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Foreword, by W. H. Branson

From the Author to the Reader of This Book

Section 1: Law

1. Adventists quote much from the Old Testament in proof of their doctrines, particularly the law and the
Sabbath. Christians find their guidance and doctrines in the New Testament

2. Adventists seek to prove that there are two laws described in the Bible, one moral, the other ceremonial.
But there is only one law.

3. The Ten Commandments did not exist before the time of Moses.

4. “The very wording of the Sinaitic law proves that it was designed only for the Jews. The Ten
Commandments is introduced thus: ‘1 am the Lord thy God, which have brought thee ... out of the house of
bondage’ (Exodus 20:2). To whom is that applicable? Only to the Israglite nation, of course.” See also
Deuteronomy 4:8, Romans 9:4, and similar passages, which state specifically that the law was given only to
the Israglites.

5. The Bible says that the Ten Commandments are the covenant that God made with Israel at Sinai, that is,
the old covenant. (See Deut. 4:13) This covenant has been abolished, and we live under the new covenant.
There fore we have nothing to-do with the Ten Commandments.

6. Paul states that ministration of death, written and engraved in stones was “done away.” Therefore the
Ten Commandment law, which was written on the tables of stone, has been done away. (See 2 Corinthians
7:2)

7. Paul’s alegory on the two covenants in Galatians 4 proves that we have nothing to do with law in the
Christian dispensation.

8. Paul declares that we are not under the law, but under grace. (Rom. 6:14) The law was given by Moses,
but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ. (John 1: 17) Paul also declares that “Christ is the end of the law
for righteousness to every one that believes.” Rom. 10:4. These texts prove that the law was abolished by
Christ.

9. Luke 16:16 proves that Christians have nothing to do with law

10. Romans 7:14 proves that the law is done away. Under the figure of marriage Paul explains that we are
“delivered from the law,” that, indeed, the law is dead.

11. Ephesians 2:14, 15 and Colossians 2:14, 16 prove that the law was abolished at the cross

12. Through Moses, God gave commandments to His people. Fifteen hundred years later Christ also gave
commandments. Adventists fail to make a distinction between God's law, which was abolished at Calvary,
and Christ’s commandments that bind the Christian. Hence Adventists mistakenly contend that the Ten
Commandments and Christ’s commandments are the same and equally binding.

13. The only command that we need to keep now is Christ’'s new commandment to love one another, for
He declared that we should keep His commandments even as He had kept His Father's commandments.
And does not the Bible say that love is the fulfilling of the law?

14. Seventh day Adventists are constantly preaching that men should obey God's commandments, keep the
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law, as if that were the sum and substance of true religion and a passport to heaven. But the Christian has
nothing to do with law; he lives wholly by the grace of God, which is made available to him through faith
in the gospel of Jesus Christ. Thus, and thus only, can any man he right with God and be in readiness for
heaven.

15. Why preach the law when no one can be saved by obeying it? Furthermore, man is morally unable to
keep the commandments.

16. By preaching the law you endeavor to deprive Christians of the glorious liberty of the gospel.

17. The Bible repeatedly and emphatically declares that no one can be justified by keeping the law. Hence
to preach the keeping of the law is to preach another gospel. “Whosoever of you are justified by the law;
you are fallen from grace.” Gal. 5:4

18. 1 Timothy 1:9 proves that the Christian has nothing to do with the law, for we read there that “the law
is not made for a righteous man

19. Seventh day Adventists teach that a man must keep the commandmentsin order to be saved

Section Il Sabbath

20. Seventh day Adventists declare that the seventh day of the week was set apart as a Sabbath by the
blessing and sanctification of God at the creation of the world. They thus seek to prove that the Sabbath
preceded the Jewish race and applies to all men. But Genesis, which contains the record of God’s resting
upon and blessing the Sabbath, was written by Moses two thousand five hundred years after creation, or
about the time of the Exodus. Moses simply set down in that Genesis reference to the Sabbath a statement
of what God actually did for the seventh day at Mount Sinai.

21. Exodus 16:29 and Nehemiah 9:13, 14 prove that the Sabbath was not given until Israel left Egypt. The
very silence of the Scriptures regarding anyone’s keeping it before that time is strong corroborative proof.

22. The Sabbath is Jewish. It was given only to the Jews and was part of the old covenant that was made
only with the Jews. Further, Deuteronomy 5:15 states explicitly that God commanded the Jews to keep the
Sabbath as a memoria of their deliverance from Egypt. There for it has no meaning for us who are Gentile
Christians.

23. In Exodus 31:14 we read that Sabbath violators were to be stoned to death. Do you believe the same
penalty should be enforced today? If you say that the penalty feature of the Sabbath law is done away, then
you have really declared the Sabbath abolished, for alaw has no force if there is no penalty provided for its
violation. Again, in Exodus 35:3 we read that no fires were to be kindled on the Sabbath. If you believe the
Sabbath law is still in force, why do you kindle fires on that day?

24. When we as Sunday keepers declare that the ten-commandment law was abolished at the cross,
Adventists try to embarrass us by asking us if we believe it isall right in the Christian Erato steal or kill or
do any other of the heinous deeds prohibited by the Ten Commandments. We do not. We believe that God
has great moral principles that have governed the universe from all eternity and will continue to governiit to
al eternity. The Ten Commandments was simply a partial reflection of these principles. The principles
remain, but the Ten Commandments is gone. Hence the Sabbath is gone.

25. The fourth commandment in the Ten Commandments is not inherently a moral precept, but the other
nine are self evidently moral commands. “All moral principles are discoverable by the light of nature- or
reason, but the necessity of keeping the seventh day is not thus discoverable. For example, all men
naturally know that it is wrong to steal, kill, commit adultery, et cetera, but no one would thus know that a
particular day had been set apart as holy. That required a direct revelation from God Hence the Sabbath
command is not moral. Furthermore, there is nothing inherently holy in the seventh day of the week. Hence
“it would never have been wrong to work on the seventh day unless God had given acommand to rest onit.
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26. “The Sabbath was not a day of special religious worship. . . . In God's plan, the keeping of the seventh
day on the part of His earthly people was to be an externa form, or rite; the performance of a definitely
prescribed ceremony, stipulating the cessation of all work on a given day, or a day of complete physical
rest. Only when connected with the annual feasts was it observed as a day of religious significance.” All
this proves that the seventh day Sabbath was simply one of the ceremonia Sabbaths. All those Sabbaths, in
common with every other ceremonial statute, were abolished at the cross.

27. That the fourth command of the Ten Commandments is ceremonial, but the other nine are moral, “is
clearly proved by the fact that Jesus, according to the strictest Sabbatarians of His day, broke the fourth
commandment and was criticized by them for doing so. Furthermore, Jesus distinctly says, ‘The priestsin
the temple profane the Sabbath, and are blameless.” [Matt. 12:5J Would He have dared to say this if the
fourth commandment were a moral law? Could the seventh commandment, or any other of the ten except
the fourth, be broken by the priests, and the fact that they were broken in the temple make them blamel ess?

28. Though the Ten Commandments were abolished at the cross, nine of them were re-enacted in the New
Testament, and thus are binding on Christians, but the fourth command was not; hence we are not obligated

to keep it.
29. Paul specifically declares, in Colossians 2:14-17, that the Sabbath is abolished.

30. “The word ‘Sabbath’ occurs some sixty times in the New Testament. In every case except one the
Adventists admit that the weekly Sabbath is meant. In the one case, however, where the word, in the Greek,
is the same (Col.2:16), they insist that it means something different. Why is this so? Is it not because they
know that this one verse . . . completely shatters all their arguments for Sabbath keeping by Christians?

31. Many who were converted to Christianity in apostolic times came out of heathenism and lived in
countries where Sabbath keeping was unknown. “It would have been necessary to instruct them as to the
particular day they should observe. The New Testament is absolutely silent on the point.” If the Sabbath is
gtill in force, why was it not mentioned in Christ’s reply to the rich young ruler (Matt. 19:17-27), or in the
gospel commission (Matt. 28:19), or on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2), or in the decision of the council at
Jerusalem (Acts 15)?

32. If Paul were living, he would offer the same condemnation of Seventh day Adventists that he did of the
Galatians. (See Gal. 4.9, 10)

33. The Old Testament prophets foretold that the time was coming when the Sabbath would be done away.
(See, for example, Hosea 2:11.) In Amos 8:5 the question is asked, “When will the Sabbath be gone?’ The
prophet answers that this would take place when the sun went down at hoon and the earth was darkened in
aclear day. (Amos 8.9) The earth was thus darkened when Jesus was crucified. Hence the Sabbath came to
an end at the

34. The psalmist prophesied that there would be a new day of worship. (See Psalms 118:22-24.) The “day”
mentioned in Psalms 118:24 can refer only to Sunday, the day on which Christ became the headstone of the
corner.

35. Noted astronomers have discovered that our world is twenty-four hours behind the rest of the universe
in point of time. The Bible record of Joshua's long day -twenty-three hours and twenty minutes-and of the
turning back of the sun forty minutes in Hezekiah's day accounts for this twenty-four hours. Hence both
Jews and Seventh day Adventists are wrong about the time of the Sabbath. Our blessed Lord brought the
Sabbath and the first day of the week together, merging them into the glorious day on which He arose from
the dead, the day we celebrate as the Sabbath.

36. The Sabbath day is abolished because Paul says that it is all right to consider every day alike in the
Christian Era. (See Rom. 14:5).
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37. The days of creation were not literal, twenty-four-hour days, but long indefinite periods, millions of
yearsin length. Therefore Seventh day Adventists are not warranted in using the creation story of Genesis 1
as an argument for the holiness of the literal seventh day of the weekly cycle.

38. The phrase, “the seventh day,” in the fourth commandment means simply one day in seven. Therefore |
am keeping the spirit of the Sabbath law so long as 1 keep one day in seven. And is not Sunday one day in
seven?

39. Seventh day Adventists insist that a particular seventh day, coming down through from creation in
cycles of seven, is the day God blessed and therefore the day that all should keep as the Sabbath. But no
one now knows what that day is. Besides, calendar changes have confused the reckoning.

40. Seventh day Adventists declare that the Sabbath was in tended for all men in al lands. But it is evident
that it was intended only for the Jews in the little land of Palestine. How could anyone keep the definite
seventh day Sabbath up in the Arctic Circle, where there is six months day then six months night? Or how
would a person keep track of the order of the days of the week in traveling around the world, for you lose a
day if you travel in one direction and gain aday if you travel in the other direction?

41. The Sabbath was changed from Saturday to Sunday at the time of Christ’'s resurrection. One of the
strong proofs of thisisthe fact that Christ, after His resurrection, always met with His disciples on that day.
A further proof isthe fact that the Holy Spirit was poured upon the disciples on Sunday.

42. From earliest apostolic days Christians kept Sunday in honor of Christ’s resurrection. This is clearly
revealed in two scriptures, Acts 20:7 and 1 Corinthians 16:2.

43. The apostle John calls Sunday the “Lord's day,” and declares that he was “in the Spirit” on that day.
This proves that Sunday is the sacred weekly rest day of the Christian world and that the Sabbath has been
abolished.

44. Pages of authentic statements, selected from the writings of primitive Christian authors, could be
quoted in proof of the fact that the first (lay of the week ... was continuously observed as a day of Divine
worship from the Savior's resurrection on through the succeeding early centuries of the present
dispensation. But despite this evidence “Seventh day Adventists teach (supposedly by ‘inspiration’) that
the change came in with Constantine, the first so-called ‘ Christian emperor’ of Rome, ‘in the early part of
the fourth century.” (See The Great Controversy, p. 53) And by the same authority, they, contradicting
themselves, also teach that ‘the Pope changed [the Sabbath] from the seventh to the first day of the week.’
(See Early Writings of Mrs. While, p. 33, edition of 1916)

45. The resurrection is the greatest event in the history of Christianity; therefore we keep Sunday. Sabbath
keepers are not Christians, because they do not commemorate the great event of Christ’s rising from the
dead.

46. Seventh day Adventists make a great point out of the fact that the Sabbath memorializes creation. But
we are not so much concerned with creation as with redemption, which is greater. Therefore we keep
Sunday, the great memorial of our redemption.

47. The phrase “the first day of the week” in Matthew 28:1 should be trandated “the first of the Sabbaths,”
or “one of the Sabbaths.” This proper trandation indicates that the apostle spoke of the resurrection Sunday
asthefirst of a new order of Sabbaths.

48. Seventh day Adventists say that everyone who keeps Sunday has the mark of the beast. Such a teaching
places under God’'s condemnation all other Christian people, and dooms forever all Sunday keeping
Christians who died before Seventh day Adventists began to preach. By teaching that a person cannot be
saved unless he keeps the Sabbath, Seventh day Adventists make Sabbath keeping the means of salvation
instead of Christ.
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49. | don't believe that a God of love would keep men out of heaven just because of aday. | think Seventh
day Adventists put too much emphasis on a certain day that should be kept holy.
50. The Sabbath cannot save anyone. Why not preach Christ instead?

51. | have the baptism of the Holy Spirit, and the Holy Spirit has given me to understand that 1 do not have
to keep the Sabbath.

52. We should keep all days holy in the Christian dispensation. But inasmuch as the law of the land has
marked out a certain day-Sunday-as the particular day for rest, we should obey the law of the land, and
keep Sunday.

52. If Saturday is the right Sabbath, why do not more leading men believe it? If what you preach about the
Sabbath istrue, why wasn't it discovered before?

53. If | should keep the Sabbath, all my friends and neighbors would ridicule me.

54. 1f | keep the seventh day Sabbath, 1 won’t be able to make aliving.

Section lll: Second Advent

56. The Seventh day Adventist Church sprang from the religious movement of the 1840's, known as
Millerism, which set a time for the coming of Christ. Such a historical background reveals how irrational
and unworthy of serious consideration that churchis.

57. The Millerite, or Second Advent movement, out of which Seventh day Adventism sprang, was tainted
with weird fanatical actions such as the wearing of ascension robes by the deluded followers of Miller, who
sat on housetops and haystacks to await the coming of Christ. Multitudes were made insane by the fanatical
preaching. The fanaticism was rampant both before and after 1844. This proves that God was not in the
movement that brought forth Seventh day Adventism.

58. Seventh day Adventists say that they constitute a prophetic movement raised up by God to preach His
last message to the world. At the same time they admit that their movement sprang from the soil of
Millerism, whose leaders taught that Christ would come in 1844. Is God the leader of a movement that
preached error at the outset and suffered great disappointment and confusion as aresult of that error?

59. The Millerites thought they found in Daniel 8:13, 14 the proof that Christ would come on October 22,
1844. After their disappointment some of them, the founders of Seventh day Adventism, sought to maintain
their claim that God was leading them by inventing a new interpretation to Daniel 8:13, 14, which enabled
them to maintain that the prophecy was indeed fulfilled in 1844, but by an event that took place in heaven.
Hence Seventh day Adventism was born of adilemma.

60. For severa years after the 1844 disappointment Seventh day Adventists believed that probation had
closed for the world. Was God leading a movement that believed so un-Scriptural ateaching as that?

61. Christ’s second coming is not literal, but spiritual. He comes to the Christian at conversion or at death.

62. It is revolting to the Christian idea of love to believe that Christ will come as a destroyer and wreak
vengeance on the world.

63. We should spend more time helping people to make this a better world rather than stir them up about
another world, asis the case when the Second Advent doctrine is preached.

64. Christ Himself said that He would come as a thief in the night. The apostle Paul made a similar

statement. Seventh day Adventists are therefore unwarranted in claiming that they can know something
definite asto the time of Christ’s coming.
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65. One of the best proofs that no one can tell whether Christ will come tomorrow or a thousand years from
now is the fact that the apostles thought He would come in their day. But they were all mistaken. So will
Seventh day Adventists be.

66. By preaching the soon coming of Christ, Seventh day Adventists are falsely creating hope and
excitement. Misguided people through the centuries have repeatedly thought His coming was at hand- That
fact is best illustrated by the excitement that spread throughout Europe in AD. 1000, when multitudes
waited, in fanatical fervor, for Christ’s coming.

67. Seventh day Adventists declare that the great meteoric shower of November 13, 1833, was a fulfillment
of the prophecy that the stars shall fall from heaven as one of the signs of the nearness of Christ’s coming.
But we need not seek some supernatural, miraculous explanation of this starry event. Astronomers inform
us that whirling in space is great swarm of meteorites, known as the Leonids, which are probably the
shattered remains of a comet. These Leonids come within the orbit of our earth about every thirty-three
years. There were showers in 1866 and 1899, though very small, because, as the astronomers explain, the
planet Jupiter deflected the meteoritic group from the direct path of the earth. Probably this or a similar
reason explains the absence of a star shower in 1933.

68. The whole idea that Christ will appear in flaming glory in the heavens, suddenly to change the present
order of nature, destroying the wicked, and taking the righteous to heaven, belongs to the age of
supergtition. We who live in this modern era know that all this is incredible and contrary to the laws of
nature.

Section IV: Mortal Man

69. When Christ was transfigured there appeared with Him on the mount - Moses and Elias talking with
him.” (See Matt. 17:3.) The fact that Moses was there proves that man is an immortal soul, for Moses died
and was buried at the time of the Exodus.

70. Christ said: “Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul: but rather fear him
which is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.” Matt. 10:28. This proves that the soul and the body are
two distinctly different things, that the body can be destroyed and the soul remain, and therefore, that the
soul is a separate entity that lives on forever after the body is dead.

71. Paul says. “For which cause we faint not; but though our outward man perish, yet the inward man is
renewed day by day.” 2 Corinthians 4:16. This proves that the real man, the soul, is something different
from the body, and flourishes despite the perishing of the body.

72. When Stephen was martyred he prayed, “Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.” Acts 7:59. Christ on the cross,
said, ‘ Father, into thy hands | commend my spirit.” Luke 23:46. This proves that at death the real man, that
immortal entity called the “spirit,” departs from the body.

73. Hebrews 12:23 proves that man has a spirit, which is the real man, and that with this spirit we shall
have fellowship in our perfected state. In other words, this text proves that disembodied spirits dwell in
celestial bliss.

74. Paul makes clear that it was possible for him to be “out of the body.” This proves that the real manisan
immaterial soul, or spirit, that isindependent of the body. (See 2 Corinthians 12:2, 3)

75. The apostle Paul says that at the second coming of Christ God will bring with Him from heaven those
who have fallen asleep in Jesus. (See 1 Thess. 4:14) This proves that the righteous go to heaven at death,
instead of lying in the grave until the Second Advent.

76. We agree that those who died in Old Testament days remained unconscious in their graves, as the Old

Testament Scriptures prove. (See, for example, Eccl. 9:5, 6, 10) But when Christ came He declared that
“whosoever lives and believes in me shall never die.” John 11:26. This proves that in the New Testament
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times those who believe in Christ do not die, but go direct to heaven. In support of this conclusion is Paul’s
declaration that Christ “abolished death” (2 Tim. 1: 10), also the repeated statements of Scripture that the
Christian now possesses everlasting life.

77. In Matthew 22:32 Christ declares that He is not the God of the dead but of the living. Yout He said: “I

am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.” This proves that the souls of these
patriarchs, who died long ago, are really alive in heaven.

78. Ecclesiastes 12:7 proves that there is a conscious, immortal entity that leaves the body at death. (See
also Eccl. 3:21.).

79. That the righteous dead go to heaven immediately at death, and that man therefore possesses an
immortal spirit, is evident from Paul’s statement in 2 Corinthians 5:8. (See also 2 Peter 1:14).

80. Man is made in the image of God; God isimmortal; therefore man isimmortal.

81. The Bible describes the death of Rachel by saying that “her soul was in departing. Gen. 35: 18. (See
also 1 Kings 17:21, 22).

82. Revelation 6:9, 10 proves that the souls of the righteous dead are in heaven.

83. Paul declared that when he died lie would go immediately to be with Christ. (See Phil. 1:21-23).

84. During the time between His crucifixion and His resurrection Christ went and preached to the spiritsin
prison. (1 Peter 3:18-20) This proves that there is an immaterial spirit, the real person, which departs from
the body at death.

85. Christ told the thief on the cross that he would be with Him that day in Paradise. (See Luke 23:43)

86. How do you harmonize with your belief in the unconsciousness of man in death the Bible account of
the witch of Endor, who brought forth Samuel to talk with King Saul? (See 1 Sam. 28:7-19)

87. Christ’s story of the rich man and Lazarus proves the immortality of the soul. (See Luke 16:19-31)
88. The Bible speaks of “everlasting punishment” (Matt.25:46) for the wicked, and of “everlasting fire”
(verse 41) in which they will burn, and of their being “tormented day and night for ever and ever” (Rev.

20:10). This proves the immortality of the soul.

89. The Bible repeatedly speaks of hell and hell-fire, and of the wicked going down into hell when they die.
This proves the conscious state of the dead.

90. The Bible says that hell-fire w.11 not be quenched and that “their worm dies not.” (See Mark 9:43-48
and 1sa.66:24) This proves the immortality of the soul.

91. The doctrine that a Christian at death goes down into the grave, there to lie unconscious until the
resurrection day, is a gloomy belief.

92. The Adventist doctrine that when a man dies he lies silent and unconscious in the grave until the

resurrection day is un-Scriptural, illogical, and gross, as compared with the doctrine held by Christians in
general that the real man isan immortal soul that departs from the body at dezath.

Section V: Sanctuary and Atonement
93. Seventh day Adventists do not believe in Christ’s salvation offered to all men freely, because they

preach that salvation is found in the keeping of the law. This false view of salvation is repeatedly stated in
the writings of Mrs. E. G. White, who is regarded by them as an inspired spokesman.
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94. “Seventh day Adventists teach that, like al mankind, Christ was born with a “sinful nature.” This
plainly indicates “that his heart, too, was ‘deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked.” In harmony
with this they also “teach that Christ might have failed while on His mission to earth as man’s Savior-that
He came into the world ‘at the risk of failure and eternal loss.” “ But the Bible repeatedly states that Christ
was holy, that “he knew no sin,” and that He would “ not fail nor be discouraged.

95. Christ is the center and circumference of salvation. Paul declared to the Corinthian church: “I
determined not to know any thing among you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified.” 1 Corinthians 2:2. But
Seventh day Adventists, in their emphasis on the law and the Sabbath and other peculiar doctrines,
markedly fail to give Christ that central, dominant position that true Christians give to Him.

96. “Adventists teach that it is deceptive either to believe or to say that one who accepts Christ as his
Redeemer is saved. Mrs. White declares: ‘ Those who accept the Savior, however sincere their conversion,
should never be taught to say or feel that they are saved. Thisis mideading’ (Christ’s Object Lessons, p.
155).” “The gospel teaches that believers ‘are saved’ by ‘the preaching of the cross’ (1 Corinthians 1:18). It
teaches that God hath saved us, and called us with an holy caling’ (2 Tim. 1:9).” To say that a born-again
soul does not have salvation as “a present possession” is to proclaim a false gospel. Adventists make
salvation a matter of -crucify self,” “prove worthy,” -struggle.- This proves again that they preach afalse, a
legalistic, gospel.

97. Seventh day Adventists reject the atonement of Christ. They make of no effect the death of the Savior,
because they believe that His atonement for sin was not completed on Calvary.

98. Seventh day Adventists make Satan their savior, sin bearer, and vicarious substitute.

Section VI: General Objections

99. Seventh day Adventists, perhaps even more than most other religious bodies, carry on a vigorous
foreign-mission program. But why impose the Christian religion on the people of other countries? Why
disturb and disrupt their program of living?

100. It is clear there must be something wrong in the system itself, when so large a number of persons leave
the Seventh day Adventists.

