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T he Marriage of Aliens

" Affirmed 1hal. the law of marriage
.given by the Lord which binds hus-
w-band aml wile so long as they live, so
hat il cither be married to another
“while the other continues to live, that
cmc bccomes an adulterer, is binding
upon Christiass only. -
Alfirm, D. L. Shelton
Deny, George \V. Phillips.
/ ltl‘hc proposition stales the matter
% under consideration in such plain terms

‘SUthat it necds no defining, so 1 shall

enter into my first affirmative without

any preliminaries.

> In the beginning when God crealed
he -heavens and the earth He made a
law that every sced should bring forth
ifter its kind, This law we call a nat-
ral law. - In order that

l!u: most Atling way, God ordained
l 'a man shall leave his father and
¢ mother, and shall cleave unte his
__w:fe' and they shall bLe onc flesh.”
his is a fleshly relation, a natural re-
ation, hence, we call it the natural
Jaw of marringe. This law did not
legislate as to the conduct of those who
entered inte this relation, except that
they cleave to cach other and bLe “one
‘—flesh,” as it was given before the trans-
gression, before man necded a law
“more than the natural law to govern
him in this relation.
\When God established the common-
avealth of Isracl He gave a law which
. was a civil law to govern the conduct
‘of His people. Under this system of
" rule He gave a law concerning the
arriage relution  (Deut. 24:12 and
*Num. 5:12:20). This law we shall call
the civil law of marriage. Tt was
inding only upon those who were
ving within the borders of [Israel
Il .others, Gemiles, were “alienated
from the commonwealth of Isrmel,”
“hence, the Jews who entered into the
marringe relation were bound by a law
‘which did not hind the Gentiles. How-
ever, hoth Jews and Gentiles were
.bound by the nawwral law, but they
were not bound by the same civil Jaw.
The Jews were hound by the law of
AMoses, while the Gentiles were bound
by their respective civil laws. So we

. y{u that there is a natoral faw of mar-
B

inge and also a civil law of marringe.
The natural law is binding upon every-
“one, whereas, a civil law is binding
only upon its respective subjects.
Christ recognized these (wo laws
when He talked with the Pharisees in
cregard to marriage. Me first called
their attention to the natural law which
was from the beginning, that they
should cleave to cach other and be
*onc flesh” and to this He added,
“\What therefore God hath joined to-
“gether, fet not man put nsunder.” This
].ﬂ'lgung'. shows clearly (hat it is possi-
hle to discontinue the natural relation
of marringe cven though God says for
man not to do so. To discontinue this
relation ‘and enter into it with another,
.in itself, is not called adultery, because
he .Jews were permitted to discon-
tinue this relation and enter into it
with another and it was not adultery
or them to do so. Bul to do this con-
rary to the law of Moscs, their civil
v, the Jaw, \\'Iuch Iegislated as to
'couducl in this’ rcluhon, was adul-

lawi \vlm:h .

| mankind
might render obedience to this law in |

governs the conduct of man in this re-
lution and not the natural law which
says under what circumstances this re-
lation may be discontinued with one
compaiion and enterqed into with an-
oll:gr withoul commitling adultery.

In view of these facts we must con-

- ¢lnde that it is not the matural law of

marriage which binds husband and wife
to the extent that they cannot divoree
and marry again without committing
adultery; neither does the civil law of
marriage do so, because there is no one
civil law which binds upon all men,
Then, we might ask, what law hinds
husband and wiie to this extent?

In a further investigation of the
Scriptures on this matter we find that
when Christ established His kingdom,
He gave a spiritual Taw to govern the
conduct of His people. This law,
among - other things, legislated con-
cerning the marriage relation (1 Cor,
7). In this law He says: “The wiie
is bound by the law as long as her
hushand liveth; but if her husband be
dead, she is at liberty to be married to
whom she will; only in the Lord."
We have here found the law which
“binds hushand and wiie so long as
they live, so that ii cither be married
to another while the other conmtinues to
live, that one becomes an adulterer.”
As this law was given to the church
by the Lord: Jesus Christ, we shall call
it the Iaw of Christ on marriage in

‘order o distinguish it irom the nat-

oral law of marriage and the civil law
of marriage. This law is binding up-
on Christians only as the last phrase
of the quotation, “enly in the Lord,"”
shows, We know that this will not
apply to the alien, thereiore, the re-
mainder of the passage does not apply
1o the alien.

From the foregoing iacts we learn
that the aliens are bound by only two
laws in their marriages, the natural
faw and their respective civil haw;
neither  of  which necessarily  binds
them 1o the extent that they cannot
divorce and marry again without be-
comitg guilty of adultery: whereas,
Christians are bound by three laws in
their marriages, the above nanied laws
and, in addition, the law of Christ on
marriage, which “binds husband and
wife so long as they live, so that ii
cither be married to another while the
other conlinues 1o live that.one be-
comes an adulterer,” and this law is
Linding upon Christians ouly,

D. L. SHELTON.

Reply

To my mind Brother Shelton has
viclded his proposition in his second
paragraph, by adminting: Gen. 2.24, as
being God’s natural marriage law, This
law is contemporancous with creation,
It stands with all other procreative
lnw, and they all stand as from the
beginning. Itz strength cin not be
surpassed  or increased; to tamper
therewith proves destructive as with
all other of Cod’s laws, as was sub-
sequently proven, It applies to all
men.

How strong was this law? “1'here-
fore, shall a man Jeave his father and.
mother and ¢leave unto his wife, and
they shall be one flesh.” Because it
was given before Iransgression iy no
militant. ~ This "emphatic, comprehen--

sive law: One fAesh “No more. twain,”

- docs not intervene.

continued from ereation until Moses,
u period of 2500 years, unimpaired, un-
changed in all its inherency,

Moses gave lIsrael special Iegisla-
tion. The procreative pattern was
tanipered with, But why? Jesus said:
beeause of your hard hearts, Moses
sulfered you to divorce, but from the
beginning  (Gen, 2:24) it was not so.
Jesus returned it to its primitive, pris-
tine grandeur and glory: viz. “One
flesh™ “Neo more twain." No stronger
legisiation as 10 the inseparableness,
indissalubility of marriages could be
given. The conduct of participants
Paul's expression:
“Only in the "Lord,” proves the
strength of Gen. 2:24, “Be one fesh.”
1f a Christian violales this plain com-
mand, the marriage stands accepted
with the Lord. Proof: Paul address-
ing Christians says: \What: know ye
not that he which is joined, (married),
to an harlot is one body? for two,
said he, is “one flesh.” Paul quotes
from 2:24. Therefore, marrage is a
separate, fundamental primitive inst-
tution and is binding, whether con-
tracted hetween Christians only, aliens
only, or Christians and aliens, even if
they are harlots.

God's Law, "Thou shalt not kill," is
fundamental, primitive. Moses gave
no account oi God giving a law against
killing. It was inherent, and God held
Cain responsible.  So likewise is the
conduct inherent in marriage, (Gen.
2:24) anil God helds them responsi-
ble.  But remember, marcizge is one
thing. their conduet quite another. *

Obedience to the gospel, is ovr
spiritual marrdage to Christ. It con-
tinues through the fesh. and can only
be terminated by death, (Second
death). It is for all men. So likewise:
Qbedience 10 Gen. 2:24, is our fieshly
marriage. [t coutinues through the
fiesh, and can only be terminated by
death, 1t is for mll men.

