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The Spiritual Side of our Plea.






INTRODUCTION

A FEW introductory words may help the
reader to a better understanding of this book.
It 1s a rare thing for a man tospeak or write for
the public without subserviency to party inter-
est or popular favor in some measure. Really
independent thought and unbiased utterance on
topics of public concern, and on which issues
have been formed and partisan feeling awak-
ened, are uncommon commodities in social,
political or religious life. 'The very claim of
having attained to such a condition is calcu-
lated to provoke doubt and criticism. And yet
there are sometimes circumstances which of
themselves tend to superinduce that state of
mind. The author of this volume has been a
semi-invalid for fifteen years, wholly incapable
of regular active labor of any kind. This en-
forced retirement from all public official rela-
tions to society has placed him in a position of
immunity from the influences of popular clamor,
partisan prejudice and sectarian bias, and has
brought to him a rest from the usual conflicts
of society, and given him a season for reflection

and meditation. ‘The result has been a careful
(7
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review of Christianity as set forth in the New
Testament Scriptures, and as advocated by
Alexander Campbell and those associated with
him in his effort to restore to the world a pure
apostolic religion. And the result of these in-
vestigations and studies is, in a large measure,
expressed in this book, concerning which it is
proper to make the following further explana-
tions:

In the preparation of this volume there has
been no aim whatever at literary excellence.
That thought, if present at all, has been so un-
consciously. Perspicuity and strength have
been the chief objects, in so far as the thought
of style has entered into the work. To be un-
derstood, and to carry conviction to the reader
in the matters whereof he has spoken, have
been the dominant influences with the writer.
We have written, too, with reference to the
general, average reader, rather than the elect
few; for the people, and not the critics.

Beyond and above all other things, this book
is written and published in the interest of truth,
and, as it appears to the author, very important
truth. It was written to encourage and fos-
ter truth, the love of truth, and the spirit of
seeking truth—truth as revealed in history and
as contained in the Holy Scriptures—truth as
related to the Christian world in general, and
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especially with reference to my own brethren,
the Disciples of Christ.

The author has held the conviction for many
years that there was a necessity for a review
and a restatement of some of the prominent
points of Christian doctrine, as held and advo-
cated by Alexander Campbell and those associ-
ated with him, in their efforts at a reformatory
movement and a restoration of primitive Chris-
tianity. ‘This necessity grows out of the fact,
as the writer of this volume believes, that there
exists in the minds of many people a gross mis-
apprehension of the real position of Mr. Camp-
bell with regard to these vital doctrines of
Christianity. No man ever assailed established
institutions without incurring opposition, mis-
apprehension and misrepresentation. There is
still a necessity existing to-day for explanations
of the teachings of Luther, of Calvin, and of
Wesley. They are still quoted on both sides of
some questions. ‘The different phases of truth
which to their minds were consistent and har-
monious appear to some minds inconsistent and
contradictory. The same thing is true in the
case of Alexander Campbell. This is particu-
larly so in regard to his teachings on the design
of baptism and the work of the Holy Spirit.
Two capital points with Mr. Campbell, on
which he placed great stress, were, first, the
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value and importance of the Word of God as
revealed in the Holy Scriptures; second, the
value and importance of the ordinances of
Christianity—Dbaptism and the ILord’s Supper.
He believed in the divine personality of the
Holy Spirit as the agent in the conversion, sanc-
tification and salvation of men. But he held
that the Holy Spirit operates on the minds and
hearts of men, not without light and truth and
love, intelligence and thought and feeling, but
through these, and along with these. And, in
order that this light of intelligence, this thought
of truth, and this feeling of love, may be
brought to the mind, and planted there for the
Spirit’s use and opportunity to carry on his
work, Mr. Campbell held that the Word of
truth, as contained in the Gospel of Christ,
should be preached and believed. And that
this Gospel, as revealed in the Word of truth,
may be successfully preached and believed to
the saving of souls, the Holy Spirit is ever pres-
ent, operating and co-operating with this Word
in the conversion of men—operating and co-op-
erating, as Mr. Campbell himself expresses it,
by ‘‘the ministry of men,” ‘‘the ministry of
angels,’’ ‘‘special providences,’’ ‘‘suggestions,’’
“‘impressions,’” ¢‘direct communication of orig-
inal ideas,” ‘‘bringing things to remembrance
long since forgotten,”’ ‘‘bringing men’s minds
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to consider these matters,’”’ ‘‘removing difficul-
ties,” etc. But Mr. Campbell contended that
however and wherever souls are converted to
Christ, ‘‘it is the light and love of God in the
Gospel that finally converts them.”” Hence his
earnest contention for the value and importance
of the Word of God in the scheme of human
redemption, and his aversion to and repudiation
of any system of theology that rejects the power
and efficiency of the preached Gospel, and
which maintains that the Holy Spirit converts
men without the light of truth. Speaking of
the ministry of Christ on earth, his working of
miracles to attract attention and create interest,
and his preaching the truth along with the
miracle, and the accompanying presence of the
Holy Spirit along with both, Mr. Campbell
says, in his debate with Mr. Rice, page 622:
““The miracle opened the heart, the testimony
of the Lord entered, and tke Spirit of God with
2¢; and the work of conversion was finished.”’
But it was his contention that without that
“testimony of the Lord’’—the light of divine
truth, the Spirit never converted men. It is not
difficult to see how this contention, this de-
mand for the Word of God as indispensable to
conversion, declared, proclaimed and empha-
sized before the world, by tongue and pen, grew
in ifs proportions until it grew in some minds



12 INTRODUCTION

out of proportion, and men began to think and
to proclaim that Alexander Campbell rejected
the Holy Spirit, and believed in the ‘‘Word
alone.”’

Nor is it strange and unaccountable that a
class of men, preachers with a legalistic and a
materialistic turn of mind, even among his own
brethren—men not given to spiritual modes of
conception, of thinking, and of living, good
men albeit, and, in some instances, strong men
intellectually—should drift into this false no-
tion of Mr. Campbell’s teaching.

The same things are to be observed with ref-
erence to Alexander Campbell’s teachings con-
cerning the design of baptism. He held that
baptism was for the remission of sins, ‘‘zz a
sense,’’ as he was wont to express it. He did
not believe the transition from the world into
the church was complete without baptism. He
did not believe the remission of sins was com-
plete without this complete transition from the
world into the kingdom of God. But he did
believe and did teach that there is a moral, a
spiritual transition from darkness to light, from
unbelief to belief, from condemnation to accept-
ance and favor with God, before and without
baptism, but not to the neglect of baptism.
He did believe and teach that sins are remitted,
“In a sense,”” before baptism, and upon the
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grounds of the sinner’s trust in the blood of
Christ. The distinction and difference between
moral states and legal states were clear in his
mind—clear as a sunbeam. He held that
“‘baptism 1s for the remission of sins,”’ and
that no man is legally remitted or legally
enfranchised in the kingdom of God on earth
until his baptism. That on the grounds of
his penitent trust in the Lamb of God, and
on the grounds of his obedience in baptism
he 1is completely remitted, and completely
enfranchised in the kingdom, the Church of
Christ; and that until both the moral and legal
provisions of the Gospel are complied with, the
remission and the enfranchisement are z7zcom-
plete. 'This was Alexander Campbell’s posi-
tion on this subject.

Now, it 1s not difficult to understand that,
holding this view, he felt it necessary to em-
phasize the value and importance of baptism;
that he felt it his duty to declare that no man
was remitted, that no man was enfranchised
completely until he was baptized. And it is
not difficult to see how, declaring, proclaim-
ing and emphasizing this with tongue and
pen, at home and abroad, far and near, pri-
vately and publicly, some people came to think
that Alexander Campbell held to baptism for
the remission of sins in an unqualified sense—
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held that sins are never remitted in azy ‘‘sense”’
until a man is baptized. Nor is it difficult to
perceive how some of his own brethren, given,
as we have said, to legalistic and materialistic
ways of thinking, should believe and preach
this view as in accordance with Mr. Camp-
bell’s ideas.

With a view to setting forth all these facts in
their true historical and scriptural light the
author of this volume has labored in its prepa-
ration—labored through physical infirmities of
years’ standing. There has ever been present
with him a consciousness of his own inadequacy
to present this subject, in its details and in its
outlines, in the full measure of its importance,
and of his own laudable ambition in the matter.
His highest hope has been to contribute some-
thing in the direction of a more spiritual con-
ception of Christianity, and a more spiritual
life on the part of his brethren.

That our movement for a restoration and a
realization of original Christianity has been,
through misconception of the subject, hindered
and in some sections diverted from its true
mission in the religious world, the writer does
not hesitate to believe.

This book, then, is an effort to set before the
world the views and the teachings of Alexander
Campbell and his colaborers in their full-orbed
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light, and to show that these views are in har-
mony with the Word of God as revealed in the
Holy Scriptures. To accomplish this extensive
references are made to the writings of Mr.
Campbell; extensive quotations have been made
from his writings. It has become necessary in
some 1nstances to employ the same quotation
more than once. The different phases of the
discussions as we have pursued the wvarious
lines of investigation, have rendered this nec-
essary. In the effort to be understood and to
make the subjects treated clear, there may
appear at times some redundancy and super-
fluity. For this no apology is made. ‘‘Line
upon line, and precept upon precept,’”’ is the
method by which the understanding of the
average man is reached.

Another incentive to the publication of this
book is the hope that the young preachers may
be benefited. One of the strongest preachers
that ever occupied a pulpit among the Disci-
ples, or among any other people for that mat-
ter, an educated man, and a writer and speaker
of distinguished ability and irresistible power,
said to the writer of these lines a few years ago,
just before his death, ¢‘I doubt whether the first
half of my ministry did more harm or good.”
He had grown up and had begun his ministry
with gross, superficial views of Christianity.
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At the time of our conversation he was nearing
his threescore and ten years. He was then
preaching a series of sermons for the church of
which the writer was pastor. We had heard
him preach in his younger days. There was a
striking contrast in the manner and matter of
his former and his latter preaching. In his
early preaching he was severely legalistic and
literalistic; in his later preaching he was in-
tensely spiritual and religious. Itis animmense
saving to a young preacher if he can begin his
ministerial life with correct views of Christian-
ity. ‘That some assistance might be given in
this direction has been a strong incentive with
the author in the preparation of this volume.
And were he to formally dedicate the book to
any one, it would be to his young brethren of
the ministry.

With these forewords of explanation this vol-
ume is committed to its errand while the author
invokes the blessing of God upon the book and

upon its readers.
A. B. ]J.
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I.

AUTHORITY IN MATTERS OF
RELIGION.

In what court are the matters of religious
faith to be adjudicated and determined? By
what authority are the affairs of my spiritual
life to be settled and accepted? What is
authority? The Standard Dictionary gives, as
its first and most essential definition of author-
ity, this: ‘“The right to command and enforce
obedience.”” That is clear, compreheusive and
satisfactory. But where does this ‘‘right to
command and enforce obedience’ rest? The
question of infallibility obtrudes itself into this
investigation. This authority, it is thought,
ought to be infallible, as a necessary qualifica-
tion ‘‘to command and enforce obedience.”’

The Roman Catholic Church, in ecumenical
council, in 1870, decided that this infallibility
was lodged in the Pope. But how are we to
know that that decision was corréct—infallibly

correct? Must not the council itself be infalli-
2 (17)
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ble in order to settle that article of faith?
Whence its authority, its infallible authority,
to determine the infallibility of the Pope? Did
this council find this great truth in the Bible?
Why, then, cannot the rest of us find it there as
well? Did God guide their minds into the dis-
covery of that truth in the Bible? Then why
does he not so guide the minds of all other
earnest seekers after truth, and lead them to
see the same important doctrine in the Bible?
With Protestants, generally, infallibility is
assigned to the Word of God as revealed in the
Bible. But in what sense is the Bible infalli-
ble? Who wrote the Bible? Men. Are men
infallible? The world has known but one
infallible man—the man Christ Jesus, the
God-man. How, then, can fallible men pro-
duce an infallible Bible? Is not this similar to
the question the Catholics have to face—how
can a fallible council produce an infallible Pope?
But it is agreed on all hands, by believers, that
the men who wrote the Bible were inspired.
But does inspiration imply infallibility? Cer-
tainly not, in a general sense, else the writers of
the Bible were infallible men. This they were
not, by general consent. They did not claim
to be infallible men. But inspiration means
inerrancy, infallible certainty in the writing
down of that wherein they were inspired. The
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Holy Spirit illuminated their minds to under-
stand unmistakably and to write down uner-
ringly the matters wherein they werve inspived.
Within this limit they were made inerrant, in-
fallible; without this limit they were like other
men. They were not, then, absolutely infalli-
ble. But, by general consent, there are many
other things in the Bible than those ‘‘matters
wherein they were inspired.”” Now how are
we to infallibly draw the line between the
‘matters wherein they were inspired’’ and the
matters wherein they were not inspired? This
is certainly important. But even in the ‘‘mat-
ters wherein they were inspired,’”’ that were
originally written down with infallible accu-
racy, how have they been transmitted to us?
Through transcription after transcription, and
translation after translation, from one language
to another. Who made these transcriptions
and these translations? Uninspired men, falli-
ble men, like ourselves. Then, even if ‘‘the
matters wherein they were inspired’’ were in-
fallibly written down at first, how can they
come to us, through the handling of fallible
transcribers and fallible translators, and through
intervening centuries, as the infallible Word of
God, the inerrant Bible? Evidently not at all,
in any absolute sense—only in an approximate
sense. But again, even if the original, inspired
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and infallibly written Word had come down to
us, through an infallible handling, how can
fallible men like ourselves read and understand
that Word with infallible certainty? ILanguage
is mercurial; words have different meanings.
Figurative speech abounds in the Bible. The
plain and the ornate shade into and out of each
other imperceptibly. Without an infallible in-
terpreter, how are we to know that we have the
true sense of the infallible Word? And this
introduces us again to the Pope, and to the old
question, How shall we know that the Pope is
infallible?

There is no absolute infallibilzty but with
God, the immaculate, infinite God. All other
infallibility is but approximate—an ideal.

But we crave a standard whereby we may
settle our difficulties and bring contentment to
our hearts. Where is it to be found?

Protestants claim the Bible as that standard.
But what means all this contention among
Protestants; this diversity of views; this alien-
ation of feeling; this denominationalism? A
perfect standard, yet an imperfect measure-
ment; an infallible standard, yet a fallible use
of it. How is this?

‘““The Bible is for the people, and the right
of private interpretation is theirs,’’ cried Luther
in the sixteenth century. ¢“The Bible and the
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Bible alone is the religion of Protestants,”
cried Chillingworth in the seventeenth century.
““Where the Bible speaks we speak; where the
Bible is silent we are silent,”’ cried the Camp-
bells in the nineteenth century.

At a conference of ministers, held in Lexing-
ton, Ky., in 1841, at which Alexander Camp-
bell was present, the following resolution was
adopted, indited, doubtless, by his presiding
genius:

“‘ Resolved, That the Bible, and the Bible
alone, is a sufficient foundation on which all
Christians may unite and build together; and
that we most affectionately invite all the relig-
lous parties to an investigation of this truth.”

Luther fought for his principle of ‘‘private
interpretation’’ against the usurpations of the
priesthood of the Catholic Church. The Camp-
bells fought for their principle of an open Bible
for all the people against the ‘‘hireling clergy’’
of Protestantism. ‘‘What is the great differ-
ence,’”’ asked ‘Thomas Campbell, ‘‘between
withholding the Scriptures from the laity, as
the Romanists do, and rendering them unintel-
ligible by arbitrary interpretation, forced criti-
cistns and fanciful explanations, as many Prot-
estants do; or by making the people believe
that they are nearly unintelligible by urging
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the necessity of what is called a learned clergy
to explain them?”’

But let us not lose sight of the question
before us—How 1is the infallible Bible to re-
ceive an infallible interpretation? or rather,
How is the approximately infallible Bible to
receive an approximately infallible interpreta-
tion? FEvery man is lo read and interpret
the Bible for himself. 'This is liberty; this
is responsibility; this is Protestantism; this is
Christianity. But, in this view, where is the
‘‘authority’’—*‘the right to command and en-
force obedience?’’ As there is no absolute
infallibility but with God, so there is no
absolute authority but with God. But, if the
Bible contains the revealed will of God to man,
then it is, in some sense, vested with authority
over man, and it becomes his duty to recognize
that authority to the full extent of its signifi-
cance. But why do we accept the Bible as of
Divine authority?

We accept the Bible as the inspired Word of
God, as containing the revealed will and, in
some sense, the authority of God, not because
some council has so decided (many reverent,
religious people do not know that a council
ever did so decide), not because the Pope so de-
cides (many godly people do not care a snap
for the Pope); but because there is something
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within us that tells us that the Bible is God’s
Word, God’s will, God’s authority. But what
is that something within? Man was created in
the image of God. In spite of his weaknesses
and infirmities, he is still an intellectual, moral
and spiritual being. He has something within
that responds to thought, to moral ideas and to
spiritual conceptions. The acorn planted in
the soil responds to the conditions and grows.
A marble so planted does not respond and grow.
““The Word of God is the seed.’”” Human con-
sciousness 1s the soil. The authority of human
consciousness in matters of religion is a subject
that needs to be more carefully studied. The
authority, did 1 say? Yes, the Bible is submit-
ted to every man to examine and determine its
claims and its merits. On his own personal
responsibility he is to consider it, to accept or
to reject it. Then he is vested with the aut/ior-
2ty of a judge over the fate of the Bible so far
as he himself is concerned.

But what has consciousness to do in this mat-
ter? The word ‘‘consciousness’’ is here used
instead of the word ‘‘reason,’’ which is gener-
ally employed in such discussions. It is used
in preference because it is more comprehensive
and because it has the appearance of placing
the judgment-seat deeper in the human soul.
Religion appeals not only to man’s rational
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nature to excite thought and to exercise reason,
but to his heari, to arouse his emotions, his
feelings, his affections; and to his intuitional
nature his spiritual intuitions. That these
are distinct powers or capacities, if not distinct
faculties of the soul, is conceded. There are
some subjects that address themselves to our in-
tellectual perceptions exclusively, and leave the
heart unmoved.

Problems in mathematics, for example, while
they provoke thought, frequently most intense
thought, yet do not touch our sympathetic and
affectional nature. The heart is dormant dur-
ing all the hours of our mental activity in con-
sidering and settling questions of geometry and
trigonometry. Pure thought determines such
matters. But there are other questions that
pure thought cannot determine and settle—how
to deal with your children, for example, with
your parents, or with your wife. People who
never had children can easily tell us how to
govern and raise our boys and girls. They
have no feelings, no heart in the matter.
They simply reason on the subject. But
parents both reason and feel, they think and
love. The parental consciousness is a com-
pound of these two factors. And it is plain to
be seen that this consciousness is more compre-
hensive than reason, since it is composed of
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reason and affection combined. ‘These two ele-
ments are blended together in our decisions, our
judgments.

But intuition is still another distinct faculty
or power of the soul. There are some things
we know without reasoning about them, since
they are primary truths that shine by their own
light. They are the initial points of all rea-
soning. We cannot reason without using them
as the means of reasoning. Such are the axi-
oms in mathematics—things which are equal to
the same thing are equal to each other, etc.
On this foundation the whole science of mathe-
matics is constructed. So, then, even in mathe-
matics, both intuition and reason are involved
and co-operate. But they both move together
in the cold realm of intellectuality.

In the same way moral science, the science
of right living, is conceived and established.
The idea of right zersus wrong is intuitional.
It is a primary truth. While men may err in
judgment as to what is right and what is wrong,
they clearly understand and agree that there is
such a distinction and such a difference. With-
out this we could no more teach morals to chil-
dren than to animals.

Now religion is a science, the highest and
grandest of sciences. ‘The Bible comes to man
as an authority on this subject, and invites man
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to sit as a judge, his own judge, his own author-
ity, in considering its claims to be God’s Word.
In exercising his right of private judgment
in a general way, and of private interpretation
in detail, his profoundest consciousness is awak-
ened. His mental, moral and spiritual powers
are all laid under contribution. Thought finds
its noblest sphere of activity, the heart its am-
plest field of delightful employment, the intui-
tion its arena of highest effort and attainment.

Man’s intuitional nature responds to the idea
of God. The reality of his being is both a con-
ception and a perception of man’s spiritual in-
sight. It is a primary truth on which all re-
ligion is founded. Without this, religion would
be an impossibility. With this solid rock on
which to stand, reason begins her constructive
work, and to every effort of reason to use the
facts and truths of the Scriptures ih the frame-
work of religion the heart brings its reinforce-
ment. Nothing stirs the emotional nature like
the idea of the eternal, immortal, infinite God.

But in this process, intuition, reason and
emotion conspire together. Thereis a blending
of forces, a combination of powers, a co-opera-
tion of agencies and a unity of energies, in the
general make-up of comsciousness. And con-
sciousness is invested with a responsibility and
royalty as never before.
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Human consciousness, then, as the resultant
of intuition, reason and emotion, is the supreme
court to which the Bible makes its appeal. In
the use of it every man sits as the arbiter of
his own spiritual fortune and destiny. He
must decide on the claims of the Bible for him-
self. Man has authority, then, tosit in judg-
ment on this divine authority of the Scriptures.
When his authority concedes the authority of
the Bible, then his authority yields and submits
to the authority of the Word of God; or his
will and the divine will unite and blend togeth-
er in one stream of sympathy and fellowship
where all thought of authority is lost. ‘‘Search
the Scriptures, for in them ye think ye have
eternal life,”’ said the Savior. And in a public
address, in 1820, Alexander Campbell said :o
the people: ‘‘Read your Bibles; examine the
testimonies of those holy oracles; judge for
yourselves and be not implicit followers of the
clergy.”” And again he said: ‘‘We cordially
wish to take the New Testament out of the
abuses of the clergy and put it into the hands
of the people.”

When Luther maintained the right of the
people to read and interpret the Scriptures for
themselves, and when the Campbells contended
for the same principle, did they concede the
ability of the masses to successfully exercise
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this right? Are the masses competent to sit in
judgment on the august claims of the Bible to
be an inspired record, to contain a revelation
from heaven, and to be clothed with the dele-
gated authority of the Eternal God? Are they
competent to interpret the Living Oracles, to
understand the life-giving Word? These great
men knew, as we all know, that the masses are
uneducated, unlearned. To enter the great
field of evidences for and against the claims of
the Bible, to ply the arts of textual and con-
textual criticism, to follow the stately steppings
of conservative and destructive critics, to be
exegetes and interpreters of difficult and doubt-
ful passages of Scripture—for all such feats and
exploits the common people, the great masses,
are wholly unprepared and disabled. But is it
necessary that this whole field of investigation
should all be learned, these tasks mastered, be-
fore the heart can repose its confidence in the
Word of Life; before the soul that is hunger-
ing and thirsting after righteousness can be
filled? .If so, then indeed ‘‘there are few that
shall be saved.”

Humanity 1s painfully conscious of its weak-
nesses and its burdens, of its own limitations
and inadequacy. The Infinite One has estab-
lished a throne of authority in this human con-
sciousness, and a throne of authority in the
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Word of eternal truth and promise. And these
thrones are not rivals, but al/zes. ‘‘God is not
the author of confusion, but of peace.”” The
light greets the eye and the eye greets the
light. The ear revels in sound and sound revels
in the ear. The stricken, aching heart cries
aloud for help; and the Word of God says:
“My peace I give unto you, not as the world
giveth. Let not your heart be troubled.”” We
bury our dead, and fall down upon the grave in
despair. And the Word says: ‘‘He that be-
lieveth on me, though he were dead, yet shall
he live again; and he that liveth and believeth
on me shall never die.’’

The path of life becomes obstructed, and the
way of duty is not clear. We call for light.
And the Word says: ‘“‘If any of you lack wis-
dom, let him ask of God, who giveth to all
men liberally and upbraideth not.”” ‘The great
moral and spiritual lessons of the Bible, the
essential and fundamental principles of right-
eous and holy living, lie plainly written upon
the surface of Divine Truth. The necessary
facts and precepts for moral intelligence and
godly discernment, the wisdom needed to pro-
duce and to sustain ‘‘faith, hope and charity,’’
are not hidden away in the obscure, doubtful
and difficult portions of the Divine Record; but
they stand out in bold relief, and always of
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easy access and understanding to ordinary in-
telligence. The authority of human conscious-
ness, in its universal application, is adequate,
fully adequate, to receive, appropriate and en-
joy these essentials of divine revelation.

Some fifteen or twenty years ago there was
published in one of our American magazines a
symposium by several of the leading minds of
England and America. The question discussed
was substantially this: ¢‘“Which i1s the safer
guide in all political issues involving moral
principles, the leaders or the people?”’ The
names of the contributors to that article have
all faded from my memory save that of the
great commoner, Gladstone. He argued that
the people were the safer, for the reason that
they simply followed their instincts of rzgZ¢,
while the leaders were liable to be swayed by
the influences of self-interest, ambition, rivalry,
etc. His noble thought and eloquent words
were such as to leave an imperishable impres-
sion on the mind, and to carry conviction to
the heart.

A few years ago, Judge Miller of the Sunreme
Court of the United States, delivered an address
before the Bar Association of New York, on
the jury feature of our national system of juris-
prudence. He said, when a young lawyer he
considered the jury system unwise and unsafe.
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The court being educated and versed in the law,
he thought the ends of justice more likely to
obtain in its hands than in the hands of an un-
learned jury. But now, he further said, after
years of experience and much observation, he
would rather risk the equities of any case with
twelve plain, honest, uneducated jurors, than
with the most learned court of the country.

So much for the question of morals in the
view of the immortal Gladstone. So much for
the question of justice in the view of the dis-
tinguished jurist, Judge Miller. The most
prominent feature of the Bible is its recogni-
tion of the people, the great masses of human-
ity. The poor, the ignorant and the outcast
are the special objects of attention. ‘‘Not
many wise men after the flesh, not many
mighty, not many noble are called. God hath
chosen the foolish things of the world to con-
found the mighty.”” The highest eulogy ever
pronounced upon the Son of God i1s this: ‘‘And
the common people heard him gladly.” So
much for »eligiorn in the view of the Bible.

Human consciousness, then, is adequate in
its authority to wrestle with the important and
essential questions of justice, morals and re-
ligion. And in the light of this fact, the
declaration that ‘‘the poor have the gospel
preached unto them’’ becomes luminous. It
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implies their capacity to deal with the great
facts and truths of the gospel.