101. When Seventh day Adventist ministers go into a community to hold a series of lectures, they conceal,
at the firgt, their denominational connection. They thus hope to draw into their audience people who would
never come if they knew that Seventh day Adventists were conducting the meetings. This is a form of
deception. There is something the matter with a religious body that is afraid to identify itself as soon as it
begins to carry on any activity in acommunity.

102. Seventh day Adventists hold fanatical views on health reform and vegetarianism, and by such
teachings restrict the liberty that belongs to Christians. In fact, the very distinction they make asto what is
right to eat and drink brings them under the condemnation of the Bible. (See Rom. 14:2; 1 Tim. 4:3).

103. Seventh day Adventists are proselyters.

104. In their opposition to Sunday laws Seventh day Adventists reveal that they are callous to the needs of
the working man and are blind to the fact that the very stability of the country is endangered by the godless
course of millions who give no day in the week to God. It seems that they are more concerned to protect
themselves against persecution than to give support either to the workingman or to the moral uplift of the
country.

105. Seventh day Adventists, in their opposition to Sunday laws, show themselves to be in league with the
disreputabl e elements of the country.

www. T hreeAngels.com.au 9




ANSWERS TO OBJECTIONS

106. Seventh day Adventists teach that only they will be saved.
107. Seventh day Adventists are calamity howlers.
108. Seventh day Adventism isanew ism, and holds new and un-Scriptural doctrines.

109. Seventh day Adventists have a prophet like many other of the modern isms, and they make of her
writings a second Bible.

Section VII: Science and the Advent Faith
1. A Reasonable Faith

2. Miracles and Natural Law

3. The Evolution Theory Examined

4. The Creation Doctrine Examined

Section VIII: The Law and Legalism
5. The Law of God in Church Creeds
6. Are Adventists Legalists?

Section IX: The Sabbath and the Weekly Cycle
7. The Sabbath in Church Creeds.
8. Antiquity and Unbroken Sequence of Weekly Cycle.

Section X: The Second Advent

9. The Second Advent Doctrine in the Creeds

10. The Prophetic Origin of the Seventh day Adventist Church

11. Do Adventists Make a Real Contribution to World Betterment?
12. Has a Century’ s Passing I nvalidated Our Doctrine of the Advent?

Section XlI: The Historical Setting of the Threefold Message
13. The Origin and Growth of the Idea of World Progress.

14. Collapse of the Idea of World. Progress.

15. The First Angel’s Message

16. The Second Angel’s Message

17. The Third Angel’s Message

Section XlI: The Sanctuary
18. The Scapegoat and the Atonement.

Section XllI: Apostasy and Offshoots
19. Six Distinguishing Marks of Apostates.
20. An Answer to the Charge: “| Have Been Delivered From Adventism

Section XIV: The Foundation of God Stands Sure
21. Advent Movement Offers Certainty in Spiritual Matters.

APPENDIXES

A. How Sunday Observance Began

B. Sabbath in Matthew 28:1

C. “The Lord s Day
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FOREWORD
By W. H. Branson

IN BRINGING out arevised and enlarged edition of this work, the author has rendered a signal service to
the cause of God, further strengthening the hands of those whose lives are dedicated to the proclamation
and defense of present truth.

‘The history of the Christian church is one of conflict. The enemy of truth and righteousness has
always tried to minimize obedience to the commandments of God and to pervert the true teachings of the
Bible. Wherever the pure gospel has been preached, opposition has made itself felt. The struggle has
continued through the centuries in different forms. In these closing days of time, when the dragon with
increased fury is warring against the remnant who seek to uphold the integrity of God's eternal law, there is
need as never before that the champions of truth stand fast ill defense of the faith. The Christian witness is
called upon today to present a positive message, hewn out of the Word of God, a message that will stand in
the evil day of satanic delusion and will leave men and women established in the Christian verities.

This volume gives a clear-cut, convincing answer to the objections most frequently raised by
critics of the doctrines held by the Seventh day Adventist Church. The objection is frankly set forth and the
answer fully given in such away as to win the confidence of the reader in the integrity of the presentation.
Sources of information and authority not ordinarily available to the minister engaged in genera church
work are brought forward to clarify the logic of the statements made.

Throughout their entire history Seventh day Adventists have stood for certain distinct doctrines,
some of which differ rather sharply from the teaching of other Christian bodies. Because of our insistence
upon the Scriptural authenticity of these unpopular teachings, we have naturaly found it frequently
necessary to defend our positions against those who would by careless or faulty interpretation seek to
sweep away the distinctive tenets of our faith. Those pioneers of the church who laid so truly and well the
foundation upon which we now build, were able to do so only by arduous study and fervent prayer. But
their work has survived. Every assault has further demonstrated the impregnability of our fundamental
doctrinal positions. This does not mean, however, that we are now immune to attack or that we can safely
ignore the criticisms of the present day. There is no discharge in the war we are called upon to wage in
defense of the faith. With meekness and fear, and yet with an unalterable resolution, we are constantly to be
ready with an answer for the hope within us, and so much the more as we “ see the day approaching.”

With hearty approval, therefore, we commend this book to every gospel worker. It will prove a
ready helper in meeting both the attacks of the theological critic and the sincere questions of the perplexed
inquirer. 1t will without doubt win honored acceptance as a valuable contribution to the literature written in
defense of the Holy Scriptures and the doctrines of the Advent faith.

From the Author To the Reader of This Book

IT IS much more delightful to revel in the fragrance and beauty of the flowers in a garden than to busy
oneself removing cutworms from the plants. Few of us even wish to discuss such unpleasant things, much
less to deal with them. Why talk of them when we may talk of flowers? But unless we remove the
cutworms we shall not long be able to enjoy the flowers.

This simple illustration provides the reason for this book. It is written to meet false doctrine and
thus to help ensure that the flowers of truth may continue to bloom and disseminate their heavenly
fragrance to the children of men.

Perhaps some devout individual may reply that the illustration does not fit. He does not wish to
think that enemies lurk in the garden of God. At least he feels that God will care for His own, and that the
plants of the Lord, with their roots deep in the soil of eterna truth, can safely withstand all attacks.
Therefore we should devote our time wholly to enjoying the flowers and to inviting the wayfarer to enter
the heavenly garden and enjoy them with us.

The troubled history of the Christian church reveals the fallacy of such thinking. Even in the
earliest, most divinely vigorous period of Christianity, the apostles felt it necessary to deal with threatening
doctrinal dangers. John, whose writings breathe the spirit of love, warned, -in his epistles, against the
deadly Docetic heresy then developing, that Christ was but an apparition. (See 1 John 1:1-3; 4:2, 3) He also
warned against the heretical ideathat a Christian is beyond sin, and the equally heretical idea that we do not
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need to keep God’'s commandments. The person who sets forth such a view, said John, “is a liar, and the
truth isnot in him.” 1 John 2:4. He discusses the matter at length to prove why such teachings are false.

Paul told the Corinthian church: “I determined not to know any thing among you, save Jesus
Christ, and him crucified.” 1 Corinthians 2:2. And some would use that isolated declaration to support the
contention that the gospel minister should take no notice of false teachings or opposition. How unwarranted
aconclusion can be drawn from atext when it isisolated from its whole context.

Paul’s epistles are generally tightly reasoned presentations of truth, with a negative as well as a
positive aspect. Indeed he preached Christ crucified. But he realized that unless the deadly heresy of Jewish
legalism was exposed and refuted, the preaching of Christ would profit nothing. That is why his epistles
deal so repeatedly and lengthily-with that heresy. Nor was it the only doctrina error that he exposed and
refuted. Note, for example, his extended and militant argument against the false teaching that “there is no
resurrection of the dead.” 1 Corinthians 15:12. One cannot read his writings without exclaiming: “1f Paul
was not God's lawyer, pray tell what was he?”

Nor was this great apostle content ssimply to carry on militantly himself. He exhorted others to do
likewise. To Timothy he wrote: -Fight the good fight of faith ..... Hold fast the form of sound words, which
thou has heard of me.” 1 Tim. 6:12; 2 Tim. 1: 13. To the elders of the church at Ephesus he told of the
“grievous wolves” that would “enter in among” them, “not sparing the flock,” and of those in their own
midst who would “arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away disciples after them.” Then he added
immediately: “Therefore watch, and remember, that by the space of three years | ceased not to warn every
one night and day with tears.” Acts 20:29-31. When you “warn” you warn against. And this inevitably
involves a negative action, justified however by its results, the protecting of the believer from false
doctrine.

Jude wrote: “Beloved, when | gave all diligence to write unto you of the common salvation, it was
needful for me to write unto you, and exhort you that you should earnestly contend for the faith which was
once delivered unto the saints.” Jude 3. The whole of his brief letter warns against and exposes “certain
men” who had 11 crept in unawares” and were corrupting morals and “denying” basic Christian doctrine.

Peter warned the church of “false teachers among you, who privily shall bring in damnable
heresies.” 2 Peter 2: 1. Then he proceeds to devote most of his epistle to an examination and refutation of
those heresies.

The written record of these resolute, militant men of God seems not to support the idea that we
should concentrate exclusively on enjoying the flowers, because forsooth the hardy plants of truth need no
protecting care from God’ s husbandmen.

During the Reformation period its advocates had to do more than focus 6n the positive truth of
righteousness by faith, and related doctrines. They had to deal with strong and specious arguments brought
forth by Rome’s most subtle protagonists.

In the Advent awakening of the early 1840’s William Miller and his associates were not permitted
to deal exclusively with the glorious, positive truth of the personal soon coming of Christ. They had to
spend time refuting the plausible arguments of popular ministers who sought, among other things, to prove
from Scripture that world conversion preceded Christ’s Advent. The literature of the 1844 movement is
filled with the vigorous, cogent reasoning of the Advent leaders as they exposed error and exalted truth.

When the Seventh day Adventist movement developed, immediately afterward there began to
come from our press special tracts and pamphlets and books answering the claims of those who contended
that Sunday is taught in the Scriptures, that immortality of soul is the possession of men, that the law of
God is abolished, and other fal se doctrines.

All this was inevitable. The presentation of any belief or doctrine, religious or otherwise, isin two
parts. setting forth evidence for the belief, and answering those who bring forth arguments for a contrary
belief.

Now, the initial period of militant advocacy of belief, and the refutation of false teachings, has
almost always been followed by quieter times. A religious movement brought forth amid controversy and
opposition discovers in time that it has secured a measure of standing among men. Then comes the
temptation to stress less earnestly the distinctive truths that brought the movement into existence. It was
this policy that caused early Christianity to merge with paganism and various Protestant churches
ultimately to lose their distinctiveness. Peace appeals as strongly to the warrior on the religious battlefield
asit doesto the literal soldier. The mistake that the spiritual warrior makes is in thinking that in this world,
so dominated by evil, he can ever hope to conclude an honorable peace that will leave the kingdom of God
safe from all future attacks. There is no discharge in the warfare until God declares, “It is done.”
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1 am fully aware that the religious temper of the timesis against emphasizing, much less fighting
for, distinctive beliefs. It is not supposed to be good taste. It delays the much-desired union of all churches.
Certainly if the churches wish above al else to unite, they must play down their differences in theology.
But by the same token, if a church wishes to maintain its identity and to. justify its separate existence, it
must be ready to give a reason for the hope and the doctrines that it holds, and this inevitably includes
meeting the assaults of those who would seek to undermine its hope and its doctrines.

There is one point above all others that distinguishes this Advent movement, the firm belief that
God raised it up to preach a distinctive message, and to call on al men to join it in readiness for the day of
God. If we sincerely act upon this belief, we must be prepared to meet opposition, an opposition which we
have prophetic reason to know will become more active and more bitter as the end draws near. Let us never
forget that our announced objective is the completing of the great sixteenth-century Protestant Reformation.
That Reformation owes its very name to the militant protest made against fal se teachings though, of course,
Protestantism stands for a great body of positive truths. We belie the great name Protestant when we no
longer are concerned to protest that which is opposed to truth.

As members of tile Advent movement we should be forever warned of the danger of buying peace
with the currency of compromise as we note what has happened to most of Protestantism today. At the
opening of the twentieth century a great number of the Christian ministry were still firm believers in the
historic doctrines of Christianity, beginning with the doctrine of creation, But an active, persuasive, and
well-educated group of clergy were presenting the case for evolution and related rationalistic ideas. It was
evident that their theories were opposed to the long-established doctrines of Christianity. And how did they
seek to pierce this defensive doctrinal wall? By the simple expedient of minimizing the importance of
doctrine and affirming that Christianity is really a matter of the spirit, a beautiful fellowship with God as
our Father and with all men as brothers, and that everything else is incidental. Hence, if science has great
discoveries for us, let us make the doctrines fit tile discoveries. Which is another way of saying, Let us
abandon the doctrines.

And that is precisely what has happened in most churches. True, there was a fierce war waged for
atime, coming to something of a climax in the 1920's. After that the majority of church leaders who had
fought for orthodoxy gradually gave up, their will to fight having been sapped by the highly promoted
notion that peace and harmony are more important than any doctrine. And so today most preachers
discourse on the love of God, idealistic living, right attitudes of mind, the brotherhood of man, and the like.
The great Bible doctrines of creation, sin, and salvation, and other cardinal tenets that have ever constituted
the framework of the Christian edifice-these are now rarely heard in Modernist churches, which constitute
the great majority of churches.

But the day that the Advent movement fails to put emphasis on doctrine, that day we have lost the
justification for our existence. 1Ve have a definite doctrine to present on the Second Advent, else we lose
the goal and the objective that should be ours. We have a definite doctrine to preach on creation, else we
remove the foundation for the Sabbath. We have a definite doctrine to preach on sin and salvation, else we
make meaningless our teaching on the sanctuary. We have a definite doctrine to preach on the nature of
man, else we take all point out of our preaching on the resurrection and life only in Christ and our warning
against the final delusions of spiritism. And thus we might go on enumerating. If ever there was a
movement built on clear-cut beliefs, beliefs interlocked like the girders of a building, it is the Advent
movement. We minimize these beliefs only at the peril of destroying the building. On the other hand, if we
put emphasis on these beliefs, we must be prepared to meet opposition and contrary views.

However, someone may still inquire incredulously: Ought we not to follow Nehemiah's example
in regard to the adversaries of truth? “I am doing a great work, so that 1 cannot come down.” Neh. 6:3. 1
subscribe to Nehemiah's words. It is easy to fall into unnecessary controversy. Certainly we ought always
to keep on building the walls of Jerusalem rather than go down into the valley to hold a conference with
Sanballat and Tobiah.

But Nehemiah isthe last man of God in al the Bible who ought to be quoted in behalf of inaction,
where the adversaries of the Lord are concerned. When Sanballat and Tobiah sent their threats against the
wall-builders Nehemiah kept his men working, to be sure, but only half of them, and they with only one
hand, for “the other hand held a weapon.” The remainder of his men he armed with swords and spears and
instructed them to guard the walls with their lives. Certainly the walls would not have been constructed if
men had not continued to labor. But with equal certainty we may say that those walls might never have
been built if there had not been militant men with flashing swords and spears guarding the laborers. It was
the gleam of the swords on the ramparts that gave heart to the builders. (See Neh. 4:16-18) Unquestionably,
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we should never go down into the valley seeking controversy, but when adversaries attack the citadel of
truth on which this Advent movement stands, we should, in the name of the Lord God of hosts, be prepared
to defend that citadel. To provide arms for the defense is the purpose of this book.

And now, lest this all sound too militant, let me quickly add that there are different ways to fight
for the faith. We need to make certain that we fight the good fight in harmony with the principles of
heaven. Only thus will we bring strength to the Advent movement and glory to God's name. A few primary
rules, if followed carefully, will enable the soldier of Christ to conform to those principles. These rules
apply to adiscussion on the public platform, through the press, in the parlor, or over the back fence.

1. Impute good faith and sincerity to the one with whom you are disputing. Sincerity may be
possessed even by one who sets forth the most preposterous opinion.

2. Keep calm. If you cannot fight for the faith without displaying a rise of temperature, do not
fight. Stay by the stuff, and let others of more equable disposition, or those who have gained the victory
over anger, carry on the active warfare for the faith.

3. Be very sparing of strong language. There are doubtless times when such language may be in
order, but those occasions, | believe, are rare. ‘We are not often called to stand, like Elijah, on Mount
Carmel. Because we are sure in our hearts that the truth and the evidence are on our side we can well afford
to be not only calm and cool but kind in our language. The spectators, if there be any, will measure our
argument, at least in part, by our form of speech, even if the one with whom we are differing does not.

4. Reveal a spirit of great seriousness. Let it be evident that )our contending for your religious
views is not to satisfy a desire for wrangling or controversy, but is prompted by a solemn conviction that
the beliefs you hold are of most serious importance.

5. Appeal to the heart as well asto the head. It is one thing to convince a man; it is another thing to
convict him, and create in his soul a desire to obey the truths you have set forth. It is not simply a question
of what to say, but how to say it, if you would bring conviction. As the discussion progresses seek
increasingly to lift it above the level of a mere question of facts and evidence to the plane of the relation
that the facts beat to the hearer’s heart and eternal destiny. If we are really to help a man, we must do more
than close his mouth; we must open his heart to receive the truth we have so earnestly been endeavoring to
prove.

Now a word concerning the history of this book. It was first published in 1932, and contained 251
pages. In 1947 a portion of the book, then out of print, with considerable new matter, was published under
the title Reasons for Our Faith. Some material from this latter book, now also out of print, with certain
additional matter from the 1932 volume, plus new matter, has been combined to make this present volume.
Probably more than half of the contents is material never before published in book form. Part 1 deals
exclusively with specific objections to Adventist teachings. Part 11 provides certain added material in
answer to various charges and more fully sets forth the evidence in behalf of certain doctrines.

In most instances the objections considered have come to me through the years in letters from out.
ministers and lay workers who have stated that these were objections they frequently met. Sometimes these
workers have sent in marked copies of anti-Adventist leaflets and booklets, which, they explain, have been
widely circulated in the area where they are holding an evangelistic meeting. Sometimes the exact words of
such printed matter are used in this book. Quotation marks indicate such use. Thus the objections
considered are not academic, but practical. In answering them | have attempted to avoid the barren
procedure of dealing merely with the negative; rather, 1 have endeavored to present the positive Bible truth
on each question.

This book is sent forth with a desire, not to create needless dispute, but to aid you as you seek to
carry out the Scriptural injunction to “earnestly contend for the faith which was delivered unto the saints.”

Washington, D.C., August, 1952.
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Objection 1

Adventists quote much from the Old Testament in proof of their doctrines, particularly the
law and the Sabbath. Christiansfind their guidance and doctrinesin the New Testament.

We do quote much from the Old Testament. We also quote much from the New. Actually we
make no distinction in authority between the Old and the New Testament, and for the very reason that we,
are Chrigtians. We believe that the whole Bible, from Genesis to Revelation, is inspired of God and thus
rightly the guide for our lives.

Some people, when they discuss the law and the Sabbath, seek to set up a contrast or even conflict
between the Old and the New Testament, as though the former were of little or no value and quite
superseded by the latter. This false contrast lies at the root of much of the erroneous reasoning that marks
the arguments of those who contend that the law and the Sabbath were abolished at the cross.

The “Bible” of the apostles was what is now known as the Old Testament. The first writings of
these earliest Christian ministers did not begin to come from their pens until twenty, thirty, and more years
after the ascension of Christ. Nor were there printing presses and fast-mail service quickly to distribute
these writings. Only slowly did they gain circulation. It is wholly reasonable to believe that during the first
century of the Christian Era the term the Scriptures, mentioned repeatedly in the New Testament, was
largely understood to mean what we call the Old Testament.

Christ admonished the Jews to “search the scriptures; for in them you think you have eternal life:
and they are they which testify of me.” John 5:39. And then He added, “Had you believed Moses, you
would have believed me: for he wrote of me. But if you believe not his writings, how shall you believe my
words?” Verses 46, 47

The reason the disciples did not understand the events of crucifixion week was that they did not
rightly understand the Scriptures, the Old Testament. (See Luke 24:27) On His resurrection day He showed
them how His death and resurrection were a fulfillment of prophecy: “ Then opened he their understanding,
that they might understand the scriptures.” Luke 24:45. Christ knew nothing of the doctrine of discounting
the Old Testament.

Nor did the apostles give any hint that they discounted the Old Testament in favor of some
writings they were soon to produce. Paul wrote to Timothy: ‘From a child thou has known the holy
scriptures, which are able to make thee wise unto salvation through faith which is in Christ Jesus. All
scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction in righteousness: that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto al good
works.” 2 Tim. 3:15-17. Could the New Testament accomplish more than this!

Both Christ and the apostles repeatedly cited the Old Testament in confirmation of their teachings.
To Satan, Christ said, “It iswritten,” and thrice quoted the Old Testament. (See Matt. 4:4-10) He chided the
scribes and Pharisees by quoting the fifth commandment, from the book of Exodus, and by quoting the
words of Isaiah. (See Matt. 15:1-9) See also Christ’s conversation with the rich young ruler and with the
lawyer. (Matt. 19: 16-19; Luke 10:25-28) Prominent in these references to the Old Testament are the
guotations from the Ten Commandments.

How did Paul prove that all men, Jews and Gentiles, were guilty before God and thus in need of
the salvation offered through Christ? By quoting from the Old Testament. (See Rom. 3:9-18.) And how did
he know that he himself was a sinner before God and in need of the gospel? By calling to mind what was
written in the Old Testament, specifically what was written in the Ten Commandments. (See Rom. 7:7) To
the church at Rome Paul commanded: “Owe no man any thing, but to love one another: for he that loves
another hath fulfilled the law.” Rom. 13:8. And did he profess to be setting forth a new code, which was the
result of a new revelation then given to him? No, he quotes the Old Testament, and specifically the Ten
Commandments. (See verses 9, 10) And how did Paul support his appeal to children to obey their parents?
By quoting from the Old Testament, specifically the Ten Commandments. (See Eph. 6:1-3.)

As James develops his argument against having “respect to persons,” does he set forth new laws?
No, he quotes the Old Testament, focusing on citations from the Ten Commandments. (See James 2:8-12)

And what proof did Peter offer in support of his declaration that we should be “holy” ? “Because it
iswritten, Be you holy; for 1 am holy.” 1 Peter 1: 16. His proof is a quotation from Leviticus 11:44.

The Scriptures, from Genesis to Revelation, are one whole. The source of the Old and the New
Testament is the same: the inspiration of the Spirit of God. Their objective isthe same: to unfold the plan of
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God, to revea Christ, to warn against sin, and to present God's holy standard of right. Someone long ago
well observed: The New Testament is concealed in the Old, the Old Testament is revealed in the New. We
can best understand the promise in the last book of the Bible, of a re-created, a new, earth and a verdant
tree of life, when we turn to the first book of the Bible that describes. the good earth, with its original tree
of life, that came forth from God’ s hand when He first created this world. We best grasp the meaning of the
cross, and Christ’swords, “I, if | be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men unto me,” when we read the
Genesis account of man’sfall.

We should never forget that the very titles “Old Testament” and “New Testament” are man-made
titles. Bible writers do not thus divide the * Scriptures. Both Testaments deal with old and new in the drama
of sin and salvation. The Old Testament presents the promise of a new earth and a new covenant, as well as
picturing man’s iniquities from earliest days. The New Testament discusses at length the “old man” of sin
and the ancient problem of man’s rebellion, as well as describing the “new man” in Christ Jesus and the
glories of aworld to come.