The gospel requirements are fixed,
definite. unequivocal.  Marriage, Gen.
2:24, is dehinite, fixed, unequivocal.
Both are God's marriage laws; one
spiritnal, one fleshly. - If Gen. 2:24, is
nol for all men, necither is the gospel
for all men. They stand or fall to-
gether.  \Whatever leniency on mar-
ringe you can extend to an alien, .I
also can extend to a Christian. Re-
member:  Brother Shelton  acknowl-
cdges God's marriage law “one flesh”
Gen, 2:24, hut contends God docs not
liold an alicn responsible for its viola-
tion, through divorce. This is clearly
implied in his proposition, and will be
frecly admitted by him,

If an alien ean violate this greatest
of all moral laws without responsibil-
ity, all other laws can be violated with
impunity thercfore, no necessity for
Jusus. Thut God holds Gen. 2:24 “Be
one flesh.” inviolate, irrespective of
whethér Christian 6r alien is evidenced
by Paunt gaving: If an alien married 1o
a Christian desires to live with the
Chri, . the Chrigtian must live with
the alien,  Again the Samaritans were
aliens, but Jesus rccognizes Gen, 2:24,
“one flesh™ “no more twain,"” as bind-
ing on aliens, by questioning her mar-
riage status, and condemning her.

You contend Christians are bound

. by three laws in marringe, and aliens

by two laws. The natural law, (Gen. -
2-’4), the civil law, (man's law) cand

PaﬁeﬁThféE, :

the law of Christ. \What's the natural’ -
law?  Be one flesh “no more twain”
What's the civil law? divorce. What's
Christ's law? “Be one flesh, no more
twain.” Hence the natural law, (God's
law Gen. 2:24), and Christ's ‘law are
identical,
sunder man's law, which allows divorce,
when Cod's law and Christ's law say
it's impossible? Illustration: A wealthy
alien marrics, children are born. He.
mistreats and divorces his wife; re-
iuses to support the children. They
suffer untold hardships, while he re-
mains unmarried and satiates his Aesh-
Iy desires. He hears the gospel of Christ,
wants 1o obey, but his conscience
is racked and burning through his
awlul inhuman treatment of his family.
He wants to atone and rectify these
wrongs, But you tell him it's unneces~
sary. God's marriage law is for Chris-
tans only. You are under civil law,’
which allows divorce. You are not
responsible to God for your [amily's
sufferings and heartaches. There is
nothing to repent of, nothing to rectify.
Furthermore, after becoming a Chris-
tian, notwithstanding your family's in-
rreased miseries and necessities, you
ezn leave thero in distress, and marry
another, a young beautiful woman
without any responsibility for your
past deeds, All because God's mar-
riage law is for Christians only. Broth-
cr Shelton, this awful picture portrays
your position.
GEO. \V, PHILLIPS,

The Devil’s Not

The Devil has always played a "not-
ty™ game. He puts in 2 not where it
should not be, and leaves it out where
it should be. He.took the not and
knocked the human family from a
cureer of peace-and happiness on earth
ta onc oi misery and woe,

! do not know what the original
Devil had to do with the establishing,-
fixing. orarranging, bringing into being
or creating, the printer’s “devil,” but
[ do know that the not gives the pub-
lisher lots of trouble, In May 15, issue
of The Apostolic Way we quoted from
n private letter from Brother Cowan,
in which he said, “I am not alarmed,
however, about my physical ability to
stand op under the load." And this
aforesaid, irrcsponsible party, that ©
scems 1o be associated with every
printing office, left the not out. Ina
report of the Campbell-Cowan debate
it was made to read Mrs. \WW. A, Camp-
bell instead of Mr. W. A. Campbell,
and made Brother L. E. Hamm say
cur class brethren when he meant our
no class brethren.

This aforesaid trouble maker - also

.Misplaced ouc item in our financial . -

statement, and in 2 recent issue, in

which Brother Connor and  Brother

Stark made a statement coneerning the ’
Dallas debate, this aforesaid “devil,”
restated, rearranged,
blundered.

But I suppose until aomebody ha:
taught the printing companics how Lu
gel along without -a “devil” .we. \n]l
have to put up with. them, .and. with -

But how can a Christian.be" . -

and otherwise i
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THE APOSTOLIC WAY

: The Murrmge of Aliens

U AMiemed that Lhe law of marringe
z fiven by the Lord which binds hus-
, band and wifc so long as they live, so
-that if cither be married 1o another
while the other continues 1o live, that
: one becomes an adulterer, is binding
upon Christians only,
Affirma, D, L. SHELTON.
Deny, GEORGE W. PHILLIPS.

Second Affirmative

In the first parmgraph of his arlicle
Brother Phillips denies my proposuion.
but in the sccond paragraph, in admit-
ting that the Jews were permitted to
divorce and marry again, he admits it,
For if the natural law, the law which
makes of the twain “one flesh,” binds
"husband and wife so Tong as they live
so that they cannot divoree and marry
another without committing  adultery,
the Jews who divorced.and married
again were either living in aduliery, or
else they were not subject to the nat-
aral Jaw of marriage, the law - which
made of the twain “one flesh.” To
deny that they were subject to this law
which made them “onc flesh™ is to de-
ny marriage among the Jews. To say
that they were living in adultery when
they divorced and married again, is to
bring an accusation against Moses. As
both of these conditions are absurd
and as Christ recognized the fact that
they were made “one flesh,” bound by
the nataral law, and also stated that
they conld divorce and marry again, it
follows that the natural law of mar-
riage does not bind hoshand and wiic
so long as they live so that they can-
not divorce and remarry without com-
mitting adultery,

- Becanse Moses does not speciiy a list

of laws given by the Lord does not
mean that He gave no law except the
natoral law lo govern His people be-
fare the law of Moses, "By flaith Abel
offered unto God a more excellent sac-
rifice than Cain.” “Faith cometh by
hearing and hearing by the \Word of
God."  As Cuin did this according to
the Word of God, the Lord gave laws
other than the nawral law (o govern
His people during that age of the
aworkd.

The Jews were penmuul to divoree
and remarry and as the Gentiles were
not condemued for practicing the law
of Moses (Rom. 2:14) they were al-
lowed the same privilege, hence, the
law which bownd husband and wife so
that they could not divoree and marry
again was discontinued. Brother Phil-
lips admits this and says: *“Jesus re-
turned it to ils primitive, pristine
grandeur and glory.” Hue then tries to
prove that this law was reinstated by
Chirist as a scparate and distinct law

. from the Gospel, hence, binding upon
all men, But we find Paul saying:
“Moreover, bLrelliren, [ declare unto
vou the gospel,” and part of that which
he declared was the law’of marrizge,
therelore, the law of marringe as given
by Christ |s a part of the gospel and
uol a scparate and distinet law,

* This is evidence that it is not bind-

: Im; upon all men, because the law of

8 'pintual law but aliens ave.:

- eivil Jaw.

mind is * * ® not subject to the law of
God, ncither indeed can he,” There-
“ fore, alicns are not subject 1o the mar-
riage law as given by Christ,

Again, Paul says that law docs net
have dominion over the dead, As
aliens are spiritually dead, spiritual luw
has no dominion over them, therefore,
they are not subject 1o the law of mar-
riage as given by Christ.