But this religious consciousness may grow
and extend its capacity and thereby enlarge its
authority. Its very exercise i1s a process of
education and development. And with the en-
largement of capacity comes the enlargement
of responsibility. ¢‘If you know these things,”’
says the Savior, ‘‘happy are you if you do
them.’”” 'The practical incorporation into life
of the truth discerned in the Word of God
brings in a revenue of happiness, of self-appre-
ciation, of conscious moral worth and aggran-
dizement. Again, the Savior says: ‘If you
do these things you shall know of the doctrine.”’
Knowing is aninspiration to doing, and doing
increases the capacity for knowing. And thus
the life, the growing life, becomes, like ‘‘the
path of the just, a shining light that shineth
more and more unto the perfect day.’”” Nor is
this battle to be fought single-handed and
alone. ‘‘Heart within, God o’erhead,’’ is the
divine assurance. Human effort shall be rein-
forced by the divine agency. ‘‘We will come
unto him and make our abode with him”
(John 14:23).

Our definition of authority in the beginning
was ‘‘the right to command and to enforce
obedience.”” ‘The ‘‘right to command” has
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been considered. The ‘‘right to enforce’ has
no place in religion. Man can enforce nothing
against God except to refuse God the privilege
of enriching man’s life. @~ God can enforce
nothing against man except the consequences
of disobedience. An enforced religion destroys
the essential elements in it—freedom and
choice. Religion to be genuine must be volun-
tary. ‘‘“Whosoever is of a willing heart let him
bring it an offering of the Lord’’ (Ex. 35:5).
“‘Let him that is athirst come. And whosoever
will, let him take the water of life freely”
(Rev. 22:17).

We have thus striven in this investigation to
bring ourselves with open hearts and with a
profound consciousness of our personal rights,
capabilities and responsibilities, face to face
with the open Bible, as the depository of divine
truth, that we may hear the voice of God call-
ing all men into fellowship with himself and
with one another, on the essential and funda-
mental principles of our holy religion. This
was the fondest dream of Alexander Campbell’s
life. In 1839, in a very fraternal letter to
Andrew Broadus, a prominent minister of the
Baptist Church, of Virginia, written in reply
to a similar letter from Mr. Broadus, Mr.
Campbell said:

3
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“Could the friends of truth and union agree to meet on
the Bible, the whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible, ac-
knowledging one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one body
of Christ and one Spirit—could they leave the conscience
free where God has left it free, and not bind their private
opinions upon one another, and could they open their pul-
pits, their ears and their hearts to a free intercommunion
of preachers and people, and occasionally celebrate the
Christian festival together, and devote themselves more to
the study of the Bible and to the Christian holiness of life
—what a blissful time we should soon have!”’



II.
WITHOUT AND WITHIN.

MAN has a body and a spirit. The body is
without, the spirit is within. ‘“Though our
outward man perish, yet the inward man is
renewed day by day’’ (2 Cor. 4:16). The body
1s visible and material; the spirit is invisible
and immaterial. The body is a reality and the
spirit is a reality.

Religion, like man, has a body and a spirit.
And this body is without, visible, material and
a reality; while the spirit is within, invisible
and immaterial, but also a reality. The Savior
says: ‘‘Did not he who made that which is
without make that which is within also?”’
This he said as a rebuke to those who gave
undue importance to the outward forms and
ceremonies in religion, while they neglected
the more important part—that which is within,
the ethical and the spiritual, a sound morality
and a pure religion. ‘‘You make clean the
outside of the cup and the platter,’’ says the
Master, ‘‘but your inward part is full of raven-
ing and wickedness’ (Luke 11:39, 40). And
again he says: ‘‘Ye pay tithes of mint, anise

and cummin, and have omitted the weightier
(35)
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matters of the law, justice, mercy and faith:
these ought ye to have done, and not to have
left the other undone’ (Matt. 23:23). The
body of religion is in the sphere of its objective
life, the spirit is in the sphere of its subjective
life. 'The body is composed of ordinances,
rites, forms and ceremonies—the ritual observ-
ances of a man or church. The spirit consists
of all those mental, moral and spiritual activi-
ties, enjoyments and experiences that are within
the soul of man, and which form for him a
Christian consciousness—a conscious Christian
life and felicity.

Man’s dual nature of outward and inner self
is suited to his present life, is indispensable to
his enjoyment under the conditions of this world.
He needs his body. This puts him in touch
with the material world around him. Through
his physical senses he receives and appropriates
what God offers him in the natural world.
Earth, rocks, trees, flowers, water, air, light
and electricity are all, through our senses, made
subservient to ourcomfort and happiness. And
this is the physical basis for his higher, spiritual
perceptions and pleasures. What capacity the
spirit has for enjoying this world, except
through the body, we know not. But we do
know that our loftiest spiritual powers are inti-
mately associated with our physical organisr-
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and through its senses we commune with nature
and with nature’s God.

In the same way the body of religion—the
ordinances of the church and the forms of wor-
ship—becomes the means through which its
spirit, its thoughts and feelings, its faith, hope
and love find expression. This dual nature
1s here also indispensable. We cannot conceive
of abstract spiritual forces disseminating and
propagating themselves in any way so well as
through outward forms and ritual service of
some sort. And when ‘‘that which is without”’
and ‘‘that which is within’’ are thus joined to-
gether, we no longer have religion in the
abstract, but in the concrete.

There is also an interaction and a consequent
reciprocal influence between the body and the
spirit. ‘This sensuous, physical nature of ours,
while it may be the medium through which the
spiritual man finds access to his noblest achieve-
ments and highest delights, yet it may, by
carnal tendencies and self-indulgence, blockade
the way of spirituality. On the other hand,
the spiritual man may so diffuse his moral in-
fluence and power over the carnal nature as to
bring it into subjection to the law of God. And
in this way the highest attainments are made
of both the physical and spiritual man.

This fact is especially noteworthy as applied
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to the interaction and reciprocal influence of
the body and spirit of religion. How easy it
is for our religious life to become formal; for us
to be satisfied with observing the ordinances
of the church; for all spirituality co be lost
in ritualism. How frequently baptism is ad-
ministered, the Lord’s day observed, the Lord’s
Supper kept, without the heart’s being stirred
and moved by the sublime thoughts and mem-
ories which these institutions were intended to
make sacred and to perpetuate. And this sort
of worship blights the spiritual discernment of
men and dries up the fountains of reverence and
devotion. A congregation thus led by a godless
preacher will soon be in spiritual bankruptcy
and moral decay, ‘‘having a form of godliness,
but denying the power thereof.”” On the other
hand,where there is an intelligent understanding
of the ordinances and of their real significance
and importance, they are not only divested of
all fictitious and misleading values, but become
the means of awakening the heart continually
to richer experiences of spiritual life. The
very consciousness on our part that we do a
thing reverently because God has appointed it,
and we can see in it his wisdom and goodness,
serves to increase that feeling of reverence for
him and all his institutions. It is thus we
‘‘grow in grace and in the knowledge of our Lord
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Jesus Christ.”’ A wise adjustment of the ex-
ternal and the internal elements of religion and
their scriptural association insures, by their help-
ful action and reaction upon each other, a
healthy and robust Christianity. But to main-
tain this normal condition of things, this just
proportion in the importance of that which is
“without’” and that which is ‘‘within,”’ to
quell all discontents of the outer against the
inner, and all tendencies to mutiny and riotous
inclinations of the inner against the outer—
here is an ‘‘irrepressible conflict.”” And here,
too, ‘‘eternal vigilance is the price of liberty.”
This contention for supremacy between the
spiritual and the ritual forces of Christianity
is a present and perpetual influence in every
individual heart, in every church, in every reli-
gious body and in every age. It is indeed
historic. A cold, lifeless formalism on the one
hand, and a spiritual, mystical fanaticism on
the other, are the extremes between which the
pendulum of religious thought and religious
life has vibrated in all the past.

In 1831 Alexander Campbell, in replying to
some criticisms of Andrew Broadus, a Baptist
minister of Virginia, on Mr. C.’s teachings with
regard to the nature and functions of the ordi-
nances in Christianity, thus speaks:
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““I'here are no acts of worship or of religion ordained by
Jesus Christ that are at all to be regarded as owfward or
external bodily acts. ‘God is a spirit, and they who wor-
ship him must worship him in spirit and in truth.” Vocal
prayer and praise, though they are exercises of the larynx,
the tongue and the lips; the bending of the knee, or the
standing erect or falling upon the ground; the eating of
bread, the drinking of wine or any other exertion of one
or more or all of our organs, mental or corporeal, are not
to be regarded as acts of religion except that they are exer-
cises of the understanding and the heart; and no man of
any sense pleads for these, as bodily acts, as of any impor-
tance whatever.”

And again, in his debate with Rice, in 1843,
he says:

‘“‘All outward ordinances (and all ordinances are outward),
prayer, praise, the Lord’s day, the breaking of the loaf,
fasting, etc., have each a peculiar grace or intercommunion
with Christ in them.”’

In the former case Mr. Campbell says: ‘‘There
are no outward or external bodily acts in re-
ligion;” in the latter case he says: ‘‘All ordi-
nances are outward.”” And yet there is no
contradiction here. In the former case Mr. C.
was making the point that ordinances do not
consist of ‘‘outward, bodily acts’’ merely, but as
religious ordinances they necessarily involve
‘“the exercise of the understanding and the
heart.”” In the latter case he spoke with ref-
erence to the obvious distinction between ¢‘that
which is without’’ and ‘‘that which is within”’
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in Christianity, Notwithstanding there may
obtain a legitimate, scriptural relation and co-
operation of the internal and external elements
of religion, yet the distinction and the differ-
ence between the outward and the inward can
never disappear in any intelligent, adequate
consideration of the subject.

The Jewish religion was largely external.
Its forms and ceremonies, beginning with cir-
cumcision and extending through an elaborate
system of ablutions, sacrifices, offerings, feasts,
fasts, holy days, etc., constitute a ponderous
and burdensome ritual. This religion of the
Old Testament, lying in great measure without,
addresses itself chiefly to the physical senses,
and finds a slow and difficult way through these
to the spiritual understanding of the people.
An apostle speaks of the law as ‘‘a yoke which
neither our fathers nor we were able to bear,”’
and exhorts his Jewish brethren not to become
again ‘‘entangled with the yoke of bondage.’’
Christ, he says, became ‘‘the end of the law,”’
‘‘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.”’

While Judaism and Christianity are related,
while the former was preparatory to the latter,
and the latter was the outgrowth of the former,
yet they present a striking contrast on the
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point we are now considering—the external and
the internal elements of religion. While Christ
was a Jew, born under the law, was himself
circumcised and conformed to the institutions
of Moses with strict fidelity, yet he was sent to
lead men out of Judaism and away from its
cumbersome rites and formal worship. The
yoke which an apostle said ‘‘neither our fathers
nor we were able to bear,’’ the Son of God re-
placed with his own, saying: ‘““My yoke is easy
and my burden is light.”” But what a mighty
task was laid upon the Savior! Tolift a nation
above their own convictions, their own cher-
ished 1ideas, their own religion, recognized,
authorized and established by signs and won-
ders from God through Moses; to ‘‘break down
the middle wall of partition’’ between the
Jews and the Gentiles, and ‘‘of twain make one
new man;’’ to respect and observe the religion
of Moses, and yet to make men see that it was
but ‘‘a figure for the time then present, in
which were offered both gifts and sacrifices
that could not make him that did the service
perfect as pertaining to the conscience; which
stood only in meats and drinks and divers wash-
ings and carnal ordinances, imposed on them
until the time of reformation’’—what a mighty
task was his! It was his attempt to accom-
plish this that brought him to the cross and the
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crucifixion. But his death in turn became the
means and the signal of victory. The religion
of Christ was established. And how simple!
As we read the New Testament record concern-
ing the early church we are impressed that a
remarkable revolution has been wrought.

‘“Then they that gladly received his word
were baptized; and the same day there were
added unto them about three thousand souls.
And they continued steadfastly in the apostles’
doctrine and in fellowship and in breaking of
bread and in prayers.”’

The simplicity of Christianity is one of its
attractive and striking peculiarities. The two
ordinances, baptism and the Lord’s Supper,
are all that we have in the way of specific, ex-
ternal forms in the Church of Christ. And
each of these is a beautiful symbol of the great
fundamental facts of our holy religion. ‘‘We
are buried with Christ in baptism, wherein also
we are risen with him through faith in the
operation of God, who hath raised him from
the dead.” And through the bread and the
wine of the eucharist we ‘‘discern’’ his broken
body and shed blood—the atoning sacrifice of
the Lamb of God. The veil has been taken
away. 'The'dominant ritualism of the old na-
tional religion of the Jews has been supplanted
by the dominant individualism of Christianity.
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The growth of religious thought and civiliza-
tion brought in the ‘‘fullness of time,’’ when
the spiritual childhood of mankind was to be
superseded by a more spiritual manhood; when
men could read without spelling their way
through the obstructing rites and ordinances of
the religious primer; when ‘‘that which is
within’’ should be in the ascendency, and ‘‘that
which is without’’ should be subordinate and
subservient. Let us not be too sanguine, how-
ever. 'The passage from childhood to manhood
has always been beset with weakness and
temptations and difficulties. While it 1s de-
lightful to contemplate the development of
Christianity out of Judaism under the divine
guidance of the great Master and his inspired
apostles, while the transformation is made, not
without a struggle for supremacy on both sides,
but yet 1s made and stands conspicuous as the
most brilliant achievement in history, still the
enraptured vision is scarcely realized until the
tide of the world’s onward movement is arrested
and begins to recede again in the direction of
the supremacy of external forms in worship.
The spiritual pendulum that swung out from
the grosser forms of the Jewish religion into a
new-born Christianity now swings back into
Roman Catholicism, a form of religious thought
and life but little less gross in its outward
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formalism and but little more spiritual in its
inward nature than Judaism.

These brief sentences cover a period of fifteen
hundred years of the world’s history. The
Reformation of the sixteenth century, inspired
chiefly by Martin Luther, was a protest against
the corruptions of Romanism. The material-
istic, sensualistic and ritualistic elements of
religion and of the church had become the
dominant power with the people again. Vital
Christianity as a spiritual force in the hearts of
men had ceased to reign. A fearful moral and
religious degeneracy spread over society and
covered the world. At this juncture Protestant-
ism was born, and again the pendulum began
its slow swing back toward a more spiritual
and a less formal Christianity. Lutheranism,
Calvinism, Episcopalianism and Methodism
mark the progress of its way. With the ad-
vent of the Wesleys and Methodism came a
high tide of spiritual power. A more intense
spiritual life was the one great aim of John
Wesley. The cold formalism of the Church of
England, in his view, was but a galvanized
Christianity. Without intending to cut loose
from the church of his childhood, he sought to
reform it, to infuse into it a larger measure of
spirituality. His efforts and his enthusiasm in
this direction found a response in the hearts of
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men; and his following became so great and so
strong that in spite of himself Methodism be-
came a separate and distinct organization in the
religious world. So intent on the one idea of
the enlargement of ‘‘the kingdom within you,’’
he and his coadjutors failed to give attention to
existing errors and partial forms of truth in the
external elements of the church he was seeking
to reform.

This fervid religious enthusiasm of Method-
ism diffused itself over other religious bodies in
this country, and there followed it the same
tendency to neglect the proper scriptural adjust-
ment of ‘‘that which is without’’ and ‘‘that
which is within,”” in their administration of
the affairs of the kingdom of God. It is thus
we find epochs in religious history, epochs of
extremes in one direction or the other, extremes
in formalities to the neglect of spirituality, ex-
tremes in devotion to spirituality to the neglect
of the sacred ordinances and appointments of
God.

In the early part of the nineteenth century a
plea was made before the world for a return to
Apostolic Christianity—for the restoration to
the Church of Christ of the religion of the New
Testament, in letter and in spirit, in form and
in substance. Back to Christ and the apostles
and primitive Christianity, pure and simple, in
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form and in reality, was the unique plea made
before the world by the Campbells, Thomas and
Alexander. Reconstruction after the divine
model, a wise and scriptural adjustment of all
the elements of Christianity, the externals with-
out abatement or enlargement, the internals
without increase or diminution, was the rally-
ing cry of our fathers.

The work of reconstruction and restoration
of primitive Christianity according to the divine
pattern meant a mighty battle with the giants
of error, and called for great wisdom and
strength on the part of those who would achieve
such a result. Never were these qualities more
happily blended in men than in Thomas and
Alexander Campbell. We limit the discussion
of this subject, however, for the present, to the
topic before us—the outward and the inward
elements of religion. What was needed in
their view in order to a proper reconstruction?
Those familiar with the history and writings of
Alexander Campbell know that his chief object
was to restore the Word of God to its rightful
authority, and to restore the ordinances of re-
ligion to their rightful position in the church,
and thus lay a foundation for Christian union.
This he proposed without any abatement of spir-
itual power or vital picty among Christians.
Alexander Campbell was an intensely religious,
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man himself. He was well-balanced, self-poised
and a good all-round man. He labored to bring
the Church of Christ to the same sort of equi-
poise. Speaking of his own efforts in this
direction, in 1842, he says:

““Allow me, then, to say that the three great topics which
have occupied public attention for some twenty-five years,
so far as our proposed reformation is concerned, are: 1st.
The ordinances of Christianity; 2nd. The essential ele-
ments of the Gospel itself; 3rd. The influence of human
creeds as sources of alienation, schism and partyism in the
church.”

And again, in his debate with Rice in 1843,
he says:

‘““The present century is really retrograding in the under-
standing and veneration of the ordinances, both of the
communion and of the rite of initiation. America i3 be-
hind the age, behind Christendom, on this subject.”’

It is plain to see, from his own declarations,
what Mr. Campbell was laboring to achieve.
But may we not wisely raise the question here,
whether in this effort on our part to restore the
external elements of Christianity to their proper
scriptural position, the pendulum may not have
swung oo far again in that direction? Has
history even partially repeated itself here?
That in some instances and in some measure
this is true, it is probably wise and manly to
concede. It is so easy and tempting to unload
the heart’s responsibilities upon outward acts of
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personal obedience, and thus to be satisfied
with a superficial religion! And then men are
differently organized. While some have a
natural tendency to subjective thought, others
are decidedly objective in their nature and hab-
its. A preacher with great heart-power will
develop his church in that direction, while a
preacher of a legalistic cast of mind will have a
formal church. There is a necessity for every
one to strive for a full, all-round view of Chris-
tian life and character.

Even inspiration did not divest the apostles
of their idiosyncrasies. Matthew and John
present in their Gospels a remarkable contrast
in this respect. Matthew is objective. The
parables of the Savior, drawn from the material
things around him in the natural and social
world, are all gathered up and carefully recorded
by Matthew, while John passes these all by un-
noticed. But those marvelous lessons of the
Son of God pertaining to the inner life, which
Matthew overlooks, be is careful to record. For
exainple, liis conversation with the woman at
the well: ‘“Whosoever drinketh of the water
that I shall give him shall never thirst; but the
water that I shall give shall be in him a well of
water springing up to everlasting life,”’ etc.
And again: ‘“The bread of God is he which

cometh down from heaven and giveth life
4
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unto the world. I am the bread of life; he
that cometh to me shall never hunger; and he
that believeth on me shall never thirst.”” This
same diversity in taste is seen in these two in-
spired writers in the prayers they are pleased to
record and preserve. What is usually called
the Lord’s Prayer, which looks to the practical
things of every-day life, Matthew treasures up,
while John gives us the real Lord’s Prayer in
the 17th chapter of his Gospel, in which we
have an unparalleled outpouring of divine
thought and feeling from the great, burdened
heart of the Savior of men: ¢‘Father, the hour
is come; glorify thy Son, that thy Son also
may glorify thee,’’ etc.

In recording the commission, that great am-
nesty proclamation, we observe the same differ-
ence in style. Matthew gives it thus: ¢All
authority is given unto me in heaven and in
earth. Go ye, therefore, and disciple all nations,
baptizing them into the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, teaching
them to observe all things whatsoever I have
commanded you.”” ‘That hasa decidedly legal-
istic ring. It is like Matthew. John, record-
ing the same incident in the life of Christ,
breathes it out gently, thus: ‘‘Peace be unto
you; as my Father hath sent me, even so send
I you. And he breathed on them and said,
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Receive ye the Holy Spirit; whosesoever sins
you remit they are remitted unto them, and
whosesoever sius you retain they are retained.”’

Even in their introductions to their Gospels
they maintain this contrast. Matthew begins:
‘““The book of the generation of Jesus Christ,
the Son of David, the Son of Abraham,”’ etc.
This is the outward, human genealogy. John
begins on this wise: ‘‘In the beginning was
the Word, and the Word was with God, and
the Word was God.”’

Every writer of the New Testament, although
inspired by the same Spirit, retains his own in-
dividuality, his own mental characteristics.
The contrast is perhaps not so apparent be-
tween any others as has appeared in the in-
stances cited. ‘The man of broadest views, the
one who could see both sides of his religion
with quickest perception, and who could esti-
mate their relative and comparative importance
with greatest ease, and who presented them in
their due proportion in boldest outline, was the
Apostle Paul. Without his development of the
subject our inspired religious literature would
be incomplete, as it appears to me. As a
thinker and expounder of religion, Paul stands
nearest to the divine Master. And with both
of them the life ‘‘within’’ is the great essential,
and yet the life ‘“‘without’ is held with due
emphasis and importance.
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When brethren find themselves differing over
matters along the line we are now considering,
may they not each conclude that this grows
largely out of their own peculiar mental bias,
and thus be stimulated to an effort for broader
views of the subject?

It was the Savior’s chief aim to set men right
“‘within,”’ to ‘‘make the tree good,’’ that the
“‘fruit might be good,’’ to cleanse the heart by
planting faith in it. All his blessings were
conditioned on that. ‘‘According to your fait/
so be it unto you.’”’” He knew ilie power of a
living faith, an unreserved trust of the soul in
Christ, to make a new spiritual creature of
man. And the Apostle Paul pleads, evermore,
for the same great principle. ‘‘With the heart
man believeth unto righteousness.”” And
again he says: ‘‘He is not a Jew which is one
outwardly; neither is that circumcision which
is outward in the flesh; but he is a Jew which
is one inwardly, and circumecision is that of the
heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter, whose
praise is not of men, but of God’’ (Rom. 2:28).

In the Mzllennial Harbinger, February, 1851,
Mr. Campbell writes an article on ‘‘Christianity
Experienced and Enjoyed.”” In this article he
labors to lcad his brethren away from superficial
views of religion, and to open a fountain of
spiritual life within them. He quotes from a
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contemporary the following sentence: ¢‘If I
have taken ten thousand dollars of stock in
banks, and an equal amount in railroad shares,
may I not risk a thousand or two dollars in
church rates and my Sundays to meeting, on
the more than equal probability that there is a
heaven to gain and a hell to escape?’’ And he
then adds: ‘‘In some such way as this and
upon the same peradventure that it may all be
true and right, it is to be feared many make the
Christian profession.’”” Mr. Campbell closes his
article in these words:

“Advancing in Christian knowledge, faith, hope, love,
joy and peace—celestial fruits of the Holy Ghost dwelling
in us—we rise in beauty, holiness and happiness. The
path of life is, then, the path of peace, holiness'and happi-
ness. In this path may the Spirit of God guide us, the
hand of Jehovah lead us from glory to glory now, hence-
forth and forever. Amen!”

While, then, Mr. Campbell saw clearly that
the ordinances of Christianity were obscured
and had lost their original significance and
value in the religious thought and practices of
his day; and while he was striving to reinstate
them in their true scriptural import and impor-
tance, yet he fully understood, justly appre-
ciated and boldly proclaimed the spiritual side
of the gospel as essential to Christian liie and
enjoyment.



III.
THE LETTER AND THE SPIRIT.

The letter killeth, but the spirit giveth life (2
Cor. 3:6). What does that mean? It is a
strong antithetical sentence, a bold declaration
of thought. Whatever differences may obtain
among scholars as to the details of their ex-
egeses of that Scripture; however various their
critical views of its Jeffer, there is a general
agreement as to the spzref of the passage. On
all hands it is held that ‘‘the letter £z//et%. but
the spirit grvetz life.”’

Every law, every ordinance and every insti-
tution has its letter and its spirit. Nor may
these distinct parts be lost sight of or confused
and identified. That they were two separate
and distinct things in the mind of Paul is made
clear in the fact that he says the one ‘‘kills”
and the other gives ‘‘life.”” 'The difference be-
tween the form and the substance, the expres-
sion and the essence of a thing is generally
conceded. A word is $aid to be the sign of an
idea, but are the word and the idea the same
thing? Ideas existed before words, and words
were formed as a means of transferring ideas

from one mind to another. In this case the
(54)
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word 1s the ‘‘letter”” and the 7zdea is the
‘“‘spirit.”> To listen to a flow of words that
convey to us no ideas is a punishment, and
tends to confusion and mental death; while
words that do convey to us thought are a stim-
ulus to the mind, and tend to enlarge its vital-
ity, its capacity and its power. A written law
1s an assemblage of words, an association of
ideas and an expression of thought. The writ-
ten form is the ‘‘letter’’ of the law, the inten-
tion of the lawmaker is the ‘‘spirit’’ of the law.
But 1s the thought of the law-giver always
adequately set forth in the written form of the
law? If so, why these contests in courts over
legal technicalities? And why these appeals to
higher courts for a better interpretation and
construction of the law? The letter of a law
is what it says; the spirit of a law is what it
means. But the law does not always mean what
it says. ‘‘Six days shalt thowu labor.”” Does it
mean just what it says, or does it mean that what
labor is performed must not be done on the
Sabbath, but within the six working days?
““Thowu shalt not kzll.”’ 1If that means just what
it says, then it is wrong to deprive an animal
of life, to cut down a living tree or to pluck a
flower. ‘The meaning of this law, however, is
evidently to interdict murder, as usually defined
in our statutes. ‘‘He that belicveth not shall be
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damned.”’ Construe that literally and every
infant, and idiot and pagan is doomed to end-
less condemnation. But the law does mnot
always mean what it says.

Nor does it always say what it means: ‘‘Z%ou
shalt make no gravern image of anything in
heaven or on earth.”’ Abide by the letter and
this interdicts art, as Mr. Ingersoll contended
it does. In spite of this, however, Moses was
instructed to make two cherubim and place
them on the mercy seat in the tabernacle.
While this was a violation of the letter of the
law, yet it was not of its spirit. The law was
intended as an inhibition of idol images.
Hence, when the golden calf was made and
set up in the camp of Israel as an object of
worship, both the letter and the meaning of the
law were infracted, and the divine wrath in-
curred.

