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INTRODUCTION.

The Borden-Bogard Debate was held at Balch, Arkansas,
July 26-29, 1909. The debaters were both invited by their
respective churches to hold the debate.

Eld. W. W. Y oung was moderator for E. M. Borden, and
J. . Martin was moderator for Ben M. Bogard.

The rules under which they debated were Hedges Rules
of Debate, with this added rule:

"It is agreed that the debate be taken by a stenographer
and that it be published as spoken, no changes to be made
except to correct grammatical errors.”

The following is the debate as spoken.



THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE.

Subject: "The Scriptures Teach That the Church of Christ Was Established on
the First Pentecost After the Resurrection of Christ." E. M. Borden affirms and
Ben M. Bogard denies.

Mr. Borden spoke as follows:

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen—To say that | feel greatly
pleased in having been called upon to represent my brethren in this discussion is
stating the actua factsin the case. Since the announcement has been made for this
discussion some changes have taken place, or, rather, additions to our first
understanding, and Mr. Bogard and | have agreed to have this debate published.
Realizing that neither of us could claim to stand at the top, so far as being
representative men, we fed that we are representative men as far as we are able.
| realize that there are men above us; but as there are more little minds than there
are great ones, we, perhaps (Mr. Bogard and myself), may reach more of thelittle
minds than should some of our men who are above us when it comes to
information and actual debating ability.

Now, the proposition that we have for thistime is the establishment of the
church, | affirming that the church of Christ was established on the first Pentecost
after the resurrection of Jesus Christ.

It is proper and right that | should define the terms of my proposition, so that
there can be no misunderstanding about it, on the part of my opponent or this
congregation.
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Theword "establish™" we understand to mean "to set up” or "to found." By theword
"church" we mean people who have been called out from the world by obedience
to the gospel of Jesus Christ, becoming citizens of the kingdom, etc.

Theword "ekklesia," the Greek word from which we have our English word
"church," means an assembly, and the expression "church of Christ" showsthat it
isan assembly of Christ. Thereis one sense in which this congregation here this
morning could be called an "ekklesia,” of God's people,” while in the true sense
of the word neither Mr. Bogard nor myself would look upon it in that sense.

Now, themainissuethat | wish to get before you this morning is that the word
"church" means the local assembly, such as the church at this place, the church at
Batesville, or the congregation at some other place; that is what we refer to as
"churches," in the plura number; but there is a sense in which the word church is
used that refersto dl the redeemed, or, as Pendleton putsit, "the redeemed in the
aggregate." All saved people are in the church. Now, with these two ideas before
our minds, and my proposition having said "the church of Christ," used in the
singular number, then it is confined to the church that contains al the redeemed
in the aggregate, and | do not suppose that Mr. Bogard will deny the definition of
this propogition; that is, he will not say that the "church" isused in any other sense
than that | have mentioned; neither will he say that the "church" isonly used in the
senseof alocal assembly. If he does, then of course"it would be necessary that we
should bring out points that will not be brought out, unless he should take that
position. Now,
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before | make my first argument, | wish to say this: Mr. Bogard admits, aswell as
all other Baptists, wherever you may go, that the church of Christ existed on the
day of Pentecost. Then if | can prove that the church did not exist before the day
of Pentecost, | have both the Bible and Mr. Bogard as proof that the church was
established on the day of Pentecost. Mr. Bogard might say, "Y ou just please show
me the words of the Scriptures that say in so many words that the church was
established on the day of Pentecost.” If he does that, it will show adisposition on
his part which | do not believe he has, but if he should do it, it would show very
clearly to my mind that he certainly would not be denying a proposition that was
in the Bible word for word. It would not be debatable then. The question then is
whether the Bible teaches that or not.

Now, itismy understanding that Mr. Bogard's position isthat the church began
during the persond ministry of Chrigt, and it may be rather hard for him to locate
the exact spot at which he believes the church was established, and | shall not
attempt to tell you the very hour that it was established on the day of Pentecost,
but I will make my arguments to prove that it was established on the day of
Pentecost. Now, understand clearly the difference between us. He saysthat it was
established before Christ died, and | say that it was established afterwards—he
says before Christ died, and | say on Pentecost; that isthe issue between us. The
reason that | statethis clearly is so that every one of us can thoroughly understand
the issue that stands between us. Now, there are several passages of Scripture that
were used in the beginning of the ministry of John the Baptist and the personal
ministry of
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Chrigt that will be brought inlater on; such as"the Kingdom of Heavenisat hand,”
and where Jesus taught the disciples to pray "Thy Kingdom come." All such
passages will be brought up by my friend and then reviewed by myself, asthe
discussion moves along.

Now, the first argument that | wish to introduce is from Matthew 16:18, a
statement by Jesus to the Apostle Peter. When Jesus had asked the question,
"Whom do you say that | an?' and Peter answered and said, "Thou art the Chrigt,
the Son of theliving God," Jesusthen said, "Thou art Peter and upon this rock |
will build my church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it."

Mind you now, friends, he says"| will build," and theword "1 will build" does
not mean in that place "to replenish” or "add to," but it means "to found." Thayer's
Greek Lexicon, in referring to this very passage of Scripture says that "to found"
IS the meaning of the Greek word that is used here, from which we have the
expression "will build."

But enough for that; that is just one point to prove that the church was not
established before that time; but notice, friends, Jesus says "upon thisrock." Upon
what rock? Peter had just said "Thou art the Chrig, the Son of theliving God," and
then when Jesus said "upon thisrock™ he did not mean that he would build it upon
Peter, but he meant that he would build it upon Chrigt; that is, that wherever the
church of Christ is established he must be preached; in other words, you must
preach Christ before the church can be established; without that preaching of
Christ, the church could not have been established.

Now, then, go with me to another statement that | find in | Corinthians 3:10,
11, and Paul says. "According to the grace of God which is given unto me, asa
wise master-
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builder, | have laid the foundation and another buildeth thereon. But et every man
take heed how he buildeth thereupon. For other foundation can no man lay than
that is laid, which is Jesus Christ." Then Paul built the church in the sections
where he had preached, by first preaching Christ, and then the church was built
upon it. The reason that the church of Christ is not in heathen lands today, many
of them, is because Christ has not been preached there. Then let me impress it
upon your mind that if the church was established before Christ died the apostles
preached that Jesus Christ was the Son of God before he died. Now, friends, right
here, in thisvery same chapter, where we find that Peter said, "Thou art the Chrigt,
the Son of the living God," Jesus said to Peter, "1 will give unto thee the keys of
the Kingdom of Heaven, and whatsoever thou shat bind on earth shall be bound
in Heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall be loosed in Heaven."
The 20th verse says. "Then charged he his disciples that they should tell no man
that he was Jesus the Chrigt." Listen: Jesus says, "Upon thisrock | will build my
church." Y ou cannot establish a church without preaching Chrigt, but he says " Tell
no manthat | am the Christ." How could the church be established when he would
not let them preach Christ? In the 17th,, chapter of the same book, beginning about
thefirst verse, isportrayed before our mindsthe transfiguration of Christ, and after
there had appeared there with Christ, Moses and Elias, being witnessed by Peter,
James and John, we find the voice that came from the Excellent Glory, saying,
"Thisis my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased;” thus these grand truths
were presented to the minds of those three apostles; but when they started down
from the
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mountain Jesus says. "Tell this vision to no man until the Son of Man be risen
fromthedead." | want to Know, ladies and gentlemen, if the Baptists today would
recognize aman who would not preach that Jesus Christ isthe Son of God. | want
to know if you would instruct your preacher when he started out "not to tell it." If
not, | want Mr. Bogard to tell us why, oh why, was it done at that time, if the
church was actually established.

Now, | have no fears of Mr. Bogard meeting that argument, nonein the least.
He may fumble around over it, and | expect him to do that, that is the best he can
do, and | am not going to try to force him to meet it, because | know he cannot.
WEéll, says one, "Brother Borden, you have not brought up the statement yet that
says positively that the church was established on the day of Pentecost.” No, | will
tell you what | will do, | am going to get so close to Pentecost in the argument that
| am going to make next, you felowswill think that it isamighty hot trail not to
be there.

Let me call your attention now to an argument that | wish to make on the
throne of Christ. Mr. Bogard and | will not differ as to the establishment of the
Kingdom and the establishment of the Church. Asfar asthat is concerned, both
agreethat if one was established during the personal ministry of Christ, so wasthe
other; and if one was established on Pentecost, both were established. Wewill not
try to split hairs and draw a distinction between the Kingdom and the Church,
because there would be no use in wasting valuable time in that.

| now cal your attention to a statement in 1 Chronicles 17:11: "And it shall
come to pass, when thy days be expired that thou must go to be with thy fathers,
that | will
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raise up thy seed after thee, which shall be of thy sons; and | will establish his
kingdom. He snal build me ahouse, and | will establish his throne forever,” and
[1 Sam. 7:12: "And when thy days," that iswhen David's days, "be fulfilled,” or in
other words, when you die, "arid thou shalt deep with thy fathers, | will set up thy
seed after thee, which shall proceed out of thy bowels, and | will establish his
kingdom. He shal build a house for my name and | will establish the throne of his
kingdom forever."

These statements now that | read refer to a time when the Kingdom is to be
set up, that Christ isto take the throne, and using the expression, "David's throne,"
Chrigtisto st onit, but he saysthat David must first die, and that he must be dead
when thistakes place. Don't forget that now. Y ou remember now that according
to my position this was fulfilled on the day of Pentecost, which was after the
resurrection of Christ, and you remember that when Jesus rose from the dead that
many of the saints arose from the dead and appeared in the city. The very same
people are mentioned in the elghth chapter of Romans, where we find that he says
"al things work together for good to them that love God, to them who are the
caled according to his purpose,” and aso "for whom he did foreknow he aso did
predestinate to be conformed to the image of his Son, that he might be the first
born among many brethren." Then in Revelation, | believe, about the fourteenth
chapter, we find the one hundred and forty and four thousand before the throne,
and we hear someone saying, "who are these?'. We hear the answer come "These
were redeemed from among men, being the first fruits unto God, and unto the
Lamb." Then these saints who arose followed Jesus in that resurrection, which
took place be-
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fore the day of Pentecost. Now | do not know who might have been in that
resurrection, but old David was not in it. Why? Because David was to be dead
when the Kingdom was set up, and if the Kingdom was set up on Pentecost, David
must of necessity be dead; then coming on to its fulfillment, in Acts 2:29, on the
day of Pentecost when the Holy Spirit had been poured out and when the people
began to speak in other tongues, and the congregation came together to see what
all this might mean, we find that Peter stood up and began to talk, and in his
conversation he brought this matter up: "Men and brethren, let me freely speak
unto you of the patriarch David, that heis both dead and buried, and his sepulchre
iswith us unto thisday." The others had risen but David was yet dead and in the
sepulchre, "which iswith usuntil thisday." Now listen again: "Therefore being a
prophet and knowing that God had sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit of
hisloins, according to the flesh hewould raise up Christ to Sit on histhrone." What
raising up did he have reference to? Listen to the next verse, friends. "He seeing
this before spake of the resurrection of Christ, that his soul was not left in hell,
neither hisflesh did see corruption.” Understand that David's reign was an earthly
concern; but Chrigt's reign was to be spiritua, and he is to be in the line of kings
from David on down, and the Scriptures positively say that Jesus inherited his
kingship, but did not inherit his priesthood, and for that reason he is without
mother and without father, without beginning of days or end of life, because he
could not inherit his priesthood and his kingship at the same time, unless he had
issued from two different tribes.

But now then, another question comes up. Where is the
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throne and where is Christ's throne? Now friend, | want to make this statement; |
believe that Christ'sthroneisin Heaven, and therefore he did not get on it until he
went to Heaven. Now, whereis David's throne that is mentioned? Psalms 89:35.
"Once have | sworn by my holinessthat | will not lie unto David." 36: "His seed
shall endure forever, and his throne as the sun before me." 37: "It shall be
established forever as the moon, and as a faithful witness in Heaven." It isin
Heaven, friends, that iswhereit is. Now if Mr Bogard can prove to me that Jesus
was oh histhrone before he died, then that will settle the question with me, but |
want to state just here; there are passages of scripture that speak of Christ asbeing
born a king; but does that mean that Christ was born a king with subjects and
territory? If so, Mr. Bogard will have the kingdom before John the Baptist began
to preach, for the Bible tells us that Jesus was born a king, but he was not aking
inthe, sense of being aruler; he was aking in the sense of being an issue of a
royal family, and we find that people are cdled kings and princes before they are
ever crowned kings. Then Pentecost is the beginning. In Luke 24:46, we find It
says, "Thusit iswritten, . . . and that repentance and remission of sins should be
preached in his name among all the nations beginning at Jerusalem.” Notice
friends, it was not preached to al the nations of the earth on the day of Pentecost,
but the repentance and remission of sins that was to be preached to all nations,
began on the day of Pentecost; that istheidea. Don't forget that now. Mr. Bogard
may say that the very same thing was preached over there in the days of John, but
It doesn't say that. Now, friends, let me call your attention to the 11th chapter, Acts
of Apostles, and the 11th verse. Listen to Peter at the house
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of Corndlius. He wasthe first Gentile to be converted. Let's see what Peter said
about the day of Pentecost; "And as | began to speak, the Holy Ghost fell on them
ason usat the beginning." The beginning of what? The beginning of the church,
if you please, or the beginning of the kingdom ; that is all you can get out of it.
"Now, | want to introduce other proof that it actually began there. | want to prove
it by Mr. J. B. Jeter, one of the gentleman's brethren, and one herefersto in his
own writings, and endorses as a standard Baptist writer. Thisis on page 20, the
title "Baptist Principles Reset."

"The persona ministry of Jesus was preparatory to the constitution of
churches; his preaching was eminently searching and fitted to reform men and
make them spiritua and devout, but during hislife, no church was organized, and
his disciples were subject to no discipline and their labors, except so far as they
were directed by his personal attention, were without concert.”

"On the day of Pentecost, after the ascension of Jesus, the apostles, by the
descent of the Holy Spirit, were fully qualified to carry forward and complete the
work that John and Jesus had begun. The first church was formed in Jerusalem,
and this soon became the mother of other churchesin various countries."—Baptist
Principles Reset p. 27.

Then again on page 27 weread: "It has already been shown that thefirst church
was formed in the city of Jerusalem, after the ascension of Jesus, and was
composed entirely of believers.”

That only adds to the strength of my proposition. Now, ladies and gentlemen,
hereisanother; Mr. Vedder'sHistory of the Baptists; hear what he says. "Christian
church
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potentidly existed from the day when two disciples of John the Baptist followed
Jesus and believed on him as the Messiah."

Now, Mr. Bogard may read this part of it and howl terribly on it, but will he
admit this: "But Pentecost marksits definite beginning"? That isal | claim for it.
"It is probably thisideathat has led so many writersto call Pentecost the birthday
of the church; what existed beforein germ then came into full conscious being."
Page 10, Vedder's " Short History of the Baptists."

Now, let me give you another, Mr. Orchard's history of the Baptists, one that
my friend refers to a great many times. Here he says on page 6, paragraph 7-

"The church of Jerusalem was composed of those only who gladly received the
word and were baptized; their unity of spirit was their beauty of holiness; this
church so congtituted is the acknowledge pattern or model by which other
Chrigtian churcheswereformed. 1 Thessalonians 2:14: " Since thelaw wasto come
forth out of Zion and the word of the Lord out of Jerusalem.” This community of
Christianswas dso thearbitrator in spiritual affairs during apostolic days, and must
be allowed still to be the standard of doctrine and practice in every Christian
church, aided as it was by al the wisdom of inspired teachers. This Christian
assembly, as it was the first so it is the mother church in the Christian
dispensation.”

Now, ladies and gentlemen, that is another proof, but let me give you still
another. Here is Mr. Jones, ancther learned historian. Hereis what he says about
this same question; on page 483:

"This divine declaration of mercy to man in the situation of these convicted
Jews, pricked to the heart with a con-
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sciousness of their guilt, and overwhelmed with despair, must have been like life
from the dead. Three thousand of them joyfully received the apostles doctrine,
were baptized, and the same day added to the number of disciples that already
existed in Jerusalem, and here we contemplate the beginning of the establishment
of Chrigt'skingdom in the world, or which is the same thing, the erection of the
first Christian church."”

Ladies and gentlemen, it looks to me like we ought to have enough now, but
let me read again: "As the church at Jerusalem was the first Christian church
established by the ministry of the apostles, so it was designed to serve as a pattern
in its faith and order, in all succeeding churches to the end of the world."

Now that is another one, but one more yet, and now then remember that there
are even more, perhaps, that | could bring up. | will call attention to Mr. Dagg. He
isalso alearned Baptist, and Mr. Bogard will admit heis one of their strong men:
"This promised power was given when the Holy Spirit was poured out upon them
on the day of Pentecost; it is clear therefore that in the view of the Lord Jesus,
water baptism was not incongistent with the spiritual dispensation, which the day
of Pentecost introduced.”

| have given you that, and now, ladies and gentlemen, let me go on still
further, and give you afew more arguments along the same line. Now, calling your
attention to Isaiah second chapter and verses 2 and 3, "And it shall come to pass
inthe last daysthat the mountain of the Lord's house shal be established in the top
of the mountains, and shall be exalted above the hills, and al nations shall flow
unto it."

Now, friends, notice that there are several pointsin this
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lesson to be noticed; in the first place, it isto be the last days, in the second place,
it it to beto dl nations, and in the third place, it isto go forth from Zion, and the
word of the Lord shall go from Jerusalem. If | claim its fulfillment through the
persona ministry of Chrigt, | must find it in the "lasts days," and also, | must find
the word of the Lord going forth from Zion, and from Jerusalem, and if | do not
find it, then | have not found its fulfillment. Mr. Bogard will say that it never has
been set up yet, but just let him do it my friends, if he will; it goes down in print,
and | am hereto mest it. Listen here. Heb. 1:2: "God, who at sundry times and in
divers manners spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in these
last days spoken unto us by his Son, whom he hath appointed heir of all things."

What were these last days? This was written after the establishment of the
church of Chrigt, after the day of Pentecost. What did it have reference to? It had
reference to the last age of the world, " Spoken unto us by his Son in these last
days." Friends, remember that on the day of Pentecost, when Peter says that this
"which was spoken by the prophet Jodl, 'And it shall cometo passin thelast days,
saith God, | will pour out of my spirit upon al flesh; and your sons and your
daughters shal prophesy, and your young men shall see visons and your old men
shall dream dreams.” "These last days" included Pentecost, and it was also in the
"last days' when Paul wrote the |etter to the Hebrew brethren. Notice, friends, as
we go aong, get the arguments carefully; notice that it was to come to passin the
last days," which included Pentecost. | want to know if he meant the last days of
the Jewish age, and | want Mr. Bogard to grapple with it when he gets up here.
Jesus



20 THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE

preached in the Jewish age, but the last days began, if you please, on the day of
Pentecost, and the gospel that was to be preached to al nations, began on
Pentecost. Was that the case before Jesus died? Certainly not. Y ou remember
when he says "Go not into the way of the Gerntiles, . . . but go to the lost sheep of
the house of Isradl," he told them not to go to the Gentiles. If the church had been
established then, why did he not tell them to preach to everybody? That question
cannot be answered according to Mr. Bogard's position. Luke 24:46, "Thusit is
written and thus it behooved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead the third
day. And that repentance and remission of sins should be preached in his name
among all nations beginning at Jerusalem.”

Thereisthe place where it began. We have found two things happening on the
day of Pentecost, and we find that the law went forth from Zion, and the word of
the Lord from Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost. Thereiswhereit began, friends,
and no one can deny that. But let me go on further.

My next argument will bein Ephesians 2:14, 15; wherewefind that Paul says:
"For heis our peace who hath made both one, and hath broken down the middie
wall of partition between us; having abolished in hisflesh the enmity, even the law
of commandments contained in ordinances; for to make in himself of the twain,
one new man, so making peace."

Now then we find that he had broken down the middle wall of partition in
order to make this new man. Now, this new man isthe church; if itis not, let Mr.
Bogard correct me. The new man being the church, he says he has broken down
the middle wall of partition between the Jews and
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Gentiles in order to make the new man. What is the new man ? Undoubtedly
friends, it must be that ingtitution that existed after the middle wall was taken out
of theway. What wasit that stood in the way? Undoubtedly friends, it was the old
covenant,—the law of Moses—that stood between them, for we find Paul saying
that the law was against the Gentiles. Now the questionsis, when was that middle
wall taken out of the way? If we can find when that was abolished, we will settle
the questions. Jeremiah 31:31: "Behold the days come, saith the Lord, that | will
make a new covenant." Why make anew one? Did they fail to keep the old one?
Certainly they did. Listen to the 32d verse: "Not according to the covenant that |
made with their fathersin the day that | took them by the hand to bring them out
of the land of Egypt; which my covenant they brake; although | was an husband
unto them saith the Lord."

Andthenin 1st Samue, 2:30: "I said indeed that thy house, and the house of
thy father, should walk before me for ever; but now the Lord saith, be it far from
me, for them that honor me | will honor, and they that despise me shall be lightly
esteemed.”

He points now to the time when the old covenant would be taken out of the
way. Let menow read Isaiah, 5th chap. 1t verse. What did he say? " Oh inhabitants
of Jerusdlem, and men of Judah, judge | pray you, betwixt me and my vineyard,
what could have been done more to my vineyard, that | have not done in it?
wherefore, when | looked that it should bring forth grapes, brought it forth wild
grapes? And now go to; | will tell you what | will do to my vineyard. | will take
away the hedge thereof, and it shall be eaten up; and break down
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the wall thereof, and it shall be trodden down." He says he will take away the
hedge, and he will tear down the fence.

In Colossians 2:14, Paul says. "Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances that
was against uswhich was contrary to us, and took it out of theway, nailing it to his
cross."

AndinZechariah 11:10 and 11, wefind: "I took my staff, even Beauty and cut
it asunder, that | might break my covenant which | had made with al the people.”
"And it wasbroken inthat day." In what day? The day that the staff Beauty (Jesus)
was cut asunder. The next verse shows plainly that the staff beauty was Jesus.

| now invite your attention to Hebrews 9:26: "For then must he often have
suffered since the foundation of the world." Notice " The foundation of the world;"
this word "world," | believe is from the Greek word Cosmos, and means the
universe. "But now oncein the end of theworld;" (thisword "world" isfrom the
word aion;) "he has put awvay sin by the sacrifice of himself." Then Jesus died in
the end of the world—the end of the Jewish age. The middle wall was broken
down, and the law was taken away, and the covenant abolished, in order to make
the new man. It was broken down when Jesus died; therefore the church—the new
man—did not exist until after Jesus died upon the cross.

Now, ladies and gentlemen, there is no way on earth of getting around the
proposition. Now let me go on still further. | will not have time to make an
argument during the time remaining, because the argument | wish to make would
take fifteen or twenty minutes. It is concerning the head of the church, the
members of the church, the
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Holy Spirit and blood of Christ. | want to state just here in my closing remarks that
Mr. Bogard cannot find any actual remission of sins before Jesus died upon the
cross, and if the church was established there, it had no actual remission of Snsin
it. | thank you ladies and gentlemen. Time expired.

BEN. M. BOGARD'SFIRST REPLY.
Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

It affords me greet pleasure to go to record in the manner in which we are now
going to record. It does me a great deal of good to know that the effects of this
discussion will not end when this meeting closes, but going down in cold print, it
will be read by thousands of people who have never seen either of the speakers.

| also feel complimented in that, perhaps the strongest man in the State of
Arkansasis my opponent. That being true, any weak place in any argument | may
make, will undoubtedly be found by him, and if victory isgained on the part of the
Baptists and the truth, it will be, not because of the weakness of Mr. Borden, but
because of the weakness of his doctrine.

Now, we havejust listened to avery strong speech, in which he was supposed
to build a house; | suppose he thinks he has built it; it is my business to tear it
down Now, watch the shinglesfly.

| will begin with the definition which the gentleman gave, and it is always
proper to give acorrect definition of the terms used in debate, so that there will be
no misunderstanding concerning them, and in doing that, Mr. Borden has made
himself very clear, asto what he means;
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whether heisright or not, we know what heisdriving a. | find some fault with his
definition, however, agreeing with him in the main. He defined church to mean a
local congregation, and this congregation here might be, in one sense, termed a
church, but not in the sense in which either one of us uses the term. Then, he
defines a church to mean a local congregation of those who have obeyed the
gospdl. Inthat | will agree. Then he goes further and defines a church as embracing
al of the saved, al of the redeemed, as we have them now. The old Baptist
definition which we generaly give when we speak of the redeemed in the
aggregate, refersto that day when we shall be gathered together in one, around
God's throne; it will then be the redeemed in the aggregate, of the aggregate
kingdom in heaven. In that sense, | will take his definition as to the redeemed in
the aggregate, but asto al of the saved people, dl of the Lord's sheep being now
in the church, | must emphatically deny, and | can prove it by the Word of the
Lord. Jesus Christ himself, in John 10:16, said: "Other sheep have |, which are not
of thisfold."

S0, Jesus Christ had other sheep that did not belong to the crowd that was with
him at that time, and what would hold good then would hold good until today.

The first argument made by Mr. Borden was based on Matthew 16:18, on
which he argued that the Savior said "Upon thisrock, | will build my church, and
the Gates of Hell shall not prevail againgt it." | marvel at the gentleman taking such
apodgition asthat, for if the church was not set up until the day of Pentecos, it was
set up after Christ left the world, and therefore, he would not have set it up
himself, but would have had to have done it through
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some other agencies. | marvel aso at the gentleman not knowing that Matthew
16:18 does not mean what he saysit does, no matter what Thayer says about it, for
Thayer as alexicographer gives good definitions, but Thayer as an expositor of
scripturesis not recognized anywhere, and while Thayer said that the Greek word,
trandated "l will build," in Matthew 16:18, means to establish or found; Thayer
also says among other things, that it means, "1 will build up,” "edify” and all that,
but he says it meansin this place, to found or establish. | will agree that Thayer
saysthat, but in giving the definition, he gives more than that asthe actua meaning
of the word; where he goes to interpreting scripture, and saysthat it meansthis or
that in this particular place, | am unwilling to take him. | am willing to take him
as adefiner of words, but when he gives me a half dozen different meanings, then
| reserve theright to tell from the context, whether it means this definition for that
place, or that definition for this place, and since he gives the different definitions,
| can do that.

| have in my possession, the Greek concordance, in which the word
"oikodomeso" isgivenin dl of its bearings, as it appears throughout the Bible. |
find in Romans 15:20, where it is used in the sense of he built upon ancther's
foundation. | find aso, in first Corinthians, 8:1, one time it says. "Knowledge
puffeth up, but charity edifieth," builds up or edifies, using the same Greek word
that isused here in Matthew 16:18, and trandated "edify," "to build up," make
stronger istheidea. Thenin 1st Corinthians 8:10, it says, using the same Greek
word, itistrandated, "emboldened," so that we have various meanings of the word
illustrated here in the scriptures. Then
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again, in 1st Corinthians, 13th chap, and 4th verse, it says "Charity edifieth,"
builds, makes stronger; the word "edifieth," in the Greek, is "oikodomeso," the
same word we have in Matthew 16:18. In 1st Thessalonians, 5:11, we have the
same word again, and it istrandated "edify," and then in 1st Peter, 2.5, we have
almogt the exact congtruction as used in Matthew 16:18, when it says: "Ye also,
aslively stones, are built up,” "oikodomeso," are built up; so Christ said, | will
build up my church and the gates of Hell shall not prevail against it." There are
plenty more like that, | give these as meanings of that Greek word, which the
gentleman introduced in his first speech.

Marvel of marvels, however, after having claimed that this was true, he
actually took the position, as the record will show, that Paul himself laid the
foundation, and proved it by the scriptures. He quoted 1st Corinthians, 3:10-11,
where Paul said "'l have laid the foundation;" " Another buildeth thereon;" | will
agreewith that, becauseit is supported by scripture, and then it follows, that laying
the foundation, as Mr. Borden has very clearly said, was in proclaiming or
"preaching Jesus Chrigt asthe Chrigt." All right, then if | can find that Jesus Christ
was proclaimed to be the Christ before his death, then we have it unmistakably
clear that the foundation was laid the minute it was done, and | have some
scripture to show you plainly that Christ was preached as being the Christ,
proclaimed as such to the people, before his death.

Now, if youwill go to John, the 4th chapter, you read there of the conversation
between Christ and the woman at the well, in which Jesus gave her instruction as
to how she could be saved, and al that, and told her to go call
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her husband; she said: "I haven't any husband, and finaly he told her Y e worship
ye know not what, we know what we worship, for salvation is of the Jews." "Jesus
saith unto her, Woman believe me, the hour cometh when ye shall neither in this
mountain, nor yet at Jerusalem, worship God," and goes on further to say, that true
worshipers shal worship the Father in spirit and in truth; "The hour cometh and
now is, when they that worship the Father shal worship him in spirit and in truth.”

| pause amoment to call attention to the fact that Jesus Christ said that you
could worship in spirit, at that time, showing that the Holy Spirit was doing his
work; | drop that in by theway. "God isa spirit, and they that worship him must
worship him in spirit and in truth." "The woman saith unto him, | know that
Messias cometh, whichis called Christ; when heis come, hewill tell usal things.
Jesus saith unto her, | that speak unto thee am he."

Christ preached to the woman that he was the Christ. Then Christ was
preached as being the Chrig, did it himself, and Borden told you that when Christ
was proclaimed as being the Christ, that was laying the foundation; that was the
way Paul did it, and that is the way everybody else did it. Then Christ proclaimed
it himself. | have then already gained the victory, without going any further,
Borden on one hand being witness and God's Word on the other hand, being
witness.

| will go alittle further in this same chapter, 4th chapter of John; "The woman
then left her water-pot and went her way into the city and saith to the men, Come,
see the man, which told me al thingsthat ever | did; isnot this the Christ?' There
Is the woman proclaiming Jesus Christ as being the Christ,” and Borden says that
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when that is done, that is laying the foundation. Did anyone believe that
statement? Go to the 42d verse and read, " And they said unto the woman, Now we
believe, not because of thy sayings, for we have heard him ourselves, and know
that thisisindeed the Christ, the Saviour of the world."

She sad: "Is not thisthe Chrig?" She proclaimed him asthe Chrigt, and they
said: "Now, we believe, not because of thy sayings, for we have heard him
ourselves, and know that thisisindeed the Christ, the Saviour of the world." It had
been preached, proclaimed and taught until the crowd of men believed it, so you
have got your foundation laid over there during the personal ministry of Jesus
Christ, so sure as you are here. We have made splendid progress, didn't know we
would get so far in the first speeches of the morning session.

But the Elder tells us that Jesus told his disciples to tell no man that he was
the Christ; what made him do that? Onething | know, the disciples themselves had
been told that he was the Chrit, or they would not have known it to tell the other
fellow, and if they had it proclaimed to them, and if they had learned it as a
precious truth, E. M. Borden being witness, the foundation was already laid; that
Christ for reasons best known to himself, said "Don't tell these people, | have
already got my church built on this proclamation of divine truth. | have it already.
| am not ready for active operationsyet, | want to teach you still more and then you
can go out and proclaim the divine truth; | have got my church, you are on the
foundation." Borden himsdf said this was the foundation, because he says when
"Jesus is preached as being the Christ," that is the foundation; they had stepped
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up on that proposition and believed it, were happy in it; he said "No, | am not
ready for you to begin active operations yet, don't go out proclaiming this great
truth yet;" he told them that also after his resurrection. He said "Tarry ye at
Jerusalem until you get power." They were not to begin active operations.

| am glad these things are going to record; the strongest man you have ison
record now, ashaving said that when " Jesus was preached asthe Chri<t," that when
he was proclaimed as the Chrigt, there the foundation was laid for his church.

But we will pass on; asto the transfiguration, the gentleman brought that up.
He says. "Tdl the vision to no man, until after Christ be raised from the dead.” |
cannot see the remotest connection here. Moses and Elijah appeared with Christ
and talked with him on the mountain, and where they said "Build three
tabernacles," | cannot understand what connection that haswith whether the church
should or should not be set up. He had his reasons for telling them not to reveal
thisvision, for he knew hisbusiness. It is not my business to pry into things that
arenot revealed. | want to find another placethat isvery easy to locate, that Christ
was proclaimed as Christ before his death. Matthew 16:16, we have already had
that, but | will call attention to another phase of it; "And Simon Peter answered
and said Thou art the Chrigt, the Son of the living God," telling it before the whole
crowd, and Jesus Christ acknowledged himsdlf as being the Christ, and said that
"flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which isin heaven.”
When he found out he was the Christ, Peter with his own mouth told what he
knew to be the truth, that he was the Christ.
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No use to bother with other passages, we will passto other things. The Elder
Is very much disconcerted with the fact that he cannot give the chapter and verse
which says that the church was set up on the Day of Pentecost, but he saysthat he
will get on such awarm trail that some of uswill think he is going to prove that it
was; that is as close as he ever will get toit.

| am glad heisgoing to record and it will come forth in the book that there is
not a verse in the Bible that says that the church was set up on the Day of
Pentecost. Some of you have been thinking perhaps, that the Bible saysthe church
was set up on the Day of Pentecost, and he goes back on the old slogan of his
people in which they say: "We speak where the Bible speaks, and we are silent
wherethe Bibleisslent." We do not put two and two together to make four, we
find the plain four, we don't reason or infer anything,” says Elder Borden and his
people, but when they go to aproposition like this, they frankly tell you it is not
in the book, we have got to reason the thing out and infer it by putting passages
together. We have made some progress anyhow in making the gentleman admit
this, wherever the book isread and wherever the message is carried by word of
mouth, you will know there is no Scripture for the Pentecost theory.

But the gentleman finds that Christ was not enthroned until after his death, for
histhrone was in heaven, and that when he died he went to histhrone. Just aword
dropped in here for amusement, for it is only amusement after all; he went to
Heaven fifty days before Pentecost and got on his throne fifty days before
Pentecogt, find therefore, you have got your church set up. He was on his throne
fifty days before Pentecost. But by the way, you
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don't haveto get on your throne to be aking; aking is always aking, before heis
enthroned, and he is not enthroned to make him king in fact. King Edward was
king before he took the throne; when his mother died, he became king instanter,
that very moment he was king, by the very fact that he succeeded to the throne,
though he had not actually taken the throne, so it would not amount to anything in
this discussion, even though Elder Borden does provethat Christ did not get on his
throne until after death, he could be and was a king before his death. It is neither
truein religion or in politics that you have got to be on the throne before you can
be a king, you have got to be aking first before you can take a throne.

The Elder brought up the passage that Christ was born aking. Was he aking
at the time he was born? Only potentialy. When did he become aking? When he
got subjects and territory. When did he get subjects? When he cdled hisdisciples,
1st chapter of John, you will find when he began to call his disciples, and Borden
tells usthat "ekklesa' meansto call out from the world, and as he went along, he
called Peter and others, from their fishing nets, and called Matthew from the
receipt of taxes, and caled one after another until he got his crowd caled out from
the world. And what was the law? His will was the law, he told them what to do,
so he had subjects, and he had laws, and he had territory, for thisworld belongsto
the Lord.

Then he quotes 1st Chronicles 17:11—I do not propose to leave a single
passage untouched—"I will establish akingdom.” He did not say he would do it
on the first Pentecost, or in words to that effect, and in 2nd Samuel "I will
establish his kingdom;" but he does not say on the
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day of Pentecost, that he will establish his kingdom.

Hethen refersto and reads about the one hundred and forty and four thousand
saints, a the time Christ was raised from the dead; just what he intended to prove
was not altogether clear, and | care not whether David isstill in hisgrave or raised
from the dead, none of these things prove that the church began on the day of
Pentecost, or anyways near it.

Very well, inLuke 24:46, it issaid "And that repentance and remission of Sins
should be preached in his name among all nations, beginning at Jerusalem;"
undoubtedly, but the beginning at Jerusalem was the proclamation to all nations,
and so the evangelization of the world did not begin somewhere else, but at
Jerusalem; in the beginning of his church, it was preparatory to preaching of the
gospdl to al nations; he got his flock, his church, his people together, and they
were ready for the work when they began to preach to al nations, but the church
was already there. The church that was already in existence began its active
operations from Jerusalem, but there is a great difference between active
operations and the beginning of the work of organization; so the church was
organized and ready for the work when the day of Pentecost came, and the church
was baptized in the Holy Ghogt, but it was there first, before it could be baptized
with anything. He says Cornelius was baptized in the Holy Ghost, and that Peter
said that the Holy Ghost fell on them as on us at the beginning. Of what? At the
beginning of the church? No, he says at the beginning; at the beginning of what?
At the beginning of active operations to spread the gospel throughout the world.

He quotes from Dagg, and he quotes from Jeter, and
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he quotes from Orchard, and al of these, he says, agree with him that the church
began on the day of Pentecost, and dl that. | thought that the proposition read that
"the scripturesteach,” and not that Jones, and VVedder and Dagg, and that Orchard
and all these othersteach. | thought the proposition read "The scriptures teach,"
and | believeit does. | may have forgotten; | looked at the propositions awhile ago
hurriedly. Here it is. "The scriptures teach that the Church of Christ was
established.”

Now, Elder, if you had been proving it by Orchard and by Jonesand by Vedder
and by Jeter, it may be that you would have established your proposition by men,
but you cannot establish it by the word of God, to save your soul from perdition,
foritisn'tin The Book. | agree in the main with what Jones and Jeter and Orchard
may say. | can take these and show that he has misunderstood what they said, for
| know that Jeter said that the church existed in the germ, and there is everything
inthegermthat isin the grown plant and Orchard did not say that the church began
on the day of Pentecost. He said that the church at Jerusalem was the first church,
but he did not say that it began on the day of Pentecost. | have forgotten what was
said by Dagg, but Jones said that these three thousand were "added to the church
that previoudy existed;" some of you heard him read that proposition. Jeter was
a strong and good man on many points, but he was not infallible. I can find
Baptists in Arkansas that believe that the church was set up on the day of
Pentecost, but they are no nearer right than Borden is; even a Baptist can
sometimes make a mistake, and make as bad mistake as Elder Borden and his
people, and when they
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say that the Church was set up on the day of Pentecost, they smply make a
mistake.

But | am going to stay with the word of God, and show that the church was not
set up on the day of Pentecost. If Christ nailed the old covenant to the cross, and
he says he did, and the new did not begin until the day of Pentecost, there were
fifty days when there was no plan of salvation at al. If the old was nailed to the
cross and the new did not begin till Pentecost, then no matter how men might have
sought salvation, they would not have found it during that fifty days. The old plan
was dead,—had been nailed to the cross—and the new plan of salvation, says
Elder Borden, did not begin until the day of Pentecost, then the world was left
without a Savior for fifty days, neither under the old nor new covenant could any
man be saved.

| am glad for that to go to record. It could not be that the old sacrifices of the
Jews would hold over for fifty days, because these laws were nailed to the cross,
and for fifty days there was no means by which aman could be saved. That isthe
doctrine held by the gentleman and his people, and it is absurd on its very face;
that is one of the funny things. | do enjoy these debates, especialy when they go
to record, because these things appear so ridiculous when you look at them fairly.

Hereads Isaiah 2:3, whereit says. "And it shal cometo passin the last days
that the mountain of the Lord's house shall be established in the top of the
mountains, and shall be exadted, above the hills, and all nations shal flow unto it."

Mark you, "inthelast days;" get it good; | was going to bring that up if he had
not. What are the last days?
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Hebrews 1:2 saysthat "God, who a sundry times and in divers manners spake in
time past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us
by his Son, whom he hath appointed heir of al things." When was he talking to us
by his Son ? When Jesus Christ was walking around on the earth and talking to the
people and preaching the gospd to them. When wasthat?"In thelast days." When
wasthe Lord going to start hiskingdom?"In the last days." God who spoke by the
prophets back yonder, has spoken to us by Jesus Christ "in the last days." When
was Christ here? During his persona ministry. So, according to Borden, we have
the church starting before Pentecost, and during the personal ministry of Christ.

Ephesians 2:14, 15 reads. "Having abolished in his flesh the enmity and
broken down the middiewadl| of partition," and al that, he says the new man means
the church, having broken down the middle wall of partition between the Jews and
Gentiles. That does not say that the church was set up on the day of Pentecost; that
does not say that the church was set up during the persona ministry of Christ; that
simply saysthat it was possible for the Jaws and Gentiles to be together in unity
and with God; | do not believe it means the church, but simply shows that the
people, both Jew and Gentile, are kept no longer separate, one from the other, but
they are together in Christ Jesus.

Unity isdl that istaught there. In Jeremiah 31:31: "The dayswill come when
| will makeanew covenant." "Thelast days;" whenwere"thelast days." "God has
spoken in these last days by his Son." When was Jesus Christ talking? During his
personal ministry. | am glad he brought up that passage.
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Isaiah 5:1, about that fearful, evil vineyard, it brought forth sour grapesinstead
of good ones, and now heis going to turn it out, take away the hedge thereof, and
it shall be eaten up. What does that refer to? The Jewish nation, as such, and we
have seen it fulfilled by the Jewish nation being scattered all over the face of the
earth.

He read Colossians 2:14 "Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances that was
against us which was contrary to us, and took it out of the way, nailing it to the
cross." Yes, when did he do that? The old law was taken out of the way when
Christ was nailed to the cross. He was nailed to the cross fifty days before
Pentecost, and therefore the old law was taken away fifty days before Pentecost
and if there was no new one established, if there was no plan of salvation between
the two, no matter if aman believed and sought the Lord, he could not find him,
because there was no plan by which he could be saved.

Hebrews 9:26, "Oncein the end of the world hath he appeared to put away sin
by the sacrifice of himsdlf," and he said that undoubtedly taught that Christ wasto
make a sacrifice of himself in the end of the Jewish age. It does not say so. There
is plenty of room for controversy here. It is over in this dispensation that Paul was
writing. Paul wrote Hebrews 9:26; he was writing in this dispensation. Mark you,
Jesus Christ said that in this end of the world, which is the last age in which he
appeared; that showed that age began at the time he began his personal work and
persona ministry.

| want to show you that that doctrine is a new one. | don't quote this as
authority, but smply to show you it wasanew doctrine invented not very long ago.
| read here plainly , from men who ought to know, that the doc-
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trine preached by Elder Borden was not twenty years old in the year 1843. | read
first from the Campbell and Rice debate, page 473:

"Here isthe Presbyterian church with its eighty ministers, its eight thousand
and less members, after the labors of more than half a century. In one third of that
time the cause we plead, notwithstanding our feebleness, and all the errors and
accidentsincident to a new commencement, and without colleges and schools of
learning, from nothing have, in less than twenty years, outnumbered this old,
learned and well-disciplined host, some five to one."

Campbell saysthe cause you plead was less than twenty years old in the year
1843, and then again, Millennial Harbinger, val. 2, p. 800, he says. "The cause we
plead was not pled by Stone or anybody el se, twenty years ago." So the doctrine
that Elder Borden preaches, he sayswas less than twenty yearsold in 1843, at the
time he wrote the Millennial Harbinger. | make this argument that that which is
new is not true. Campbell saysit was brand new, and it was brand new at the time
he had this debate with Mr. Ricein 1843, and in the same year, he said it was less
than twenty years old, and that nobody was preaching that doctrine twenty years
ago. Soitisanew doctrine, started by man, and not by God, and | brand it as being
an invention of man that has deceived many.

Now, inthetime | have left, which | note is about eight minutes, if | am not
mistaken, having taken up every passage the gentleman introduced, unless |
skipped one inadvertently, and if hewill call my attention to it, if | did, | will take
pleasure in answering it in my next speech. | want to take up some negatives. |
will call your attention
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to Matthew 5:3, "Blessed are the poor in spirit for theirs is the kingdom of
heaven."

Mark you, there is the Kingdom of Heaven set up.

Then again in Matthew 5:10: "Blessed are they which are persecuted for
righteousness sake; for theirsis the kingdom of heaven.”

Andthen | read dso in Luke 11:20, "But if | with the Finger of God cast out
devils, no doubt the kingdom of God iscome upon you." What did Jesus say about
It? Jesus said that no doubt the kingdom of heaven was come upon you. What does
Elder Borden say about it? He says there is doubt about it, because we can prove
it was not set up before the day of Pentecost.

| will read Matthew 11:12, "And from the days of John the Baptist until now
the kingdom of heaven suffereth violence, and the violent take it by force." | will
ask you how could the kingdom suffer if it was not in existence? and how could
the violent take athing by force that was not in existence? Certainly they could
not.

| will read Luke 16:16, "The law and the prophets were until John; since that
time the kingdom of God is preached, and every man presseth into it."" How could
you press into anything that had no existence? And that was said back during the
personal ministry of Jesus Christ.

Again, Matthew 21:31, "Jesus saith unto them, Verily | say unto you, that the
publicans and the harlots go into the kingdom of God before you.” | read of one
publican and one harlot that went in; | read of the woman at thewel, which | have
already introduced. She was a public harlot; and went into the kingdom on the
proposition that Jesus was the Christ. Borden says that was the proposi-
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tion, that she stepped up on it. There was then one harlot that went in. | read of
Matthew the publican that went in. Jesus declared that publicans and harlots come
in before you. He did not say they would not come in before the day of Pentecost,
but they went in, and | have cited you to two instances where they did.

| read in Matthew 23:13, "But woe unto you, Scribes and Pharisees,
hypocrites! for ye shut up the kingdom of heaven against men; for, ye neither go
in yoursalves neither suffer ye them that are entering to go in." They were trying
to keep people from going in and would not go in themselves; how could that be
true if there was no way in at that time, and would not be until the day of
Pentecost?

Then again in John 18:37: "Pilate therefore said unto him, Art thou a king
then? Jesus answered, Thou sayest that | am aking. Tothisend was| born, and for
this cause came | into the world, that | should bear witness unto the truth. Every
onethat isof thetruth heareth my voice." In the Emphatic Diaglott, that trandation
says, "l am aking," and | think that is a very fair trandation, in regard to this
passage. | do not believe that Elder Borden will deny it; so hewas aking, claimed
to be aking, at the time the question was asked, before his crucifixion.

In John 1:49, "Nathanael answered and saith unto him, Rabbi, thou art the
Christ, the Son of God; thou art the King of Isradl.” And Jesus did not contradict
it; if he had not been a king at that time, he ought to have contradicted it, like
Elder Borden, and said "No, | am not king," but Jesus Christ did not belong to the
same church that Elder Borden is connected with; he is not the foundation
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of the same, he did not talk the same way that Elder Borden does.

And in Matthew 21.5, | read: "All this was done that it might be fulfilled,
which was spoken by the prophet, saying, Tell ye the daughter of Sion, Behold thy
King cometh unto thee, meek and Sitting upon an ass, and acolt thefoa of an ass.”
And so thereis Jesus Chrig, fulfilling the pledge that the king is actually here, in
actual possession of hiswork.

In Luke 17:20, we read this. "And when he was demanded of the Pharisees,
when the Kingdom of God should come, he answered them and said, The
Kingdom of God cometh not with observation, neither shal they say, Lo here, or
lo there, for, behold, the kingdom of God iswithin you." All right; now then the
Elder cannot possibly say that the church was set up on the day of Pentecost,
becauseit saysyou cannot say "Lo here, or lo there, because the kingdomiswithin
you, or is"within the midst of you." The kingdom is aready here; you cannot say
lo here or lo there, as the place where it has been set up; it will not come by
observation, because the kingdom is aready in your midst.

We will come now to where Christ assumed authority and set aside the
authority of the law. He had not been crucified yet, or put the law asidein hisown
body upon the cross; but he marked it for death, and he actualy killed it when he
was put to death on the cross.

In Matthew 5th and 6th chapters we read where Jesus preached hisinaugural
sermon, ddlivered hisinaugura address, and proclaimed his authority. Matthew
5:21, "Y e have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt not kill; and
whosoever shall kill shall be in danger, of the judgment; But | say unto you, That
whosoever is
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angry with his brother without a cause, shall be in danger of the judgment; and
whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca, shall be in danger of the council; but
whosoever shall say Thou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire."

In other words, the old law is set asde and | am in authority, in Matthew 5:27,
"Y e have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shall not commit
adultery; but | say unto you, That whosoever looketh on awoman to lust after her,
hath committed adultery with her already in his heart." So then, there is the old
law, that iswhat is said, but | am in authority now, and thisiswhat | say.

In Matthew 5:31, "It hath been said, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let
him give her awriting of divorcement; but | say unto you, That whosoever shall
put away his wife, saving for the cause of fornication, causeth her to commit
adultery; and whosoever shall marry her that is divorced, committeth adultery.”
That was what Jesus said, and in Matthew 5:33, "Again, ye have heard that it hath
been said by them of old time, thou shalt not forswear thyself, but shall perform
unto the Lord thine oaths. But | say unto you, Swear not at al; neither by heaven;
for it isGod'sthrone." So he goes on, passage after passage, "the old law said, but
| say now." But when he came down from the mountain, Matthew 5:26 says. "And
It came to pass, when Jesus had ended these sayings, the people were astonished
a hisdoctrine; For he taught them as one having authority; and not as the scribes.”
He did not teach them as one who was going to have authority on the day of
Pentecost, but as one who had authority.

And in Matthew 28:19, Jesus said "All power is given unto me in heaven and
in earth." Thus dl the power in heaven and earth is committed to him. He already
had
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the power, and so there you have got Christ with al power and authority in heaven
and on earth, and it was committed to his hands, even before he ascended. What
more could he have had after he ascended, than he had at that time? Time expired.

AFTERNOON SESSION.
E. M. BORDEN'S SECOND SPEECH.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

After the noon hour and refreshments, we have come back to continue the
investigation of the subject before us, the establishment of the church of Christ.

Now, | have only thirty minutes to reply to aforty-five minute-speech, but |
am going to try to meet everything that Mr. Bogard has said, in reply to what |
sad; then introduce some affirmative arguments, provided | get to that, but if it
should not be in my power to introduce another argument in favor of my
proposition, | feel perfectly satisfied that the proposition has been thoroughly
established. The effort that has been made in rebuttal to what | have said, | do not
consder strong in the least, perhaps not as strong as Mr. Bogard might do, but |
hope he will do better. | don't intend by that to throw off on Mr. Bogard, because
| believe that he has amotive in view, that he wanted to round his arguments up
and bring it to where he expected that we should make our final fight, and the
sooner we get to that the better it will please me. But in this speech, friends, |
hope that arguments will be intro-
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duced against what he has said that will bring usto these few points that we will
discuss until the close of this proposition.

Now, he does not entirely agree with me on my definition of the proposition,
that iswhen | said that the word "church," which is from the Greek "ekklesia,"
refers not only to the local assembly but to the redeemed in the aggregate; he says
he does not believe that. He accepted the first part, that is that it appliesto alocal
assembly, but saysthat the expression redeemed in he aggregate will bein heaven
and not herein thisworld. Now friends, you heard him, you heard his statement
that the only sense in which the word "church" is used, had reference to alocal
assembly. Now, if that be true, and Jesus said upon this rock | will build my
church; using it in the sngular number, and if that is the only sense in which the
word "church" is used, then that referred to a particular local assembly, that Jesus
said he would establish, that congregation is not in existence; it died, al the
members died, and from that time on, that church becoming extinct, churches
established since that time, have been by man and Mr. Bogard is not in the church
that Jesus said he would establish. Now, there is no way to get around that. It has
gone down in black and white, and you people can read it when thisdiscussion is
over. Another thing: If that isthe only sensein which the word "church" is used,
then when Jesus said " The gates of hell shall not prevail againgt it," he meant that
death, which isthe gate of hades, will never prevail againgt the church; that is, the
memberswon't dl die. If that referred to alocal assembly, Jesustold afasehood,;
why? Because there is not a member of that local assembly today.



44 THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE

Anocther contradiction—that makes two, doesn't it. Besides that Mr. Bogard
isforced to say that al the other churches, since that time, have been founded by
man, and Mr. Bogard urged it against me this morning, that if the church was
established on the day of Pentecost, it was established after Jesus had gone to
Heaven, and was therefore established by man, and for that reason, it could not be
the church of Christ, and so therefore, Mr. Bogard has cut his own throat, because
If the church was established since that time, it was established by man. Third. Do
you want another one? All right, | will giveit to you. Paul saysin Ephesians, 3rd
chapter, 21t verse, "There shdl be glory in the church throughout al ages.” | want
to know if that was aloca assembly? It was used in the singular number. He don't
say there was glory in the churches, throughout all ages, but he does use the
singular number. Besides that, Mr. Bogard says that Christ is the groom and the
churchisthe bride. | want to know how many brides Christ has in the world? If
that position is true, then Jesus has more wives than one, and he would be a
polygamist. That is number four.

Y ou see what the man getsinto, friends, when he takes up alittle theory like
that. When he denies the plain statements in God's eternal truth, he always gets,
his foot into it. Now | will leave that just for the present, except to introduce
another point on "l will build." Did you notice what Mr. Bogard said? He rather
tried to let on like | was so insignificant, | was <o little, that | didn't see that
wonderful expresson,—"replenish,” "build up,” the ideathat he thinks is brought
forward in the statement "1 will build," and he referred to Thayer, and says in the
main, | accept Mr. Thayer; but when it comesto Mr.
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Thayer'sidea of the scripture, he does not accept him. Ladies and Gentlemen, |
understand Mr. Thayer likethis: If we areto take him as authority at all, we take
him as authority on Matthew 16:18, for if he is a standard lexicographer, he
undoubtedly does know by the congtruction of the sentence, that the meaning of
"I will build," isto found. Let me read a statement right here, with reference to
that. Thayer's Lexicon, page 440; "To found," he saysisthe meaning—Ilet me go
on—"By reason of the strength of thy faith," that is Peter, "Thou shalt be my
principal support in the establishment of my church.” That iswhat Mr. Thayer
says, that Peter shal be the principal support in the establishment of the church.
To confirm that statement, Jesus says "Thou art Peter, and upon this rock | will
build my church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail againgt it." Mr. Bogard says
"Oh, no, Jesus, you are mistaken about that, because you established your church,
along time before you made that little speech to Peter. Y ou are wrong about that,
and people were going into the kingdom along time before that, and Peter was to
be your principa support in doing that which you had already done." Don't you see
theinconsistency in the statement, provided Mr. Bogard is correct? Remember that
this very one that Jesus said would be his principal support in the establishment
of the church, was one of the number to whom Jesus said: "Tell no man that | am
the Chrig." It wasto him that Jesus said: "Tell thisvison to no man, until the Son
of Man be risen from the dead," which is still proof of my proposition.

But now then, on the question "l will build," he states that it means to
"replenish,” to "build up." Now then, J. N. Hall had a debate one time with Mr.
Ditzler, and then
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also later with aman by the name of Howe, and this very question was brought up
that we now have up, on theword "I will build," and the position was taken that
it meant to increase, to embellish or edify the church; they had argued it, and
finaly they agreed to leave it to three scholars; so they wrote to these scholars,
they are Prof. Shdller Matthews, of Chicago; Prof. Gross Alexander, of Vanderbilt
Universty and Prof. Thayer of Cambridge, Massachusetts, the author of this Greek
Lexicon here. Now here is what they say, in answer; | first give Prof. Shaller
Matthews. "The verb in Matthew 16:18, means "to build,” in the sense only aswe
speak of building a house. He certainly did not mean by the word to enlarge,
embellish or edify his church.”

The next one, Prof. Gross Alexander of Vanderbilt University: "You ask for
an answer quite independent of al theological creeds and prepossessions. It does
not mean to enlarge, embellish, or to strengthen a house already built; It simply
means 'l will build;' (Y ou could not find aword that would express it better than
'l will build,") and so far asthe mere word is concerned, it implies that the building
was not yet done, but was to be done."

Now we can understand that. The next oneis Prof. Thayer, the author of this
lexicon; (but Mr. Bogard says. "I won't take him." I'll tell you how heis: he just
takes him when he suits him, and refuses to take him when he doesn't suit him,
and he does the Bible the same way. He takes it when it suits him and refuses it
when it does not; that is the size of it.)

"Y ou ask whether the word in Matthew 16:18 trandated | will build' means
alsoto enlarge, embellish, etc., and whether one would be justifiable in putting
ether of these
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definitions to that language of Christ. | feel constrained to reply in the negative.
To trandate them 'build' in this connection, by 'enlarge’ or ‘embellish,’ would mar
the metaphor and dilute the thought."

There, ladies and gentlemen, it is before you; three scholars against this
gentlemen; why, | don't call him ascholar, because if he was he would not have
said that, or if heisascholar, hejust forgot it. But now then he arguesthis, that my
position is not true, with reference to the redeemed in the aggregate, that is,, al
Chrigtians are in the church that Jesus established, because Jesus said in John, 4th
chapter, "Other sheep have |, which are not in thisfold." The church was not then
established, and he had no reference to the church when he said that; so you forgot
about that, don't you see.

Now then friends, let me go on further. He brought up severa passages where
the Greek word means to edify, to replenish, to build up. Now | am not fighting
that. | am not saying that it does not mean that in certain places. Oikodomeso
means to erect; it meansto edify, it means all these things, but | absolutely deny
that it meansthat in Matthew 16:18; that isthe issue. | don't care what it meansin
any other place, but it absolutely does not mean that in Matthew 16:18.

He says, if my positionistrue, that Paul laid the foundation, and that Christ did
not; he isjust raising objections to Paul, not me, because Jesus said "Tell this
visgon to no man, until the Son of Man be risen from the dead.” It was Jesus who
said "Upon thisrock | will build my church,”" and it was Paul that said, "And other
foundation can no man lay thanthat islaid, which is Jesus," and those fellowswere
told not to preach it. It looks to me like that
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IS evidence enough, but now then Mr. Bogard has virtually surrendered the
proposition, and | am ever so much obliged to him for that. | have not had such an
easy time since Christmas, than | am having in this discussion. | have held three
debates with Mr. Bogard, and thisisthe easiest | have held yet; it is an easy job.
In histalk this morning, whether he was rattled or not, | can't say, but | will say
this much: that Mr. Bogard admitted that the church did not begin its active
operations until the day of Pentecost. Now didn't you get up here and try to show
that this church was just doing business dl the while, and right on top of that read
the statement, when you tried to prove that the kingdom was set up and al men
were pressing into it? If everybody in thiswhole world was joining the church, |
would think the church wasrather active, wouldn't you? When you take menin and
turn them out, that looks to me like that is active operation.

Right on top of that he says they did not have any power until the day of
Pentecost; then they didn't have any power to preach until the day of Pentecost. |
want to know what kind of church that was, a church that didn't have any power to
preach until the day of Pentecost.

Y ou will remember | told you that he might get up here and demand the
specia wording of my propositioninthe Bible, and | stated that | did not think Mr
Bogard would do that. | honestly didn't in this debate; he always did that before,
but that was just to be said and afterwards forgotten, but this one goes down in
black and white. But he says it again; heis like the fellow that said a horse was
sixteen feet high; he saysit again, sticking to it yet, and | guess he will until the
close of this discussion. Wait, ladies and gentlemen, if he didn't have any
affirmative
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propositions he might make that point, but the very fact that he says because | can't
establish the exact words of my proposition in the Bible, | go down, is proof that
tomorrow he will go down, because the exact words of his proposition are not in
the Bible, and the truth of it is there is nothing in there that even smells like the
one tomorrow. But he urges against my proposition that if the old law was taken
away at the cross, and the new law did not begin until Pentecost, that Oh, there
were fifty days without any law, and if apoor fellow happened to die during that
time, he would go to hell. Now friends, he never took it into consideration that
perhapsit was so that the old law wastaken away at the cross, but now right on top
of that, he says, "He took it out of the way, nailing it to the cross," admitting that
he did take it out of the way, nailing it to the cross, and says if that was so, there
was no law until Pentecost, and right on top of that he says that Jesus was the law
himsdlf, while he was here. Listen, two laws in existence at the same time; what
do you think of that? And Paul says "he taketh away the first that he might
establish the second.” How does that sound? Why that is what the Methodists
clam, that the two laws were in force a the same time, one lapped over the other
until you couldn't tell when you passed out of one into the other,, and they bring
that up asargument infavor of practicing baby baptism today. Y ou Methodists can
have him if you want him; that is right where he has gone.

But he brings up this statement, that Jesus was aking al the time, and he said
that Mr. Borden brought it up himsalf, and he was glad he did it; even Jesus was
born aking; al right, | admit it, but mind you just alittle while before that he said
that a man could be a king and not be
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on histhrone. Did you hear him say it? | want to know If Christ was born aruling
king and had subjects and territory? If not, | want you to tell uswhen he did have
territory, when he did have subjects, and who were the first members of that
ingtitution? And | want to know if there are any Christians today outside of the
Kingdom of Christ.

But Mr. Bogard takes up the expression | used over in Hebrews, where Paul
says "Jesus died in the end of the world." He says the end of the world there did
not mean the end of the Jewish age, but it means the last days of the world.

Now then, ladies and gentlemen, if it had said the last age of the world it
would have been then, but it said in the end of the age—the end, and in the Greek
it isthe completion of the age. | want to know what age was completed then? |
challenge him to deny that it means the completion of the age, the end of the age.
Take the Greek and look at that if you will, Mr. Bogard, and you will find out that
it was the end of the Jewish age that he had reference to.

But we will go on further. Then he introduced some negative scripture and |
will tell you, ladies and gentlemen, that | never saw in all my life such a peculiar
thing as this church that he has introduced to you this morning. It isa puzzle, |
must say. In the first place he brought up the scripture to try to show that the
Kingdom of Christ wasthen actually in existence, and that when Jesus said that the
Kingdom of Heaven is come, or iswith you that it meant that the church was then
established in fact—in reality— and then quoted Luke 16:16, which says, "From
days of John the Baptist until now the Kingdom of God is preach-
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ed and all men press into it—all men, mind you, and then the next passage
introduced was Matthew 23:13, where it says that they shut up the Kingdom, and
they did not go in themselves, and did not let anybody else go in. One says
everybody went in and the other says nobody went in. | want to know, Mr. Bogard,
how everybody can go into it and nobody go into it—how can aman blow hot and
cold in the same breath? | would like to know. He must fix that up or give up his
argument, he must do it. That is not al, ladies and gentlemen, let me show you
who were not in the Kingdom at that time: Matthew 18:3. Here we find that Jesus
said to his disciples—his Apostles. "Except ye be converted you cannot enter the
Kingdom." All men pressedinto it but the Apostleswere not in it yet, had not even
been converted. John 18:3, saysthe Apostleswere not in it. Matthew 21:23 says
priests and elders were not in it. Matthew 23:13 says the scribes and Pharisees
were not init, and Mr. Bogard says that John was not in it, and Matthew 21:31
saysthe publicans and harlotsgot in it first, but al men got into it, and yet nobody
init. | tell you right now, Mr. Bogard, it was funny, sure as thisworld. | want you
to explain about this; tell how it can be?

But now, to cap the stack, friends, he brought up Matthew 11:12, whereit says
that from the days of John the Baptist, all along now, from the days of John the
Baptist, the Kingdom of Heaven suffered violence, and the violent take it by force.
At one time Jesus had it, and everybody getting into it, the next, the scribes and
Pharisees had shut it up and nobody going in; now the devil hasit, and had it all
the time from John until the day of Pentecost. | don't understand this business and
| want himtofix it up if he can. Onetime Jesus had it, and another time, Jesustold
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Peter he would give him the keys of the Kingdom and whatever he bound on earth
should be bound in heaven; and then we find these fellows had keys somehow or
other and had shut it up. Now, how did they get the keys from Peter, if Peter had
the keys then, and wouldn't let anybody in, and the devil got it. What do you
understand by that, friends ? | tell you, there is something wrong here. John 6:15
says. "When Jesus, therefore, perceived that they would come and take him by
force and make him aking, he departed.” That is what that Scripture means. Will
Mr. Bogard admit that? If he does, down goes his cob-house.

Now, isn't it strange that a man will get into a predicament like that he here
takesashisdoctrine? Again, friends, Matthew 6:10 says, Jesustaught hisdisciples
to pray: "Thy Kingdom Come," and yet the first sermon that John the Baptist
preached, he says the kingdom is a hand; what did he mean by that? Did he mean
that the Kingdom was aready there? Mr. Bogard saysin hislittle"Way Book™ that
iIswhat he meant, it was already there. If it wasit was here before John the Baptist
began his ministry, because in the first sermon he preached, he says his Kingdom
was aready at hand.

Time expired.

MR. BOGARD'S SECOND REPLY.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Elder said histime was short. | didn't know he had realized it this soon;
| knew it al thetime.

| am delighted with the privilege of defending Jesus
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Christ and his doctrine againgt the assault which has been made upon it by Elder
Borden. The thing that amuses me is that he is making his fight on Jesus Christ.
He said he thought it was very strange that Christ would say in Luke 16:16, that
every man pressed into the church, and then that he would say in another place that
the violent took it by force, and that they would not go in themselves, and would
not et anybody esein. He saysthat was the funniest thing that he ever heard of.
Remember, Jesus Christ was the one who said that, not Bogard. Borden says he
cannot understand it. | know that, for you cannot understand the Word of God,
except by the Holy Spirit, and you do not profess to have that. So the gentleman
says he cannot understand the tangle that Jesus got himself into; in Luke 11:20
Jesus said that it was the finger of God that cast out devils, and no doubt the
Kingdom of God has come upon you. Borden says. "I don't understand that tangle
you get in, Jesus; | can't possibly understand that, because a little while ago you
said thedevil had it, and how in theworld isit you have got it and the devil has got
it, too." | put thisin now just after he was making that point and | want my reply
in the printed book to come immediately afterward.

Mark you, when he says the thing was all tangled up, Jesus Christ got it
tangled; he saysit couldn't be that way and in another place the violent are taking
it by force, and Borden says that means the devil had it; that is his reply to Jesus
Christ, the Son of God, who made these solemn statements. | make my further
answer in detall as| passon.

| will begin now at the beginning of his speech and go through. "Bogard says,"
SO says Borden, "that the only sense in which church—'ekklesa—isused, isas a
local assembly." No, Bogard did not say that. Bogard said he
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agreed with Elder Borden that that was a definition, a correct definition of the
church, and a so the sense in which he used the term when we say it embraces all
of the saved; | said it meant that when they were all saved in heaven, the total of
the redeemed; that total has not been made up, yet, and won't be until we become
the general assembly of the first born around the great white throne of God. In that
sense it embraces al of the redeemed. But, says the gentleman, he has the
Kingdom in very bad condition, for in Matthew 16:18 it says. "On thisrock | will
build my church," using church in the singular number, and that the gates of hell
shdl not prevail againgt it, and if that referred to alocal congregation, that local
congregation had aready cometo an end, and, therefore, the church went out of
existence that Jesus Christ established, and that all of the congregations that have
been established since have been by man, and, therefore, not of God. The Elder
does not seem to realize that that local congregation has never died, because of the
fact that it has been perpetuated through its successors, just as afamily; the Smith
family, for instance, or the Jones family, is not dead because the first husband and
wife and six children are dead, but it goes on by the same name and of the same
stock, in other families. And so has the church of Jesus Christ, which he has
established, has never died, but has gone on being perpetuated in one institution
after another in direct succession. The Elder is very much bothered about the
singular numbers being used, as, "On this rock | will build my church;" and in
Ephesians 3:21, "Unto him be glory in the church by Christ Jesus throughout all
ages, world without end." He thinks that must be one greet big church, embracing
init al of the little congregations and all of the redeemed.
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Let me give him an example for his benefit that children al understand, but some
of your preachers perhaps do not. | will give him a sample of that sort of language
wherethe singular isused. Elder, did you ever hear the expression, "Thelionisthe
king of beasts'? Does that mean that there is one great big lion embracing al the
other lions? Did you ever hear the expression that the eagle is the king of birds?
That meansthat thereis one gresat big eagle that contains all the little, eagles, so
when it says "the church,” it is bound to mean one great big church of which the
other little churches are members. That goes down on the book and | hope he will
read that over for afew months and maybe he will understand what that means,
that the Savior to use the singular number, and at the same time refer to all
individuas. He could refer to little congregations as awhole and yet speak of it as
if it were a unit.

