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God did not know what every act and
thought of man would be before He created
him, that is, God did not know of every sin
man has committed since creation. Every-
thing God created was good—very good. He
therefore did not create the devil. The devil

7 became a devil after his creation, just like

Peter became “Satan” after his “creation.”
Peter was not born a devil, but became one
(Matthew 16: 23), then later became a
“child of Geod.” God created everything
GOOD that He created (Genesis 1: 4, 10, 12,
18, 21, 25, 31) hence did not create evil,

Someone argues that God said in Isaiah
45: 7, “I make peace and create evil.” True,
but He is not talking about sin. He speaks
of ‘“evil” here when referring to the punish-

\-/ menis sent upon people who deserve them.
fiod is speaking of the success of Cyrus,

through whom He “made peace.” God in-
tended that Cyrus should know to whom he
was indebted for this wonderful success, and
on what account, so the prophet tells him
that it was to the God of Israel, then ex-
poses the absurd idea of the Persians (of
whom Cyrus was king): that there were
. two supreme beings (an evil and a good
one), represented by light and darkness,

which are here declared to be both the work.
.. of the One Great Supreme.

_ There is a similar reading in Amos 3: 5,

" “Shall a trumpet be blown in the city and

the people not be afraid? Shall there be
evil in the city, and the Lord hath not done

% it?” A mote.in the Polyglot Bible, copied in

‘the Cottage Bible and also by Bagster, reads,
“Shall there be any evil, or calamity (not
moral evil) inflicted on a wicked city, which
does not proceed from me as the effect of
my wrath? These animated interrogatives
were intended to convince the people that
they had cause for alarm, as their mon-

- strous wickedness. called down the ven-

geance of God to punish them with their
calamities.” So you see the “evil” the Lord
created simply refers to ‘“calamities” and
not sins. ’ :
All sins are evils, but not all evils are
sins. A boil is an evil, but it may not be a
sin. The good people in Kansas used to

 think that grasshoppers were an evil, and

they were; but they were not a sin. So God
creates evil, but not sin. The evils referred.
to by Isaiah and Amos are calamities, not
sins or moral evils.

Foreknowledge

By W. G. Roberts

Sin did not originate in the mind of God.
“And God saw everything that He had made,
and, behold, it was very good” (Genesis 1:
31). “God is not the author of confusion”
(1 Corinthians 14: 33). “Let no man say
when he is tempted, I am tempted of God;
for God cannot be tempted with evil, neither
tempteth He any man; but every man is
tempted when he is drawn away of his own
lust and enticed” (James 1: 13, 14).

Sin is excluded from heaven. “Know ye
not that the unrighteous shall not inherit
the kingdom of God?” (1 Corinthians 6: 9).
Please read in connection with this Gala-
tians 5: 19-21; Ephesians 5: 3; Revelation
21: 27. There is no such thing as sin being
in heaven, neither did it originate there.

God was surprised at the sinfulness of
man, and therefore repented or was grieved
that He had made man. Genesis 6: 5-7, says,
“And God saw that the wickedness of man
was great in the earth, and that every im-
agination of the thoughts of his heart was
only evil continually. And it repented the
Lord that- He had made man on the earth,
and it grieved Him at His heart.” Read
Genesis 8: 21 in connection with this. Did
God purposely and premeditatively bring all
this trouble upon himself? Man would not
be so foolish. Is man wiser than God?

If" God knew every sin the children of
Israel were going to commit, and the trouble
and grief they were going to bring Him,
why did He say He would rejoice over them
to do them good and to multiply them, then
have to revoke Hig decision and say He
would destroy them, and even rejoice in
their destruction? (Deuteronomy 28: 63;
Jeremiah 32: 30-35). I would like for some
of these fellows who believe God knew be-
fore the creation of man, every little mean,
dirty, sneaking trick man would do, and
ordained man to do them, thus setting man’s
responsibility in connection therewith, to
answer some of these arguments and ques-
tions. They are all Biblical and thus im-
portant.