“Bear ye one another's burdens.”’ ‘‘Every
man shall bear his own burden.”” Here are
two injunctions of the Apostle Paul, couched
close together in the same chapter. Construed
literally they are contradictory in their teach-
ings. When we ‘‘read between the lines,”’
however, as we sometimes say, we are brought
into touch with the spirit of the two texts and’
all trace of inconsistency disappears. ‘‘Bear
ye one another’s burdens,”” in Christian sym-
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pathy and fellawship; and ‘‘every man shall
bear his own burden,”’ of responsibility and
accountability unto God, are each alike essen-
tial and fundamental principles of our holy
religion.

Whaat fantastic capers preachers do cut some-
times in their interpretations of Scripture,
‘‘playing hide-and-seek’ between the letter
and the spiric of the Word of God. When it
suits a man’s preconceived theory of any point
in religious doctrine to construe a given text
literally, the most easy and natural thing in the
world for him to do is to stand by the letter of
the law. When, however, the letter makes
against his notions, he sees the wisdom of not
being a literalist, but rather with a broad and
liberal view he seeks to go beyond and behind
the letter in quest of the meaning of the pas-
sage. And thus often the same text is con-
strued literally by one theologian, and figura-
tively by another. What battles have been
fought, what tournaments, what windmill feats
have been exhibited in the valley that lies be-
tween the letter and the spirit of God’s holy
Word! And is there not some reason why this
condition of things should obtain? While it is
true that the law does not always say what it
means, and does not always mean what it says,
is it not true that sometimes the letter and the
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spirit of the law are commensurate with each
other? Are there not instances in which the
letter and the spirit, the form and the essence,
the expression and the meaning so exactly co-
incide that there is left no ground for conten-
tion, no battlefield for theological pugilists?
Possibly so. ‘“Thou shalt love the Lord thy

God.” ‘‘He commandeth all men everywhere
to repent.””  ‘“The Judge of all the earth will
do right.”” Such declarations as these will

perhaps be generally if not universally accepted
at their face value. The necessity for pene-
trating beneath the surface of the outward
form to ascertain the inward meaning of such
passages of Scripture appears to be well-nigh
eliminated—certainly it is reduced to a mini-
mum.

It is safe to say that a habitual tendency to
literalism, to literal constructions and interpre-
tations of Scripture, is a dwarfing process;
while a habitual tendency to interpret and live
according to the spirit of the inspired writings
has the effect to enlarge our spiritual nature
and enjoyment.

“Pray without ceasing,’’ says the apostle.
And yet the Pharisee may stand upon the
street corner, or the hermit may kneel in his
cave and repeat his prayers until he dies of ex-
haustion, without understanding or obeying the
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injunction, ‘‘Pray without ceasing’’—cultivate
a prayerful spirit; lead a prayerful life.

““He that confesseth me before men, him will
I confess before my Father in heaven.”” What
a depth of pathos in the true significance of
this lesson; but how easy to stand before the
great congregation and ‘‘confess with the
mouth’ without any adequate appreciation or
appropriation of the mighty truth: ‘“I'Hou ART
THE CHRIST, THE SON OF THE LIVING GOD.”’
“In vain do you worship me with your lips
.when the heart is far from me.”” ‘‘Not every
one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter
into the kingdom of heaven.”’

“He that believeth and is baptized shall be
saved.”” How brief these words; how compre-
hensive their import; how profound their sig-
nificance; and yet, how flippant the manner in
which they are sometimes preached, accepted
and dispensed! Faith, we say, is the ‘‘belief
of testimony.” ¢If you believe the historical
facts that George Washington lived and
wrought and died, can you not believe the his-
torical facts that Jesus lived and wrought and
died and arose from the dead?’’ In this super-
ficial way the superficial preacher often pro-
claims what he calls the gospel. ‘‘Yes,”’ says
the unsophisticated hearer, ‘‘I have always be-
lieved those facts of history.”” ‘“Then,”’ says
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the preacher, ‘‘you have faith; come along
and be baptized, and be saved; the Savior says:
“He that believeth and is baptized shall be
saved,;’ take him at his word; obey and claim

the promise.”” ‘‘But I don’t feel like it now,”’
says the honest man. ‘‘Don’t fee/like it!”’ ex-
claims the preacher. ‘‘You must not be gov-

erned by feel/ings—{ieelings are no evidence of
pardon or acceptance with God.”’

Gentle reader, did you ever hear a preacher
talk that way? What a caricature of the gos-
pel! What a travesty on religion! And then
again he says: f‘‘Repentance simply means a
change of mind—a reformation of life. You
changed your mind once and joined the temper-
ance society and reformed your habits of dissi-
pation; now change your mind about religion
and join the church and reform all your bad
habits.”” But the honest sinner replies: ¢‘I
don’t feel like it.”” What a revelation there is
in that honest man’s remark: ‘I don’t fee/
like it!”’ That man understands Christianity
better than that preacher. He thinks religion
ought, somehow, to embrace the heart, the
emotional and affectional nature; that he ought
to ‘‘feel” on the subject. And he realizes that
there is nothing in abstract historical facts to
move his soul. He cannot love facts, nor can
facts love or save him. He can love a person
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and a person can love him; and a person only
can save him—can forgive his sins, can guide
his life, comfort him in sorrow, raise him from
the dead, and show him the way to heaven and
crown him with immortality and endless felic-
ity. ‘The man is ‘‘feeling after God, if per-
haps he may find him;”’ while the blind
preacher is leading him into the ditch of false
views of religion into which he himself has
fallen. Salvation is a personal matter, and
must be wrought out by a personal Savior
through the heart and life of the personal sinner.

Faith in Christ Jesus as the real, living,
thinking, reigning, loving, ‘‘strong Son of
God,”’ moves the heart from center to circum-
ference, and stirs the feelings to their profound-
est depths. Faith in abstract facts of history
has no such power. We love a person and
admire things. And ‘‘we love him because he
first loved us.”” Can a man Jove without feel-
ing? Can a man believe on the blessed Savior
of sinners without feeling? ‘“With the /4ear?
man believeth.” ¢‘‘Now faith is the assurance
of things hoped for, the conviction of things
not seen.”” ‘The facts of history are important,
they serve a purpose. They lead us to the
“‘/Christ of history,”’ the mighty Redeemer of
men, before whom we bow and worship, and in
whom we trust. ‘This is the ¢‘faith that work-
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eth by love,”’ and that ‘‘purifieth the heart.”’
Paul, in his epistle to the Philippians, speaks of
the ‘“joy of faith,”” and we read of the early
converts who ‘‘rejoiced, bdelieving in God.”
And in his epistle to the saints in Rome, Paul
writes: ‘‘Now the God of hope fill you with
all joy and peace @z believing,’’ and the
Apostle Peter says: ‘‘Yet, believing, ye rejoice
with joy unspeakable and full of glory.”’

And what is repentance? Simplya ‘‘change
of mind,”’ did you say? A change of mind
about what? About yourself as a sinner against
the almighty and eternal God. Your view of
self has changed. Your view of sin has
changed. Your view of God has changed.
Your view of the Christ has changed. Your
views of life, of responsibility, of duty and
destiny—all have changed. No ‘‘feeling’’ in
all this? ¢‘‘Repentance from dead works.”’
What does that mean? A ‘‘change of mind”’
from ‘‘dead works to serve the living God”’ cer-
tainly dips deep enough to root itself in the
emotional nature of man. ‘‘Repentance unto
life.”” Does not that imply a moral revolution,
a change of the inner man, a change of state,
of spiritual condition?

‘““The goodness of God leadeth thee to re-
pentance.” Can a man contemplate the amaz-
ing goodness of God as seen in his providences
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every day, as set forth in the incarnation of his
Son, in his earnest teachings of divine truth,
in his submission to human violence and cruel-
ty, in his sorrow and humiliation, in the pa-
thetic and plaintive utterance in Gethsemane,
““My soul is exceeding sorrowful, even unto
death;’’ in the wild and piercing agony of the
cross, ‘‘My God, my God, why hast thou for-
saken me?’’—can such influences lead him to
repentance, and yet his heart not be enlisted,
his feelings unmoved?

“‘Godly sorrow worketh repentance unto sal-
vation,’’ says Paul. Is this possible without
the soul’s richest libations being poured out be-
fore the Heavenly Father?

We hold, then, that ‘‘repentance toward God
and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ’’ are such
subjective moral forces as strike their roots into
the very innermost vital parts of man’s spirit-
ual being. They involve the rarest treasures
of feeling known to human experience; the
most potent energies and activities within the
domain of human consciousness.

We confess to an admiration for the honest
sinner when he says: ‘‘I don’t fee/ like it now.”’
Let him alone; he is not fit for baptism; it
would be a solemn mockery in his case. Do
you tell me that all he lacks is ‘‘obedience’’?
If you mean obedience to the call, ‘‘My son,
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give me thy heart,”” we say, Amen! But if
you mean ‘‘obedience in baptism’’ or any other
outward act, we protest, and declare such
“‘obedience’ impossible.  When it is said:
“‘Many of the people believed on Christ, yet
they would not confess him for fear of the Phar-
isees; for they loved the praise of men more
than the praise of God,”” do you tell me that
all they lacked was ‘‘obedience’’? What they
lacked was faith—the heart’s trust in Jesus
Christ; with this, obedience would naturally
follow. ‘‘The devils believe and tremble.”
What do they lack? ‘‘Obedience’’? Away
with it! They lack moral character, spiritual
discernment and loyalty of heart.

“According to thy fazt%, so be it unto thee,”’
is a principle of universal application in spir-
itual life. ‘‘Except a man be dorz again, he
cannot enter into the kingdom of God.”
““Whosoever belzevetk that Jesusis the Christ is
born of (God.’’ Passages like these discover to
us the subjective nature and power of faith—a
personal faith in a personal Christ. It was
views like these that obtruded themselves into
the mind of that honest sinner who, when the
preacher would have led him into a superficial
profession of faith in the gospel, faltered and
wisely observed: ‘‘I do not feel like it now.”
A heartfelt trust in Christ is one of the condi-
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tions of our acceptance with God. Hence,
‘‘feeling’’ may be reckoned one of the condi-
tions of pardon. Even faith and repentance,
then, have their ¢‘‘letter and spirit,”’ their
technical and scriptural import.

Christianity contemplates a /Z:fe of faith as
well as the original converting act of believing.
““With the heart man believeth (eis) into right-
eousness,’’ into Christ,‘‘our righteousness.’” But
this believing heart continues with him. His
faith becomes a living faith, and his life a life of
faith, a life of feeling. ¢‘I have been crucified
with Christ; and it is no longer I that live, but
Christ liveth in me; and that life which I now
live in the flesh I live in faith, the faith which
is in the Son of God, who loved me and gave
himself up for me.”’ His repentance, too, is
continuous, a constant penitent, feeling life.
“I indeed baptize you in water (eis) into re-
pentance’’—a life of repentance, said John the
Baptist—a life of continual feeling of peniten-
tial unworthiness before God. Again, Mark
says: ‘‘John came, who preached in the wil-
derness and preached the baptism of repent-
ance (eis) into remission of sins’’—into a state
and life where remission is obtained and always
obtainable. @ And it is declared that ‘‘God
granted to the Gentiles, also, repentance (eis)

into life’’—into a new moral state and relation-
5
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ship. What a splendid conception, then, that
our faith and our repentance—our trust in
Christ and our distrust in self—may become a
life, ‘‘a life hid with Christ in God;’’ and that
“‘when Christ who is our life shall be mani-
fested, then shall we also with him be mani-
fested in glory.”’

What a startling contrast these thoughts pre-
sent with the cold formality of many professing
Christians—many church members, church-
goers. 'The ‘‘letter’’ and the ‘‘spirit’’ are not
more manifest anywhere, their difference not
more pronounced anywhere, than in the lives
of Christian men—their everyday lives as seen
socially, commercially, civilly or politically;
and their Sunday lives, as they meet and wor-
ship in the house of the Lord. As itis the
purpose in this voluine to set forth the spiritual
side of our plea, not only in the light of the
New Testament Scriptures, but also in the
light of the teachings of our fathers, this chap-
ter on ‘‘The Letter aud the Spirit”’ will be
closed by some extracts from the gifted pen of
our honored and lamented W. K. Pendleton,
taken from the Aillennial Harbinger of Janu-
ary, 185I:

“There is doubtless a great deal of ignorance among pro-
fessors as to what constitutes a life of faith; and thousands,
we fear there are, who have no higher conception of it than
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to think that it consists in looking back to the fact that
they were, years past, baptized for the remission of sins.
But this is almost as great a delusion as that which rests its
hope upon the dim recollection of some far-off dream or
vision of a distempered brain. There are some who seem
to be, indeed, pretty well trained in the catechism on this
point, and who will tell us with a great deal of flippancy
that it is to believe what God says, and to do what he bids
us, yet they give no evidence of a true spiritual life; they
have indeed, Zke form of godliness without the power theve-
of. . . . Their life of faith is the dry bones, the skele-
ton, of works; the flesh and life of the truly spiritual man
are [wanting. Their religion is a task, undertaken, per-
haps, with a sense of duty, or it may be only a hope of
reward, and prosecuted without one realizing emotion of
the presence of the Spirit in the heart. There is no
warmth, no fervor, no enjoyment, no responsive inward
experience that God is with us and in us, testifying to the
consciousness that they are the children of God.

“May we not hope to be understood when we say that no
man can enjoy God without knowing it; that in the true
and literal sense of the term every real Christian can say:
‘I 2now that my Redeemer liveth;’ that there is with all
such a testimony of experience in spiritual union and com-
munion that is as certain knowledge to the consciousness
of him who enjoys it as the knowledge which we derive by
our senses from contact with material nature; that we do
not more surely know that we are in contact with the
objects of sense when they impress us through their appro-
priate organs than we do that we are in union and connec-
tion with the great spring and fountain of our spiritual life,
when in prayer and devotion fervent the Spirit of God
broods upon our spirits, making us feel in harmony with
itself, and awaking in us kindred sympathies and emo-
tions? Nor in saying this do we affirm anything more diffi-
cult to believe than that God does now and always hold
connection with and control our nature.
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““We are startled at the bold skepticism that would
reduce the universe to the analogy of a clock, wound up
for a six thousand years’ run and then left by its Maker to
the movements and regulations of its own machinery; we
shrink back with a shudder at the atheistic refinement
which reduces organization, motion and life to the primor-
dial necessities of nature—the inherent and eternal Jaws of
atomic attractions; we revolt at the idea that God is not iz
the universe and preserving it with a prescience that allows
not even a sparrow to fall unnoticed—a power that poises
in perfect harmony its vast and unnumbered parts, and a
ubiquity which baffles even our imagination to conceive of
the space where his presence is not always manifest; yet,
whilst we are thus enlightened with respect to the material
universe, how many there are who are so spiritually dark
as to run into a precisely similar skepticism and atheism
when the phenomena of the spiritual system are to be
accounted for! Here they are willing to concede, indeed,
that there is, in fact, no present God. Here they can admit
that nothing exists but machinery; that in respect to our
spiritual nature we are left altogether to the cold appli-
ances of secondary means, and there is around our inner
man a material case which is impenetrable, even to the
Spirit of God, and which forever isolates us from such
spiritual union and communion with that Spirit as may be
felt, and become as much the subject of £Znowledge as the
presence of the hand we love, or the vibration of the voice
we revere.

“Now it is perhaps on this point more than any other
in the religious experience of the day that there is a
want of faith. . . . It is in this that Christian experi-
ence consists, and we may add, this is the highest attain-
ment of Christian enjoyment. But how far short of this
does the dry formalist come! He may look to the cata-
logue of duties, counting over the works of the day, as the
papist does his beads, compare his conduct with the stand-
ard to which he acknowledges it to be his duty to con-
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form. . . . In all this there may have been a total
absence of all communion with God; no spiritual inter-
change between the spirit of the man and the Holy Spirit;
no realization of a restored union and harmony between
the Creator and the creature; and an absence, altogether,
of the knowledge of salvation.”

These strong, lucid and eloquent utterances
indicate very clearly that our fathers did not,
as many of their children do, live in the mere
letter of Christianity, but in the spirit as well.
A restoration of original, apostolic Christianity,
“‘in letter and in spirit,”’ was their motto.



IV.
THE REAIL AND THE FORMAL

CoMpacTSs and covenants of importance, gen-
erally, if not universally, have their real and
formal aspects, their essence of meaning and
their ritual expression. This fact appears with
equal prominence in social, commercial, civil
and religious life. 'The real is essential to the
validity of the formal; the formal is useful and
helpful to the real, to its practical adaptation
and efficienty. The formal is important; the
real is always the more important. The
thoughts of my mind at present constitute the
real; this writing is the formal expression of
them. Without the thoughtsthis writing could
not be executed; without this writing the reader
would not perceive the thoughts. The thoughts
inspire the written expression; the written ex-
pression stimulates and intensifies my thoughts.

The real and the formal thus act and react
upon each other. There is a sense in which
they are supplements, complements and coun-
terparts of each other.

In the marriage compact this principle is
seen and felt. It obtains here conspicuously.

Through mutual acquaintance, admiration and
(70)
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affection two hearts are united and cemented
together. They plight to each other their faith
and love. They assume to each other the
solemn vows of agreement and engagement of
marriage. This is the real; all else is formal,
With this heart-experience there comes a change
over the views and feelings of the parties. The
world is not now the same to them. They feel
differently toward each other. They feel dif-
ferently toward other people, toward society.
They feel differently toward self. There is a
transition, a transformation of mind, of heart,
of life. They realize that they are, in fact,
parts of each other, that they are one. Were
it not for others there would be no need of a
marriage ceremony. In the case of Adam and
Eve I suppose there were no nuptial rites, on
necessity for them. When society grew up it
became necessary for the protection of society
and of the parties to the marriage compact that
the law should interpose a ceremony to regulate
marriage. The rite of matrimony, however, is
only a formal thing. The real marriage is in
the heart and must actually exist before the
ceremony, or else the ceremony is worse than
mere form; it is a sham.

Two men decide to enter into partnership
for the transaction of business. They first see
eye to eye in the way of a clear understanding
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with each other. They repose confidence in
one another and come to an agreement concern-
ing the business. This is the real thing. But
for mutual protection against untoward acci-
dents and influences they commit this agree-
ment to writing. ‘This is the formal act.

A purchases of B a piece of property valued
at $10,000. ‘Their negotiations are all carefully
gone over, every point clearly understood, a
full agreement reached. An earnest of $1,000
is paid down. This is the real transaction.
On the morrow they meet for the formal execu-
tion of the agreements and contracts of to-day.
A deed is drawn up reciting the terms of the
contract; it is signed, sealed and delivered, and
a check is given for the balance of the purchase
money. And as a notice to the public of this
change and transfer in the rights of property
this deed is filed in the office of record. The
formalities answering to the real transaction
are now completed.

The American people cast their ballots for
president. A B receives a majority of the votes.
This is the voice of the people. The vote is
counted and the result announced. All under-
stand the question is settled. ‘This is the real
thing. At the proper time the president-elect
takes the oath of office and enters upon the dis-
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charge of his duties. This is the formal part
of the proceedings.

America opens wide her portals to immi-
grants. The worthy foreigner is received with
extended arms of mnational hospitality. He
enters at once into the privileges of social and
business life. He buys and sells, gets gain
and builds him a home. Our courts protect
him. Our schools and our churches are open
to him and his family. He often outstrips
the native in business, in learning and in pop-
ularity. In all the essential elements of life
and its enjoyments he is really an American
citizen. But there are limitations. For wise
reasons it has been deemed safe and expedi-
ent to hold in abeyance his privileges of voting
and holding office until he becomes formally
naturalized. This is the formal thing. With
this exception he has been a full-fledged citi-
zen from the start. He came with his mind
and his heart panting after the liberties, the
opportunities and the possibilities of America.
He found them and entered at once into their
possession and enjoyment. This was the real
thing.

A man traduces my character, slanders me in
a way that demands vindication. I enter com-
plaint and file suit against him in the court
having jurisdiction. In the meanwhile the
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party becomes sensible of his mistake and the
great wrong he has done me. He comes to me
with explanations and apologies ample and sat-
isfactory. I accepttheamends which he makes
and forgive him. This settles the matter be-
tween us in a personal way. I am assured of
his repentance, which changes his moral state.
He is assured of my forgiveness, which changes
our moral relations to each other. But this
is not all there is of it. We are members of
the same society, of the same government.
Others know of this matter, and there are rela-
tions we both sustain to the public. I have a
suit in law pending in court against this man.
He has not only wronged me personally, but he
has violated the law. And this forgiveness
that I have extended to him personally is
not the forgiveness of law. I go before the
court, make explanations and dismiss the suit.
This is my legal, formal forgiveness. Our re-
lations in law are now changed. Moral state
and relations are first changed, then the legal
state and relations are changed.

Let us now study this lesson in the light of
God’s nature and character as presented to us
by the Savior in the parable of the Prodigal
Son. The literature of the world has nothing
on this subject equal to this beautiful story. It
was given by our Lord purposely to convey to
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man an adequate idea of the nature of sin and
of repentance, and the forgiveness of our Heav-
enly Father. The younger son grew wayward
and left home, going into a far country, where
he spent his substance and came to dire want.
In his extremity he ‘‘came to himself.”” Every
sinful life has its luminous hours! He remem-
bered the home from which he had wandered.
““T will arise,’’ he said, ‘‘and go to my father.”
And he arose and went. What a picture of
repentance! ‘‘But while he was yet afar off
his father saw him and he was moved to com-
passion and ran and fell on his neck and kissed
him.”” Forgiveness, what forgiveness! Oh,
what a father! He did not wait for a confession,
for baptism, for anything. When he saw the
son was returning, was penitent, that was
enough. His own heart was ‘‘moved with com-
passion and he van and fell on his neck and
kissed him.’’

This is the ‘‘real’’ in forgiveness of sin. The
“‘formal’’ is yet to come. It comes afterwards!
“‘Father, I have sinned against heaven and in
thy sight’>—the confession. ¢‘Bring forth
quickly the best robe and put it on him; and
put a ring on his hand and shoes on his
feet; and bring the fatted calf and kill it, and
let us eat and make merry.” 7ke formal
reinstatement of the somn in the family. He
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was already reinstated iz the father's heari—
already forgiven, ‘‘really’’ forgiven. Listen:
“T'his, my son, was dead and zs alzve again; he
was lost and 7zs found.’” 'This is the gospel.
Hear me: ‘‘Repentance toward God and faith
in our Lord Jesus Christ’’ are the mighty moral
forces in the human heart that cause the Heav-
enly Father to be ‘‘moved with compassion
and to run and fall on the neck and kiss’’ the
sinner with ‘‘real’”’ forgiveness. Then come
the formalities of confession and baptism and
reinstatement in the family—the church.

Let us now place alongside of this parabolic
illustration of the subject a real case of conver-
sion and pardon, the most notable instance in
the New Testament record, that of Saul of
Tarsus, afterwards the Apostle Paul. Saul was
a man of great force, of strong intellectual,
moral and religious character, though not a
Christian. His mental discipline gave him
great intellectual strength; his moral training
led him to ‘‘live before God in all good con-
science,’”’ and his religious education as a Jew
led him to be ‘‘zealous toward God,’’ ‘‘perse-
cuting the church.” ‘This man, ‘‘yet breath-
ing threatening and slaughter against the dis-
ciples of the Lord,”’ as he went from Jerusalem
to Damascus had a remarkable experience,
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which resulted in his becoming the Apostle
Paul, that mighty man of history.

Let us note carefully the facts in his con-
version:

I. ‘‘Suddenly there shone round about him
a light out of heaven; and he fell upon the
earth, and heard a voice saying unto him, Saul,
Saul, why persecutest thou me? And he said,
Who art thou, Lord? And he said, I am Jesus,
whom thou persecutest’’ (Acts 9:3-5).

Christ, then, first introduces himself to Saul
in an intelligent way.

2. ‘““And I said, what shall I do, Lord?
And the Lord said, Arise and go into Damas-
cus, and there it shall be told thee of all things
appointed for thee to do’’ (Acts 22:10).

Here is a clear case of self-surrender; of con-
version of mind, and of will, and of purpose.

3. ‘‘But‘arise and stand upon thy feet; for
to this end have I appeared unto thee: to ap-
point thee a minister and a witness of the
things wherein thou hast seen me, and of
the things wherein I will appear to thee”’
(Acts 26:16).

Not only is Saul converted, but he is selected
and notified of his apointment as an apostle of
Jesus Christ: ‘‘He is a chosen vessel unto me’
(Acts 9:15).

4. ‘‘But when it was the good pleasure of
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God, who separated me, even from my moth-
er’s womb, and called me through his grace to
reveal his Son in me that I might preach him
among the Gentiles,”’ etc. (Gal. 1:15).

Not only is Saul converted in an intelligent
way—converted in mind and will and purpose,
not only is he selected and notified of his ap-
pointment as a minister of the gospel, but he
says: ‘‘It was the good pleasure of God Zo 7e-
veal his Son itn me’’—a clear, inward, spiritual
experience.

5. ‘‘And Ananias laying his hands on him
said, Brother Saul, the ILord, even Jesus, who
appeared unto thee in the way, hath sent me
that thou mayest receive thy sight and be filled
with the Holy Spirit”’ (Acts 9:17)

Notice now. Saul is converted, appointed
to the ministry, the Holy Spirit is given him,
Christ is revealed in him. Is he still an un-
pardoned man? Has there been no adjustment
of moral relations between him and God? Is
the great heart of the great Fatherestill closed
against him? Has not God 7eally forgiven
Saul? Overcome by the presénce of Christ,
fallen to the earth, blind, believing, penitent,
pleading—*‘Lord, what shall I do?’’—convert-
ed, appointed to the ministry, receives the Holy

Spirit, has Christ revealed in him, and yet
unforgiven!
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But the record does not say that Saul was
really pardoned before his baptism. No, nor
does the record say that the baptism of Corne-
lius was for the remission of his sins, either
formal or real. But Peter did say to him:
“Whosoever believeth on him shall receive re-
mzssion of sins;’’ and Cornelius also received
the Holy Spirit before his baptism. As it
appears to the writer, it is a moral and the-
ological impossibility to believe that Saul
and Cornelius were not accepted of God and
really forgiven before their baptism. Their
moral and spiritual recognition on the part of
God precludes the possibility of any other con-
clusion than that they were really pardoned be-
fore baptism, and formally or legally remitted
in baptism.

