they came unto a certain water, when the Eunuch said : 
"See, here is water, what doth hinder me to be baptized?" Phillip 
answered: "If 1lhou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest." The 
Eunuch said: "I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God." Aets 
8:37. Upon this, Phillip at once baptized him. Was he not also 
saved under the Commission which says : "He that believeth and 
is baptized shall ·be saved?" He was, and so Phillip's teaching in 
these two cases, both of which are found in Acts the 8th ehapter, 
was as Paul ,afterward allowed, a confirmation of the doctrine whieh 
Christ taught when He gave the commisssion. 

In the 10th chapter of Acts we have the account of the conver
sion of Cornelius and his family. They also believed' and ,were bap
tized and were therefore saved under the Commission. The same 
is true of the Corinthians, in Acts 18 :7, who, when they heard Paul 
preach, ,believed and were baptized. Of the Ephesians, in Acts 19: 1-4, 
the same may be said. They also believed and were baptized. The 
jailer's cas~ in Acts 16 is another case in point. It is expressly stated 
that he believed and was baptized. The last case we shall notice is 
that of Saul. to whom Annanias said: "Arise and be baptjzed, .a:nd 
wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord ." In each case 
the believers were baptized, and therefore were saved and all Baved 
ali:ke, and in perfect ,keeping with the doctrine of Christ as given in 
the Commission in Mark 16 : 15-16. "He that ,believeth and is bap-
tized shall be saved." 
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MR. BOGARD'S FIRST NEGATIVE. 

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The 'passages introduced ,by Mr. Warlick to prove that blip
tism is necesary to salvation do not teach what he thinks they do. I 
shall show that they are in my favor and against his proposition. 

Mark 16: 16 he thinks is a sure thing in his favor. First, I will 
call attention to the fact that it is regarded' by the best scholars 
as an interpolation and is not really a part of the Scriptures. To 

,'base a doctrine on a doubtful passa'ge iE: poor business. But al
lowing that it is the Lord's word it still doe!> not help Mr. War
lick's position. There is the emphatic statement that only those 
who believe not shall be damned. If that is true, then no Ibeliever 
will be lost and since we believe b efore we a.re baptized it follows 
that we are saved before baptism. Nobod'y but unbelievers will be 
damned and if that is so, then Paul was right when he told the 
j!iilor to believe on Jesus Chirst and thou shalt ,be saved, and all 
are wrong who say the believer is still unsaved. If nobody is saved 
except those who are baptized and' nobody is lost except unbelievers. 
it would follow that a believer who had not been baptized could not 
go to heaven or hell either. He could not go to ·heaven ,because 
he had not been 'baptized and h'e could not go to hell because he 
is a believer,. Where then can such an one go at death? This pass
age must therefore be interpreted in harmony with other plain pa .. -
~ages and when this is done we find' salvation fomes at faith. 

Accts 2:38 is thought by Mr. Warlick to teach the necessity of 
baptism to salvation. To be baptized "for the remission of sins" 
is like a man who laughs for JOY, or weeps .for sorrow, or is hangid 
for murder. A man does laugh for joy, but not in order to get joy; 
he does weep for sorrow, but not in ord'er to get sorrow; a m.an is 
hanged f9r murder, ,but not in order for him to murder. So a IIULn' 
is baptized for remission of sins, but not in order to get the re
mission of his sins. When we say a man laughs for Joy we mean 
he laughs on account of joy and when he is baptized fof remission 
of sins it is on account of remission of sins. 

The Commission as given by Matthew does not teach that bap
tism- is a condition of salvation. "Go teach all nations, !baptizing 
them," !by our best scholars is explained as follows: Go make dis
ciples 'of the nations and then baptize the disciples. But a disciple 
is a Christian for Jesus said' (Luke 14.26-27) that a disciple. a true 
disciple of course, is one who has forsaken all and is Ibearing his 
('ross. This can be said of none who are not already regenerated. 
But it is the disciple who is to be baptized for the Greek word trims
lated "teach" ("matheteusate") means disciple. Hence the Lord 
commanded His church to ba'ptize only those who first ,became dis
eiples or saved' people. Then all that argument which Mr. War
lick made about the commission commanding that the apostles bap
tize in order to remission of sins is answered and fully set as ide, 
if the apostles baptized accordin,g to the commission, and we are sure 
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they did, then it follQws that they baptized nobody except ' those who 
first became disciples and since the Lord' himself defined what a 
disciple is we know that the apostles did not knowingly !ba'ptize any 
'but such as had obtained tile remission of their sins. 

In A~ts 16: 22, where Saul was told to arise and ,be 'baptized and 
wash away his sins, Mr. Warlick thinks he has a strong thing, but 
when we consider that the washing away of sins in baptism 
was a symbolic washing away and not an actual washing, it will 
be seen that Mr. Warlick is 'Wrong again. The blood of Christ act
ually washes away sin and water symbolically or figuratively washes 
them , away. First, the fact and then the symbol of that fact. Flrllt 
the substance, then the picture of that substance, First the real 
laving !by the blood, then the figure of the saving. 

While I ' take issue with Mr. Warlick IIIbout the way of salvation 
:being changed in this dispensation from what it was in the old 
dispensation, yet I will not use the space allotted to refute him 
on that point for that is not the issue between us. We agree that 
there is a way of salvation in the New Testament and the issue 
is as to what is that way. He says baptism is a condition and I 
deny and I shall confine myself to that issue. Anything else Is irr'a
leTant. 

Negative Arguments. 

I here offer the following negatives : 

1. If we are not saved until baptized then it is impossible to 
love God before baptism, 1 John 4:7 , 'IHe that loveth is born of 
God, and knoweth God." 

If a man loves God Ibeftlre he is baptized then he is born of God 
"efore !baptism and thaot would ruin, my opponent's theory. If 1\ 

man can not love God before baptism then a hater of God is bap
tized to ma,ke a lover of God out of him. Jesus said: "He that is not 
with me is a'gainst me" (See Matt. 12 :30). To take a man who 
Is aga.lnst the Lord and baptize him to cause him to be for the Lord 
Is absurd. If I Ibelieved a thing like that I would do my ibest to 
force all the people to b~ ,baptized since no man could love God and 
my only chance was to baptize haters of God I would ,get busy 
and catch all I could arid force them in and thus make lovers of 
God out of them. 

2. If we are not saved until ibaptized then it ill impossible to 
do any work of righteousness before 'baptism. Acts 10: 35. "In 
every nation he that feareth him and worketh righteousness is ae
cepted of Him." If a man do a work of righteousness before he 
is ,baptized it would show that h e was accepted of God before bap
tism a;nd that would ruin my apponent'.s theory. If a man ean 
not do a righteous act before baptism then, there are no good works 
among any except those who have been dipped in the water. an ab
surdity too glaring for sensible people to accept. 

3. If we are not saved before baptism then it is imposl!ible 
to confess Jesus before men until after w'e are ,baptized. Matt. 10: 32, 
"Whosoever shall confess me ,before men, him will I confess also 
before my Father which is in heaven." To have the ~arantee of 
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being acknowledged before God on the last day it seems would be 
good enough for any man and this guarantee is made to those who 
confes's Jesus before men. Is it possible that this can'Ilot be done be
fore baptism? Is it not a fact that all really do confess 'before bap
tism if they go according to the scriptures? Then does it not follow 
that salvation and a promise of being acknowledged in' heaven are 
secured before baptism? 

4. If men can not get forgiveness for leaving off baptism then 
leaving off baptism is the sin against the Holy Ghost, and of course 
that is a glaring absurdity. Matt. 12: 31. "All manner of sin and blas
phemy shall be forgiven unto men, but the blasphemy against the 
Holy Ghost shall not be forgiven unto men." Again I ask: Is leav· 
ing off baptism the sin against the Holy Ghost? If it is not, then 
one who leaves off baptism may get forgiveness for it and 
if he can get forgiveness for it he can 'be saved without baptism. 
If he can not get forgiveness for leaving off baptism then it fol
lows that leaving off baptism is worse than any other sin, in the 
eyes of God. Let us suppose the case of a man, and there have 
no doubt been many such persons. He is in the last moments of his 
life and he sees his doom staring him in the face. He has left off. 
repentance, faith and baptism up to that time. He prays for for
giveness. He confesses his sins to the Lord. He tells the Lord 
that he has been a very bad man. He confesses that he has lied. 
stolen, murdered, committed adultery and he has left off ,baptism. 
He repents of all his sins. He asks forgiveness. Imagine God an-· 
swering something like thiS: "My man, I can forgive you for living
a Ufe of impenitence and unbelief, 1 forgive you for lying, steal-· 
ing, adultery, and murder, but you have committed one sin I can 
not forgive; you left off baptism and for that sin there is no for
giveness. The only chance for you Is to get somebody to baptize 
you and then all will the well. If there is nobody in reach of you 
who will baptize you, then you must sink into hell. That makes 
leaving off ,baptism the worst crime in the world. 

5. I object to the doctrine because it puts a man's salvation 
into the hands of another man. If I can not be saved unless I am 
baptized, and since I can not baptize myself and God will not bap· 
tize me, it makes it necessaI:Y for me to apply to another man for 
salvation. How much better is that ·than Roman Catholicism? Is 
that not priestcraft? However much I may repent and believe and 
confess and work righteousness, I must go to hell unless I can find 
some one kind enough to put me under the water. It is the same 
thing in principle as seen in the deluded Catholic who goes to the 
'priest and puts his case into the hands of the priest. Now is the 
time, says the Lord. Not so, says friend Warlick and· his people. 
You must wait till you can find a man kind enough to 'baptize you. 

6_ I object to the idea that baptism is necessary to salvation 
{because, if true, it makes God dishonest. If I offer you a horse 
for one hundred dollars and you get the mOl).ey 'and bring it to me 
for the horse and after you come and accept my own terms. J come 
up on the J,lrice, you would say I was a dishonest man. That Is ey
ident. ·Well, God has said in His word that salvation shall be had TLC
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at faith. Acts 16:31, "Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt 
be saved." That is the language of inspiration to the jailor and if 
after he believes, the Lord comes up on the price and demand's 
,baptism or anything else under the SUIl, it would not :be honest. 
If I offer you a horse for one hundred dollars I may honestly truke 
less for the animal, but I can not take more. If God, on the same 
principle, offers salvation for faith, he could save for le!?s, and be 
honest, but he can not demand more. Tbis one principle of com· 
mon honesty settles the matter about baptism being necessary to 
salvation. 

7. If salvation comes only in the act of immersion, then we can 
measure the distance to Christ with a tap-e line. TeJl me how far 
it is to the creek and I will tell you how far it is to Christ. It 
therefore follows that it is more difficult to be saved in dry weather 
than it is ih wet weather. Such absurdities are too glaring for 
Intelligent people to accept. 

8. If baptism is necessary to salvation then ' no preacher dare 
tell an inquiring penitent ,what Paul told the jailor: "Believe on 
the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved-." A system of doc· 
trine that forbids a preacher using the Bible language in givin,g in
.atruction to a penitent ean't be true. 
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MR. WARLICK'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE. 

Mr_ Bogard begins his reply to my argument, not by takin, up 
the arguments r made in my former article, but ,by lining up with 
the Infidels_ He says a part of the Bible is not Divine, not true, 
He denies that Mark 16: 16 is authentic, and says the scholars say 
so. In this he is incorrect as usual. Not one scholar in all the 
world denies the inspiration of the passage. Some ' of them say that 
Mark may not have written it, but all admit that it is the Word of 
-God. Not one translation has left it out, and while the Revised Ver
sion places it to itself, they leave it in, just the same, and they ex
plain why they did this, denying all the time that it was questioned 
for a moment. Mr. Bogard says it is not Scripture, and so say the 
infidel!! about the whole Bible. What is the difference? Now Christ 
said in Mark 16: 16 : "He that believeth and is baptized shall be 
aaved'." Mr. Bogard knows that Christ said as -plainly here that 
baptism is necessary to salvation as faith, and so 'he thinks the short
est way out of it, is to turn infidel and deny that the words are in 
the Book, or that Christ ever said any such thing. 

It is a fact that the passage from the 9th verse of the chapter, 
to the close, was nQt found in two of the oldest Mss. It is in two 
others, however, just as old, and in every other one ever known to 
students .. All real scholars laugh at the idea of challenging the text. 

Mr. Bogard next thinks to dispose of the passage -and the argu
ment ,I made on it, by saying that it does not teach baptism as a 
condition of pardon, for the reason, that on,ly the unbeliever is to be 
condemned. "He that believeth not shall be damned ." He cannot 
dee that it takes two things to save, but only one is necessary to con
demn. Take another passage as an Illustration. Christ said in Luke 
13:'5: "Except you repent, you shall perish." Baptists say: "He that 
repents and believes shall be saved." But Christ did not say.: "He 
that repents not, and believes not, shall perish." He simply said: ' 
"Except ye repent ye shall perish." With Mr. Bogard's logic in the 
first case, used in this one, we have a repentant man, who cannot 
perish, but who cannot be saved !because ,he has not yet believed, for 
Baptists say, you know, that repentance precedes faith in IGospel or
der. The repentant man, cannot go to hell, because he can't peri!!h, 
but he cannot go to Heaven, because he has not ,believed. So much 
for my friend's nonsense. Reader, is It not strange that a man 
who d'oes not want to believe the truth will resort to . such quibbling 
as an excuse for his unbelief? 

Mr. Bogard says that the word "matheteusate" translated 
teach, in Matthew 28: 19: "Teach all nations, baptizing them," mean!! 
In fact, disciple, and that the command was to make disciples, and 
then baptize them. He also says, that disciple means a Christian. 
He will not stay by this position, for when many of the disciples 
-went back and' walked no mQre with the Savior, and when Judas, 
who was a diSCiple, feM and so like the others mentioned in John 6: 66, 
who were saved people 'but fell from grace, the doctrine of apostasy 
Is proven, and the Baptists will: hardly accept this result, I think. I TLC



48 BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE. 

shall leave tbis for my friend to clear up in his next article. But 
the truth is, the real grammar of the passage says: , "Make dis
ciples' lby baptizing them, as the woman says to the maid: "Cleanse 
the floor, sweeping it, that is, ,by sweeping it." Christ means as mruch 
for the purpose of baptism in Matthew as He d'oes in Mark, where 
He 'said: "He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved," thus 
making ,baptism a condition beyond all doubt. 

It is amusing to read my friend on Acts 2: 38. Here Peter said to 
believers: "Repent and be baptized, for the remission of stns." 
Mr. , Bogard says, "for" here, means because of, and is like "laughing 
for joy, weeping for sorrow." Well, since the people were' not only 
commanded to be baptized for remission, but were also commanded 
to repent for the same thing, then they repented I suppose because 
of salvation, or because they had been saved. Eh! Such nonsense. 
Why not take the passage as it read's. "Repent and be ha,ptized for 
the reniission of sins. If Peter told the truth, and he did tell the 
truth~ baptism is necessary to remission . If the doctrine be d'enied, 
the words of Peter are disputed. 

Ananias told Saul to "Arise and be bapti7:ed and wash away 
his sins." My friend says this was a symbolic washing ruway of 
sins. Will he tell us where the Bible says anything a:bout a sym
bolic washing away of sins? Christ said : "He that believeth 
alid is baptized, shall be saved." Is this a symbolic salvation, or a 
rea!' salvation? Will my friend answer? If he says it is a real 
salvation, then he has ,baptism as 'a condition of it, and if he says 
It is a symbolic salvation, he has faith it condition of it, so there 
you are. Pshaw, Mr. Bogard, what is the matter with you at this 
point? The world never heard of this symbolic salvation, a,nd real 
salvation, until Baptist preachers 'began to d.ispute the plain word 
of the Lord. All symbols in the Bi'ble, have 'preceded the real, and 
so if my friend were right in the case, he would have a man symbol
Ically saved first, and really saved' afterward. The sacrifices u~der 
the law were symbols, 'but Christ is the real. We had the symbols 

'tifst, however. Now if we are saved ,by faith in one sense, and by 
baptism in another, the one symbolic and the other real, since faith 
-COmes first, and since the symbol comes first, then we are symbolical· 
ly saved ,by f,aith, and really saved when we are baptized'. Christ 
'taught that salvation comes after !both. "He that believeth and is 
'baptized, shall be saved." Thjs is true or false. If true, then my 
'proposition is established. Yea, ' abundantly esta'blished. 

My friend next offers what he calls some negative arguments, 
'but which in reality are only quibbles, and of a very foolish kind 
,at that. If he prefers to take the laborin,g oar in his own hand, and 
proceed with the task of showing that ' something else, beside what 
the New Testament teaches on the design of baptism is true, he 
is welcome to the job. I shall now fall in behind him, and thull 
take the course he seems' to want me to take. 

These negative arguments, like all quibbles ,generally used to 
make false what Christ and His disciples taught, may be turned 
against the fellow who uses them. Take the first one, for instance. 
It is loaded for my friend, not me. TLC
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If we are not saved until we are baptized, and Christ said we are 
not, Mark 16: 16, then it is impossi!ble to love God before we are 
baptized. "He that loveth is born . of God and knoweth God." Of 
course everybody but Mr. Bogard knows that the people here men
tioned ,by John, had .been baptized years before this was written, 
but what does he care for this? He thinks there is furnished in 
this text an excuse for his disputing the Kew Testament. But notice, 
Mr. Bogard says a man repents before he can believe. Now try 
his logic again. If faith is necessary to salvation, then it is impossi
ble for one to love ·God who d'oes not believe, therefore he has a 
penitent man, who hates God. Can you see this point, Mr. Bogard? 

If 'W e are not saved until we are 'baptized, and Peter sayS we' 
are not, 1 Peter 3: 21 : "There were eight souls saved by water, so 
in the antetype, baptism saves us." My friend now says, we cannot 
work righteousness until after we are baptized, for the man who 
works righteousness is accepted of God. Try his logic on his own 
position. If the penitent man is not saved until he :believes, and 
Bogard says he is not, then repentance is not righteousness, else 
the man is saved Ibefore and without faith . See how foolish your qu1b
ble, Mr. Bogard? 

My friend 's third, on confessing Christ, .is an address by the 
Savior to His disciples, and has no reference whatever to an un
baptized man. He thinks if Christ were correct about it, when 
He said: "He that !believeth and is baptized shall be saved," the 
leaving off !baptism would be th~ sin against the Holy Ghost. 
Well- I wonder. To refuse to be baptized would be a sin of dis
obedieThce. To refuse to believe would be a sin of the same kind. 
Now tRIke Mr. Bogard's man up to the judgment. God says, I for
give you because you have r epented of your adultery, theft and 
!jing, but you have left off one thing, you have not accepted' the 
truth on the subject of who I am . You did not .ibelieve on me. This 
means, Bogard says, that not to ·believe is the sin against the H'oly 
Ghost. Mr. Bogard is an interesting character to stUdents of logic. 

My friend thinks, when Christ said. "He that believeth and is 
baptized, shall be saved," and' telling the apostles to bapUze the 
taught as he did, that such a doctrine puts salvat' on in the hands 
of man. He says you can take a tape line and measure the dil
tance to salvation according to this doctrine of ChriSt. I wonder. 
But see what his illustration does for him. He says you must send 
men to the heathen to convert them. On this matter the Mis
sionaries and the Hardshells split. If the preacher must go to the 
heathen to convert them, and the Baptists have to sUPllort the mis
sionary to do the work whlle he is at it, then Mr. Bogard wllI take 
his tape line, and measure the distance between the church. the mis
sionary, and the heathen in stns. He must also say, that the circu
lating medium, and the condition of the banks in this country will 
have 'to do with the sinner's salvation. And so it is easier to save 
sinners, and he has more salvation for them in good times than he has 

when times are hard and the banks oppressive. Mr. Bogard, are 
you not ashamed of yourself at this point? You ought to be, and I TLC
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think the readers will be, even your own brethren wiJI wish you 
had left this quibble off. 

Another objection to the doctrine of the Bible on this subject 
offered by Mr. Bogard. He says: It makes God dishonest. If he 
(Bogard) were to say he would take one hundred dollars for a 
horse. and then add to that pr.ice when he came to deliver the horse, 
he would be dishonest. Now apply this argument to his proposition. 
He says God offers salvation at faith-and certainly He will not add 
to the faith, baptism. He forgets that the kind of faith, upon which 
God offers salvation, is an obedient faith, and that this includes bap
tism, and that God does not offer salvation on an unbaptized faith . 
The devils had faith, but it was not of the genuine article. They had 
a false or counterfeit bill with which to pay for the hors'e, such as Bap
tists propose to get the horse with, or to be saved on, /but ,God will 
not accept that kind. But listen, Mr. Bogard. Acts 11 : 18 says: "Re
pentance is unto life." Now you say a man repents before he be
lieves. God has promised him life if he repent, and yet you sar 
He afterwards tacks on faith to repelltance, the hundred dollars 
as you say. so you think God is dis:honest. Shame on you, my friend . 

Whftll Paul told the jailor to believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, 
and he should be saved, he meant a faith that would and did in
clude baptism. They went immediately, and he was baptized. Then 
they 'came into the bouse and the jailor rejoiced after he was bap
tized, not before, Mr. Bogard. You and your brethren are the peo· 
pIe who cannot tell sinners what Paul told the jailor. You know 
you ma:ke them rejoice first, and then you baptize them, see? 

Thus I have answered all of his foolish quibbles, and have shown 
that thex;e is not only nothing in any of them, 'but that they are 
his own missiles. constructed by his own hand's for his own suicide, 
and all I have to do, is to turn their 'points "Baptistward" and he, 
with all his brethren who talk as he does on this subject fall dead by 
their own inventions . Some people have sought out many inven
tions, and I am sure my friend is one of that number. 

Readers, is It not strange that men will spend all their days in 
mere quibbling, rather than to come up to the truth and take it 
just as God gave it to us? 

Who said: "He that ,believeth and is baptized, shall be saved?" 
Christ said it. What did He know about it? He knew everythin~ 
about it. Who denies that baptism is necessary to salvation? Ben 
M. Bogard. What does he know about it? Nothing. Who said "Re· 
pent and be baptized, everyone of you for remission of sins?" Peter 
said it. What did Peter know about it? He knew everything a,bout 
it. Who denies this? My friend , Mr. Bogard. What does he know 
about it? Absolutely nothing and he seems to care less. if possible. 
Who said "Arise and be baptized, and wash away thy sins? Anan
ias said it. Acts 22: 16. Did Ananias understand it? He certainly 
did. Did Paul understand what Ananias meant? He most assuredly 
did , for he afterward said he was baptized into Christ. where all 
the blessings of God are to be found . Gal. 3: 27: 2 Cor. 5: 17. Who de
nies all this, and says tbat Saul was baptized because his sins had 
already been washed away, and that m en are in Christ before, and 
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'without -baptism, and that they p.ave all the blessings of salvation 
without what Paul taught was true in the case? Mr. Bogard is the 
man. Well, does Mr. Bogard understand it? He does not, and it 
would seem that he is determined riot to understand the matter, 
but 1nstead, shows by what he says, to actually dispise the doctrine. 
Who is to blame for this condition? Mr. Bogard' himself. If God 
has sent him strong delusions, that he may 'believe a lie and 

'be damned, it is because he will not have the truth, but has pleas-
ure in the tradifons and doctrines of men. What! you say: Mr. Bogard 
will be damned? No. I did not say so . . Christ. said so. Hear H~m: 
"Go preach the Gospel to every creature. He that believeth and is 
'baptized shall be saved. He that believeth not, shall be damned." 
I can't help it. I am sorry. But Christ did actually say that Ibaptis.m 
was a condition of salvation, and that He wanted the apostles to 
80 preach , and that if people would just not believe what they preach
ed. they would have to be damned. I like my friend Mr. Bogard, but 
I cannot help it if he just will refuse the plain statement of the Ku
ter. 
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MR. BOGARD'S SECOND NEGATIVE. 

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

My honorable opponent says I line up with the , infidels in deny
ing that Mark 16:16 is a part of the Scriptures. Well, I have some 
fin e company. The Revis'ed versi'on in a foot note says: "The 
two oldest Greek manuscripts and some other documents, end this 
Gospel with verse 8. Some documents give an entirely different end
ing from verses 9-20." Are the revisers of the New ,!'estament. who 
unanimously made this statement, infIdels? All the Greek Testa
m ents I ever saw put that part of Mark in Ihrackets, which sign,ify 
that the passage is doubtful. But Mr. Warlick says that while the 
passage is not found in "two of the oldest" manuscripts, it is found 
in "two others just as old." This is characteristic of my fri-end . The 
foot note just quoted says: "The two oldest <Greek manuscripts and 
some otber documents end this Gospel with verse 8." It d'oes not 
say two of the oldest, but the two oldest." How then can there be 
others just as old? If it had been said the two oldest. That does not ad
mit of any oth,ers being just as old, as Mr. Warl~ck says . My friend 
says: "Not one scholar in all the world denies the inspiration of the 
passage." Well, let's see. Is Phillip Schaff a scholar ? H e was re
cognized as the greatest Bible scholar in America. He was one of 
the revisers of the New Version. He has PUJbJ.ished a "Gr eek-Re
vised English" edlition of the new Testament, with a long introduc
t ion, telling how they arrived at conclusions and then gives the in
terpolations so all can see for themselves. On pages 59-60 he says ot 
in terpolations: 

"Ad'ditions from oral traditions, ancient liturgies, and explana
tory glossary. Under this head we may place the most important and 
serious interpolations, which are rejected by critics. They are as 
follows: 

"The doxology in the Lord's Prayer (Matt. 6: 13- * .. * " 
"The concluding twelve verses of Mark (9-20 which were added 

after the first incomplete edition of the Gospel had got into circula
tion ." 

Is Phillip Schac an infidel? 
Schaff says: "Tisch endorf and Tregelles set the twelve verses 

apart ; Wescort an·d Hort enclose them <in double !brackets; the An
glo-American R eYision properly retains them with a marginal note 
(The note that has just 'been quoted. B. M. B-

"Even Dr. Schrivener , one of the most conservative criti cs says: 
"To maintain the gp.nuineness of these passages is simply impOSSible." 

Are Schaff, Tregelles, Tischendorf, Schrivener, Westcot. Hort 
and others all infidels? Mr. Warlick should be careful how he 
flin gs epithets. It. is easier to call a man an infidel than it is to an· 
s<wer his argumen t. Mark 16 : 16 was added by Catholic pr;'ests who 
needed it to 'bolster up their Romanist doctrine of baptismal salva
tion and the followers of Alexander Campbell and Barton W . Stone 
adopted tbe Romanist idea and teach the same doctrine. If you-
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are going to adopt this interpolation, why not take the several books 
that Catholics have added to the BLble? Why not take the "Book 
of Mormon" that .Tosepl;1 Smith added to the Bi1ble? I am sure 
that Mr. Warlick, in giving reasons for rejecting the books added 
by the Catholics and the book added by Smith, would say that these 
books cannot be ·found in the manuscripts from which we get our 
Bible-the Greek manuscripts which came from the hands of inspira
tion. If he rejects the Catholic additions and the "Book of "iVlormon" 
on the ground that they are not in the Greek manuscripts, on what 
ground does he accept Mark 16: 16 when it is not found in the same 
:Greek manuscripts? 

But, even granting that this Catholic addition to the Bible is a 
part of the Scriptures, it does not help Mr. Warlick. It plainly 
says that nobody but unbelievers will be lost. If so, then it follows 
that no bp.liever will be lost in hell. That is too much for :\11". 

Warlick. He can not dodge this point. 
My friend attempts to dodge .by saying ' that the Bi'ble says that 

"ex~ept you repent ye shall perish," and that while this is true 
if a man repents and refuses to believe he would be lost. I dpny 
his argument. No man, -who ever did truly repent, ever perished. 
Why? Because true repentance includes faith. Repentance means 
"a change of the mind," and Mr. Warlick will not dispute it. Well, 
if the mind of the sinner is fully changed it becomes a b'elieving 
mind-changed from unbelJief to faith. If so, an unbeliever who has 
repented, does not and cannot exist. The great theologian, Hovey, 
has expressed the Bible idea of repentance, as follows: 

"We understand repentance to be a voluntary turning of the 
soul from the exercise of unlhelief to the exercise of belief, and from 
a paramount love of self and sin to a paramount love of God and 
holiness." I endorse this detiinition . If this is true, then no re
pentant man is an unbeliever. 

Lest Mr. Warlick s-et aside the definition ' because Hovey is a 
Baptist, I will give Elder .T. A. Harding's definition as found in the 
Moody-Harding Debate, -pages 77-78: "When a man bemeves in this 
way, ·we say he believes with the heart, and that he is prepared for 
baptism. We claim that this faith in-eludes repentance and n ec
essarily implies godly sorrow for sin." If faith that fits fOJ bap
'ism, as Mr. Harding says,includes repentance, then one does not 
exist without the other. This is Baptist doctrine and Bible doctrine. 
even if Mr. Harding did st11mble upon it and thus destroy 'lis own 
doctrine. A man has not fully repented until he exercises faith. 
for the mind is not fully ~hanged until it rests in faith on Christ as 
his Savior. Hence, all that talk, my friend has given us. about the 
possiblity of a man being lost who has not beli eved aftH ;1e has 
repented goes. as has other sophistries. So his supposecl Lffset 
to my argument on Mark ] 6: 16 is set aside. I still say t.hat if a 
man ~an't go to Heaven unless he is baptized and can't go to hell if 
he is a believer, as Mr. Warlick's idea of Mark 16: 16 will force us to 
conclude, that this makes the idea absurd and hence it can't be true. 
r have shown that such a condition can not ,be for a man who has 
repented, for no man ever repented who failed to become a believer 
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as r epent me an s t o chan ge the mind from un be Hef to belief, involv· 

ing th e idea of sorrow of soul w hile the change is bein g made. Mr. 
Warlick can not show that baptism is thus sure after faith. H<:!nce 
he is caught in his own dodge. 

Our Lord. in giving the commission, said: Go, make disciples, 
'baptizing them." I proved that a true disciple was one who had 
forsaken all and had taken up his cross and was following the Lord . 
Hencl.' nobody was to be baptized except Christians. Mr. Warlick 
says in response that some of His "disciples went back and walked 
wlth Him no more," and if I hold to that idea, then I lose out on 
falling from grace. ~ot much. There a re two sorts of disciples, viz., 
the true and the false. The false disciples were the ones who went 
back and walked with Him no more . 1 John 2: 19 says: "They 
went out from us because they ·were not of u~, for if they had been 
of us they would no doubt have continued with us." This proves 
that those who went back were only nominal or false disciples. No 
true disciples went back. But the Lord certainly did not command 
His Church, to which He gave th·e commission, to make any 'but true 
disciples and a true disciple is a Christian. Since they were com· 
mandM. to baptize true disciples, it follows that they were command· 
ed to baptize. Christians . But my opponent says that the true rend· 
ering of the commission wou'd be "'go make disCiples 'by baptizin~ 
t hem." If this is true, then no repentance and faith is required, 
which makes the idea absurd', and Catholicism is established. 

The only criticism he offers against my interpretation of Acts 
2: 38 is, if ·baptize is on account of remission of sins, so is repent. of 
course he knows that "repent" in the Greek is second person plural, 
and "baptize" is third person singular, and there is a rule in -grammar 
that says: "Verbs must agree with their subjects in number and 
person." hence "repent" and "baptize" can not be joined together so 
as to have the same subject. If this is true, and it is, it follows that 
they are not joined together to secure the same result. It simply 
m eans: Repent (which carries with it the idea of faith , for com-plete 
repentance is faith) and since faith brings remission of sins, :be 
"baptized for (that is on account of) remission of sins. 

Mr. Warlick says that symbols come !before the fact. I flatly 
d eny and call for the proof. In the Old Testament the fact of sal. 
vation existed for hundreds of years before the Law of Moses came 
into existence, being added because of transgression, and used as a 
teacher. The blood of Christ has always done th e saving for the 
blood of bulls and goats n eyer did take away !'in. Christ stood as 
a lam'b slain from the foundation of the world (Rev. n :8\. That 
blood in promise was as effective as it is in history. It saved Abra· 
ham four hundred anel thirty years before the symbols of that blood 
were instituted at Sinai (Gal. 3:17·. W e need something besides as· 
sertinns on this. my fri end. If we can not reach thp benefits of the 
fact until we havp reached and observed the symbol. then no man 
has ever received the benefits of the broken body and sh ed blood 
fo Christ until he has pprtakpn of tile Lord 's Supppr. That r educes 
Mr. Warlick's idea to an rebsurdity. So Sau l washed away his ~in in 
~ymbol and not in fact, \Vhpn he wa~ baptized. My fri end wants me 
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to tell him if we get a real salvation or symbolical salvation. Both. 
We get th~ real first and then observe the symbol: "The like figure 
whereunto baptism doth also now save us." Saves in figure after we 
enjoy the fact. So says Peter in 1 Peter, 3: 21. 

On my negative arguments my ,friend' dies hard. On the point 
that Mr. Warlick's doctrine makes it impossi,ble for a man to love
God before baptism, he walks up like a man and acknowledges that 
this is so. Then a hater of .Qod is led into the water hating .Qod 
and the dip in the water causes him to love God. Then no man ilS 
baptized from love. It is wholly a proposition of acting through 
f-ear of hell, as Jesus said: "He that is not for me, is against me," 
and here is the man who is against God wading down into the water 
so that he may be dipped into the love of God. Tens of thousands 
are conscious of the fact that they did love God before they were 
baptized and the ,book says: "He that loveth .is loorn of God and 
knoweth God'" (1 John 4: 7). His dodge that my man who had re
pented and had not believed was a penitent man who still hated 
God has already been answered, as such a man nev'er WI\S and never 
can be, for repentance complete is faith. 

Can a man work righteousness ,before he is baptized? Mr. War
lick refuses to ,answer, 'but tries to work my man who has repented 
and not ,believed again, and' such a man never existed and never can 
exist. If con,fession is a work of righteousness, and it comes ,before 
baptism, then Peter says that "he that wor·keth righteousness is ac-' 
cepted of Him." No wonder he refused to answer. 

Mr. Warlick dodges on confession, by saying that when the Sa
vior said if we confess Him before men He will confess us !before the 
Father, that He was talking to His dis.ciples, all of whom had been 
baptized. Well, let's try one whichundou'btedly refers to some who 
are not saved. Try Rom. 10: 9: "If thou shalt ·confess with thy 
mouth, the Lord Jesus, and believe in thine heart that God hal! 
raised Him fram the dead , thou shalt be saved." Is it possible to 
'believe In the heart that God has raised Christ from the dead' and 
to confess this ,before men before a man is baptized? If so, he has 
the promise of salvation before baptism. 

Is leaving off :baptism the sin against the Holy Ghost? That 
question is still unanswered. If leaving off baptism is not the sin 
against the Holy Ghost, then a man can ,be ·forgiven for it. I sup
posed a man who In the dying hour repented and ~elieved and ask
ed forgiveness and he could be fOl'given for all his stns except the 
sin of leaving oU baptism, which makes leaving off baptism worse 
than murder or rape. That is too ridiculous for any man to believe. 
But Mr. Warlick supposes a case of a man at the Judgment who was 
forgiven all except lack of faith. He has his man too far in the 
future, for in the world to come there will ,be no sins forgiven at 
all for the time of mercy has passed. Keep your man here im the 
'World, Mr. Warlick, and let him ask forgiveness , as I supposed, and 
see how ridiculous your idea of baptism .becomes. 

Mr. Warlick does not deny tbat his idea of ,baptism puts every 
man's salvation into the hands of another man, since we must !et 
the ~onsent of some man to 'baptize us and any man would have 

TLC



.56 BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE. 

the power to refuse, hence have the power to refuse us sal vation. 
How much better is this than Romanism, which 'puts salvation into 
ihe hands of the priest? But, says Mr. Warlick, Baptist doctrine does 
the same. ·as we think the word of God' must get to the heathen ~be

fore they can be saved and men must take it to them. But the 
difference between us is that after the heathen gets the Gospel, it is 
still not the power of God unto salvation to him unless one of Mr. 
Warlick's preachers comes along and helps the helpless thing to do 
the work. If a man learns the truth, Baptists believe that no man 
has the power to ' step between him and his God. 

I.f baptism is necessary to salvation, it makes God dishonest. 
There that charge stands. God said that salvation can Ibe had at 
f'aith: "believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt ,be saved" 
(Acts 16:31). But a,fter the man ,believes, ',GIod coones up on the 
price and says he must be .baptized. If a mam acts that way, !We 
call it dishonesty. But to offset this, my friend says the kind of 
faith God offers salvation for is an abedient falth, and "that in
cludes baptillm ." Faith iricludes Ibaptism!! I thought you had ,been 
telling us that you had to believe before you can be baptized, and 
now, presto change, faith 'includes baptism!! The poor fellow must 
believe before he is baptized and yet he c'an't believe till he is bap
tized! If you haven't got your man in the middle of a fix, I can't 
read. Again he works my supposed man who repents unto life, and. 
says Mr. Warlick, God has promised him life when he repents, for 
repentance is unto life, and when he repents and comes up for sal
vation God adds faith as am addItion to the price. That would be Ii 

fine argument if such a man could exist. Repentance complete is 
faith for the change of the mind-repentance-is not complete until 
the mind rests on Christ by faith. So the case is not parallel. On 
this position Mr. Warlick is ruined unles" U '" ""''' prove that baptism 
is a part of faith a,nd that faith is not complete without baptism. 
But when he does that, he will cut off his head on the part of his 
doctrine that requires faith before baptism. 

Thus every thing has been swept from my opponent and I will 
now offer a few more negative arguments. 

John demanded fruit of those who were to be baptized of him 
(Matt. 3:7), but Jesus said "Ye can not bear fruit except ye are In 

·the vine (John 15:4), but Jesus Himself is the vine" John 15:1)1 It 
therefore follows that John demanded that those he baptized be saved, 
fruit bearing children of God, before baptism. 

Mr. vVarlick baptizes a child of the devil to make a child of 
God. Baptists baptize a child of God because he is a child' of God. 
If he deni·es this , let him say whose child he does baptize. 

Mr. Warlick and his people baptize a man on a dead ,faith, for 
they steadfastly hold that James meant just that when he said that 
"faith without works is dead'." They think "works" in James meane 
baptism. If so, then they ·baptize on a dead faith. 

Peter said: "Add to your faith virtue" (II Peter 1:5). My friend 
Mr. Warlick thinks that means to add to your faith repentanee, and 
to repenta.nce, ·baptism. Alas! But this will suffice. 
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MR. WARLICK'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE. 

am specially delighted to reply to my friend 's second article 
on this question . I knew we had two propositions on the subject, 
so I have ,been very deliberate. I did not suppose that Mr. Bogard 
would Ibe so easily upset when I was not ready ·for that yet. but he 
8eems all unnerved in some way, I hope to help him a little. 

He has certainly lined up with the infidels in denying the inspira
tion of a part of the Bible. He thinks that a part of' Mark's GOI!
pel is not inspired. Infidels say that none of the Bible is !nspired. 
It is only a matter of quantity and not quality, that divides Mr. Bo
gard and the infidei, that's all. 