The interrelationship of Old Testament to New, the dependence of one on the other, has ever been
understood by our adversary the devil. That iswhy he long ago began his attacks on the Bible by seeking to
undermine the historicity and authenticity of the Old Testament. It was at this point that higher criticism of
the Bible began. And with the Old destroyed, the New soon collapses for lack of historical foundation and
meaning. It is understandable that Modernists should be found minimizing the spiritual authority and
significance of the Old Testament. But what isinexplicable is the attitude of some who consider themselves
Fundamentalists of the Fundamentalists in regard to the Old Testament. Why should they seek to tear in
two the seamless garment of Scripture? Why should they set forth the doctrine that a holy command of God
in the Old Testament must wait for restatement in the New before it has authority in the Christian Era,
when the record is clear that the New Testament writers quoted from the Old, not to inform their readers
that | lie particular passage from the Old was till binding, but to provide corroborative proof that their
newly uttered New Testament declarations agreed with the Old and thus were also binding. In other words,
the apostles, who reminded their readers that the “holy men of God” in “old time” “spoke as they were
moved by the Holy Ghost,” wished those readers to see that they, the apostles, spoke by the same Holy
Ghost. (2 Peter 1:21) Hence they repeatedly cited in support of their admonitions and doctrinal reasoning
the words of those “holy men” who wrote the Old Testament.

It istrue that a ceremonial ritual described in the Old Testament expired, by limitation, at the cross,
for then the shadow met reality. And the New Testament writers specifically state that those rites, as set
forth in a series of ceremonial laws, had come to an end. But that fact in no way makes the Old Testament
inferior to the New or justifies the contention that the New supplants the Old.

Objection 2

Adventists seek to prove that there are two laws described in the Bible, one moral, the other
ceremonial. But thereisonly one law.

Thelogic of the objection isthis: Thereis but one law; the Bible speaks clearly of alaw abolished;
therefore, the Ten Commandments were abolished, including, necessarily, the fourth, on which Adventists
build their case for the Sabbath.

So much false reasoning has been reared on this one-law doctrine that it must be considered at
length.

The word “law” is used in the Bible in a number of ways. In the phrase, “the law and the
prophets,” the word “law” rather uniformly means the books of Maoses, because in his writings the laws of
God are specialy set forth. The word “law” is sometimes used without reference to any particular code, as
a collective term to describe any and all laws. Again, the word “law” is often employed to designate a
particular code, for example, the moral law, or the ceremonial law, as we shall seek to show.

To contend that every time the Bible uses the word “law” it means the same code would be as
reasonable as to contend that every time the Bible uses the word “day” it means the same period of time.
The facts are that “day” may mean (1) the light part of the twenty-four-hour cycle, as day in contrast with
night, or (2) the whole twenty-four-hour period, as seven daysin a week, or (3) an indefinite period of time,
as"now is the day of salvation.” What would we think of the man who reasoned that because certain texts
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in the Bible speak of the ending of the day, therefore the day of salvation has necessarily ended?

The Bible does say that “the law- was -abolished- by Christ. (See Eph. 2:15) But Paul, who wrote
that statement, also declares: “Do we, then, make void the law through faith? God forbid: yea, we establish
the law.” Rom. 3:31. The contrast between the statements is sharpened when attention is called to the fact
that Paul used the same Greek root for the words here trandated “abolished” and “make void.” That root,
kataigeo, means “to make inoperative,” “to cause to cease,” “to do away with,” “annul,” “abolish.” But did
the inspired writer, Paul, say to one church that “the law” is “abolished,” and then to another church
exclaim, “God forbid,” at the very thought that “the law- is abolished, and refer to the same law ill each
instance? Obviously Paul must be speaking of two different laws. These two texts are sufficient in
themselves to expose the fallacy of the argument that the Bible speaks only of one law.

The first formal recording of aly codes of divine laws for mail was at the time of the Exodus.
Then it was that God who had chosen a people for His name, set them oil their way to the Promised Land.
The former centuries possessed no Scriptures, for none of the sixty-six books of the Bible had been written.
Through Moses God began to give to men a written revelation to guide them, and from his day onward,
with one striking exception the words of God for man, including His laws for mail have been penned by
human agents, the prophets. That one exception was a code of laws that God spoke to men with His own
voice. Sacred history records no other sermon ever preached by God to man amid the supernatural, flaming
glory that surrounds the eternal God. Referring to this lone majestic instance, M oses declared to Israel:

‘For ask now of the days that are past, which were before thee, since the day that God created man
upon the earth, and ask from the one side of heaven unto the other, whether there hath been any such tiling
as this great thing is, or hath been heard like it? Did ever people hear the voice of God speaking out of the
midst of the fire, asthou has heard, and live?" Deut. 4:32, 33.

And when God had spoken the code, the “ten commandments,” the record declares, “He added no
more.” (See Deut. 1: 13; 5:22) The sermon was finished, it was a complete whole, there was nothing more
that God desired to add. Then He wrote down the sermon with His own hand oil “two tables of stone.”
(Deut. 5:22) On no other document in the history of man has the hand of God ever been inscribed. “The
tables were the work of God, and the writing was the writing of God, graven upon the tables.” Exodus
32:16. And what God wrote on those tables of stone He described as alaw.” (See Exodus 24:12)

Then follows another dramatic moment, a sequel to the giving and the writing of this “law.”
Moses started down from the mount with the two tables in his hands. He was bringing to Israel the
permanent record of that awesome sermon by the God of heaven. His indignation at the sight of Israelites
worshiping the golden calf caused him to dash the stones to earth and break them, a symbol of their
breaking of the divine code.

Did the Lord then command Moses to write a copy of the code to take the place of the broken
tables? No. The Lord wrote the Ten Commandments a second time on new tables of sténe. A most
distinctive code, indeed, that God Himself should twice write it on stone. He entrusted to His prophets
many vital messages for men, but the Ten Commandments He wrote Himself.

The focal point, the most holy object of the religious service ingtituted by God for the Israglites,
was the ark of the covenant, above which hovered the holy light of the presence of God. When, in the
journeying of the Israglites, the ark was to be moved, none were to touch it lest they die. And in that most
sacred of the sacred objects of the sanctuary Moses was instructed to place the tables of stone. (Deut. 10:5)
Nor was any other code of laws placed within that sacred ark. “There was nothing in the ark save the two
tables of stone, which Moses put there at Horeb.” 1 Kings 8:9.

Again, this code of laws was distinguished as the basis of a covenant between God and the
Israelites. Those who oppose the Scriptural doctrine of the perpetuity of the moral law, which Adventists
believe, have sought to support their view with this fact-see objection 5-but what they have overlooked is
this: The very fact that the ten-commandment law is described as uniquely the basis of a covenant, proves
once more that the Ten Commandments is a distinct code, not to be confused with any other. Said Moses to
Isragl: God “declared unto you his covenant, which he commanded you to perform, even ten
commandments; and he wrote them upon two tables of stone.” Deut. 4:13.

Let us summarize these historical facts concerning the giving of the ten-commandment law:

1. God spoke the law with His own voice in the hearing of all Israel-He gave no other law in that
way. “He added no more.”

2. God wrote the ten-commandment law with His is own finger -the only law that He ever wrote
out for man.

3. God wrote the law on stone, and Himself prepared the stone -the only law of Bible record that
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was ever thus written.

4. God sent Moses down from the mount in the sight of all Isragl, bearing the two tables of stone
that contained only the Ten Commandments.

5. God Himself rewrote the law after Moses had broken the first tables.

6. God instructed Moses to place the tables within the ark of the covenant. The only law thus
honored.

7. God declared that the ten-commandment law was “his covenant” -the only law thus described.

Yout objectors profess to be unable to find in the Bible any grounds for believing that the ten-
commandment law is a distinct code of laws, not to be confused with any other code. We would ask: If they
could have dictated the manner of the giving of thislaw, and had wished to provide convincing proof that it
was a law set apart, what procedure could they possibly have followed that would have set it apart more
fully or more

But the ten-commandment law was not the only one formally set forth by God at Sinai. There was
a code of laws, known as ceremonia laws, that gave the rules for the religious ritual that the Jews should
follow; for example, their sacrifices and offerings, their annual feast-days, the duties of the priesthood. The
hook of Leviticusis filled with these laws. There were aso civil laws to govern the Jews as a nation, such
as laws on marriage, divorce, dave holding, property. (See Exodus 21) To the extent that the dint spiritual
understanding and willingness of the Israglites permitted, the Lord caused these civil statutes to reflect the
perfect idea expressed in the ten-commandment law. The statute on slave holding is an illustration of the
adaptation of moral principle to the low spiritual state of a people. Of the divorce statute Christ declared:
“Moses because of the hardness of your hearts suffered you to put away your wives: but from the beginning
it was not so.--Matt. 19:8. (See Mark 10:4-6)

But these ceremonial and civil laws were not given by God directly to the hosts of Israel. Asto
how God made known these laws, who wrote them, and where they. were deposited, the Scriptures are
clear:

1. After stating that the Lord wrote the Ten Commandments “upon two tables of stone,” Moses
adds immediately: ‘And the Lord commanded me at that time to teach you statutes and judgments.” Deut.
4:13,14. A later Bible writer sets forth the same distinction: “Neither will 1 make the feet of Israel move
any more out of the land which 1 gave their fathers: only if they will observe to do according to all that 1
have commanded them, and according to al the law that my servant Moses commanded them.” 2 Kings
21:8.

In telling the events of Sinai, Nehemiah, in addressing the Lord, also speaks of the fact -that
certain laws were spoken by God and others were given to Israel through Moses: “Thou came down also
upon mount Sinai, and spoke with them from heaven, and gave them right judgments, and true laws, good
statutes and commandments: and made known unto them thy holy Sabbath, and commanded them precepts,
statutes, and laws, by the hand of Moses thy servant.” Neh. 9:13, 14.

2. “Moseswrotethislaw.” Deut. 31:9.

3. “And it came to pass, when Moses had made an end of writing the words of this law in a book,
until they were finished, that Moses commanded the Levites, which bare the ark of the covenant of the
Lord, saying, Take this book of the law, and put it in the side of the ark of the covenant of the Lord your
God, that it may be there for a witness against thee.” Deut. 31:24-26. The words: “Put it in the side of the
ark,” might seem to suggest that this book was placed within the ark. But that would make it contradict the
already quoted words of Scripture, that the Ten Commandments was the only law placed therein. The
Revised Version reads. “Put it by the side of the ark.” With this translation of the Hebrew, commentators
agree.

Because of the fact that the ceremonia law, and also the civil statutes, were written down by
Moses, and by him given to the people, they are generally described in the Bible as “the law of Moses.”
See, for example:

1. 2 Chron. 23:18. Priests to offer burnt offerings, “asit iswritten in the law of Moses.”

2. 2 Chron. 30:16. Priests conducting Passover “according to the law of Moses.”

3. Ezra3:2. Building of an dtar for burnt offerings “asit is written in the law of Moses.”

4. Dan. 9:13. The destruction of Jerusalem had come “asit is written in the law of Moses.”

5. Malachi 4:4. “Remember you the law of Moses my servant, which | commanded unto him in
Horeb [Sinai] for all Israel.”

The New Testament also reveals, in many of its references to law, the same distinction between
the ten-commandment law and the code of laws given through Moses. Note the following references to the
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law of rites and ceremonies, sometimes described as the “law of Moses,” and sometimes simply as “the
law”:

1. “If a man on the Sabbath day receive circumcision, that the law of Maoses should not be broken.” John
7:23.

2. “But there rose up certain of the sect of tile Pharisees which believed, saying, That it was needful to
circumcise them, and to command them to keep the law of Moses.” Acts 15:5. Later in the chapter, when
the claim of these Phariseesisrestated, it is abbreviated thus: -Y ou must be circumcised, and keep the law.”

Verse 24. This well illustrates how a New Testament writer may use the non qualifying phrase,
“the law,” and yet mean a very specific law, in this instance, “the law of Moses.” The context is generaly
sufficient to make clear what law is intended. Certainly if circumcision is under discussion in the New
Testament-and it is often the bone of contention-it is sufficient to refer to the code of laws enjoining
circumcision, simply as “the law”; that is, the law of rites and ceremonies given by Moses.

3. “The law of commandments contained in ordinances.” Eph. 2:15.

4. “Tile sons of Levi, who receive the office of the priesthood, have a commandment to take tithes of the
people according to the law.” Hebrews 7:5.

5. “For the priesthood being changed, there is made of necessity a change also of the law.” Verse 12.

6. “For the law makes men high priests which have infirmity.” Verse 28.

7. “There are priests that offer gifts according to the law.” Hebrews 8:4.

8. “And amost al things are by the law purged with blood.” Hell. 9:22.

9. “For the law having a shadow of good things to come, and not the very image of the things, can never
with those sacrifices which they offered year by year continually make the comers thereunto perfect.”
Hebrews 10:1.

The ten-commandment law gives no instruction or information on burnt offerings, the Passover,
the building of an dtar, the judgments that would come on Jerusalem because of disobedience,
circumcision, the order of the priesthood. But the Bible repeatedly reveals that there is a law that does give
such instruction. That law is the ceremonial law, described in tile Bible as the law of Moses.”

It is true that “the law of Moses- was also the law of God, because God was the author of all that
Moses wrote. Hence it is not strange that a Bible writer should, at least occasionally, describe this law of
Moses as “the law of the Lord,” though such instances are few. See, for example, Luke 2:22, 23, where
both phrases are used to describe the same law. However, nowhere in the Bible is the Ten Commandment
law called the law of Moses.

Note, now, some representative New Testament references to another law, which does not deal
with rites and ceremonies, but with moral questions, the ten-commandment law, which is also referred to,
at times, as simply the commandments:

1. “If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments.” Matt. 19:17. Then Christ immediately names
several of the ten commands.

2. “And they returned, and prepared spices and ointments; and rested the Sabbath day according to
the commandment. Luke .23:56.

3. “I had not known sin, but by the law: For | had not known lust, except the law had said, Thou
shall not covet.” Rom. 7:7.

4. “For whosoever shall keep the whole law, anti yet offend in one point, heis guilty of all. For He
that said, Do not commit adultery, said also, Do not kill. Now if thou commit no adultery, yet if thou kill,
thou art become a transgressor of the law. So speak you, and so do, as they that shall be judged by the law
of liberty.” James 2:10-12.

5. “Whosoever commits sin transgresses also the law: for sin is the transgression of the law.” 1
John 3:4. What law? Certainly no one in the Christian Era believes that a failure to obey the law regarding
rites and ceremoniesis sill. Yet John warns us that transgressing the law is sin. He did not feel it necessary
to explain what law he meant. How eloquently that argues that there was a certain law, known to al John's
readers, that was the moral rule of life. What confusion and consternation his words would have created
among the first century Christians if they had been laboring under the impression that there was but one
law, a law that was a mixture of ceremonial and moral precepts! And that transgression of that law in the
Christian Eraissin!

In conclusion, let us summarize certain of the contrasting statements made in the Bible concerning
the moral and the ceremonial codes of laws:
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Attribute The Ten Commandments The Cremonial Law

1. Spoken By God Deut 4:12 Moses Lev 1:1-3

2. Written By God Ex 31:18 Moses Deut 319

Deut 10:34
3. Written On Stone Ex 31:18 Paper Deut 31:24
Deut 10:3,4

4. Inside Ark Yes Deut 10:1-5 No Deut 31:26

5. Complete? Yes Deut 5:22 No Lev1:1-3, 4:1-3

6. Eternal 7 Yes Ps111:7,8 No Heb 7:12

7. Good ? Yes Rom 7:12 No Coll 2:14

8. PointsOut ? Sin 1 John 3:4 Savior Lev 4:27- 31
John1:29

9. Obey 7 Yes Matt 5:19 No Acts 15:24

10. Spiritual ? Yes Rom 7:14 No Heb 7:16

11. Perfect Yes Ps19:7 No Heb 7:19

12. Liberty Yes James2:11,12  No Ga 5:1

13. Delight Yes Ps119:17,77 No Acts 15:10

14. Christ Upheld Yes Is42:21 No Eph 2:15

15. Till Eternity Yes Matt 5:18 No Gal 3:19

16. Our Standard ? Yes James 2:8-12 No Call 2:16,17

17. Sabbath Began Creation Ex 20:8-11 Sinai Lev 23:24

18. Sabbath Began Before Sin Gen 2:1-3 After Sin Lev 23:24

These and other comparisons that might he made reveal beyond all controversy that the Bible
presents two laws. To conclude otherwise would be to say that the Bible presents a hopeless series of
contradictions.

We grant that there are certain references to “the law,” particularly in Paul’s writings, where the
context fails to make wholly clear which law is intended. In some instances it seems evident that neither
law is singled out, but only the principle of law, in contrast to grace, is under consideration. But these facts
provide no proof that thereis only one law. Because there are obscure or difficult texts in the Bible does not
mean that we cannot he sure of the meaning of the clear and the simple texts. And those easily understood
texts should protect us from drawing fal se conclusions from the difficult ones.

Reference to the two laws in terms of the centuries before Moses will also aid usin maintaining a
clear distinction between them. Though we may rightly focus on the Exodus as the great time of the giving
of the law, both moral and ceremonial, we should not conclude that the time before Moses was a period of
no law, at least of no Ten Commandments. This point we shall examine more fully under objection 3. We
need only remark here that the Ten Commandments existed in Eden. Also the first tender shoots of the
ceremonial vine, which was to grow large at the Exodus, made their appearance in the form of the simple
sacrificial services of our first parents after sin entered.

Who has not had the experience of looking at a towering tree and marveling at its heavy and
varied foliage, only to discover on closer scrutiny that a vine is entwined around the tree and that what
appeared to be one is really two. Though a far look at a high branch, especidly if it is swaying in the
breeze, may fail to reveal this fact, an examination of the trunk near the roots, where the vine first makes
contact with the tree, leaves no doubt that there are two.

Now the Ten Commandments might be likened to a stately tree, with ten stalwart branches, that
our first parents found flourishing in the Garden of Eden. After their fall a vine of ceremonia law was
planted close by, watered by the blood of animal sacrifices. For centuries the vine grew little if any. Then at
the time of the Exodus it suddenly assumed a definite form and grew large. The tree did not need the vine
in order to live but the vine was wholly dependent on the tree. In later centuries men inclined always
toward cultivating the vine rather than the tree, until the foliage of the vine well-nigh hid the tree and
threatened to choke it. It is therefore easy to understand why some Christian people today, looking at the
Biblical word picture of that tree, with its clinging vine, should fail to see that the two are not one.
Particularly isthis true if the winds of theological discussion are swaying the branches. But as with aliteral
tree, there need be no uncertainty in the matter if attention is focused, not on the topmost limbs, but on the
trunk and roots. To speak literally, an examination of the origins of the two laws, and the formal giving of
them at the Exodus, leaves no possible doubt that there were two.
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Nor can Adventists claim any special Biblical vision in discerning that there are two, not one.
From the days of the Protestant Reformation onward the great church bodies have clearly seen this and
recorded the fact in their creeds and confessions of faith. See page 493 for extracts from the creeds, et
cetera. The claim that there is but one law has gained currency today among a certain segment of Christians
in a fervent endeavor to meet the force of the Sabbath evidence now so vigorously and widely being
presented by Adventists. In the following pages we shall examine several arguments against the law that
owe their appearance of strength to this one-law theory.

Objection 3

The Ten Commandments did not exist befor e the time of M oses.

The average reader will probably remark that inasmuch as we live since the time of Maoses, the law
applies to us, and we are therefore not concerned as to just when the law was given. Very true, and we
might dismiss the matter right here were it not for the fact that the objector is endeavoring to build a
plausible argument on this objection. If we grant that the world moved along safely for centuries before
Moses without the Ten Commandments, then we have halfway prepared ourselves to believe cite next
objection, namely, that the law was abolished at the cross. Surely if godly men like Enoch and Abraham
needed not the Ten Commandments, why should Christians?

Therefore, because of the subtle reasoning built upon it, we must give some attention to this claim
that the Ten Commandments did riot exist before Moses.

Right on the face of it thisis an unbelievable claim. The Ten Commandments commands men not
to make idols, for example, not to take God's name in vain, not to kill, steal, or commit adultery. Could we
possibly bring ourselves to believe that such a code of laws was not in force before Moses? There are some
things too incredible to warrant belief, and thisis one of them.

Nor, indeed, do any of the leading denominations thus believe. There is no point on which the
great branches of the Christian church agree more cordially than that the Ten Commandments werein force
from the beginning of the world. (See page 493 for quotations from church creeds on the law of God.)

The plausible core of the objection before us is the assumption that those who sinned before
Moses’ day could not possibly have been transgressors of the Ten Commandments, because it had not yet
been given. Here is the argument:

“Angels sinned’ (2 Peter 2:4), but they did not violate the law of Sinai, for it was not given until
thousands of years after they fell and they were not under it anyway. Adam ‘sinned’ long before that law
was given (see Romans 5:12-14); Cain sinned (Gen. 4:7); the Sodomites were ‘sinners’ (Gen. 13:13), and
vexed Lot with their ‘unlawful deeds’ (2 Peter 2:8). Surely none of these violated ‘the law,” which was not
giventill Moses.”

But the conclusion does not necessarily follow that because the ten precepts of the Ten
Commandments were not audibly proclaimed before Sinai, or written down before that date, therefore
those precepts were not in existence before that time. Analogy to human laws reveals how unwarranted
such aconclusionis. For long centuries England has had what is known as “the common law,” which law is
an integral part of the whole system of English, and later, American, jurisprudence. But only slowly was
the common law codified and placed in written form. For centuries many of the statutes of this common
law were passed on from one generation to another with little or no written reference. But even unschooled
yeomen had had passed on to them by their fathers enough of the common law to make them often times
embarrassingly acquainted with their primary rights under the law. There was no particular moment in
English history when the common law was all transcribed in a book and proclaimed by the king as the law
of the land. And even if there had been such a moment in England’s legal history, what would we think of
the person, who, looking back on the event, declared that previous to that great legal proclamation such
criminals as troubled England never violated this law? Pray tell, what other law did those Criminals violate
in the days before England had a written legal code for al men to see and read?

No, history teaches us that alaw need not be formally proclaimed or written in a book in order to
be enforced. Even so with the moral laws of God for man. When Adam and Eve were created perfect and
served God with a whole heart. Hence we properly conclude that they had the law of God written in their
hearts. God also talked to them. For alifetime of nearly athousand years they were permitted to pass on the
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divine instruction they had received. Neither they nor their children needed a code written on parchment or
stone. Paul well says that “the law is not made for a righteous man,” that is, the law as it is ordinarily
understood, aformally announced code duly written down. The law is written on the righteous man’s heart.

After Adam’s sin men soon began a rapid descent into the pit of corruption, as Paul describes it.
(See Romans 1) Could they excuse their evil deeds on the ground that they were not aware of any law that
they had violated? No. Paul emphatically declares that they were “without excuse.” (Verse 20) But how
could they be without excuse unless they still retained some knowledge of God's holy requirements and
laws? Our accountability for our sinsis in terms of our knowledge. (See John 15:22) Paul enlarges on the
matter by explaining that when the “ Gentiles, which have not the law [that is, have no written law, no Holy
Scriptures containing the moral code], do by nature the things contained in the law, these, having not the
law, are a law unto themselves: which show the work of the law written in their hearts, their conscience
also bearing witness.” Rom. 2:14, 15.