L et us go to the next wonderful argument. The Elder said Christ was called the
bridegroom and the church was caled the bride. Now, if heis the bridegroom and
the church is the bride, it must mean one great big church of which he is the
bridegroom, making that figurative language go on al fours with the literal sense
of theword. Christ is ot an actua bridegroom any more than he is an actual rock
or an actual lion or an actua door, or an actud vine, in asense heis often referred
to asavine, inasmuch as al God's people get their life and support from him. In
asense heisarock, inasmuch as dl of God's people are able to rest their claims
on him as ahouse built on afoundation; in asense heisadoor, as through him we
must enter into everlasting life; in asense heisalion, for asthelionis the king of
beasts, Jesus Christ is the king
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of men; in asense heisa bridegroom, for as the bridegroom caresfor hiswife, so
Chrigt cares for each little congregation. Only one foundation but ten thousand
little churches built on it, and a million people resting on it; there is only one vine
and yet ten thousand branches draw their support from it; there is only one door,
and yet there are millions who go through that door; there is only one bridegroom,
and yet there are thousands of local congregations that hold relations to him as
brides. And all that quibble about polygamy is ridiculous, because he is not a
bridegroom and the church is not a bride, except in afigurative sense, because the
church is not on aliteral foundation, the church is not a house with shingles,
windows and doors, but a church is something like a bride, and the church is
something like branches on the vine, something like a house. The church in the
sngular number issomething like werefer to thelion asthe king of beasts, aseach
lion is king of every beast he meets, so there is glory in each church, in every
church. That takes away the trouble displayed by the gentleman in his last speech.

We now come to Thayer as an authority. Thayer is authority on the definition
of words, but Thayer is nobody's authority as an interpreter of Scripture. Nobody
has ever accused him of being that sort of an authority. Here is a man, this
stenographer, that is taking down these speeches; he might be an authority on
shorthand, but he is not an authority on preaching, and so a man may be an
authority in mathematics and not an authority in grammar; and a man may be an
authority in science and not an authority in philosophy; and Thayer is an authority
In getting the meanings of words that are used, but he is not an authority as an
expositor of Scripture, but he has intro-
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duced Thayer with agresat flourish. Did you notice how quiet the gentleman was
when | introduced this concordance in which the word is used? | will introduce
here Mr. Green, who isregarded as authority everywhere, and Greentellsme | am
right about it, for here he gives"build up,” 1 Peter 2:5, trandlated "embol dened,”
asadefinition of theword "Oikodomeso," and the word is so used often. It is used
at least twice in the sense of "emboldened,” or "edify.” It isused at least twice in
that sensefor every timeit isused in the sense of "establish.” | am willing to go
to record on that question and count noses on it.

| want to introduce the greatest lexicon in the world, Liddell & Scott's. It is
regarded as authority everywhere. "Oikodomeso," he says, "to edify, to build up,
to build upon.”

Now, | will introduce Hinds & Noble. (He brought one, | will bring several.)
"Oikodomeso, to erect a building, to build up, to edify, to encourage;” and so | am
undoubtedly sustained by that lexicon; so, ladies and gentlemen, if there is
anything in lexicons and concordances there is no use in going further in the
discussion, for | have four to hisone, but the gentleman introduces the controversy
between J. N. Hall and Ditzler, and another debater in which they agree to leave
it to certain scholars as to the meaning of "Oikodomeso." When you leaveit to
lexicographers, dictionary makers, to give the meaning of aword in any particular
passage, then they become Bible expositors, and leave their sphere as
lexicographers, and they become expositors of Scripture. He says they all, Prof.
Shaller Matthews, Prof. Gross Alexander, and Prof. Thayer, said that in Matthew
16:18 it meant to build or found, or words to that effect. Well, ladies and
gentlemen, that was their
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opinion. | have brought lexicons here to show that the word isused at |east twice
in another sense, to whereit isused once in that sense and hence | have the weight
of scholarship on my side, and the weight of lexicons on my side; but let me just
grant, for the sake of argument— mark you | don't believe it—and this remark will
show on the record that | do not believe it—suppose " Oikodomeso” in Matthew
16:18 does mean to establish, to found, it does not help your Pentecost theory a
bit, becauseit does not say that it will be done on the day of Pentecost or anywhere
around there; that was long before the day of Pentecost. Y ou do not help your
cause any by that; you will still have to prove it by Scripture.

But the gentleman says, when | quoted: " Other sheep havel that are not of this
fold;" he says | found that in the fourth chapter of John. No, it isin the tenth
chapter of John. The Elder never reads those passages that are against him; heis
just like dl the rest of his preachers, he hasjust alittle beaten track that they travel
on. The tenth chapter, Elder, and not the fourth chapter, Jesus said, " Other sheep
have | that are not of thisfold."

The Elder says, "Y ou know there was no church then established." Who says
so? Elder E. M. Borden says so. The Bible does not say so. | have read to you
passage after passage of Scripture that says the church wasin existence and Jesus
Christ said there was no doubt about it, snce he by the finger of God had cast out
devils; Borden says that the church was not even established then. Then if you
prove that the church was not established then you are trying to prove that Jesus
Christ told a falsehood and that is what you are redlly trying to do.

He says that he has had three debates with me and that
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he is having the easiest time in this one that he has ever had. My God, how he
must have suffered in the other three if thisis the easiest time that he has had! |
will just suggest to you that his sufferings must have been intense in the other
three.

That was just adip of the tongue perhaps, but says the gentleman, that Paul
did lay the foundation by preaching, and the preaching was that Jesus Christ was
the Christ, and in that way he laid the foundation. Now, mark you, it is aready in
the record in the two speeches of this morning, that when that was preached that
laid the foundation. | went to the fourth chapter of John and showed where Christ
preached it; | went to the fourth chapter of John and showed where the woman
preached it; | went to the fourth chapter of John where it said that folks believed
it, because they, themsalves, heard the Christ. | went to the sixteenth chapter of
Matthew and showed that Christ himsdlf declared that he was the Son of God and
where Peter proclaimed it before the whole crowd. He was as silent as the grave
about thisin hisresponse, for if the foundation was laid when that doctrine was
preached it was preached during the persona ministry of Jesus Christ, and the
church was therefore established before the day of Pentecost. But he seemsto
make a wonderful to-do over the fact that | said that the church had not begun
actual operations before the day of Pentecost. It is astonishing that he thinks a
meachine cannot be made until the crop isready for harvesting. It is astonishing that
he does not know that a machine hasto be madein al of its parts before it can be
worked; that ought to be clear, and | believe everybody seesit; but he says he does
not seewhy | ingst that he must find the Pentecost theory in the Bible or where
it says the church was set
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up on the day of Pentecost. Elder, | asked that of you in this presence and so that
the book will record the fact, because you people are forever saying, “"Why don't
you find it Slent where the Bibleis silent." And when we bring up in the Bible?'
"We speak where the Bible speaks, we are the doctrine of depravity they say that
word isnot in the Bible. Now, the point is| am just fighting these fellows out of
their own point. Now, tomorrow, he says| can not stick to that proposition. | have
never tried to stick to that proposition, but you have got to get out of this habit of
saying "We speak where the Bible speaks, we are slent where the Bibleis silent.”
| am going to drive that out of you in this debate. Y ou've got to get out of saying
that you speak where the Bible speaks and that where the Bible is silent you are
silent; but you have got to put meanings together just like other folks. That isthe
point | am making clear and emphatic, and | am making it so clear that the world
may know that he has gone back on the old dogan of his people that we speak just
what the Bible says; he has in your presence acknowledged that he cannot find
those wordsin the Bible. He saystomorrow | will come down on that proposition.
L adies and gentlemen, "tomorrow never comes;" you watch and see, "tomorrow
never comes."

Asto thefifty days between Pentecost and the resurrection of Christ, or rather
between the resurrection of Christ and Pentecost, he says, suppose the Lord
actualy saysthat he took the law out of the way, nailing it to the cross; | said that
in my other speech; he did take it away; he set asde its authority before he died,
he actually put the thing to death when he died; he let it stay alive so he could
fulfill it and then put it to death and it died when he died,
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but he was in authority himsalf so far as his disciples were concerned during his
life, and he says so.

What did the gentleman have to say in response to the inaugural address that
Jesus Christ made? He said hiswill wasthe law. What did he say in response to
Matthew 28:19-20, where Jesus said that al the authority in heaven and earth was
committed into his hands? So he had all authority while he was here on earth.
Weéll, the law was taken out of theway, nailed to the cross, it wasfifty days before
Pentecod. If the new arrangement began on Pentecost and there were fifty days
between the dying of the old and the beginning of the new, and if the plan of
salvation depended upon the law under the old dispensation, the world was | eft
without salvation for fifty days, for nearly a month and a hdf; that is the point that
he seems very chary of noticing. God Almighty forsook his world and left it
without a Savior, and that happened if that doctrine is true.

He said that a man could be aking and not be on histhrone, he said that was
awonderful thing. King Edward was a king before he was on the throne. Jesus
Christ was a king before he took his throne, for he said so, because | read that
conversation with Nathaniel and he made no response to it—and where he entered
Jerusdem and said, "Y our King Comes," and other passages, where he said the
Kingdom was in existence. He had his territory, he had his subjects—'his
disciples—he had his own will, which was the law.

Very well, here is a passage which he introduces that shows to his mind that
the apostles were not in the church, Matthew 18:3, "Except ye be converted, ye
cannot enter the Kingdom." If that is not wonderful, here is a statement
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made that they had to be converted and become like little children before they
entered the kingdom,; that isthe statement of afact, the statement of atruth, it does
not say that these apostles were not in the Kingdom, but in explaining to them, he
says. "Understand that you must be converted before you can be in the Kingdom,
just like | wastalking to Borden or to Martin, here, | would say "Y ou have got to
be born again before you can be saved,” but to them | am making a statement of
agenera principle. "Except ye be converted ye cannot enter the Kingdom."

Very well, that is al that the gentleman said in his speech, unless | have
inadvertently forgotten something that he did say, so now | will proceed with some
arguments on the negative of the proposition. Firgt of al, | will introduce John 3:8,
29. Elder Borden and | both agree that the bride is the church and that the
bridegroom is Jesus Christ. Hear what John the Baptist says. "He that hath the
bride isthe bridegroom." Not will have the bride on the day of Pentecost, if that
good day shall ever come, but John says that "he that hath the bride is the
bridegroom,” thereforemy joy isnow filled, "because | am standing listening at the
voice of the bridegroom.” Did John the Baptist know what he was talking about,
or was he guessing about it? If he knew what he was talking about, the bride was
there and the bridegroom wastherein actual existence. Another passage which has
not been introduced is Matthew 11:27-8, "All things are delivered unto me of my
father." All things are delivered; was the Kingdom delivered to him? Borden says
no; well, then, there is one thing that was not delivered to him at that time; al
things—that certainly must include the Kingdom—all things delivered; there was
nothing more for him to get, he had it al. "All things are delivered unto
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me of my father," and then he invites them to come to him, not to the law of
M oses. Says Elder Borden, the law of Moses was then not forsaken, Jesus says:
"Come unto me, al yethat are heavy laden, and | will give you rest; take my yoke
upon you, and learn of me, for | am meek and lowly at heart." There Jesus Christ
says that he has "authority that all things are delivered unto me." That excepts
nothing, and come to me now, did not mean come to the law of Moses, as Elder
Borden and hispeople say, for salvation, but "cometo meand | will giveyou rest.”
Another passage, John 13:3-4, " Jesus knowing that the Father had given dl things
into his hands, and that he was come from, God, and went to God, he riseth from
supper and laid aside his garments, and took atowel and girded himself." Jesus
said that al things had been ddivered into his hands. Does "All things' mean all
things? If o, all things had been ddlivered to Jesus before he left thisworld. Now,
briefly, | want to sum up the arguments that | have made here in a negative way,
and number them so the stenographer will remember them, 1, 2, 3, and 4, as | go
along, and as| go dong | will givethe numbers. | believe | have two minutes | eft.
| will try to get through them all.

1. Christ was King on earth. John 18:37. That has been brought out herein
your presence.

2. The Kingdom suffered violence. Matthew 11:12.

3. Men pressed into it. Luke 16:16. Elder Borden's only comment on that was,
that al men pressed into it and therefore, nobody could be Ieft to enter, and that
he does not see how that could be. We will ook at Thayer's Greek Lexicon and we
will find that they could pressinto athing in afriendly manner or an unfriendly
manner, and Jesus Christ said: "Y ou are either for me or against me,"
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and they were either working for him or against him while he was here.
4. Some hindered others from entering. Matthew 23:13.

5. They had an ordained ministry, Mark 3:13, where Jesus went upon the
mountain and he ordained twelve that should be with him and that he might send
them forth to preach.

6. They had acommission, Luke 9:1-6, where he told them to go to the lost
sheep of the House of Israel. They could preach to them although they did not
have the world-wide commission until later on, and which they did have, later.
They got that before Pentecost, because Matthew 28:19, 20 said "Go teach all
nations."

7. They were authorized to baptize. John 4:2, where Jesus himself baptized
not, but his disciples.

8. They ate the Lord's Supper, Luke 8:22-9, where he girded himself and
washed their feet.

9. They had law of discipline. Matthew 18:16.
10. They had the gospel, Matthew 24:14.

11. Jesus said there was no doubt about it, Luke 11:20, but Borden says there
Is doubt about it—

Time expires.

MR. BORDEN'STHIRD SPEECH.
Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

We will now continue the investigation of the proposition before us. | wish to
make areply to some of the things Mr. Bogard has said. If you remember, in his
statement when he arose, he said that my fight was
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againg Jesus. Mr. Bogard is mistaken, but that isall he could think about and he
had to say something. He hated to say that it was againgt him, but mind you, ladies
and gentlemen, that thisis not said to be forgotten; you can read it over in after
days. Every time that | referred to that, | said that if Mr. Bogard's idea of these
passages betruethat it madeit al aconglomerate, for he has everybody going into
it and nobody init. But now in his closing remarks, attempting to fix that up, and
after he had made the statement that al men were pressing into the Kingdom and
for that reason it is established, then when | brought it up to show that some were
not in it, that they would not go in themselves, and would not let anybody else go
in, then he said, Y ou can take the Greek, you can examine the definitions, and you
will see that it says pressed into, but it didn't mean that everybody got into the
Kingdom." | am ever so much obliged to you. He said it didn't mean that they all
get into it friendly, but some were fighting it and others were working for it, but
asthe scripture said that everybody got into it, | guessthe devil's crowd got inwith
the other crowd. | guess Judas was with the part that belonged to the devil, and
there were so many more of them than the others that they just crowded him out,
or he got out to say the least of it, but we will have Judas up later.

Hetriesto |leave the impression that when great multitudes came, some went
into the Kingdom, but the othersdid not, some were friendly towards the Kingdom
and the others were not. Now then, friends, if he provesthat the others who were
not friends to God did not get in, with the same argument | can say that the others
who were friends did not get in. The fact of the business
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Is that they were not in the Kingdom in a sense, but they just pressed into his
preaching, or they pressed into the crowd that followed Jesus; but when they found
what Jesus was preaching, or on account of many hard sayings, that they thought
Jesus had made, they turned away, and he asked his disciples, "Will you also go
away?' And then they asked where they should go since he had the words of
eternd life. | am ever so much obliged to you, Mr. Bogard. Y ou see he helps me
out sometimes. Heread Luke 11:20 and wondered why | had not introduced it;
"That the Kingdom of God has come among you." And in the Emphatic Diaglot,
abook he introduced this morning, and | presume he takesit for authority or he
would not have introduced it, it reads thisway: "But if by the finger of God | cast
out devils, then God's Roya Majesty has undoubtedly come unto you." That is,
Christ has come unto you. That is what that meant, and every time that similar
expressions are used back there, they are used in the sense that Jesus was born
king, and it referred to it in that sense until Jesus took his throne in heaven, when
the Kingdom began. But you notice by an argument that | made this morning, |
stated that Jesus received the kingdom when he went to heaven, then Mr. Bogard
said that if Jesus went to heaven, just as soon as he died, and then entered his
throne, that Jesus got on histhrone fifty days before Pentecost. | presume that Mr.
Bogard thinks that Jesus went to heaven, went to God between his death and
resurrection; but Jesus told the women after his resurrection: "Touch me not
because | have not yet ascended to my Father." Then Mr. Bogard just made a
mistake or misrepresented the facts, one or the other. If he wantsto make a protest
on that he had
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better look out. He may want to debate on this question again and they can have
the Borden-Bogard debate there to show him what he said in it. He is a great
fellow after the Adventists, and | am glad to see him after them. Sometimes aman
will get to debating with our folks and will take an Advent position to try to whip
us, and then take our position to try to whip the Advent, but he had better ook out
for thisisall going to record.

Did you notice what he said about the local assembly? | never saw aman in
my life take a pogition like that, but what he got himsdlf into it. He stated that that
was aloca assembly that Jesus said he would build on thisrock, and that | said if
that was aloca assembly, that the memberswere all dead. | emphatically stated
that if the church was alocal assembly, and what he stated in Matthew 16:18
referred to a particular church and did not refer to churches, (but just to takeit in
asingular number), that it is dead; that is, the members are all dead, and that it
made Jesus tell a falsehood when he said: "The gates of hell shall not prevail
againg it." Mr. Bogard and Jesus are this way (indicating they are crossways.)
They do not preach alike, they do not believe dlike. Ladies and gentlemen, it isleft
with you to see the contradiction between Mr. Bogard and the Lord, Jesus Chrigt.

Now he saysit isthe same family. | want to know friends, if it is the same
family or same families. Mr. Bogard must not forget that was the singular number.
He ridicules me for not noticing the difference between singular and plural. He
sad it was all right to use church in the singular number, for he speaks of the lion
being king of al animals, and so on, and heridiculed the idea
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and wanted to know why | didn't say that al lions were the kings of beasts. | want
to cdl attention now to Mr. Bogard's "Way-Book" page 16, and see what he says
about the sngular number: "It is therefore not correct to say the Baptist Church."”
| want to know if the Church of Christ isthe Baptist Church. Now, he saysit isnot
right to say "The Baptist Church." | say so too, because it was not the Baptist
Church he was talking about. He says it is not correct to speak of the Baptist
Church, that there is no such thing: "“There are thousands of Baptist Churches, as
each congregation of baptized believersisachurch, but these congregations are not
combined in any way so as to make one great Baptist Church." Ladies and
gentlemen, when Jesus said that he would establish this Church, he did not have
any referenceto Baptist Churches. Mr. Bogard is my authority. Now then, friends,
notice here that he further goes on and he speaks about the eagle. He says that it
does not mean one great big eagle with awholelot of little eaglesin it, and some
of you thought that was grand. Tak about the big eagles, little eagles, and in his
"Way-Book" he speaks about big trees and the little trees. Jesus says. "Upon this
rock | will build my church." | want to know if that means churches, and if not,
then if it meant a local assembly, it meant one; and if it meant one, that one
belonged to Chrigt, and the one you belong to does not belong to Christ. That is
al thereistoit, but | knew that before. He brought up the bride and groom and
stated that what | said about the bride and groom was all "bosh," or was all
"bunkum™ or something of that kind. Now, ladies and gentlemen, | can seewhy he
says that, because thisis not the first time we have had this up. He says
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that Christ isthe bridegroom, and he further says heisnot aliteral bridegroom, the
churchisthebride, but itisnot aliteral bride. He saysit isafigurative expression,
but did you ever see afigure without a substance? Did you ever see a shadow
without a substance? What is the substance? It is a man and his wife, and every
husband has awife, and every wife a husband, and just as many husbands as you
find, you will find just that many wives, and just as many wives as you find, you
will find just that many husbands, and since that is the substance and Christ and
the Church afigure, and since there are lots of churches or brides, there ought to
be lots of bridegrooms, Jesus Christs. There are either a great many Christs or
bridegrooms, or elseit is one bridegroom who has lots of wives, and that would
make him a polygamist. Listen, thereis either one great bride, or else Christisa
polygamist. Mr. Bogard says there is no such thing as one gresat bride with Christ
the bridegroom, and that being the case we know that there is but one Christ, the
bridegroom, and if every Baptist Church is a separate church or ingtitution, within
itself, it is a separate bride and hence Christ has just as many brides as he has
Baptist Churches, and so he would be apolygamist. Now, thereis no way for him
to get out of that predicament.

But now then we cometo what he said about Mr. Thayer. He says Mr. Thayer
isauthority on the meaning of words, but not on the interpretation of scripture. All
right, ladies and gentlemen. | am glad he said that. Mr. Thayer did not try to
interpret Matthew 16:18, he just told the meaning of the word "Oikodomeso." He
told the meaning of this Greek word, in this place, which
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means—"to found." He did not pretend to tell what it meant, further than just to
tell the meaning of the word. And thislittle book he introduced (Green's Lexicon)
and undertook to prove his position to you by it. Do you know that he never read
in the place where Matthew 16:18 is mentioned? He didn't do it. Why? Because
itislike Mr. Thayer's Lexicon, it didn't suit him in the other place. Hereit is, Mr.
Bogard. Here it says "Build." Here it says "Build up." Here it says "Edify;" but
whereit says "build," Matthew 16:18 is mentioned. Why did he do it? Ladiesand
gentlemen, it will go down in black and white that he left out the place that was
againgt him and undertook to make an argument on the other, and | guess the rest
of them are the same way, and | chalenge him to prove—to take up either one of
thelexiconsthat he hasintroduced and show—that it refersto Matthew 16:18, and
saysto "build up." So down goes his "cob-house."

But now then he said that even if it were so that it meant "1 will build,” or "To
found," that there was plenty of time to build it before Pentecost. Now that is
weak, | must say. Right on top of that we find that Jesus says"| will give unto you
the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven," and he says"Tell no man that | am Jesus the
Christ." And he told Peter that he would be his principal support in the
establishment of his Kingdom.

Now then, herefersto what | said about what aterrible time, or what an easy
time | was having in thisdebate, and he saysthat if | was having an easy time now,
| must have suffered intensely in the other two. No, friends, | had an awfully easy
time in the others, but thisisjust easier.
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Now, then, notice friends, what he got off about that machine business. Y ou
remember, now, hefirst stated in his reply to me this morning that the church was
established back there already, but it didn't get into actual operation. He said it
didn't have any power until Pentecost, and in the last speech he made he said that
the machine existed before it could do any work, and said that a man could make
an engine and the engine must exist before it could do any work. To grant that is
true, according to his own admissions, this machine that he calls the church was
made before Jesus died and it never worked any, and Jesus never used it until the
day of Pentecost. Much obliged to you. And remember, friends, this goes down in
black and white, that Mr. Bogard said this was just an old empty machine, not a
whed turnedinit, and it did not do any work because they did not have any power
or authority in the church until the day of Pentecost. | will tell you that is what
debates are good for, to get the people on record, to say the least of it. | want to
know if Peter preached by the authority of the Baptist Church before Christ died?
If he did, that machine was working before the day of Pentecost. 1 want to know
when Jesus was preaching there, whether he preached by the authority of that
machine; no, well if he did not, then the church was not in existence then and after
admitting that it had no power then, and after admitting that it was not in operation
then, and after admitting that the old hull existed, but it never worked any until the
day of Pentecost, then he brought up along list of scriptures that Jesus had power
before the day of Pentecost. Then he said the church did not have any power
before the day of Pentecost. Ladies
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and gentlemen, | haven't had as much fun since Christmas. Let me go on alittle
further. All | want isthe plain admissions that he made. He referred to a statement
that | made this morning that Mr. Bogard would likely want me to give awording
of my propostion in the Biblein just so many words. He said he wanted to throw
that into us because we said: "We speak where the Bible speaks and that we are
slent wherethe Bibleisslent," and he says you might bring that up against me on
my proposition, but he says, we don't claim such as that. We know it; you don't
have to show that; we know you don't claim the chapter and verse. We know you
don't claim that, and we don't mean by that that we find just the exact words of the
proposition. When a man is brought up to be tried for murder, we take the
testimony that is given and we might not find the man that will bring up atrue
verdict in so many words, but we take all the testimony and put it together and
arrive a averdict that twelve men can decide upon, because they cannot find a
man guilty in just so many words. But he says heis going to drive that out of usin
this debate. That may be so, he may bein the driving business, but he will haveto
get a better hammer. He admitted this morning that Christ took the law out of the
way, nailing it to the cross. He says, "yes, | admit that" and then he got, off
something likethis: "He did take it out of the way but he killed it or put it to death
while he was here." Do you remember hearing him say that? Let me read a
statement right over here: Matthew 5:17, "Think not that | am come to destroy the
law." Bogard says hekilled it. Jesus says he did not do it. "But to fulfill it; verily
| say unto you 'till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass
from
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the law 'till al befulfilled,” and remember that the law was not fulfilled until Jesus
was offered as a sacrifice and had gone on to heaven and made the great atonement
there, which we find compl eted the work, and the new ingtitution began on the day
of Pentecost. Down goes his little machine.

Now then, friends, let us bring up another. Y ou see this man fairly contradicts
the Bible: "He that hath the bride is the bridegroom." Mr. Bogard ought to have
said he that hath the brides is the bridegroom, because he saysiit is not correct to
say Baptist Church, but you ought always to say Churches. If the Church isthe
bride, why not say Brides? Y ou cannot make Baptist Churches a bride, you have
got to have bridesif you have churches; | know you Baptists can see that.

Now then, he brings up the statement where Christ isking on the earth and we
have had that up once before, where he said Christ was born King and | said that
If it meant that Chrigt's Kingdom was established, according to that the Kingdom
was established when he was born, and that was before the days of John the
Baptist. But now then, ladies and gentlemen, let me notice another thing. He
brought up the Lord's Supper. He wanted to make an argument on that, that the
Lord's Supper is an ingtitution in the church and that the church was "established
because they had the Lord's Supper. | want to know if baptism was a church
ordinance. My friend saysit was. | want to know when baptism was introduced as
a church ordinance; did not John the Baptist build or establish that church
ordinance? Did Jesus baptize as a church ordinance? | want you to tell me when
baptism began as a church ordinance, if it was not an ordinance
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al the time. If baptism could exist, and he could baptize people, and it was a
church ordinance according to hisidea, and yet in existence before the church was
established, why could not the Lord's Supper have been?

Now then, ladies and gentlemen, | have replied to all that he has said. Now,
thereis one argument | want to make here before my speech closesand that isthis:
That the church is called the body of Christ and that a body has a head, it has
members, and it has alaw of life. | don't suppose Mr. Bogard will deny that Jesus
Isthe head of the church, but | call your attention now to a statement of Paul in the
Ephesian letter, inthefirst chapter, and | believe it is about the 20th verse, "Which
he wrought in Christ when he raised him from the dead, and set him at his own
right hand in heavenly places .... and gave him to be head over al thingsto the
church." Now Jesus was going to be the head of the church after he ascended upon
high. Daniel 7:14 says"| saw one like the Son of Man who came with the clouds
of heaven, and there was given him dominion and glory, and a Kingdom, that all
people, nations, and languages should serve him." Besides that let me give you a
statement right over here, that | was about to finish up in my last speech when |
was cdled down; Matthew 6:10, "Jesus taught his disciplesto pray Thy Kingdom
Come." Luke 12:32, where Jesus says "It isyour father's good pleasureto give you
the Kingdom." He had not given them the Kingdom yet. Mr. Bogard said it was
aready established. Jesus says, Luke 23:29 "I gppoint unto you a Kingdom," then
the thief said when he was on the cross, "Lord remember me when thou comest
into thy kingdom," and just before Jesus ascended into Heaven, the apostles said
"Lord, will
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thou at this time restore again the kingdom to Isragl ?"

L adies and gentlemen, | do not know why the gentleman has not made an
argument on "at hand," unlessit is because we had atusse over that onetimein
a debate, and he won't use it. Just to show you why, you see this little statement
here "at hand," (holding up a statement that Mr. Bogard had signed) thisis the
reason why he didn't do it, because at Mammoth Spring we had a debate on the
same question and Mr. Bogard made this assertion, and | had him sign his name
toit, | have him down in black and white on the proposition; that is the reason,
ladies and gentlemen, that he has not said anything about the word "at hand," or
tried to make an argument on it, because he went under at Mammoth Spring on
this very proposition, when he undertook to say that "at hand" meant aready here,
and | quoted the statement of John in the first sermon he preached, when he says
"thekingdomisat hand," and he undertook to say that the kingdom isaready here,
and the idea was that John stayed on the outside and pushed people in, athough
he himself did not get in. | brought up the statements here which show to you
clearly hispostion, and if al these passagesrefer to the kingdom in its establisned
form; then he has the people al coming into it, and in another place, he saysthere
Is nobody in it, and those fellows had the keys and they would not go in
themselves, and would not |et anybody elsein; and right on top of that, he saysthat
the violent took it by force, and in another, that there is nobody at all init. Now,
| want him to please harmonize these things. Y ou see how he has contradicted
himself in these passages of scripture—

Time expired.
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By some means the statement that Mr. Bogard signed, which was referred to
in the latter part of the above speech, did not appear in the stenographer's notes,
so | will add it here.

"AT HAND."

The following is a statement signed by Mr. Ben M. Bogard, during the
Borden-Bogard debate at Mammoth Spring, Ark.

"| said in the Borden-Bogard debate at Mammoth Spring, Ark., Feb. 22, 1906,
that the expression in the New Testament, 'at hand,” means 'has come;' (Matt. 3:2)
also that John preached that the kingdom has come, and that it did come and that
people entered it before the death of John the Baptist. | also declared publicly that
John died out of the kingdom, and was not a member while on earth, and quoted
Matt. 11:11 to proveit."

(Signed) BEN M. BOGARD.

MR. BOGARD'STHIRD REPLY.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

Elder Borden spoke of that signed statement that | made at Mammoth Spring,
in my debate with him some years ago. | have nothing whatever to take back; | will
sgnmy nameto that again in pencil, Elder, so you will know | did it fresh. | pause
to makethe signature. Y ou havegot it in print and you have got my fresh signature
on this 27th day of July, 1909. | sgned it then and | Sign it now; that was true then
and it istrue now, and
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the statements | madein that debate will stand the test just the same today as then.

Listen to the reading: "I said in the Borden-Bogard debate at Mammoth
Spring, Arkansas, February 22, 1906," that wasalittle over threeyearsago, that the
expression "the kingdom is at hand," means "has come," in Matthew 3:2; | put it
downin parenthesis; a so, that John preached that the kingdom has come, and that
it did come, and that the people entered into it before the death of John the Baptist,
and | also declared publicly, that John died out of the kingdom, and was not a
member while on earth, and quoted Matthew 11:11 to proveit;" just turn and read
it and see what it says. "Verily | say unto you, Among them that are born of
women there hath not risen a greater than John the Baptist; notwithstanding, he
that isleast in the kingdom is greater than he."

Chrigt said that the kingdom there was in existence, and that there were folks
init, and the smallest man in it was greater than John the Baptist, and that shows
that John was not in the kingdom, or the smallest man in it could not have been
greater than he; "and from the days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom of
heaven suffereth violence, and the violent take it by force." So he has the kingdom
in existence from the time of John the Baptist, and that the kingdom suffered
violence from the time of John the Baptist, and the littlest man in it was bigger
than John the Baptist. | cannot understand for the life of me what point the
gentleman expectsto make out of that. John was not in it; he prepared the materid,
as men in the woods prepare the materia for the building of a house, but John did
not build a house, he made ready material for the building, and the Lord himself
built the
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house. Christ established his own church, and not John the Baptist.

| am glad that the gentleman brought that out, for | might not have thought of
it, if he had not done it; it goesto record that | said that John the Baptist was not
in the kingdom, and that the smallest man in it was bigger than John the Baptist,
to al of which | most heartily assent. When you have a good eternal proposition
backed by the Scripture, you don't have to change every time you reach the place,
you can stay right with it.

| was amused at the Elder's quibble, in regard to al men pressing into the
kingdom. | referred him to the fact, because he made the point that everybody got
init, and yet fellows were opposing it, and | told him he was making Jesus Christ
contradict himself, and it was not |, and told him if he would look at the lexicon
meaning of the word "pressinto," it means you can press into with the idea of
friendliness, or with unfriendliness; he comes in and makes another quibble that
they al got into it good and bad. The gentleman does not understand how that can
be: | can pressinto aMasonic lodge, either with afriendly or unfriendly spirit, but
if | came from the outside and pressed into it as one enemy presses into another,
and yet | might not be amember of that lodge; some come friendly, some come
with love, some come with the idea of brothership, to do good and help it, and in
that way pressinto it, and others press into it, like one hostile army presses into
another hostile army. | think even Elder Borden can see that.

There is one passage the gentleman has been quiet about; he may, in his
rgjoinder, have something to say about it, but if he hasaready said anything | don't
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remember it; that is Luke 17:20, and it was demanded of him when the Kingdom
of God should come, and he answered them and said: "The Kingdom of God
cometh not with observation, neither shall they say o here, or o there, for behold
the Kingdom of God iswithin you." The Kingdom of God iswithin your midst, it
ishere now inthe midst of this congregation. It was not in the hearts of the wicked
Pharisees of course; Chrigt said it was in their midst, there cannot be any dispute
about that, and Christ contradicted all of the Pentecost theories flatly because he
said the Kingdom cometh not with observation —it did not come with
demongtration, rushing like a mighty wind, with everybody to witnessit and to
behold it. It did not come with observation, neither did he say 1o here, right here,
or theday of Pentecost wasthetime. Jesus said you cannot say that. Every timethe
Elder speaks and says that the church was established on the day of Pentecost he
flatly contradicts Jesus for "the Kingdom isin your midst." | think that the record
will show that he has made no reply to that, up till now, and if he undertakesit in
the last fifteen minutes, it will stand that Jesus said the Kingdom is here, it does
not come with observation, while you don't recognize it, you and the wicked
Pharisees, you don't recognize it, yet still it is here just the same.

But | want to make an argument that drives home to the gentleman what good
it will do him and his peopleif he proves that the church was established on the
day of Pentecost? He could not cause his church to back up and hitch on to it for
1800 yearsto save hislife, because his church did not date back of 1827 and what
good could it possibly do to prove that the church did start on the
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day of Pentecost, because his church does not reach back to that time. | have
wondered a thousand times why they make such ato do about this proposition. It
would only prove that the Baptist church started three years later than we think it
did, that is al it would prove. The church, that is, the right one, is not a new
church, it isthe church that is come down from Christ unbroken; that church isthe
right one whether it started from the persona ministry of Jesus Christ or on the day
of Pentecost. Some might argue that the United States Government did not start
until 1779; would that cause the Government not to exist? Or would it keep you
from being citizens of the Government. It did start in 1776, when the Declaration
of Independence was made, but if | get crooked in my notions and say that the
United States Government started in 1779, it would not prove that the Government
started at that time, or that | was acitizen of it, so that if | happened to be wrong
asto amere matter of three years asto the time the church started it still would not
provethat hewasin it and | wasout of it. That goes to record. What good will it
do to proveit? Heiswasting alot of time that is valuable.

But he says| got the idea that when Christ died on the cross he went home to
heaven and sat on the throne; that is not germaine to the argument; whether he
went then or afew days after that when he ascended up on high, but if not, if he
did not go until the forty days were out and was not in heaven until that forty days,
in which he talked to the people concerning the Kingdom of God, he still got up
there before Pentecost, for he ascended and it was ten days after his ascension that
Pentecost came, so | have got your church started ten days before Pentecost
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no matter how much you work. Mark you, the laboring oar isin your hands. Christ
did not say he had not been in heaven, but in the third chapter of John, 14th verse,
he said that "no man has ascended up to heaven, but he that came down from
heaven even the Son of man, which isin heaven;" Jesuswas on earth, right there
in Palestine talking to a man on earth claiming that moment to be in heaven,
because he is on earth and in heaven at the sametime, and he could have been in
heaven gtting on the throne at the time his body was on the cross; he meant that
he had not ascended bodily to heaven at that time and that is everything thereisin
it.

But the gentleman says he has labored hard about the singular and plural, as
to whether church meant churches; he dies hard on that proposition but die he
must. | want to take God's blessed word and | will read him the fifth chapter of
Ephesians. | haven't got the exact verse but | will find it in a moment; Ephesians,
fifth chapter, it says there something about Christ being the head of the church;
yes, hereitis. "Christ isthe head of the church asthe man, the husband isthe head
of the wife; now, if the church there means one great big church composed of al
thelittle congregations, Christ being the head of the church then thereisagreat big
woman composed of al the other little women that the husband isthe head of. Can
Elder Borden see that? It looks like he could, and | believe in my soul that he
could do it if he could only open his eyes and see. | failed to give the verse awhile
ago; it is Ephesans 5:23, "For the husband is the head of the wife, as Christ isthe
head of the church." Elder Borden said because it said the church, it is bound to
mean a great big church, including al the little congrega-
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tions, well then if it says "the church," and is bound to mean a great big church, it
is aso bound to mean a great big husband, that includes all the little husbands, a
great big mass of ahusband, and it has to be a great big wife, composed of al the
little wives; if that is not theology for you, tell me! 1 am very well satisfied with
the way that thing will look in print.

But the gentleman says my "Way Book," page 16— (I am glad he saysthat; |
will put it down that it isfifty centsacopy, and in boards it is seventy five cents
acopy; look how | have worked in an advertisement of my book;) that Way Book
has been brought up because | said it was not proper to speak of the Baptist
church; it isnot any more proper to speak of the Baptist church, meaning all the
little churches put together, and al the people in them, than it isto speak of "the
lion," meaning al the little lions put together in one big lion; it is no more proper
to speak of the Baptist church, as the entire church, except as you useitin a
figurative sense, than to speak of the lion being the king of beasts. So when | speak
of thelion being king of beasts, | mean any lion is the king of beasts, so when |
spesk of the church, | mean any church; any one, any individua lion, or the eagle
isthe king of birds, | don't mean agreet big eagle, but | mean any eagleisthe king
of any bird, and so then we spesk of the Baptist church in that same way. It isnot
proper only in afigurative sense, any morethan it is proper to speak of lions being
bound together in one great big lion, which is the king of beasts.

Now we come to the lexicons, of which agreat dea has been said; the Elder
said | did not read dl the definition given by Green, but Elder | will do it now; the
first
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meaning he puts down is "build," b-u-i-1-d; the second meaning is "object in
building;" third meaning, a different form of the same word, means "builder;" the
next meaning is "build up," and another meaning is"Edify," and another meaning
Is"Embolden," and not onetime did he say "establish,” "set up,” or "found;" now
| have read them all. So, when he says| did not read al of Green, undoubtedly the
gentleman is mistaken, because | gave the idea of Green; he says| did not read it
al, now | have read every definition; he says | did not read all when | read the
Lidddl & Scott; first hereisHines & Knobel, "A building,” "build," "To build up,”
"To edify," "to encourage,” not one time did he say "establish," or "set up," or
"founded;" now then in this other, Liddell & Scott, "oikodomeso," "To build a
house," "To build," "to build one's sdlf," "ahouse to build," "to edify," "to found
upon,” "to rest upon,” not onetimeto "set up" or "establish;" got any more, Elder?
Thayer, | didn't read from Thayer, let's see, we will see what it says; "to build a
house," "erect abuilding," "build up from the foundation,” and "the builders;" | will
go aong and catch every meaning; it puts in agood many quotations here, but |
want to catch his meaning; "by building, to found;” that isto say, "By reason of
strength of thy faith, thou shalt be my principa support in the establishment of the
church;" that is put in as expository; "To promote growth,” "To grow in wisdom
and piety," "To give one strength and courage to build up;" let me seeif thereis
any other; "To place,”" that isall. Now | have given it al; you cannot say | have
skipped any part. The word "oikodomeso," may mean to establish; | made the
challenge, and | called Elder Borden's attention to it, by
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which he could have looked in his books and contradicted me. | said in my last
speech that "oikodomeso™ was used twice as meaning to "build up,” for every time
that it was used in the other sense. | have got al these lexicons piled up against the
gentleman.

Coming now to the operation of the church, beginning actual operation on the
day of Pentecost; he says, that is number one; and he says| said it had "no power."
| never said it; the record will show | never said it; | did not say they had "no
power;" | did say Jesustold them to stay in Jerusalem, until they were endued with
power from on high, and | did not say that they did not have any power at the time,
for they had power to cast out devils, and they did do it; they went out and when
they came back they reported that they did cast out devils; Jesus Christ gave them
the commission to preach to the Jews, but they did not have power to go into the
whole world until the day of Pentecost. They just enlarged their scope of actual
operations, and world wide operations began there on the day of Pentecost, and
that was all that did begin; the church was there in active existence, in active
operation, except that it was not commissioned to go into al the world, until after
the enduement of power on the day of Pentecost. Jesus had given the commission
before that to wait until that power came, and then go, and that they could speak
intongues, in languages that they had never heard; very well, he says Jesus had all
power; | repeat that he had all power in heaven and earth; what has he said in
reply; he said nothing; he said the church did not have that power, all that
power,—and it has not yet—>but the church has got power to do what it istold
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to do, and it has proceeded to do what Jesus Christ tellsit to do, as heisthe actual
head of the church.

WEell saysthe gentleman, he does not pretend to speak where the Bible speaks;
he says Elder Bogard and his folks are in the same way on negative and on
affirmative propositions, and that they will have to put things together; then speak
that way, instead of saying "chapter and verse, please;" haven't you said that all
over the country? That has been your old slogan and great principle all over this
country, and the inevitable and logical conclusion is the saying, and they say
"Chapter and verse, please," but God bless your life, he says that is good for the
goose, but it isn't good for the gander, but when he wantsto put things together the
Baptists haven't any right to object. Onething, before these four daysare over, you
will find the dry bones of this church established by Alexander Campbell rattle
until you will think they have no Bible for anything they stand for.

Wall, he thinks he made awonderful point on me, in which | said that Christ
had set aside the law and established his own will, and gave the fifth and sixth
chapters of Matthew, hisinaugural address, to proveit, which showed that Christ
had set aside the old order of things under the old law, and established his own
will; he said nothing whatever about that, but he says " Christ says he did not come
to destroy thelaw but to fulfill it," thinking now to contradict my passages, and you
fellows laughed when he said it; some of you perhaps thought he had said
something smart; others were laughing at the man's lack of information; we all
laugh and we enjoy athing of that sort; Christ did not come to destroy the law, but
to fulfill it (and he read Scripturesto prove it) every jot and tittle,
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and hewas not to do it until he had fulfilled it, and the law died when he died, for
having fulfilled it it was at the end of its run and had no more to do, but when the
disciples accepted him they accepted his authority over them, and he said the old
law has no authority over you, | am going to fulfill it, | am going to keep the law
for you. There we get the beautiful doctrine of substitutionary righteousness,
obeying the law for us and keeping it every jot and tittle and relieving us from it,
and according to Corinthians, which | will quote later: "He that knew no sins
became sin for us, that we might be made righteousness of God in him." Beautiful
substitution; | am glad the gentleman brought it out, for we will put it in the first
day'swork of this debate.

He wanted to know if John the Baptist baptized people into the church as we
do it today; we baptize people and thus qualify them for membership in the
church; John baptized people, and that qualified them to come into the church.

He wants to know when the church got control of baptism; when Christ quit
the job himself and turned it over to the church. While Christ was here he
administered it on his own authority, and when he left he committed to the church
this ordinance, and Christ says, "Kegp my ordinances as they have been ddlivered
to you." Christ had them under his own control while he was here in person, and
when he left he committed them to the church. It was Christ's ordinance when he
was herein person, and it was the church'swhen heleft, because he left the church
as custodian of this ordinance.

Coming to the Adventist argument, he said the church is called Christ's
body—undoubtedly, the body of Christ.



THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE 87

That isthe girl of that gentleman there, Mr. Reed; Helen is her name, and she
beongsto him. Here is aman by the name of Jones, he has a son, that is the son
of Jones. The body of Chrig, that isthe church—the church ishisbody, it belongs
to Chrigt, the same as the son of Jones does; the son of Jones belongsto Jones; that
isdl, it does not meanit isthe actua body of Christ, with head, features, mouth,
arms, limbs and fingers and toes; it isafigure of speech that means that the church
belongsto Jesus Chrigt, like that land is the land of Johnson; so the church isthe
body of Christ in exactly the same way.

Very well, wewill go to the next proposition: Christ is the head of the church.
The husband isthe head of the wifein exactly the same way; the husband is not
part of the wife, except that they arejoined in wedlock, and he has authority over
her; Christ is not the literal husband of the church, but he has authority over the
church, that is all.

Matthew 6:10, we are taught to pray: "Thy kingdom come, thy will be done on
earth asitisin Heaven." That is praying for the millennid reign of Christ on earth,
for he has not yet control over the earth, and in that sense the kingdom is yet to
comein that glorious millennia reign. "It was your Father's good pleasure to give
you the kingdom." Christ while he was here had it under his own control, and
when he left he said: "My Father is going to turn it over to you when | go; my
Father has appointed me a kingdom; now | turn it over to you." That waswhat he
did. It wasin actua existence, under his control and under his power, and when
he left he turned it over to the church, and the church was custodian of the
kingdom, and is to this good day. The thief said, "'Remember me when thou
comest into thy kingdom." The thief had the
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Ideathat the kingdom was still in the future, because in hislast dying moments he
asked Chrigt for mercy in the kingdom which he thought was to come. Wonderful
theology! Borden is proving his proposition by the dying thief! The Jews said,
"Will you restore again the kingdom to Israel ?* So Elder Borden agrees with the
Jews and the thief on that proposition, but he does not agree with Jesus Christ.
Peter says, Acts 1:21, "There was a company that was with Jesus all the time he
went in and out among them, beginning with the baptism of John." It began from
the baptism of John, when John made ready the people. Here the book said that
this company began from the baptizing of John. Christ took the people made ready
by John and organized them into the church. Y ou will find in John 1:35 the names
of the first five members that went into it. In Acts 1:3 it says, "To whom he
showed himself alive after his passion.”

All of that is against the gentleman's proposition.

In my closing speech | will make aresume of dl that has been said, a rehash
only, as| cannot make any more new arguments. | will say that if Elder Borden has
ever falled in hislife he hasfailed now; the laboring oar has been in his hand. It
has been my business to show, not when the church started, but that his idea of
when it started is erroneous; | have done both; | have shown that he was wrong,
and | showed that the church was in actua existence during the personal ministry
of Christ.

Time expired.
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MR. BORDEN'SFOURTH SPEECH.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

Just before Mr. Bogard sat down he replied to a statement that | had made in
my former speech, with reference to what Christ said when he taught his disciples
to pray "Thy kingdom come," to which Mr. Bogard replied that that had reference
to the future and to atime that some say Christ will come to reign here on earth,
and in what he called the millennial reign. Now, | want to tell you here that Mr.
Bogard understands this wrong, or e se the Christade phians have it down wrong.
They say Jesus has never reigned yet, but will reign at that time; and Mr. Bogard
says the millennid reign is yet to come, and as to whether Mr. Bogard is right or
the Christadelphians are right, is the question that is right now to be solved. Now,
the question is, whether Christ is reigning now, and this is one dominion of the
kingdom, and then athousand years reign or millennia reign. Now that makestwo
dominions. Christ isnot to reign in both of them. Understand me, Christ is not to
reign in both of them, if there are two dominions, and for the proof of it let me
read Micah 4:8: "And thou, O tower of the flock, the stronghold of the daughter of
Zion, unto thee shal it come, even the first dominion; the kingdom shall come to
the daughter of Jerusalem.” Now, the first dominion will beto Christ, and if heis
reigning now, when thisreign isover, it will end asfar as Christ is concerned, and
he will deliver the kingdom to God; but Mr. Bogard is now with the
Christadelphians, and claimsthat Christ will reign on thisearth in what he callsthe
millennial reign. So much for that.

Now, then, ladies and gentlemen, just asfar as| can | want to rehearse afew
things that have been said. | feel
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perfectly satisfied with what has been said, and it isno use for me to tell you that
| have won avictory, because Mr. Bogard has told you all the time that he has
whipped me so terribly. But, friends, if he had whipped a man and the people
couldn't seeit without him telling it, | certainly would never mention it. Heis like
the little boy who one day drew a horse on the blackboard, and it looked so little
like a horse that he wrote under it, "Thisisahorse." Mr. Bogard is afraid that you
won't see that he has whipped me, and he has to tell you about it.

Now, then, he says that he wishes to Sign this statement in this book to make
it fresh; he says he signed it once, and he sayshe will stick to it. Let it go downin
this debate that Mr. Bogard said in this presence that "at hand" means "already
come." Thefirst sermon that John preached he says, "The kingdom is at hand;"
therefore it was aready here when John preached hisfirst sermon; then John didn't
establish it; Jesus didn't establish it, but it was here when John preached and he
baptized people and they came into it, but poor John never got in it. Now, | want
to know who set it up, and since it was established before John and before Christ,
who set it up?If "at hand" means dready come, heisinto it, and you Baptists can
seethat, and remember that it will bein black and white, and you fellowswill have
toread it. | guessyou will unlessyou just read one side of it, but he said that he
did not know what point | intended to make by reading Matthew 11:11, when he
himself brought up the statement to prove that John was not in the kingdom. He
introduced that himsdlf. He introduced it, friends, to prove that John was not in the
kingdom. It does not prove, friends, that others were in the kingdom in the sense
of the established
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church. He said now about this pressing into it, he said that they could press into
it friendly, and yet they could go into it, not with the intention of joining, but with
theintention of fighting it. He said that aman could press into the Masonic Lodge
without actually joining the lodge, but for the purpose of fighting it; now, then, |

will just admit that a man got into the kingdom without joining it, just about as
much asthey can go into a Masonic Lodge without joining it. Now, if that is what
you mean, we will just shake hands on that. | suppose he is a Mason, but he had
to take three degrees before he became a Master Mason, and a man has to go
through aform before he can become a member of the church of Christ. He went
on to makeillustrations about joining the army to fight; really thereis nothing in
the argument he made on that. He said | never made any reply to "the kingdom is
in your midst." | read the Emphatic Diaglot to show that it said that the Royal

Mg esty was among you, and said that was the meaning, where it was used in the
sense that he was born aking, and not in the sense that he was actually reigning as
aking. He asks what would it be worth to me if he should admit that the church
was established on the day of Pentecost, and said if it was it was the Baptist
church. Ladies and gentlemen, let me tell you right now that if it was established
on the day of Pentecost it wasn't the Baptist church, for Jesus never did establish
a Baptist church. He never did. Besidesthat, Mr. Bogard said it is not right to say
"church,” but "churches." That iswhat he said. Besides that, the Baptist church is
ayoung sprout and not the church of Jesus Christ, and it was not known in thetime
of Christ—could not have been; its nameis derived from the ordinance of baptism,
which can be
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proved by history which will not, of course, be introduced in this discussion now,
because we have not time.

But now then he goes on to say something more about the fifty days. He has
got up to ten days before Pentecost. Now friends, we are getting aong pretty well,
just up to ten days. It didn't say that Jesus received the kingdom just the minute he
got to heaven, but it was after he got to heaven, and it was on the day of Pentecost
when it began. Now, that is right up to the time, if you please. But he refersto
Ephesans 5:23, and friends, | just want to read that; Ephesians 5:23, and he made
aterrible to do about that. Let me see what he said: "For the husband is the head
of thewife, even asthe Christ isthe head of the church, and heisthe Savior of the
body," and Mr. Bogard went on to say, Did that mean agreat big wife, with al the
little wives in that one?' He asks if that is what it meant. Now, ladies and
gentlemen, why didn't heread the next verse? Of course, it says "thewife" and "the
husband." He says therefore as the church is subject unto Christ, "let your
wives'—how many is that? Not churches—but church, and "let the wives be
subject to their own husbands." There are husbands and wives. Do we find brides
and bridegrooms? O why didn't he read that? "Husbands" (plural), "love your
wives." He wanted to know if that meant agreat big husband to love that great big
wifel that is what he would say it was. | have found it used in the singular and
plura, and ladies and gentlemen, that is very good sense. If Mr. Bogard is correct,
there must be just as many Christs as there are churches, so after all it comes
down, according to my proposition. "Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ
loved the church.” Why didn't he say this, since he makes the comparison:
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"Husbands, love your wives even as the Christs love the churches." Ladies and
gentlemen, it didn't mean that. It meant that husbands—plural—must love their
wives, in the same sense that Christ—singular number—Iloves the church; there
itis, asngular and plurd, right before your eyes, so down goes your cob house on
that.

But now then, let me go still further. He says "But that argument!" "Deliver
me!" Friends, | should smile, but heis too late now to halloo "deliver me!" Why
did heever getintoit? | don't blame him for wanting out, and wanting to be out
bad. | tdl you, heisintoit, and if | wasin his place, | would want to be delivered
too. | know hefedsbad; | know it; he need not say "deliver me," for | know he
feelsbad. He saysthereisone salvation. He says"Borden has advertised my book
Poor little thing; thisis "the Way-book"; | advertise this; thisis your articles of
faithin thisbook, and when you organize a church, the memberstake these articles
asther doctrine of faith and practice, and when they do it, they will turn men out
of the church by that, instead of the Bible.

But he brought up Green'slexicon again: Didn't | refer to it, right herein this
little book, Green'slexicon, and didn't | refer to the place (he said he would refer
to all the places), Matthew 16:18, where it says "I will build"? It doesn't say
"edify,” or "build up,” and | will make this statement, if he will find a Greek
lexicon in the whole pile that he has, that will say that it is any other way than
"build," when it comesto Matthew 16:18, it is more than he has done, because dl
of them say it when it comes to Matthew 16:18.

Now, about this creed: He may get up here and bring up alittle book entitled,
"Church Discipline." He may get up
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here and bring up that as adiscipline in the church (but | will tell you when we
were holding adebate over at Minturn, and here is one of the men that heard it,
and there is another, Mr. Bogard took his articles of faith and that little church
adopted them and said they would not take anybody in the church unless they
believed these articles of faith), but he must bring up one church that adopted Mr.
Hayden's book; he (Mr. Hayden) only wrote an article on church discipline—

Time expired.

MR. BOGARD'SFOURTH REPLY.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:
I will try to make this fifteen minutes just exactly one-half of a half hour.

The Elder saysthat he doesn't know which isright, whether it is Bogard or the
Christadel phians, asto that future reign of Christ on earth, and quotes from Micah,
where Micah said that under the first dominion, that would be Christ, and the
second would be the God, he said, is the substance of what Micah said, to all of
which | agree. No dispute on that proposition at al. Then | turn over here and read
to you when that shall take place, when the first dominion shall end, and the
second dominion begin and his dominion—Ilisten—"Then cometh the end, when
he shall have ddivered up the Kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall
have put down dl rule and all authority and power." | find that in 1 Corinthians
5:24, and in the 25th verse, it says"For he must reign, till he hath put al enemies
under his feet."



THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE 95

When will that be? When the last resurrection comes, and death and hell and
al shall be cast into the lake of fire, as we read in 20th chapter of Revelation; that
is after Chrigt's reign on earth has been completed, then he will turn it over to the
Father; the first resurrection comes at the beginning of that millennia reign; the
second resurrection comes at the close, when the wicked dead shall beraised. That
iIssmply in reply to what the gentleman has said, so then | suppose Bogard is the
man who isright; if he will take the Sacred Word, he will be bound to conclude
that | am right on that proposition. | have given it to you in black and white, and
it will go to record as having thus appeared in the discussion.

The Elder fedsrather bad evidently, over that "at hand" argument, and that
proposition | signed over at Mammoth Spring; he expected me to go back on that,
when | got over here; but when | signed it again, it rather upset his calculations and
he didn't know what to do with it. | did sign it again and "at hand" does mean,
when John used it, "has come;" literally "has approached"—past perfect
tense—means "has approached,” means "has come," no mistake about that; any
grammarian or scholar in the world will not dispute that. Elder Borden makesthis
point that if that is so, it was already there, before John the Baptist came. Let me
giveyou anillugtration that even Elder Borden can understand. Y ou were herethis
morning before | was, everybody knows that; | was late, having traveled five
hundred miles on yesterday and last night, and | was late getting out here. Elder
Borden was aready on the ground when | got here. Now, Borden, after | was on
the ground, could have gotten up and said "Bogard has come," "Bogard has
approached." According to Borden
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that would mean | got here before he did, because when John the Baptist said "The
kingdom has come," and preached it, it meant the kingdom got there before John
did, and if Borden had gotten up and announced "Bogard has come," he says that
would have meant that 1 got here before he did, according to him; let that go down
to record. Just because John the Baptist said " The kingdom of heaven has come,"
it isdready here, therefore, the kingdom got there before John did; Borden might
have gotten up here and announced to these people, he could have said "Bogard
has come," "He is already here," and then, of course, to you fellows that are
members of his church, that would mean "Bogard beat Borden here." The idea of
John the Baptist not being able to announce that the kingdom is here, without
meaning that it was here before he got here; that is odd, | declare; | cannot
announce that one of my friends that will come here tomorrow perhaps, "has
come,”" without meaning that he got here before | did; that is absurd, friends; now,
to say that ahorse"has broken loose from awagon" meansthat it broke loose from
the wagon before we came and before we hitched up. Now, that is so puerile that
it seems to me that he never would have made a botch like that.

Takethe next statement, that is, they could not press into the kingdom without
joining it; he seemsto haveit in his head that people could not have pressed into
the kingdom, like one hostile army would press into another; | could not enter a
Masonic Lodge, here in this neighborhood, if there is one, without joining the
lodge; | could pressinto you (we will never do it because we are good friends), |
could pressinto you hostilely without helping you or joining you in your business;
so the people pressed into the kingdom,
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some friendly and some unfriendly, some for the purpose of helping and some for
the purpose of hurting.

Did you note the fact, ladies and gentlemen, that after | showed that he was
trying to prove that the church was set up on the day of Pentecost by Dr. Jeter and
by Jones, and by Vedder, and by the different historians and scholars, that the
proposition said " The Scriptures teach,” and he has been silent ever since; the
record will show that he didn't even make the dightest reference to the fact that he
had |eft the proposition, and that he was not proving it by the Bible when he was
making that argument, but he was proving it by men, and men only. There was one
thing that | took up and he gave up and left, and the record will show that he has
not made asinglereferenceto and | therefore claim the victory on that proposition;
again did you note thefact that | quoted today from the Campbell-Rice debate, not
as authority to prove my proposition, but as authority to prove how old his cause
was, and | read here, as the record will show, from page 473 of this book, where
Campbell said in his debate, with Mr. Rice, that in less than twenty years his
church, the church of which Alexander Campbell was amember, had outgrown the
Presbyterian Church and had outnumbered it some five to one, and it saysthat it
started from nothing. " The cause we plead, notwithstanding our feeblenessand dll
the errors and accidents incident to a new commencement, in less than twenty
years, have outhnumbered this old conservative Presbyterian Church." Do you
notice that fact, that he was silent on that; did you notice the fact that Campbell
said that the very cause he contended for was not in existence twenty years before
that?

Then again, | quoted from Millennial Harbinger, page
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300, where Campbell said inthe year 1843, "The cause we plead was not plead by
Stone or anybody else twenty years ago." There was not a man on earth that
preached the doctrine that Campbell preached, or Elder Borden preaches, twenty
years before 1843.

The gentleman has had al day and has not referred to it, and therefore it goes
down that he went down on that proposition, whether he intended to do it or not,
and the book will show that "the cause you plead” was not twenty yearsold, in the
year 1843.

Very well; the Elder says he has got me in ten days of Pentecost. | said even
granting that what he said was true, he would have to move up to the time Christ
ascended to heaven; now, he backed off and said that he didn't go to heaven as
soon as he died. | would like to know how you are going to prove it; but in order
to meet it, he made along big guess, first and palmed off on you as an argument
from God's Word, Ephesians 5:23, the husband and wife, but said why didn't | read
the next verse, whereit says husbands and wives," and saysthereit isused in both
thesingular and plurd. | so say that it is used in both the singular and plural in
exactly the same sense, and as "the husband" and "the wife" is not intended to
mean agreat big husband and a great big wife, with al the wivesin one, so when
it says"the church,” it does not mean agresat big church, embracing al the churches
inone. | thank the gentleman for bringing out the parallel, for both husband and
wife are used in the singular and so is church, and if it does not prove that there
was agresat big husband and wife, it isbound not to prove that therewas agresat big
church meant, and on that proposition the gentleman goes down.
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One phrase that my friend has been using dl day, | do wish he would refrain
from for the sake of the book, on tomorrow and heregfter; it isal right to say that
we destroy oneanother's propositions, but "down goes his cob house!" That sounds
like slang. We want the book to be dignified, and | want the book to read like
something, and | hope he will use some other expression, at least for the sake of
variety, when every one knows that the splendid structure | have built stands
without a single shingle torn off. But it was not my business to build a house
today; then how can my house fall ?1 am, just now, in the negative, replying to
you, sir; and yet the man actually forgot which side he was on, and thought he was
on the negative and | was on the affirmative; if | was undertaking to build ahouse
here, | would build one that al the cannonading from every side that you could
train your guns on, would not be able to shoot it down.

He says the Bible is his waybook; | wish he would get up on it; dl the "Way-
book" | haveisthat | wrote and sent out to the world some expositions of what |
believed the Bible to teach on certain propositions, and those who agree with me
can adopt it and those who do not can refuseto. Elder Borden read from one of his
books this morning, in the same way, but he triesto pam this off onyou asarule
binding on Baptists, and he knows, and all his men of intelligence know, he is not
telling you facts; he agreed with me privately that thisis not abook binding on
Baptists, but adopted by them when they pleased, and they have such books all
over the country.

They harp on the Baptist discipline; the Baptist Church is not under fire today,
but he would be so glad if he could have gotten the Baptists under fire; he would
have been
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glad and he has been undertaking to change al day; he undertook to put me on the
defensive, instead of me being his opponent, and he on the defensive. This
Waybook is not arule of faith and practice, except as it may be adopted. Time
expired.

SECOND DAY.
July 28, 1909.

Subject: The Scriptures teach that the sinner is so depraved that in his
conviction and conversion, the Holy Spirit must of necessity exercise a power or
influence, distinct from and in addition to the written word. Ben M. Bogard
affirms; E. M. Borden denies.

BEN M. BOGARD'S FIRST SPEECH.
Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

For forty-five minutesit shall be my purpose to discuss this subject. | crave
your attention, for it isasubject on which much depends. A right understanding
of this question will settle many other questions that might remain forever
unsettled in your mind, unless you understand it.

By a"snner," wemean onewho isnot converted, regenerated, saved; onewho
has not been accepted by the Lord in the remission of his sins. We do not mean
that a person ever getsto where he does not commit sin, but we mean by "sinner"
one who has never accepted the terms of mercy. That the sinner is so
"depraved"—by depravity we mean—I will read a definition, lest | should be
misunderstood; it is a definition given by another, and | will
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adopt it asmy own. In the Campbell and Rice Debate, page 615, Mr. Alexander
Campbd| said: "Man by hisfall or apostasy from God lost three things—union
with God, original righteousness, and original holiness." | adopt this as my
definition of tota depravity, which, in other words, would be an utter absence of
righteousness or holiness. Depravity is a negative—the absence of holiness, and
itisasoapodtiveinthat it inclinesto sin. It isnot sin but it is the source of sin.
Babies are not sinners, but they are depraved—there isin them an utter absence
of holiness and an inclination to sin, which absence of holiness and inclination to
sin, leads them into sin, as soon as they are capable of independent action.

| am very careful with regard to this definition, and | adopt it from Mr.
Campbdl, because he is a man who undoubtedly will be heard with favor. He was
not aBaptist, and wasamember of the church of which Elder Bordenisamember,
and certainly is able to speak for his sde of the house, and here he concedes just
what we mean by total depravity. Not that oneis as bad as he can be, for when you
are"bad," you may get worse, and then worst of al, and that would be asbad asthe
devil, but we can be bad all over and dl through, utterly separated from holiness,
without being in the worst possible condition, so when oneis bad al over, bad
through and through, in dl his parts, soul, mind, and body; that soul, that mind, that
body, can go deeper into sin, though it is utterly bad now, for bad isaword that can
be compared, bad, worse, worst. "Man is by nature so depraved;” under this
definition | would not be obliged to affirm what is usualy caled "total depravity,”
but Baptists teach it and | am not disposed to dodge it, for it isinvolved in the
proposition, though if | were disposed
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to dodge, | could dodgeit by saying it was not in the proposition. | won't say that
amanispartialy depraved, so he will only need alittle help from God, before he
can be saved, but we mean by "so depraved” total depravity. The Baptist people
here expect me to defend that proposition and those who read the book will expect
itsdefense. | mean when | say "so depraved,” an utter absence of holiness, an utter
absence of righteousness, which meansthe complete man, the entire man, the total
man is bad, though that man could get worse, but heis all bad to gart with. "Man
Isby nature so depraved that in his conviction and conversion;"—we mean by that,
the process of salvation, what it takes to save; we need not go into technical
definitions of conviction or conversion, because neither of us will quibble over
that, but what we call being saved involves conviction and conversion, that which
takes a man out of the alien class and makes him a full citizen of the
commonwedth of Isradl. The Holy Spirit must of necessity perform awork, that
IS, distinct from and in addition to the written word." By "Holy Spirit," | mean the
third person in the God-head, but anything that is said to be done in this
dispensation or any other by anyone of the Godhead, Father, Son, or Holy Spirit,
since they are one, iswithin the scope and meaning of this proposition. So when
| find that God works on man, God works through the Holy Spirit; hence it is the
Holy Spirit working on man; while technically the Holy Spirit means the third
person in the God-head, yet we mean the Trinity, God the Father, God the Son,
God the Holy Ghost (these three being one), must work on man in addition to what
Is written in the word, and distinct from that which is written in the word, but
along with that which is written in the word, in connec-
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tion with it, yet distinct from it, in the conversion of every man.

"The Holy Spirit exercisesapower or influence;" by power or influence we
mean some energy, some force, some sort of power or influence, that possibly can
be likened unto the personal influence of a man over another man, in addition to
what that man may say. We all understand that men can speak words, and the very
same words said by another, will have a better influence; there is that personal
influence added to the words; so we mean by this proposition that in conviction
and conversion, thereisthe word of God—the Bibleiswhat we mean by that—but
in addition to that Word, there is a persond influence, exercised by the Almighty
God, through the Holy Spirit; as, for instance, | might say something, and there is
my persona influence going with it, and in addition to it; some other man might
say the same words without having that persona influence or power; we all
understand that. God puts forth a personal influence or power, in addition to the
words written in the Bible or spoken by the preacher, that goes along with the
word and makes the word effective.

"The Holy Spirit exercises apower or influence distinct from and in addition
to the written word;" by the written word, we mean the Bible, the Scriptures, the
Old and New Testaments, whether written or spoken.

By "digtinct from and in addition to,” we mean, not contradictory, not opposed,
but something working in perfect harmony and along the same line, only putting
an additional force into what has been said—distinct from it and in addition to it;
not independent of it, mark you. | don't use theword "distinct" in that sense, and
Baptists don't mean, when they say "distinct," that it is independent, that isto
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say, not used in connection with it, but the influence or power that is distinct from
and in addition to the word, works with the word, and uses the word, and
enforces the word and makes the word effective, so we are not confined to just
the one power, but we believe in both the word and Spirit; we do not believe in
the arbitrary action of God Almighty, independent of preaching, or independent of
the written word; that is Hardshdl lism; but we believe that the word is used, and
that God usesit, and that in addition to it and distinct from it, he puts forth his
power and makes the word effective.

If I have failed to define these termsfully, so as to be thoroughly understood,!
take it Elder Borden will call my attention to it, and | shall be able to make clearer
the definitions in my next speech.

| shall now proceed with the argument. My first argument is based on
Ephesians 2:3: "man is by nature depraved.” In Ephesians 2:3, it says "We were
all by nature the children of wrath, even as others." That man has gone astray in
every evil, or course of evil, isclearly lad down in Romans 3:9-20: "What then?
are we better than they? No, in no wise; for we have before proved both Jews and
Gentiles, that they are dl under sin; asit iswritten, There is none righteous, no not
one."

So then, the whole human race isinvolved in sin. From the corruption that
comes from this natural depravity none are exempt.

Another passage bearing on thisis Ecclesiastes 7:20: "Thereis not ajust man
upon earth, that doeth good, and sinneth not." That involves the whole human race,
it seems to me, because if men Started out pure, started out as good as an angel,
why isit that none of them remain pure?
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For if every one goes astray, there is something back of it that leads them into that
whichisevil. Thefact that everyone Sins, proves there is something in them that
prgjudicestowardssin, or someof them would escape. Hence, all are depraved and
al have this evil nature, because of which we are said to be children of wrath.

My fourth argument is based on the fact that even that which is called "good"
iInmanisinitsdf tainted with evil; that man, for instance, does agood deed, aswe
cal it; thereisataint of evil in that good deed, even though we call it "good," and
| prove that by Isaiah 64:6-7; "We are al as an unclean thing, and al our
righteousness are asfilthy rags, and we dl do fade as aleaf; and our iniquities, like
thewind, havetaken usaway." At thebest, the good that isin us, isas"filthy rags,”
and if the good in usis asfilthy rags, then thereis nothing that is absolutely pure
inus, if that which is good is asfilthy rags.

My fifth argument is based on Jeremiah 17:9, where it says that "the heart is
deceitful above all things and desperately wicked." Not just a little evil, but
desperately wicked; the condition of man is adesperate condition, acondition that
called for the death of the Son of God, and for the need of the Holy Spirit to
influence him to accept the terms of mercy.