Mr. Bogard does not seem to understand his own authors at 
this point_ Not one of them denies that the passage is inspired. 
No one ever did this . They simply say, some of them. that since 
it was not in some of the old MSS. Mark must not have written it. 
It is the Genuiness, not the Authenticity of the 'passage that they 
question. I suggest, that my friend try to know what his books are 
written to show, ,before he quotes from them . in a discussion. 

The passage has never ·been left out of any translation. Prof. 
Schaff, from whom my friend quotes, does not leave it out. If that 
genVeman were living today, he would feel sorry that Mr. Bogard 
quotes him to prove what was never in his mind. 

Prof. Broadus, the only really scholarly educator the Loyal Bap
tists have ever produced in this country, in an article published tn 
the Baptist Quarterly for 1869, said much upon this subject. In that 
article he shows clearly from Mark's peculiar use of the Greek. that 
the section was most certainly written ·by him. In concluding his 
article he calls "foolish" a man who would question the Genuineness 
of the passage. From the article respecting it, on the pag·e found in 
Hurt's Comentary, I quote the following, "the section is found in the 
Alexandrian and the Cambridge M8S. which are said to be as old as 
those that omit it. It is also found in the twelve un,cial M88. said to
be as old as the former MS8. and in all the cursive MSS. (So-called 
from the form of the letters.) It is quoted ,by Irenaus and Tatian who
lived and wrote in the second century. Irenaus quotes from it as 
written ,by Mark_ He says, "But Mark, in the end of his Gospel says: 
And the Lord Jesus, after He had .spokan to them, was received up 
into heaven, and sat on the right hand of God," too soon for the 
Catholics. 

Paul refers to Mark's account of the Commission when in Reb. 2, 
he calls the Commission "The great salvation which the Lord first 
spake and which was confirmed unto us by them that heard Him." 

A man talks silly who denies the inspiration of the passage. 
This has never been questioned by anyone however, and the scholars , 
all of them, now allow that Mark wrote it. 

My friend thinks that the 'book of Mormon, 'Which no one has ever 
put in his translation, is on a par with this, and' he asks me why I TLC
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do not take that too? Pshaw! I wonder what Mr. Bogard will lIay 
lIext. 

But I am told that since the unbeliever only is to be condemned 
by this passage, then baptism is not necessary, although Christ lIaid 
it in plain terms: "He that believeth and is baptized shall be lined." 
Why all this qubbling? I have shown that since the Baptists !Jay that 
repentance preceeds faith, and since Christ said' "Except you reo 
pent you will perish," that according to their logic, then we do not 
have to believe to be saved. In reply my friend, seeing this trouble 
triea to dodge Iby saying real repentance does not precede faith, but in
dudes faith. Well, now what 'will he do with his former teaching 
on the order of repentance and' faith? In a booklet which Mr. Bo
lard wrote, and which is a part of ~he Landmark Sunday School Liter
ature I think- he takes the position that repentance precedes faith. 
In answer to the .question, "Which comes first, repentamce or faith? 
Mr. Bogard, in answering, refers to those verses in the New Testament 
Where repentance is mentioned <first, showing that at the time , he 
"Wrote that 'book he still ,believed the old doctrine that repentance 
comes first, but now he thinks differently? I wond'er why he has 
changed. The answer is. he is in a tight. He has discovered that 
all (If his Quibbling on Mllrk 16: 16, in an eHort to deny flatly what 
the Savior said on the importance of ,baptism is turned against him, 
by showing up his position on repentance and faith, and so he 
changes his base on the order of these words. 

Mr. Bogard says that repentance is a change of mind, and that 
when the unbeliever repents he changes his mind to a believer. Now 
you have it? 'J hen I suppose, when a believer repents, he becomes an 
unbeliever? Mr. Bogard says he sins, and if he does, of course he 
repents, but he says he is a ·believer. Then I suppose he, after re
penting, is an unbeliever? Eh? But this is just one of the amus
ing predica.ments in which one involves himself when trying to de· 
llY the plain word of God. 

I shall maintain that the kind of faith that saves is a faith 
that has ·been baptized, that is, a faith that has led one to be bap· 
tized. My friend need not quote those Scriptures which ascrIbe sal· 
Tation to ,faith , they are all on my side. They refer to a faith that has 
passed through baptism. Christ endorses this idea when he says, 
it ill the baptized believer who is saved. Mark 16: 16. 

My friend says you can't have a genuinely repentant man who is 
not a believer. Suppose he is correct, and he is, for a man has to 
\believe before he can repent. But he wants to say this ·with the idea 
that repentance comes f~rst, although he denies it a part of the time. 
May I not say also that you cannot have a real ,believer ,who has not 
been baptized? How will my ,friend answer his logic which I may 
appropriate if I want to! 

Mr. Bogard' is a funny fellow. He says those disciples who went 
back and walked no more with Him, were '!lot real disciples. He 
admits that Christ made them disciples, but that he did not get 
the right scald on them some way. He says that surely when Christ 
told His disciples to make disciples, He d'id not expect them to make 
• failure in some cases like He had done. for He kne,w they would 
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not make any nominal disciples, tbut theirs would all !ltick. How 
does that strike our Baptist readers? Who ever heard of these nom
Inal and real disdples until some men felt that they just must get 
up a reply to the truth on the design of baptism. Those disciples who 
went back were as real" as the rest of them. When Christ said make 
disciples of the people, baptizing them, He simply meant, make learn
ers of them. As Dr. Smith in his Btble Dictionary says : "Make Be
lievers," that's all. The Episcopal t!"anslation in tended to teach that 
the disciples were made by baptizing them. But Mr. Bogard says this 
would cut out repentance and faith , and make disciples by .baptizing 
only. I wonder. A. D. D_ of Dallas, writing in a recent issue of the 
Baptist Standard, says that people are made Baptists by Baptism. 
"Baptism is the door into the Local Church." I suppose, according 
to Mr. Bogard, that there are no repentant ones nor any believers 
In the Baptist Church.' Is tbis it? 

Acts 2: 38, Peter said to inquiring believers, who asked what t(} 
do to ,be saved'? "Repent and be ,baptized, in the name of Jesus 
Christ for the remission of sins." This is as plain as language could 
m&ke it. 

What did these people want to know? They wanted to know 
what to do . to 'be saved. Did Peter know what to tell them? He 
did. What did he tell them to do to ·be saved'? He told them t(} 
repent and be baptized. What were they to repent and be ,baptized 
for! For the remission of sins. ,Pid Peter tell them the truth? He 
did Well, who denies that he told' them the right thing? Mr. Bo
gard. What ' does Mr. Bogard know about what Peter should have 
said on this occasion? Nothing in the world. 

Now, Mr. Bogard says these two verbs, repent and ,baptize are 
not of the same voice, the SaJTlle numlber and the same person? So 
he thinks they are not to be joined together to secure the same prom
Ise? 1 wond'er. 

When Christ said, "Repent and believe the Gospel," did He iB
tend for the same person who repented to believe? Mr. Bogard will 
say He did. Now, will Mr. Bogard tell us what the voice, the num
ber and the person of the venbs-repent and b-elieve are in the above 
passage? Again-when the mother says to her children in bed', 
"Arise, and each of you be washed for breakfast .... I wonder If Mr. 
Bogard thinks that mother has two sets of children, one still in /bed 
without 'breakfast, and' the others up 'and ready? Now read
ers, this is the way men will act and talk in order to get rid' of 
some of the plainest passages in the Bible. If you were trying to say 
that baptism is for the remission of sins, you could not, to save your 
life, ma'ke it plainer than Peter does in this verse, "Repent and be 
baptized, every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ, for the re
mission of sins. The Co-ordinate conjunction connects repent and 
baptized, and 'thus they are coupled together for the same purpose. 
It is foolish to deny this. 

My friend thinks that when I lead my candidate down into the 
water, he is a hater of God. Not so, any more than his re'pentant 
unbeliever is a hater of God. But the man who loves God and who 
1s born of God referred to tby Mr. Bogard, in 1 Jno. 4: 7, had been 
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baptized a number of years, and Mr. Bogard thinks he 'Was an unbap
tized man. Pshaw---;find an uilibaptized man who has been born of 
God? We are not caring about what is said of the man who loves 
God, and who has been in the church for years. This is true of the 
man of whom John is writing in your reference. 

Mr. Bogard thinks that the real must come ,before the symbolic. 
Is it impossible for him to get anything right? In the third chapter 
of Galatians, Paul asks "Wherefore then s erveth the la w? It 
was added ,because o~ transgression till the seed should come." Again 
he says: "Before .faith came, we were kept under the law, shut up 
unto the faith which should afterward ,be revealed." Wherefore the 
law was our schoolmaster to bring us to Christ, that we might be 
justified ,by faith. "But now since faith is come, we are no longer 
under a school-master." Mr. Bogard says, Paul what do you mean? 
Do you not know that the faith was long before the law? Don't you 
know that Abraham was saved 'by it? What is the matter with my 
friend anyWay? Every/body knows that the law, which was pre-em
inently an age of symbols and pictures came before the gospel. Read 
the book of Hebrews, Mr. Bogard, and be ashamed of yourself. John 
lIays the law ,was given by Moses, ,but grace and truth came by Jesus 
Christ. Jno. 1 :17 I shall insist that if w e are saved in .. both a real 
and in a sym1!olic sense, that since the real must include all there 
can 'be in the symbolic, then we must be saved symoolically lfirst, 
and then really, and since faith is first, and then baptism, we are 
symbolically saved when we believe but not really saved until we 
are baptized. But my friend did not answer the question on Mark 
16 : 16. "He that believes and is baptized shall be saved." What kind 
of "saved" is this? Is it symbolic or real salvation? If he says 
real then he has baptism connected with it. Tell us which it is , Mr. 
Bogard? No dodging. Is it real or symlbolic salvation? The truth 
is, 'we should never have heard of this symbolic and real salvation 
business if some fellow had not wanted to get around the plain 
teaching of the Bi,ble on the design of baptism. 

Mr. Bogard thinks he has a passage in Rom. 10 which teaches 
that one confesses Christ before he is ,baptized, and he says that 
when one does this it is evidence that God' dwells in him and he in 
God. But he must, see also that the confession in the passage seems 
to precede the faith of the passage. Read it : 'If thou shalt confess 
with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, . and believe in thy heart that God 
has raised' Him from the dead, thou shalt be saved." I wonder if 
he thinks the ' man who con,fesses with the mouth, without this faith 
is a Christian? Let him answer. 

If a man can work righteousenss ,before h e is baptized, he is 
saved Ihefore and without it says Mr. Bogard. Forgetting as he does 
that repentance is as much righteousness as faith or baptism, but 
Baptists have always said that repentance comes before 'faith, there
fore men work righteousness before they believe and so according 
to Mr. Bogard's logic, are saved hefore and without faith. 

To talk a,bout a ,failure to be baptized being a sin a,gainst the 
Holy Ghost is silly. I have shown that according to my friend's pogi
tion that a, man ' who has repented, Ibut has not believed, when he TLC
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comes to die, may have forgiveness for all his sins ,but that of un
belief, and so he would ,I suppose say that man had committed the 
sin against the Holy Ghost. All of this is to be noticed only 'be

cause Mr. Bogard does not want to believe the statement of Christ, 
when He said, "He that Ibelieveth and is baptized' shall be saved." 

I insist that if baptism ·be not necessary, (though Christ said it 
was) because some one has to do the baptizing, then faith is not· 
necessary because Baptists have to send the Missionary to the 
heathen to convert them. Mr. Bogard s!l;Ys that a man may be neces· 
sary until God gives the heathen a chance, and then he dismisses the 
man from the work entirely. I suppose he thinks God needs the help 
of man to get Himsei,f started to save the heathen, but that after 
man has done the hard part, then God finishes the job ,by Himself? 
This is ridiculous, but you must believe this absurd thing. or else turn 
from my friend's teaching at this point. 

My opponent says ' again that if baptism is necessary, that means 
if the Master actually told the trUth when He said: "He that ,be· 
Iieveth and is baptized shall be saved," then God is dishonest for 
He promised salvation at faith, and so He could not tack on .bap· 
tism without being dishonest. I showed that the same objection would 
{:ome against God on His repentant man who had not ·believed. 1 
also showed that the kind of faith upon which God promises to 
1!ave is a ·faith that leads to baptism and that it does ' not save until 
'after baptism. Christ said' it in ' so many words in the language just 
6)uoted. Mark 16: 16. 

Mr. Bogard advances a little and says that John demanded 
fruit!!! of those whom he baptized. "Sure and the fruits were a call 
upon them to confess their sins." See Mark 1: 5. John baptized for 
the remission of sins, and the people were required to confess their 
·sins. This shows they had sins to confess, and that they were bap
tized for the remission of those sins. So Mr. Bogard and all the 
"Baptists lose this case. 

Mr. Bogard says he ibaptizes a child of God. I deny that he does. 
'He says that baptism is an act. of the body, and that the body of 
no one is ever regenerated until it is redeemed from the grave. 
Baptists ,baptize children of the devil. who never 'become children 
-of God, while they live in the 'World, and they admit only that cia lIS 

.into their churches and to their communion table. 
Peter says ' to people who ' had .been baptized for many years, 

«Add to your .faith virtue," etc. Mr. Bogard thinks Peter was talk· 
ing to unbaptized folks when he wrote this statement. I wonder if he 
think!!! all of the Christian graces are to be added before one re
ceives the (baptism he administers? If so, since these induct a man 
abundantly into the everlasing Kingdom, he must ,be there before he 
can get into the Baptist church by baptism. Well, well, this is fnuny, 
but when Mr. Bogard makes breaks of .this 'kind, he does not look be· 
fore he leaps. It is too bad, but he does it himself. 
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MR. BOGARD'S THIRD NEGATIVE. 

Gentlemerl Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

If I am an infidel for believing that Mark 16 : 16 is spurious, then 
~he ripest Christian scholars are also infidels. Mr. Warlick thinks 
because the verse is in the translation which we call Bible, that it- ill 
ne<1essarily genuine. I have seen Bibles with the entire Book of 
Mormon 'bound up in them. If you want to see it for yourself just 
write to the Latter Day Saints Publishing House, 'Lamoni, Iowa, and 
get one. How would Mr. Warlick go rubout pl'oving that Mormon book 
to be spurious? He would do it as I have done the passage in Mark. 
I have a Bible , with all the books the Catholics have added .bound 
up in it. How could I prove that these added books are spurious! In 
exactly the same way I prove the passage in Mark spurious . The 
passage is not in the two oldest Manuscripts, and therefore Mark 
could not have written it. To illustrate: If, in after years, I should 
be mean enough to take one of Mr. Warliek's speeches, as he has 
written them for this debate, add something to one of them and 
palm it off as what Mr. Warlick salu, how would Mr. Warlick's friends 
go about proving that what I added was a forgery? Anybod'y knows 
they would find the original copies 116 they were published in th~ 

Gospel Guide and in the Flag, and when they ~howed that what I had 
added was not in the original copies my fraud would be detected. Ex
actly so have the scholars found that in the oldest copies of the Bible, 
as It was originaliy written in manuscript form, the last verses of 
Mark are missing. That settles it with all :who want to know the 
truth. If a man is an Infidel because he refuses to accept a forgery , 
which has been proven a ,forgery~ then let me 'be an infidel. I had 
rather be an infidel than to ·be a "Christian" (?) who 'bases his hop& 
on a forgery. 

As I quoted Schaff in the last speech, as saying that these last 
verses In Mark were "added after the Gospel had got into circulation," 
I will now quote a lot more along the same line. Mr. Warlick is bas
ing his contention on Mark 16 :16, and when this Is taken from him he 
loses over half of his material. Mark would not help him even If 
it was a part of the Gospel for It distinctly says that no believer 
can be lost, but since he thinks it helps him I shall take it from him , 
fully. 

W. N . Clark, in his commentary on Mark says . "This question 
must be answered in the negative." What question? Whether Mark 
16: 16 "Is to be received as of equal authenticity of the Gospel In 
general." 

Alford says: "It WOUld' thus appear that, while this passage 
was appended as early as the time of Iraneus, it was still absent from 
a majority of the codices as 1ate as Jerome's day. The legitimate 
inference is that It was placed as a completion of the gospel soon af
ter the Apostolic period." If it was placed there after the Apostoli.c: 
period, it certainly was not written by the apostle or any inspired 
writer, 
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Smith's History of the New Testament, page 704, says: "The 
lI&sBai:e is rejected by the majority of modern critics on the tes
timony of the manuscripts." 

Myer, one ~f the greatest of Bible scholars, says: The entire 
section, from Mark 16 : 9-20, is a nongenuine conclusion not composed 
-.y Mark,' 

Wescott It, Hort, Vel. 2, Append'ix, 'says : "It manifestly can 
not claim any apostolic authority." 

• G. W. Clark's commentary, page 8, says: "Since the appear
a.nce of Griesbach's second edition of the New Testament in Greek 
(1796· it has become common to regard these verses as not belong
ing to the original Gospel." I could quote other scholars by the 
yard but these will suffice. Mark i6 : 16 is not a part of the Gospel. 
Yet, Mr. Warlick and his people rest their hope of Heaven on what 
they think it teachEis. 

Mr. Warlick says that Dr. Broadus said in a magazine in 1869, 
that people were "foolish" when they say that Mark 16.16 is not a 
part of the Gospel. You notice Mr. Warlick did not quote the words 
of Broadus, and he did ,not give the exact date of the magazine .. Dr. 
Broadus was always gentle in speech and h e never called any ,body 
a fool in his life. Mr. Warlick has forgotten his words, if he ever 
knew what Broadus said, and in the absence of the words of Broadus 
we shall place no confidence in what my friend thinks possibly 
he might have said'. Mr. Warlick says that Broadus is "the only 
really scholarly educator the Loyal Baptists have ever producp,d in 
this country," I can offset ' that incorrect statement by a trut.hful 
assertion: Mr. Warlick's people have never produced a great scholar 
since the death of Alexander, the founder of his church. If he points 
to McGarvey affiliated with the Progressive wing of Campbell's fol- ' 
lowers and not with Mr. Warlick's little bunch of Non-Progressives. 
The Non-Progressives have never produced even one scholar. Where 
is boasting ,then? 

Mr., Warlick says Paul referred to, Mark 16 when he wrote Heb. 
2. I deny it and call for the proof. He referred to Matthew's record. 

But I can accept Mark 16: 16 as ,being a part of the ,Gospel and 
still prove too much for Mr. Warlick It distinctly says that the 
unbeliever only will be lost. But he calls this quibbling !b€cause he 
says the Bible says, "Except ye repent ye shaH perish," and there
fore nobody ,but a man who bas not repented can 'be lost, and what 
'of the man who has repented and yet not believed? The answer is 
there is no such man and never has been and never will be. Re· 
pentance, when completed. is faith . The repentance is not complete 
until it ends in faith. If Mr. Warlick can show that a man has 
not believed until he has been :baptized then there will be some point 
to his attempt to answer. But when he shows (which he can not 
cio) that a man can not believe until he has been baptized he will 
knock his doctrine, that one must believe before he can be baptized, 
in the head. Since nobody but an unbeliever can be lost then a be
liever. a believer who has not yet been baptized, can not be lost. So 
Mark 16 :16 proves too much for my friend. 

Mr. Warlick says that I said in the Landmark Sunday School Lit-
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erature that repentance comes before faith. Exactly, and I still so 
affirm, but along with that I affirm that repentance always ends 
in faith and that so soon as the change of the min.,d (repentance) is 
complete the immediate result is ,a ·believer. The repenta'nce and 
the faith are inseparably joined together. So you can not find a 
man who has repented who is not also a believer, With this point 
clear nearly all of Mr. Warlick's speech is answered. 

But, says my friend, if repentance is a change of the mind that. 
results in faith in God, then when a Christian repents ,he becomes a 
disbeliever. Not a bit of it. A Christian does not repent as does 
an unsaved man. An unsaved man "repents toward ("eis") God" 
(Acts 20:21). A Christian does not "change his mind (repent) to
ward ,("eis") God." The Christian repents of his errors, and with 
reference to God. My friend does not seem to know a thing about 
the ,difference in the relation of a sinner to God and that of a Christ
ian~s relation t~ God. 

When I showed that John and Jesus ,baptized "d"isciples" and 
the Commission commands that only "disciples" be baptized, and then 
showed that a disciple was a Christian , here comes Mr. Warlick and 
says that if this is true, that some of the "disciples" fell from grace 
for some of them "went back and followed the Lord no more," and 
that Judas was a "disciple" and he betrayed the Lord , and that, 
therefore, I must either go 'back on my idea of 'What the Bible says 
a "disciple" is OF accept the doctrine of falling from Grace. That is 
too ,bad. I dislike to d'o eitber, and therefore, I am put to the neces
sity of once more calling my friend's attention to the fact that no 
one who was ever a true disciple ever was lost. I referred him to 
1 John 2:19, where it says that "if they had been of us they would 
no doubt have continued with us," but he did not think to notice 
that. I will for good measure give another passage to show that 
none Who were true disciples ever were lost. Read John 18: 9: "Of 
them Which Thou gavest me have J lost none." That was said after 
the so-called "disciples" went back and after Judas betrayed the 
Lord. Yet after all the going back and after the betr,ayal. Jesus' 
said "Of them which Thou gavest me, have I lost none." This proves 
that no true disciples ever left the Lord. But Jesus and John both 
baptized "disciples" and the commission commands that only "dis
ciples" be baptized. What is a "disciple"? As I proved by Luke 
14 :26-27, that a "disciple" is one who had "forsaken all" and was 
"bearing his cross," therefore a Christian, then it follows that on13! 
Christians were baptized under the Commission. 

On Acts 2: 38, my friend dies hard . He confesses that "repent" 
is the second person, a plural, and "'baptize" is third person, singular. 
He does not even attempt to deny this. There is a rule in grammar' 
that says. "Verbs must agree with their subjects in number and 
person." If this is true, it follows that "repent," which is second 
person, plural, can not have the same subject as "baptize," which 
is third person, singular. They can not be joined together, therefore, 
to secure the same i:esult. Any tyro in grammar knows this, But, 
Mr. Warlick says that I am "silly" to take such a position. It is. 
like this, says Mr. Warlick, a mother ayss to her children: "Arise, 
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and each of you be washed for breakfast." Mr. Warlick wants to 
know if there are two sets of children. No but it happens that "arise" 
I. second person, singular, and so is "be washed." There is a dif· 
ference In voice only in the sentence my friend uses. So the sentence 
Is not similar to Acts 2: 38. Try again, Mr. Warlick. Get one with 
second person, plural, joined to a third person, singular, or grammar· 
lans will laugh. 

Mr. Warlick says that his candidate for baptism is no more a 
hater of God when he leads him into the water to be .baptized than 
Is the Baptist man who has repented and has not yet belibved. 'Mlere 
you go again. There never was a man who had repented and had 
not yet believed. My repentant man Is always a believer. But you 
say a man cannot love >God till he is baptized. Then you ·baptize a 
hater of God to make a lover of God out of him. Absurd. 

. If Mr. Warlick says a man can't love God until after he.ls bap· 
tized he' runs in the face of the experience of every Christian, for 
the true Christian knows he loved God first and was baptized be· 
cause he loved God. Besides this he takes a hater of God Into the 
water to make a lover of God out of him. If it Is possible for a man 
to love God before he is baptized, It· follows irristf,bly that a man 
Is born of God before baptism. (1 .John 4: 7.) 

On whether the real comes first or the symlbollc my friend is in 
the fog. The Lord's Supper is unquestlona,bly symbolic of the suf· 
fering and death. of .Jesus Christ. Mr. Warlick says you must ob· 
serve the symbol before you get the benefits of the fact. Then you 
must partake of the Lord's Supper before you can get the benefits of 
Christ's suffering and death. Thought you had been telling us that 
you claimed' these benefits when you were baptized and 'before the 
Lord's Supper was eaten? The trouble with Mr. 'Warlick is that 
he is confused over the difference '.between a type . and a symbol. A 
type, says the dictionary, In "Theolog-v: An object, office, institution. 
individual. or action by which Christ, his life, death, atoning sacri· 
fiee walil prefigured." So it was the types that come first, not the 
symbols. What is a symbol? Webster says: "An emblem or repre· 
sentation of something else. Thus in the eucharist the bread and 
wine are called symbols of the body and blood of Christ." This 
will, I trust, get my friend o'ut of the fog on that point. Toot Bap
tism is a symbol he concedes. Then the symbol comes after the fact. 
My friend asks if th e salvation spokep. of in the commission is real 
or symbolical. It is a real salvation, and !baptism is a symbol th&t 
proclaims the fact but it does not procure the fact. 

Mr. Warlick says a man can not confess Christ before he is 
baptized, and he says that I am wrong on Rom. 10. which says ' 
that the man who confesses Christ shall be saved: He says all those 
who have such a promise had Ibeen baptized. Then he and his 
people are wrong when ·they have th.e candidate for baptism to ma.ke 
the "Good Confession" before the congregation before baptism. If 
the confession is a genuine confession it inl:'ures salvation. If it 
Is .false and spurious it is a sin, and thus you compel your man to 
comm.lt sin before you will baptize him. 

He says my talk albout the sin against the Holy Ghost is "silly.'" 
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Easier to call it "silly" than it is to answer it. If there is no poslIl· 
bility of being forgiven for the sin of leavng o·ff .baptsm then it Is 
the sin .against the Holy Ghost since there i8 only one sin of which 
there is no forgiveness. 

John demanded fruit before he would baptize and Mr. Warlick 
can not deny it. But Jesus says you can't bear fruit unless you are in 
the vine and' the vine we both agree is Christ (John 15). Then it 
follows that fruit bearing children of God were the only ones John 
baptized. 'Why did not my friend notice this? 

I asked. Mr. Warlick whether he baptized a ohild of God or the 
child of the devil. He dodges 'by saying that Baptists ,baptize chil
dren of the devil. Suppose we do? I deny it, but suppose we do? 
Does that answer the question? Baptist doctrine is not under re
view in this propostion. To say, "yOU are another" does not meet 
the issue. I charge you with 'baptizing children of the devil. It 
you say you d'o not ,baptize a child of the devil, then I ask whOle 
child do you liaptize? If you baptize a child of God, then it surely 
does not tak!' baptism to make a child of God out of him. It you 
do not baptize a child of God, then you do baptize the other sort, 
Don't dodge. Answer, like a litt,le man. 

I charged my friend with baptizing a dead faith. If the faith Is 
dead until it is baptized, as my friend had been contending, then 
it 0ertainly is a dead faith that he baptizes on. So it follows that In 
reality, since a dead faith is not faith at all , he baptizes a man who 
has no real or genuine faith . This is a serious matter but he lands 
right there. 

Isn't it funny how he has skipped over Cornelius? Acts 10: 43·48 
tells us that Cornelius "received the Holy Ghost" before he wal bap· 
tized. But Jesus said "him the world cannot receive" (John 14: 17). 
Then since Mr. Warlrck, in the first proposition, said nobody but 
"sons" "received the Spirit" and I agreed with him, then it follows 
that Cornelius was a "son" when he received the Holy Ghost. If 
Balaam's ass received the Holy Ghost, then that ass was a Christian 
or Jesus misrepresented the facts. That is too absurd for anybody 
to accept. If Balaam's ass received the Holy Ghost, then it Is not 
true, as Mr. Warlick and his people have been saying, that the church 
could n~t have received the Holy Ghost before, Pentecost. Fix thiB 
som" way, Mr. Warlick, or the people will think you can't. 

One advance negative argument and this speech will closE' 
Alexander Campbell is the father of Mr. Warlick's doctrine 

Here are Campbell's own words: "When preparing tor a debat. 
with Mr. McCalla, I put myself under special instructions. I had 
!,oIl1e time before that discussion, been otten impressed with such 
passages as Acts 2: 38; and that providential call to d'iscuss the 
sU'bject with Mr. McCalla, compelled me to decide the matter to 
my entire satisfaction. It was in this commonwealth that this doe
trine. was first pufulicly promulgated in modern 'times." (Campbell· 
Rice Debate, page 472.) . 

. Thus the doctrine of baptism being necessary to salvation was 
first proclaimed by Campbell. He made a new translation of the BI· 
ble to fit his theory, called the "Living Oracles," which is even now 
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in circulation among Mr. Warlick's people. On page 441, Campbell
Rice Debate, he says. "When I published my edItion of the New Tell
taKlent, feeling myself authorized by the original, I departed in this 
instance from all other translations then known to me." 

I do not introduce this to tantalize or taunt my friend. I express
ly agree not to call him and his people by Campbell's name as they 
take offense at it and to save their feelings I have refrained and 
wlll retrain from calling them a name they get mad about when 110 

called. But I did not agree to fail to prove that their doctrine came 
trom CamJl'bell and not from the Bible. 
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MR. WARLICK'S FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE. 

The unfortunate trouble wtth Mr. Bogard in regard to Mark 
16: 16 is, that he does not seem to understand one thing of what 
his authors mean when he quotes them. Not one of the men from 
whom he quotes ever thought for a moment that the passage wal!l 
spurious. They only challenge its genuineness, not its authenticity. 
It Mr. Bogard does not know the difference between the two words, it 
is his misfortune and not my fault. I repeat, no man· has ever chal
lenged the authenticIty of the passage. All that anyone has denied 
is that Mark wrote it. They say it is inspired a~l right, but that Mark 
may not be its author. It is not found in two of the oldest MSS., but 
1t is in two otherl!l as old, and in all the rest. The reader will re
member that Mr. Bogard do'es not deny this. I made . it plain in my 
last article. Let every reader remember that no man has ever 
questioned that the passage is inspired, but some have said it is not 
clear that Mark wrote it. Their explanation Is thataHer Mark had 
written his narrative that .far, some one got his copy and used it, 
and from that unfinished copy the two MSS., which leave it out were 
made, ,but that later Mark wrote the passage and was quoted as its 
author by the early writers. This I made clear in my last. 

As I stated in my last article, Paul in Heb. 2: 1 to 4, endorses. 
as genuine Mark's account of the Commission. See following parallel: 

MARK 16-14-20. HEB.2-1-4. 
"Afterward he appeared unto the "Therefore we ought to give the 

eleven as they sat at meat. and more earnest heed 'to the things 
upbraided them with their unbe- which we have heard. lest at any 
lief and hardness of heart. because time we should let them slip. 
they believed not them which had For If the word spoken by angels 
seen him after he was rls~. was stedfast. and every transgres-
And he said unto them, Go ye Into slon and disobedience Tecelved a 
all the world. and preach the gos- just recompence of reward; 
pel to every creature. I If 

He that believeth, and Is bap- How Bhal we escape, we neg-
tized, shall be saved; but he that lect so great salvation; which at 
believeth not, shall be damned. the fiTst began to be spoken by the 

And these signs shal! follow them Lord, and was confirmed ' unto us 
that believe: In my name shall by them that heard him; 
they cast out devils; they s1>all (Here reference I~ made to the 
speak with new tongues; Lord giving the commission to the 

They shall take up serpents; and apostles . m entioned In Mark, verses 
If they drink any dead' y thing, It 14, 15, 16.-Joe S. W .) 
shall not hurt them : they shall lay God also bearing them witness, 
hands on the sick; and they shall both with signs and wonders. and 
reS~ve~'hen after the Lord had with divers miracles. and gifts ot 
spoken unto them, he was received the Holy Ghost, according to hi. 
up Into heaven, and sat on the own will?" 
right hand of God. (In this statement, Paul pOints to 

And they went forth and preach- what Mark says in verses 17 and 
ed every where, the Lord working 20. ~ Paul , In thM! pasaage, endorseil 
with them, and confirming the Mark's account of the Commission. 
word with signs following," -Joe S. W . ) 

No one stole Mark's copy and forged this passage as Mr. Bogard 
tries to say In dodging. I have mentioned the tact that those who 
challenge it, challenge also the entire book of Revelation, and many 
other chapters and parts ot chapters in the Bible. My friend can 
not defeat the charge that he is lined up with the Infidels. Hil!l 
readers will remember that he denies a part ot the Holy Bible .a 
being divine, and that he differs trom all infidels only in the amount 
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of the ·book he denies. My friend's saying that he has seen Bibles 
with the Book of Mormon bound in them., and that he has seen other 
Bibles with the Apocryphal books which the Catholics use, serves 
him no purpose, for the Mormons and the Catholics made the Bibles 
he means, but the scholars who are undenominational in their work 
translate for us. There is not a Bible published which does not con
tain the passage I am defending, not one of ·them leaves it out, and no 
scholar would do it. Mr. Bogard has lined himself up with the infidels, 
and he cannot get away from this charge. 

I quoted from Broadus in my last, in which that scholar said in 
a Baptist magazine in 1869 that a man was foolish to question thl' 
passage. Because my friend has never seen the magazine he thinks 
to deny that such a statement is true will pass with his .readers, but 
if any of them have ever read any, they will laugh when they see 
what he says. In quoting from Dr. Broadus I incidentally said that hE" 
was the only scholar the loyal Baptists had ever had. I meant, ot 
course the only real educator. 

Of course everybody !but Mr. Bogard will understand that I re
ferred to Baptists who were not of the Higher Critics. Mr. Bogard, 
like a blind dog in a meat house, snapping at every noise he hears, 
thought I referred to the division among the Missionary Baptists on 
Boards and Conventions. Sure if I had had such a little thing in 
mind as Land Mark Baptists I should have made no exception, for 
they do not have one scholar in their ranks. Dr. Broadus did not be
long to them. It is even hard for them to get a D. D. degree from 
their s,mallest schools. My 'brethren have a number of colleges. Some 
of the best. We have half dozen in Texas. At this point Mr. Bogard 
refers to "Alexander" as somebody's founder in religion. In this 
he does not only violate the rules of debate, but he goes back on a 
private promise. But what does he care when he is mad like he has 
-been from the .flrst of this discussion? He actually tickles me. 

Now, if it were true that thlil man he bas in mind did found a 
church, it would be not less than twelve years older than the oldest 
Missionary Baptist church in the world. It would be a,'bout a hun
dred years older than the faetion with which Mr. Bogard tries to '0 business. I insist Mr. Bogard that you let those matters alone be
fore it gets worse for you. We are debating the design of ,baptism, 
Dot the age of one's church. To say that A. Campbell started a church 
II one of the devil's lies. It is not true. 

In this connection I shall refer to where my friend tries to rel)
resent A. Campbell in a quotation from the Campbell-Rice debate. 
Mr. Bogard shows ·as much competency here as usual, but no more, 
Campbell said' that it was in thiE Commonwealth, the doctrine of 
baptism for remission was first taught in "these modern times." 
Mr. Bogard actually thinks that this statp.mf'lnt means it was first 
taught here, and that for the first time in all the world, although he 
had Campbells argument ibelore him, and the passages from the 
New Testament as used by Campbell which clearly teach it. How 
III it my friend ill so careless? Did Campbell. Warlick or anyone 
ellle ever say that baptism is for remission any plainer than Christ 
did in the Commission? "He that believes and is bapUzed IIhan be TLC
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• aved." I should like to ask our Baptist readers what words they 
would use in an effort to teac;;h that baptism is a condition of salva
tion which declare it more plainly than those of the Savior in Mark 
16: 16. Or, can you teach the doctrine more plainly than Peter 
did In Acts 2: 38, when he said to believers: "Repent and be bap. 
tized, everyone 01 you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remis
sion of sins." Try to make it plainer and see how you will come 
out 

I have nailed Mr. Bogard to the wall on his criticism on the Mas
ter's language. If, as he ~says, the unbeliever only is to be con
dexp.ned, and therefore baptism is not a condition, though Christ d'e
elares it is, then since repentance precedes faith as Baptists teach 
and only the unrepentant man is condemned, as in Luke 13, it will 
follow by their own logic that faith is not a condition. All of this 
has been made plain in o'ther articles, and will no doubt come up 
again in the next proposition. Mr. Bogard thinks that all acceptable 
repentance results in faith . But when I show him that all accept
able faith results in baptism, and that it does not ·get the salvation 
until it is baptized, he fails to see even his own logic which ruIns 
him forever. Mr. Bogard is an amusing fellow, and one so easy to 
trap. Surely no one but Mr. Bogard will so far depart from good 
judgment as to say that repentance, when done by the sinner, Is 
one thin·g, and when done by the erring Christian is another. Thi. 
he declares in trying to get out of the trap I put him in on the subject. 
He said repentance 'Was a change of mind and so if a believer 
repents he becomes an unbeliever by so doing. But he now says the 
believers repentance is in regard to his sins, not to his faith. Well, 
then, what becomes of his first objection? Does he not teach that 
all believers are saved? I tell you discussing this matter with my 
friend is a picnic. I should like for the gentleman to tell us who 
told him that the repentance of the sinner is not relative to his sins, 
but to his faith, but that the repentance of the erring dis·ciple is in 
regard to his sins and not his faith. I should like for my friend's 
readers to call upon him for an explanation. Never mind the new 
matter in the final negative, we shall have a come back at him on the 
next proposition. What sins does the believer have to repent of U 
the Baptist doctrine be true? 

My friend's effort to get out of his trouble which he ibrought on 
himself by saying that disciple means a saved penon is pitiful. I show
ed that many disciples went ·back and walked no more with Christ. 
I showed also that Judas was one of the Lord's disciples. He aaie! 
these were not genuine disciples. That the Lord would sometime. 
make a .failure in trying t(} make disciples, that He made a counterfeit 
sometimes, 'but that His disciples never made any other but the 
real sort, and that when Christ told them to make disciples, He 
meant for them to do abetter job than He did. Of eourse every· 
booy but Mr. Bogard knows that the 'Word disciple simply means a 
learner, and that the Lord uses it in this sense only In Matthew 
28:19. But the passages which my friend introduces here will come 
in their proper order. They belong really to the last proposition 
of the debate. TLC
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On Acts 2: 38 is where Mr. Bogard subjects himself to the seTer
est exposure. 'He says that when Peter said to the believers on the 
day of Pentecost, "Repent and be baptized everyone of you in the 
name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins," he addressed two 
sets of hearers. One class who were not ,saved and another class 
who were saved. Of course he is ridiculous in his appearance here. 
He says the two verbs are of different perS(llllS and number. He lIays 
ver.bs agree with their subjects in number and person. He goes to 
the Greek to get the number and the person of the ver,bs, and then 
comes Iback to tbe English to get his rule. His idea is really too silly 
to talk about.· 

I reduced it to absurdity in my last, by giving him a similar 
sentence. The mother says to her children in bed, "Arise, and Ibe 
washed for breakfast." Mr. Bogard says that these verbs are in the 
singular. Well, will he now give us the plural form of the verba 
in such a sentence? If he were to say to his congregation, "Arise 
and receive the 'benediction," I suppose he would mean for only one 
person at a time to arise. Pshaw! What on earth's the matter 
with the fellow anyway? 