To prove that aliens are subject (o
the law of Christ in their marriages,
Brother Phillips cites the case of the
Samaritan  woman. «The Samaritans
were living within the borders of Is-
rael, therefore, subject to their laws
(Lev, 18:26), but aliens arc not living
within the borders of the Church,
therefore, not subject to the laws of
Christ. So the two cases are not at all
similar, :

The Jews in their marriages were
bound to their companions by the nat-

“ural law, made “onc flesh;"” they were

alen bound by the law of Moses, their
If they divoreed according
to this law, they were loosed from their
wives., If they married again, they
were bound to their sceond compan-
ions, made "one flesh.” They were
permitted lo become Christians with-
out scparating as they were not living
in adultery.

The Gentiles in lhclr marriages were
bound by the natural law, made “one
fiesh.” Like the Jews they were also
bound by their respective civil law. Ii
they divorced according to this law,
they were loosed fromt their wives. If
they mbrriced again, they were bound
to their sccond companions, made “onc
flesh.”  They were permitted to be-
come Christians without separating as
they were not under a law which for-
bids such practice, hanee, were not liv-
ing in adultery. .

1f aliens are Lound in marriage by
the law which binds Christians, those
of them who have divorced and mar-
ricd again are living in adultery, and
in order lo become Christians they
must separate.  But if they do not have
to separate in order to become Chris-
tians, they are mot living in adultery,
hience, not bound by the law which
binds Christians. As both Jews and
Gentiles who had divorced and mar-
ried again were bound unto their secc-
ond companions they could become
Chrigtians without separating, for Paul
savs: “Let every. man abide in the
same calling whercin he was called.
¢ * » Arg thou bound unio a wife?
seck not to be loosed.™  Paul's instruc-
tions that an clder must. be the hus-
band of one wife proves that this rule
was followed. As the law of marriage
1o aliens has not been changed, this
rule 15 10 DE uUbossrvad naw. ..
must conclude thut the law swhich for-
bids divoree and remarriage is binding
upon Christians only.

D. L. SHELTON.

. Second Reply

Brother Shelton did not reply to my
argument on “Only in the Lord.” I’au]
herein admits that you can marry “out
of the Lord,” and shows the strength
of Gen, 2: 24, “Be one flesh,” “No more
twdin.'*  This law is fundamental and
Tor all mew; for nll time. - \'n ln\\ to tllc

h

Than we’

binding than CGen. 2:24. Thut is the
beginning, and no stream rises above
its source. [t is absolutely incumbent
on Brother Shelton to prove that when
a Christian violates Paul's command,
"Only in the Lord,” that they are not
married. [ )l my children not -to
marry cerlain individuals. I they do,
Brother Shelton knows they are mar-
ricdd just the same. So likewise Paul

says, “only in the Lord,” but if vio-
lzted, TPaul admits they are mar-
ricd just the same amd pgives the

proof in 1 Corinthians 6: 16,
even though it be an  “harlot.”
Brother  Shelton  also  failed 1o
reply to my argument on  the “har-
lot.”” I ean rest my negation on the
foregoing, and Brother Shelton stands
disproven. You also make no mention
of my example. of the rich “alicn,”
wherein 1 have shown that vour posi-
tion excluded repentance.  Neither
have you replied 1o my argument on
1 Cor. 7: 12-17. Paul herein recog-
nizes that the “Christian™ and “alicn”
are married. Also, you have failed to
reply to my argument on yYonr positior
of Chiristians being under three laws.
All this must be answered, or your af-
firmative surrendered. You have only
repeated your position on the two laws
for aliens, and three for Christians.

All of Brother Shelton’s argument,
in his first patagraph above, . could
have been obviated had he given the
reason why the Jews were allowed to
divoree, viz.: on account of their
“hardness of heart.” Had there been
no “hardness of heart” God would not
have given this command. But “hard-
heartedness” antagonized Gen. 2:24,
and is the opposite of Christianity,
hence you are using as evidence some-
thing God never wanted. God gave
Teragl a king. But, why? They were
“hard hearted,”  and. notwithstanding
it was a rejection of God, he suffered
it. The same applied to these same
people on divorece. God suffered it,
and did not want it. Had the Jews
not been “hard-hearted,” we would not
have heard of divorce, and you would
not be defending it in an “alien.” So
let’s understand again;  God's fulness
of his marriage law was given, in Gen.
2:24, with all its inherency, when time
began. Your argument in your sec-
ond paragraph fully sustains my con-
tention, that, notwithstanding Moses'
brevity in Gen. 2:24, it comprehended
everything taught to Christians per-
taining to marriage. Marriage and its
laws arc co-existent with man and
time, and had they never been  vio-
lated, would be as pure today as when
they began, Your, confusion cxists
irom failing to realize the cause of
wention of divorce. viz.: “hard-heart-
edness,” WNICh will alwaye “condemn.

You have also failed to answer my ar="

gument on God's two marriage laws,
viz.: Gen, 2:24 (ﬂcslll'.'), the gospel
{epiritual).

Yes, the law of marriage given by
‘Christ was a part of_the gospel, but
heenme such because it is God's prim-
itive law (Gen, 2:24)0 It existed as
full, pure and clean at the beginning of
man, as it is “expressed in Christ
Chrlst merely returned it to its prim-
hl\'c grardenr and glory. Dul not the ~

- i1l exist® beiore

“heartedness,” and. reslored ‘to

Christ and Moses’
is inherent with God’s first Ia“/!! I'nll'l.
so likewise is God's marriage, Iaw,give
at the beginning of man,, pure cleans;
and holy, violated through *

ity in Christ. So likewise - - man‘
pure, clean and holy, violated :God’
law, and restored to his primitiv ar-
ity in Christ. GCod's fleshly marria

law, Gen. 2:24, and God's.” spiri

E
et

marriage law are for all men,. :nd no! n}

for "Chmtuns anly.

they can obey God's mamagc law (! e
gospel), and live under that I:w. ‘Sp
likewise can an ‘“alien” nbby',.'G‘aﬂ'
fleshly marriage laws (Gen. 2:24),7an
live under that law, viz: “be=
‘flesh,” “no more twain,” and . thu‘%
exactly the strength to which Chns
replaced it.  Please show where- Ch.ri QE
made the marriage law any s!'_h 3
than given in Gen. 2:24, viz.
flesh." You must do this or surren
your propusmnn. Remeniber, you‘a
mit Gen.
Chns!tans are married under th:
it is the only 'marriage law. ¥,
In your last paragraph, and 5!1:":1;
pally through all of this afﬁn:ruh
you predicate your n.rgumcnt.}ou
false premise; false from the fact'tha'.
you have overlooked the cause of thes-
. conditions, viz.: “hard- hcartedne‘s"s':
Had “hard-heartedness™ not. have, o
tained, these CDndIlIOI_is would no
existed, henee, you would havé .1
gument. As Jesus told these
who were ignorant of primitivé: cu';(
tions, relative to divoree, I rcpﬁta

, “from the bemmx it- 'w:l“z'

o

24 is for all men. Evur
s

ple, the :llustratmn or plcture ofqr:

position in my first negative,” ¥
if that is your canception of Chruﬁ
ity, which denies the neceusly. 1
penting and making right, ‘ag -fm
possible, all wrongs comrml &
alien. 1If you say "ves,”
from such Chrismmt}' If
God's marriage law is for,
also, and not for “Christians
Your reply on the “S:l‘-rlll'mlgI
amuging. . As Jong as :hcy llved
Isreal's borders they- )
when thcy mm'etl nut r.hey werl
marricd..
one of geogmphr or lncn
one of conformity to Gen'2

Hans only .
GLEORGE V. PH

Dear Brother Duckworth?