It had never entered the mind of God that
His people would do as they did on some
occasions. Jeremiah 7: 31, says, “And they
have built the high places of Tophet, which
is in the valley of the son of Hinnom, to
burn their sons and daughters in the fire;

which I commanded them not, neither came -

it into my heart.” In Jeremiah 19: 5, we

read, “They have built also the high place _

of Baal, to burn their sons with fire for
burnt offerings unto Baal, which I com-
manded not, nor spake it, neither came it
into my mind.” You will find the same thing
in Jeremiah 32: 35. This, then, should set-
tle the question as to whether God foreknew
and foreordained everything. '

However, someone says this would con-
tradict Leviticus 18: 21: “And thou shalt
not let any of thy seed pass through the fire
to Molech.” Now if you will notice this in
your Bible, you will observe that the words
“the fire” are in italics, to show they are
supplied words, and not in the original text.
This being true, there is not a hint there
about burning or mnot burning children,
hence no contradiction. Again, it should be
remembered that “Molech” signifies a¢ king,
or governor, of similar import with Baal,
hence may not be Baal at all. At the time
when Leviticus 18: 21 was written God may
have known they would undertake such, and
thus warned them against it. But the idea
was not in His mind before. God does not
say just.when this wicked idea of theirs
entered His mind, but He does say it had
not entered His mind previous to their
wickedness. It was not in His mind from
the beginning. God says that, and I believe
it. .
Still, we should be impressed with the
thought that Leviticus 18: 21 does not refer
to the burning of their children, as does the
passage in Jeremiah, but rather, to their
seed worshipping Molech as the seed of

Solomon did (Cp. 1 Kings 11:. 8:8). .Instead"

of burning their children, the wiyes of Solo-
mon burnt incense and gave sacrifice. But
it was addressed to Molech and not to God.
This is what God commanded them not to
do in Leviticus 18: 21. Read that verse with
the word “fire” left out, as it should be, for
it is simply a supplied word, and see the
difference it makes. ‘“Molech” was & deity
worshipped by the Ammonites, one feature
of his worship being the burning of chil-
dren, but this was only ONE feature. (See
1 Kings 11: 7; 2 Kings 13: 10; Jeremiah 32:
5; Amos 5: 26; Acts 7: 43.) The children
of Hinnom made their children pass through
the fire to Molech (2 Kings 23: 10). In Jer-
(Oontinued on page 5)
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J.er_hovdh's Witnesses—False Prophets

Those who call themselves “Jehovah’s
‘Witnesses” and who sell their papers on the
street and other public places, certainly
thrive on the fact that most men have short
memories. This sect, which was started by
Charles T. Russell and later perpetuated by
“Judge” Rutherford, has been proven un-
worthy of confidence so often that it is
amazing to find gullible individuals who will
even purchase enough of their literature to
_pay them for printing it.

The Russellites have a method of com-
puting time all of their own. They base
their hopes and stake their reputations upon
that system of chronology. It forms the
basis of their “revelations” in “Studies in
the Scriptures” as written by Russell. Since
it is so important to the maintenance of
their faith, -an examination of that com-
putation will not be out of order. The most
important of the dates at which Russell ar-
rived was 1914, Let us look at a few of his
predictions concerning it: )

“The ‘Times of the Gentiles,” or their
lease of dominion, will run fully out with
the year A. D. 1914, and . .
they will all be overturned and Christ’s
kingdom fully established” (Vol. 2, 170).

“The heirs of the heavenly kingdom must
so continue until the time appointed for
them to reign together with Christ. During
the time of trouble, closing this age, they
will be exalted to power, but their ‘reign’ of
righteousness over the world can date only

from 1914—when the times of the Gentiles.

_have expired” (Vol. 2, 81).

‘“We consider it an established truth that
the final end of the kingdoms of this world,
and the full establishment of the Kingdom

" of God, will be accomplished near the end
of A. D. 1914” (Vol. 2, p. 99).

“The ‘battle of the great day of God Al-
mighty’ (Rev. 16: 14) which will end in
A. D. 1914 with the complete overthrow of
earth’s present rulership, is ‘already com-
menced” (Vol. 2, 101).

“The present governments must all be
overturned about the close of A. D. 1914”
(Vol. 2, 242).

‘What an important year 1914 was to have
been, according to the modern prophet, Rus-
sell! The times of the Gentiles were to
fully run out; the final end of the kingdoms
of the world was to be seen; the heavenly
‘heirs were to begin their reign; the battle
of Armageddon was to conclude; the com-
plete overthrow of earth’s rulership was to
arrive; the governments of the world were
all to pass away.

