78 and 80 Pine Street.]

Published for the M. E. Church,

South.

[¢2 00 a Year, in Advance.
X . L

OLD SERIES—VOL. XTI—No, 44,

ST. LOUIS, MO., AND LOUISVILLE, KY., THURSDAY, MARCH 29, 1866.

NEW SERIES—VOL. I—‘Nq; 28.

CHRISTIAN ADVOCATE.
Lidbility: of Individuals for Injuries Done
by the Confederate Armies—A Legal
; f)Pixnid'EE. ' B
_Undet this “head, John Brannon, of
Western  Virginia, lately “published 'the
following lotter, which is herewith repub-
lished in this paper as a matter of general
interest, and one in which many’ of the
people of this State are deeply interested.
In the opinion of the present writer, an
abler :;rgximgnt" on that subject might
“have been’frmhed.; but, in the absence of
Bl'l'ch,_this‘is \g‘iven’,ka,,nld it will he well
qargﬁﬂ]jyt’o read and study it:
" Wastoxn, West Va.. March 3, 1866.

Drar BIR : Yurs, asking my opinion upon
~ the subject of the sait against you, has been
- received.

. If T understand the ‘proposition submitted |

by you, itisthis: you were a soldier in the
Confederate army, and an effort is being made
to render you liable for property taken irom

- individuals in West Virginia by the Confede-
rate armies, and it is;claimed by the plaintiff

‘that the late war, which has recently termi-
nated in the overthrow of the Confederate ar-
mies, was not such a war as conferred upon
the parties to it the rights of belligerents, and,
therefore, you are liable. :

It will be necessary—first, to consider what
are the right of belligerents in a public war.
Secondly; was the'late war between thé'Gov-
ernment of the United States and the Confed-
erate States such a war as conferred upon the
parties to it, whether for or against-the Gov-
ernment, belligerent rights?

* A public war is'a contest; by force, between’
independent States, and entitles both of the
belligerent parties to all the rights of war
against each other ; and this applies to those
not in arms, as well as to the soldiers. 'When
one State is at 'war with another, it has a right
to..geize upon all the enemy’s property, of
whatsoever kind and wheresoever found, and
to'approprinte it to its own use, or to that of

_the captors, if the neutral rights of other na-
tions are not violated.

This is the extreme right of war, modified
and restrained only by the purposes.of the war.

It is immaterial whether the person from
whom_ the property is taken has, cr has not,
taken part in’ the war, or given naid to the
power having mllitary control of the part of
the country in which he resides, or whether
he is in sympathy with the party making the
capture. Again: thesituation ot the property

isone of the tests of the belligerent right to.
take 1t. Ifitisata place where it can be con-

:trolled by the enemy to the capturing party,
it may be seized. )

Again: any property of any kind, within the
limits or control of the enemy, that may be
the subject of commerce and trade—that may
be - the subject of taxation, or otherwise
strengthen and give pecuniary or other power
to an enemy, may be captured. The reason
of all this results irom the fact that war is the
exercise of force by a natien, or a body assum-

‘ing to be a natlon, against another, fortne
purpose of ceercion. . :
“In'a public or civil war, all who belong to
gither of the belligerents; whether voluntarily
or involuntarily, are regarded, in all questions
affecting the rights of war, as enemies, whether
in arms or not : and Vattel, in treating of the
rights over enemy’s property, uses this lan-
guage: * We have aright to deprive our-ene-
my of his possession of every-thing which may
augment his stréngth, and enable him to make
war.” . It is because of all these consequences.
that all mankind dread and recoil from such
a dreadfil alternative as war. An abuse of
this power can only be regarded. as licentious,
and condemned, but is tolerated; nevertheless,
for in the particular case of excessive pillage
who can be the judge? . .

As Vattel expresses it: *“Even if the point
(excessiye’ pillage) could be exactly ascer-
tained, nations acknowledge no common
jl’}df.’,’e'" .

