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Ye Aré Not Under Law,
Under @rade.”

REFLY TO ELDRER 5. C. ADAMS BY I, H. Mg,
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i ehatll ift flils iduilier éill dtten-
tion to what Bro. Addus liag said
about marriage and divorce. My

convictions of truth compel me to
deny, almost item by item, what he

has written.  We are told ilﬁlLLll(‘“u-" the house (Mark 10
e .,.:II" ]ll 3 Iol-] I "

a modification of the law of Moses
This I deny, not a word of proof

' . b ¥
Is offered. Jt is mere wssertion,

and would be fully uitt by « siniple

denial. 1 shall however do more.
Matt. 5 :

whoever shall put away his “wife,

31, 32, “ It was said- also

let him sive her a writing of di |

vorcement ; but 1 Sy untd you,
that every mii that putteth away
of

fornication, maketh lLer an adul-

his wife, saving for the cause

teress; and whosoever shall arey
her-when she is put away commit-

_teth _adultery.”  Jesus first states |

the law of Moses and sthen vives
To teach that this is

Jaw, is

his own law.
a moditication of Moses Lo
open the way for the conelusion,
that the entire New Testament - is

nnl}' a moditication of his law, and

as we are free from that law, that |

we arce left l-lltil'vl}' without law.

~So fards this frow being a modi-

fication of the law of Moses, that it
is in direct opposition to it As
clearly as he has given any other
of his laws, he says, “but I say
unto vou.” By a purity of the
reasoning used to-escape the obli-

gation here imposed, | could set |
aside any and all, of the require- |
ments u\ the New Testament, or |
the law of Christ and the ;l])lm[]l'n_ i

If I can make use of asumed and
unproven modifications of the law
of Moses, weak and beggarly laws,
dead laws, statutory and comnnand-
ed laws, and place in opposition to
them, conditions and cmotions of

men'’s minds, 1 could release from |

every obligation imposed in the

Testarnont— and

New apen

Hoodwates for every ]:]t_'a.ﬂll'l' nll'l._ . L
1'!1::1!']}' the -lm]n-r:tt.v weaknoss “fiHllt'l]ll']l('.l'“;_‘.vl't_'iltl.']_' than any t,hut!t],c- true tabernacle or church of

vice that men might love or find it | ; .
his position. I know that net a had been known under the Jewish | God, does greatly err not knowing

in their minds to practice. By his
own argument, it was wrong in the
time of our Savior’s ministry, for a
man to put away his wife, except
for the one cause, and if put away
for any other, the sin of adultery
has - what

was committed. How

’

was then adultery ccased to be so 7

Moral truth and obligation never
changes.
understood our Savier's language

The Phartsées r\"ltll'llt-l_\'l

CHRISTTAN TIRRATD.

for we are told in tlie 19¢h chapter
-‘hilzlt they canie to Jesus trying
iiiim, dfid n.iikt-'tr_hi_ni' about this
’matt,er. Our Savior states. the

divine law of marriagé from the

 Deginning ;. telTS them 16 was modi-
| fied in the law of Moses beeause of
| the liidiicss of fmew’s hearts ; and
:t.lu-n with all the sanctions of Tis
Cauthority, and to his diseiples alone

10), he re-

church. It was not then to re
strain the loose and wicked prac-
tices of the Jews, Imt to state an
unchangeable nioral principle, that

was not spoken to the Jows, bt in
all three of its occurrences to his
disciples.  Reducing to an absur
Ldity s fatal to an argumeng, if
Epm]n-rl_\' done; but it is equally
| fatal to the arguuient, in favor of
[ which it is improperly used.  Bro.

iAtiuhlh make two r-ll(‘h l]inﬂstrnllr-

;Ilt(v.'lul"lt:\ in this connection.

{ 1. He says, “ To say that Chris-

here to be in opposition to the law, |

otit Savior wsed this laniguage. . Tt

-

ter and )ife, with the single ex-
ception of - Bro. Aalums_. 1 s]u_dl
quote some, and 1 feel .wnﬂdant
that Bro. Adams will not deny

ment, ot Chrstafls, Vo,
McGarvey, in his commentary; (i
work endorsed by our best minds,

aiid pubhished as part of aseries, by

SHYS on Matt. 5: 32, “ It is perfeet-

divoree except for the single cause
of fornication. * *
of the New Testament is there any
relaxation of this law. * *  Itis
clearly “implied, however, that the
ntarriage bond is broken, (hy forni-
cation) ; and it is almost universally
by and

“conceded - by - commentators
moralists that the innocent party
| to may arry

again. It is much to be re-

a divored,
* %

h“(.'ll

Cuareted
countrics the civil anthorities have
practically —set- aside this law of
Christ, by allowing divorce and re-

ma_tintm;uncu of a Christian charae-

that they voles the general senti-

C[same series) on 10 |

and for the use of oty Iwotherhood),

In no part.

that in many JProtestant |

complete a'.n;l sli'ai'p the contrast, in _

all these respects, _hetween  this

language and that of the—artiele"s_

under review. - » 08
Bro. J. 5. Lamar, in his com-
mentary on Luke (belonging to the
U: 13, s8ys, °
“and its (the old law) very essence
and spirit were to be lifted up out
of the letter and incorporated in
the kingdom of God as ifs orginic

law. * * will continue in the -

that whosoever putteth away his

wife and marrieth another eommit-
teth  adultery” This with ~ the
qualification -~ understood * saving
for the cause of fornication.”