My sixth argument isbased on Eccl. 8:11, where it says that "the hearts of the
sons of men are fully set in them to do evil;" not partidly set to do evil, but "fully
st;" he says"the hearts," "the hearts of the sons of men;" whom doesthat include?
Everybody; so every inclination of the heart, every part of that nature we possess
isinclined to evil; "fully set"—that means, undoubtedly, that the whole man is
involved, and therefore the
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total man isinvolved; therefore, we have total depravity.

My seventh argument is based on Psalms 51:4-5 "Behold | was shapen in
iniquity and in sin did my mother concelve me." So it begins at boyhood; we come
into this world in that evil condition, in utter separation from holiness or
righteousness, and that positive inclination to sin.

My eghth argument is based on Job 14:4, where it says. "Man that is born of
woman is of few days and full of trouble........\Who can bring a clean thing out of
an unclean? Not one."

Then, inasmuch as our parents are unclean, says Job, we in turn are unclean;
getting it from our parents. This means natural depravity, hereditary depravity.

My ninth argument isbased on Psalms 58:3-4: "The wicked are estranged from
the womb; they go astray as soon as they be born, speaking lies. Their poison is
like the poison of a serpent; they are like the deaf adder that stoppeth her ear.”
Thereis only one possible answer that anybody ever makesto that, and that isto
flatly dispute the scripture, and say we dl know babies do not tell lies; the Bible
isfasethen, becauseit says"they go astray as soon asthey be born, speaking lies."
There must be a sense in which babies express themselves and deceive men, and
every mother knows that the baby does express himself in away to deceive her,
and that too, while the little fellow isin the cradle; we all know that.

My tenth argument is based on Job 25:4-5; "How can he be clean that is born
of awoman?' Thereisaquestion asked that is equivalent to a strong denial that
aman can be clean that is born of awoman. So then we find unquestionably that
the Holy word says that al are de-
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praved by heredity, going from parents along down to the children.

My eeventh argument is based on the fact that in our natural state, thereisno
good in man. Rom. 7:18, where we read that Paul says"For | know that in me,
(that is, in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing." Now listen, by "flesh," he
undoubtedly meant his natural saif, as heis by nature. Dropping on down in that
same chapter, it says that "we are not in the flesh but in the spirit." It therefore
follows that Paul meant his natura state, that there was no good naturaly in him;
If there was natural good in him, that is what we mean by total depravity, utter
absence of holiness and positive inclination to sin.

My twelfth argument is based on Romans 5:12; "Wherefore, asby oneman sin
entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon al men, for that
al have sinned." How did sin enter the world? By one man. What man? Adam.
How comesit sinis here? Adam sinned and sin was brought on the whole human
race, and that leads usto sin, as | have already shown.

My thirteenth argument is based on Romans 8:7-8; "Because the carnal mind
Isenmity againgt God; for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can
be. So then they that are in the flesh cannot please God." It does not mean that
those that are in their bodies cannot please God, because we are all in our bodies,
Christians as well as sinners, but "flesh” means the natural man, those in the
natural state, the state of nature, unredeemed, cannot please God. | tell you,
friends, if there was any good in man in the state of nature, he could please God,
because God is pleased with anything good; the fact that he cannot please God
shows thereis no good in him.
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My fourteenth argument is based on the fact that the Bible teaches that man
Is blinded by the devil; 2nd Corinthians, 4:3-4, "But if our gospel be hid, it is hid
to them that are lost,”" so then thereis blindness, spiritual blindness, taught in the
word of God. Man is unable to see the good and rejoice in the good.

My fifteenth argument is based on Ezekiel 11:19-20; "I will take the stony
heart out of their flesh, and will give them a heart of flesh;" the heart islike stone;
mark you, the eyes cannot see, and the heart islike stone, and that heart is so bad
it cannot be patched up so asto make it do, but it has to be taken out and a new
one put in.

My sixteenth argument is based upon 2nd Timothy 3:26; "In meekness
Instructing those that oppose themselves; if God peradventure will give them
repentance to the acknowledging of the truth, and that they may recover
themsalves out of the snare of the devil, who are taken captive by him at hiswill."
The human race here, is recognized as being in the snare of the devil; eyes
blinded, hard hearted, caught in the devil's trap.

My seventeenth argument is based on Ephesians 2:1-2 "And you hath he
guickened who were dead in trespasses and sins." Dead means separated; it does
not mean we arelifeless, inthe sense of acorpse, or "as dead asamackerd," aswe
speak about it, but it means we are separated from God; when this body dies, itis
separated from the spirit; when we are dead to God, it means we are separated
from God. So then, we are dead in trespasses and sins. The fact that men are dead
In trespasses and sins, means a separation from God, separated from him who is
holy, an utter absence of holiness.

My eighteenth argument is based on Jeremiah 13:22-23;
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"Can the leopard change his spots or the Ethiopian change his skin? Then may ye
also do good that are accustomed to do evil." The man who isin sinistherefore,
said to be as helpless, so far as changing himself from his sinful condition to
righteousness, as the leopard is to change his spots, or the Ethiopian to change his
skin; how long do you think it would take the leopard to change his spots? He
never could by his own power, or by helping himsdf; how long would it take the
Ethiopian to change his skin to that of awhite man; he never could, no matter how
long he might live, or how much help he might get from man; if the Ethiopian ever
gets his skin changed or the leopard his spots, it must be done by Divine power,
and thisisheld up to us as an illustration of how the sinner must be saved; they
can no more change themselves by efforts of their own, than the leopard can
change his spots, or the Ethiopian change his skin.

My nineteenth argument is based on Romans 5:18; "Therefore as by the
offence of one judgment came upon all men to condemnation; even so by the
righteousness of one the free gift came unto al men unto justification of life." So
then, by one man, condemnation came upon al the world; we are al involved in
it, because we got it from our parents, and it came on down to us.

My twentieth argument is based on Jeremiah 6:10; "To whom shall | speak,
and give warning, that they may hear; behold their ear is uncircumcised, and they
cannot hearken." Awhile ago, we found they were blind; awhile ago we found their
hearts hard; now wefind their ears stopped and they cannot hear, and we find them
in the trap of the devil; they must have help to get out; they arein a
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condition where they cannot get out by themselves, by their own effort.

My twenty-first argument is based on the fact that | read in 1st Thessalonians
1:5: "For our gospel came not unto you in word only, but also in power, and in the
Holy Ghost, and in much assurance, for ye know what manner of men we were
among you for your sake." So then, thereis a statement of fact, as| believe, and
as it is believed and taught by our people, that the Holy Ghost works with the
Word and exercises a power or influence in addition to the word.

Now, | want to call your attention to a statement found in Acts 16:14: "And a
certain woman named Lydia, a seller of purple, of the city of Thyatira, which
worshipped God, heard us; whose heart the Lord opened; that she attended unto
the things which were spoken of Paul." The Lord opened her heart that she
attended unto the things that were spoken of Paul; her heart was not opened by
listening to what Paul said, but she attended to the things spoken by Paul because
her heart was opened. That | am right in this, | have the concession of Mr.
Alexander Campbdl, in the Campbell-Rice Debate, page 747; he says of Lydia
"Lydia, a pious lady, a worshiper of God, whose heart the Lord had formerly
touched, attended to Paul's preaching, believed, and was baptized." So, according
to the plain letter of the scriptures, and according to Mr. Campbell, as he
understood it and put it down in cold print in that debate, the Lord touched Lydias
heart before she attended to Paul's preaching, and therefore she attended to his
preaching. So it istoday; the Lord takes the initiative in all cases of salvation.

There are some objections that | want to introduce right
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here, lest | fail to get them in. Mr. Borden may fail to bring them out, and | am
bringing them in now, because we are making abook, and | want to get the subject
before the people in order.

Some say, if the doctrine is true that those born of women are necessarily
depraved, that Jesus Christ would therefore be depraved because he was born of
woman, but remember Hebrews 10:5 isthe answer to that, whereit says. "A body
hast thou prepared me," and in Hebrews 4:15; "In dl pointstempted likeaswe are,
yet without sin." So then, the answer in the Bible is that Jesus Christ was an
exception to the rule, that God prepared him a body that was without sin, and
therefore he does not come under that category, and that objection does not
logically follow.

Again, another objection isthe Lord said we must become converted and be
aslittle children, in order to be saved; if that istrue; children, they say, must be
pure. That proceeds on theideathat we are saved by purity; it isafa se assumption
to start on, for we are not saved by purity. But Matthew 18:4 says "Whosoever
humbleth himself as this little child, the same is greatest in the kingdom of
Heaven." He had reference only to the feature of child life, and that was humility,
when He said we must be like them in order to be saved; in the same way, we
must be like sheep; that does not mean that we must wear a coat of wool and go
around on four feet and bleat like a sheep, for that is not the sense in which the
Illustration is used. Jesus Christ said "Be ye as wise as serpents and as harmless
asdoves." Does that mean that we must be like serpentsin everything? Certainly
not, but like a serpent we must be wise. The Lord, speaking of little children,
simply had reference to their humility
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and submission to their parents, and in that way, we must be humble before God
and submit to God; that is all thereisin that comparison, and hence it does not
mean that we must become like children with a child's mind and body, and purity,
for achild isnot pure; that is the point of the illustration.

Another objection is that the doctrine of hereditary depravity, would make us
as bad asthe devil; | have dready explained that and showed to you that we don't
mean that we are as bad as the devil, but | showed to you that the whole manis
bad by nature; that the complete man is under the influence of evil; the complete
man is separated from that which is good; but still man might get worse.

Another objection is that if this doctrine is true, infants will certainly be
damned in hell, and | will mention it here in the record so it will not be
overlooked. That does not fit the child, for we are not lost, because of the fact of
depravity, for the blood of Jesus Christ, his Son, is sufficient to set aside this, but
wearelost in hdl for personal unbelief after we come to the age of independent
action; the baby does not sin or disbdieve until it is capable of independent action.

Now, | will spesk of the work of the Holy Spirit. | will make an observation
as| pass, before | come to the passages that show plainly that the Holy Spirit does
"exert apower or influence distinct from the written Word," in the great work of
salvation. | will make this observation, that if the Holy Spirit does not do anything
except use the word, | can do as well as the Holy Spirit, unless he is a better
preacher than | am; it resolves the Holy Spirit into something no better nor
stronger than a man, as far
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asworking on sinnersis concerned, for if he only useswords, we can use the same
words, and the only difference between the Holy Spirit and mein thiswork, would
be that he would be a better preacher than I am. Man influences man by words,
undoubtedly; the Holy Spirit influences man by words undoubtedly. Man
influences man aso by personal influence, in addition to what they say, and the
Holy Spirit influences man by his own persond influence, in addition to what he
says. The following passages of scripture, unmistakably teach this proposition.

In Matthew 28:19-20, the great commission says. "Go ye therefore and teach
al nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Ghost,
teaching them to observe all things, and lo, | am with you aways, even to the end
of the world." Does that mean they would carry a Bible along in their pocket?
Assuredly naot, for if thereis nothing in the Lord being with us, except to have a
Bible with us, then just put a Bible in his pocket and God would be with any
wicked man, the same as he would be with a good man. Assuredly, he means
something beyond that; "L o, | am with you always;" the Spirit with you of course,
istheidea.

My next argument on thework of the Spirit is based on Exodus 33:14-16: "My
presence shall go with you, and he said if my presence go not with me, carry usnot
up hence." In other words, if you don't go with me, | don't want to go; does that
mean he carried a Bible along in his pocket? Certainly not; he had the persona
presence of the Lord with him.

In Deuteronomy 20:4, we read: "God goeth with you, to fight for you against
your enemiesto saveyou." Did God just go along in a pocket edition of the Bible?
As
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suredly not; God went with him in person, and there was something besides the
Word, something besides the words of Aaron and Moses, something besides
arguments; they might make arguments and never do any good, but there was
something besides words with which they fought. GOD WENT WITH THEM.

InActs14:27, | read; " And when they were come, and had gathered the church
together, they rehearsed all that God had done with them, and how he had opened
the door of faith to the Gentiles." God " opened the door" for them to enter in; there
was the presence of God in conviction and conversion of sinners, in addition to
what the apostles carried with them; the apostles carried ingpiration with them, for
they spoke by inspiration; they carried the word of God with them, for they were
makers of theword of God, but in addition to that, God " opened the door” for them
to enter in; there was power "in addition to and distinct from the Word," and | have
aready called your attention to the case of Lydia, "whose heart the Lord opened,”
in Acts 16:14, and will pass on to another argument.

In Acts 11:20-21, we read this. "And some of them were men of Cyprus and
Gyrene, which when they were come to Antioch, spake unto the Grecians,
preaching the Lord Jesus. And the hand of the Lord was with them: and a great
number believed and turned unto the Lord." Thereis your preaching, friends, and
inthe next verse, it saysthe "hand of the Lord waswith them," and agreat number
believed and turned to the Lord; there is your preaching and in addition to the
preaching, "the hand of the Lord was with them," so that man believed. So we see
that there was the power and influence of God's word,
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along with apower distinct from theword, and in addition to the Word, in addition
to the preaching, in addition to their inspiration, in addition to the power of
working miracles, there was "the hand of God;" they had al this and they had
more; God had ahand init. That is clear.

| will pass to another argument; the necessity of prayer and | trust that the
stenographer will put thisin capital letters so that the world may read it and note
what they read: that THE NECESSITY OF PRAYER, IN BEHALF OF THE
SINNER AND IN BEHALF OF THE MINISTER, PROVES THERE IS
SOMETHING MORE THAN THE WORD NECESSARY . In 2nd Thessalonians
3:1, weread: "Findly, brethren, pray for us, that the word of the Lord may have
free course, and be glorified, even asit iswith you." What is the matter with you
Paul, haven't you al of the arguments you need? Y es, but | want something else
bes des arguments. Haven't you aready got inspiration? Y es, but | want something
besides inspiration. Haven't you the power to work miracles? Yes, but | want
something besides the power to work miracles; | want you to pray for me; | have
aready got arguments; | have already got inspiration, | have aready got that
mighty power to work miracles, | want you to pray for me that the word of God
may have afreeroad, afree course. So, thereis power in addition to the word and
Paul said "Pray for me that the word of the Lord may have free course,” and in
Colossans 4:2-3, weread this. "Continue in prayer, and watch in the same with
thanksgiving; Witha praying also for us, that God would open unto us a door of
utterance, to speak the mystery of Chrigt, for which | am dsoin bonds: That | may
make it manifest as | ought to speak." What is the matter with
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you Paul, haven't you got the word of God? Y es. Haven't you got inspiration? Y es.
Haven't you got power to work miracles? Y es. What do you want then? | want the
door of utterance opened; | want something that the word won't open; | want
access to men's hearts, and | can't get it except by that power," in addition and
distinct from the written word."

In Romans 10:1, is another argument: "Brethren, my heart's desire and prayer
to God for Isradl is, that they might be saved." What are you preaching for, Paul?
| am preaching that they might be saved. Why don't you use arguments? | do use
arguments. What do you want? | want Israel saved. Do you think God will do
anything for you? | do, or | would not ask for it. | have inspiration, | am not
praying for that, | have the Bible, | am not praying for that. | want power to save
Isradl; my prayer to God and my heart's desire is that Israel may be saved. Why
pray if you don't expect anything? | am not going to pray for the Bible, for | have
that; | am not going to pray for power to speak, for | have power to speak; | pray
to God to do what | cannot do—and that was what Paul was praying for.

In 1st Timothy 2:1-4, | read: "I exhort therefore, that, first of al, supplications,
prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks, be made for al men; for kings, and for
al that arein authority; that we may lead a quiet and peaceable lifein al godliness
and honesty." For thisis acceptable to God who will have al men to be saved, etc.
Paul, what do you want?| want to pray for everybody. What for? That we may lead
quiet and peaceable lives. What €lse? That people may be saved. So then, we are
to pray for aquiet and peaceable life; we are to pray for
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people to be saved. Why don't you just use the Bible on them? | want something
besides the Bible. Why don't you use inspiration on them? | want something
besides ingpiration. Why don't you use miracles in their presence? | want
something besides that; | want God's word and something "in addition to the
written word;" asthe Baptiststeach. Paul was unquestionably in harmony with the
Baptists.

| believe my timeisjust up; | have just about as much more of this same sort
of passages and arguments that | hope to get in during the remainder of the day.
Thank you ladies and gentlemen.

Time expired.

MR. BORDEN'SFIRST REPLY.
Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:.

| haven't felt any better snce Chrissmasthan | am feeling this morning, and |
will ask you for your undivided attention, while | shall review Mr. Bogard's
speech, just asfast as| can. | have been very much amused a some things he has
said, and if aman ever made a speech and was afraid of what might come, he has
certainly donethat; so afraid was he of what | might say, that he must prepare your
mindsfor it, so it would not hurt so bad, but | want you to prepare yourselves now,
and let it hurt, because it is sure to hurt.

This very doctrine that has been advocated this morning, will as you will see,
according to their doctrine, make God responsible for the condemnation of every
man that suffersin Hell, and from it there is no way of escape.



118 THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE

In defining his proposition, he stated that the depraved man meant one not
converted, one not regenerated, one not saved. Thenif they are not converted, they
areunconverted, if they are not regenerated, they are unregenerated, and if they are
not saved, they are lost. He says babies are born that way, but he saysthey are not
sinners, but if they are not, ladies and gentlemen, they are unconverted, they are
unregenerated, and they are unsaved. | cannot see the difference between an
unsaved man, an unconverted man, an unregenerated man, and onethat isasinner,
to save my life. | dways thought that the sinner was the unconverted man, that he
was the unregenerated man, and that he was the unsaved man.

Now, Mr. Bogard, thisisthe condition in which you place the baby. Thisisthe
condition in which you place the child when it isjust born. Now, a question: If the
baby should diewhen itislittle, will God save it? and if God will saveit, please
bring the chapter and verse, just one that intimates that God will save ababy. Mr.
Bogard will tell you that there is but one plan of salvation, for saving men and
women, and he will say that isbelief in Christ, (for he says the Hardshells teach
unconditional salvation) and if it requires faith, and babies cannot believe, they
must be lost, according to that doctrine.

Now friends, it depends upon this: If Mr. Bogard does not furnish the chapter
and verse that tells you that babies are saved, provided they die when they are
little, he is gone on the proposition, and infant damnation is the logical result.
Ladies, Baptist ladies, do you believe in infant depravity? No, let me tell you
friends, you don't, and if the women had had the preparing of the Baptist doctrine,
the doctrine of hereditary total depravity would not have
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beeninit. But now, to try to prove to the people, by Alexander Campbdll, that his
position istrue, he read from the Campbell-Rice Debate. | don't accept Alexander
Campbell as authority. | know that Campbdll, a that time, believed in the doctrine
of hereditary depravity, just like my friend, and it is not alone in Campbell-Rice
Debate, but it isin Campbell's Christian System. We don't believe Campbell on
that doctrine and that was one of the things that Campbell did not get out of, and
he till had some Baptist in him when he died. | don't believe it because Campbell
said it, neither does that prove it to be true.

The next expression he used, he said that this inherited depravity is not sin,
but he saysit isthe source of dl sin. Listen: "Inherited depravity, the source of all
sin." Didn't Adamsn?Yes. If it is"the source of all sin," then Adam must have
been totally depraved. Did God make Adam totally depraved? According to my
friend he did. Then, since Adam was a son of God, and he was inherently
depraved, then he must have inherited his depravity from God, and that would
make God totally depraved. But he says babies have an inclination to sin, and the
little fellows will work around and try to deceive their mother, wanting to make
her believe that they are sick, when they are not, wanting to make her believe that
they have the colic when they have not. Want to try to make her think they have
the earache, when they have not. | want to know if there isawoman in this arbor
who believes her baby tries to make her believe that it has the colic when it has
not? He don't know total depravity from the colic, ladies and gentlemen, that isthe
trouble with him. | am satisfied his own wife does not believe what he preaches,
when it comes to the doctrine of total depravity. She might
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say sometimes, when the little fellow is alittle cross, or when she wantsto talk a
little hard, "That isyour daddy in you." She might say that sometimes, but she does
not mean by that, that the little fellow is a sinner, but that the little fellow has
Bogard in him. Now then, if that little baby had Bogard in him and Bogard is a
Christian, why isit the baby is not a Christian? Can the child inherit depravity
unlessit (depravity) isthere? He says they inherit total depravity. Are you totally
depraved? If not, how can your children inherit it?

But, he says that depravity means that they are "utterly absent from all
righteousness;” in other words, there is not one bit of good in them. "Not that a
man is so bad that he cannot be worse, not that a man is so mean that he cannot sin
any more, but that heisjust totaly or al depraved.” Now, if there may be such a
thing as a person becoming totally depraved, remember that he must be
regenerated and to regenerate isto bring back to a state of generation. But Bogard
saysthat in the State of generation, man istotaly depraved; then man degenerates,
or in other words, according to his position, becomes teetotally depraved; then,
when man is regenerated, heis brought back to a state of total depravity.

But ladies and gentlemen, he read a statement over here and undertook to
prove to you that Matt. 18:3 did not mean that infants are good or that they arein
a saved condition, and so on, but remember that Jesus said: "Except ye be
converted and become as little children." He said that meant that they should
become humble aslittle children. Jesus dso said in Matthew 19:14, "Suffer little
children to come unto me and forbid them not, for of such is the kingdom of
heaven." Did he mean that heaven was made
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up of little totally depraved devils? Assuredly friends, he did not mean that.
"Except ye be converted and become as little children,” did he mean totally
depraved children when he said that? Right on top of that he says that the baby is
born totally depraved; then he says that they are humble; isit good or isit bad to
be humble?

(MR. YOUNG (Moderator): Address the audience, Brother Borden.)

(Brother Y oung talks like the audienceis dl in front of me, but I think | have
afew people behind me.)

But he goes on till further. He starts out to prove his doctrine of inherited
depravity, and that the man is so depraved that it takes a direct work of the Spirit,
or that is, the work of the Spirit, separate from the word of God to get aman in
shape so that the Spirit can act with the word of God and save the man. That ishis
position. Now then, he says it meansthisis an additiona force, without which the
man cannot be converted. Now, ladies and gentlemen, | want you to listen to this
just alittle. Mr. Bogard's says man's condition is so that he can't do one good deed,
or he will not act without, or cannot be convicted or converted without the Spirit
operating on him, independently (in one sense of the word) of the written word,
or in other words, before the Spirit enters the heart and prepares it for the word.
If that istrue, then if aman is not converted, it is because the Spirit did not operate
on him, and prepare his heart. He cannot believe until it does prepare him, cannot
even think and act without, or believe one good thing; and yet right on that, Mr.
Bogard would have asinner to pray and try to do something good, that the Lord
might open his heart—that the Lord might prepare him. Now, if that is true,
friends, if aman is not
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saved, it is because God did not prepare his heart. Why did not God prepare his
heart? Does God prepare men's hearts because they do good? No, because Mr.
Bogard saysthey cannot do good. Then, God doesthat al within men, without any
act on the man's part, not even adesire to be saved. If that istrue and men are not
saved, it is because God would not prepare them, and hence God would be
responsible for the damnation of every man that islost in hell.

But, now then he brings up Ephesians 2:3, and introduces it to prove that man
isinherently depraved. Here we find in the 2nd chapter of Ephesians, where Paul
saysthat we are by nature, the children of wrath, but do you know friends, that
nature there does not mean they are inherently depraved? It does not mean that at
al. Mr. Bogard knowsthat it does not. Listen right here: " Among whom also we
all had our conversation in times past in the lusts of our flesh, fulfilling the desires
of the flesh and of the mind; and were by nature the children of wrath, even as
others." Now, read on: "But God, who is rich in mercy, for his great love
wherewith he loved us, Even when we were dead in sins, hath quickened us
together with Chrigt, by grace, ye are saved.” Now the versejust before: "Wherein
in time past ye walked according to the course of this world, according to the
prince of the power of the air, the spirit that now worketh in the children of
disobedience." It shows how they got that way. They were not that way by birth,
they were that way by practice.

Let me cdl your attention to the Emphatic Diaglot: We find that "phusis’ is
the Greek word from which we have "nature.” It is mentioned in Ephesiansand it
Is aso mentioned over here in Corinthians, where it says. 1st Corin-
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thians 11:14 "Doth not even nature itsalf teach you, that, if a man have long hair,
itisashame unto him." | want to know if it meansthat it is that by birth. No, sir,
it does not, but it means, friends, that it is according to custom, that it is that way,
and it is from the very same Greek word that is mentioned in Ephesians. It is
found in the same places. There is another word that is mentioned that means
custom, but it isnot used in either place. It means by custom or practice that men
are sinners. We don't deny that.

Y ou will notice that Mr. Bogard tried to make you believe that a man is so
dead, that he cannot think good thoughts. | want to read you a definition of Mr.
Bogard'sidea of death; let me read right here. Here is an article that Mr. Bogard
wrote in the Arkansas Baptist of May 27th, in thisyear. "What Death Means,” is
the title and here is the definition:

"Our soul perishing friends do not understand the meaning of death. They
think it means extinction or annihilation. Hence when they read that the soul that
sinsshall die, and other expressions that convey the idea of the death of the soul,
they jump to the conclusion that death means going out of existence. Ephesians2:1
saysal sinners are dead, but assuredly they are in existence and are intelligent
men and women. Again Luke 15:32 says the prodigal son was dead, yet he was
ableto reason, feed hogs and arise and go to hisfather." (But Mr. Bogard said the
Christian is deader than that because he cannot do these things, and has not even
sense enough to feed the hogs, in aspiritual sense.) "Again, 1st Timothy 5:6, "She
that liveth in pleasure is dead while she liveth.! Dead and alive at the same time.
So death does not mean going out of exist-
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ence. It only means separation of the body from the real man—the spirit. Spiritual
death means separation of the spirit from God and al good. That is death.”

Then we see, according to hisidea, the man, friends, even in death, talks, and
wefind that according to the true teaching of God's word, that the man evenin
Hades—the rich man after he had died—lifted his eyes up in Hades and warned
his brethren not to come there. Mr. Bogard says that they cannot think a good
thought, or do a good deed. Here is this old rich man, that Mr. Bogard saysis
depraved, he was even in hdll, he actually showed there was some good coming
from himin that evil place because he called to his brethren and warned them of
it. Now, you say he had abad motivein view. | cannot see why, because he had
just learned how hot it was, and he did not want his poor brethren to get hot like
that. If that wasn't agood act, | can't tell why. It looksto me like misery loves
company, as agenera thing, but in this place he warned his brethren against this
place.

He goes to Romans 3:9-20. Let me see if that proves his doctrine. He says
now, that thisisthe condition of little infant children when they are born. Listen,
| want you to seeif that isthe condition. "There is none that understandeth, there
Is none that seeketh after God. They are all gone out of theway." If they are "born
out of theway," how could they "go out of theway?' | want to know if they went
out of the way before they were born? No, they are "gone out of theway." "They
are together become unprofitable." How could they "become” that way if they are
"born" that way? " Thereis none that doeth good, no, not one." Not one that doeth
good. Again, "Their throat is an open sepulchre; with their tongues
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they have used deceit; the poison of aspsis under their lips. Whose mouth is full
of cursing and bitterness.”" | wonder if Regard's babies begin to curse just as soon
asthey areborn. "Their feet are swift to shed blood.” | wonder if little babies begin
to shed blood as soon asthey are born. " Destruction and misery arein their ways,
and the way of peace have they not known. Thereis no fear of God before their
eyes." What is he talking about? He is talking about people who have gone back
on God; that istheideg; that isal thereistoit. He goes on and says " Therefore by
the deeds of the law there shall no flesh be justified in his sight for by the law is
the knowledge of sin." This showsthat these very people, who were false under
thelaw, were sinnersin the sight of God, that they had gone back and gotten away
from him. That does not prove his proposition.

We go on further. He brings up the statement in Psalms 51.5, where David
says. "Ininiquity | was shapen and in sin did my mother concelve me." It istrue
David said that, but right on top of that Mr. Bogard said it meant that David was
born asinner, but it does not say that. It does not say anything about his birth, and
| will give Mr. Bogard aten dollar bill if hewill show mewhereit saysthat David
was born asinner. It says. "In iniquity | was shapen and in sin did my mother
concelve me." The sin was in conception, and he knows it just aswell as| do.
David was not the sinner, but his mother sinned and he will not tell his people that
he was a sinner like David was. Watch and see if he does. | will just put the
guestion to him: "Were you conceived in the same sense that David said he was?
Were you shapen in iniquity and in shame?' | want him to answer that. He brought
it up,
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and appliesit to dl children. Remember this goes down in the book, and of course,
whenever aman readsit he will read over in the next speech for the answer, but
he will not find it, | fear.

But he goes on and introduces Job 14:4, where it says "Man that is born of
woman is of few days and full of trouble. Who can bring a clean thing out of an
unclean? Not one." Hetriesto leave the impression that all women are unclean,
that they are al totally depraved. Now, Mr. Bogard, | presume that your wifeisa
Christian, that is, you say sheis. | want to know now, if your wifeis unclean ; if
| want to know he surely could not think hard of mefor asking. | think Mr. Bogard
would say no, yet ladies and gentlemen, he brands every Baptist woman and every
other woman as being unclean. Ladies and gentlemen, do you think that your wives
and babies are unclean? No, sir, | don't believe it, and besides that, ladies and
gentlemen, Jesus was aso born of woman; and if Mr. Bogard's position on that
guestion—that they are born sinners—is true, he makes Jesus just as unclean and
totally depraved as any other man, according to the doctrine he presents, but that
passage of scripture does not mean what Mr. Bogard says it does.

L et me go on till further. He reads Psalms 58:3-4, "The wicked are estranged
from the womb; they go astray as soon asthey be born, speaking lies. Their poison
is like the poison of a serpent, they are like the deaf adder that stoppeth her ear.”
Now Mr. Bogard says. "If Borden gets up here and says that these little children
do not speak lies, he will deny the Bible." Ladies and gentlemen, | will leave it
with you. | want to know, if little babies talk? Do they? No, sir, they do not, and
Mr. Bogard
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knowsit. They do not talk as soon as they are born. "They go astray.” Then they
are not born astray, but they go astray. "They go astray as soon as they are born,
speaking lies, their poison is like the poison of a serpent, they are like the deaf
adder that stoppeth her ear;—Break their teeth 0 God, in their mouth." | wonder
if little fellows are born with teeth. It isjust once in awhile you will find alittle
fellow born with perhaps one tooth in his head, and according to Bogard you ought
to break it out. Every timealittle fellow is born with teeth, break them out. "Break
out their teeth O God." Thisdid not have any reference to the condition of babies
when they are born in the world, as Mr. Bogard would have you believe.

Then, he refersto Job 25:4-5 "How then can man be justified with God? or
how can he be clean that is born of awoman?' Ladies and gentlemen, it did not
have any referenceto depravity, not abit on earth. It had reference to the flesh, and
that isall you can make out of it; for it did not have any reference to depravity.

In Romans 5:12, he brings up the statement where Paul said "By one man sin
entered into the world;" that is true gentlemen, but it did not mean that al men
were sinners. That was not the meaning of it. Let me prove to you that no such
ideais conveyed in the 5th chapter of Romans, the very chapter he brought up.
"For until the law sin was in the world; but sin is not imputed when thereis no
law. Nevertheless death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over them that had
not sinned, after the smilitude of Adam'stransgression, who is the figure of him
that wasto come." To say the least of it, friends, here is a portion of the people
who did not sin, after the similitude of
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Adam'stransgression. | want you to tell me how thiswas? To say the very least of
it, here were people who did not do what he said they did. | am just viewing it
according to his doctrine, and this passage says some did not sin after the
similitude of Adam's transgression.

He brings up another place, where he says that man is blind; but it did not
mean that they are born blind, but they were blinded by the devil. We find in
Matthew 15:18, where Jesus says, That which cometh from the heart defileth the
man. | will find it injust aminute and read it to you. Here we find that in speaking
of the blinded condition of these people, and in speaking of their hearts and the
condition they were in, and of what Mr. Bogard would please to cal ther
condition on account of their wickedness, which he saysisinherent depravity,
Jesus says, that which cometh from the heart defileth the man. Now, Mr. Bogard
must remember that the SN must first enter the heart, and then, friends, the sin will
come out, and it isnot Sin dready in the heart, but it enters and then comes forth.
Mr. Bogard saysit isborn in the heart. But let et me go further. | want to try and
hurry and get to all he said.

He brought up the statement in Jeremiah, where it says "Can the Ethiopian
change his skin or the leopard change his spots?' It isafact that the leopard cannot
change his spots; and it is afact that the Ethiopian cannot change his skin. God
doesit, bless your soul, God doesiit, and God saves us, but he requires something
at our hands in order to do that.

Romans 5:18, " Judgment came upon al men to condemnation.” How do they
comeinto condemnation? We dl die asaconsequence of Adam'ssin, that isal we
can
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make out of it. Mr. Bogard himsalf admitted that no man would go to hell for what
Adam did, and he said that this depravity would never cause any man to go to hell.
| want to tell you, ladies and gentlemen, that | endorse what he said on that, that
man's condition when he is born will never send him to hell, and yet, "Adam's sin
will never send any man to hell, but aman's own sinswill send him to hell." Much
obliged to him for his concession on that.

He comesto aplace over herewherewefindin 1st Thessdonians 1.5, that the
"gospel came not unto you in word only, but also in power and in the Holy Ghost.
"That istrue. The gospe camein power and in the Holy Ghost, but Mr. Bogard
saysthat the word has no power now. We remember it came; why ? Why because
this word was the word of the Holy Ghost, the word of God, and so on, it has
power and converts man today, just the same asit did it then.

Acts 16:14, he brought up Lydia's case because the Lord opened her heart that
she attended unto the things that were spoken of by Paul. But where did he bring
up the passage that says that God opened Lydias heart in some other way than by
teaching her the words of salvation? It was through words that her heart was
opened. What does it mean by opening the heart? It means opening the
understanding, and we find that on one occasion when Jesus was walking along
with the disciples, he opened their understanding, that they might understand the
truth. He opened their understanding by revealing these things to them that he had
not presented to them before. He saysthat Mr. Campbell says that her heart had
been touched before. Mr. Campbell believed exactly like my friend, and did you
notice Mr. Campbell did not make
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any proof of what he said, and neither has Mr. Bogard.

He said | would urge it upon him that Christ was totally depraved if this
position be true. But he says that according to the word of God, a body had been
prepared for Christ, and that body was a body that could not sin or would not sin.
L adiesand gentlemen, | deny that it had reference to any such thing. When wefind
the expression "but a body hast thou prepared me," he did not have reference to a
particular body that Jesus had when he was born into the world. The Scripture
positively says that Jesus took not upon himsdf the nature of angdls, but the seed
of Abraham, and it says he was tempted in all points like as we are, and yet
without sin. | will ask Mr. Bogard, was Jesus born with a human nature or was he
born with an angelic nature? Was he not born with a human nature just the same
as any child today? But let me stop right here, ladies and gentlemen; Adam, when
God formed him of the dust of the ground, had two natures, so to spesk, if | should
usethe expression "nature.” | will say this, that he had one nature that would yield
to temptation and one that would resist temptation. These very things arein man
today. They werein Paul after he had been converted. He had that same nature in
him, and he said there was a constant fight going on in him, between these two
natures, and they are both in one man, so to speak, both in him, both in the spirit
of the man. Adam had this very thing, and that is what caused him to sin. But
remember, friends, thereis a difference between nature and depravity. That nature
IS not depravity, it is not sin, and Paul does, not leave the impression that man
cannot go to heaven who possesses that nature. God made it in man when he
formed him of the dust of the ground, and said he was
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good and very good, but when Adam sinned, he went away from God, but it does
not say that Adam would go to hell for sinning, and Mr. Bogard said, in his paper,
if | remember correctly, that no man could find that Adam would ever go to hell
for having committed the sin he did, and neither will any of his posterity go to hdll
for what he did, according to his own admission.

He brought up about little children being humble, but | read that. Here is the
statement: "We are not lost because of this depravity that isin the man." | want
thisto ring in the ears of every Baptist. First he said that man's condition, that is,
this depraved condition, meant an unsaved man, an unconverted man. Well, if he
Is an unconverted man, an unregenerated man, he must be an unsaved man. Then
he says, right here in this connection, that this depravity does not cause men to be
lost, and besides that, it cannot be said to be sin. But he saysthat it resultsin sin,
after the child gets up old enough to commit the transgression. Ladies and
gentlemen, if Mr. Bogard will just admit that man inherits a nature that will lead
to sin, after he gets up older, we will shake hands on the proposition.

(Mr. Bogard: Say it again.)

| say, if you will admit, that a child inherits a nature that will yield to
transgression, after heis older, we will shake hands on the proposition.

(Mr. Bogard: That will alwaysyield?)
| suppose so.

(Mr. Bogard: Without an exception?)
| suppose so, except Christ.

(They shake hands.)
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(Mr. Bogard: | will take him down to the creek and baptize him tomorrow.)
(Speech resumed.)

| am glad he has admitted my proposition. We have agreed that a man inherits
a nature that will cause him to sin after he gets old enough. Mr. Bogard says that
thisnatureisnot sin. | admit the same thing. He says that this nature is not sin, that
it will never send aman to hell. | admit the same thing. But man is not responsible
for Adam'sain; heisnot a sinner in the true sense of the word, until he gets old
enough to commit sin. | want to endorse that, ladies and gentlemen. | am glad he
has come right up and "shelled down the corn™ on the proposition. A man does not
inherit Sin. Heis not born entirely opposite to dl good, because what isin himis
not bad. According to Bogard'slittle creed, let me read it, ladies and gentlemen;
he has gone back on hisdoctrine. Hereitis. "Thefall of man." Hereiswhat it says:
"We believe the Scriptures teach that man was created in holiness under the law
of hisMaker, but by voluntary transgression fell from that holy and happy state, in
consequence of which al mankind are now sinners," but Mr. Bogard saysit is not
so. Much obliged to you. Y ou say they are not sinners, but they will sin after they
get older. Ladies and gentlemen, that isall | claim for it. | am glad he has gone
back on his Baptist doctrine, and that heis acknowledging the truth. No, "thelittle
baby isnot asinner," says Mr. Bogard, "until it gets old enough to sin." Againwe
read: "Not asinner by constraint, but by choice, being by nature positively inclined
to evil, and therefore under just condemnation to eternal ruin, without defense or
excuse," but Mr. Bogard says that no man will ever go to hell for what
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Adam did, and even Adam will not go to hell for it, as he said in the Arkansas
Baptist, and | am much obliged for that concession. | tell you, friends, we are just
moving aong fine. | haven't had so much fun since Christmas.

Listen, right here. After going on to prove that man is depraved in al the
faculties of soul, body and spirit, and after trying to prove that man is so dead that
he could not think agood thought after saying that he could not do any good at al,
he goes on to talk about the necessity of prayer, and asks. "Do you pray for
snners?' Cetainly | do, Mr. Bogard, | pray that God may save them, but | do not
ask God to save them in their sinful condition, but | pray to God that they may be
saved, just like Paul prayed that the | sraglites might be saved, and while we are on
that, | believe | will read that. Here is how Paul prayed: "Brethren, my heart's
desire and prayer to God for Isradl isthat they might be saved. For | bear them
record that they have a zeal of God, but not according to knowledge. For they
being ignorant of God's righteousness, and going about to establish their own
righteousness, have not submitted themselves unto the righteousness of God."

| don't wonder that Paul's desire and prayer to God is that they might be saved,
but why didn't God pour out the Holy Spirit on those fellows and fix them so they
could be saved? According to him, they could not do otherwise until God operated
on them, and God was withholding the Spirit, and they would go down to hell, and
if that is the case, then God is responsible for everyone that goes down into hell.
That isthe only logical conclusion at which we can arrive.

Now, ladiesand gentlemen, | want to seeif the word has any power. Hebrews
4:12: "For the word of God is quick
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and powerful and sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the dividing
asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints and marrow, and is a discerner of the
thoughts and intents of the heart." Now then, Psalms 19:7: "The law of the Lord
isperfect, converting thesoul." Mr. Bogard says. "No, Lord, that iswrong, because
it takes more than the word of the Lord to convert the soul." We find that
Cornelius was told to send for Peter, who would tell him what he ought to do.
Somebody ought to have been along there to teach that angdl better, to tell him that
would not do good unlessthe Spirit comesfird. Y et, did Cornelius pray? Certainly
hedid, but if he had been depraved like Mr. Bogard says he was he would not have
wanted to pray. | want to know why in the world you invite asinner to pray if he
can't and it doesn't do any good at al. But Mr. Bogard says if he does do good he
has abad intention in doing it. Let metell you that sounds very inconsistent to me.

Now, in James 1:21-4: "Wherefore, lay apart all filthiness and superfluity of
naughtiness, and recelve with meekness the engrafted word, which isable to save
your souls." Mr. Bogard says. "No, Lord, | don't believe that, because you have to
have more than that to save your souls."

Andin| Corinthians 1:21 Paul saysthat it pleased God by the foolishness of
preaching to save them that believe. Then it is by the preaching that men believe.

Now, then, Acts 11:14: "Who shall tell the words whereby thou and all thy
house shall be saved." But Mr. Bogard saysthey cannot be saved by words aone,
but James 1:21 says the word is able to save the soul, as already quoted.

Now in Psalms 119:50 we find, "Thisis my comfort in
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my affliction, for thy word hath quickened me," and in Psalms 119:93, "I will
never forget thy precepts, for with them thou hast quickened me." Mr. Bogard says
the word cannot do that within itself, but why did not the word of God put this
other there and say: "Thy preceptsin connection with the Spirit?' | would like to
know how it can operate both separately and in connection with the word of God.

Andin| Corinthians 4:15 it says, "For in Christ Jesus | have begotten you
through the gospd.” Mr. Bogard says "It cannot do that, the gospel cannot do that."
But | am satisfied that he will say that man is begotten before he ever hears the

gospel.
And in James 1:18: "Of hisown will begat he us with the word of truth;" and

Psalms 119:50, "Thy word hath quickened me," and Romans 10:15, Paul says,
"Faith cometh by hearing and hearing by the word of God."

Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.
Time expired.

AFTERNOON SESSION.
MR. BOGARD'SSECOND SPEECH.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

For thirty minutes | shall review the speech made by Elder Borden just before
noon, and then continue my line of argument which | left off at the close of my
first speech. Thefirst statement that Elder Borden made was that the doctrine of
total heredity depravity made God responsible for the damnation of every onewho
was lost in hell. That
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would be true if God had not made arrangements for their salvation, with which
they have power to comply by the help of the Lord; the Lord gives the power; they
may not use it; the Lord draws them; they may draw back, but the Lord leaves dll
of them without excuse, and therefore he is not to blame for the condemnation of
any. Elder Borden seemsto beworried over the idea of infant damnation. He says
| must furnish the chapter and verse where infants are saved, to which my answer
Is that infants are not the subjects of gospel address, they are not capable of
answering the gospel call and hence the gospel is not directed to them, and the
Bible does not pronounce on their salvation or damnation, and the man that
presumes to be wise above that which is written is going further than we have a
right to go, when the Scripture is the only rule of faith and practice.

The next thing that the gentleman saysis. "Women, you Baptist women, do
you believe in infant damnation? No, | know you don't." And he might have said,
"Men, you Baptist men, do you believe in infant damnation? No, | know you
don't." And he might have said, "Bogard, you Baptist Bogard, do you believein
infant damnation? No, | know you don't." He might have said to the Baptists of the
world, "Baptists of the whole world, do you believe in infant damnation? No, |
know you don't." Wdll, then, what in the world is he talking about? We have not
asserted infant damnation; there is nothing in our doctrine leading to it, and al that
kind of talk is put in to no purpose, and certainly cannot be of value to anyone;, we
don't assart it, and thereis nothing in our Articles, of Faith that would call for that
sort of a conclusion on the part of Elder Borden.
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The gentleman seemsto wonder why | use Campbdl's definition of depravity.
| used Alexander Campbell's definition of depravity—the utter absence of
holiness—I did it because it was agood definition, and because the gentleman was
on Elder Borden's side of the question.

Now, ladies and gentlemen, | am very glad to note that not only do | agree
with Alexander Campbell, the leader of the movement with which Elder Borden
isidentified, not only do | agree with him, but | find that Elder Borden has come
around in fine shape and agrees with me and Alexander Campbell both, for we
shook handson the proposition—aBaptist proposition, aproposition which | made
in my first speech, in the first five minutes of my first speech, and | will read it as
| read it then; | was very careful to have it written out, and | read it, for | knew it
was going to record, and here is what | said, after reading Mr. Campbell's
definition, | say | took this as my definition, having written out, lest by some dlip
of the tongue I might make amistake, and hereit isas| read it, and the notes of
the gentleman who is taking down the speeches will bear me out: "Depravity isa
negative, the absence of holiness. It is also positive in that it inclines one to sin.
It is not sin, but it is the source of sin. Babies are not sinners, but they are
depraved—there is an absence of holiness and an inclination to sin, which leads
them to sin so soon as they are capable of independent action." Elder Borden
turned around, after speaking for forty minutes, and said, "If you mean by depravity
that the infant has a nature that will lead it to sin as soon as it is old enough for
action, then | will shake handswith you." | said, "Say that over again." Hesaid, "If
you mean to say that babies have anature that will lead them to commit sin as soon
as they get old enough,
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| will shake handswithyouonit." | said, "We will shake, for | read it within the
first five minutes of my own speech.” It was my definition, and if you don't believe
that | read it that way | have it here for anybody that may come and want to read
it, and then when he gets the book he will see it recorded there in the first five
minutes of my speech this morning. Elder Borden just came around, after seeing
he could not deny the proposition, after seeing he was unable to refute it by the
word of God; he said | will endorseit and shake hands with you on it. He either
didn't hear what | said in the first five minutes of my speech, or he saw he could
not reply to it, and came around and got over on the Baptist proposition. | thank
God for progress. If heis ever converted to the Lord | will take him down to the
creek and baptize him. Men are not converted in a moment, but he is making
progress, since he has come over to the Baptist doctrine of depravity.

The gentleman wants meto tell him how it wasthat Adam sinned since Adam
was not depraved. My answer isthat he was tempted by the devil and overcome
by the devil, and not having the grace of God to sustain Him (for grace had not yet
come), hefel, for he was standing on a platform of personal righteousness, and
when hefdl that brought evil into his nature; that nature has passed on down to all
people, and children sin so soon as they come to the point of independent action,
because that seed of sin was sown in Adam's nature by the devil. That answersthe
guestion, and that is the Bible doctrine with regard to the matter; but the
gentleman ridiculed the idea of babies going astray as soon as they are born,
speaking lies. He said: "That can't betrue, for the very same verse and chapter says
they have teeth." Yes, it does say they
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have teeth, but says they speak lies afterwards. The Bible isright, the Baptists are
right; "speaking lies as soon asthey are born," and he goes on and shows how that
develops until it islike dragon's teeth, and therefore there is a development of sin,
beginning at the time the baby is born with natural depravity that leadsit to sin as
soon asit is capable of independent action. But he ridiculed that; he saysthat you
mothers do not believe that. Every mother knows her baby does deceive her; she
knows the baby will make a pretence about something that is not so; everybody
who has ever reared a child knowsthat thisis so. Thereis that natural disposition
that leads them to sin as soon as they are capable of independent action.

Will, saysthe gentleman, | want to know, if you inherit depravity, why it is
you do not inherit savation? Simply because salvation is an engrafting of the word.
| will get to that directly. When you put a graft into atree that old tree does not
partake of the nature of the new graft, but it bears the new graft, and seed from the
grafted tree, when planted, comes up ascrub every time. Take aBen Davis apple
tree and graft it into a crab apple, and that old crab apple stump will bring forth
Ben Davis apples. Everybody knows that. Take a nice Elberta peach and graft it
into an old seedling scrub, and you get fine Elberta peaches, but the seed out of
that Elbertawon't make another Elberta, and the seed out of that Ben Davis apple
won't make another Ben Davis apple, as every nursery man on earth knows. | took
the painsto write to three nurseriesto find if that was not true, and all answered
affirmatively. The Bible calls this salvation the engrafting of the word. The word
Is engrafted into us, but we cannot propagate that graft; we cannot propagate and
pass on to another genera-
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tion that which is grafted into us; we can only pass on the nature that was in us
when it was grafted in.

Paul said there was war going on in him (seventh chapter of Romans you will
find it) and the old nature was warring against the new, one striving against the
other for mastery.

The gentleman saysthat regeneration involved degeneration, and Snce we are
born, generated, and then we degenerate, regeneration would ssmply put us back
up on the platform where we started, back up on the platform of depravity. | will
say to the gentleman that regeneration does more; it brings us back up to the level
where we start and clear aboveit, and the Bible says " The eye hath not seen, the
ear hath not heard, neither has it entered into the heart of man to conceive the
thingsthat God has prepared for them that [ove him." It does not just bring us back
to the level of the baby, but it brings us avay above the level of the baby. That is
the result of regeneration.

Says the gentleman, when the Lord speaks of little children in Matt. 18:4 may
be that he means Ssmply humility and that the Lord only meant that, but, he says,
what are you going to do with Mark 13:14, where it says " Suffer little children to
come unto me and forbid them not, for of such is the kingdom of heaven?' It
meansthis. That nobody is of the kingdom of heaven except those who "come;"
the children must be big enough "to come" or they couldn't "come;" suffer them "to
come," and when they "come" they will be members of the kingdom of heaven
when there, and so as the child must "come" to the kingdom of Jesus Christ,
everybody esewho "comes' isof the kingdom of heaven; so then, only those who
"come" are of the kingdom of heaven.
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Then he claimed that Bogard said that the sinner ishelpless, like the Ethiopian
that cannot change his skin and the leopard that cannot change his spots, and yet
Bogard saysthe next instant that the sinner can pray. Blessmy life, it seemsto me
that if Eld. E. M. Borden was down in a deegp cave, and there was no ladder by
which he could get out, no means by which he could, and he was absolutely
helpless, that he could cry out for means by which to get out, and by help from
above he could get out, but if help did not come he could not get out. It strikes me
the Ethiopian has a black skin and he can't changeit, but it does ook like he could
want it changed, and he could call on God to get it changed, and by divine help the
change could come. The sinner is utterly helpless, but he can ask for help and get
that which he has not.

In Ephesians 2:3, where it says "We are by nature children of wrath," he
brought up the Greek word "phusis,”" and says| knew it was "phusis' in Eph. 2:3,
and | knew it did not mean what | claimed it meant, "inherent nature." Well, |
happen to know it does mean that. | hold in my hands a Greek Concordance, and
| read in Romans 1.:26 "For even their women did change the natural useinto that
whichisagaing nature." Andin Romans 2:14, " For when the Gentiles, which have
not the law, do by nature the things contained in the law, these, having not the law,
arealaw unto themsalves" And in Romans 2:27, "And shall not uncircumcision
which is by nature, if it fulfill the law, judge thee, who by the letter and
circumcision dost transgress the law?' And in Romans 11:21, "If God spared not
the natural branches, take heed lest he also spare not thee,” the "natura branches,”
the branches that grew on the tree by "nature.” And Romans 11:24, "For
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If thou wert cut out of the olive tree, which iswild by nature, and were grafted
contrary to "nature," and then in Romans 11:24, "these, which be the natural
branches;" and then in Galatians 2:15, where it says, "We, who are Jews by
nature,” and then in Galatians 4:8 it says, "Which by nature are no gods;"
Ephesians 2:3, we "were by nature children of wrath;" and in James 3:7 says,
"Every kind of beast,” and then in Il Peter 1:4, "Ye might be partakers of the
divinenature." It is"nature" al the way through, just as abranch of atreeisa
branch by nature, as anegro isanegro by nature, as atiger isatiger by nature,
herewe are dl children of wrath by nature. But he says that he knowsiit is used
inthe sense of "custom." Over therein | Corinthians 11:14 it says, "Doth not even
nature itself teach you that if aman have long hair it is a shame unto him." Why
did not Paul the apostle, who knew Greek, say custom if he meant custom. The
apostle writing that knew that "sunesthian” meant custom, and that "phusis’
means nature; he knew that "sunesthian" meant custom, and that is the word
trandated "custom” everywhere. If he wanted to say that "custom teaches us' he
certainly ought to have been able to use the word "sunesthian," that means
custom. The gentleman saysthat my definition of death is erroneous. He read in
my paper, the Arkansas Baptist, where | said that death meant "separation,” and
that oneis not as dead as amackerel, unconscious, when heis said to be dead. The
prodigal son was dead, but able to feed hogs. In the name of all reason, why the
gentlemen read it out of the paper when | told it to you this morning, in my first
speech, isamystery to me. | said, if you remember, and the record will show it,
that | did not mean by degth that we were wholly out of existence, that | did not
mean that
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we were dead as amackerel (and | used the word "mackerel"), but that we were
separated from God, and that separation means death, and separation from al that
pertains to God, separated from holiness, is spiritual death.

The record will show it, and yet he encumbered the book and encumbered his
speech by reading the very thing that | had already asserted.

So the young man (the prodigal) who was feeding hogsis anillustration; able
to feed hogs, able to get up and walk, he was able to go to his father.

We bdlieve that the Holy Spirit gives power, because the Lord has ordained
that men shal be drawn by him, and he give to us enough power to come; thereis
not any who cannot cometo the Lord who wills to come, and those who do not
come are therefore without excuse.

He said the advice of the rich man who was in hell showed that he had some
good in him. That isthefirst time | ever knew there was any good in hell. He said
there was some good in him, because he said the rich man did not want his
brothers to cometo that place. My opinion ishe did not want his brothers to come
there because it would add to his own damnation and add to his own misery.

But the Elder says | quoted some passages where it said "They were al gone
out of the way;" he saysthat means that they were once in the way. We al know
that ducks go to water; that showsthat it istheir nature to go to water; we know
that a duck goesto water as soon asit is hatched; it has that nature which leads
it to water, and it goesto water because it has that nature. A chicken stays out
of water, because that isits nature. A child does
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wrong becauseit is the nature of children to do wrong; it goes astray because
its nature isto go astray.

Will, he says, David was not born asinner. Who said he was? | said he was
concelved in gn, and that a sinful nature was imparted to him by his mother. But,
saysthe Elder, were you born in sin in the same way David was? | was bornin
depravity the same way David was. | do not call that sin, but it always leads to
actual transgression, sin.

But he asks, "Is your wife unclean?' She certainly was until she was renewed
by the grace of God, and Borden's wifeis unclean, unless she has accepted Christ.
There isnot one on earth clean, as | read in the sixth chapter of Isaiah, and that
includes every other man'swife; they are dl unclean, and it isonly by the grace of
God that any of us ever get to Heaven.

He says sin did enter by one man, but that did not involve al men, and sin did
not come on al. Romans 5:18 is my answer to that: "Therefore as by the offence
of one, judgment came upon al men to condemnation." How? By one man's
offence. Very well.

He deniesthat the body that was prepared for the Lord meant his natural body;
he will have to give afuller explanation on that before | can make any reply to it.

He says Adam was created with an evil nature; he had these two natures when
hewas created, then God did not create that which was"good and very good;" God
created something that was bad, and in Genesis 1:31 he pronounced his work
"good and very good." Very well, we will go to that point where we shook hands.
After finding he couldn't answer me at al, he said, "I will shake handswith you on
your definition.”. He said depravity did not mean sin, but meant an inclination to
sin. | said | will shake hands with
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you on that. The reason | did that was because that wasthe way | started out this
morning. Borden came around, and it will go down in this debate that the Baptists
have made progress, that you acknowledged inherited evil in the nature of man, an
evil naturethat will lead oneto sin as soon as he gets old enough to act for himsdlf.

He says that our creed says that we are created in holiness; yes, sir, and in
consequence of the loss of that holiness all mankind are now sinners. For our
nature is a sinful nature and leads al mankind to sin, exactly aswe have already
agreed today.

He says he praysfor snners; he hasthe Bible, he has arguments; why does he
pray for them? What does he pray for? If he doesn't want God to do something it
Isfoolishness to go mouthing to God when you have al the power in your own
hands, when you have every power that could be brought to bear. What is he
asking for? He has the Bible, he has arguments, has everything, and yet he is
asking God to do something. When | pray | want God to bring forth power and
influence that | haven't got in my own possession.

Right in the close of his speech he read some Scripture in which he claimed
that the word had power; | agreeto al that; | agree that the word has power, but
the word is not the only power.

Now, | will pass on to my affirmative arguments, having noticed all the
gentleman has said and some more besides.

| read in James 1:21, "Wherefore lay apart all filthiness and superfluity of
naughtiness, and recelve with meekness the engrafted word, which isable to save
your souls." How doestheword act initsengrafting? Now you can learn something
about that, in grafting fruit
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trees. Y ou take alittle scion out of another tree and put it into an old tree; you put
that in there, bind it up, and it grows in there. Did a graft ever go in by itself?
There had to be power outside of itself before it could get in. There is the word,;
it isthe engrafted word; there is power outside of itself, or it never would get in.

We will pass on to the next. | find that the Holy Spirit and power of the word
are both used in connection with conviction. In John 16:8-11 | read this. "And
when heis come, he will reprove the world of sin, and of righteousness, and of
judgment.” Reprove means convict— convict the world of sin. He—who? The
Holy Spirit. What is his business? To convict the world of sin.

Andin Acts 5:31: "Him hath God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince
and aSavior, for to give repentance to |sragl and forgiveness of Sins.” So there the
Holy Spirit has to do with repentance.

Andin Luke 17:5 we read: "And the apostles said unto the Lord, increase our
faith." So then the Lord has to do with faith? Why didn't he say, "Go read your
Bible, you haveit dl there." They knew better than this doctrine Elder Borden is
preaching; they knew the Lord could do something in addition to the word.

Thenagain weread, Romans 5:5: ""Hope maketh not ashamed becausethelove
of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost which is given unto us." So
then there is hope and love both brought to bear in the heart by the Holy Spirit.

And then again | read over here in Matthew 12:28, 29: "Or ese how can one
enter into a strong man's house, and spoil his goods, except hefirst bind the strong
man? And then he will spoil his house." The figure there is that the
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man must first be overcome, that has possession of the house, and the devil has
possession of it; then comes God Almighty and binds the devil and takes
possession of the property, the heart being the property.

Thenagainin Acts 19:13-16 | find where the Word will not work by itself:
"Then certain of the vagabond Jews, exorcists, took upon them to call over them
which had evil spirits the name of the Lord Jesus, saying, We adjure you by Jesus
whom Paul preacheth." They used exactly the same words and yet the evil spirit
would not come out. It took power in addition to the Word to make the evil spirit
come Ouit.

| read in | Corinthians 3:5-7: "Who then is Paul ? and who is Apollos? but
ministers by whom ye believed, even asthe Lord gave to every man." Thereis
Paul preaching and Apollos preaching, but the Lord giving the increase. "I have
planted, Apollos watered, but God gave the increase.” So | can preach and my
brother, Elder Martin, can come along and water, but God must give the increase.
So there is the power of God init.

Thenagainin| Peter 3.1, 2, | read where the people are saved by the influence
of their wives: "If any obey not the Word, they also without the Word may be
saved by the conversation of their wives." The good influence of the wife, used by
the Holy Spirit, would bring them about and cause them to accept, and so there is
influence used by the Holy Spirit distinct from and in addition to the Word, to
bring about the conversion of souls.

And then again | read in John 4:10, that salvation isfor the asking. Jesus told
the woman at the well, "If thou knewest the gift of God, and who it isthat saith to
thee, Give me to drink, thou wouldst have asked of him, and he
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would have given thee living water." So then there is something that the Lord has
to give that a sinner can ask for and get.

And then again in James 1:24: "For if any be a hearer of the Word and not a
doer heislike unto aman beholding his natural face in a glass. for he beholdeth
himsalf and goeth hisway and straightway forgetteth what manner of man hewas.
But whosoever looketh into the perfect law of liberty, and continueth therein, he
being not aforgetful hearer, but adoer of the word, this man shal be blessed in his
deed." What isit the Lord recognized as being amirror? The Word of God? What
isthe Word of God? The perfect law of liberty, which is here called amirror. Did
amirror ever show anybody anything unless there was alight outside of it to cast
areflection? Y ou can go in adark room and stand before amirror as long as you
please and you will never see yoursdlf unless there is alight outside showing on
the mirror, and then you will be able to see yourself and the mirror will do its
work; and when you take the Word of God and look into its promises and have the
light outside of the Word, which isthe Holy Spirit, that is the only way the Word
can benefit.

| have established my proposition except two or three passagesthat | want to
introduce in my last speech in connection with the blessed Word of the Lord and
the work of the Holy Spirit. | believe my time s just about closed.

Time expired.
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MR. BORDEN'SSECOND REPLY .

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

This speech has certainly been amusing to me. If ever | saw aman in my life
completely undone, it is Mr. Bogard, and he has proved himself clear in this, and
not one can possibly see any other way than that he has surrendered the
proposition. Now, asto my giving up, Mr. Bogard knows good and well that that
is not true. The position that | take in this debate | have always taken, but |
emphatically state that the position he has taken, is the first time he has ever taken
it. | can prove my part of it and | can prove that Mr. Bogard has varied from the
doctrine that he has preached before this.

Now, | want to take my time, take each matter up. Asyou see, he has made a
strong effort to prove that man is born totally depraved. Now, in the first place, |
want to state this: What is depravity? "Depraved” means "corrupt." Depravity is
sinfulness, it is wickedness, according to Mr. Bogard's position, and now thereis
asenseinwhich fleshisused in the Bible that refers to aman's carndity, and there
isanother senseinwhich it isused which refersjust smply to the flesh, that which
isformed of the dust of the ground. In that sense now, al animals have the same
flesh aswe have becauseitisall formed of dust and al turnsto dust again, and that
which makes us gospe subjects is the inner man, that we possess—the spirit of
man. Now, if depravity can be applied to flesh, then every animal is depraved,
every anima isasinner. Then, in that sense, depravity is not applied to flesh. Now
Jesus says "that which is born of fleshisflesh, and that which is born of Spirit is
spirit." | inherited my flesh from my mother. Mr. Bogard inherited his flesh from
his mother,



150 THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE

but he did not inherit his spirit from his mother. The reason that | say that is
because The Book tells us how the spirit gets in a man. Now, in Mr. Bogard's
paper, the Arkansas Baptist, he used this passage of Scripture that | am going to
use, against the Adventists, to prove to them that a man had an immortal spirit
which wasformed just the same asthe outer man; hereitis. Zechariah 12:1—"The
burden of the Word of the Lord for Isradl, saith the Lord, which stretcheth forth the
heavens, and layeth the foundation of the earth, and formeth the spirit of man
within him." Now then Mr. Bogard must prove that God formed atotaly depraved
gpirit in aman if he claims that man is totally depraved when heis born.

But now, then, ladies and gentlemen, after leaving that he makes this
statement: "Infants are not the subjects of gospel address because," he says, "they
are not old enough to understand the gospel.” Now it seemsto me like a child that
Issmart enough to useitsmind and deceive its mother and work aschemein order
to get its mother to get up and light alamp is surely smart enough to understand
enough to believe the gospe; and | think that Mr. Bogard hasamost proved by his
doctrine, if hiswords are to be taken as evidence, that infants should be received
into the church, because if one of my little fellows is sharp enough to scheme
around and fix up a plan by which he may deceive his mother and get her to get up
at night and rock him in the cradle because he pretended to have the colic when he
didn't, that little chap could be saved by gospel address. Mr. Bogard knows that
this is not so. We are not only taught that in the Bible, but there is not a
psychologist on top of the earth today that will say that the infant is able to reason
on such
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guestions as these. Psychology teaches that the animal acts from ingtinct, but that
the infant, not having as much understanding as the animal, and not having a
developed intellect, is the most helpless of God's creation. | presume that the
gentleman has studied psychology and is bound to admit that that istrue. But this
debate is going down in black and white to be read by future generations, and he
has been trying to prove that the infant possesses reasoning power, when it is
absurd on the very face of it. But he says that his people do not teach infant
damnation. | know, friends, that they do not believeit, but itisalogica concluson
or result of their doctrine. | called on him for the passage of Scripture that said
anything about the salvation of a baby; did he show it? No; if hedoesnot doit, is
not infant damnation true according to his doctrine?

But he says the reason that he introduced Brother Campbell was because
Brother Campbell and Brother Borden are agreed on that, as they are on the same
side. | want to tell you that Campbell and | arejust as far apart on that doctrine as
Bogard and | are, and according to what Mr. Bogard has said, Mr. Bogard comes
nearer being on my side than Campbell, for Bogard admits that the little fellows
are not sinners, and Campbell actually left the impression that they were.

But let me show you the difference between the Baptists and me on that
guestion. He said, when | shook hands with him | gave up the proposition; but,
ladies and gentlemen, | did not, and let me show you the reason why: Hereis Mr.
Bogard's Way-Book and here are his Articles of Faith, and Mr. Bogard says that
he likes the Articles of Faith in this book better than any that he has seen, and
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when Mr. Bogard organizes a church he hasit to adopt these articles. And that
which | read now Mr. Bogard believes, and his churches have him to debate it for
them. Here is what he says.

"THE FALL OF MAN.

"Man was created holy under the law of God. By voluntary choice hefell from
his holy state and brought all mankind under the curse of sin.”

But he said this morning that no man would go to hell because Adam sinned,
or on account of depravity. Here he contradicts the statement by this Article of
Faith, and he says. "Not by choice are his descendants sinners, but by nature.”
But he said this morning that they were not sinners and shook hands with me on
the proposition that they were not sinners when little, but when they got older the
nature they had would yield to sin. It seems strange, friends, a man will shake
hands on a proposition and won't stick to it, and that is what he has done.

Then he goes on to say that | have "come over” to him. Now we will seewho
has changed: In Article 3, in Way-Book, Mr. Bogard says. "And brought al
mankind under the curse of sin." "Being void of holiness, inclined to evil, and
therefore under just condemnation, without defense or excuse." There is his
position. Here is mine: Here is alittle book | have written, "Baptist Doctrine
Upset," and | will read alittle statement there under thetitle of "Hereditary Total
Depravity:" "That men are wicked, and some of them very much o, | do not deny;
but sn, as| have said before, cannot be inherited. There was something in Adam
that caused him to yield to temptation, and that is transmitted to dl of his posterity,
but that is not depravity." Page 42.



THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE 153

There is a difference between us, ladies and gentlemen. If Adam became
totally depraved when he sinned and afterwards was driven out of the Garden of
Eden, then Adam will not go to hell for it, and Mr. Bogard conceded that Adam
would not go to hdll for it. He said that, in writing on gpostasy, in his paper. So you
see the difference between Mr. Bogard and mysdlf. He says they inherit depravity
and thiswicked nature, but | say positively that it isnot an evil nature. | never said
it was. It is human nature, and human natureis not evil until aman sins and makes
it evil. That iswhat | say and that is the difference between us; but he lets on like
| gave up the proposition. | showed the difference between us, but, friends, he has
done the coming over and not me. He says babies are not sinners, but they are
depraved. Then | presumethat depravity isnot sinful. Did all you Baptists know
that you could be totally depraved and not be sinners? What does your creed say?
It says"All men areborn sinners.” If depravity does not mean that al men are born
sinnerswhy wasit put that way in the creed? Come on down further: "Adam fell
because he did not have the grace of God to keep him fromit." Listen, right here,
ladies and gentlemen: "The reason Adam fell—Gen. 2:17: "Thou shalt not eat of
it: for in the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die."

God told Adam: "The day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die."
Bogard said: "Adam did not have the grace of God and therefore he fdll." God told
him not to sin, but he knew he would sin, because God did not furnish him any
grace, but when Adam sinned God said it grieved him to his heart. Why did God
make man so that he had to sin if he did not have grace, and then wouldn't
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furnish grace to keep him from snning? | want to know if that is the kind of God
you have fastened yourselves to?

He says babies speak lies first and then have teeth. | don't know that | can
speak for certain about that, but | believe my babies had a few teeth before they
talked any; but it may be that they are different from yours.

He said that Mr. Borden ridiculed the idea of children going astray as soon as
they areborn. | ridiculed theidea of aman teaching that they are born astray, when
the Scriptures say "they go astray." Thereis a difference between going astray and
being born astray. That they go astray as soon asthey get up old enough to sin, |
admit, but | emphatically deny that they are born that way.