\We, the members of - the\.Chr
Christ living in and around} Eq
lassee. Ala., meet upon 1h='fim;
AUE NWEEK ‘ne she 2uae -'x‘elsu:nt
rects. \We oppose c\cry im‘z.-!
man and stand firm upon V'.he_sug
dation of Christ and’ the apas
mg the onL\' body

school. -

Encloscd you \\-EH ﬁ
for ¢800 heing cspcctall
the war fund. 1

Wishing ¥ou allr.l Ih\_
ruu:h success 1" a
onc f'nlh

Ccrlamly so.-dlz. -ﬁ,‘,
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The Marriage of Aliens
- Affirmed that the law of marriage
ven by the Lord which binds husband
uid wile so long as they live, so that
il”cither be married to znother while
the other. continues to live, that one
becomes an adulterer, is binding upon

Chrmmus only,

! Aflirm;
D. L. SHELTON.
% °. Deny:-
. -GEORCE \V. PHILLIPS.

Third Afirmative,
7 Brolhcr Phillips ‘scems 1o be very
-muel concerned over my not noticing

" article, 1 shall take care of these as
* I'getto them. His concern shonld not
~be so much over bis arguments (o
whlch I did not reply as to my argu-
: ment to which he cannot reply.  The
only thing he has done is to offer a
counter argument that divoree and re-
";“!pnrringc among alicns stands on a
par with murder. This he bases on
the supposition that diverce and’ re-
marriage among alicos is adultery. 1
' have . proven this 10 be untrue, so his
argument that if Ged does not hold an
alien responsible for diverce and re-
. marriage, he does not hold him re-
\ sponslb?c for murder, contains no par-
. ticle of truth.

His second reply is only a repetition
" of hsi first except for Ius admission
- that the law of marriage Js given by
Christ is a part of the Cospel. In nd-
mitting thiz be overthrows his own
argument that the law of marriage as
_given by Christ is a separate and dis-
- tinet law from the Gospel.  Perhaps he
. can cxplsin how a “part” of the Gospel
can be * scparatc and dlistinet™ from
“the Gospel. e also trivs to argue
that just as an alien becomes subject to
the law of Christ in ubeying the Cos-
'i'n:l he beeomes subject to the law of
marriage as given to Christinns when
he marrics.  But when an alien obeys
the Gospel he is made alive wnto
Christ, therefore, subjeel 10 the laws
of Christ; but when he marrice he is
not made alive unto Christ, thereiore.
not subject 1o the law of Christ on
marriage, unless he "also obeys the
Gospel.  So we sce that marciage and
'y} the Gospel do not stand as separate

and distinct laws of parallel applica-

tion to all men.

As to his illustration of the “rich
alien,” it docs not represent my posi-
tion, as he is pictured as having a
seared conscienee and a total disregard
of human welfare. I do not teach that
such can become Christians and re-

© main in that condition. I did not con-
sider thiz ns an argument, but as an
- appeal to the sympathy of the readers,
and desiring 1o prove the seriptural-
. ness of my posilion Ly sound reason
and logic rather than by an_ uppeal 1o
~the emotions, I disregarded his illus-
tration. [ conld easily picture an
-imaginary case, coloring it (o fit my
position, hut like his illnstration it may
not represent the case, nor contain one
particle of proof.” So I shall refrin
from such tactics.
.Z'Thc reaton for which the Jews

‘some of his arguments in my second .

marvied even though they were bound
by the natural Jaw, thns showing that
the matural faw did not bind to the
extent that they could not divorce and
remarry, It matters pol as lo their

reason for so doing, they did it just.

the same, so my
proven,

I did not say that the Samaritans
were marricd so long as they lived
within Isracl's borders and unmarncu
when they moved out. They ivere sub-
jeel to the natural law wherever they
were, but they were not subject to the
law of Moses when out of Isracl's bor-
ders.  Likewise, -alicns are subject to
the natwural law, but are not subject to
the law of Christ, as they are without
the horders of Christ's kingdom.

I Christians are not subject to the
civil Jaws in their marriages, why do
they have to buy marriage licenses and
have marriage ceremonies performed
by authorized individuals?

Because the marriages of aliens are
not bound by the Iaw of Christ docs
not miean that a Christian is not
bound 1o an aliecn companion, Paul
says of such, if the unbelicver, alien,
desires Lo live with the believer, Chris-
tian, the Christian must not leave the
alien, but il the alien departs, the
Christian is no longer bound.  The
very fact thot the unbeliever may de-
part, and that the departing of the un-
believer scts the Christian free, is posi-

argr aent  stands

tive prooi that the alien is not under

the law of Christ. and that all the
binding is through the Christian. This
is verificd by the statement: “For the
unbelieving husband is sanctified by
the wife. and thie unbelieving wife is
sanctified by the husband: else were
your children unclean (illegitimate): but
now iire they holy  (legitimate).” This
shows that even though while aliens
they were bound by the natural law
and by their respective civil law and
their marriages wholly legitimate un-
der these two laws, that in coming into
the Kingdom of Christ their marriages
must be sanctified by the law of Christ,
vlse they would not be recognized as
macrivdl under the law of Christ. Paul
says that this recognition comes
through the believer, thus showing that
the alicn does not come under this
law.

In view of these facts we are again
forced 1o the conclusion that aliens arc
not under the law of marriage which
Linds Christians, henee, are not bound
to the extent that they cannot divorce
and rewmarry.

D, L. SUELTOX.

Third Reply.

Brother Shelton, being  absorbed
with his argnnent, overlooks mine,
aned naturally thinks his wnanswerable

His proposition iz comprchended in
his three laws, viz: The natural Jaw
(Gen, 2:24), civil law, and Christ's law.
The first two for alicus. all three for
Christians, * This was fully exposed in
my first negative, and no reply thereto.
How can [ help repeating, when you
admit you have wnot replied? We
agree Gen. 2:24 is God's nntural mar-
riage law for all men. But this law
says, "Be one flesh”—*"no more twain.”
This is God's only marriage law, and
Christ gave this same law to Chris-
tians. You ‘err, .in trying to make

"is a part of the gospel;

God's law on marriage, and Christ's
law 10 differ.