Thirty-two years have passed on since
. 1914! The times of the Gentiles have not
run out: the final end of worldly kingdoms
has not come; the battle of Armageddon is
still ahead of us; earthly rulers still sur-
vive, and the governments of the world still
exist. Jehovah’s Witnesses are false wit-

. at that time.

nesses and do not belong to Jehovah. They
are lying prophets! )

You may be interested in knowing - what
these people did when 1914 came! They
changed their prediction. In the 1910 edi-
tion of their bogks they had all coming to
a close in 5.914 That was to be the begin-
ning- of the great reign of peace on earth.
But youw'll recall that the first World War
broke out instead. So, in the 1914 edition of
their books they left all of the other text
just as it was, but they changed the date to
1915 and inserted a line of type to indicate
that date. However, the type face was not
quite the same and you can detect the in-

sertion of the new date in every instance. -

That’s doctoring up prophecy to suit your-
self—and to deceive the people.

But the year 1915 went by and still the
predicted events did not come. In the fol-
lowing year (1916) Charles T. Russell died.
Judge Rutherford succeeded him as head of
the fanatical group, and in his pamphlet,
“Millions Now Living Will Never Die,” he
employed a peculiar method of reasoning
whichi enabled him to predict positively
that the correct date was 1925. Now 1925
has been gone for 22 years and Rutherford
has died. He wasn’t one of the millions who
wouldn’t, apparently. But in spite of all the
false ideas which have bee‘n exposed, Je-
hovah’s Witnesses still peddle “Consola-
tion.” Anyone who can be consoled by be-
lieving a lie ought to get a lot of comfort
from it.

But Russelism has written its own death
sentence. Mr. Russell said, “If our chron-
ology is not reliable we have no idea where
we are nor when the morning will come.”
We have shown that their chronology is not
reliable. In view of that fact and by the
admission of their founder, we can say that
Russellites do not know where they are.
They are wandering around. in fog and

darkness and have no idea when morning

reparable!

will come. They are out too late at night,
and are lost in the darkness! Poor be-
nighted souls!-

Russell again says, “Suppose that. A. D.
1914 should pass with the world's affairs
all sérene and with evidence that the ‘very -
elect’ had not all been ‘changed’ and without
the restoration of natural Israel to favor
under the New Covenant. What then?
Would not that prove our chronology
wrong? ~ Yes surely! And would not that
prove a keen disappointment? Indeed it
would! It would work irreparable wreck.

. What a blow that would be!”

The father of the sect admits tha.t he
made a wreck out of the thing and says it
is beyond repair. Therefore, all of the‘patch-
ing which has been done since his day has
not yet got the theory to the place where it
will hold water. It still leaks at the seams,
and the joints cannot be soldered. It is ir-
It has suffered a terrific blow
from which it cannot recover. It was sired -
by falsehood, bred by _supposition, and it -
can never stand upon the legs of truth! We
feel sorry for those who have been misled
by it! Looking for a “Millennial Dawn” they
are faced with the judgment of God, where
all liars shall have their part in the lake
that burns with fire and brimstone. They
are witnesses only to the fact that Satan
still deludes. men and that with strong de- -
lusion!

“When & prophet speaketh in the name of
the Lord, if the thing follow not, nor come
to pass, that is the thing which the Lord
hath not spoken, but the prophet hath
spoken it présumptuously: thou shalt not
be afraid of him” (Deut. 18: 22). “The
prophet which prophesieth of peace, when
the word of the prophet shall come to pass,
then shall the prophet be known, that the
Lord hath sent him” (Jeremiah 28: 9). So
it is evident that Pastor Russell spoke pre-
sumptuously and that he was not a prophet
of the Lord. Neither are his followers truly
witnesses of the Lord! The leopard has not-
changed hlS spots'

Is It Right to Have Classes for Bible Study?

By E. M. Zerr

I have designedly placed this heading in
quotations. While it is the subject on which

"I have been asked to write an article, yet

it is ‘a question which I would not have
raised. It is an implied assumption of some-
thing that the New Testament does not
teach. All persons will admit that it is
right and a duty to teach the Bible. That
since no man is inspired today and there-
fore has no “inner light” to guide him in
his religious life it is necessary for him to

be taught. And the only basis of authori-

tative teaching is what is to be found in the
Bible. Therefore it is necessary to teach

that book to the hearers. And while all un-
derstand that parents are to instruct their
children in the ways of the Lord (Eph. 6:
4), yet the church as an institution is also
commanded to teach the Bible (Eph. 3: 10;
1 Tim. 3: 15). But while it is the evident
duty devolved on the church to -do this,
there is no set method shown in the N. T,
for doing it. There is where the “assump-
tion” comes in. To ask the question in the
heading of this article is to assume that the
scriptures. reveal a settled manner of doing
this teaching. But that is not true and the
objecto;s have never even attempted to
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point out that manner in the sacred text.
Instead, about all of their discussion on the
subject has been of a negative nature.