Of course every reader with common sense will see that Mr. 
Bogard is only quibbling here. Everyone knows that the pass,ale, 
"Repent and be baptized, for the remission of sins" addresses the 
same people. Only those who are determined not to have the truth 
ever try to dispute this. In ' saying what they do about it, they 
subject themselves to the embarrassment of an ·unenvied exposure. 
But for the benefit of the readers who .are really studYing the mat
ter, I here give some Baptist authority which is real authority. The 
men from whom I shall now quote are scholars, and they write &S 

such. Their testimony is worth something, so we give it. But I must 
eay that I feel like apologizing to our readers for even proposing to 
ask senstble men to explain as plain language as Acts Z: lI8. Just 

"Not having the books by me when writing my article concerning the 
Greek with reference to Mr. Bogard's contention, I insert just a little of the 
authority which might be uS'ed here. only as a matter of reference for 
students who m ay have a desire to look further into the matter. I showed 
plainly that to "se a rule in English Grammar as authority on the (kook 
was foolish. :\fy opponent, not knowing anything about the matter, does this. 

Now to show that the use of singular pronouns as well as plural pro
nouns in the Greek is not a lways easily understood. that sometimes one Is 
used when the other is intended, I quote from tnat ripe scholar. who is 
standard in every university and every college fn the country-Winers' 
New Testament Greek Grammar: 

"9. In the same way, these Pronouns, when referring to a Singular 
ooun are put in the Plural, If that noun has a collective signification. or is 
,.n abstract used for the concrete." Page 141. 

Again , on page 174, the same author says, ot:! Number and Gender of 
Nouns: "A Masculine noun in the Singular. with the Articie. is often used 
collectively to denote the whole class. The Singular in all such cases 
presents the distinctive characteristic more exclu sively and more forcibly 
than the Plural, deSignating, as the latter does, a multitude of Individuals. 
Similar to this construction is the u se of Singular to express. in reference 
to a plurality, an object which belongs to each of the Individua ls. " And 
j1gain, on page 176. he says: "Not a few nouns which are used by us ordl
oarlly in the Singular, were employed exclusively, or at least predominantllY. 
In the Plural; this is owing to the objects denoted by them having f·rom 
a general or from a Grecian Or Blbllcal point of view, some sensible or 
Ideal manifoldness or comprehensiveness." 

Thus do we explode by standard authority that late and very incompe
tent discovery on Verbs agreeing with their nominative case in number as 
well as person in the Greek. Real scholars, of course. or even men who know 
the alphahet of Greek, would not say such things, but In dealing with every 
e\aas we have to meet them as we find them. JOE S. W. TLC
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think of it. Peter said, "Repent and be baptized everyone of you 
in the name of Jesus Christ, for the' remission of sins." Could any
thing be plainer? Some Baptists, however rather h ear Baptista 
talk than to listen to Christ and his apostles, so we give some Bap
tist testimony on the passage. 

In his comment on Acts Dr. Hackett says : "In order to the for
,glveness of sins we connect naturally with both the preceding urbs." 

In a letter to R. T. Mathews of Feb. 24, 1876, Dr. Harkness said: 
"Eis in Acts 2: 38 denotes purpose and may be r ender ed in order to, 
for the purpose of receiving. Eis Aphesin Hamartion suggests the 
motive or object conterflplated in the two preceding verbs." Poor 
Mr: Bogard who does not understand the matter says the two verbs 
are not joined to secure the same r esults. 

But hear Dr. Wilmarth, another scholar among the Bapt'sts. 
In Baptist Quarterly for July, 1877, speaking of the fo elish r ender
ing of the phrase "because of," such as Mr. Bogard wou-d like to 
give It in this discussion ~ Dr. Wilmarth says : "We are gravely told 
that if we translate it on account of, in token of, it will ye t be pos
sl!ble for us to remain Baptists. Such methods of interpretation are 
unworthy of Christian scholars." Again in same Quarterly, page 
306, Dr. Wilmarth says "Suppose we force Eis in Acts 2: 38 to bear 
the unnatural, _ unauthorized meaning of "on account of." After all. 
we have gained nothing. Others passages there are which can not 
be explained away. Thus our Savior said, just ,before be ascended 
the heavens, "He that 'believeth and is baptized shall be saved.' We 
shall hardly dare to tamper with His royal word, and make it run, 
'He that believeth, and is saved shall be baptized.' And unless we 
do thus change His saying, we have by the highest authority. an Im
portant attribute to ,baptism, (It seems Dr. Wilmarth knows that Mark 
16 :16 is inspired--J. S. W.)certainly not less than that. given to it 
in Acts 2: 38, translated according t9 its obvious meaning. What 
then is the advantage of violently torturing EIS, the construction 
and context?" Let all Baptist readers take careful -notice of the 
above testimony from their very .best scholars. What these men 
say Is not only the best scholarship, it is just what the B~ble says 
on the subject. The Baptists may now decide between the truth 
and even Bal'tist scholarship on one side, and ;incompetent men 
amo:Qg them on the other. But I give some other testimony from 
scholars who are not Baptists. Dr. Goodwin, the author of the 
Greek Grammar, in a letter to J. W. Shepherd ,bearing date of Sep
tembl'lr 11 , 1893, says : "EIS in Acts 2 :38 expresses purpose or 
tendency and is rightly translated for , or unto in the sense of for." 

Dr. Thayer, the author of the greatest of all New Testament 
Greek Lexicons, translates the phrase "EIS Asphesln Hamartion 
-"Th-at your sins may be forgiven you." 

To the above testimony we might add many others, in fact, 

there is not a scholar on earth who will say that the passage may 

read "because of," ,in Acts 2: 38, but with these we close the matter 

for the present. 

These scholars, who know all a-bout it, stand with me and with TLC
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the Bible on the subject while Mr. Bogard who knows ab.8olutely 
nothing about It, is in a class to himself. 

In my third article I ruined my friend on the idea of baptism 
being a symbol or figure, and that we are only representatively bap
tized into ChrIst. He asks if we have to take the Lord's supper 
before 'We get the benefits of Christ's blood. I answer we have 
to p.at the supper before we get the real ,blessing Ibelonging to it. 

All the types, shadows and pictures of the Old Testament point 
to the real Christ of the New Testament. If the symbol comes first 
lLnd it does, then since faith comes ,before baptism, faith would be the 
symbolic salvation and not baptism. But this nonsensical twad-
1l1e about 8ymbolic salvation and real salvation Is only a recent dis
covery made to hide behind, when a Baptist preacher does not want 
the people to see the truth. I am ashamed of them for it, and sorry 
for those deluded by the stuff. Christ says "He that Ibelleveth and 
18 ,baptized shall be saved." Mr. Bogard admits this means the 
real salvation. Then baptism is a condition of it, so down he goell 
by this admission, and his readers will see it. 

I said a man can not confess Christ until he believe!! in Him; 
I didn't Bay not until he is ,baptized like Mr. Bogard thinks I said. 
Now if he is saved before he can confess then this is not any 
'POint for him. But the text which Mr. Bogard UBP.S in Rom. 10 
puts the salvation after the confession , and so if it relates to sin
ners he has his man not saved at faith, but he must wait until 
he confesses before he obtains it. Mr. Bogard', you are in the hole 
here, and no one will fail to see that you are. 

I have fully exposed him on his silly talk aJbout baptism being 
the sin against the Holy Ghost. I have also shown that Baptists 
say they baptize children of the devil, by teaching that ,baptism i8 
the act of the body which they declare is yet unregenerated, and 
that it will not 'be regenerated until the resurrection. The body ill 
also the man who gets the communion and whom they baptize into 
the Baptist church.' Thus we show that a Baptist church is made of 
'Unregenerated children of the devil, according to their own logic 
and teaching, Mr. Bogard is sick over this, but I can't help him any, 
for he is alone responsible for the predicament. Because Christ 
'said: "He that believeth and is ,baptized shall be saved." Mr. Bogard 
thinks by putting baptism before salvation that Christ said the child 
-<>f the devil is to be baptized. Well , the fight is between him and 
ChIjst, and they will settle the matter, I stand with what the 
Master said, and am not ashamed of the company. 

Mr. Bogard says the faith at which he saves the sinner is a live 
'faith, for it saves as soon as it comes. In that case then it saves a 
man who has not had time to love God before he is saved, neither haB 
he had time to confess Christ, so his saved man is saved denying 
Christ and hating God. Mr. Bogard, you said it; now what will you 
do about it? It would also save 'before it had time to 'Work, and so 
would ibe dead when it saved, 

On Cornelius' case I have abundantly exposed my friend. Cor
'nelius was able, like Balaam's beast, to speak in Tongues. Mr, Bo
'gard thinks Cornelius was a saved man, Ibut the beast was not saved. TLC



74 BOGARD-WARLICK DEBATE. 

The predicament is his, not mine. The miracle of Holy 'Ghost baptism 
was no more an evidence of his salvation than was the talk he had with 
the a.ngeL He talked with the angel :before he believed in Christ, and 
h e spake with tongues before he was baptized. He was not yet saved in 
either case, for he was a creature, and Christ said to Peter as well as to 
the other Apostles, preach the gospel to every creature, "he that be
lieveth and is 'baptized shall be saved." Now Peter had only the au· 
thority of this commission. If he had told Cornelius that salvation 
came before baptism, he would have transcended his authority. If 
Cornelius, a creature, to whom the message went, was saved before 
he was baptized, Christ falsely instructed the apostles. Christ did 
not do this . Therefore Cornelius was saved when he Ibelieved and 
w·as baptized. 

Concluding my argument on this proposition, I shall simply 
quote some scriptures without comment. Those who .believe the scrip· 
tures will agree with me. Those who do not agree with me, and 
stand with my friend , will do it -only .by denying the scriptures. 

"He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved." Mark 16: 16. 
"Repent and be 'baptized, everyone of you in the name of Jesus 
Christ for the remission of sins." Acts 2: 38. "Arise and be baptized 
and wash away thy sins." Acts 22: 16. "All the promises of God are 
yea and amen in Christ Jesus." " If any man be in Christ, he Is a 
new creature." 2 Cor. 5: 17. The believer is :baptized into Christ." 
Rom. 6 : 1·4, also GaL 3: 27. To these we might add others, but this 
will suffice for this time. 

It is only a matter of believing the Brble or disbelieving it, that's 
all. I should like for my friend to try to answer the arguments. His 
reference to t.he experience of his brethren is no good in this crule. 
Paul tells us in 2 Cor: 10 : 12 not to pay any attention to such evidence. 
"We dare not make ourselves of the numb er or compare ourselve8 
with some that commend themselves, but they measuring them
selves Iby themselves, and comparing themselves among themselves 
are not wise.' Just cut that evid'ence out, I Mr. Bogard, and give us 
the Lord's word in the case. What God says and not how Baptists. 
feel, is what we are after now. 

TLC
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MR. BOGARD'S FOURTH NEGATIVE. 

Gentlemen· Moderators, Ladies and (Gentlemen: My 1!lnklng 
friend says that I do not understand what the scholars mean when 
they tell us that Mark 16: 16 is nbt a part of the Bible. I may not 
be able to understand plain English, but I think I am. I shall quote 
again exactly what they say and leave it to the reader to decide 
what they mean. 

Phillip Schaff, the greatest of Bible scholars, said: "Additions 
from oral traditions, ancient liturgies, and explanatory glosseries. Un
der this head we place the most serious interpolations, which are 
rejected by critics. They are as follows : 

"The doxology of the Lord's prayer (Matt. 6.13). 
"The concluding twelve verses of Mark (9. to 20) which were 

added after the first complete edition of the gospel had got 'into 
,circulation. 

"Tichendorf and Tregelles set the twelve verses apart; Wescot 
& Hort enclose them in brackets; the Anglo-American Revision p~ 
perly retains them with a marginal note. (That note is: 'The two 
oldest Greek manuscripts and some other documents, end this gos
pel with verse 8. Some documents give an entirely different endIng 
from verses 9-20' (B. M. B.) 

"To maintain the genuineness of this passage is simply impos
stble" 

As to whether the verses in question could ,be received as in
!!pired W . N. Clark in his commentary said: "The question must 
be answered in the negative." 

Alford says: "It would thus aI'pear that, while this passage wall 
appended as early as the time of Iraneus, It was still a,bsent from a 
majority of the codices as late as Jerome's day. The legitimate 
Inference Is that It was placed as a completion of the gospel aoon 
after the Apostolic period." 

Smith's History of the New Testament, page 704, says: "The 
passage is rejected by the majority of modern critics on the testi
mony of the manuscripts." 

Wescott & Hort, Vol. 1, Appendix, says: "It manifestly can not 
claim ,any apostolic authority." 

G. W. Clark's commentary says. page 8: "Since the appear
ance of Griesbachs second edition of the New Testament in Greek 
to the original gospel" 

This would be sufficient for any reasonaJble man, but Mr. War
lick says I do not understand. Possibly the readers can understand 
plain English and if they can I shall be satisfied with the result8. 
When Wescot & Hort say it "Manifestly has no apostolic authority" 
and when Schaff says it was "added after the gospel got into circu
lation," and all say it is not genuine, it ought to satisfy any who 
are looking for the truth. Mr. Warlick says they mean that Mark 
never wrote it. Well, who did? If Mark never wrote it, then it is 
not a part of his gospel. My friend continues to say, in spite of 

TLC
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the tacts in the case, that the note at the ,bottom ot the passage 
in the Revised Version only says that the passage is not in "two 
of the oldest manuscripts." The note says no such thing and Mr. 
Warlick knows it, and everyone who has a copy of the Revised Ver· 
sion can turn and read it for himself. The note says 'it is not in "two 
oldest, ,not in 'tWQ of the oldest'." The two oldest are the copies 
from waich all others have been made, and since Mark 16: 16 is 
not to '.le found in them, it fOl,lows that somebody added it later 
and thus the fraud was discovered. Nobody claims that somebody 
"stole Mark's manuscript" and then forged it. They did not have 
printing presses then and all copies of the Bible were written by 
hand, and some transcriber, in · making a copy, added Mark 16:Hi. 
That is all and we know it was done for when we compare the copy 
that someoody made with the old original we find it has that much 
more In it than Mark put there. That settles it. 

My friend' says that those 'who cieny Mark 16: 16 also deny th~ 
entire book of Revelation. This is not true, for the authors I quote 
say no such thing. Schaff gives the passages in his edition of th~ 
Revised New Testament, which are called in question by the re
visers, and Revelations is not included. He says I am lined up 
with the infidels so tar as I go. Even so is Mr. Warliok so t,ar 
as he goes. Infidels reject all the Catholics accept, and so does Mr., 
Warlick reject them. Is Mr. Warlick an infidel for agreeing with 
infidels in tliis matter? "Yes," says Mr. Warlick, "but the Catholics 
mad'e the Apochraphal 'books." They did? How do you know? You 
found out in exactly the same way that scholars found that Mark 
16.16 is also a fraud-none of it is in the original .documents and 
therefore rejected. Thus we see that Mr. Warlick's stronghold, 
and the stronghold of his brethren is no part of the Bible. But we, 
can let it stand and still it does him no good, for it distinctly says 
that only disbelievers will be lost and that is too much for my friend. 

Mr. Warlick s·ays that Broadus is the only scholar Baptists have
produced: He said it in his last and repeats in the speech I am ' 
now replying to. Then he turns right around and says: "I here· 
give some Baptist authority. The men from whom I quote norw are 
scholars, and they write as such." Then after quoting Hackett, 
Harkness and Wilmarth, he says : "Let all Baptist readers take care
ful notice of the above testimony from their best scholars. What 
these men say is not only the best, but it is just what the Bible 
says." Now, Mr. Warlick, which time did you tell the truth? Bap· 
tists have never produced but one scholar and his name was Broadus 
and yet Mr. Warlick quotes three others as the best scholarship' 
There is about. as much truth in this glaring contradiction as there 
is in anything else Mr. Warlick says. He wUl say anything in thQ 
world that comes to his mind' if 'by that he can slur Baptists, or 
put their doctrine 'into discredit. In all the ranks of Baptists Mr. 
Warlick has found three who agree with Alexander Camp'bell'! follow· 
ers and, behold , they are the "best scholarshi.p," when he had just been 
telling us that we never had but one scholar. If his first statement be 
true, the men he quoted as agreeing with him are not scholars. If his 
first statement is false, then what confidence can we put in anything TLC
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he may say? 1 leave it to the reader to decide. To clear the pOint, I 
wlll say. that I can find so-called Baptist scholars who do not believe 
111 the Inspiration of the Bible and I can find so-called Baptist schol
ars who do not believe In the divinity of Jesus Christ. Why did not 
my friend quote Broadus on Acts' 2: 38? It Broadus is the only scholar 
among us? 

It hurts my friend for me to quote Campbell on him. Well, Camp· 
bell had the candor to confess that he was the first In modern time 
to preach Mr. Warl1ck's doctrine. Of course he claimed to get it from 
the Bi,ble. So do all founders of new churches. Thomas claimed to 
get it all from the Bible when he founded the 'Christadelphian Church. 
So did M1l1er claim to get It all from the BLble when he founded the 
Seventh Day Adventist Church. Every heretic under the sun claims 
to' be the first one in modern times to discover this d'octrine, it means 
tliat he 'began a movement that resulted in the organization of a 
church, to which church Mr. Warl1ck and his crowd belong. A man
made institution. It matters not how young the Baptists are. We are 
not discussing that. It is your doctrine that is under fire and I 
brought this up to show that your Idea of Acts 2: 38 is a modern in
Tention, and that Campbell mad'e a translation of the New Testa-

. ment to fit the new doctrine. True, we are not discussing the origin 
of the church, but we are discussing a doctrine and the question 
Is: Did that doctrine come from God or men? I have shown it 
came from men, and that A. Campbell Is its father. This hurts, I 
know, but that Is what the debate Is for, to bring Qut the truth. 

In Acts 2: 38 the same parties are not told to ,be baptized who 
were told to repent. Why? Because "repent" Is second person 
plural and ' "baptize" Is third person singular. Since verbs must 
agree with their sUlbjects in number and person it follows that the 
two verbs do not refer to the same person, for they can not do so. 
Mr. Warlick says I "go to the Greek to get my number and person 
and come to the English to get my rUle." I do no such thing. If 
friend Warlick will borrow a Greek grammar and turn (or rather get 
some one to turn for him) to "Syntax" he will find this rule: "A 
verb agrees with its subject nominative in number an.d person" 
(Hadley & Allen Greek Grammar, page 203). That is the rule in all 
written languages without an exception. Mr. Warlick's illustration 
about the mother saying to her children: "Arise, and be washed for 
,breakfast" is not a parallel case, for the verbs are ,both in the same 
number and person , Then when he changes it to supposing that I 
might say to the congregation: "Arise, and receive the :benediction," 
he does no better, for "arise" and "receive:' are in the same number 
and person, He can not make a grammatical sentence to save his 
life where the verbs are of a different number and person and Join 
the two verbs together to secure t~e same result. If It could be done 
I know friend 'Warlick would have d'one it. So Acts 2.38 is gone hope
lessly from my friend. With Acts 2:38 and Mark 16:16, both gone 
from him, what has he left? It is noticeable that he did not ,bring 
up John 3: 5. I have driven all of them so hopelessly &-Way from that 
passage that they all avoid it after the first round on it. 

Mr. Warlick assumes, without the shadow of proof, that "all ac-
TLC
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ceptable faith results in baptism." What has he said to prove this? 
Nothing. If faith is a complete spiritual act before Ibaptism, I have 
proved that a live, complete faith always brings salvation . . Unless 
he can prove, I say prove, mark you, not simply assert, that a man 
d'oes not have complete faith before .baptism. then he Is hopelessly 
gone on the entire question. But if he proves that. then he baptizes 
a man who has not completely belleved·. A faith that Is not complete 
does not exist except in part and hence he baptizes a man who has 
never exercised faith. who has not reached the point o,! faith. Mr. 
'Varlick continues to talk about the man ~ho has repented and yet 
has not believed. Let him show such a man, He can not. Of course 
only the unrepentant man will be lost, because repentance complete 
is faith as has been albundantly proved, They are inse'parably joined 
t<>gether. But such is not the case with faith and baptism. Hence 
the hole he is trying to put me in refuses to admit me. If the r.e
pentance of a sinner is not different from that of a Christian, why 
d'oes not Mr. Warlick allow the sinner who repents to come to God 
as the repentant ChrIstian does? 

DisCiples ·only are to be baptized under the commissIon and 1 
proved t.hat a true disciple is a Christian, When Mr: Warllck said 
I must accept the doctrine of falling from grace if this is true, for 
he found disciples who went back and followed the Lord no more, 
then I showed him that he was wrong again by quotlng wh ere J esus 
said that none who bave been giyen him of tbf' Father went back 
(John 18:9) and then showed by John's epistle (I Jno, 2:J9) that all 
who went out were not of them, a complete knockout for Mr. Warlick, 
here he comes and says that this properly belongs to the last prop
osition. Well, what did you {bring it up for in this proposition, jf it 
did not belong there? I am compelled' to foll ow his lead in thIs part 
of the discussion as he is the affirm ant. 

Mr. Warlick says we Landmark Baptists have a hard time get· 
ting the title of D. D. from our little colleges. There is one bet
ter than Mr. Warlick's folks have because they have not even cne col
lege that can confer degrees of any kind. Mark you, the college at Lex
ington, Ky., and the one in Virginia does not belong to Mr. Warlick's 
crowd of Non-Progressives, but to the Progressives. Why do you bring 
up such stuff as that, Mr. Warlick? You kno.w I can always head 
Y<JU at the Ilke of that. 

My friend says he ruined me on symbolic salvation. He says that 
the symbol must be observed before the benefits of the thing sym
'Ibolized can be had. I asked him if one must eat the Lord's Supper 
before he gets the benefit of that which it symDolized, namely, the 
death and suffering of Christ, He answers that one must eat the 
supper before the blessing of the supper can be received. Certainly. 
But the blessing to be received by eating the supper is not the bene
fits of Christ's death. If this is so, then we do not have to observe 
the symbol to get the Ibenefits of the thing symbolized'. Mr. Warlick's 
confusion here is because he has not observed the disti:o,ction between 

the words, "symbol," that always points back, and "type," that always 

points forward. So when Saul was told to "arise, and be baptized and 
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wash away his sins" it was a symbolical washing, to represent the 
real which had already been accomplished in the blood of Christ. 

All that twad'dle a:bout Baptists rbaptizing a child of the devil is 
like the boy who says "you are another" when he gets into a corner 
that he can't get out of. 1 deny it. But suppose we do? What baa 
that to do witb the question? We are not discussing Baptist doc
trine now. Tha t will come in the next proposition. But to help my 
friend, I will say since he confesses that his man is a child of tlJe 
devil, he should not think all others do the same. However it is & 

good confession he makes and he shall have due credIt for it. We 
baptize the kind of a man P aul describes, in Rom. 7th and 8th chap
ters, a man .with two natures, the one contending with the other, ODe 

part redeemed and one part "waiting for the adoption, to-wit, the 
redemption of the body." (Rom. 8 : 23). The trouble with Mr. Warlick 
l;l that no part of his man is saved' before baptism. He goes down 
into the water a hater of God and an alien, and that dip into the 
water transforms him into a lover of God and a full fledged citizen. 

Mr. Warlick says that the Baptist idea saves a man !before he 
can love God. No, no, Mr. Warlick, the Baptists did not invent that 
idea, because we find in the Bible that repentance is that change of 
the mind that results in love and the moment a man loves God he 
has proof that he is a child of God, for "He that loveth is born of 
God and knoweth God" (I Jno. 4:7) . A man can't love IGod ibefore he 
repents, for then he would 'be a saved man before repentance. But 
says Mr. Warlick, he can't love God before he is baptized'. Then a 
hater of God, a man whose mind has not changed to love toward God, 
can by a magical dip, by the assistance of another man, ,become a 
lover of God! If the man loves God before baptism he is saved 
as certain as the Bible is true. See I John 4: 7. 

We have seen that Cornelius (Acts 10:43-48) did receive the 
Holy Ghost before baptism. Jesus said that no ,bod'y but saved people 
can "receive the Holy Ghost" (John 14.17) . Jesus said that, and I 
ha.ve still another :witness. Mr. Joe S. Warlick said it in his argu
ment on the flr.st proposition. I told him then that I would use it on 
him in this proposition. I am doing it. But says Mr. Warlick, Cor
nelius received a message from an angel 'before he was baptized. Did 
that prove him to be saved? No, for the Lord never said that to talk 
with angels was 'proof of salvation. But the Lord' did say that to 
"receive the Holy Ghost' was proof of .salvation. Then I know Oor
nelius was saved .before baptism else the Lord was wrong about it. 
But says Mr. Warlick. Balaam's donkey received the Holy Gohst too. 
Indeed! Two things follow i.! that is true. One is that the Holy 
Gholt wal received before Pentecost, and the other is that that 
donkey was a Christian, for Jesul said that only the saved received 
the Holy Gholt. That is too manifest. Of course, that donkey had' a 
miracle worked upon him by the power of God, but the donkey did 
not receive the Holy Ghost, for that would prove the donkey to be 
a Christian as sure as you live. 

In conclusion of his feeble effort my friend says we must not 
put our experience up against the Word of God. 1 have not done that. 
But whether a man loves or not before baptism is wholly within the 
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realm of experience. Love is not a mechanical thing that can .be 
worked out by rule. It is a matter of consciousness as to whether a 
man loves his wife, his friend', or his God: But if he loves God he is 
saved. How do we know? Not by his consciousness, but because 
the Bi,ble says that when one loves he is saved. He is conscious of 
love and the Bible then assures him that he is saved. 'Millions are con
scious of the fact that they did love God before they were baptized 
they did love ',God and d'id it as an expression of thefr sincere love_ 
Then we know that if the Bible is true, they were saved ,before bap
tism. 

Christ commanded that only "disciples" be baptized (Matt. 28: 
18-20). "A disciple is a Christian" says the Saviour in Luke. But 
since this is true nobody but Christians should be baptized. Nobod'y 
can meet this argument. But Mr. Warlick quibbles about the Lord 
making a failure on some of the disciples he made, and I think tlle 
apostles would beat the Lord at disciple making and nevel" make any 
failures. I suggested no such thing. All the disciples the Lord' made 
were genuine Ibut some joined themselves to him who were not true. 
He did not make them hypocritical. So there would be Bome such 
under the ministry of the apostles, but they would not be of the 
Apostles' making. But ·the Lord certainly did not command the dll
,clplea to make falle dllclplel. If he did not, then, he dId not com
mand any to be baptized ~xcept true dllciples and a true dIscIple Is a 
ilaved person. Thus everything my opponent has produced has been, 
turned against him. 

To briefly sum up we see the ,following facts in thl's diSCUssion':' 
1. A man loves God 'before baptism, hence saved before ·bap

tism. 1 John 4:7. 
,2. A man works righteousness before baptism ,and such an one 

is saved. Acts 10: 35. 
3. A man confesses Christ before baptism and such a8 confess 

are saved. Matt. 10:32. 
4. According to Mr. Warlick leaving off ,baptism is 'worse than 

murder or r·ape, since we can get forgiveness for murder and ra.pe 
but not for leaving off baptism. Matt. 12: 31. 

5. If Mr. Warlick is right, a man's salvation is in the hands at 
another man and another man's permission must ,be obtained before 
a man can be saved. Priestcraft. 

6. Mr. Warlick's d'octrine makes God dishonest. After tellin,g a 
man he can have salvation at faith, and the man accepts, the Lord 
then comes up on the/price as it were and demands Ibaptism in addi
tion to the original offer. 

7. The strongest argument he has made is based on a spurious 
passage. Mark 16: 16. 

8. His doctrine forces him to sayan ass received the Holy 
Ghost, and that, too, before Pentecost. Selah! 
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Third Proposition 
(The Scriptur'es teach that the sinner obtains 'remis

sion of his sins in answer to prayer bef01'e baptism.) 

MR. BOGARD'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE. 

Gentlemen, Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The terms of my proposition are defined as follows. By the 
"Scriptures," I mean the Old and New Testaments. By "teach' I 
mean the Scriptures say so in plain words or such words are used 
that the idea is conveyed. By "sinner," I mean a natural, unredeemed 
man. By "remission of sins," I mean present salvation and accept
ance with God. By "in answer to prayer," I mean in response to I!. 

request made for salvation. By "before baptism," I mean salvation 
or remission of sins precedes baptism. With the terms at the prop
osition so plainly defined that all may easily understand them, I now 
shaH prove by the Bilble that the proposition is true. 

Rom. 10: 12-13. "For there is no difference between the Jew 
and the Greek: for the same Lord over all is rich unto all that call 
upon Him. For whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall 
be saved." 

I could rest the case on this passage alone. One unmistakable 
passage is enough, and this' says exactly what my proposition says, 
that the sinner is saved in answer to prayer, in response to a request 
for salvation. Unless Mr. Warlick can show that an unbaptized man 
cannot call upon God for salvation, then my proposition is proved. 
The word translated "call" in this passage is "epikalesetai" and means 
"to invoke in prayer; to appeal to" (See Hinds & Noble Lexicon). 
The Lexicon refers us to Acts 7: 59, as a sample of the use of the word, 
where Stephen when he was stoned: "Called upon the name of the 
Lord." If the martyr, Stephen, was really praying when he was ,being 
stoned to death, then the unbaved are really praying when they call 
upon the Lord to be saved. The very same word is used in the Greek 
and if one means prayer, so does the other. The Greek Lexicon says 
the word means to "invoke in prayer" and if it does, then the passage 
really says that "whosoever shall invoke the name of the Lord in 
prayer" shall be saved. Certainly this does not mean that whosoever 
is already saved shall pray, but the very opposite. James, writing 
to the "Twelve tribes, scattered abroad" says: "If any of you lack 
wisdom, let him ask of God, that giveth to all men Uberally, and up
lbraideth not, and it shall be given him" (Jas. 1 : 5. Certainly, all of 
the twelve tribes were not saved. In fact" only a small part of them 
were saved, as most of them rejected the Lord. James was writing 
to them as his Jewish brethren, some of whom were also brethren in 
the Lord, but most of them were not, and he told all of them that If 
any of you, some of whom were murderers (See Jas . 4: 2), and some TLC
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of them were adulterers (See Jas. 4: 4) , some of them were expressly 
called "sinners" (See Jas. 4: 8), ·and yet he said if "any of you lack 
wisdom, let him ask of God and it shall be given him." Language 
could not be plainer and if it means anything, then a sinner may call 
upon God, and ,by invoking the name of the Lord in prayer receive 
salvation. 

I think all will concede that confessing sin is prayer. Do we 
confess to men? N.o, that would be Catholicism. The sinner must 
confess his sins to God Ibefore he can be saved. If he does, he prays. 
But what of it? Much, every way. Provo 28:13: "He that covereth 
his sins shall not prosper: 'but whoso confesseth and forsaketh them 
shall have mercy." Does the sinner confess his sins to God befo.re 
he is .baptized? If not, then we have the spectacle of a sinner who 
has not even acknowledged his sin to God going into the water for 
baptism. If he has confessed his sins, he has the promise of mercy. 

Faith in the existence of God is all that is necessary for an un
saved sinner to have to come to God in prayer for salvation. Heb. 
11:6: "But without faith it is imposisble to. please him : for he that 
cometh to 'God must believe that He is, and that He is a rewarder of 
them that diligently seek him." When a sinner who believes in God's 
existence comes to God in prayer, he has the assurance that whoso.ever 
shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved . . God, in His 
mercy, will hear the prayer and Iby the power of His SpirIt, show him 
Jesus Christ, whom to know aright is life eternal. 

To ,believe in Jesus Christ is to trust Him for salvation. The 
Greek word translated "believe" in the New Testament is "pisteuo" 
and the Lexicons say it means "to have confidence in," to trust, to 
Intrust something" (See Liddell, Scott and Hinds & Noble) . In Acts 
16: 31, the apostle tells the jailor to ",believe in the Lord Jesus Christ 
and thou shalt be saved." Trust the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt 
be saved. When a man trusts Jesus Christ he has salvation. Do we 
trust Him before baptism? That is the only questio.n worth while 
in this connection since salvation is assured when we trust. Let us 
notice a number o,f passages on this point: 

The believer has everlasting life, John 3: 36; the believer has a 
pure heart, Acts 15:8-9; the Ibeliever is not condemned, Jo.hn 3:18; the 
beliE\ver is a child of God, Gal. 3: 26; the beUever is justified, Rom. 
5:1; the believer is born of God, I. John 5:1; the believer is saved, Eph. 
2: 8. Since all concede that the man believes before baptism, thEm it 
tollo.WS that he has all the blessings aforementioned before baptism. 
If so, then he has salvation ,before baptism. 

Saul of Tarsus was saved before he was baptized, as is seen Iby 
the .following evidence: Paul was a praying man before he WI).S bap
tized, Acts !l : 6. And he trembling and astonished, said, Lord, what 
wilt Thou have me to. do? And the Lord said unto him, arise and 
go into the city and it shall be told thee what thou must do." That 
'Was a prayer, and it was heard. If Mr. Warlick says he was a Chris
tian at that time, it follows that he was a Christian before baptism. 
If he was not a Christian at that time, then the Lord heard and an
swered a sinner's prayer. If he was a sinner it illustrates the doc
trine that if a sinner will call upon the Lord he will be unerringly 
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guided to Jesus for salvation, and my proposition is established. If he 
was a Christian at that time, then he Ibecame such ,before baptism, 
and my proposition is established. Either way you take it, we see 
that baptism is not necessary to salvation. To prove beyond doubt 
that Saul was a Christian before baptism, we have only to observe 
the following facts: 

He was a "chosen vessel" before he was baptized; Acts 9: 15; he 
was a fit su,bject for the rer.eption of the Holy Spirit Ibefore he was 

baptized: Acts 9:] 7. and sinct> n0 man who is unsaved can receive 
the Holy Spirit (Set> John 14:17) it follows irresistably that he was 
a saved man before he was baptized. When he was told to "arise 
and be baptized and wash alway thy sins" it was evidently meant that 
he was by baptism not to literally wash away his sins but to symbol
ically wash away his sins, as they had been really and literally washed 
away by the blood of Christ. 

Cornelius and his household were saved before they were bap
tized. Act~ 10: 47; "Can any man forbid water that these should not 
be baptized which have r eceived the Holy Ghost as well as we?" 
Here we see that Cornelius had received the Holy Ghost before he 
was baptized , Jesus said of the Holy Ghost: "Him the world cannot 
receive" (See .fohn 14 :17). Since nobody but Christians can receive 
the Holy Ghost and Cornelius did receive the Holy Ghost before he 
was baptized, it follows to a certainty that Cornelius was a saved 
man before he was Ibaptized. Besides this, we find Cornelius was a 
praying man 'before he was baptized (See Acts 10:4). If he was not 
a Christian before he 'Was baptized, then the Lord heard and answered 
a sinner's prayer and my proposition is established. If he was a 
Christian before be was heard in prayer, then he was a Christian 
before baptism and still my proposition is established. 

Jesus told the woman at the well (John 4: 10) that if she would 
ask of Him He would give her living water, which he says Is eternal 
Ufe, and of ''''hicb if a mall c.r'nk. he shall never thirst again. Di;i 
Jesus tell the truth? I.f so, tben salvation is for the asking. The thief 
on the crosl:! asked for salvation and the Lord instantly responded: 
"Today shalt thou be with me in Paradise" (See Luke 23: 42-43). If 
he meant what he said, the thief was saved witbout baptism. 

That we are not sll"Ved Iby baptism is evidenced by the fact 
Jesus said 'baptism- i1I a work of righteousness (See Matt. 3:15) . But 
we are told in Titus 3: 5, that we are not saved by works of righteous
ness. Thus we find both positive and negative assurances that all 
who by prayer invoke the name of the Lord shall be saved and not 
by ba.ptism nor by any other good work. By grace are ye savel! 
through faith and that not of ourselves. Eph. 2: 8. 
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MR. WARLICK'S FIRST NEGATIVE. 

I am not so much concerned about the terms of this question, 
as I am about the real issue in the debate_ As I take it, we are not 
to discuss the question of whether the sinner has the right to pray, 
or whether he gets an answer to his prayer. The question is, does 
the sinner get pardon ,or remission of sins in answer to prayer before 
he is 'baptized? It will 'be in order for Mr. Bogard to find an unbap
tized sinner commanded to pray for salvation, and with the promise 
of his obtaining it, ~-hile he lingers still in disobedience. If the 
Pharisees rejected the counsel of God, when they refused to be bap
tized of John, and Christ said they did, (Luke 7·30). I should like 
for Mr. Bogard to tell us , what of his praying, unsaved man, who 
rejects the gospel, refusing to be baptized as the Lord direct'S. Will 
God hear the prayer of the man who deliberately turns away his ear 
from hearfng the law of the Lord? Solomon says the prayer of such 
a man is an abomination in God's sight. But I shall not undertake 
to lead the witLess. I simDly want my frie!'d to come up to the qUI'S" 
tion he has engaged to prove. It is ,better that he show where the 
sinner is saved, under the gospel in answer to prayer before he Is 
baptized. I will state the matter as it now appearS to me. 

Chris.t said : "He that believeth and is Ibaptized', shall ,be saved." 
My friend demurs, and says: He that believeth and prays, shall be 
saved without baptism. It is not hard to see that he and the Savior 
are not at an agreement, and so we shall haove to reject one or the 
other of them. 

It is amusing to a student, to see Mr. Bogard go to Romans 10 
to begin his argument. Here Paul, talking to Christian people. said : 
"He that calls on the name of the Lord shall be saved," but he adds: 
"How then shall they call on him in whom they have not believed? 
and how shall they believe on him of whom they have not heard? and 
how shall they hear without a preacher?" This is too strong for my 
friend , for he says, as soon as one believes he is saved. Granting for the 
argument's sake that h e is correct a'bout this , he has his sinner saved 
at the point of believing, and before he has time to pray for pardon, 
for he t,eaches, as do all his brethren , that salvation comes at the 
point of faith , that the very moment one believes he Is saved, and it 
this be true, then where is the space to be occupied by the prayer 
a.fter one believes and before he is saved? Paul says he cannot pray 
until he is a believer, and Mr. Bogard says, he cannot believe without 
being saved in ,believing, and so I shall insist that my friend cannot 
have an unsaved praying man at all. It will not do to say that this 
man only believes in the existence of God. He believes in Him, In 
Paul's language, and this is all the faith the Baptists require for sal
Tation. So the matter stands thus- How can he pray unless he has 
Baptist faith , and how can h e have Baptist fa ith without be ing saved'? 
I shall insist that 'illy friend loses Roman 10 to begin with. 

Take his reference to the Lexicons, and he is wrong again. The 
word for call, in the passage , means oftener than otherwise to he.ve 
the name of one called upon another, as the calling of the step-son, by TLC
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bis step-father's name, and that by legal enactment_ It would be 
better that the gentleman take more pains in handling Lexicons. 