Let me go on till further: He got off about that grafting business, and in fact
he touched that two or three times. He spoke about the engrafted word, and then
about taking this old apple and grafting it into atree of another kind, and then it
will bring good apples; but at the same time you may take the seed these apples
provide and it won't bring the same kind of apple. | want to know whether that is
nature that causes that or whether it is some kind of unusual operation that is not
nature. He wanted to know if it is nature that causesthat when it is grafted on here,
and | wanted to know if it was nature that produced some other kind of apple. Was
it fruit nature or was it something else. A little bit further he says, "The graft did
not put itself in, but somebody had to put the graft in." What is the graft? The graft
Isthe Word of God. He says somebody has to put the graft in. We find Paul says
to take the sword of the Spirit, then the Spirit uses the sword, which is the Word
of God, and putsit in the heart. Mr. Bogard does not believe that because
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his proposition says that it is distinct from and in connection with, but the Bible
says that the Spirit uses the sword. Mr. Bogard cannot say that the Spirit acts
through the Word because he says, "it isin connection with and distinct from," but
not one time does he say that is through the Word that the Spirit does operate. If
| kill aman with a sword do you suppose | would take my sword, lay it down and
knock him down with my fist. Surely | would take the sword and pierce him with
it; so with the engrafted Word. The Spirit puts that Word in aman and it is that
Word that produces fruit, isit not? Isit not this limb we graft into a tree that
produces pure and good fruit? Certainly it is. Wasiit that power that put the graft
in or the graft that produces the fruit? It was the graft that produced the fruit, the
graft being the Word of God, then when the Spirit puts the graft in it is the graft
that brings forth the fruit, and not that which preceded the graft, as my friend
would say. Down it goes again.

Let me go on and take up another. He says regeneration brings us on a level
with the baby; al right, and he aso saysit takes us on beyond that. That istrue, but
it doesn't take us there yet awhile, it doesn't take us there until the time comesto
go to heaven. We will take up a subject tomorrow and discuss as to when we will
receive al those thingsthat God has prepared. It is an actual fact that God has not
placed before us dl the grand things that He has prepared for us and hasin store
for us. But regeneration brings us up to that level of theinfant and Mr. Bogard says
that level istota depravity. Jesus should have said "Unless ye be converted and
become depraved
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thou shalt not enter the Kingdom of Heaven," if Mr. Bogard's contention istrue.

He bringsthat up about the little children and says. "L et them come when they
get big enough." When Jesus said: " Suffer little children to come unto me, and
forbid them not, for of such isthe kingdom of heaven." Bogard said He meant
"such as come," but Jesus said "suffer little children to come," and he said the
people in the kingdom were such as these little children. Jesus loved these little
babies. He did not refer to them as becoming converted when he said "suffer little
children to come." He did not mean by that that they are to wait until capable of
bdieving or understanding. No, sir; he referred, friends, to their holy condition,
and that was all he did do, and that isall we can get out of it. Aninfant is afit
subject for heaven and so is a man who has purified his soul by believing and
obeying the doctrine of Jesus Christ.

What aterrible thing he got off about that cave. He said he guessed if Borden
was down in acave and couldn't find away to get out, he would call for help, but
somebody would have to et aladder down before he could get out. If afellow is
totaly depraved, if heis opposite to al good and wholly inclined to evil, | want
to know if he has to have aladder to get him in the notion to want to get out.
According to Mr. Bogard's doctrine a man can't even want to get out. Jesus says"|
amtheway." Jesus must be let down to the sinner and the sinner must be wanting
Jesus. How can an old totally depraved sinner want Jesus? This man down in the
wel knows heisinthewell. A man knows heisasnner and knows he cannot get
out of thewell until they let aladder down. They put aladder down and, blessyour
soul, the man climbs out.
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That iswhat he says, but your doctrine says he cannot climb out. | am ever so
much obliged to you for the illustration, for it proves my doctrine exactly.

Talking about calling on God, he says yes, that is right about the leopard
changing his spots, and the Ethiopian changing hisskin. He says God can do it, and
he says yes | get down on my knees and pray God to change the spots of the
Leopard and change the skin of the Ethiopian, | also pray for sinners, but Jesus
says. "Not everyone that saith unto me Lord, Lord, shal enter into the kingdom of
heaven, but he that doeth the will of my Father which isin heaven." Cornelius
prayed but he obeyed, and every penitent one will pray, but if a man prays and
does not obey, God will not answer his prayers. But the man who does pray, God
will never condemn him for it. Y ou never saw a penitent man that wouldn't pray.
They naturaly get in that condition where they want to pray when they are
penitent. If they should pray and never obey, they never would be saved, because
Jesus tells us that the man who prays and never obeys will not be benefited by it.

He brings up about this word "nature" and says "Borden says it was from
"phusis,” in both places, and he brought up several places to prove that "phusis’
meant inherent nature. | don't deny that "inherent” means "nature,”" but "nature"
does not always mean "inherent." They do not cover the same ground, because
nature covers more ground. | could not say it was inherently wrong for a man to
wear hishair long, but we can say that it is true according to nature. We would
come nearer saying that by inheritance aman ought to be bal d-headed, for most of
the babies are bal d-headed when they are born. But according to Mr. Bogard, and
what he says about this matter,
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it cannot refer to anything but inheritance. We say, according to nature it is a
shame for a man to wear long hair.

Hesaid that it was surprising that Borden got up and read what he did from the
Arkansas Baptist, when he had made the same statement in his first speech. He
said, "l didn't say that they were entirely dead." | didn't say that he did, but he did
say that they were so dead that they could not obey or could not accept these
things. Now, then, he says the duck goesto water because it is duck nature to go
to water, and the chicken does not because it is not the chicken's nature. What kind
of natureisit that causes Baptists to go to water? | want to know that? | want to
know, friends, if aduck isborn in aswimming hole? No, sir; but when they get
older their nature leads them to the water and people today, when they are born,
they are not born wanting to go to sin at all; but Mr. Bogard would leave that
impression. The Bible does not say that. After the duck is born and gets big
enough so it can get out and swim, it does that, and as soon as a baby gets big
enough he gets out and sins. | guess people do that, but Mr. Bogard saysthey are
born sinning, that is the difference between Mr. Bogard and myself, and Mr.
Bogard and the Bible, too, asfar asthat is concerned. He says David was born a
sinner, the Bible does not say that. The Bible says: "In iniquity | was shapen and
in sin did my mother conceive me." He says, "Mr. Borden asked me was my wife
unclean?' He says, "Y es, my wife was unclean until she was regenerated.” | want
to know if your babies were born after your wife was regenerated? If they were, |
want to know if they were born totally depraved. He has admitted my proposition.
If amanis
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arighteous man he is no longer unclean. We come down through a little narrow
space which isonly eight persons, werethey dl totaly depraved? We come down
through Noah and hisfamily and they were al good. They were dl righteous. He
saysthey were dl totally depraved until the time when they were regenerated and
became God's people. Since Noah and his family were righteous people, then
everyone down to the present time has not been born totally depraved, but
according to hislogic they must have been born righteous and not depraved. Down
goes his argument on that. He says "Borden says Adam was created with an evil
nature." | didn't say it. | said Adam was made with ahuman nature and that we had
the same human nature today. And | said the same nature that caused Adam to sin
Is that which causes other men to sin, and | say the very same thing today.

But hewantsto know what | pray for—if | pray for God to help snners. Ladies
and gentlemen, | told you once beforethat | did, just like Paul did when he prayed
with reference to these | sraglites when he prayed to God that they might be saved;
but they wereignorant of God's righteousness and were trying to establish their
own righteousness.

Then | ask the question, "Why did they not believe?' Mr. Bogard would say,
Because God did not prepare their hearts. If so, why did God not prepare their
hearts so they could believe and be regenerated like other people.

He said that righteousness and that faith and hope and love and al these things
were brought about by the Holy Spirit. | will admit every bit of that. It does come
by the operation of the Holy Spirit, but that is not the question that is before us
today. Thisisthe question, that is,
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asto how the Holy Spirit operates, whether it operates independently of God's
word, or whether the Spirit operates through the Word. Now, et me state right
here that the Spirit operates on aman the first thing and that causes him to believe,
it causes him to repent; it causes him to confess and it causes him to be baptized.
It isthat little graft that enters the human heart, if you please, and that little graft
grows and grows and all the good fruit that comes from the man is caused by that
little graft that isimplanted in the man; but that is the work of God as that is put
in aman by the Spirit and causes the man to do these things. | have never said that
there was an action of the Holy Spirit distinct from the Word of God. Sometimes
you hear people talking about a good fedling before conversion. When | repented
of my sins and when the change took placein me, | had the same fedling that you
had when you thought you were saved from your sins, but | reglized that there had
to be a change in me before God would forgive my sins up in heaven, and the
change that took place in me, and salvation or remission of sins are entirely
different things. | cannot fed salvation because that takes place in heaven and not
in me. Time expired.

MR. BOGARD'STHIRD SPEECH.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

So far as new argument is concerned, it will be necessary for meto get in all
of it, during this thirty minutes, as the next fifteen minutes, | shall not have any
time, except to recapitul ate.



THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE 161

Elder Borden, feding the weight of the defeat under which heislaboring, first
strives to make it gppear that | did not state the proposition exactly this morning
in the first five minutes of my speech, that we shook hands on. It happens that |
had it written, and it happens| read it word for word, and it happensthat the record
of the book will show that | had it fixed exactly like we shook hands on it, and, of
course, since | sad it first, went to record first, read it out first, and then he came
across and said, | will shake hands on it, it shows the Baptists gained the day. We
may lose tomorrow, and we may lose the next day, but we have won this day,
because we shook hands on the very proposition that | based my whole argument
on, and every man knows it that has ears to hear.

He saysthat he inherited his flesh from his mother, but that he inherited his
spirit from God. It would have been so well, if the gentleman had gotten a passage
of Scripture which shows we get our spirit any more from God than we get our
body; inasmuch as he did not do it, | have nothing to reply to except his assertion
and my assertionisasgood as his, when it comesto assertions. If he had produced
a passage of Scripture which said that he inherited his spirit from God, then |
would have had something to reply to. In the event he produces Scripture in his
next speech, | will reply to it in my next fifteen minutes speech.

He quotes Zechariah 12:1, which says that God "formeth the spirit of man
within him," and again quoted the first chapter of Genes's, where it saysthat God
"formed his body out of the ground.” The God that formed the spirit, formed the
body; if that part proves that he formed the body, and the other part shows that he
formed the spirit, it shows that God is the author of a depraved body.
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The gentleman does not seem to understand that that refersto the time of creation,
when God formed the spirit and the body on the day of creation, and formed the
spirit at the same time when he made the body.

He says the child that can deceive its mother, can surely believe the gospel.
That is not worthy of reply; theideathat a child big enough to deceive its mother
Is big enough to understand baptism, in order to obtain remission of sins, when
some grown people cannot get that. Plenty of children deceive their mothers, when
they are very young, and the Bible says they ought to be chastened for doing
wrong, even before they learn the nature of right and wrong. All do that, who rear
their children correctly; some of you fellows may have turned them loose, and not
corrected them until they were old enough to understand about how to be saved,
but some begin younger, and in that, we are following the teaching of the Bible.

He says our position logically leads to the doctrine of infant damnation; our
position leads to this; that infants are in a depraved state, and are inclined to sin,
and as soon asthey are old enough to sin, they will sin. Our position goes further
and agreesthat sinners are not able to save themsalves, but must have divine help;
our position aso teachesthat the Lord draws them, but our position does not teach
the Hardshdll pogition, that he drawsthem irresistibly. Jesus Christ said, "If | be
lifted up, | will draw al mento me." If "all men" are drawn, the reason why they
do not al come and are not al saved, is because they drew back to perdition and
refuse to come, even though the Lord draws. The Lord takes the initiative; the
Lord gives the power, and the man refuses to use it. God must enable the sinner
to be saved, or he never will become
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a Chrigtian. | cannot see any ideathere of damnation of infants, logically coming
from such a position. The child not being responsible, is not held responsible;
those not subject to gospel address, are not held responsible for afailure to accept.

The gentleman asked meif Christ died in order that we might be saved. Yes;
he did. I come back with the question: Did Christ die for the souls of infants? |
hope the Elder will put that down and reply in the next thirty minutes; if he says
that Christ did not die for the souls of infants, | want him to say so emphatically.
If he says that Christ did die for the souls of infants, | want him to say so
emphaticdly. If Chrigt died for the souls of infants, mark where he will go; then
the souls of infants needed the death of Christ, and if they needed the death of
Chrigt, then there was something wrong with them, and they needed the blood of
Jesus Christ to set asde the evil. The gentleman does not seem to understand that
Christ was a "sin offering," and also a "trespass offering;" the "sin offering,"
removed the inherent sin of every man and every child on the face of the earth,
from the time they were born until the end of life, and did it all at once, without
any baptism, without any faith, or any obedience about it. But the "trespass
offering," aswefind it taught in the Old Testament, isto be brought by the man
himsdf for his actua sins, trespasses, so Jesus Christ must be accepted by men,
for their actua transgressions, and those who refuse to accept are lost; the child
having had no trespasses, needed no "trespass offering.” We read of all thesein
Exodus, Numbers and Deuteronomy, and in other parts of the Old Testament.
They point to Jesus Christ asa"sin offering” and "trespass offering." That, pos-
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sibly, will help the gentleman to understand why infants are saved.

If Chrigt died for the souls of infants, then the souls of infants needed it, and
| want him to say s0; if he did not | want him to say so. Then, if he did not, | tell
you that not a single one who will sing in heaven will be ababy. Every one up
yonder in heaven is Singing the song of the redeemed. | read in Revelations 5:9:
" And they sung anew song, saying, Thou art worthy to take the Book, and openthe
sed s thereof; for thou wast dain, and hast redeemed us to God by thy blood out
of every kindred, and tongue, and people, and nation." | want to know if there are
any babiesin that crowd. Will babies not be alowed to join in the singing of the
redeemed? If they do the babies are singing in that song that, "Thou hast
redeemed us by thy blood." Then the blood of Christ was shed for the baby, and
iIf it was shed for the baby it was shed for some purpose and there was something
wrong with the baby. If you say he did not die for the baby not one of them tells
thetruth in that song if they were not redeemed by the blood. Y ou either cut them
out from singing in heaven, in glory, or you get them where they are in a condition
where the blood of Christ was necessary for their salvation. That one thing settles
the matter forever. Y our doctrine would put every baby in hel, but my doctrineis
that the blood of Christ set aside the Adamic or inherent sin. "Thou art worthy
because thou hast redeemed usfrom every nation." Praise God, we have salvation
for every baby and for the grown people under the blood of Jesus Christ, under the
"sin offering” figure and under the "trespass offering.".

But, says the gentleman, "the Baptist Way-book" | am
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glad for the advertisement of thislittle book, it has sold by the thousands. | had the
honor to writeit mysdlf; it already has gone to record in the book, the priceis 75
cents a copy, and you can get it by addressing the Baptist Publishing Company,
Little Rock, Arkansas. Where he says that all mankind were brought under the
curse of sin by Adam'stransgression, that isexactly in harmony with Romans5:18,
where it says "By one man's offense condemnation came upon all." But by the
obedience of one (Jesus Christ) many are saved. The last baby on the earth would
go to hell if Christ had not died and set aside the Adamic or inherent sin.

The gentleman takes avery odd position when he saysthat Adam had anature
inclined to sin, but it was not an evil nature. Now get it, inclination to sin
thereforeis a good thing. Get it, this preacher here tells you that an inclination
to sinisa good thing and God created an inclination to sin, and therefore God
Is responsible for sin and therefore responsible for the condemnation of
everyone that sins; that is Borden's doctrine and the doctrine of his church, that
God put athing in Adam that caused him to sin, and that makes God responsible,
for if he had not put it there, he would not have sinned, would he? It is amusing
how the gentleman gets mixed up and how he jumps through this proposition.

Still he finds fault with God Almighty because God did not give Adam the
graceto resst sin. God gave him an inclination to sin, put it in him, and Borden
saysthat it was all right because that inclination was not bad, it was good; so when
he put that inclination to sSinin him, that it was a good thing and God gave him that
"good thing" that made Win sin, so he finds fault with God for not giving him the
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grace to withstand temptation. Y ou will pardon me for not worshiping that sort of
God. The God | worship makes the devil responsible for causng Adamto snand
not God Almighty for any part of it.

It seemsto be strange to Elder Borden that God did not give grace to Adam.
| suppose you have read in the Good Book that he says "that grace is given by
Jesus Chrigt" and Christ was not promised until after Adam needed to be saved.

He did not seem to comprehend my argument of the grafting of the good
Elberta peach into an old stock seedling, or asplendid Ben Davis gppleinto an old
crab-apple tree. He says he wants to know if that is nature? No, Sir; it is contrary
to nature. If you let the old tree done it will bring forth crab-apples, and you work
againg its nature when you graft a Ben Davis scion into it; and so if you let the
natural man alone there will be no good fruit, but when he receives by the Holy
Spirit the engrafted word, he brings forth righteousness; that ought to be plain
enough for him to understand.

The gentleman says the Word of God isasword. Thank you for bringing that
up. | forgot it. The Word of God isasword; also he said that every bit of power
rested in the Word. Gentlemen and ladies, | want to call your attention to the fact
(taking up astick). Here, say thisis the sword; we will cal this stick asword, a
dangerous, deadly sword that has power initself. | will lay it right down here and
seewhat it will do. It would lie there forever without doing any harm to anyone.
The power in itself would never actualy hurt aman. Y ou bring power to bear on
the sword and you can stick it right through a man and bring him down, doing
deadly execution with it;
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but let it lone and thereis nothing that it will do by itself. The Word of God isthe
sword here, it isthe blessed sword of God, his Truth; it has power initsalf, but that
power will never be applied until power is brought to bear upon it in addition to
it and digtinct from it; and so when | take the Word of God and preach, and the
Holy Spirit goes aong with the Word, there is power in addition to the Word and
digtinct from the Word, that makes this sword do execution, and men are dain by
the sword of the Spirit. Thank you for the illustration.

| am sure | would not accuse Elder Borden of willfully and knowingly
perverting, but he certainly isdull of comprehension. | know | gave him something
brand new, but | will repest it for you now. " Suffer little children to come unto me,
for of such isthe kingdom of heaven." Y ou don't get my interpretation. The record
will show it. Let me now stateit in away to make you comprehend it. " Suffer little
children to come unto me and forbid them not, for of such is the kingdom of
heaven"—for of al such "as come" is the kingdom. Nobody is in the kingdom of
heaven except those who "come." Y ou have to "come" and so then the child must
"come." Don't do like our Methodist and Presbyterian friends, force them, but let
them "come," and when they "come," of such as"come" arein the kingdom. Suffer
little children "to come unto me," for of such as"come" is the kingdom of heaven.
Grown folkshaveto "come" in order to get in the kingdom. It does not say "of such
as are pure, like the children, are of the kingdom of heaven," shall be in the
kingdom, but it refers to the "coming." Suffer them "to come" for unless they
"come" they won't be in the kingdom ; if they do "come" they are in the kingdom
and sois
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everybody ese; only those who "come" are in the kingdom,; that is the meaning of
that unquestionably.

The gentleman seems unable to comprehend my illustration about the man
being down in the cave. If he cannot possibly get out he will stay there until
Gabriel blows hishorn; in that pit, in the mire; heis starving, he isthirsting; there
Is no water there to drink, no food to eat, no helping hand to take him out and he
beginsto cry, "hdp! hdp!" | am in ahdpless condition, | can do nothing." A man
hears the cry, lets down the ladder; why, says the Elder, "that ladder is Jesus
Christ." Amen, Amen. | say when the man sees himself condemned to hell with
thefiresof hell staring him in the face, that damnation is his certain portion, he
criesfor help and Jesus Chrit is offered as man's only Savior, and the only ladder
from which he can climb out from that awful pit into eternal glory; that help had
to come and that help came from God. The Ethiopian cannot change his skin but
he can want it changed, but, says Borden: Bogard says he could not even want it.
| never said that in my life. | said he could not get it. The Ethiopian, every one
| ever saw, did want it; an Ethiopian means anegro and | never saw one that did
not want to be awhite man, and if God had said that every Ethiopian that asked it
would get it, every negro in the country would be white before sundown. An
Ethiopian is like asinner, he must get help from God, and God has promised that
whosoever calleth upon the name of the Lord shall be saved. He cannot do it
himself but God can do it for him, and save him and give him everlasting
sdvation. But, saysthe Elder, "not every one who says Lord, Lord, shall enter into
thekingdom," the onewho saysLord, Lord, doesnot fed that heisaservant of the
Lord; it does
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not say that not every one who prays, not every one who calls on the Lord has
savation, but only those who hypocritically claim Jesus Christ as the Lord shall
not enter the kingdom. But the Book does say in John 4:10, where Jesus said: "If
you will ask me | will give you living water." If that is true, then that woman
received living water for the asking, for she said, "Lord, evermore give me this
water that | thirst not,” and she ran back to the city and said to the crowd, "come
see aman which told me al things that ever | did: is not this the Christ?' And a
great crowd believed because of her words and because they saw and heard Jesus
for themselves. Jesus said if you will ask | will give you living water. Elder
Borden saysthat thisis not true, he will not giveit to you just for the asking. You
have to go to a hole of water. | have just shown you how heflatly contradicts the
Word of God.

Very well, he saysthat he praysand asinner praystoo, and yet he does not tell
what isthe usein praying. Suppose | said, Brother Reed, | wish you would take
me from here to Newport in your buggy, and then say | am going to walk all the
way mysdf, | will not wait for Reed'shelp, | will not wait for that power outside
of my own hedls, | will take the dirt road and go to Newport; so, Borden prays, but
he does not wait for anything to help him; he says you know the power of the
Spirit has been spent in the Word; no more power to be given; isn't that ridiculous?
Nothing to pray for.

He cannot understand about "phusis,” the Greek word "phusis,” in Ephesians
2:3: "Weare all by nature children of wrath even as others." He saysit sometimes
means inherited nature, but it cannot aways mean inherited nature; but | say it
aways does. Now, Elder, you will be surprised
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at that | know, but | will say it does always. And over therein | Corinthians 11:15,
it meansinheritance there; it meansthis, that it has passed down from father to son
from generations back and we have inherited the idea that it isa shame for aman
to wear long hair. The word means nature aways. How did we get the ideathat it
was shameful for aman to wear long hair, because my grandfather and my great-
grandfather and from al my ancestors, it has passed down to me as a heritage and
| fell heir toit. So by inheritance we are taught it is a shame for aman to wear long
hair.

He does not understand about that duck going to water. | said it was hatched
with anature causing it to go to water. He said, that | said achild wasborn sinning.
| said it was born with anature that would lead it to sin, like nature would lead
aduck to water. He asked me the question if my wife was unclean. | said yes, that
we are all unclean until regenerated, and that includes his wife and every man's
wife. Hesays, | want to know if shewasregenerated. Y es, sir. Then, he says, were
your children born after regeneration, and if they were why were they not born
regenerated? Because the graft does not perpetuate itself. Y ou graft that Ben Davis
appleinto a crab-gpple tree and the seeds of the fruit coming from that grafted tree
will not bring forth other Ben Davis apples. So you graft the Word of God into a
man or awoman and they will become children of God, but their children will not
be children of God because the graft does not perpetuateitsalf. Can you understand
that? It looks to me like you ought. | will go now to the only advance argument |
want to make. | am through, practically through. Never felt so good or so
thoroughly satisfied in all my life in having taken the Word
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of God and established our position, and | now want to show you the result of this
savation that comes through the operation of the Holy Spirit. | want to show you
the result when a man has been saved by the power of God, and not smply by
argument.

Listen: 2 Corinthians 5:17: "Therefore, if any man be in Christ heisanew
creature. Old things are passed away, behold all things are become new." Then
again, Acts 3:19 tells us about the sweet and refreshing feeling that comesin
connection with salvation. "Repent ye therefore, and be converted,” that your sins
may be blotted out, when the times of refreshing shal come from the presence of
the Lord." So thereiswhat we call the salvation that brings peace, that brings joy,
that brings the refreshing fegling; the Lord fashioned a heartfelt salvation (not a
heartfelt religion, becausereligion is what we do, and religion is not salvation).
Then 1 John 3:14. We know that we pass from death into life; because we have
been dipped into water? No. Because we have obeyed? No. Because we have lived
right? No. We know that we have passed from death into life, because we love
God; so thereislove of God in the heart that makes us love our brethren, and |
know | love God, and therefore | know 1 am saved. Romans 5:5: "Hope maketh
not ashamed; because the love of God is shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy
Spirit, whichis given unto us." Holy Ghost salvation, that causes the love of God
to strike the heart. Thereit is. The love of God shed abroad in the heart by the
Holy Ghost, not by dipping in water, at the hands of a preacher, but by the Holy
Ghost, which has come into us. And in 1 John 4:7, "Everyone that loveth is born
of God," and 1 John 5:4, "He that believeth on the Son, hath the
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witnessin him," and | can lay my hand on my heart and say | know that the power
of God cameinto my life. | cannot say that | know it was there through any works
of my own, but through the power of the Holy Spirit that led me, a poor, lost,
depraved, snful creature, to the feet of Christ, and that there my sins were washed
away, and that | had arefreshed feeling in my soul, that came from the presence
of the Lord, and that the love of God was shed abroad in my heart by the Holy
Ghost that was comeinto me. | praise God for salvation that is not just worked out
inthe head. | praise God for salvation that comesthrough the Holy Ghost. | praise
God for salvation that comes by the operation of the Holy Spirit. | am saved,
redeemed, sanctified, by the blood of Jesus Christ, for eternal glory. In the one
minute | haveleft, | want to call attention to some things that the Baptists do. They
sometimes shout God's prai ses, and some of them fed like shouting now, over the
fact that they are saved. Did they do that way inthe Bible. Luke 1:42: See where
Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Ghost, and said: "Blessed art thou among
women," shouting with aloud voice, because she was filled with the Holy Ghost.
AndtheninLuke17:12-9, weread there where the lepers had been cleansed, "And
one of them when he saw that he was healed, turned back and with aloud voice,
glorified God;" hefell down on hisface, giving him thanks; so, Baptists, when they
get this Holy Ghost salvation, sometimes they shout with loud voices, and cry out
and praise God and bless his holy name. Baptists have Holy Ghost salvation; they
have the Holy Ghost salvation that makes them happy; that gives them that
refreshing feeling because they love God, and have the love of God in them. Time
expired.
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MR. BORDEN'STHIRD REPLY.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Scriptures say: "The first shal belast, and the last shall befirst,” so | will
begin at the latter part of what Mr. Bogard says, and take it up, item by item, and
try to say something about everything that he has said.

He has reminded me constantly of his confused state of mind; if | ever saw a
man confused, itishe, and it isnot only seenin him, but it is seen in the eyes and
looks of every Baptist that | can look at in this congregation. They show it
themselves. Thisfellow here (Martin) tries to whistle through the graveyard to
keep up his courage, and some of the rest of them try to smile to make it appear
just as good as they can. Mr. Bogard may try to let on likeit is an easy job with
him, but ladies and gentlemen, you can dways tell when the load is heavy; it will
aways show.

Asfar asthat shouting is concerned, he wasted at least five minutes of hislast
speech, trying to get up alittle sympathy. Asfar as the shouting is concerned, we
shout because we are saved. We don't shout to get people to be saved. We don't
believein that kind of business. We don't try to make the people shout, but if a
man is actudly happy, we tell him to shout and praise the Lord. | have shouted
mysdlf, lots of times. It isall bugdust when he lets on like we don't believein it.
There isnot amember on this ground but that knows Mr. Bogard misrepresented
us on that. He has willfully doneit, and let it go down in print just as| say it.

He sayswe are children of God, because we love our brethren. How do we
know we love the brethren?| refer you to the fifth chapter of John, about the same
verse, "We know that we love the children of God, when we love
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God, and keep his commandments." If he had read both of those passages, we
would have had it dl, but he didn't do that. He has been trying al the time to say
that first the Spirit must operate on the sinner, and get him ready to receive the
word; that is, in his conviction and conversion, the Spirit must of necessity operate
on the man first and then he can receive the word of God. Now, then, he brought
up the statement that Paul planted and Apollos watered and God gave theincrease.
Now, theincrease, Mr. Bogard says, isthe extrainfluence. After Paul planted, and
Apollos watered, God gave the increase. When did God give the increase, before
conversion or afterwards? He saysit came afterwards. | want to know which time
Mr. Bogard was right; | want to know which time he told the truth?

L et me go on further. He had a great dedl to say about that grafting, and | was
very much surprised at the statement that he made. Y ou know | asked him if his
wifewas depraved or unclean, and he said that hiswife was unclean until after she
was converted; then, after he said that she was clean, of course | urged it on him,
and | said that al of his children ought to have been clean or ought to have been
pure after that time, since they could not inherit a nature that was not there. But
Mr. Bogard comes up and says the graft will not perpetuate itsdlf, or the graft will
not perpetuate itsdlf at al, but when they inherit anything, they will inherit the old
nature. Now, ladies and gentlemen, just listen a minute. Now, we take this book
and let it represent a man—that old sscump or old tree—we come along here and
(putting a smaller book into the larger) take this as the graft, that entersinto this
man, and now the graft that enters into the man, it of course remains
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good; but the old stump still remainstotally depraved; it never has changed at all,
and all the fruit comes from this right here, that is, the graft, and does not come
from the old stump, because, he says, when aman isborn, he inherits from the old
stump, and must be just the same nature of the old stump. Then, if the old stump
remains the same, the man, himself, that existed before the seed entered, is not
saved, and nothing but the spirit or graft will ever go to heaven; then none of the
man that existed before salvation came can go to heaven. After this manner of
reasoning, some of the materialists claim that aman does not have any immortality
in him until converted, and the baby represents that old stump—remains totally
depraved. | want to know if the old stump is ever changed, is the baby ever
changed? He will never answer that, because he can't do it. He has himself in it
now, where he can't get out. He admitted the entire thing just here, ladies and
gentlemen, about this graft business. It was the Word of God that was grafted into
man; that is the new creature is a man, and my position is that after this part is
grafted into this wicked man, it converts the whole man, it makes a Christian out
of the man, and that man will go to heaven because of this graft, the Word of God,
that enters him, and that grows and grows, and produces all the good that comes
inour lives, and at last will land us in heaven, and we will all be saved from sins,
hereinthisworld, and that will actually lead usto heaven. The body will beraised
from the dead, and changed from corruption to incorruption, and go on to heaven,
but Mr. Bogard saysthe stump always remainsthe same, likethe old tree, in which
the grafters placed the scion, and it isthe stump, the old crab-apple tree, and it will
never be anything
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else. "That little sprout can bring forth good fruit, but that old crab-apple tree
remains an old crab-apple tree. | want to know, then, if you are still a crab-apple
tree.

But let me go on. He says | am here right now to state— and he was very
positive about it—that "phusis’ always means "to inherit," and | was very much
amused at the statement that he made. He says that we understand by inheritance
that it isashame for aman to wear long hair; that we "inherit the idea" Well, that
beats anything that | ever heard in my life. | have heard of people talking about a
man inheriting drunkenness, and | have heard this man talk of inheriting sin, and
about a man inheriting other things, but | never did hear of a man "inheriting an
ided’ before. That isanew one on me, sure asthisworld. | didn't know that we had
any ideas until they first present themselves to our minds, but he says little babies
are"born with the idea" that it is not right to have long hair. | tell you heisawise
gentleman to take a pogition like that. But here, friends, take this book right here,
and see whether or not the gentleman isright. The lexicon that | brought up here
before, the one that does not always suit Mr. Bogard, that is because it does not
awaystalk to suit him, Thayer's Greek Lexicon, and it isastandard work and used
by al denominations, as far as that is concerned. Here he takes up the word
"phusis," and he says "a mode of feeling and acting, which by long habit has
become nature." Bogard saysit never does mean that. Mr. Thayer saysit does. It
Isjust with you, whether you think Mr. Bogard or Mr. Thayer isthe better Greek
scholar. Mr. Bogard says he has only three years of Greek, and this man has had
enough to write a Greek Lexicon. Ephesans 2:3, thisisthe meaning of it. "Among
whom aso we all had
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our conversation in times past, in the lusts of our flesh, fulfilling the desires of the
flesh and of the mind, and were by nature (custom or practice) the children of
wrath, even asothers." That istheway Thayer saysit; so | have agood strong man
on my side, on that.

But he stated that this woman at the well said that she asked for that living
water that she could drink and never thirst. That is true, but what was that living
water? That was eternd life. How did we get that? Paul says. "Jesusis the author
of eternal salvation.to al those that obey him." Hebrews 5:8, 9. That isall right.
| am ever so much obliged to him.

That fellow in thewdll. He did make an awful to do about that. He says the
poor fellow, down in the well knows heisin abad condition, and he beginsto call
"help! hdp!' | aninthewdl, | can't get out!" He says some fellow comes and lets
the ladder down to him, and then the fellow can climb out, but he must have help
first. But, he wants to know who hands the ladder down. Ladies and gentlemen,
that isthe very thing. | am glad he brought it up. Jesus Christ isthe ladder. Theold
sinner realizes his undone condition, down in the well, and he will say "Oh Lord,
send down the ladder.” He wants the ladder let down to him. Here is some good
old brother, some old Baptist brother, he comes around and hears some poor
fellow hallooing for the ladder, and he holds it down and says. " Take hold of it and
it will help you," and the fellow will step up on the ladder and he will walk that
ladder and get out of the well. That is exactly what | say, but that is not what you
say. Y ou say that thefellow has not power to get on the ladder; that some one must
send down there and put that fellow in the notion, or give him
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power to get on the ladder, before he can climb the ladder and get out of the well.
Suppose there are two men in the well instead of one. They can't get out, and
suppose God will help one fellow to get on the ladder, and can but does not help
the other and he must stay in the well. | want to know if you would say that man
wasto blame. If heisabad man, and the man is helpless and cannot help himsdlf,
and God does not prepare him to get on the ladder, then God is responsible for his
damnation.

But let me go on till further. He brought up that about the child again: "For
of such is the kingdom of heaven." The Bible plainly says: "For of such is the
kingdom of heaven. He didn't say "For of such as comeisthe kingdom of heaven;"
asMr. Bogard says. Seg, it saysin plain words "suffer little children and forbid
them not to come unto me, for of such—that is of these little children—"is the
kingdom of heaven." That is, the people in heaven are such as these little
children. That isthe idea there. He has been trying to meet the Methodists with
that, and he thinks if he doesn't use it againgt me, the next time he gets in a debate
with them they will flog him with it. He don't have to do that to whip the
Methodists. He can do it without that, because it does not say aword about infant
baptism, nor infant church membership either.

He mentioned about that sword. Here iswhat he says. he says hereisthat old
sword, but he says that old sword cannot do a thing within itself, but he saysif |
come and take that sword, and | usethat onaman, | can kill himwith it. We agree
on that. Now then, | want to know if on the day of Pentecost, when those people
were pierced in the heart, were they pierced with the sword of the
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Spirit? At the conversion of Cornelius, was he pierced with the sword of the
Spirit? And at other places, were they pierced with the sword of the Spirit?
Certainly they were. The Spirit used the sword. The Spirit used the power, if you
please, used the word, which is powerful. The Spirit uses the word, and that isthe
method that the Spirit usesin converting men, and that isall | claim for it. Will
you shake hands on it? He did not shake on it, did he?

He saysthe reason Adam did not have any grace and the reason God let Adam
die, was because that grace came by Jesus Christ, and he said Christ never had
even been prophesied at that time, and | want you to remember that "grace came
by Jesus Christ." Now then if that istrue, and it is bound to be true, then it did not
come until after Jesus was born into the world. Now tomorrow, listen! next day
listen." We will have the grace of God up again, and | will call your attention to
this. Grace did not come until Jesus Chrigt, yet friends, there was something that
was God's favor and protection. It was grace, but not the grace that was meant
when he said that grace came by Jesus Christ. "The law came by Moses, but grace
and truth came by Jesus Christ." Now then, he misrepresented mein this place. He
said that Borden said that the child had an "inclination to sin," and that it was good,
and he says"listen boys, listen boys." "Right then friends, there was an evil design
inthat man's heart, that made him say that. He tried to leave the impression on
your mindsthat | had said that you might have an evil desirein your heart and that
it was good, and | said it was good, and that it was right, that you should have it
there. That is the ideathat the man has, and he tried to call you out
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and say "listen boys." Tried to lead you astray in that way. | never said any such
thing as that. | said a man inherited a nature, a human nature, and that he was
born with that nature, and that nature would yield to temptation, after awhile.
When he gets old enough, that nature will cause him to sin, but | absolutely deny,
friends, that it issin until it yields to temptation.

Now then, he says, according to Borden'sdoctrineall the babieswill go to hell,
because he said these people up there in heaven are singing the song of the
redeemed, and so forth and so on, and he then asks the question; he wants me to
be sure not to forget it. Hewantsto know if the baby, or if Jesus shed his blood for
the soul of the baby. Did you notice how careful he wasto say that. He knew if he
put it that way, he could make capital onit, and he knew | would not say that Jesus
Christ did not die for the baby in any sense of the word. | say Jesus died for the
baby in the same sense that he died for the Christian. There is a sense in which
Jesus died to save sinners, that will not include the baby. The baby will receive
eternal lifein heaven, but eternal life in heaven and salvation from sins, are two
different propositions. Salvation from sins and repentance are propositions
confined to men that are sinners, being converted. | want to know if Mr. Bogard
will take the position that the baby has eternal life here in thisworld? No, sir, but
he will say that the baby will not come into eternd life until in the world to come.
Why, becauseif the baby had eternd life here, it could not have apostatized, and
it would not have been ready to be saved when it got old enough. That is the
reason why he does not say that. Mr. Bogard himself will admit that in a sense
Jesus died for the baby, in the sense that
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hewill giveit eternd lifein heaven, and if after the baby grows up, it needs to be
redeemed, he can redeem it from that condition of the flesh and give it immortality
and eternd life, whilein thisworld it is mortal, but in the other world, it will be
immortal. Now then, you have failed on that proposition.

Hesaysthat the Adamic sinisremoved without any repentance, or without any
obedience at dl. Listen, ladies and gentlemen; if it is removed unconditionally for
the infant here, isit not aso removed unconditionally for the adult here, just as
wdl? And he said, ladies and gentlemen, that it was done when Jesus died, and if
that isthe case, sncethat time we are not born sinners and are not born depraved,
as Mr. Bogard would have you believe.

Let me take up another one. Did Christ die for the souls of infants? But |
answered that. He said that God must enable the sinner to be saved, or ese he will
go to hdl. God must enable the sinner to believe and be saved. Listen, ladies and
gentlemen, that isthe very thing | expected of him. Mr. Bogard says that the sinner
Is unable to be saved, that it is the operation of the Spirit that saves him. If the
Spirit does not operate on him, he will go to hell. The reason heis not saved is
because the Spirit will not operate on him, and the reason the Spirit did not operate
on him, is because God would not change him nor let the Spirit operate on him,
and if aman goesto hell, God isresponsible for it. Why? Because he would not
have the Spirit operate on him. Would the Spirit of God make a failure? Mr.
Bogard says yes, when God starts to give them the Spirit and they won't haveit,
| want to know if the Spirit of God makesafailure, triesto convert aman, and fals
down onit? | won-



182 THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE

der if hewill say that the Spirit of God is not able to do what it starts out to do.
Can it try to prepare aman and not prepare him because the man does not wish it?
And if aman's heart is prepared, can he then refuse the word? Certainly he can,
friends.

He gets off the expression again, that the infants are born depraved but that
they are not snners. Again, he getsthat off. Indeed, that isfunny to me. That isthe
very thing we talked about this morning, and the very thing we shook hands on. |
am going to make that statement again, but | have aready made it, and it has gone
down in the book. Man inherits a nature, that nature Adam had, that causes him to
sin. Man inherits this nature, that is transmitted from parent to child, and this
nature will yield to sin or transgression, after the man is old enough, and the
apostle tells us that sin is atransgression of the law. Mr. Bogard says that this
nature that isin the man will not send him to hell. So do I. Then we are agreed,
just exactly on that. Then the only thing that will send a man to hell is this
condition that a man brings on himsdf by his actua transgression, and not by the
sin that Adam committed. Then ladies and gentlemen, if that is what Mr. Bogard
admits, then we are at an agreement, and | believeif Mr. Bogard would lay Baptist
doctrine down and admit the truth of this proposition, he would come right across
and say that it is God's truth that the man does not inherit depravity, that he does
not inherit Sn, but he inherits a nature that will yield to sin. Not an evil nature, but
a nature—a human nature—a human nature that yields to temptation. It was the
human nature that caused Adam to want to et of the forbidden fruit. If Mr. Bogard
would just lay Baptist doctrine down
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and takethetruth, | believe he would admit with me, that man has ahuman nature,
but not inherent depravity, and | wish friends, we could agree upon it. | would be
gladif it could go down that Mr. Bogard and | agreed on this question; that we
inherit anature, but that this nature initself is not sin, and aso that it will not send
a man to hell. If Mr. Bogard could admit that, it would go down to all future
generations, that we are together on the proposition, and that Mr. Bogard agrees
that men are not born sinners. Mr. Bogard says right here in his Way-Book that
men are born sinners. | read fromit, and | can read it over again, right herein this
article of faith, that nearly dl the churches where Mr. Bogard has preached, have
adopted, | mean that nearly al of them have adopted what he says right here.

He saysthey areinclined to evil and under condemnation. At onetime he says
that they inherit anature, but are not sinners; then he says they inherit depravity
and are under condemnation; but he comes right up on top of that, and says babies
are not responsible, and besides that, babies are not born sinners, and to cap it all
off, he says that God saves the baby, but did you know, | have asked Mr. Bogard
to bring the chapter and verse where it says anything about the salvation of the
babies, and he has yet failed to bring it to the front, and now remember friends,
what | said on this question.

Now, | have noticed these, but here is another statement | want to notice,
because Mr. Bogard has yet another chance to reply to it. John 3:14-6, "And as
Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of man be
lifted up." Listen friends: "That whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but
have eternd life."
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"Whosoever;" Mr. Bogard says"No Lord, you are mistaken about that; it does not
mean "whaosoever," it means "every man whose heart you have prepared,” "that is
the man you will save." Then again: "For God so loved the world that he gave his
only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have
everlagting life. Mr. Bogard will say "No, no, Lord, that is not true, because you
must first prepare their hearts, and if you do not prepare their hearts, then they
cannot be saved.” Thenitis, "Whosesoever hearts are prepared by the Lord, they
can be saved, and the others cannot,” and that is the very essence of Hardshellism,
and that is really where this man will come before this debate is over. There are
several other passages that | could bring up along thisline, but let me go on and
notice these scriptures again.

Y ou remember ladies and gentlemen, he admitted that the Spirit uses the
sword, and the Spirit operates on man.

L et me state to you again that the Word, that isthe seed of the kingdom enters
the man's heart, and it begins to bring forth fruit. It causes the man to believe, it
causes him to repent, it causes him to confess, and it causes him to be baptized,
and then after the man is baptized, his sins are forgiven, which takes place in
heaven.

Time expired.

MR. BOGARD'SFOURTH SPEECH.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

For fifteen minutes | shall address you. | will make it fourteen and a half if
possible.

The last thing that Elder Borden said that was worthy
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of notice, | will notice first. Hefalled to give the page in the Baptist Way-Book,
whereit said that children were sinners, and that children were born sinning; now,
he kept talking here, and histalk, as the record will show, will look asif he was
reading out of that book, but that book does not say that children are born sinners;
it does not say it; hisimpression that he would make on you, whether intentionally
or unintentionaly, because the record could not possibly make it different, looks
asif heread from thisbook. It reads. "Man was created holy under the law, and by
voluntary choice he fell from his holy state; not by constraint but by choice,
sinners'—it does not say infants are born sinners, which he put into it, whether
intentionally or unintentionally, and he himself continued to assert that | taught
that every infant is born asinner. | make this correction, because it might appear
to you that babies are actually born committing sin, or that | had said that.

Elder Borden said if he ever saw a confused man, Bogard was that man. Elder
Borden reminds me of the man who was drunk; he thought everybody else was
drunk, and he was the only sober man on the ground, and because of his terrible
confusion, hethinks everybody elseis confused; | have him so terribly addled that
| have him shaking hands with me on my own proposition the first proposition |
made in the first five minutes of my first speech, and because he is addled and
confused, hethinks | am addled; well, thank the Lord for the progress we have
made.

He says the Baptists were trying to look happy, when they were shouting
happy awhile ago; actually ready to
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shout and to the point where they were ready to praise God for the glorious day's
work.

| want to put in aword here and | want to forestall what may be said on my
subject for the next two day's work; he has hinted that | claim that you have got to
receivethe Holy Spirit before you can become aChrigtian. | have not claimed such
athing, awake or adeep, in this debate or any other debate; no sinner on this earth,
ever did recelve the Holy Spirit, for Jesus said in John 14:17, "Him the world
cannot receive," but Jesus did not say the sinner could not be influenced by him,
and the sinner isinfluenced by the Spirit, and wicked men are influenced by the
Spirit, and the power of the Spirit is brought to bear on wicked men, but they do
not receive him until after they become Christians, and get the benefit of the blood
of the Lord Jesus Chrigt. If he accuses me in the next two days and saysthat | said
that asinner had to receive the Spirit, you will remember that thisis not so. | see
the point, because | am going to show him that some folks received the Holy Spirit
before they were baptized, and Jesus says "the world cannot receive the Holy
Spirit;" if he wantsto come back at me, on that | said they could be influenced by
the Holy Spirit, before they become converted, | smply forestall the gentleman
while we are on this proposition; for there is a wide difference between the
influence of the Spirit and receiving the Spirit, as there is a great difference
between a young man's influence over ayoung lady, and a young lady actually
receiving that young man, aslots of them have found out to their sorrow; so the
Holy Spirit may influence aman, and yet the man not receive the Spirit. Thisisthe
distinction | want to make now and here.
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The Elder wants to know which time | told the truth, when | quoted the
passage that Paul planted, Apollos watered, and God gave the increase, and yet |
said on the other side that God must prepare the heart; | told it both times, for God
works both times. | read in John 12:32, that Jesus said "If | belifted up, | will draw
all men unto me" he said nothing in reply to that, and | take it that the Lord does
draw every man unto him, and | take it that hisinfluence has gone to every man;
if he won't accept it, if he won't be drawn, if when the Lord is drawing, he draws
back, that is the trouble. Hence his condemnation is certain and he aloneisto
blame.

That old sscumpinto which the graft is put, he says, according to Bogard and his
doctrine, that old stump staysthere always;, | say so too, and that iswhat Paul said;
he said there were two naturesin him (Rom. 7) one working against the other, so
that when hewould do good, evil was present with him, and the evil worked in his
breast, and was in the apostle Paul, according to the 7th chapter of Romans; these
two natures stayed with him and they stay with us, and they stayed with him to the
end; what is to become of that old stump nature? Will it go to hell? No, for in
Romans 8:23, Paul says "We groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoption,
towit: the redemption of our bodies;" so then, we will get the redemption of our
bodies. That ought to be easy, even for Elder Borden.

But the Elder says he cannot understand how "phusis’ can mean "inheritance,”
with reference to an idea; ladies and gentlemen, we know that lawyers beget
lawyers, achild takes after his father and becomes a doctor; a child takes after his
father and becomes a good singer; the same mental inclination; that face came
from his father
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and he got that inclination for music from hisfather, and we get ideas from parents,
and there are certain ideas that go down through generations, but Mr. Thayer says
it is sometimes used in the sense of "custom established;" he didn't read that; he
read that "mode of "feeling or acting, which by long habit has become nature;” that
it has become natura for usto think that it is shameful for aman to wear long hair;
It has become natura for usto bdieve it; long custom through thousands of years
has made it become nature; we naturaly look upon aman that wears long hair as
acrank, and we think he ought to be ashamed of himself for wearing long hair. |
took up this Concordance and | read practicaly every passage where "phusis’ is
mentioned; | am passing the book to Borden now; | read every placein it where
"phusis’ isused and it is everywhere trandated nature, and he has brought up that
one place and tried to make it prove his proposition, and if it did mean custom, it
would only prove the rule, by being an exception to it.

He saysthe living water that Jesus promised to the woman, in John 4:10 was
everlagting life; well, he says Jesus is the author of salvation to al who obey him.
All right, Jesustold this woman to ask of him and he would give her living water.
She obeyed, she asked him and he was the author of her everlasting life, because
she obeyed him when she asked. If she obeyed him by asking as he told her to do,
he said | will give you eternd life. How much does a man have to do to obey? If
she did what hetold her that was obedience, and if she prayed, the Lord gave her
salvation.

He cannot understand about that man in the cave; he saysif some man lets a
ladder down, he has got to do his
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own climbing out; he confessed that ladder was Jesus Christ; the way out is
through Jesus Christ. Thank you Elder, because you acknowledged he had to have
help, before he could get out. We are where we need help; we call for help; we
climb out, not through other ways, but through Jesus Christ, who is the way, the
truth and the life.

The Elder says he cannot understand about those little children; and that
certainly | am taking this postion, in order to meet the Methodists, bless your life,
when | meet the Methodists, | wipe the earth up with them, just like | do with
Elder Borden. | don't have to. change positions, for the truth is consistent all the
way through. " Suffer little children to come unto me, for of such is the kingdom
of heaven;" of such what? of such as are pure? Jesus didn't say it; of such asare
children? Jesus didn't say it; of such what? Asthose that are innocent? Jesus didn't
say it; of those that "come," they are the ones, they are the ones, whether he
acknowledgesit or not, and athough it does knock out the Methodists, it knocks
out Alexander Campbell's crowd also, when we take that position.

He acknowledgesthat the sword of the Spirit istheword of God, and he wants
to know if that was used in the case of Lydia and Cornelius; yes, the word was
preached and while Peter preached these words the Holy Ghost fell on all who
heard the word (10th chapter of Acts, in the case of Corndlius). So as we preach,
there is apower that goes along with the preaching, and it is through this power
that salvation is secured.

He says grace came by Jesus Chrig, as| said; he agrees to that; he says now
that grace came when Jesus Christ was born! | wonder in my soul! | never said it,
and the
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Bible never said it; he won't get me in the corner tomorrow or the next day about
grace coming by Jesus Christ; it came by the agency of Jesus Christ, and when
Christ was promised; in prophecy he began his work of grace.

But he says Adam'sinclination to sin was not evil; well, it was good then; then
God put an inclination to sin in him, and it was a good thing. Borden says it
will aways cause a man to sin; therefore God gave man a "good thing" for that
purpose, and dl of us becoming sinners, that makes God the author of sin, and
makes sin a good thing! A ridiculous situation, as it makes God bad instead of
good.

"Jesus died for the baby the same as he did for the Christian,” says Borden, but
he didn't die for the baby's soul, says Borden. Then the baby's soul was not
redeemed, for the blood song for every soul up there was sung in the 5th chapter
of Reveations, "thou hast redeemed us by thy blood." So the baby got in by the
blood, and those who were doing the singing had been redeemed by the blood.

He saysthat if the Adamic sin is removed from children unconditionally why
wasn't it removed unconditionally from the adult? It was, but the nature remains.
The pendty isremoved, because Jesus paid the penalty in his own body on the
tree, so nobody isgoing to hell for Adam'ssin, for depravity, but that depravity will
lead you to do wrong, as Elder Borden and | agreed; then you have transgressed
the law and you must have forgiveness for that, and that will let mein, as an adult
person, if | accept Jesus Christ as my persona Savior, and 1t Timothy 4:10 says
that very thing: "Who is the Savior of al men, specially of those that believe."
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He says suppose God did not give enabling power? But Jesus says "if | be
lifted up, | will draw all men to me."

That endsdl | haveto say; | heartily thank you for your attention; | thank God
for the privilege of helping to make a book, the like of which we have made today,
and my position remains untouched today and all the gunsthat can be brought upon
it, will not shake this impregnable rock.

Time expired.

MR. BORDEN'SFOURTH REPLY.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

It won't take me long to give you a review of what has been said during this
day, but to say that | have been amused at the gentlemen in his last speech, isonly
stating the factsin the case. But if you remember in hisfirst speech this morning,
in his defining of depravity and the condition of a child when it is born into the
world, he stated that it was not converted, that it was not regenerated, and that it
was not saved; so the equivalent to that would be that it is unconverted,
unregenerated, and unsaved, and is evidently in a condemned state. But Mr.
Bogard says that they can be in a condemned state, under just condemnation to
eterna ruin, and yet not be sinners, tut on top of that, now he says that the baby
must be saved before it will go to heaven. Again he saysthat that Adamic sn was
removed by the Wood of Jesus Christ. Next, he saysitisnot sin, but it is the
source of sin. Then | urged it upon him that snce Adam sinned, it must have been
the cause of hissin, and hence Adam must have had
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that same inherent depravity, that he said his posterity had.

Next, he said that man was bad through and through, and born that way. If that
man was born in that condition and was helpless, that made God responsible for
that man, because God would not remove him from that condemned state, but he
still urges upon me, that man is not as bad as he might be. He would illustrate it,
my friends, by saying that every part of the man is depraved, and that he was
caused to bethat way by Adam'ssin, or by the devil, while he worked upon Adam,
before Adam sinned. Mr. Bogard said he was wholly good (God said he was good
and very good), and hewas all good until the devil came along and dropped his
drop into the man that was al good; Mr. Bogard says that made him all bad, but
wefind that man that isall bad being made bad on account of the devil; when God
comes and operates upon that man he only makes him part good, because he says
the old stump remains depraved until the end. That being true, ladies and
gentlemen, the devil's drop had more power than God's drop. That isthe logical
conclusion of the man's proposition.

But now, then, he said, babies are born unclean, but they are not sinners. There
the gentleman's statement: they are born unclean, but they are not sinners. If they
are unclean and not sinners, then unclean men are not snners, and sinners are not
unclean, because he says a man can be unclean and not be a sinner, but hislittle
creed saysthat men are sinners. He said | didn't bring up the portion of hislittle
book that saysthey were. | just want to read it to you, because it does say they
were born sinners. "By voluntary choice he fell from his holy state and brought
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all mankind under the curse of sin. Not by choice are his descendants sinners, but
by nature." By nature what? By nature sinners. In the clause just following: "Being
void of holiness, inclined to evil, and therefore under just condemnation without
defense or excuse.”

Mr. Bogard saysthey are dl by nature sinners, and he says by nature always
meansinheritance; hence he contradicted himsdlf; on one hand he saysthey are not
sinners and on the other hand he says they are. He blows hot and cold in the same
breath.

Next, he saysthe child deceives its mother, but he says that is not sin; then |
supposeit isnot wrong to practice deception. Now, you Baptists, | reckon, would
say the samething. If deception is not sinin the infant it certainly is not sinin the
adult. If it is not sin to be unclean when a person is a baby it is not sin to be
unclean when apersonisan adult; if it is not bad to be astray when they are babies
it is not sin to be astray when they are adults, or may be Christians. That is his
doctrine, or else he must make a difference between the child and adult when it
comes to that. The child may be unclean, the child may be bad through and
through, and the child may be decetful, and it may do all these things and yet not
be asinner, and yet agrown man that does dl these things must be asinner; | can't
see why deceitfulness at onetimeis sin and at another timeisnot asin.

He saysaman is dead in trespasses and in sins, and that does not mean that a
childisasinner; that isexactly what | have said, and that iswhat | have aready
said and say now.

Now, "We are not lost because we are depraved, and we are not lost on
account of Adam's transgression, but we



194 THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE

arelost on account of our sin, and not on account of Adam'stransgression.” Ladies
and gentlemen, that iswhat | claim, and let me make a statement right here, before
my time may close, that everything for which we are responsible, on account of
Adam'stransgression, we are freed from it unconditionally by the death, the burial
and resurrection of the Lord Jesus Christ. But what isit we lost in Adam? We
never lost anything but physical life; you might say that we lost life as a
consequence of Adam's transgression, and then we are raised from the dead, but
after we are raised from the dead, then it depends upon how we have lived in this
world as to whether we shall spend eternity in Heaven or not.

Now, he says infants are born under "just condemnation to eterna ruin,
without defense or excuse," and | asked him to prove it and bring the passage that
said that provided the baby died when it was little God would save it before it
died; did hebringit? No. It goes down in this debate that Mr. Bogard has said that
the child is born under just condemnation to eternal ruin without defense or
excuse, but he never brought up asingle chapter or verse to show that the baby is
saved, provided it dieswhen it islittle, and | have been looking for that, but Mr.
Bogard has not brought it up yet.

He says that man inherits depravity, but that this depravity isnot sin. A child
IS depraved, but is not a sinner. It isinclined to sin, but is not a sinner. It is
deceitful and yet not asinner. Many other things he said right ong this sameline
that | have noticed in other speeches.

He said the Spirit uses the sword and in that way the spirit uses power that is
other than the Word, and operates upon the hearts of men and women, while he
said aso
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that the Spirit operated separate and apart from the Word, but he did admit that the
Spirit used a sword, and in that way man is converted.

But he ill sticksto the idea and fallacy that a man inherits an idea, and he
statesthat lawyers are born lawyers,, that lawyers beget lawyers and doctors beget
doctors. That may be true, doctor. | didn't aim to cal him doctor, friends, because
| am satisfied he doesn't think his divinity needs doctoring. If there is any
doctoring to be done in this crowd | am doing it and not Bogard, and | might not
do it exactly like he would.

Now, he mentionsthisWay-Book, and saysthat it did not say that children are
born sinners. But | notice that he says the reason Borden talks like he does is
because Borden is like the drunk man, he thinks everybody else is drunk. No,
ladies and gentlemen, that isn't the reason at al; you know Mr. Bogard isin the
lead today, and | am right behind him, and if | was in that wobbling condition |
was only wobbling to keep up with him. He wobbled before me and | had to
wobble to keep up with him. | am doing the following today, and | admit that |
wobbled, but you wobbled ahead of me, and | had to wobble to keep up with you.

Now, he says, "Mr. Borden asked me if the sinner received the Holy Spirit."
He says | want to tell you right now that the sinner does not receive the Holy
Spirit. Now listen to what he said: The sinner does not receive the Holy Spirit, not
at dl. Hesaid | wastrying to set atrap for him, because | intended to use it later
on; he said the Spirit acts while they are preaching the Word, and he went right
over here about Corndlius and brought that up, and said that while they spoke the
Word, the Holy Ghost fell
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on them. That was the very Holy Ghost that you were trying to prove to the people
that entered into the world, in order to convert the world, and that was the very
baptism of the Holy Ghost that you intended to bring up. Y ou said you did not
intend to get into atrap, and got into it before you sat down. It is strange to me that
aman would try to get out of athing and then get into it before he takes his sest.
If this sword that entered into old Cornelius was the Spirit, the Spirit that
converted him and regenerated him, then he was an unregenerated sinner at the
time the Spirit poured on him. Then why did you say that the Spirit converted
Cornédlius in connection with the preaching? Y ou didn't intend to do that, but you
did, and it will go down in this debate. | am ever so much obliged to him. | didn't
set a trap for him, but he has made it himself, he has made it, and day after
tomorrow | will use it because he brought it up himself.

He made mention of inclination to sin. | never said a man inherited an
inclination to sin. | said that he inherits a nature, a human nature, and that the devil
could apped to this human nature and lead the man to sin, and that nature is what
would yield to temptation after the man was grown, and that is the very same
nature that causes Mr. Bogard and causes me and every other man to sin, this
nature that isin us, and, as Mr. Bogard says, remainsin us until the day of death,
and until we put on immortality and become citizens of the other world, that spirit
or that body will remain just asit is now.

Hesad | said Christ didn't die for the souls of the babies. | never said that; |
said that Christ died for the babies in the sense that he died for Christians. He
didn't die to save the baby from sin, he didn't die to save the baby
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from transgression, or even from the "Adamic sin." There is no such thing as the
"Adamic an" that this man talks about. We are not sinners on account of Adam'’s
transgression, except that we are like Adam because we have sinned, and Paul
referred to that, that we al had sinned, and when he referred to that he didn't mean
that we had sinned, but that we suffered as though we had sinned. He meant that
we died on account of Adam's transgression, and that isal. God told Adam, "The
day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die," or the revised trandation has it
"dying thou shalt die."

The last thing he says; nobody will go to hell for Adam's sin; nobody will go
to hell for depravity.

Time expired.

THIRD DAY.
July 29, 1909.

Subject: The Scriptures teach that a child of God or Saint, may so apostatize
asto belost in hell. E. M. Borden affirms; Ben M. Bogard denies.

MR. BORDEN'SFIRST SPEECH.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies, and Gentlemen:

| am glad that our lives have been spared to be here before you again to
contend for the things that we believe to be true. As Brother Y oung stated, the
proposition thismorning isthat of apostasy. The proposition reads like this: "The
Scriptures teach that a child of God or Saint, may so apostatize asto be lost in
hell."

Of course, there is no disagreement as to what we mean
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by the Scriptures—the Old and New Testament, and there is no difference
between us as to the meaning of the expression, "child of God or saint,” meaning
by that, one who has been called from Satan's kingdom to Christ's kingdom ; a
child of God, and one in possession of al that God gives man in thislife; that this
man may So gpodtatize or go astray from these principles of right, to such an extent
that he will be finally punished in hell, is the proposition.

Now, | will state in the beginning of this proposition: | consider that the
propositions preceding this, have been very important. The one for tomorrow,
which isthe design of baptism, will be important, and this one today, | consider
Important to some extent, but redly if any of the propositions could have been left
out, it might have been this one, because | consider that it is, in one sense of the
word, of less benefit to us than any other proposition that we may discuss, for if it
istrue that aman should pass through this life and never apostatize, so that he will
befinaly lost, | would be the last man on earth to kick about it; | would think he
had done well. Then, it is not a question as to whether some men will do that or
not, because we are well aware of the fact that if a man doesn't do that, he will
never get to heaven, but the only question that is before us this morning, is
whether it is possible for aman to start and then fail to get there. | never did fall
out with aman for believing or thinking that he would never gpostatize so far that
he would finally be lost, and | never have met one of my brethren that fully
believed that he would apostatize and go to hell. | don't believe | will, but friends,
the reason that | do not think | will, is because | am going to hold on; but if | fail
to hold on, then | am liable to be lost, and not go to that eterna rest. A man came
up to me onetime
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and told methat he was alittle bit bothered about a certain proposition. He said he
was thinking about becoming a member of the church of Chrigt, but that there was
onething that puzzled him, and he wanted to be settled on that before he camein.
Hesaid, "I believe that when aman becomes achild of God, he will never commit
any more sin, that there will be no possibility of hisever being log, that he isjust
assurefor heaven, asadimeisfor aginger cake. | said: "Now, my friend, if that
isal that is bothering you, come right dong; if you can livein the church of Chrigt
and never commit asin, you will be the best man in the church. We would be glad
if we had onein the church that could do that; don't stand out on that." Understand,
| don't argue that aman must sin, in order to fulfill the Scriptures, but | say that it
Ispossible for amanto sin; it is possible for a man to depart so far, that he will
finaly belost.

Now, the issue this morning, and during this entire day, will depend entirely
upon one proposition, and that is this: As to whether we have eterna lifein this
world, or whether we receiveit in the world to come. Mr. Bogard will argue that
we haveit inthisworld, and | will affirm that it isin the world to come. If itisin
thisworld, | will admit that the man can never so far apostatize asto finally be
lost. Now, understand what | mean by "eternal life." | am not talking about that
principle that isin man that never ceasesto exist. | am not talking about the spirit
that God formsin man that in death returnsto God, while the body returnsto dust.
The spirit returnsto God who gaveiit. In that sense aman has eternd life, because
it islife to which there is no end, but | am talking about that eternd life that is
opposite from eternal death. Eternal
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desath is the second desth; it is the punishment in hell. Eternal life is opposite to
that which his everlasting punishment. We have Christ in us here, and in that
sense, you might say we have eternd life, but that is not the sense in which we
have eterna life from which we cannot fall. Another thing, when a man has or
receives Chrigt, he accepts Christ's teaching. We don't have Christ in usin redlity,
but we have him in us by faith; we have him in us by teaching, understanding, and
so forth. Mr. Bogard will admit that, but there is a sense in which we have eternal
life, or will have eternal life that is the opposite to everlasting damnation, and |
want to state right here, that if Mr. Bogard provesin this debate that eternd lifeis
inthisworld, | will prove by the same argument that eternal damnation isin this
world, and | will proveit by the same passage that he brings up. Now, | want to
take my time and see whether we have eternal life in this world or not.

Thefirst passage of Scriptureto which | desireto call your attentionisin John
5:24, where we find that Jesus says. "Vexily, verily, | say unto you, he that heareth
my word, and believeth on him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall not
come into condemnation; but is passed from death unto life."

| am satisfied Mr. Bogard will get up here this morning and impress thisword
"hath" upon you and have a great deal to say about it. | am introducing this
Scripture, and he will have to deny it when he gets up, if he does not believeit.

Now, then, "he that heareth my word and bdieveth on him that sent me, hath
everlasting life" This man that has everlasting life, shall not come into
condemnation. Of course, if aman has eternal life now, he never will come
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Into condemnation, and | believe, just as Mr. Bogard does, that nobody will get
eterna life except the believer. The unbdliever won't get it at al, and | could shake
hands with him on that right now, asfar asthat is concerned, if he wants to shake.
That is, the believer, only, receives everlagting life. Now, if you want to shake on
that, we will shakeright now. "Verily, verily, | say unto you, the hour is coming;"
there is ameaning to that expression "the hour iscoming” and "now is;" | want to
know how the hour can be "coming" and "now is." At the sametime. Thereisan
explanation there that Mr. Bogard will fail to bring in on his side of the question.
Thered truth of the matter is smply this; Jesus placed himself in the future, in
part of the conversation, and was speaking of it in the present, "standing as | do
now;" thetimeis"coming," but placing himself at the judgment, the time "now is."
What will take place? Listen now to it: "When the dead shall hear the voice of the
Son of God, and they that hear shdl live." If they aready lived, why should he say
"shal live;" then, besides that, come down to the 28th verse, he says. "Marvel not
at this, for the hour is coming." Why should he say that? Because these people did
not understand him— "for the hour is coming"—"coming"—"in which al that are
in their graves'—which undoubtedly refers to the dead— "shall hear his voice;"
"and shdl come forth; they that have done good unto the resurrection of life; and
they that have done evil, unto the resurrection of damnation." There we find them,
on one side, coming forth to everlasting life, and on the other side coming forth to
everlasting damnation. Now, then, if he can prove that eternal lifeisin thisworld,
| can aso prove that everlasting damnation is here. Then, again, Danidl 12:2 says
this: "Many of them that
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sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, someto everlasting life." How could
they come forth to everlasting life if they dready had it? " And some to shame and
everlasting contempt.” Now thereiseverlasting life and everlasting damnation, and
both of them are across the river of Desath; they will come to man when heis
raised from the dead, and not in this world. But now, then, some oneis ready to
ask "What is the meaning, then, of the words 'hath, 'is," and 'shall,' that are used
here?' Listen, ladies and gentlemen, thereis a sense in which in prophecy, these
expressions are used, and yet they are in the future. There is a prophetic "hath,"
"is," and "shall," which does not prove that the thing is actually in existence then,
but is to take place in the future. Jesus was a prophet and he spoke like other
prophets, of thingsthat did not exist, asthough they had already come, because the
things he referred to, were to take place in the future. Now, then, in proof of that,
let me cal your attention to Isaiah 9:6, where we find it says, 741 years before
Chrigt, "Unto usachild isborn, unto usason is given, and the government shall
be upon his shoulder.” Here he says "isgiven," "isborn," whenredly it wasin the
future, along time before Jesus ever came into thisworld. Mr. Bogard now, may
not admit that. In this prophecy "is" is used in the present tense, but in the
prophetic sense, that is all. Now, we come again, Matthew 26:28, where Jesus
himsdaf said, when he was at the supper, and when he took the bread, and then the
wine, "this cup isthe blood of the new testament, which 'is' shed for many, for the
remission of Sins." Now, we redlize that it had not then been shed,, but Jesus said
"isshed." Now, Mr. Bogard will take this and undertake to prove by "hath,” "is,"
and "shall," that it means "already here." Jesus does



THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE 203

speak of things that had not come as though they had already come.

Now, we take the use of the word "hath," in Isaiah fifty-third chapter, where
it says. "He hath borne our griefs and carried our sorrows." That was used in
Isaiah, along time before Christ came into thisworld. Christ had not, at that time,
"borne our griefsand carried our sorrows," yet it isused in the present tense. Now,
then, again, in Luke 1:68, where it says "Blessed be the Lord God of Isradl, for he
hath visited and redeemed his people.” Now, Jesus had not even died then, and
Mr. Bogard said on yesterday that Jesus redeemed the people by the shedding of
his blood and by his death, and by his resurrection, but at thistime, Jesus had not
died; he had not yet shed his blood; he had not yet been raised from the dead. For
that reason, then, here is the word "hath" used in the prophetic sense, and
referring to the future.