But while the scriptures do not show any
specific method for teaching the great Book
to the public, yet they do give us certain
principles.to which -we should give heed.
Heb. 5: 13, 14 plainly shows that not all
students can receive the same kind or grade
of teaching. The idea is handled by Paul by
comparing the teaching of the Word of God
to feeding food to the human body. Suppose
that a dietitian were employed to arrange a
menu for a mixed group of people to be
relied upon as the sole basis of nourish-
ment. And suppose further that he should
offer one single menu with no variations as
o the age or personal condition of body of
the ones to partake. What would be thought
of such a plan? It is certain that such an
arrangement would be rejected. Instead of
such an illogical setup he would be expected
to offer one that took into consideration the
several differences in age and stature “and
strength of the ones:for whom the menus
were prepared. The same is true in the mat-
‘ter of offering spiritual food to the ones who
come under the teaching done by the church.

And since the scriptures do mot offer us
any certain method for carrying out the evi-
dent duty of teaching the Bible it follows
that we must use our own judgment in

forming ohe. A command to do a thing im- ~

plies the command to do whatever is neces-
sary in the performance of that duty. We
-have seen that it is the plain duty of the
church to teach the Bible. We have seen
also that no specific plan has been shown in
the New Testament for that work. Hence
it is our duty and privilege to adopt the
method which we consider best for accom-
plishing -the desired end. The only restric-
tion we are under is that we do not form or
use any method that would violate any of

the expressed principles of the scriptures.’

But here may be the place where the opposi-
tion thinks to show that a negative answer
to the heading should be given. That the
practice of having c¢lasses in the teaching

~.___xiolates some specific teachings of the scrip-

tures. And since such objections are the
stock in trade of the objectors it will be
well-to consider some of them.

It is said that no authority is available
for dividing the congregation when it comes
together for worship. This is the most pop-
ular objection heard to the classes. But the
proposition is fllled with assumption and
the assumption shows gross neglect of
plainly taught principles and shameful lack
of information concerning some of the terms
of the New Testament. For one thing, what
is meant by ‘“worship”? This word comes
from at least ten different Greek words and
has as many shades of meaning. But while
this is true yet not one single instance oc-
curs where the word is applied by an in-
spired writer to the congregational ordi-
nances of the Lord’s supper and contribu-
tion. The only time or occasion when the

\

congregation as such must be together as
one assembly is for the two ordinances just
mentioned.” And there has never been one

‘instance when any congregation attempted

to be in or use the classes during the per-
formance of said acts of religious duty.
Therefore it should not be objécted that we
are guilty of dividing the church when it
comes together for “the worship.” Such ob-
jection is a false accusation ‘and must react
as a serious condemnation-of the ones who
make it. I do not mean to say that these
ordinances are not worship, for they are.
But I am saying that we have no right to
call them “the worship” for any act of re-
spect toward divine things is one meaning
of worship. So that the reason the congre-
gation should not be divided while perform-
ing the said two ordinances is not that they
are items of worship since many other acts
can be called worship also. But it is because
these two services are congregational in
their nature and must be carried out by the
congregation as a whole that is assembled.

The inconsistencies of those who object to

- the classes are so glaring that it is astonish-

ing that Christians could be guilty of them.
One man was once asked if he would object
if a teacher should invite a class of boys to
his home to be taught the Bible. He said he
would - not. Then would he object if the
teacher took his class to the church yard
and occupied space in the shade of a tree.
Ang still he said he would not. Then, should
a rain come up, would he object if the
teacher took his class into the church house.
At which he stated that he certainly would