We believe there is only one reasonable conclusion from these facts: Though men early fell away
from God, the knowledge of Him did not immediately or completely fade from their minds, nor was the
divine code, originally written on the hearts of their first parents, Adam and Eve, suddenly erased. The
troublesome light of conscience, even though the rays grew dim, ever and anon illumined the dim but
heavenly outlines upon the heart. As the Revised Standard Version trand ates the passage: “They show that
what the law requires is written on their hearts, while their conscience also bears witness and their
conflicting thoughts accuse or perhaps excuse them on that day when, according to my gospel, God judges
the secrets of men by Christ Jesus.”

Unless we hold that the world before Moses knew sufficiently of the law of God to understand the
moral import of their acts, we shall be charging God with injustice in destroying them for their evil deeds.
The only possible way for the objector to avoid the embarrassing force of this fact isto contend that though
men who lived before Moses knew nothing of the Ten Commandments, they did have a knowledge of
certain eternal moral principles of heaven. If this reasoning has any validity, it must reside in the
assumption that these eternal moral principles-left undefined by the objector-were different from the Ten
Commandments. Only thus call it be held that the Ten Commandments are not eternal.

But what principles are more eternally moral than those of the Ten Commandments? And how
could God be just in condemning the ancients for deeds that we can describe as sinful only by their
nonconformity to the Ten Commandments, if indeed these commandments were not yet in force?
Furthermore, if al the sinful deeds of devils and ancient men call be judged and condemned in terms of the
Ten Commandments, what need is there to invoke some wholly undefined, unrevealed, moral principlesin
order to deal with the moral rebellion of those who lived long ago?

And can their deeds be condemned as sinful in terms of the Ten Commandments? Yes. The Bible
says that Satan was “a murderer from the beginning,” and aso “a liar.” John 8:44. The Ten
Commandments deal with his deeds. He also sought to set himself up in the place of God. Here is a
violation of the first commandment. Adam and Eve most certainly coveted the forbidden fruit, else they
would not have reached for it when God had expressly told them that it was not theirs to have. They both
coveted and stole. And the Ten Commandments cover those evil deeds. Cain killed his brother. ‘The Ten
Commandments are adequate to judge him. The Sodomites were distinguished by their lustfulness. Christ
revealed that the seventh commandment covers both the impure thought and the impure act, and they were
guilty of both.

But we are not left to the processes of deduction-conclusive though they be-in order to reach the
conclusion that the Ten Commandments were in force before Sinai. The Bible writers have much to say
about sin and sinners. And how do they define sin? “Sin is the transgression of the law,” says John. (1 John
3A.) And Paul observes: ‘Where no law is, there is no transgression,” “for by the law is the knowledge of
sin.” Rom. 1:15; 3:20. We are |eft in no possible doubt as to what law is intended, for Paul adds, “I had not
known sin, but by the law: for | had not known lust, except the law had said, Thou shall not covet.” Rom.
7:7. And what law says, “Thou shall not covet”? The Ten -Commandment law.

When James spoke of those who “commit sin, and are convinced of the law as transgressors,” he
also left no doubt as to which law he meant. It isthe law that says, “Do not commit adultery,” and, “Do not
kill.” James 2:9-11.

There are those who say, and we quote their words, that “sin is a disregard for some law, but not
necessarily the so-called ‘moral law,” or the Ten Commandments. “ But that is not what Paul and James
say. We do not see how they could more clearly have stated that the breaking of a certain law is sin and that
that law is the ten-commandment law.
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Furthermore, the objectors forget to tell us what law John means--1 John 3:4-if he does not mean
the Ten Commandments. They do not know, for the Bible throws no light on “some law morally binding on
men other than the Ten Commandments. And the objectors as well as we are dependent on the revelations
of Scripture. The same was true of those who lived in John's day. Hence, how incredible that he should
define sin-that awful thing that keeps men out of heaven-as the “transgression of the law,” without defining
what law he meant, if indeed he meant some other law than Paul and James meant when they wrote of sin!
The very fact that John offered no explanatory comment as to what law he meant, is the strongest proof
possible that he meant the law which his readers, who by now had read Paul and James, understood as “the
law’, the Ten Commandments.

A favorite text of those who seek to prove that the Ten Commandments was unknown before Sinai
isMoses' statement: “The Lord made not this covenant with our fathers, but with us, even us, who are ll
of us here alive thisday.” Deut. 5:3.

The argument runs thus. God declares that the. Ten Commandments are His covenant. Moses is
here speaking of this covenant and declares it was not made with the fathers before Sinai, therefore the Ten
Commandments were not given, in fact were unknown, before that time.

What strange beliefs we would have to hold if we came to this conclusion! In the immediately
preceding chapter Moses refers to this covenant and warns Isragl: “Take heed unto yourselves, lest you
forget the covenant of the Lord your God, which he made with you, and make you a graven image, or the
likeness of any thing, which the Lord thy God hath forbidden thee.” Deut. 4:23. Are we to conclude that
none of God's children before Sinai knew that it was wrong to make graven images? We can hardly believe
anyone will answer yes. But the prohibition of images is the second command of the ten. Hence those who
lived before Sinai must have known of the Ten Commandments. That is the only conclusion we can reach.

Then what does Moses mean in Deuteronomy 5:3? We think that the ssimplest explanation is that
he viewed the gathered hosts at Sinai as the birth of the chosen nation that God had promised Abraham
would spring from him. Through Moses, God told Israel that if they would be obedient to His covenant,
“you shall be unto me a kingdom of priests, and an holy nation.” Exodus 19:6. Not until Sinai was it thus
possible literally to make a covenant with the “nation” or “kingdom” of the Jews. It is also true that not
until Sinai was there any formal proclamation of the Ten Commandments. The fathers before Sinai had
never heard God speak His law to them as Israel had. And it was the law thus proclaimed that was the basis
of the covenant. Hence in a very real sense the covenant made with Israel at Sinai had never been made
before.

Commentators differ in their endeavor to clarify this text. Adam Clarke seeks to do so with the
addition of parenthetical words, thus:

“The Lord made not this covenant with our fathers (only) but with us (also).”

Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown observe:

“The meaning is, ‘not with our fathers’ only, ‘but with us’ also, assuming it to be ‘a covenant’ of
grace; or ‘not with our fathers’ at all, if the reference is to the peculiar establishment of the covenant of
Sinai; alaw was not given to them as to us, nor was the covenant ratified in the same public manner, and by
the same solemn sanctions. Or, finally, ‘ not with our fathers’ who died in the wilderness, in consequence of
their rebellion, and to whom God did not give the rewards promised only to the faithful; but ‘with us,” who
alone, dtrictly speaking, shall enjoy the benefits of this covenant by entering on the possession of the
promised land.”

(For comment on the claim that because there is a new covenant, therefore the Ten
Commandments is abolished, see objection 5.)

But says the objector finaly: ‘the decalogue was in existence before Moses, how isiit that it was
first proclaimed and first written down at Sinai?’ Such a question reveals a forgetfulness of history. We
might as appropriately question whether any (if the moral instruction of the Holy Bible is really binding on
us, seeing that none of it was written before Moses. The simple facts are that by the time of Moses and the
children of Israel the knowledge of God and His laws had become so blurred in men’s minds that it became
necessary that a written revelation be given to the world. Coming directly out of Egyptian darkness, the
Israelites were in special need of clear-cut declarations on the great moral precepts. For this reason God
with His own finger carved in the everlasting stone the Ten Commandments. No one need then be in doubt.
The changing moral conceptions of those Israglites could ever be corrected by the unchanging words
graven in the stone.
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Objection 4

“The very wording of the Sinaitic law provesthat it was designed only for the Jews. The Ten
Commandmentsisintroduced thus: ‘1 am the Lord thy God, which have brought thee. . . out of the
house of bondage’ (Exodus 20:2). To whom is that applicable? Only to the Israelite nation, of
course.” See also Deuteronomy 4:8, Romans 9:4, and similar passages, which state specifically that
the law was given only to the | sraelites.

We would ask: To whom else could the Lord have given the ‘Ten Commandments? To the
Egyptians, the Philistines, the Amalekites, the Hittites, the Jebusites, or any other of the many pagan
peoples that cursed the earth with their unholy presence? No, you say. God could not make a revelation of
Himself to any people until that people were of a mind and heart to hear Him. God found in Abraham and
his descendants such a people. Accordingly He gave to them a revelation of His will and ways. Yes, He
spoke exclusively that great day at Sinai to aliteral people called Israglites, who had been delivered from a
literal bondage in Egypt. But, we inquire again: To whom else could He have spoken?

We would further inquire: To whom was God speaking when He gave His great messages through
Isaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel, and all the mighty prophets of Old Testament times? The answer is, To the
Israelites. The inspired messages that congtitute tile Old Testament were addressed almost wholly to the
Jews, and the prophets who delivered the messages were Jews. But does any lover of the Bible wish to
suggest that therefore the beautiful messages of salvation in Isaiah, for example, which are so often
addressed directly to Jerusalem, are not also addressed to us? We doubt not that many a Christian minister
has taken for his text these typical words from Isaiah: “Cry aloud, spare not, lift tip thy voice like a trumpet,
and show thy people their transgression, and the house of Jacob their sins.” Isa. 58:1. But no listener in the
pew istroubled or confused or informs the preacher that the text is addressed to Jews, not Gentiles.

And who are the writers of the New Testament? With one possible exception they are all Jews. To
whom did Christ address virtually al that He said while on earth? To the Jews. To whom is the Epistle to
the Hebrews addressed? Obviously, to Jews. To whom is the Epistle of James addressed? “To the twelve
tribes which are scattered abroad.” James 1: 1. But does any Christian have difficulty with these facts, or
feel that any portions of the New Testament are not really for him? No.

In the objection before us, Romans 9:4 is cited. It reads as follows: “Who are |sradlites; to whom
pertains the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, and the giving of the law, and the service of God,
and the promises.” Evidently it is offered as proof because it says that “the giving of the law” was to them.
But it says more than that. The “covenants” also were given to them. Note the plural. Both the old and the
new covenant! The new covenant is made with the “house of Israel, and with the house of Judah.” (Jer.
31:31; Hebrews 8:8.) But does any Christian believe that the new covenant is confined to the believing
Jew? No. We all claim a part in it and believe that the new covenant promise is intended for us as well,
even though the announcement of it is addressed directly, and apparently exclusively, to the Jews.

The words of Mosesin Deuteronomy 4:8 are also cited. They read as follows: “And what nation is
there so great, that bath statutes and judgments so righteous as all this law, which | set before you this
day?” We would simply say that this statement is a good commentary on Romans 9:4. And we have found
that this verse in Romans proves more than the objector desires. Another inspired comment on
Deuteronomy 4:8 is the statement of Christ: “Salvation is of the Jews.” John 4:22. But has any Christian
despised salvation because of this fact?

We must never forget that the revelations and admonitions of the Scriptures are not given in a
vacuum. Almost always they are placed in the context of historical events and flesh-and-blood people. The
sermon on the mount has as literally a rocky platform as the address from Sinai. And the multitudes
addressed in that sermon were as definitely Jewish as the hosts gathered before Sinai. Often God took
occasion in giving arevelation, or invoking a certain course of conduct, to refer to some actual experience
through which the listeners had passed. That is one of the marks of Bible revelations. But that fact in itself
never troubles any of us, nor prevents us from believing that those counsels of God's Word apply to us as
well.

Now, inasmuch as God worked mighty miracles to draw out of the turbulent sea of paganism a
people for Himself, how appropriate that He should place His eternal revelation to them in the context of
the immediate experience that they had miraculously through. Thus they might be prompted to give that
revelation maximum weight in their minds and be most diligent in obeying it. Furthermore, that historical
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context provides a setting that we today, who are also flesh and blood, can understand, and, understanding,
be likewise prompted to greater obedience to God. Well does the Bible commentator Murphy observe on
Exodus 20:2:

“This [deliverance out of Egypt] in the manner of Scripture and of Providence is the earnest and
the guarantee of their deliverance from all other and greater kinds of bondage. The present is the type of a
grander future. We must descend the stream of revelation to the New Testament before we fathom the
depths of this greatest deliverance.”-JAMES G. MURPHY, Commentary on the Book of Exodus.

Any display of God's mercy and deliverance to His children at any moment in earth’s history isa
reason why those living at that time and those who read of the account in all subsequent ages should serve
Him with their whole heart and obey His holy will.

Objection 5

The Bible says that the Ten Commandments ar e the covenant that God made with Israel at
Sinai, that is, the old covenant. (See Deut. 4:13.) This covenant has been abolished, and we live under
the new covenant. Therefore we have nothing to do with the Ten Commandments.

The text reads thus: “And he [the Lord] declared unto you his covenant, which he commanded you
to perform, even ten commandments; and he wrote them upon two tables of stone.” Deut. 4:13.

The key word here is “covenant,” trandated from the Hebrew word berith, which may be
trandated “compact ... .. league.” “covenant.” Now, these terms have as their most essential feature the idea
of agreement between two or more parties. Webster’s Dictionary thus defines “covenant”: “An agreement
between two or more persons or parties.” We normally think of a covenant as an agreement made. And
appropriately we find various references to God's covenant with the Israglites of the Exodus, couched in
this very language. For example, “The Lord our God made a covenant with us in Horeb.” Deut. 5:2. “The
tables of the covenant which the Lord made with you.” Deut. 9:9.

Then why should Moses describe the Ten Commandments themselves as the covenant? For the
same reason that Moses should say to the Israglites, “And | took your sin, the calf which you had made, and
burnt it.” Deut. 9:21. Strictly speaking, the sin was their turning to a false god, an action of their rebellious
will, but the calf was that concerning which the sin was committed. Likewise, though the covenant was
“made” by the action of the will of the Israglites in response to God (see Exodus 19:5-8), the Ten
Commandments were that concerning which the covenant was made. Our English language employs this
same figure of speech. Webster says further on “covenant”: “A solemn compact between members of a
church to maintain its faith, discipline, etc.; also, the document recording such a compact.”

When the Israelites came to Sinai the Lord said to them through Moses: “Now therefore, if you
will obey my voice indeed, and keep my covenant, then you shall be a peculiar treasure unto me above all
people: for al the earth is mine: and you shall be unto me a kingdom of priests, and an holy nation. These
are the words which thou shall speak unto the children of Israel.” Exodus 19:5, 6. The response of the
Israelites was agreement: “And all the people answered together, and said, All that the Lord bath spoken we
will do. And Moses returned the words of the people unto the Lord.” Verse 8.

Then follows in the next chapter the proclaiming of the Ten Commandments by the voice of God.
Thisis followed, in the next three chapters, by a summary of civil statutes, which show the application of
the Ten Commandment’s principles, and by an even briefer summary of certain ceremonia requirements
that the Lord gave to the people through Moses. Then in chapter 24 we read that Moses “told the people all
the words of the Lord,” and again the people responded, “All the words which the Lord bath said will we
do.” Verse 3."And Moses wrote all the words of the Lord. . . . And he took the book of the covenant, and
read in the audience of the people: and they said, All that the Lord. hath said will we do, and be obedient.-
Verses 4-7. Then Moses took the blood of certain sacrificial animals and “sprinkled it on the people, and
said, Behold the blood of the covenant, which the Lord hath made with you concerning all these words.”
Verse8.

Here the record explicitly states, not that the words of the proclaimed statutes and judgments and
laws were the covenant, but that the covenant was made “concerning all these words.”

Refer back for a moment to objection 2, on the two laws. Here two comments may properly be
interjected:
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1. The fact that Moses wrote a copy of the Ten Commandments in this “book of the covenant”
does not minimize the force of the distinguishing fact that God wrote the Ten Commandments with His
own hand on tables of stone. A copy implies an original. Endless copies of the Ten Commandments have
been made. The Israelites had simply heard the Ten Commandments as God spoke it. They promised to be
obedient. Moses, in giving them a copy to see in a book, made doubly certain that they fully realized what
they were covenanting to do. God Himself had not yet transferred the words of the Decalogue to stone. The
distinction between the earthy touch of Moses hand and the divine hand of God and the sharp distinction
between the varied laws in the book and the one supreme moral law are sharply emphasized a few verses
further on: “And the Lord said unto Moses, Come up to me into the mount, and he there: and | will give
thee tables of stone, and a law, and commandments which | have written; that thou may teach them.” Verse
11.

2. The fact that statutes and judgments and certain ceremonial precepts in addition to the Ten
Commandments were included in the covenant does not make them all one law or confuse their distinctive
features one whit. The essence of the covenant, the agreement, between God and the I sraelites was that they
would obey Him. This meant that they would faithfully keep not only the Ten Commandments but also the
civil statutes, which were to govern them as a nation, and the ceremonial precepts, which dictated the
religious ritual by which they expressed their desire for forgiveness for transgressions of the moral laws.

However, the very fact that the civil statutes were ssimply an extension of the Ten Commandments’
principles, and the ceremonial precepts simply set forth the means by which the Israglites were to express
their sincere desire for freedom from sins committed against the moral code, fully justified the Biblical
description of the Ten Commandments as that concerning which the covenant was made. The civil statutes
and ceremonial laws were accessory to the Ten Commandments; they owed their existence and meaning to
it, but it was not dependent on them.

With these facts in mind we are able to understand a whole series of statements concerning the
“covenant” that is found in the Bible record following the Exodus experience. Five facts stand out sharply
as we trace the record of this covenant through the Old Testament:

1. The frequent references to it by one after another of the prophets.

2. The sorry fact that Israel so repeatedly broke it.

3. The repeated combining of the statement that the people broke the covenant, with the statement
that they had violated various commands of the Ten Commandments, the latter fact explaining the former.

4. The reminding of Israel that sacrifices were not a substitute for obedience, and the essentially
minor status that the Lord gave to the ceremonial ritual.

5. The promise of a new covenant.

Anyone who reads the Bible attentively will surely agree with these five statements. Moses
warned Isragl against transgressing the covenant by serving “other gods.” (Deut: 17:2, 3) The Lord revealed
to Moses that after his death Israel would “go a whoring after the gods of the strangers of the land. . . . and
will forsake me, and break my covenant which | have made with them.” Deut. 31:16. When Joshua was
dying he warned of the day when Israel would transgress the covenant by serving “other gods.” (Joshua
23:16) A judgment was pronounced upon Solomon because he had gone after “other gods” and had not
kept “my covenant.(1 Kings 11: 11.) In the last years of the kings of Israel the inspired writer recounted
their long years of turning repeatedly to heathen gods and rejecting God' s covenant. (See 2 Kings 17:7-23)
Jeremiah was instructed by the Lord to tell the “men of Judah” in their dark hour of national disaster that
they had failed to keep the covenant He had made with their fathers at Sinai, “saying, Obey my voice, and
do them, according to all which I command you: so shall you be my people, and | will be your God.” But
“they went after other gods to serve them.” Jer. 11:4, 10. Hosea declares: “The Lord hath a controversy
with the inhabitants of the land, because there is no truth, nor mercy, nor knowledge of God in the land. By
swearing, and lying, and killing, and stealing, and committing adultery, they break out, and blood touches
blood.” Hosea 4:1, 2. And he goes on to add a little later in his description: “They have transgressed my
covenant.” Hosea 8: 1.

Despite their almost constant turning away from God's moral precepts, they did not aways turn
from the ceremonial laws of sacrifices, burnt offerings, feast days, and the like. They evidently at times,
glorified these ceremonies while transgressing the Ten Commandments, as though the ritual that was
intended of God to give expression to their sorrow for sin-transgression of His law--could serve as a
substitute for obedience. It is this fact that explains some striking passages in the Old Testament and
reveals till further the sharp contrast between the ceremonial laws and the moral laws.

Through Hosea the Lord said to the morally corrupt “inhabitants of the land”: “For | desired
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mercy, and not sacrifice; and the knowledge of God more than burnt offerings. But they like men have
transgressed the covenant.” Hosea 6:6, 7. It is true that the Israglites sometimes forgot even the ritual of
their religious services. But that, evidently, was not at the heart of their apostasy. Long after they had
“transgressed the covenant” by their moral corruption they were still carrying on a ceremonial service in
obedience to the ceremonial law, as if the outward forms were a proper substitute for heart obedience to
God’'s moral requirements. That is why the Lord, through Hosea, pronounced this judgment: “I will also
cause all her mirth to cease, her feast days, her new moons, and her Sabbaths, and all her solemn feasts.”
Hosea 2: 11. A reference to the ceremonial law reveals that all the special days here listed are found in that
code.

In similar language the Lord inquires through Isaiah, “To what purpose is the multitude of your
sacrifices unto me?” Isa. 1:11. He describes their offerings as “vain oblations.” “Incense is an abomination
unto me; the new moons and Sabbaths, the calling of assemblies, | cannot away with; it is iniquity.” And
why was this whole ceremonial service of offerings and special holy days so abhorrent to God? Because
their carrying on of this ceremonia service was hypocritical. The sacrifices, the Passover Sabbath, Day of
Atonement Sabbath, and essentially all the ceremonial ritual were intended of God to provide an expression
of repentance for violations of the moral code and a desire for cleansing from sin. But the Israglites were
set in evil ways and had no heart desire to reform. “Y our hands are full of blood.” Verse 15. After pleading
with them to turn from their corrupt ways, the Lord declares, “1f you be willing and obedient, you shall eat
the good of theland.” Verse 19. Here is the echo of the covenant agreement made at Sinai.

Jeremiah presents a similar description of the violation of God’'s moral code by rebellious Isragl:
‘Will you steal, murder, and commit adultery, and swear falsely, and burn incense unto Baal, and walk after
other gods whom you know not; and come and stand before me in this house, which is called by my name,
and say, We are delivered to do all these abominations?” Jer. 7:9,10. Then follows this declaration that
shows perhaps more sharply than any other in this series of passages the clear distinction between moral
and ceremonial laws: “Thus says the Lord of hosts, the God of Isragl; Put your burnt offerings unto your
sacrifices, and eat flesh. For | spoke not unto your fathers, nor commanded them in the day that | brought
them out of the land of Egypt, concerning burnt offerings or sacrifices: but this thing commanded | them,
saying, Obey my voice, and | will be your God, and you shall be my people: and walk you in all the ways
that | have commanded you, that it may be well unto you.” Verses 21-23.

But did not the Lord give commandments at Sinai concerning offerings? Bible commentators
believe that the only way to resolve the apparent contradiction is by interpreting this passage in Jeremiah to
mean that by comparison with the glory and primacy of the mora code given at Sinai, the ceremonial
statutes pale into insignificance. To borrow the words of the learned commentator, Lange, on this passage:

“Thus those commentators are right who find here this meaning, that the whole of the enactments
relating to sacrifices do not enter into consideration in comparison with the importance of’ the moral law.”

It is doubtless in this same sense that we may understand those scriptures that equate the covenant
with the Ten Commandments (Deut. 4:13), even though certain ceremonial laws and civil statutes were also
involved (Exodus 24:3-8). As earlier stated, the civil statutes were only an extension of, and the ceremonial
laws only all accessory to, the moral code.

Now, in this long, dismal record of Israel’s backdliding, where lay the trouble? Were the terms of
the covenant at fault? Nowhere do the prophets suggest that the Ten Commandments were either
inequitable or deficient. Had God failed in His part of the agreement? No. The trouble was with the
Israelites, who failed to live up to their promise to be obedient to God’s voice, His holy law. They were
stiff necked, hard of heart, rebellious. Christ could say to His Father, “I delight to do thy will, 0 my God:
yea, thy law is within my heart.” Ps. 40:8. But not so with the children of Isragl. “Their heart went after
their idols.” Eze. 20:16. “The sill of Judah . . . is graven upon the table of their heart.” Jer. 17: 1.