Now, again, take the word "shall." Now, we find the statement, John 5:24,
where he says "shall not come into condemnation.” Now, there is another place
where we find—well, it isin John 3:36, | want to read that to you: "He that
believeth on the Son, hath everlasting life." Now, Mr. Bogard will say they were
aready in possession of eternd life. Now, take theword "shall," read in Luke, and
it says, "He that believeth not shall not see life." Now, | want to know if that
means that the unbeliever will never see life. Thereis the word shall. It is not
used in an absolute sense, and to the fullness of the expression, but it fully shows
when at the judgment, when al men will stand there, that it is the unbeliever that
will recelve condemnation, and it is the believer that will receive everlasting life.
Now, every passage that he might bring up, where he uses
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theword "hath," or theword"is," or theword "shal," in this connection, will come
under the argument that | have just now made, so it isaready replied to. It matters
not how much he bringsit up, and the reader of the book, when it has been gotten
out, will seethat Borden repliedto it in the first speech he made. Then Mr. Bogard
must prove that | have not given the prophetic use of the words "hath," "is," and
"shall," but he cannot do that, without denying God's eternal truth.

| call your attention to Romans 4:17: "As it is written, | have made thee a
father of many nations, before him whom he believed, even God, who quickeneth
the dead, and calleth those things which be not as though they were." So you see,
that Jesus used these very expressions of speech, of thingsthat were not as though
they were, and that is the sense in which he used the words "hath" "is," and
"shall."

Now, then, for other proof that we receive eternal life in the world to come,
| will proceed to introduce Mark 10:29; also 30: "And Jesus answered and said,
Verily | say unto you, Thereis no man that hath left house, or brethren, or sisters,
or father, or mother, or wife, or children, or lands, for my sake, and the Gospel's,
but he shall receive an hundredfold now in this time, houses and brethren, and
sisters, and mothers, and children, and lands, with persecutions, and in the world
to come eternal life." All these things comein thisworld, he says, but in theworld
to come, eternd life. Now, wherewould you say that eternd lifeis, when you read
that? Isit in the world to come or isit in thisworld? Now, he says, we receivein
thisworld, houses, brethren, ssters, etc., "in thistime," which isthe same as"in
thisworld," and in the world to
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come, eternd life; that is, we receive eternd life in the world to come, and that is
the grammatical construction of that verse, and no man could ever make it any
other way, than wereceive eternd lifein the world to come. Now, then, if we have
eternd life here, what eternd lifeisit that we do receive in the world to come that
ISsoppogite to everlasting damnation? In every place | have read | have shown you
that eterna lifeisthe opposite of everlasting damnation, so if Mr. Bogard contends
that eternd lifeisin thisworld, he will deny Christ's teachings, because Jesus says
plainly, itis"in the world to come."

Then again, 1st Peter, one and 9, he said, "Recelving the end of your faith,
eventhe salvation of your souls." Paul says. "Faith isthe substance of things hoped
for, the evidence of things not seen." Then faith is the beginning, you might say,
and at the end of faith we receive eternal life, or salvation of our souls. Now listen;
if wereceiveit at the end of faith, then if we have eternd life, we haven't any faith,
because wereceive eternd life at the end of faith. Now Mr. Bogard might take the
position, as some of his brethren do, that this means the beginning end of faith, but
| don't think Mr. Bogard is illiterate enough to do that, because the word from
which we have this, shows the conclusion, the winding up of faith, is when they
receive the salvation of the soul. Besides that, if just the very moment a man
believes, he gets eternal life, and Peter saysjust that moment it ends, he receives
eternd life and then faith ends, there would not be enough of it to get a measure,
and it would be too short for calculation, but we find the Bible tells us that the just
shdl live by faith. Mr. Bogard possessesfaith, but when do we recelve eternd life.
Now some of you lodge people
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can tdl uswhen we receive eternd life. Y ou are taught in your lodges that when
faith and hope ends, you will receive life. Y ou remember that it teaches you that
your hope ends when you receive that for which you hope, and your faith ends
when it is changed to sight. Then it is you will receive eterna life, and not till
then. That looksto melikeit is plain enough for us all.

But another one, Reveations 2:10: "' Fear none of those things which thou shalt
suffer; behold, the devil shall cast some of you in prison, that ye may be tried; and
ye shal have tribulation ten days; be thou faithful unto death, and | will give thee
acrown of life." Now, eternd life, or the crown of life, isin theworld to come. We
are to continue faithful unto death, and then receive eternal life on the other side
of the river of death.

Thisis another: Romans 2.7; here we find he says "To them who by patient
continuance in well doing seek for glory and honor and immortality, eternd life."
| wonder if aman would seek for eternd lifeif he dready had it. | wonder if aman
would seek for awife if he already had her, and the very fact that they seek for
eternd lifeis proof, right on top of it, that a man does not receive eterna lifein
thisworld, but in the world to come.

Romans 6:20, "For when ye were the servants of sin, ye were free from
righteousness. What fruit had ye then in those things where of ye are now
ashamed? For the end of those thingsis death. But now, being made free from gin,
and become servants of God, ye have your fruit unto holiness, and the end
everlaging life" We don't get everlasting life until the end. Isn't that plain? " For
thewages of sSnisdeath, but the gift of God is eternd life through Jesus Christ our
Lord." He didn't say the
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eternal life was Jesus Chrigt, but the eterna life was through Jesus Christ; that is
theidea Jesus Christ iseternal life, as| stated before, but that is not the eternal
life heistalking about. Let me go on still further. In Titus 1:2, Paul says: "In hope
of eternd life, which God, that cannot lie, promised before the world began." |
want to know if | could hope for eternal life, if | already had it, so | say | must
hope for it, because | haven't got it.

We cometo the last words of the grand apostle, who, after he had fought his
battles of life, and was getting near to the close of life, redlizes that in afew days
he must enter into death, and looking back over hislifewithout regret, says”| have
fought agood fight, | have finished my course, | have kept the faith, and therefore,
thereisacrown of righteousnesslaid up in heaven for me." Paul redized it wasin
the world to come and not in this world.

| have given you agreat deal of scripture, but let me give you another, and if
you please, thisis one of the gentleman's proof texts on the subject, which he will
try to use on his Side, but it does not apply to his side of the question. John 10:7;
thisisthe way it reads. "My sheep hear my voice, and they know me and follow
me;" his sheep will follow him; "And | give unto them eternal life." | want to
know, friends, to what the pronoun "they" refers; does it refer to the sheep?
Certainly it does. Certainly it does not refer to goats. He says "l give to them
eternal life"—to the sheep. Jesus Christ says: "They shall never perish, neither
shall any man pluck them out of my hand. My father which gave them me, is
greater than dl; and no manisableto pluck them out of my Father'shand." Ladies
and gentlemen, it is a settled fact, that whenever God gives his sheep eterndl life,
no-
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body will ever be able to pluck them out of hishands; it cannot be done. But listen
right here; hereisthe point that is going to come. Let thisbook be the dividing line
between the sinner and the Christian, in other words between the goats and sheep.
On this Sdeisthe sinner, which isthe goat, on thissde isthe Christian, which is
the sheep. To which one does Jesus give eternd life? Does he give it to the goat,
to make him a sheep, or does he give it to the sheep because he is a sheep? Mr.
Bogard says that when God saves a man, he gives him eternal life, because Mr.
Bogard saysthat isthe only kind of salvation God ever gives, and he gives eternd
life to the sheegp to make him a sheep, but Jesus says | give to my sheep eternal
life. If he can get out of that, my friends, he can do more than | think he can, and
it will go down in thisdiscussion that thisis the difference between us. | say he
gives to the sheep, just like Jesus said, and Mr. Bogard says he givesit to the
goats, if not, he must say that manisachild of God, before he has eternd life. Mr.
Bogard will tell you that a man must become a child of God, and then have eternd
life, or he must say that man gets eternd life, and that makes him a sheep, or if he
saysthat he first becomes a shegp and God afterwards gives him eterndl life, that
Is contrary to what the Bible says.

Then again, can aman apostatize? Surely he can. Let me read 1st Corinthians
9:24: "Know ye not that they which run in arace run all, but one receiveth the
prize? So run, that ye may obtain. And every man that striveth for the mastery is
temperate in al things. Now they do it to obtain a corruptible crown, but we an
Incorruptible." When people run in arace, | want to know where they get the
crown? Do they earn it when they start in, or do
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they get it at the end? They get it a the end. There is where they receive the
laurels—at the end. "I therefore so run"—»but Paul runs a Christian race— "not as
uncertainly; so fight I, not as one that beateth the air. But | keep under my body
and bring it into subjection; lest that by any meanswhen | have preached to others,
| mysdlf should be acastaway." He compares it to running a race; now, he says
when aman runs arace, only one man can recelve the prize; sowhen | run, | don't
run to beat the other man, | run, | watch myself, | keep myself under subjection,
lest | be one who runsin the race but failsto get there. Now, if it wasn't possible
for amantofail to get there, why should he say that he should keep his body under
subjection? That is another proof the gentleman will never get over.

Then again, |1 Peter 1.5, "Besidesthis, giving all diligence, add to your faith
virtue; and to virtue knowledge; and to knowledge temperance; and to temperance
patience; and to patience godliness; and to godliness brotherly kindness; and to
brotherly kindness charity; for if these things bein you, and abound, they make you
that ye shal neither be barren nor unfruitful in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus
Chrigt. But he that |acketh these thingsis blind, and cannot see afar off, and hath
forgotten that he was purged from hisold sins." Can a man entirely forget that he
was purged from his old sins and then go to Heaven, anyhow? Can he? Certainly
not. Then we will go further: "Wherefore, the rather, brethren, give diligence to
makeyour caling and election sure." Mr. Bogard would say: " Paul, you old dunce,
you don't know that your calling and election isaready sure; you ought not to talk
that way to brethren who aready have it fixed,
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and just as sure for heaven as if they were dready there, the door locked and the
keysthrown away." For he saysif ye do these things you shall never fall; then if
it does not depend upon doing these thingsto keep from faling, | don't understand
it.

Again: "For so an entrance shal be administered unto you abundantly into the
everlasting kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ."

The next scripture | wish to introduce is 2nd Peter 2:21-2: "For if after they
have escaped the pollutions of the world through the knowledge of the Lord and
Savior Jesus Christ, they are again entangled therein, and overcome, the latter end
isworse with them than the beginning." Now then; take an old low down man, a
sinner, aman Mr. Bogard saysisadevil, defiled in dl the faculties of body, soul
and spirit, achild of hell, and this passage says that when a man turns away from
doing right, heisworsethan at the beginning. Y et again, "'For it had been better for
them not to have known the way of righteousness, than, after they have known it,
to turn from the holy commandment ddlivered unto them." Now listen right here
in the next verse: "Bt it is happened unto them according to the true proverb, The
dog is turned to his own vomit again; and the sow that was washed to her
walowing inthe mire." Mr. Bogard saysthat it was dog nature, the reason it did
that; but did you know that both of them got washed? Did you know that? Both of
them got right back and got dirty again; that isthe point. | want you to remember
that when you get up here | am not talking about them being dogs or hogs, | am
talking about them being washed and getting right back again. A man isaman.
Y ou might wash his sins away, cleanse him
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from hisiniquities, but some will be like the dog, they will go and get in again. If
that is not the meaning of it, | can't explain it, and Mr. Bogard cannot deny that,
without denying the Scriptures.

1st Timothy 4 and 1: "Now the Spirit speaketh expresdly, that in the latter
times some shall depart from the faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and
doctrines of devils." What will they do? "Giving heed to seducing spirits and
doctrines of devils," the way Mr. Bogard does. If one of his men happensto go
back on the Baptist doctrine, and comes over with us and beginsto preach what we
believe, hewill say he never was converted. WWhen he comes up, they will vote on
him and declare heis al right, and they vote on him again when he goes off, and
declare he was al wrong, and never was converted, and that reminds me of alittle
poem:

"If you seek it, you can't find it,
If you find it, you can't get it,
If you get it, you can't loseit,
If you loseit, you never had it."

And that isthe spirit of the gentleman'’s doctrine, and you will see him present
that to you al through this discussion, like the Baptist preacher | knew one time
In Texas. He was a great man among Baptists, and they thought he was one of the
greatest fellowsthey ever saw, but findly he quit them and came over to us. They
declared he never was any good anyhow. | heard him and | heard him give his
reasonswhy he quit the Baptists, and he said: "When | joined the Baptists, they all
loved me and when | |€ft, they all hated me; they said | never had religion, | never
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was converted. He said it reminded him of the old darkey that had a rabbit: He
held the rabbit under his arms saying: "A fried rabbit, a stewed rabbit, a boiled
rabbit, in fact heis good any way you fix him." About that time the rabbit jumped
out of hisarms and ran away. He took awishful look at the rabbit and said: "Golit,
you are no good anyhow." (Laughter.) That is exactly what they say. Just as long
asaman iswith them, heisal right, but if he happens to quit the Baptists, then
they say he never had religion anyhow. They were decelved onetime or the other,
and if you are going to measure peopl€'s salvation by your own experience, you are
liable to make mistakes, and you don't know who is saved at dl. Y ou may take it
al around, and you don't know who is saved and who is not saved. When Paul
speaks of these people going astray, he says "they shall depart from the faith,
giving heed to seducing spirits and doctrines of devils," speaking liesin hypocrisy,
having their conscience seared with ahot iron." That is the position they will get
in.

1st Corinthians 10:15: "Neither murmur ye, and some of them aso murmured,
and were destroyed of the destroyer. Now, all these things happened unto them for
ensamples,; and they are written for our admonition, upon whom the ends of the
world are come. Wherefore, let him that thinketh he standeth take heed lest he
fall."

If there was no danger of faling, why did he warn them to look out, lest they
fall.

Again, take this passage, Matthew 24:9, 11, 13: "Then snal they deliver you
up to be afflicted; and shall kill you; and ye shall be hated of all nations for my
name's sake. And then shal many be offended and shall betray one another and
shall hate one another.’
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Now listen. Number one: "And many false prophets shall arise and deceive
many." Now how can afase prophet deceive peopleif they already have eternal
life? Then he could only deceive Christians, because he could not deceive men
who were already deceived.

Second: "The wicked shall abound and the love of many shall wax cold."
Third: "But he that shall endure unto the end, the same shall be saved."

There are three classes: The first two will not get there, but the third will. The
first two will go to hell and the third will go to heaven. Thesewere dl Christians,
but the first and second would not receive eternadl life.

Now wego on. What does Mr. Bogard say about that in the Arkansas Baptist?
Mr. Abernathy, who is here on the ground now, asked this question: "Please
explain Matthew 24:13, 'He that shall endure unto the end shall be saved.™ Listen
what Mr. Bogard says about it: "It meansthat if aman does not endure to the end,
he shall, go to hell." Thisverse here, | mentioned, "The wicked shall abound, and
the love of many shall wax cold." Those fellows did not endure to the end, and
they will go to hell, for the onesin the next verse, shall endure and be saved. "We
shal not attempt to dodge the plain statement in God's word;" well | should smile.
Watch the next question: "May any child of God fall to endureto theend?' Yessir,
because "iniquity shall abound and the love of many shall wax cold;" but the
other fellows still endured to the end. Then those fellows that waxed cold won't
endure to the end. So you see, friends, he has admitted that some will not get
there. Bogard says. "Those that think some will not endure to the end, have the
burden of proof rest-
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ing upon them." So | proved it by Mr. Bogard; "no one may fail to endure to the
end, and yet be saved in heaven." Nobody believes that. "All who believe in the
security of the child of God, aso believe that each child of God will endureto the
end." Here we have it from the editor of the Arkansas Baptist. Now | have given
it to you. Now if Mr. Bogard's statement here, and what the scripture says itsalf,
don't proveit, | don't understand argument. Y ou should not have written that in the
Arkansas Baptit, if you didn't expect me to use it in this discussion.

Then another question comes up. | have proved that they can apostatize, but
now comes the question, can they so far apostatize that they will go to hell? Do
they? Listen right here. "The | sraglites were chosen of God; they were God's lect,
God's children." Mr. Bogard won't deny that.

Numbers 25:5-6-7-8 and 9, says that they died in the act of committing
fornication.

Paul says Galatians 5:19: that they that do such things as are there set forth,
shall not inherit or enter the kingdom of God. There is the plain statement that
children of God died in the act of fornication. Paul saysif they do that, they will
goto hell. They did that. Thenitis positively proved that there are some people
who will go to hell, some children of God will depart from his teachings and
finally belost in hell.

Now, Jeremiah 23:39, "Therefore, behold, even | will utterly forget you." Now
then, could he forget them if he had never known them? Certainly he could not,
and he says he will forget them. How could he have done that if he had never
knownthem? And hesaid "l will forsake you, and the city that | gave you and your
fathers, and
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cast you out of my presence, and | will bring an everlasting ing reproach upon you,
and a perpetual shame, which shall not be forgotten."

Ezekie 18:24, "When arighteous man turneth away from his righteousness
and committeth iniquity, and doeth according to al the abominations that the
wicked man doeth, shall helive? All his righteousness that he hath done shall not
be mentioned; in his trespass that he hath trespassed, and in his sin that he hath
sinned inthem shdl hedie" Mr. Bogard may say that thisrefersto physica desath,
but let meread on alittle further yet: "Y et ye say the way of the Lord is not equd.
Hear now, O house of Isradl, Is not my way equal? Are not your ways unequal ?
When a righteous man turneth away from his righteousness and committeth
iniquity, and dieth in them; for hisiniquity that he hath done shall he die."

Thank you ladies and gentlemen.
Time expired.

MR. BOGARD'SFIRST REPLY.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies, and Gentlemen:

It affords me pleasure, after having spent the night in refreshing deep, to meet
you again for an investigation of this scriptural subject, a subject that pertains to
life and death. | do not agree with Mr. Borden when he says this is the least
important of al these topics we have been discussing or shall discuss, for in my
opinion, thisisthe most important subject that we shall discuss during these four
days. Everything that pertains to salvation hingesright here, for no man can trust
the Lord for salvation and
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trust himsdlf for it at the same time; and those who are trusting the Lord are not
uneasy about their after condition, and they are not thinking that a part of it
depends on themselves; if so, they are depending on themselves and not
depending on the Lord. A bdief in the doctrine of apostasy does not dwell in the
same head that faith in Jesus Christ dwells in, because the man who has faith in
Christ has already come to the blessed Lord, he has no righteousness in himsalf;
al of Christ and none of sdf; therefore, everything depends upon it. So long asa
man depends upon himself, he is not depending upon the Lord, and you cannot
believe in apostasy without depending on yoursdlf, for, listen: Y ou don't go to hell
for what the L ord does, do you? Wel, you say no; then what do you go to Hell for?
For what you do. So you are depending on number one, and not depending on the
Lord for your find savation, and there isn't a man under this arbor, thereisn't a
man in the world who depends on himsalf and what he does, for eternal life, that
Is depending on Jesus Christ; so everything depends on this subject; you must get
thisidea of gpostasy out of your heart before you will ever trust the Lord Jesus
Chrigt for life and salvation. Mr. Borden says. "I have no thought of apostatizing
myself, so asto belost in hell, but the reason is because | am going to hold on."
So, itisl, E. M. Borden, that isworking thisjob; I, E. M. Borden, am doing the
work. That istaking him to heaven! "I am not going to apostatize because | am"
goingto hold on," soitisE. M. Borden saving himself, and not Jesus Chrigt, the
Son of God, and heis not trusting Jesus Christ, the Son of God for salvation; he
istrusting E. M. Borden's ability to hold out. Everything depends on this subject,
and | want to show Borden
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and | want to show hisdeluded followers, and dl who may believein thisdoctrine,
that you are on the road to hell, because you are not trusting Jesus Christ, the Son
of God, for salvation, because you are trusting yourselves for salvation.

He said he never expected to apostatize and go to Hell, because he was "going
to hold on;" he tries to keep his religion like he tries to keep his pocket
knife—feels after it every now and then to seeif he haslost it, but my salvation
isadifferent propogition; | am kept not by my own power, but by the power of the
Lord.

Now, we get to the definition, and when we get to the definition we find that
the gentleman spent very little time in discussing the issue before us; he defined
achild of God, as " one who has been caled from Satan's kingdom to the kingdom
of God, onewho possesses dl that God givesin thislife” All right; then theissue
between usis—can aman lose that which God gives him here? And he went right
on and stated theissuelike this: Do you get eternd life here or will you get it after
awhile! Theissueis not whether we have eternd lifein thisworld, or in the world
to come, but E. M. Borden's own definition makes the issue, when he saysthat "a
child of God is one that has all that God gives him here." The issue is, then,
whether | can losethat which God has dready given me, and he ought to have said
that that was the issue. This other is atheoretical question that he has spent most
of histime in discussing, but | am glad to cover it, and shall take pleasure in
discussing it as he has discussed it, and take pleasure in answering what he has
digressed upon. God gives you something; can you lose that? God gives you life;
will you lose that? God gives you faith; will
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you lose that? God gives you hope; will you lose that? God gives you
something,—what we cal conversion, regeneration, can you lose that? That isthe
Issue between us and not whether—the technical question, asto whether we have
what the Bible calls eternal life, in thisworld or not, or whether we get it in the
world to come. All of that was brought up for the purpose of sidetracking theissue,
and keep off of passages that comment on his faling from grace theory, but | will
follow him.

He takes up the question in Matthew 24: "The hour is coming, and now is;" he
says that refersto the future, but listen "The hour is coming and now is." It refers
to both the present and the future, and has no reference to what we call eternd life,
either in the present or future, but refers to the resurrection of the body from the
dead. It saysthe hour iscoming and now isthat those who are now dead, shall hear
hisvoiceand live. Soitistheresurrection. "The hour is coming and now is." What
do you mean by that? The resurrection. He raised Lazarus from the dead and so
Lazarus was raised and heard his voice and lived. Jairus daughter heard the voice
of God and arose; so there is the woman whose son was dead, and she was taking
him to the buria. She had her heart made glad because the bier was stopped and
he spoke to the young man and said "arise," and he got up; so "the hour is, when
those who are dead shall hear hisvoice and they that hear shdl live," and the hour
also isgoing to come when that will take place. What in the world did the man
bring that up for, except for the purpose of making confusion? The question of
Christ's power to raise the dead is the issue here. He said the hour is coming and
now is; and he proved it by raising the dead and giving a guarantee'
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of the future that he would raise all the dead.

He next brought up Daniel 12:2, "Many of them thai sleep in the dust of the
earth shall awake, someto everlasting life, and some to shame and contempt.” To
be sure, the wicked dead he will raise from the dead as to their bodies, and they
will be in everlasting shame and contempt; the righteous dead will rise from the
dead, and will have everlasting glory in their bodies, and every one of these
passages refers to everlasting life of the body in the future.

| want to know what becomes of E. M. Borden's soul when he dies? Must he
wait for the resurrection for soul life? | suppose he says his soul will go to heaven
when it dies, and then he does not have to wait for the resurrection for eternal life
of the soul. These passages he quotes refers to the resurrection.

Paul says"We groan within oursalves (Romans 8:23) waiting for the adoption,
to wit: the redemption of our bodies." The soul is saved now and the body will be
in the resurrection, so looking forward to the compl ete redemption, he speaks of
the resurrection and the eternd life that comesto the body. The body will go to the
grave; it has no eterna life. When Borden dies his soul will go to heaven, if heis
a child of God, and his soul has eternal life before the resurrection. We have
eterna life in us now, and we are saved now and forever.

We come now to the prophetic "hath," "is" and "shall." Nobody disputes that
in prophecy, the prophet puts himsalf forward and spesks of things as if they were
passing before him in the same way a historian speaks of an army in a battle, in
which they say that thisarmy movesin this direction; hereis aflank movement in
that direction, and this
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General comes in that direction, and the other General comesin the rear. The
present tense used all thetime. It isarealistic way of speaking of things that are
passed and of the future; it iscommon in literature to be sure; nobody will dispute
that, but Borden says every passage that refers to eternal life, islike that. Then
thereis nothing in the Bible that is now areality becauseit isall in the future or
in the past. Borden by this saysthat in the future "the love of God is shed abroad
inour hearts," because Borden saysthat the word "is' is used in a prophetic sense
aways. "He that believeth;" nobody believeth, now, because the present tenseis
used for thefuture, for itisapoor rule that won't work both ways. Hewants"hath,"
"is" and "shdl" to mean the future when he wants it to mean the future, and E. M.
Borden isthe gentleman that is to decide that. He is the great scholar that must
settle this matter. | will take the Scripture and prove my position to you, in spite
of hisarbitrary rule. The present tense for the future is used, but there are some
statements the gentleman can't possibly get over in God'sword, that | will give you
in afew minutes, that cannot refer to the future, and cannot refer to the past, but
must refer to the present, and therefore we have present eternal life.

He quotes Isaiah 53, "Unto us a son is given." The prophet was looking
forward to the time, as if it was present, and uses the present tense. That is
undoubtedly true.

In Luke 1:61, "He hath visited and redeemed his people.”" That visitation had
already taken place, because Jesus Chrigt, the Son of God was born, so then that
vigtation had aready taken place, and redemption was already there; hence that
Isnot a case of his present used in the same sense of the future tense.
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In John 5:24, he says "Shall not come into condemnation,” is a prophecy:
"Shal not come into condemnation™ is a prophecy; thank you Elder; if you have
it that "'shall not come into condemnation” isaprophecy, and if you area Christian,
andif | havefaith and "shal not comeinto condemnation,” then Jesus Christ told
what wasn't so if we should be lost, when he said it should never be; "shall not
comeinto condemnation.” Let me switch it off and try to get something out of that;
he brought it up himsalf —because thisis a passage on my side. | don't dispute the
"hath," "is" and "shall," and the prophetic use of these words, but | declare to you,
when he says that it means he who trusts Jesus "shall not come into
condemnation;" we all know that is a fact. Borden says that is altogether a
mistake." Lord, you are entirdly mistaken: | am satisfied if you would listen to me
awhile, you would find some of these folks would come into condemnation.” God
ought to have taken lessonsfrom E. M. Borden and Bynum Black and afew of the
other fellows that preach over this country.

He reads John 3:36, "He that believeth on the Son, hath everlasting life." |
think that is so; he that believeth on the Son, "hath"—present time—everlasting
life. If "hath" isfuture, then believethisin the future, too. He that "believeth,” is
In the same tense as "hath," so if you make one part in the future, you will make
the other part the future too, and instead of this: "He that believeth hath," (both in
the present tense) you will have "hethat is going to believe, after the resurrection
of the dead, will get eternal life." This is wonderful theology of Alexander
Campbell's, and may the Lord deliver us fromiit.

He said every passage that Bogard shall present will
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come under this head. Y ou watch and see; some, as you have seen aready, have
not come under that head.

He quotes Romans 4:17: "I have made thee afather of many nations,” yes, this
scripture proves the point that God sometimes speaks of things that are not, as
though they were, and thingsin the future as though they had aready cometo pass.
That is correct. He does that in prophecy; we have aready proved that; common
sense proves it; we don't have to have scripture for it. The fact is that Borden,
every time he putsin a passage of scripture, putsin one against him, and if the one
that isagainst him doesn't fit, he just makesit fit when he wantsit to fit, and makes
it not fit when he doesn't want it to.

Mark 10:29, inwhich he says, "In the world to come, eternd life." No mistake
about that referring to the resurrection of the dead, and future complete eternd life
of both soul and body. Every one he has introduced, referring to eternad life as
future, has reference to the resurrection and salvation of the body.

1<t Peter 1:9, "Recelving the end of faith, even the salvation of your souls." |
amsurprised at the gentleman saying we would ever quit believing. Do you reckon
men ever will quit believing? | think not? | expect to believe in Jesus Christ after
| get to heaven. If | never get eternad life until | get to the end of my believing, |
will never get to heaven, and neither will Borden. | suppose he will keep on
believing on Jesus Chrigt after he gets to heaven; yet he quoted that word "end” to
mean that after we get to the "end of faith,"—of the road of faith, and get to where
thereisno faith. | will have faith after | get to heaven, and | will have eternal life
after | get there aso.

The gentleman used the word "telos" in the wrong sense.
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But | left my lexicons over at the house. The impression has gone over the
audience that Borden had one lexicon and Bogard had five. We both have them.
We have different dictionaries; he can use mine and | can use his. That word that
saysin 1t Peter, 1:9, that "the end" of faith iseternal lifeis"telos' in the Greek.
| shal show you it does not mean the"end of time" or the "end of a period.” | read
whereit says, "teos," "the end or limit where a thing ceases to be; but not at the
end of aperiod of time. Borden said, when we got through believing, when we
should get to the end. of this world, the period of time in which we are living;
then, at the end of that period of time, we will get eternal life. But Thayer saysit
refers to the end of faith, of the purpose of faith; when | get faith in my soul and
inmy head, and | believein God, then iswhen | get eternal life; 1st Peter 1.9 is
on my side. Not at the end of a specific period of time, as Borden says, when we
get to the end of life, then we will get eternal life; it is not at the end of a period
of time; if it was, then we would have "teluta," not "telos." We would use a
different form of the word; that iswhat Mr. Thayer says about it. Very well, turn
over on the same page, under that same "telos," | find this: "that by which athing
IS finished: the issue"—listen—"the issue of faith is eterna life;" that is the
meaning of the word "telos’ there. The "aim or purpose,” receiving the aim or
purpose of your faith; the aim and purpose of my faith; the issue of my faith;
the end of my faith. When | get faith, the issueis eternal life; so then, down goes
Mr. Borden's argument on that proposition; much obliged to the gentleman.

So then we will pass on, Revelation 2:10, "Be thou faithful unto death and |
will give thee acrown of life."
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The gentleman does not know the difference between receiving the crown of life
and receiving the lifeitsalf. | would like to see you put a crown on this brother
moderator's head, until he has a head, and | would like to see you put on a crown
of life until you get life, so when you get to heaven you will get a crown, but you
won't get life. We have life here, and that life is going to be crowned with a
glorious crown.

Romans 6:20, "a that time ye were free from righteousness ; but now ye are
freefrom sin, and the end everlasting life." "Telos," the same word, | have just
read from Thayer'slexicon, "theissue,”" eternd life; "the aim," eterna life, not at
the end of life or the period of time. Very well, the gentleman quoted that Paul
was waiting to receive the crown of life reserved in heaven for him. Yes, sir, Paul
had the life, and he is going to get the life crowned up yonder bye and bye.

Now he goes to John 27:30, "my sheep hear my voice, and they know and
follow me." The gentleman says, but doesn't he give his sheep eterna life? Does
he give the goat eternd life? No he does not give the goat eternal life, because if
he did he would have the goat turned loose on the road to heaven, but in changing
that goat into a sheep, the very principle that makes the change, givesit eternal
life. The changeitsdlf involvesthe giving of life to the sheep. | want you to show
me where a sheep has ever been turned back into a goat. When you do that you
have proved your apostasy proposition. The goats represent the wicked people; the
sheep represent the good people; they are going to be separated in the last days;
the wicked on the left and the saved on the right. Tell me whether a sheep ever
getsto be agoat. | can show you
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where goats are turned into sheep, and the Lord says a goat represents a wicked
man. Show me where a Christian man turned back into his wickedness and stayed
there and died in that condition, dying as a goat, and being on the left hand sidein
the last day. That is the issue between us, and that iswhat Mr. Borden has today
to prove.

The gentleman read in 1t Corinthians 9:24, whereit says. "So run that ye may
win," and Paul says, that heran that he might win and at the end of therace, Verily,
he did win the crown, making afast race to get it. Surely all Christians are doing
that, not running for the life, not running for the salvation, but running for the
crowning of life, and that glory that comesin connection with thelife. Borden does
not know the difference between the crown and the man himself. He does not
know enough to come in out of the wet when it rains, if he doesn't know the
difference between a man himself and the crown. He doesn't know enough to
debate if thisis true and you fellows had better get a new man next time you want
to debate on this proposition. He thinks the crown comes the first time the eternal
life comes into existence; he thinks when the crown comes life comes into
existence thefirst time. Wewill get acrown at the end of the race but have the life
now.

Hesaid Paul feared hemight beacast away. A cast away meansto be put aside
like a horse that has served its master faithfully, and has been turned out to graze,
worn out and of no further use. | hope | will never get to the place where | cannot
preach, when | am worn out, when | shall be a cast away, looked upon as of no
account, unfit to preach any more, unfit to carry on the work like that old worn out
animal, no longer able to do his master
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any good. | hope | will never get to that point, and that was what Paul meant. He
didn't say: "l am afraid | will lose my everlasting life." He didn't say he was afraid
he would lose his salvation; he was smply afraid he would become of no further
use, and be a castaway; that is all that means.

Then |1 Peter 1.5, "If you do these things ye shall never fall." The question
between usisnaot, if we do these things we shall never fal, but the question is, we
may cease to work for God, may we cease to love him, and may we cease to have
hopeinthe Lord. That isthe thing he must provein order to prove his proposition.
If we do these thingswe shall never fall, of course; but the question between us
iswill anybody fail to continueto live Chrigtian lives. | John 3:3 says, "Every man
that has hope in him purifieth himself, even asheis pure" Borden saysthat is not
S0, because some men will not do it; they will quit and they will fall from grace
and lose their souls, and al that; but John comes in thunder tones and says
"EVERY MAN THAT HAS THISHOPE IN HIM PURIFIESHIMSELF, AS
HE IS PURE." So they will al continue unto the end.

But the gentleman comesto Il Peter 2:21, 22, where it speaks of the hog that
was washed and went back to wallowing in the mire, and the dog that isturned to
its own vomit. He says Elder Bogard will say that they were still hogs and till
dogs. Yes, sir, Bogard undoubtedly saysthat; heknew | wasgoing to say it; but he
says you must remember they were washed—both were washed, and they came
right back again to their filthiness. Y es, but the washing did not take the dog out,
and the washing did not take the hog out. Y ou can wash afilthy man, and the first
thing you know heisback where he was, but change hislife, so he will live anew
life, change his principles, and plant new
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principlesin him, so as to make him cease to want to wallow in the mire and the
filth, not smply wash the body on the outside and he will not go back. That is the
trouble with you folks; you have just been dipped in the water. It has not struck
your heart; it has not changed your heart. If you had your heart changed you would
not go back to your dirt and filthiness.

| Timothy 4:1-6, "Some will depart from faith:" That simply means to depart
from the faith in doctrine, not from my trusting in the Lord, but from my orderly
belief in the Bible. Many people get false beliefs in their heads about the Lord's
Supper and things like that, but they do not lose their faith in Christ.

Then again, he says Bogard's people vote those people in; then when they go
over and begin preaching with his people they say they were all wrong. Yes, sir,
because we couldn't seetheir hearts, and make mistakes sometimes, and when they
fal to get salvation, and we find out that we were mistaken and find they have no
religion, and get to be Campbellites, we turn them out, because they have not true
religion in the soul and are not fit members for the church of Jesus Christ. He says
heislike the fellow that got the rabbit. The rabbit was thought to be all right until
it got away and back into the briars, then it was no account anyway. Yes, sir, the
man who catches arabbit islike that, but when you get a sheep he doesn't jump
off. Therabbits are the onesthat will run off. Sheep are not the ones who jump off,
but the sheep stay in thefold, and if they should get out they come back in again.

| Timothy 1:19 speaks of making shipwreck concerning the faith—fal intosin
or error.

Yes, gir, | watch mysdlf, lest | fall into sin, but God
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promisesin the 37th Psalm, verses 23 to 27, that though | fal the Lord upholds me
with hishand. | watch lest | fall into sin (that is what we mean by falling); but |
have a guarantee from God Almighty if | fall into sin| will be picked up again.
"Though hefal he shdl not be utterly cast down; for the Lord upholdeth him with
his hand.”

Paul said that the Hebrews fdll. There is no doubt about their falling; they fell
in the wilderness. Let me show you how they fell (Hebrews 3:10): "Wherefore
your fathers tempted me; wherefore | was grieved with that generation and said,
They do aways err in their heart; and they have not known my ways." Borden
said they did know the way, but forgot it. " They have not known my ways;" those
fellows that tempted him in the wilderness and those fellows that fell did not
know hisway. "So | sware in my wrath, they shall not enter into my rest.” And in
Hebrews 4:2, " For unto us was the gospel preached, as well as unto them; but the
word preached did not profit them, not being mixed with faith in them that
heard it." Borden saysthey had faith and fell from it; God saysthey did not have
the faith. So then they had no salvation to fal from. They had no grace; they had
heard the gospd, "but it did not profit them, not being mixed with faith," so that
IS answered.

Matthew 24:13, they shall be hated for my sake, "because wickedness shall
abound, the love of many shall wax cold." Thereisabig difference between love
waxing cold and love ceasing to exist. He has to show that our love will cease to
exist, and until he does that we will continue saved. "He that loveth is born of
God," asis said in the 4th chapter, 7th verse, of | John.

Then he comes to that question Brother Abernathy
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asked me, in the Arkansas Baptist, and sayswhat does that mean? | answered that
and said, "'if you do not endure to the end you will go to hdl,” but listen | John 3:3,
says that every one will endure to the end, for it says "every man that hath this
hope in him, purifieth himself;" not some men, but "every man that hath this
hope purifieth himself, even asheis pure.” So, Elder Borden has to show thisis
wrong whereit says"every manwill purify himsdlf;" Elder Borden has got to show
that some men won't hold out to the end, some men won't endure by the grace of
God. Of course, he won't hold out by his own strength, or his own power, but he
holds out if he has the power of God behind him.

John saysin | John 3:3, that "every man that hath this hope in him purifieth
himself, even as heis pure;" every one of that sort will endure to the end.

Then again, he read from Jeremiah 23:39, where it says "I will utterly forget
you." God almighty has done that in having the Jews scattered all over the earth.
That does not refer to personal salvation but to national Israel.

Ezekid 18:24 "He shdl die on account of the sin he hath committed.” That is
just where he quit when he got to the end of his speech. God says that when a
righteous man committeth iniquity and then departs he shall die; so the very
moment you depart from the perfect standard, that moment you shall die and go
to hell, and these men that are trying to save themselves by mordity, if they would
live a perfect moral life, God could not, with justice, send them to hell. But
supposethey lead amord lifefor anumber of years, and then do something wrong,
they have violated the law, and for that violation
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they shal die. But the man who standsin the righteousness of Jesus Christ, and not
in his own righteousness, that man shall not be lost because of his transgression,
because he that knew no sin died to save him. Il Corinthians 5:21: "For he hath
made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that we might be made the
righteousness of God in him."

| have finished answering the entire speech that the gentleman has introduced.
| have now, | believeit isten minutes. Now, ladies and gentlemen, | want to give
this stenographer some hard work to do, because | want to run in here some
statements from God's blessed word, that everlastingly upsets Borden's
proposition. | have answered all he said. | have nothing more to do; he has the
laboring oar in hishands, but | will just spend my remaining time preaching to you
the gospel of Jesus Chrigt, the Son of God.

1. "The Lord has mercy on our unrighteousness.” Heb. 8:12. Instead of the
Lord condemning his people for their unrighteousness, he has mercy on them; that
Is the difference between my doctrine and Borden's. | have a God of Mercy, and
he has a God that stands over you and demandsthat you toe the chalk line; my God
has mercy on my unrighteousness.

2: Jesus said he would not cast out those who came to him. John 6:37: "Him
that cometh unto me, | will in no wise cast out." Borden says you had better be
careful, if you do alittle bad, he will cast you out. Jesus answers back: "1 will in
no wise cast you out." Suppose he doesin thisway or that, won't he cast you out?
Jesus answers back, "I will in no wise cast you out." Figure out if you can in what
way the Lord will cast you out.
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Borden saysjust do alittle bad, and he will kick you out, but Jesus Christ says. "he
that cometh unto me, | will in no wise cast out."

3: Jesus saysthat those who are cast off at last, are those he "never knew."
Matthew 7:23. | mean literdly that | don't care what you do; Jesus meant that or
he told a falsehood. Some folks laugh at that. David sinned; David committed
adultery, but David said if you fal you shal not stay down, for God will pick you
up (Ps. 37:23, 24) no matter what you do. God has guaranteed that he will pick you
up. Some say: "If | thought that, | would turn loose, and take my fill of sin." That
proves you are on the road to hell now, because it proves you love sin, and if you
have the love of sninyour heart, (if you want to "just take your fill of sin,") you
are on theroad to hell, and Jesus is not responsible for you; for the man who has
thelove of God in his heart, will appreciate it to that extent, that he will do his
level best to live for God. He will show hislove by trying to live as close to God
as he can, but the man that has the devil in him, is the one that would "just turn
loose and take hisfill of sin." It islike aboy and hislove for his mother; if his
mother said to him: "son, | will never cast you off, no matter what you do, |
wouldn't cast you off;" then would he turn around and spit in his mother's face? |
reckon not. | would love my mother so well, that | would say: "Mother, | would
do anything for you." So those who love the Lord, Jesus Christ, won't spit in his
face, or trample on hisword, because they have the assurance of safety. They will
be prompted by love and not by fear.

4: Jesus says that those who are cast off at last are
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those he never knew; Matthew 7:23, "Depart from me, | never knew you." Hedid
not say to those who were once Christians, and who were once acquainted with
Jesus Christ by grace, he "never knew them." He could not tell the truth and say
| never knew them. But heis going to say to those who are cast off: "I never knew
you;" there won't be a single one there who fell from grace.

5: Our fina savation depends not on what we do for Christ but on what Christ
doesfor us. Matthew 1:21: "He shall save his people from their sns." God said he
shall save his people from their sins, not et them go down in their sins, but save
them from their Sins, so it does not depend on what | do for him, but what he does
for me.

6: Jesus says he gives eterndl life to his sheep. John 10:27-30.

7: In John 3:36, we are said to have eternd life right now. "He that believeth
on the Son hath everlasting life."

8: Jesus says in John 5:24, that he who believes on him "hath everlasting life,
and shall not come into condemnation; but is passed from death unto life." We
have aready discussed that.

9: The Bible says that those who fall into sin will not stay down; Ps. 37:23-24;
and the Lord says, although a good man may fall, "he shall not be utterly cast
down, for he upholds him with his hand." We have already discussed that.

10: Paul says nothing in existence can separate us from God's love. Romans
8:38-9. Nothing can separate us from the love of Christ; "Nay, in al these things
we are more than conquerors through him that loved us.
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For | am persuaded, that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor things present, nor
things to come, nor height nor depth, nor any other creature, shall be able to
separate us from the love of God, whichisin Christ Jesus our Lord."

11: Paul saysthat our Sins are not counted against us. Romans 4:8: "Blessed
Isthe man to whom the Lord will not impute sin." So God doesn't count sin against
usif we are Christians, how then are we to be condemned for a crime that is not
counted against us? How about that? Isn't it counted against somebody? Yes. |1
Corinthians 5:21, says our crimes are counted against Jesus Christ: "He that knew
no sin became sinfor us," that we might be saved. So, we have our sins counted
against Jesus Christ.

12: Paul saysthat sin shal never have dominion over us. Romans 6:14, "For
sin shall not have dominion over you; for ye are not under the law, but under
grace." Borden says sin may have dominion over you, but Jesus Christ said,
through the apostle Paul, that sin shall not have dominion over you.

13: All things work together for good. Romans 8:28: "For all things work
together for good to them that love God." | ask you if it would be for my good to
stop loving God; you say no; then all things work together for good, and that
includes the devil, for he says dl things, so the devil himself must, in spite of his
intentions, work for my good; God will everywhere take care of my good, no
matter what | do.

14: Jesus says we shal never perish. John 3:16, "For God so loved the world,
that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not
per-
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ish, but have everlasting life." Borden says| may perishin hell; Jesus says, you are
mistaken for ye shall never perish.

15: Peter saysthat it is God's power that keeps us. (I Peter 1:5.) If the devil
gets us he must overcome God's power that keeps us.

16: Paul says we are sealed by the Holy Spirit unto the day of redemption
(Ephesians 4:30). Seded to the day of redemption, which isthe resurrection day.
If my sedl will hold that long | am certainly safe.

17: Jeremiah saysthat God will not leave usand that "we shall not depart from
him." Jeremiah 32:39-40: "' will not turn away from them, but | will put my fear
in their hearts that they shall not depart from me." Borden says they may; God
Almighty says they may not.

18: John saysthat those who are born of God will overcometheworld. (I John
5:4) So the world will never get us down.

19: John saysthe devil cannot touch us. | John 5:18, "He that is begotten of
God keepeth himsdlf, and that wicked one toucheth him not." If the devil cannot
touch him, | would like to know how the devil can get him.

20: Paul says afflictions work greater glory for us. I Cor. 4:17: "For our light
affliction, which is but for a moment worketh for us a far more exceeding and
eternal weight of glory." So, then, nothing in the way of afflictions can take us
away from God.

21. John saysthat those who go out from uswere not of us. | John 2:19, "They
went out from us but they were not of us, because if they had been of us, they
would no doubt have continued with us, but they went out that it might be made
manifest that they were not with us."
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22: | John 3:3: "Every man that hath this hope, purifieth himsdf." Then every
Christian will continue saved.

23: John 1125, 26: "Whosoever liveth and believeth in me shall never die.”
But Borden says you are mistaken, you may die.

Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.
Time expired.

MR. BORDEN'S SECOND SPEECH.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

| am certainly thankful that we have been spared to be here once more, and
especidly after the noon refreshment, to continue the investigation of the subject
we havebeforeus. Mr. Bogard said that he rather differed from me on the question
of the importance of this subject, believing that it was the most important of all the
subjects, or any that we might discuss. If the real debate depends upon this subject,
| want to tel you now, it isafailure on hissidefor the sorriest speech | ever heard
him make was this morning in reply towhat | said. But | started in to fix him, and
was satisfied | would doit. | never saw a man flounce like he did, in the speech
that hemade. | believethat Mr. Bogard redlly sees hisweaknessin his speech, and
in his attempt to prove his doctrine. Now, you remember he said that the last
scripture, or the last argument, | suppose he has done his best, he has made dl the
arguments that he expects to make in rebuttal to what | have said, so all | haveto
doisknock off what he did say to what | said, and after that is done, my house
stands
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just like it did when | first put it up. But what confused Mr. Bogard, | took his
proof texts and built my house with them, so he couldn't build his house. That was
the reason the gentleman was confused, because | had all of his timber in my
house.

But the first thing he made mention of, after his prelude about what | had said
about holding on; he said, "according to Borden and his position, it depends upon
the man, and not upon the Lord," and theissue is as to whether God holds the man
on, or whether man does it, and he says. "Borden says himself that he depends
upon hisown efforts;”" because | said | did not intend to fall, because | intended to
hold on. But his position isthat a man did not have to hold on, but God holds him
on. Now, the difference between usis, | say we hold on, and Mr. Bogard says God
holds us on. He says that is the issue, and | will admit that that is it, but he
ridicules the idea of my taking such a position as that, and he tries to leave the
impression that it does not depend upon the acts of man himself. | want to say this
much, if it does not, | am like the fellow who | heard about one time, when his
minister wanted to sprinkle him and cdll it baptism, and he informed them that he
had undoubtedly read the wrong book, because it did not say a word about
sprinkling where he read. If you will read Hebrews 5:8-9 you can decide for
yourself, whether it depends upon the man or not. Y ou understand, | don't takethe
position that the man himsdf furnishes the rope to hold on to, but that he must do
some holding on. Regardiess of what Mr. Bogard said, this remains in the book
and will comeout just as| say it. Now, Hebrews 5:8-9: "He learned obedience by
the things which he suffered, and being made perfect
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he became the author of salvation, to dl them that God holds on?' No sir, it didn't
say that. Heisthe "author of eterna salvation to al them that obey him." He says
God will give eternd life to them that obey him. Let me go again to Daniel 12:2,
andthat is, "They that have done good to the resurrection of life." Thereit depends
upon man doing good, as to whether he be raised to life or not. Revelation 22:4
"Blessed are they that do his commandments, that they may have aright to thetree
of life, and may enter in through the gatesinto the city." Now then, Jude 18 says,
"Keep yoursdvesin thelove of God." That is, man must keep himself in the love
of God. Now again, in | Peter 1:22, seeing you have purified your soulsin obeying
the truth through the Spirit unto unfeigned love of the brethren, see that ye love
one another with apure heart fervently." So we find that it actually depends upon
the acts of the man himself, being assisted by the God of Heaven, asto whether we
hold on. Thisisevidently the meaning. God does his part and man does his. If God
doesit all and man has nothing to do with it, God is to be blamed for it, if man
fals. If man has anything to do with it, then the man will go to hell for not doing
his part, because he did not hold on. But Bogard would have God to blame for it,
and says that God is responsible for their sin. | want to tell you, ladies and
gentlemen, | had no idea Mr. Bogard would say athing like that. Take a man that
would go on through thislife and be alow down sinner, and then in the last hours
of hislife expect to go to Heaven, and he won't even haveto ask forgiveness of his
sins. Listen here, | want to ask Mr. Bogard a question: Mr. Bogard, do you pray?
He says, Yes. All right. Do you ever pray to God for forgiveness of sins?
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He says, Yes, sir. Why ask God to forgive man's sins that are not charged up
againgt him, but against Christ? But the poor fellow gets down on his knees and
says"O, Lord, forgivemy sins," whenredly they have not been charged up againgt
him. Christ then ought to get down and say "Forgive the sinsthat have been piled
onme," instead of the man praying for the forgiveness of hissins. Then, if we are
not responsible for our sins, in any sense of the word, and the burden rests on
Christ and not on us, then it is foolishness to ask God to forgive our sins. | want
to show you what trouble this man gets himsdlf into. He quotes John 5:24, where
it says that men will come from their gravesto eterna life. He says this has no
reference at all to the resurrection of men's souls, or the giving of eternd life to his
soul, but it has reference to the resurrection of the body, and then goes on to say
that this eternd life hasreferenceto eternd life of the body, but says the soul goes
on ahead before the body. | have afew objections to offer to that. Hereis an old
sinner. Here is the spirit from the man. The man dies and his spirit goes to God,
and now, the body goes to the grave. The spirit has already gone on. Let that
represent heaven, right up there in that brush, where | will put this book. This
book down here represents the body. This (the soul) is a Christian man, and this
pure man goes on to heaven, but here (the body) isthis old fellow down here, what
becomes of him? "They that have done good to the resurrection of life." Mr.
Bogard says that the old body never did any good in this life, and its sins are
charged up against Jesus Christ, and that this body remainstotaly depraved until
the last hour. Then when the hour of the resurrection will come the body must go
to
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hell and the rest has gone on to heaven. Part of the man was in sin and that goes
to hell and the rest has gone to heaven. You can see for yourselves that the
scripture does not say that. If the old body must do good to get to heaven, then if
the body of the Christian does not do good it will go to hell. Mr. Bogard says it
does not do good; he says the old stump is not good, and it remains that old stump
until the end. According to that, the body will go to hell, and the spirit to heaven.
He saysancther thing. He saysthereisa scripture that says everybody goesto God
on that good day. He saysthe old body has to go to the grave, and lies there until
the resurrection morning; but the scripture he referred to, says that the spirit of
man goeth upward and the spirit of beasts goeth downward. | want to know if the
gpirit of this old low-down sinner, this child of the devil, goesto God like the
other? Mr. Bogard says that meansto go to heaven. Thiswondrous salvation takes
the spirit of every man to God. If that scripture means that the souls of all will go
to heaven as soon asthey die, that isa universal salvation, and the only difference
isthat the spirit of every man will go to heaven, and the body of al will go to hell,
and it isuniversal salvation on one hand and universal damnation on the other.
That iswhere the gentleman's logic leads to. He brought that up to prove that man
would go to heaven, just as soon as he died. If | understand anything at all about
the state of the dead, the Bible says the spirit goes to God who gave it, but it
doesn't mean that man's spirit goes right up there to the throne of God—goesto
heaven—and beginsto enjoy the glories thereof, as portrayed by the rich man and
Lazarus. The rich man died and lifted his eyes up in Hades, and warned his
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brethren of it. Lazarus was aso in Hades, but it was Paradise to him, But the rich
man went to Hades and it was Tartarus to him. Both the wicked and righteous
spirits go under God'simmediate control, and that is the intermediate state where
the spirits go between death and the resurrection. At the resurrection the body and
spirit will be reunited, and it is then that men will be judged according to the way
they havelived in thisworld, and men do not go into everlasting happiness as soon
asthey die. In the resurrection morning, these spiritsin Paradise will go on higher,
while the spirits of wicked men will go down and spend eternity in hell;
(Gehenna). He makes a difference between the body of the righteous and the body
of the wicked, saying that this salvation has reference to the resurrection to life of
the body and so on; the redeeming of the body. He brings up scripture that speaks
of the redemption of the body; and saysit means putting on immortality when we
will have spiritua bodies. The scripture saysthe dead shal be raised; the sea shall
give up her dead, and death and hell shall give up their dead, and it israised in
incorruption,” speaking of the resurrection, and he did not say that would be so
with the righteous and not so with the wicked, but he said the body would be
raised in incorruption. | want to know if the bodies of wicked men are raised with
their same old bodies? If they are, why don't you teach with the Adevntists, that
they will be put in agreat lake of fire, and be annihilated, because if they are all
mortd there, they will certainly be annihilated. The fact of the businessis, friends,
that in the resurrection morning, the wicked will be cast into hell fire, but there
will be ajudgment day, and their punishment will be for ever and ever, but ac-
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cording to Bogard's doctrine it will be dl immortality in heaven and al mortality
in hell, and it will go down in the book just that way. Now friends, | don't want you
to forget that. That will be enough on that.

He said that | said every timethe word "hath" was used, in the Bible, it meant
the future. | never said that. | said that whenever the words "hath," "is' and
"shall," were used when reference was made to eternal life, spoken of by Jesus
and referring to the future, that it had the same meaning that it had in John 5:24.
That iswhat | said and that isall | did say.

Then again, he made aplay on "the end of faith." | was actually amused at the
statement he made on it. He said the "end of faith" did not mean what | said. |
went on to make the argument that it meant "the completion,” that is, "the end,” or
"finishing up of it." Hetook this Greek lexicon, and it isindeed strange that a man
will do athing like that, read my definition, word for word, that | had given for it.
Listen, ladies and gentlemen, he tried to prove by that that men had eternal life
now, and that men could have eterna life and still have faith, and pictured the
receiving of the"end of faith, even the salvation of the soul." Mr. Bogard made the
argument on thisthat it did not mean the "end of the age,” but it meant the end of
something else. Faith is not an age. Faith is an act on the part of a man. It is
something man does. Believe is averb; it is an act of aman. Listen right here.
Here is the word "telos' and here isits meaning: "termination; limit at which a
thing ceases to be." What ceases to be? faith, is what ceases to be. Did you hear
that? did you? It isfaith that "ceasesto be." He read that and tried to prove it the
beginning of faith. | don't know
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what on earth the man means by that. Listen right here: "Always of the end of
someact or state.” It isthe act of some; the end of some act or sate. Faithisan act,
and it isthe end of that act; the end of that state; state of belief, but not the end of
aperiod of time." It is not the end of a period of time, because man does not end
then; bless your soul, not that. Besides that, it does not mean at the end of time,
because we are raised from the dead at the end, because we find faith in Hades,
and our faith ends in heaven, when we have eterna life. So down goes your
argument.

L et me take up another: Do you remember what he said about the crown of
life? | brought up severd placeswhere it said that we recelve the crown of lifein
the world to come; he admitted and | believe | will just get him to shake hands on
that. Let me seeif | understand his position. We receive the crown of lifein the
world to come. He said s0 too. L et's shake hands on that. We receive the crown of
life in the world to come. Now, | think he ought to shake hands on that. If ever |
make a proposition like that, and he agreesto it, | will shake hands on it. | think
you ought to, Mr. Bogard. Then we can fight it out on that crown of life. It looks
to melike it would be fair for him to do that.

He said: "Borden, thislittle fellow, you ought to have sent for Warlick." | am
satisfied he wished he had somebody else. He never held a debate in his life,
unless he wanted some one el se there. He was always dissati sfied with the one that
wasthere. Friends, if Warlick could do anything morethan | could, what would be
left of him? There wouldn't be enough to count. Friends, if | am so little and
insignificant, and am doing what | am for him,
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what would Warlick do for him? But friends, it doesn't take Warlick to down him,
and blessyour souls, there are agreat number of these younger brethren who have
been preaching only a short time that could down him, so far as he has gone,
because he hasn't made any real strong arguments yet. | don't do this to throw off
on him, because Mr. Bogard is an educated man. Heisa strong man, asfar as his
actual ability isconcerned. It ishisdoctrine. He cannot defend the Baptist doctrine
and bdlief. The brother | was corresponding with, said: "Brother Borden, bring
Brother John Fry with you, and bring Brother John Hinds, the Baptists are going
to have Vermillion here to be Bogard's moderator. | knew there was only one
Baptist to talk at atime, and | could reply to each of them and do everything that
was necessary to him, and | am going to keep on doing it, until this debate closes.
Let'sgo on further. About the crown of life, he says: "Borden doesn't know the
difference between the crown of life and receiving lifeitsdf." He says"We get the
crown in the world to come, but we get eternal life here." Mr. Bogard thinks men
will get eternd life here but he will have akind of cap, he will put on hishead in
the world to come. Friends, he ought to join the Methodists. They believe in just
putting alittle cap on the head, and calling that putting on Christ. He thinks that
to put that on, isjust to put alittle cap on his head, and that is the crown. | wonder
if he thinks it will be a kind of woolen or cloth crown, or some kind of metal
crown. No sir, the crown itself is eternal life. Don't the Bible say we will be
crowned with glory and honor in the world to come? Wonder if he thinks every
man there will have three little caps, one of honor, one of glory and
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one of eternd life. Y ou couldn't wear all of them at once, as you only have one
head. If you had three heads you might have three crowns, glory, honor and eterna
life. Now, then, ladies and gentlemen, he surrendered the proposition, because the
truth of the matter isit is eterna life with which we will be crowned. When aman
Is crowned with life he is blessed with life. It doesn't mean something a man puts
on hishead, at al. Let me go on still further and introduce something else. Bogard
said Paul was running for the crown, but he dready had the life; he had eternd life
but was running after that little cap.

The next thing he said was about the sheep. He undertook to draw adistinction
here. He sad, just like | did, that sheep got eterndl life, and that the goat did not;
but did you notice how he fixed that up. He says the very act, the very thing that
makes aman a Chrigtian, gives him eternd life. | want to know how he makes a
Christian then? Does he make him out of a sinner? Yes, sir. Does he give him
eterna lifein that very act? Certainly, and this goat was made a sheep.

If the very act that makes them sheep gives them eternal life, then God gives
goats eternd life, instead of the sheep. But now he goes back and says, "I want to
ask Mr. Borden aquestion. | want to know if you ever, in dl the annds of history,
saw where a sheep was turned into a goat, | want to know if you ever saw in
history where agoat was turned into asheep?' But let mefind aplace here and see
iIf thereisany reference to Christians becoming sinners. | think | will show him
something that will sound very much likeit. In John, eighth chapter, we find that
the children of Israel were God's chosen people. We begin with the 31st verse:
"Then said Jesus to those Jews
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which believed on him" (these Jews believed on him— what did he say to them?):
"If ye continuein my word, then areye my disciplesindeed" (What? What?"If you
continuein my word?"), "and ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you
free." They didn't like that very much, and they answered and said: "We are
Abraham's seed; and we were never in bondage to any man; how sayest thou that
we shall be made free? Jesus answered them, Verily, verily, | say unto you,
Whosoever committeth sin isthe servant of sin." Coming down to the 39th verse:
"They answered and said unto him, Abraham is our father. Jesus saith unto them,
If ye were Abraham's children ye would do the works of Abraham.” Yet, friends,
they were children of |sradl because they were Jews, but they had changed. Then
againhe says, "Yeare of your father, the devil, and the lusts of your father yewill
do. He was a murderer from the beginning, and abode not in the truth, because
thereis no truth in him. When he speaketh alie he speaketh of his own; for heis
aliar and thefather of it." So wefind that these I sradlites had actually departed and
had become children of the devil, and Mr. Bogard cannot deny it. If he does, then
he goes back on the Lord Jesus Christ, and goes back on the plain statement of
God'seternd truth. | want you to remember that these people"believed on Christ,”
but thiswill come up tomorrow; they believed "eis' Christ. Let me go on further.

"Being acastaway," he said, did not mean that he wasliableto belost, but that
he would be a castaway if he got to be an old man, and couldn't preach any more.
L adies and gentlemen, Paul never had any referenceto that at dl. He said, "While
| have saved others," talking about salvation, "1 might be a castaway." Now then,
| have saved
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others, but | might not get to heaven. That istheidea, friends, and that is what he
had reference to, and he al'so said, "I keep my body under subjection.”

John 3:3 is the next passage he brought up, and | want to turn and read it and
see clearly what is conveyed in that chapter. | John 3:3, | believeitis; yes, here it
is "And every man that has thishope in him purifieth himsdf, even as heis pure.”
Purifieth himself. Mr. Bogard said that the man himsalf had not athing to do with
it, but that God did it all, but here it says that the man doesit, Which time did you
tell the truth—the first time or second time? Read in connection with this:
"Whosoever committeth sin transgresseth also the law, for sin is transgression of
the law, and ye know he was manifested to take away our sins." Why ask God to
forgive our sins if they are charged to the Lord? "Whosoever abideth in him
sinneth not; whosoever sinneth hath not seen him, neither known him." | wonder
if Mr. Bogard will say that he never sins. He may get up and say that they were
never Christians, and that Christians never sin at al. If the Christian keeps on
sinning he will not remainin Christ, but if he repents he will remain in Christ. It
is the man "that sinneth not" , that remains in Christ.

He spoke about that hog and dog business, and said that the reason the dog
went back to hisvomit was because he till had dog in him, and the reason the hog
went back was because he il had hog in him. Y ou remember he said yesterday
that this old depraved man still sinned. When aman sinsit is human nature that
makes him do it, and it is the hog nature in the hog that makes him do as he does.
| want to know what it is that makes Mr. Bogard and other Baptists sin? Time
expired.
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MR. BOGARD'S SECOND REPLY.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

To say that | feel highly complimented is to state the case very lightly. The
record will show that Elder Borden did not get through with more than one-half of
my reply to his speech, to say nothing of not touching 22 clear-cut negative
argumentsthat | made in rebuttal; didn't even get through with my refuting of his
speech, not more than haf through, if that. He is so absolutely snowed under and
face downward that if he ever triesto scratch out he will get deeper all the time.
| could stop right here and make no further talk, and the victory has already been
won. The gentleman said that his people were very much alarmed when this
debate was announced, and begged him to bring aong John Fry and othersto help
him, because Vermillion was going to be Bogard's moderator. That is only an
example of your wonderful imagination when you get scared. | didn't know
Vermillion was in the country, and when | heard that he was in the country, after
getting to Newport, | said, "I do wish he would come out, | would like to meet
him," but he went on back. But | can understand why you felt so frightened when
you heard that Vermillion was going to be here, for he wiped up the face of the
earth with Schultz over herein a debate, and Borden thought | would need him,
but VVermillion knew Borden would be cared for in my handsand | didn't need his
help. But, he says, "Warlick, bring on Warlick; Bogard wants Warlick." | never
said Warlick once. | tell you what | will do; | will make afair, square offer. | did
not say that | wanted Warlick, nor that | was sorry they didn't get Warlick? Did |
say it, Martin? Did | say it, Abernathy? No, sir; | believe | will give Borden a
dollar if hewill find
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that in the stenographer's notes. He is so badly frightened and confused, that he
thought | was calling for Warlick.

| have been calling for Warlick, not in this debate, but in the presence of
witnesses here, who begged him, as Borden knows, to have adebate published like
this, but Warlick has too much senseto run his head in the hater like Borden has,
so he won't come across to join me in having a debate published. His excuse was,
that wherever he, Warlick, debated with Bogard, that the Baptists forever became
dissatisfied with debates; and it would put him out of debates forever with
Baptists. But there is a standing offer over here at Walnut Ridge, in which they
will pay J. S. Warlick ten dollars a day of Baptist money, to have a published
debate with me. Isn't that true, Abernathy?

Abernathy—Yes, sir.

We offer Warlick ten dollars aday, and pay his expenses in addition to that,
if he will meet me and have a published debate; but he won't do it, and Borden
won't do it any more. His folks won't call on him any more, after this debateis
published. These folks will go off and tell it that here Borden did not even get
through with one-haf of my reply to his speech, much lessthe rebuttal arguments
| made.

But, | will take up what the gentleman said, and run through. He said it does
depend upon what the man does;, THE MAN SAVES HIMSELF BY THE
ASSISTANCE OF THE LORD; doesn't do it by himself, but does it by the
assstance of the Lord. Let's see about that. If the Bible says that, then | am going
to takeiit; if the Bible does not say that, | am just as positive that | will not believe
it. Let's see what we can find in the blessed Word of God. In Romans 11:6, 7, we
have that mixture business knocked to pieces. Borden has said that he does part
of it, part of the
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work, and God does part of it; partly by works, and partly by grace. Here is the
quotation: "And if by grace, then is it no more of works; otherwise grace isno
more grace. But if it be of works, then is it no more grace; otherwise work is no
morework." Borden sayspart worksand part grace; the Bible says, if itisby grace,
itisal by grace, and if it isby works, itisal by works. Borden's plan of salvation,
goesdown; it goesin to irretrievable ruin, because the Book says you can't mix it;
Borden says you can mix it. That will do for that, but he quoted some Scripture,
Hebrews 5:8, 9; he reads where God is the author of salvation to al men that obey
him. Who is the author? God. What is the obedience referred to? Obedience of
faith, which is of the heart, for with the heart man believeth unto righteousness,
and thisbringsusinto salvation. "Bdievein the Lord Jesus Chrigt;" when | believe
with acomplete heart faith, | am saved.

Daniel 12:2: "They that have done good to everlasting life." People that have
lived righteous livesin Christ Jesus will be raised up to that glory referred to by
Danidl, isal that means. Christian people are known by their works, for we know
people by their works; their works do not make them good, but their works
proclaim their goodness.

Then he goes over to Revelations 22:14: "Blessed are they that do his
commandments, that they may have aright to the tree of life, and may enter in
through the gatesinto the city." Nobody else will have aright to the tree of life,
because the man who is not obedient is not a Christian. But obedience does not
make him a Christian, but it as an index by which heis judged.

In Jude, he quotes "Keep yourselves in the love of
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God." He will have to show that somebody has failed to keep himsalf in the love
of God. Right at this point, he saysit all depends upon the man, assisted by God.
All right, Romans 11:6, 7, saysit is either by grace or works, and you cannot mix
it. Borden says, it ispart by our worksand part by what God does, so thereisaflat
contradiction between him and God's holy word. He says my doctrine means that
aman can sn dl that he wantsto. A Christian can commit al the sn he wants to,
and Hill go to heaven; put it down again for emphasis. A Christian can commit al
the sin he wantsto and still go to heaven. | tel you that he can commit al he wants
to. How many does he want to commit? He doesn't want to commit any, because
he doesn't like it, and Christians don't like sin and therefore won't indulge in it.
Y ou can fool aman into eating a cat, but he won't edt it after he knows what it is.
| knew awhole family to eat a cat, thinking they were eating a rabbit; | could give
you their names. They live at Searcy; they picked the bones, and liked it; finally
the boy said, how did you like old Tom? The old man said, what Tom? He said:
| killed the old cat and fixed him for you. He took the boy out and gave him a
whipping. He was nauseated at the thought, but while he was eating it, he liked it.
Christian people are led by the Devil into evil; they don't likeit, and if they find
out what they have done, they are sorry of it. Eat dl the cats you want to, commit
al thesn youwant to, if you are a Christian, you don't like to commit sin, and you
are going to do your best to keep from sn, just like you are going; to do your best
to keep from egting cats. The trouble with Borden— | pick Borden for a personal
reference—he loves sin. His people have sin in ther hearts, that iswhy they think

they
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would take their fill. Needn't tell me because thereisno law againgt it, 1 am going
to commit sin, because | love God and am going to try to do what is right.

If I hear aman say that if he thought that God would keep him like that, and
thought there was no punishment for sin, he would take hisfill, that proves to me
that heis on the side of the devil, and loves the devil more than he does God. | ask
you to consider whether you fed like you would take advantage of God like that,
or whether you love God and love hisways, and if you don't, you are on the road
to hell. If you are in love with him, you will do right, and not because you are
afraid of hell fire. But he says, that all the sins that Baptists commit are piled up
on the Lord. Amen, and praise God for it. | will tell you why | praise God for it.
Thefifty-third chapter of Isaiah, verses4 and 5, " Surely he hath borne our griefs,
and carried our sorrows; yet we did esteem him stricken, smitten of God and
afflicted. But he was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our
iniquities: the chastisement of our peace was upon him; and with hisstripeswe are
heded." Could you have anything plainer than that? Baptists have their sinslaid
on Jesus Christ; Mr. Borden and his folks want to carry them by themselves, but
Baptists leave it to the Lord; "by his stripes are we healed.”