object to having a “elass” in the church
house. This is only one of the inconsisten-
cies of the hobbyists on this subject. But a
more serious inconsistency than this may be
ncinted out. I have known parents deliber-
ately to remain away from the meeting
place on Lord’s day with their children until
the time for the classes had passed, then
come in just in time for “the worship,” as
they called it. And their charge is that the
classes - constitute an innovation because
they are unauthorized. Well, if they are to
be so regarded, then the church that uses
them is guilty of innovationism. And that
would be just as bad as if it were guilty of
the innovation of an Aid Society or other
such society. In that view of the case such
a congregation is not a loyal one and those
who profess to be opposed to unscriptural
churches must oppose said congregation.
But they cannot truthfully say they are
opposing it as long as they attend any part -
of its services and take part. Thus, these
folks who wait till the classes are over and
then come and join the other services are
as guilty of innovation as the ones who have

been- teaching the various ages and -grades o

in the classes. The only sincere thing these
objectors can do is to withdraw from any °
congregation that uses'the classes. If they
do not then they are condemning themselves

. by having fellowship with those who are

doing what they contend to be an unscrip-
tural practice. “Happy is he that condemn-
eth not himself in that thing which he
alloweth” (Rom. 14: 22).

How to Tell if You're Converted

A few days ago a young brother said to
me, “I don’'t feel like I'm getting anything
out of the church here of late. The breth-
ren who are on the program cannot preach
polished sermons, the lessons don’t seem to
produce a great sense of reverence in my
heart. I believe there are some good fea-
tures about the ‘pastor system’, although we
always talk against it. Sometimes I'm al-
most tempted to go- where they have a min-
ister all of the time.” ’

I have no doubt that the man who made
the statement thought he was really reveal-
ing a fault in the church. However, he was
mistaken. He was only demonstrating his
own lack of true conversion. One who is
really a child of God must have an exactly
opposite philosophy of living than the one
expressed. The Christian life is based upon
a love for God which makes us want to
spread His cause, and a love for our fellow-
man which makes us want to carry the gos-
pel to him. Jesus declared.that the one who
would become greatest in the Kingdom must
first become servant of all. He exemplified
what he meant by the statement concerning
himself, “The Son of man came not to be
ministered unto, but to minister.”

‘When anyone begins to grumble about the
church not furnishing the high type of
edifying speakers that he desires, you can
look beneath the surface and see that the

.real trouble is not in the heart of the

church, but in the heart of the man. He
wants the church to serve him. He wantis
it to cater solely to his needs. He wants to
be on the receiving end always, but the
Book says, “It is more blessed to give than
to receive.” It further affirms, “Ye ought to
be teachers.” That should be our aim, our
goal, our fervent expectation —to qualify
ourselves to assist others. o
Let’s analyze the statement quoted above
exactly as spoken by the young brother. “I
don’t feel like I'm getting anything out of
the church.” This indicates & selfish atti-
tude. We're not to be in the church for
what we get out of it. We should be there
for what we can put into it! True, there
are great blessings to be derived from the -

church. Those blessings, however, do not

come to the ones who spend their. time

-gearching for them selfishly. They are the

result of service, and we derive them purely
as we seek not our own welfare but the
welfare of others. o
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“The brethren who are on the progra;n do

not preach polished sermons.” The one who

" really loves the Lord appreciates every sin-
cere effort made in behalf of the Lord’s
cause. He looks not at external polish or
gloss, but at the hard work, the penitent
heart, the eager desire to serve which is
manifest by the humble brethren who are
on the program. Seldom indeed do I listen
to even a feeble attempt to edify, but what
I receive help from it. My life has been
enriched far more by those who are strug-
gling against heavy odds to live the Chris-
tian life, than by professional preachers.
“The lessons don’t seem to produce a
great sense of reverence in my heart.” With-
out realizing it, the young brother in this
statement revealed the real trouble. A heart
in which reverence comes and goes, fluctuat-
ing back and forth, needs outside stimula-
tion. That’s the thing upon which the old
time revivalist counted. True reverence is
not that kind. It is kept burning brightly by

the inner joy which is kindled through love
for the Savior, by the fellowship of breth-

-ren, by the beauties of nature, by the plea-

sure of companionship in the home, by love
for life itself. Any sense of reverence which
has to be started anew by the kindling of
preaching each Sunday is a false one.
_“Sometimes I’'m tempted to go where they

- have a minister all of the time.” This young

man showed his’ need of a crutch to lean
upon. He wanted to be ministered ‘unto. His
development was so fragile spiritually that
he could not eat the bread of life unless
someone else broke it off and crumbled it
for him. He wanted to hire somecne to do
that which God has commanded us all to
do. He wanted to remain a listener and:
never become a proclaimer. He had no sense
of responsibility to others, he only wanted
others to be responsible for him. Remember
that when you criticize the church you gen-
erally show your true color. Keep still and
get to work! ’

"WHO SETS YOUR STANDARD?