We agrec.that Christians can only
conform to civil Jaw when it does not
oppose  Cod's law. Thercfore, your
argument on civil Jaw is meaningless,
How can Gen. 2:24, “Be one flesh,” be
violated without divorce? Pledse an-
swer this, and you will find yourself
deicaled.

You admit God holds an alien re-
sponsible for murder, because he vio-
lated God’s law. Surcly then, God
alse holds him responsible when he
violates Gen, 2:24, “Be one fiesh,” by
divorce, It is impossible for vou to
extricate  yonrself herein. Certainly
the Jaw on marriage given by Christ
but Jesus
placed it therc because this same law
existed from the beginning. Pleasc
study Mat. 19:3-0. T repeat, you in-
advertently gave up your proposition
when you admitted Gen, 2:24 was for
all men. [ said a Christian and an
alien have the same marriage law, Gen.
2:24, which you say is Tor all men; also
that the GCospel was for all men.
Hence, yout argument is frustrated.

Different states have laws against
murder, but they emanate from a com-
mon source. So, likewise, Christ gave
nrringe laws to Christians and said

‘they emanated from Gen. 2:24.

Please study the “rich alien' again.
I said he repented and wanted to rec-
tify his wrongs; but your position sears
his conscience. The illustration fits
your position exactly. You have not
met this. You have rcasoned from a
false premise. God's natural marriage
law, Gen. 2:24, commands they “be
ouie  flesh,” which means “no miore
uwain,” which mcans “what God hath
joined together let not man put asund-
er.” If that docs not exclude divoree,
Innguage i3 meaningless, God allowed
diverce on account of “hard-hearted-
vess;” but from the beginning it was
not so, Christ took away this allow-
ance. You ‘admit it ‘does not now cx-
ist. There could be nothing satisfving
in an argument based on “hard-heart-
edness” A “hard-hearted” Christian
can alto diverce; but God will hold all
the “hard-hearted” responsiblé. Those
Jews who were not “hard-hearted” did
not practice divorce.

You contradict yourselil on marriage
of heliever and unheliever. TFirst,
vou say the believer is bound, and then
gay, if the unbeliever departs it di-
vorces the believer. Departing  does
nnt  diverce. DPlease | study 1 Cor.
7:0 Paul zays, “be not_uncqually
yoked together,” (married). The niar-
riage is equally binding on both: the
incquality being., “belicver and uwnbe-
liever.,” It's equivalent Lo saying. “only
in the Lord.” Incqualitics do not miti-
gate the marriage tie. LEven though it
is an harlot. Marriage' is marriage.
There are always inequalities in mar-
ried -folks. The incqualilies are one
thing: marriage quite another. Be-
liever and unbeliever are under Gen.
2:24, “Be one flesh,” Every argument
you attempt involwes you with Gen,
2:24. All of God's natural laws are for
bLeliever and unbeliever alike; and ‘you

admit Gen. 2:24, “Be one flesh,” is
. God's natural marriage .Jaw. It is ri-
diculous to think children are “illegiti-

mate,”

because - their -parents are not

Christians. . Only children born by
unmarried woman are _"illegir.i'_mz!e..
Paul's use of “unclean” means, to :be
deprived of Christian _influences, both
parents-being unbelicvers, Plcne study
this again. 1 have asked repeatedly
|hat you shuw \\here the law on mar'

is erongcr than Gen. 2:24, “Be’ on:
flesh.” You have failed in,this. Chn'st ‘
refers to Gen. 2:24, in giving His mar-
riage law, (Mat 19:3-9), and should
forever scttic the question of equeli
in marriage, irrespective whether
fiever or unbeliever.

States cannot - infringe upon.
“Constitution” of the United States
The Cousutuuon is pre-eminent. Gen
2:24 is Cod's “constitution” .on mar-
ringe. Christ drew from this “consti-
tation in giving Christians their marg”
riage law. No stream rises above its
source, Therefore, the law given by
Christ to Christians is not.greater than
Gen, 2:24, which you admit is for all
men. Hence, marriage is equally bind-""
ing on believers and unbelievers, and -
vour proposition is lost. Those in
Christ's Kingdom remain until He -
comes again. A marriage of two -in .
His Xingdom, you admit, is indisso-
luble, But one turns infidel, denies '
Christ, and departs when his compan-
fon refuses to deny Christ. This is
practically parallel with Paul's argu-
ment- on the believer and unbcliever,
Hence, conclusively, departing does' not ..
mean divorce. Marriage 'is all based
on Gen. 2:24, “Be one flesh,” shich you
admit is for all men and not Chnsulns
only.

GEORGE W. PHILLIPS.

A Correqtion_

Tn the June 15 issue of The Apns!o!-
ic Way, I am made o say under the
heading, “Several Things" (in refer-
ence to Sunday schools): “T am loath’
to believe that the great majority of
those who participate in, and uphold
them, are not religiously dishorest.
If I eaid that, I did not intend to.
The word, should _:be
“honest" T feel quite surc that the
great miajority of the “rank and file”
of Sunday school advocates are per-
fectly sincere and honest in .their l’.'p‘l'l‘
tention.

“dishonest™’

J. T. MARTIN:
JOHNSON BUSY.

We are glad that our.prcnchers are
pressing the fight against error in every
direction. Keep it up, brethren. TI"he
Apostolic Way is with yPu.—Pu'l:I isher,
Dear Rrother Duckworth:

Debate here (Abilene) with
hart is fine. Have signed vp to m
Dr. J. V. Yandell near Healdto
Okla.; time not. set yet. Also have

with J AL Rx:c (or July i3; rssm:.
) ALV:\ IOHN
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"]-‘he Marriage of Aliens

Affienied that the luw of marriage
given- by the Lord which hinds hus-
band and wife g0 long as they live, so
that il either be marricd to another
while the other continues (o live, that
_one becomes an acdulterer, is binding

upon Christinns only.

Affirm: D. L. Shelton,
Deny: George W, Phillips.

Last Affirmative _

I have failed o see where Brother
Phillips “fnlly exposed” my argnment
thalt aliens arc subject 1o two laws,
+whereas, Christians  are  subject to
sthree. In trying to prove that there is
only one murriage law and that it is
+ binding wpon all men, he overthrows
: ‘his ovn argument, as [ have shown.