Take the quotation from James, and if my friend had given the 
entire passage, he would have certainly discovered his own mistake. 
He quotes-Jas. 1: 5, but in the 6th verse his position on the 5th vers~ 
Is overthrown. "Take the passage in full: "It any of you lack wlll
dam, let him ask God, who giveth to all men Hberally and unbraideth 
not, and it shall be given him. But let him ask in faith, nothing wav
ering, for he that wavereth, is like a wave of the sea, driven with 
the wind and tossed ; let not that man think that he shall receive 
anything of the Lord." 

In the first place. This is addressed to church members , who 
were of the twelve tribes of Israel. In the 5th chapter James says: 
Brethren, if any be sick among you let them call for the Elders of 
the church," showin'g that only church members are addressed in the 
letter. No difference if some of them had gone wrong, and com
mitted adultry, and had stolen. P:ml said to the Ephesian b-reth
ren: "Let him that stole, steal no more. "There are men in the 
church today guilty of sins named by James in tbis epistle, and there 
were members of the church in the days 'Of the Apostles just as 
guilty. It will be observed also, that while James says, the person 
here addressed DJay ask for wisdom, he says that he must ask In 
faith nothing wavering . Does this look like Mr. Bogard's unsaved 
sinner? Why, he says that when a man has faith, he is saved, 'but 
the men to whom James writes and of whom he speaks must have 
faith to begin with, and this saY3 tbey were saved to start on if Mr. 
Bogard ,be right, and that 'before they had any time to pray at all. 
So my friend loses this case also. 

Mr. Bogard says that to confess sins is to pray. He is wrong 
here as usual, but if he were correct, he cuts off his head, for who 
would, or even could confess, that he was a sinner but a man who al
ready believes? 'But if he be a ·believer, he is saved, for Baptists say, 
that with the coming of faith salvation comes. Now, since no one 
but a man who believes that Christ is his Savior, and that he has 
sinned against Him, will, or even can confess his sins, then no one 
but such a man could pray according to Mr. Bogard·, and since every 
lIuch person has been saved by the faith he had, and which enabled 
him to make such a confession, then it follows that the man was 
saved before he prayed , so this case is also lost to the gentleman. 

My friend's effort to hedge, by referring to Heb. 11: 6 is not sutri
cient for him. He thinks to sidetrack the case by saying that only 
faith in the existence of God is necessary to prayer. In this he 
Is woefully wrong. Anybody knows that a sinner, who tbelieves no 
more than that God is, but who does not believe that God is his 
Savior, and that He will save him if he approach Him aright, will 
ever make the approach. He must, and will, first believe that he is 
a sinner, and that his sins are against God, and that he must have 
the sins cancelled before God will take him to heaven, and that his 
only hope is through Christ, before he would or could pray. But Bap

tists say when he thus believes he is saved already, and that before 
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he could find time in which to pray. This case is gone from you, 
Mr. Bogard, and so you will have to try something else. 

My friend goes wrong again on his reference to the Lexicons. 
He says that " pisteuo" to believe, simply means to trust in Christ. 
Dr. Thayer says the word means "a conviction, full of joyful trust, 
that Jesus is the Mesiah-the divinely appointed author of eternal 
salvation in the Kingdom of God, conjoined with obedience to Christ." 
Agaim I in'sist that he get an unabrid'ged Lexicon. The little a,blbre
viated thing he has continually misleads him. 

My friend thinks the disobedient believer has everlasting life, 
and he proposes to prove it by John 3: 36. Wrong again; for in the 
21st verse of this cbapter, Christ said a man must do the truth, to 
be accepted of God. Mr. Bogard quotes Acts 15: 9, to show that the 
disobedient :believer has a pure heart. But Peter, who used the lan
guage Mr. Bogard recites, said the soul is purified in obeying the 
truth. I Pet. 1: 22-25. 

He tries to show that the unbaptized believer is a child' of God 
by reference to Gal. 3: 26, when. if he had read the next verse, he 
would have discovered that it is the baptized -believer who is the 
child of God. The 27th verse says, "For as many of you as have been 
baptized into Christ, have put on Christ." Only the .baptized believer 
is in Christ, Mr. Bogard. Paul says so. 

The b>eliever is justified, says Mr. Bogard and recites Rom. 5: l. 
But Paul here writes of believers who have been baptized for several 
years before this was stated of them. Paul himself had no peM:e 
until after he was baptized. He would not even eat or drink un
til he was 'baptized. 1 Jno. 5.1. The believer is born of God
just so-but what kind of a believer is it that is born of God? 
In John 2:29, John says it is the believer that does righteousness, 
and not the believer who is only a disobedi ent believer. I wish here to 
state that salvation, or its equivalent. is no where ascribed to faith 
that does nothing. It is always a faith that acts. that does some· 
thing. If it be in a former age, it is a faith that does something 
and not a dead faith like the devils have. Will Mr. Bogard rely 
upon this kind of faith? 

The cases of Saul and Cornelius are not in any sense in har· 
meny with Mr. Bogard's proposition and practice. Saul was not 
saved until after be was baptized, for Ananias said to bim: "Arise 
and be baptized and wash away thy sins." Acts 22: 16. Do you 
suppose Paul was saved in a literal sense and did not know it? 
If Paul were a saved man when Ananias went to him, he must 
have kno\"n it. and would have, tram the moment of his salvation, 
lett off his fasting and praying. Ananias did not know it if Paul 
was saved, for he told him to arise and ,be baptized that he might 
be saved. His 'being a chosen vessel was no evidence of his being 
a Christian, for .Jeremiah was a chosen vessel before he was born. 

All this twaddle about a literal ~nd a figurative salvation is "bun
comb." Christ said: "He that believeth and is baptized, shall be 
saved." I want my friend to tell us whether the salvation here 
named is literal or figurative? If he says the salvation is literal, then 
he has baptism connected with it, and if he says it is figurative, he 
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has faith connected with it, so there you are. The Bible says noth
ing about being actually saved in one way, at one time, and 
then figuratively saved in another way and at another time. Away 
with such foolish talk and accept what Ananias said, "Arise and 
be Ibaptized, and wash away thy sins." Of course this will do away 
with my friend"s proposition and with Baptist doctrine, but 'What oC 
that? It is all of men anyway. It is wort)'iless; throw it down. 
You lose nothing and gain all. 

The fact that Cornelius ' prayed' before he was Ibaptized is noth
lng. HEI prayed 'before he believed in Christ. His faith came by 
the words of Peter's mouth. Acts 15: 7-9. The Angel told him that 
Peter would tell him what to do t() be saved. Now it happens that 
the only thing he was told to do, was to be ·baptized. Cornelius 
was saved just like all ()thers were in those days, Mr. Bogard. He' 
had t() obey the truth to obtain pardon, the same as the rest oC 
us mortals. Now you find the command to an unbaptized man to 
pray for pardon with the promise of obtaining it, will you? Here 
Is where your proposition cries out most piteously for aid~will you 
render it? We shall see. 

The woman at the well had' to believe in Christ before she could 
ask for the water. This would place her inside the promise of sal
vacation by faith only. Your dodge on salvation not ,being by works of 
righteousness that we do, is no good to you. Baptism is a thing to' 
which we submit, but to repent and believe are somethiThg we do. 
You must be careful or you will cut off the limb you try to sit on .. 
You know faith and repentance are' both called works. You will 
not deny this. Baptism is not ,called works in the same class with 
repentance and faith. But enough. 
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MR. BOGARD'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE. 

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen : Mr. Warlick's 
-effort -to dodge the issue avails him nothing, as I shall hold him to 
t.he question. If :Goa will hear and answer a sinner's prayer, then 
my proposition is proved, an'd Mr. Warlick knows it. It is true, as 
11e says, that if a man turns away his ,ear from hearin'g the law, his 
prayer is an abomination to God, but j.f a man is turning to the law and 
-prays, his prayer is acceptable to God. True, a man who rejects 
-the Gospel will not be heard nor answered, but when he accepts 
the truth of the Gospel and prays _ his prayer is heard. This sets 
aside his quibbling on this point. 

He demands of me that I show where a sinner is told to pray 
for salvation. J accept the challenge, in John 4:1-10, Jesus told the 
profligate prostitute at the well that if she would ask Him He would 
give her the water of life. No matter albout the quibble' about her 
11aving faith before she asked, the fact remains that she could get 
the water of, life for the asking. 

IV[r. Warlick says that Rom. 10:13 has reference to Christians 
when it says that "whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord 
shall bl' saved." Then he turns right around and says that the 
-Greek word (epikelesatai) which is translated "call means to "call 
-the nameo! the step father on the son." Then when Stephen was 
dying he called upon God-that" is, hoe called tlie name of the step 
father on a son. If Mr. Warlick does not know it, he should get 
11im a {}reek primmer and learn it, what the word means "to call"
j'llst that and nothing more as far as its primary meaning is con
~erned. When one calls for - al)other it has the idea of calling the 
name of the step father on a step son. But when ·one does his own 
calli-ng it has the idea of prayer-"to invoke in prayer." Liddell & 
"scott's Unapridged Lexicon lies before me as I write, and it says. "To 
call on, call to, appeal to." Liddell & Scott is the highest Greek 
-a.uthority in existence. So the apostle meant what he said: Who
lIoever shall call ("invoke in prayer") the name of the Lord - shall 
-be saved." If so, my proposition is proved. 

His d'odge, that Baptists belieYe that so soon as' a man ;believell 
'he is saved, and since one must believe before he can pray" there
fore he would be a child of God .before he could pray, is refuted [by 
the fact that Baptists -do not believe that a man is saved so soon as 
ne believes in IGod's existence. A man must believe in God's exist
ence and that God will reward him if he comes to Him in prayer, 
-before God -will hear him, for salvation. Heb. 11: 6 says that this 
is ali the ,belief required for a ~inner and Baptists so teach. God 
says it and Baptists believe it and teach it and Joe S. Warlick and 
-his 'company of spiritual goats deny it. Let the reader chDlOse his 
~ompany. Mr. Warlick says that Paul said, in Rom. 10, that .those 
who called believed in Christ. It simply does not say it. Tbe word 
"in" is not found in the Greek as Mr. Warlick well knows, for in the 
-oral debate I showed him and others the Greek, and "in" 'Wall not 
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there. So it a man 'believes that there is a God and that He will reo 
ward those who call upon Him, he may "invoke the name or the
Lord in prayer," and he has the promise that he shall be saved. 

James says that if any of the "twelve tribes" asked' for wis-
dom that they would get it. Mr. Warlick says that he only meant 
the part of the twelve tribes who were church members. Then, to· 
bolster up his idea, he actually said that the murderers, adulter
ers, etc., were in the church and that some such are i·n the church 
now. I thought Mr. Warlick and his people thought that "to be in' 
Christ Is to be in the church and to ,be out of Christ is to be out 
ot the church." It seems to me I have heard this statement over 
and over again. Is a murderer in Christ? If not, then a sinner was 
told to pray. It a murderer is in Christ, then our id'ea of a Christ
ian must be revised . 

Mr. 'Warlick denies that confession of sin is prayer. Well, Web
ster rays prayer: "Is a solemn address to the Supreme Being.'> 
When a man confesses before he is baptized, does he confess to God 
or men? 

If he confesses to God, then it is a solemn address to the Su
preme Being and is prayer. I-f he does not confess, he cannot be· 
saved. Thus we see that prayer is necessary to salvation. PrOT. 
28: 13 says : "Whoso cnnfesseth and forsaketh (his sins) shall 
have mE'rcy." Put in different words this means: Whoso makes' 
a solmen address to God acknowledging his sins shall have mercy. 
This comes 'before bapti~m and therefore tt> '" promise of salvatio·n
is reached before baptism. 

Mr. Warlick says my abbreviated lexicon misleads me. Well, I 
have before me Liddell & Scott, the. Unabridged Standard used in 
all the colleges and universities. He says that the Greek word for 
'believe means: "To trust. trust in, put faith in, rely on a person 
or thing." Tbat is exactly what the Bible says a person does be' 
fore he is 'b-aptized, he relies on Jesus Christ to save him. He first 
believed in God's existence and then he called upon God for mercy 
and then he exercised faith in .Tesus Christ for salvation. There 
is one faith to a ChrisUan-trust in Christ-but no man can trust 
in Christ who does not first believe in the existence of God and re
pent of his sins, calling upon the name of the Lord. Mr. Thayer's 
definition of "plsteuo" does not contradict Liddell & Scott, nor does 
it deny my position. Of course faith is "conjoined to obedience." 
A faith that does not obey is not saving faith. But Mr. Warlick's 
trouble is that he thinks there Is no obedience at all unless one ia 
baptized. I grant that one does not perfectly obey unless he is bap
tized, -hut neither does he perfectly obey when and after he Is bap
tized. Perfection is not found In the world. The faith that obeys 
Is the saving faith, but men obey 'by faith before they are baptized 
Md that proves they have saving faith before ,baptism. If it take. 
baptism to complete faith, then a man is . baptized 'before he has 
faith-baptized on a piece of faith, ·whlch is alb,surd. 

Mr. Warlick says that I think a disobedient believer has ever
lasting life. T think no such thing. I think aI! believers are obedient, 
but since perfection is not found in men, they are not perfectly obed-
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ient. The faith that saves is 3in obedient faith, but it saves first and 
then obeys. It does not have to obey first and then save. but it 
saves first and then obeys. The tree is first m.ad'e good and then 
the fruit ·becomes g'ood (Matt. 7: 16-20). The good works are fruits of 
a -good tree and not the cause of the tree being good. John 3: 21 
does not say that a man has to "do the truth" to be accepted of 
-God. It Simply says that a man who does the truth does not live 
in the dark Ibut comes out into the open light and does not hide 
in the dark like evil doers. Wrong again, Mr, Warlick. 

My opponent concedes that the believer who "does rlghteous
neS8 is already accepted of God. This is good. Is con,fessing Christ 
a work of righteoue,ness? If so then faith has ,a ct;.ed , obeyed, has 
"done a work of righteousness" and therefore accepted' of 'God. Jesus 
said: "'Whosoever shall confess me before men, him will I con
fess ,before my Father i'n Heaven." Do we confess Jesus Christ be
fore we are 'baptized? , Certainly. Then we have the promise of a 
home In Heaven before ,haptism. 

Mr. Warlick says that Cornelius prayed before he even be
lieved in Jesus Ghrist and therefore this proves nothing for me, Is 
this not just what I have been saying? He first believed in God'. 
existence .and then he prayed and then he was directed to Jesul 
Christ a,nd when he believed in Christ he was saved. So say I to 
all sinners. Come to God by prayer and it will result in your salva
tion, for God has guaranteed salvation to all who call upon Him 
and since salvation is in Christ, the promise is equivalent to a 
promise to infallibly direct the sinner to the only name given und'er 
Heaven whereby men may ' be saved. Cornelius also had the Holy 
Ghost ,before he was baptized and Jesus said: "Him the world can 
not receive" (John 14:17). Therefore ,he was saved Ib€fore he was 
'baptized. 

To call my comment on Saul's conversation "buncomb" Is east
er than to ,answer. I again ask Mr. Warlick to say whether the 
baptism .literally saved" Paul? If not, it follows that the "washing 
away of sins" was figurative. 

As to the Galatians, who were told that those who were baptized 
had "put on Christ" (Gal. 3:26-27), will say that they were already 
saved 'by faith. Tbe Romans were told to "put on Christ" and they 
were already Christians (Rom. 13: 14). This cannot be denied. Then 
what is meant by "put on"? It evidently means to imitate Christ. 
Those who were already Christians, as we know the Roma,ns were to 
whom Paul wrote, could not become Christians and yet were told 
to "Put ye on the Lord Jesus." As one passage interprets anotber, 1t 
must be that Gal. 3: 27 means that those who had' 'become children 
of God by taith in Christ Jesus (see verse 26) should, after !be. 
coming children of God, "put on' or Imitate Christ. That Is exact· 
ly what we did when we were baptized-we imitated Christ. 

There is only one d.ifficulty to clear away and this matter w11l 
be perfectly plain. What does it meam when it says we were "ba.p· 
tized" into Christ? The word "into" in the Greek is "eis' and while 
Its primary meaning is "on account of" or "with reference to." 
For Instance in Matt. 3: 11, "John baptized with water unto repent-
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&nee." "unto" In the IGreek is "eis," so John baptized with water 
"eis" repentance. If "eis" means into or in order to here, it follows 
that repentance comes after ,baptism, which is absurd. It evidently 
means that John baptized with reference 'to or on account ot, repent· 
ance. In Matt. 12: 41, we read that the people "repented at the 
preaching of Jonah." "At" in the Greek is "eis" and they did not 
repent in order to get Jonah to preach and it follows that "els" here 
means they repented on account of Jonah's preaching. I could quote 
fifty other passages on the same line where the word "eis" is used 
in the sense 01 "with reference to" or on account 01. Then· giving 
that meaning to Gal. 3: 27, it would read "As many of .you as have been 
baptized with reference to Jesus have imitated Him." That is ex· 
actly what it means and such a translation is in perfect accord with 
the Greek. If "put on Christ" means to become a Christian, in Gal. 
3:27, then what does it mean in Rom. 13 :14? Si.nce undoubtedly 
the Romans were already Christians when Paul told them to "put 
on Christ," then' we may reasonably conclude that the Galatians 
were too, since the G~eek will bear that construction, and especially 
since the 26 th verse says they were the children of God by faith 
in Christ. 

"Eis" is the word used in Acts 2: 38, where it says baptized 
for ("~is") remission, that is on account of or with reference to 

remission. 
Rom. 6: 3·4, has the same Greek word "eis". "So many of you 

as were baptized into Jesus Chris t were baptized into His death. 
Therefore we are buried with Him in ·baptism." What does it mean? 
To translate the word "eis" as we have done it, would read: "So 
man~ of you as w'ere baptized with reference to Christ were bap
tized into His death. Therefore we are buried with Him in baptism." 
That 'brings the passage into harmony with all the other passages 
which tell us that we get salvation when we believe. To put the 
interpretation that Mr. Warlick wants, makes it contradict many 
passages. If the Bi'ble is to be 8. harmonious whole, the passages. 
must ,be used in the sense I have given. 
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MR. WARLICK'S SECOND NEGATIVE. 

Mr. Bogard says he is going to hold me to the question, as if I 
were in any way disposed to leave it. I think the readers will see 
if they have not already discovered , that I am staying too close
ly after him for his comfort. Does he not affirm that the sinner is 
saved in answer to prayer before baptism? Is this not making him 
responsible tor the issue? Does anyone fail to see that the dis
cussion is not so much about whether the sinner can pray, or may 
pray; all of this might be admitted and yet the claim that he is 
s,aved ~n answer to that prayer until after he is baptized is the ques
tion. Suppose Mr. Bogard were to prove that God heard an un
baptized' sinner pray ; he would have to prove, that that sinner pray
€d for salvation and obtained it Ibefore he was baptized. Can he 
show such a case? I call upon him to do it. Let him find where 
God ever commanded an unbaptized sinner to pray for pardon with 
the hope of getUng it ill' answer to such a pra"er. God heard Corne
lius pray before he believed in Christ, but will Mr. Bogard say 
this means, that Cornelius was saved 'before and without faith in 
Christ? I think he is not ready for such a conclusion. I wish my 
friend would take time to show, when he mentions such cases ,as 
the woman at the well, to whom the Savior said: "If you had known 
who it is that speaks to you you would have asked of Me and I 
would have given you living water," that stIch askIng is prayer for 
salvation. Is it a prayer at all? How does he know but that the 
Savior had in mind' an asking, different from any prayer Mr. Bogard 
ever offered in his life. But James says when people ask amiss, it 
is' because they do not ask in ,faith. This woman could not hav~ 
asked for the water unless she had believed the Savior had the 
water and that he would ,give it to her. But if she should believe 
that, she would be saved before sbe had' time to ask, for Mr. Bogard 
says "salvation comes with faith." 

If the Baptist idea of salvation 'by faith is true, then that woman 
eould not have prayed until after she was saved. In fact Paul !lay. 
this is true in every case. The 10th chapter of Romans is against 
my friend. If I were to grant that which is not true, that the call!ng 
on the name of the Lord here mentioned, is prayer-Paul saY!I
"How can they call on him in whom they have not Ibelieved! In 
whom they have not believed? Not simply believed in His exl!lt
ilnce.but believed In Him. Now Mr. Bogard says that when one be
lleves in Him, he is saved. But all of this is before the caUing or 
prayer. I have turned the Greek against him on this passage al
ready. but I shall again expose him. He says the expressioru be
lieve in Christ is not in Rom. to-asserted of those who call. Let 
eTery reader who has a Greek Testament turn to Rom. 10: 14 and you 
will find in the phrase "How shall they call on Him j,n whom they 
have not believed," that the word "in" is from eis, and this all Baptist. 
take as an evidence of salvation. Again I suggest to my friend. that 
it would be well that he let the Greek alon~. 
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The expression "Warliclt and his spiritual goats" is inelegant 
undignified and ungentlemanly. 

The passage from James has been_ taken from him already. We 
'Only have to call attention to the fact that James was writing to 
Church mem/bers, for he said: "If any be sick, let them call for the 
elders of the Church." Moreover, James says : "Let him ask in 
faith," speaking of asking for wisdom. But if he ask in ,faith, 'he is 
a saved man already, according to Mr. Bogard, for he says with 
the corning of faith, salvation oomes. I wonder if my friend' can not do 
better for his cause than to quote James to prove his practice of 
unbelievers praying for salvation and obtaining it before baptism? 

Mr. Bogard will neyer make any sensible person believe that 
when a man confesses before men, that he .believes that Jesus Christ 
is God's Son, he is praying. The idea is silly. 

My friend thinks that while a man is saved at faith, unless 
faith obey it will not save. Now, I should like for him to tell us 
what faith does in obeying, after it comes and 'before it saves? He 
has !been saying all the time, that salvation comes with faith. Now 
'he says he is wrong about that, for faith must obey before it can 
save. Well, Christ said: "He that believeth and is baptized shall 
be saved." Mr. Bogard says, he that believes and obeys shaH be 
saved ,but Mr. Bogard says Christ was wrong in "conjoining 'baptism to 
faith as the obedience necessary to the saving. Well, I !believe 
Christ is correct about it, so I shall let my friend Mr. Bogard pasl! 
'On. and accept what Christ said instead. 

But Mr. Bogard says, no man is perfect in his obedience. So i 
suppose he thinks no man gets a perfect sa\Yation in this life, where 
be does not render perfect obedience. 

I find these two expressions in Mr. Bogard's article within eight 
lines of each other. "The faith that obeY'S is the saving f,aith but not 
that to be saved they have to be baptized, that proves' they have 
saving faith before baptism." See the next-The faith that savel! 
is an obedient f,aith, Ibut it saves first and then obeys." Now we 
shall let Mr. Bogard tell in which he speaks his real sentiments? 
But this is about the fate of a man who like my friend, tries to de
tend' a false positi9n, and deny the truth. 

Mr. Bogard thinks that to confess Christ, is a work of right
-eousness-I suppose he knows that repentance is as much a work of 
Tighteousnes's as confession? But he says when a man ,works a work 
of righteousness, he is saved. Therefore he believes a m&n is saTed, 
before he can repent. 

Mr. Bogard's effort to save Cornelius for his cause will do him 
no good'. Cornelius not only prayed before he believed in Christ, 
but his prayer was heard. If this be proof at all for Mr. Bogard 
it saves his sinner without faith in Christ, but he will not allow 
this. Cornelius worshipped according to the old Jewish idea, and 
t.hat is why he prayed and gave alms. His is not an example for 
sinners now. While he was a Gentile, he was trying to worship as l\ 

,'lew. The fact that he received the Holy Gh'Ost in its miraculous 
measure has no more to do with the case in hand than the fact 
that he saw an an'gel ,before he believed in Christ. God put 
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His spirit in false prophets and gave it to Balaam's Ibeast, ,but ! 
hardly think that the beast was regenerated. 

Mr. Bogard thinks that to put on Christ means to imitate Him. 
I wonder if Christ put Himself on? Pshaw! Again my friend says 
to Ibe baptized into Christ means "on account of Christ" and this, 
he says, amounts to being "saved before you are :baptized." Weli, 
I suppose to believe in (eis) Christ, means also on account of Christ, 
and t.hus one is saved ·before he believes, eh! 

The truth is , the word' has no such meaning in either Greek or 
English. Dr. Ditsler says the word eis has in all cases a "pros
pective meaning." The people simply repented into the benefits 
of Jonah's preaching. John baptized people into a state ot reform
ation. Tile Baptist idea of eis is not in the word'. Again I wish to 
SlUggest to my friend, that until he can find something in the Greek 
that will help his case, he had better let it alone. 

Having answered 'all of his quibbles in his very futile trial 
at fixing up his former article, giviIlJg about all of this one to the 
work of reconstruction, I shall note some of the plain discoveries 
the reader will easily make between the teaching of the New Testa
ment and Mr. Bogard"s proposition and doctrine. 

Begi.nning with the Commis'sio'n we read: "Go preach the Gos
pel to every creature, he that believeth and is baptized shall be sav 
ed." Mr. Bogard's propositions and practice, would change this and 
would have it read: "He that believes and prays, shall be saved 
bef.ore and' without baptism I don't care what Christ said." 

Peter said to the believers on Pentecost: "Repent and be bap
tized, everyone of you, for the remission of sins." 

Mr. Bogard changes this !lind says: "Hold · on there, Peter, you 
are wrong. Here is what you shQuld have said. Repent and pray 
for salvation and get it before and without bapti sm. You should learn 
Baptist .doctrine and' practice a little." 

Phillip went to Samaria and preached Christ, and when they 
'bel!eved Phillip's preaching they, were baptized, both men and women. 
Acts 8: 12. Mr. Bogard says, "Now, if I had 'been holding that Samar
ian meeting, the report wO'Uld have been different from the way 
Luke gives it. See our reports in our papers. Here is wh,at ·should 
have been said: When they believed the preaching they came .tor
ward tor prayer, were saved, and afterward were ·baptized. Phillip 
acted too hastily in that case. 

Paul went down to Corinth, and testified that Jesus was the 
Christ and many of them believed and were baptized. If that had been 
Mr. Bogard',s meeUng instead of Paul's-we should have had-"Bogard 
went to Corinth, and preached Baptist doctrine, and some o,t the· 
Corinthians 'believed' and prayed for religion and got it, before and 
without baptism. Read Acts, 18: 7 and note the difference between 
Paul's work at COI;inth and the practice of those who believe my 
friend's proposition. 

In Acts 22, we have the account of Paul's conversion. In verse 
16 it i's said, that Ananias came in to where Paul was. He found 
him praying. Ananias immediately Ib€ganJ to instruct Paul, telling 
him to "Arise and be baptized and wash away his sins." If Mr. 
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Bogard had been the man in the case in the place of Ananias, he 
would have said: "Saul, you have it dow,n just right. Pray on, 
my .brother, the darkest hour is just before day. You must wrestle 
with God, like Jacob did with the angel. Maybe the Lord will speak 
peace to your soul after awhile. Pray on. my brother, and we will 
pray for yoou." I ask the reader if this is not a:bout the 'way we 
have it in this country at their revivals. Then I want to ask why it is, 
that Baptist preachers are not allowed to tell sinners what to do to 
be saved, using the lang'llage of the New Testament? I cannot un
derstand why they do not teach and practice just as did the in
spired apostles. 

But this article is perhal!s lenghty enough. I dose, calling 
'again for the example of where God, Christ, or any inspired apos
tle since the death of Christ and therefore since His will was in 
force, for Paul said in Heb. 9: 16, that Christ's will could ·not 'be in 
force until after His death. Get the thought. Find one case, this 
-side the -cross of Christ. where any unlbaptized ma.:n was ever com
manded, advised, or even requested to pray for pardon with the 
promise of receiving it before he was baptized. If you can't f1nd 
the case, then cease advocatin.g the thing and proceed at once to do
ing like the New Testament directs. 

I wi·sh also to suggest to Mr. Bogard that when he proposses 
hereafter to quote me in the discnssion, that he do so correctly. 
Give what I say, and all I say on the matters quoted and not a 
garbled extract from the statement. The readers will catch up with 
you if you do not. Do not get angry and talk ugly . Come up to 
your work like a good fellow and if there is anything in the Book in 
favor of your proposition let us have it. I deny that there is a hint, 
an lI.11usion, toward the shadow of a show of a shade of a reason, for 
anyone having the right to imagine the possible possibility of the like
lihood of a chance to guess correctly that there is a c'hapter, an.y 
part of a -chapter, a verne, or any part of a verse, that suggests the 
idea contained in your contention in this discussion. 
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MR. BOGARD'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE. 

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlement: Marks of de
feat for my friend stand out in almost every line of his last effort. 
I have driven him to acknowledge that a sinner may pray and be 
heard and answered, but he says that is not the issue. Whether it is 
the issue or not, let all his brethren .know that Mr. Warlick has con
ceded that God will hear a sinner pray. Now what about his state
ments in his first reply to me on this subject? Here are some of 
them: "Solomon says that prayer from such a man is an abomina
tion to God," and "James says for them to ask in faith. Does that 
look like Mr. Bogard's unsaved sinner?" Flatly denying that God 
would hear a sinner pray in his first reply, now he comes and says: 
"Mr. Bogard's effort to save Cornelius for his cause will do him 
00 good. Cornelius not only prayed Ibefore he believed in Jesus 
Christ, ,but his prayer was heard." Which time did Mr. Warlick tell 
thll truth? But even in the last article he flatly contradicts himself. 

My fri~nd 'contin!leS to call for a passage where an unbaptized 
sinner was told to pray for salvation. 1 gave him the case of the 
woman at the well (John 4: 10). Jesus told her that if she would 
Ilsk Him, He would be in her a "well of water unto everlasting 1i!e." 
"unto" in the Greek is "eis", So the Lord told the woman that if she 
would ask He would give her the water that would be in her a toun
taln unto ("eis"), or into or on account of everlasting life. Any
-way you take it we see she was told that salvation is for the asking 
To quibble over whether the woman had saving faith before she asked 
is to quibble over the plain word of God, Mr, Warlick says that maybe 
this was not prayer such as I may have prayed at any time in my 
life. That cuts no figure. If the Lord promised salvation for the ask
ing I intend to pass the promise on to all men where I preach. 

Mr. Warlick's chief delight is to try to find something incon
!listent with the Baptist doctrine. He can make a show of apparent 
inconsistencies Ibetter than he can walk up like a man and a"swer 
the argument. He continues to repeat that Baptists claim that a 
man must have saving faith Ibefore he can pray. How often must T 
tell him that we believE' with thE' Bible that faith in God's existence 
("that God' is") is all the faith necessary for a sinner to have to 
be heard of God. (Reb, 11: 6). With that faith in God's existence 
and ,belleveing that God will answ'er. is all a sinner n.eeds to come 
to God in prayer. So says the book. and we believe it. Rom .. 10' 
does not say that In order to call on the ·name of the Lord a ma.n 
must believe "in" him, The word "in" is not In the Greek and ~fr. 

Warlfck know8 it. He says' the word' "In" Is taken trom the 'Word' 
' ''ell1'' a.nd "eis" Is there. The prepositlon "els" Is not in the clause 
at all with "believe." It llterally rea.ds: "Row shall they call on 
("els") him whom they have not 'believed." "Ela" is not joined to
beUeve. It means, How shall they call unto ("eis") him whom they 
have not Ibelleved. They c:all "ell" him; not believe "eil" him. 

Mr. Warlick 'wanta me to prove the "practice of unbelievers pray-TLC
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ing for salvation." I hold no such practice for I have repeatedly said 
with Heb. 11 : 6, that for a sinner to pray he must believe that God 
is and that he will reward those who pray to him. But that is a 
different thing from believing in Christ-trusting Christ as a per· 
sonal Savior-believing from the heart, that is wth joy, that God 
has raised him from the dead. Mr. Warlick can't meet my position. 
Hence he quibbles and tries to ask hard quest ions. The read er will 
judge whether I answered them. 

My amusing fri end says: "Mr. Bogard will never make any sensi· 
ble man believe that when a man confesses before men that he be· 
lieves that Jesus is God's son, he is praying. The idea is s illy." 
\Vell, I should say so. I have never in all my life tried to do such a 
thing. But I have said that when a man confesses his sins to God 
"Yhich he must before he is saved, he most certainly is praying. 
Does II man have to confess his sins to God ,before he is saved? 
Answer, like a good little fellow. iVebster says "Prayer is a solemn 
address to God." Is the confession of sin to God a solemn address 
to God? If so, then every man must pray before he can be saved. 
Why did not my d'odging friend notice the argument I made on that 
in my last address, instead of changing it in this way so as to try to 
make the people forget it? 

Mr. Warlick still says that James told nobody to pray except 
Christians-Church members-and you notice he did not answer my 
question which I put to him in my last address. If they were church 
members then church members were murderers, ad'ulterers, etc., 
and if so then Mr. Warlick is wrong when he says, as all his folk ::; 
do, that to be i,n Christ is to ' be in the Church .and to be out of 
Christ is to be out of the Church. I ask again: Is it possi1hle .for 
a murderer to be in Christ? If he says no, then, according to his 
idea, those murderers James addressed were not in the Church. If 
he says yes , then we ' must revise our idea of a Christian. Let him 
come up on this. As surely .as a murderer is not in Christ. James 
told' some who were not in Christ to pray for wisdom (see Jas. 4 
for the fact that some were murderers). 

My friend is much puzzled ahout what I said about obedient faith. 
He does not understand how I can say that the faith th.at saves 
is a faith that obeys and yet does not have to obey first before it 
saves. Perhaps he may understand if I tell him that faith saves a 
man first and then puts the saved man to work. Faith brings life to 
a man and then puts the man made alive to work. The faith that 
saves a lways puts a man to work after it gets him saved. That Is what 
the Bible says a'bout it. We were "created in Christ Jesus unto good 
work,s" Eps. 2: 10). Mr. \Varlick thinks the sinner works hims'elf 
into creation instead of being created unto good works. That is 
the trouhle with him and his deluded followers, they always reversp. 
-God's order and thus wrest the Scriptures. That explains what Mr. 
Warlick thought was a contradiction in me. 

That we had a live working faith, a faith that expresses itself 
in action, 'before Ibaptism, proves that we are saved before baptism. 
That is why I said faith obeyed before ·baptism and thus proyed Mr. 
Warlick being witness, that the man is saved before baptism. for TLC
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Mr. Warlick has repeatedly said that "faith saves when it acts." 
I am sure it ~aves and then acts, but take it either way it gets the 
man saved before Ibaptism. Show one action of faith before bap· 
tism, demand's MI'. ·Warlick. The demand is met Does not a man, 
even !lIr. WaJ'lick ·being witness, confess publicly that Jesus Christ 
is God's Son? He does Is that an act of faith or of unbelief? Of 
faith certainly. Then faith has acted, expressed itself "in action be· 
fore baptism. This proves it to be an obedient faith-a faith that 
obeys. The faith does not save by obeying but the faith saves and 

the'" obeys. 
But says my amusing friend: Is not repentance an act of faith? 

No. Repentance is that change of mind which when complete is 
faith. But if it were, and it comes before baptism, then faith acts 
,before baptism-obeys, if you please-and my po~nt is proved'. 

Cornelius received the Holy Ghost before 'baptism. Jesus said 
the world cannot receive the Spirit (John 14: 17). This proved that 
Cornelius was a saved man before baptism . But Mr. Warlick says 
he saw an angel also before baptism. Certainly, but the Lord never 
said they whose angels are saved. If he had, it would be double proof 
that Cornelius was saved before baptism. Balaam's ass received the 
Spirit says Warlick. 'fhis is not true for (Numbers 22) the record 
does net say one word a,bout the Spirit A miracle was wrought on 
the ass but it was not a reception of the Spirit. When Mr. Warliok 
wants to prove his Pentecast theory, he he says nobody received the 
Spirit before Pentecost. Now to get out of a hard place on Cornelius. 
he even has a donkey receiving the Spirit before Pentecost! The legR 
of the lame are not equal. There is no getting out of the fact that 
if Cornelius received the Holy Ghost before he was baptized (Acts 
10: 43·48), and he certainly did. then he was saved' before he was 
baptized for Jesus said: "him the world cannot receive." 

"Put on Christ" (Gal. 3: 27). Mr. Warlick thinks means to Ibe
corn-e a Christian. Then what does it mean in Rom. 13: 14 where Paul 
told those who were already children of God to "put ye on the Lord 
Jesus?" Did that mean for them to become Christians when they 
had' been Christians for years? Why did not he answer this Ques
tion? I put it to him in my last. If we let Paul explain we see that 
it was only the Christian who must "put on Christ"-that is imitate 
Him. Properly rendered it would ·be: "As many of you as have been 
baptized on account of ("eis") Christ, have imitated Christ." My 
amusing friend says: "I wonder if Christ put himself on." No, Mr. 
Warlick He was baptized to fulfill all righteousness (Matt. 3: 15) 
and when we were baptized we imitated Him. 

Being una.ble to prove his doctrine by the Bible or standard' lex· 
icons, my friend resorts to Dr. Ditsler. Well, he can make a better 
case with Ditzler than he can with the Bible or lexicons either. "Eis 
always is prospective;' says Ditzler. Then when John baptized 

"eis" repentance it was in order that the people might repent! But. 
says Mr. Warlick, that means they were baptized into a state of 
reformation. Who said "mentanoian," the Greek for repentance. 
means a reformation? No lexicon on earth so defines it. Where 
did Mr. Warlick get it? Evidently out of his great imagination. TLC
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There it still stands : John baptized "eis" repentance. Matt. 
3:11), and if "eis" means in order to, .. then people must be bap 
tized in order to repent, an absurdity too glaring for anyone to ac
cept. Evidently they were baptized on account of repentance. 
had rather have one such Bible iUustration of the word than a 
thousand Ditzlers. So with the people who "repented at ("els") 
the preaching of Jonah." Certainly not in order to get Jonah to 
preach, but on account of his preaching. But, says Mr. Warlick, 
they "repented into the benefits of Jonah's preaohing." Alas! for 
you, my friand, since the Bible did not happen to say that. Thus ~'ou 

~h8ln'ge the Bible to suit your convenience. They repented at the 
preaching not at the benefits of the preaching. 

All that perversion of the Baptist position in the latter part of 
his article is burlesque and not argument and I deny that Baptists 
do as he decsrilhes. 