‘When one side does an act of war, such.ag
seizing property, laying waste a country, and
the like, it is always done with a concession to
the other side, that like acts may be resorted
to by the other. The rights of the parties are

-reciproeal, and when the usages ofiwvar ard
violated by the énemy, retaliation may be re-
sorted to. : )

By the laws of war, whatever is permitted
to one of the parties to a war, is conceded to
the othor. This grows out of the fuct that a
war, from necessity, is to be considered, in its
effects at least, as Justonboth sides. .

- "The second proposition above stated isnext
to be considered: was the recent war of such
a character as conferred belligerent rights upon.
the parties to it?

1If it was a civil war, all the authorities con-
cur in admitting - that the parties to it had all
the rights of helligerents, . . )

“Vattel declares. « That the common laws of
war are in civil - wars to be observed on hoth
sides. .The same reasons which make them
obligatory between foréign States, render them
more necessary in the unhappy circumstances
where two exasperated parties are destroying
a common country.” 'All the Anthorities on
the subject of jus belli, concur in the conces-
sion of theserights in a eivil war. ’ o

Was this a civil war? Strange, indeed, if
there should be any question about the charac~

tor of this war! If the politigal department

nestion,

of the Government has decided that
oritiez,

it is, by like concurrence of all the aut

conclusive on thecourts; It can notbe'denied, Y

at- this day, with all its history before us,.to be
found in the published proclamations of Pres-
ident Lincoln; theé acts of Congress, the acts of
the War, Navy and State Departments of the
Government, that this ‘was & civil war. Al-
most the first actof the Government was to
makeitso. Onthe 15thof April, 1861,8 blocks
ade was proclaimed by the President; and, on
the 27th of the same montb, the said blockade
was declared to apply to Virginia and North
Carolina, bringing at that time the whole coast
of the Southern States under theblockade. A
blockada is an dct of war. It can het be sus-
tained, 83 to meutrals, :0therwise than as a
belligerent measure. ) o
1 know that it has béen urged, that the right
to declare the blockade referred to, existed as
3 pacific right—as a right attaching and be-
-Jonging to a sovéreign. No such power is con-
forred, as a pacific richt, on the President alone,
without an act of Congress. This was done,
by the President; clearly as Commander-in-
Chief of the Armyand Navy. It may betrne
that & sovereign may interdict trade with for-
. eigners, when De has domirion and exercises
.. sovereign powers over the coast, and the small
* "part of the een within the vivil jurisdiction of
the sovereign, beex:» they can be communde
from the coast. 1i .. "»tore follows, that,
when the sovereign baspil the somiinud of

‘the coast, he can not enforce any interdicl to

trade with foreigners, as a mere municipal or
foreign right; but can only assert such inter-
dict as o belligerent right of blockade—as a
right of public or civil war, and notas amuni-
cipal right to close ports.  If the right existed
as & sovereign right, it would not be necessary
to make the blockade effective—a mere ixter-
dict would answer the parposes of 'a blockade.
During the revolution and revoltin Spanish
Ameries;, :Spain claimed. this sovereign right,
and Mr. Monroe, the Secretary of State, in a
note to the Spanish Minister, asserted the prin-
ciple:I have here siated. : -
_ Ina dispateh of Lord Russell to Lord Lyons,
in 1861, he stated that the existence of civil
war gave to both parties the rightsof war
against each other, and that his Government
could not admit the right of the United States,
at one and the same time, to exercise the bel-
ligerent right of blockade, and the municipal
right of closing the ports in the South, but ad-
mitted *‘the right of blockade to ports in pos-
session of the Confederates, but an assumed
right to close any ports in tho hands of insur-
gents, wruld imply the right to stop vessels ‘on
the high seas without instituting an -effective
blockade,” and he declared further that he
“yould consider a mere decree closing the ports
in possession of the insurgents as null and void.”
udge Dun]v.)lﬂj of the United States District
Court for the District of ‘Columbia, held, in
case of the Tropic Wind, the said blockade “to

‘be a belligerent right, and could only have

place in astate of war,” and that the proclama-
tion of the President, declaring the blockade,
was “an execuntive declaration that civil war

‘existed.” .