_ Not only has he failed to show how the
marriage law cun be “separate and
distinet” from, the Gospel and yet be u
“pant” of the Gospel, but he has woe-
Ful!\' involved himseli on this matter.
r Quolmg from his own words he says:
“t's (Gen. 2:24) the only marriage
law."—"Yes, the law of marriage . . .
is a part of the Gospel"—"The Gospel
(spiritunl)"—"Yes, aliens are spiritual-
Iy dead.” Thus he virtually says that
« Gad's primitive Iaw, the only marriage
law, iz a part of the Gospel, a spiritoal
Taw, nnd as nlicns are spivitually de=d,
they are not subject 10 the “ounly mar-
riage law,” henee, there is no marriage
ont oi Christ, As 1 Cor. G:16 shows
that there is marringe out of Christ,
the scrionsness of his predicament is
o evident, He also says: "This is God's
- only marriage law, amld Christ ygave the
§ . same law 1o Christians"—"Christ gave
Ynarriape laws 1o Christians and said
Cthey emaumated from Gen, 2:24." 1f
Christ’s law emanated from Gen, 2:24,
“it surely must he scparate and distinet
m Gen, 2:24 and not the “same
" else he hasx “God's only marriage
lnw emanating from: “God's only mar-

riage law." Even though he savs
% Christ’s law and Gen, 2:2 are of

eyual strength, he suys, “The constitu-
o tion (Gen. 2:24) is preemivent”” er-
- haps he can tell us how they can he
of cqual strength yet one be superior
to the other aml at the same time he
“the same law.," To extricate himseli
he must admit that Gen, 2:24 and
3 Llrisl'x law are separate and distinet
. -faws, and in admitting that Christians
are subject to the civil Jaw so far 2=
it does not contradict the law of Christ,
Iic has a third law, thus he admits that
Christians are subject 1o three luws,
and as “aliens are spiritually  dead,”
dead 1o the law of Christ. they are
“subject 1o only two laws, thus he ad-
‘mits my proposition in full even though
- he dendes it ’
. Christ’s law is stronger than Guen,
2:24 “in that it forbids remarringe.
whereas Gen, 2:24 docs not, as is
nmly proven by the practice of
Gws, -
 Suppose this “rich alien™ has three
wives whom he has left in poverty and
uffering, which of the three must he
relurn to, and why shonld the others
‘be Jeft. in distress?  Suppose this mis-
reated wife las married again. and
esires to become n Christian. Brother
hillips would tell_her 1o leave her
~fusband and bis children and go back
nto . her. poverty and suffering or else

ARIZONA NOTES

Study—Teach—Taught d

I was Lold a few s
and a preacher, that any place in the
tenching in the Sunduy school.

times. I do not think [ have
fers 1o Christ,

three; nature, one:
Two of the ahove numbers teach,

'k ageer by an elder(?), who is a Smuday school advoeate,

Bunk where we find "teach,” it refers to

Let us study amd see!
Study, teazh and taught wuy be found in the N
overlooked any.
two times; apostles, twenty: church, two: gospel,
seven: Apollos, one; Timothy, four: Jews, one: women,

Vew Testament forty-seven
Notice the following: as it re-
one;. men,
three; false teachers,

anpinting, two: Gannliel, one. .
“not teach.”
will show that the man has buen steeped in, vither, ignorance or fallacy.
fore, which ever it may have been, he ix not a campetent, or safe, teacher.

The abave
There-

Look them up.

that goes with the Sunday school business.
The only lwn places in the New Testamem where "l!udy is lo be found, are

1 Thes. 4:1

Tim. 2:15.

to apply il o a congregation.

One teaches us 1o stody so we may be approverd
ol God, wnd so we may be able 1o rightly divide the woril.
not spoken te the ehurch, but o I'imothy, 2 vounyg preacher.

This. however, was
Yet. ome want

The other place teuches s 1o study to be ruiet,
aned 1o do our own business, or attend 10 our own business.

Thiz, the Sunday

school advecates will nat da, or there would not be so much chaoss in the church!

McVEY

] R

be reconciled 10 her former hushand
and sufer abuse at his bands. Drother
Phillips, "this awful picture portrays
your position.”

I did not say: “Children arc illegiti-
nuite because ctheir parcnts are not
Christians.” If both are unbelievers,
their mariage docs not come under
the jurisdiction of Christ, hence, does
not have to be sanciified by Christ's
law, but in coming ime the church,
under the jurisdiction of Clirist, their
marriige must be sanctified by Christ's
Iaw, elze they cease to be married and
their children become illegitimate ac-
cording to the law of Christ.

His argument that because the de-
parting of a disohedient brother does
not free his companion. the same is
true of an nnheliever, proves nothing.
as the disohedient brother and the ui-
heliever do not stand in the same rela-
tion to Christ, As the phrasce “bound
unto’ a wife means married, the phrase
“not under hondage” to a wife means
not married. I not, why not# Hence,
when Paul said " a brother or sister
is not under bondage in such cascs.”
hie meant they were no longer married.

He says: “Paul's use of 'unclean’
means 10 he deprived of Christian in-
fluence. both parents heing  unbe-
lievers,” The case under consideration
is not that of twe unbelievers, but that
of a believer and an unbeliever. The
word “unclean™ as here nsed is trans-
tated from the Greek word akadapra
(nL:nlh:lrh) and Thayer defines it as
meaning. “unclean: in a ceremonial
sense, that which must be abstained
from according o the Levitieal law,
lest impurity be contracted,” (Thayer's
Areck-English Lexicon, Page 21). This
same word is used in Actx 10:28 rela-
tive to the Gentiles,  Under the Leviti-
cal law they were to be abstained
from, and Paul gays that if the believer
does not sanctify the uubelicver, their
children are placed in a condition 1o be
“abstained from according to the Levi-
tieal law.”  As an illegitimate child
was to he “abstained from accorling
to the Levitical law,” was “unclean,”
(Deut. 23:3) thix is the condition in
which children are placed under the
above circumstances.  Then the term
“unclean” does mean illegitimate in
this instance, Thus proving that as
recognition of a marrioge under the

law oi Christ must come through a be-
lieve, aliens are not subject to the Jaw

Christ. the law which forbids di-
voree and remarriage. Thus we sce
that the Jaw “which binds husband
and wifc 20 long as they live, o that
il cither be mnrried to another while
the other continues to live, that one
becomes an adulterer, is hinding upon
Christians only.

-D. L. SHELTON.

Fourth Reply

We agree Gen. 2:24 is for all men.
Therefore, the necessity for Christ to
enjoin it upon Christians. \What docs
Gen. 2:24, teach reparding  divoree?
Answer: Bz one fiesh. What dlid
Christ teach Christians regarding di-
vorce? Answer: No more twain; what
God has joined together let rot man
put asunder, which mceans. “be one
flesh,” Christ gave this law to Chris-
tiang because it was the law from the
beginning. and therefore preeminent,
the hasis, the source: of all marriage
law, Gen, 2:24, teaches, “be one flesh,”
no diverce. Christ teaches the samec
thing, But Gen. 2:24, was in force
four thousand years before the gospel,
hence, separate from the gospel. The
principles of Gen. 2:24, were placed in
the gospel by Christ and became a
part of the gospel. That is plain.
“Thou shalt not kill," preexisted the
rospel, but was placed in the gospel
and became part thereof. Why not
Icarn the lesson, that all moral princi-
ples are binding on aliens as well as
Chiristians, Your position teaches, that
Cod does not hold the alien responsi-
ble. No law, no transgression; hence,
he has no way to be lost; no nccessity
ior Christ coming to an alien. But
Jesus says, repemtance and remission
is for all mations. Thercfore, God
holds aliens respongible for all viola-
tions of moral law, of which, “be one
Nesh,” no divorce, is part, nnd proves
conclusively that God helds both Chris-
tinng and aliens responsible for divoree.

1 have shown repeatediy that divoree
amd remarriage was given the Jews
on account of hardness of heart. but
Jesus said, from the beginning (Gen.
2:24) it wak not s0. Hence, conclusive-
Iy amd icresistitly divorce and remar-
rmgc are l'orhulch.u in Gen. 2: 4. That

s also plam. Z . "

Bur .