A few advance arguments and this address will end. 
Saul being a praying man was recognized by Ananias as evi

dence that he was a fit subject for baptism. Acts 22: 16; "Arise and 
be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling upon the name of the 
Lord." We .have already dIscussed whether this wa's a figurative 
washing or real washing, and I shall not repeat that here. The 
Greek for "calling" is "epikalesamenos." It is the word used in 
Rom. 10 :13, where it says : "Whosoever shall c all upon the name of 
the Lord shall be saved." It means accordi.ng to Liddell & Scott 
to "invoke in prayer." Hinds and Noble give the same definition. 
Since writing the other address in which I gave these definitions, 
I have consulted a Robinson's Unabrid.ged Lexicon and he says i~ 

means : "To call upc,n for aid, to Invoke, to pray to, an invocation 
addressed to Christ for aid, Acts 7 : 59." I have quoted him verbatim . 
Then when Paul said "Whosoever shall call shall be s aved," he 
meant that whosoever shall pray to the Lord' shall Ibe ·sav'ed. He 
had two means of knowing this. One was because he was inspired 
'and the other was his own experience. He had prayed before An· 
anias came to him and the Lord heard him. True, Mr. Warlick 
says that If he was saved he did not know it. That is true. Sal
vation is one thing, and the assurance of salvation is another thing. 
John wrote that those who believed might know that they wer e 
saved (1 John 5: 15) . Paul prayed and Paul believed in Christ and 
he knew that. but he did not know that this made his salvation 
certain. But when Ananias came and saw he was a :believer and 
besides this the Lord had assured Ananias that Paul was al
ready a chosen vessel. he therefore said: "Arise and be baptized 
calling ("ep!keleeamenos") upon the name of the Lord." The word 
( "epikalesaffi~llos;') is in the Aorist and the Aorist form means 
completed actIon in the past, but which did not stop In the past, 
but continues In the present. So the word must be translated Ib\)' 
a phrase in order to ·bring out the full sense, and it will be: "Arise 
be baptized and wash away (fi,guratively) your sins, since you h')ve 
prayed and are a praying man." That is the thought as sure as the 
Greek Aorist can bring it out. So one evidence that Paul was a 
fit subject for baptism was that he was a praying man. Mr. War
lick may make sport of this but he can not answer it. 

TLC
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MR. W ARLI€K'S THIRD NEGATIVE. 

I am sure the readers will laugh at Mr. Bogard's suggestion aOOut 
my showing signs o.f defeat. Why, I never felt better nor had les8 
to do in my life. It is a real picnic to play with my excited friend . 

. I shall not take the ,gentleman's advice about how to debate, un
til I am forced to defend ~n unreasona,ble proposition like he does 
in this discussion. If I did not know that I knew more about de
'bating than my friend, Mr. Bogard I assure him that I should not be 
mJi.xed up with him now. 

He thinks I have lost something by saying that God heard 
the prayer of 'Cornelius before he believed ana was ,baptized? Does 
my excited friend . think that in hearin'g the prayer, God saved Cor
nelius? If he does, then he is in the attitude of thinking that Cor
nelius was saved before he was a believer, for it is certain, that he 
did all of his ' praying before he was a belieTer, ana if this shows 
that he was saved before baptism, it shows also that he was saved 
before he 'believed. Is my friend so muddled that he can ,not see 
thIs? Cornelius. prayed as a worshipper of God, not Hke the alien 
sinner Df Mr. Bogard's propositiDn. What my friend wants, and 
just what he cant find, is a c·ase of an un,baptized man , praying for 
salvatiDn, and obtaining the salvation 'before and withDut baptism. 
The questiDn is nDt as to whether such a man can pray, but may he 
pray fDr salvatiDn and obtain it befDre he is baptized? If he can 
then Christ misleads every sDul of man on the earth, fDr He said': 
"He that believeth and is ,baptized shall be saved." Christ did 
nDt say . He that prays and then 'believes, shall be saved, and after
wards he may ,be baptized, provided the Baptists will permit it? 
Mr: Bo.jiarq why can't yDU get some thIngs right? 

Mr. BDgard 'is not certain whether the WDman at the well, (JDhn 
4:10), had saving faith ,before she aS'ked fDr the water. Well, no,," 
he has fixed it. In a fDrmer article he said that this water fDr 
which she was to ask, was salvation. NDW he does nDt know about 
it. . She mdght have had saving faith and therefore had the water 
befDre she asked fDr it; i.f so, then she did ·nDt pray as an alien but 
as a , saved persDn; he has already said that salvatiDn comes with 
faith, Il'nd if this woman had that before she sked ·for the water 
which he thinks was praying, then she was saved \before ,she prayed, 
and so. I ShDUld like to knDW what he will do with his propDsitiDn, and 
with this case to prove it? My friend is an amusing little ·fellow. 
He has this wbman praying for salvation, but possessed of saving 
faith befDre she prayed, and therefDre saved befDre she ·cDuld or 
did pray, and all simply to deny the plain statement of Christ. 
"He tha.t believeth a.nd is baptized Shall be .saved." Let all the 
Baptist readers especially nDte this contradiction in their man. 

After all , every reader of the New Testament understands that 
this wDman's case j,; no. example for the sinner today, fDr Paul says 
in Heb . 9: 16, that Christ's Testament was of no strength at all while 
He was yet living, and they know also that Christ was not dead 
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when He had this conversation with the woman at the well. Let 
our Baptist. readers look at Heb. 9: 16, with this argument before them . 

.Just why my friend denies that eis is in the Greek translated 
in, in the passage "How shall they call on Him in whom they 
have not believed." I cannot understand. I wish he would ·get 
some one to show him the word, and spell it out for him in English 
so he can understand it. This Scripture kills all he can say on 
the subject, for Paul here declares that a man cannot call upon GOd, 
until he believes, and that is too late for Mr. Bogard's sinner, for he 
says the fellow is saved at the point o·f faith whiCh Paul says must 
precede the calling. But I have shown that ·calling in this passage 
is not prayer, and so Mr. Bogard loses at two points. 

Mr. Bogard complains Ib.ecause I show the inconsistencies of Bap· 
tists on this question. Let him complain, I shall do that thing 
certain. I do take a delight in it for it is so easy to do. Besides 
in doing this I answer my friend's qui-hbles, which he calls arguments . 
Mr. Bogard you may imagine a man praying before he believes 
and is baptized like Cornelius did, all you wish,but until you can 
find that such a man prayed for salvation and obtained it in this 
way you gain nothing. Find the case , or admit like an h'onest 
man should do that it is simply not there. Again, I challenge 
you to find one case ot where an unbaptized man was commanded 
to pray for pardon this side the Commission? Here . is where your 
proposition cries out for your aid . Try to relieve it in your last, you 
have not done so yet. 

Mr. Bogard at last gives up his proposition, when he says he does 
not hold that unbelievers shall pray for salvation? Then he does 
not hold that unsaved people can pray for he says "with the com· 
Ing of faith salvation comes." So down he goes again. His effort to 
dodge by saying that he may believe that God is, will not do for 
him, for Infidels believe that God is, would Mr. Bogard promise to 
give an infidel salvation for the asking, who has no more faith than 
this? Shame on you, Mr. Bogard. I am sure your own people ·feel 
sorry for you. 

Mr. Bogard says an unlbaptized man confesses his sins asnd this 
is prayer. I deny it. But if it were so, it would ruin him, for no 
man will confess his sins with strong faith in Christ, against whom 
he has com~itted sins, without a full recognition of what his ·sins 
will do for him unless forgiven, but when he reaches this point he 
says he is saved by repentance al'ld faith, for he ·says repentance reo 
8Ults in faith, no place for praying between them therefore, ·but all 
this must be true of the man 'before he can and will confess his 
sims,sp he is saved in spite of fate before he can pray. Mr. Bogard 
himself being judge. This makes Mr. Bogard mad, but he need not 
d'oU'bt but that I take delight in provoking him to ang·er in this way. 
I am determined that his rea\iers shall see how foolish a man will 
argue when trying to deny the truth, and when disputing the word of 
the Lord like he has to do in thi·s disoossion . "He that believeth 
and is Ibaptized shall be saved," is the statement of the Savior. 
Every word of my friend is an effort to show that this is a false
bood. TLC
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The more my enraged friend says about the passage in James, 
the worse it is for him. Those whom James commands to pray, 
must pray in faith, else he says they need not think they will re
ceive anything of the Lord. This is too late for Mr. Bogard's sinner, 
praying for salvation, for he says he has this as .soon as he .believes. 
The people of whom James speaks had no ' doubts , 'but according to 
Baptist doctrine on this subject, they were saved before they could 
have time to even think a'bout doubting, for with the coming of 
faith the Baptists say salvation comes. The fact that some of them 
had sinned in a very pernicious way, is not in Mr. Bogard's .favor. for 
he will not deny that he commits sins himself. James says he wrote 
only to the church, when he gave instruction to church membera 
about praying .for the sick icn the fifth chapter. James does not com
mand sinners to pray, Baptists themselves being judges. 

1 laugh out loud when I read what my friend says about the 
faith that saves. In a former article he said that only the obedient 
faith saves. Now he wants to truke that back and say, that it saves 
before it becomes obedient. He says it saves first , and then obey,. 
Is this the idea now. Well, r suppose that if he were to say that 
only married women should be called wives and /bear children, he 
would mean that they should be wives, and bear children first, and 
then get married. Reader this is a fair sample of the logic of every 
man who denies the truth as taught in the Bible. 

But I am not through with my friend. H~ says a man is saved 
by faith before he can obey. Now he who repents, obeys, for Paul in 
Acts 17 : 30, says ''tGod commands all men every where to repent." 
So now we have it, Mr. Bogard has every sinner saved before he can 
repent, and since he says repentance precedes faith, he has a man 
l!Rved before he ·can either repent or believe. This is tunny, Dut it 
is just the predicament of my angered friend. It hurts him to show 
him up in the light, but loyalty to the truth which I am defendin.g, 
requires it of IDle, and therefore I am deli.ghted to have the chance 
to perform the very easy task. Again I ask the reaaer to remember 
that Mr. Bogard has to do all this, simply to sU'stain his contention 
in which he declares that Christ falsified 81bout the matter when He 
said: "He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved." If Christ 
told the truth . Mr. Bogard is wrong and Baptist doctrine is false, as 
false as can 'be. 

My friend dies hard on the case of Cornelius. He now says that 
Balaam's beast did not receive the Holy Ghost. But he is wrong as 
usual. H e received it the same as Cornelius. Christ said the Holy 
Ghost should reprove the world when it came. The Holy Ghost 
did reprove Balaam, when it spake to him thro,Ulgh the beast. Dies Mr. 
Bogard not know that it was the Holy Ghost that spa'ke to Balaam or 
The expression, "Him the world cannot receive" had no reference 
at all to what Cornelius received. Christ was talking to the Apostles 
about their being inspired with the Holy Ghost which was soon 
to come upon them. The angel talkin,g with 'Cornelius was one 
miracle, and the gi.ft of tongues was another miracle, and neither 
of them had anything t.o do with the personal salvation of Cornel
ius further than to bring together the influences and the conditions TLC
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necessary to his 'being saved. Cor.nelius was a creature. Christ said 
"Preach the gospel to every creature; he that Ibelieveth and is bap
tized, shall be saved." This shows that when Mr. Bogard says that 
Cornelius was saved before and without baptism, he simply dis
putes the 'plain word of Jesus Christ as given in Mark 16:16. 

When Paul says in Gal. 3: 26-27, that when a believer is 'baptized 
into Christ he puts on Christ, he shows that baptism, the same a.s 
faith is necessary in the 'case, and therefore Paul endorses the Sav
Ior in the commission. Mr. Bogard quihbles, by quoting Romani 
wherf' Paul said "put you on the Lord Jesus Chr.ist." Then I sup
pose he thinks that since the Christian is commanded to repent, 
therefore in every place where repentance is named it refers to the 
duty of a Christian. I tell you it is fun to discuss these matten 
with a Baptist. 

Dr. Ditzler, like all scholars do, says, that the word eis has only 
.. prospective meaning. John did baptize .people into a state oJ re
formation, and the people repented into the benefits of Jonah's preach
ing. According to Mr. Bogard, the people of Ninevah repented be
cause they had already Ibeen saved at hearing the prea;chiDig. If 
my friend does not know that "metanoian" means a change which 
amounts to a reformation, he should be ashamed. Instead of denying 
this the J~exicons all affirm it to be true. 

But the most complete somersault and fall down my friend has 
yet shown . us. is in his advance on Paul's case in the conclusion of 
the article to which this is a reply. He says that Paul prayed, and 
that he prayed for salvation, and that he Otbtained it 'before he was 
baptized. Now it is not a fact that he prayed for salvation. He prayed 
evidently, not for salvation, but for the COming of the man who 
was to teJI him what to do to be saved. He was told "Arise and 
be baptized and wash away his sins," which shows that when Mr. 
Bogard says he was saved before he was baptized, he actually con
tradicts Ananias. This is plain, but it is the plain truth. Why on 
earth will not my friend believe some things he finds in the Bible? 
An-anias said unto Paul, "Arise and be baptized, and' wash away 
thy sins." If Mr. Bogard, or any Baptist preacher in this countrY 
were to say this to a penitent praying man, he would be excluded 
from the Baptist church for heresy. Baptists will not allow their men 
to teach the truth on the plan of salvation. If Mr. Bogard had 
been there instead of Ananias, he would have said. "Pray on Saul 
until you get religion, and then, if the brethren will permit it, I 
will baptize you because your sins have been washed away already!' 
But listen to Mr. Bogard again. He says that Paul was saved, but that 
he did not know' it! WHOOP PEE here is a "Corker." Paul who 
had seen Christ on the way, talked with Him, had 'been repentin~ 
and believing and praying for three days, being on the ground, 
and knew the whole circumstance, did not know he was saved, 
Ibut my friend, Mr. Bogard "away down South in Dixie," eighteen 
hundred years later knows it he ·thinks. Reader what do YQU 
think of this? Mr. Bogard thinks that the Holy Ghost. in a direct 
way had been operating on Paul, and that he had repented and 
believed, and if he had known what Baptist doctrine is, he would TLC
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have known he was saved, ,but he did not know Baptist doctrine 
and this is so, for the Baptists were never heard of for nearly six
teen hundred years after Paul was converted, yet I suppose some 
one had to write to him to let him know he was saved. Mr. Bogard 
says this is so. Well, we stop and take a good laugh at Mr. Bogard's 
predicament. r tell you it is funny. 

I have already worn the ground out with my friend on his actual 
and · symbolic foolishness on Paul's case, so I will only say that no 
one who has any knowledge about the facts in the matter, will feel 
otherwise than sorry for him on the subject. When Christ said: 
"He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved," He did not mean 
actual salvation fqr faith and figurative or symbolic salvation for 
baptism. There is no such thing as a figurative or symbolic salva
tion any how. 

In conclusion, I want rugain to ask my friend to come to the 
suffering, sighing, sorrowing proposition which he has engaged to 
discuss. Show where Christ or His apostles ever commanded any 
-unsaved man to pray for salvation with the promise that he should 
have it 'bl;)fore he was blllptized? Show ·where in the New Testament 
and this means since Christ died on the cross, that any unbaptized 
man was ever told to pray for pardon? 

Why is it, that in every case of conversion, recorded in Acts, the 
believer was told to be baptized, for remiSSion, not to pray for It? I 
challenge my opponent, and all other Baptist preachers to say that 
they would have told believers what Peter told the Pentecostians, 
"Repent a-nd ·be baptized, everyone of you for the remission at 
sins." I dare you to say you would give that answer? Would you 
tell every creature to whom you preach, just what Christ said in the 
commission, "He that ,believeth and is baptized, .shall be saved?" 
Would you say to a penitent as Ananias did to Saul, "Arise and 
be 'baptized and wash away thy sins?" Would you not rather have 
told them in each case to pray for salvation with the hope of obtain
ing it before and without baptism, and thus deny the words of both 
Christ and His apostles? 

Baptist readers, why do you not compel your preachers to teach 
the truth in preaching to si-nners on what they should do to Ibe 
saved? If you would have truth on this subject, you cannot afford 
to stand with my friend, but you will quit supporting the un scrip
tural doctrine which you :have been deceived into thinking has 
some truth in it, for I tell you that on this subject, especially the 
Baptists are wrong, woefully and fatally wrong. And it has been 
clearly shown, they contradict themselves at every turn. 

Come up to the work my friend, you have failed signally on the 
baptism question on both propositions , try to redeem yourself in 
your last article if you can. I shall be glad to see -you try it anyway-
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MR. BOGARD'S FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE. 

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: When a de· 
bater seeks to make the impIlession that his opponent is a-ngry, 
when there is not the slightest indication of it, as Mr. Warlick has 
dqne in his last speech, it bespeaks defeat as nothing else can. There 
is nothing in anything I have said that would indicate anger and I 
'only notice his six flings along this line, lest some of his sorely de
feated admirers should take advantage of it and tell that I was 
angry beca'Use I never denied it. Mr. 'Warlick may be judging me 
~y himself and if he is, I pity him. 

Much of our controversy has clustered around the case of Cor· 
nelius (Acts 10:43·48). That case settled and this controversy is 
!lettled, for God does not have two different ways of saving people. 
What have we learned about Cornelius? First we learned that 
he prayed and the Lord heard and answered his prayer before he 
was baptized. Mr. Warlick denies that he prayed for salvation. 
What was he praying for? For ,good crops that year, I suppose. 
If he was a sinner, then God heard a sinner pray, a-nd answered 
his prayer. Good. If a Christian, then he was a Christian before 
he was baptized. Good . Second, we learn that he· did "Receive the 

Holy Ghost." Peter said it 'plainly in the 48th verse. But Jesus 
said the "world can not receive the Holy Ghost" (John 14: 17): But 
Mr. Warliek says "receive the Holy Ghost" does not mean "receive 
the Holy Ghost." Sic! He -says that the "gift 0 ·[ tongues and see
ing the angel had nothing to do with the personal salvation of Cor
nelius, further than to bring together the influences and the con
ditions necessary to his being saved." Sakes alive! I thought you 
labored through four speeches on the first proposition to prove that 
there is no influence brought to bear on the sinner to bring about 
his salvation except the word! Now, in order to get out of a hole, 
you tell us that other influences besides the word were used in the 
·case of Cornelius! Lands sakes alive, that is good. On that first 
propostion, you ar.gued as strongly as you could that when the i.n
fluence of the Spirit is brought to bear on a sinner that would be 
"receiving the spirit" and when I told you that the Spirit could 
influence a sinner and bring power to bear on him and still it would 
not be receiving the Spirit you made sport of it and said I had got 
myself into a predicament .. Now comes Warlic,k and declares that 
the Spirit did work a miracle, ,bring to bear a powerful influence on 
Cornelius "to bring together the influences and conditions neces
sary to his salvation," and yet Cornelius did not receive the Spirit." 
Gentlemen and fellow citizens, what do you think of that? If what you 
say now a:bout Cornelius is true, then you were wrong when you 
said what you di,d in the first propOSition. Which time did you tell 
the truth? If Cornelius really received the Spirit before he was 
baptized then I have proved that he was a Christian before he 
was baptized. If ,he did not receive the Spirit but only had ·the mir

,aculous influence of the Spirit to bring about his salvation, then I TLC
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have proved the first proposition which Mr. Warlick so vigorously 
denied. Really now, don't you see, Cornelius is my man any way 
you take him. But Peter settles it in the 15th chapter of Acts, 
verses 8 and 9: "God, which knoweth the hearts bear them wit
ness, ,giving them the Holy Ghost, even as He did unto us; and 
put no difference between them and us, purifying their hearts by 
faith." Now Mr. Warlick says very plainly that the statement of 
Jesus, in John 14: 17 means the promise of the Holy Ghost to the 
Apostles to inspire them to speak, and Peter says God "Put no dif

ference between them and us" and. that "He gave them the Holy 

Ghost even as He did unto us." Now, what do you mean, Mr. War
lick, when you say that the family of Cornelious did not receive 
the Holy Ghost the same as the Apostles did at the beginning? 
Peter flatly ·contradicts you. But JeS'Us said that the Holy Ghost 
could not be received by the world as the Apostles received Him. 
But Cornelius did receive the Holy Ghost, just as the Apostles 
received Him, or Peter told a falsehood lIibout it when he said, "God 
gave them the Holy Ghost even as He did unto us." Now, who are 
you going to :believe, Mr. Warlick or the word of the Lord. But, says 
Warlick, Balaam's ass received the Holy Ghost. Let the reader turn 
to Numbers 22, and read, and he will see that not a word is said 
about the Holy Ghost in the chapter. Besides that, why has not 
Mr. Warlick answered me when I have called his attention time 
and again to the fact that if Balaam's ass did receive the Holy 
Ghost, ,before Penteco1>t, then what marvel of the Lord's discipl es had 
the Holy Ghost before Pentecost? On the Church question, Mr. 
Warlick and his people are very insistent that if the Church existed 
before Pentecost, it was a 'dead Church, because it had no Spirit, for 
the Spirit was not given to it until Pentecost. Have you ever heard 
such talk as that? Of course you have if you have ever heard 
them preach or debate. Now to save himself on the design of bap
tism, Mr. Warlick goes back on all that and actually has a don
key receiving the Holy Ghost before Pentecost. Then he goes !back 
on his insisting that there is no Spirit influence in additon to the 

word in order to keep Cornelius from receiving the Spirit. So you 
see I have this battle won any way you take it. 

But says Mr. Warlick, "Cornelius prayed as a worshipper or 
God, and not like the alien sinner." Please tell us how he ceased 
to be an alien and yet not be a saved man? If he was not an alien 
before he was baptized, then what did his baptism do for him? Do 
you baptize people who ·are not aliens? The fact is, you don't bap
tize any except those you regard as aliens and yet you say Cornelius 
was not an alien when he was praying before he was baptized. \~~hat 

was he? If he was a child of God, it certainly did not ta,ke baptism 
to make him a child of God. If he was not a child of God, then he is 
an instance of God hearing and ans·wering an alien sinner's prayer. 
If you say he was a proselyte Jew and was under the Jewish covenant, 
the answer is, that the old Jewish covenant was taken out of the 
way when Christ was nailed to the cross. What do you mean by 
saying Cornelius was not an alien when he was pra~'i ng, and yet 
needed to be saved? TLC
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Mr. WarliGk says, according to Baptist practice, a man can't be 
baptized unless the "Baptists permit it." Well, it is no worse (if 

it be a crime for Baptists to permit it) than it is for just one man to 
decide the matter, as is the case with Mr. Warlick and his people. 
It is a matter of record that some of Mr. Warlick's people have act
ually refused to baptize those who made the good confession. For 
proof I refer you to Elder Bynum Black and Elder Joe Blue, yoor 
preachers . who did the refusing. No matter what reasons they had 
for refusing. Their reasons might have been .good. Even so, Bap
tists may refuse if they have good reason to do so. I even think 
Black and Blue did right in refusing to baptize the parties. who ap
peared not to be sincere. But will you claim a privilege for your in
dividual preachers which you declare is a crime for Baptists? 

As to the woman at the well (John 4: 1-10) ' it is enough to say 
that she was told that she could have salvation for the asking. Meta
physi<:al hairsplittmg objections to that plain statement of the Lord 
amollnt to nothing. She believed in the existen<:e of God and be
leived that JeS'Us was the Messiah, but believing the facts of the 
Gospel is not the faith that saves, "Pisteuo," the word for believe, 
means to "trust. to rely upon" and this was what the woman was 
not doing. yet she was told to ask for the water and it would be 
given. She soon believed-t,rusted-and was saved without bap
tism. But, ·says my friend, turn to Heb. 9: 16, and read that the new 
covenant was not in force till after Christ's death. Certainly. But 
how did Christ ma'ke his will? Did he write it? No. ' He made it 
by what He did and taught while ' here in the world, and no man 
had a right to add to that will nor take from it after He made it. 
All the Apostles could d'o was to record that will and proclaim it. 
They did not change it in any way. The Holy Spirit was only to 
brjng to their remembrance what Christ did and taught while on 
earth and that was Hi, will. So we see that what Christ did while 
here on earth was His will, which was the will also of God the 
Father, whose will He came to execute, for He and the Father are 
one. Since He left no written will, His diseiples only put into writing 
that· which they saw Him do and heard Him speak. What they 
he,ard Him teach and saw Him do was His will and their writing it 
out did not change it. Then what He did was nothing different from 
what the Apostles carried out after His ascension. Then why all 
.this ja'bber, about the plan of salvation being different now from 
what it was during the personal ministry? The subject 1-s to get rid 
of the fact that Jesus did save people during His personal ministry, 
without Ibaptism. There was the wicked woman (Luke 7) to whom 
the'Lord said: "Thy faith hath saved thee. Go in peace; thy sins, 
which are many, are all forgiven." Then, there is the impotent man 
(Luke 5) who was saved without baptism. Then there is the case 
of Zacheous (LUike 19) who got salvation without baptism. Then there 
is the thief on the cross (Luke 23: 42-43) to whom the Savior said 
in answer to his prayer for mercy: "Today thou shalt !be with me 
in Paradise. Then there is the wom.an at the well (John 4) who 
was told salvation is for the asking. No wonder Mr. Warlic'k wants 
to rule out Matthew, Mark, Luke and John illS a rule of faith and TLC
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practice. He tells you plainly that the New Testament does not' 
begin until after we pass these books. 

"How shall they call on (eis) Him in w,hom they have not be
lieved?" is a passage that can not be settled by Mr. Warlick and 
me. He says that "in" is a . translation of "eis" and I dispute it. 
Those who have 'Greek Testaments will please look for ' themselves 
and see. Those who have no Greek Testament will have no way of 
finding out for themselves. But one question may help. Mr. War
liok, will , you please tell us what is "on" a translation of? "How 
shall they call on (eis) Him in who)D they have not 'believed?" Is· 
it a fact that "on" and "in"are both from that one word "eis"? Is 
Heis" in the I>assage twice? If you say no, then tell us if "on" is· 
not the word whiCh comes from "eis" in that passage? If so, then 
the passage will read : "How shall they call on (eis) Him whom 
they have not believed." Get you an interlinier Greek Testament 
and see if I have not given it correctly. So I still maintain that 
to believe in God's existence is all the faith necessary for a sinner 
to call upon the Lord ·for salvation. 

Mr. Warlick denies that it is prayer for a sinner to confess. 
his sins to God. Well, what is it if it is n'ot prayer? Webster says 
that prayer is "a solemn address to God." Is confessing our sins 
to God a ,solemn address to God? If so, a sinner i,g praying when he 
confesses his sins and he must thus confess (pray) in order to be 
saved. So prayer is necessary t<? salvation. 

Mr. WarUck asks if I would allow that an infidel could pray 
and get salvation. Certainly. If an infidel who believes that there 
is a God sincerely prays to God he will be saved. I know of at 
least two infidels who 'prayed to , be led ihto the light, if .there was 
such a thing, and they were both saved. The light came. Their 
infidelity went and they became believers in Jesus Christ as their 
pers!)nal Savior. The name of one of them is Conley, and he at 
this time is a rural mail c8;rrier at Springdale, Ark. , and he was' 
caused to stop and consider his ways by a debate I held at Elm 
Springs, Arkansas, with John T. Hinds, who, like Mr. Warlick, dis
puted the truth on this question an~ when Mr. Conley put it to' the' 
test as I had taught, he found it true. How long will Mr. Warlick 
s·coff at God's truth? 

Mr. Warlick still contends that all to whom James wrote were' 
in the Church. I asked him a fair question and he has refused to 
answer. Mr. Warlick's, people say that to be in Christ is to ,be in 
the Church and to be out of Christ is to Ibe out of the COOreh. Now, 
some to whom JamE's wrote WE're "murderers, adulterers" and such 
like. I ask: Is it possible for a murderer to be in Christ? If you 
say yes, then you render yourself ridIculous. If you say no, then some 
who were not in Christ were commanded to pray: "i,f any of yOU' 
lack wisdom, let him ask of God and it shall (be ,given him." There 
is no dodging this unless a murderer may be in Christ. Don't 
squirm. Com out on this. If a murderer is not in Christ, then 
James commanded some 'out of Christ to pray. 

Mr. Warliok can't understand how faith can be obedient before· 
lt obeys. He can , not understand how a tree can be an apple before TLC
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it bears apples. He can not understand how a thing can have thp. 
essence of truth and right, before the truth and right are manifesL 
He says, "Suppose a woman should marry and then bear children, 
would she have to .bear children before she had the ceremony said?" 
No, that is what I have Ib€lJen telling you. The woman marries 
and then she bears the frujt of marria,ge, which is the birth of a 
,child. Even so, a man has living obedient faith, and then he bears 
the fruit of obedient faith, which Is an obedient life. 

My friend continues tQ harp on Mark 16:16. I took that away 
from him on the last proposition and he is evidently badly dis
satisfied with what was said about it, for he continually reverts to it. 
Once more let me say that Mark 16:16 says too much for 1\1r. War
lick, for it distinctly says that only those who disbelieve will 'be 
lost. He that believes not shall be damned. Then it follows that 
no !believer will b e lost. Hut we believe before baptism, hence 
saved before 'bapti'sm. ' 

But Dr. mtzler says that "eis" is always prospective. 'Well, I 
do declare. It is too bad that Mr. Warlick must r esort to Dr. Ditzler 
tQ establish his <1octrine. I gave him Bible illustrations, where the 
word i,s used in a retrospective sense-looking back- and he seems. 
to prefer to take Ditzler instead of the Bible. He does telI us that. 
Matt. 3:11 where it says that John "baptized unto (eis) r epentance" 
that this means John baptized into a reformation. I do declare .. 
I thought yQU taught that a man must reform (repent) before you. 
would baptize him. Did you ever? Then when the people repented, 
"at the :p,reaching of Jonah" Mr. Warlick says, not so, Lord it was not: 
the preaching, as YOll would say they repented at (eis) but it was: 
the benefits of the preaching. Who are you going to 'believe, Mr~ 
Warlick or Jesus Ghrist? Then, since "eis," the word used in Acts 
2:38 and Rom. 6:3-4 and Gal. 3:27, is used' in a retrospective sense 
it does not necessarily mean into or in order to, as Mr. Warlick 
contends . Therefore, we must always, when this word is used , de
termine its meaning by the context and by comparing with other 
Scriptures. By comparing with other Scriptures, we find that none 
of the passages quoted teach baptismal salvation really nor prove it, 
for that would make them contradict other passages. 

In the case of Saul (Acts 22: 16) Mr. Warlick iognored my ar
gument based upon the fact that "epikaleo," meaning "to call" in that 
passage, is iIn the .aorist which would make Paul's praying a proof 
of his fitness for baptism. It would necessarily read: "Arise and be 
baptized. since you have prayed and are praying." Was prayer a 
proof of fitness for baptism? It was if Ananias knew what he was 
talking about. But Mr. Warlick let that argument pass. I do not 
blame him since there i'B no answer to it that scholars will accept. 

But Mr. 'Warlick ridicules me for saying that Paul was saved and 
did not know it. What is there so funny about that? He says 
Mr. Bogard 'by this claims to know more than Paul. I know more 
than Paul knew at that time for he was wholly unlearned in spirit
ual thing'S at that time. He- had to be taught and Ananias did 
teach him that he had the evidences of salvation and he rose and 
was baptized, figurativ ely washing away his sins. TLC
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Mr. Warlick says that in every case in Acts the converts were 
told to be baptized' in order to the remission of their sins. They 
were not told to do it even one time. much less every time. They 
were not even told that in Acts 2: 38. 

A few words in conclusion: I showed by the Scriptures that 
"whosoever shall call upon the name" of the Lord shall be saved" 
(Rom. 10:15). The Greek word for "call" is "epikalleo" and it means 
to "invoke the name of the Lord in prayer." See Liddell & Scott 
and Robinson and Hinds & Noble and in fact all lexicons without 
an exception, It sometimes means when one calls for another. some· 
thing like the conferrin'g of the name of the father on a stepson. 
But where one does it for himself. as did Stephen (Acts 7) who 
was undoubtedly praying. then it is prayer. Well. this is exactly 
the thing an unsaved man is told to do. To confess and forsake sin 
insures salvation, says the word. To confess sin to God is prayer. 
If we do not confess our sins, we can never be accepted by the 
Lord. Hence. prayer is necessary to salvation. There is no need to 
repeat about the case of Cornelius which unlboubtedly proves my 
doctrine, no matter which way you take it. Mr. Warlick's ;J)rag
ging on himself about knowing more than I do. can be taken for 
what it is worth. I am a mere weakling, but it does not req,uire 
great strength when one has the truth as I have on this proposition. 
Mr. Warlick is a great man and a ,great scholar. but all his great
ness and scholarship can not defeat the plain Bible truth which 
I have given in this discussion. So mote it be. 

TLC
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MR. WARLICK'S FOURTH NEGATIVE. 

My friend Mr. Bogard says, my repeating the statement that 
he is angry indicates defeat to me. I wond'er if it does? Then what 
does his repeated, and unfortunately silly statement that I am 
defeated indicate upon his part? Why, really, I knew all the time 
that he would fail in the written debate, just as he always does in 
oral discus'sion. I frankly acknowledge that he has ,done even poor
er work than I could' have expected. Guide -readers are all surprised and 
say, that my friend should not have undertaken tbe job of condu.cting, 
the debate, if he could do no better than he has in this case. Now, 
I know, and so do all the readers, that Mr. Bogard Is out of hUIIlor' 
and has 'been since the first of the discussion, but I am not com
plaining, for anger is a sure sign of conscious defeat. 

Mr. Bogard says the discussion now hinges upon the case of Cor
nelius. I think not, but I should ,be willing to fight the whole thing 
out on this one case. In fact, I shOlUld be willing to discuss the ' 
d'esign of baptism with any Baptist preacher in the world and let 
the debate hinge upon anyone ,case of conversion recorded in Acts" 
or in fact, upon any case anywhere, for I know the Bible is absolutely 
silent on what Baptists believe and teach on the subject. But to
Cornelius, now. 

Mr. Bogard says Cornelius prayed. Sure; but did he pray as a, 
sinner or proselyte to the Jewish religion? Everyone knows that: 
he prayed as one converted to the Jews idea of relIgion; that he' 
worshipped God as a proselyte, not as an alien. He simply prayed as 
a servant of God, and .Mr. Bogard knows it. He prayed also, and was 
heard before he was a believer in Christ. Will Mr. Bogard say 
his prayer before he was a believer in Christ shows that he was 
a saved man when God heard his prayer? The angel told him, four 
days ibefore Peter saw him, that his prayer had ,been heard. Does 
Mr. Bogard believe this? But the angel told him that Peter would tell 
Jlim what to do to be saved. Now his prayer was he,ard four days 
before he learned what to do to be saved. Is the hearin1g of his 
prayer evidence of his salvation? How silly. Again, Peter said in 
Acts 15:7, that Cornelius believed in Christ after he heard Peter's 
discourse. Does Mr. Bogard believe this? Pshaw! It makes one 
feel like apoligizing to himself for having to deal with just such 
lIilly child's play as Baptists -have to use in this case. But, again, 
I ask the question, and since Mr. Bogard cannot answer it I leave it 
up to every Baptist preacher in the world. Why was the fact that 
Cornelius receiv'ild the baptismal measure of the Holy Ghost, before 
he was baptized, evidence of his bein'g saved 'before he was bap
tized , and yet his seeing and talking with an angel, who told him that 
his prayer had ,been heard, that his alms were held as a memorial 
before God, all before he believed in Christ, not evidence that he was 
saved without that belief. I should like to see the color of the kair 
of the Baptist preacher who can talk sensibly in reply to this ques
tion. 

TLC
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Again I raise the que,sUon, and ask: Since Cornelius received 
the Holy Ghost in the same sense as Balaam's ,beast received it. 
enabling both of them to speak in tongues wherein they were not 
born, why do Baptists take one as a genuine case of 'conversion, 
and refuse the other?- Again, I shol\ld like to know why Mr. Bogard 
and the Baptists all refer to Cornelius' case, when not one of them 
ever saw a. case like it? Not one of them ever received the Holy 
Spirit as he did. They do not speak with tongues. They knQw 
this was simply one of the miracles wrought in connection with 
the case, and that. such things do not l).appen now. What do they 
mean 'by thus howling abQut a thing they never had and never can 
get? The idea is ridiculous. I shah in a very few words take the 
case away from them as I have before done, and then go to some
thing else. 

Mr. Bogard says the truth when he declares that God does not 
have Illore ~han one way to save ,folks. Cornelius was saved, there
fore, just like all others were saved under the commission. In the 
commission, the Lord said:, "He that /believes and is baptized shall 
be saved." So he was not saved before baptism. The angel said 
Peter would tell him what to do to be saved. Does Mr. Bogard ,be
lieve the angel told the truth? If he does, he knows that Cornelius 
was not saved until after Peter preached to him ; moreover, this 
would have to be true, even if the Baptists are right aboht salva
tion coming with faith; for, he did not ·believe until he heard Peter 
preach. But again. The angel told Cornelius that in telling him 
what to do to be saved, Peter would tell him to do something, and 
since Peter told him to be' baptized, and ' did' not tell him to, do any
thing else, It follows that to be ,baptized was necessary to his salvation. 
This is the way the Savior .gave it in the commission (Mark 16: 16). 
But Mr, Bogard says, when I admit that there were other miracles 
wrought in connection with the conversion, I .go back on what Paul 
and I teach when we say that the Gospel is the power of God unto sal
vation, and that faith comes by hearing and hear.ing by the word 
of God. I wonder. I suppose th·at since a child must 'be lborn of its 
father and mother to be a descendant of Adam, and therefore to 'be 
a subject of salvation, Mr. Bogard thinks that such a begetal and 
birth are influences in the conversion of the sinner. The miracles 
were one thing and the power that effected Cornelius was an
other thing altogether, He was converted <by the Gospel which 
Peter preached to him, not by the miricle. Balaam's ,beast had the 
same miracle wrought on him but it dId not convert him. The ex
pression: "Put no difference between US and them, purifying their 
hearts by faith," has no reference to what the AIpostles received 
by the Holy Ghost baptism at Pentecost. It referred to the Jews 
and the Gentiles in a general way. I am surprised at the 'blunder 

my friend makes here. He thinks Peter in that remark had refer

en.ce to Holy Ghost baptism received on Pentecost. Mr. Bogard, 

what is the matter with you? Don't you know a little bit &bout a few 

things? 
I am glad that Mr. Bogard refers again to his failure on the TLC
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first proposition. The readers all know he was sorely defeated 
on that question and now he wants to patch it up. 

While dellating the question of the direct work of the Holy 
Ghost,in conversion, he said that when Cornelius received the Holy 
Ghost, it did not simply come upon him and act on him as it does in 
conversion . Thi~ he said to screen himself from the exposure 
of a, contradiction, when he used the case of Cornelius on the design 
of baptism, saying that Cornelius could not have received the Holy 
Spirit while yet a sinner. But it so happens that in speaking of the 
case, th e Book says th e Spirit "came upon them." This Mr. Bogard 
now says is its work in conversion. He also takes the position in 
his last article iI), his dying jump, that the miracle was evidence that 
the Holy Spirit does operate directly on the heart in conversion. In 
this claim he surrenders Cornelius to me on the design of baptism, 
saying as he now does, that the Spirit carne upon him miraculously to 
convert him and not to show that he was saved before he was bap
tized. I tell you my friend is an easy mark. He will say anything 
in God's world that happens to come into his mind to save himself 
from an emergency. 