He further states: “I do not find, on exami-
nation of the writers on public law, any differ-
ence as to belligerent right in civil or foreign
war. The blockade being one of the rights of
war, and the President having in substance
asserted civil war to exist, I am of the opinion
that the blockade was lawfully prociaimed.”

In a note in Lawrence’s Wheaton, the anno-
tator says: ““The fact set out in the proclama.-
tions of the President of the 15th -and 27th of
April, 1861, with the assertion of the right. of
blockade, amounts to a declaration that civil
war exists.” o

Under this bleckade it became necessary to
establish the blockade ‘to belawful, and the
right to make prizes under it, not by the sov-
ereign right to interdict commerce as a ‘muni-

cipul right, but asaright jure belli; otherwise.
S ghv )

thedscizmes and prizes under it could not be
held. : . : )

This very question has been decided during
the late war in many cases of vessels belonging

‘to English, Mexieans, and other neutrals, and

to persons residing within the Confederate
lines, and citizen3 of the United States residing
in the Northern States, and decided by the in-
ferior and Supreme Courts of the United
States to have been alawful blockade, and that
it was a civil war, and that the prizes.under it
were lawful because it was a civil war, and
that belligerent rights existed. "I have pre-
viously shown that such rights, to be belliger-
ent, must be reciprocal—that one side can not
engoy them without couceding them to- the
other. .

" The blockade, then, was about the first act
‘of the political Jepartment recognizing civil
war. This was followed by many othertcts
of-the political department, in effect, recog-

nizing tue existence of civil war. The act .of

Congress, of the 18th of July, 1861, say, the
Supreme Court of the United States, in cer-
tain prize cases, recognized the war as a civil
war. Other- sets in" liké'manner recognized
itas such. . ) )

By the effect of an act declaring the exist-
ence of civil war, all within the Statesdeelared
to be in revolt would be treated as enemies,
and Congress, well-knowing this to be the
effect, passed some laws for the benefit of the
loyal. ) B

It has always been the usage, in civil wars,
to modify its hardships by allowing privileges
to those adhering to the Government revolted
against ; otherwise hardships and craelties
would fall npon the loyal, and distinctions be-
‘tween the guilty and innocent be confounded.

The acts of Congress, and the proclamations | ¥

of the President, made such exceptions. It
would not have been necessary to malke these

‘exceptions, if it had been a rnere personal war

with the persons in arms, and net a civil war.

Again: Gen. Halleck, who was Comman-
der-in-Chief of the armies of the United
States, and who stands deservedly high as an
author on international law, in his instruc-
tions to the commanding officer in Tennessee,
and indicating ‘the policy to be pursued to-
ward non-combstants, saysi: “In a civil war,
like that now wagéd, their preperty should not
be zeized, except as & military necessity. They
are, however, subject to forced loans, military
requisition, their houses to be let for soldiers’
quarters,” ete.

It will hardly be pretended that these rights
could not exist to the extent asserted, except

in a war infer genfes, or in a civil war. The’

daily events of war, such as the destruction
of property, the laying waste of whole sections
of country, all from the painful necessities of
the war, constrained n recognition of these
acts by the political departments of the Gov-
ernment. ) .
Tt must be & civil war to render lawful the
taking or destruction of the property of the
loyal, within the limits of the enemy. |
These and many ‘other recognitions by the
political departments of the Government,
treating the late war as acivil war, make your
defense complete. . : ‘
Shounld these acts be ignored and a tech-

njeal ignorance affected, then "the question i

of its baving been :a civil war is.a question of
fact. Thesad events of the war, the painful
reminiscences which constantly recur to the
minds of all, the frightful magnitude of it,
the desolate fields, the impregnable ramparts
et standing, the vast and extensive lines"of
intrenchments, the immense lines of pointed
bagonets, sl demonstrated it tobe the greatest
of  civil wars; and it strikes every mind as
singularly strange that there should beany
‘guestion of 'its real character. R
~ Diquelme says: “When s part of.a Btate
takes up arms againat the Government, if it is
gufficieutly strong to resist its action, and to
constitute two . parties, of equally balanced.
forces, the existence of civil wai is thence-
forward determined.” - S