The word “standard” as used in thisg con-
nection refers to anything that is used as a
basis of comparison. We generally think of
it as'a model by which to build, or a rule by
which to walk. Insofar as moral life is con-
cerned, there are two standards in existence.
One is set by popular opinion; the other has
been provided by God the Father. Seldom
indeed do these two meet and become the
same. The standard set by the sentiment of
the masses is fluctuating. It is generally not
good. It does mnot often favor the right.

On the other hand, the standard provided
by the Lord is unchanging and firm. It is
absolute and positive. We will all be mea-
sured by it in the Judgment. If we walk by
the standard of the world while here and
then are measured by God’s standard over
- there, we will be found “weighed in the bal-
ances and lacking.” The basic difference be-
tween the man in the world and the child
of God is the standard which each accepts.
‘When a child of God professes to love the
Father but at the same time, for love of
popularity, seeks to walk by the standard
of prevailing sentiment, he loses his influ-
ence for good. Like salt without strength,
he is “fit for nothing but to. be cast out and
trodden under foot.”

Popular sentiment does not favor baptism
for remission of sins. In spite of that God’s
standard demands, “Repent and be baptized
everyone of you in the name of Jesus Christ,
for the remission of sins” (Acts 2: 38). Cur-
rent opinion does not favor immersion in
water as baptism. The standard of God’s
measurement declares, “Therefore we are
" buried with him by baptism into death, that
like as Christ was raised up from the dead
by the glory of the Father, even so we also
should walk in newness of life” (Romans
6: 4).

Popular sentiment advocates the idea that

there is no salvation in a name., The stand-
ard of God affirms, “Neither is there salva-
tion in any other, for there is none other
name under heaven, given among men, by
which we must be saved” (Acts 4: 12).
Popular sentiment favors the use of instru-
mental music in the praise service to God,
but the standard of God nowhere endorses
such, although it is positive in the command
to sing (Ephesians 5: 19; Colossians 3: 16).
The general idea is that one may partake of
the Lord’s Supper at any interval and upon
any day that is arranged by his religious
institution. God’s standard says, “The disci-
ples met together upon the first day of the
week to break bread” (Acts 20: 7).

Kipling said of east and west, that “East
is east and west is west, and never the
twain shall meet.” That seems to be true
of the standards of God and the world. How
silly it is then to attempt to justify our-
selves by the conduet of those who follow

another standard. A great many Christian

young people will use as an argument to
secure permission to attend various un-
scriptural entertainments, the thought that
“Everyone else is going.” That does not
justify us for going though, because the
others are not walking by the same rule as
are we. “The carnal mind is enmity against
God, for it is not subject to the law of God,
neither indeed can be.” -

It is generally not true even that every-
one else is going. We tend to employ a mass
psychology to emphasize our arguments.
But even if everyone else on earth does a

thing that does not make it right to do it;-

neither does it justify you in doing it.
Things are not made right because of the
number of persons who do them. If that
were true, the people on the outside of the

. ark would have been right, and Noah and -

his family would have beep wrong. Neither

Eating Garbage

I shall never forget a scene which I saw
enacted during the great depression which
swept our country and the world. I arrived
in Kansas-City late one night on the bus,
and had a wait of almost an hour. I walked
up town to pass away the time. It was
necessary that I pass by a restaurant, and I

.chanced to glance down the driveway by the

side of the place. There stood a man dip-
ping down into the garbage can. I watched
him as he took up some of the sodden,
dripping contents and sorted over what he
had in his hand until he came to a crust of

- pie with some of the filling adhering thereto.

He placed it in his mouth and ate it, while
a feeling of revulsion swept over me.

Since that time there have been so many
pictures of the starving peoples of Europe
eating from street refuse and garbage dumps
that I’ve become accustomed to the fact that
men eat filth and offscourings. In spite of
that, I've not lost my feeling of revulsion at
the thought. I'm glad that the c¢hurches
have sent hundreds of dollars worth of food
to those far-off lands. "I wish that we could
have sent even more.