And this is what Alexander Campbell meant
when he said in his debate with Mr. McCalla in
1823: ‘‘Paul’s sins were really pardoned when
he believed—/formally pardoned when he was
baptized.”” Mr. Campbell makes one state-
ment in his book on baptism that at first glance
appears to be inconsistent with this, where, on
page 258, he says baptism is ‘‘for the true, real
and formal remission of sins.”” Mr. Campbell
said ‘‘the blood of Christ 7eally cleanses us
from sin.”” He also said ‘‘Paul’s sins were
veally pardoned when he believed;’”’ and here
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he says baptism is for the true, real and formal
remission of sins. Mr. Campbell is here dis-
cussing the legal phase of this subject. When
he looks at the divine side of the subject as the
matter stands in the mind of God, he says ‘‘the
blood of Christ really cleanses from sin;’’ when
he views the human side in its relations to the
moral condition of the sinner he says, ‘‘Paul’s
sins were really pardoned when he believed;’’
and when he considers the matter in its legal
relations to the divine government he says
‘“‘baptism is for the real, formal remission of
sins’’—all 7»eal. But when Mr. Campbell is
considering the question in both its moral and
its legal phases, and placing these in contrast,
he says: ¢‘‘Paul’s sius were 7eally pardoned
when he believed, formally pardoned when he
was baptized.’’ That this is the correct inter-
pretation of Mr. Campbell’s statement above
quoted from his book on baptism is evident
from the fact that in this same discussion he
says on page 272: ‘‘Baptism, according to the
Apostolic church is both ‘a sign’ and ‘a seal” of
remission of sins. In this sense only does bap-
tism now save us. . . . Circumcision is
said to have been, in one case at least, a szgn
and a seal.”” Here Mr. Campbell refers to the
case of Abraham, of whom Paul says, in Rom.
4:11: ‘‘He received the sign of circumcision, a
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seal of the righteousness of the faith which he
had while he was in uncircumcision.’’ Notice
carefully, Abraham had ‘‘the righteousness of
faith,”’ or remission of sins, before he was cir-
cumcised. And he afferwards received circum-
cision as a sign and seal of that righteousness.
Of this Mr. Campbell on same page says:
‘“‘Baptism, in the same sense and in a similar
case is also both a sign and a seal—the sign,
however, at most, 15 only iudicative of what
has been sealed’’—the sins have been really
pardoned on the grounds of faith, of which bap-
tism, the sign, ‘‘is only indicative,’’ says Mr.
Campbell. Again he says at the bottom of
same page: ‘‘Baptism is a seal of the righteous-
ness of faith, or the remission of all our past
sins, through faith in his blood, then, and in
that act publicly expressed and confirmed.”’
Nothing can be plainer than that Mr. Campbell
holds to real remission before baptism, and
formal remission in baptism. This, however,
will be more fully shown in subsequent pages.
Let us now return to the main thread of our
argument on the real and.the formal.

IMPORTANT DISTINCTIONS.

The distinction between the real and the
formal in the transactions of life is founded on

a difference in the nature of things. The real
6
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lies in the moral sphere, the formal in the ma-
terial. In the case of marriage, the real is in
the affections and agreements of two hearts; the
formal in the rites prescribed for the consum-
mation of matrimony. In the transference of
property, the real is in the contract made by
the parties; the formal in the deed on the re-
corder’s books. In the forgiveness of sins, the
real is in the compassionate heart of God
caused by the contrition of the penitent sin-
ner; the formal is in the overt act of obedience
to the ordinance of baptism.

The real and the formal are both necessary,
we might say egqually necessary to the complete
transaction. Without mutual affection and a
mutual agreement no formal rites can ever con-
stituté a true matrimonial alliance. And with-
out the ceremonial forms, no union in marriage
is competent. Hence, in order to a complete
marriage compact, the real and the formal are
equally necessary. Without the sympathy and
compassionate forgiveness of the Father’s
heart, no formal obedience in baptism can
secure the remission of sins. Nor will the
forgiveness of the Father’s heart secure for us
the end of the commandment: ¢‘Arise and be
baptized and wash away thy sins.”” This re-
quires an act of obedience to authority on our
part. Hence real and formal forgiveness are
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equally necessary to remission of sins in the
full New Testament sense. ‘The command of
Peter on Pentecost, Acts 2:38, ‘‘Repent and be
baptized,’’ carries along with it both ideas, the
real and formal ‘‘remission of sins.”’

But while the real and formal are equally
necessary, they are not equally zmportant. The
real 1s always more important than the formal.
The moral element is more to be prized than
the material. In the case of two alienated
friends restored to an understanding and a
friendly feeling, the union of their hearts is
far more important than the union and shake
of their hands. To a foreigner coming to our
country, the privileges and opportunities which
he secures, without naturalization, are more 1m-
portant than those secured by formal naturali-
zation. ‘The privileges of life, liberty and the
pursuit of happiness; the opportunity for home,
protection and domestic felicity; the possibili-
ties of wealth, education, social and religious
enjoyment, are of more value than political
privileges and preferment—voting and holding
office.

To the returning prodigal the father’s recog-
nition, parental embrace and forgiving wel-
come were more valuable than the ‘‘best robe,”’
the ‘‘ring’’ and the ‘‘fatted calf.” To the
penitent sinner the Heavenly Father’s sympa-
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thy, forgiveness and love, his own spiritual re-
generation and God’s spiritual recognition, ac-
ceptance and favor, are far moreimportant than
any consequences that can come from the out-
ward compliance with any prescribed forms. A
renewed mind, a spiritual discernment, a clear
perception of truth, a subdued will, an under-
standing of moral relations to the atoning love
of Christ, a trustful faith and a loyal heart are
more Vvaluable than ‘‘confession with the
mouth,’’ and ‘‘obedience in baptism,’’ though
these are important, as are all divine command-
ments.

The real ar.d the formal are mutually helpful
to each other. What would the oath of office
signify, administered to a man who had never
desired or sought the presidency of the United
States, or who had not been chosen by the suf-
frages of the people for the position? It is the
will of the people and the willingness of the
man that give significance and authority to the
formalities pertaining to his induction into
office. And yet, his official vows lend gravity
and dignity to his own sense of responsibility,
and give to the people an assurance of his
fidelity to the interests of the nation.

What would the ¢‘robe,’’ the ‘‘ring’’ and the
‘“fatted calf’’ have indicated to the prodigal son
with the father’s unforgiving frown resting
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upon him? Only a deeper consciousness of his
own unworthiness. But with the parental kiss
of forgiveness still warm on his cheek, these
tokens of affection intensify the feelings of
both the father and the son, until the cup of
joy runs over. Without previous reconciliation
between God and the sinner; without the divine
favor and acceptance consequent upon the
humiliation and compunction of the sinner;
with the stern brow of the offended Lord still
knit in unforgiveness, what potency or effi-
cacy is there in being baptized? Do you tell
me that the Father of spirits sits unmoved by
the sinner’s ‘‘repentance toward God and faith
in our Lord Jesus Christ;”’ that he refuses his
gracious forgiveness to a ‘‘broken and contrite
heart’’ until the man ‘‘toes the, mark’’ in bap-
tism? Believe it who can, not I. ‘‘“The Lord
is nigh unto them that are of a broken heart,
and saveth such as be of a contrite spirit.”
And yet, the most natural thing for the peni-
tent sinner is to cry out, ‘‘Lord, what wilt thou
have me to do/’’ When the heartis deeply
moved, we always feel like dozzg something to
give vent to our ieelings and expression to our
thoughts. Henceé for man’s own good, and not
to influence God, the command is given to ‘‘be
baptized.”” His faith stimulates him to seek
baptism; his baptism intensifies his faith and
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gratifies his heart, and thus the real and the
formal are helpful to each other. The real isa
personal affair, while the formal is a matter of
law.

In the purchase of property by one party
from another, the transaction is one of per-
sonal interest, of personal judgment, of per-
sonal feelings, etc. In their negotiations, from
beginning to end, the buyer and the seller are
each conscious of his individuality, his per-
sonal rights and privileges, his volitions and
purposes. Their agreement and contract is
purely a personal affair between themselves.
When these negotiations are ended, however,
and the deed is delivered and placed on record,
it becomes a matter of law, of public concern.

In the alienation of two friends, it is an
affair of personal feeling. And their reconcili-
ation 1s brought about by personal explanations,
concessions and apologies. After this they
shake hands. 'This is according to the law of
custom, and has its significance and authority.
In the matter of forgiveness of sins there is a
personal relationship between God and the sin-
ner. God thinks and feels, and man thinks
and feels. When we sin we do more than
transgress a divine law, we sin against the
divine Being. ‘‘Against thee, thee only have
I'sinned.” The divine government is paternal.
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God is our Father, we are his children. Our
wrong-doing offends the heart of the Father.
We owe it to him to repent and ‘‘turn unto the
Lord that he may have mercy upon us, and to
our God that he may abundantly pardon.”
This is the real, personal adjustment of the
sinner through repentance, and the real, per-
sonal adjustment of the Heavenly Father
through forgiveness.

Formal remission is a matter of law. ‘‘Be
baptized for the remission of your sins,’’ is the
legal phase of the subject. As there is a sense
in which sin is the transgression of law, so
there is a sense in which forgiveness 1s ob-
tained through the observing of law. Personal
forgiveness first, and then legal remission.
And as sin exists in the human heart before it
manifests itself in an overt act of disobedience,
so forgiveness exists in the divine heart before
it is declared in the act of obedience in bap-
tism.

In the scope of their influence, the real is
limited to the subject or subjects of the transac-
tion, while the formal extends to others as
well. In the nuptial alliance, the heart exer-
cises and experiences through which a unity of
thought and purpose and life is reached, are
confined to the parties to the compact. Con-
sciousness, on their part alone, can attest the
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mental anxiety, the repose of confidence, the
fidelity of faith, and the wealth of affection in-
volved in this transaction, but are confined to
the parties themselves. In the formal rites,
however, other parties are reached and affected.
The license must be procured from the proper
official; witnesses must be had; the ceremony
must be pronounced by an authorized agent.
Why all this? Because other parties are inter-
ested. Society at large needs to be protected
as well as the parties themselves, and the law
interposes for the general good.

God has established a kingdom on earth—
the Church of Christ. In this he reigns, and
through this he sends out the gospel, and by
this he saves sinners. The church is an organ-
ized body with Christ our Lord as its head.
““‘And he gave some to be apostles, and some
prophets, and some evangelists, and some pas-
tors and teachers.”” The authority and minis-
try of the apostles and prophets are still exer-
cised and maintained through their writings in
the New Testament. The evangelists and pas-
tors and teachers are a perpetuated living min-
istry. ‘The church has ordinances to formally
separate it from the world, and through which
to edify itself in love, in efficiency and in
power. These ordinances become the ‘‘formal’’
part of the church’s life and existence. Through
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these men express their faith and their feelings.
The ‘‘real” of the heart speaks to the world
through the ‘‘formal.”” Let us apply these
things now to the subject in hand—the forgive-
ness of sins. The feelings of the penitent sin-
ner and the feelings of the compassionate
Heavenly Father, are, in the nature of the case,
limited to the sphere of their own hearts.
While God, in answer to the cry of the peni-
tent soul, grants his personal forgiveness,—
promptly, cheerfully, gladly grants it,—yet
there are other partiesinterested; every member
of the Church of Christ is interested; the whole
world is interested. Hence it becomes neces-
sary for a formal, public declaration of the faith
of the sinner, and for a formal, public declara-
tion of the forgiveness of God. Hence the
command, ‘‘Be baptized for the remission of

your sins.”’
POINTS GAINED.

Now what points are gained by baptism for
the remission of sins—for the formal remission?

1. A rational view of the Divine Nature,
and a just estimate of God’s character, as pre-
sented in the sacred Scriptures, are thus main-
tained and defended. Reason concurs with the
revealed Word of truth that God is infinite in
his attributes of intelligence, affection and voli-
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tion. God is omniscient, God is love, God can
will. 'The fatherhood of God is the sublime
lesson of the ministry of Jesus Christ. That
the broken heart of a wayward son finds instant
response of sympathy and forgiveness in the
parental nature of man, needs not to be argued.
Whenever the father is assured that the son is
penitent, the son is forgiven. But the Divine
Nature is nobler and better than human nature.
“‘If you being evil know how to give good gifts
unto your children, how much more will your
Heavenly Father give,” etc. ‘“When my father
and my mother forsake me, then the Lord will
take me up.’”” As a necessary protection
against mistakes and frauds in human govern-
ments, mgn may prescribe formal acts for the
offender to observe; but God, knowing the
hearts of all men, needs no such protection.
A father whose heart has melted into forgive-
ness over the penitential pleadings of his erring
son, may say; ‘‘My son, sit down there now,
and read a chapter in the Bible, and I will for-
give you.”’ But everybody understands that
the son is already #eally forgiven; and the
father prescribes this formal duty because of
some good that may thus come to the boy, or
to discipline in the family; and not for any effect
it may have on the father’s heart. So when the
Heavenly Father sees repentance in the sinner’s



THE REAL AND THE FORMAL 91

heart, he forgives, and if he prescribes ‘‘bap-
tism for the remission of sins,” it is for the
sinner’s own good, and for the good of the
observing church and world, and not in any
wise to influence God’s own nature or feelings.

2. 'The sinner is thus favored and gratified
in his own feelings through this act of obe-
dience to God. *‘‘Lord, what wilt thou have
me to do?”’ cried Saul. When the heart is full
it seeks relief in the utterance of action. It
wants to do something to show its appreciation
of its benetfactor. ‘‘Arise and be baptized and
wash away thy sins,”’ is the answer. And to
every obedient soul it brings relief and satisfac-
tion.

3. The sinner is thus assured of remission
through the promise of God’s Word. That
forgiveness of sins, in some sense, is promised
in baptism, is as clear as any other Bible truth.
But, it may be asked, how can a man’s own
act of obedience in baptism assure him, be evi-
dence to him, of forgiveness in the mind of
God? Only because God has promised to for-
give him on this condition. Believing God is
faithful, when he has obeyed the command, he
feels sure that he is forgiven—forgiven in what-
ever sense the promise was made.

But, it may be further asked, if God has
promised to forgive the penitent believer on the
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condition of his faith in Christ, is he not already
assured by his faith, and before his baptism?
Yes, he is already assured, but he needs to be
more fully assured. As the sinner, inexperi-
enced in Christian thought and truth, passes
from darkness to light, he has doubts and
anxieties, fears and hopes. He is not just sure
that he has that kind, or that measure of faith;
that kind, or that measure of repentance, that
meets tHe requirements of the divine law. He
is not sure that he has the necessary internal,
moral preparation that God demands. Every
preacher of the gospel understands this fact.
In his ministry he has often to aid struggling
souls by explaining and expounding about
mental states and moral; and by encouraging
mea in tne:r ettorts to free themselves from sin,
and to lay hold of the promises of God. And
when the preacher himself has become assured
of the man’s spiritual readiness, and has in-
duced him to commit himself in baptism to the
Lord, it is a pleasure to witness the relief and
satisfaction brought to the earnest soul in this
obedience in baptism. He does not doubt his
baptism. And his assurance is made more
abundant. This assurance, too, strengthens
his faith and his hope both in himself and in
his God.

4. We are considering the points gained by
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the doctrine of baptism for the ‘‘formal’’ remis-
sion of sins. And now, in the fourth place, at-
tention is directed to the very important fact,
that the church is assured, by this open decla-
ration of faith on tae part of the sinner, that he
is prepared for, and desires membership in, the
body of Christ. Although the penitent be-
liever is brought, by his faith in the Lord Jesus
Christ, into spiritual fellowship with God, and
into the real, personal forgiveness of the Father,
yet he is still living under disabilities. He has
not been naturalized. He has not conformed
to the law of induction into the earthly king-
dom, of initiation ints the church  He can
have no church privileges; he is barred from
the Lord’s Supper, from church fellowship.
He has not been enfranchised in the kingdom.
Through baptism and the formal remission of
his sins, he must be formally received into the
fellowship of saints, and enter formally into his

rights and immunities as a citizen of the king-
dom. Baptism fills a very important office,

then, in the administration of the Church of
Christ on earth. Its functions are sufficiently
abundant without assuming the impossible task
of enlightening the mind of God as to the moral
condition of the sinner, and influencing the
divine heart to grant real remission of sins.

5. 'The baptismn of the believer for the
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formal remission of his sins also serves a notice
on the world that he is no longer of it. ‘This is
his deed to his moral realty which he secured
by his faith at the hands of the atoning Savior.
He files it in the court of Christ that it may
stand on record as notice to the world of his
property rights. But deeds are always evi-
dence of previous moral transactions and agree-
ments, and are never granted without these
necessary prerequisites. Formal remission can
never be obtained unless preceded by real
remission.

6. Another important purpose it serves is of
removing from the gospel of our Lord Jesus
Christ the repulsive aspect of a gross, unchris-
tian legalism. The idea that the moral nature
of our Heavenly Father, the spiritual sensibili-.
ties of his divine heart remain untouched and
unmoved by the sinner’s ‘‘repentance toward
God and faith in our Lord Jesus Christ;’’ and
that the Holy One stands as a mere official,
stern and all pitiless, waiting for the baptism of
the sinner before his soul relaxes with compas-
sion and forgiveness, is so contrary to our
better instincts, and so contrary to the teach-
ings of the Bible as to be offensive to enlight-
ened Christian thought, as it appears to the
writer. God is represented in the Scriptures of
divine truth as seeking and pleading with the
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sinner to receive his mercy; as more willing to
grant his forgiveness than man is to receive it.
He sent his Son into the world ‘‘to seek and to
save” men. ‘‘Behold I stand at the door and
knock,’’ expresses the attitude of the Heavenly
Father. Now, after all this, when the sinner
“‘turns unto the Lord that he may have mercy
upon him, and to God that he may abundantly
pardon,”’’ does God say, ‘‘Wait, not ready yet;
you must be baptized before my forgiveness is
extended?’’ Is there not an incompatibility in
such teachings?

7. 'This view of baptism recongiles the
teachings of the Scriptures on this subject—
their apparently contradictory teachings.

The evangelical scholarship of Christendom
by consensus may be said to have settled the
two following points of Christian doctrine:

(1) That God grants forgiveness of sins to
men on the moral grounds of the sinner's peni-
tent trust in Christ.

(2) 'That baptism, iz some sense, is for the
remission of sins.

Now, that the penitent sinner obtains for-
giveness on ‘ke condition of his faith in the
Savior, and yet that he obtains forgiveness as
a sequence of baptism, has the appearance of a
contradiction. But this is precisely the con-
tradictory appearance of Bible teaching on this
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subject. And this fact has given rise to much
diversity of views and much disputation in the
Christian world. Theories on this subject have
been held and advocated, gravitating from the
extremes of baptismal regeneration on the one
hand, to the non-essentiality of baptism on the
other. In the same way have the views and
teachings of men varied with reference to the
ordinance of the Lord’s Supper, running from
the extreme of¢ transubstantiation, through
consubstantiation, punctilious weekly observ-
ance, monthly, quarterly and annual celebra-
tion of the eucharist. These and other diversi-
ties in the teachings and practices of different
religious bodies, and the consequent contention
and alienation among Christian men impressed,
painfully impressed, the minds of Thomas
Campbell and his son Alexander, and led them
finally to determine to study Christianity, de
novo, for themselves, and in the light of the
inspired Word of God. The result is before
the world as a part of history. Alexander
Campbell was no ordinary man, viewed from
any point of observation. He was a theolog-
ical genius. His intellectual capacities for
both analytical and synthetical reasoning were
well poised; and his spiritual intuition was of
the very highest order. His devotion to the
revealed Word of God—the ‘‘Living Oracles,’’
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as he was wont to style the Bible, was unfal-
tering, uncompromising. When he saw, as he
clearly did, that the Holy Scriptures teach that
the sinner is forgiven, as a consequence of kis
JSaitk in the Lamb of God, he accepted it; and
when he saw that the inspired Word commands
men to ‘‘be baptized for the remission of their
sins,”’ he accepted this. He advocated both these
points of Christian doctrine as important. He
laid greater stress in his writings and teachings
upon this latter point—baptism for remission,
than he did upon the former; not because he
esteemed it more important, or equally impor-
tant, but because it was less understood and
less appreciated by the religious world, and
consequently needed to be more emphasized
that it might be restored to its proper place
in the Church of Christ. And holding to both
these doctrines, and advocating both, has
placed Mr. Campbell’s writings, like those of
the Bible, in apparent contradiction, but only
apparent, as will be abundantly shown before
we are done.

Let us gather up the thread of our argument.
We are discussing the real and the formal; and
especially baptism for the formal remission of
sins, and the points gained by this view of the
subject. And we are now considering the fact

that this view reconciles the apparent contra-
7
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dictions in those Scriptures which treat of the
remission of sins—treat of it directly or by im-
plication.

In the Gospel of John, 5:24, the Savior says,
“‘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.”” And again he says,
“‘He that believeth on him is not condemned;
but he that believeth not is condemned already,
because he hath not believed in the name of the
only begotten Son of God.”” John 3:18. Now
language could hardly be more explicit. If a
man believes on Christ he is not condemned.
But if he is not condemned, then he is forgiv-
en. Again, if he does not believe on him,
then he is condemned; and if he is condemned
he is not forgiven. But a man is either for-
given, or he is not forgiven; he is either con-
demned, or he is not condemned; he either be-
lieves, or he does not believe. But why is he
‘‘condemned already?’’ ¢‘‘Because he hath not
believed on the name of the only begotten Son
of God,” says the Master. Unbelief, then, is
the cause of condemnation, and belief is the
cause of 7oz being condemned. In other words,
belief 1s the cause of being forgiven, and un-
belief 1s the cause of not being forgiven. We
have here, then, clearly the relation of cause
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and effect. Belief and unbelief are causes fol-.
lowed by forgiven and uunforgiven as effects.

Another declaration of Christ is this: ‘‘He
that believeth is passed from death unto life.”
Here is a moral change—a transition from spir-
itual death unto spiritual life. But this in-
volves remission of sins. When God declares
that a man is passed from death unto life, he
declares him forgiven. But faith secures this
transition, hence faith secures his forgiveness.
Such is the teaching of our Lord, unless he
used words to conceal ideas. Notwithstanding
all this, the Savior said to Nicodemus, ‘‘Ex-
cept a man be born of water, he cannot enter
into the kingdom of God.’”” ‘This is only an-
other form of saying, except a man be baptized
he cannot obtain remission of sins. But here
is a contradiction on the surface of things. To
say that forgiveness is an effect of faith, and
yet that it cannot be obtained without baptfsm,
is certainly a contradiction, at least in appear-
ance.

The same thing appears in the preaching of
the Apostle Peter to the Jews on Pentecost,
Acts 2:38, and to the Gentiles at the house of
Cornelius, Acts 10:43. To the household of
Cornelius he says: ‘“I'o him give all the proph-
ets witness, that in his name, whosoever be-
lieveth on him shall receive remission of sins.”’
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This may be plainly stated thus: The proph-
ets testify that, through the atonement of Jesus
Christ, God will forgive all who trust in him.
“Whosoever belteveth on him shall recetve remis-
sion of stns.”’ Here is a universal proposition,
in which remission of sins is promised to all
on the condition of faith in Christ, And yet,
Peter said to the Jews on Pentecost, ‘‘Be bap-
tized for the remission of your sins.”’ If Peter
uses the expression, ‘‘For the remission of
sins,”’ n the same sense in both these cases,
then he is plainly at variance with himself in
Christian doctrine.

By way of reconciling this apparent contra-
diction in Peter, it has been argued that the
phrase, ‘‘zn his name,”’ means here, by his
authority ; and this authority ordained baptism
for the remission of sins. This represents
Peter as saying, ‘“The prophets all testify that
through baptism authorized by Christ, whoso-
ever believeth on him shall receive remission of
sins.”” But, as a matter of fact, did the proph-
ets ever testify to any such a thing? They did
testify to the ransom of sinners through the
atoning Lamb of God, but not to the fact that
he would accomplish this through authorized
baptism. This species of special pleading to
save a religious tenet, is only equaled by a
short-sighted pedobaptist who cannot see in-
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mersion in the river Jordan, but who can see
infants in household baptisms. Peter must be
harmonized on some other principle, but of
this later on.

With reference to the import and significance
of this phrase, ‘‘Through his name,” the
scholarship of Christendom is so uniform and
so manifestly against the foregoing interpreta-
tion of it, that it appears like trifling to resort
to it. On this point, I submit the following
from distinguished exegetes:

THROUGH HIS NAME: ‘‘Through his per-
son.”’—/Zange. ‘‘For his sake and on account
of his merit.”’—Matthew Henry. ‘‘All the at-
tributes and energies of which the name is the
symbol.”’—F/lzcott.  ‘‘Not simply upon him,
but upon him as possessing the attributes and
sustaining the relations of which his name 1is
the index.”’—Hovey. ‘‘By means of his name,
of the believing confession of it, by which the
objectively completed redemption is subjective-
ly appropriated.’’—Meyer.

From this we pass to observe that Paul is
also involved in the same sort of contradictory
teaching. In his discourse at Antioch in the
Jewish synagogue, Acts 13:38, he says: ‘‘Be it
known unto you, therefore, men and brethren,
that through this man is preached unto you the
forgiveness of sins; and by him all that believe



102 THE SPIRITUAL SIDE OF OUR PLEA

are justified from all things, from which you
could not be justified by the law of Moses.”
While not in the same words, this is substan-
tially the same declaration that Peter made to
Cornelius. Where Peter says, ‘‘7hrough his
name’’ God grants forgiveness of sins to the
believer, Paul says, ‘‘Zhrowugh this man’’ re-
mission 1is granted. @ These two apostles
evidently preached the same gospel, though
not in just the same terms always. It would
seem then that when Peter said remission of
sins is obtained by the believer through his
name, he meant through this man—through the
mediation and atonement of Jesus Christ, and
not through the exercise of his authority in or-
daining baptism for remission of sins. But
now notice that while Paul here declares, ‘‘All
who believe are justified from all things’’—are
freely forgiven, yet in Gal. 3:27, he says they
were ‘‘baptized into Jesus Christ,”’ which is
equivalent to being baptized into remission of
sins. 'That is, according to Paul, forgiveness
is consequent upon faith, and yet, consequent
upon baptism. Here is need of reconciliation.