The children of Isragl had promised at Sinai, “All that the Lord hath spoken we will do.” Exodus
19:8. But they knew not how deceitful were their hearts, how weak their will and their spirit. It isin this
setting that we are able to appreciate the promise of the new covenant as foretold through Jeremiah:
“Behold, the days come, says the Lord, that | will make a new covenant with the house of Israel, and with
the house of Judah: not according to the covenant that | made with their fathers in the day that | took them
by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt; which covenant they brake, although | was an husband
unto them, says the Lord: but this shall be the covenant that | will make with the house of Israel; after those
days, says the Lord. | will put My law in their inward parts, and write it in their hearts; and will be their
God, and they shall be my people.” Jer. 31:31-33.

The promise of the new covenant is not aforecast of all erawhen grace would supplant law, but of

www. T hreeAngels.com.au 28




ANSWERS TO OBJECTIONS

atime when the law of God would be written in men’s hearts by the grace of God acting upon those hearts.
So far from God’ s law being abolished, it is enshrined within those who have received a new heart. Now, if
there is only one law, as some contend, then the new covenant, under which all of us declare we may live
today, calls for the writing upon our hearts, not only of God's moral precepts, but of all the ceremonial
statutes also! The logic that requires this conclusion is unanswerable-if there is only one law. Could better
proof be offered that there must be more than one law?

The writer of Hebrews, in referring to this passage in Jeremiah, makes clear that the trouble with
the old covenant lay, not with the law, but with the people. The Lord found “fault with them.” (Hebrews
8:8))

In the same connection we read concerning the new covenant, that Christ “is the mediator of a
better covenant, which was established upon better promises.” Verse 6.

The first covenant broke down on the faulty promises of the Israglites. The second covenant is
built upon the divine promise of God to change our hearts.

The first covenant was ratified at Sinai by the shedding of the blood of sacrificial animals.
(Exodus 24:5-8) The second covenant was ratified at Calvary by the shedding of the blood of Jesus Christ.
(Hebrews 9:12, 23)

The mediator of the first covenant was Moses. (Exodus 19:3-8; 24:3-8) The mediator of the
second covenant is Christ. (Hebrews 8:6)

Under the first covenant the worshiper brought his offering to al earthly priest, who ministered at
an earthly sanctuary, which ministry could not of itself “make him that did the service perfect, as pertaining
to the conscience.” Hebrews 9:9. Why? Because this earthly sanctuary service “stood only ill meats and
drinks, and divers washings, and carnal ordinances, imposed on them, until tile time of reformation.” Verse
10. Only as the worshiper looked by faith beyond the animal sacrifices to the sacrifice of Chrigt, the
promised Messiah, could he receive genuine spiritual blessing and forgiveness of sins. And because it was
possible for a child of God in the days preceding Christ’s first advent to exercise true faith and to look
beyond, the new covenant experience could be his.

Under the new covenant we appropriate by faith the offering made by the Lamb of God, coming
boldly to the throne of grace and into the presence of our great High Priest. We look back to Calvary and
upward to heaven. (Hebrews 9:11-15, 24-26; 10: 19-22) It was foretold of Christ that He would “cause the
sacrifice and the oblation to cease.” Dan. 9:27. No longer was there any occasion for the slaying of animals.
Hence the ceremonial laws regarding all such offerings expired by limitation. There were no longer to be
earthly priests drawn from a certain tribe and according to a certain law of the ceremonial code. Hence we
read, “For the priesthood being changed, there is made of necessity a change also of the law.” Hebrews
7:12. The Levitical priesthood was changed, abolished, and so was the law that governed the selection and
the ministry of that priesthood. Yet under the new covenant God promises, “I will put my law in their
inward parts, and write it in their hearts.” Jer. 31:33. How evident that we are dealing with a wholly
different law from that mentioned in Hebrews 7:12.

To sum up the matter in briefest form, note these comparisons and contrasts between the two covenants:

Old Covenant

1. Parties to covenant: God and
Isragl.

2. Mediator: Moses.

3. Based on mutual promises of God
and Israel.

4. Text of covenant: Ten Commandments.
5. Written: On tables of stone.

6. Ratified at Sinai.

7. By the shedding of blood of animals.
8. Itsministration: In terms of an
endless number of animal sacrifices,
whose blood was ministered by

earthly priestsin earthly sanctuary.
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New Covenant

1. Parties to covenant: God and
Isradl.

2. Mediator: Christ.

3. Based on God's promise and our
acceptance of promise by faith.

4. Text of covenant: Ten Commandments.
5. Written: In the believer’s heart.

6. Ratified at Calvary.

7. By the shedding of the blood of Christ.
8. Itsministration: In terms of one
sacrifice by Christ, our High

Priest, who now ministers His

shed blood in heavenly sanctuary.
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Not a change in the terms of the covenant, the Ten Commandments, but a change in the location of these
commandments, this is the essence of the difference between the two covenants. And the effecting of this
change requires Christ and His divine sacrifice. In other words, to live under the new covenant isto live by
the faith of the Son of God, who loved us and gave Himself for us. Faith and obedience to God's
commandments go hand in hand. How significant in this connection is the description of those who will
finally be awaiting the return of Christ: “Here are they that keep the commandments of God, and the faith
of Jesus.” Rev. 14:12.

Yes, and how significant is Paul’ s statement that the “carnal mind,” which distinguished rebellious
Isragl, is “not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be.” Rom. 8:7. Also his statement of what has
taken place for “them which are in Christ Jesus”: “For what the law could not do, in that it was weak
through the flesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the
flesh. That the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us [that the just requirement of the law might
be fulfilled inus.” R.S.V.], who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Rom. 8:3, 4.

The weakness is not in God's holy law but in us who are too weak of ourselves to give obedience.
When we are changed by the gospel from carnal to spiritual, then the law can be written in our hearts. The
person who says that he has nothing to do with the law because he lives under the new covenant, reveals
instead that he has nothing to do with the new covenant, for the new covenant believer has the law
engraved on his heart.

Objection 6

Paul states that the “ministration of death, written and engraved in stones” was “done
away.” Thereforethe ten-commandment law, which waswritten on the tables of stone, has been done
away. (See 2 Corinthians 15-11)

Let us see what Paul redly did say. The introduction to the passage before us finds Paul declaring
to the Corinthian brethren: “You are our epistle written in our hearts, known and read of al men:
forasmuch as you are manifestly declared to be the epistle of Christ ministered by us, written not with ink,
but with the Spirit of the living God; not in tables of stone, but in fleshy tables of the heart.” 2 Corinthians
3:2,3.

Here is the key to interpret the words that follow. His figure of speech is patently borrowed from
the Scriptural contrast between the old and the new covenant, -Tables of stone- contrasted with “tables of
the heart”, “ink” contrasted with “the Spirit of tile living God.” These Corinthians, he said, were
“ministered by us.”

By an easy transition Paul moves into a discussion of the two covenants by adding immediately
that Christ “also hath made us able ministers of the new testament [covenant]; not of the letter, but of the
spirit: for the letter kills, but the spirit gives life.” (The word ‘testament’ in this and amost al other
instances in the New Testament does not have the meaning of a “will as made by a testator in anticipation
of death, but of covenant, and is so translated in the Revised Version.)

We might close the discussion right here, for our examination of the two covenants revealed
clearly that the ratifying of the new covenant did not mean the abolishing of the, Ten Commandments.
However, let us proceed.

“But if the ministration of death, written and engraved in stones, was glorious, so that the children
of Israel could not steadfastly behold the face of Moses for the glory of his countenance; which glory was
to be done away: how shall not the ministration of the spirit be rather glorious? For if the ministration of
condemnation be glory, much more does the ministration of righteousness exceed in glory. For even that
which was made glorious had no glory in this respect, by reason of the glory that excels. For if that whichis
done away was glorious, much more that which remains is glorious. Seeing then that we have such hope,
we use great plainness of speech: and not as Moses, which put a vale over his face, that the children of
Israel could not steadfastly look to the end of that which is abolished.” Verses 7-13.

Here is a series of contrasts, intended not so much to belittle the old dispensation as to glorify the
new. It was ever Paul’s studied endeavor to prove that Christ and His ministry are the blazing glory beside
which the spiritual glory of the former times seems pale. This argument by contrast particularly marks the
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book of Hebrews, which was written for the Jewish believers, who, until they accepted Christ, had thought
that the glory of Sinai and the ministration of the divine law under the Jewish priests and rulers were the
last word in heavenly glory. The contrasts that Paul seeks to make are essentially the same as the contrasts
between the old and new covenants:

. “The ministration of “death” versus “the ministration of the spirit.”

. “Ministration of condemnation” versus “ministration of righteousness.”
. “Letter killes” versus -spirit giveslife.”

. “Was glorious- versus -exceed in glory.”

. “Done away” versus “remains.”

ab~rhwdNPRE

Numbers one and two are simply variant expressions. The questions before its aie therefore:

1. What are these two ministrations?

2. What is meant by letter and spirit?

3. What isthis relative “glory” ?

4. What was “done away” and what “remains “?

The objector quickly answers: The “ministration of death” was that which was “written and
engraved in stones,” and is Plainly the Ten Commandments. But not so quickly. Is it correct to speak of a
“ministration” and a“law” as synonymous? No. It is correct to speak of the “ministration” or, as we would
say, the administering of a law. The administering of the law is the means by which it is put in operation,
and isriot to be confused with the law itself. Therefore, “the ministration of death,” or “the ministration of
condemnation,” refers to the ministration, or the administering, of the law that was “written and engraved
in stones.”

By asimple figure of speech the law is called death and condemnation. On a certain occasion in
Elisha's day the sons of the prophets gathered with him around a “great pot” in which had been cooked
certain “wild gourds.” Evidently the gourds were poisonous, for one of those eating cried out: “There is
death in the pot.” (See 2 Kings 1: 38-40) He meant, of course, that there was something in the Pot that
would cause death, and substituting cause for effect, he cried out as he died.

Paul had earlier said to the Corinthians, “The sting of death is sin: and the strength of sin is the
law.” 1 Corinthians 15:56. That is, if it were not for the law of God, which condemns those who violate it,
there would be no sin, and hence no death in penalty for sin, “for where no law is, there is no
transgression.- Rom. 4:15. Thinking on this fact and the contrasting fact that “the law is holy . . . and just,
and good,” caused Paul to inquire: “Was then that which is good made death unto me?” Here he speaks of
the law as “death.” Now, how does Paul say that we escape from this “ministration of death’,- this
“ministration of condemnation”? By abolishing the law of God? Listen to his words:

“There is therefore now no condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus, who walk not after
the flesh, but after the Spirit. For the law of’ the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus hath made me free from the
law of sin and death. For what the law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his
own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned <in in the flesh: that the righteousness of the
law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Rom. 8: 1-4.

We escape from “condemnation” through Jesus Christ, who changes our hearts so that “the
righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us.” Paul describes this changed state as walking “after the
Spirit,” and adds that “to be spiritually minded islife and peace.” Verses5, 6.

Here is a state of “condemnation” and “death” changed to one of “no condemnation” but rather
“life.” In other words, a ministration of condemnation and death exchanged for a ministration of the spirit
and life. How evident that we are here discussing tile two covenants. And how evident also that Paul’s
words in Romans 8 parallel hiswordsin 2 Corinthians 3. That is the plain teaching of the Scripture.

The cold letter of the law as it appeared on the stone tables had no life-giving power. It could only
point accusingly at every man, for all have sinned and come short of tile glory of God. An administration of
the law based on its letter alone results only in death for violators. But an administration of it based on the
forgiveness possible through the action of God's Spirit on the heart results in life. The contrast between
“letter” and “spirit” does not mean a contrast between an age of law and an age of freedom from all law. As
we have already noted, when God' s Spirit isin control, the law’s requirements are carried out in our hearts.

What, now, of the “glory” mentioned by Paul? He plainly speaks of the relative glory of two
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ministrations. The justice and righteousness of God shone forth in awesome, even terrifying glory on
Mount Sinai as He proclaimed His law. He stood there as a consuming fire. But how much greater the glory
of God that bathed the earth with its life-giving rays where Christ came down to “save his people from their
sins” Matt. 1:21. Here was the glory of justice and mercy combined, for in dying for our sins our
“transgression of the law” Christ revealed how God at one and the same time could “be just, and the
justifier of hint which believesin Jesus.” Rom. 3:26.

This brings us to the last question: What was “done away” and what “remains”? The question is
really already answered. The glory attendant upon the giving of the law is so greatly excelled by the glory
attendant upon the saving of men from its violation that Paul could appropriately speak of the first as -
glorious” and the second as “the glory that excels.” But right here Paul weaves in an incident in connection
with the giving of the law at Sinai to illustrate a point that he wishes to make in the verses that immediately
follow this disputed passage. When Moses came down from the mount with the tables of stonein his hands,
“the skin of his face shone; and they were afraid to come nigh him.” So Moses “put a vale on his face-
while he spoke to the Israglites. (See Exodus 34:29-35)

Paul refers to this: “The children of Israel could not steadfastly behold the face of Moses for the
glory of his countenance; which glory was to be done away.” 2 Corinthians 3:7. He refers to this again in
verse 11, saying it was “done away,” and then again in verse 13 in these words: “And not as Moses, which
put a vale over his face, that the children of Israel could riot steadfastly look to the end of that which is
abolished.”

It was the glory of the former ministration, now ended, and not the law administered, that was
“done away,” “abolished,” even, as by historical analogy, Paul reminds them that it was the glory on
Moses’ face that was “done away.” The record declares that the veil was on Moses’ face, not on the tables
of stone, that it was his face that shone and riot the tables of stone, and that it was the glory on his face that
faded, not the luster that ever surrounds the divinely written Ten Commandments.

WEell do Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown, in their Bible commentary, make this general observation
in their comments on 2 Corinthians 3:

“Still the moral law of the ten commandments, being written by the linger of God, is as obligatory
now as ever; but put more on the Gospel spirit of ‘love,” than on the letter of a servile obedience, and in a
deeper and fuller spirituality (Matthew 5.17-48; Romans 13.9).”

Objection 7

Paul’s allegory on the two covenantsin Galatians 4 provesthat we have nothing to do with law in the
Christian dispensation.

In the fourth chapter of Galatians, Paul recounts that Abraham had two sons. After relating the
incidents of the birth of Ishmael to the bondwoman Hagar and the birth of Isaac to the free woman Sarah,
the first “born after the flesh,” the second “by promise” ,Paul declares:

“Which things are an allegory: for these are the two covenants; the one from the mount Sinai,
which genders to bondage, which is Hagar. For this Hagar is mount Sinai in Arabia, and answers to
Jerusalem which now is, and is in bondage with her children. But Jerusalem which is above is free, which
isthe mother of usall.--Gal. 4:24-26.

God had promised Abraham a son. He believed the promise, and the Lord “counted it to him for
righteousness.” Gen. 15:6. This promise was of vast significance to Abraham, for God had also promised
him: “In thy seed [Christ] shall all the nations of the earth be blessed.” Gen. 26:4. (See Gen. 12:3) But his
faith and that of his long-childless wife, Sarah, evidently waned. She encouraged him to take Hagar to wife
and thus raise up seed. But the Lord told him that Ishmael, who was born of that union, was not the
fulfillment of the divine promise of a son and that that promise would yet be fulfilled.

Adapting this historical incident to the current experience of the Galatian Christians, who were
trying to secure Heaven's promised salvation by their own works--"you observe days, and months, and
times, and years, “ Gal. 4:10-he declares that here is an “alegory,” a figurative. description of “the two
covenants.”

In the allegory Hagar stands for Sinai. She was a bondwoman, and her children would therefore be
in the same state of davery. She also stands for “Jerusalem which now is, and is in bondage with, her
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children.” From Mount Sinai carne the old covenant. How can it be said that the old covenant —" genders to
bondage”? All Bible commentators, along with the apostle Peter, agree that our brother Paul wrote some
things hard to be understood, and the book of Galatians illustrates that fact. But we believe that in two
ways the old covenant might be regarded as leading into bondage.

1. The ceremonia ritual of numerous sacrifices, feast days, and the like, by which the Israelites
were to express their desire for freedom from sin-the transgression of the moral law-tended to become more
and more an intolerable burden upon them as the rabbis constantly refined and multiplied the ritual. At the
Jerusalem council the early Christian leaders first considered in aformal way the contention of certain Jews
who declared “that it was needful to circumcise them [the Gentile converts], and to command them to keep
the law of Moses.” Acts 15:5. To this contention Peter replied, “Now therefore why tempt you God, to put
ayoke upon the neck of the disciples, which neither our fathers nor we were able to bear?” Verse 10.

This question seems to parallel the one that Paul asks the Galatians: “But now, after that you have
known God or rather are known of God, how turn you again to the weak and beggarly elements, whereunto
you desire again to be in bondage? Y ou observe days, and months, and times, and years.” Gal. 4.9, 10.

Obviously here is a “bondage” that suffices to provide a reasonable interpretation of Paul’s words
about the Sinaitic covenant genders to bondage. The Pulpit Commentary well observes on Galatians 4:25:

“The religious life of Judaism consisted of a servile obedience to a letter Law of ceremonialism,
interpreted by the rabbis with an infinity of hair-splitting rules, the exact observance of which was bound
upon the conscience of its votaries as of the essence of true piety.”

2. The moral law, central to the old as well as the new covenant, can be considered as bringing a
man into bondage if that man seeks to keep the law in his own strength. “The law works wrath,” says Paul.
Rom. 4:15. Why? Paul explains. “I was alive without the law once: but when the commandment came, sin
revived, and | died.” Rom. 7:9. And when aman is dead in sin is he a freeman? Again Paul speaks. “Know
you not, that to whom you yield yourselves servants to obey, his servants, you are to whom you obey;
whether of sin unto death, or of obedience unto righteousness?” Rom. 6:16.

Now, how could those of whom Paul was speaking “Jerusalem which now is, . . . with her
children”-hope to escape from their bondage? The answer is, By moving from the old over to the new
covenant.

By contrast to those “in bondage” Paul, in his allegory, declares that “ Jerusalem which is above is
free, which is the mother of us all.” In Hebrews, Paul employs this figure also: “For you are not come unto
the mount [Sinai] that might be touched, and that burned with fire, . . . but you are come unto mount Zion,
and unto the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumerable company of angels, to
the general assembly and church of the firstborn, which are written in heaven, and to God the judge of all,
and to the spirits of just men made perfect, and to Jesus the mediator of the new covenant, and to the blood
of sprinkling, that speaks better things than that of Abel.” Hebrews 12:18-24.

Without going into a detailed examination of figures of speech, which would carry us beyond the
range of the particular question at issue-the perpetuity of the Ten Commandments-we may simply say that
Paul here turns to describe the state of those who are under “the new covenant.” We have aready found
that under the new covenant God's law is written in our hearts. In this very passage in Hebrews, Paul
makes clear, by a series of contrasts and comparisons, that obedience to the voice of God is still of pre-
eminent importance:

1. “Not come unto the mount [Sinai].” 1. “Come unto mount Zion the heavenly
Jerusalem.”
2.'That burned with fire.” 2. “Our God is aconsuming fire.”
3. To Moses the mediator of the old covenant. 3. “To Jesus the mediator of the new covenant.
4. “And the voice of words.” 4. “See that you refuse not him that spoke.”
voice of God, commanding
obedience]
5. “If they escaped not who refused 5. “Much more shall not we escape
Him that spoke on earth.” if we turn away from him that speaks from heaven.--
6. To the blood of sprinkling of 6. “To the blood of sprinkling, that
animal sacrifices, even as“ Abel” speaks better things than that of Abel.”
offered long before.] [The blood of Christ.]
7. “Whose voice then shook the earth. 7. Yet once more | shake not the
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Earth only but also heaven.”

Because we come under the new covenant by our act of faith in accepting the promise of God to
write Hislaw in our hearts, we are no longer “by nature the children of wrath, even as others (Eph. 2:3), but
the children of promise. The figure is apt. We become children of God by the sacrifice of our Lord, and by
accepting through faith God’ s promise of a new covenant relationship. Isaac also was a child of promise, an
answer to an act of faith on Abraham'’s part. Blending the two ideas, Paul really comes to the climax of his
allegory with these words: “Now we, brethren, as |saac was, are the children of promise.” Abraham'’s act of
faith in believing God’'s promise was counted unto him for righteousness. Our act of faith in believing
God’'s promise is counted unto us for righteousness. That is the way ive acquire true righteousness, new
covenant righteousness.

And why did the Lord make His promise to Abraham? “Because that Abraham obeyed my voice,
and kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes, and my laws.” Gen. 26:5.

And how are those described who are literally waiting to be taken to Jerusalem which is above”?
“Here are they that keep the commandments of God, and the faith of Jesus.” Rev. 14:12.

No, Paul’s words in Galatians do not teach freedom from the law of God. They teach freedom
from bondage to sin, freedom from transgression of the law of God, through Jesus Christ and the new
covenant relationship.

Objection 8

Paul declares that we are not under the law, but under grace. (Rom. 6:14) The law was given by
Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ. (John 1:17.) Paul also declaresthat “Christ isthe
end of the law for righteousnessto every onethat believes.” Rom. 10:4. These texts provethat the law
was abolished by Christ.

Thereis no conflict between law and grace, or between law and gospel. A simple definition or two
will help its out in this matter. By law-we mean God's standard of right and wrong, the yardstick by which
we can tell whether we have fallen short of God's requirements. The word “gospel’ means good news-good
news of salvation from sin. (See Matt. 1:21) And the Bible defines sin as any violation of the divine law.
(See 1 John 3: 1-4.) So, then, the gospel is the good news of God’s plan to save its from breaking His holy
law. Thus instead of law and gospel being in opposition, they are in close fellowship. And the very
existence of the gospel proves that the law is till in force, for what would be the point in preaching the
good news of salvation from breaking the law if the law were no longer in force? A man cannot break that
which does not exist.

Let us now read, in its setting, the key text in this discussion; “Sin shall not have dominion over
you: for you are not tinder the law, but under grace. What then? shall we sin, because we are not under the
law, but under grace? God forbid.” Rom. 6:14, 15. We discover immediately that whatever else Paul wishes
its to understand by this passage, he does not want us to think that the reign of grace frees us from
obedience to the law, ‘What then?” says he; “shall we sin,” that is, break the law, “because we are not
under the law, but under grace? God forbid.”

The very next verse makes clear that Paul here uses the phrase “under the law” to mean “under its
condemnation,” and “under grace” to mean “living under the plan that God has offered of salvation from
the bondage of sin.” For Paul follows right on to say: “Know you not, that to whom you yield yourselves
servants to obey, his servants you are to whom you obey; whether of sin unto death, or of obedience unto
righteousness? . . . Being then made free from sin, you became the servants of righteousness.” Verses 16-
18.

The contrast is between servants “of sin” and servants “ of obedience unto righteousness.” What is
it that gives strength to sin? It is the law, says Paul. (See 1 Corinthians 15:56) The fact that the law exists
and pronounces a death penalty for evildoing and evil living is what gives to sin its power over those who
indulge in unlawful acts. The law does not lay its strong hand on the man who does not violate it. Its
strength isfelt only by the lawbreaker.

Paul says sin is no longer to hold us in its grip, because we are living under, or have accepted,
God’'s plan of grace, which gives us a power that breaks the grip of sin. Thus instead of being servants of
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sin, we become servants of “obedience unto righteousness.” And what is righteousness? It is right doing,
right living, a state of heart the very opposite of sinfulness or lawlessness. Paul in a later chapter tells how
the grace of the gospel of Jesus Christ brings righteousness to us, and how this righteousness is directly
related to the law. We read: “What the law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending
his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh: that the righteousness of
the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Rom. 8:3, 4.

Paul deals with the same problem in Galatians 3:24, 25: “Wherefore the law was our school master
to bring us unto Chrigt, that we might be justified by faith. But after that faith is come, we are no longer
under a schoolmaster.”