Vattel says: “A civil war breaks the bands
of gociety and of the Government, or, at least
susponds their force and effect; it producesin
the nation two independent parties, who con-
sider each othier as enemies, and acknowledge
no common judge, Those two parties must
therefore necessarily be considered as con-
stituting, at least for a time, two scparate
bodies, two distinet societies. Having no com-
mon superior to judge between them, they
stand precisely in the same predicament as two
nations who engage in a contest and have re-
course to arms. The common laws of war
are, in civil wars, to be observed on both
sides.” *'The Prince,” he says, “never fails
to call Tebels all his subjecis who openly re-

d | sist him; bu$ when the latter become sufi-

ciently strong to make waragainst him, to gom-

<1 him tocatry oa the war regularly against

them, he must be content with the term,
eivil war.” - . ¢ ;

‘We all know this test of civil war was fally
made out by the acts of both sides. Civil
risoners -were taken’ and only released by
hostages. Seamen, acting under letters of
marque granted by -the Confederates, .were
captured, tried and convicted of pirncy, and
the Government was forced, inorder to release

and kave them -exchanged, and finally re-.
pudiated the act of Congress and made &
cartel for the general exchange of such per-
sons as well as soldiers, who might be taken as
prisoners. ' - . : ) o

Judge Grier, in delivering the opinion of
the Supreme Court of the United States in the
prize cases referred to, says this was “not the’
less a civil war, with belligerent parties in
hostile array, because it may be called anin-
sarrection by one side ‘and the insurgents be
considered as rebels or traitors. It is nof nec-
essary that the independence of the revolted
‘province or State be acknowledged, in order
1o constitute it a’ party belligerent in a war,
according to the law of nations.” He further
says: ‘A civil war is never publicly pro-
claimed, eo nomine, against insurgents; its
actual existence is a fact in our domestic his-
tory which the Court is bound to notice and to
‘renew.’”’ ~ “The true test,” he states, *of its]
existence, as found in the writings of the sages.
of the conimon law, may be thus summarily
stated: ‘When-the regular course of justice is
interrupted by revolt, rebellion or insurrec-
tion, so that the courts of justice cannot be
kept open, civil'war exists, and hostilities may
be prosecuted on the same footing as if those
opposing the Government were foreign ene-
mies invading the land.””’ i

"He says again: “This greatest of civil wars
was not gradnally developed by popular com-
motion, tumultuous assemblies of local, un-
organized iasurrections. However long may
have been its previous conception, it neverthe-
less sprung forth suddenly from the parent
brain, a Minerva in the full panoply of war.
TLe President was bound to meet it in the
shape it presents ifself, without waiting for
Congress to baptize it with a name, and no
name given to it by him or them, could change
the fact.”

It is clear, then, should any one be found
now to deny that the political department of
the Government recognized the war as a civil
war, that its actual existence, as a fact, cannot
be denied, and that the courts arg bound to re-
gard it as such; and that all the rights existing
in o public war—in a war inier genfes—ex-
isted under the late war, and that helligerent
rights, to the full extent, and for stronger rea-
sons, as I have shown, attach.

The Supreme Court of the United States;in
the cases referred to, to be found in 2 Black’s
reports, has decided’ the question. They de-.
cide that this was n civil war, both upon the
ground of its polisical recognition as such,
and its character, its magnitude, organization,
ete.; and that the courts are bound 1o o re-
gard it. That the rights of the parties to it
are the same as in & war between independent
nations.,

Five of the nine judges held thatit was a
civil war, with all belligerent rights gtfaching
to it, from the time of the declaration of the
blockade in April, 1861, and the remaining
four held that it was such a war only from the
passage of the act of Congress on the 18th of
July, 1861, that being the only difference be-
tween the majority and minority of the Court.