He asks if Bogard and his folks pray for forgiveness; we do, but it is the
forgivenessthat achild asks of aloving father, but not the forgiveness obtained by
the criminal, when he asksthe judge for forgiveness. Thereis dl the differencein
the world, between judicial pardon, when a criminal comes before the judge, or
governor of the State, and asks for pardon; there is all the difference
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between the criminal applying to that judge or that governor for pardon, and the
man who goes to hisloving heavenly Father and begs his pardon, because he has
offended him, knowing that his Father is not going to cast him off, but purely as
amatter of gratitude. | have offended hislove, | ask his pardon, not because | am
afraid of going to hell, but because | love him, and am not going to pain him, if |
can hepit. A child goesto itsfather and asks forgiveness, evenif the father is not
threatening to cast him off, and even if the father would not cast him off. | ask
pardon, because | do not want to offend my father. He passes to the body going to
the grave, and the soul going to heaven; he saysthereis a hafway place that they
stop in. | have always been of the impression that when | died, | would go to
heaven. | was under the impression that Stephen (seventh chapter of Acts, 59)
looked up and saw Jesus standing by the right hand of the throne of God; and said,
"Lord Jesus receive my spirit." If he went to the Lord Jesus, he went to where the
throne of God was, and if that is not heaven, please excuse me; | want to stay here,
and not go to heaven, if | cannot stay there where God's throne is. He says,
according to the Baptist doctrine, the body would go to hell, and the soul go to
heaven. "We went over that yesterday; he seemsto be dissatisfied with it, but the
record will be so plain that the soul goesto heaven, and the body will beraised in
theresurrection as Paul says, and he has admitted it. In Romans 8:23, Paul sayswe
are "Waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body." E. M. Borden,
to the contrary notwithstanding. Our bodies are not redeemed, but will be raised
in the resurrection, and in the resurrection will be redeemed, while our souls are
redeemed here and now.
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Wil he says he don't like my idea of the difference between the resurrection
of the wicked, and the resurrection of the just; that there won't be any distinction
of that sort. Borden says | am atogether wrong about it. | want to read to you in
Revelation, twentieth chapter, fourth and fifth verses, aplain statement here, laid
downin God'sword: "And | saw thrones, and they sat upon them, and judgment
was given unto them: and | saw the souls of them that were beheaded for the
witness of Jesus, and for theword of God, and which had not worshiped the beast,
neither hisimage, neither had received his mark upon their foreheads, or in their
hands; and they lived and reigned with Christ athousand years." These soulslived
and reigned with Christ athousand years, what about the rest? Next verse: "But the
rest of the dead lived not again until the thousand years were finished. Thisisthe
first resurrection.” Borden says thereis no difference, and the Book saysthereis
athousand years difference. Make out of that, al you will; he iswrong on every
part of the ground; he and his people are not even right on the existence of God.
They have wrong ideas on that. There is not even one doctrine that these people
have that they are right in; they don't even believe correctly in the existence of
God, asthe Bible teaches it. They have an erroneous idea about that, and | can
prove it, they don't teach Bible repentance; they don't teach the right baptism,
because they leave out the right idea and right design; they don't teach the right
works; they don't teach the right church order and church polity. Thereis not a
thing in God's word that isin harmony with their positions. Of course, we are not
on the subject of the church position. | throw that in to show you that even on the
guestion of
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theresurrection, the maniswrong. He brought it in, and | am just showing you that
he is even wrong about it.

Astothemeaning of theword "telos," "receiving theend of your faith," "telos,"
"the salvation of your soul;" now, saysthe Elder, | can't understand why Bogard
would read that definition, and read the very definition he had given. | read it
because his definition suited me. His definition said that it did not refer to an end
of aperiod of time. Borden said it referred to that period of time when we had quit
believing. Borden said it referred to that time when our bodies would be raised
from the dead. Borden said it referred to that period of time when we would not
have faith, and would come to the end of it. | read where it says that it does not
refer to the end of a period of time, but to the end of an act. When is the act
complete? When | believe. The very moment | believed, it was acomplete act. If
it was not, you baptize your candidates without complete faith; you require them
to say that they believein the Lord Jesus Christ. Do you mean by that, they only
have hafway belief, only partialy believe, and if they go on and believe alittle
more and keep on believing alittle more, after awhile, they get to the end of the
thing and they have complete faith? If so, you don't require faith before baptism.
If you have a complete faith that actually takes hold of the Lord, then it is a
complete act initsdlf, and that is what the dictionary says, and the end or purpose
of that faith is eternal life. It does not do him any good to keep that up.

He keeps on talking about the crown of life. He says, | don't know the
difference between the crown and life. He says, | suppose Bogard thinks there will
be little caps, setting on the head. | have been debating with a great
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many men; | am an old hand at the work and have traveled through seven or eight
States teaching the Word. | never heard aman yet, ridicule the teaching of God's
blessed word in that style, until | heard it this afternoon. The crown refersto the
glory and the honor that shall be bestowed on those that have the everlasting life.
That is sufficient; they don't get the glory and the honor until they get over on the
other side, but they have the life here. Glory and honor will come after awhile. He
thinks the crown, the glory and honor, isthe life, whereas the fact is, the life here
will bring glory and honor, in the world to come; that is sufficient on that.

Hewantsto know where| ever knew of agoat being turned into a sheep. Jesus
Christ said the wicked were goats. Jesus Christ said the righteous were sheep. If
awicked man turnsto arighteous man, then as sure as Jesus Christ told the truth,
the goat turnsto asheep. | asked if he could show me anywherein the Bible where
asheep turned back to agoat, and he turned over here and read about the | sraglites
being the elect of God, in John 8:31, where Jesus said to those that believed in
him, "If you continuein my word, then areye my disciplesindeed;" why, they said,
weare Abraham's seed; Jesussaid, "Y eare of your father the devil." Mark you, the
Bible said that these people believed, and the Bible said they were of their father
the devil, said it in the same breath, the same Bible, the same chapter and the same
page. Their belief was not the belief of a Christian, but the belief of the devil,
which he had when he believed and trembled. There was an intellectual assent to
the proposition, and they did intellectualy believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of
God, just like the devil believes that Jesus Christ is the Son of God.
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They believe that, but they had not put their heart trust in the Lord, and
therefore did not have saving faith, so that verse does not answer the purpose of
the gentleman.

Then, again, he says that my position on Paul being a castaway is wrong, for
| claim that he was just like an old man, who was not able to work; that is exactly
what acastaway means. When you work an old horse until heisn't of any more use,
you turn him out on the grass and let him finish hislife without any further work.
Paul did not want to get to that place where he would cease to be useful. Borden
says heistalking about salvation, for he says, "I, who have saved others, yet |
may be a castaway;" Paul did not say he saved others. Paul said "After | have
preached to others." | may be acastaway. Borden put aword in the Book that was
not there; Borden said if | have saved others, |, myself will be a castaway, when
the Book said, after | had preached to others. A big difference between aman
preaching to folks and saving folks. Borden doesn't know the difference though,
but | hope he may learn.

| John 3:3, he saysisastrange contradiction of Bogard. Bogard said aman did
not have athing in the world to do with his salvation, and yet Bogard read where
aman "purified himsalf;" the man does not know the difference between being
saved, and keeping yourself clean, after you are saved. When | say that we are
saved without active work on our part, and that man purifieth himself after he gets
sdvation, and then | say, that every man hath this hope in him; the hope has to be
inhim first. Until heis a Christian, he hasn't this hope, and you don't get it until
you become a Christian. But "every man that has this hope in him," after he
becomes a Christian, then that man
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who is already a Christian, "purifies himself," keeps himself clean, does right,
because he lovesto do right, not because heis afraid God will cast him into hell,
if he don't do right.

Just as he was sitting down, he got to the dog and hog story. He says| claimed
that we till had some of the hog and some of the dog in us. | wonder in my soul
If he doesn't understand that when the graft is put in the old ssump, that that ssump
doesn't bring forth fruit any more, but the graft produces fruit, and while the old
natureisthere, it does not bring forth fruit. The crab apple tree will bring forth Ben
Davis apples, according to the nature of the graft, and not according to the nature
of the ssump; so the old nature is kept under and so it won't bear that evil fruit as
it did before the graft—the word of God— was put in. That is sufficient answer for
that. If you would have agraft of God's word, receive with meekness the engrafted
word, it would keep the old nature under, and your life would be in a large
measure, at least, revolutionized, for the old nature would be kept under, and the
old hog nature would have a new nature put in it, so that it would not love the
mire, and the dog would not love its filthiness.

Now, | have five minutes, alittle the rise of five minutes; plenty of time;
something is coming; now | want to run in ten objections to the doctrine of
apostasy.

1. It isbased on the doctrine of salvation by works. Titus 3:5 says: "Not by
works of righteousness which we have done, but according to his mercy he saved
us, by thewashing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost." Thereforethe
apostasy doctrine goes down.

2: It makes our salvation depend on the grace of
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Satan. Ephesians 2:8-9 says. "For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not
of yoursdlves: it isthe gift of God." But if the devil has power to get me and don't
get me, then | go to Heaven because the devil has mercy on me, and not because
God had mercy on me. For he did have the power to get me but did not.

3: It gives Satan more power than God. | Peter 1.5 says. "We are kept by the
power of God through faith unto salvation." What keeps me? God's power; how
will the devil get me? By overcoming God's power. |s he more than God, and
stronger than God? Y ou have got to have the devil having more power than God,
before he can get me.

4: 1t makes God condemn his own children. Romans 5:1: "We are dl children
of God by faith." | have exercised faith and am therefore God's child. If | do wrong,
according to thisman, God will condemn me—his own child—and cast me into
hell, and there will be God's children in hell.

5: It reflects on the merits of Christ's blood. Hebrews 10:14; It says. we are
"perfected forever, them that are saved." What did it? The blood of Christ.
Perfected forever. But the blood of Christ is not strong enough, according to these
people; it may be set asde and the devil gets the upper hand, in spite of the blood
of Christ which was shed for us.

6: It nullifies the work of the Spirit. John 3:5, says: we are born of the Spirit,
and if that istrue, we have to be unborn and become children of the devil, and
therefore the work of the Holy Spirit is nullified.

7: It makes void the mediatorial work of Christ. | Timothy 2:5, which says
that, "there is one mediator be-
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tween God and man," who pleads for me; he begs for me, but God won't hear his
prayer if he goes wrong, so that nullifies the mediatorial work of Christ.

8: It makes God swear fasaly. Hebrews 6:17: God swore to Abraham that he
would take care of his people, that by two immutable witnesses in which it was
impossiblefor God to lie. He did make this oath. But God Almighty after swearing
that he will take care of his people, will go back on them and let the devil get
them.

9: It leaves the world without hope. Hebrews 6:19, "Which hope we have as
an anchor of the soul, both sure and steadfast, and which entereth into that within
the vail." But says this gentleman, that anchor will break and hope will be
destroyed.

10: It declares God was either not wise enough, or not strong enough to
effectualy save a(bdiever, al of which isan impeachment of God, the Father, the
Son of God, and the Holy Spirit.

Time expired.

MR. BORDEN'STHIRD SPEECH.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies, and Gentlemen:

| don't know that | ever felt any better in my life than | do now. When Mr.
Bogard started out on his speech he reminded me of what he told me one time.
You know | aways smile, | never look like | am mad. Mr. Bogard made the
statement that | was just whistling through the grave yard to keep up my courage.
Mr. Bogard is doing that in this debate. If | ever saw a man manifest confu-
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sion, he certainly has. | was very much amused at the remark he made just before
he sat down. He made the argument that when man was born again, he became a
child of God. He wanted to know how in the world aman could "unborn himsalf,"
and become a child of the devil. | will throw the same thing back at him. He says
everybody is born children of the devil. 1 would like to know how a child of the
devil "unborns himsdf," and becomes a child of somebody else? Y ou see, there
IS the same logic put back at him.

He says he fedls very much complimented. | can't tell where the compliment
comesin, to save my life. | am glad he feels that way, because he wouldn't have
this book put into print if he didn't feel good over it, for anything in thisworld. |
believe he would have alittle too much honor to back out, any way, but if he felt
that he had lost the debate, he would rather not have it printed, so | am glad he
feels like he has done well.

He goeson to say that | actually didn't get to one-haf of hisarguments, or that
IS, hisreply to me. | thought | had answered everything he had said, asfar as | had
taken notes. | noticed everything that | thought was worthy of notice, and if |
skipped anything, | didn't intend to; but | got ailmost through with his negative
arguments. 1 will now finish up. | guessthat was what he meant when he said he
felt so good. | am satisfied when | don't get to his arguments, he feels good,
because | knock them sky high when | get to them. Heisglad when | don't happen
to getto all of hisarguments. A fellow isawaysthat way; so | don't blame him for
feeling good.

About those objections he brought up. Understand that thereisnot asingle one
of them, except the one | have
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just mentioned, that has not already been gone over. Everyone of the objections
Is something that has been mentioned or something we will have up again, on
tomorrow.

In | Peter, this statement he brings up, about being kept by the power of God.
| didn't notice that, but | will do it right now. That scripture is not on his side, but
itison mine. "Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, which
according to his abundant mercy hath begotten us again unto alively hope, by the
resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead, to an inheritance incorruptible and
undefiled, and that fadeth not away, reserved in heaven for you, who are kept by
the power of God through faith unto salvation ready to be revealed in the last
time." That isin my favor and in favor of my position, not his. Those who are kept
by the power of God, that is right, but now, "Raised through faith unto salvation."
Hesaystheact isnot our part, and right on top of that quoted the passage, that God
"kegps usthrough faith." | want to know if that faith is on our part, or on God's
part. | know you Baptists can see that. The man must do the believing, and if he
does not believe, God will not save him; so you see he has gone down on that.

To cap it dl off, he says "Kept by the power of God through faith unto
savation, ready to bereveded in the last time. That is, in the world to come. That
Iswhat | have dready said, and every passage he brings up, | will turn it against
him.

Romans 6:1; he brings that up and says sin won't have dominion over you,
because you are not under law but under grace. Sin did have dominion over the
Israelites * before Christ died, because God remembered their sins,
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but God forgives sins and does not remember them any more. Sin is not
remembered now likeit was under the law of Moses, because we are not under the
law, but under grace.

But again, Romans 8th chapter: "All things work together for good, to them
that lovetheLord." He stopped right there. "To them who are the called, according
to his purpose, For whom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be
conformed to the image of his Son, that he might be the firstborn among many
brethren.” That had reference to those who were raised from the dead after Chrigt's
resurrection. It does not have any reference to this day and time, and he only
referred to those particular people, asis mentioned in that place; so he goes down
on that.

He next introduced the latter part of Romans the 8th chapter, about separating
usfrom thelove of God. | believe that just as strong as any man you ever saw, but
listen, ladies and gentlemen: "Who is he that condemneth? It is Christ that died,
yea rather, that isrisen again, who is even at the right hand of God, who also
maketh intercession for us." Paul was a Jew, and he was expressing sorrow for the
Jews, now, realizing how weak they had been, he was placing this before them:
"Who shall separate us from the love of Christ? shall tribulation, or distress, or
persecution, or famine, or nakedness, or peril, or sword?"

No, nothing of thiskind. God ill loved them in spite of all these things. " For
thy sskewearekilled all the day long; we are accounted as sheep for the daughter,
Nay, in al these things we are more than conquerors through him that loved us, for
| am persuaded that neither death,
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nor life, nor angels, nor principaities, nor powers, nor things present, nor things
to come, nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature, shall be able to separate us
from the love of God, whichisin Christ Jesus, our Lord."

That is, if you do uslike you did under the law of Moses, you would kill us
right on the spot. It doesn't matter friends, God will still love us. Just aslong aswe
remain in thisworld, thereis an opportunity, and God holds out hishelp to us, and
he will give usrest. He wasn't talking about our love, but God's love for us.

| don't remember that he did say anything about Warlick, but | heard the
remark made severa times by severa Baptists, and heard of it being said by some
of the leading Baptists, that they ought to have had Warlick here, and | thought
about that when | wastalking, and if | said that you said it, | did not mean that. |
don't remember that you stated that, but | guess some of these Baptists have. He
went on to state that he had tried to get Warlick to debate with him, but Warlick
said that the reason why they did not have a debate of that kind was because every
time Warlick held a debate with them, they never wanted Warlick to debate any
more. It made them dissatisfied with debates. He also stated that my brethren
would never call on me any more. Now, ladies and gentlemen, Mr. Bogard and |
have been called on for thisdebate, and | am not alittle bit afraid that my brethren
will not cal on meany more. | will tell you what Warlick did say. He said that Mr.
Bogard was so little, that he wouldn't have any sale for his book, if he should print
it, and Mr. Bogard knows that is what Warlick said about it. Now, that is exactly
what it was. Warlick wants his debate to
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sell, and he said that he was afraid it wouldn't sell, because Bogard was so little.

Now, let me go on again. Matthew 7:23. He brings that up, in order to prove
that God never did know these people. Why didn't he know them? He goes on very
clearly to say, that some of them would stand there at the judgment bar of God and
say, "Have we not cast out devils in thy name, and in thy name done many
wonderful works," and then he says, "I will profess unto them, | never knew you:
depart from me ye that work iniquity." Why? Because they had established a
religion of their own, just like you Baptists have done, and that iswhat | am afraid
he will say to you. No wonder he didn't know them. These fellows had never been
in the church of Chrigt, but they had started a little outfit of their own, and were
trying to go to heaven in their own way.

He said my people would say that they would just take their fill of sinif they
believed in the impossibility of apostasy. No, ladies and gentlemen, he is wrong
about that, and | will tell you why. If the thing was put to record this day, | could
measure arms with him, as far as that is concerned, but | tell you, if | do any
meanness and get sent to hdll, 1 will never chargeit up to God, | will never charge
it up to Chrigt, and make him to blame for my wickedness. My brethren don't love
sin. We keep from it just as much as we can.

He goes on to state that God will pick men up. Hetellsusto repent of our Sins,
and when we go off and do something wrong, God says he will forgive us. That is
the way he does, if you come to him and ask forgiveness.

Again he says "Mr. Borden made the statement that he
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had something to do with it." He goes on over to Romans the 11th chapter and 6th
verse: "If by grace, thenisit no more of works; otherwise grace is no more grace.
But if it be of works, then isit no more grace; otherwise work is no more work."
| believe that just as strong as he does, but | emphatically deny that it has any
reference to works that he has commanded us to do, because the law came by
Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ. The salvation of our soul is not
by works of the law, the offering of sacrifices, but it is by Christ. Remember the
apostlestdl usthe law came by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ.
What came by Christ iseither grace or truth; and what came by Mosesislaw, and
that is the works he had reference to.

Mr. Bogard, inthislittle "Way-Book, says"It isby grace, and if it isby grace,
itisnot by worksat al." It isether adl by worksor dl by grace. Jesus said in John
6:29 when the people said: "What shall we do that we might work the works of
God," Jesus says, "Thisisthe work of God, that ye believe on him whom he hath
sent.” Not that somebody else may believe, not that God may believe, but that you
may believe. Then he hasfaith. Thisword "work™ isfrom "ergon," the very same
word that isused for "work" in other places, and if aman isnot saved by any work
he does, heis not saved by faith, for itisawork. Mr. Bogard contradicts his own
position, or stands with the Hardshell Baptists. There is no telling where he will
land before this discussion is over.

Mr. Bogard says a Christian can commit al the sn hewantsto, and then go to
Heaven, but he saysthey don't want to sin. He said it was like the fellow that ate
the tom cat. He didn't want to eat the tom cat, but he ate



266 THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE

the cat, because he didn't know any better. | want to know if that fellow would go
out and vomit that cat up on some of hisfriends. According to hisidea, the sinner
must dump that sin on the Lord, in order to get clean, and he wants to dump it on
the Lord. Whenever afdlow wantsto dump atorn cat on hisfriends, | think he has
turned from righteousness. That is the very example he made of it, applying the
egting of torn catsto aman partaking of sin, and then, because he found out he had
partaken of sn; to vomit it on some of hisfriends. | think it is a shame for a man
to get off athing like that. Every time he brings up a thing like that in this
discussion, | am going to turn it on him. There is one thing | will say: hisideais
a Christian man doesn't want to sin, but does sin, does it because he doesn't want
to. Every Christian man will sin, and after he does sin, it is because he doesn't
want to sin. Now, if Mr. Bogard should tell alie, it would be because he didn't
want to lie, and if Mr. Bogard did some low down dirty trick, it would be because
he didn't want to. Now friends, | have known some men who claimed to be
Christians, and who are representatives of the Baptist church (and | have known
them—I won't call any names) to go ahead and do a thing—premeditatedly—and
fix their plans, in order to work ascheme, and when they had worked their scheme,
declare that it was al brand new to them, and they didn't know athing in God's
world about it. They will do athing like that and then say they didn't know athing
about it, and were doing something they didn't want to do. Then, they say that all
these things ought to be piled up on the Lord. God does not teach any such
doctrineasthat. Mr. Bogard says God will carry all our sins, no matter what we do.
Itisafact thatitis
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by the death, buriad and resurrection of Christ that we are saved, but it is not by
that alone, for we find that we must obey God's commands in order to be saved.
The scripture says, "By grace are ye saved through faith." What God doesis by
grace, and what we do is by faith.

Now, he says, thislove of the child for the father is not like a criminal that
comesto ajudge and asks him to pardon him. Now friends, whenever afather goes
to whip his child, and he says"look here, Johnnie, didn't | tell you not to do that?
What made you do that?'

The boy says. "l wasjust deceived into it."

Thefather says: "Just step right around here." The boy says: "Papa, all these
sinsare on you because | didn't want to do them. Y ou have done fixed this along
time ago, and now you want to punish me for what you said you would beto blame
for, because | am your child.”

Let mego on till further. Now, about the intermediate state. | was very much
surprised at that. He said that he had been under the impression that just as soon
asaman died, hewould go right to heaven, and he brought up that scripture where
it says. "They lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years, and the rest of the
dead lived not again until a thousand years is finished;" in order to prove it.
According to his own doctrine, there are one hundred forty-four thousand in
heaven and one hundred forty-four thousand not in heaven, and then there are
some Christians that died and are not in heaven, according to his own admission.
The thousand years reign is going on now, and men are in heaven and they arein
this thousand years reign. At the end the dead will be raised. There was a
resurrection at the resurrection of Christ, when one hundred and forty-four
thousand were raised from the dead;
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and therest of the dead are till in their graves. Heridicules the idea of their being
an intermediate state between death and the resurrection. He reads from
Revelation; and | will aso read a statement from Revelation, and see if we can get
some ideafrom that. | want you to judge for yourselves whether these men arein
heaven or in the intermediate Sate. Revelation 6: 9, "And when he had opened the
fifth sedl. | saw under the dtar the souls of them that were slain for the Word of
God, and for the testimony which they held: And they cried with aloud voice,
saying, How long, 0 Lord, holy and true, dost thou not judge and avenge our blood
on them that dwell on the earth." Here are some peopl e that were not on earth and
they were not in heaven. So Mr. Bogard has made a mistake here. "And white
robes were given unto every one of them; and it was said unto them, that they
should rest yet for alittle season, until their fellow servants also and their brethren
that should be killed as they were, should be fulfilled." Notice now, they were
under the altar, and he said that they should stay therein that intermediate state for
a short time. We go to an intermediate state and remain there until the
resurrection, and then al of uswill be changed into immortas, and go to heaven,
and be with the Lord forever.

He says that Borden ridicules the idea of our bodies being redeemed. | didn't
do anything of the sort. | believe that just as strong as Mr. Bogard does, but | don't
say that the soul goes on ahead, and that the body hasto wait until the resurrection
before it can come on. | want to tell you, that whenever aman comes into heaven
and into the enjoyment of everlasting life, he comes there in that immortal body
that God prepares for him. When we stand
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at the judgment bar of God, when the dead will have been raised, and the books
opened, and our names are found in the book and we have lived right, we will then
enter into everlasting rest that has been prepared for the people of God.

Let me go on still further. He said that Borden ridiculed the idea of a crown.
He saysheisan old hand at debating, and that he had debated over seven or eight
States and that he had never heard anything like that. | am not inclined to brag on
the debating | have done. | am satisfied he has been in the business along time.
| am doing plenty now, without telling what | have done. | have said too much for
Bogard. Heislike the fellow, who made a proposa to his girl, and when she said
"yes," and he couldn't talk any more shefindly said: "' Charley, why don't you talk?
why don't you say something?and hesaid: " There hasbeen too much said aready.”
| guessthat iswhat Mr. Bogard thinks about it. | guess he wants me to keep still
onit. He saysthat Borden ridicules the idea of the crown. Did you notice he never
denied what | said about it? And still hetried to leave the impression that eternal
life was here on earth, and the crown would be received in the world to come. He
sayswe will be crowned with honor, and with glory. Thefact isthat we will have
glory, honor and eternd life. We will have the crown, when we get dl these things.
It don't mean to put a cap on, but that iswhat Mr. Bogard saysit is. That isthe
difference between Mr. Bogard and the Lord Jesus, and | am glad these things are
going down just that way.

He brings up that hog again. He said when the dog turned again to his vomit,
that that was the dog in him,
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that was what made him do that and when the hog went back to hiswallowing in
the mire, it was the hog that caused him to do it. If a Baptist sins after he is
converted, | want to know if it isthe dog or hog in him that makes him do it? If
a hog or dog turns back to hisfilthiness, after he has been washed clean, it isthe
dog nature that makes him do that, and if Baptists sin after they are converted, it
isthe devil in them, that makesthem doit. It isachild of God, with adevil inhim,
and it causeshimto sin, and that little cresture you talk about being a Baptist, must
be the devil, instead of the Lord Jesus Christ in him.

Now, besidesal that, he goes on further, and says al the fruit that comes from
the man, comesfrom the graft, and not from the old stump, the man is not changed.
All the good comes from the little sprout or graft, but the old stump continues to
do wrong? It is the ssump, the dog, the hog, or the old human depravity. So Mr.
Bogard says aman will never be saved until heisin heaven. But he says that little
sprout, or inward man, will go up to heaven. That is what the Adventists claim.
Mr. Bogard saysthat al good comes from thislittle sprout, and no good can come
from the man until this graft is put in him, and if the little graft or good part goes
to heaven, and the rest of it cannot go to heaven, until it has been redeemed, then
both soul and body are totally depraved until the day of the death or until they are
redeemed on the other side of the river of death.

Now, he brings up afew objections, and saysif aman is saved by what he
does, it isby works, but the Bible saysit is not by works. It is not by the works of
the law, and that is what Paul had reference to. If Paul had refer-
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enceto worksin generd it would include faith, because Jesus saysfaith isawork.

Again Mr. Bogard said, it would be depending upon the grace of the devil, for
if the devil don't want us, we may go to heaven. He will get usif we let him, but
we are not going to let him. Why? Because we have the devil inus? No, if we have
thedevil in us, we are not converted; so wework to try to keep the people with the
gpirit of Christ in them, so they will not sin.

He saysit gives Satan more power than God. If it al depended upon the devil,
it would be that. Let metell you right now, it depends upon man. Here is Adam.
Hereisthe devil on one side and God on the other. The devil isworking on Adam
and God isworking on Adam. The devil got Adam to go hisway. | want to know
which had the most power. Mr. Bogard would say that the Devil had the most
power. The reason he did it is just smply because Adam gave up and smply
wanted to go that way.

| have replied to everything he said, and | have a few more affirmative
arguments | want to bring up. "Our names are written in heaven if we obey the
Gospd." | don't suppose Mr. Bogard will deny that. Now then if weliveright God
will not blot our names out of the book of life, but if he does blot our names out
itisafact wewill certainly go to Hell, and he is not going to blot our names out
until all of these things have been fixed and then the end will come. Revelation
3:5"Hethat overcometh, the same shall be clothed in white raiment; and | will not
blot out his name out of the book of life, but | will confess his name before my
Father, and before hisangels." If his name had not been there how could he talk
about blotting it out? "1 will not blot his name out, but | will con-
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fess his name before our Father and before the angels.”

Revdation 22:19 "For | testify unto every man that heareth the words of the
prophecy of thisbook. If any man shal add unto these things, God shall add unto
him the plaguesthat are written in this book. And if any man shall take away from
the words of the book of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the
book of life, and out of the Holy City, and from the things which are written in this
book." Now if it wasimpossible for man to do these things, why should he name
these things and talk like he might do them. Here is another statement | want to
read in Revdation. | believe it is about the second chapter and beginning at the
first verse. Let meread: It is with reference to the church at Ephesus. "Unto the
angel of the church of Ephesuswrite; these things sayeth he that holdeth the seven
starsin hisright hand, who walketh in the midst of the seven golden candlesticks.”
Now then he says"| know thy work, and thy labor, and thy patience and how thou
canst not bear them which are evil; and thou hast tried them which say they are
apostles, and are not, and hast found them liars and hast bourne, and hast patience,
and for my name's sake hast labored, and has not fainted. Nevertheless | have
somewhat againgt thee, because thou hast |eft thy first love. Remember therefore
from whence thou hast fallen, and repent, and do thefirst worksor else | will come
unto thee quickly, and will remove thy candlestick out of his place, except thou
repent.” That depended upon the man repenting. God said repent or go to Hell.
Time expired.
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MR. BOGARD'STHIRD REPLY.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

| was amused at Elder Borden's story about the young man John, who asked
the girl to marry him, and she said "Yes," and then immediately he became
speechless, and when she said, "What is the matter John, why don't you talk?' he
said "Why, there has been too much said already.” Elder Borden's people asked us
to join them in this discussion; we said yes, and they were very anxious to get it
up, but they have been amost speechless ever since. They think there has been too
much said already. He feelslike John did. Baptists ways say yes, to propositions
like that. | predict that the folks in this neighborhood won't be making any
propositions like that any ways soon.

How does the child of the devil, says the Elder, unborn himself and become
achild of God? A child of God can not unborn himsalf and become a child of the
devil. A child of the devil does not unborn himself. It is the power of God, the
Holy Spirit and blood of Jesus Chrit, that causes him to become a child of God,
and surely there is no such power asthat provided to change him back to a child
of the devil. Such amiserable quibble as that to go into a debate! How could he
change himsdlf inthefirgt place, to be achild of God? He didn't do it. God's power
did the changing in the man, as we have been saying al the time.

But, he says my argument on being kept by the power of God through faith, is
on hissde. | can't understand it—how being kept by the power of God is on his
side, when that power of God is not able to keep the devil from getting him. If the
devil can get him, that makes the
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devil stronger than God Almighty. But, he saysit isthrough faith. | exercised faith
inthe Lord Jesus Christ, and that brought the power to me, and that power has
been there since. Notice passage by passage, and Argument by argument, which
| have made in the debate. The gentleman hasn't anything like caught up. He only
has fifteen minutes more, and he can't possibly catch up in that fifteen minutes,
unless he does more in that fifteen minutes than he has been doing.

In Romans 8:28, where it says "dl things work together for good to them that
love God." He says that does not refer to us,—that refers to those people back
there. Very well, then, God is a respecter of persons. He made al things work
together for good for those people back there, but he doesn't do that for us. When
did God change his plan of salvation? Romans 8:28, he says refers to those people
back there. But it hasreferenceto us; heis bound to know that if God had changed
his purpose, he would have left some record of it.

He says the devil can get usin spite of God's power; that will go down on
record in this discussion.

| notice he tried to break the force of the Warlick proposition, in which
Warlick has declined publicly in print, to meet mein adebate, in which that debate
would be published in book form like thiswill be. Elder Warlick is afraid that the
book won't sall. | know the book won't sall among his people, for they won't want
it, but the Baptists will buy the whole edition, and | will be responsible for the
publication of the whole edition, and take the responsibility for the sale of it. Now,
will Joe come across? That will go to record, and | hope he will meet it. It has
gone down in print that we will give him ten



THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE 275

dollars aday to meet me. We will pay it in advance if he will meet me for four
days. Wewill give him forty dollars casn? Isthat fair? He said Joe Warlick said he
wouldn't meet me, because Bogard istoo little. Hal Hal Joe didn't like the idea of
being whipped by alittle fellow. He is sorter particular about the man who gives
him the whipping. He doesn't want to be whipped by a small man like Bogard.
Borden isn't afraid of the sale of the book, and Borden knows that Warlick has
better sense. Borden has learned by this time where he s, but he has too much
pride to back out, or he would back out from the publication of the book, but his
pride will enable meto get it to the public, for al of which | thank the public, and
thank him for his pride.

Widll, saysthe Elder, where God says"| never knew you," that referred to folks
who got up alittle church of their own. | wish hewould give the chapter and verse
where it says anything about God not knowing anybody because they got up a
church of their own, and for that reason God didn't know them. Mark you, it says
in the last great day, the Lord will say, "l never knew you." According to the
doctrine of Elder Borden, the Lord would have to say, | did know you, but some
of you started up achurch of your own, and | forgot you! How ridiculous! He says
he was perfectly willing to compare the people of his church with the people of the
Baptist church asto character. | said nothing derogatory to the character of the
peoplethat belong to hischurch, but | said, the reason why you say you would take
your fill of gn, isbecause you loveit; that is S0, or you would not say it. The man
who thought he could do it without being condemned by God. would say "1 will
take my fill," shows hewould do it if he
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The man who says hewould take hisfill of snlovesit, and | say that the man that
loves God, wouldn't want to. He says he will compare the people. | said that in
moral character, your people are just as good as ours, but from a different
standpoint. Y ou live right because you are afraid you will fall from grace, and the
Baptists live right, because they love God, and they want to do right, and we both
do about the same, but your principle is not as good as ours, because you do it
because you are afraid you will fal from grace and not go to heaven. We obey for
love.

Romans 11:6-7, where it issaid "If by grace, then it is no more of works,
otherwise graceisno moregrace and if of worksno more of grace, otherwise work
Isno morework." Again Borden saysthat does not refer to us, but that refersto
those folks back there. It is afunny thing that everything that goes against him
refers to those folks back there in olden time. Romans 8:28 refers to those people
back there; all things don't work together for good except to those people who
lived in that time; then the people were saved by grace of God, or by works they
did back there, but God don't do it that way now to these folks here! Isn't it
wonderful that everything said applies to those folks back there. God is no
respector of persons, and if he made all things work together for part of the people
and not for the balance of them, he has treated some better than others and heis
arespector of persons. But the Bible says he is no respector of persons.

He says he just knows that salvation is by works, even if it is by faith only,
because he quotes "thisisthe work of God, that you believe on him whom he hath
sent;" yes, dl right, let me turn here and read Romans 4:3-4-5: "For what saith the
scripture Abraham believed God, and it
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was counted unto him for righteousness. Now to him that worketh is the reward
not reckoned of grace, but of debt. But to him that worketh not, but believeth on
him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousness.” The only
work isfaith; the Word of God saysthe only work to do isthework of faith, and
that is their part of the work, and Baptists believe in doing that much. | have
preached it in this debate, and | have preached it in every debate, and the Book
saysthat isal you haveto do, for it says, "to him that worketh not but believeth."
That isthe only thing required, and when you believe that "him that worketh not,
but believeth, his faith is counted for righteousness,” you are believing Baptist
doctrine. | know some of you fellows won't believe that plain statement from
God's blessed word. | can't help that; you can lead a horse to water, but you can't
make him drink. | have brought the scripture to you that saysfaith isthe only work
necessary. Borden saysthat you haveto do work. That isgoing back under thelaw.
Paul istalking about Abraham, who was saved four hundred and thirty years before
the law was given. He was saved before the law; we are saved after the law; he
was saved without works, we are saved without works, and the same plan that
saved Abraham saves us. Now, "to him that worketh not." It says " Abraham was
judtified by faith;" now, WHEN WE WORK NOT—Romans 4:3-5 says Abraham
was saved by grace, through faith, and now, "to him that worketh not but
believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for
righteousness." Back yonder, Abraham was saved by grace, and we are saved now
by grace. Borden saysit has reference to those folks back there, but it refersto the
present time al so.
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He says hethinksit very ridiculous that a Baptist will eat atorn cat, and then
vomit on his friends, but honestly, before God, | do feel nauseated. | fee a
contempt for that kind of illustration. That young man who preferred the cat did
not vomit on his father or friends. But suppose hisfather had said "Son, if you eat
torn cats, or if you get us into it, | will not impute it to you" (Romans 4:8).
Suppose the father had said unto him: If you do wrong, | will not count it against
you, but | will meet the obligation myself? Then, if the father had whipped him for
it, the father would have been to blame. Then, if God Almighty says, he won't
count Sin against you, and we get into sin, and do wrong, God Almighty has just
failed to keep hisword if he holdsit against us. We don't throw it off on God; God
took it on himself, and laysit on his Son.

Here comes another of your long-time-ago business. | read from Isaiah 53d
chapter, whereit sayson himwaslaid theiniquity of usall. Borden saysthat Isaiah
53d chapter was along time before Christ came, but he knowsit is a prophecy of
Christ's coming, and what Christ would do, and the thing he was going to do was
to take our snson him, and by his stripes we would be healed, and that is one of
the things we want to refer to along-time-ago, but if back yonder, Jesus Christ did
take people's sins on himsdlf, and healed them by his stripes, and does not do us
that way, heisapartial Savior and is arespecter of persons.

We come now to the next of these amusing arguments made by the Elder. He
saysthat the thousand years between the first and second resurrectionsis going on
now; put it in the book that the thousand years is going on now;
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the first resurrection, he says, took place when the Lord raised the hundred and
forty and four thousand from the dead. Y et, he saysthereisto be athousand years
between the first and the second. Very well, Elder, then the second resurrection
took place nearly athousand years ago, because it has been nearly two thousand
years since the first resurrection. Borden says the first one took place back there
when Christ raised from the dead these people, the hundred and forty-four
thousand. Well, Christ was raised from the dead two thousand years ago. If that is
so, the kingdom of Christ is here and we arein the millennial reign now. Then the
Christadelphians are right. If there is a Christadelphian on the ground, or a
Russellite on the ground, come up and take Borden; he claims that the first
resurrection took place at the time Christ was raised from the dead.

Now, there is a thousand years between the first and second resurrection.
There has been nearly two thousand years passed between this time and the
resurrection of Christ; so the second took place a thousand years back, if Borden
Isright, SO we are nearly at the end of the second reign of athousand years; but it
doesn't look very much like the millennial age at present. That is the very way he
getsin the corner, but | will land him alittle further back in the corner. | would
liketo see him get out of this. In Revelation 6:7, where it was represented to John
that he saw the folks under the dtar that were dain, and he said "How long, will
thou not avenge our blood on them that dwell on the earth?' He must know that
this is figurative language, but it being figurative, it just means this: that these
people were killed, that they wereill treated here on earth, that God had withheld
his vengeance on
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the people that did it, and the question is how long will it be that God won't visit
his vengeance on his people who have treated his saints in that fashion. Until that
vengeance comes the millennial reign will not come. So there heis again.

The crown of life, he has continued to call the "cap;" the gentleman may
possibly understand, if | will refer him to | Corinthians, 15th chapter, whereis
says, inthe 41st verse: "Thereis one glory of the sun, another glory of the moon,
another glory of thegtars, . . . so asoistheresurrection of the dead.” | Corinthians,
15th chapter, in the discussion of the resurrection of the dead, it says, "As one star
differs from the othersin glory; so also, is the resurrection of the dead." Some
soulswill have more glory than others, according to what they have donein this
world. The crown means glory and honor and increased happiness up yonder
in heaven. Salvation is free, but we are being paid for our works; we will get
"glory" in addition to salvation.

He wants to know what makes Baptists sin. That evil nature which isin
Baptists, makes Baptists Sin. That nature which is not taken out by regeneration,
that nature which keeps up its work all the time. Do you believe that such evil
nature remains? In the 7th chapter of Romans— the gentleman hasn't noticed
it—and | think | brought it up thismorning; if | did not, | will introduce it now. 7th
chapter, 15-18, "For that which | do, | allow not for what | would, that do | not; but
what | hate, that do |." "If then | do that which | would not, | consent unto the law
that it isgood. Now then it isno more | that do it, but sin that dwelleth in me.”
Borden said, do you do what you would not; yes, Paul did too; if | did that which
| wouldn't,
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itisno more | that sin, but the sin that dwellsin me. That evil nature still staysin
us, and Paul saysit isthere, and it makes us do what we do not want to do. | know
that, but how to overcome that and do that which is good is the question. The old
evil nature is ftill there, and it is not removed by regeneration. Elder Borden says
he has only one nature; Paul said he had two, and they worked, one against the
other. That is the difference between him and the Word of God.

| was amused by the gentleman when he came to answer my objections. Mark
you my twenty-two negative arguments remain untouched to this time. He did
refer, in passing, to two or three, but he did not take them up one at atime, or take
them up and even pretend to answer them. He has attempted to answer one or two
out of twenty-two leaving eighteen or nineteen absolutely untouched. Now, of my
ten objections, and they were atogether distinct; he mentioned two or three. First,
hetried to answer the first one, where | said it meant being saved by works, but he
did not answer the scripture which says in Titus 3.5, "Not by works of
righteousness which we have done;” but the doctrine of apostasy depends on the
idea of salvation by works. But the Word of God says savation does not depend
on work. He did try to answer that, but failed to do it.

The second objection he tried to answer, if apostasy is true—where we are
saved by the grace of the devil and not by the grace of God. If the devil has power
to take us away from God, and doesn't do it, the devil has grace. He took that up
and hefailed to meet it. He says, we won't let the devil get us, he says, aslong as
the seed remainsin us; that is, as long as Christ remainsin us, we
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cannot fall. | suppose, oncein awhile Christ takes a vacation, and gives the devil
a chance! While Christ isin my soul the devil cannot touch me; if he takes a
vacation, then he givesthe devil achance at me—»but, does Christ take avacation?
Certainly he does not; for he is working at his job—pardon the expression in
referring to the Lord like that.

The third objection that he tried to answer, is that the devil has more power
than God, and he says, if that is true, it only shows that he is better than God,
because he keegps himsdlf and he lives straight, and he holds out faithfully, and he
fights the devil off, and he won't let the devil get him, the power isin his own
hands. That isall hetried to prove. | introduced ten objections, he touched three
and stopped, and said now, | have answered al the gentleman said! So, there are
seven of those objections yet untouched, but there are twenty-two objections, |
introduced in my first speech, still untouched, except three. So eighteen and
seven—striking out the ones he touched, |eaves twenty-five scriptural objections
untouched, and he has only fifteen minutes to make reply.

Very well, he comeswith some new arguments, right at the close; he says, our
names might be blotted out of the book of life. He read Revelation 3:5, where
Jesus said "'l will not blot his name out." Does that say anybody's name will be
blotted out? It was giving assurance that he would not do that. They knew they
could rely upon his assurance, or they might have been afraid, like Elder Borden
and hisfolks without this assurance. But Jesus says, "l will not blot your name
out." That ison my side.

Then he quotes from Revelation 2:1, where they had gone back on their first
love. It doesn't mean they had |eft
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the love of God, because they were sill achurch of Jesus Christ, and they could
not have been that if the love of God had gone entirely out of their hearts. Their
love for Christ had gotten cold and they had settled down in that state, which is
caled "love waxing cold." And he quoted from Revelation 20:19, where it says,
If they would take away from the "words of the book of this prophecy, | will take
your name out of the book of life." | want to know who would do that? Nobody
would do that, who wasn't already bad, then the man who would do it, smply
forfeits his right to salvation, is the meaning here, and it doesn't mean that
anybody's name would come off. A man who would do it, is aready a bad man.

| believe | have five minutes. The Elder has refused to bring it in so far, and
has no right to bring it up in hislast speech, because this fifteen minutes regjoinder
isfor recapitulation. | will, however, cal attention to some scriptures | want to get
in the book. The Elder has refused to bring them up; he has been so completely
covered up, he didn't have time, and as he didn't make any attempt to cover these
points, | want to bring up some scripture that he and his peoplerely on. If hewon't
bring them up, | will.

They tell usthat Judas fell. Judas was an apostle; he had part of the ministry;
they claim he had power to cast out devils, although that has not been proved. Let's
see what we can find from God's word. If you will read in John 6:64, Jesus said
that he knew from the beginning that he was an unbeliever, and who it was that
should betray him. Jesus had him spotted from the beginning. In John 6:70, Jesus
said "Have | not chosen you twelve, and one
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of you isadevil?' That was over two years before the betrayal took place.

Again, in John 13:10, Jesus said: "Now are ye clean but not all clean." He
spoke concerning Judas who should betray him. He claimed that they were not al
clean. Thenin John 17:12, "All that thou hast given me, | have kept, and none of
them islost but the son of perdition that the scriptures might be fulfilled." This
was Judas Iscariot, he was a wicked man; he was brought into the college of
apostles, brought into the church, for a specific purpose, that the scriptures might
be fulfilled.

Then again, ladies and gentlemen, | introduce Hebrews 4:2, to prove that the
Hebrews never fell from grace. | read it to you this morning, and he has made no
reply toit. In Hebrews 4:2, where they "had not known the ways of the Lord," and
In Hebrews 3:2: "For unto us was the gospel preached, as well as unto them; but
the word preached did not profit them, not being mixed with faith in them that
heard it." So the Hebrews that fell in the wilderness were those that did not profit
by the Word of God. Then, Hebrews 6:3-6, whereit issaid that "If they shall fall
away it isimpossible to renew them again unto repentance; seeing they crucify to
themsalves the Son of God afresh, and put him to an open shame." So then, the
doctrine of these people goes down, because they say you can be saved today, and
tomorrow lose it again, and the next day get back in the grace of God. But here it
saysin Hebrews, if you fall from grace you can never get back. In the 9th verse of
the same chapter, it says. "But, beloved, we are persuaded better things of you, and
things that accompany salvation, though we thus speak.” Don't become alarmed.
Some folks say you do fall, but don't be
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alarmed, "because | am persuaded better things of you." In Hebrews 10:26-9, "For
if we sin wilfully after that we have received the knowledge of the truth, there
remaineth no more sacrifice for ans. But a certain fearful looking for of judgment,
and fiery indignation, which shal devour the adversaries." But says Elder
Borden—when heis out in the woods preaching—but they hold it back when we
are here debating, where everything goesto record—there it saysyou can fal; but
in the 39th verse, that shows that is only a supposed case, for it says "We are not
of them who draw back unto perdition, but of them that believe to the saving of the
soul." So, after making the supposition, it says, we don't do that.

Another scripture used, is| Timothy 1:19, 20, where it says some have made
a"shipwreck of faith." | have seen shipwrecks—saw one myself, while down on
the Gulf of Mexico,—but the ship wasn't logt; it was merely towed up the harbor
and repaired. So people can make a shipwreck of faith, and not be lost. It doesn't
say that anybody will be lost, but it does say that we may get torn up in our faith,
and people may get torn up in their faith.

Another scripture that is frequently brought up, and that is, "saving the soul
from death," but | haven't timeto enter into that. James 5:19-20, where it says that
we convert "the sinner and hide a multitude of sins, but that was written to the
twelve tribes scattered abroad, and not exclusively to Christians.

Time expired.

MR. BORDEN'SFOURTH SPEECH.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies, and Gentlemen:
| will make a fifteen minutes talk, just as quick as| can.
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| certainly have been amused at the speech Mr. Bogard has just made, and much
more amused at the disposition he made of what | told about the young man, who
had nothing to say after he had proposed to his girl, and she had said yes. He said
that our folks called on the Baptistsfor adebate, and that they said yes, but we had
been till ever snce. Now friends, he may call it being still, but it isn't what | call
being still. A business was once organized and one of the members of the firm was
called aslent partner, but he made more fuss than anybody in the firm, but he was
still called the silent partner. | guessin this debate, we must be the silent partner,
but we are making some fuss. | will admit that we are not making all the fuss,
because we are making progress.

Let me go till further. He had something to say about a man "unborning
himsdf." He thought he made that fine, but he lost hislanding again. He said God
had power to "unborn" a man; that is what | say too; but listen, he says this
"unborn” aman isjust smply out of the question. The reason | ridiculed him for
that is because there is no such talk as that in the Bible, that | know of. The
expression "being born again," isfigurative. It has reference to being regenerated.
If aman doesright, God brings him to that state. If aman doeswrong, he goes out
of that ate, and goesinto sin; that isthe real truth of the matter. And now then,
he says that he exercises faith, and that brought power to him that saved him. All
right; now ladies and gentlemen, he never had this power until he
believed—Ilisten—and the faith brought the power. Now, | want to know, isit the
Chrigtian that believed, or was it the child of the devil that believed, that he might
become a child of God? Or did the child of God believe, because
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hewas achild? | want to know which it was, and | want him to answer that, in his
next speech.

Now about Warlick. He seemsto be rather sorry about what Brother Warlick
said. | reckon he thought | wouldn't tell the rest of it. Of course, | have met Mr.
Bogard three times, and | suppose Bro. Warlick has met him about the same
number of times, and perhaps more than that, but Mr. Bogard has constantly
remarked that Brother Warlick isone of the strongest debatersin the South. | have
heard that he said that. | never heard him say it, but he also made some mention
of my strength in debate. Those who heard those debates certainly know that
Brother Warlick everlastingly "fixed" Mr. Bogard and the truth of it is that every
time Brother Warlick has met Mr. Bogard, he has everlastingly "fixed" him.
Brother Warlick did say it would spoil the sale of the book for Mr. Bogard to be
in the debate. Mr. Bogard is anxious for the debate, and saysthat heis so anxious
that he iswilling to pay Brother Warlick ten dollars a day, and have the book
printed, and that he will then send it out to all of his Baptist brethren. | wouldn't
give Bogard twenty-five cents to debate with me. | wouldn't give a Baptist a cent
aday to debate with me. The reason, friends, is because | wouldn't want to pay a
man to preach that doctrine to my brethren. | wouldn't hire a man to preach
something that | didn't believeto be true. Mr. Bogard says that doctrine is wrong,
but he iswilling to pay ten dollars a day to have it preached to his brethren.

Now, he said that Joe had too much sense to debate with him, but Borden, of
course, hasn't any more sense, and he has gotten himsalf into it. Now, friends, if
Bro. Warlick is so much ahead of me, and you see what | have done for
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Bogard, O conscience, what would Warlick do for him. Aren't you glad that my
brethren called on meinstead of Warlick?| see, when you "look down your noses,"
that you fed it, and realize what | have done to him. | may be ever so little, but if
| am o little and he is so large, he certainly shouldn't consider, if he won, that it
was avery great victory. | consider that this debate isabig victory for our people.
It doesn't take a big man to whip a Baptist, and if we little fellows can do that,
what could a"bigger" man do for him? The more he throws off on me the harder
he makes it for himself.

Let me go on further. | call your attention now to another statement. He says:
"Borden said he would measure character with me." He also says, "I know these
people live right;" but just before that, he said our people loved sin, left the
impression that we had said we would take our fill of sin, if we believed like he
did, and in that way tried to throw that off on our brethren. But he says, "'l am
satisfied that you live as well as we do, when it comesto a moral standpoint, but
you love sin and the only reason you don't commit it is because you fear
punishment. That isjust Smply untrue, and he ought to know it. | would have the
same right to say that every Baptist was dirty, and would do dirty things, because
they could, but | cannot get mysdlf to do that. We are good because we love God.
Hesad, it isbecause we are afraid of punishment. | am not afraid of punishment.
We do good because we love God. Mr. Bogard says that men will always be bad,
that they never will do good.

He brings up grace and works again, and undertakes to make a great to do
about that. | want to turn right over to Romans, and read: "If by grace, thenitisno
more of
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works; otherwise, grace is no more grace. But if it be of works, then itisno more
grace: otherwisework isno morework." Now read just before that: "But what saith
the answer of God unto him? | have reserved to myself seven thousand men, who
have not bowed the knee to the image of Baal. Even so then at this present time
thereisaremnant according to the election of grace." Now, there is a remnant,
according to the eection of grace; even aremnant of the éect that did not bow to
Badl, and those that bowed their knee to Baal will go to Hell. Those who did not
bow their knee to Baal, may go to heaven. Then, according to this, there is some
of the elect that will goto hell. How could they bow their kneeto Badl if they were
already on hisside? It shows, that before that, they were on God's side, but now
they have bowed the knee to Baal. Mr. Bogard is off the proposition. Heis on the
proposition that we will have up tomorrow, and we will go over some of the same
ground that we have today.

But now, "To him that worketh not, but believeth, his faith is counted for
righteousness.” He made a great to do about that. He says. Borden may say that is
under the law, but that isn't it, but it had reference to Abraham, who was before the
law. Wdll, I am ever so much obliged to him. That was before the law of Moses,
and does not apply to thistime. It wasthat way with Abraham. Why wasit so with
Abraham?When God told Abraham to go and offer his son asasacrifice; Abraham
went right along and was willing to offer his son, but when Abraham was just
about ready to take the life of his son, he heard the voice of God
saying—"Abraham, stay thy hand"—and Abraham did not do the work. He aimed
to do it, but
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God took the intention for the act. According to Mr. Bogard'sidea, God tells usto
do athing, liketo hold on, or hold up; but he expectsto do it for us. That isthe
idea Mr. Bogard would have you believe. Paul only shows that we are saved by
grace and not by works of our own.

Mr. Bogard isterribly bothered about that thousand years reign going on now.
He said that | had joined the Christadel phians. Is there a Christadel phian on this
ground?If so, hold up your hand. (No one responded.) Then, isthere anybody here
that ever heard the Christadel phians preach on the thousand year reign? (One man
answered yes.) | want to know if they believe that the thousand yearsreign isgoing
on now?

(No, sir.) (Mr. Bogard—I stand corrected.) So you are mistaken about that;
bless your soul. The Christadel phians will have to take you. | believe the Bible
and he goes with the Christadel phians. He is the man that will go with them. Now
then, about the thousand years reign. Romans 8th chapter, that | mentioned. Here
it goeson to say that these people God had selected "that he might be the first born
among many brethren." Then in Revelation, 6th chapter, we find them "under the
atar," and now let me read the 14th chapter of Revelation, and seeif thisis going
onnow. "And | heard avoice from heaven, asthe voice of many waters, and asthe
voice of agreat thunder and | heard the voice of harpers harping with their harps;
and they sung asit were a new song before the throne, and before the four beasts,
and the elders; and no man could learn that song but the hundred and forty and four
thousand, which were redeemed from the earth." Now then, he says, these are
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they who are not defiled with women, for they are virgins; these are they which
follow the Lamb whithersoever he goeth. These were redeemed from among men,
being the firgt fruits unto God and to the Lamb." These were the ones that were
raised at the time Christ was raised from the dead. Now then, these were the
persons that were mentioned in another chapter, as being in that thousand years
reign, and now following this"He saw another angel flying in the midst of heaven,
having the everlasting gospd to preach unto them that dwell on the earth.” | want
to know if we have the everlasting gospel now? But Mr. Bogard says, "Why
Borden, it has been two thousand years since Christ died.” | guess he thinks that
in prophecy, it means right up to a thousand years. Don't you know figurative
speech when you hear it? He doesn't redize that that thousand years time, doesn't
refer to actualy athousand years, but it refersfiguratively to a period of time, that
IS expressed to us as "athousand yearsreign.” Mr. Bogard admits himself that
there are two resurrections, and that the thousand years reign comes between the
two. Now thefirst one has aready passed, unless he deniesthe scriptures, because
one hundred and forty-four thousand werein it, and | will give him ten dollars if
he will show me a passage that speaks about two resurrections in the future. |
challenge him now to show it. He can bring it up in hislast speech, and | will reply
to it tomorrow. Let him bring up the statement that says anything about two
resurrectionsin the future.

Time expired.
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MR. BOGARD'SFOURTH REPLY.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

| will make thisfifteen minutes as short as possible, and may quit before the
timeisout, because there is no need of going any further now. Actually thereis
nothing to do; nothing has been done by Borden. | will speak, however, with
reference to that Warlick matter, asthat seemsto be grinding in on Elder Borden
and his people. He says that Elder Warlick doesn't want to debate with me,
because heis afraid the book wouldn't sdll, and then he turnsright around and says
that when 1 offered to pay Warlick $10 a day, and have the book printed at my
own expense, that | am offering to have heresy put before my people, and haveto
pay Warlick to preach what | regard as heresy, and send it out among my brethren.
Isn't that throwing off on Warlick good and hard? Warlick doesn't want to debate,
because heis afraid Bogard's heresy won't sell, and he is afraid Bogard's heresy
won't go out among the people in sufficiently large quantities, and yet it would be
a bad thing to want the heresy to go out among the people. | want to tell Warlick
you said that it would be bad for him to send out the book in which Warlick's
heresies were contained. Warlick doesn't want the book published because heis
afraid it won't sdl. | tel youwhy | am willing to pay that $10 aday. | will tell you
why | am willing to pay for it, and | am willing to pay the stenographer myself to
report the debate. It is because | know what | can do with the heresy that Warlick
and Borden preach, and | can put it before the public, and wherever the book is
read it will show on the face of it that Warlick isn't able to sustain his heresy. Just
to send the stuff out without any reply, | wouldn't pay him 10 cents for a thousand
years of his
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preaching. Let mereply toit, and | will pay him $10 a day for the privilege. But,
saysthe Elder, "I regard Elder Borden asbeing alittle fellow." In my first speech
| said he was the best representative of his church in the State of Arkansas, and
that | regarded him as the strongest man in the State. If he doesn't defend your
doctrineeven J. S. Warlick cannot. Warlick would make alittle better appearance,
because he has more magnetism as a speaker, but what he says wouldn't look as
well on paper. | give him credit for being above Joe Warlick in argument, but the
point | made isthat Joe Warlick knowsthat | can fix him, and Borden thought if
| had a debate with him and it was published that maybe | would leave off
somethingsthat | used to use in debate; but he hastried it and found that it will
stand the test, even when it is taken down by a stenographer. | have already been
called on to debate with Borden two or three timesin the future, but the calls came
before this debate, and | guess they will back out now, as soon asthey hear about
this debate and what | have done to him here. They will say they don't want any
of that, but even if they do hold to their engagements | will go and do just like |
am doing now, and if they are foolish enough to call on Borden or Warlick, or
anybody else, it will give me a chance to preach the truth. | can go and preach
thirty minutes and then rest thirty minutes while they work their under jaw. | will
preach the gospel to the people; it will just give me a chance to do that.

Asto Romans4:4, 5, he sayswe will discussthat tomorrow. Well, yes, maybe
it isashameto do any more today. "To him that worketh not but believeth on him
that justified! the ungodly, hisfaith is counted for righteousness.” | am glad that
goes down, that he will bring it up tomorrow.
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But the gentleman says that the Christadel phians don't believe the thousand
years reignisgoing on now. Very well, | will stand corrected, nothing materia in
that; but the Russdllites do believe it, and as they believe about the same as the
others | run them all together, because they believe very much alike, but the
Russdllites do believe that; they do believe that we are living in the final reign or
the millennial glory, so then | will turn him over to the Russdllites.

But, says the Elder, don't you know that the thousand yearsis not a literal
thousand years? It is figurative language while it says a thousand years. Y et he
"gpeaks where the Bible speaks, and he keeps silent where the Bibleis sillent,” and
he saysheisjust going to take it like it reads, and he says the first resurrection
took place two thousand years ago. The Bible says there were some folks raised
from the dead at that time. He speaks about that, and says | could bring it up in my
next speech. | have aready noticed it. Why are folks raised from the dead?
Twentieth chapter of Revelation, fourth and fifth verses. Now, mark you, those
that were beheaded for witnesses of Jesus were not raised in the first resurrection
because they died since Christ died; they were witnesses to Jesus and were put to
desath for that; those that were put to death for Jesus were raised from the dead,
BUT THE REST OF THE DEAD LIVED NOT AGAIN FOR A THOUSAND
YEARS. If you have the first resurrection back there, and call it the first
resurrection, then the resurrection of the wicked would be the third resurrection,
if you make that other one the first, BECAUSE THERE ARE GOING TO BE
TWO RESURRECTIONS IN THE FUTURE, one of the righteous who have
been killed as witnesses of Jesus,
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and the other of the rest of the dead, that will not live again until the thousand
yearsareover. Ladies and gentlemen, did you notice how silent the gentleman was
with reference to the Scripture about Judas falling? | brought it for him to answer,
and it goes down in the book that he made no referencetoit at all.

Did you notice how silent the gentleman was, with reference to Hebrews 6:1-
6, whereif they fal away it isimpossible to renew them again. He made no reply
to that, and it will go down in the book that no reply was made to that.

Did you notice any reference to Hebrews 10:26-39? If any fall from grace
"thereis no more sacrifice for sins, but a certain fearful looking for of judgment
and fiery indignation, which shall devour the adversaries." Did he make any reply
to that? No, not a bit of it, so that goes down in the book as being unreplied to.

Do you remember the 18 negatives that | brought in? There were 18 that he
did not touch out of 22, that go down in the book as being left off and unanswered.

Do you remember the 10 objectionsthat | ran in here at the close of my first
speech this afternoon? He tried to reply to three, and left the other untouched, so
18 and 7 make 25, clear-cut arguments against hisdoctrine of apostasy, and not one
touched, of 25, and then, after he failed to bring up the Scriptures they use
generdly, | brought them up mysdlf, and he didn't make any reference to them in
that last rgjoinder, and that leaves al that in the book unanswered. There is more
that | have said to day that he hasn't even referred to. It would take him one solid
hour to answer them, if he had awhole hour to answer in, without being molested,
yet some of you may
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think that he has won a victory. | thank God for the victory. | thank God for
presenting 25 arguments that he couldn't touch. | not only made 25 arguments, but
made some for him, and then answered them for him, so the 25 that | made, and
he failed to reply to, and the four that | made that were on his Sde, and took them
away from him, because they usually preach them; 29 that he has not touched, that
stand unreplied to in the book, and the record will show it. | fee so well satisfied
with the day's work | thank God for the privilege of having preached the truth to
these people.

Now, | want to say in conclusion that the doctrines of falling from grace and
bdieving in the Lord Jesus Christ do not dwell in the same heart. | said it in the
first speech | made this morning, and | say it again, because if you believe in
faling from grace you must believe sal vation dependson you; if you are depending
on yourself for salvation in any sense you are not trusting Jesus Christ for
savation. A man cannot be saved aslong as he holds to the idea that he is doing
the work himself; he must trust Jesus, who does the work for him. So life and
death arein this proposition. If you believe you are saving yourself you are not
trusting the Lord, and if you are not trusting the Lord you are surely making your
bed in hell. If you never hear my voice again on this subject, and if the reader
never reads another argument, | warn you again, trust Jesus Christ, and you can
trust him, and if we do that he will do what he said he would. Y ou can not trust
him for salvation and then trust yourself at the same time. | warn you who believe
in it to flee from the wrath to come and accept the truth. Those who believein
apostasy believe in a God who controls by fear, for the ideais held out if
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you don't do so and so he will send you to hell. Elder Borden says aman couldn't
"unborn himsdf," but |eft the ideathat God could change him back from a good
man into abad one, from good into bad. God could make abrand new race of men.
God could have made us dl in hell to start on, but God won't do a bad thing like
that, to change agood man into abad one, and you will note the fact that as long
as Jesus Chrigt isin usthat long he could not fall. | called his attention to the fact
that Jesus would have to take a vacation before the devil could get us, and it goes
down in the book with no reply having been madeto it.

Ladies and gentlemen, | leave the subject with you, with the feeling that you,
Inyour own minds, are convinced. Y ou may think you have some man who can do
it better than Borden, but | assure you thisman, E. M. Borden, cando it aswell as
any man you can bring up, although Joe S. Warlick might make a little better
appearance. Y ou needn't send for Warlick; you needn't send for Black; you needn't
send for John T. Hinds; you needn't send for Charley Nichols; you needn't send for
Schultz. Y ou see he has | eft 29 arguments untouched when the day closes, and you
see heis unable to meet the arguments | have presented. Ladies and gentlemen,
you need not send elsewhere. God is my witness that | love the souls of al to
whom | speak, and | want you saved, | want you redeemed, | want you to quit
believing in your own works, | want you to quit relying on your good character. |
want you to rely by faith on the work of Jesus Christ; you are protected by faith
from the devil, so when you get faith in Jesus Christ in your hearts you are
protected by faith, God doesn't cast us off because we do wrong. | believe God
loves us more when he sees our weakness and shortcomings, because he knows
that we
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still have the evil nature. He knows we are liable to drop and fall, and, knowing
that, he loves us and picks us up. Just as you would give your life to save your
child, so the power of God is exerted to save us and keep us safe, and if the devil
ever gets usit is because God can't protect us fromit.

Itislikeacasel knew over at Searcy, Arkansas. Therewasalittle boy that had
locomotor ataxia, asthe doctors cdl it. The father would try to teach him to walk;
thelittle fellow couldn't walk; he lived to be 9 years old and never walked. The
father said, "I lovethat child as| never loved any other child," and one day, as he
was holding thelittlefdlow up by hisarms, the little fellow was trying to wak and
fell, and helooked up at hisfather and said, "Papa, are you mad at me'cause | can't
wak?" and he picked thelittle fellow up and hugged him, and said, "I never loved
theboy sowell inal my life." So when wefdl by our weakness, God picks us up,
and he has guaranteed that he will do it, because in Psalms 37:23, 24, if wefdl, he
says, "We shall not be utterly cast down, because he upholds us with his hands."

Time expired.

FOURTH DAY.
July 30, 1909.

Subject: The Scriptures teach that a sinner is saved by grace through faith,
before baptism. Ben M. Bogard affirms; E. M. Borden denies.

MR. BOGARD'SFIRST SPEECH.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

For 45 minutesit will be my privilege to discuss the subject which has been
read in your hearing.
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The subject today is of vital importance: The question of salvation—how can
we be saved? | affirm that aman is saved by grace through faith, before baptism;
it ismy honorable opponent's business to deny that. | intend to present what the
Scriptures say, then | intend to present what reason says, in connection with the
Scripture. | propose aso to give afew of the opinions of great religious leaders,
not to prove my propogition, but to corroborate what | shall prove from the Word
of God. | propose to quote from Greek lexicons, from Greek grammars, and in
every way that is honorable to substantiate the proposition. There is no difficulty
about it; the only difficulty is in the minds of some who have had perverted
opinions, formed by their idea that they might be saved by something they do.
Thereisno trouble about it in the Bible, but people naturally love to have credit,
and they love to have credit for a good thing, and salvation is a good thing, and
they love to have some credit for having done something that will bring about their
salvation. That natural disposition in man is the cause of people believing in
salvation by worksor by ceremonies and forms. But when aman getsthat pride out
of hisheart, gets where he isready to trust the Lord Jesus Christ, it isno trouble
to see that salvation iswholly "by grace, through faith, and that not of ourselves,
it is the gift of God; not by works, lest any man should boast. For we are his
workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works, which God hath before
ordained that we should walk inthem." | have just quoted, though perhaps some
of you don't know it, the second chapter of Ephesians, eighth, ninth and tenth
Verses.

| want to give adefinition, first of al: "The Scriptures teach"—we mean by
that the New Testament, the Bible.
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If there is any reference to baptism in the Old Testament we will take that, of
course. The ordinance of baptism did not exist in Old Testament times; but there
are some prophetic references that may be used. We mean the Bible in this
discussion; the Scripture says so and so, in SO many words, or it may be implied
from what is said, that we are saved, "by grace through faith," before baptism. We
mean by "grace" no more than the unmerited favor of God; and "faith"—I will give
Mr. Alexander Campbell's definition of faith, found in the Campbell-Rice debate,
page 618:

"It isapersuasion that God istrue; that the gospel isdivine; that God is love;
that Christ's death isthe sinner'slife. It istrust in God. It isareliance upon his
truth, his faithfulness, his power. It is not merely a cold assent to the truth, to
testimony; but a cordial, joyful consent to it, and reception of it."

| introduce this as a definition of faith because it comes from Alexander
Campbell, who undoubtedly should be recognized by Elder Borden and hispeople,
as he was the leader in the movement to which Elder Borden belongs, and
certainly, as| shall show in this speech, he was the first one to teach the doctrine
that Elder Borden will affirm today. Thisisagood definition; the question now is
"Doesaman havethisfaith before baptism." The answer is, "He does." Then, let's
see what follows, if he has faith before he is baptized. Faith coming before
baptism, as Elder Borden will agree, brings all that the Bible says faith brings.
When we have faith we have certain things that go with it, that aways accompany
it. | want to read in the Bible now about those things that are said to come when
we believe.

Firs. "Hethat believes has everlasting life." John 3:36. "He that believeth on
the Son hath everlasting life."
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If itiseverlagting it won't ever stop, for if it ever stopsit was not everlasting to
begin with; hence you have the everlasting principle of divine life at the time you
believe.

Second. The bdiever is not condemned. John 3:18. "He that believeth on him
Isnot condemned.” We believe before baptism; we get to the point before baptism
where we are not condemned and receive everlasting life before baptism, for it
comes with faith. We come out from under condemnation before baptism, for it
comes with faith.

Third. The heart is purified when we come to faith. Acts 15:8, 9: "Purifying
their hearts by faith." So, then, we receive purity of heart when faith comes. We
have faith before baptism, as Elder Borden will agree; therefore, the heart is
purified before baptism.