The law can show us our sinfulness and bring to us such conviction of sin that we shall be driven
to Christ, who can free us from our sins. When we receive Christ we are no longer under the domination-
the condemnation-of the law. But we are not freed from obedience to God's law, for in accepting Christ we
receive divine power for obedience to that law, asis explained in the passage just quoted from Romans 8.
Thus Galatians 3:24, 25 gives no support to the claim that the law is abolished.

How plain and simple it is, then, that when we accept God’s Son and the grace He offers, we do
not turn our back on the law, Rather, we find that the “righteousness of the law- is “fulfilled in us.” Instead
of being sinners, breakers of God' s law, we find that we are obedient to it.

In the light of these facts there is no difficulty in the text: “The law was given by Moses, but grace
and truth came by Jesus Christ.” John 1:17. While Moses served a very great purpose in the plan of God-for
through him God gave to the world the written form of the moral code-yet through Christ came divine
grace, without which the law cannot truly be kept.

The man who accepts Christ no longer strives to obtain righteousness by keeping the law. Upon
his acceptance of Christ, the Savior’s righteousness is imputed to him. Says Paul: “Now the righteousness
of God without [or, apart from] the law is manifested being witnessed by the law and the prophets; even the
righteousness of God which is by faith of Jesus Christ unto all and upon all them that believe.” Rom. 3:21,
22. Because “the righteousness of God can be obtained apart from the law, Paul can well declare: “Christ is
the end of the law of righteousness to every one that believes.” Rom. 10:4. To everyone who believes on
Him, Christ brings to an absolute end the use of the law as a means of obtaining righteousness. Or, again,
we may understand that word “end” as meaning the objective or purpose. Christ was the objective the law
had in view; for the purpose of the law is to cause men so to realize their sinfulness, their unrighteousness,
that they will go to Christ for His righteousness, which not only is imputed in justification but is actually
imparted in the daily living, as is clearly taught in Galatians 2:20. This use of the word “end” is found in
James 5: 11 and 1 Timothy 1: 5.

Both law and grace came from heaven. How happy are we as Christians that we are not called
upon to reject one in order to have the other. By the power of God's grace we no longer dwell under the
condemnation of the law, but are in Him raised up to the lofty plane of complete obedience to this divine
code.

WEell do Jarnieson, Fausset, and Brown, in their Bible commentary, make this observation in a
note at the close of their comments on Romans 6:

“The fundamental principle of Gospel-obedienceisas original asit isdivinely rational; that ‘we are set free
from the law in order to keep it, and are brought graciously under servitude to the law in order to be free’
(v. 14, 15, 18). So long as we know no principle of obedience but the terrors of the law, which condemns
all the breakers of it, and knows nothing whatever of grace, either to pardon the guilty or to purify the
stained, we are shut up under a moral impossibility of genuine and acceptable obedience. Whereas when
Grace lifts us out of this state, and through union to a righteous Surety, brings us into a state of conscious
reconciliation, and loving surrender of heart to a God of salvation, we immediately feel the glorious liberty
to be holy, and the assurance that ‘ Sin shall not have dominion over us’ is as sweet to our renewed tastes
and aspirations as the ground of it is felt to be firm, ‘ because we are not under the Law, but under Grace.”

Objection 9

Luke 16:16 provesthat Christians have nothing to do with law.

Luke 16:16 reads as follows: “The law and the prophets were until John: since that time the kingdom of

www. T hreeAngels.com.au 35




ANSWERS TO OBJECTIONS

God is preached, and every man presses into it.” Place beside this the parallel passage in Matthew 11: 13:
“For al the prophets and the law prophesied until John.”

The word “were” in Luke 16:16 is a supplied word. Luke simply wrote: “The law and the
prophets, until John.” If the trandators had compared his words with those of Matthew, they would have
seen that Luke did not mean that the law and the prophets ended in John’s day, but that they “prophesied”
until that day. The difference is very great and provides the key to the meaning of the passage under
discussion.

The phrase, “the prophets and the law,” or more commonly, the law and the prophets,” is used
often in the Bible to describe the writings of Moses plus the writings of the other Old Testament prophets.
The writings of Moses were so distinguished by the codes of laws there recorded that they very
understandably were often described as “the law,” in contrast to the writings of the other prophets. That fact
in itself really removes this objection from consideration, for neither Luke nor Matthew is really discussing
the ten-commandment law.

But what did these two gospel writers mean? The context gives the answer. Skepticism of the
mission and character both of Christ and of * john the Baptist marked many of the Jews. They insisted that
they believed Moses and all the prophets. Christ sought repeatedly to make clear to them that He was the
one foretold by the prophets, and likewise his forerunner, John the Baptist, was foretold, and that now the
kingdom of God was being preached unto them.

When Christ began His public ministry He declared, “The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of
God is at hand.” Mark 1: 15. The prophets had foretold the coming of the Messiah. Christ announced that
those prophecies were now fulfilled.

To the skeptical Jews, who failed to see in Christ the fulfillment of these prophecies, He declared:
“Do not think that | will accuse you to the Father: there is one that accuses you, even Moses, in whom you
trust. For had you believed Moses, you would have believed me: for he wrote of me. But if you believe not
his writings, how shall you believe my words?” John 5:45-47.

When Philip found Nathanael and sought to bring him the thrilling news that the promised
Messiah had come, he said, “We have found him, of whom Moses in the law, and the prophets, did write,
Jesus of Nazareth.” John 1:45.

When Christ was resurrected from the dead He came that same day to the troubled, bewildered
disciples and inquired, “Why are you troubled? And why do thoughts arise in your hearts?” Luke 24:38.
Then He reminded them that what had happened to Him on that fateful week end was what the prophets
had foretold, that all things must be fulfilled, which were written in the law of Moses, and in the prophets,
and in the Psalms, concerning me.” Verse 44.

Paul declared that his mission in life was witnessing both to small and great, saying none other
things than those which the prophets and Moses did say should come.” Acts 26:22.

Hence it is evident that the prophesying of Moses and the other prophets was one of the prime
proofs offered by Christ and the apostles in support of the claim that the Messiah had come. Prophets
prophesy “until” the time when their prophecies meet fulfillment, after that prophecy becomes history.
Thus our Lord in declaring that the “prophets and the law prophesied until John, was simply announcing
that “the timeis fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand.” He was not implying that either Moses or the
prophets were now abolished, much less that the ten-commandment law had come to an end.

Objection 10

Romans 7:14 prove, that the law is done away. Under the figure of marriage Paul explains that we
are‘delivered from thelaw,” that, indeed, the law isdead.

What is Paul discussing in this chapter? The same general subject that he is discussing in the
chapters immediately preceding and following the subject of the carnal man, the save of sin, who is unable
to save himself, and who must find salvation through the grace of God as revealed in Jesus Christ. Paul sets
down the premise: “The law bath dominion over a man as long as he lives.” Rom. 7:1. In various ways in
this epistle he shows that the sinner, because he has transgressed God's law, is under the dominion of sin.
In other words, our old sinful nature, which Paul describes as “the old man,” has dominion over us. It is
because of this that Paul declared, of hisformer state: “For what | would, that do | not; but what | hate, that
do I” Verse 15. “The strength of sin is the law.” 1 Corinthians 15:56. Once we have become transgressors
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of the moral law, which knows no revocation, and demands judgment upon the violator, we cannot gain
freedom, for we have no power within ourselves to escape from the domination of sin.

Now, how do we escape from “the old man;” that holds us in servitude? By the death of this “old
man,” that is, by our conversion, for at conversion our old nature is crucified. “Knowing this, that our old
man is crucified with him [Christ], that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we should not
serve sin.” Rom. 6:6. But there is not only the death of “the old man,” there is also the birth of “the new
man.” “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.” Verse 4. Paul refersto this
changed state of the Christian when he says, “Lie not one to another, seeing that you have put off the old
man with his deeds; and have put on the new man, which is renewed in knowledge after the image of him
that created him.” Col. 3:9, 10. Because Christ’s followers have put off “the old man” and put on “the new
man,” Paul says we should reckon ourselves “to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God through Jesus
Christ.” Rorn. 6:11.

It is to illustrate this transition from the domination of sin to the rule of righteousness that Paul
employs the figure of marriage. There are four principal parts to the figure he uses. a woman, her first
husband, her second husband, the law of marriage.

“The woman which bath an husband is bound by the law to her husband so long as he lives; but if
the husband be dead, she isloosed from the law of her husband. . . . If her husband be dead, she is free from
that law; so that she is no adulteress, though she be married to another man.” Rom. 7:2, 3.

The first and most important point in this illustration, from which Paul proceeds at once to draw
his lesson, is this: He is not speaking of the death of the law, but of the death of a husband. In fact, there
would be no paint to hisillustration if the law were dead, for in that event, there would be nothing to hold
the wife to either husband, and any discussion of adultery would be pointless. How could there possibly be
adultery, which is transgression of a precept of God's law, if the law containing the prohibition against
adultery were dead? The marriage law is not abolished in a country because a husband dies. It remains on
the statute books to govern all who are married or who seek to marry.

Now follows Paul’s application of the figure to the life of the mail who has turned from sin to
righteousness:

“Wherefore, my brethren, you also are become dead to the law by the body of Christ; that you
should be married to another, even to him who is raised from the dead, that we should bring forth fruit unto
God.” Verse 4.

We have been crucified with Christ, His crucified body vicariously ours. All the condemnatory
claim that the law had upon our old man ends with the death of that “man.” Now we are free from its
condemnation and can be married to Christ. We call put on “the new man.”

Well do Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown, in their Bible commentary, remark on this passage:

“It is we that are ‘crucified with Christ,’ and not the law. This death dissolves our marriage
obligation to the law, leaving us at liberty to contract a new relation-to be joined to the Risen One, in order
to spiritual fruitfulness, to the glory of God.... Believers are here viewed as having a double life-the old sin-
condemned life, which they lay clown with Christ, and the new life of acceptance and holiness to which
they rise with their Surety and Head.”-Comment on Romans 7:4.

Because of this new union we “bring forth fruit unto God,” whereas, “when we were in the flesh,
the motions of sins, which were by the law, did work in our members to bring forth fruit unto death.” Verse
5. In other words, while we were under the dominion of sin, the only fruitage of our actions could be
further condemnation and renewed certainty of death, and all because the law of God was in force against
us and giving “strength” to sin.

To prevent his readers from thinking that the trouble was with the law rather than with sinful man,
Paul immediately adds: “What shall we say then? Isthe law sin? God forbid. Nay, | had not known sin, but
by the law: for | had not known lust, except the law had said, Thou shall not covet. . . . For sin, taking
occasion by the commandment, deceived me, and by it Slew me.” Verses 7-11. The wages of sin-that is, the
wages of- law breaking-is death. That is why Paul says, “The commandment, which was ordained to life, |
found to be unto death.” Verse 10. Then to make doubly sure that no one would conclude that anything in
his argument was intended to throw discredit on God's law, he declares, “Wherefore the law is holy, and
the commandment holy, and just, and good.” Verse 12. The trouble, he emphasizes once more, is with
sinful man: “For we know that the law is spiritual: but | am carnal, sold under sin.” Verse 14.
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Paul comes to the climax of his argument in the opening verses of the next chapter. He explains
that God “sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh: that
the righteousness of the law [“the just requirement of the law,” R.S.V.] might be fulfilled in us, who walk
not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Rom. 8:3, 4. Christ’s death made possible our salvation, which in
turn results, not in the death of the law, but in the implanting of that law in our hearts. Thus we are enabled
to “bring forth fruit unto God.”

Returning, now, to the figure of marriage, let us adapt a little Paul’s illustration, and summarize
his argument: Even the most perfect marriage law cannot make a marriage a success. Hence the failure of a
marriage is no reason for repealing the law. All that the marriage law can do is to set a standard for
marriage. If the standard is violated, the violators are condemned, but the law remains. Thus with God’s
mora law. It sets a standard for our lives. If we violate that standard, we stand condemned, but God's law
remains. The trouble is not with the law, which is “spiritual,” but with us who are “carnal, sold under sin.”
“Because the carnal mind is enmity against God: for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can
be.” Verse 7. While we are “sold under sin,” that is, enslaved by it, we are under the domination of “the old
man.” That domination is broken by the death of the “old man” and the putting on of the “new man.” In our
former state the law pointed only a condemning finger at us. In our redeemed state the “righteousness of the
law” is‘fulfilled in us,” for the law iswritten in our hearts.

We do not know how Paul could have been more explicit in the matter. And it is in the setting of
the whole context that we examine the only clause in the passage that appears to make Paul teach the
abolition of the law. Romans 7:6 reads, “But now we are delivered from the law, that being dead wherein
we were held.” If Paul here teaches the death of the law, he not only confuses the figure of speech he has
been using, but also squarely contradicts the very literal statements he has made in the same context. He
has spoken of the death of a husband, and by application of the figure, our death. In the fourth verse he
speaks of our becoming “dead to the law.” Does he turn around in the sixth verse to tell usthat it isthe law
that is dead? We do not wish to charge Paul with such confused reasoning.

There are two ways of relieving the apparent contradiction and confusion.

1. By explaining the clause, “that being dead wherein we were held,” as referring to the sinful
nature, “the old man” that has had dominion over us. Sin, operating through our sinful nature, is what
“held” us. (See verses 24, 25)

2. By taking the position that the clause, “that being dead wherein we were held “ which is the
reading in the so-called Authorized Version, is not the correct reading. Later versions, which draw from
further and sometimes older manuscripts, give a trandation that is consonant with Paul’s whole argument.
For example, the American Standard Version-generally called the Revised Version-gives the clause thus:
“having died to that wherein we were held.” The Revised Standard Version gives it thus: “dead to that
which held us captive.” On this point Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown remark:

“It is now universally agreed that the true reading here is, ‘being dead to that wherein we were
held.” The received reading [of the Authorized Version] has no authority whatever, and is inconsistent with
the strain of the argument; for the death spoken of, as we have seen, is not the law’ s but ours, through union
with the crucified Savior.” Comment on Romans 7:6.

Objection 11

Ephesians 2:14, 15 and Colossians 2:14, 16 prove that the law was abolished at the cross.

Very true. But which law? Under objection 2 we found that the Bible speaks of more than one
law, and that these two texts describe the ceremonia law. Strictly speaking, we might therefore throw out
the so-called proof before us without further discussion. But so plausibly are these texts set forth by many
that we shall here examine them further.

We found that “where no law is, there is no transgression,” and that specifically the law that
makes sin known to us is the one containing the command against coveting-the Ten Commandments. (See
Rom. 4:15; 7:7) The simple proof that there was sin long before Moses’ time established for us the fact that
the law must have been in existence before then.

It is evident that by the very same process of reasoning we can quickly discover whether the law
existed after Christ’stime. Did sin exist after the cross? Most certainly. The apostles went out to preach to
sinners after Christ’s return to heaven. The New Testament has as much to say about sin and sinners as has
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the Old. “But sinis not imputed when thereis no law.” Rom. 5:13.

Thus it is as clear as a spring morning that the Ten Commandments is as surely in existence after
Christ as it was before Moses. No Christian would admit that in the centuries before Christ men lived by a
higher moral standard than we, for certainly there could not be a more exalted code than the Ten
Commandments. How could we longer contend that in the Christian dispensation men were brought up to a
higher moral plane if we say at the same time that in this dispensation men are freed from the highest
conceivable code, the Ten Commandments?

We are therefore prepared to believe, even before we examine the texts quoted by the objector,
that they cannot possibly teach what he claims. The texts declare: “He [Christ] is our peace, who hath made
both one, and hath broken down the middle wall of partition between us. Having abolished in his flesh the
enmity, even the law of commandments, contained in ordinances; for to make in Himself of twain one new
man, so making peace.” Eph. 2:14, 15. “Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances that was against us,
which was contrary to us, and took it out of the way, nailing it to his cross. . . . Let no man therefore judge
you in meat, or in drink, or in respect of an holy day, or of a new moon, or of the Sabbath days.” Cal.
2:14,16.

What do we generally mean by “ordinances” when we speak religiously? The Standard dictionary
thus defines the word: “A religious rite or ceremony as ordained or established by divine or by
ecclesiastical authority; as, the ordinance of the Lord’s supper.” We found that the Jewish church before
Christ had certain ordinances, even as we since Christ’s time have ordinances, such as the Lord’'s supper
and baptism. Only they had many more. They had special rites and ceremonies, like the Passover and
various holy days and meat offerings and drink offerings, et cetera. We read, for example, “This is the
ordinance of the Passover.” Exodus 12:43. When these are referred to in the New Testament, the same
language is used, for example: “Meats and drinks, and divers washings, and carnal ordinances.” Hebrews
9:10.

We also found that there were various laws and commandments stating just how these ordinances
should be carried out. These were all written down by Moses in a book, and are generally described by
Bible writers as the law of Moses, or the ceremonial law, which is not to be confused with the ten-
commandment law. How evident, then, that the law which Paul here says is “abolished” and blotted out,
does not include the Ten Commandments.

The book of Hebrews contains the best explanation of the relation of the ancient Jewish
ceremonies to the work of Christ. Incidentally, this book is generally regarded as having been written by
Paul, the author of the two texts we are considering in the objection before us. In it we read of “the law
having a shadow of good things to come.” Hebrews 10:1. Plainly the writer means the ceremonial law, first,
because the mora law could not be described as a “shadow” of something “to come,” for it deals with
eterna principles; second, the writer says “the law” there spoken of deals with “burnt offerings and offering
for sin,” et cetera Verse 8.

All the offerings under the Jewish service were intended to shadow forth the good things of the
gospel, when Chrigt, the great sacrifice, should be offered up. When that one great, perfect sacrifice for sin
was made, there was no longer need of imperfect shadows. Christ “offered one sacrifice for sins for ever.”
Verse 12. The laws and ordinances commanding the offerings of sacrifices, of meat and drink offerings, of
annual holy days, like the Passover, were all abolished at the cross. Shadow met reality.

In view of this we have no difficulty in understanding what Paul refers to when he speaks of the
“law of commandments contained in ordinances,” and the ‘ handwriting of ordinances,” in the two texts we
are examining. He means simply the ceremonia law. He makes this doubly clear by saying in the
succeeding verses that because these “ordinances” are abolished we are no longer under obligation as to
offerings of meat or drink, and certain holy days, which “are a shadow of things to come.” The comparison
with the language of the book of Hebrews is exact.

This conclusion is made doubly evident by the following facts:

1. Contrast Paul’s words concerning meats and drinks, et cetera, with the words of the Ten
Commandments. Those commands deal with great and soul-shaking matters, such as idolatry, blasphemy,
lying, stealing, adultery.

Toillustrate the contrast, let us imagine that a certain country repealed all its traffic laws. Would it
not be aimost humorously obvious for a government official to declare solemnly that now no one may
judge you for parking overtime, or failing to have your car inspected, when actually no one may judge you
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even for driving a hundred miles an hour through town and endangering a thousand lives. And so on the
highway toward heaven. If actually in the Christian Era travelers are suddenly freed from “the law,”
including the Ten Commandments, how unbecomingly irrelevant for an inspired guide to inform them that
now no one may judge them on relatively minor matters, as “meat” or “drink,” when actually no one may
longer judge them on such mighty matters as killing or stealing. Or why should a guide feel it impressive or
important to announce that the travelers need no longer be concerned with holy days when actually, if the
Ten Commandments is a part of the blotted-out law, they may, with impunity, commit the sacrilege of
blasphemy and idolatry? And with sacrilege permitted, what possible significance could a holy day have
anyway?

On the other hand, if a certain country repealed only those traffic laws that dealt with such minor,
and often burdensome, matters as parking, how understandable for an official to make the announcement
that no one may now be judged in the matter of parking. Likewise, if the government of heaven has
repealed only the ritualistic laws on meats and drinks, et cetera, how appropriate and relevant Paul’s words
become.

2. The law mentioned in these two texts is said to have been abolished by the death of Christ. If
the Ten Commandments is a part of that law, then God sent His Son to shed His blood to repeal, among
other things, the formerly divine ban on idolatry, profanity, murder, and all the other evils denounced in the
Ten Commandments. What a monstrous ideal

3. Again, this abolished law is said to be “against us ... .. contrary to us.” Will anyone be so
presumptuous as to say that the Ten Commandments are “against us... .. contrary to us”?

So far from these texts teaching that the ten-commandment law is abolished, they do not even
mention it.

(See objection 29, for afurther discussion of the Colossian passage as it relates specifically to the
Sabbath command.)

Objection 12

Through Moses, God gave commandments to His people. Fifteen hundred years later Christ also
gave commandments. Adventists fail to make a distinction between God’s law, which was abolished
at Calvary, and Christ’'s commandments that bind the Christian. Hence Adventists mistakenly
contend that the Ten Commandments and Christ’s commandments are the same and equally
binding.

Here is a new and rather breath-taking idea: It is a mark of legalism to keep the Father's
commandments, but a mark of grace to keep the Son’s! The substance of most of the contentions against
the law that we have had to consider is this: The Christian has nothing to do with the law, meaning, the ten
-commandment law. Now we are informed that the Christian has much to do with law; in fact, he must give
obedience to many commandments, for a number of references are given to prove that Christ set forth a list
of new commandments.

The references given are largely from the record of Christ’s sermon on the mount, beginning with
Matthew 5:29. The reader, of course, is familiar with Christ’s commands in this notable sermon. We need
not enumerate them here. Suffice it to summarize them by saying that they deal with a variety of human
relationships and are really an exposition of what we call the golden rule. In fact, the golden ruleis given as
akind of climax to this sermon. (See Matt. 7:12) And strangely enough, this very reference is given, among
others, to prove that Christ set up a new code of laws that were to supersede those given by God in an
earlier era. But let usread the text:

“Therefore al things whatsoever you would that men should do to you, do you even so to them:
for thisisthe law and the prophets.” Matt. 7:12.

Christ emphatically declares that the golden rule is but the epitome of the “law and the prophets.”
Asjust stated, His various commands given in this sermon on the mount are summarized in the golden rule.
Hence, His alegedly new commands are simply an exposition of the “law and the prophets.” This
understanding of the matter is in harmony with the classic Protestant view of the Scriptures; namely, that
the New Testament is in folded in the Old and the Old Testament is unfolded in the New. (See the
discussion on this point under objection 1)

That Christ was indeed commenting upon and expanding very specificaly God's ten-
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commandment law is evident in various of the references given by the objector as proof that Christ set up
new commandments to supplant those of His Father. Take this reference: “And he said unto them, Take
heed, and beware of covetousness: for a man's life consists not in the abundance of the things which he
possesses.” Luke 12:15.

Many of the allegedly new commands of Christ are most evidently an expansion of this tenth
precept of the Ten Commandments.

Or take this reference, which for some reason is not given by the objector: “Y ou have heard that it
was said by them of old time, Thou shall not commit adultery. But | say unto you, That whosoever looks on
awoman to lust after her hath committed adultery with her already in his heart.” Matt. 5:27, 28.

Is Christ here freeing us from the seventh precept of God's ten-commandment law, and setting up
a new law? The idea would be blasphemous. Instead, He is showing how broad is the import of that
command.

Christ did not set aside God's law; instead, He magnified it. And this is what the prophet Isaiah
foretold of Him: “The Lord is well pleased for his righteousness’ sake; he will magnify the law, and make
it honorable.- Isa. 42:21. The well-known Pulpit Commentary observes on this text:

“He will magnify the Law; rather, to magnify the Law-to set it forth in its greatness and its glory
before his people. It is not the original giving of the Law at Sinai only that is meant, but also its constant
inculcation by along series of prophets. Israel’ s experience (ver. 20) had included all this; but they had not
profited by the instruction addressed to them.”