He says that if Balaam's beast received the Spirit, then the 
SlJirit was in the world ·before Pentecost. As if anyone had ever 
questioned thaL The body, the Church of Christ, did not receive it 
until the day of P entecost, the day upon which the Church was estab
lished, but the Prophets were inspired by it. Is it not strange that 
Baptist preachers have to misr~present the people of God every time 
they try to spea'k of them? Mr. Bogard knows that no one ever said 
there was no Holy 'Ghost until Pentecost. He knows that we all know 
the Prophets were inspired of the Holy Ghost, Ibut this was not the 
llense in which it dwelled in the Church. I am sure the Baptist read
ers will be disgusted with the silly twaddle of the gentleman. 

Mr. Bogard now tries to defend the very unscriptural practice 
'of the Ba.ptists voting on ·the experience of candidates for baptism. A 
thing that never did occur by Divine authority. The practice of the 
'Baptists at this point is an open insult to every act of the inspired 
Apostles. But he says one of us sits In judgment. This Is simply not 
so. When Phillip said: If you are a believer, I will baptize you. 
Was this setting in judgment on the eunuch? No Baptist will Say it 
'Was. Well , this is precisely what we do. Do we, therefore, set In jud·g· 
ment any more than Phillip did? Now I find, word for word, author
tty for what I do. Don't you Baptist preachers, who read this, wish 
you could do half as well for your practice? I challenge any Baptist 
preacher on earth to find a;:ty case of conversion recorded in the New 
'Testament that even favors their teaching and' practice, or any case or 
Church membership where the person entered the Church as Baptists 
'now practice: One case will do-only one. The truth is, the Baptists 
cannot find any of their doctrine and practice in the Book. 

That old story of Mr. Bogard about Joe, Blue and Bynum Black 
has been turned a'gainst him so many times in debate, until a man 
of self pride would be ashamed to revert to it again. 

Mr. Bogard now flays that the woman at the well was told she 
might have salvation if she asked for it. But in his third article, he TLC



114 BOGARD-W.ARLICK DEBATE. 

said he did not know but what she had saving faith before she calle(] 
tor the water. Which time do you mean to tell what you r eally think 
a:bout it? 

Mr. Bogard actually thinks that the Apostles taught nothing after 
Christ left the world that He did not teach while he was here. Xow, 
if I had a boy ten years old who did not know more about the Xew 
Testament than that, I should chastize the boy for woeful ignorance. 
Did not Christ say to His disciples: "When the Holy Spirit comes, He 

will show you things to come, as well as to remind you of what [ 
have shown you?" Does not Peter say the Apostles preached the 
Gospel with the Holy Ghost sent down from heaven, and taught 
things which even the angels had not looked into. Paul, in Ephesians 
says, that certain mysteries were kept from the world until they had 
been revealed to the Apostles by the Holy Spirit. Why on earth can't 
Baptist preachers learn a few things about the alphabet of Gospel 
teaching, anyhow? All of this Mr. Bogard has to say to 'get rid of 
what Paul says in Heb. 9: 16, in which he declares that Christ's will 
could not be of any ·force at all until after his death; and that there
fore, the cases referred to by Mr. Bogard during the personal min
istry of Christ, have no more to do with what 'people must do to be 
saved now, than does the fact of the translation of Enoch and Elijah 
without death, promise us that we, too, shall be translated , just be· 
cause God' translated them. We are under the will of Christ now. 
!lot under the law. Christ lived and died under the law, and he said 
the law would be in force as long a!> it lasted; that not even a jot 
should pass from the law until it was all fulfilled. It was not fulfilled 
until it was taken out of the way when it was nailed to the cross. 
C::ome this side the death of Christ. Mr. Bogard, to find the opening 
and enforcement of the will of Christ, and act with some sense one 
time in your life. A Testament is of force after men are dead , Paul 
says. Mr. Bogard says I know better than that Paul, for the wicked 
woman of Luke 7. the thief on the cross and others, were saved by 
the will of Christ before he was dead. Pshaw! Mr. Bogard, get away. 

I regret to say more ·by way of expo,sing my poor, deluded friend 
and very incompetent exegete on Romans 10: "How shall they 
call on him in whom they have not believed?" He still thinks that 
"Eis" in the passage is the word in the Greek for " ON" in the Eng
lish, and not the word "IN." If any of our Baptist readers can read 
Greek, they will be sorry for and ashamed' of him. The word on in 
the passage is a part of the word call in the !Greek. Epikaleomal. 
"Call upon." The word eis is the word for in, in the passage: "How 
shall they call on Him in whom they have not believed." Poor fellow. 
He should not have mentioned the matter unless he had Ibeen able to 
at least spell out the Greek words in the passage. Here, as I have 
shown 'before, the man who called, consenting that this means prayer 
(which It does not). was a believer in Christ before he could call, 
and this is too iate for a sinner, according to Mr. Bogard and the 
Bruptists, for they say, when he believes, he is saved , therefore this 
man had to Ibe saved before he could pray, themselves being judges. 

Mr. Bogard says an infidel can pray for pardon and get it. ~I~' 

answer to that is, Paul's language in Rom. 10: "How shall they 
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call on Him in whom they ):lave not ·believed ?'" I don't know. Paul 
did not know and said they could not, but Mr. Bogard says he knows, 
and that he can prove it by two men over in Arkansas. Now we 
have it. How sad that Paul did not happen to live in Arkansas
and know these fellows. If Paul had known the witnesses, he never 
wc·uld hiive raised the question: "How can they call on him in whom 
they have not believed?" Now, Paul-You come to Arkansas and 
learn Baptist doctrine. We d'eal out the pure article over there, 
and we have the witnesses in Arkansas, even though we do not have 
them in the Bihle to prove Baptist 'doctrine. Ha! Have n't I got a 
picnic? 

Although James says expressly that his epistle was to the 
Church memlber!i, and everybody but Baptists say that they know 
it, Mr. Bogard says it is · not so. James does not tell the truth a1bout 
it, because he said some of them were J.Ilurderers and adulterers. 
Many of God's people commit these sins. Baptists, even, d'o such 
thilllgs. What is the matter with you? On the obedient faith 
my friend goes down and he can't save himself, if the faith 
must be obedient before it saves. The woman bears children after she 
marries, but she does not marry until her relation and name has been 
chan.ged by the ceremony. This ,ceremony is baptism, so Mr. Bogart't 
'Surrenders here also. 

I have so completely whipped my friend Dn Mark 16: 16 it will 
be only necessary to say that his last reference to' it, is as it should 
'/be, a faint allusion. This is also true of Acts 2: 38, ~cts 22: 16, and 
other like references. I wish to call attentiDn to the fact, that all 
any Baptist preacher can do in denying the teaching of Christ and the 
Apostles on the design of ibaptism .. is simply to quibble on it. Takt:: 
Dne positiDn in one article and anDther in the next, like Mr. Bogard 
bas done in this case. And one astonishing thing is, that they do nDt 
take the same position. No two Df them say the same thing altDgether. 
Qn Acts 2: 38, each man has a position of his own, and , no twO' the 
'Same. This is tru~ of every ,one of their qui'bbles. 

On the use of the woI'd eis they dO' not agree. I have shown by 
such scholars as Dr. Ditzier and others, SDme of whom are Baptist m€n, 
who are scholars. that the word eia has a prospective, not a retrospec
tive meaning, and this Is its significance in Acts 2: 38. Mr. Bogard says 
that since John baptized people eis into a state of refDrmation, it 
could not have this meaning unless baptism came before repentance. 
Poor fellow. He does not know that the reformation here, is a state, 
and not something which took place with the person baptized. Now to 
the summary. I shall simply quote without comment the teaching 
Df Christ and the Apostles, and place it side by side with Baptist 
teaching and Mr. Bogard's prDposition. 

Mark 16:16: "He that believeth and is ,baJPtized, shall be saved." 

Christ: "He that believes and prays shall !be saved, and after· 
wards may b'e baptized, if the 'coroner's inquest' vote to receiVe him." 
-Mr. Bogard and the B'aptists. 

Acts 2: 38: "Then Peter answered and said untO' them, 'Repent 
:and be baptized, every Dne of you, in the name Df Jesus Christ, for 
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the remission of sins and ye shall receive the gift of the Hol~' Ghost'_" 
-Peter. 

"Repent and pray for remission, and then be baptized on ac
count of it."-Mr. Bogard and the Baptists. 

Acts 8: 11-12: "When they believed, Phillip preached the things 
concerning the Kintdom .of God, and the name of Jesus Christ, they 
were bapti~ed, both men and women."-Ph.illip at Samaria. 

'Vhen they tbelieved Baptist doctrine, prayed at a Bruptist mourn
ers's bench, got religion, and were voted on as genuine by a Baptist 
Church , they were baptized, 'both men and women.-Mr. Bogard and 
thE> Baptists. 

Acts 8:37 : "And the eunuch said, 'See, here is water, what 
doth hinder me to be baptized?' Phillip said, If thou believest with all 
thine heart, thou mayest. And he said, 'I believe that Jesus Christ is 
the Son of God' and he baptized him." Phillip and the Eunuch. 

"And the mourner at the Ibench prayed, and when he came 
through he said, 'Why may I not be baptized and :become a memiber 
of this Baptist Church? And the preacher said, Go to wOl'k now and 
in your own way, tell what the Lord has done for your poor soul, 
(here gives his experience), and is asked: do you feel th.at God for 
Christ's sake has pardoned your sins? and he says 1 do. And the 
preacher bade the brethren to take notice and said, You have heard the 
brother's experience. What do you do with it? And they moved, sec
onded and voted him in."-Mr. Bogard and the Baptists . 

Acts 10: 48: "And he commanded them to be baptized, in the 
name of the Lord."-Peter. 

"And the preacher commanded them to pray for salvation and 
then ,be baptized with the permission of the Church."-Mr. Bogard and 
the Baptists. 

Acts 16: 30-31: "And he brought them out and said, Sirs, what 
must 1 do to Ibe saved? And they said, believe on the Lord Jesus 
Christ and thou shalt be saved and thy house. And he took them 
ihe same hour of the night, washed their stripes and was baptized,' 
he and all his, straightway, and ' when the'y come into the house, he 
'sat meat before them and rejoiced, he, and all his house." 

"And he came in and . fell down before the B8Jptist preachers, 
and said, S)rs, what must 1 do to be saved? And they said unto him, 
come to the altar and pray and thou shalt be saved and thy house. 
And he came the same hour ot the night and prayed long and earn
estly and the whole Church, led by the preachers, prayed with him, 
and after thus praying for many days, perhaJ}s weeks, months and 
years, he came through and then it was that these same 'preachers 
with the permission of the Baptist Church, expressed l by a vote, took 
him in, after he had rejoiced much, with all his house, and baptized 
him into a Baptist Church," (a human institution)-Baptiiilts and 
Mr. Bogard. 

Acts 18: 6-7: "And many of the Corinthians, hearing, believed 
and were baptized."-Paul at Corinth. 

"And many people believed and prayed, some of them got re
ligion, and a few of them who preferred that Church , were Ibaptized 
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by a Baptist preacher after they were voted on by 'the Church.-Mr. 
Bogard's meeting with the Baptists. 

Acts 22:16: "Ananias came in unto him and said, Brother' 
Saul, the Lord, even Jesus, who hath appeared to thee jn the way, 
has sent me that thou mayest receive thy sight and be filled with the 
Holy Ghost. Arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins."-An
ania'S to Saul. 

"And the Baptist preacher said, 'Brethren, here is the chief 
of sinners down here praying. Let all of you come into the altar 
around him, and all pray. Let Sister Smith lead the prayer. Here 
Sister Smith leads in a very unscriptural prayer, which is an insult 
to God , showing they tMnk God is careless about his business and 
not willing and ready to save everyone who comes to Him by Christ. 
And after long prayers, much singing and shouting, the worn out 
mourner gets through, and then they vote him a candidate for bap
tism, and the next month at the regular meeting, they baptize him ... · 
-Mr. Bogard as pastor of a Baptist Church. 

·Rom. 6:4: "So many of you as were baptized into Christ were 
baptized into Hisdeath."-Paul. 

"So many as prayed into Christ and desired it, were /baptized 
after the usual vote, and received into the Church, after they were
in Christ, before and without baptism."-Mr. Bogard and the Bap
tists. 

Gal. 3: 27: "So many of you as have been baptized into Christ 
have put on Christ."-Paul. 

"So many of you as were brought into Christ in answer to' 
prayer, before and without baptism, and whom the Baptists. by vote, 
accepted, were baptized into the Baptist Church, a thing the Bible
knows nothing about."-Mr. Bogard and the Baptists. 

1 Peter 3: 21.: "In the days or Noah, there were few, that is, 
eight souls saved by water, even so in the like figure, doth baptism 
now save us."-Peter. 

In these modern days, and especially in Arkansas, there were
at least two souls saved in answer to prayer before and without bap· 
tism, and upon the confession of their feelings, may be received by 
baptism into the Baptist Church.-Mr. Bogard in this debate and Bap
tists everywhere. 

Now the Baptist readers who are not able to see the differencQ 
between the teaching of Christ and His Apostles, and that of the 
Baptists in their teaching and practice on this question will certainly 
be saved without baptism, faith or anythng else. It'is too plain to' 
be missed . I am sure you can see it, my friends, and if you refuse
to' accept it, it will /be yO'ur fault, not mine. 

Fare YO'U well, Elder Watkins, Mr. Bogard and all Baptist preach·· 
ers in the world. 
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Fourth Proposition 
(The Scriptures teach that a saint or child of God 

may so apostatize as to be finally lost.) 

MR. WARLICK'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE. 

ThPre is no need of defining any of the terms of this proposi
tion. except to say , that r am to prove by the Bible, the possibility 
of apostasy. Not that anyone has ever apostatized , so as to be cut 
out of the promises of Heaven, but that one may do such a thing. In 
short, that Olle may, after· conversion, so conduct himself in this 
life, as to be finally condemned. 

I shall begin the argument by referring the readers ' to Christ's 
language in John 10:28: "My sheep hear my voice, and I know them 

'and they follow me. and I give unto them eternal life, and they shall 
never perish." 

The d'ifference between me and my opponent, his brethren and 
Jesus Christ at this point is , Mr. Bogard thinks that Christ gives 
'eternal life to goats, to make sheep out of them. This he !believes, 
because he thinks, that eternal life is the first blessing of salvat.ion. 
and that it transforms a goat, into a sheep, or goat-life, ,Into sheep 
life ; whereas Christ teaches that one must become a sheep first, 
and that he must' follow Him before he gets eternal life. The doctrine 
of Christ is, that He gives eternal life to sheep, not only after they 
become sheep, but even after they have followed Him. This is an 
important point in the discussion of the apostasy qUestion. 

Our next question is, how far, and how long, must the sheep fol-
10w Christ, before they get eternal life? The answer is in Mark 
10: 28-30. Christ said: "He that forsakes all and follows Me shall 
'have an hundred fold in this wodd, and in the world to come, eternal 
life." Paul in Romans 2: 7 says: "Those who seek for glory, honor, 

'lmmortality, shall be rewarded with eternal life," and in First Tim
othy 6: 19, he tells Timothy to teach other Christians, to "lay up for 
themselves a -good foundation, against the day to come, that they may 
lay hold on eternal life." In Rom. 6: 22, Paul says: "The Christian 
has had his fruit unto holiness, then he will get, as the end, ever-
lasting life." Christ emphasjzed the srume doctrine in Matthew 24: 13, 
when He said: "He that endures to the end, the same shall be saved." 
These Scriptures teach very clearly, that eternal life is to .be obtained 
in Heaven, not in this world. Indeed, the apostle says, in Titus 1: 2, 
-that the Christian llves in hope of eternal life. 

H may be, that you are thinking just now of a few passages 
'of Scripture which seem to teach that we come into the actual pos
sessions of eternal life in this world? Space forbids noticing each 
and every passage that might be named, so we shall take confessedly 
the strongest ones in the whole catalogue. John 5: 24: "He that 

neareth these sayings of mine and believeth on Him that sent me, 
'bath everlasting life and shall not come into condemnatlon, but is TLC
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passed from death unto life." Now, because the Sa
viol' said he shall not come into condemnation, they imagine that 
the believer is in actual possession of eternal life, and since the Sa
vior said he shall not come ::l(l) ~G;:;dt;::m:!~!'!()!l, they imagine that 
he can never, under any condition, be lost. Their mistake, is found 
in the fact, that t.hey do not seem to understand the Bilble use of 
such terms as hath, is and shall. In IsaIah 9, ·beginning with the first 
verse, we have such language as the following : "They that dwell 
in darkness have seen a great light, and to them that dwell in the 
shadow of darkness light hath shined' in." Here is a passage referrin~ 
to the time and mission of Christ, written more than seven hundred 
years before He was born. It is a case in which God "sometimes 
speaks of' things that are not, as though they were." Paul says he 
does this sometimes. Romans 4: 1.7. This term hath, in the -above· 
passage, though present tense ino form, relates 'only to something to 
be enjoyed, yet future. .Just so in John 5: 24. If the Sa viol' be in· 
terpreted to mean that the Ib€liever has eternal life in this world, the 
interpretation misrepresents Him. When in Mark 10: 28 He says' 
very plainly, that we do not have eternal life in this world, in an 
actual sense, and when Paul states 'llneq.uivocally, that we do not 
have it here, as he does in Romans 2: 6-7, also, fiI\St Timothy 6: 19. 
it is very unfaithful to both Paul and Christ, for one to teach that 
we come into possession of eternal life in this world. Our conclusion, 
therefore, is, that the sense in which Christ intended to teach that 
the believer has eternal life in this world, is only by promise, and 
spoken of as a thing that is not, as though it were. 

If you still contend that the Christians cannot apostatize and' 
be lost, because Christ said the Ibeliev'er shall n~t come into con
demnation, I ask upon what does your oontention rest? You answer. 
perh~ps, upon the declarative statement, "He shall not come into con
demnation." You think, I suppose, that Christ intended to teach by 
this statement, that it is impossible for a believer to ever ·become an. 
unlbeliever and be lost? Now to show that such a daim is un-scriptural 
and wholly out of harmony with the Savior's teaching where such 
expressions are employed, I refer you to His language in John 3: 36: 
"He that ,believeth not the Son shall not see life, 'but the wrath of God 
abideth -on him." Now, I shall contend that since the Savior uses 
the same shall not in both cases, if He meant in the first -case to say' 
that the lbeliever cannot become an unbeliever and be lost, he meant 
in the second case that the unbeliever cannot -become a believer and 
be saved. This would put the world to the bad, and condemn every' 
person, for Paul says: ;'God hath concluded the world in unbelief." 
If the unbeliever who shall not see life as per John 3: 36, -can never 
become a believer and be saved, the>n we would have universal con
demnation. But perhaps you are ready to say to me, that Christ only 
meant to teach that as long as one abides in unbelief he cannot Ibe 
saved. Cannot see life? I answer, just so, and so also does He teach 
in John 5: 24, that as long as one abides in the faith, he shall not 
be lost, shall not be condemned. 

The only answer I have .ever heard to this argument, and to the 
above Scripture was, the contention, that the soul of the Christian has 
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eternal life in this world', but that the body will not obtain it until 
it is raised from the grave; this objection to the truth, or our position 
on the subject, is advocated by those only who d'eny that the fbody 
is in a,ny sense converted, or that it is even a subject of conversio • . 
When this much is acknowledged, then the objection is lost; for Christ 
said in Mark 10 : 28: "He that hath forsaken all, and followed Me, shall 
have an hundred fold in this world, and' in the world to come eternal 
life." It will be observed that this promise is to the man who hath for
-saken all and followed Christ. If the body has been in no sense con
"Verted, then the \body has not forsaken all and followed Christ ; there
fore, the body, apart from the soul,cannot 'be contemplated in. this pass
age. Since it is claimed by those who raise this point that only the soul 
is a subject of conversion in this world, then the soul only has for
saken all to follow Christ, but the man of whom this may be said. 
will not have eternal'life until he gets to Heaven. So says Jesus in 
Mark 10: 28-30. 

We now tie the two ends of our argument together. When Christ, 
in John 10: 28, said that we must first become sheep. and after be
eoming sheep, must follow Him, in, order to obtain eternal life; or, 
that we must endure to the end that we may be saved, He meant 
that the real, or a'ctual possession of eternal life, was not a blessing 

'belonging to this world, but ' that as Paul teaches, It is to be obtained 
In the world to come, after a life of faithfulness. Under this view. 
Peter could say. and d"id say: "We receive the end of our fait\ even 
the salvation of our souls." First Peter 1: 9. The apostle could also 

'exclaim, after several years of faithful service in the Lord's vine
Yard : "Now is our salvation nearer than when we first ,believed." 
When we remember that eternal life is a promise to the Christian. 
and that he lives in hope of it . also, that God sometimes spea'ks of 

'things that are not as though they were; the matter is cleared .of all 
'am'biguity, and the truth of each and every passage relatin.g to the 
question ,easily discovered. 

I have tried to be plain in this matter, because I believe that my 
'friend and his people, are ,greatly at fault in what they propose to 
-teach with reference to where, and when, one comes into the actual 
possession of eternal Hfe; and that because of a misunderstanding 
'of the subject, upon their part, they have fallen into the unfortunate 
error of believin.g in the impossi'biJity of apostasy. 

When our SaVior, in His matchless sermon on the Mount said: 
'''Not everyone that saith Lord, Lord, shall enter into th'e King
dom of Heaven, but he that doeth the will of My Father in Heaven," 
(Matthew 7: 21). He certainly contradicted the Baptist idea on the 
subject of, apostasy. He also disputes what they teach In John 5: 29, 
where in speaking of the resurrection, He satd : "The dead shall 
come forth, they that have done good unto a resurrection of Ilfe, and 
they that have done evil unto a resurrection of condemnation." John, 
in Revelations, also takes issue with our Baptist friends. Revela
tions 14 : 13: "Write blessed are the dead who die rn the Lord, yea, 

lIaith the spirit, they rest from their labors, and their works do follow 

them." And in Rev. 22, John, instructed by the angel, said: "Blessed 
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are they that do His commandments that they may have It. right to 
the tree of life, and enter in through the ·gat~s into the city. 

Our conclusion is, theref{)re, that the Christian must live right 
in this world, in order to die happy, go home to 'God, and obtain 
eternal life in the world to come, and if he does not do thie, he may 
die as an apostate and be finally lost. 
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MR. BOGARD'S FIRST NEGATIVE. 

Gentlemen, Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: My opponent 
.attempts to darken counsel by mis-stating the issue. It is not a ques· 
tion whether we obtain eternal life in this world or not. Mr. "'arlick 
will concede that a Christian has the "sheep life" he talks about in 
bis speech. Can we lose that? He will confess that a Christian is 
a "saint." Can he cease to be a "saint?" He will confess that a 
child of God is on the road to Heaven. Can he ever get off that 
road and get into the broad way that leads to hell? That is the issue 
and he knows it. Why, tp,en, all the argument about the Christian 
not getting eternal life until after death? It was an effort to side
track the discussion. I shall follow him on_ his side track only so far 
.as is necessary to extJose his error and then return to the main line 
and discuss the issue. 

What is meant by the several passages which he quotes to show 
that eternal life begins after death? They mean eternal life for the 
body. Paul says in Rom. 8: 23: "We groan within ourselves, waiting 
.for the adoption, to-wit: the redemption of our bodies." It is the 
spirit of man that is born of God (John 3 :6) and the spirit is received 
by the Lord at death, but the body is consigned to the grave with no 
salvation for it until the resurrection. Paul said that there was a 
conflict between his outer and" inner man, so that he did not do the 
things he wished to do (Rom. 7: 15-23). The spirit that is born of 
God receives God's nature and that implies eternal life, but the outer 
man does not get the new birth, and hence does not have eternal life. 
This explains the apparently contradictory passages, one saying that 
the child of God has eternal life and another saying that eternal life 
will come in the world to come. This answers all that my opponent 
says a bout eternal life /being in the future. It is future as to the 
body, but ,the soul gets eternal life when it is born of God. 

All that talk about God giving eternal life to a "goat" to make 
a "sheep" out of him is twaddle. No Baptist teaches that. We teacl! 
that God makes a n~w creature out of the sinner and in doing it, he ob
tains eternal life. Mr. Warlick here made some arguments for me 
and then answered them. I prefer to make my own arguments and 
shall therefore present the following negati. e arguments: 

The following passages fully upset Mr. Warlick's doctrine of 
1I>postasy: 

(1) "The Lord lias m!!rcy on our unrighteousness." Heb. 8: 12. 
If he has mercy on our unrighteousness we certainly shall not be 
lost on account of it. 

(2) "Him that cometh unto me ! will in no wise cast out." 
.John 6: 37 . . This evidently means that He will in no case cast out 
those who come. If this is true, how say some that there is danger 
'of being cast out? 

(3) "Depart from Me, I never knew you." Matt. 7: 23 . If He 
never knew those who shall be cast off at the last day, how say 
some that He did TJot know them and they fell from grace and He 
'forgot them? TLC
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(4) "Thou shalt call hil' name Jesus, for He shall save His 
people from their sins. Matt. : 21. If He saves His people from 
their sins, how say some that His people may not be saved from 
their' sins and may come under the power of their sins so as to 
Ibe forever lost? 

(5) "1 give unto them ·eternal life and they shall never. perish.'>
John 10:27. If they have eternal life, how can eternity end so that 
they may perish? 

(6- "And a stranger will they not follow, but will flee from him, 
for they know not the voice of strangers." John 10:5. How say some' 
then that the Lord's sheep will take up with false men and adopt 
f,alse teaching and follow the devil to ruin? Did' Jesus tell the' 
truth when He said "a stranger they shall not follow?" 

(7) "They shall never perish." John 10: 28. "Shall never perish'" 
in the Greek is in the Middle VoIce, and must therefore mean: 
Shall .never cause themselves to perish. If this is true, then it fol
lows that spiritual suicide, that some talk of, is out of the ques
tion. 

(8) "He that loolieveth on the Son hath everlasting life. John 
3: 36. If so, unless that which is everlasting shall come to an end' 
then a Christian can not 00 lost. 

(9) "He that believeth on Him that ,sent me, hath everIMt-· 
ing life and shall not come into condemnation, but is passed from 
death into life." John 5: 24. If so, how can the Lord's word' be true 
and a Christian get back under condemnation? 

(10) "The steps of a good man are ordered of the Lord and 
he delighteth in his way. Though he fall, he shall not be utterly' 
cast down for, the Lord uphold'eth him with His hand." Ps. 37: 24. 
If a child of God cannot oe utterly cast down, tell me how he can 
ever be cast i,nto hell? Since the Lord has made a Christian so se
cure, out of gratitude we obey the injunction in the 27th verse: 
"Depart from evil and do good, and verily thou shalt dwell in the' 
land.~' 

(11) In Rom. 8: 38-39, We read that nothing shall separ1!.te us 
from the love of God. . In hell we would be separated from God's' 
love. Eternal death means, not eternal annihilation, Ibut eternal sep
aration from God. God is love and separation from God' is separa
tion from His love. But nothing .can separate liS from God's love. 
Hence it is impossible to fall from grace and be lost in hell. 

(12) Rom. 4:8, says: "Blessed is the man to whom the Lord' 
will not impute sin." Are there such people who are in such a 
blessed condition that He will not count their sins against thllm!' 
Certainly. "He that knew no sin became sin for us that we might be 
made righteousness of God in Him." IT. Cor. 5: 21. Those who 
accept Christ have Him as a substitute and He bears their sins 
for them. How then can a Christian's sins be counted against 
him? If not, then he is perfectly safe. 

(13) "Sin shall not have dominion over you." Rom. 6:14. If' 
a man fall from grace, sin would havp. dominion over him. Then TLC
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.a Cbristian can never fall so as to lose the grace of God, since 
,sin shall not have dominion over him. 

(14) "All things work together for good to them that love 
God." ROm_ 8: 28. If all things work together for a Christian's good, 
.he can never fall from grace, for that would not be for his good. 
Neither can he be stopped from loving God, for that would not 
be for his good. Even the devll's work is overruled for the Christ
.ian's gOOd. 

(15) Peter says we are "kept by the power of God." I Peter 
~:15. If so, the devil will have to have more power than God, if he 
'ever gets us. 

(16) "Whoever is born of God overcomes the world." I John 
5: 4. Then the world will n,ever cause a Christian to apostatize so 
as to b'e lost. 

(17) I John 3:3 says: "Every man that hath this hope in him 
purifieth himself even as he is pure." If this is true, there are 
none left to pollute thems·elves so as to apostatize and be lost. If 
'a single one ever polluted himself and is lost, the statement is false. 

(18) Those who seem to faU and be lost have an ·explanation 
in I John 2: 19: "They went out frolll us, but they were not of us, 
'because if they had been of us, they would no doubt have contin
ued with us. But they went out that it might be made manifest 
that they were not all of us." Remember, the Book says that "If 

'they had been of us they would have no doubt continued with us." 
'That which inspiration has no doubt ruoout should satisfy us. 

These unmistakable passages can not 'be set aside by may-be so's, 
and conjectures, and hypothetical cases. God's people will be pun
ished for their sins but they will be punished as children and not as 
·criminals. "Whom the Lord loveth He chaseneth and scourgeth ev
ery son . that He receiveth." Heb. 12: 7-8. But there is a world of 
difference between the punishment God ,gives His children and that 
which is received by the lost in bell. God deals with us as with 
children and not as aliens. 

Mr. Warlick's twaddle about the use of "hath," "is," and 
'''shall'' is ridiculous. He says that in prophecy these words, "hath," 
and "is" are sometimes used in the future sense, as for instance in 
Isaiah's prophecy, where "unto us a son is ;born and a light hath 
shined," referring to Christ, and He had not yet come. Yes, this is 
true . . But you can. not make part of a sentence prophecy and part 
history as he must d'o to make his point stick. If, for instance. 
John 5: 24 is prophecy, then it would mean that "He that shall in 
the future hear my voice arid shaU in the future believe on Him 
that sent Me, may have everlasting life." That is putting faith off 
the same as it puts eternal life off. This makes the idea absurd. 
and to reduce an idea to an absurdity is to refute it. 

Mr. Warlick says that the "unbeliever shall not see life" is just 
as strong as that the believer shall not come into condemnation. 
Perhaps so, if it were not for the fact that all the power of God 
is used to keep the saint in the faith. The cases are not, therefore, 
'Parallel. Mr. Warlick must get some passages if he succeeds in. 
l>roving his God dIshonoring doctrine. 
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MR. WARLICK'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE. 

think the readers, even the Baptist readers, would rather that 
Mr_ Bogard would I'lt least undertaktl to show that I am only "seek
ing . to darken counsel," instead of simply asserting without one 
syllable of proof. 

I proved beyond quibble in my former article, that we do not 
have eternal life in any actual sense in this world . It is a promise, 
and we hope for it; it will be given as a reward for faithfulness, 
and is something to be laid hold of. The only answer we get to 
what I said, is, to acecpt it, but to assert that the Scriptures cited. 
refer only to the eternal life of the lbody, not soul. Mr. Bogard says 
the body is not a subject of conversion, and remains unregenerated 
until raised from the tomb. But in Mark 10: 28-30, Christ says, the 
man who is to have eternal life in the world to come has forsaken 
all to follow Him." This Mr. Bogard says, is not true of the body, 
therefore the body is not the man who is to have eternal life in 
the .world to come. Again, Mr. Bogard's idea is, that the devil, 
still holds the body, the outward man, and that .God has possession 
of the soul, or inward man. In that case, the devil has God"s man 
"bottled up" and with this ad'vantage I think he may get both, 
later on. I challenged Mr. Bogard to answer the argument T made 
on "When and Where W,e Get Eternal Life?" I wish he would try 
it. 

After denying what the Baptists teach, that God gives eternal life 
to sheep to make goats of them, my friend acknowledges that I am 
correct, by sayi.ng, that God makes a new creature out of the sin
ner, and in doing it ,he obtains eternal life. Now, what is this new 
creature but a sheep? And what was the old creature but a goat? 
'Then is it not a fact, that God gives the sheep life to a goat, and 
that this act changes the goat into a sheep, and ' thus is it not true 
that the life is given to a goat? You may deny it, Ibut it is a fact, 
that the Baptists think God gives eternal life to goats to make 
sheep out of them. Christ said He gives etel'Ilal life to sheep, and 
that, after they hear His voice and follow Him. John 10: 28-3Q. 

If the soul has eternal life here, and can't lose it, but if the 
body has to continue faithful in this life to get eternal life in thp, 
world to come, then the body may fail of obtaining the life, so in 
this case, you would have a bodyless spirit in Heaven, and spirit-
1ess body in hell. This is Baptist doctrine accordi'ng to Mr. Bogard. 

~Iy friend. like he did on the other affirmative I made in this 
'Cllscussion. takes the lead and tries to save his doctrine of "Apos
tasy Impossible." 

Well . I am as willing to work behind as in front. It is a picnic 
to di~cuss the Question any way you take ' lt. 

I ,shall \Show that every argument the Baptists can make or 
do make, and everything Mr. Bogard can say on his side of this 
question, proves either universal salvation, or un-iversal damnation, TLC
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just as it proves what he tries to prove. Take his first-The Lord 
has mercy on our unrighteousness ; therefore, we can't fall, but will 
be finally saved. The Universalists say, just so, but the Lord tiM 
mercy on the unrighteousness of all men, so 'all will be saved and no 
one lost. 

2. "Him that cometh to Me I will in no wise cast out," reo 
fers to the sinner coming to Chl'lSt. After they come, He says if they 
do not live right, they will ,be broken off. .Tohn 15: 1-4. 

3. "Depart from Me, I never knew you," correctly rendered is, 
I do not approve you. This willl includ'e those in the Kingdom who 
do iniquity, mentioned by Christ in the parable of the tares. 

4. "He shall save His people from their sins." He also came 
to seek and to save those who are lost. He will not compel either 
saint or sinner. But if He forces one, He will force all, and hence 
save all. 

5. "They shall never perish." Yes , when we get into the world 
to come, where Christ said, we would get eternal life, we shall not 
peri!lh. Mark 10: 29-30. . 

6. "A stranger will they not follow." This my friend thinks 
Tefers to all children of God, and so no one will !!b astray. If he 
be right here, then when one sins, which he say's all Christians 
do, in committing the sins they are following Christ, and not a 
stramger. Shame on YO\l , Mr. Bogard. 

7. "They shall never caus,e themselves to perish ." A foolish 
translation , but it all refers to the life to come, as we have shown. 
See Mark 10: 28: also 1 Tim. 6: 19. When the shee'p get to Heaven,. 
I think they will be safe from ·falling. 

8. Hath everlasting life, and can't lose it, says my friend. We 
have seen that the believer has the life, ju!'t as the unbeliever has 
the condemnation, and that if one ca,nnot make a change, neither 
can the other. John . 3: 36. 

9. "Shall not come into condemnation." But in John 3: 36. 
we are told that the unbeliever shall not see Hfe, The same shall 
not, is in both cases and is as impossible in the one as in the other. 
If the believer cannot ever become an unbeliever and be lost, the 
unbeliever cannot ever become a Ibeliever and be saved. The world 
was concluded in unbelief, and so the world can't be saved and Christ 
died in vain, if the . Baptists be right on this proposition. 

10. "The steps of a good man are ordered by the Lord, and if 
he fall he shall not be utterly cast down." 'The last vllrse telli!t 
upon what condition thi-s may be hoped for, "Depart from evil and 
do good and ' dwell forever more." If we do not do this, we shall fall, 
of course. 

11. Nothing shall be able to separate us from God's love so' 
we will be finally saved, says Mr. Bogard. But God loves the world, 
and gave His Son to die for it; therefore the world will be saved' 
according to this logic. 

12. "Blessed is the man to whom the Lord wlll not impute' 
si.n," refers to all people under the Gospel, as contradistinguilhed TLC
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from the condition under the law, so all will Ibe saved, as per Mr. 
Bogard's reasoning_ 

13. "Sin shall not have dominion over you," is as true of one 
a-s the other, Saint or sinner_ Under the law, it did havt! dominion, 
but this is not true now, where sins are fo,given now, they are not sim
ply roBed forward one year, but are remembered no more_ Thi'l 
does not say, though, that all men under the Gospel shall be saved. 
"whether or no." 

14. "All things work together for good to the Saint." If Mr. 
Bogard's logic on this ·be true, then it is good for the Christian 
that all men are not saved, and' so "Christ was foolish to try to 
save all, and God was simple also for. making the effort_ 

15, "We are kept by the power of God," but it is through 
faith, and' we must keep the faith, otherwise we shall not be kept. 

16. "Whosoever . is born of God, overcomes the world." But 
John says it is our faith that does the overcoming, and if we do 
not keep it, we will not overcome, See? 

17 , "Every man that has this hope, purifieth himself." Sure, 
but he has only the hope,' and not the thing hoped for. and so you 
are wrong to begin with, and then we must purify ourselves. This 
makes us active in the matter, and therefore it is conditional, so 
you lose this passage at once. 

18. "They went out from us, because they were llot of us." 
But they went out that it might Ibemade manifest that tltey were 
not all of us .. Here some who went out, were of the saved, so you 
'lose this point clear. 

Mr. Bogard says that you cannot make one part of a passage 
-prophecy and the other part present tense, then he quotes John 
'5: 24 _ "He t.hat believeth on Me, hath everlasting life" which he says 
is present, but the .rest of the verse "Shall ·notcome into condemna
tion," he says is future. Mr_ Bogard is an amusing .fellow indeed_ 
But Baptist preachers, trying to defend the foolishness of Baptists, 
will contradict themelves on every turn. 

My friend says the reason the unbeliever may become a believ
'er and be saved, while the believer cannot become an unbeliever 
and be lost, is because God has more power than the deviL Well, 
then; God, having the gre~ter power, and deSiring that the whole woild 
should Ibe saved, will certainly bring it to pass, in spite of the devil. I 
told you. that a Baptist could not make an argument in favor of their 
'idea on this matter, which the Universalists cannot use with equal 
propriety, and with as much truth, too. 

Be,fore leaving Mr. Bogard's present article, I beg him again 
to take up the arguments offered in my first, and handle them in 
tbe order in which I gave them to him. Tell us about what you 
thin"k of each one of the passages in its turn. 

Continuing my argument, I wish to 'say to all honest students 
who may read this discussion, that I have never been able to see 
why the Baptists are so tenacious for what they teach on the ques
tion. It is certainly at variance with eyery sentiment of truth as 
-given in the Bible, and is so foolish and unreasonable_ God has 
:given about three-fourths of the New Testament to Christians, teach-
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ing them how to live, that they may . be finally saved, and yet 
we are to be insulted 'with the foolish claim, that God knew all 
the time, that no one was in any danger of being lost. 

Ezek. 18:24-26, says: "If the r'ighteous man turn from his 
righteousness, and does as do the wicked, iIi. his sin he shall die and 
not live." The Baptists deny this, and say it is not true. It is true,. 
however, and shows that Ezekiel stood wjth me on this issue. 