Fourth. The believer shall not perish. John 3:16: "He that believeth on him
shall not perish." So, then, we get to the point before baptism where we shall not
perish, for we do believe before baptism. Then we get to the point where we do
not perish before baptism.

Fifth. The believer is a child of God. Galatians 3:26: "For we are al the
children of God by faith in Christ Jesus." The next verse, the 27th verse, calls
attention to the fact that we put Christ on in baptism, but it does not mean by that
that we become saved, or that Christ becomes ours, by baptism; heis our Savior
by faith, the form of putting him on is by baptism. However, | have another and a
better interpretation of that passage, which | shal give, possibly in this speech, and
if not | shall inthe next. But, even granting that it means aformal putting on, as
you put on your coat, we become real Chrigtians, real children of God, when we
believe the forma expression of it comesin baptism. | will leave that for further
discussion.
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Sixth. The believer isjustified. Romans 5:1: "Therefore, being justified by
faith, we have the peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ." So, then, we
reach the point of justification when we reach faith, and we reach faith before
baptism,; therefore, we are justified before baptism.

Seventh. The believer has peace. The verse | have just quoted, and Romans
5:1: "Therefore, being justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord
Jesus Chrig." So, then, peace with God came when we believed, and belief comes
before baptism; therefore, peace comes before baptism.

Eighth. The believer is saved. Ephesians 2:8: "For by grace are ye saved
through faith." When | get to the point of faith | get to salvation; | get to faith
before baptism; therefore | get to salvation before baptism.

That seems to me to be a clear statement of the foundation principles upon
which my proposition rests.

Now, | want to take up some passagesin the Bible, al of them if | have time
to get to them, in which baptism is mentioned or supposed to be mentioned. | take
them as| come to them, and will discuss them, giving as clear an exposition of
them as| know how, leaving the results with you. We need nothing further than
those passages | have introduced to substantiate the proposition, but | go further
and give concrete illustrations which we find in the Word of God.

Firgt of all, | want to make a statement: We have just proved that salvation
comesat the point of faith. "Hethat believesis saved." We believe before baptism,
therefore we are saved before baptism. In | John 4:7 weread, "He that loveth is
born of God and knoweth God." We
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love before baptism, therefore are born of God before baptism. Those statements
cannot be answered, because they are scripturd statements. If Elder Borden says
we do believe before baptism, and do love before baptism, then he is bound to
concede that we have salvation before baptism. All passages that refer to baptism
as saving or washing away of sins, must therefore be understood as a ceremonial
saving or ceremonial washing. Friends, we are realy washed and then
ceremonialy washed, we are really saved and then ceremonially saved, and
wherever baptism is said to save or said to wash, it must bein a ceremonia sense,
because these plain, emphatic statements show that we are saved when we love,
and so we have both faith and love before baptism, and hence salvation before
baptism.

Thefirst passagethat | will introduce is John 3:5: "Except a man be born of
water and of the Spirit he cannot enter into the kingdom of God." Thereis no
reference here whatever to baptism. | introduce it because it isin the minds of
men, and by their misconception of it they get to the false conclusion that may
result in the damnation of their souls. "Born of water" does not mean baptized of
water; if it does, then born of the Spirit, in the same verse, means baptized of the
Spirit, and if you take John 3:5 as your plan of salvation, the very same verse that
says "born of water" saysborn of the Spirit, and if “born of water" means baptized
of water, then born of Spirit means baptized of the Spirit, and you are run into
spiritua baptism for salvation, which you yoursalves will not agree to take. Then
again, if "born of water" means baptism of water, "born" means baptized
throughout that passage. Would the Lord use a word in two or three different
senses without stopping to explain himself, and do it in the same con-
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versation? If he did, he would talk so that none could understand. He evidently
used the word "born" in the same sense all the way through that conversation.

Now, let's see—we will turn and read it. | think | could quote it correctly, but
| will read it for absolute safety. Since you say the word "born" means "baptize,"
and "born of water" means baptized of water, then theword "born" must mean the
samething dl theway through that conversation. Now, let's use the word " baptize"
for theword "born," for that iswhat you believe it means, and see how it works out
in the reading. Put the meaning of the word instead of theword itself, and see what
sense it makes. "There was a man of the Pharisees, named Nicodemus, aruler of
the Jaws. The same came to Jesus by night, and said unto him, Rabbi, we know
that thou art a teacher come from God: For no man can do these miraclesthat thou
doest except God be with him." Now note: " Jesus answered and said unto him,
Verily, verily, | say unto thee, Except a man be baptized again he cannot see the
kingdom of God." Do you smile at that? Y ou have heard it preached all over this
country that "born of water" means baptized of water; if you have heard it
preached that way, that meaning ought to be put in there. "Except a man be
baptized again, he cannot see the kingdom of God! Nicodemus saith unto him,
How can aman be baptized, when he is old? can he enter the second time into his
mother's womb, and be baptized? Jesus answered, Verily, verily, | say unto thee,
Except aman be baptized of water and baptized of the Spirit, he cannot enter into
the kingdom of God. That which is baptized of the flesh is flesh; and that which
IS baptized of the Spirit is spirit. Marvel not that | said unto thee, ye must be
baptized
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again. The wind bloweth where it listeth, and thou hearest the sound thereof, but
cannot tell whence it cometh, and whither it goeth; so is every onethat is baptized
of the Spirit." Nowonder Nicodemusin amazement said, how can these things be?
If the Lord talks such nonsense as that (and that is exactly what he talked if you
people areright, if Elder Borden isright) no one would see how these things could
be. Y ou have ether to go back on your idea of "born" meaning baptize, or apply
it to the whole thing, or | will force you to take the rest of it, as meaning baptism
too, because the same word ought to mean the same thing in the same
conversation, in the same paragraph, or otherwise you will havethe Lord using the
same word in two or three different senses in the same conversation, without
stopping to explain himself.

| will introduce some arguments to see what it does mean. "Born of water and
Spirit;" the word "and" in the original Greek is "kai," sometimes pronounced
"ki," and the word is used very frequently in the sense of "even." | will call your
attention to Hines & Noble'sInterlinear Lexicon, and there the definition of "even'
isgiven. | cal your atention to Hadley & Allen's Greek Grammar, page 325, Sec.
1042, there we find that the word "kai" is used in the sense of "even." And then,
| will call your attention to the fact that if we trandate that word by that meaning,
and it is trandated that way in the Bible frequently, you would have John 3:5
reading like this: "Except aman be born of water, even the Spirit, he cannot enter
the kingdom of God;" water standing as an emblem of Spirit, as afigure of the
Spirit. Except a man be born of water, which isto say, born of the Spirit, he
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cannot enter into the kingdom of God. Theword "water" is used there asa symbol,
aswater cleanses, the Spirit cleanses,; and as water is a mighty power, the Spirit
Isamighty power. Aswater is everywhere, the Spirit is everywhere; and so then,
we are born of the Spirit, which is symbolized by water. Now, to show you that is
absolutely correct, | will turn over and read you some statements that unmistakably
bear that ideaout. | will read for instance, in John 7:37-39, "In the last day, that
great day of thefeast, Jesus stood and cried, saying, if any man thirst, let him come
unto me, and drink. He that believeth on me, as the scripture hath said, out of his
belly shal flow rivers of living water. But this spake he of the Spirit, which they
that believe on him should receive; for the Holy Ghost was not yet given; because
that Jesus was not yet glorified." He said water, meaning Spirit; so, when the Lord
talked of water, he meant the Spirit, according to that.

John 4:13-15, "But whosoever shal drink the water that | shdl give him, shal
never thirst, but the water that | shall give him, shall be in him awell of water
springing up into everlasting life." Water symbolizing Spirit again.

Reveation 22:17, "And the Spirit and the bride say, Come. And let him that
heareth say, Come. And let him that is athirst come. And whosoever will, let him
takethewater of lifefredy." Sothe water there is unquestionably used asa symbol
of the Spirit, asymbol of everlasting life through the Spirit. So when Jesus said
"Except a man be born of water, even the Spirit," he used a symbol or figure that
would be understood by any Jew, if he only had a knowledge of God's word, and
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so he said "Art thou a master of |sragl and knowest not these things?' Y ou ought
to have known this, because you are a teacher. How could he have known of
baptism when baptism was not an ordinance of the Jawsat all ? Y et the Savior said,
you ought to have known of this. The birth of the spirit has always been God's
plan, for God has never saved men except by regeneration, so Nicodemus ought
to have known about it, but he didn't, so it therefore proves that it was not baptism.
So the Savior marvelled at him for not knowing it, so he didn't mean the
ordinances of baptism, because Nicodemus didn't know of it. Nicodemus had
never been taught baptism and ought not to have known of it, because it had not
been given at that time.

| will give you some trandations of the word "kai."

Matthew 18:33, " Shouldst not thou also have had compassion on thy fellow
servant, even as | had pity on thee." Theword "even" is"kai" in the Greek.

Then | read in | Corinthians 7:7, "For | would that all men were even as |
myself." The word "even" is"ka" in the Greek.

In Acts 5:39, "Lest haply ye be found even to fight against God." The word
"even" is"ka" in the Greek.

In John 5:21, "Even so the Son quickeneth whom he will." So here we find
examples plenty, how the word istrandated "even" in the Bible, and it might just
as well have been so trandated in John 3:5, and that would have brought the
Savior's meaning clearly forth, when he said "Unless a man be baptized of water
even of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God."

The next passage | will introduce is Acts 2:38, "Repent ye and be baptized,
every one of you, in the name of
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Jesus Chrigt, for the remission of sins.” | want to say that perhaps this will be the
passage over which the hardest fight will be made, during this debate. | want to
show you, first of al, where the idea that Elder Borden has, came from. In the
Campbell and Rice debate, page 472, we find Campbell says he came to the
conclusion that we were baptized in order to the remission of sins. Campbell and
Rice Debate, page 472, he said: | studied under greater masters than any of these.
Some twenty years ago, when preparing for a debate with Mr. McCalla, | put
mysalf under the specid instruction of four Evangelists' This debate was held in
1844, and some twenty years ago, running him back to 1824, —-"When preparing
for adebate with Mr. McCalla, | put mysalf under specia instructions. . . . | had
for sometime before that discussion, been often impressed with such passages as
Acts 2:38; and that providential call to discuss the subject with Mr. McCalla,
compelled me to decide the matter to my entire satisfaction. Believe me, sir,
then | had forgotten my earlier readings upon the subject; and upon the ssimple
testimony of the Book itself, | came to a conclusion alleged in that debate, and
proved only by the Bible which now appears, from a thousand sources, to have
been the catholic and truly ancient and primitive faith of the whole church. It was
in this commonwealth that this doctrine was first publicly promulgated in
modern times; and, gir, it has now spread over this continent, and with singular
success, isnow returning to Europe, and the land of our fathers. My faithiniit, gr,
rests, however, neither upon the traditions of the church, nor upon any merely
inferentia reasonings of my own, nor those of any other man; but upon the explicit
and often
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repeated declarations and explanations of the prophets and the apostles.”

When did Mr. Campbdl learn that baptize meant in order to the remission of
sins? He learned it while a Baptist preacher, in his effort to debate with Mr.
McCalla. When he went to debate with him, he found that Acts 2:38, meant
"Baptize in order to the remission of sins," and he said he was the first man to
proclaimit in modern times. So then, it started with Alexander Campbell. He
thinks he found it back therein the New Testament; it isamarve of marves, that
no other man ever found it, until Alexander Campbell found it, and he says, now
thousands have taken it up, since that time. So ladies and gentlemen, Alexander
Campbell got out a Bible himself, and fixed the trandation to suit himself; he
trandated Acts 2:38, "to be baptized in order to the remission of sins." Somebody
says, | know better, he didn't do any such thing. On page 441 of Campbell and
Rice's Debate—notice this is a pretty old book—it is older than | am. Mr.
Campbell said on page 441, "When | published my edition of the New Testament,
feeling myself authorized by the original, and the style of the New Testament,
1 departed, in this instance, as well as in several others, from all other
translations then known to me." Here is what was the matter with Alexander
Campbell. He made himself a new Bible and says he departed from all other
trandations known to him. He said: "This indeed was but a verbal matter. Y et,
when the whole world, Catholic and Protestant, were following Jerome's vul gate,
it was a great innovation, on my part, and so regarded by others." So, ladies and
gentlemen, Mr. Campbell did get out aBible; it iscaled "Living Oracles;" he did
change it and said he made a
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departure from al othersthat he knew anything about, and | know that too, for in
every trandation, that we know anything about. Acts 2:38 is trandlated by some
other wordsrather than by thewords"in order to." So Mr. Campbell introduced the
doctrine, sayshedid, wasthefirst oneto preach it in modern times, and it has been
followed by the membersof his church, sincethat time. He made anew Bible, and
it was an innovation, different from all others; he himself said it, and hereis the
book to verify the statement.

So, what does Acts 2:38 mean; It does not mean baptize in order to the
remission of ains; it means be baptized on account of the remission of sins. Elder
Borden asked meif | would be willing to go to record on that proposition. | most
certainly am willing to go to record onit. | find many placesin God's word where
the word used is so trandated. | find clearly in Matthew 12:41, "Repented at the
preaching of Jonas;" "&s" isthe Greek word that is trandated "for" in Acts 2:38;
they repented eis the preaching of Jonas; he had already preached, and then they
repented on account of (eis) his preaching.

| read in Matthew 3:11, where it says "Baptized unto repentance "--"eis"
repentance; it is certainly not "in order to" repentance. | ask if a man hasto be
baptized in order to repent? Y ou can readily see that is not the correct idea, but it
Is the very same expression, the very same word, baptize "eis' repentance; then if
you baptize "es' repentance, and baptize "es' remisson of dns, it must mean the
same, so | am baptized "eis' repentance, so | am baptized "els' on account of the
remisson of ans. A man is hung for—on account of—a murder, not in order to
murder; aman is put in the penitentiary for
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stealing; he is not put in the penitentiary to make athief out of him. Y ou laugh for
joy, you are not laughing in order to joy, but on account of the joy that is welling
up in your soul. You weep for sorrow; you don't weep in order to sorrow; you
weep on account of sorrow that already fills your soul, so | am baptized for the
remission of sins, not in order to get remission of sins, but on account of the
remission of sins.

Now, ladies and gentlemen, | will passfrom that, as| do not care to spend too
much time on one proposition, as | won't have time to do that. | will now give
some of the scriptural objections, which | want to get in right on the start, some of
the scriptural objections of the doctrine of baptism in order to obtain salvation.

1: Thosewho live nearest the water live nearest to Jesus Chrigt, if the doctrine
of baptismal salvation istrue.

2: When the weether isdry, it is harder to be saved than it isin wet weather,
If salvation by baptism is true.

3: A snner suddenly meeting death may get forgiveness for any sin, except
thisfailure to be baptized, according to the doctrine of salvation by baptism. Then
that makes it the sin againgt the Holy Ghogt, for we read in Matthew 12:31 where
Jesus Christ said that al sin except the sin against the Holy Ghost shall be
forgiven, and that shall not be forgiven among men. | can get forgivenessfor every
sn except the sin againgt the Holy Ghost. If afallure to be baptized isasin against
the Holy Ghost, we cannot get forgiveness for it, and we cannot go to heaven
without being baptized, since the Lord will forgive mefor any sin, except the sin
against the Holy Ghost; if there is no forgiveness for it, we must
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be baptized or go to hell, for it isthe sin againgt the Holy Ghost, which is absolute
nonsense on the face of it.

4: The Lord is nigh unto them that are of a broken heart. Psalms 34:18; yet,
says Elder Borden and his crowd, he is near only to those who come to the water
and who are wading out into the water.

5: If nobody is saved except those who have been immersed in order to obtain
remission of sins, then nobody will be saved except Borden's crowd, Mormons,
Soul Slegpers and Christadel phians, hardly enough to make up the one hundred
forty and four thousand.

6: If salvation comes in the act of immersion, then we can measure the
distance of Christ with atape line. Show me how far it isto the creek, and | will
tell you how far it isto the Savior.

7: If salvation comesin the act of baptism, then salvation ebbs and flows asthe
water fals and rises; so then salvation will be easier in wet weather than it isin
dry.

8: If salvation comes by baptism then a man must get the consent of another
man, before heissaved, and | put my salvation in the hands of another man, so,
ladies and gentlemen, you see the absurdity of the proposition, and sometimesthey
do refuse to baptize a candidate; yes, sir, sometimes they refuse to baptize you,
when you call on them. Right herein the State of Arkansas, Bynum Black, one of
the strongest representatives of the gentleman's church, refused to baptize a man,
and he publicly acknowledged it, in my presence, because that man, after he made
the confession inthe morning, and was going to be baptized in the afternoon, while
he was taking dinner, he made some dlighting remark; he said he "felt alump
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growing on his back," because he would soon be a"camelite" now. | asked him
why he didn't baptize him, and he said "because he committed sin.” | said | thought
that is what baptism is for, and we don't have the sin taken away until we are
baptized. And then Elder Joe Blue dso refused to baptize a girl who had publicly
confessed the Savior, and the reason that he gave was that somebody cameto him
and told him that she was a bad character. | said, "Blue, why didn't you baptize
her?' "Why," he says, "sheisabad character." | said, "That isexactly the kind that
baptism isfor; baptism isintended to wash away their sins." So in two cases, to
which affidavits can be made, they have been refused salvation at the hands of
men, for salvation depends on baptism, and two well-known men, at that, refused
to baptize them.

Very well, | will make another argument.

No. 1. In Christ's sermon on the mount baptism is not mentioned. It is
marvelous that he did not give baptism as the plan of salvation there, if he had
intended to add it to the plan of salvation.

2. Our Lord'stalk with Nicodemus, as | have just discussed it, never said a
word about baptism, unless "born of water" means baptism, and | have shown you
plainly that it cannot mean that.

3. In Chrigt's conversation with the woman at the well, John, fourth chapter,
he said that she could have sdvation for the asking: "If you will ask, | will give you
living water, and it will spring up a well of water in you which shall give
everlasting life." But not aword said about baptism!

4. In Chrigt's conversation with the rich young ruler, Mark 10, the Savior never
said aword about baptism. He
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wasn't the kind of preacher that Elder Borden isand hisfellowsare. If aman were
to come to them and ask them what to do to be saved they would tell him to be
baptized, but here comes ayoung man, aruler among the Jews, who asks what he
should do to be saved, and Jesus never said aword about baptism. Why did hetedll
Nicodemus to be baptized, if John 3:5 means baptism, and then didn't tell the
young ruler? Y ou seeit is absurd on the face of it.

5. Stephen's discourse, in Acts 7, he never said once a thing about baptism.

6. In Paul'slong discourse, in Acts 13:14-44, not athing is said about baptism,
although he was telling the people how to be saved.

7. The decision of the council at Jerusalem, Acts 15, where they were sent up
to ask what things we must observe to be saved, and not a word was said about
baptism.

8. In Paul's long discourse, Acts 17, not one word was said about baptism.
Strange these Bible preachers, none of them, said anything about baptism in their
preaching. If they had been like my friend Borden and his people that would have
been about all they talked about.

The next Scripture | will introduce is Mark 16:16, "He that believeth and is
baptized shall be saved." That isundoubtedly my passage of Scripture. Let megive
you someillustrations asto its meaning. Mark you, | gave you eight or nine where
it saysthat the man that believed is already saved; baptism only becomes aformal
part of it; | will give you afew illustrations.

"He that marries a wife and takes her home shall be a husband." What is
necessary to be ahusband? Marrying awifeisthe necessary thing, and whether he
ever takes her home, sheis still hiswife, but taking her homeis the
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common-sense thing to do. He that believeth has salvation, whether he ever is
baptized or not, but baptism is the common-sense thing, because it brings joy and
comfort. If we went on without having it done, we would still be saved.

Again, "He that buyeth a horse and bridles him shall own the horse." | could
buy ahorse and own him, whether | ever put abridle on him or not, but it would
be the sensible thing to do, to put a bridle on him. Being baptized is the formal,
common-sense thing in connection with being saved.

Baptists do not hatch out in the water; they are hatched outside of the water
and go to the water afterwards.

Everything said to be necessary to salvation terminatesin faith. | want to give
you the different things said to be necessary to salvation.

1st. We are said to be saved by grace (Ephesians 2:8-10); that is, grace is the
source.

2d. We are said to be saved by Christ (Matt. 1:21); that is, Christ isthe agent.
3d. We are saved by blood (Ephesians 1.7); that is, blood is the price.

4th. We are saved by faith (Romans 5:1); that is, faith is the medium or
condition.

5th. We are saved by hope (Romans 8:23, 24). Asto our bodies (Romans
8:23), we wait for the redemption of our bodies.

6th. We are saved by works (James 2:21); works is the demonstration, the
outward manifestation of salvation.

7th. Saved by baptism (I Peter 3:21); that is, it is the figure of salvation;
salvation comes by faith; baptism is the figure of it.
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So all these seven points are not contradictory ways, and they are not
cumulative, neither contradictory nor cumulative, but they illustrate the different
phases or different sides of the same subject, and al terminate in faith, so,
whatever may be said about salvation by faith, or savation by baptism, it al runs
back to salvation by grace through faith.

It ssemsto me that the proposition is already established, but | will introduce
just one other argument, in the two minutes | have before me.

| will introduce one other, and that is the case of Saul of Tarsus, Acts 22:16:
" Arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins." That isthe case of Saul of Tarsus.
What is meant by that? | want to notice here what Mr. Alexander Campbell says
about it. Page 516, Campbell and Rice Debate, hereiswhat he says: "The water
of baptism, then, formally washes away our sins; the blood of Christ really washes
away sns. Paul'ssinswerereally pardoned when he believed, yet he had no pledge
of the fact, no formal acquittal, no formal purgation of his sins, until he washed
them away in baptism." So the red thing isin the blood, the real thing is through
faith, and the formality of it isin the baptism, so "Arise and be baptized and wash
away thy sins’ means wash away thy sins formally or symbolically.

Time expired.

MR. BORDEN'SFIRST REPLY.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

It is certainly agreet privilege to meto be able to be here this morning. | feel
complimented that | am feeling
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so well thismorning and fedling so good over thisdebate. | have known some men
to fal down after they had been replied to, but never before did | know a man to
fall down before he was answered at al. | never saw a man, in my life, so
completely fail in argument as Mr. Bogard has. Thereisredlly no need to tell you
that. | am not going to make any remarks about the people of this county as Mr.
Bogard did. He hasrather left the impression that our people could come down
here in these bottoms and preach any old thing and the people are so ignorant they
would believeit. | want to tell you that the intelligence of the people of Jackson
county will stand up with the intelligence of the people of any other county in the
State, or any other State in the United States. | am glad that the intelligence of this
county is not to be estimated by Mr. Bogard. | am confident that there are many
scholarsin this county, to whom Mr. Bogard could go for information, which |
think has been clearly shown you.

Hisproposition readslikethis: "A sinner is saved by grace through faith before
baptism." He has undertaken to prove that aman is saved by grace, through faith,
and | don't deny that at all. Every passage he read that saysaman is saved by faith
| believe, every one that says a man is saved by grace, | believe, but | want to
know how many places Mr. Bogard has brought up says that a man is saved "by
grace through faith BEFORE baptism?' If the expression "before baptism" had
not been in the proposition, | never would have signed it, because if there is
anything on earth that | do bdlieveit isthat aman is"saved by grace through faith,"
but | do not believed that he is saved "by grace through faith before baptism."

Now, Mr, Bogard has not brought up a single pi-ace
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where it saysthat aman is saved before baptism—"by grace, through faith, before
baptism"—not asingle place has he brought up. It ishisbusinessto bring up acase
where aman was baptized, and then show that he was saved by grace, through
faith, before he was baptized. Ho cannot do that. He may work on it all day, and
of course | know the place where he will undertake to prove it, but he can't get it
thereto save hislife, so you can rest assured that Mr. Bogard has dready failed on
the proposition, for if it had been there Mr. Bogard certainly would have
introduced it on the start.

Now, he was so completely undone yesterday that his only show wasto try to
runinalot of passagesand then boast, likealittle "two-by-four"lawyer, that he had
said more than the other man, therefore had won the discussion. Anybody has
sense enough to know that when aman is whipped he undertakes things like that.
It shows littleness on his part. No doubt he has put it in the minds of his Baptist
brethren that he brought up so many passages that Borden didn't notice, and he
made so many arguments that Borden didn't notice when what he said was just a
rehash of what had been said before. Mr. Bogard need not think that these people
are so ignorant that they will believe they are new arguments. Besides that, this
book will not only be sold in Jackson county, but it will be sold al over the United
States, and | am glad that it will. People may read for themselves and see what
arguments he made. | would not have mentioned that if he had not boasted of it
yesterday and then made mention of it again this morning.

He said that it was man's disposition to want to glorify himself, and for that
reason God had not given man any
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work to do in order that he might be saved, because if aman did the work that God
had given him, then he got the glory for it, and took al the praise to himself, and
would say that he had helped to save himself. Now, Paul saysin | Corinthians,
"God has chosen the foolish things of the world to confound the wise, and the
weak things of the world to confound the things which are mighty, and the reason
was that no man should glory in himsdlf, but asit is written, "he that glorieth, let
him glory inthe Lord." A demonstration of that fact is brought up in the falling of
thewalls of Jericho. The Israglites had to go around the wallsfor six days, and on
the 7th day they had to go around seven times, and then blow the trumpets and
shout before the walls fdll. Is there any man with so little intelligence as to think
that there was any virtue in their work, except as obedience to God? When
Naaman dipped seven times in the river of Jordan he was cleansed from the
leprosy. Naaman had too much sense, notwithstanding God told him to do that, to
place any virtue in water. The blind man went and washed and came seeing. Any
man could look at the washing and see that the waters of Siloam did not bring back
hiseyesght to him. No man of intelligence would say athing like that. Mr. Bogard
saysif aman doesanything at al in order to be saved that he takes al the glory to
himsalf. Mr. Bogard can say that, but | will tell you the people of these bottoms
won't believe it, because they have too much sense.

He read where Campbell gave the meaning of faith, and said, "If | can prove
that this faith comes before baptism, then | have established my proposition.”
Now, if Campbell had comeright out and in plain words said that a man was saved
before baptism | would not have to take
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it. | don't haveto believe what Mr. Campbell said, because heis not my guide, any
more than Mr. Bogard is. Brother Campbell never did write a book and have a
church adopt it asits creed, and turn people out and take them in the church by it.
Brother Campbell did translate Acts of Apostles, but when he says that Mr.
Campbel| trand ated the New Testament, the "Living Oracles," he misrepresents
thefact. Itisnot "Campbell's Bible." Y ou have misrepresented him. Alexander
Campbd| trandated Actsof Apostles, and that isall. Mr. Bogard goesdown inthis
book, ladies and gentlemen, as misrepresenting the facts in the case. The reason
Campbel| referred to it as his edition was because he printed it, like | would refer
to abook that | had printed and call it my edition. But suppose he had trandated
the New Testament, would he not have had as much right as the King James
trandators? | want to know if you will accept the King James trandators. Did the
Baptists ever trandate the New Testament? Was Wickliffe a Baptist? If he was,
he trandated it before Campbell's edition was printed.

Let me go on still further. He brought up a statement like this: "He that
believeth hath everlasting life." We went all over that ground yesterday, and |
proved beyond a doubt that we will have eterna life in the world to come. |
showed the prophetic meaning of "hath," "is' and "shall," and there is no need of
bringing it up in this proposition.

He brought up the statement, "He that believeth is not condemned,” which |
find in John 3:18. It amused me very much to see him bring that up again. | will
takethat up and read it: "He that believeth on himis not condemned.” That is Mr.
Bogard's reason for believing that
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savation is before baptisn—that is, he is saved as soon as he believes, because
"hethat believeth is not condemned,” but did you notice he stopped reading when
he got there, but | will read it al. "He that believeth on him is not condemned: but
he that believeth not is condemned already.” Then if "is not condemned” means
that he is saved so he cannot ever be logt, the same would be true with the other,
and the man who is condemned already isjust as sure for hell asadimeisfor a
ginger cake. Then the man that is condemned never can be saved. The rule must
work both ways, so he hasmade afailure on that. He will awaysintroduce the part
that suits him, but doesn't read the rest of it. Let me go on. He brings up the
statement where it says "Purifying their hearts by faith." Paul makes no difference
between the Jews and Gentiles, purifying their hearts by faith. Now, ladies and
gentlemen, it seemsto me like he argued differently yesterday, when we were on
the operation of the Spirit. His position was that man was so totally depraved and
his heart was so depraved that there must be an operation of the Spirit on his heart
Independent of the written word; or as he expressed it, "separate and apart from
and in addition to." | understand from his argument that the Spirit must act upon
the heart before a person can believe but now, he says that they believe in order
to purify the heart. Which time was he telling the truth? Y ou never saw a Baptist
preacher in your life, that would not contradict himself. | want him to read a
statement that is found in James 4:8; | think that will help him out on this
guestion. "Draw nigh to God, and he will draw nigh to you. Cleanse your hands,
ye sinners; and purify your hearts, ye double minded." And how in theworld is
a
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man to purify his heart by faith, if God doesit before faith.

| now call your attention to | Peter, 1:22: "' Seeing ye have purified your souls
in obeying the truth, through the Spirit unto unfeigned love of the brethren, see
that ye love one another with a pure heart fervently." | want to know if aman's
heart ishis soul, or can he purify his heart and not purify his soul, or can he purify
his soul and not have a pure heart? If he can, the soul and heart are not anything
alike, and not even connected with each other. Y ou purify your soulsin obeying
the truth. The first passage | read was James 4:8.

Now then, he brings up Galatians 4:20. | am glad he has decided to bring up
those passages that | generally use on my affirmative, for it will bring us to the
Issue that much sooner. He introduced Acts 2:38, and other passages along the
sameline | am glad he did it, so we can come to the issue on this question right
on the start.

Gaatians 3:26, "Weareadl children of God by faithin Christ Jesus." Of course,
but read the next verse: "For as many of you as have been baptized into Christ
have put on Christ." Do you know the meaning of the word "for" there? It is from
"gar" and connects with what preceded, and shows how they got into Christ by
faith. How? By being baptized into Christ they put on Christ and were saved.

Listen, ladies and gentlemen, he says he has arguments that he expects to
make a little later on. He wants to wait just alittle bit. | tell you friends, if you
knew what they were, you wouldn't blame him for wanting to wait. | think | would
wait too.
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We may put him on formally or symbolically or figuratively. Just suppose we
put him on symbolically; that is one sense in which we are not saved until it is
done. If we do not put him on formally, until we are baptized, then we are not
formally saved until then. If he says it is simply a figure, then we are not
figuratively saved until we are baptized. Then, according to his own doctrine, a
man isfiguratively unsaved until heis baptized. Isn't it afact that a man must be
saved in every sense of theword in order to go to heaven? Can aman go to heaven
and be symbolicaly unsaved and formally unsaved? Is that the idea? No, sir, | do
not think such anideaasthat is conveyed in the word of God at dl. It just plainly
says, "weare dl children of God by faith, in Christ Jesus." The next versetdls us
how that istrue.

| can tell you his little theory on it. | have heard him debate this question
before. He saysthereisno water baptism about it, notwithstanding it says baptizo,
and Mr. Bogard saysbaptizois"to dip," and every time he baptizes aman, he dips
him. He doesn't put him in and let him stay; but he puts him in and takes him out;
not only immersion, but emersion, it is both of them. Immersion and emersion, is
going in and coming out of, and that is the meaning that Mr. Bogard will give to
the word baptizo, and that isthe word used in this place. He will say this means
"plunged into Christ," and there is no water about it. That is just the way the
Holiness and Christadel phians do. One knocks the water out of this passage and
the other knocksthe Spirit out of John 3:5. Mr. Bogard says it doesn't mean water,
but it means something else. If it means that in this case, it means the samein
Romans 6:3-4, where it says "We are baptized into Christ," and
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also "baptized into his death." If it means we are plunged into Christ and into his
death in one place, it means it in the other, and there is no baptism into Christ.
They will have to take their sgns down and say there is nothing to baptism. | want
to read some from this little book, called "Baptisminto Christ," by Mr. A. J.
Gordon, D. D. | presume that Mr. Bogard will recognize him as authority, for he
says "As many of you as have been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ,"
Gaatians 3:27. He bdlievesit is water baptism. "Know ye not that so many of us
aswere baptized into Christ were baptized into his death, therefore we are buried
with him by baptism into death, that like as Christ was raised up from the dead by
the glory of the Father, even so we aso should walk in newness of life" Rom. 6:3-
4. Also "Buried with him in baptism wherein also ye are risen with him through
the faith of the operation of God, who hath raised him from the dead." Colossians
2:12. Does he mean water baptism? Certainly he does.

| want to read on the Sixteenth page: "How vividly in the momentary chill and
darkness of the grave of baptism do we taste his death who suffered for usal! And
in the exultant uprising, the quick recovery of the bated breath that follows, how
fully do we seem to enter into the joyful experience of his quickening! . .. So by
this memorid let the Christian know and remember that he has been quickened
with Christ: that henceforth his place is on resurrected ground, and he can fix it no
where else without dishonoring his Lord."

Let me read again on the 17th page: "If unmindful of his accomplished
justification by faith, he yet lingers under the law, let him hear the bridal vow,
which in baptism
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sealed himto the Lord Jesus, condemning him; 'ye are become dead to the law
by the body of Christ, that ye should be married to ancther, even to him who is
raised from the dead.™

Thereare several other placesthat | could read in the same book. Do you want
to refer to that Mr. Bogard? Here is the book. | want to offer it to him, because |
want him to have a chanceto reply toit.

| want to read a statement from " Baptist Position and Position of Baptists,"
written by Mr. Love, who was once editor of the Baptist Advance. "Now we want
to say that God makes too much of baptism, and linksit too closdly with salvation,
for men who have soulsto be saved to trifle with it." (Mr. Bogard thinks he can
afford to triflewith it, but Mr. Love says he cannot. That is the differencein the
two men.) "The only duty which God commands to be performed in the name of
the Father, and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost, cannot be an unimportant one.
See how closely it is connected with salvation in the following passages from
God's word:

'Hethat believeth and is baptized, shall be saved.' (Mark 16:16). Baptism does
not save. It isonly for the believer, and the believer has everlasting life. Faith and
love question not but compel obedience. Disobedience is aways dangerous.
'‘Repent and be baptized every one 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) 'The like figure whereunto even baptism doth also now save us.'
(Peter 3:21).

L et no one say we are teaching salvation by water. (What made him say that?
These passages |ook so much like baptism in order to salvation that he was afraid
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somebody would think he was teaching salvation by water.) We only give you
God's words, and tell you where in your own Bible you can find them. But we do
say that in these passages God too closely connects baptism with salvation for us
to trifle with it.’

The Pharisees and lawyers rejected the counsel of God against themselves
being not baptized. | don't know what their excuse was, but their doom was
awful." Page 33. | have some other things | want to call attention to.

Ephesians 2nd chapter, "Not by workslest any man should boast." | believe
that, but | don't believe aman is saved "by grace through faith, before baptism.”

| John 4:7: "He that loveth is born of God." Listen, ladies and gentlemen, he
undertook to prove by this, that man is saved before baptism, and says that the
moment aman loves, heisborn of God. Listen, | thought he said on yesterday that
the very minute a man believed, he was born of God. If he is, ladies and
gentlemen, | want to know if aman can love God, if he doesn't believein him. |
want to know which precedes the other. If a man is saved the very minute he
believes, | want to know how the Bible can say that love saves him? Does he love
because heis saved, or in order to be saved?

Then he goesto John 3:5, and saysit has no reference to baptism. He says, that
if "born of water" means baptism, then "born of the Spirit," means spirit baptism.
Now, ladies and gentlemen, of course these things confuse some people and he
thinksthat these people are so dull they cannot see anything, but they believe what
we preach. | want to state right now, that there is not a scholar in the world that
will come right up and agree with Mr. Bogard on this question. Thereis not a
scholar that will admit
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that Mr. Bogard is correct on this passage. | chalenge him to bring a scholar that
will take the position he does on John 3:5. It is not grammatical; it is not
reasonable; it is not even good common sense to take aposition like that. | know
whereof | speak. He saysthat "born of water and Spirit," should be "born of water
even Spirit," that "kai" ought to be trandated even. He brought up several places
where "kai" is trandated "even." It has three meanings. "and," "also" and
"even." In these scriptures he.quoted it means "even," and he takes the position
that it ought to mean "even" here, but he does not give one logical reason why it
should. Thereis not agrammarian on earth that will say heiscorrect on it. There
IS not a Greek scholar on earth that will say he is right on it, because "kai" is
trandated "even" in some other place, doesn't prove, that it ought to be translated
that way here. Thereis aplace where it could be translated "even." "The Father,
even God." Inthat caseit can betrandated "even" because God is the Father. God
and Father are the same. Listen, friends, "born of water and the Spirit." How does
it read? Notice the punctuation. "Born of water and the Spirit." Thereisno comma
after water, and if it was "born of water, even the Spirit," it must of necessty have
acomma after "water" to make it mean that.

Hereisanother argument that | want to make. Noticethat "water" isacommon
noun, and " Spirit" isaproper noun. Proper nouns and common nouns are never
even. A man cannot grammatically, logically or reasonably trandate "kai" "even,"
when it stands between a common noun and a proper noun. Water begins with a
small letter and isacommon noun, " Spirit" begins with a capital and is a proper
noun. "Kai" could not be trandated "even" here
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because water isnot Spirit in thisplace, and thereis no law of language that would
alow such construction. It would be equal to saying "born of the Spirit, and Spirit.

He mentions thiswoman at the well, to whom Jesus said he would give water
to drink, and she should never thirst, and said that water meant Holy Spirit, and
therefore it ought to be that way, in John 3:5. What an argument! | could say,
" Judas went and hanged himsalf," "and do thou likewise," and there would be as
much senseinit asthereisin what he said. It isa shame for aman to try to palm
such stuff as that off on people, but he thinks you people in the bottoms haven't
any more sense than to believe it, so | reckon heis rather elated over it.

| will leave that for the present, and reply to one other little thing that he
mentioned. He said, "If it means 'baptized of water' it ought to mean "baptized of
Spirit." Ladies and gentlemen, here Jesus Christ said, "Except a man be born of
water and the Spirit." The Greek word here is "gennethe" and it means "to
generate," or "to beborn,” "to beget of father, to be born of mother." "Except aman
be born of water and the Spirit." Heis born of both water and Spirit. The birth is
of the Spirit just as much so asit is of water. The fact of the business is that
"gennethe anothen,” from which we have the expression "born again,” means "to
regenerate,” "bring into a new state." The real truth is that man comes out of
Satan'skingdom into God'skingdom, and it takeswater and Spirit to bring it about.
That is the true idea of that passage, and that is the reason why it is said that
"except a man be born of water and the Spirit." Jesus said to him: "Art thou a
master in Isragl, and knowest not these things?' Mr. Bogard says. "Here is
Nicodemus, a master in Israel, and
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he did not know anything about baptism." Of course, Nicodemus didn't know
anything about baptism, and that is the reason he did not understand Jesus. "Art
thou amaster in Isragl and knowest not these things?' It is pertaining to birth, and
Jesus says " That which isborn of fleshisflesh, and that which isborn of the Spirit
Isspirit." It pertains to the inner man, while the first birth pertained to the natura
man.

He next brings up the Greek word "els" and | see right now that he isterribly
bothered about it. Why is he bothered about it? Because we find in Acts, second
chapter, Peter said "Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus
Chrigt, for the remission of Sns." The Greek preposition in that placeiseis;" the
phraseis"eisapresin amartion." Now, since Peter says "Repent and be baptized,
‘els remisson of Sns," Mr. Bogard is afraid that we are going to try to prove that
that is"in order to," "unto," or "into." Mr. Bogard wants to prove that "eis' does
not mean "in order to" in this place. Let metell you, the Greek preposition "eis,”
as Mr. Bogard knows, has about twenty-five or thirty meanings, and may have a
little more, but | think it is about that many. There are agreat many definitions to
it, but not one time does any scholar intimate that in Acts 2:38 it ought to be
trandated any other way except "in order to," "unto,” or "into." That shows why
they are baptized. These Baptists think they are baptized because of remission of
sins. Notice, baptism is to the man who is a penitent believer. We so state in our
propositions for debate. It is baptism that is"for the remission of sins,” but it is
baptism to a penitent believer. No man can say that it is by baptism aone, for
baptism is to a penitent believer. The man must be changed. The
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man must change hislife. Listen, let metell you right now, Mr. Bogard, | want you
to hear it: Every change that takes place IN A MAN HIMSEL F must take place
before baptism—every one. Salvation is one thing, and repentance is another.
Baptism does not change aman, but it changes his state, that is all. When aman
repents of his sins, when he quits his meanness, and wantsto liveright, then heis
baptized in order to the forgiveness of his sins, that God has written in heaven
againgt him. Remission of sinstakes place in heaven, and not in us. That isthe
reason why we say we can not fedl the remission of sins. We can fedl repentance,
we can fed good when we say we want to serve God. The change that takes place
in a man takes place before baptism, but God does not remit our sins until after
baptism, and there is no way to get around it.

We now come to his statement, with reference to what Mr. Campbell said
about Acts 2:38. | care nothing about what Campbell said about Acts 2:38. | am
not here trying to prove my proposition by Brother Campbell. Whether Brother
Campbdll isthefirst man that said it ought to be translated "in order to" or not,
| do not know. | have here Mr. Hackett's position on the meaning of the
preposition "es' inthis place. Let me read its "'Eis aphesin amartion,' in order
to the forgiveness of sins. We connect naturally the words eis aphesin amartion
with both the preceding verbs. This clause states the motive or object which
should induce them to repent and be baptized." In the above we find Mr. Hackett's
position on "eis aphesin amartion.” That isall | bring it up for. | care nothing
about what Mr. Hackett believes, for he believes just like my friend, Mr. Bogard,
when it comes to the design of bap-
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tism. Mr. Bogard says that "eis' means "on account of," and Mr. Hackett says it
means "in order to." It isjust a difference between Mr. Bogard and one of his
brethren. Which one of them isright? Mr. Bogard only has three yearsin Greek,
and Mr. Hackett is able to trandate and to give a commentary on Acts of the
Apostles. Mr. Bogard is absolutely unable to do it, from ascholarly standpoint. |
know what | say, friends, and that iswhy | am so positive about it. There are others
who take exactly the same position on that, and | intend to refer to them before
thisdebateisover. Let me give you another argument, and | want you to not forget
it.

Peter says, in Acts 2:38, "Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the
name of Jesus Christ for theremission of sins.” Inhere is the expression “for the
remisson of Sins." It isfrom the Greek phrase "eis aphesin amartion-" When it
Isused in that way, preceded by the verb, asit is, and followed by "the remission
of sins," what isits meaning? Let me give you asimilar expression in Matthew
26:28 we find that Jesus says, "Thisis my blood, which is shed for many, for the
remission of sins.' There isthe very same phrase "els aphesin amartion.” Oneis
"Be baptized eis aphesin amartion"—for the remission of sins, and the other is,
Jesus shed his blood "eis aphesin amartion"—for the remission of sins. Be
baptized "eis aphesin amartion.” Now, if it means "on account of remission of
sins' in one place, it would certainly mean it in the other. Thereis not a Greek
scholar on earth who will say that these two expressions do not mean the same. If
he knows of any, let him bring them up, or it will go down in this debate that that
argument has not been answered.

The Bible tells us that we are baptized into Christ. "Bap-
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tized eis Chrigt." Mr. Bogard might try to make the argument that man believes
eis—into—Christ. Let me illustrate it this way: When we find a verb that
expresses motion preceding the preposition eis, then eis may be trandated "into."
For instance, | say, "I walked into the house," walked, is a verb of motion and
shows how | got into the house. | walked into it. | could not say | believed into the
house. Why? Because believed is not averb of motion. It does not express motion.
When eisisused in this sensg, it absolutely cannot be trandated "into.” | will ask
him this question: Does a man believe into Christ? | have asked him the question
before, but he never has answered it. When | asked him before he said: "Borden,
you must think | am adunce, [or some such expression like that], if you think | am
going to gtep into atrap like that." He wouldn't answer it. He wouldn't say that a
man could believe into Christ. Will he take the position now? If he does, he will
certainly put himself where scholarswill only shudder when they read hiswritings,
and declare that he is not an educated man.

Let me go on still further. | only give that as a sample Now, he brings up
John's baptism, and says that John baptized eis repentance. Would you say that
they were baptized unto repentance of sins? Certainly not, because Bogard admits
that a man must repent before baptism, but he saysthey are baptized " on account
of" repentance. | am surprised that the man would take such a position as that.

L et meread alittle about John's baptism. "Baptism of repentance.” In Mark
1:4: " John did baptize and preach the baptism of repentance.” | want to know what
kind of repentance it was that was called the "baptism of repentance” for the
remission of Sins? Thefact is, that in this
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place, it means reformation. He preached the baptism of "reformation” for the
remission of sins. Were those people saved before baptism? If so, they were saved
before Jesus ever shed his blood. They were saved before Christ died; before he
was offered as a sacrifice; because Jesus had not yet shed his blood. Mr. Bogard
admitted himsdf that we are saved by his blood, so they were not saved before
baptism. The second is Mark 1:5: "The people of Judea and of Jerusalem were
baptized by him in the river of Jordan, confessing their sins." He baptized his
people; confessing thelr sins. It is the very thing that John preached. John wasthe
messenger, and that was a preparatory baptism. A baptism of reformation.

The next is Luke 3:3: "And he came into all the country about Jordan,
preaching the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins." When these
people were baptized unto repentance they were baptized unto the reformation,
that wasto take placein the future, which had reference to taking away the old law
and bringing in the new. | believe Mr. Bogard knows that just as well as| or any
other man. Now, then, he makes a play on the meaning of the English word "for."
He says"aman ishung for murder." Heisnot hung in order to murder. Heis hung
because of the murder or on account of the murder;" and he reasons from that that
Acts 2:38 ought to be on account of the remission of sins. The English word "for"
Is an ambiguous term; it means "on account of' as well as "in order to."
Sometimesit isfrom "peri” and sometimesitisfrom eis." In Acts 2:38 it isfrom
"els," and doesn't mean "on account of." It means'into," or | might say, "in
order to," or some expression likethat. | want to read from Mr. Wilmarth, one of
the gentleman's brethren, "We are gravely told that if we
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render eis, in Acts 2:38, in order to, we give up the battle, and must forthwith
become Campbdllites; whereas, if we trandated it on account of or in token of,
it will be possible for usto remain Baptists. Such methods of interpretation are
unworthy of Christian scholars."—Baptist Quarterly, p. 304.

"Shal we never learn that the truth has nothing to fear from a true
interpretation of any part of God'sword? When the Campbellitestrandatein order
to, in Acts 2:38, they trandate correctly. Is a trandation false because the
Campbellites indorse it?'—Baptist Quarterly, p. 305.

Mr. Wilmarth isascholar, and is honest enough to tell the facts. He says he
cannot trandate "es’ "on account of," and still remain a scholar, because it is not
scholarly in any man to take such a position as that.

Now, | want to try to hurry through and get to all that he said.

Now, he makes mention of that sin against the Holy Ghost, and says if aman
Isto be baptized to be saved, then it isa sn againg the Holy Ghost to refuse to be
baptized. | read from one of his own brethren, that the doom of the man who
rejected it was awful. Now, friends, Mr. Bogard put that in his paper onetime, and
sad it was such awonderful argument. He went on to say he got up the argument
himsdlf. | grant that he originated it, because | never heard of such athing before.
| knew he didn't get it in the Bible. | asked him this question: "Can a man do
anything for which he cannot get forgiveness?' His answer was"A man may be
saved who openly disobeys God's commandments. Every man either ‘openly’ or
'secretly’ disobeys God's commandments; but thank God gets forgiveness for
disobedience." We may get forgiveness
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for disobedience, but not by remaining in disobedience. | can see how an
unbeliever can get forgiveness, that is, by believing, but how can a man who has
refused to be baptized get forgivenessfor it, without being baptized? So, everyone
of you must admit that he can get his sns forgiven. No man can be forgiven while
in disobedience. Mr. Bogard has either admitted it himself or he denies God's
word. Ladiesand gentlemen, | put that in my paper, and | said to Mr. Bogard: "Can
aman get forgivenessfor refusing to be baptized?' He has been just asdumb asan
iceberg. There was not another article in the Baptist paper on that question. It is
ended, and he has no more to say. Time expired.

MR. BOGARD'S SECOND SPEECH.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

| regret very much that Elder Warlick should be so on the mind of Elder
Borden, and Elder Fry, and Elder Hinds, and the other representatives of his
church that the folks around here begged him to bring him with him, and whose
help he fedls the need of so very much, that he should get up here in a confused
condition of mind, and say that | had said that the people of Jackson County were
not intelligent. | happen to have sold enough books and taken enough subscriptions
to the Arkansas Baptist to have ten dollarsin my pocket. | will give that to Elder
Borden, if the stenographer will find anything in his notes anything like what he
said | said, or where | said anything about the intelligence of the people of Jackson
County. Does anybody "here remember to have heard me refer to the intelligence
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of the people of Jackson County? Elder Whisnant says he heard me say it. | say
that he didn't hear me say any thing of the kind. | will give you ten dollarsif you
will find it in the stenographer's notes. It is up to you to go to him at noon, and if
he findsin his stenographic notes, where | said anything of the kind, | will give
you ten dollars. The book will certainly not bear you out in any such statement, and
it is absolutely a shame for a man to make a misrepresentation like that.

(Borden's Moderator: "Y ou are wholly out of order, | think.")

| am replying to what he said, that | had referred to the intelligence of the
people of Jackson County. | have never cast any reflection on any person, and the
record will show it. It shows heis playing for sympathy and help that he fedsvery
much in need of. | Smply make that reply, while | feel certain the book will bear
meout init. Heissimply trying to get up alittle local prejudice to help him out
over here, and create some loca prgjudice against me. | have held three debates
in Jackson County with his brethren, and | have torn the earth up with them, and
| have never referred, either directly or indirectly, as to whether the people of
Jackson County wereinteligent or not. | don't know whether you will send for him
any more or not, but | will take the job if you do, and do him just as | have done
thistime, and as| have done with his brethren; once with Elder Black, at Plunkett;
once with Elder Hinds at Grubbs, and again with Elder Borden. Thisisthe fourth
time with him. | respect the people of this county; very highly do | respect them,
they havetreated mevery nicely. | could not have had any more courtesy extended
to me by anyone. | say that here, out of the kindness and
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lovethat | have for everybody. For him to try to create loca prejudice isto show
that the gentleman has run out of arguments, and that he knows he has been
defeated in this debate.

| feel complimented very much, that he could not get to over haf of my
arguments, as the notes will show. | showed the seven things necessary to
sdvation, and numbered them from one to seven and he never referred to them.
| dsotook up Mark 16:16, which hefailed to get to. | said agood ded about other
points, that the record will show that he was not ableto get to, but possibly he will,
ashehasall day before him, and he can possibly do more than he has done in this
first speech of the day.

Hetdlsyouthat | have utterly failed. Y ou never would have found it out if he
hadn't told you, and, therefore, he thinksit is absolutely necessary to tell you that
| am very much confused, and that | have failed, and all that, because he knows
you never would find it out unless hetold you, and, therefore, he must give you the
information, for you would go away not believing it. But some of you are going to
believeit, just because Borden said so, but you will go to heaven all right, for God
has made arrangements for people who can't understand, for if you are incapable
of understanding, he will take care of you. The people here know that Borden is
overwhelmed, they know heis absolutely defeated, and | needn't tell them, and |
don't have to get up every time | start a speech, like Elder Borden does, in each
speech he makes, and tell them right on the start, that Bogard is very much
defeated. Well, that will look very pretty in the book, and | just reply toit, because
he has made himself so ridiculous before the audi-
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ence, and before the readers of the book, which we are making.

He wantsto know how many placesin the Bible | found where baptism came
after salvation; he wanted to know how many places | found in the Bible where
persons were saved before baptism. Saved of course before baptism. He wants me
to find those specific cases. | purposaly avoided bringing them up in my first
speech, because | wanted Elder Borden to land on John 3:5, because if | had
brought them up in my first speech, he would have gone al around John 3:5, and
let it done. | brought that up first, and made Borden take his stand on John 35, in
which he would say that the plan of salvation was laid down in John 3:5: " Except
amanisborn of water and the Spirit," isthe plan of savation stated by Jesus over
there before Pentecost. | have already landed him at that place, and the plan is now
stated, and the proposition is put so plain that nobody can get out of it, and he says
that Bogard is very unlearned and everything is against him, on John 3:5. So
Borden has planted himsalf firmly on John 3:5, and he says a man couldn't be
saved without baptism, and that John 3:5 isbaptism, according to Borden. Thefirst
day of the debate, Elder Borden said that the new dispensation did not start, and
the new plan of salvation did not start and the new arrangement did not begin, until
the day of Pentecost. Now he comes and saysthe plan is back there in John 3:5,
three years before Pentecost. Which time did the gentleman tell the truth? If you
have the plan of salvation back there, | will go back with you and keep you
company. The Elder having planted himself yonder before Pentecost, and having
Jesus Chrigt tell the people how to be saved, before Pentecost, | will walk back on
the other side of Pentecost
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and keep him company. | thank you for having gone back on the first day's debate
so completely, and considering that the plan of salvation is back therein Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and John, | will go back in Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, and we
will see what we find there.

| showed that John 3:5 did not mean baptism even though he should be able
to sustain himsalf on other passages it does not mean baptism. Let me find what
the Word of God says, back before Pentecost, back in Matthew, Mark, Luke, and
John.

Thefirgt Scripture | will introduceis Luke 5:18-23: " And behold, men brought
in a bed a man which was taken with a palsy; and they sought meansto bring him
in, and to lay him before him. And when they could not find by what way they
might bring him in because of the multitude, they went upon the housetop, and let
him down through the tiling with his couch into the midst before Jesus. And when
he saw their faith, he said unto him, Man, thy sins are forgiven thee. And the
scribes and the Pharisees began to reason, saying, Who is this which speaketh
blasphemies? Who can forgive sins, but God alone? But when Jesus perceived
their thoughts, he answering said unto them, What reason ye in your hearts?
Whether it iseaser, to say, Thy sinsbeforgiven thee; or to say, Rise up and walk?
But that ye may know that the Son of man hath power upon earth to forgive sins
(he said unto the sick of the palsy), | say unto thee, Arise, and take up thy couch,
and go into thine house." So Jesus, not only forgave a man's sins, back before
Pentecost, without baptism, but he proved it by working amiracle. Borden saysthe
thing was going on back there, so the Lord himsdf contradicts him, and he told a
man his sins were for-
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given, without baptizing him, if John 3:5 means baptism. Luke 7:44-50: "And he
turned to the woman, and said unto Simon, Seest thou this woman? | entered into
thine house, thou gavest me no water for my feet; but she hath washed my feet
with tears, and wiped them with the hairs of her head. Thou gavest me no kiss; but
thiswoman sincethetime | camein hath not ceased to kiss my feet. My head with
oil thou didst not anoint; but this woman hath anointed my feet with anointment.
"Wherefore, | say unto thee, Her sins, which are many, are forgiven; for she loved
much; but to whom little is forgiven, the same loveth little. And he said unto her,
Thy sins are forgiven. And they that sat at meat with him began to say within
themsalves, Who isthisthat forgiveth snsaso? And he said to the woman, Thy
faith hath saved thee, go in peace." Mark you, Borden says the plan of salvation
existed back there before Pentecost; during thefirst day's debate, he said it did not;
in order to hold to John 3:5, he had to say it did and in order to do that, he went
back on the first day's debate, and when he says the plan was back there in
Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, | go back to Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, and
show you what was actually done by Christ while he was on earth.

Luke 19:6-10: "And when Jesus cameto the place, helooked up, and saw him,
and said unto him, Zaccheus, make haste, and come down;, for today | must abide
at thy house. And he made haste, and came down, and received him joyfully. And
when they saw it, they al murmured, saying, That he was gone to be guest with a
man that isa sinner. And Zaccheus stood, and said unto the Lord: Behold, Lord,
the haf of my goods| giveto the poor; and if | have taken anything from any man
by false accusation,
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| restore him fourfold. And Jesus said unto him, This day is savation come to this
house, forsomuch he dso isason of Abraham. For the son of man iscometo seek
and to save that which was lost."”

Zaccheuswas |ost; Jesus cameto save him and said, Salvation came that day.
Borden saysthe plan was back before Pentecost, back there at John 3:5, for Jesus
wastaking to a Jew, Nicodemus, a man who was a ruler among them, and the
Lord said that Nicodemus must be born again. Borden said that he meant baptism,
and the Lord said to Nicodemus, you have to be born again; you have to be born
of the Spirit. Borden says he wastalking to a Jew under covenant relations, and
what would apply to one would apply to another.

Luke 23:39-43: "And one of the malefactors, which were hanged railed on
him, saying, if thou be Chrigt, save thysalf and us. But the other answering rebuked
him, saying, Dost not thou fear God, seeing thou art in the same condemnation?
And we indeed justly; for we perceive the due reward of our deeds: tut this man
hath done nothing amiss. And he said unto Jesus, Lord, remember me when thou
comest into thy kingdom. And Jesus said unto him, Verily | say unto thee, Today
shall thou be with mein Paradise.”

Borden said yesterday that Paradise meant the resting place of the saints, the
resting place of the redeemed, where they waited for the resurrection of the dead.
S0 Jesus, according to Borden, took that man to that resting place of the saints, into
the Paradise of God, and he did it without baptism, and without any chance of
baptism.

Then, | cometo John 4:10, where Jesus said to the woman at thewdll, and she
was not awoman under cove
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nant relation, because she was a Samaritan, and had no dealings with the Jews, and
his disciples were surprised that he would talk to her, and Jesus said, "If thou
knewest who it was that saith to thee, Give me drink, thou wouldst ask of him and
get living water, which would spring up within you, awell of water springing up
into everlasting life. Jesus said, | would give it to you for the asking, and she said,
"Sir, give methiswater, that | thirst not, neither come hither to draw." He there
gave her that living water which he himself said was the Spirit, or else he went
back on hisword and failed to do it. Here was a woman not in covenant relation,
and she was saved, because the Savior said he would give her savation in answer
to her prayer.

Unquestionably, there are five cases back there, to his supposed one. He
supposes he has one, where | havefive. | say his case does not prove it, because
it does not mean baptism, in John 3:5; but if it does mean baptism in John 3:5 it
makes Jesus Christ contradict himsalf, because we have five cases where people
were saved without baptism, and if he told Nicodemusthat he had to haveit before
he was saved that would make infidels out of us, so | believe this passage should
be trandated in harmony with the others.

Acts, 10th chapter, where men were saved before baptism, unquestionably
saved; firgt of al, | ask the stenographer to put it down, and you to listen, that in
John 14:17 Jesus said of the Spirit, "Him the world cannot receive." Now then,
Cornelius, in Acts, 10th chapter, did not receive the Spirit before salvation, but he
did receive the Spirit before he was baptized. Jesus said the world could not
receive the Spirit. Then Cornelius was not of the world
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a the time he receive the Spirit, and he received the Spirit before baptism, so then
he was out of the world, saved by Christ before baptism. Mark you, | made the
explanation, asthe record will show, on the second day's debate, that thereisa
difference between the influence of the Spirit on the world and the world
"recalving the Spirit." | illustrated it by the young lady who was influenced by the
young man. Many a boy has brought influence to bear on agirl to make her to
receive him, when she would not. No, the Holy Spirit influences men and brings
power to bear on men, but they don't all receive him, and nobody doesreceive him
until they accept Jesus Christ and have been washed in the blood of Christ, for
Jesus Christ himsdlf said "him the world cannot receive." Corndiusdid receivethe
Holy Spirit before he was baptized; then Corndlius was not of the world, Chough
living init, before he was baptized, and got salvation of the Lord, and to prove that
the Spirit was received before baptism. That isthe answer. | will read to you how
he received the Holy Spirit: "While Peter yet spake these words the Holy Ghost
fell on al them which heard the word. And they of the circumcision which
believed were astonished, as many as came with Peter, because that on the
Gentiles dso was poured out the gift of the Holy Ghost." Therethey received the
Holy Ghost. That proves that they were saved before the Holy Ghost came. Mark
you—surely Borden won't get up here and say that Bogard said they were saved
by receiving the Holy Ghost; surely he won't, when | said they could not have
received the Holy Ghost until after they were saved, for Jesus Christ said plainly
that they could not receive the Holy Ghost until after they were out of the world.
"Him the
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world cannot receive." Then Corndius was a saved man before the descent of the
Holy Spirit on him; he was a saved man before that baptism of the Holy Ghost; he
was a saved man before he received the Holy Ghost; he received the Holy Spirit
before he went to the water or baptism. Therefore he was a saved man before
baptism, because nobody but a saved man could receive the Holy Spirit, since
Jesus Christ said the world cannot receive him. That is unquestionably true, and
there is absolutely no answer to that proposition.

That isdl the advance argument that | care to introduce at this present time.
| may in my next speech introduce some more. Now, | want to spend the
remainder of my time in noticing what the gentleman has said, in this eleven
minutes that | have. The gentleman saysthat Alexander Campbell did not get out
aNew Testament of hisown, he merdly published it. | furnished it here, and | read
to you plainly where Mr. Campbell said, as plain aswords could speak, that he did
get out an edition of the New Testament, and that he did make changes in that
New Testament, page 441—Iet it go down again: "When | published my edition
of the New Testament, feding mysdlf authorized by the original and the style of
the New Testament, | departed in this instance, as well as in several others,
fromall other trandations then known to me." | want to know, then, if he didn't
doit, when he says he did? Did Campbell know what he did? Campbdll, therefore,
when he found out, according to his own statement, that Acts 2:38 meant "be
baptized in order to the remission of sins," he went and changed the Bible to make
it fit what he thought, and you fellows have followed right along in his footsteps,
believing what he said, and thinking he gave a correct
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trandation, when he said he departed from every translation known to him; but
Mr. Borden acknowledgeshedid trandate Acts of Apostles, and that iswhere Acts
2:38 isfound, and, therefore, he made changes here, even Borden being witness,
and | gave you the exact date when he learned that. He was making preparations
for adebate with Mr. McCalla, and he said he was the first one to preach it on
the American continent, and after he had preached it others took it up, so he
says he isthe starter of thisdoctrine. It is a new thing, begun by man and not by
God.

Elder Borden says that in John 3:18; "he that believeth not is condemned
aready, and he that bdieveth is not condemned,” and he asked the question if he
could get out from under condemnation. That isahard question indeed. He can get
out from under it because the power of God and the blood of Jesus Christ can take
him out from under condemnation, but thereis no such power asthat offered to get
him back into the same condition; looks like a child could see that. If it al
depended upon the man it might be that he could not get out from under it. There
IS no such power to push him back in the same old condition again.

Hesaid that on day before yesterday Bogard said that the heart was purified by
obeying the truth. Bless your heart, | never said that. | said the Spirit had to come
an 1 prepare the way for work, and the man would believe, and the belief would
bring purity of heart. | didn't say that man was purified by the Holy Spirit, and then
could believe—nothing like it; he and his people don't seem to be able to
understand plain statements when made from God'sHoly Word. | Peter 1:22. That
has reference to Christian
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people who lived right, kept themselves clean, and not with reference to a sinner
becoming a child of God.

Then again he noticed Galatians 3:26, 27. Elder Borden saysthisisnot averse
on my side. Thereisnot asingle versein the Bible on hisside. | introduced them
because they are on my side, and misunderstood by your people. | brought them
up to show you your error.

Gaatians 3:26, 27, and Acts 2:38 are two passages that are coupled together,
and | said | would give my interpretation in my next speech, and | will. "We are
al children of God by faith in Christ Jesus, for as many of ye as have been
baptized into Christ have put on Christ." The word "baptizo" means "to plunge,”
as he knows, and this dictionary will tell him and others it means "to plunge." "As
many of you as have been plunged into Christ have put on Christ," not as many
as have been plunged into water; it does not say water; as many as plunge into
Chrigt put on Jesus Chrigt. It does not say Holy Spirit, ether; it does not say Spirit.
It does not say water; it does not say plunged into Christ; but it isas many as have
been plunged in Jesus Christ. Romans 6:3-5, "As many of you as have been
baptized into Christ have been baptized into his death;" therefore, we are buried
with him by baptism into degth; like as Christ was raised up from the dead by the
glory of the Father, therefore we should walk in the newness of life." Listen: "As
many of you as," to use the correct tranglation—"As many of you as have been
submerged or plunged into Jesus Christ have been submerged or plunged into
his death;" "therefore (for this reason) we are buried with him by baptism." The
waters of baptism come because we have had the real thing, by really being
plunged in Christ; therefore, on account of this, because
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we have been actually plunged or submerged into Christ, we are buried
symbolicaly with him in baptism. The next verse: "For if we have been planted
together in the likeness of his death we shall be aso in the likeness of his
resurrection." What is baptism? A likeness. Y ou might as well say you couldn't
have alikeness of your wife taken, you would have to have alikeness before you
had awife. A man cameto us the other day and said to Elder Borden and me, We
want to have your likeness taken, and we offered some excuse. | suppose that
would have brought us both into existence by having a picture taken. We had to
have an existence before we could have had a likeness taken; since we have not
actually been buried with Chrigt in the earth, therefore, on that account, we have
alikenessof itinburia of baptism. Very well, he says, if we are saved figuratively
in baptism, are you "figuratively saved until you are baptized? No. | have got my
actual wife, but | can't have the figure or likeness, until a pictureistaken, but |
take the wife and have the picture made next. | don't have the figure of the wife
first. So, | have savation first, and | have the glory of God first. | have myself
submerged in Jesus Christ first. | become a child of God first, and then have the
picturetaken of it. | haven't got the figure of it, of the Christian, until after baptism,
but | havethething itsdlf. | got the wifefirst, had the picture taken of her next. My
mother was in existence first; 1 have a picture of her next. My salvation exists
first, and | get the picture next.

But, he quoted from Gordon and from Love, in which they said that baptism
was closaly linked with salvation. It is, but it isnot previousto it; it is on the after
side of it, after we get salvation, baptism links us on the other
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side, and it is not linked on before, but it comes after. He next touched that sin
against the Holy Ghost. He said you can't get forgiveness unless you are baptized.
Bless your life, if you are baptized, you don't need forgiveness. Do | need
forgiveness for fulfilling the law? No, sir, itiswhen | break it, soif | break the
law, by not being baptized, can | get forgiveness? So, if the only way | can get
forgivenessisto be baptized, if | neglect to do that can | get forgivenessfor it? Can
| get forgivenessfor leaving it off? And if | can get forgiveness for leaving it off,
Isit an essentia to salvation? The Bible says that al manner of sin and blasphemy
shall be forgiven, except sin against the Holy Ghost.

We come now to certain scholarsin which they said "els’ meant "in order to;
"yes, they said it was"in order to" but in order to proclaim or declare salvation, and
not in order to obtain it. That was their position, and when the gentleman quoted
from Mr. Hackett, he failed to turn over to Acts 22:7, where Mr. Hackett says
baptism isasign of both repentance and faith which are the conditions of savation.
Hackett explains himsalf: "Baptism isa sign of repentance and faith which are the
conditions of salvation."

The gentleman has asked me if | will take the position that we believe "eis’
Chrig, "into Christ." Yes; | didn't back yonder when | didn't know asmuch as| do
now. | was alittle afraid back yonder three years ago, but | have learned all about
it now; | have learned alittle better. We believe into Christ.

Acts 16:31, it says, "Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be
saved;" very well, if "eis' meansinto, it says believe into Jesus Christ. Borden is
going to come
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back and say it meansinto, and we are baptized into Christ. Yes, sir, | will take
that too. | first believe don't |, and when | believe, | believe into Chrit; that is
actually going into him. Do | actualy go into him two times? One time it is
figuratively. | actudly believe into him, and | figuratively go into him by baptism.
| actualy have my wife, and | have afigure of her, taken by a photographer. | am
baptized into Christ in afigurative sense. He wants to know what kind of baptism
John preached. He preached the baptism of repentance. He says that means
"reformation." It is a funny thing that according to John you are baptized in
order to reformation, and that Acts 2:38 meansthat you have to be baptized, after
reformation. Time expired.

MR. BORDEN'SSECOND REPLY .