We have looked in vain, among the references offered by the objector as proof that Christ gave
commandments to supersede the law of God, for the words of our Lord to the rich young ruler, who had
asked what he should do to “have eterna life”: “If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments. “
Matt. 19:16,17. And did Christ here set forth a new set of commandments? Surely here was the time to do
it, for the eternal life of a human soul was at stake. But when the young man asked Christ to be specific as
to “which” commandment, our Lord recited a number of the commands found in the Ten Commandments,
and ended with the summarizing command: “Thou shall love thy neighbor as thyself.” And this last
command, be it noted, is not new; it is quoted from Leviticus 19: 18.

What further evidence need be offered than this to prove that no new commandment from Christ
was necessary to salvation.

This passage provides also a most excellent proof that apparently new commandments from Christ
are but an amplification of principles set down in the commands long before given by God. When the
young man declared that he had kept all these commands from his youth up, and inquired, “What lack |
yet?" Christ told him to go and sell all that he had and give to the poor and “follow me.” This command to
sell was simply an exposition of the tenth precept of the Ten Commandments and a commentary on Luke
12:15. And would anyone think of contending that the command, “Follow me,” meant that the youth should
turn his back on God's holy law?

We have Christ’s own words, expressed over and over, that He did not come to set up new laws,
but only to set forth what had been given unto Him of His Father. Note these typical references-which the
objector failed to include in his presentation:

“For 1 have not spoken of myself; but the Father which sent me, he gave me a commandment,
what | should say, and what | should speak. And | know that his commandment is life everlasting:
whatsoever | speak therefore, even as the Father said unto me, so | speak.” John 12:49, 50.

“He that loves me not keeps not my sayings. and the word which you hear is not mine, but the
Father’s which sent me.” John 14:24. (See also John 7:16; 8:28)

These passages harmonize perfectly with Christ’s declaration: ‘1 and my Father are one.” John
10:30.

They also dispose of the claim that the apostles set forth new commandments that took the place
of the law of God. Would the apostles do something that even Christ would not do? When Christ sent forth
His disciples on the great task of carrying the gospel to al men, He declared that they were to teach men
“to observe al things whatsoever | have commanded you.” Matt. 28:20. And Christ declared, “The Father
which sent me, he gave me a commandment, what | should say.” John 12:49.

That the Father and Son are united in this matter of commandments is further revealed by the fact
that Christ was present when the Israelites were in the wilderness, where they received the ten-
commandment law. (See Neh. 9:11-15 and 1 Corinthians 10:1-4.)
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Not three lawgivers, the Father, the Son, and the apostles, but one only. That is what these texts
teach. They agree perfectly with the words of James: “There is one lawgiver.” James 4:12.

Need we no longer keep God’'s commandments, but only Christ’s? The texts before us give the
clear answer. For good measure let us add two more. The saints of God in the last days of earth’s history
are thus twice described:

1. “The remnant . . . . which keep the commandments of God, and have the testimony of Jesus.”
Rev. 12:17.

2. “They that keep the commandments of God, and the faith of Jesus.” Rev. 14:12.

In fact, the Bible knows of only two classes of people-those who keep God's law and those who
do not. Those described as “saints” (Rev. 14:12) are subject to His law. Those who are not are thus
described by Paul: “The carnal mind is enmity against God: for it is not subject to the law of God, neither
indeed can be.” Rom. 8:7.

(For adiscussion of aclosely related line of reasoning see objection 13)

Objection 13

The only command that we need to keep now is Christ’s new commandment to love one another, for
He declared that we should keep His commandments even as He had kept His Father’s
commandments. And does not the Bible say that loveisthe fulfilling of the law?

It is quite true that Christ said, “A new commandment | give unto you, That you love one another; as| have
loved you, that you also love one another.” John 13:34. Would the objector want to reason from this that all
other commandments are abolished? The text does not allow such a conclusion. Christ did not say that we
should keep His commandments in the place of His Father’s commandments. It would be rebellion for the
Son to free us from the Father’s laws and set up new ones in their place. Christ’s purpose was not to
destroy the great moral teachings and laws that had been given in former centuries. In His sermon on the
mount He declared.. “Think not that | am come to destroy the law, or the prophets. | am not come to
destroy, but to fulfil. For verily | say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no
wise pass from the law, till al befulfilled.” Matt. 5:17, 18.

And when we read further in that wonderful sermon, we find Christ telling His hearers that they
were viewing various commandments of the Ten Commandments in too narrow a sense. Instead of
abolishing or even restricting His Father’ s commandments, Christ magnified them.

Thus in His commandment to the disciples concerning love, Christ wanted them to view lovein a
more magnified, a more holy sense than formerly. He wanted them to love one another, not as the world
interprets love, selfishly or even merely sentimentally. By Hislife Christ had set before them an example of
what true, unselfish love really is, such love as had never before been witnessed on the earth. In this sense
His commandment might be described as new. It charged them, not ssimply “that you love one another,” but
“that you love one another, as | have loved you.” John 15:12. Strictly speaking, we have here simply one
more evidence of how Christ magnified His Father’s laws.

But what of the statement that love is the fulfilling of the law? The objector often expands this by
saying that Christ declared that al we are to do is to love God with all our heart and our neighbor as
ourselves. Let us read exactly what the Bible does say on this matter.

“Then one of them, which was a lawyer, asked him a question, tempting him, and saying, Master,
which is the great commandment in the law? Jesus said unto him, Thou shall love the Lord thy God with all
thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind. This is the first and great commandment. And the
second is like unto it, Thou shall love thy neighbor as thyself. On these two commandments hang all the
law and the prophets.” Matt. 22:35-40.

Christ was here setting forth no new doctrine. On the contrary, He was answering the specific
question, “Which is the great commandment in the law?” His answer is almost an exact quotation from the
Old Testament. (See Deut. 6:5; Lev. 19:18) In other words, the two great commandments to love God and
to love our neighbor belong definitely to Old Testament times. Now then, if these two commandments take
the place of the Ten Commandments, why were the Ten Commandments ever given? But the very Israglites
who listened to the exhortation to love God and their neighbor also listened to the clear-cut command to
obey the ten precepts of the Ten Commandments.

No, these two commandments on love do not take the place of any other law. Instead, Christ
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declared that “on these two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.” How evidently wrong, then,
to make these two commandments hang by themselves, and cut off everything else. Thisis contrary to the
teaching of Christ.

According to the Bible you cannot separate love from law. “By this we know that we love the
children of God, when we love God and keep his commandments. For thisis the love of God, that we keep
his commandments: and his commandments are not grievous.” 1 John 5:2, 3. Thus reads the Good Book. If
we truly love our fellow man, we will not steal his goods or lie about him or kill him. Indeed, we will not
do any of the things prohibited by God’s commandments. And if we truly love God, we will not bow down
to false gods, or take God’ s name in vain, or use for our own purpose His holy Sabbath day. In other words,
if we love God and our fellow men, we will not willfully break any of the Ton Commandments. Thus is
love the fulfilling of the law. Instead of love's being a substitute for law, it is the one power that brings
forth true obedience to God’s commandments. The Bible warns us against those who say they know and
love God but refuse to keep His commandments. (See 1 John 2:4.) Such love is counterfeit.

Objection 14

Seventh day Adventists are constantly preaching that men should obey God's commandments, keep
the law, as if that were the sum and substance of true religion and a passport to heaven. But the
Christian has nothing to do with law; he lives wholly by the grace of God, which h made availableto
him through faith in the gospel of Jesus Christ. Thus, and thus only, can any man he right with God
and bein readinessfor heaven.

We freely admit that we preach that men should obey God’s commandments. We also preach with equal
vigor that a man’s only hope of heaven is through the grace of God made available in the gospel. There is
no conflict between the two declarations, as we shall seek to show. Note, firgt, these similar declarations
regarding obedience, as set forth in the Old and the New Testament:

Old Testament

“And the Lord God commanded

the man, saying, Of every tree of the
garden thou may freely eat: but of
the tree of the knowledge of good
and evil, thou shall not eat of it: for
in the day that thou eats thereof

thou shall surely die.” Gen. 2:16, 17.

“1 will perform the oath which |
swore unto Abraham thy father;
because that Abraham obeyed my
voice, and kept my charge, my
commandments, my statutes, and my
laws.” Gen. 26:3-5.

“Now therefore, if you will obey my
voice indeed, and keep my covenant,
then you shall be a peculiar treasure

unto me above all people: for al the

earthismine.” Exodus 19:5.

“Thou shall love thy neighbor as
thyself!” Lev. 19:18.
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New Testament

“Whosoever therefore shall break
one of these least commandments,
and shall teach men so, he shall be
called the least in the kingdom of
heaven: but whosoever shall do and
teach them, the same shall be called
great in the kingdom of heaven.”
Matt. 5:19.

“Why do you also transgress the
commandment of God by your tradition?”
Matt. 15:3.

“If thou wilt enter into life, keep
the commandments.” Matt. 19:17.

“In vain do they worship me, teaching

for doctrines the commandments

of men. For laying aside the commandment

of God, you hold the tradition of men.”
Mark 7:7, 8.

“He that bath my commandments,
and keepsthem, he it isthat
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‘And Samuel said, Hath the Lord

as great delight in burnt offerings and
sacrifices, asin obeying the voice of
the Lord? Behold, to obey is better
than sacrifice, and to hearken than
the fat of rams.” 1 Sam. 15:22.

“Turn you from your evil ways, and
keep my commandments and my
statutes, according to all the law
which | commanded your fathers, and
which | sent to you by my servants
the prophets.” 2 Kings 17:13.

“But this thing commanded | them.
saying, Obey my voice, and | will be
your God, and you shall be my people:
and walk you in all thewaysthat | shall
have commanded you, that it may be
well unto you.” Jer. 7:23.

“For | earnestly protested unto

your fathersin the day that | brought
them up out of the land of Egypt,
even unto this day, rising early and
protesting, saying, Obey my voice.”
Jer. 11:7.

“The great and dreadful God,
keeping the covenant and mercy to
them that love him, and to them that
keep his commandments.” Dan 9:4.

loves me.” John 14:21.

“For this: Thou shall not commit

adultery, Thou shall not kill. Thou

shall not steal. Thou shall not bear

false witness, Thou shall not covet;

and if there be any other commandment,
it isbriefly comprehended in

this saying, namely. Thou shall love

thy neighbor asthy self.” Rom. 13:9.

“But who so looks into the perfect

law of liberty and continues

therein, he, being not a forgetful

hearer, but a doer of the work, this

man shall be blessed in his deed.”

“So speak you and so do, as they that

be judged by the law Of Liberty.’,

James 1.25; 2:12

“BY thiswe know that we love the

children of God when we love God,

and keep His commandments. For

thisisthe love of God, that we keep

his commandments: and His commandments
are not grievous.” 1 John 5:2,3.

“Here is the patience of the saints:

here are they that keep the commandments
of God, and the faith of Jesus.”

Rev. 14:12.

Note now the similar declarations of the 0ld and the New Testament concerning the grace of God
that is made available through faith in the gospel of Jesus Christ. Because of the fact that the experiences of
certain Old Testament worthies are revealed to its through the comments of New Testament writers, the
column entitled “Old Testament Times” will contain a number of New Testament texts:

Old Testament Times

“And | will put enmity between

thee and the woman, and between thy
seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy
head, and thou shall bruise his heel.”
Gen. 3:15.

“By faith Abel offered unto God a
more excellent sacrifice than Cain,
by which he obtained witness that he
was righteous, God testifying of his
gifts. and by it he being dead yet
speaks.” Hell. 11.7.

“By faith Noah, being warned of the
God of things not seen as yet, moved
with fear, prepared an ark to the
saying of his house; by the which he
condemned the world, and became
heir of the righteousness which is by
faith.” Hebrews 11:7. Acts 2:38.
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New Testament Times

“And she shall bring forth aton,
and thou shall call his name JESUS:
for he shall save his people from
their sins.” Matt. 1:21.

“And saying, Thetimeisfulfilled,
and the kingdom of God is at hand:
repent you, and believe the gospel!’
Mark 1:18.

“The next day John sees Jesus
coming unto him, and says, Behold
the Lamb of God, which takes away
sin of the world.” John 1:29.

“Then Peter said unto them, Re
pent, and be baptized every one of
you in the name of Jesus Christ for
the remission of sins, and you shall
receive the gift of the Holy Ghost.”
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“And in thy seed shall all the nations
of the earth be blessed; because

thou has obeyed my voice.” Gen.
22:18.

“For if Abraham were justified by
works, he bath whereof to glory., but
not before God. For what says the
scripture? Abraham believed God.

and it was counted unto him for
righteousness. Now to him that
worksis the reward not reckoned

of grace, but of debt. But to hint that
works not, but believes on him

that justifies the ungodly, hisfaith

is counted for righteousness.

David also describes the blessedness

of the man, into whom God imputes
righteousness without works, saying,
Blessed are they whose iniquities ale
forgiven and whose sins are covered.
Blessed is the man to whom the Lord
will not impute sin.” “Thereforeit is

of faith that it might be by grace: to
the end the promise might be sure to

all the seed; not to that only which is
of the law, but to that also which is

of the faith Of Abraham; who isthe
father of usall.” ROM. 4:2-8, 16.

“For this commandment which |
command thee this day, it is not

hidden from thee, neither isit far

off. It is not in heaven, that thou
should say, Who shall go up for us

to heaven, and bring it unto us,

that we may hear it, and do it? Neither
15:10.

isit beyond the sea, that thou should say,
Who shall go over the seafor us, and
bring it unto us, that we may hear it,
and do it? But the word is very nigh unto
thee, in thy mouth, and in thy heart,
that thou may do it.” Deut. 30:11-14.
(Paul quotes this passage in Deuteronomy,
prefacing it thus: “ The righteousness
which is of faith speaks on thiswise.”
See Rom. 10: 6.)

“Have mercy upon me, 0 God, according
to thy loving kindness. according unto
the multitude of thy tender mercies
blot out my transgressions. Wash me
thoroughly from mine iniquity, and
cleanse me from my sin.” “Create in me
aclean heart, 0 God; and renew aright
spirit within me.” “For thou desires not
it in sacrifice; else would | giveit: thou
delights not in burnt offering. The
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“You are the children of the prophets,
and of the covenant which God

made with our fathers, saying unto
Abraham, And in thy seed shall all
the kindreds of the earth be blessed.”
“Neither isthere salvation in any
other: for there is none other name
tinder heaven given among men,
whereby we must be saved.” Acts
325, 412

“And brought them out, and said,
Sirs. what must 1 do to be saved?
-And they said, Believe on the Lord
Jesus Christ, and thou shall be saved,
Even as and thy house.” Acts 16:30, 31.
“For | am not ashamed of the

gospel of Christ: for it isthe power

of God unto salvation to every one
that believes; to the Jew first, and
also to the Creek.” Rom. 1:16.

“But now the righteousness of God
without the law is manifested. Being
witnessed by the law and the prophets;
even the righteousness Of God

which is by faith of Jesus Christ unto
all and upon all them that believe:

for there is no difference.” ROM.
3:21, 22.

“Therefore being justified by faith.
we have peace with God through our
Lord Jesus Christ: by whom also we
have access by faith into this grace
wherein we stand, and rejoice in hope
of the glory of God.” Rom. 5:1,2.
“But by the grace of God | am what | am.” 1 Corinthians

“But God, who isrichin mercy for his great love wherewith
he loved Us, even when we were

dead in sins, bath quickened us together

with Christ (by grace you are saved;) and bath
raised us up together and made us sit together

in heavenly places In Christ Jesus: that

in the ages to come he might thew the

exceeding riches of hisgracein his

kindness toward us through Christ Jesus.

For by grace am you saved through faith;

and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God:
not of works, lest any man should boast.”

Eph. 2:4-9.

“For the grace of God that brings salvation

bath appeared to all men.” Titus 2:11,

“And the Spirit and the bride say, Come.

And let him that hears say, Come.

And let him that is thirsty come.

And whosoever will,

let him take the water of life freely.” Rev. 22:17.
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sacrifice’s of God are a broken spirit; a
broken and a contrite heart, 0 God, thou
will not despise.” Ps. 51:1,2,10,16,17.

Here are the evident conclusions we must reach from studying these passages on obedience and
gracein the Old and the New Testament:

1. Throughout all the history of this earth God has had but one rule for those who desire to be His
children and thus qualify for heaven, and that rule is, obedience to His commands.

2. Likewise throughout all history there has been but one means by which men can be cleansed of
the sin of their past disobedience and be enabled to give true obedience in the future; namely, the grace and
power of God, which are made available through faith in the gospel.

Answersto afew questions will help to make these conclusions even more evident.

1. How did sin begin in the human race? Answer: By man’s failure in the Garden of Eden to give
obedience to God' s will, His holy command.

2. Whereis God' s will most concisely expressed? Answer: In His holy law, the Ten Commandments.

3. What is the attitude of rebellious men toward His law? Answer: “Because the carnal mind is
enmity against God: for it is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be.” Rom. 8:7

4. How is sin defined in the Bible? Answer: “Sin is the transgression of the law.” 1 John 3:4

5. How many of us are sinners? Answer: “All have sinned, and come short of the glory of God.”

Rom. 3:23.

6. Then how do we stand in relation to God? Answer: “Guilty before God.” Rom. 3:19.

7. Can a man remove his guilt for past sins, and thus stand justified before God, by faithful
obedience to God's law in the future? Answer: “By the deeds of the law there shall no flesh be justified in
hissight.” Rom. 3:20.

8. What is the purpose of the law in relation to a guilty man? Answer: “By the law is the
knowledge of sin.” Verse 20. “For where no law is, there is no transgression.” Rom. 4: 15.

9. What is the gospel ? Answer: The good news that Christ has come to die for our sins and to offer
to men the grace of God (Matt. 1:21; 2 Corinthians 5:18-21)

10. What is grace? Answer: The unmerited favor of God displayed toward man in saying and
preserving him.

11. How is the grace of God toward guilty man displayed? Answer: (1) By offering him a means
by which he may be freed from the guilt of his past sins. (2) By taking away his “carna mind’ and stony
heart, which are “enmity against God” and “not subject to the law of God,” and giving him a new heart and
mind that delights to do the will of God. (Rom. 8: 7; Hebrews 8: 10.)

12. How is man freed from the guilt of past sins? Answer: “You know that he [Christ] was
manifested to take away our sins.” 1 John 3:5. “Being justified freely by his “ace through the redemption
that isin Christ Jesus: ... for the remission of sinsthat are past.” Rom. 3:24, 25.

13. How does the guilty man avail himself of this proffered cleansing? Answer: By simple faith in
Christ. “That whosoever believesin him should not perish, but have everlasting life.” John 3:16.

14. At the moment of accepting Christ by faith what takes place for repentant sinners? Answer:
There is fulfilled for them the promise of the new covenant: “I will put my law into their mind, and write
them in their hearts: and | will be to them a God, and they shall be to me a people.” Hebrews 8: 10.

15. With God'’s laws thus written in our minds and hearts how do we relate ourselves to its holy
requirements, its clam on our obedience? Answer: Christ “condemned sin in the flesh: that the
righteousness of the law [“the just requirement of the law,” R.S.V.] might be fulfilled in us, who walk not
after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” Rom. 8:3, 4.

16. How €lse is this miraculous new life of the pardoned sinner described? Answer: “I am
crucified with Christ: nevertheless | live; yet not I, but Christ lives in me: and the life which | now live in
the flesh 1 live by the faith of the Son of God, who loved me, and gave himself for me.” Gal. 2:20.

17. Now if Christ is the one who lives out His life through us, what will be our relation to God's
law? Answer: The samerelation to it that Christ bore.

18. What was Christ’ srelation to God's law? Answer: “| delight to do thy will, 0 my God: yea, thy
law iswithin my heart.” Ps. 40:8.

19. How does the pardoned sinner reveal that he is no longer at enmity against God, but that he
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truly loves Him? Answer: By obedience to God, which is the opposite of rebellion against Him. “For thisis
the love of God, that we keep his commandments.” 1 John 5:3.

20. How may we summarize the contrast between the sinner and the pardoned child of God?
Answer: In this way:

The Sinner The Pardoned Child of God
1. “Enmity against God.” 1. In harmony with God.
2. "Hasacarnal mind!” Minds the things of the flesh. 2. Walks “not after the flesh, but after the spirit.”
3. “Not subject to the law of God.” 3. God'slaw in his mind and heart.
4. Controlled by Satan (Rom. 6:16), 4. Christ livesin him, and Christ has
who originated all rebellion. His Father’s law in His heart.

How evident, then, that there is no conflict between law and grace; between obedience to God's holy law,
which is the true mark of the child of God, and salvation from sin through God's grace displayed in the
atoning sacrifice of Christ. We are saved from sin, law breaking, that we might live alife of obedience, law
keeping. No sinner will enter heaven. The “saints” standing in readiness for Christ's Second Advent are
distinguished in two vital ways: They (1) keep “the commandments of God” and (2) “the faith of Jesus.”
(Rev. 14:12) Adventists, who seek to prepare their hearts and the hearts of others for the Second Advent,
preach that men should “keep the commandments of God” and possess “the faith of Jesus.” Thus law and
grace are combined. And it is because “the faith of Jesus” is kept that “the commandments of God” can be

kept.

Objection 15

Why preach the law when no one can be saved by obeying it? Furthermore, man is morally unable to
keep the commandments.

This objection is really only a variant of objections already answered. But because the no-law
argument is made to appear so plausible under different guises, let us examine this objection.

We agree with the objector that no one can he saved by keeping the law, and that man is morally
unable to keep it. But we do not agree with the conclusion he would have us draw from these facts; namely,
that the law was abolished at the cross. What would we say to the man who should argue that mirrors ought
to be abolished as worthless because no one can obtain beauty by looking into them? Why, we would say
that it is not the business of a mirror to make people beautiful, that no one ever made any such claims for
mirrors. The function of the mirror isto provide us with a means of knowing whether we look as we ought.
And when we have discovered how we look, we can take appropriate means for remedying the
imperfections.

Even so with the law. The law was never intended to make man holy or pure or beautiful. Its task
is not that of saying man from his sins and imperfections, but of providing him with a means of discovering
just what his condition is. When he gazes at the law, with mind quickened by the convicting Spirit of God,
he sees immediately where this moral defect or that mars the beauty of his soul, even as he discovers from
gazing into a mirror just where this physical defect or that mars the beauty of his body.

And when men thus see their spiritual defects, and become conscious of their uncleanness, they
are in a frame of mind to listen to a message that offers cleansing from their defilement. In other words,
only when a man realizes that he is a sinner is he ready to listen to the gospel, which is the good news of
salvation from sin.

It is by the law that we have the knowledge of sin. (See Rom. 3:20.) Therefore it is evident that
only as the law is made known to men can they be brought into a frame of mind that will cause them to
wish to hear and accept what the gospel offers them.

We would ask: If sinful man is unable to keep the law, and when he becomes a Christian he need
not keep it, pray tell why was the law of God ever given? Shall we make a farce of God’s law, and charge
Heaven with proclaiming a code that was for thousands of years impossible of being kept, and that for the
last two thousand years need not be kept?

www. T hreeAngels.com.au 47




ANSWERS TO OBJECTIONS

We are puzzled to understand why the objection before us should be used to prove that the law
was abolished at the cross. Men were no more morally able to keep God's holy law in the centuries before
Christ than they have been in the centuries following. Nor could they in those years before Christ hope to
obtain salvation through the law, for, as we have found, God has had only one way of saving men from the
days of Adam down, and that is through the sacrifice of Christ. (See objection 14) So, then, if the objection
before us really proves anything against the law today, it proves it against the law in al past days, back to
the beginning of man’s sinful history. In other words, there would be no useful place for God'slaw at all in
the whole history of the world.