You haye completely failed to answe
my illustration “on the “rich alie
that was your duty. It was vour privi=
lege to ask me another, which you'
have done, and which I will Jet you
answer, But [ must insist. T

In no
way have you answered miné, and’
thereby acknowledge. your aifirmation
untenable.

The condition you portray is on
very lamenable, but you will find th
same condition obtains in the church
When yon answer what you would, do
with such a condition in the church
vou will have answered your own ques- .-
tion. Marriage is marriage, and steal-
ing is stealing, whether alien or Chris- ...
tion, and God holds them equally. re-
sponsible,

Your argument on illegitimacy is
amusing. Ii aliens marry, their chil-
dren are legitimate; but if they obey-
the gospel, they become unmarried and
their children illegitimate. [s it possi-
ble that under Christ's jurisdiction this
might come lo passi

You say the phrase, “not under bond-
age,” means not married. Let us try
it. The unbelieving alien departs from
his wife in the morning, hence, they
become unmarried. He reconsiders
and returns at night. Does his return
make them twain again? If not, why
not? Then marrage is a matter of
going 2nd coming. You have some
strange ideas on marriage.

But you have not answered by argu-
ment on this paint. I said, two be-
lievers married: afierwards, one be-
comes an unbeliever and demands the
other bhecome unbeliever, also, or he
will depart. Shic refuses and he de-
parts. He is now an unbeliever in
the worst sense. [oes his departing
divorce them? Ii you say, “ves,” then
those that weré Christians can divorce,
amnd vou teach otherwise, If you say, .
“no,” then the marriage tic is equally
binding on believer and unbeliever, and
yvour proposition [alls, You say, the
term  “unclean™ means illegitimate,
Paul teaches that the sanctilying in-
fluence is through the believer. No
believer; no sanctifving. influence; -
hence, unclean. But you s=ay, “un-
clean™ means “illegitimate.” Therefore
the children of unbelievers are illegiti-
mate, and you stand contradicted.

Recapitulation

We agree that Gen. 2:24 is God's
marriage law for all men. ALL men
includes Christians. But Gen. 2:24
teaches, “be one flesh,” which means no
divoree: hence, no divorce is applicable
to all men—Christians and aliens. Gen,
2:24 remained - uncontaminated for
twenty-five hundred years, from Eden
to Moses. It continued through Moses
until' hard-heartedness crept in. and di-
vorce was granted on this account.
Hard-heartedness is contrary to right-,
cousness: therefore, Christ abolished
hard-heartedness and made his law to
Christians conform to the beginning
(Gen. 2:24), viz,, be one flesh—no di-
varce. ‘Therefore, the law God gave
in the beginning. no diverce, Christ
rave to Christians, and makes no di-
voree applicable to all men and not to
Christians only. .

1 bave enjoyed this tllsmﬁsuon \\-tth
Brother Shelton,’ nml trust he will see;
his crror. >

(;[‘,onr'r AV PLTT VTDA
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.- Divorce and Re-
' Marriage

Under this eaptinh appears an article
.The Way-of February 15, 1926, by

.. L. Shelton, in which he attompts to
rove that God does not recagnize the
narriage of sinners. But why atlempt
to prove such a thing? . Just Lecause
¢ has slarted out to justify the man
nr woman, whao has divorced their first
‘companion and remarried before being
! baptized, in continning to live with
he second wife or husband. There-
fore lie must get rid of Rom. 7:3, which
says: “So then if, while her husband
ivéth, she be marricd to anather man,
she shall be called an-adulteress.” Then
he must prove that she was not mr-
ried the first time. But how does he
—tion of Peter in 1° Pet. 4:11,.“If any
+.man speak let him speak as the oracles
of Cod” If so, where has God said
that He did not recognize the marriage
of sinners? Such a statenient is not
n the Word of God. . Such a state-
ment is pure assumption. DBut here is
why he trie§ to prove that God doss
" not recognize the marringe of aliens,
“for he knows that if God recognizes
:their marrizge He also recognizes them
_as adulterers when they commit adul-
tery. Now let us turn this statement
arcundl and see what we bave If God
- recognizes ulien sinners as adulterers,
He also recognizes alien sinners as be-
ing married, for they could not commit
adultery in the sight of God unless
they be married in the sight of Godl, for
_one must be marred to commit adul-
tery. But does God recognize alien
sinners as adulerers?  We will sec.
In 1 Cor 6:9, 10, Paul says that
neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor
-adulterers shall inherit the Kingdom of
‘God. Now the cleventh verse, “And
_such were some of you” Notice he

did not say, “such arc some of you," -

but, “such were some of you; but ye
*are washed, but ye are sanctified.”
“Were adulterers in the sight oi God,
therefore, married in the sight of God?
He says the sinner is dead to the law
of God, and that the law of God has
no <dominion over him. I do not
know where he found out such a thing.
Now I find (Eph. 2:1) where people
are said to have been dead in tres-
passes and sins. Question:  Whose
Jlaw has the man, who has two wives
before baptism, trespassed, that makes

. him dead in trespasses and sin?  Civil
‘Inw, ch? To be sure it is nol.  RBut
he is dead in the things that he in-

. dulges, in, that are wrong in the sight
" of God, called sin: n few of which are
named in 1 Cor. 6:Y, 10.  And Chris-
“tians are commanded to put them off.
Paul says (Col. 3:7) talking to Chris-
gans; “In the which ye also walked
sometime, when ye lived in them.” In
what? In adultery, foruication, un-
. cleanness, lying, stealing. These are
~ the things the old man, or alien sinner,
does, Has the alien_divoreed his first
wife and married another? Paul says
he is living in adultery (Rom. 7:3)%
and he must put it away for it belongs
to the old man. (Col. 3:5:9.) He
" first nssumes that Ged docs not recog-
nize the marriage ol sinners, then tries

{ ; Mo supporting the
imi;  he “quotes:

.ried T command . . .

WHITT'S SICKINESS

In the Firm Foundation of June 13, 1926, Brother Whitt tells his .readers
that he was victorious in the debate held ar Dallas April 6-9. If his so-called
victory was so casy, why will he not finish .the debate? Why will not 1he
Sunday school brethren of Dallas, who stand with him, have the debate finish-
ed? We believe. Brother Whitt was sick during -the debate. We believe that
his sickness, in part, was caused by such utterances as the following nuotation
[rom Brother Cowan's last speech:

“As I have replied to Brother Whitt's speech, 1 will spend the rest of my
time showing you some of the objeclions we have to this institution. I will
state ‘that it is indecd a serious proposition, when men “set up an institution, a
non-essential institution, one we can be saved without, and contend for it with a
disregard for the cunsciences of their brethren until they disrupt the body of
Christ. And it is they who disrupt the body of Christ, for they all admit that
it is something that can be dispensed with and done saft
body of Christ, it has alienated brother [rom sister in Christ. If it had not
been for the Sunday school, instead of six days of debating we could have spent
the same six days evangelizing ‘the City of Dallas, and could have led souls
to Christ. Could we not do that without the Sunday school? s it essential
to salvation? Why are we not in unity?
that we are fiot in unity. The reason 1 object to it is because it is not a plant
that was. planted by our hecavenly Father. It trains the child to think.more
of the Sunday school than of the church because they are taught that they
can get more out' of the Sunday school .than they can get out of the church, that
the church bhas mothing for them. Teaching them with uninspired literature
destroys their respect Jor the Bible, because they are 1aught that they can get
nothing out of ihe BEible without it. You usc the same Scripture text that is
used in every sectarian denomination, for which there is no example in the
New Testameul, Again, those who have the Sunday school are not a frec
people. Why? EBecawse they bave no will, no selection, no volition, in regard to
what shall be their tesson pext Lord’s day. They do not select their lesson
text, it is sclected about a ycar ahead of time by the Interpational Sunday
School Board, a mujority of whom are Darwinians and refused to allow William
Jennings Bryan to make a speech before them in delense of Moses's record
of the origin of man.”