The war has now ceased, and peace, sweet
gitt of Heaven! has again diffised its happy
influence over ourland, and the people through-
out its length. and breadth, under the wise and
conciliatory policy of President Johnson, are
pursuing peaceful and remunerative avoca-
tions, and under such a state of things, I feel
sure the good sense of the people will dis-
countepance all efforts to protract the war in
detail. I feel sure such will be the happy so-
lution of these controversies. Itis proper to
mention that T have not in the above opinion
expressed any views as to. the rights of the mil-
itary conquering power, that ﬁeing a wholly
.different question from the one propounded by
ou.

I advise all to accept the amnesty offered by
President Johneon, and to respect it mostre-
ligiously. However honest you may have
been in the support of a cause which hasfailed,
good sense and a proper respect for the Goy-
ernment which has been successful, demands
this obedience. Most truly yours, ete.,

- ' } J%HN Braxxon,

. . [For the Advdeate.
CHRISTIANS YOYAGE..
I'm out upon the deep,
And frail’s my bark;
The rough winds round me sweep ;
The night is dark.

I see dark clouds arise;
A storm at hand ;
They blacken all the skies—
" How far is land ?

The tempests round me rave,
The thunders roar ; :

But Thou, O Lord, can’st save—
Y11 fear no more.

Though billows o’er me roll,
And dark the night,
O’er all Thou hast control—

" All will be right.

‘But hark!'a voice I hear,

~ Bays, “Peace, be still”"—

The storm-clouds disappear .
At Jesus’ will,

The billows cease to Toll;,
" The stars shine bright;
Praise thou the Lord, my soul—
A1l will be right. .

And now the morning gray
- Dispels the night; . |
Behold the King of Day!
The Prince of Light!
"My sail glides swift along;
Ho! land in sight,
111 raise the cheerful song—
A1l will be right.

Safe on the shining shore,
And Jesus near;
T’i1 breast the storms no more—
Farewell {o fear. A, T.d,

——pg e
Gen. Long:tieet hes bren (le:ted Presi-

hostages, to-ignore the power of the courts |

dent of a New Orlesns Insirance Com-
pany. :

' [For the. Advocate. '
Eeply to Brothers Speer and Bird.

The strictures of these brethren on Ty ar-
ticle against the unscriptural langusge and
idea conveyed in the proposition “Christ paid
the debt.for us” have been closely read and
considered. T thank these brethren for their
labored effort to enlighten the readers of the
Advocate and myself especially, as I suppose,
upon Greek and what different authors say. T
have to tell them, however, as it regards my-
self, the failure is complete, and as it regards
those who hava no knowledge of the Greek
language, I am very fearful they will not at-
tempt to wade through such depths of lore; if

50, they of course, are still in darkness.

- -All the authors to which the brethren refer,
both Greek and £nglish, I have, and have
studied them closely and critically in other
days. Ifind nothing new, and especially as
their Greek does not touch the matter ot dif-
ference between us, it may pass. ‘

Much the greater part of these articles is
upon facts, about which there is no difference
of opinion. To make the points of agree-
ment and the points of difference plain, I will
sum themup: ' B

Pitst— We agree that “Christ ‘died the just
for the unjust;” the innocent for the guilty.

Secondly—That through the meritorious
sufferings of our Lord Jesus Christ we receive
all good, spiritual and temporal, pardon,
regeneration, sanctification, holiness and
heaven. . '

Thirdly—That ;the price offered for man’s
salvation was the greatest in the “universe of
being,” nothing less than the precious blood
of Christ. ) k

Fourthly—That the best acts of the Dest
men.have no merit. ‘

Here are the points of agreement, and, not-
withstanding nothing can Le found in my ar-
ticle in opposition to thess facts, yet the brath-
ren’s articles are almost exclusively upon these
points of agreement, and closing up, come to
the same conclusion with myself. The points
'of difierence are:

First—These brethren affirm that “Christ
paid the debt tor us” entircand complete.