Forgiveness, like repentance, implies a change
of mind and a change of heart. Repentance of
sin we may have committed against anotherisa
personal, subjective experience. We feel it with-
in us as a positive moral force moving us—mov-
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ing us, it may be to words, to tears or to actions.
Paul speaks of the ‘‘motions of sin working in
our members to bring forth fruit unto death.”
So there are ‘‘motions’’ of repentance ‘‘bring-
ing forth fruit meet for repentance.” In the
same way forgiveness—real forgiveness—is a
subjective moral force, an internal experience, a
feeling within, moving the subject of it gra-
ciously and compassionately toward the offender.
Forgiveness, real forgiveness, consists essen-
tially of this change within, a change of feel-
ings in the offended party, in consequence of a
change—of repentance—in the offender. And
this real forgiveness moves to action, to formal
pardon. This is the case even in the official
acts of the governor when he pardons a crim-
inal. He i1s first made, by representations and
by information, to feel that the prisoner, by re-
pentance, has made himself worthy of pardon.
This feeling is the 7eal/ pardon, all else con-
nected with the prisoner’s release is formal.
These facts and principles obtain more mani-
festly in the paternal government.

Note this fact, that in the New Testament
forgiveness of sins is made a sequence to the
moral fitness of man to receive it. ‘‘Faith,”
‘‘repentance,”” ‘‘conversion’” and ‘‘born of
God,”’ are expressive of moral elements in the
gospel. While these terms do not express the
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same shade of thought, philologically or meta-
physically considered, yet they mean substan-
tially the same thing in Christianity. They
imply each other. They cannot exist alone.
The man who has gospel faith, has gospel re-
pentance, is converted and is born of God. The
man who has gospel repentance, has gospel
faith, is converted and born of God. The man
who is converted according to the gospel, has
faith and repentance and is born of God. And
the man who 1is born of God is converted, has
faith and has repentance. These terms, singly
or collectively, applied to the sinner, mean a
moral revolution within him—a change of
views, a change of heart. Hence, when remis-
sion of sins is declared in the New Testament,
a sequence of faith, or of repentance, or of con-
version, or of being born of God, it is declared
to be a sequence of all of them. These are all
co-ordinate and concordant factors of that re-
newal, that great moral change wrought in the
soul by the gospel of Christ.

Let us now recite a few passages of Scripture
illustrating these facts: ¢‘Whosoever believeth
that Jesus is the Christ is dorn of God’’—is for-
given. (1 John 5:1).

“With the heart man éelievet’ unto right-
eousness’’—into remission of sins. (Rom.
10:10.)
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““Whosoever believet on him shall not be
ashamed.”” (Rom. 9:33). Why not ashamed?
Because he i1s forgiven. Why forgiven? Be-
cause he believes on Christ.

““Then to the Gentiles, also, hath God
granted repentance unto life’’—into remission
of sins. (Acts 11:18).

“Him hath God exalted to grant to Israel
repentance and remission of sins.’”’ (Acts 5:31.)

“‘Lest they should see with their eyes and
hear with their ears and understand with their
heart, and should be converted, and 1 should
heal them’’ — should forgive them. (Acts
28:27.)

Now it is plain to be seen that these texts
from the Word of God, which might be multi-
plied indefinitely, teach that the forgiveness of
sins 1s a sequence—a moral effect, in the mind of
God, resulting from a moral cawuse in the heart
of man; and that this cause is variously styled
in the Scriptures, ‘‘born of God,” ‘‘conver-
sion,” ‘‘repentance,’”” ‘‘faith,”’ etc., according
to the point of observation of the speaker or
writer.

Notwithstanding all this, it is just as plainly
a matter of fact that baptism is made a condi-
tion of remission of sins, of regeneration and of
salvation. ‘‘Be baptized for the remission of
sins” (Acts 2:38). ¢‘‘Arise and be baptized
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and wash away thy sins’’ (Acts 22:16). ‘‘Ex-
cept a man be born of water he cannot enter
into the kingdom of God”’ (John 3:5). ‘‘Bap-
tism doth alsonow save us,’’ etc. (1 Pet. 3:21).
Now here is apparent contradiction; and here
is need of reconciliation. This contrariety in
Christian doctrine is to be found in all Chris-
tian literature, in the various creeds and in the
critical commentaries on the Scriptures.

The point of this present contention is to
affirin that there is a distinction between real
and formal remission of sins; and this distinc-
tion reconciles this apparent’ contradiction.
Real forgiveness 1s granted to the sinner on the
grounds of his trust in the ILord Jesus Christ;
and formal remission on the grounds of his obe-
dience in baptism. Alexander Campbell, ob-
serving this distinction, announced it to the
world in 1823.

“‘Paul’s sins were really pardoned,’’ he said,
“‘when he believed, yet he had no solemn
pledge of the fact, no formal acquittal, no for-
mal purgation of his sins until he washed them
away in the water of baptism.’’ This, on the
part of Mr. Campbell, was simply a new setting
of an old truth. He did not claim originality
in the truth, but only in the form in which he
put it. He claimed, in making this distinc-
tion, that he stood with Protestant Christen-
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dom; and he proved it by their creeds and
authoritative utterances. This strong empha-
sis placed by him on baptism for the formal
remission of sins attracted attention and pro-
voked criticism. And this in turn called for
repeated emphasis. Mr. Campbell wrote ex-
tensively on this subject, so much so as to mis-
lead many persons with the idea that he held
to remission of sins, in no other sense than the
formal remission in baptism. But Mr. Camp-
bell never recalled his declarations made in
1823 on this subject; and his biographer, Dr.
Richardson, clearly holds him to it from begin-
ning to end. No man has ever been more mis-
understood, misconstrued and misrepresented,
by friends and foes, than Alexander Campbell
has been on this subject. This we next engage
to make clear to the understanding of every
man who will follow us, and who does mnot
belong to that class of whom it has been writ-
ten: ‘“There are none so blind as those who

wll not see.”’



A%

ALEXANDER CAMPBELL ON REMIS-
SION OF SINS.

What was Alexander Campbell’s position in
regard to ‘‘baptism for the remission of sins?’’
The question raised is not whether Mr. Camp-
bell held that baptism is for the remission of
sins. Everybody at all acquainted with his
writings knows that he did so teach; and that
he held and advocated this view with great
emphasis. His writings abound in various and
strong declarations on this point. Nor is the
enquiry here raised as to whether the mind
and the heart are associated with the act of
baptism in the proper administration of the
ordinance. It is clearly understood that in
every instance of scriptural baptism the
thoughts and feelings accompany the action;
and that Mr. Campbell so believed and so
taught. Our thoughts and feelings attend all
our normal acts. When we kiss a babe our
hearts sanction it and co-operate with the body
in the act; and so in every other instance.
The nature of the act and the nature of the feel-
ings correspond. The direct point in the pres-

ent inquiry is in what sense did Mr. Campbell
(108)
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hold to and teach ‘‘baptism for the remission of
sins?’’ The investigation is one of fact, one of
history. Dr. Richardson, in his ‘““Memoirs of
Alexander Campbell,”’ page 20, vol. 2, tells us
that in a debate with Mr. Walker, a Secession-
Presbyterian minister, in 1820, Mr. Campbell
declared that, ‘‘Baptism is connected with the
promise of the remission of sins.”’

Concerning this declaration Dr. Richardson
says:

“This utterance is worthy of notice as his first definite
and public recognition of the peculiar office of baptism.
While, however, he thus in 1820, distinctly perceived and
asserted a scriptural connection between baptism and re-
mission of sins, he seems to have viewed it, at this time,
only in the light of an argument, and to have had buta
faint appreciation of its great practical importance. A
momentary glance only seems as yet to have been directed
to the great purpose of baptism, which subsequently
assumed so conspicuous a position in the restoration of
the primitive gospel.”’

This debate with Mr. Walker was held in
the state of Ohio. In the year 1823 Mr.
Campbell held a debate with Mr. McCalla, a
Presbyterian minister, in Kentucky. In this
debate he set forth extensively and clearly his
more matured views on the relation of baptism
to the remission of sins. The following ex-
tracts from that discussion will enable the
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reader to understand Mr. Campbell’s position at
that time:

“Never was there an ordinance of so great import or
design. Itis to be but once administered. We are to pray
often, praise often, show forth the Lord’s death often,
commemorate his resurrection every week, but we are to
be baptized but once. * * * * I know it will be said that
I have affirmed that baptism sazves us. Well, Peter and
Paul have said so before me. If it was not criminal in
them to say so, it cannot be criminal in me. When
Ananias said unto Paul, ‘Arise and be baptized, and wash
away thy sins, calling upon the name of the Lord,’ I sup-
pose Paul believed him and arose and was baptized, and
washed away his sins. When he was baptized, he must
have believed that his sins were 7zow washed away in some
sense that they were not before. For if his sins had been
already, in every semse, washed away, Ananias’ address
would have led him into a mistaken view of himself, both
before and after baptism. Now we confess that the blood
of Jesus Christ alone cleanses us who believe from all sins.
Even this, however, is a metaphorical expression. The
efficacy of his blood springs from his own dignity and
from the appointment of his Father. The blood of Christ,
then, really cleanses us who believe from all sin. Behold
the goodness of God in giving us a formal token of it by
ordaining a baptism expressly ‘for the remission of sins.’
The water of baptism, then, formally washes away our
sins. The blood of Christ 7eal/ly washes away our sins.
Paul’s sins were 7eally pardoned when he believed, yet he
had no solemn pledge of the fact, no formal purgation of
his sins until he washed them away in the water of bap-
tism. To every believer, therefore, baptism is a formal
and personal remission or purgation of sins. The believer
never has his sins formally washed away or remitted until
he is baptized.”’
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Commenting on this position of Mr. Camp-
bell with regard to baptism, in his debate with
Mr. McCalla, Dr. Richardson says:

““Thus the design of baptism and its true place in the
economy of the gospel had gradually become clearer, and
its importance proportionally enhanced in his estimation,
since the debate with Walker. Often, during the interven-
ing period, had this particular point been the subject of
conversation between him and his father, as well as with
Walter Scott, and of careful Scripture examinations, and
these utterances in the McCalla debate presented the views
they had beforehand agreed upon as the true and obvious
teachings of the New Testament. * * * Thus, in 1823,
the design of baptism was fully understood and publicly
asserted.”’

Thus writes Dr. Richardson with regard to
Mr. Campbell and his views after Mr. C’s death.
Dr. Richardson was Mr. Campbell’s life long
friend and associate. These two men worshiped
together in the same church, were both teach-
ers in Bethany College, and were co-editors of the
Mzllennial Harbinger. When Mr: Campbell
died Dr. Richardson was selected by Mr. Camp-
bell’s family to write his biography. That Dr.
Richardson understood Mr. Campbell’s views on
all these questions there can be no doubt. And
Dr. Richardson quotes Mr. Campbell’s declara-
tions in the McCalla debate, viz.: ‘‘Paul’s sins
were really pardoned when he believed, yet he
had no solemn pledge of the fact, no formal
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purgation of his sins until he washed them away
in the water of baptism.” And then adds:
““T'hus in 1823 the design of baptism was fully
understood and publicly asserted.”” Now if the
‘“‘design of baptism was_f«//y understood’’ then,
there could have been no change in Mr. Camp-
bell’s views on this subject afterwards. And
thisis the precise point of our present inquiry.
Did Mr. Campbell change his views on this
subject? If he did we have no account of it.
Dr. Richardson, his biographer, does not men-
tion the fact, which he certainly would have
done had this been the case. Mr. Campbell was
an original, independent thinker. He was a
man of strong convictions. He was a conscien-
tious man. When he changed his mind in re-
gard to his own baptism, he at once sought im-
mersion at the hands of a Baptist preacher.
When he changed his mind in regard to Calvin-
ism he declared it. When he changed in regard
to the nature of faith, he proclaimed it. When
he changed his views in reference to church
order or government or worship he announced it.
When he changed in regard to the work of the
Holy Spirit he was bold to say so. ‘‘Wise men
change often, but fools never,”” he frequently
wrote as his motto. But Mr. Campbell never
announced to the world any change in his views
on the design of baptism as expressed in his
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debate with McCalla in 1823. The only evi-
dence adduced to make it appear that he did
so change is the fact that he affirmed the prop-
osition that, ‘‘Baptism is for the remission of
past sins,’’ and that, throughout his life, he
wrote and spoke abundantly and emphatically
in support of this proposition. But this was
his position in the McCalla debate, and he then
set himself boldly in its proclamation and de-
fense. Mr. Campbell had no dispute with the
Christian world on the position that ‘‘Paul’s
sins were 7eally pardoned when he believed.”’
This was conceded on all hands. But when he
maintained that ‘‘the believer never has his
sins formally washed away or remitted until he
is baptized,’’ then he found opposition. The
greater the opposition, the greater the occasion
for his emphatic affirmation of the truth.

In his discussions of this question Mr. Camp-
bell did not always choose to make the distinc-
tion between ‘‘real’”’ and ‘‘formal’’ remission.
The Scriptures plainly teach that ‘‘baptism is
for the remission of sins,’”’ and Mr. Campbell
affirmed this proposition before the world, and
proved it. In doing this he neither affirmed
nor denied in regard to ‘‘real’’ and ‘‘formal”’
remission, but only that ‘‘baptism is for the re-
mission of sins.”” ‘To this he held without

ever renouncing his position that, ‘‘Paul’s sins
8
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were really pardoned when he believed.”” He
was committed to the restoration of apostolic
Christianity in /Jeffer and in spirit. Hence his
earnest contention for the weekly observance of
the Lord’s Supper, and for baptism jfor the re-
mission of sins.

There are two classes of men who have mis-
understood and misrepresented Mr. Campbell
on this subject, and on the work of the Holy
Spirit—his sectarian critics and a school of
thinkers in our own ranks that we call, for the
want of a better term, Zegalists. And it isa
significant fact that both these quote the same
passages from Mr. Campbell’s writings to make
good their contentions that Mr. Campbell re-
pudiated the doctrine of ‘‘real’’ remission on the
ground of faith in the blood of Christ, and of a
real presence of the Holy Spirit to-day in the
work of salvation.

Mr. Campbell held to both the ‘‘letter’’ and
the ‘‘spirit’’ of Christianity; he -believed firmly
in that which is ‘‘without’’ and that which is
“‘within’’ in our holy religion; and held to the
evident scriptural distinction between ‘‘real”’
and ‘‘formal’’ remission of sins. All of which
will be made clear as we proceed.

HIS EARLIER DECLARATIONS.

Let us bear in mind that in the year 1823,
Mr. Campbell, in his debate with McCalla,
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declared that ‘‘Paul’s sins were real/y pardoned
when he believed, and formally forgiven when
he was baptized.” And that Dr. Richardson,
in his ‘“Memoirs of Alexander Campbell,”’ re-
ferring to this position says:

“This particular point had offen been the subject of con-
versation between him and his father, as well as with
Walter Scott, and of careful Scripture examinations, and
these utterances in the McCalla debate presented the
views they had beforehand agreed upon as the #rue and
obvious teachings of the New Testament. * * * * Thus,
in 1823, the design of baptism was fully understood and
publicly asserted.”

Again, Dr. Richardson, referring to Mr.
Campbell’s growth and confirmation of views,
and to the fact that these same views were
contained theoretically in all the creeds of
Protestant christendom, but were practically
unheeded, represents Mr. Campbell as saying
some time after this:

““We can sympathize with those who have this doctrine
in their own creeds unregarded and unheeded in its im-
port and utility; for we exhibited it fully in our debate
with Mr. McCalla in 1823, without feeling its great impor-
tance, and without beginning to practice upon its tenden-
cies for some time afterward.’’—Memoirs, vol. 2, page 217.

In the year 1824, Mr. Campbell, writing in
the Christian Baptist, page 67, in reference to

an old brother always praying to God to ‘‘for-
give the sins of his youth,’’ says:
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““Methinks this aged professor has yet to learn the
import of the ‘glad tidings to all people,” one item of
which most certainly assures the believer of the remission
of all his sins committed previously to the hour he trusted

in the Savior.”

Here is a plain declaration of Mr. Campbell’s
view on this subject. He is not now discuss-
ing the full gospel plan of remission of sins,
but only the ‘‘one item’’ of 7eal/ forgiveness on
the moral grounds of #rus¢ in Christ; ‘‘which,”’
he says, ‘‘most certainly assures the belicver
of the remission of all kis sins committed previ-
ously to the hour he trusted in the Savior.’’

Again, in the same article, on page 68, he
illustrates and represents God as saying to man,
“Know assuredly that whenever you trust in
my ability, benevolence, and veracity, you are
remitted.”” ILanguage could not be more de-
cisive of a point than this—‘‘whenever you
trust you arve vemitted.”’ Mr. Campbell is not
now considering the question of the ‘‘formal”’
remission of sins in baptism, but of ‘‘real”
remission, granted to every believer on the
ground of his ‘‘trust’ in God through Christ
Jesus.

It was in the year 1828 that Mr. Campbell
began that remarkable series of articles in the
Christian Baptist on baptism. It is largely
from these articles that Mr. Campbell’s oppo-
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nents and his misguided friends and brethren
draw their weapons of war. That ‘‘a man’s
foes shall be they of his own household”’ was
never more fully exemplified than in that class
of preachers among the Disciples who quote
Mr. Campbell’s strong declarations in favor of
baptism as the ordinance through which is
granted the formal ‘‘remission’’ of sins, as proof
that Mr. Campbell had abandoned his position
that ‘‘Paul’s sins were 7eally pardoned when
he believed.’’ Mr. Campbell never abandoned
that position. This fact of history we are now
making clear. In the articles referred to he
takes bold ground on baptism for remission of
sins, but he is careful, in the very opening
sentences, to guard himself against the
misunderstandings and misinterpretations to
which his writings have been subjected. He
refers directly to the position he took in his
debate with McCalla, and reaffirms its truth as
an introduction to what he intends saying in
confirmation of baptism for the ‘‘formal’’ remis-
sion of sins, not ‘‘real”’ remission. This is
not in dispute. He agreed with the religious
world on this point. Hear his introduction: -

“Immersion in water into the name of the Father, Son
and Holy Spirit, the fruit of faith in the subject, is the
most singular institution that ever appeared in the world.
Although very common in practice, and trite in theory,
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although the subject of a good many volumes, and of many
a conversation, it appears to me that this institution of
divine origin, so singular in its nature, and so grand and
significant in its design, is understood by comparatively
very few.

“In my debate with Mr. McCalla in Kentucky, in 1823,
on this topic, I contended that it was a divine institution
designed for putting the legitimate subject of it in actual
possession of the remission of his sins. That te every
believing subject it did formally, and in fact, convey to
him the forgiveness of sins. It was with much hesitation
I presented this view of the subject at that time, because
of its perfect novelty. I was then assured of its truth, and
I think presented sufficient evidence of its certainty. But
having thought still more closely upon the subject, and
having been necessarily called to consider it more fully as
an essential part of the Christian religion, I am still better
prepared to develop its import and to establish its utility
and value in the Chl;istian religion.”’

Thus wrote Mr. Campbell in 1828. He was
then forty years old. He had been before the
world as anactive, conspicuous innovator, icon-
oclast and reformer for eighteen years. This
was five years after his debate with Mr.
McCalla. He says he had now ‘‘thought more
closely upon the subject,’’ had been ‘‘necessarily
called to consider it more fully,’’ was now ‘‘still
better prepared to develop its import, and to
establish 1its value and utility.”” Does Mr.
Campbell recede from his position in the McCalla
dabate? What was his positionin that debate?
It was this: ‘““To every believer, therefore, bap-
tism is a formal and personal remission or pur-
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gation of sins. The believer never has his sins
Jormally washed away or remitted until he is
baptized.”’

What is his position now in the above ex-
tract? It is this: ““In my debate with Mr.
McCalla I contended that it was a divine insti-
tution designed for putting the legitimate sub-
ject of it in actual possession of the remission
of his sins. That to every believing subject it
did formally and in fact convey to him the for-
giveness of sins.”” Thus Mr. Campbell re-
affirms precisely his position on this subject.
The ‘‘real pardon’’ of Paul ‘‘when he believed’
cuts no figure in his present discussion. It is
not ‘‘real pardon’’ he is considering, but ‘‘for-
mal forgiveness’’ in baptism. Concerning this
he says, ‘‘It appears to me it is understood by
comparatively very few.’’

He knew that ‘‘real pardon” on the ground
of faith in the Savior was well understood,
hence he was not called upon to discuss that
branch of the subject. To show that I am cor-
rectly interpreting Mr. Campbell’s teachings in
these articles in the Cihristian Baptist in 1828,
and that Mr. Campbell saw both sides of this
question, that which is ‘‘without’ and that
which is ¢‘‘within,”” its internal, moral phase
and its external, legal phase—‘‘real’”’ and ‘‘for-
mal’’ remission of sins—to show these points



120 THE SPIRITUAL SIDE OF OUR PLEA

clearly I will place side by side a few extracts
from these articles.

In his third article, speaking of the eunuch
rejoicing on his way after his baptism, he says:
““T'he eunuch had found what thousands before
him had experienced, peace with God, from a
conviction that his sins had been actually for-
given in the act of immersion.”’

That Mr. Campbell meant by this simply
that the eunuch rejoiced because he had obeyed
God in baptism, and had thus received the ‘‘as-
surance’’ of pardon, ‘‘confirmation’ of the
promise of ‘‘real pardon’’ bestowed on the
ground of his ‘‘trust’’ in Christ, is evident from
the fact that in the paragraph just preceding
this he speaks of Paul’s case and says: ‘““When
Paul was immersed, it was declared and under-
stood by the parties that all his previous sins
were washed away in the act of immersion.”’

But Mr. Campbell’s positionin regard to Paul
was that he was ‘‘really pardoned’’ when he
believed, and ‘‘formally’’ forgiven when he was
baptized. Hence it was the same in this case
of the eunuch.

This is made clear in his second article on
baptism when, speaking of the eunuch rejoicing,
he adds: ‘“When Jesus commanded reformation
and forgiveness of sins to be announced in his
name to all nations, he commanded men to re-
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ceive immersion to the confirmation of this
promise.’’ Mark the distinction here made be-
tween ‘‘forgiveness of sins’’ on the ground of
‘‘reformation,’’ and ‘‘the confirmation of this
promise’’ in ‘‘immersion.”” ‘This distinction
between ‘‘real’’ and ‘‘formal’’ pardon obtains in
all Mr. Campbell’s writings.

In his sixth article on baptism he is very
clear in this distinction. He says: ‘“That there
is a definite instant of time in which all former
sins are absolved is generally admitted; but
that there is any sensible means ordained
by which this blessing is conveyed,is not so
generally apprehended.”’

Here Mr. Campbell clearly distinguishes be-
tween the ‘‘znstant of time in which all for-
mer sins are abdsolved,’’ and the ‘‘sensible means
ordained by which this blessing is conveyed.”’
That is, our sins are ‘‘absolved,’’ ‘‘really par-
doned”’ the ‘‘instant of time’’ in which we de-
lieve. 'This, Mr. Campbell says, is ‘‘generally
admitted.”” This is the general doctrine of
Christendom. But thatthe ‘‘assurance’’ of this
is formally ‘‘conveyed’’ to us through the ‘‘sen-
sible means’’ of baptism ‘‘is not so generally
apprehended.” Can anybody misunderstand Mr.
Campbell?

Again he says in this same article: ‘‘Faith,
indeed, is the grand medium through which
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forgiveness is accessible, but something more is
necessary to the actual enjoyment of the blessing
than a conviction that it is derived through the
blood of Jesus. Hence those who had obtained
this belief were commanded to be immersed for
the remission of their sins.”’

And further on he adds: ‘“So that the instant
of time, and the means by which the formal re-
mission is granted, is an object of sense, and a
proper subject of remembrance.”’

Nothing can be made more evident than the
fact that while Mr. Campbell held to the posi-
tion that the ‘‘formal’’ remission of sins was a
matter of law, a legal transaction, materialized
to the ‘‘senses’’ in the act of baptism; yet back
of this he recognized the truth that ‘‘real’’ for-
giveness in the Father’s heart was caused by
man’s faith in Christ Jesus his Son. But more
of this as we proceed.

Mr. Campbell’s utterances on the subject of
remission of sins are like those of the New Tes-
tament—they appear inconsistent until consid-
ered as a whole, and studied in the light of
reason, and interpreted according to a sound
philosophy. He is sometimes considering the
subject of ‘‘real’’ remission on the moral ground
of faith—trust in Christ as the Savior of sin-
ners; at other times he is considering it from a
legal point of view, as ‘‘formal’’ remission
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through the action of baptism; and, again, he
views it in the light of both the real and the
formal aspects of the subject taken together;
the moral and the legal phases combined in one
transaction as necessary to a full, complete and
practical view of the subject. To show this
similarity between Mr. Campbell’s method of
treating this subject, and that employed in the
Scriptures, we now refer to the Savior’s
teachings.

‘““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.”’ (John 5:24).

Here the Son of God is considering the mat-
ter of man’s personal, moral condition and rela-
tion to God his Father. He declares of a
certain character that he ‘‘is passed from death
unto life.”” But this, as has been previously
shown, implies forgiveness of sins. The moral
renovation involved in ‘‘passing from death
unto life’’ puts a man where the Savior says
further of him, ‘“he shall not come into con-
demnation,’’ and still further, ‘‘he hath ever-
lasting life.”” All this can mean nothing less
than that the Heavenly Father looks with
favor, compassion and forgiveness on such an
one. But what is the moral condition and
character of the man of whom all this is said?
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Simply this: ‘‘He heareth my word and be-
lieveth on him that sent me.”” Here the Sav-
ior is considering only ‘‘real pardon’ on the
moral ground of faith.

But when Christ insisted that John the Bap-
tist should baptize him, saying, ‘‘Thus it be-
cometh us to fulfill all righteousness,’”’ he
recognizes the legal element in religion, and
places the seal of his own obedience on the or-
dinance of ‘‘baptism for the remission of
sins’’—the legal, formal remission, not the
actual, real remission.

Again, the Savior said, ‘‘He that believeth
and 1s baptized shall be saved.”” Now, here
he views the subject in its fullness, in both its
moral and its legal aspects as involving both
real and formal remission of sins.

After the same manner Mr. Campbell treats
of the subject of remission of sins in his writ-
ings. When his mind is directed to the moral
phase of the question, to real pardon, he says,
“‘One item of the gospel most certainly assures
the believer of the remission of all his sins com-
mitted previously to the Zour ke trusted in the
Savior. . . . Know assuredly that wkezn-
ever you (rust in my ability, benevolence and
veracity, you are remitted.”’