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

| was very much amused at the last remark the gentleman made. He has made
astrong effort to get out of the arguments that | have made. He thinks he has it
fixed, for he says he haslearned, since our debate at Mammoth Spring, that he can
take the position, that a man actualy believesinto Christ, and be perfectly safe..
He said he was afraid then, but now he has learned better. Now, the real truth of
the matter is, he thinks he knows away he can work it, not to get into trouble, but
you watch him. | knew he would get into it when he started that. Here is his very
remark: "We believe into Christ actually, but we are baptized into him
figuratively." Now, Mr.
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Bogard doesn't mean by that, that baptism itsalf isafigure. Baptismisarea thing,
but he means that we get into Christ figuratively; that is, we don't get into the
literal Christ, but we get into him figuratively. Now, that iswhat | believe. | don't
believe that a man ever did get into the real Christ—into the real body of Christ.
Itissaid that Lazarus died and went to "Abraham's bosom," but he didn't go into
the literal old Abraham. He went into the spiritua body of Abraham. So when we
get into Christ, we don't get into the literal Christ, but we get into Christ
figuratively, and that is absolutely the only way we do get into him—figuratively,
by baptism. | am ever so much obliged to Mr. Bogard for that. We are at an
agreement on that. Nobody ever getsinto Christ without baptism. If Mr. Bogard
can show me that aman getsinto Christ literally, then he has proved his point,
and | will give up, but he can't do it, because THE ONLY WAY WE CAN GET
INTO CHRIST ISHGURATIVELY, and he says it takes water baptism to get
into Chrigt figuratively. Ever so much obliged to you, Mr. Bogard. He thought he
had fixed it up wonderfully in that last speech, but he only got it into a worse
shape.

He makes mention of theintelligence of the people of Jackson County. | didn't
say that he said they were not intelligent. | said that his remark reflected on the
people, and |eft the impression that he thought their intelligence was not good. He
said that we could come down herein these bottoms and preach anything and make
the people believe it, but when he saw what a blunder he had made he said, "also
inthe hills" because he saw it was reflecting on the people in the bottom country.
| don't say he confined it to Jackson County, because the
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bottom is greater than Jackson County, but these people do livein the bottom, and
that was what | had reference to. The book will show thisjust as it occurred.

He says he feds very much complimented because | didn't get to more than
half of his speech. Ladies and gentlemen, | don't see how in the world he could
feel complimented at that, unless it would be that he thought he covered more
ground than | could get to. It seemsthat hisonly hopeisto say morethan | can get
to, for when | do get to it he knowswheat | will do for it. | canfix it so he can't do
anything withit. So heisglad of it, if | can't get to all of hisarguments. | expect
it would suit him much better if | wasn't here at al. But, friends, what he said that
| didn't get to, isonly are-hash. | did not notice some things that he mentioned,
because they were only arehash of what has been said. One of his objections was
that it takes athird man, a man that stands between the Lord and the sinner. Well,
Peter said he was chosen of God to be arepresentative to preach to Cornelius, in
order that he, by his mouth, might believe and be saved. Thereisaman that stood
between the sinner and the Lord. If he had to go to preach the gospel to him, in
order that he might hear and believe, it took athird man, did it not? | want to know
If you ever converted anybody, or if through your instrumentality people were
converted? If they were, | want to know if you stood between the sinner and the
Lord, and if the Lord could do that without you. | think it would be a pretty good
idea for him to put you to picking cotton if you are of no service to him in
preaching the gospel. | want to tell you right now, if you were never instrumental
in con-
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verting anyone the Lord evidently made a bad choice if he called you.

The next thing that he said was that Bynum Black would not baptize a young
man, because he heard him make abad remark. And then he said, why wouldn't he,
since baptism is for the remission of sins? Mr. Bogard, can't see the difference
between a penitent man and asinner that has not repented. The reason Bro. Bynum
Black would not baptize this young man, was because he did not bring forth fruits
of repentance. | don't blame him, | wouldn't have baptized him ether. He said Bro.
Blue wouldn't baptize a young woman because she didn't have a good character.
| guess Mr. Bogard does not care anything about the girl's character. He would not
care whether she had any character at al or not. Why didn't he bring up the proof
when he made the assertion? This goes down in black and white, and it may
develop after dl that these things are not true, but if they are, what does it have
to do with baptism for remission of sins? That is another one of the wonderful
thingsthat | did not reply to. The others | have put down in my notes, and will
reply to them in this speech.

He says Jesus told the woman at the well to ask and he would give her water
to drink and she should never thirst. Notice now, what the Bible does say about
caling on the name of the Lord. "Whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord
shadl be saved. How then shall they cal on him in whom they have not believed,
and how shall they believe in him of whom they have not heard, and how shall
they hear without apreacher.” Now, he says, they call onthe name of the Lord, and
the Lord saves. Mr. Bogard said yesterday that they were saved the minute
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they believed. If aman already bdieved and had salvation, why does he want to
cal on the Lord to save him? Do you want to deny what Paul said? | say how can
a man cal on the name of the Lord, without knowing anything about him; or
without believing anything about him? Why, you put yoursalf against Paul. There
itis, Bogard against Paul. Which will you believe? So, you see his pogition isgone
on that.

On Mark 16:16, he thought he got off wonderfully well. He that marries a
woman and takes her home, shal have awife. | reckon she wasn't hiswife before
he took her home. Y ou think we believe that? It would be a poor fool that would
think that he didn't have awife before he got home. My wife was my wife before
| took her home. Wouldn't it be nice for you to say, "He who marries awife and
takes her home, shdl have awife? Wouldn't that |eave the impression that the poor
fellow didn't think he had awife, until he got homewith her? He says "He that gets
onatrain and takesa seat, shdl goto . Louis." Any one knowsthat aman can go
to St. Louis without taking a seat. He can stand up al the way. Another thing, "He
that catches a horse and bridles him shall have a horse." Why not bring up an
illustration that fits? Jesus plainly said: "He that bdieveth and is baptized, shdl be
saved." Any scholar on earth knows that salvation is to the baptized believer. |
don't care how much foolishness Mr. Bogard throws on it, it is till there, and the
grammatical construction will give it, that salvation is given to the baptized
believer.

Again he saysthat baptism isafigure of salvation. He made aterrible to-do
about having awife and then getting her picture, and he couldn't have a picture
without having
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awife. | want to know if thereisayoung man in this crowd, who is not married,
but yet has apicture of the girl that he intendsto marry. Sheisn't his wife yet, but
he has the picture, and she may afterwards become hiswife. | got the picturein
advance and then got the real wife later on. | have just as much proof on my side
as you have on yours, when it comes to the picture business. Thefact is, thereis
not athing on earth in the illustration he brought up. | will tell you what | will do.
| will just give him ten dollars (he has proposed to give me ten dollars) if he will
show me one place where the Bible says that baptism is a figure of a man's
savation? He can't do it to save hislife. Baptism isafigure, but it is not afigure
of salvation. Baptism is areal thing, yet it is a figure of the death, burial and
resurrection of Christ. Hebringsup "born again," and sayshe set atrap for Borden.
He said he went back there to John 3:5 to see if | wouldn't take the position that
that meant water baptism. He says "Borden has gone back under the law, and for
that reason, there is savation before Pentecost.” Now then, he says, since | went
back before Pentecost, he will go back there, and show five casesto one where it
saysvery clearly, that aman is saved by faith before baptism. He brought up five
caseswhere he said that men were saved by faith, but he did not bring up any proof
that any of them were baptized. | would like to know how you can show that aman
Is saved before baptism, if he is not baptized at all. Can you prove that he was
saved before baptism? He says that this woman at the well was not baptized, and
that thisfellow Zacchaeus was not baptized, and the thief on the cross was not
baptized. | don't suppose they were. How can Mr. Bogard prove
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that they were saved before baptism, if they were not baptized at all? It does not
fit his propogition at all. His proposition says. "The scriptures teach that a sinner
Is saved by grace through faith, before baptism." He hasn't brought up asingle
case, where salvation has preceded baptism, and that is what he was to do.

But now then, in the case of Nicodemus, the plan was put before him in
figurative language, but it was not made plain. Now then, Jesus told the apostles
that he would give them the comforter and he would bring to their minds all that
he had told them. Thisthing that was said to Nicodemus was made plain to them.
Jesustold Nicodemus that unless he was born again, he could not enter into the
kingdom of heaven. That did not prove anything for Mr. Bogard's position, or
againgt mine. The fact of the business is man cannot get into the kingdom without
water and the Spirit, and it still remains that a man must be born of water and
Spirit. But, you will notice that Mr. Bogard never answered what | said against his
position on the meaning of theword "kai," which he used in his argument on John
3:5. Hebrings up these casesin Matthew, Mark, L uke, and John. He brings up, the
one who had the palsy, and states that Jesus told him that his sins were forgiven
him. He brings up the woman at the well. He went on to another place, where
"savation is come to this man's house," and to the thief on the cross, but there is
one heforgot to call attention to. | guess | will have to bring it up. A young man
came to the Savior and said: Good Master, what good thing shall | do that | may
have eternd life? Jesus told him to keep the commandments. Then he asked what
they were, and Jesus stated the commandments to him. He then said:
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"All these things have | kept from my youth up." Jesus said: "Go and sell all that
thou hast, and give to the poor.” Why didn't Jesus tell him, like he told the others?
If you go back there for a sample case, of conversion, why not bring up this case?
Why didn't he tell them al the same? This fellow that wasto sell al he had, and
giveto the poor, had something to sell. One poor fellow did not have anything but
palsy and the Lord did not want him to give that to anyone. The reason why he
didn't tell them dl to do the same thing, was because while Jesus wasin the flesh,
there was no direct law by which they were governed, except the law of Moses,
and Jesustold this young man, to be governed by it. He had aright to tell aman
that he would be saved, with or without conditions. J. B. Jeter himself said that
there was no positive law of Christ and they were only doing as Jesus told them
at that time. The new law did not begin until the day of Pentecost, and since that
time, John 3:5, has been explained as repenting, believing, confessing and being
baptized, for the remission of sins. When aman does that, he has been born again.

He brought up Corndius. He thinks now, he has one case where a man was
saved before baptism. What does he brings up now as his proof? Jesus said he
would send the comforter, "whom the world cannot receive." If Cornelius was a
sinner, he was in the world, and since the Holy Ghost was poured out on
Corndlius, he was not of the world—not a snner—because he said he would not
giveit to theworld, and it would not be poured out on people of theworld. Ladies
and Gentlemen, | want to tell you right now, that this had no reference a al to the
case of Cornelius. | mean the statement that Jesus made
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in John, where he said that the comforter would not be given to the world, or to
any except the apostles, for he said, the world cannot recelveit. Let meread it and
seeif that isnot theidea. | want to knock his props out from under him. | wish to
show him that thislittle argument he has been getting off al over the country isnot
backed up by the Bible. John 14:14 says "If ye shall ask anything in my name, |
will do it. If yelove me, keep my commandments. And | will pray the Father, and
he shal give you another Comforter, that he may abide with you forever. Even, the
Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it seeth him not, neither
knoweth; but ye know him; for he dwelleth with you, and shall be in you." He
"dwelleth" with them and "shdll bein them," that is, he shdl be with them unto the
end. What did he mean by being in the world? Now read the prayer that Jesus
prayed, in the 17th chapter of John. Understand that these apostles were not the
only believers. There were numbers of others on the day of Pentecost. There were
about 120 there, and they were believersin Jesus Chrig, but the twelve in whose
behalf Jesus was praying were the ones that were "not of the world," and the
Comforter was given to them.

"Now they have known that all things whatsoever thou hast given me are of
thee, for | have given unto them the words which thou gavest me; and they have
received them and have known surely that | came out from thee, and they have
believed that thou didst send me.”

This applied to the apostles and nobody else.

Again: "l pray not for the world, but for them which thou hast given me; for
they are thine, and all mine are thine, and thine are mine; and | am glorified in
them."
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God had given him twelve apostles, and they were the ones he had reference
to.

"l have given them thy word; and the world hath hated them, because they are
trot of theworld, even as| am not of theworld. | pray not that thou shouldest take
them out of the world, but that thou shouldest keep them from evil."

Now, then, he spoke of them, saying: "They are not of theworld, evenas| am
not of theworld." In what sense wasit that Jesus was not of the world? Jesus was
not of the world and neither were they. Were these other believers out of the
world, too? He only made mention of certain ones: "Sanctify them through thy
truth; thy word istruth. Asthou hast sent me into the world, even so have | also
sent theminto theworld." Y et they are not of the world. Now, the fact remainsthat
these apostles were selected from the world. They were selected from the
multitude, from the disciples or believers, and from the rest of the world to carry
on the gpostolic work, and he said that nobody would receive that particular gift
but them. Paul, being born out of due season, of course, received power, and he
also cameinto the Lord after that time. Cornelius did not receive the Comforter.
He received baptism, but he didn't receive the comforting influence that wasto go
with it, and this expression, "the world cannot receive it," did not have any
reference to what was poured out on Cornelius. Now, you fix that up. That is the
big thing he has been bringing out al over this country. | thank God | have had the
privilege of fixing it in away that he can't do anything with it.

Now, hereadsfrom the Campbell-Rice debate—I believeit waswhat you read
from?

(Bogard—Yes.)
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Heread it al right. | am glad he did. He read it right the other time, but he
made a statement that was not correct. Y ou will notice he called it "Campbell's
Bible," and stated that Campbell had a Bible of his own. Now, listen, he reads
from Brother Campbell, and Brother Campbell says, "When | published my
edition of the New Testament.” "His edition"—that is, the edition he printed. That
iIswhat he had reference to. Campbell trandated Acts of Apostles, but is he the
only man that ever did? No, sr. Why?1 just read from Mr. Hackett, a Baptist, who
trandated Acts 2:38 as Brother Campbell did. So if that proves anything for us, it
proves something against the Baptists. But Mr. Bogard said that Mr. Hackett
meant that it was"in order to proclaim.”" He didn't mean anything of the sort. Why
didn't hesay it?"Eis' doesn't mean "in order to proclaim,” or "in order to declare.”
But suppose it did, what of it? Suppose Mr. Bogard is willing to accept the idea
that it is"in order to declare,” | want to know to whom is it to declare remission
of sans?Isit to declareit to God? No, sir. 1 suppose if aman's sins are forgiven
God knows it. Mr. Bogard's brethren st around and declare that the man is saved
before baptism. | want to know if they are to declare to the Lord that aman is
saved? What doesit matter, if none know it but the Lord and the man that is saved.
| tell you that isridiculous. It doesn't mean "in order to declare." Why does Mr.
Bogard want to say that. He wants to say "in order to declare," or "in order to
proclam." It doesn't say "in order to proclaim the remission of sins," but just "in
order to the remission of sins," in order that your sins might be blotted out.

He said, as| told you he would, that baptizo in Gal.
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3:27 meansto "plunge into Christ," instead of into water, and in that way we put
on Chrigt, but he admitted that we are baptized into Christ figuratively. Since we
are baptized into Christ figuratively, | want to know which time it means plunge,
whether it means plunged into Christ literdly, or plunged into him figuratively. He
said he believed that a man was baptized into Christ figuratively, but he has
already admitted that, and | proved to you beyond all doubt that that is the only
way that a man can get into Christ. That is the only way, and that is the way he
getsinto the figurative body of Christ. That istheway, and it isby water baptism.

Let me go on still further. He mentioned Ramans 6:3, 4, and says it means
plunged into Christ. We might take up Romans and see what Paul says about it:
"Therefore, we are buried with him by baptism into death; that like as Christ was
raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we aso should walk in
newness of life. For if we have been planted together in the likeness of his death,
we shall bedso inthelikeness of his resurrection." When are we planted in the
likeness of death, or when are we buried with Christ in baptism? Mr. Bogard says
we are baptized into Christ in afigurative sense. Then we comeinto the figurative
body of Christ by being baptized in water. Water baptism is afigure of Christ's
burid and resurrection, but it puts usinto the figurative body of Chrigt, and that is
al | have ever clamed for it.

He mentioned hisargument on sin againgt the Holy Ghost, and said man could
get forgiveness for disobedience. A man can get forgiveness for disobedience, by
obeying. If aman goes down to the grave in disobedience to God he will be lost.
God will take vengeance on those
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who obey not the gospel, Mr. Bogard to the contrary notwithstanding.
He spoke about the crown, but | noticed that on yesterday's proposition.

Ladies and gentlemen, | want to call your attention to a few more arguments
on this question. We get salvation in the narrow way. Christ is the way, and Mr.
Bogard says we are baptized into Christ. Now, it does not mean that we are in
Chrig literally. It meansthat thereisa sensein which we arein Christ that is equal
to be tig in the way. We are baptized into that way. That way is, figuratively
speaking, the body of Christ, and we cannot go to Heaven without it.

We are baptized into the death of Christ, and in his death he shed his blood,
as stated in God's eterna truth.

In John 1:17, "For the law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by
Jesus Chrigt." | want to know whether baptism islaw, grace or truth? If it was law
it was taken out of the way by nailing it to the cross. If grace, Paul says, "By grace
ye are saved." If it is truth, the apostle says, "Y e have purified your soulsin
obeying the truth."

But before | St down, let me call your attention to this: Did you notice that he
never said anything about my argument on Acts 2:38 and Matthew 26:28, where
Peter said, "Repent, and be baptized eisremission of sins," and in Matthew 26:28,
where Jesus said, "Thisismy blood of the New Testament, which is shed for many
for the remission of sins?" "Eis remission of sins." The blood was shed, "eis
remission of Sins," and we are baptized "eisremission of sins.” Now, if baptism
IS "because of the remission of sins," and if "eis aphesin amartion” means
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"because of the remission of sins' in one place it would mean that in another.
Whenever Mr. Bogard proves that man is baptized "on account of the remission
of ains' | will prove by the same argument that Jesus shed his blood "on account
of the remission of sins." Whenever he proves that baptism is "because of the
remission of sins, | will prove that Jesus shed his blood " because of the remission
of sins." | consider that argument unanswerable. If | am not right on this, let him
come to the front and show it. When this debate closes this argument will be
unmet, because he cannot meet it. It will be unfair for him to wait until his last
speech and then undertake to meet it.

| want to read from Mr. Armitage: "Peter offered them salvation through the
blood of Jesus for the sin of shedding it and urged them to leave the wicked
hierarchy and enter the new kingdom by faith and baptism." (History of the
Baptists, page 73.)

Time expired.

AFTERNOON SESSION.

MR. BOGARD'STHIRD SPEECH.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

This is the last speech in which | shall be permitted to get in any new
argument; therefore | shall be as hasty as| can; in other words, not dwell too long
on one point.

| will first briefly review the speech which Elder Borden ddlivered just before
noon on the question of baptism being afigure. He says, Bogard will not say that
the baptism
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isthe figure, but that the getting into Christ isthe figure. Bogard certainly will say
that the baptism is the figure, and that getting into Jesus Christ is areal thing,
actud vita connection with the Lord Jesus Christ, of which baptism is the figure.
On the question of savation depending on another man, in the event that baptism
was necessary to salvation, Elder Borden asked me if | was ever instrumental in
leading a man to Jesus Christ. | have been instrumental in leading men to Chrigt,
but | was not indispensably necessary to lead them to Christ. He makes baptism
an indispensable necessity, but the Bible does not say that any man is
indispensably necessary to the sal vation of another, because anybody can havethe
Bible, the Word of God, and the sinner can take that and read it for himself, and
learn the way of life, and be saved, if thereis not aman in athousand miles of him.
But according to this man's doctrine, no man can be saved without the permission
of some other man, no matter how much he may repent and desireiit. | gave you
two casesin which that was done in Arkansas, Elder Blue and Elder Black; they
both publicly acknowledged it, and gave the reason why, in a debate | held with
Black. Those peoplewere no morethan bad sinners, and if they had made the good
confession, "l believe Jesus Christ is the Son of God," that is al you people
require; the next step was baptism. They had made the good confession, and |
suppose they both did actudly believeit; now, then, they were not permitted to be
baptized and have their sinswashed away because Elder Black and Elder Blue sat
on the case and decided against them. They decided that they were not worthy of
baptism and that they would not baptize them. | have heard something said about
the Baptists voting on members; when Baptists
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do it, they do it as a whole church, and don't leave it to one man, as the
Campbellites do, for they decided the status of that man and that woman,; those
preachers did it, and turned them down and refused to baptize them, but the
Baptistsdo not alow that. | put thisin the record and in your hearing, so heresfter
when you are finding fault with Baptists you will think of that, that every time one
of your folks comes up to be baptized the preacher decides whether heisfit to go
inthe water or not, and it has been actualy put in practicein the State of Arkansas.

Asto the woman at the well, in which | read plainly that Jesus said, "if you
will ask of me | will give you awell of water, springing up within you." Jesus
promised to give her that water for the asking. She did ask, because she said:
"Lord, evermore give methiswater." Then, if Jesus kept hisword, he did give her
that water in responseto that prayer. But, says Elder Borden, how can we ask? He
goes over to the 10th chapter of Romans, whereit says, "How can they call on him
inwhom they had not heard?' Undoubtedly they cannot, but she had heard of Jesus
Christ, and she gave the call. Christ said those that have not heard of me cannot
cal on me. But in this case he had done the preaching himsalf and convinced her,
and said, if you will ask of me, | will give you living water, and that iswhat | say,
too. If one of you sinners present today, and all that read the book, no matter
whether there is a preacher or not within ahundred miles, you have heard of Jesus
Chrigt, and you have read of him, and he has made the promise that he will save
the soul of him that calls on him.

In Mark 16:16, on the question asto believing, the elder undertakes to show
that my illustration did not illustrate.,
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| said it was like this sentence: "He that marries awife, and takes her home, shall
be a hushand." The gentleman does not have memory sufficient to hold the things
inhismind that | do say. He said he had awife before he took her home; so did I,
and the mere taking of the wife home is the common sense thing to do. The
believing, as| showed you from passage after passage, running up into dozens, was
the thing that brought salvation; that was necessary to have the Savior as your
Savior and to have salvation; and being baptized was the common sense,
reasonable thing to do after getting salvation, just asto get married and after you
have the wife the common sense thing and reasonable thing to do is to take her
home. Get the wife before you take her home, and get salvation before you have
baptism.

In| Peter 3:21, whereit issaid, "The like figure whereunto even baptism doth
also now save us," the gentleman said my illustration about the picture would not
do, because he got his girl's picture before he married her. Yes, it was his girl's
picture, but it was not hiswife's, because shewas not hiswife at that time. Shewas
only hisgirl before he married. But the girl had to exist before he could get the
girl's picture, even his girl's picture; after she became his wife he could get his
wife's picture, but it was not his wife's picture until after she became hiswife, and
yet some of the folks thought Elder Borden did areal cute trick in turning that.
Y ou cannot have a picture of athing that does not exist. The Bible says that
baptism is a picture of salvation, "The like figure whereunto even baptism doth
also now save us."

Let us examine that just alittle. What is it that is the like figure? Baptism.
Like what figure? Over yonder
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in the Old Testament Noah and his family were saved in the ark actualy; then the
water came and they were saved figuratively; that is, the like figure baptism does
not actualy save us, but we get into the ark, Jesus Christ, and are sealed by the
Holy Spirit; then comes the water, "the like figure, whereunto baptism doth also
now save us." Like Noah was saved by water, in the same sense we are saved by
baptism; how was Noah saved by water? By staying out of it, not getting into it.
How are we saved by water? By staying out of it. When does the water come?
When | get salvation by staying out of the water, then comes the water to
demongtrate my salvation, just asit proved the salvation of Noah and demonstrated
the fact that he was God's man.

He wants to know how | can prove that people were saved before baptism,
when they were not baptized at al. My friend, | want to know how | can prove that
aman getsrich before heismarried, if he never gets married at all? Strikes me, the
longer he puts off getting married the plainer it is that he got rich before he was
married. The longer that a man puts off baptism the plainer it isthat he was saved
before baptism, and Borden said these folks | read about in the New Testament
were never baptized, and | certainly know they were saved without baptism at all;
that proves that salvation is possible without baptism, as in the case of Cornelius
in the 10th chapter of Acts. That is the case that cannot be answered, because
Corndiusdid receive the Holy Spirit. Peter says, "Who could forbid the water that
these should not be baptized, Who have received the Spirit of God aswell aswe?"
How can we forbid them water, since they have received the Holy Ghost as well
aswe. Peter said they received the
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Holy Ghost, and that they should be baptized, because they had received the Holy
Ghost. All right. What did Jesus say in John 14:17? "Him the world cannot
receive." Jesus said the people of the world could not recelve the Spirit; Peter said
Cornelius and the whole congregation there did receive the Spirit. When they
received the Spirit it proved that they were God's children, saved, for Jesus said
men of the world could not receive the Spirit.

He went over to the 17th chapter of John and tried to show who it was that
were not of theworld. Christ said, | have chosen you twelve disciples out of the
world, and even so Cornelius was out of the world, chosen out of the world, yet
saved in the world, and Jesus said nobody could receive the Spirit except those
like the disciples, who were not of the world. That is the answer that cannot be
met, and it is made absolutely plain from the Word of God.

The gentleman said | forgot to bring up the case of the rich young ruler, in
Mark, 10th chapter, when he came and asked what he should do to inherit eterna
life. | brought it up in my first speech this morning. | brought it in, for I numbered
it, and | will give you the number and call your attention to it. Listen here, it was
number four; now, when you read the book, you go back to my first speech, and
see number four. In Christ's conversation with the rich young ruler, Mark 10, he
said absolutely nothing about baptism. Mr. Borden is so thoroughly rattled he
doesn't know what | did bring up. | introduced that to show that Jesus Christ, in
telling the rich young ruler what to do to be saved never said aword about baptism.
Why should he talk like that, when he told Nicodemus, Borden says, to be
baptized? Y et hetold the rich young ruler that there is another way by which to be
saved.
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If he had meant one to be saved by baptism, and not the other, the Lord was
deding unfairly, and it impeaches the character of Jesus Christ. What the Lord
asked this young man to do was only to show his faith, and the faith that would
give up everything for Jesus is the thing the Lord requires of us.

But the gentleman, coming down to Campbell's Bible, says| read it correctly
the last time; the record will show that | read it the same way the first and last
time, and you will find it that way, but | went on and read more of what Campbell
said, that he "had departed from all others' who had trandated the Bible before
him, and one of the places where he departed was in Acts 2:38, and so, then,
Campbd is the man who foisted on the public the doctrine of baptism in order to
the remission of sins; he proclaimed it, and said he was the first one to proclaim
it in this country.

Now, says the gentleman, he wants to know which time baptism means to
plunge, whether when it isfiguratively used, or when in redlity. It means plunge
both times; it adways means to submerge or bury, and when it is used in a
figurative sense it is a picture of plunging, and when it isreal you actualy do
plunge; that is all thereisto that.

He says men get forgiveness by obedience. Bless your life, if | obey God |
don't ask forgiveness for obedience. The man that does right don't need to beg
pardon for doing right; the one who does good don't need to beg pardon for doing
good. Brethren, when | do sin, that is when | beg pardon and get forgiveness.
Suppose | leave off baptism? That isasin. If | comply withiit, itisnot sin. If |
leave it off, | can get forgivenessfor it, unlessit isthe sin against the Holy Ghost.
We have gone to record
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as to where it speaks of sin against the Holy Ghost. It is in Matt. 12:31:
"Wherefore, | say unto you, al manner of sin and blasphemy shdl beforgiven unto
men, but the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost shall not be forgiven unto men."
There, now, it says plainly that al manner of sin shal be forgiven, except the sin
againgt the Holy Ghogt. Isleaving off of baptism any manner of sin? Borden will
say itisabad sin. | do, too. Can you get forgivenessfor it? | say you can, and the
Bible says you can get forgiveness for every sin, except the one that isthe sin
againgt the Holy Ghost. Jesus then said, you can get forgiveness for leaving off
baptism, and if you can get forgiveness you can get to Heaven if you leave it off.

He managed to ask me two questions. Can man be saved out of the narrow
way? He can not be saved out of the narrow way; that narrow way is Jesus Christ.
Theissue between Elder Borden and me is not as to whether we can be saved out
of the narrow way, but theissueis, how we get into the narrow way, and | read you
plainly from the 16th chapter of Acts and 31st verse, where he that believeth on
him shall be saved: "Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved;"
believe into Christ ("eis Chrigt"), literaly in the Greek, then we are in the narrow
way; therefore, after that comes baptism symbolical or ceremonial.

Heasks, "isbaptism law or grace?" It isneither one; it isapicture of thething
that grace doesfor us. Y ou might aswell ask meif that picture was my sweetheart
or my wife, and | would say, it isa picture of what used to be my sweetheart and
isnow my wife. Baptism is not law, and it is not grace; it I's a picture of what we
get by the death, burial and resurrection of Jesus Christ.
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Now, | will gotowhat Mr. Borden said about Armitage. Armitage said we are
baptized into the kingdom; but Armitage did not mean by kingdom what Borden
means, Armitage meant the church, and we all claim that; the difference between
Borden and meisthat Borden says we can not be saved out of the church, and the
Baptist position isthat you are saved before you get in the church; you can not get
into the church—and all Baptists when we use the term kingdom in the sense of
church, say you can not get into the kingdom without baptism, but you can get to
Heaven without it, and you can get salvation without it.

| want to introduce some advance arguments. In Matt. 28:19, 20, "Go ye
therefore, and teach al nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: teaching them to observe dl things whatsoever |
have commanded you: and, lo, I am with you away, even unto the end of the
world." What does that mean? There are two Greek words used in that
commission, aswe cal it—"Go ye therefore, and teach all nations." It means to
make disciples out of them. Then what is the purpose of going? To make them
disciples. After they are made disciples, teach them whatsoever | have commanded
you. It doesn't mean to teach them like teaching school; go ye therefore, and make
disciples and after they are disciples, teach them to observe all other things that
have been commanded. First disciples—first salvation; second, baptism, and then
instruction; that is the order which God has given.

| want to introduce some arguments from the Greek Concordance that is held
here in my hand. As to the use of 'eis," the Greek preposition we have been
discussing.
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Wefinditin Acts2:38, and other places. | will show that it isused retrospectively,
that it looks back to something that is aready done or has aready taken place, and
hence, in Acts 2:38, looks back to the remission of sins; be baptized on account of
the remission of sins, "eis' remission of sins; be baptized with reference to the
remission of Ssns—something likethat, becauseit looks back to something that has
aready occurred. | want to show case after casein the Bible where the word "eis’
Isused in that sense.

1. InMatt. 2:35: "Neither by Jerusdlem.” Theword "by" in the Greek is"eis;"
does that mean "in order to Jerusalem?' Certainly not.

2. In Matt. 10:41: "He that receiveth a prophet in the name of a prophet shall
receive a prophet'sreward."” Theword ininthe Greek is"eis;" does that mean "in
order to the prophet?' No, but when you receive the prophet, on account of the
prophet, you will get a prophet's reward.

3. Matt. 10:42: "Only in the name of adisciple'— give a glass of water only
in the name of adisciple; isthat in order to a disciple? No, but on account of his
being a disciple, looking back to the fact that he is already a disciple.

4. Matt. 12:18: "Inwhom my soul iswell pleased." Theword"in" in the Greek

Is"es," on account of whom | am well pleased, not in order to whom | am well
pleased.

5. Matt. 12:41: "They repented at the preaching of Jonah." Did they repent in
order to Jonah's preaching? They repented on account of his preaching.

6. Matt. 14:31: "Wherefore didst thou doubt?' "Wherefore" in the Greek is
"als," and must mean on ac-
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count of what did you doubt, not in order to what you doubt.

7. Métt. 18:29: "Hisfelow servant fell down at his feet." Fell down in order
to hisfeet? Certainly not; fell down at his feet.

8. In Matt. 26:10: " She hath wrought a good work upon me." Does that mean
in order to me? Certainly not, but on account of me, and with reference to me.

9. In Mark 3:29: "Shall blaspheme against the Holy Ghost. Does that mean
in order to the Holy Ghost? Certainly not, but with reference to the Holy Ghost,
on account of the Holy Ghost.

10. Luke 7:30: "Rgected the counseal of God against themselves. "Against”
is"es' in the Greek. Did they reject the counsel of God in order to themselves?
No, but with reference to themselves, unquestionably looking back to themsalves.

11. In Luke 11:21: "I have snned against Heaven." The same thing that we
find in Matthew. Certainly itisnot in order to Heaven. Thisisfrom the same word
that isused in Acts 2:38, where it says "els' remission of sins.

12. 1 read in Luke 7:3: "If thy brother trespass against thee." Trespassin order
to thee? Certainly not, but with reference to thee.

13. In Luke 22:65, where "they blasphemoudy spake againgt him." "Againgt"
iIs"els" in the Greek. Does that mean in order to him. Certainly not, but with
reference to him.

14. In Acts 2:£5: "David speaketh concerning him." "Concerning” is"es." Is
that in order to him? No, but with reference to him, on account of him.

15. And then in Acts 6:11: "Blasphemous words
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against Moses," certainly not in order to Moses, but on account of Moses and with
reference to Moses.

16. In Acts 24:15: "We have hope toward God." "Toward" in the Greek is
"eis." Certainly not in order to God, but on account of God, we have hope.

17. " Against the law of the Jews, neither against the temple, nor yet against
Caesar." Doesthat mean in order to Caesar or in order to the law of Moses? No,
sir, but with reference to, or on account of them, | have "not spoken blasphemous
words."

18. Rom. 1:1: "Separated unto the gospel of God." Not separated in order to
the gospel of God, but on account of the gospel of God, | am separated.

19. Rom. 4:20: "They staggered not at the promise of God." Certainly not in
order to the promise of God, but on account of the promise.

20. | read in Rom. 6:3: "Baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into his
death." Certainly not in order to, but on account of the death of Jesus Christ.

21. In Rom. 15:26: "They made a contribution for the saints." Not in order to
the saints, but on account of the poor saints, who were in need.

22. |1 Cor. 8:12: "If ye so sin against the brethren, ye sin against Christ."
"Against" is"eis' in the Greek. Certainly not in order to, but on account of the
brethren, or with reference to the brethren.

23. Andthenin| Cor. 16:1: "The collection for the saints." That is the same
word by which it istrandated over therein Acts 2:38, whereit says baptized "for"
the remission of sins. On account of the saints who need our help, isthe meaning.

24. 1 read in |l Cor. 8:23: "Partner and fellow helper
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concerning you." Not in order to you, but with reference to you, or concerning
you, is the meaning.

25. 1 find in Eph. 5:32: "'l speak concerning Christ and the church." Not in
order to Christ and the church.

So, ladies and gentlemen, | have introduced 25 Bible cases, and | have 10
othersthat | have not time to introduce, where "eis’ is used retrospectively; it is
bound to not mean in order to, but referring to something that has passed, where
it looks back. Matt. 26:28 is all he has to offset these 25 cases.

Very well, the gentleman requires the verse that refers to repentance before
baptism; do these people do it? Certainly not. Baptists do. Baptism is the baptism
of repentance. Jesus said it was—Titus 3:5: "Not by works of righteousness which
we have done, but according to his mercy he has saved us, by the washing of
regeneration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost." Jesus said baptism was awork of
righteousness. | believe it, and then Titus tells us it is not by works of
righteousness we are saved; so you put the two passages together, and you are
bound to conclude that baptism does not save. Christ said baptism was a work of
righteousness, and in Titus 3:5 it is said that we are not saved by works of
righteousness.

| have not time to introduce any further arguments; two or three others might
have been introduced but for lack of time. Having aready introduced many that the
gentleman cannot possibly get to, and he complainsthat | go so fast that he cannot
reach my arguments, but he has the same time to answer the argument as | have
to put it in. Heislike the Irishman who went out to fight by throwing stones. He
and his antagonist measured off ten steps between them and each started to
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throw. The Irishman said: "Hold on, itis not fair; you are closer to me than | am
to you." | have 30 minutes and he has 30 minutes, and in his 30 minutes he cannot
answer what | have said, and he complains because | say so much. | am glad for
his complaint. | put in so much that he won't be able to answer it during this
debate, and | am thoroughly satisfied with the results, even if | didn't have any
mercy on him. Time expired.

MR. BORDEN'STHIRD REPLY.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies and Gentlemen:

Thelast of the gentleman's speech reminded me of what | heard afellow sing
onetime. Thetitle of the song was"Old Bob Johnson." Mr. Bogard went on to tell
that he had made so many arguments | had not met, but he has been over the same
ground about half a dozen times, but he says | never try to get to them. | have
replied to what he said. This old fellow sang:

"Old Bob Johnson and young Bob Johnson and old Bob Johnson's son.”

They called on him for the next verse, and it was: "Old Bob Johnson and
young Bob Johnson and old Bob Johnson's son."

The chorus was:

"Old Bob Johnson and young Bob Johnson and old Bob Johnson's son.”
The same thing, over and over.

Ladies and gentlemen, | am not going to do like he did.
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| am not going to congratul ate myself that he has wasted histime and has not made
arguments for meto reply to, but | will say that | am ever so much obliged to him
for furnishing the different definitions of the Greek word "els." He could have
taken the Greek lexicons and read all these definitions in about two minutes; but
it took him at least ten or fifteen minutesto refer to the different passages to show
that "eis’ meant "by," "in," "at," "concerning,” "toward," "unto, for,"
and "against."

Into,

There are lots of others yet, but he could have read from the lexicons and
saved timeby it. Y ou see, he has wasted time by giving the definition of the Greek
preposition "as.”" | will admit that it means al these things, but we are not fighting
over whether it has these meanings or not. The people of Nineveh repented at the
preaching of Jonas. "Eis’ is correctly trandated there. Whenever it is translated
"by" it is correct, and whenever it is trandated "into" | have no objections;
whenever it is trandated "unto" 1 have no objections, because they are all
meanings of the Greek preposition "els" But the fight | am making is that it does
not mean "on account of" in Acts 2:38. Why don't he make hisfight on that? | have
brought up scholars, ahalf-dozen of hisown scholars, who clam that "eis' in Acts
2:38 has a prospective meaning. Has he brought up a single scholar on his side?
Not one, and it will go down in this debate that he has failed on that. What "es"
means in other places does not necessarily say what it means in this place. |
brought up Matt. 26:28, where Jesus says. "Thisis my blood, which is shed for
many, for theremisson of Sns" or "eisaphesin amartion,” and Acts 2:38, Where
it says, "Repent, and be baptized eis aphesin amartion.” | stated that it meant the
same thing in both places.
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| produced scholars to proveit, and he never has brought up a scholar on hisside.
It isnot aquestion asto what "eis' means in other places, but it is a question as
to what "els aphesin amartion” meansin this place. He steers clear of this, and
the reason is that he cannot meet the issue, and | believe hisfolks can seeit. If he
can meet theissue in Acts 2:38, why doesn't he come up like aman and do so. He
cantdoit.

Let me cdl your attention to a statement | find in Rom. 1:16: "The gospel is
the power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth." The gospel isthe
power of God to save the believer. The believer is not already saved, or else the
gospel would not be the power to save him.

John 1:12 is another: "As many as received him, to them gave he power to
become the sons of God, even to them that believe on his name." Now, then, he
gave to those who believed on his name power to become sons of God. If they
were already sons of God, why did he give them power to become sons?

| Corinthians, first chapter, | don't remember what verse, Paul says, "It pleased
God by the foolishness of preaching to save them that believe." He does not save
the unbeliever, but he saves the believer. Man must believe, and then the believer
will be saved. It does not mean that the believer will be saved by faith alone, for
James says. "By works aman isjustified, and not by faith only." | want that to go
down in this debate, too, and you fellowswatch and seeif Mr. Bogard ever replies
toit.

Can you remember what Mr. Bogard said about obedience? He has made a
great to-do about obedience since this debate has been going on. | want to read
again from Mr. Love, the author of "Baptist Position, or Position of a
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Baptist." Mr. Love was once editor of the Baptist Advance: "We want to say that
God does give man the power of choice, but it is the choice to obey and be saved,
or the choice to disobey and be damned. If you choose the wrong, take it and
perish, but do not charge your wilful suicideto God" (page 8). Mr. Bogard to the
contrary notwithstanding. That isthe fight among themselves. Thisman, Mr. Love,
however, is afraid to take a position squarely against God's eternal truth. "If you
choose wrong, take it and perish, but charge not your wilful suicide to God." |
thank God there are some Baptists who have some conscientiousness about them,
and are not willing to charge their low-down dirtiness upon God.

But we will go on further. The Bible teaches that faith is the substance of
things hoped for. Thisword "substance” is from the Greek word "upostasis,”" and
it meansthat which sinksto the bottom or ground work. Everything else rests upon
it. The believer repents, confesses and is baptized in that belief, and he adds to that
faith adl Christian duties. If a man believes, obeys and adds to his faith all these
things, he cannot do otherwisethan go to Heaven. A man cannot do al thesethings
and not be a child of God, because a man could not go through life and be an
impostor and do these things.

| want to make an argument on number three. | want to make an argument on
the plan of savation, given in the number three. For instance, we find the death,
burial and resurrection of Christ which is presented to us in the 6th chapter of
Romans. Paul saysin the 17th verse, "Y ou have obeyed from the heart that form
of doctrine (or that likeness of doctrine), being then made free from sin." The
expressions shows when we are made free from sin. No-
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tice we obey aform, likeness or shadow of that doctrine. Theword of God is the
light; the light shines on the death, buria and resurrection of Christ, and baptism
is the shadow. Mr. Bogard is right when he says baptism is a shadow. It isnot a
shadow of salvation, but it is a shadow of the death, burial and resurrection of
Chrigt. It must be like the death, burial and resurrection of Christ. There must be
adeath, aburia and aresurrection from the dead. If Mr. Bogard's man is dead to
sin, and life comes to him before heis buried, then he buried him alive instead of
dead. That isnot acorrect illustration of the doctrine. It could not be atrue picture.

A picture of methat would not have my nose would not be atrue picture. A picture
of me without my head would not be atrue picture. A picture of the death, buria

and resurrection of Chrigt that did not have any resurrection in it would not be a
true picture. Resurrection does not mean just to come out of the water or come out
of the grave, but resurrection means to be raised from the dead. He israised from
death. We are dead in sin, before we are buried, and then we are raised from the
dead, but Mr. Bogard's man is dead before heis buried, and he never israised from
the dead, and according to his doctrine baptism cannot be a likeness of the death,

burial and resurrection of Christ. He cannot fix that up.

In John there is a statement like this: "There are three that bear witnessin
earth, the Spirit, the water and the blood." The Spirit leads man across the water
to the blood, where he gets remission of sins. There is the Spirit, number one,
water, number two, and blood, number three,

Mark 16:16: "He that believeth and is baptized shall
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be saved." Thereis believe, number one, be baptized, number two, saved, number
three.

Acts 2:38: "What shal we do to be saved?' The answer comes back, " Repent,
and be baptized, every one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission
of ans" Repent, number one, be baptized, number two, for the remission of sins,
number three.

In Paul's case it was " Arise and be baptized, and wash away thy sins." Arise,
number one, be baptized, number two, and wash away thy sins, number three.
Notice how nicdly it fits the death, burial and resurrection of Christ. Death,
number one, burial, number two, and resurrection, number three. Resurrection
comes on the side with remission of sins. Life is on the side with resurrection.
When you put life before buria you change God's order, and that is just what the
Baptists have done. | want him to notice that when he gets up.

He saysthat baptism is the figure, but that we get into the real Christ. Now,
friends, that isjust with you about that. Christ is actualy up in Heaven. If you are
inhim literdly, certainly you are in Heaven, too. It isal bosh to talk about a man
being in Christ actualy. | am surprised at Mr. Bogard attempting athing like that.
There is nothing to such as that. Excuse me for using these hard expressions,
friends, but when | see a man stretch or strain the truth in order to get apoint, and
will stoop to such things asthat it stirs me up, and | can't help it. | have more
respect for God's eternal truth than to treat it in such manner asthat. When a man
talks about getting into Christ actually it is absolutely ridiculous.

Mr. Bogard, you know you are not in the actual body of Christ. The Baptists
don't claim they are. They know
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that Christ is actudly up in Heaven, and we get into Christ in afigurative sense.
Arewein Adam literdly? No, we were in him figuratively, but have come out of
him. Do we mean we come out of that old body, or the actual Adam? No, but it
means figuratively, and the same can be said about being in Christ; and it remains
that the only way we get into Christ isin afigurative sense, and Mr. Bogard has
admitted that it takes water baptism to get into him figuratively. | am ever so much
obliged to him for that.

L et me go on further. He says he has been an instrument in God's hand in
converting afew people, but he saysit was not indispensably necessary for him to
have done that, because the man could read the Bible and bdieve. | wonder if the
apostles were not preachers. He didn't think about that. | reckon he thought the
Bible was made independently of preachers. The Bible is made up of what
preachers said. The Holy Ghost isa preacher, if you please. Whenever aman is
saved independently of a preacher, heis just saved independently of the whole
business, that isall.

He went on to talk about what we said about Baptists bringing people up and
then sitting on their case, and deciding whether they were converted or not, and the
only difference between them and us, isthat we just take one preacher and let him
decide the case, and they take the whole church. We don't haveto call up adozen
men to say whether a man is cursing and swearing or not. We don't call up
somebody el seto say whether heisachild of God or not. Whenever aman comes
up and is penitent, and his very wak showsit, we have no right to refuse baptism,
but whenever aman comes up, claiming to be a penitent man, and we know heis
lying, when he says that
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heis, wewon't baptize him. That is the reason why. He went on though, to talk
about hiswife again, and said that | had made a mistake about that, and said, 'Y es,
| had awife, and | took her home, because that was the sensible thing to do. Just
try it that way. He had awife, and he took her home, that he might be a husband.
Then | suppose that she was awife without a husband, until he got home.

Let me go further. | have shown this picture of the death, burial, and
resurrection of Christ. | dsoreferred to | Peter 3.21, whereit says, "Thelikefigure
whereunto even baptism doth a'so now save us." He says that our baptismisa
figure of that baptism over there. | am ever so much obliged to him for that. It is
not afigure of our salvation, but this baptism isafigure of Noah's baptism and our
savation is afigure of Noah's salvation. But Mr. Bogard says right in the next
clause: "They were saved by staying out of the water." | want to know what you
fellows get into the water for, if they were saved by staying out? Did you stay out?
He reminded me of the young boy who wrote an essay on pins. He said: "Pinsare
gresat things. Pins have saved thousands of lives." The teacher wanted to know how
that was, and he said: "They were saved by not swallowing them."

He says some people were saved without any water baptism. His proposition
says "saved before." | am satisfied the next time he debates, he would rather have
"without" than "before." It confines him to cases where men have been baptized.
| have called on him to bring up proof, where just one man was saved before
baptism. How many has he brought up? He has brought up one case, but has
absolutely failed on that. He saysthat aman isa Christian before baptism, because
the Holy Ghost was poured out on Cornelius, before baptism.
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Y ou remember, on the second day of this discussion, he said that Borden was
trying to get him to say that the Holy Ghost was poured out on Sinners, but he says,
"He is not going to get me into that,” but while we were on the subject of the
operation of the Spirit, in order to prove that there was some extra power that must
work, in connection with the Bible, or in connection with the word, in order to
convert or convict asinner, he brought up this case of Cornelius and said the Holy
Ghost was poured on him to help to convert him. He says it is not poured out on
a sinner or unconverted man, but he has the Spirit poured out on Cornelius to
convert him. But today he hasit poured" out on a Cornelius, because he was a
Christian. Which time did he tell the truth? There it is. His position day before
yesterday and his position today—they don't agree. Which time did he tell the
truth?

L et me go on. He says Cornelius was out of the world, in the same sense that
the Apostles were, but | forget the chapter and verse he brought up. Do you
remember the chapter and verse you gave? No, sir; you did not give any. Mr.
Bogard said it, thereforeit isso. Isthat it? "Bogard said it very positively, and that
makesit s0." | am hereto tdl you that Cornelius was not out of the world in the
same sense that the Apostles were. There were numbers of othersright there who
were believers, and Mr. Bogard says they were in the church. Were they in with
thetwelve Apostles? Mr. Bogard saysthat "not of the world" meant Apostles, and
that is exactly correct. It only referred to them, and they received the comforter,
the Holy Spirit, and old Cornelius did not receive it. When he says "whom the
world cannot receive," he did not mean to include Corndius. We found out, way
back yonder,
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that one, an ass had an operation of the Spirit, and actualy spoke in the language
of men. What did Corndlius do when the Spirit was poured out on him? | wonder
if Mr. Bogard will make the argument that this ass was a Christian. | guessiit will
go down in this debate that there was no difference between asses and men.

Mr. Bogard said when Campbell trandated Living Oracles, he said he departed
from all these other trandators before him. | wonder if he expects a man to
trandate the New Testament, from what somebody else has said, or according to
what he has learned in Greek himself.

The next thing he said was that a man could leave baptism off and be saved
just aswell, and that if aman could get saved for disobedience, that he would have
to ask forgiveness for obeying God. Is not that awiseidea? It isashameto try to
palm off athing like that on intelligent people. No man can be saved whilein
disobedience, but he must obey to be saved.

He admitsthat aman cannot be saved out of the narrow way, but he says Jesus
isthat narrow way. Jesussays" | amtheway." | wonder if aman can actualy walk
in Jesus. He cannot. He can walk in him figuratively and that is all. Mr. Bogard
saysit takes water baptism to get into Christ figuratively, so | have that on my
side of the question.

He goes to Matthew 28:19, 20: "Go ye therefore and make disciples." Mr.
Bogard thought that meant ""go and make Chrigtians." A discipleis alearner, and
it does not mean that every discipleisaChristian. He becomesadisciplefirst, and
then becomes a Christian. The Bible plainly says no man can come to Christ
unless God draws him, "And | will raise him up in the last day. Asitis



THE BORDEN-BOGARD DEBATE 385

written in the prophets, They shdl al be taught of God. Every man therefore that
hath heard, and hath learned of the Father, cometh unto me."

Hereisanother thing that he said. He saysthat baptism isawork and therefore
it isanon-essential. | will tell you what | will do. If he can take the Bible and
prove by it, that baptism is a work, like faith, repentance, and confession, | will
just give him five cents. | will do it. That isa smal amount, but a man that cannot
preach any better doctrine than he does, doesn't need big pay. | don't say that to
reflect on the man, because he is an intelligent man, but he is on the wrong side
of the fence. | would be glad to welcome Elder Bogard as a minister of God's
eternal truth, and | would be glad to see many of his brethren turn from their false
doctrine. | would be glad if they would preach obedience to God's eternal truth,
instead of fighting it. Listen right here, and let me see whether baptism is a work
or not. He cannot prove that it is. The man must do his own believing; he must do
his own repenting, because God commands us to believe and repent; and he must
do his own confessing, but we do not baptize ourselves. John Smith did baptize
himself, and Mr. Benedict says he formed the first regularly organized Baptist
Church. I will not have timeto take that up. Whether he did or did not is not the
subject for controversy now. Hewas called a"see Baptist," because he baptized
himsdlf. Baptism isone act in which we are passive. We do our own believing, we
do our own repenting, but we have to get somebody else to baptize us. If we are
not saved by what we do, then baptism would be the only thing that would save us,
and it would be
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preaching water salvation. We preach salvation by obedienceto God'seternd truth.

Listen right here. The word "work" in this place is from the Greek word
"ergon,” and when Paul says, "not by works, lest any man should boast; it isfrom
"ergon.” In Titus 3:5, "Not by works of righteousness which we have done, but
according to his mercy he saved us." "Work" isfrom "ergon." Where Jesus says,
"Thisisthework of God, that you believe," isalso from "ergon." If Paul meant
what we are commanded to do when he said "not by works," then salvation is
without any faith, and Mr. Bogard has said all the time that salvation must follow
faith, that is, man must believe and then be saved. So you see he is gone on that
proposition. Listen again. We find in the tenth chapter of Acts of the Apostles,
"God is no respecter of persons, but in every nation he that feareth him, and
worketh righteousness, is accepted with him." Whenever a believer repents of his
sns and confesses Christ, he has been working righteousness. Then he submitsto
baptism, in order to be forgiven. We are passive in baptism. Did Paul say that
works were necessary in one place, and in another say they were not, and refer to
the same thing? No, sir! he did not; but he explains it in the tenth chapter of
Romans, speaking of the Israglites: "I bear them record they have zeal of God, but
not according to knowledge. For they being ignorant of God's righteousness, and
going about to establish their own righteousness, have not submitted themselves
unto the righteousness of God," and the facts are that the works that Paul
condemned are works of the law, but he says we are saved by faith and not by
works of the law. That by which we are saved, is the law of faith, and baptism
comes under
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that head. Baptism isan act in which we are passive, and we are baptized in order
to the remission of sins.

Thereis one more statement | want to make. Remission of sinstakes place in
heaven, and not in us. Men are baptized that they might be forgiven. God has
promised to forgive us, but there must be repentance preceding baptism.

Time expired.

MR. BOGARD'SFOURTH SPEECH.

Brethren Moderators, Ladies, and Gentlemen:

Thefifteen minutesthat | shal talk isdl that | shall have to say in this debate.
| shdl have to hasten in order to refute the speech which the gentleman has just
made. The gentleman started out by saying that | reminded him of the fellow who
said over and over again, "Old Bob Johnson," and kept saying that over and over;
ladies and gentlemen, the record will show that fully half of what | have said has
not been a repetition, and he has not replied to that half. Already, there are
something like twenty-three—I believe | will quickly mention the twenty-three
points that he has not answered that was not repetition. | gave the seven different
phases of salvation, numbered, this morning; he forgot it, or did not know that |
had brought up the rich young ruler at al, when | had brought that up and
numbered it, and | went back and showed you that was number four of the cases.
Then | brought up al of the arguments made from the nine different positions of
the different sermons and different statements made in the Bible by Christ, by
Stephen, by Paul, and by others, the nine different sermonsthat were preached and
addresses
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that were made, asin the case of the fifteenth chapter of Acts, and not aword said
about baptism in any of them. | numbered them from one to nine; nine and seven
are sixteen; then, ladies and gentlemen, | gave eight objections to the doctrine of
savation, coming by baptism, and he has made an effort to answer two; one was
with regard to the sin against the Holy Ghogt; that was one; he hastried to answer
that, but utterly failed, and the other was with regard to the man having to get the
consent of another one, to be saved. So take the two away from the eight, and that
leaves Six, and Six and sixteen make twenty-two, that he has not elther touched or
referred to, and yet he says | just kept saying "Old Bob Johnson over and over. |
am amused at the man being so confused as to not know better than that, when he
knowsit is going to record, knowing these things will appear in black and white.

He says| never showed any scholar to sustain my position on "els." | wonder
what he isthinking about. | stood here and read in the Concordance twenty-five
cases, the scholarship of the world says that the Greek word "eis' isused in a
retrospective sense, and there are ten other casesthat | did not introduce. | wonder
If Greenisascholar; | wonder if Hadley & Allen are scholars. | wonder if Hines
& Knobel's Greek Lexicon was written by scholars. The record will show |
brought al of these here; what has he done? He brought up "the Baptist Position,"
by J. F. Love, who was Corresponding Secretary, in the State of Arkansas, and
used that in rebuttal; he has never written a text-book, but | have used men who
write text-books, and yet he said | have not used any scholars!

Very well, wewill go from that. He quotes the passage, that they that "believe
have the power to become sons of
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God." That meanstheright to be sons of God, but since we are believers we have
the right to sonship, is the meaning of that; it does not mean, in order to become
sons of God, but because we have the right to sonship.

He saysin James, it says "We are justified, not by faith only, but by works
als0." Jameswasreferring to Abraham, and that man isjustified by works, and not
by faith only. Abraham was justified by faith, something like forty years before his
son was born. After his son was born, then he was justified by works, so we are
justified by faith, and get to be God's child by faith, and then to do God's works.
There isadifference between justification by faith, those that are saved by faith,
and those judtified by works. He does not know the difference between the sinner,
justified by believing, trusting in Christ, and the Christian that is saved thirty or
forty years after being justified by the good works he performed.

Thenext thing he said wasthat faith was the substance of things hoped for, and
he says "upostasis' was the Greek word, and means foundation. Faith is the
foundation. Romans 6:17: "Obey from the heart that form of doctrine which was
delivered you." | will call your attention to the fact that the Greek word there is
"tupos,” and that it means an "impression,” "amark," animpression like that you
would make with a hammer, when you strike on the face of arock; so the gospel
strikes us, and there is an impression made on the heart, and what do we do? We
obey from the heart that form of doctrine. Romans 10:10: "For with the heart man
believeth unto righteousness; and with the mouth confession is made unto
salvation." What sort of obedience doesthe heart give in its obedience? Faith that
is from the heart. What did the
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heart do in obeying? Believe. It didn't go through aformal ceremony, but there was
simple faith.

Next; baptism must be a picture of the death, burial, and resurrection;
undoubtedly, but he says now, we are dead in sin, and then we get life, and he says
you bury alive man. We are dead to sin and dive to God at the very moment and
at one and the same time. | am now dead to sin, but alive to God. When | was
baptized, it was a picture of the fact that | was both dead to sin and alive to God.
Baptism pictures both at the same time.

He says there are three, that are witnesses on earth; the spirit, water, and
blood; the Spirit bears witness to us that we are children of God. Water—what
does that do? It proclaims to those who can only see the outward act; there is the
witness of water; when we are baptized, that is witness to the world.
Blood—blood isawitness to God, because it is not like other signs, because He
looks on the blood of Jesus Christ, when he entered the Holy of Holies and made
atonement for us, that isawitnessto God, and isawitnessthat he has saved us al
alike. The Spirit bears witness to the saved man; water to the world, and blood to
Almighty God. "Arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins." | cal your
attention to that, that must have been ceremonial or figurative washing, because
inthat same chapter it says Paul was chosen to preach before he was baptized. Did
God choose a wicked man and make him an Apostle to the world? Paul was a
chosen man, and then when Ananias came in, he put his hands on him and said,
"Brother Saul, the Lord, even Jesus, hath sent me, that thou mightest receive thy
sight and befilled with the Holy Ghost." John 14:17 says. "Him the world cannot
receive." Then Paul was not of
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the world, because Ananias had been sent there that Paul might receive the Holy
Ghost; he did not send him to men of the world to give them the Holy Spirit,
because the world could not receive the Holy Spirit, so he was afit recipient for
the Holy Spirit, and Ananias came to him and he was filled with the Holy Spirit,
and therefore, he must have been chosen before Ananias came, and before he came
to the water, and therefore, he was undoubtedly saved, and then baptized in water;
hence, baptism is the ceremonial part of the matter, as Mr. Campbell put it.

Next, he says, we are not actudly in Christ, and he said it was "bunkum," to
say we are actualy in Christ, and yet they go around here preaching that you are
baptized into the actual body of Christ. Bynum Black, John T. Hinds, and Borden,
have preached it al over the country, that we are actually baptized into the body
of Christ. We do have vital, actual connection with Jesus Christ; | say
unquestionably that we do, but baptism doesn't put usinto it, but it is a figure of
the fact that we areiniit.

But he says we cannot be saved without a preacher, because even the Bible
was made by preachers. Yes, sir; and the preaching of the gospel is done by
preachers, undoubtedly. But what | said, and he triesto dodge it, isthat you have
to get the consent of some man to be saved. Whether there was a preacher or not,
you have to get his consent to be saved. | say there can be enough in Bible
teaching without a preacher. Sinners may learn the truth from hisword, the Bible;
the sinner can do it, and don't have to get the consent of any other man on this
earth to be saved. Now, these fellows have to have this Bible, too, and then they
have to have the consent of some other man, walking around on earth, in order to
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get salvation. It puts your salvation in the hands of aman. That iswhat | say about
it.

He says you don't have to have a dozen men to decide whether aman is
cursing or swearing or not. No; but you have to have somebody to decide. We
Baptists have a dozen to decide, and you have only one man, in whom the whole
power isplaced. We have the judgment of many, which is better than the judgment
of one. Welet the whole church passonit, and you let the preacher passonit. The
Bible says do that. In a multitude of counsdl, there is safety. A dozen isasmall
enough number; we cannot tell whether aman has salvation; we are not infdlible,
and we cannot tell whether aman isreally repentant or not, but we do the judging,
at least, a dozen are better able to judge than is one.

Mark 16:16, he thinks he can turn a point, but every time heturnsit, he turns
it againgt himsdlf. | used theillustration, that he that believeth and is baptized, is
saved; | said believing is the necessary thing, and believing is what salvation
depends upon, and baptism was the common sense thing that follows, and | said
that he that marries awife and takes her home, has a wife; marrying makes the
husband, and taking her home isthe common sensething to do. He says, | suppose
then he was not a husband until he took her home? The very point | made was that
she did have a husband before he took her home; that was the very point | made,
and he that believes has got salvation, and baptism comes afterwards, just like
taking awoman home comes afterwards. Y ou see that, and athough it will appear
very ridiculous on the printed page, | am glad it goes down.

| Peter 3:21: | said with reference to this, that we were
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saved by staying out of thewater. | call you to witness, for you have read the Bible,
that Noah was saved by staying out of the water; everybody that got to the water
first and did not get to the Ark first were lost, and the only onesthat the water did
any good werethosethat got into the Ark first. Borden, if you get in the water first,
you will be damned; remember, get in the Ark, which is Jesus Chrig, first; that is
the very point; thank you for having made it for me.

He said, | said the other day, that the Holy Spirit came in order to convert
Cornelius and save him; the record will show | never said it; | said the Holy Spirit
came and proved that he was a Christian, and | keep on saying it, over and over
again.

Now, the gentleman said Cornelius did not receive the Holy Ghost; Peter says
"who can forbid water that these should not be baptized which have received the
Holy Ghost as well as we." Who are you going to believe? Peter or this man
Borden? He says he did not receive the Holy Spirit; Peter said he did; Jesus Christ
said nobody could receive the Holy Spirit, except a Christian man. John 14:17.
Men of the world cannot receive the Holy Spirit.

He says Balaam's ass got the Holy Spirit too, but | turned over to Numbers,
twenty-second chapter, while he was speaking, and it doesn't say aword about the
Holy Spirit. "The angel of the Lord stood in apath of the vineyards, awall being
on thisside, and awall on that sde. And when the ass saw the angel of the Lord,
shethrust hersaf unto the wall, and crushed Balaam's foot against thewall; and he
smote her again. And the angel of the Lord went further, and stood in a narrow
place, where was no way to turn either to the right hand or to
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the left. And when the ass saw the angd of the Lord, she fell down under Balaam:
and Balaam's anger was kindled, and he smote the ass with a staff. And the Lord
opened the mouth of the ass, and she said unto Balaam, What have |. done unto
thee, that thou hast smitten me these three times?' God simply worked a miracle
upon that ass, but didn't say aword about giving him the Holy Spirit, but this man
had actualy the nerve to get up here and tell you that God gave that ass the Holy
Spirit. That shows you the kind of argument that you people have been depending
upon perhaps, for your soul's salvation.

He says he wants to show me anywhere that salvationis called a good work,
and before he stopped talking, he went over to the tenth chapter of Acts, where
Peter said: "He that worketh righteousness is accepted with him." That is part of
the good work that he was to do.

| want to say this: that the Elder said that John Smith started the Baptist
Church, and that he did it in about 1641, | will reply to that by saying that in
Benedict's history, page 343, which says. A. D. 600: "The old or Baptist Church
maintained their origind principles,” etc. The Baptists were "old" in the year 600
A. D.—and big enough to divide, which was a thousand years before John Smith
was born. Time expired.

MR. BORDEN'SFOURTH REPLY.

Gentlemen Moderators, Ladies, and Gentlemen:

All I intend to do now isto reply to his speech as per the notes that | have
taken on my scrap book, and | hope that | will get through with it in ten minutes.
Now, asto Balaam, | will say: Balaam's ass spoke
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with tongues. God performed amiracle and caused him to speak with tongues, and
that iswhat God did with Cornelius, for it was a miracle that caused Cornelius to
speak with tongues, so he has not made anything of that. But one thing, it
everlagtingly fixes his position on Corndlius. He said that | said Cornelius did not
receive the Holy Spirit. | never said anything of the sort. | said he did not receive
the same asthe Apostles did; that is, while the Spirit fell on them, and Cornelius
spoke with tongues just like they did, yet Cornelius did not have all that the
Apostles had, because Cornelius was not an Apostle, and could not go out and do
the things that they did.

He speaks of that husband and wife, and how ridiculousit will appear in print.
| should smile. Do you remember what he said, in illustrating "he that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved'? He gave as anilludtration, "he that marriesawife
and takes her home, shall be ahusband." The way | seeit, it is absolute proof,
according to hisway of looking at it, that the man was not a husband until he got
home. It isridiculous, but he was the one that brought it up.

Hesaid that Borden, Black, Hinds, and all of our brethren al over this country,
have preached that men are actually baptized into Christ. Our brethren al say that
we are actually baptized, but thereisnot one of usthat ever preached that men are
in the actud body of Christ. | say that we get into him figuratively. Baptismisa
red thing, but it figuratively puts usinto Christ, and | deny that we get there any
other way. Mr. Bogard has admitted that it takes water baptism to get into him
figuratively, and he absolutely cannot prove that we get into Christ any other way.
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In referring to the case of Paul and Ananias going to him, he stated that
according to my position, God chose a bad man to represent him. | wonder if he
thinks Paul was a Christian when the Lord appeared to him? The Bible says the
Lord appeared to him to make him aminister, and awitness. If Mr. Bogard'sidea
Is correct, Paul was a Christian before Christ ever appeared to him, because he
talks like he would not appear to abad man. That is Mr. Bogard's argument. Mr.
Bogard says Paul was a Christian, when Ananias came in, and found him praying.
He prayed, therefore he was a Christian, says Mr. Bogard. A man can pray and not
beaChristian. All penitent men pray. He says he called him brother, and therefore,
he was a Chrigtian. Mr. Bogard calls men brethren who are not members of his
church. | am satisfied that Brother Tucker and Mr. Bogard can call each other
brother. They are brothers of the Masonic Lodge. Brother Tucker doesn't mean
that Mr. Bogard is his brother in Christ.

Mr. Bogard says that "Arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins," isa
figurativewashing away. That istrue. Baptismisared thing, but "wash away sins'
isafigurative expression. Water doesn't actudly wash away sins. Sinsare washed
away by the blood of Chrigt. Arise, number one; be baptized, number two; wash
away sins, number three. "Wash away," comes after baptism, but figuratively it is
spoken of as though we washed away our sins. It isonly figurative. The blood of
Christ washes away sins, but it is after baptism, because it says, "Arise, and be
baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord."

Referring to what | said about the death, burial, and
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resurrection of Christ, he said that our baptism isthe form of that, and | make the
statement that since there was a death, buria, and resurrection of Christ, and we
obey the form, that we must be dead, must be buried, and rise from the death that
preceded the burial. Mr. Bogard said before he was baptized he was dead to sin,
and adiveto God. He says he has been raised but is still dead to sin and alive to
God. Now, friends, | want to know, if Jesus Christ is still dead like he was before
he was buried. Mr. Bogard's argument would make it that way. | want to know if
we can bury alive man and claim that is afigure of burying a dead man. | want to
know if we can do that. Y ou know it cannot be. Christ was dead when he was
buried, and then he was raised from the dead. Mr. Bogard said he was raised from
the dead, but heis still dead. According to that, he has never been raised from the
dead. According to our position, manisdead insin, isburied, and then raised from
the dead. We are now dead to sin, because we are freed from sin, but we are not
dead to Sin, until after we are separated from the dead, and we are not separated
from the dead, until we are raised from the dead. Y ou see his position is gone on
that.

But again: Mr. Bogard said that | said that he never had any scholars on his
side. | never sad that. | said that | put argumentsto him on Acts 2:38. He brought
up scholars to show the meanings of "eis' in other places, but not one author did
he giveto proveit in Acts 2:38. He did mention Alexander Campbell, but Brother
Campbell isnot on hisside. He said it was "in order to." He didn't bring up any
onActs 2:38. | asked himtodoit, and | presented this expression, "eis aphesin
amartion," used in Acts 2:38, and it will go down in this record unreplied to.
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He didn't meet it. He tried to prove what "eis' meant in other places, but
absolutely failed to say what it meant in Acts 2:38, and it will go down in the
record just that way, and | want you al to remember that your champion did not
reply to my argument on Acts 2:38. He cannot, is the reason he did not do it.

L et me go on. Remember that James said aman "isjustified by works and not
by faith only." Paul saysthat the gospdl is the power of God to save the believer.
| have said during this discussion that in order to save men, God presents to them
this Word—the Sword of the Spirit. The word enters and begins to grow and that
causes them to repent, that causes them to confess, that causes them to be baptized
for the remission of sins. After the man is baptized, God remits his sins, which
takes place up in heaven.

Now, then, ladies and gentlemen, after dl, if aman is saved by faith only, we
are al saved because dl of us preach that aman must believe; so we are dl right,
If that istheway. If aman is not saved until he repents, we are all right, because
we preach that aman ought to repent, and if we repent, of course we are all right.
If it is by faith, repentance and confession, we are till al right, because we have
donethat. If it takes baptism, we are till all right, because we have done that. Let
it be asit may, weare al right anyhow, and if we live as God would have uslive,
we cannot do otherwise than appear with the redeemed on the shores of Eternal
Life, and enjoy the blessings that are promised to God's children.

| thank you, ladies and gentlemen, for your attention.