We believe had we been of the Sunday school cause, such arguments as
the foregoing would have made us sick, too, but Brother Whitt was not the
only one sick, as there were six other Sunday school preachers present who
were {oo sick lo take his place.

We have been advised that Brother Whitt spoke to the Hamilton Avenuc
Church Sunday night following the closing of the debate, which was the first
night of his affinmative. 11 seems sirange that he was physically able to speak
Sunday night and could nat continue the debate on Moénday night His breth-
ren were aware that we anxiously waited until Monday for some onc to fnish
Brother \Vhitt's affirmative. \We believe Brother \Whitt had used his last
argument and could not go on without repeating himsell, We further believe
that his brethren could sec that every argumient advanced by Brother \Whitt
was successfully answered by Brother Cowan in favor of the principles set
forth by us in the debate. \We believe that if Brother \Whitt had been debating
the guestion of infant baptism and had suddenly become sick thar, at least, one
of the six preachers, who were present, who stand identified  with him, would
have taken up the laboring ear and continued the debate.

We feel sure that our Sunday school brethren of Dallas realize that their
position can not be successfully deiended by the Scripture, and for this rea.
son they would not permit the question lo be discussed further. We further
believe and are sure that we have the truth on the question under consider-
ation, and we offer as proof of our sincerity the pressure we have brought to
bear, and are bringing to bear to have the question discussed in Dallas.

We alko offer as proof of the insincerity of our Sunday school brethren
their reluctance to enter into a discussion of the question, and their reiusal
to allow the debate held in_their place of meeting.

We stand ready to furnish a man to.nicet any man whom our Dallas breth-
ren may furmizh to discuss the Sunday school question in all cight of their
places of worship, and if we are as casy to defeat as Brother Whitt would have
vou think, then they can easily confer a great favor upon a constantly increas-
ing number of disciples dissatisfied with their practice, in this city, by accept-

ing this challenge.
C. A. STARK,
R. O. CONNER,
Elders.

cand likewise the sister. Now under

this condition what ‘shall they do?
Paul gives thein a command to siay
with  them. But another question

“1f the unbelieving depart let him de-
part, a brother or a sister is not under
bondage in  such cases” Then he
asks, “under bondage to what?" Then
answers: “The law of marriage given  arises, Suppose the unbeliever leaves,
in the Tast part of verse ten and verse  what shall the believer do?  Paul says
cleven., Why go to that command? et them depart. Notice he says Jet
Did you not notice the change made in  them depart. A brother or a sister is
the parties addressed, Notice the ad-  not under bondage in such cases.
dress, verse 10, “And unto the mar-  Randage to what? A command given
™ Then He gives  to someone else or the one given to

(hem this command: “Let not the wife  them? The one given to them, of

cly. It has divided the .

It is becavse of the Sunday school”

depart from her husband: bat and if
she depart let her remmin unmarried
or be reconciled to her” husband, and
let not the husband put away his wife.”
Then in wverse twelve, He addresses
some onc else as the rest; these are
different parties froni thosc addressed
in verse 10, and receive n  different
eommand for their condition is differ-
ent. Paul says, “Il any brother hath
a avife that bLelieveth not and,  she be
cased to dwell with him, . ." Thus

the’ condition of the brother is stated,

_passage;

course. Why not under bondage to
stay with them if they wanated to de-
part? “For God hath called us to
peace.” But Brother Shelton says:
“The only restriction placed upon those
who have divorced and remarried be-
fore beconiing Christians, is that they
caunot serve as .elders” - Why not
serve as elders? Because they have
more than one wife, ¢h? = But you said
that God «lid not rccognize the mar-
riage of sinners. But you now find a
where. he remembers more

than onc against them, if they: Be: tife
ones under consideration..”.But . “the;
are not—just another assumption. Now
in conclusion, let me suggest that’i
stead of trying to scll your tract, tha
you offer a reward for all that are out;;
ret them together and burn them, fo
fear you mislead some one by your.a
sumptions,

FRANK STARK.

_Bradshaw, Texas.

Who Are Qualified Subjects for-
Baptism? oI

At this time there seems to be som
very erroneous ideas, among some of
our brethren concerning -the subject
of the above head. 1T lcarn that there:
are two and only two laws of pardon
recorded in the New Testanient Serip-
tures. One of these applies to the
alien sinner ,and the other 1o ‘erring
Christians. For the sins of aliens,
faith, repentance, confession and bap-
tism is the one and only remedy. For
the erring "Christian repentance, con
fession und prayer is the one and only
alternative. [ belicve that there is-one,
and one sin only, that neither of those
respective  laws will eliminate from
their subjects, and ‘that is the sin _of'.':'
blasphemy against’ the Holy - Ghost. .
Except this one sin, and Christ said:
“All manner of sin shall be forgiven
uvnto men.”  But according 1o the posi-
tion of some of my brethren there is
another sin pertaining to the alien that -
is equally as hard to escape as the one

(Continued on Page 11) ;

A Precious Gift -

Dear Brother Duckworth: e X
I received. the New Testament. yes-
terday, and [ highly appreciate it. 1
was indeed a precious gift, but it was
a complete surprise to me, for I wa
not expecting anything: for the sul
seriptions. 1 will be glad to pay you
for it, as I hardly think you are able
to furnish a Testament with cach ‘ten’
subscriptions. . A
I hope that you are feeling .much.”
better by this time, I am much stron--
ger but my side is still very weak.-- IU
suppose I shall have to undergo an:
operation sonietime. Sy
Remember me in your prayers.:
Yours in Christ, o)
VAN BONNEAU

preacher in the field sent the paper .as
many donations_and subscriptions ' as
vou send it, it would not_be.long until
we would print sixteen pages regula

“ly, and the paper would be going .t

thousands of homes not now receivs
ing it. o
We are glad you are better. Hoj
vou will not have to be operated o
and suggest that you confer with:D,
T. J. Clark of Gainesville, Texas,”
possible, before submitting - to- -t
operation. > - =)

the Testament, Itis.a book that ew
preacher would appreciate, and, we wil
be glad to send one to every:preachers:
niling ten” new yearly subscriptions:
to us on, or before, September 1;:19263%
Please do not forget the date. |
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