And then, when his mind is turned to the
legal phase of the question, he speaks thus:



CAMPBELL ON REMISSION OF SINS 125

“The forgiveness of sins, then, becomes ours when we
become Christ’s; and if we formally and actually become
Christ’s the moment we are immersed into his name, it is
as clear as day that the moment a believer is immersed
into the name of Christ, he obtains the forgiveness of his
sins as actually and as formally as he puts him on in im-
mersion. But as no woman is Jegally or in fact her hus-
band’s property, nor his property hers, until the marriage
covenant is ratified and confirmed according to law, so no
person can /legally claim the blessings of pardon and
acceptance who has not been according to law espoused to
Jesus Christ. But so soon as the marriage is consummated,
that moment the right is established and the blessings

secured.”’

And then, again, when he contemplates the
subject in its enfirety, and is considering both
the moral and legal phases together, when he
is, without making the distinction between
“‘real”” and ‘‘formal”’ pardon, discussing the
general topic of remission of sins, he writes on
this wise: ¢‘‘Faith is not more evidently con-
nected with immersion, than is immersion with
the forgiveness of sins. In the ancient gospel,
it was first a belief in Jesus; next immersion;
then forgiveness; then peace with God, and
then joy in the Holy Spirit.”’

And, still further, we may trace the analogy
between Mr. Campbell’s style of treating this
subject and that of the Bible, in the way in
which they each discriminate occasionally be-
tween ‘‘real’’ and ‘‘formal” remission. For
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example, Mr. Campbell says: ‘‘Paul’s sins
were 7eally pardoned when he believed, for-
mally pardoned when he was baptized.”

So Paul says (Gal. 3:26), ‘“Ye are all the chil-
dren of God by fa:zt4 in Christ Jesus. For as
many of you as have been baptized into Christ
have put on Christ.”” It would be an easy
matter to extend this parallelism between the
utterances of the Bible and those of Mr. Camp-
bell, but let us not digress too far from the im-
mediate point of our present investigation, viz.,
Did Mr. Campbell ever change his position in
the McCalla debate in regard to ‘‘real’”’ and
“‘formal”’ remission of sins?

The strongest possible evidence known to
me, in his writings, that he did undergo a
change of mind on this point, will now be laid
before the reader. In the Christian Baptist,
page 530, he answers a query directly on this
point as follows:

“Is a believer in Christ not actually in a pardoned state
before he is baptized?

“Answer.—Is not a man clean before he is washed!!
When there is only an imaginary or artificial line between
Virginia and Pennsylvania, I cannot often tell with ease
whether I am in Virginia or in Pennsylvania; but I can
always tell when I am in Ohio, however near the line—for
I have crossed the Ohio River. And, blessed be God! he
has not drawn a mere artificial line between the planta-
tions of nature and of grace. No man has any proof that
he is pardoned until he is baptized. And if men are con-
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scious that their sins are forgiven, and that they are par-
doned before they are immersed, I advise them not to go
into the water, for they have no need of it.”’

This was written in 1829. But just the year
before, Mr. Campbell reaffirmed, in the Chrs-
tian Baptist, page 401, his position in the
McCalla debate, which was that baptism ¢‘/for-
mally conveyed the forgiveness of sins,’”’ while
Paul’s sins were ‘‘7eally pardoned when he be-
lieved.’”’ It is evident that in the above query
and answer, Mr. Campbell is considering re-
mission 1in its completion, and as involving both
‘“‘real’’ and ‘‘formal’’ pardon, which he ex-
pressed in his debate with Rice as follows:

‘‘Peter inseparably connected repentance and
baptism as necessary to a plenary remission of
sin.”” Mark that expression, ‘‘plenary remis-
sion.”” No man’s sins are forgiven in the full
scriptural sense until he has believed and been
baptized. God Lknows when man trusts in
Christ, and he then ‘‘really’’ forgives; man
knows when he is baptized, and thus obeys the
law, and is assured of his acceptance through
this ‘‘formal’’ forgiveness. It is in this view of
the subject that Mr. Campbell says ‘‘a believer
in Christ is not actually in a pardoned state be-
fore he is baptized.”” ¢‘In the pardoned state,’’
notice. Mr. Campbell always emphasized the
fact that baptism changed a man’s ‘‘state,”
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like the marriage ceremony in law. Before
that ceremony he is in the unmarried state;
after the ceremony he is in the married state.
The change, however, is only a legal one, a
formal one. From a moral point of view, the
man and woman who have plighted their faith
and their affections to each other in conjugal
vows, are morally and really changed in state,
are really husband and wife. But for their own
good and for the good of society in many ways,
these vows have been put under legal restric-
tions; and there is a marriage in /aw as well as in
heart. In the marriage ceremony there is only
a formal declaration of what really existed be-
fore. To ask, then, ‘‘Is a man married before
the ceremony?’’ is to do precisely what Mr.
Campbell has done in his answer to the above
query, ‘‘Is a man clean before he is washed?”’
No man knew better than Mr. Campbell that
repentance toward God and faith in our Lord
Jesus Christ make a man clean ‘“‘within;”’ and
that baptism could only make him clean in the
eye of the law. No man knew better than Mr.
Campbell that God knows when he himself for-
gives the sinner, but that the man himself could
best know it when he had ‘‘crossed the Ohio
River’’—been baptized, and thus been made
clean in the eye of the divine law. Mr. Camp-
bell’s chief object in this answer to the query
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was to strike a blow at the popular doctrine
that a man is ‘“‘conscious’’ that his sins are for-
given. God is ‘‘conscious’ of forgiving our
sins; but man can only be conscious of the in-
ternal, moral conditions, and of the external
act of obedience which God has made the con-
ditions of his forgiveness, and the assurance to
man of the fact. Hence, Mr. Campbell says,
““No man has any progf that he is pardoned
until he is baptized’’—no proof of the ‘‘plenary
rvemission of sins;’’ of that remission that in-
volves both ‘‘real”” and ‘‘formal,”’ both per-
sonal and legal forgiveness. It was in this
view of the subject that Peter said to the Pente-
costians, ‘‘Repent and be baptized for the remis-
sion of sins.”’

That I have correctly interpreted Mr. Camp-
bell in the above instance will appear further on.

At the expense of being thought redundant
and even tedious on this subject, I here sub-
mit to the reader additional statements from
Mr. Campbell’s writings showing that while he
contended strongly for baptism as necessary to
the remission of sins in a ‘‘plenary’’ sense, in
its full and complete significance and compre-
hension, yet he always recognized the distinc-
tion between the moral and the legal relations
and states connected with this subject. He

held that according to law, according to the
9
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Scriptures, no man had the ful/ assurance of the
Sull remssion of his sins until he was baptized;
that having become reconciled to his Heavenly
Father, and having established proper moral
relations with him Dby faith in the ILord Jesus
Christ, and having been baptized, he had then
assurance of both real and formal remission—
forgiveness in the Father’s heart and in the eye
of the law.

In his article on remission of sins in the
Christian System, page 181, Mr. Campbell says:
““T'he object of this essay is to open to the con-
sideration of the reader the Christian institution
for the remission of sins; to show by what
means a person may enjoy the assurance of a
personal and plenary remission of all his sins.”’
Notice hislanguage—*‘‘To show by what means
a person may enjoy the assurance’’—he may
have received the father’s forgiveness, but he
needs the ‘‘assurance’ of it. Assurance of
what? “‘Of a personal and plenary remission of
all his sins.”” Why use that word ‘‘plenary?’’
Because the ‘‘persomnal’”’ forgiveness of the
Father needs to be supplemented by a. pro-
vision or law—by baptisin, in order to become
“plenary.”

And then again in the Christian System,
page 190, Mr. Campbell says:
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‘““A change of heart is the result of a change of views,
and whatever can accomplish a change of views may ac-
complish a change of heart or feeling; but a change of
state always calls for something more . . . Sflafe here
has respect to the wkole person. It may be argued that
state is as pertinently applied to the mind or heart as to
the whole person; and that when the state of the mind is
changed by a belief in God’s testimony, the subject of that
change is brought into as near a relation to God as he can
be in this life; and as the kingdom of Jesus is a spiritual
kingdom, he is as fit for admission into it, and for the en-
joyment of its blessings, whenever his heart is changed
from enmity to love, as he ever can be; nay, in truth, is
actually initiated into the kingdom of Jesus the moment
his mind is changed—and to insist upon any personal act
as necessary to admission, because such acts are necessary
to admission into all the social and political relations in
society, is an overstraining the analogies between things
earthly and things heavenly. . . . But, without paus-
ing to inquire whether the state of the heart can be per-
fectly changed from enmity to love, without an assurance
of remission on some ground, or in consequence of some
act of the mind, prerequisite thereunto;—without being at
pains to show that the truth of this proposition is not at all
essential to our argument, but only illustrative of it; we
may say that Christ has redeemed the wkole man—body,
soul and spirit by his obedience even to death—so in com-
ing into his kingdom on eartkh,and in order to the enjoy-
ment of all the present salvation, the stale of the whole per-
sorn must be changed; and this is what we apprehend Jesus
meant by his saying, ‘Unless a man is born of waler
and the Spirit he cannot enter into the kingdom of God;’
and what we mean in distinguishing a change of heart, or
of views and feelings, from a change of state.”

‘The reader cannot fail to observe that Mr.
Campbell sees clearly through this whole sub-
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ject in the light in which we are presenting
him. In the above extract he gives only another
statement of his declaration made in 1823—
“Paul’s sins were really pardoned when he be-
lieved, yet he had nosolemn pledge of the fact,
no formal purgation of his sins until he washed
them away in the water of baptism.” He
maintains that while faith in Christ Jesus our
Lord changes a man’s heart, and establishes
moral relations between him and his Heavenly
Father, yet he needs to have his ‘‘body washed
with pure water’’ in baptism that the ‘“‘w/hole
man’’ may be brought under submission to
God. And he holds that in this overt act of
obedience the man finds ‘‘assurance’ that
brings him into full ‘‘enjoyment’’ of his hope
in the Savior. This idea of the ‘‘w/o/e man”’
being brought into Christ in baptism, and the
‘‘assurance’’ being thus made ‘‘full and com-
plete’’ is brought out in another form by Mr.
Campbell on page 197, Christzan System—*‘No
person 1is altogether discipled to Christ until
he is immersed.”’

In all this, however, Mr. Campbell, as he
always affirmed, was in full accord with the
Protestant world. Only he was more emphatic
on this point, was more bold to proclaim the
Scripture doctrine, and consquently more con-
sistent. On page 225, Christian System, he
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says: ‘‘But even the reformed creeds, Epis-
copalian, Presbyterian, Methodist, and Baptist,
substantially avow the same views of immer-
sion, though apparently afraid to carry them
out in faith and practice.”

His idea was that they were afraid of being
thought in sympathy with the Roman Catholic
doctrine of baptismal regeneration. On this
point in the Christian Baptist, page 436, he
says:

“In shunning one extreme we are apt to run into the
contrary. The Papists in former times made the mere act
of immersion or sprinkling, irrespective of the sentiments,
faith, or feelings of the subject, wash away all sins.

Now, methinks we are not to be scared out of our duty or
privilege because of the errors or follies of others. Nor
do we lose sight of the forgiveness of our sins in immer-

sion, because Papists have made a savior of a mere cere-
mony.”’

Mr. Campbell always had the courage of his
convictions, whether he antagonized Catnolic,
Protestant, Jew, or Infidel.

Let it be noted in this connection, also, that
while Mr. Campbell always held that every
truly godly man, whether immersed or not, was,
by virtue of this change of heart and this
consequent forgiveness—‘‘real’’ forgiveness—
in favor and fellowship with God; yet the rela-
tion was abnormal, incomplete, unscriptural,
unconstitutional. Hence he says, on page
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208, Christian System, ‘‘Remission of sins, or
coming into a state of acceptance, being one
of the present immunities of the kingdom of
heaven, cannot be scripturally enjoyed by any
person before immersion. . . . . Remis-
sion of sins cannot 2z tkus life, be constitutionally
enjoyed previous to immersion.”’

That is, the regular, normal, scriptural, con-
stitutional way to a full, a ‘‘plenary’’ remission
of sins, and admission into the kingdom of
God, is through the commission, ‘‘He that
believeth in me and is baptized shall be saved.”’
Mr. Campbell makes this exceedingly clear in
the preceding extract made from the Ckrzs-
tran System, thus:

“So in coming into his kingdom on earth, and in
order to the enjoyment of all the present salvation, the
state of the whole person must be changed; and this is what
we apprehend Jesus meant by his saying, ‘Unless a mazn is
born of waler and spirit he cannot enter the kingdom of

God;’ and what we mean in distinguishing a change of
heart, or views and feelings, from a change of state.”’

Notice here his peculiar, guarded way of say-
ing this—*‘‘coming into his kingdom o7 eart,”’
not into his spiritual, heavenly kingdom;
this was entered by his ‘‘change of heart”’—
‘““in order to the ewnjoyment of all the present
salvation’’—not the futwure salvation — ‘‘the
state of the whole person’’—not the moral state
of the soul.
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That we may see clearly Mr. Campbell’s
views on the ‘‘change of state’’ produced by
the act of baptism, the following quotation is
made from his Christianity Restored, page 196:

““A thousand analogies might be adduced to show that,
though a change of state often, nay, generally results from
a change of feelings, and this from a change of views; yet
a change of state does not necessarily follow, and is some-
thing quite different from, and cannot be identified with, a
change of heart. So in religion, a man may change his
views of Jesus, and his heart may also be changed towards
him; but unless a change of state ensues, he is still unpar-
doned, unjustified, unsanctified, unreconciled, unadopted,
and lost to all Christian life and enjoyment. For it has
been proved that these terms represent states and not feel-
ings, condition and not character; and that a change of
views, or of heart, is not a change of state. To change a
state is to pass into a new relation, and relation is not sen-
timent nor feeling. Some ac/, then, constitutional, by
stipulation proposed, sensible and manifest, must be per-
formed by one or both the parties before such a change can
be accomplished.”’

Thus Mr. Campbell illustrates, emphasizes
and enforces the legal phase of this subject—
the formal, outward act by which our relation
in law is changed. Now to show that he just
as clearly understood and taught the other side
of this subject; that he believed in a moral
“‘relation”’ and moral ‘‘state,’’ distinct from,
and independent of, that to which the act of
baptism introduces us, we submit the following
extracts from his writings:
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“I cannot make any one duty the standard of Christian
state or character, not even immersion into the name of the
Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.”’—Mz/l. Har-
binger, 1837, page 411.

Again, in the same number of the Harbinger,
page 507, he says:

““We have, in Paul’s style, the inward and the outward
Jews; and may we not have the inward and the outward
Christians? for true it is that he is not always a Christian
who is one outwardly, but all agree that he is, in the full
sense of the word, a Christian who is one outwardly and
inwardly. As the same apostle reasons on circumcision,
so we could reason on baptism: ‘Circumcision is not that
which is outward in the flesh but circumecision is that of
the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter (only), whose
praise is of God, and not of man.” So is baptism. Itis
not outward in the flesh only, but in the spirit also. We
argue for the ‘outward’ and for the ‘inward’—the outward
for men, including ourselves, the inward for God; but
both the outward and the inward for the praise both of
God and of men.”

And, again, in his debate with Mr. Rice in
1843, page 493, Mr. Campbell says:

““The outward act, then, is but the symbol of the transi-
tion, tnward and spiritual, by which our souls are bathed
in that ocean of love, which purifies our persons, and
makes them one with the Lord. . . . The kingdom of

God is no party, no one party on earth. It is a spiritual
kingdom, and is in the hearts of men.”

Let us notice some of the foregoing declara-
tions of Mr. Campbell. They are very explicit.
Baptism he says ‘‘is not outward in the flesh
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only, but in the spirit also. We argue for the
‘outward’ and for the ‘inward’—#/e outward for
men, including ourselves—the itnward for God;
but both the outward and the inward for the
praise both of God and of men.”

Here Mr. Campbell plainly states that the act
of baptism was not designed to influence God,
but to influence the man who submits to it, and
those who witness it—*‘‘the owfward for men,
including ourselves.”” And yet he says there is
a baptism that affects God—*‘the znward for
God.” This thought he extends from the in-
dividual to the whole body of believers. Hence,
in the last paragraph quoted above from his de-
bate with Rice, he says, ‘‘“The kingdom of God
is no one party on earth. It is a spiritual
kingdom, and is in the %earts of men.”

Dr. Robert Richardson, in his ‘‘Memoirs of
A. Campbell,”’ vol. 2, page 408, gives us ar. ac-
count of an interchange of views between Mr.
Campbell and a Baptist minister and editor, a
Mr. Meredith of North Carolina, on the subject of
remission of sins. Inthis we have a photograph
of Mr. Campbell’s views on this subject that
can not well be misunderstood. This was in
1840. It will be seen in Mr. Campbell’s utter-
ances here that he still adhered to his position
taken in 1823 in his debate with McCalla—that
baptism is for the remission of sins only ‘‘7z2z a
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sense’’—for the ‘‘formal’’ remission, and not for

the ‘‘real’’ remission.

Mr. Meredith, in speaking of his discussion
with Mr. Campbell, and in reply to a corre-
spondent who charged him with agreeing with
Mr. Campbell, says:

‘““That the Scriptures have connected baptism and remis-
sion in some sense, it is worse than useless to deny. We
are aware that attempts have been made to destroy the
force of the passages referred to; but always with such suc-
cess as to betray the nakedness of the land, and at the same
time to illustrate the deplorable effects of partisan preju-
dice. On this point Mr. Campbell has always had the
advantage of his opponents. He has triumphantly
quoted such passages as Acts 2:38, against which nothing
has ever been offered better than a flimsy criticism or a
palpable perversion of apostolic teaching. Here we have
taken different ground from the rest of our brethren. We
have promptly conceded to Mr. Campbell everything
which candor seemed to demand. We have conceded that
the evangelists and apostles, in the places referred to,
meant what they said. We have conceded that, in a given
sense, and under certain limitations and for certain ends,
remission has been connected with baptism.”’

Dr. Richardson tells us that Mr. Campbell
replied to that as follows:

‘““The above concessions contain all that we are anxious
to maintain. If the evangelists and the apostles ‘meant
what they said’ in the places referred to for proof by us, we
ask no more; for it was always alleged by us that ina
‘given sense’ and under ‘certain limitations’ and for ‘cer-
tain ends,’ remission has been connected with baptism.
He never went further than this; our opponents said we
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did, but no man can show by our own language that we
have ever transcended the words above quoted from Mr.
Meredith.”’

This quotation from Mr. Campbell places the
question of his true attitude on this subject be-
yond all cavil or doubt. *“‘We never went fur-
ther than this; our opponents said we did, but
no man can show from our language that we
kave ever transcended the words above quoted
Srom Myr. Meredith.”’

Now, what are the words quoted from Mr.
Meredith? Simply these: That the apostles in
speaking of baptism in connection with the re-
mission of sins ‘‘meant what they said;’’ that
these statements, however, are to be taken ‘‘in
a given sense,’’ and ‘‘under certain limitations ’’
and ‘‘for certain ends.”’

Alexander Campbell never taught that bap-
tism is for that real forgiveness which in the
Father’s heart is granted to the penitent sinner;
but only for that legal, formal remission, ex-
tended as a governmental measure for man’s
good; as an assurance to him, that in this act of
obedience to the divine law, and of submis-
sion to the divine government, he receives for-
mal remission and formal admission into the
kingdom of God ‘‘on earth.”” Real remission
and real admission into the spiritual kingdom
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being attained on the ground of faith in Christ
as the Son of the living God.

Yes, the apostles ‘‘meant what they said’’—
baptism is for the remission of sins; this ‘‘in a
given sense’’—legal remission through the es-
tablished ordinance of the established church;
with the ‘‘limitation’’—formal and not real par-
don; and for ‘‘certain ends’’—a pledge and as-
surance that can come only through what Mr.
Campbell styles, ‘‘sensible and manifest evi-

dence.”’

In commenting further on this article of Mr.
Meredith, in the Harbinger for 1840, page 543,
Mr. Campbell says:

“When I speak of a change of state I contemplate the
whole man, not a part of him. I teach, however, that a
change of heart is a change of its state towards God; and
without this change of heart a change of state and charac-
ter is impossible.”’

And, again, on pages 544, 545 he says:

“I have from the first day in which I preached baptism
for remission of sins, taught that without previous faith
and repentance, baptism availed nothing—that a man was
virtually, or in heart, in the new covenant and entitled to
its blessings, when he believed and repented; but not for-
mally nor in fact justified or forgiven till he put on Christ
in baptism. . . . That some of my brethren, with too
much ardor, through the force of strong feeling, and with-
out all the premises before them, have transcended this
view and these bounds, and given to baptism an undue
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eminence—a sort of pardon-procuring, ratherthan a par-
don-certifying and enjoying efficacy, I frankly admit; but
such has never been my reasoning nor my course. I
appeal to my speeches in the McCalla debate in proof of
this; and these contain the first promulgation of these
views in America, or anywhere else known to me in the
present century.”’

Mr. Campbell here makes direct ‘‘appeal’’ to
his debate with Mr. McCalla ‘‘in proof’’ of his
true position on this subject. What was his
position in that debate? It was this: ‘‘Paul’s
sins were really pardoned when he believed,
and formally pardoned when he was bap-
tized’’—pardoned in the Father’s heart when
Paul’s heart changed through faith and repent-
ance; pardoned in law when he was baptized.
And, by way of further explanation, Mr. Camp-
bell adds: ¢‘‘A man is virtually, or in heart, in
the new covenant and entitled to its blessings
when he believes and repents; but not formally
nor in fact justified or forgiven till he puts on
Christ in baptism.”

He then further adds: ¢‘That some of my
brethren, with too much ardor, through the
force of strong feeling, and without all the
premises before them, have transcended this
view and these bounds, and given to baptism
an undue eminence—a sort of pardon-procuring,
rather than a pardon-certifying and enjoying



142 THE SPIRITUAL SIDE OF OUR PLEA

efficacy, I frankly admit; but such has never
been my reasoning nor my course.’’

It is to enter a protest against this tendency
to give to baptism ‘‘a sort of pardon-procuring
rather than a pardon-certifying and enjoying
efficacy,”” that this and the next preceding
chapters are written.

T'wo years later, in the Harbinger for 1842,
beginning with page 145, 1s to be found an in-
terchange of views on this subject between Mr.
Campbell and Mr. Broadus, a distinguished
Baptist minister of Virginia. This correspon-
dence serves to throw much light upon the
question of Mr. Campbell’s views, at that time,
concerning the distinction he made in 1823 be-
tween real and formal remission of sins; and
as to whether his mind .had undergone any
change on this subject. We quote a paragraph
from each bearing directly on this point. Mr.
Broadus says:

“It behooves me, in defining my position, to state my.
own view of baptism for remission of sins; for surely Zkere
is a sense in which remission of sins is connected with bap-
tism. (Acts 2:38 and 22:16.) Well, then, I first prove
that the sins of a believer—of every true believer, are actu-
ally remitted. I do not here go into the argument; but
only refer to the testimony of our Lord, before quoted—*he
15 passed from death unto life.” Now, this being the case,
the actual remission of sins cannot be suspended on the
performance of a subsequent act—baptism, for instance; and
in whatever sense remission of sins is to be considered as
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connected with this act, that sense, of course, must be such
as will not conflict with the fact already established—
actual remission through faith in Christ. Is there then a
sense in which it may be taken in accordance with this
fact? There is such a sense; and that is, to consider bap-
tism as the wvisible certificate—the sensible pledge of remis-
sion—the formal washing away of sins. And thus, that
which had invisibly taken place, is now visibly declared or
manifested.”’

In a paragraph on pages 148, 149, Mr.
Campbell makes direct reply to this as follows:

““We agree that there is an ‘ACTUAL and a_formal remis-
sion of sins.” This is the doctrine contended for in the
first promulgation of baptism for the remission of sins
made in the current reformation. See my debate with Mr.
McCalla on that subject in 1823. It is there, perhaps,
where this distinction is expressly stated, and formally
drawn out for the first time in the pending controversy.
It is true I never altogether liked the phraseology. It was
the best I could then think of; and if properly defined, is,
in my judgment, admissible. But I have seen it much
abused, and perhaps a term less liable to abuse might be
preferred to it.”’

Let us now note some points in these state-
ments of Mr. Campbell:

1. He declares himself in accord with Mr.
Broadus—‘‘that there is an actual and a formal
remission of sins.’”” And he does this in a very
emphatic and significant way—capitalizing the
word ACTUAL as the more important, and ital-
icising the word formal. He not only adheres
to this distinction between real and formal re-
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mission, but he claims to be the originator of
this distinction, and refers to the McCalla debate
in 1823 as the time when it was ‘‘first promul-
gated in the current reformation.’” He thus
seeks to defend and maintain his consistency
and his persistency in this distinction.

2. He says that while he ‘‘never altogether
liked the phraseology’’ employed, yet if ‘‘prop-
erly defined”’ the distinction is ‘‘admissible.’’

No receding then from the dzstznction between
‘‘real’’ remission of sins before baptism and
“‘formal’’ remission in baptism. These declara-
tions were made, bear in mind, in 1842, just one
year preceding his famous debate with Mr.
Rice.

3. Mr. Campbell gives as the reason why a
different ‘‘phraseology’’ might be preferred that
he had ‘‘seen it much abused.’”’” Just what
abuse he refers to here I am not sure; but I
suppose it is to the same abuse Mr. Rice made
of it in his debate with Mr. Campbell, claiming
that inasmuch as there was conceded a real for-
giveness in the mind of God, on the grounds of
the sinner’s penitent trust in Christ, therefore
there was no value or necessity to be attached
to a formal forgiveness in law. It was this
very neglect and abuse of the ‘‘ordinances of
Christianity’’ that Mr.Campbell had committed
himself to reform. ‘The abuse, by Mr. Rice, of
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Mr. Campbell’s ‘‘phraseology,’” employed in
making this important and scriptural distinc-
tion, will appear for comnsideration in another
section.

4. Mr. Campbell suggests that ‘‘perhaps a
term less liable to abuse might be preferred to
it.”” He is not sure of this—‘‘perhaps,’’ he
says, and further on, in the same article sug-
gests the term ‘‘provisional’’ instead of actual.
This would give us the terms PROVISIONAL and
Jformal remission, which still maintains the dis-
tinction between that favor that comes to the
sinner prior to baptism, and that which comes
to him in baptism.