Secondly—That after the debt is thus paid
entire and complete, it must be forgiven.

If these are noj the points of difference,
there iz none as I can ses. These propositions
I deny, becanse, as Lhave showed in my former

article, to. whicle the-reader-is refetfed; that

both the language and the idea, that “Christ
paid the debt for us” are anti-seriptural, and
the propositions eontradictory and unmeaning,.
The brethren admit the language is not in the
Bible, and as their effort to show that the idea
is there, is so exceedingly tame, not in the
leash impairing what I said in iy former ar-
ticle, but agreeing with almost all aid say as
it regards man’s recovery:to the ‘favor of God,
I shall proceed to show what is the plain, un-
mistakable Bible doctrine of man’s recovery
from his ruined condition, such as must strike

‘every Bible-reader as being scriptural, bothin

language and idea, and therefore not contra-

dictory, and then show that both these breth-|.

ren agree with me, however much they may
disagree with themselves.

God made man loly and loved him witha
love that none but God can love. Man fell
from this holy state and became a sinner, an
enemy to God, and was bound down under
eternal death. God loved him still; only an-
other principle in his character, his eternal
justice shuts off the exercise of that love. God
cannot now be just (and therefore cannot
oxist at all as God), and forgive man, bring
him up from that eternal death into which he
had plunged himself and restore him to his
fayor. There is the whole of man’s condition
so far. What objection.have youtoit? You
‘cannot raise any on Bible grounds. Some-
thing must be done so that God's pardoning,
regenerating and sanctifying love may reach
man, and God yet be just, or man is eternally
doomed. No aobjection can posaibly be made
to this statement. That something Jesus
Christ engages to do, and He Himself declares
has done by the offering of His own precious
blood, and His apostles bear witnessto thesame
fact. Do He and the apostles tell us, when
reasoning on this subject, that this offering
pays the entire and complete debt. They never
intimate it. These brethren may tell us so,
but they have not the least authority for it’
from Jesusand the apostles. Hesr the words
of the ever-blessed Jesus Himself proclaiming
to s lost.-world what His sufferings and rising
again have effected for them: “Thus it is
written ” (in the prophets, in the sireaming
blood and flaming sacrifice at the altar,) and
thug it behooved Christ to suffer, and to rise
from the dead on the third day, and that repent-
ance and REMISSION of sins (forgiveness of
debts) shounld be preachéd in His name among
all nations. Now hear St. Paul as e emphat-
ically declares the offering of the price, the
bleod of JFesus, as an atdning sacrifice, has
removed the . difficulty entire, ¢God can now
be just and the justifier (pardoner) of him that
believeth in Jesus.’- Such texts by the score
‘might be quoted, but the subject is too plain
to waste time and space upon. The whole sys-

‘] tem is one of forgiveness—not of -debt-paying.

Tt is the grand leading central idea both of the
0Oldand New Testaments.
trines unmistakhle, as theleading factaround
which every-thing in theologr circles. To
use the language of divines (and this can not
be objectionable to the bratiren, as it is there
they get most all -their autkority), “Iiisthe

Itis taughs, in doe-§

| great provisional or remedial scheme of PAR~

Dex.” Bro. Speer says “lutron (redemption
price) signifies *every-thing which - satisfies
another so as to effect deliverance.” Theital-
icizing is mine. This view oft the subject is
correct precisely. The lutron, or redemption.
price, satisfies another (the Father)soas io
¢ffect the deliverance of man, How? By pay-
ing the debt? Never. Itis neither so stated,
nor intimated, in the Bible, but by effecting
pardon and holiness. e R