In John 15: 1-6 Christ said tha't His disciples were ,branches of 
the true vine, and that if they did not Ibring forth fruit, they would 
be broken off. Baptists say, there is no danger of being broken off, 
for you cannot fall from grace at alL Christ was an advocate 01 
my side of this question, as sure. as you are born, 

Christ said Hi~ Kingdom was like a man, who called unto him 
his own servants ·and delivered unto them his goods, then took a 
journe:y: into a far country. Upon his return 'he found an unprofitable 
servant, and that such a servant was cast into outer darkness, where 
there is weeping and gnashing of teeth. Baptists insult us by say~ 
ing that .no such a thing'is either possible or probable. Read the 
passage in Matt. 25: 14-30. 

Paul says: "The spirit speaketh expressly, that in the latter 
times some shal1 depart from the faith." 1 Tim. 4: 1. Baptists say 
No, there is no danger. 

2 Tim. 2: 17, Paul declares. that the faith of some of God's chil
dren had been overthrown. No man can ,believe this and lbelie:ve 
my friend's position at the same time. 

2 Thess. 2: 14, Paul says that Christ will not come, except. 
there come a fallLThg away first. Baptists say · there ·will nev~r be even. 
one to fall away, therefore, if you believe Baptist doctrine at this 
poi.nt, you cannot ' believe in the second coming of Christ. 

Gal. 5: 14; Paul says: "If we seek to 'be justified by the law> 
we are fallen from grace." Baptists make no hesitancy in denying
this and declaring that there is no danger at all. Under no condi
tion do they think one could ,fall from grace and go to hell. 

"Let us therefore feat, lest a promise being left us of enteri.ng 
in'to that rest, any of ydu should seem to come short of it." Heb. 
4:1. Baptists say: Ah, don't be afraid.. You will not fail to enter 
if you have only started. 

Paul said in 1 Cor .. 9:27, that he had to labor, to keep his body
under, lest ne; after preaching to others, a thing he continued to. 
do, down to the day of his death, would be at last cast off. 
Baptistll s~y you may ·become unpopular with the people but God 
will stick to you, I do not care what you do you will be saved finally. 

After enumerating the Christian graces, in 2 PeteI' 1: 5-11, Peter 
says: "If you do these things you shall never fall ." Baptists say
you will not fall anyhow. 

Reader. which d~>. you preter to believe-the Bible, or Baptist 
doctrine? I say: "As 'for me and for my house, we wll1 serve the 
Lord." 

Peter informs us that God did not spare the angels that sinned TLC
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and gives us to understand that He may not spare us, so he advises 
caution. 

Paul said: 
lest he fall." 

"Let him that thinketh he standeth, take heed 
1 Cor. 10: 12. Paul thought he might fall, and he 

kne.w other Christians could fall and Peter says angels have fallen, 
but Baptists say they cannot. Well, we shall have to cha.nge the 
old song, and instead of singing as we once sang: 

"I want to be an angel, and with the angels stand, 
A crown upon my forehead, and a harp within my hand ," 

We shall sing, I suppose-
I want to be a Baptist, and with the Baptists.stand, 

Total depravity in my soul, and election in my hand. 
But· I shall wait now for my friend's blundering reply. 
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MR. BOGARD'S SECOND NEGATIVE. 

3entlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen: Why doe!! not 
Mr. Warlick acknowledge, like a good fellow that the issue is not 
whether a Christian ,has eternal life in this world, but whether a 
Christian can cease to be a Christian, no maher what he has. Every
-body knows that this is the issue. But my opponent can make a .bet
ter show discussing · something else and therefore he dodges. But 
as I am able to meet his dodge, I do not seriously object. to it. 

Mr. Warlick ' says he and his people do not have everlasting 
life in this world ,: that he and his people are not save£! in this 
world, but that they hope to have life in the world to come and, if 
no' bad luck happens, to be saved in the world to come. I am sorry 
for them. Hear the word of the Lord: 

1 John 3:14: "We know that we have passed from death unto 
life because we love the brethren." Mt. Warlick says he has no 
evidence that he and his people have that life iIi this world. Alas I 

1 John 5:11-12: "And this is . the record, that God hath given 
to us eternal life, and this life is in the Son. He that hath the 
Son hath life; and he that hath not the Son hath , not life. These 
things I have written unto you that believe on the name of the 
Son of God, that ye may know that ye have eternal life." It i1' 
unfortunate for Mr. Warlick that he thus con,fesses that he and his 
people are without Christ. I had thought so all the time, but hardly 
expected'this confession. As surely as we have Christ, we have 
ete,rnal life in this world, else the Biple has told it wrong. 

These passages, unmistakedly referring to what we now have, 
are sutficjent to show that my friend is wrong in his interpreta
tion of the , passages where 'We are said to have eternal life. It is 
true that in one sense we will get eternal life in the world to ,come. 
paul tells us that it is the 'body that is yet to' be saved. Rom. 8: 23: 
"'We groan within ourselves waiting for the adoption of our bodies." 
Did Paul know what he was talking about? If so, Mr. Warlic)!: is 
wrong in his idea of the soul having to be saved in the futur~ 
an idea which rules out present salvation entirely, thus confessing 
that all are yet unsaved. 

My opponent says that the man who forsakes all and follorw!! the 
Lord is the man who will get eternal life in ,the world to come . 
.certainly. If Mr. Warlick is a Christian, he, the man Warlick, has 
forsaken all and is follOWing the Lord and there is eternal life for 
him as to his body in the world to come. My friend failed to notice 
my reference to Paul's argument about his double nature, in Rom. 
7th chapter. That chapter explains how Paul the man Paul, could 
forsake all and yet be waiting for his body to be redeemed. Paul 
said he had to "kf'ep his bod'y under and bring it into sUlbjection," 
1 Cor. 9: 27, If the body is redeemed here in this world , why did 
he have to ]<eep it under? 'Why this conflict between his oute:- and 
tnner man , if there is not a dead nature? 

TLC



BOGARD·WARLICK DbJBATE. 131 

It seen:s hard for Mr. Warlick to understand that Baptists do 
not teach that God gives life to a goat in o'rder to make it a sheep. 
'Of course that is thrown in to darken' counseL ' What of it if this 
be true? It if> not true, but what of it even if it be t rue? If in the 
change th e goat ceases to be a goat and becomes a sheep, what or 
it ? The Baptist position is that th e Lord first kills the goat: that 
if', the sinner dies to sin. The·n it becomes a live sheep, a.nd the 
shpcp life is etE'rnal IHe, because it is t h e life of God, imparted in 
rE'gen e ration. Mr. 'Varlick seems to think that the · order of men
tion is the order of occurrence in John 10: 27·30. If so, then the 
sheep were th e Lord 's Ibefore they even heard Hi~l. for He sa ys: 
"My sheep C~ o. 1) hear my voice (No.2). and I know then~ ~:'\o. 3) 
and they fo llow me (N o.4) and I give unto them eternal life (No. 
5) ." So Mr . ' Va r lick, in order to save his doctrin e, has turnE'd Hard
shell and has sheep first , then the sheep hear, and then He knows 
them, al1d. after all this. they fellow him. Not being able to see an 
incb past bis nose, he has given up bis doctrin e tbat a man mu s t 
first hear and then become a sh eep. Not only this but be bas given 
up his doctrine ' that h e contended for in two propositions in thi!l 
debate, that a man must first obey the Lord-that is, ·follow him
before h e can be a sheep. But now h e has him a sheep fir-st , t hen he 
h ears the Lord and is known of Him and th en he follows! -Sakefl 
alive, what next? And all tbis to save an impossible interprE'tation 
and thus save a God-dishonoring doctrin e. 

Mr. " Tarlick asks: . " If the soul has eternal life and can't lose it, 
and the body must be faithful in order to get eternal life . then 

. may not the body fall and go to hell, while the spirit may go to 
heaven and thus have a Ibodiless spiri t in h eaven and a spiritless 
borly in h ell?" Wonderful question' I·f the salvation of the body 
·depended on its good behavior, this would be true. But salvation 
for neither soul nor body depends on good' behaVior, for if it did, t hen 
no man could get to heaven, as there are none who are perfect in 
this life. 

Mr. Warlick says my doctri ne tea.cbes Universal Salvation or 
else Universal Damnation. Wonder·ful to tell! However does be 
make that out? " Thy, just this way, of course. Says Mr . Warlick : 
Tf the Lord has mercy on our unrighteousness, then all men will 
be saved. Sic! That would be true if that promise was to all , 
but it so happens that tbe promise is only to those who have ac
cepted Christ. Try again, friend . (Beb. 8: 12) . 

The·n says Mr. Warlick: The Lord will save His people from 
their sins (Matt. 1 : 21), but h e came to seek and to save thE' lost. 
tno. If he Is going to do it whether or no, then h e will save all 
men. Exactly. If the promise had been tbat He would save the 
lost. Universalism would Ibe true. But there is no s1j.ch promise. 
TIe came and offered salvation to the lost and to all who accept 
the offer and !becomes His, He malkes safe, for he came to save His 
people fr.om their s ins. It does not say he came to give them an 
opportunity to save themf'e lves . Try again . 

Again, quoth Mr. Warlick : Of course it is impossible to sep· 
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arate us from the love of God. But God loves the world and if this 
is so, then the whole world will be_ saved. That would be true if 
it only said that the"world" could not be separated from God's love. 
But it did not say it. It says nothing can separate us from God's 
love. ' Us who?, Evidently not the world, but the ones to whom Paul 
was writing-"the beloved at Rome called saints" (Rom. 1: 7). So 
in the 8th chapter he says that nothing could separate us-us saints 
-from the ' love of Godl. So good bye univer.sal salvation. Try again, 
Mr. Warlick. 

"Depart from Me, I ,never knew you." Matt. 7:23. Mr. War
lick says it means, I do not approve you. Where did yoU get that, 
friend? The Greek word is "egliPn" from the word "gnosis," to 
know. So those who are turned away at the judgment are those 
whom the Lord never knew, not those whom He once knew -but had 
fallen ,from grace. Try again, dodging friend . 

Mr. Warlick says ,that when the Savior said His sbeep should 
neTer perish, He mean~ that they would be safe after they got to 
heaven. Yes, I see But before he finished his address he said 
angels had fcllien from heaven." It does not seem that it is even 
safe in heaven, Mr. Warlick. If the angels fel~ from heaven, and 
you think we are no safer than they, how is it that we shall be 
safe in heaven? There is a contradidion here ,sure. Try again. 

Mr. Warliek thinks that the Savior was mistaken when He 
said: "A stranger they will not follow," for, says he, if this is 
true, if a man sins he is :following the Lord. Wonderful man! 
Paul says he. served the Lord and yet he sinned. That is how, a 
man may Ibe following the Lord and not refuse to follow a stranger. 
yet sin (Rom. 7th ehllpter). 

My friend 'says that I make a foolish translation of John 10: 27-
30, when I , say it is in the middle voice and should ,be rend~red: 
"Shall not cause themselves to perish." Well, that is what it is. 
I) did not mllke that middle voice. The Lord made it and if it -is 
foolish, charge It up to the Lord and don't blame mil. It is much 
easier to call it foolish than it is to answer. 

Ps. 37: 23-24, says plainly:. "Though he fall, he shall not be 
utterly cast down, for the Lord upholds him with His hand." Mr, 
Warlick says this is conditional on his departing from evil and do
ing ,good. Nonsense. If a man lives right all the time, as this im
plies, he would never fall. To fall means to do wrong, to sin. If he 
sins, does wrong, "he shall not ,he utterly cast down." Try again. 
friend. 

"Sin shall, not have dominion over you" (Rom. 6-14). lriend 
Warlick says ap~lIes to the unsaved, as well as to Christians. But 
Paul happened to be writing to the "saints" at Rome. not the 
unsaved. What is the matter with the man? 

"Blessed is the man to whom the Lord will not impute sin" 
(Rom. 4: 7-8). Mr. Warlick says that this is intended -to' contrast the 
Law with the Gospel. But it happens ' that the referenc'e is to A'bra
ham, who lived four hundred and thirty years before the Law was 
given. Try again. 
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Mr. Warlick thinks that because we overcome the world through 
faith that it sets aside my argument: "He that is ,born of God 
()vercomes the world ." The point is that the inspired writer says 
they all overcome. No matter how. We are not discussing the 
how, but the positive fact. 

John says: "Every man that hath this hope in him purifieth 
himself" (1 John 3:3). Mr. Warliek says: Yes, but the man is ac
tive in it. No matter whether he is active or passive, the bOOK says 
that h e purifieth himself. It does not say that nearly every man 
does this, nor that nine hundred and ninety-nine out of a thousand 
do it, ,but every man that hath this hope in him pur<ifieth himself." 

If there is a Christian in all the world' who fails to do this, then the 
Bible is mistaken. It therefore follows that none will pollute them
selves and fall from grace. 

Mr. Warlick says that 1 John 2: 19, says, that some who went 
out were of us. Not so. It plainly says: "If they had been of us. 
they would no doubt have continued with us." Mr. Warlick says 
there is no doubt about those who are with us continuing,. hence 
he contradicts the Bible here as in other places. 

Continuing his new argument he says that about three-fourths 
Qf the Bible was written to teach Christians how to ·be saved. I 
deny it and call ·for the proof. Not one line of the Bible was written 
for such a purpose. A part of the Bible was written to show the un

.saved how to be saved, ~ut three-fourths eve!! . for that. 

Ezek. : 18: '24 simply shows what will become of a man who is 
standi:ng on his own righteousness and then commits sin. The 
man who proposes to 'save himself by his -own righteousness must 
live a perfeet life, for if he sins at all, he will have to pay the 
penalty, which is death. But if a man stands in the Lord's imputed 
righteousness he will not have to die for his awn sin. for the Lord 
has died for him (see Isaiah 53, and II Cor. 5: 21, a passage which 
Mr. Warlick failed to notice in his last) . 

John, 15th chapter, Simply teaches that we must abide (that 
is, live) in Christ, if we -bear fruit. It does not say, when rightly 
understood, that any -branch in Christ shall be cut off. Matthew 
Henry, the greatest of commentators, says it should be rendered: 
If any branch bear not fruit in Me, H e taketh it away. Not "every 
branch in me," as King James has it. That would seem to teach 
apostasy. But Henry says the passage simply means that to be a ,fruit 
bearer you must be in Christ and that out of Him you can not Ibe 
frUltful. In other words it cut!'. out the so-called moral man who 
hopes to be saved out of Christ. 

Christ said His Kingdom was like a man who called his own 
lIervants and found one who was a wicked servant and he was cast 
Into outer darkness (Matt. 25: 14-30). But the Kingdom here does 
not mean the .church or spiritual kingdom. It is the world king
dom. The kingdom spoken of in 1 ehron. 29: 10-12; Ps. 22: 18; Dan. 
4:17 . J.f the church or spiritual kingdom is meant, it came too early 
for Mr. Warlick's theory, for if Christ left His Kingdom and left His 
servants in charge when He left the world then we have the church TLC
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before Pentecost as sure as you are born. Ezek . 18 : 4 says: "All 

souls are n~ ine and tbat includes the wicked, and such was the "wick
ed serva nt" who was · ca st into outer darkness . He w a s ne\-er a chi ld 

of God. 
Paul sajd some shall "depart from, t he faith ," but h e did nat 

say any should fall from grace. It means ;;;ome should, after hav
ing the faith presented to th em, r e fuse it and leave it. 

Paul also said that there must be a falling away "before Ch rist 
shall r eturn." True, bu t no t a ' falling from ghce. It m eans that 
the Church would become small and it will be when Christ come~ 
as it was in the -day of Noah-only a few who are waiting for Him. 

True, Paul sa id that whoever. is justified by the law is fa ll en 
from grace. But who a r e justified by law? Gal. 3 : 11 : "But t hat no 
man is justified by th e law is evident, for the just shall live Iby faith ." 
Then no man falls from grace. 

True, Paul sai,d that w e should fear lest some should seem to 
come short of salvation, but seeming to come short is one th ing and 
coming short is another. 

Paul did k eep his body under lest after prellching to othe rs he 
should be a castaway. To be cast away m eans to be di sapproved. 
Paul wanted· th e approval of God and good men and he therefore ·was 
careful of his conduct. H e did not say h e was afraid of being los t , 
tor a man may be disapproved without being damned. 

Peter says, indeed, that i,f we live righ t, we shall never fa ll. 
vVe all t each that. But in case a man fails to live right and "fall. 
he will not be utterly cast down for the Lord uphold. him with His 
hand." (Ps. 37: 23-24) . 

Angels sinned and fell, says Mr. Warlick. Yell, but they were 
standing on their own merits and not on Christ's righteousness. as 
, Christian does. Angels are compell ed to live a perfect life a. 
Christ did not di e for them. But Christ died for a Christian and he 
I!tands in Christ's righteousness, If Mr. Warlick ever expects to 
·be an angel , J wish he would .give us just one ver se of Scripture where 
good men ·become angels when they die. Chapter and verse, pleasp 
or take it back, A few more negative arguments and I am done, 

David sang of Christ in Ps, 89: 29-35: "His seed shall endure 
torever * * * If his children forsake My law and walk not in My 
statutes and k eep not my commandments, then will T visit their trans
gressions with the rod and their iniquity with stripes. Neverthe.
less My loving kindn ess will I not utterly take from him nor sut
fer my faithfulnes's to fail. " This is a flat contradiction of Mr. War
lick's doctrine. God will not send His people to h ell , where · they 
will be ·beyond His kindness and love, but He will chastize toem when 
they do wrong, as a father does his wayward chidren, I made thia 
point in m.y first address , but Mr. Warlick failed to answer . 

. Jer. 32 : 40 : "I will make an everlasting covenant with them . 
that I will not turn away from them to do them good ; but I will 
put My ,fear In their hearts, that they shall not depart from Me! ' 
If Mr, Warllc'k is right, this statement is talse, Whom will you ·b~ 

Jleve! TLC
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In Isaiah 54: 6·10, we are told that as the Lord swore to Noah 
that there s~ould never be another flood, so He swore to Hi!! people 
tbat He would not allow His covenant to be removed from them. 
If this is true, then no child of God can ever be in bell, .for there 
he is out of reach of .any covenant of peace. 

Heb. 7: 22·25 says Christ is the surety of a bettet covenant a.nd 
He is therefore alble to save to the uttermost, for He ever lives to 
intercede. Will HE' intercede in vain? Will His appeals in our be
half prevail? 

TLC
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MR. WARLICK'S THffiD AFFIRMATIVE. 

have all personal respect · for Mr. Bogard, ,but absolutely none
for his doctrine, and so I shall not admit that which he so piteously 
begs me to do, when he asks me to admit that the matter of when 
and where a Child of God comes into the actual possession of eter
nal life, is not an i's&ue in this dis0ussion. The Baptists declare 
that they have eternal life actually in this world', and that they can. 
never lose it. Therefore they say they cannot apostatize. 

Christ said in John 10: 28-30, that the sheep must first be sheep. 
that they must follow Him, and that after they have done so, they 
will get eternal life. In Mark 10: 28, He said they would get it in 
the world to come. Mr. Bogard so much wishes thb was not in the' 
Book; but it is there, and there is nothing in the Bible to dis'pute 
it, either. What my friend thinks is an offset to the statement of 
Christ, is in his mis'guided brain, and comes of his having accepted 
Baptist doctrine on the question. Baptists think that Christ gives 
eternal Ufe to the goat to make a sheep out of it. My friend would, 
like to dod·ge this also, but it is too plain on them, it cannot 'he de
nied. Mr. Bogard says he ' is sorry for me, because I do not have 
eternal life in actual possession in this world. I thank him very 
much, but I do not need his sympathy, for Paul said I would get 
eternal life in the end of the race. Rom. 6: 22 ; also, Rom . 2: 6-7. 
Poor Mr. Bogard; he starts out with the guess that every where 
he sees the word life it means eternal IHe. When John says we 
know we have passed from death unto life, because we love the 
brethren, he did not mean to give the lie to Jesus, who says we· 
shall not have eternal life until we reach the world to come. The 
same is true of the passage which he gives next. This is the record 
that God has given eternal life. And this life is in His Son. This 
will not do ,for Baptists, for the Son is in Heaven , and the eternal 
lite is thete also; not here on the inside of people on this earth. When 
the Son shall appear, or at least when we shall see Him, then we 
will get the eternal life, not before. Read Mark 10: 28-30_ Mr. Bo
gard says that my people and me are without Christ. He is wrong 
again. The sense in which Christ dwells in us, is by faith. Paul 
says He dwelled in him and lais brethren the, same way. Mr. Bo
gard says that the life (Christ) does not dwell in his heart 'by faith. 
but actually. But what does Mr. Bogard care ,for differing from Paul 
and his Ibrethren, who are the same as Warlick and his brethren?' 

I suppose if Paul were to speak personally to my friend and say 
as he did to Timothy: "Fight the good fight of faith . lay hold 
on eternal life." 1 Tim. 6:12 , Mr. Bogard would say: "Paul, I a.m 
sorry ,for you and your brethren. I have laid hold of that already 
and I can not lose it." Pshaw! But this is the Baptist way , which 
means to dispute the Bible at every turn. 

Again, I wish my friend to remember, that the Baptists. iay. 
and he has tried to show the same to be true. that the body IS in TLC
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no sense converted in this life; he has said that no one, who haa 
not been converted and become a true Child of 'God, can follow 
'Christ But it happens that Christ said in Mark 10 : 28-30, that those 
who had forsaken all to follow Him would have to wait until they 
reach the world to come to get eternal life!' Mr. Bogard, you can't 
say that the unconverted ,body is the one contemplated here. You 
.expose yourself when you qu~bble thus. Your own readers see your 
'tie-up. Just confess it and save yourself from further exposure. 

Paul's lesson on what Mr. Bogard' says is his double nature, Is 
not what he seems to thin'k it is. Does he think that Paul himself 
served the law of sin in his flesh? Paul says he kept his lbody un
-der. 1 Cor. 9:27 . Mr. Bogard says: "No, no, Paul, you did not. 
You served sin with your ·body." Paul used this 'parable as a lesson 
<>n the contrast between law and gospel, and Mr. Bogard thought 
.he was talking about himself personally and about all Christians in 
general. 

Mr. Bogard is right when he says that the sheep are sheep, 
'before they hear the voice contemplated in John 10 : 28. But the 
voice here mentioned, is not to be confused with the Gospel which 
the sinner must hear to be saved. The sheep (Christians) hear 
Christ's voice, and then they follow Him and then He will give them 
·eternal life. Read- Mark 10: 28-30, and hush. 

Reader, what do you think of a man, who professes to be a 
Christian, and to' love the Lord', who will call the very words of Christ 
in the aJbove passages "God dishonorin'g doctrine? Mr. Bogard does 
this, but he does not care for disputing a thing he hates like he hates 
the truth. 

My friend says that i,f I say the sinner must hear the Gospel, 
believe it, and obey it, to become a sheep, then I can't say that a 
-sheep, as a sheep, must hear the voice of Christ and follow Him 
to get eternal life. I wonder. Mr. Bogard says a sinner must re
pent to he sa ved, nnd therefore, I suppose according to the non
'Jlense of his reasoning here, he thinks a Child of God is not to re
pent at aU; that the same thing cannot be said of both a sinner 
and a Christian? Is that it? Oh, I tell you it is a picnic to show 
up Baptist inconsistencies. 

Hear Mr. Bogard in his wild excitement! He says that salva
tion of neither soul nor body, depends upon good behavior. Then 
·it makes no difference what a man thinks, ·believes, or does, if he 
just happens to be a Baptist, he will go to Heaven. Talk about 
your "God dishonoring doctrine." Such statements are enough to 
cause the very devils in hell to laugh. But I ask, is he correct 
3Jbout the matter? Let us see. Christ said: "If any man will come 
after Me, let him deny himself and take up his eross and follow 
Me." Again: "He that heareth these sayings of Mine · and doeth 
them. is like the wise man." "Not everyone that saith, Lord, Lord, 
shall enter, ·but he that doeth the will of my Father." Many pas
sages might ibe offered, 'but I shall give one other and then ask the 
Baptist reader to get him a ten-cent New Testament and read it. to 
lIee how every word in it: denies the slanderous statement of Mr. 
'Bogard, ';"'hlch Is in reaut.y genuine Baptist doctrine on the subject: 

TLC
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Rev_ 22: 12-14 : "Blessed are they that do His commandments, 
that they may have a right to the tree of life, and may enter in 
through the gates, into the city. For without are dogs, and sor
eerers and whoremongers and murderers, and' whosoever loveth and 
maketh a lie." Mr. Bogard says, "Hold on, Christ and John, you are 
wrong there. It does not depend on your good behavior. When you 
say that a man must be something and must do sOjllething to get in. 
you are preaching a 'God' dishonoring doctrine.' You should learn the
Baptist way about it. We have a better thing than that. Salvation 
does not depend upon one's character or good behavior, if he has 
·been in once, he is in for good and always." Pshaw, Mr. Bogard, be 
ashamed. 

Mr. Bogard say·s that Christ will not have mercy on the unright
eousness of any except those who have accepted Christ, and so he says. 
r am mistaken when I say his doctrine is universal salvation log
Ically. Well-But, I thought Baptists said that the same plan of sal
vation offered in the Gospel to the sinner was also to the erring Chris
tian? So, Mr. Bogard, try again. 

Mr. Bogard thinks that no Christian can cause himself to perish. 
I have shown him up here, but suppose I shalI have to again. Christ 
said , in Matt. 5: "If a disciple call his brother <J. fool . he is in danger 
of hell fire." Mr. Bogard says "not so, Christ. He is in no danl:er, 
for he can't cause himself to perish." David says, in Psalms 37, that 
the good man, whose steps are ordered by the Lord, -must depart 
from evil and do good to dwell forever more. This statement i!l 
in verse 27. Mr. Bogard , says this is nonsense. Let all the Baptist 
readers get the Bible, turn to the passage and read it ; only the~

will need to do so, for Bible readers know it i·s there. 
John did say, they went out from us, that it might be manifest 

that they were not all of us. This shows that some went out that 
were of us. Mr. Bogard, why do you try to dispute this sta.tementr 
Again, how could they have 'gone out unless they had once been in? 
While the idea of not imp'uting sin was said in an argument con
cerning the Abrahamic covenant, It simply confirms what I !laid. 
that under the law. the Lord rem embered sin .against those who 
were of His people, unless they offered their annual sacrifice. Thl!! 
Is not the case under the Abrahamic covenant. Not understanding 
the matter, Mr. Bogard thinks Paul was discussing Baptist doc
trine on apostasy. Pshaw! Paul never thought of Baptist doctrine 
on this subject in his whole life-time. 

It is a fact that a man who has a hope purifieth himself. But 
when he casts off his first love . like Paul says. in Timothy he may 
do, then he loses his hope and his consequent , ability to 'purify 
himself. This is my Scripture, not yours, Mr. Bogard. All the ovel'
coming and pUl'ifying is by faitb , and this is enough to show any 
reasona,ble person that tbe BaptiMs. as usual, are wrong on thf' 
passage. 

The man who does not know tbat nearly all of the New Te~ta
lllent was written to Christians to show them how to live in the 
Church, in order to obtain eternal life, is in inexcusable ignorance of 
the plainest possible things taught in the Book, Read the prelud(' TLC
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. to almost every o'ne of Paul's letters to the Churches and see. 
He said he wrote to Timothy that even 'fimothy might know how to 
behave himself in the House of God. Mr. Bogard syas: "I deny it." 
But who cares if he d'oes deny it? It is so, anyhow. But when a man 
is'driven to the extremity of having to say, or lose hi'S d,octrine, that 
.a man entering Heave n at last, or beirig saved, does not depend upon 
his good behavior, that man is lia:ble to say anything. 

Ezekiel says that ,if a righteous man shall turn from his right
eC'U!;!1(' SS. he will be lost. Mr. Bogard says that this is a man's 
own righteousness and not the righteousness of God to which we sub
mit. If thi'S were true, then such a man would' be a saint if he 
remained in his own righteousness. But the Prophet finds only the 
two classes, one' the sinner. and the other the righteous man. He 
'!lays if the sinner turn . he will be saved. and if th~ righteous man 
turn away from his righteousness. he ''l;ilI be lost. Mr. Bogard 
does not deny that the sinner means a sinner and that the Prophet 
knew what he was talking about in the case of the sinner, but that 
he did not kno~ what he wrote, when writing about the righteou!l 
man. 1 am sure the Baptist readers will be surpri!ed at my friend. 
bere. 

Christ said: "Every branch in Me, that doe~ not bring fruit, 
shall 'be {!ut off." Mr. Bogard says this means the ,branch which does 
not bear fruit in Christ. But on ,a former proposition, he said: "No 
one out of Christ could bear fruit"; quoting Ohrisil:'s language, "Ye 
cannot ,bear fruit , except ye abide in the vine." Now he says one can 
bear fruit outside. Which. time did he tell the truth? Christ said : "The 
I ; ::IH ' ~ Hint (loe~ ' l1ot bear fruit is broken off and burned." This i'5 
-enough to prove my proposition and to show that every sermon my 
'friend ever preached . on this question is false and that any thing he 
'Can no;w write on his side of the question is not Qf God. 

The lesson which Christ gave on the possibility of apostasy in 
Matt. 25, where He says, the unprofitable senant was cast into out
er dllTkness, and that this one was as much a servant as the others, 
there'by pI;oving the absolute certainty of \ my proposition, Mr. Bo
gard answers by saying that this wiJuld get the Church before Pente
cost Suppose it did, that would not answer the argument made 'on 
th~ passage on the question we now have before us, but it does 

-not' teach that the church was set up before Pentecost. It is only 
'a parabl.e, used prophetically, like man)!: of the Savior's illustra
tions on the Church question. Let Mr. Bogard try to answer my 
argument made on it. "The Spirit spea-keth expressly that in the 
latter time, some shall depart from ' the faith ," is Paul's statement. 
It means what it says. A man cannot depart from his wife unless he 
has one. You could not depart from your home unless you had a 
home. It is out of the question to think of a man departing from 
this, world who had n ever been born into it. This is too plain to 
'be misunderstood. 

Paul says 'that a man who thinks to be justified by the law 

II!! already fallen from grace. Paul said this to ppople who had re

eel't'ed the Spirit by the hearing of faith. Read Gal. 3: 1-4. 
TLC
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The passage in Thess., teaches with emphasis, that a man can
not !believe Baptist doctrine on the apostasy question, and at the 
same time believe in the second coming of Christ. "Christ will 
not come except there come a falling away first." If Paul is rir;ht. 
the Baptists are wrong. 

When Paul told the He-brew ,brethren to fear lest some should 
seem to come short of the rest In Heaven, my friend thinks he 
was teasing the saints, by making out like they might fail to obtain 
the rest; that he did not mean for them to believe it. Pshaw! 
Another piece of Baptist foolishness. 

Paul said he kept his bod'y .under lest after he had preached to 
others, he should be a castaway. Mr. Bogard says he was not afraid 
of being lost, no matter what he did in his 'body, he was only afraid 
that God and good men would not approve of him. I wonder. If 
this be his idea, then a man can 'do as he pleases, just so he does 
not let it !be found' out on him, eh? Paul was not such a man as that. 
He preached up to the hour of his death and it was after that he was 
afraid he would be a castaway, so he kept his '/body under, to 'be safe. 

Mr. Bogard thinks, when Peter taught, that if we live right, we 
shall never fall, he only means a part of it; that he knew we 'Would 
live right and that if we fall, we should not be lost, f.or God will 
uphold us. But David said, as has been shown already, that God 
will uphold only those who depart from evil and do good. Psalms 
37:27. 

Mr. Bogard says that the child of God is better off than an 
angel, and that he is even better than the angels. Well-now we, 
have it. It Is 'better to be a Baptist than fo 'be an angel. Excuse 
me. Mr. Bogard thinks that the angels are under a law of works. 
I wonder how he found that out? Peter's argument is, that since God 
did not spare the angels that sinned, we had' 'better be very careful 
else he will not spare us. 

In the 89th Psalm, David writes of the preservation of tht' Jews
as a people. Baptists, as shown .by my friend's argument on th~ 

passage, think he Is talking about the security of the believer. 
My friend seems to think that if the child of God sin, it is good 
for him, for he will only be chastized In a way that will be a help. 
to him. 

In the last verses of Jer. 23, the prophet said, that if God's. 
people do not live right, God will utterly forget them. This repUelt 
to Mr. Bogard's silly quibble on Psalm 89. 

The passage In J er. 32: 40, is my passage, not Mr. Bogard's_ 
Here we are told that God puts His fear in the hearts of His peo
ple, that they shall not depart from Him. This cannot Ihean the
Baptists, for they say they have no fear of departing. S,uppose IGod's 
people are not exercised by that ,fear. Somel of God's people so 
apostatized, that the fear of God' passed from before their eyes. 
This passage declares very plainly for my proposition, and our Bap
tist readers will discover it. Others can see it and' not half try. 

Mr. Bogard thinks that the covenant with Noah concerning the 
flood is a pointer in his favor. ,God promised not to destroy the· 
earth any more ,by water, ,but this does not mean that a man can· TLC
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liot stay out in the rain until he drowns. God's covenant of peace 
only promises salvation and eternal life to those who obey him and 
live right in t~e world. "He that endures to the end, the same 
shall be saved." If God saves Mr. Bogard, whether he endures to the 
end or not, He tbreaks His covenant, and then He might send an
other flood. See? Christ is the surety for a covenant which says 
that we must be faithful until death to get the crown. Now, if we 
get the crown anyway, it will be by a covenant of which Christ is 
not the surety. Is it possible that Baptists do not hav,e one passage 
on their side of this matter? It is not only possible, but it is a 
fact, fliat not one passage in all the Bible even hints in the direc
tion of their doctrine on the subject. 

The doctrine of the possibility of apostasy is ~o plafnly taught 
in the Bible, it seems the height of foolishness to think otherwise, 

In the sermon on the mount, the Savior taught the importance 
of ohedeience and right living, if we would be saved at last. "He 
that doeth the will of my Father," said He, "shall enter at last." 
The wise man is the man who hears and does, is one of His les· 
ilons. Again, "If any man will 'be My disciple, let him take up his. 
cross daily, daily, daily, and follow Me." 

Baptists think that a man can not take up· the cross to begin. 
with, and 'begin the walk with Christ, without ,being in some way 
compelled, and' then they say, God forces him all through life to
take his cross, or rather to hold on to It. Christ taught that the Christo. 
ian life was a struggle in every day, and that if we would at last reacn 
Heaven and obtain eternal life, we must follow Christ, forsaking all'. 
in this world, until we get to Heaven, and then we shall have eter
nal life. 

The Savior said in John 5:29, that those who have done good, 
will be raised to everlasting life. John in Revelation said that those 
only who do His commandments shall enter, In through the gates 
into the city. Rev. 22 : 14. 

In Reb. 6, Paul said, if a man fall away, it is impossible to re
new him again unto repentance. Baptists say that he cannot fall 
in the first place. 

In Heb. 10, the same writer says that the apostate child of 
God shall be punished with a punishment sorer than death without 
mercy, which can mean only a punishment after death. Baptists say 
he can't apostatize in the first place, and if he sin and fall, it will 
only be good for him. But if ,we believe the Bilble, we shall discard 
what Baptists teach and stay with the Book itself. In conclusion, I 
beg to request my friend to do his best in his next, putting in all his 
arguments if he has any, and I will show the readers what an easy 
job it is to again take all his Scriptures from him. 
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MR. BOGARD'S THIRD NEGATIVE. 

uentlement Moderators, Ladies and Gelltle men : lVIr .. Warlick 
Eays I have Ibegged' piteously for him to be easy <>n me, but there 
is as mucr truth in that statement as there is in any 9f MI' War
lick's statements. Let 'the reader look back through my speeches and 
see for himself if I have begged any. When a debater tries to make 
it appear that' his opponent is angry, excited, or begging, he sho,\,!s 
weakness that is, indeed, to be pitied. Nothing eiRe could so plain
Iy .spell deteat. 

Mr. Warlick says 1 misunderstand him when I quoted the pas
~. ages , JJowing that a Christian has life in this world. He says. 
of courbe we have life, 'but it is not eternal life. W-ell . there would 
be nothing but nonsense in the apostle tel~ing us that we had OUI' 

natura:1 lives now , provided we have Christ. We know that alr eady. 

Certainlj 'a Christian has his natural life, but in that he is not one 
whit be\.ter off than is an infidel, for the infidel ·also has his natur
al life. So Mr. Warlick and his people do not even profess to have 
anythiug more than an infidel has! As surely as we have Christ we 
have ~ternal life for John said so. "He that hath the Son hath 
I ife," But, says Mr. Warlick, we do not really have Christ in this 
"Wurld. for Christ is not on earth, ,but in Heaven . Exactly. I thought 
'he did not have quist and here he confesses it and gives his rea
'son why! When we press the fact on Compbell's followers that they 
are not . saved and that they do not have Christ, they get angry and 
'say we ~re misrepresenting them, but here comes Mr. Warlick and 
relieves the situ<jtion by frankly acknowledging that they do not 
have Christ and are therefore unsaved . The words of the Lord 
stand out. plain and strong: "He that hath the Son hath life; and 
h e that hath not the Son hath not life. These things have I ·written 
unto you that believe on the name of the Son of God'; that ye may 
know that ye have eternal' life." (l John 5: 12-13). Mr. Warlick 
says he and his people do not possess eternal life. Then -answers 
the Lord from Heaven that they do not have the Son. They are 
without Christ and without God in the world. Alas! But, says Mr. War
lick, nobody has Christ in reality. Indeed? R ead Col. ]: 27: "Christ 
in yOU the hoW' of glory." Again read Rom. 8: 10-11: "If Christ be in 
of righ tpousness. But if the spirit of Hhm that raised 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 d welleth in you." 
Read aga in : "Whoso eateth my flesh ann drinketh my blood. bath 
eternal liff' : and I will raiEe him up at the last day." 

So it is settled that if we really have Chirst in this life, W& 

as certainly have everlasting life in this world. So says 'the Scrip
t ure, MI'. 'Varlick to t.he cont.rary. I am sorry to say. 1f then we 
ha ve ever}.asti ng life , it is certain that eternit.y can not end , h ence 
our Christian life can not en d. 

But my friend says that Timothy was told (1 Tim. 6: 12) to TLC
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«lay hold on eternal life." Yes, but what does that mean? The 
Greek word for " lay hold" is deriv ed from "Iambano" which mean .. 
to fight. It therefore means: Fight the good fight of faith , lay hold, 
that is, fight the fight of eternal life-the eternl;tl life fight or COil
flict. It has no reference to securing eternal life. Try again, friend. 

Jesus says the man who forsakes all shall have eternal life 
in the future. Yes, ·but in what sense? Paul had forsaken all as 
a man. and he had . to wait for the redemption of his body (Rom. 
8: 23-. Paul kept his body under-had to, for it was unredeemed, 
and in order lor the man. Paul. to forsake all he had to keep his 
unredeemed body under. That makes the proposition clear and ut· 
terly routs Mr. Warlick. 