Of course all God’s promises are provisional.
“‘Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou
shalt be saved’’—provisionally; yet when he be-
lieves, he is morally in a saved state, though he
may forfeit it by subsequent disobedience.
‘“‘He that believeth and is baptized shall be
saved,” provisionally; yet when he is bap-
tized he is legally in a saved state, though he
may forfeit it by subsequent disobedience. To
be in a saved state is to be forgiven in some
sense. ‘‘He that believeth not is condemned
already’’—is not in a saved state, either morally
or legally. The reader may agree with Mr.

Campbell that the term ‘‘provisional’’ is ‘‘per-
10
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haps less liable to abuse’’ than the term actual,
or he may not.

The writer of these lines could suggest a dif-
ferent ‘‘phraseology’’ himself to express this
distinction. Instead of saying, ‘‘Paul’s sins
were really pardoned when he believed, and for-
mally pardoned when he was baptized,” it
might be said, Paul’s faith placed him in a
moral state of acceptance with God, and his bap-
tism placed him in a /legal state of acceptance,
and that ‘“‘plenary remission of sins,’’ as Mr.
Campbell elsewhere expresses it, was the re-
sult? Is there anyone who will deny this?

We thus find that Mr. Campbell’s attitude
in 1842, the year prior to his debate with Mr.
Rice, was the same on this question that it was
in 1823. The time for any change in his views
on this subject before that event is growing very
short. But let us now hear from him again
even later on and only a few months before the
Rice debate. That debate occurred in Novem-
ber, 1843. In the June number of the Harbin-
ger for that year, beginning with page 265,
Mr. Campbell publishes another article from
Mr. Meredith, the Baptist minister and editor
of North Carolina, with the utterances of which
Mr. Campbell declares himself to be in full
accord. In the article referred to Mr. Meredith
makes a very strong and scriptural argument for
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the place of baptism in its relation to salvation
in the Christian system. He contends earnestly
that according to the gospel of Christ remission
of sins is connected with and incomplete with-
out baptism. Here him:

““We are, therefore, unauthorized to say that any one is
forgiven, or even that he is a true believer, until he has
yielded a voluntary and sincere compliance with the pro-
visions of the gospel, by putting on his Lord in baptism.
That a person may not be forgiven, in some sense of the
expression, before this final and sealing act of compliance,
we do not affirm. But that he cannot justly apply the
promise to himself, as a Christian man, and on Christian
principles, is a position which, in our view, cannot be
fairly disputed.”’

This is found on page 267. Again on page
268 he writes:

‘““That a person may not believe before baptism we do
not affirm, of course, because a presumable faith is required
to precede baptism, in the order of time. Nor do we
affirm that a believer may not be, de facto, forgiven before
baptism. But we say that the sinner can constitutionally
lay claim to neither faith nor remission, until he has taken
the oath of allegiance which is implied in the great seal-
ing ordinance of the New Testament.”’

And then after quoting a number of Script-
ure texts connecting faith and baptism with
remission and salvation, Mr. Meredith says of

them:

‘“The meaning, we apprehend, was this—that faith and
baptism were prominent and indispensable parts of the
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Christian system—that both were enjoined by the highest
authority—that both were indispensable to remission on
gospel principles, and in conformity to gospel provisions
—that he who complied in full had right to appropriate
to himself the promise of salvation—and that he who did
not thus comply, could be entitled to no such privilege.”’

Let us now gather up the points in these

extracts:

I. A man cannot c/azm forgiveness until he
is baptized.

2. A man cannot claim to be a ‘‘true be-
liever’’ until he is baptized.

3. A man may be forgiven b&efore he 1is
baptized in some sense.

4. A man may have faith in some sense
before he is baptized.

5. A man is not a ‘‘Christian man on
Christian principles,’’ until he is baptized.

6. A man who ‘‘complies 2z f«// has a right
to appropriate the promise.”’

In short, baptism is necessary before a man
can ‘‘claim’” to be a believer, before he can
‘‘claim’’ to be forgiven, before he can ‘‘claim”’
to be a Christian ‘“in full;”’ although he may
be a believer in his own heart, although he
may be forgiven in God’s heart, and although
he may be a Christian, both in his own heart
and in God’s heart before baptism.

These are identically the views of Alexander
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Campbell as has been repeatedly and variously
shown throughout this discussion. Now hear
Mr. Campbell’s cordial endorsement of these
sentiments, Harbinger for June 1843, page
265:

“I have no exception to take to the view of baptism
given in this essay. It fully delineates our views. We
have never gone further on this subject than he has gone
in this essay and in the one that precedesit. . . . I

again say that I ex amimo subscribe to the doctrine of
baptism as now set forth by our friend Meredith.”

Thus stood Mr. Campbell in June, 1843.
IN HIS DEBATE WITH RICE.

The debate between Alexander Campbell and
N. L. Rice was held in Lexington, Ky., in
the autumn of 1843. Mr. Campbell was then
fifty-five yearsold. He had been a conspicuous
figure in religious society as preacher, writer
and reformer for twenty-five or thirty years.
His views on all important points of Christian
doctrine were, it is to be presumed, thoroughly
established. The discussion was entered into
with great caution and deliberation on both
sides. One whole year was consumed in
arranging propositions and preliminaries for
the debate. The correspondence that brought
about the debate was all published with the
debate. This correspondence serves to throw
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much light on the attitude of the disputants
toward the topics discussed. There were six
propositions considered in the debate. We are
at present to deal with but one of these, and
that is the following: ¢ Christian baptism s for
the remission of past sins.”” 'The question is
now and here raised, in as emphatic a form as
we can make it—What did Mr. Campbell mean
when he affirmed that proposition? Did he
mean, in the broad, unlimited, unqualified
sense, as a certain school of thinkers in our
own ranks now teach, that baptism is for both
the real and formal remission of sins? Did he
mean that there is no remission of sins, zz any
sense, before baptism; or did he mean that
baptism is the outward, formal, legal act of
obedience that completes the process of our
transition from the world, and our induction
into the kingdom of Christ? Did he mean
anything different from his declaration on this
subject in his debate with Mr. McCalla, twenty
years before, in which he held that ‘‘Paul’s
sins were 7zeally pardoned when he believed—
Jormally pardoned when he was baptized?”’

Did he mean anything different from his
utterances just the year before, in his answer
to Mr. Broadus, referred to in the next preced-
ing section, where he said:

‘““We are agreed that there is an ‘AcCTUAL
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and a formal remission of sins’ ’’—placing the
word actual in capitals and the word formal in
italics, quoting the phrase ‘‘actual and formal
remissiton of sins’’ from Mr. Broadus—and then
adding, ‘“This is the doctrine contended for in
the first promulgation of baptism for the remis-
sion of sins made in the current reformation.
See my debate with Mr. McCalla on that
subject in 1823’’—did he mean anything dif-
ferent from this?

In direct and unequivocal answer to all these
questions it is here affirmed that Mr. Camp-
bell’s position on this subject in his debate
with Mr. Rice, in 1843, was precisely the same
that it was in 1823.

We now undertake to make good this asser-
tion. It it be understood, however, that
while Mr. Campbell always held to the idea
that baptism is for the ‘‘formal’”’ remission of
sins, he held and taught that this was a very
important point in Christian doctrine and prac-
tice. A capital point he made before the
world in his plea for reformation was that the
‘‘ordinances’’ of Christianity were neglected;
that they had been relegated to an unimportance
wholly incompatible with the sacred Scriptures.
In the correspondence preliminary to his debate
with Mr. Rice Mr. Campbell says, page 17:
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““Allow me, then, tosay that the three great topics which
have occupied public attention for some twenty-five years,
so far as our purposed reformation is concerned, are:

“l. The ordinances of Christianity.

“2. The essential elements of the gospel itself.

«3. The influence of human creeds as sources of alien-
ation, schism and partyism in the church.”

The correspondence prior to this debate
shows that Mr. Campbell was anxious to make
an issue with Mr. Rice on the weekly observ-
ance of the Lord’s Supper, but failed to do so,
the Presbyterians conceding that the weekly
observance was legitimate and not unscriptural.

But let us direct our attention now to the
single point of Mr. Campbell’s attitude on the
design of baptism in this debate.

The simple fact that Mr. Campbell affirmed
that ““ Christian baptism is for the remission of
past sins’’ proves nothing on the special point
of the present investigation, for the reason that
whenever it was proved by the Scriptures that
baptism was for either real or formal remission,
the proposition was sustained. Mr. Campbell
did not choose at that time to make the distinc-
tion. It was not important for him to do so.
He affirmed that baptism was for the remission
of sins; and he proved it clearly by scriptural
arguments that have never been answered. In
the meanwhile, his opponent proved just as
clearly from the Scriptures that sins are re-
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mitted without and independent of baptism.
Mr. Campbell complained that Mr. Rice did
not follow him and answer his arguments. Mr.
Rice could not do it. Nor could Mr. Campbell
answer Mr. Rice’s arguments. His failure here
is as patent as Mr. Rice’s failure. When Mr.
Campbell quoted the Scripture, ‘‘be baptized
for the remission of sins,”” Mr. Rice could not
answer; and when Mr. Rice quoted the Script-
ure, ‘‘he that believeth is not condemned,”’
Mr. Campbell could make no reply. And all
this for the simple reason that one passage
refers to formal remission and the other to real
remission.

Did Mr. Campbell have any mental reserva-
tions on this subject in his discussion of this
question? Did he understand that there was
a real pardon on the ground of faith in Christ,
and yet that there was a formal remission in
law, that was of vital importance; and that it
was to make this appear that he affirmed that
“‘baptism is for the remission of sins?’’ We
assert that he did; and trust to the debate for
the proof of the facts. The preliminary corre-
spondence shows that they had much difficulty
in formulating the propositions to the satisfac-
tion of both parties. It looked several times
during the year’s' correspondence that the de-
bate would fail because of their inability to
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agree on the exact wording of the propositions.
The first proposition which Mr. Campbell sub-
mitted on the design of baptism was as follows:
“You affirm that there is no indispensable con-
nection between baptism and the remission of
sins, in any case; we affirm that there is.”’

Notice the' careful, cautious wording of the
proposition—‘‘We affirm that there is an indis-
pensable connectiorn between baptism and the re-
mission of sins’’—simply a ‘‘connection.’’ ‘This
verbiage indicates a mental reservation, beyond
doubt. And then, on page 15, he submits an-
other proposition on the same subject, still
more thoughtfully and cautiously worded:
““There is a scriptural connection of some sort
between baptism and the remission of sins of a
believing penitent’’—*‘scriptural connection of
some sort.”” 'This guarded, limited way of
speaking of the design of baptism is character-
istic of Mr. Campbell’s writings; but not char-
acteristic of the writings of some other men,
who have very inadequate and superficial views
of Mr. Campbell’s teachings on this subject,
and of scriptural teaching as well.

In this correspondence prior to the debate
Mr. Campbell distinctly states that he stands
ready to defend what he teaches and practtces.
““I will defend what I teach and practice, in
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plain and definite propositions,’”’ is his lan-
guage.

The eyes of our understanding will be still
further opened on this subject by the third
proposition he offers on the design of baptism,
which is as follows: ‘‘Personal assurance of the
remission of past sins, to a believing penitent,
is the chief design of baptism; or, if you prefer
it, daptism is for the remzission of sins.”’

It is impossible to mistake the meaning of
Mr. Campbell here. When he says ‘‘baptism
is for the remission of sins’’ he means, ‘‘the
chief design of baptism is personal assurance of
the remission of past sins.’”’ If I buy a piece of
property by positive contract and stipulations
it is mine in equity, and the deed, which is
executed to me afterwards, is the formal ‘‘as-
surance’’ in law of my ownership. So Mr.
Campbell held that baptism is the ‘‘assurance’’
in law of that ‘‘real pardon’’ granted to every
‘‘believing penitent’’—daptism s the deed to
hts remission of sins.

And that Mr. Campbell was clear in his own
mind, and bold and confident in taking this
position, is made most manifest in the follow-
ing paragraph of this correspondence, page 28:
¢/Christian baptism is designed to confer per-
sonal assurance of the remission of sins on every
legitimate subject; or, Christian baptism is for
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the remission of past sins. 'This is my doctrine
on the subject, and this I will defend. You
may use all that I have written upon the sub-
ject, if you please; but such is the concentrated
view which I propose.”’

Here Mr. Campbell not only makes it clear
that he holds to the doctrine of ‘‘baptism for
remission’’ ¢z a sense only, in a limited way,
but he opens wide the door of investigation
into all his writings, for his opponents to prove
the contrary. And yet, we have preachers by
the score in our own ranks who stand side by
side with our religious opponents and quote the
same passages from Mr. Campbell’s writings to
prove that he held to ‘‘baptism for the remis-
sion of sins’’ in an wnlimited sense, Mr. Camp-
bell’s protests to the contrary notwithstanding!

Additional light may yet be thrown on Mr.
Campbell’s idea of the design of baptism by
still another form in which he presents his
proposition in this correspondence, page 39:
‘“That to a proper subject, baptism is for in-
duction into the Christian covenant, or for the
remission of sins.” It will be seen that all
along Mr. Campbell wanted an explanatory
clause connected with the statement, ‘‘baptism
for the remission of sins.”” Why did he want
this? Because he held to ‘‘baptism for the re-
mission of sins’’ only in a qualified way. As
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he expressed it in 1840, in his allusions to Mr.
Meredith: ‘It was always alleged by us that
‘en a given sense, and under certuin limitations,
and for certairn ends, remission has been con-
nected with baptism.” We never went further
than this; our opponents said we did, but no
man can show from our own language that we
have ever transcended the words above quoted
from Mr. Meredith.”’

We are now prepared to consider this subject
in the light of Mr. Campbell’s utterances dutr-
ing his debate with Mr. Rice.

It has already been made clear, beyond con-
troversy, that, up to his opening speech, in his
debate with Mr. Rice in 1843, Alexander Camp-
bell held to the doctrine of ‘‘baptism for the
remission of sins’’ only ‘‘in a sense,”” ‘‘with
limitations’’ and for ‘‘certain ends.’” These
are his own expressions. It now remains for
us to look intothat debate and ascertain whether
Mr. Campbell maintained that same attitude
then and there. When he stood up before the
public to affirm and to prove by the Scriptures
that ‘“Christian baptism is for the vemission of
past sins,”’ did he mean that it is for the ‘‘for-
mal remission’’ of sins? Without hesitation it
is affirmed that he did. Did he still adhere to
the position he took, twenty years before, in
his debate with Mr. McCalla, that ‘‘Paul’s
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sins were real/ly pardoned when he believed?”’
We affirm that he did. To the task of making
good these declarations let us now look.

On page 439 Mr. Campbell says:

“Our sixth argument is drawn from the words uttered in
the ears of Paul by a messenger specially called and sent
to him from the Lord. . . . Paul had inquired of the
Lord what he should do. The Lord commissioned Ananias
to inform him. He went to Paul’s room and commanded
him to rise, be baptized and wash away his sins. Now the
washing away of his sins was certainly to be accomplished
through the water of baptism, according to the language
of the highest authority in the universe. Jesus Christ had
so commanded. Neither his faith nor his repentance had
washed away his sins, in the sense of the precept of the
Messiah.”’

To a man seeking honestly and fearlessly
after truth there can be no difficulty in undet-
standing this argument of Mr. Campbell. He
says:

‘‘Neither Paul’s faith nor his repentance had
washed away his sins in the sense of the preceps
of the Messiak.> What precept of the Mes-
siah? Hear Mr. Campbell: ‘‘Now the washing
away of his sins was certainly to be accom-
plished through the water of baptism, accord-
ing to the language of the highest authority in
the universe. Jesus Christ had so commanded.”’
Commanded what? Commanded him to 7zse,
be baptized and wash away his sins.”

Thereis ‘‘the precept of the Messiah,” given
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through Ananias. This, says Mr. Campbell,
is ‘‘the language of the highest authority in the
universe.”” Again he says, ‘‘Jesus Christ had
so commanded.”’

But, again, when Mr. Campbell says,‘‘Neither
his faith nor his repentance had washed away
his sins 2z the sense of the precept of the Mes-
siah,’’ he implies that Paul’s faith and repen-
tance /%ad washed away his sins ¢z some other
sense. 1f not why should he say ‘‘cn the sense
of the precept of the Messiah?’’ Why not say,
in the style of some preachers, ‘‘Paul’s sing
were not washed away 2z any sense until he was
baptized.”” Simply because Mr. Campbell held
now, in this debate with Mr. Rice, just as he
did in his debate twenty years before with Mr.
McCalla that ‘‘Paul’s sins were really pardoned
when he believed; yet he had no solemn pledge
of the fact, no formal acquittal, no formal putr-
gation of his sins until he washed them awayin
the water of baptism.”’

And, again, he says, ‘““When Ananias said to
Paul, ‘Arise and be baptized, and wash away
thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord,’ I
suppose Paul believed him and arose and was
baptized, and washed away his sins. When he
was baptized he must have believed that his
sins were zow washed away 72z some sense that
they were not before. For if his sins had been
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already iz every semse washed away, Ananias’
address would have led him into a mistaken
view of himself both before and after baptism.”’
Mr. Campbell can never be understood or cor-
rectly represented as to the design of baptism
without that phrase, ‘‘zz a sense.”’

We do not forget his declaration in his cor-
respondence with Mr. Meredith, in 1840,—‘‘We
never went further than this. Our opponents
said we did; but no man can show from our own
language that we have,”’ etc.

The way is now clear for another quotation
from Mr. Campbell, in his debate with Mr.
Rice, in which he positively reaffirms his posi-
tion in the McCalla debate. Let us hear him.
Page 472:

“‘Some twenty years ago, when preparing for a debate
with Mr. McCalla, I put myself under the special instruc-
tion of four evangelists, and one Paul, of apostolic rank
and dignity. I had for some time 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 I had forgotten my
earlier readings upon the subject; and upon the simple tes-
timony of the Book itself, I came to a conclusion alleged in
that debate, and proved only by the Bible, which now ap-
pears from a thousand sources to have been the cath-
olic and truly ancient and primitive faith of the whole
church.”

Attention is called to some explicit state-
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ments of Mr. Campbell in this quotation. He
says this call to debate with Mr. McCalla,
““compelled me to decide the matter to my entive
satisfaction.’’ What matter? The design of
baptism. And how did he decide it? ¢‘7 came
to a conclusion alleged in that debate.”” What
was that conclusion? That ¢‘Paul’s sins were
really pardoned when he believed and formally
remitted when he was baptized.”’

If there is any meaning in words, evidently
Mr. Campbell now advocates the same views
on the design of baptism that he promulgated
in his debate with McCalla in 1823. As addi-
tional proof of this the following paragraph on
page 508, of his debate with Rice, is submitted:
“‘In answer to some things said here and else-
where, against our connecting baptism and sal-
vation, in almost any sense, and on the sup-
posed interference between this doctrine of the
assurance of remission through baptism and
justification by faith, I shall read,”’ etc.

Two vpoints stand out clearly in this para-
graph:

1. 'That he connects baptism and salvation
only ‘‘zn a sense’’—the same cautious manner
of limiting his meaning as observed elsewhere.

2. ‘'That, taken in this ‘‘sense,’’ there is no
‘‘interference between this doctrine of the as-

surance of remission through baptism, and justi-
11
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Jfication by faith’’—no interference between the
ideas of ‘‘real’’ forgiveness on the moral
grounds of faith, and ‘‘formal’’ pardon on the
grounds of a legal act of obedience.

In this debate Mr. Campbell quotes exten-
sively from Calvin and then declares himself in
accord with Calvin on the relation of baptism
and the remission of sins. He gives this from
Calvin. Page 52rI.

“Why then did Ananias say to Paul, ‘Arise, and be bap-
tized and wash away thy sin,’ if sins are not washed away
by the efficacy of baptism itself? I answer, we are said to
receive or obtain that which our faith apprehends as pre-
sented to us by the Lord, whether at the time that he first
declares it to us, or when by any subsequent testimony he
affords us a more certain confirmation of it. Ananias,
therefore, only intended to say to Paul, “That thou mayest
be assured that thy sins are forgiven, be baptized: for in
baptism the Lord promises remission of sins; receive this
and be secure.’”’

Then Mr. Campbell says: ‘‘I agree with
Calvin, as I understand him. We receive re-
mission of sins in anticipation through faith, as
Cornelius did; and with a clear assurance and
soclemn pledge through baptism.’”” And after
quoting still further from Calvin—*‘‘By baptism
God promises remission of sins, and will cer-
tainly fulfill the promise to all believers,”’ etc.,
he again says:

“I believe that when a person apprehends the gospel
and embraces the Messiah in his soul, he has in anticipa-
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tion received the blessing. His mind finds peace in the
Lord. ‘He rejoices with joy unspeakable and full of glory.’
He anticipates the end of his faith— his actual emancipa-
tion from sin. In his heart he dies unto sin, and by his
burial and resurrection with the Lord, he formally receives
what was at first received by faith in anticipation.”

Now Mr. Campbell knew very well that Cal-
vin, like himself, held to the idea of ‘‘real”
remission on the ground of faith in the Lord
Jesus Christ. And the gist of this whole mat-
ter of his agreement with Calvin he expresses
in the following sentence which he quotes and
italicizes:

‘““Through baptism we are said to receive that which our
faith apprehends as presented to us by the Lord, ‘whelker
at the time that he first declaves it to us, or when by any sub-
sequent testimony he affords us a more certain confirmation
. Qf it. ’»

Plainly, then, they both maintain that sins
are ‘‘first declared’ forgiven when we believe,
but by the ‘‘subsequent testimony’’ of baptism
we receive ‘‘more certain confirmation of it.’’
Baptism is the completion of the process, the
fulfillment of the law of pardon begun in faith,
and perfected in the overt act of obedience to
the forms of law.

These facts serve to give a clear and satis-
factory interpretation of Mr. Campbell, on page
557, where he says, ‘‘Peter inseparably con-
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nected repentance and baptism as necessary to a
plenary remission of sins.’’

Why did he say ‘‘plernary remission’’?
Simply because that, while he held that aman’s
sins are ‘‘really pardoned when he believes,’’
yet it had been appointed that baptism should
be observed as an ‘‘assurance’’ of ‘‘formal’’ re-
mission; and this ‘‘formal’’ and ‘‘real’”’ pardon,
in his view taken together, constituted ‘‘ple-
nary remission of sins.”” No other explanation
of hisuse of this term, in this connection, ap-
pears possible to us.

But there are yet some other points to be no-
ticed before we are done with this debate with
Mr. Rice.

The immediate point of investigation now
before us is to determine whether Mr. Campbell
maintained the same position in his discussion
with Mr. Rice that he assumed in his debate
with Mr. McCalla in 1823, in regard to remis-
sion of sins. In further proof of the fact that
he did, attention is called to Mr. Campbell’s
bold announcement, made and repeated over
and over again, that he stood on this subject
side by side with all the great Protestant teach-
ers and leaders. As an example of his re-
peated utterances on this point the following
is given
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“Let it be remembered then, that in addition to the ar-
guments offered from the Scriptures, we have all the Greek
and Latin fathers, without one exception the two great
founders of Protestanism, the Westminster divines, and
the Scotch Confession of Faith, down to the present cen-
tury. The present century is really retrograding in the
understanding and veneration of the ordinances, both of
the communion and of the rite of initiation. America is
behind the age, behind Christendom, on this subject.”’
Page 471.

With reference to this extract we note, I.
That Mr. Campbell claims to have all the
Greek and Latin fathers, and all the great
authorities of Protestantism with him in affirm-
ing that ‘‘baptism is for the remission of sins.”’
Now no man knew better than Mr. Campbell
that the ‘‘Greek and Latin fathers,”” and the
‘‘oreat founders of Protestantism’’ did not hold
to ‘‘baptism for remission of sins,’’ in precisely
the same ‘‘sense.’’ Yet he says they both sus-
tain him. Sustain him in what? Why, sim-
ply in affirming that ‘‘baptism is for the re-
mission of sins.”” In what ‘‘sense’’ they each
hold to this is andéther question. This shows
clearly that when Mr. Campbell affirmed in
that debate that ‘‘baptism is for the remission
of sins,”’ he affirmed it in a general way as the
Scriptures affirm it, as the fathers affirm it,
and as the founders of Protestantism affirm it.
The ‘‘sense’”’ in which each of these parties
holds to it is another question to be deter-
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mined on other grounds thanthe simple affirm-
ation of the proposition. Hence, when Mr.
Campbell introduced the declaration of Peter,
‘“‘be baptized for the remission of sims,’”’ the
question immediately arose, in what ‘‘sense”
does the apostle hold to this, in what ‘‘sense’’
does Mr.Campbell hold to it,and in what ‘‘sense”’
does Mr. Rice hold to it? The fact, however,
that Peter’s command, ‘‘be baptized for the re-
mission of your sims,”’ is in the same words as
Mr. Campbell’s affirmative proposition, ‘‘bap-
tism is for the remission of sins,”’ gave direct
support to Mr. Campbell, and gave him an im-
mense advantage 1in the discussion. Mr.
Campbell was wise enough to foresee all this;
and he was wise enough also to foresee that all the
Greek and Latin fathers, and all the great
founders of Protestantism used the identical
language of his propositien, and that this gave
strength to his position. All this, too, re-
gardless of the question, in what ‘‘sense’’ did
these several parties hold to ‘‘baptism for the
remission of sins’’? ‘The question then of Mr.
Campbell’s meaning here has to be determined
by other considerations.

The second item noteworthy in the fore-
going quotation from Mr. Campbell’s speech is
that he says, ‘‘America is behind the age,
behind Christendom,’”” and that ‘‘the present
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century is really retrograding in the under-
standing and veneration of the ordinances, both
of the communion and of the rite of initiation.”’
From this it is plain to be seen that Mr.
Campbell is aiming at a ‘‘restoration’’ of Chris-
tianity in ‘‘/etfer and spirit’’ as he was wont to
put it. He repeatedly said to Mr. Rice that he
(Mr. Rice) was not in harmony with his own
creed on this subject, while he, Mr. Campbell,
was in harmony with it. And he made many
quotations from various Protestant authorities
explaining specifically this limited ‘‘sense’’ in
which ‘‘baptism is for the remission of sins,”’
and declared himself in harmony with this
view of the subject. It is by gathering up
these various and numerous declarations of Mr.
Campbell that we are made to understand him
on this question. And this is our present task.

Some facts may here be noted with pro-
priety:

1. Mr. Campbell was never slow to change
his mind on any important question when valid
reasons existed for such change.

2. He was not reluctant to proclaim to the
world his change of position and to defend his
attitude at any time.

3. He did declare in unmistakable terms, in
1823, in his debate with Mr. McCalla that,
“‘Paul’s sins were really pardoned when he be-
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lieved, and jformally remitted when he was
baptized.”’