"These brethren, after laboring hard on un-
tenable and unscriptural greund, as might be
expected, like Noah’s dove, not finding where
to place their foot, in their conclusion” and.
summing up, come up snd ‘take theirstind
upon the Bible Bro. Speer tells us that:$he
penitent sinner confides in the meritorious
death of Christ as the only source of pardon,
holiness and heaven.”. Bro. Bird-tells us,,
“QChrist dies; man is redeemed; - pardan is
offered upon graciousterms.” Thesaareplain
Bible facts, sustained every-where by the
plainest Scripture reference. I welcome thess
brethrén to the light and true position;'sind
feel confident they must enjoy it after penetrat-
ing to such depthsin mazy darkness, Breth-
ren, we are together now, though you seem to
differ with yourselves. ‘Why did you; not tell
us in your summing up that the lufron paid
the debt entire and complete, and yet the debt
must be forgiven? “You would then have been
consistent with yourselves, though very ingon-
sistent with the Bible, Truth is ever consis-
tent with itself and with the Bible, Error is
ever inconsistent with itself and the Bible.
When one attempts to defend error from tha
Bible, he is inconsistent with the Bible, and,
ere he advances two pages, He is most likely. to.
be inconsistent with himself. The truth is,.
the phrass ‘“Christ paid the debt for ug,” is-
anti-Bible, both in language and ides, and can
not be dsfended. ;

Those who believein partial atonement, tel¥/
us that Christ paid the debt for s certain nim~-
ber, and: that number is as certain of heaven as-
if they were there. Just conclusion from the
premises. Universalists tell us that Christ
paid the debt for all, and all will be saved.
Just conclusion from the. premises. ~Bros.
Speer and Bird tell us, Christ paid the dobt en-’
tire and complete, and yet, uniess the debt is
forgiven, we are lost! I see no just premises
er conclusion, - _ '

‘Now, dear brethren, if you write any niore
upon this subject, you must write to the point,
or I can not'waste valuable time in replying.
Tell us if God did not love man after his sin.
And tell usif this love would not have ex-
tended to his pardon, had it not been for diffi-
culties that stood in the way of pardon. And
when thess difficulties, that stood in the way of
pardon, are removed, so that God can ‘be just
and forgive man, what more isneeded? And

then ell us why it iy, and how it is, thata debt

paid entire and complete must be forgiven.
Why it is, after such complete and entire pay-
ment of our debts, we are taught to pray “for-
give us our debts.” :
" My object in writing these articles, is to get
back to the simplicity. and plainness of Bible
teaching.- s
‘I shall conclude by making another short
quotation from Bro. Speer, showing that he
does occupy the Bible ground after all. - “In
His death is the reason for, and the proeuring
and meritorious cause of, FORGIVENLSS,”

THE OLD MAXN.

-

UNSCRIPTURAL LAN GUAGE.-:NO. 3.
¢ Christ died that we might not die.””
"I'his language is not in the Bible; neither
is the legitimate idea it conveys, there.
Thelegitimate idea is, that we are out of
death, and that Christ died that we might
not enter this state. The slightest exam-~
ination of this subject must satisfy every
one that this view of the subject is un~
scriptural and erroneons. Man’s being
in a state of death, deep, dark and eternal,
was the very object that brought the Son
of God down to die. Not that man
might not die, for he was already dead ;
but that man might .come up from his
state of death and live. Christ died th
man might not continue deatf, that man
might come up from eternal death into
which he had plunged himself, and have
gternal life in its place. Never say « He
(Christ) died that we mightnot die,” for
neither the-language nor the legitimate
idea the language conveys, can be foﬂnd
in the .Bible. Use, when on theology,
the plain langnage of the Bible that con-
veys plain Bible facts and ideas, then the
people. committed to our care and ‘ix_]-

‘struction,will have a much better knowl-

edge of theology than they now have, and
will ind a hunlradfold more pleasure in
searching into the sacred treasures of the
Holy Book. - . Tur Oup Maw.
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Tue LowssT teE Hiorest.—As Christ
wvay nearing his exaltation, in the Iowest
depths of his humilation, so it is with
His Ohureh. Wiien things are Grought
to the most hopeless appearance, then
shall light come cut of darkness.