The people of Poland and Germany eat-
from garbage cans because they have to do
that. One can justify their action by the
instinet for self-preservation and the desire
to live. In America, though, there are mil-
lions who feed their minds at the guiters
and from the garbage cans, and that with-
out. excuse. It is a matter of preference. I
cannot understand why the moral conseience
of our nation does not rise up in a concen-
trated revolt against the sewage that is be-
ing piped into the hearts of our people by
modern day writers, who are filthy rats,
seurrying about the underground passages
of warped brains and attempting to glorify
perversion and twisted personality. )

One does not need to read the books them-
selves to know what they are and what they
contain. The reviews that are published of
them demonstrate the contamination that
clings to them. There is an unmistakable
odor of sewer gas even about these man-
holes, which seek to purify the contents, by
letting off steam regarding their apt por-
trayal of character. A few years ago, the
reading public was stirred by “The Grapes -
of Wrath.” It was a book teeming with
filth- and crawling with vermin, Thousands
fed upon it without thought of repulsive-
ness. .

A few days ago I was at our own city li-

“brary. There before me was a late book

which had been highly advertised in reviews
in our own newspaper. A glance at its con-

.are we free to do things merely because of

the prevailing or popular sentiment.: To ar-
gue that way would make you a, cannibal if
you happened to be stranded on a cannibal
isle where that was the prevailing senti-
ment; unless, of course, you were first con-
sumed by popular opinion!
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tents showed that it was dripping with un-
holy sex description, justifying prostitution,
and that of the lowest perverted type. Books
have become best-sellers in the last few
years that dealt with sodomy and homo-
sexuality from the angle of justification be-
cause of environment. That's why God
rained down fire upon Sodom and Gomor-
rah. Those who indulge in reading filth
will reap the harvest in morally-wrecked
lives.

Have you noticed that even the “comic
books” have been going the way of moral
perversion lately. Always a factor for evil,
'they have now become even more so. The
figures of the female heroines have been
stripped of clothing by the artists. Increas-
ing numbers of scenes in which such are
dressing or undressing are being pictured
The strips now cater to the weird, the un-

balanced, the disorganized. The effect of
such portrayals upon the infantile or juve-
nile mind at its impressionable age is in-
calculable. I know parents who purchase
comic books because they keep their chil-
dren still, and they don’t bother! May 1
suggest that a good dose of strychnine or
laudanum will accomplish the same purpose.
There isn't a lot of difference except for the
fact that my suggestion kills them quicker,
and they will not have to die an agonizing
death with a bullet in the body from a law
enforcement officer’s pistol. It may save
them from agonizing decay by some ve-
nereal disease.

Of course, you wouldn’t poison your chil-
dren with strychnine. You love them. Then
don’t poison them’ with the rat poison of
corrupt literature, or you may literally
“love them to death.”

- The Aolp Spirvit and Sinners

There are two extremes of thought re-
garding man’s turning to God. One person
believes that man is so pure and good in his
natural state that he does not need any help
and will finally be saved regardless of his
conduct or actions, since his life will work
out its own correction and purification. This
is the doctrine of Universalism. The other
party believes that man is definitely in need
of atonement, and also of a supernatural
force to enable him to accept its benefits. It
is believed that man not only needs the rev-
elation of truth but must be miraculously
and directly empowered to accept it, by a
new nature given through impartation of

. the Holy Spirit. Both of these theories are
false.

‘We object to both ideas, but will confine

ourselves to the last in this brief treatise.
‘We are convinced that the Holy Spirit is
interested in the conversion of alien sinners.
We agree that the Holy Spirit operates upon
the hearts of such to bring them to God.
But_we deny that this is done directly. We

—uaffirm: that it is always done through a me-

dium, and that medium. is the Word of God.
We do not differ from the majority of the
religious world on the fact of the Spirit’s
work, but on the fiow. They believe it is
done immediately; we believe the Bible
teaches it is mediately. They contend it is
direct in its operation; we believe it is
through agency.