4. He never announced to the world any
change of his position on that subject.

5. He did declare in his debate with Mr.
Rice, impliedly, that he had mnot changed.
Hear him:

‘““The gentleman has sought to entangle this subject by
making out inconsistencies between my present views and
my former writings. Whenever the time comes that it be-
comes my duty to defend myself on that account, I shall be
forthcoming, I hope. One thing I cansay, in all conscience,
that I feel myself prepared to sustain every prominent view
that I ever published on the subject of the Christian reli-
gion.”

6. 'That Mr. Campbell’s position on remis-
sion of sins was among his prominent issues, if
not the most prominent issue he made with the
religious world of his day, is a well known fact.

7. Mr. Campbell frequently, as has been
shown, referred to his position taken in 1823,
in his McCalla debate, always reaffirming his
position there taken.

8. Mr. Rice made the square issue with
him of inconsistency or of change of position,
by reading from the McCalla debate Mr. Camp-
bell’s declaration, ‘‘Paul’s sins were really
pardoned when he believed and formally re-
mitted when he was baptized.” He empha-
sized this in such a way as to make the occasion
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imperative for Mr. Campbell to state that his
views on this point had undergone a change, if
such was the fact.

Referring to Mr. Campbell he said: ‘‘He
declared his belief that Paul’s sins were really
pardoned when ke believed. He does not pro-
fess to have changed his views on this
subject.”” And among other impertinences he
offered to ‘‘shake hands’® with Mr. Campbell
over this sentiment, and have ‘‘something like
Christian union.”’

Why did Mr. Campbell not stop all this ad
captandum by saying, ‘‘That was twenty years
ago, Mr. Rice, and my views have changed on
that subject?’’ Simply because his views had
not changed. Why did he not shake hands
with Mr. Rice on the proposition that, ‘‘Paul’s
sins were really pardoned when he believed?’’
Because he held that in addition to that, ‘‘bap-
tism was for the remission of sins’’—the ‘‘for-
mal’’ remission; and was there to affirm that,
and to make it good. ¢‘The present century,’’
he says, ‘‘is really retrograding in the under-
standing and ven-ration of the ordinances.”
And he had said in the preliminary correspon-
dence of the debate, ‘“T'he three great topics
which have occupied public attention for some
twenty-five years, so far as our proposed re-
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formation is concerned, are the ordinances of
Christianity,”’ etc.

To this task he had committed himself, and to
this purpose he held himself steadily, through-
out the discussion of this proposition without
being diverted by Mr. Rice’s imaginary incon-
sistencies.

We are to bear in mind, in connection with
all this, that it was distinctly understood. in the
preliminary arrangements for this debate, that
Mr. Rice was to use Mr. Campbell’s writings,
and to hold him responsible for his previous
utterances. On the part of Mr. Rice it had
been said, ‘‘We reserve, of course, the right to
explain the meaning of the questions by your
publications.”” And Mr. Campbell had said,
“‘You may use all that I have written upon the
subject, if you please.”” Could Mr. Campbell
have said that, if he knew his mind had under-
gone a change on the subject of ‘‘baptism for
the remission of sins?”’

With considerable care we have examined
Mr. Campbell’s utterances in the Rice debate,
in order to determine his real attitude on the
design of baptism. If there is any reliance
to be placed on language, and any on logic,
we certainly have found him, throughout
that discussion, precisely where he stood in
1823—*‘‘Paul’s sins were really pardoned when
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he believed, and formally pardoned when he
was baptized.”

We now raise the question pointedly,—What
reasons have ever been adduced to prove that
Mr. Campbell changed his mind on this subject
and abandoned that position?

In making answer to that question, attention
is called to the following facts:

I. As mentioned before, Mr. Campbell never
avowed any change of views on this subject.
But he did avow himself ready to defend and
maintain ‘‘every prominent view’’ he ‘‘ever
published on the Christian religion.”” And
this was said in reply to Mr. Rice’s charge of
‘‘inconsistency’’ or ‘‘change’ of views on this
very subject.

2. The fact that Mr. Campbell azd give
great emphasis to the idea of remission in bap-
tism, while he did #o¢ thus emphasize the idea
of forgiveness on the ground of faith, does not
prove that he abandoned the latter. The rea-
son for his course in this is evident, as before
stated. There was no necessity for his con-
tending for ‘‘real pardon.”” The religious
world generally accepted that doctrine. But
there was necessity that the doctrine of ‘‘formal
pardon’’ in baptism should be advocated, ex-
plained and defended: that ‘‘baptism for the
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remission of sins’’ should be set before the
world in its true light and importance.

3. But the fact that Mr. Campbell used
such strong language in advocating ‘‘baptism
for remission;”’ that he dwelt upon it with such
great emphasts, is held to show that he had
abandoned the idea of ‘‘real pardon’’ prior to
baptism. To put this whole thing in a nut-
shell, and expose the futility of that argument,
we here place two declarations of Mr. Camp-
bell side by side—two declarations made in
the McCalla debate—made at the same time
and place, as follows:

““The water of baptism, then, formally washes away our
sins. The blood of Christ really washes away our sins.
Paul’'s sins were veally pardoned when he believed,; yet he
had no solemn pledge of the fact, no formal acquittal, no
formal purgation of his sins until he washed them away in
the water of baptism.”—McCalla Debate, Page 135.

‘“‘He appointed baptism to be, to every one that believed
the record given of his Son, a formal pledge on his part of
that believer’s personal acquittal or pardon: so significant
and so expressive, that when the baptized believer rises out
of the water, is born of water, enters the world a second
time, he enters it as innocent, as clean, as unspotted as an
angel. His conscience is purged from guilt, his body is
washed with pure water, even the washing of regenera-
tion.”’—McCalla Debate, Page 137. |

Now, if the strong expressions of Mr. Camp-
bell, in favor of ‘‘baptisin for remission,’’ uttered
in after years, prove that he had abandoned the



CAMPBELL ON REMISSION OF SINS 173

idea of ‘‘real pardon’’ prior to baptismn, then
the strong expressions above (and he never
uttered any stronger) prove that he did not
hold it zn the very hour in which he utteved it.

Along this line of thought and immediately
connected with it, we now refer to an ingenious
effort of Mr. Rice to make it appear that Mr.
Campbell had either contradicted himself, or
that he had changed on the subject. On page
524 he makes a quotation from Mr. Campbell’s
writings in the Christian Baptist—a paragraph
I have before noticed—as follows: ¢‘In the an-
cient gospel, it was first belief in Jesus; next,
immersion; then, forgiveness; then, peace with
God; then, joy in the Holy Spirit.”’

And on this Mr. Rice comments thus:

‘““Now observe, in the ancient gospel, we are told, it was
first belief, then immersion, then forgiveness; but, in the
debate with McCalla, Mr. Campbell tells us, in the case of
Paul it was first faith, then real pardon, then immersion,
then formal pardon! I leave those who can to reconcile
these contradictory views.”’

It is remarkable that any intelligent man,
any man familiar with Mr. Campbell’s writings,
should not be able to ‘‘reconcile’’ those two
statements, and to see that there is nothing
‘‘contradictory’’ in them. And it is all the
more remarkable that any intelligent man,
familiar with Mr. Campbell’s writings, among



174 THE SPIRITUAL SIDE OF OUR PLEA

the Disciples, should be under the necessity of
concluding that, in this instance, Mr. Campbell
had either changed his mind or was ‘‘contra-
dictory.”’

In the case where he says, ‘‘It was first be-
lief; then, immersion; then, forgiveness, Mr.
Campbell was generalizing and considering for-
giveness of sins in its final, full, completed
sense, in its ‘‘plenary’’ sense, as he elsewhere
expressed it; but, in the latter case, he was
analyzing and separating ‘‘real’’ and ‘‘formal”’
remission. It is a fact that Mr. Campbell gen-
erally spoke of remission of sins in its ‘‘plenary”’
sense, when legally completed and made full in
the act of baptism. But that he held to *‘real”
remission before baptism, and to the idea that
‘‘formal’’ remission, in baptism, inducted into
a fuller enjoyment of spiritual life is just as
clear. ‘T'o make this evident the reader is cited
to a statement of Mr. Campbell in this debate
with Rice, page 494, where, in speaking of the
force of such expressions as baptized ‘‘znfo
Moses,”’ ‘‘znto Christ,”’ ‘‘znfo remission,’’ ‘‘znzo
one body,” etc., he says, ‘‘In every instance
there is a fransition from one state, profession
or place into another. The person has suffered
an immersion for something into the possession
or enjoyment of which he now enters, or enters
more fully than before.”” Here he repeats, in
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another form, his ‘‘plenary’ remission of sins.

When Mr. Campbell said, ‘‘In the ancient
gospel it was first belief in Jesus, then immer-
sion, then remission,”” he was speaking of re-
mission in its comprehensive sense, as involving
both ‘‘real”’ and ‘‘formal’”’ remission. A case
similar and parallel to this is found in his rea-
soning about conversion. It is well known to
those familiar with his writings that he held
that, in many instances of New Testament
usage, the term conversion comprehended bap-
tism. Where, for instance, in Acts 3:19, Peter
says, ‘‘Repent therefore and be converted
that your sins may be blotted out,”” Mr. Camp-
bell contended that convert here involved
baptism. And in such passages as Acts 15:19,
where it reads: ‘‘My sentence is, that we
trouble not them, which from among the Gen-
tiles are turned (converted) unto God,”’ he
held that the whole process—faith, repentance
and baptism—was comprehended.

Now, if Mr. Campbell had said, ‘‘In the an-
cient gospel it was first Zearing the gospel, then
conversion, then remission of sins,’”’ and after-
wards in a more analytical way said, ‘‘It was
first hearing the gospel, then conversion of the
heart to the Lord, then real pardon, then con-
version 1in baptism, then ‘formal’ and ‘ple-
nary’ remission,’’ would therebe anything con-
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tradictory in his two declarations? Would it
prove that he had changed his mind on this
subject? This is precisely the way Mr. Rice
reasoned with regard to Mr. Campbell’s posi-
tion on ‘‘real’”’ and ‘‘formal’’ remission.

In discussions Christian men sometimes seem
to be striving to make the differences between
opponents as great as possible, whereas they
should rather seek to reduce them to as small a
degree as possible. We do not hesitate to say
that, in the whole range of English literature,
there cannot be found better examples of mere
logomachy than there is in the debate between
Mr. Campbell aud Mr. Rice on the design of
baptism, and the operation of the Holy Spirit.
If you eliminate from their speeches all their
readings of and references to Mr. Campbell’s
writings, and the writings of John Calvin and a
few others there will be but little left. And the
differences between them appear very small.
As an illustration and verification of this fact,
before closing this investigation of that debate,
attention i1s directed to a condensed and clear
statement of each on the immediate point be-
fore them—the nature and design of baptism.
Mr. Rice says, pages 465 and 468:

“Faith unites us spiritually to Christ, and gives us an
interest in the plan of salvation; baptism is the external
ordinance by which we become visibly united to him, and
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bound to devote ourselves to his service. Baptism is the
external sign, faith is the internal grace. The latter unites
us to Christ really, the former connects with him formally;
but the piety of the heart is, in the Word of God, always
represented as the greal matler. . . . Thereis a vast
difference between the sign and seal of regeneration and
regeneration itself; and between the sign and seal of re-
mission and remission itself. The believer is first par-
doned, and then receives the sign and seal. Baptism is a
pledge, so to speak, that God will forgive the sins of those
who comply with the conditions set forth in his Word. But
the sign or seal is not the thing or document, nor essential

to it.”

And then on page 493 Mr. Campbell says:

‘““The outward act, then, is but the symbol of the transi-
tion, tnward and spiritual, by which our souls are bathed
in that ocean of love, which purifies our persons, and
makes them one with the Lord. . . . All outward or-
dinances (and all ordinances are outward), prayer, praise,
the Lord’s Day, the breaking of the loaf, fasting, etc.,
have each a peculiar grace or intercommunion with Christ
inthem. . . . Each of these is a symbol of something
more spiritual than itself. Prayer is but the embodiment
of something more inward than the heart. But without
these symbols spiritual life, health, comfort, can never be
enjoyed. Hence, to enter into the sanctum sanctorum, the
inner temple of spiritual enjoyment and Christian life,
baptism is essentially necessary, preceded by a vigorous
faith and genuine repentance, and fixed resolves of obey-
ing from the heart the mandates of the Great King."”’

It will require both a logical and a theological
genius to so diagram the foregoing sentiments
of these two disputants as to make their vital

differences manifest.
12
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Nothing is more evident, we have repeatedly
said, in the writings of Alexander Campbell
than the fact that he believed that baptism was
for the remission of sins. His deliverances on
this subject are numerous and strong. He be-
lieved that the normal, scriptural way to the
full and complete, or as he expressed it, ‘‘ple-
nary’’ remission of sins, was through faith in
the Lord, Jesus Christ, and baptism into the
name of the Father and of the Son and of the
Holy Spirit. He held, as be said, that faith
and baptism are ‘‘equally necessary’’ to this
regular, normal induction into the kingdom -of
God. But did he hold that they are of equal
importance? No man understood more clearly
that there is a difference between the outward,
sensible act of immersion in water, and the in-
ward, moral, and spiritual condition of the
heart that symbolizes itselfin this outward act.
No man understood better than Mr. Campbell
the essential difference between the intrinsic
value and importance of ¢‘‘that which is
within,”” and ‘‘that which 1is without.”’
The strong, bold declarations of Mr. Camp-
bell in his previous writings on the design
of baptism were seized upon by Mr. Rice in
their debate to discount Mr. Campbell as a spir-
itual teacher. His religious opponents and
critics have habitually done the same thing.
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And in many instances his own brethren have
used these same passages in his writings to sup-
port a mistaken view of his teachings, and have
thus presented to the world in many cases a
grotesque caricature of both Mr. Campbell’s
ideas and of the Christianity of the New Tes-
tament. And the persistent, dogmatic spirit
which both these friends and foes have ex-
hibited in this work of misapprehension and
misrepresentation is remarkable. It is yet to
be explained how these parties—these friendly
and unfriendly critics—could all overlook and
ignore the clear, distinct, anti-legalistic, and
spiritual views that abound in his writings.

To gather together the severe denunciations
of our Savior, such as ‘‘ye generation of vi-
pers,”’ ‘‘whited sepulchers,’’ ‘‘ye hypocrites,’’
‘“‘how shall you escape the damnation of hell,”’
‘‘ye devour widows’ houses,’’ ‘‘the blind lead
the blind;’’ etc.,—to array all such utterances
together and overlook the other side of his
teachings—his tears, his sympathy; his ‘‘Oh,
Jerusalem, Jerusalem, how oft would I have
gathered you;”’ his ‘‘Father, if it be possible,
let this cup pass;”’ his ‘‘Father, forgive them,
they know not what they do,”’ etc.,—to view
the former without the latter would give us the
legal side of Christ’s nature, and a view of
his righteous indignation toward sin; but upon
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the whole it would be a gross perversion of
truth and of character. We must take every-
thing involved into the account for a just esti-
mate of men. And the fact that Mr. Campbell
was strong and positive in his teachings on
“‘baptism for remission of sins’’ does not do
away with the other fact that be held to for-
giveness of sins in another sense, a moral for-
giveness on the ground of the heart’s penitence
and trust in God. That this is so will appear
in the fact that, in his debate with Mr. McCalla
in 1823, while he distinctly declared that
“‘Paul’s sins were really pardoned when he be-
lieved,”’ yet at the same time and in the same
connection, as before shown, he said, ‘‘Baptism
is an ordinance of the greatest importance and
of momentous significance. Never was there
an ordinance of so great import or design. . . .
The Lord said, ‘He that believeth and is bap-
tized shall be saved.” Again, he tells Nicode-
mus, ‘Unless a man is born of water and the
spirit he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.’
Peter places baptism in the same exalted place,
‘Repent,’ says he, ‘and be baptized, every one
of you, for the remission of sins.” Amnanias
said to Paul, ‘Arise, and be baptized and wash
away thy sins.” . . . Peter finishes the
grand climax in praise of baptism: ‘Baptism
doth also nowsave us.” . . I know it will be
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said that I have affirmed that baptism saves us.
Well, Peter and Paul have said so before me,”’
etc. Now, did Mr. Campbell ever utter anything
more emphatic on this topic than the above?
And yet in this very same speech he says:
“‘Paul’s sins were really pardoned when he be-
lieved, and formally pardoned when he was bap-
tized.”” 'This shows that Mr. Campbell re-
garded this ‘‘formal’’ remission, obtained in
the act of baptism, as a very emportant item in
the Christian system;and this again explains
the reason of his earnest contention over the
design of Christian baptism, without renounc-
ing his belief in the ‘‘real pardon’’ before bap-
tism.

To emphasize this truth, attention is now
called to a bold, clear statement of Mr. Camp-
bell in his debate with Mr. Rice, page 519:
““I do not make baptism absolutely essential to
salvation in any case.”’

That sentence throws much light on the
present inquiry we are making after Mr. Camp-
bell’s true position on the design of baptism;
and especially as to whether his views had
undergone any change.

Now, that Mr. Campbell held, in common
with all intelligent Christian men, that real
remission of sins was absolutely essential to
salvation in every case, does not need to be
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argued. When, then, he said, ‘‘I do not make
baptism absolutely essential to salvation in any
case,”’ he said, ‘I do not make baptism abso-
lutely essential to real remission of sins in any
case.”” 'This is the inevitable, logical conclu-
sion. Mr. Campbell was a logician. His
logical power was both intense and immense.

No baptism no remission.

No remission no salvation.

Thevefore, no baptism no salvation.

Where is the fallacy, Mr. Campbell? ‘‘In
the major premise’’—‘No baptism no remis-
sion?’—*‘‘7 do not make baptism absolutely es-
sential to salvation in any case.”

Again, remission of sins is essential to sal-
vation.

Baptism is essential to remission of sins.

Therefore, baptism is essential to salvation.

Where is the fallacy, Mr. Campbell?

“In the minor premise’’—*‘Baptism is essen-
tial to remission of sins’—*‘7 do not make bap-
tism absolutely essential to salvation in any
case.’’

Again, real remission of sins is absolutely
essential to salvation in every case.

Baptism is not absolutely essential to real
remission of sins in any case.

Therefore, baptism is not absolutely essential
to salvation in any case.
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Where is the fallacy, Mr. Campbell?

“‘No fallacy there, the premises are both
true and the conclusion correctly drawn’’—*¢‘7
do not make baptism absolutely essential to sal-
vation in any case.’’

But, Mr. Campbell, did you not teach that
baptism is essential to the remission of sins,
win some sense? ‘‘Certainly I did. Baptism is
essential to the ‘formal’ remission of sins; and
to the full and complete Scriptural idea of
remission; to ‘plernary’ remission, as I expressed
it in my debate with Mr. Rice, and in the
Christian System.’’

No ‘‘real’”’ remission of sins, no salvation.

No ‘‘formal’’ remission, no real remission.

Therefore, no ‘‘formal’’ remission, no salva-
tion.

Where is the fallacy there, Mr. Campbell?
“‘In the minor premise—‘No formal remission
no real remission.” While baptism is essential
to ‘formal’ remission, it is not essential to
‘real’ remission, and consequently not essential
to salvation’’—*‘‘7 do not make baptism abso-
lutely essential to salvation tn any case.”

Another question, Mr. Campbell, if you
please. When you said in your Christianity
Restored: ‘‘A man may change his views of
Jesus, and his heart may also be changed
towards him, but unles a change of sfafe ensues,
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he is still unpardoned, unjustified, unsanctified,
unreconciled, unadopted, and lost to all Chris-
tian life and enjoyment,’’ what did you mean?
‘I was emphasizing the importance of baptism
for the ‘formal remission of sins.” Without this
no man can become a member of the church of
Jesus Christ; nor exercise any rights or privi-
leges as such. While he is married to Christ
m heart, and Christ is married to him in heart;
yet, he is legally unpardoned, unjustified, un-
sanctified, unreconciled, unadopted, and lost
to all Christian life and enjoyment.

‘‘See my explanation of this in my reply to
Mr. Broadus’ criticism of that passage, in
Harbinger for 1842, page 149, as follows:

‘T have said that the unbaptized isstill inan unpardon-
ed, unjustified, unsanctified, unreconciled, unadopted, and
lost state. Well, when we hear your interpretation of the
matter, this formidable proposition has lost almost all its
terror. For you admit that the unbaptized is formally
unpardoned, unjustified, unsanctified, etc; for he has not
a ‘“sensible pledge’’ a ‘‘visible certificate,’”’ nor a ‘‘formal
remission’’ until baptized. Now, unless a person can be
formally justified, sanctified, reconciled, adopted, etc.,
when he is not formally pardoned, we are both of the same
opinion on this point also, viz.—that formally, sensibly,

and vzs16ly the unbaptized is unpardoned, unjustified, un-
sanctified, etc., etc.’ ”’

Then, Mr. Campbell, you always held to
‘“baptism for the remission of sins,’’ as you ex-
pressed it in your correspondence with Mr.
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Meredith in 1840, only ‘‘in a given sense,

and with certain limitations and for certain
ends?”’

‘““We never went further than this; our opponents said
we did, but no man can show from our own language that
we have ever transcended these words above quoted.”’—
Memoirs of Alexander Campbell, Page 408.

One more question, Mr. Campbell. Have not
your own brethren, in some instances, misap-
prehended and perverted your views on this
subject?

‘““That some of my brethren, with too much ardor, through
the force of strong feeling, and without all the premises
before them, have transcended this view and these bounds,
and given to baptism an undue eminence—a sort of pardon-
procuring, rather than a pardon-certifying and enjoying
efficacy, I frankly admit; but such has never been my rea-
soning nor my course.”’—Harbinger, 1840, Page 545.

‘““These have been most prejudicial to the cause of truth,
and have given a pretext to the opposition for their hard
speeches against the pleadings of reformers. . . . When
any doctrine is professed and taught by many, when any
matter gets into many hands, some will misuse, abuse and
pervert it. This is unavoidable. We have always feared
abuses and extremes.’’—/Memoirs, Page 288.

HIS LATER EXPRESSIONS.

In 1852 Alexander Campbell published his
book on Baptism. He was then sixty-four
years old. ‘That he was, at that time, thor-
oughly matured and settled in his religious
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views will be conceded by all. 'This book is a
strong, condensed statement and presentation
of his views on all the important issues he had
made with the religious world. ‘‘CHRISTIAN
BarrisM WITH ITS ANTECEDENTS AND CONSE-
QUENTS,”’ is the title of the book.

We invite attention to some of Mr. Camp-
bell’s utterances, in this, his last work of mak-
ing books, in order to show that he here
expresses himself in the same general way as
to the design of baptism, and its relation to
remission of sins, that he did in the debate
with McCalla in 1823, and continuously on
down through the intervening years.

Mr. Campbell was a born theologian. His
acuteness to perceive and todiscriminate, and his
power to grasp and to formulate thought, were
of a very high order. He was strong, original
and striking in his deliverances of both tongue
and pen. Nor was he ever more supremely
regnant, in the conscious exercise of his noble
gifts, than when he recognized the distinction,
so plainly set forth in the New Testament and
in all authoritative Protestant literature—the
distinction between that forgiveness which
flows from the Heavenly Father’s heart toward
the returning prodigal, on the moral grounds
of his repentance, and that legal remission
promised, in the overt act of obedience in bap-
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tism; and especially when he labeled and desig-
nated that distinction by the terms ‘‘real’’ and
‘“formal’”’ remission of sins. Mr. Campbell
never let go that expression—*‘‘formal remis-
sion of sins in baptism.” While the world
around him would simply speak of ‘‘forgiveness
of sins;”’ and while many of his own brethren
would speak in a flippant, unqualified way of
‘“‘baptism for the remission of sins,’’ he habitu-
ally spoke of it as ‘‘baptism for the formal re-
mission of sins.”’ Let us not forget that fact;
there is light here.

There is another phrase peculiar to Mr.
Campbell in his writings on this subject. This
has been frequently referred to before. It is
the phrase, ‘‘zzz some sense.’’  This cautious,
qualifying expression was used by him 1in the
McCalla debate in 1823, and is current through-
out his later writings. It is'very significant,
and marks a striking contrast between Mr.
Campbell’s style of handling this subject, and
that of some of his own brethren.

Let us now look at some of Mr. Campbell’s
declarations in his book on baptism. In speak-
ing of the phrase, ‘“For the remission of sins,”
as connected with the blood of Christ, and with
baptism, he says, on page 250: ‘It does not,
however, follow that they are ¢z the same sense
‘for the remissicn of sins.” But that they are,
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in some sense, for remission of sins, can be
denied by no man,’’ etc.

And then, on page 256, he explains in what
‘‘sense’’ baptism is related to remission, as
follows:

““The influence which baptism may have upon our spir-
itual relations is, therefore, not because of any merit in the
act as our own; not as a procuring cause, but merely as an
instrumental and concurring cause, by which we ‘put on
Christ,” and are united to him formally, as well as in
heart,”’ etc.

The ‘‘sense,’’ then, in which ‘‘baptism is for
remission’’ is still, with Mr. Campbell, the
‘‘formal remission.’’ This is precisely as he
put it in 1823.

Again, on same page he says:

““Baptism is a solemn pledge and a formal assurance on
the part of our Father, that he has forgiven all our
offenses—a positive, sensible, solemn seal and pledge that,
through faith in the blood of the slain Lamb of God, and
through repentance, or a heartfelt sorrow foz the past, and
a firm purpose of reformation of life, by virtues of the
great Mediator, we are thus publicly declared forgiven,

and formally obtain assurance of our acceptance and par-
don,”’ etc.

Notice carefully Mr. Campbell’s expressions,
showing the ‘‘sense’’ in which he holds to bap-
tism for remission—‘‘a formal assurance’’—
“‘thus publicly declared forgiven, and Jormally
obtain assurance.’’
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Then on page 258 he is very definite and
pointed. Hear him:

‘“By universal consent, baptism was understood to be a
symbol of moral purification—a washing away of sin in a
figure, declarative of a true and real remission—a formal
and definite release of the conscience from the feeling of
guilt and all its condemnatory power.”’

What does he say baptism is? ‘‘A symbol
of moral purification.”” But what is ‘‘moral
purification?’’ It is the remission of sins on
account of faith in Christ. This ‘“moral puri-
fication,’’ this ‘‘real pardon”’ exists first, and is
then ‘‘symbolized’’ in baptism. Or, as Mr.
Cam