Mr. Warlick dies hard on John 10: 27·30. "My sheep hear my 
voice, ar:.d they follow me and I give unto them eternal life, and they 
shall never perish." Several things can't ,be gotten over by my friend. 
He has Ibeen contending that because the givi~g of eternal life is 
mentioned after the "following" that theref()re it comes after t1;l.e 
sheep have followed. If we grant that the order of mention is nee· 
'essarily the order of occurrence, then it follows that they are sheep 
jbefore they "follow." But Mr. Warlick has been saying in his bap· 
tism argument that the following-that is, obeying-must take place 
before a man becomes a sheep. Then the statement that "they shall 
never perish," Mr. Warlick says means that they will be safe when 
they get to Heaven , yet he turns right around and says that angels. 
stand on the same basis that Christians do and yet an gels fell from 
Heaven, He needs to do some fixing here as sure as you iive. IVhy 
not acknowledge t.hat you are wrong, m~ friend , and seek Christ. 
in the forgivenf.'ss of your sins and then Christ will dwell in you. 
the hope of glory and you will know you have eternal life? 

My friend says good behavior saves and that when I say it does 
not. and that it would ruin all of us if it did, because none of us 
are perfect, he Eays it is enough to make the devil laugh in hell. 
Well, it is a fact that our good behavior does not save us. Read 
Rom. 4:4·8: "Now to him that worketh is the reward not reckoned 
of grace but of debt. But to him that worketh not, but Jbelieveth 
on him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for righte
ousness, even as David describeth the blessedness of the man, unto 
whom God imputeth righteousness without works, saying, blessed 
are they whose Iniquities are forgiven and whose sins are covered. 
Blessed is the man to whom' the Lord will not impute sin ." But Mr. 
Warlick flatly denies all such passages as this and' declares in the 
face of them that salvation is ·by good behavior. Alas! NOllf.' are 
80 blind all those who will not see-the spiritually blind. 

Mr. 'Warlick quotes Rev. 22:12·14, where it says: "Blessed 
aTe they that do His commandments, that they may have a right 
to the t.ree of life and enter in through the gates into the cot~·." 

This does not mean we are saved by keeping the commandment's 
but it means that those who are saved keep the commandments 
and Iby thp. fact that. they do keep the commandments they prove that 
the~' are savE'd and havf.' a right to enter the city. Obedience is the 
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proof, not the cause of s·alvation. Obedience is the evidence that 
one is saved, not the cause of it. 

1 John 3 :3 : "Every man that hath this hope in him, purifieth 
himself." But, says Mr. Warlick, if he loses the love of God, he 
will stop purifying himself and be lost. But hold. If he stops lov
ing God that very fact will prove he did not purify himself. If h e 
purifies himself he can't stop loving God. To stop loving God woufd 
be to pollute himseJfaild if he does that, then it follows that the word. 
of God is false, which says "every man that hath this hope 'in him 

purifieth himself." It does not say that all will purify themselves, 
but some few may lose their love and not do it. but "every man that. 

hath this hope purifieth himself." 

Mr. Warlick quotes where Paul wrote to Timothy that he might 
"know how to behave himself in the house of God." Exactly, but 
Paul did not write Timothy that he might know how to be saved. 
There is a difference between knowing how to be saved, and how 

to behave after we o,Ptain salvation. Not one line is written to Christ

ia.ns to show them how to be saved. If there is such a passage. why 
does not my friend dig it up? 

John 15 is the strongest passage my friend has, and I frank.1y con· 
fess that as the King James version renders it, it might be twi3t
ed into teaching apostasy. But the scholarship of the world says 
11. should be rendered: "Every branch that beareth not fr)lit in Me 
shall be cut off," which means that one must be in Christ before 
be can bear fruit and that no matter how much good he may do 
out of Christ, he can ,not be saved. It knocks out the selfrighteous, 
moral man. No apostasy in it. 

Mr. Warlick dies hard on that unprofitable servant. He says it 
w·as a parruble that pointed forward to what would be in the future 
and henee does not teach that the Church existed before Pentecost 
But hold . "The kingdom of Heaven is like" says the Lord. Like 
what? Like "a man traveling in 'a far country who c·alled his own 
servants, and delivered unto them his goods and straightway took his 
journey." Well, when did the Lord do this? Evidently when He 
left the world. What did he leave? He left his own servants in 
charge of his affairs. That was before Pentecost (Matt. 25: 14-30-) . 
If Mr. Warlick, by this construction, does not get the Church before 
Pentecost, it looks very much like it. But, says Mr. Warlick, we are 
not discussing the Pentecost question. Exactly, but when one of your 
doctrines contradict another, they can not both be true. The system 
of doctrine you and other followers of Alexander Campbell teach is 
a contradictory ' system and therefore false. But to answer the quibble 
about the wicked servant, I refer you to Ezek. 4: 18, where it says 
"all souls are mine" which means all men both good and bad, 'both 
saved and unsav'ed, are counted servants . H ence there is no apostasy 
here. 

To d'epart from the faith, as Timothy speaks of, has no refer
ence to a Christian ceasing to be a Christian, but those who learn 
the truth and deliberately leave it ; refuse to embrace it. A young 
man offered himself to a young lady to be her husband, but she 
departed from him, refusing to be his wife. So the faith-the sys-
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tem of truth-is presented to many who refuse it and depart from 
it. That is all. Try again. 

Paul feared he might be a castaway, but did not fear he would 
!be lost. "Castaway" means to Ibe disapproved. Paul did not want 
'God's disapproval. But to get G<Jd's disapproval does not mean 
damnation for a Christian-it means chastisement. 

Mr. Warlick says I claim to be better than angels. I claim no 
such thing. But I am safer than angels, for the Lord' keeps me 
and the angels keep themselves. But again I call for the passage 
which says that we shall be angels when we die, as Mr. Warlick .' 
taught in his second speech. 

Mr. Warlick says that Baptists do not fear God. We do fear 
Him but as a child fears a father, but we do not fear that He will 
cast us Into hell. His fear in our hearts makes it certain that we 
shall not depart from Him. 

Mr. Warlick quoted the hypothetical cases of Heb. 6 and Heb. 
10. I myself believe that If we fall away and lose our salvation, 
we can never get it baok again, but shall be lost forever, as these 
passages say. But why did' he not q~ote the 9th v-erse of the 6th 
chapt~r and the 39th verse of the 10th chapter, which plainly say 
that a Christian will not go iback and be lost? Jesus says: "Of 
them which thou gavest Me have I lost none." John 18:8-9. 

I will now make the following and last negative arguments, as 
1- can not, under the rule, do so in my next speech, which will be 
the last in this debate. 

Isa . 54: 17 : "No weapon against thee shall prosper ; and every 
tongue that shall rise .against the ~ in judgment, thou shalt condemn. 
This Is the heritage of the servants of the Lord. and their righte
ousness is of Me, saith the Lord ." But Mr. Warlick thinks some 
weapon may prosper against the Lord's ' people for they may even be 
destroyed by the devil's weapon, says he. 

Ps. 121 : 5-8 : "The Lord is thy keeper ; the Lord is thy shade 
upon thy right hand . . The Lord shall preserve thee from all evil. 
He shall preserve thy soul. The Lord shall preserve thy going out 
and thy coming in. from this time forth, and' even forever more." 
Unfortunately my . friend does not believe these strong words. This 
()ertainly teaches the preservation of the saints if language has any 
meaning. 

Ps. 97: 10: "He preserveth the souls of His saints; H~ delivereth 
them out of the hand of the wicked." If our souls are preserved 
and God delivers us out of the hands of the d'evil, how can it be 
that my friend is right in thinking that there is a possibility of final 
-apostasy? 

In conclusi·on, I off-er the following objections to the doctrine 
of apostasy : 

1. It is' based on the doctrine of salvation by works and that 
contradicts Titus 3: 5: "Not by works of righteousness we have 
-done." 

2. It makes our salvation depend on the grace of the devil. 
for if the devil can get us , and does not, it is he we should thank 
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for salvation and not God. But that contradicts Eph. 2:8·10 : "for 
by grace are ye s~ved , etc." 

3. It gives Satan more power than God and this contradicts] 
Peter 1 : 5 : "kept ,by the power of God through faith unto salva· 
tiop.." 

4. It makes God condemn Ris own children and that contradicts 
Rom. 5: 1: "being justified by faith we have peace with God ." 

5. It reflects on the merits of Christ's blood and that contra· 
diets Reb. 10 : 14 : "by one offering he hath perfected forever them 
that are sanctified." 

6. It nullifies the work of the Spirit. John 3: 5: "born of the 
Spirit." 

7. It makes God· swear falsely, Reb. 6:17. 
8. It makes void the mediatorial work of Christ. 1 Tim. 2: 5. 
9. It leaves the world without hope. Reb. 6:19. 
10. It declares 'God was not good enough, not wise enough , or 

not strong enough, to fix a way for his chlldren to be safe. 
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MR. WARLICK'S FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE. 

am perfectly willing for the readers to decide, whether my 
manner of conducting the dIscussion has seemed to please my friend. 
HE' has been fussing at me all the time. and all befause I havE' kept 
him trying to show some truth from the Bible, that will make his . 
doctrine appear at least respecUble. .He has been in the road from 
the ,beginning, and I have been behind him. prodding him all thE' time 
with the truth; this makes him hot. 

H is amusing to read what Baptists say about life and sal
Tation . Their only idea is, that life means eternal life, and this is 
simply etE'rnal eXistance, and that salvation means the same. It 
does them no good to recite such passages as Peter's language in 
which he says: "Now is your salvation nearer than when you first 
believed." They pass it all up. You may show them , that even the 
infidel, has eternal existence, if he be an immortal being, which they 
allow they care nothing for such a predicament. Such' is Mr. Bo
~ard's trouble in his last article. It is he, and not I, who makes tht" 
infidel equal with the saved man. 

No onE' denies that the Christian has Christ. But we, likt" 
Paul, know thl' sense in which He dwells in us. Baptists do not 
know this. Mr. Bogard shows that he does not understand it Paul 
in Eph. 3:17, .says: "Christ dwells in the heart by Faith," Mr. Bo
gard says: "Not so, Paul, He is in the heart actually. and this mak~!I 
us Imow that. we have eternal life actually. It is strange the Bap
·tists cannot get this matter straight. If Christ be the life, and Ht" 
dwells in us by faith , it is certail! that neither He nor the life 15 
there actually. Can my friend' Mr. Bogard not understand this? 

The spiritual life thE' Christian has in this world is not E'terial 
life any nIOre than is the death of the sinner in this world pter
nal dE'ath. Neither one is eternal. If .the Christian has eternal life in 
this world and can't lose it. then the sinner has eternal death and 
can never Ibe saved. This woUld be universal damnation since all 
men were once sinners. 

Mr. Bogard's statement, to the effect that somebody is follow
ing A. Campbell, is false and silly, and shows he wants to spite 
sorileone whom he can't answer . 

The statement he quotes from Paul: "Christ formed in us. the 
hope of glory." will not do for him, for he says Christ h; fornwd in us 
actually and really, and not as a hope, which Paul says is something 
we do not see. Does my friend not know the difference between hope 
and reality? 

In his lE'tters to Timothy and Titus, Paul says we hope for 
eternal life, and 'Christ says we shall have to wait until WE' get 
to Heaven to obtain it. Paul said we seek for immortality. and that 
E'ternal life shall be the reward. This can't be the body which Mr. 
Bogard says has not been saved. for the .man who will have thE' 
E'ternal life has forsaken all to follow Christ. This is the soul, ac
cording to Mr. Bogard, even. Mr. Bogard says the soul 'only ha.s been 
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saved, that th e body has not ye t been r edeemed, and of course has 
not forsaken all to follow Christ. 

Mr. Bogard says I die hard on John 10·28. :'-lot so. He is the 
one who died on that passage, and he can't come alive e ither, Christ 
said : "My sheep hear my voice, and they follow me and I give 
nnto them eternal life ." Of course this 'Will not do for Baptis ts , fo r 
they say Christ gives eternal life to a goat to make a sheep out of 
him. To obey the Gospel for salvation is not the followin g h ere 
alluded to. 

On 1 Tim. 6: 19, Mr. Bogard has fixed himself. Paul says: "Lay 
hold on eternal life," which shows that the Christian has not yet 
done so, and therefore not in actual possession of it, and cannot ge t 
it until he reaches the day to come. Mr. Bogard says th e words: 
"Lay hold," are from the' word "Lambano" which means to fight . 
Now, it happens that this is the word used by Christ when He said 
the world cannot "receive" the Spirit. "Lambano" is the word for reo 
ceive, and Mr. Bogard held to this word on the baptism proposition, 
on Cornelius' case with a death grip. Let Penick, who told Mr. Bo· 
gard what the word meant in John 14, see what Mr. Bogard now 
admits about it. But the word in 1 Tim. simply means to lay hold 
on, or take hold of, all of which is yet future, so the passage is held 
to the a1l'irmative and lost to Mr. Bogard. I only wish to have the 
reader note that Mr. Bogard gives up his contention on Cornelius and 
John 14, by what be now says is the meaning of the word "Lambano." 

Mr. Bogard thinks that my sayiIIJg that the sheep will be safe 
when they get to Heaven, ' and at the same time showing that angels 
fell, is a contradiction. Not so. When we get into the eternal age, 
the angels will be safe, too. The idea that Mr. Bogard is safer than 
the angels who are in the presence of God is amusing, as well as 
ridiculous , but such is just one of the funny things about Baptist 
doctrine. 

It is too late for my friend to go to talking about salvation 
by grace and not by works. Baptists do not understand the Bible 
on such things. It has ibeen shown already that even repentance 
is called the works of men, and if obedience be the proof, not the 
cause of ~alvation . then when one obeys God by repenting which is 
a command (See Acts 17 : 30·31· he shows or proves, that he has been 
saved. This is Mr. Bogard's predicament, not mine. 

My friend says not one line is written to Christians to show 
how to live to be saved at last. I refer him to Rom. 2:7 ; 1 Cor. 10:-
1·12; 1 Tim. 6 ~ 12; also verse 19, Rev. 22:14, and in fact to the great 
majority of the New Testament as an answer. Is it not strange that 
I should have to do this? Every body but Baptists know it already. 
Why should th ey be so far behind the rest of the people, or may be 
so contentious on such a plain thing? 

The fact tbat man who bas a hope purifie th bimself, mak es it 
plain that b e must do the purifiying, and if he does not do so, he 
will be lost. It is as much unreasonwble to say that God will com· 
pel the sain t to r emain pure as it would be to say that He will com· 
pel the s inner to bpcom e pure. 

Although P et er says to Christians , that they should give diIi-
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gence to make their calling and election sure, and that they must do> 
it if they will enter Heaven, Mr. Bogard says that there is no passage
which teaches us what to do to Ibe finally saved. Pshaw! 

When Christ said in John 15, that the branch which does not 
bear fruit , is to be broken off and burned, He shows Himself op
posed to the Baptist idea altogether. He did not hint at that foolish 
thought of my friend, when he guesses that Christ had in mind the 
moral man. 

( The unprofitable servant is much in Mr. Bogard"s way, Christ 
was talking of His Kingdom yet to come, when He gave the parSlble, 
and in the parable He said the man who did not improve the talent, 
would be lost forever. This shows Baptists to be entirely wrong on 
that question. 

To depart from the faith, and 'be lost, shows that such would be
the condition of those who departed. I hardly think that a man could de.,. 
part from this life unless he had lived', and no ,man can depart from a 
wife who ,has never been 'married. But Paul says that some shall depart 
from the faith, which is language calculated to make a Baptist preach· 
er mad~ as it seems to do my friend. 

Mr. Bogard admits that in Hebrews 6, also 10, Paul does teach
that if a man fall . he can never get back, that he will be lost, but 
he says he can' fall, and that Paul in these same chapters teaches 
this. I wish he had iPven the passage and made his ar~ument. Paul' 
said: "I am persuaded better things of you, brethren," showing that 
he was hopeful that they would not apostatize. And , the fact that he 
said: "we are not of them who draw back to -perdition, shows he
knew that men could do it, and thus could, and that some did, apos· 
tatize. My friend can't say anything to the credit of his case. The
BIble simply does not teach his doctrine on this question. The very 
statemen~ of Christ, when He said "Of them whom Thou hast given' 
Me, I have lost none," shows that He knew He might have lost them, 
else He would hot have 'been simple enough to say such a thing. 
The idea of His congratulating Himself upon having not lost that 
which could not get away from Him, i$ ridiculous, but it is so much
like Baptist doctrine on the subject of apostasy. The Iboy says: 
"Papa, I have not lost one cent of the money you gave me." when 
,both the boy and the father knew it was impossible for him to lOSt! 
it. Pshaw. It is fun to discuss this question, 

Now to Mr. Bogard's advanced argument. His first quotation is It 
promise to the Jews, not to the saved in the Gospel age. If it means 
anyhing like what my friend" thinks, then it promises salvation to' 
every Jew on earth, whether they believe in Christ or not. Isa. 54 is 
his proof. 

Psa. 97: 10 promises to preserve only those who love the Lord. 
This is my t.ext, not his. Paul tells Timothy that some have left 
their first love. These, of course, God will not preserve. Try it 
again, Mr. Bogard, 

David begins the 21st Psalm with the expression: "I will lift 
up mine eyes unto the hills from whence cometh peace," In the 
next Psalm he said he was glad when they said : "Let us go up to' 
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the house of God." All of this shows that David knew he must walk 
uprightly if he were preserved. 

MR. BOGARD'S OBJECTIONS. 

:.l y friend says that if we may fall from grace II.nd be lo!;t, like 
the Bible clearly teaches (as we have wbundantly shown in this .dis
cussion), the!"! .salvation is by works and not by grace. I wonder, 
Have we Dot shown h;m that repentance is works, and man's works 
r.: t;' a t, ane. th ere.fore his idea would save the world. Does not Christ 
say: "He that does the sayings of mine will be saved?" Does not 
the angel tell Jo:\J,n to say: "Blessed are they that do His command
ments, ~hat they may at last be saved? 

But what does Mr. Bogard care for these, with hundreds of other 
llassages, many of which ' have been given in this d'ebate, and many 
more yet could b.e rea,!1? 

H~ thi,nks if the devil could get one of God's saints, he could get 
all M' t:\J,em, 'and that therefore those who get to Heaven will be 
saved upon the grace of the devil and not 'by God' 'S grace at all. Well
T wonder. Suppo'se we turn this logic-lif God can get one of the 
devil's servants, He call get all 'of' them, and 'if' he . does not get every 
one of the lost souls of Adam, those who go to hell will go there be
cll:use God would not l:jave them; while He coould' have saved them and 
'Would not. Shuck's! Mr. Bogard, what is it · that seems to trouble 
yeu, anyway? This answers him and also kills his third objection. 

His fon;th obiection is ; "It makes God condemn His own chil
dren." But does not God claim all souls tQ ,begin with? Christ said 
of little children, that of such is the Kingdom of Heaven. All men 
were once chilrlren. Will God' fail to condemu anyone who was once 
a child? Tf He does not condemn any, then universal salvation ·is 
what my friend should try to defend , and not B"nUst doctrine on 
apostasy. The fifth objection is, that it refle~t" on the merits of 
Christ's ,blood. But did' ,not Christ 'Shed His blood ,for all ,men? He 
did. Then all will be saved . therefore. If not, will the fact that some 
may he lost, reflect upon the m'erits of Christ's bloQd to save all? 
'How foolish my friend does write. 

His 6th, 7th, 8th and 9th · objections are answered when we 
notice the 10th one. ,He says that if any of the saints may be lost, 
it shows that God was not good enough nor wise enough, nor strong 
enough to fix a plan whereby He could save them? Now look at 
this one as we have the others. I have frequently said that a Bap

'Ust preacher could not make one argument on bis doctrine of apos
tasy. which I could not show was either universal salvation, or uni
versal damnation. Take this objection . Christ died for all men. God 
so loved the world that He gave Christ to save the whole world. · 
God will have all men to be saved, Paul says. Pet~r says He willeth 
not the death of any, but rather that all would come to repentancp-. 
Will all comE'? If they do not. then Mr. Bogard says it Is 'because 
IGod was not wise enough or good enough or strong enough to fix a 
plan to save the whole human race. Thus do we turn the last thing 
he says against his false doctrine. TLC
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OUR SUMMARY. 
We have learned from such .passages as Mark 10:28'30. that. 

we do not get eternal life in any actual sense until we reach Hea
ven. This was also proved by John 10: 28; by Rom. 2: 7; 1 Tim. 6: HI; 
Rom. 6:22; Rev. 2:10, and other Scriptures, all of which teach that 
eternal life is to be obtained after we leave this world, and that all. 
such passages as those generally used by Baptists on this questioIi. 
only refer to the promise of the eternal life and that Paul says we 
hope for it. We also showed, that if the Ibeliever was secure against 
falling, like Baptists seem to think~ because Christ said he shall not. 
come into condemnation, then the unbeliever could not be saved, for 
the reason that Christ said in John 3: 36, that he should not see lite. 
We found that if the unbeliever could become a believer and be 
saved, tben the believer could becom~ an unbeliever and be lost. 
We showed that the sheep must follow Christ to get eternal life. 
and that they did not follow Him because they already had it. ThaL 
Christ' gives eternal life to His sheep who follow Him, and not. to 
goats to make sheep of them, like the Baptists think. 

We showed :oy Ezek. 18, that if the righteous man. God's mario 
the saved man, turned frOID His righteousness (meaning~ the Lord. 
Jer. 23), he would be lost forever. We showed by John 15. that the 
branches which did not bear fruit would be cut off and burned. 

To all of this . Baptists offer objections, saying: "We have et.er
nal life now and cannot lose it. God gives eternal life to the sin
ner to save him; to the goat, to make of him a sheep, ann not. t.o 
a sheep after he has followed Christ. They deny what Ezekiel says, 
and declare the righteous man will be saved anyhow whether he· 
turn from hig righteousness or not. If we Ibelieve the Bi'bIe, we 
cannot believe Baptist doctrine on apostasy. 

We bave shown that Ananias and his wife, two of the first 
Christians, sinnf'd and fell and were lost. That the rich man in hades, 
who was in covenant with God, died and went to hell. That Paul 
says in the later times , some shall depart from the faith, and that 
Christ will not come unless there come a falling away first. All of 
which, Baptists stoutly deny and refuse to accept. 

We showed that Paul himself said he kept his body .under lest 
he Ibe lost at last, after preaching the Gospel to others. That Peter 
says we must give diligence to make our calling and' election sure . 
and that unless we do, we shall not enter the gates at last. Bap
tists deny all this, and declare otherwise. V\'e have shown that 
Paul, in Hebrews , declares that a man may fall awav, and that some 
had done so, and that the apostate child of God shall be punished with 
a punishment sorer than death without mercy. Heb. 10. But ~fr. 

Bogard disputes all these passages . and quibbles over what he call~ 

objectionfl. We h2.ve show!l that angels sinned and fell and weI''' C'lst 
down to hell to be punished', and this is our example: still my f l'i~nd 

denies it all, and says he will haTe none of these Scriptures. 
vVe found that Christ taught in His sermon on the ~ount. rhllt 

only those who do th e will of the Father will .be saved at last , and 
that He taught in John 5: 29 that thosl' only who have done good will 
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at last enter Heaven, yet my friend refuses to believe. We showed 
that at the death of the saint, and at his funeral, we are to say that 
he dies in the Lord, and that his works do follow him, and that when 
we come to enter the gates into the everlasting city, John said: 
'''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," and now we may say: "Hear the conclusion of the whole matter. 
Fear God and keep His commandments for it ia the whole duty of 

<rnan, and don't forget that Christ said, the branch which does not 
!bear fruit will be broken off and burned." 
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MR. BOGARD'S FOURTH NEGATIVE. 

Gentlemen, Moderators, ladies and Gentlemen: 
Mr. Warlick says that eternal existence is all that e ternal life 

means and is what Baptists t each. We teach no s uch thing. Eternal 
life, which we get when we a re saved, means eternal union with the 
Lord . "He that hath the Son hath life and he that hath not the Son 
hath not life." (1 John 5: 12). That definition of life suits Baptists 
very well. It is a settled fact that the child of God has something 
more than eternal existence, because he really has Christ-not merely 
a hope of some day obtaining Christ, as Mr. Warlick contends. "These 
things have I written unto you, that ye may know that ye have· 
eternal life." 1 John 5:13~ . Not so, says fri end Warlick ; we do not 
have eternal life and the Lord ought to have known better than to put 
such stuff as that in the Bible. God ought to have called Mr. Warlick 
into counsel with Him when He made the Bible, then there would 
not have been so many mistakes in it as Mr. Warlick has found. Ail 
those promises of eternal life after the resurrection which he quotes, 
are explained by .the fact that man is a dual being and has eternal' 
life in his spirit now (if a Christian) and will get it for his 'body in 
the world to come. See Rom. 8: 23. That passage Mr. Warlick has 
steered clear of all through the debate. Mr. Warlic,k keeps repeating 
that the man who forsakes all, is the one to get eternal life in the· 
future and the body does not forsake all, hence the Ibody can not be
the man to get eternal life in the future. But the ·body is only a part 
of the man. The man is both body and spirit and the body of the 
man does not get it in this worM. At least, that is what Paul says 
about it. The body is kept under and in that way It does forsake all, 
and therefore the promise is that the body shall get eternal life after 
the r~surrection. 

Mr. Warlick says in the third paragraph of his speech that "It 
is certain that neither he nor the life is in us actually." Then it 
follows that there is nothing actual about the present Christian 
life we live! It is all only a possibility, not a reality! But thank 
the Lord. the book says : "Christ in us the hope of glory," . but Mr. 
Warlick says that means that we have a hope of Christ being in us 
sometime in the future. Tut! Tut! it says: "Christ in us" and 
that gives hope of glory. We shall be glorified ibec3iuse Christ is in 
us. The language means that or it means nothing. Mark you. if it 
be established that we now in this world actually have eternal life, 
then the doctrine of atlostasy can not be true, for that which is eternal' 
can not end. The Bible says we have eternal life here. 

In John 10:27-30. where it says Jesus gives eternal life to his 
sheep, Mr. Warlick says that they must follow first. Then when I 
asked him if the order of mention was the order of occurrence and 
he was ,bound to say it was or give up his silly argument, then I 
closed in on him by showing that if that be true, then theY 'were
sheep before they heard and before they followed, and lot and be-TLC
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hold, that the hearing and the following in the passage does not 
meaJ;! the obedience of the Gospel as Mr. Warlick calls baptism. 
Then it follows that a man is not following the Lord when he is 
baptized! What next? 

In .1 Tim. 6:1.9, wbere Paul tells Timothy to "la.y hold on eternal 
life," I called Mr, Warlick's attention to the fact that the Greek 
-word is "Iambano" and means to fight. He goes not dispute it, but 
says that this word is the word which Penick called my attention 
to in John 14: 17, where it says: "Him the world can not receive." 
and the word in Acts 10:47, where it says Cornelius "received the 
Holy Ghost." Exactly: Thank you for reminding me of it. You 
nave been saying all the time that Cornelius did not receive the 
Holy Ghost in the sense the Lord used the word in John 14:17. Now 
you confess that the same Greek word is used, hence the same idea 
Is expressed. So Cornelius did receive the Holy Ghost in the sense 
the Lord used the word in John 14: 17 but the world can not receive 
the Holy Ghost in that sense . . Hence Cornelius was a Christian be

-fore he was baptized. It was a hard matter to pull this confession 
out of Mr. Warlick, but by patience I got it. Thank you for thus 
'surrendering on the baptism propOSition, in order to hold up on 
apostasy. The trouble with the doctrine of Alexander Campbell's 
followers is that to sustain one part, you are compelled to destroy 
another part. But what . does " lambano" mean? It means "to ta·ke 
to receive, to force, to fight," etc. So when Timot.hy was told to 
-lar bold on eternal life, we are compelled to get the meaning of 
the word from the context. Since the Bible abundantly teaches 
that a Cbrlstian already has eternal life, then it follows tbat, since 
Timothy was a Christian, he was to fight ("lambano") the eternal fight . 
In order to understand' tbe Bible we must let one passage inter· 

-pret another, a thing Mr. Warlick has never learned. But an un-
saved man · can not receive (-"lambano") the Spirit in any sense. 
eitber to take by force, or accept Him in their life in any other 

-way. Hence Cornelius was not an unsaved man when he received 
tbe Spirit, and since he received the Spirit before baptism, he was 
'saved before he was baptizted. It is a picniC to show up the contra
dictions of Campbell's doctrine, which Mr. Warlick and' his brethren 
try to palm off as Christian doctrine. 

Mr. Warlick Eays Rom. 2: 7 teaches a Christian how to be saved 
and wben we turn and read it, we find it only says a Christian 
",by patience in well doing seek for glory, honor and immorality," 
etc. Does he think that "glory and honor" are salvation? We get 
our salvation here and then seek for glory and' tbe honor. It looks 
like any (body would know that mucb about the Bible. Then be 
refers to 1 Tim. 6: 12, where it says "fight the good fight of faith." 
But what has that to do with obtaining salvation? That is what 
-a saved man is to do after he is saved and' not in order to be saved. 
Then he refers to R!'v. 22: 14. where it says that they who "do his 
-command'ments have a right to the treE:' of life." Certainly. But 
they did not get the right to the trE:'e of life by doing the command
ments. But sllch as did tbe commandments were the ones who had 
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the right to th e 'tree of life-those who diu the comll l a\ldlllenl~ ai~G 
had the right to the tree of Iifp. The thing that gaye:' them th ~ right 
to the tree of life ( th e g race of ,],0<1) al !i o causC'u them to ]u'pp the 
comll~ aridments. Yc.u will h~ ve to try again to P nu a passage:' tha t 
t eaches a saved man h ow t o be saved. 

1 John 3: 3 sa~'s: "Every man that has this hope in him purifi· 
eth himself.'.' Yes, says Mr. Warlick, but he does his own purlf )" 
ing. Who cares if he does? It is not a Question of whether God 
keeps him pur~ or he keeps himself pure. so far as this passage is 
concerned. The fact is he remains pu re. Not alm ost all, but all. 
If one single child of God pollutes himself and loses his soul, then 
the book has told an untruth , for it says "every man that has this 
hope in him purifieth himself." 

Mr. Vrarlick thinks a man can not depart 'from any thing which 
he is not in or in possession of. Well, he aoes not understand how 
a young lady can depart from a young man and refuse to be his' 
wife unless she first marries him. Shucks! Why is it a hard thing 
to see how some can depart from tbe faith without having embrac· 
·ed · it? 

Mr. Warlick gives up the case of Judas falling from grace for 
the Lord plainly said: "Of them which Thou hast given me have 
I lost none." I am thankful for this good confession. So, gopdby
Judas. 

In Ps. 121, where David ~aid the Lord preserveth thee from 
all evil," he thinks that means only those who love him. Well. if 
he actually preserves those who love Him . where is the chance for 
them to stop loving Him and fail of being preservw? 

In his efforts to answer my objections to apostasy, he says that
a man is saved :by works, that even repentance is works. But the 
Book says "repentance is from dead works" (Heb. 6: 1·4). 

If the devil can get one, he can get all of the saved: but, says 
Mr. Warlick, that applies as well ' to God. If God can get one of the 
devil's children, he can get all. Yes, if he choose to save them 
against their will, but He does not choose to save any man against 
his will . But. the devil does not car'e how he gets a man, so he 
gets him . So that objection stands. 

Apostasy makes God condemn His own children. But says Mr. 
-Warlick, everybody was once God's child, and he condemned them 
when they sinned. But the Book contradicts him here. "We were aU 
by nature the chHdren of wrath" (Eph. 2:3) . ·Yes. Christ died for ' 
all, but His blood was not applied to all, hence your quib-ble about 
150me of ChriRt's blood ibeing nullified, goes d·own. 

Having answered fully all of Mr. Warlick's so·called arguments, 
I now give a ff~view of the discussion and thus bring to a conclu-
8ion all t.hat we have seen in the discussion. 

(l. "The Lord has mercy on our unrighteousness." Heb . 8:12. 
"Our" re·fers to Christians only, for the letter was written to Chrlllt· 
lans. 

(2) "Him that cometh to me I will in no wise callt out ." John 
II: 37. The members of Alexander Campbell's Church believe that TLC



~56 BOGARD-WARLICIC DEBATE. 

this is all' a mistake, for they think God will cast out any who may 
<do wrong. 

(3 · "Depart from Me, for I nevel; knew you." Matt. 7:23. 
Then it follows that those who are cast off at last are not those 
'who were once of the Lord, for He never knew them. 

(4) "Thou shalt call His name Jesus , for He shall save His peo
ple from their slns." Matt. 1: 21. Mark . you, He was not to save the 
10st frgm their sins, but "his people." If there are passages which 
say He offers salvation to the lost, that has nothing ~o do with this 
one. This says, .he will save "His people." 

(5) "I give to them eternal life and they shall never perish." 
John 10 : 27-30. Eternity can't end. hence our Christian life can't 
·end. 

(6) ,'A stranger they will not follow, ·but will flee from him." 
John 10: 5. If a child of God ever does follow the devil to ruin, 
then the Lord told an untruth in this passage. 

(7) "They shalI never perish." John 10: 28. The word's, "shall 
not perish." are in the middle voice (a voice used in the Greek, 
out not in English). The middle voice is used to show one's action 
upon himself. HencE' it means the Lord's people shall not cause 
themselves to perish. This is an argument no man has ever made 
1\ decE'nt effort to answer. 

(8) "He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life." John 
'3: 36. This says the believer is in possession of everlasting life. then 
it tean not end, for if it end, it would not Ibe everlasting. 

(9) The :believer "shall not come into condemnation, but is 
passed from death into life." John 5:24. There has been a real 
-change in the nature and life of the saved man and he has the guar
:antee that he is safe. 

(10) "The steps of the good man are ordered of the Lord and 
'he delighteth in his way and though he fall he shall not be utterly 
'cast d'own for the Lord upholdeth him with his hand." Ps. 37: 23-24. 
It is nonsense to say tJ;lat the Lord's upholding him depends on his 
'good behavior, because if he behaves as he ought he would not need 
to be held up. This guarantees that even if one falls, he will 'be 
taken up again by the Lord. None will be left to perish in sin. 

(11) "Nothing shall separate us from the love of God." Rom. 
'8:'38. In hell a man is separated from God's love for the second 
-death means an utter separation from God, 'and ' God is love. Hence 
it follows that once in hell a man is separated from God's love. 
'This shall not Ibe to any Christian, for nothing shall separate them 
"from God's love. 

(12) "Blessed is the man to whom the Lord will not impute 
iin." Rom. 4: 8. Why don't the Lord count sin against a child of 
-God? Because a Christian's sins are all counted against Christ, who 
is our SUbstitute. See II Cor. 5: 21. 

(13) "Sin shall not have dominion over you. Rom. 6:14. If so', 
'It follaws that sin can not ever ruin a child of God. 

(14) "All thin·gs work together for good to them that love 
'God." Rom. 8: 28. If so, then the devil himself can not do a thing 
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to us that God wiV not ovel'l'ule for our good. How, then, can a 
Cill i;;; tian be iost ill hell? 

(15) "Kept by the power of God through faith ready to be re
vealed at the las t day." 1 Peter 1: 5. Then if the devil gets us, he 
must have more power than God. 

(16) "Whosoever is born of God ove rcomes the world." 
John 5: 4. It is not a question of how a child of God overcomes. 
I emphasize the fact that the Bible says they all do it. 

(17) "Every man that hath this hope in him purifieth him
self." I J ohn 3: 3. No matter whether he is active or passive in 

• purifying himself. The point is, they all do it, and hence none are 

lost. 

(18) "If they had been of us they would' have no doubt con
tinued with us." 1 John 2: 19. If there is "no doubt" about all who 
are of the Lord staying with Him then wher e is the danger of final 
apostasy? 

(19) "His seed shall endure forever. * * If his children 
forsak(' My la,w and walk not in My judgments ; if they break My 
statutes and keep not My commandments, then will I visit their 
transgressions with the rod and their iniquity with stripes. Never
theless, My loving l{indness will I not utterly take from him." Ps . 
89 : 29-35. Instead of sending His disobedient children to hell, He will 
chastize them as children. See also Heb. 8: 12. Why has not Mr. 
Warlick m et this argumel).t? 

(20) "I will put My fear in their hearts, that they shall not 
depart from Me." Jer. 32:40. Forever one with the Lord . Security. 

(21) The Lord swore that He would no more destroy the world 
with a flood and offered that as proof. that H e would not allow 
His covenant of peace to depart from His people. Jsa. 54: 6-10 . 

(22) Christ constantly intercedes for His people. Heb. 7: 22-25. 
Will His intercession fail in our behalf? 

(23) "Of them which Thou hast given Me. have I lost none." 
John 18: 8-9. This was 'said after Judas had betrayed Him and after 
many of His ,so-called dIsciples had gone back and walked with Him 
no more. It is proof positive that none of the Lord's real saved 
ol'les were ever afte rwards lost. 

(24) "No weapon against thee shall prosper." Isa. 54:17. If 
so, then the weapons the devil uses to destro~- the Lord's people 
shall not succeed. 

(25) "The Lord shall preserve thee from all evil." Ps. 121: 5-8. 
A thiIlg that is preserved is beyond danger. An effort to preserve 
is one thing and to really preserve is another. The Lord does not 
say H e will make an effort to preserve. but He preserves. 

(26- "He preserveth the souls of His saints ; He delivereth them 
out of th e hands of the wicked." Ps. 97 .10. If we are delivered from 
the wicked one, then how shall the devil ever get us? 

Thus Mr. Warlick goes down on each of the propositions. He 
can not sustain one of the un-scriptural doctrines handed down from 
the founder of his church (Alexander Campbell) without contra
dicting some other doctrin e. The effort to prove that the wicked TLC
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servant was a true Church member got the Church ·before Pentecm;t. 
Hence, he can not hold to his Pentecost theory and to the apostasy 
of the wicked servant, too. His effort to prove that Cornelius was not 
saved belorp he was Ibapti7.ed, forced him to say that the Holy Ghost 
was received by a donkey before Pentecost, hence down goes hi. 
argument that nobody could receive the Holy Ghost berore Pente

. cost, and hence the Baptists may be right after all when the.,· con-
tend that the Church had thp Holy Ghost before Christ left the world. 
for if a donkey received the Holy Ghost before Pentecost, it is not 
a thing incredible that the t,ord's people should. Mr. ' Warlick tells 
us in one ·breath that angels fell from Heaven and hence we are in 
danger of falling, and then he turned right around and said that if 
we ever get to Heaven , we are perfectly safe, and all that to get out 
of the truth, as found' in John 10: 27 where it says, the sheep shall 
never periRh. He tells us in one prollosition that there is no in
fluence used to save a sinner except the word and then in Cornel
ius' case, he says that there were other influences to bring together 
the means of his salvation. Then to Ibolster up a defeat that was 
humiliating. he ran ill a lot of new matter in his la.st speech on the 
Plan of Salvation, in which he discussed the mourner's bench and 
other practices, when he knew it was not on the subject and that, 
too, when I had no come back at him. I thank God I am not put 
to such necessity. With the impregnable word of God in favor 
of all I teach. I gladly use that word and leave the people to judge. 
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