‘Bro, 1. Errett, in answering
queries in the Standard of Sept. 9,

1882, says; “ It (fornication) is the

one exception to the rule forbid-
ding married persons to enter into

a new marriage eontract, (Matt. 5:
' 52), and the only Seriptural ground —

for-divorce.”  Again, in the issue of
Seépt. 23, Seriptural marriage is
the union of two hearts and lives

9

|t-T;fih"u_n;;_lfiﬂl'-ifrﬂu\ law of Christ,
! \\‘]lit']l ]u.‘ ilnln'ulu;l'l.\' (_'il“.‘\ i hmlli-
| tication of the law of Moses, 15 “ te
|say, that Christianity is but_a
Fmoditication of Judaism.”  Adwmit
i ting his position for the mowent, I
| then say that his conclusion by no
means  follows.  1f this  part of
Christ’s law was" such _modification

would it follow t]-lal.t the whole

grand structure must be so
certainly not.

say what it is not. It is not
lu;lcn].

2 “It is to teach ulul'lal'iltli('v
that for ‘the cause of adultery,
you can write her a bill of divorce-
ment, give it into her hand and
ssend her out of your house and
| then go and warry another.”  This
IS N0 Ore a necessary curklnsiull,
| from even his ],Jl‘l.'ll.l.iht‘h, than the
"other.

for one man to make against the

feature about it is, that it shows

single writer or commentator can
be cited, who has taught such a

and T know also, that all writers
and commentators of
have written on this subject, are
| unanimously agreed, that Christ

note, who

and that its observance is an abso-
“lltt' ln't:l*wii_\', in order to the

Most _i
I will not now name
this kind of argument, but 1 will

thing, or advocated sueh a practiee; |

cave this as a law to Christians : |

martiage for a variety of causes.
r | *
No man who respectsthe authority

of Christ can take advantage of

such l_l_-;‘_iiﬁl_fxgiull." On the 19th of
Matt. he says, * * Now the re-
“lation of father and mother can be
dissolved only by death, yet the
marrigge relation is more intimate
than that, and its ul:ligtl.l-iun;‘-i arc
‘wore binding. * ¥ Of course
God who joined them together may
put them asunder by preseribing
the conditions of lawful divorce,
but man has nothiug to do in the
case except to obey God'’s law. Any
act of divoree, therefore, or any
legislation by State or Church on
“the subject, inconsistent with the
law, is

divine rehellion
against the authority of Christ.
i * % He now, by hisown authori-
| ty, reaflirms the law which had ex
Cisted in the beginning

(l]H'll

| sermon on the Mount (5:32) % #

g, and which |

1% 3 TV SeT] Jisprere I Il.t_‘. ]ISU{ .il.l'l'wj.t-r" i'_ciil'lai'ﬁ;:] fll__]—ll_-\
It is a very serious charve |

in a covenant, which cnly death, or
the erime of adultery ean break”
* * But we cannot meet the de-
mands of the Gospel without meet-
ing the demands of the State, un-
less, as already remarked, the laws
of the State contravene the laws of
God. A mere legal ceremony will

not hold good in_the kingdom of

heaven, otherwise the warriage of
parties  divoreed for unscriptural

reasons, would have the divine §

sanction.  But as-we understand it,
where the demands of the Serip-
ture are met by the parties enter-
iny into this relation, there must
be obedience to the laws of the
State, to make the marriage pleas-
ing in the sight of God.”

I might multiply these quota-
tions from the ﬁ'l‘itill;,m of our
brethren, but T forbear lest 1 weary

Cthe reader,

How does the following quota-
tion from Bro. Adawms appear, in

entire !l'l’l;_:i'lll_‘\_ world, 1t is a hard | Even in the Savior’s |I.‘IJ', then the i contrast with the true and safe
| "ill.\‘-lll_'_" !l;_[}lill“:it- his own entire J| Lardness of heart among the JL‘“’S, I tﬂ&(’-]lillg of these llllllt&tillll-‘i . “The

the [ lrotherhood, and the only relieving | Was still an obstacle in the way of | teacher () who-thinks tofind

{;llu- original law, but motives lu||““. regulating civil marriage, in

:l Izm'.l were about to be presented in
the completed Gospel, and “this
made it to withdraw the

l.-vmpul'&tl'_\' conecession,”

wise

How clear, logical and strong
this is: How perfectly consistent
with the language of Jesus. How
strong and elear the grasp of the
difference  between  the law  of

Moses and the law of Christ, < How

the Scriptures npor the power of
God.  For in the kingdom of God
they neither marry (Jesus never
said it, for he spake only truth),
nor are given in marriage. This
institution pertains to this world,
and 1s left to the powers that be to
regulate.” I deny this position. 1

am compelled by a convietion of

the importance of the issue, to de- /

!
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