_ If the Holy Spirit comes to men directly
to convert them, the Bible ought to so teach.
But there is not a single scripture which
tells us that the Holy Spirit operates di-
rectly upon the heart of an alien sinner to
convert him. Moreover, in all of the exam-
ples of conversion in the New Testament
there is not a single case where the Spirit
ever so worked. The doctrine then lacks
both - precept and precedent for substantia-
tion. There is no authority for it in God’s
revealed will. )

The examples used of the Spirit’s work

upon men’s hearts are such as to indicate’

the use of other agency. An example is
found in 2 Corinthians 3: 3 where the
Spirit is likened to ink. This substance
does not flow out of a bottle and form words
and characters independently, but utilizes
other means, such as a pen and a writer.
Thus the use of the expressions “ministered
by us” in this verse shows that the apostles
constituted the medium through which the
Spirit worked in this instance. Paul calls
himself and Apollos, “ministers by whom ye
believed” (1 Corinthians 3: 5).

No man upon earth has ever been made a

believer in the Son of God without hearingg
or reading the truth as it is set forth in the -

New Testament. With all of the teeming
millions of people on earth, in the nineteen
centuries since Christ, surely there would
have been one heathen who never had access
to the Bible either by hearing or reading,
who would have been led to Christ and
made to believe. If the Spirit leads men to
Christ independent of any other agency
surely it would have made one such convert.
But there has not been a person in any of
the centuries past who was ever converted
to Christ without first hearing or reading
about Christ.

We are “begotten by the gospel” (1 Corin-
thians 4: 15); with “the word of truth”
(James 1: 18); that is “by the word of God,
which liveth and abideth forever” (1 Peter
1: 23). Any theory which leaves out the
agency of the Word in the New Birth is
false because it denies a plain teaching of
the New Testament. The theory we are
dealing with does that very thing, therefore
cannot be true. ’

If the Holy Spirit converted a person
without use of agency that man certainly
would have to receive the Spirit. Certainly
he ‘could not reject it and be saved, or re-
sist it and gain salvation (Acts 7: 51, 52).

But the Savior teaches that the world can-
not receive it (John 14: 17). If then a man
cannot be saved until the Spirit converts
him directly, and yet he cannot receive the
Spirit until he is converted, then no man
can be saved and all of us are doomed to
eternal hell. If the world cannot receive the
Spirit, then a man cannot be saved by the
Spirit directly, unless he can be saved with-
out receiving it. But if one man can be
saved without receiving it, then all can be,
so what’s the use of the Spirit coming to
any man? God's plan is that the word of
the Spirit be preached to alien sinners and
that they repent and accept that gospel.
That is the only hope of salvation which
any man may have!

Foreknowledge of God
(Continued from page 1)

emiah 7: 81; 19: 5; 82: 5 we learn that the
children of Isrdel actually burnt their off-

spring, which thing had never entered the

mind of God. But we might admit that Le-
viticus 18: 21 has reference to the same acts
and sins as referred to in the passages in
Jeremiah, and then there would be nothing
to prove that God knew, from all eternity,
that HIS people would commit this awful
sin.

He knew that the children of Hinnom
were then, and had been, burning their off-
spring, hence said to his children, “And
thou shalt not let any of thy seed pass
through the fire to Modlech,” just as you
might say to your little girl, when in the
DPresence of a drunken woman, “I don’t want
you ever to get drunk like that woman,”
and at the same time you have no idea that
your daughter will ever become a drunken
sot. SUCH A THOUGHT HAS NEVER
ENTERED YOUR MIND, yet you tell her
not to do as that woman is doing.

I have viewed this passage from every
angle and cannot even find a hint that God'
foreknew his children would act as they
did. -If we say Leviticus 18: 21 teaches that
God knew, long before creation, that his
children would commit that heinous sin °
(Jeremiah 7: 31); them we . have a contra-
diction with Deuteronomy 28: 63; Jeremiah
7: 81; 19: 5; 32: 35,'and several other pas-
sages. Ohe refers to the worshipping of
Molech in the absence of burning children
to death, while the other refers to the pass-
ing of their sons and daughters through the
fire, in the valley of Hinnom, unto Molech.

God, it seems, did not know the faith of
Abraham until he tried him. (See Genesis
22: 12.) God says, “For NOW I know that
thou fearest God,” then he tells how he
learned it—*seeing thou hast not withheld
thy son.” God could thereupon send an an-
gel and make a covenant with Abraham
(verses 15-18).

To say God foreknew all sin is to make
him responsible for all murders, drunken-
ness, adultery, lying, stealing, ete., and the
only sinner in the universe.