The fact is, that instead of the law’s being abolished for the Christian, there is really no true
keeping of the law except by Christians. The divine code would be a dead letter in this world were it not for
the Christians who obey it. By faith Christ comes into our hearts, and lives out in us the precepts of heaven.
(See Eph. 3:20; Gal. 2:20; 1 Corinthians 1:23, 24) Thus, instead of God's law being wholly ignored and
flouted in this rebellious world, there are found men and women upholding and establishing it in the only
way a law can be upheld-by living in obedience to its claims. That is why Paul says, “Do we then make
void the law through faith? God forbid: yea, we establish the law.” Rom. 3:31. Our faith in Christ has not
abolished but established the law.

Objection 16

By preaching the law you endeavor to deprive Christians of the gloriousliberty of the gospel.

Christ declared, “Every one that commits sin is the bondservant of sin.” John 8:34, A.R.V. And
what is sin? “Sin is the transgression of the law.” 1 John 3:4. Therefore it is the man whose life is not in
obedience to the law of God who is deprived of liberty. The righteous man willingly obeys God's law, and
finds happiness in such obedience.

Law and liberty are not opposite words. You need not surrender one in order to have the other.
True, there are men who stand up at street corners and declare that the only way to have rea liberty is to
abolish all laws. But as good citizens we do not take such talk seriously. Instead, we know that laws wisely
made and well kept provide the only sure foundation for liberty in any country. In fact, someone has aptly
remarked, “Obedience to law isliberty.” And this phrase is often found inscribed on public buildings in the
liberty-loving United States of America.

In any country the ones who find in law a curtailing of their liberty are those whose habits of life
are in opposition to the law. The man who is accustomed to steal or to murder finds that the law checks the
freedom of his actions very greatly.

If as citizens of this world we find liberty in obedience to manmade law, why, as citizens of the
heavenly world, do we need God’s law abolished in order to have liberty? Is it because the laws of heaven
are unjust and deprive us of the freedom that ought rightfully to be ours? It were blasphemy to utter the
thought.

The law of God prohibits making or worshiping idols. No man who calls himself a Christian can
feel deprived of liberty by such a prohibition. The law aso commands us not to take God’s namein vain or
to desecrate His holy Sabbath day. Does the child of God want to be freed from these prohibitions?
Likewise the law commands respect for parents, and prohibits killing, adultery, stealing, lying, and
coveting. Certainly no follower of Christ will feel that these precepts deprive him of liberty.

Indeed, the Bible definitely speaks of God’'s holy law as “the law of liberty.” (See James 2:10-12.)
True, if the law is preached to men apart from the gospel-the saving power of God-the result will be only a
feeling of condemnation on the part of the hearers. They will smply be brought to a realization of how
guilty they are. But when the high code of heaven is presented in terms of God's promise to give us of His
Divine Spirit to carry out the law’s holy requirements, then the hearers can find happiness and liberty in
such preaching; for “where the Spirit of the Lord is, thereisliberty.” 2 Corinthians 3:17.

No one would ever have thought of bringing against Seventh day Adventists the charge of
depriving men of Christian liberty if it were not that we preach the law exactly as it reads in the Bible.
Protestant denominations believe in the law and declare that obedience to it is necessary. (See page 493 for
references to creeds.) They have believed so strongly that the Ten Commandments should be obeyed by all
that they have persuaded legislatures in most of the so-called Christian countries to enact statutes for the
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observance of the fourth commandment, the Sabbath command, as they interpret it.

Just why we who invoke only the grace of God to enable men to obey the command to keep holy
the seventh day, should be charged as legalists, while the hosts of Sunday keepers who invoke the strong
arm of the law in order to compel men to rest on the first day of the week, should claim to be the exponents
of grace, is surely one of the strange contradictions in modern religion. Seventh day Adventists have ever
been vigorous opponents of the principle of approaching Sabbath rest from the legal standpoint, whereas
Sunday keeping preachers are the ones who have lobbied almost every legidative body in Christian lands
into passing strong laws to enforce Sunday rest.

Just what is there about preaching first-day sacredness from the fourth commandment-as
Protestant denominations, in general, do-that allows them to bask in the warmth of grace; whereas the
preaching of seventh day sacredness from the same fourth commandment consigns such preachers to the
chill limbo of legalism? The explanation cannot possibly he found in the theory that we who preach seventh
day sacredness do so more sternly and rigorously than first-day preachers. Even a cursory acquaintance
with Protestant history reveals that Sunday sacredness has quite generally been proclaimed with a severity
that frightened into conformity the majority, and thrust into jail the remainder. If today there is a certain
relaxation of this severity, it surely does not reflect any change of view toward the first day by Sunday
keeping religious leaders. They bemoan the laxity that has crept in.

When we declare that a certain definite day has been set apart as holy, we are frequently met with
the argument that there is no difference in daysin the Christian Era, that it is unreasonable to maintain that
a special sacredness or significance attaches to a particular day in the cycle of the week. But evidently by
the actions and statements of Sunday keepers themselves there is a vast difference in days, so vast a
difference that the keeping of one particular day means that you are shackled by legalism, and the keeping
of another particular day means that you roam freely over the wide expanses of grace. Seventh day
Adventists never taught a sharper contrast in days than this.

Therefore the point at issue is not whether the Ten Commandments should be obeyed or not;
virtually all Protestant creeds clearly teach obedience to the Ten Commandments. (See p. 493) Nor isit a
guestion of whether there is a wide difference in days. Protestants in general believe there is so mighty a
difference as to justify civil laws and penalties to maintain the difference. The real question is this: Seeing
that the Ten Commandmentsisin force, and seeing that there is a difference in days, which day is the right
one, the seventh or the first? In the series of Sabbath objections beginning on page 123 a partial answer, at
least, will be found.

Objection 17

The Bible repeatedly and emphatically declares that no one can he justified by keeping the law.
Hence to preach the keeping of the law isto preach another gospd. “Whosoever of you are justified
by thelaw; you arefallen from grace.” Gal. 5:4.

In harmony with the Bible, Adventists repeatedly and emphatically declare that no one can be
justified by keeping the law. (See objection 14) The confused reasoning in the objection before us resides
in the evidently mistaken idea of what the word “justified” means Scripturally. The evidence presented
under objection 14 revealed that the divine act of justifying a sinner takes place at the moment he comes to
God, repentant and in faith, to claim the offered pardon for sins that are past through the sacrifice of Christ.
To teach that man can wipe out past guilt, that is, past disobedience to the law of God, by faithful keeping
of that law in the future, is to flout the grace of God and to preach another gospel.

The very word “gospel” means good news. Good news that a divine plan has been devised
whereby sinful man may be purged of his guilt; that the Lamb of God that takes away the sin of the world
has been delivered for our offenses and raised again for our justification. (John 1:29; Rom. 4:25.)

Thisis clearly revealed in the words of the angels who spoke to Joseph and to the shepherds. Said
the angel to Joseph, regarding Mary’s son that was to be born: “And she shall bring forth a son, and thou
shall call his name Jesus: for he shall save his people from their sins.” Matt. 1: 2 1.

To the shepherds the angel declared: ‘Fear not: for, behold, | bring you good tidings of great joy,
which shall be to al people. For unto you is born this day in the city of David a Savior, which is Christ the
Lord.” Luke 2: 10, 11.
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When we preach the keeping of God’s commandments we are not preaching a different gospel
from the one just described. We are simply echoing the words of the apostle John: “For this is the love of
God, that we keep his commandments. and his commandments are not grievous.” 1 John 5:3. We are
simply calling on the now justified child of God to live in obedience to God.

Paul, apparently, feared that some who read what he had written about men not being justified by
the law might wrongly conclude that God’s grace frees us from any obligation to keep the law. He states
the matter thus: “What then? Shall we sin, because we are not under the law [that is, not under the
condemnation of the law], but under grace? God forbid.” Paul, who knew, of course, that “sin is the
transgression of the law,” isreally asking this: Shall we transgress the law because we are under grace? He
answers, “God forbid.” We simply echo his answer and call on men who are saved by grace to refrain from
transgressing God's law in the future.

Objection 18

1 Timothy 1:9 proves that the Christian has nothing to do with the law, for we read there that “the
law isnot made for a righteous man.”

Let us read the whole passage: “Knowing this, that the law is not made for a righteous man, but for the
lawless and disobedient. For the ungodly and for sinners, for unholy and profane, for murderers of fathers
and murderers of mothers. For mandayers, for whore mongers, for them that defile themselves with
mankind, for men stealers, for liars, for perjured persons, and if there be any other thing that is contrary to
sound doctrine.” 1 Tim. 1:9,10.

The first fact that stands out from this Bible statement is that it says nothing about the law’ s being
abolished in the Christian dispensation. Instead, it reveas that the law serves as definite a purpose in the
Christian Era as in the centuries before Christ. The class of people against whom the law is directed-
murderers, liars, etc, are found in every period of the world’s history. Really there is no text in the Bible
that proves more conclusively than does this one that the law was not done away at the cross.

The only way to attempt to offset this proof would be by contending that murderers and liars, for
example, should obey the law, whereas Christians are free from it. To this strange conclusion would we be
brought by following out the objector’ s logic.

But even that defense of the no-law position is unavailing. Can even the most devout among
righteous men rightly claim that they never commit sin? No. Even the greatest saints have had to claim
repeatedly the comforting promise. “If any man sin, we have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the
righteous.” 1 John 2: 1. But the same apostle who wrote that promise also wrote, “Sin is the transgression
of the law.” 1 John 3:4. Therefore, every time we confess our sins, we confess that God's law is till
binding and that we desire to be obedient to it. Then, as we again place our hand in the hand of God and
walk in righteousness, we are not brought into conflict with the law, for “the law is not made for a
righteous man.”

There is really nothing hard to understand about this text. It is a simple statement concerning the
purpose of law that every judge or legidator or layman would agree to today in matters civil as well as
religious. For whom are our criminal laws laid down? For the law-abiding citizen? No, for the lawless, you
say. That isright. But is the law-abiding citizen therefore freed from the requirements of the statute books?
No.

The same is true concerning God's law. It is directed against the lawless, not against the righteous,
who are law-abiding citizens of the kingdom of God. But are the citizens of the heavenly kingdom
therefore freed from the requirements of that divine code? No.

Furthermore, good citizens in any government are not the ones who complain about the law. They
have little occasion to complain. Their lives are in harmony with it. Even so in the spiritual realm. The man
whose heart is right with God finds no occasion to fight the divine law or to tell others that it ought to be
abolished. Instead, he says with the psalmist, “0 how love | thy law! It is my meditation all the day.” Ps.
119:97. And if he is overtaken in afault and falls into sin, he does not excuse his sinful act by arguing that
the law has no claim upon him. Rather he confesses his sin -his law breaking and seeks, through divine
grace, more faithfully to obey God.
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Objection 19

Seventh day Adventiststeach that a man must keep the commandmentsin order to be saved.

Again, we are confronted ssimply with a variant of objections already answered. But the present
objection so tersely sets forth a mistaken idea regarding Adventist teaching that it is here examined as a
separate objection.

To the rich young man who inquired of Christ, “Good Master, what good thing shall | do, that |
may have eternal life?” Jesus replied, “If thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments.” Matt.
19:16,17. The verses that follow show clearly that Christ referred specifically to the Ten Commandments.

It is surely unfortunate that so many Christians remember only one portion of the statements of
Christ. They preach much about the passive side of Christianity, of accepting Jesus Christ as a Savior. But
there is an active side as well, for Christianity embraces much more than the saving of a man from his past
sins. It hasto do with hisliving asinless life. There is for the Christian a doing of God's will, a keeping of
God's commandments, and a certain working out of his own salvation. (See Matt. 7:21; Rev. 14:12; Phil.
2:12)

Although we do not teach that a man keeps the commandments in order to be saved, we do
emphatically teach that a man who is saved gives evidence of that salvation by keeping the commandments
of God. It has been well remarked that although there is no salvation in keeping the law, there is awful
condemnation in not keeping it.

Christianity does not free man from the claims of God's law, which he as a sinner has not been
able to fulfill. If it did thus free him, Christianity would be but an opiate to his soul, leaving him in the
same unfortunate state as before. No, Christianity is God’s plan whereby man can obtain power to keep the
laws of heaven. It isthe divine scheme by which Christ lives and works within us. (See Gal. 2:20)

We believe the words of Christ, “if thou wilt enter into life, keep the commandments,” but we also
believe that the keeping power is a gift from God. We confess that we of our own selves can do nothing,
but we believe that we can do things through Jesus Christ who strengthens us. (See Phil. 4:13) We accept
without reserve the words of our Lord: “I am the vine, you are the branches. he that abidesin me, and | in
him, the same brings forth much fruit: for without me you can do nothing.” John 15:5. Though we say with
Paul, “Work out your own salvation,” we immediately add, as does the apostle, “It is God which works in
you both to will and to do of His good pleasure.”

Objection 20

Seventh day Adventists declare that the seventh day of the week was set apart as a Sabbath by the
blessing and sanctification of God at the creation of the world. They thus seek to prove that the
Sabbath preceded the Jewish race and applies to all men. But Genesis, which contains the record of
God’sresting upon and blessing the Sabbath, was written by M oses two thousand five hundred years
after creation, or about the time of the Exodus. M oses simply set down in that Genesis reference to
the Sabbath a statement of what God actually did for the seventh day at M ount Sinai.

The first fact that here stands out clearly, and should be noted at the outset, is this: It is admitted that the
Genesis record of the blessing of the Sabbath at creation carries with it a powerful argument in behalf of the
universality of the Sabbath for all peoplesin all ages.

The second fact is this: The objector poses as possessing a knowledge of Moses' literary
procedures that is remarkable to say the least. How did he gain it? He has access to no other sources of
knowledge than those known to all Bible students. And such students, including eminent commentators,
have rather uniformly through the years held that Moses, in the book of Genesis, is giving a historical
record of creation week when he mentions the blessing of the Sabbath day. And they have held this view
despite the fact that they were Sunday keepers. But, in al honesty, what else could they do but hold this
view? Let us examine the facts.

1. What is the nature of the book of Genesis? It is plainly, from beginning to end a book of history.
It sets forth a brief narrative, in chronological order, of events from creation through to the death of Joseph.
Therefore, in the absence of clear evidence to the contrary, we should consider the various parts of it, the
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accounts of what men said and did, and likewise the accounts of what God said and did, as being historical
incidents occurring at the time indicated in the narrative. The account of God's resting on the seventh day
of creation week and blessing and sanctifying it fits as naturally into the historical sequence as do any other
incidents mentioned in Genesis. There is nothing in the context to suggest differently.

2. The fact that the book of Genesis was written some twenty five hundred years after creation has
no bearing on the matter whatever. All books of history are written after the events described. And
obviously any history book that essayed to record twenty-five hundred years of history would have to be
written at least that long after the incidents of the first year took place. To say that a history writer projected
back into the year one an event occurring in the year 2500, or thereabouts, is to make a statement that could
be believed only if we were ready to charge the author with fraud and deception. We are not ready to do
that with Moses.

3. But note the point at which the objector claims the record ceases to be historical and becomes a
throwback from an incident that occurred twenty-five hundred years later. He carries the narrative through
the creation week, including God's resting oil the seventh day from all His work. (Gen. 2:2) At this point,
the objector declares, the break comes, and the immediately following words are a throwback: “And God
blessed the seventh day, and sanctified it: because that in it lie had rested from al his work which God
created and made.” Verse 3.

Now why should God rest? Not because He was weary. His resting, which is faithfully recorded
by Moses, must have had a meaning. The next verse reveals the meaning. The resting was the reason for
the blessing. He blessed and sanctified the seventh day “because that in it He had rested from all his work.”
Verse 3. And what reason is there for contending that God rested on the seventh day of creation week in
order to provide the occasion for blessing it, and then waited twenty-five hundred years to pronounce the
blessing? None whatever.

4. Let us notetile instances of blessing that are recorded in the creation narrative:

Event Blessing

Fifth Day Fifth Day

“Anti God said, Let the waters “And God blessed them, saying,
bring forth abundantly.” Gen. 1:20. Be fruitful, and multiply.” Verse 22.
Sixth Day Sixth Day

“And God said, Let the earth “And God blessed them, and God
bring forth the living creature.... said unto them, Be fruitful, and multiply
Let us make man in our image.” “Verse 1:28.

Gen. 1:24-26.

Seventh Day Seventh Day

“And he rested on the seventh day “And God blessed the seventh day,
from all his work which he had and sanctified it.” Verse 2:3.

made.” Gen. 2:2.

The objector is willing to agree that the blessings upon the acts of the fifth and sixth days follow
immediately the incidents described. Parallel literary construction and the complete absence of any
suggestion of a break in narration require him to agree that the blessing of the seventh day follows
immediately upon the incident of God' s resting on that day.

5. Note also the paralel constructions, so far as tense is concerned, that are found in the fourth
commandment itself. Here the Lord is speaking to Isragl:

a. “In six daysthe Lord made heaven and earth.”
b. “And rested the seventh day.”
c. “Wherefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath day, and hallowed it.”

Note the four verbs, all in the past tense: “made,” “rested,” “blessed,” and “hallowed.”

It is this consistent past tense that gives maximum force to the word “remember,” that introduces
this command. The obvious meaning of the verb “remember” is to call to mind a past event or experience
of some kind. Israel was commanded to “remember the Sabbath day, to keep it holy,” and why? Because
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God was now going to blessit? No, but because God had blessed it.
With these facts before him the reader should have no difficulty in deciding the question in
controversy.

Objection 21

Exodus 16:29 and Nehemiah 9:13,14 provethat the Sabbath was not given until 1srael left Egypt. The
very silence of the Scriptures regarding anyone’'s keeping it before that time is strong corroborative
pr oof.

Two claims are here made: Firt, that the Sabbath was instituted in a Jewish setting. This claim is intended
to prepare the way for the next, that the Sabbath was made only for the Jews.

Exodus 16:29 and Nehemiah 9:13,14, whatever they state, are supposed to neutralize the statement
in Genesis 2:2,3 and quite expunge it from the record. But does one Scriptural statement do that to another?
No. When one text appears to contradict another we may be sure that we have made a mistake in our
interpretation of one or the other of the texts. We have already seen-objection 20-that Genesis 2:2,3 stands
firmly as a testimony that God rested on the seventh day of the first week of time and then and there
blessed it. Thus we are prepared at the outset to believe that whatever Exodus 16:29 and Nehemiah 9:13,14
teach, they do not teach contrary to Genesis 2:2, 3.

Exodus 16:29 is part of the narrative of the giving of the manna, which was to be collected each
day for the six working days, with twice as much to be collected the sixth day, because God gave no manna
on the seventh day. But some of the Israglites, contrary to God’s command, went out on the Sabbath day to
collect it. This caused the Lord to inquire of Moses. “How long refuse you to keep my commandments and
my laws? See, for that the Lord hath given you the Sabbath, therefore he gives you on the sixth day the
bread of two days.” Exodus 16:28, 29.

Nehemiah, long afterward, recalls what God did for Israel in bringing them out of captivity,
declaring in part: “Thou came down also upon mount Sinai, and spoke with them from heaven, and gave
them right judgments, and true laws, good statutes and commandments: and made known unto them thy
holy Sabbath, and, commanded them precepts, statutes, and laws, by the hand of Moses thy servant.” Neh.
9:13, 14.

These passages deal with essentially the same incidents and are so similar in construction that they
may be considered together. Let us note certain phrases:

1. “The Lord bath given you the Sabbath.” Exodus 16:29.
2. “Gave them right judgments, and true laws, good statutes and commandments.” Neh. 9:13.
3. “Made known unto them thy holy Sabbath.” Neh. 9:14.

We believe that the answer to the objection before usis found clearly revealed in the second of these three
phrases. If, as claimed, the construction of the first and the third phrase requires the conclusion that the
Sabbath law did not exist before the Exodus, then the construction of the second phrase requires us to
conclude that the wide range of statutes, laws, and commandments that were formally stated at Sinai did
not formerly exist. Therefore, not only would it have been no sin to work on the seventh day, previous to
the Exodus, but it would have been no sin, previous to Sinai, to have done any of the things prohibited by
the various laws and commandments which God “ gave them” at that time.

But no one will claim that it would have been right to do the latter, for he agrees that nine of the
Ten Commandments are an expression of eternal moral principles. When, at Sinai, God commanded,
“Thou shall not commit adultery,” it might be said, in one sense of the word, that He then gave Israel the
law against immorality. It was the first formal proclamation of that principle to the newly formed nation
that stood in need, at the outset, of a clearly expressed code of laws. But no one believes for a moment that
previous to the giving of that law against adultery from the flaming mount, there was no divine ban on
adultery and therefore no sinin indulging in immoral acts.

Even so with the Sabbath law. It, along with the other great precepts of the Ten Commandments,
and many other statutes, was formally made known to Israel as they began their national life. The long
darkness of Egypt had quite blurred their understanding of God’ s will. Now by the light of the pillar of fire,
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God made dear to them all His requirements, including the Sabbath.

God declares, “I made myself known unto them [The Isradlites], in bringing them forth out of the
land of Egypt.” Eze. 20:9. Would the objector reason from this text that God did not exist before the
Exodus? No. Then why contend that the Sabbath did riot exist before that time simply because God then
made it known to Israel ? The facts are that the knowledge both of God and of the Sabbath had largely faded
from the minds of the Israglites during their long Egyptian bondage.

Only aword need be said in reply to the claim based on the fact that the Scriptures are silent about
anyone’s keeping the Sabbath before the Exodus. The few pages of the Bible that precede the account of
the Exodus cover some twenty-five hundred years. Obviously, only a few high lights of the long record
could be penned. Chiefly, Moses sought to provide it running narrative to connect creation with the events
that followed the fall of man, on down through the Flood, the call of Abraham, the rise of Israel, and their
exodus from Egypt. Little is mentioned of the religious activities in which men engaged during those
twenty-five hundred years. To present this silence of Scripture its a proof against the seventh day Sabbath
istorely on art exceedingly weak argument.

Those who promote the importance of Sunday generally include in their reasoning that man needs
a recurring day of worship each week, nor do they set any bounds of time or place on that claim. Hence
those who lived before the Exodus were in need of such arecurring day. Seeing they were, would God fail
to provide for that need? Indeed, did He not do that very thing when, at creation, He set apart for a holy use
the seventh day? And do we need to find a specific mention of their keeping that day before we reasonably
conclude that holy men like Enoch, Noah, and Abraham kept that holy day? In fact, what other conclusion
would be reasonable?

Objection 22

The Sabbath is Jewish. It was given only to the Jews and was part of the old covenant that was made
only with the Jews. Further, Deuteronomy 5:15 states explicitly that God commanded the Jews to
keep the Sabbath as a memorial of their deliverance from Egypt. Therefore it has no meaning for us
who are Gentile Christians.

This reasoning goes over much the same ground covered by the claim that the law given at Sinai was
intended only for the Jews. See under objection 4, where evidence is presented to show that the whole
Bible was written by Jews, much of it directly addressed to Jews, that both old and new covenants were
made with the “house of Israel,” and that Christ Himself declared that “salvation is of the Jews.” Yet all
Protestantism turns to the Bible, both the Old and the New Testament, for spiritual guidance. We dl claim a
right to the new covenant relationship, and we al preach that “salvation” which Christ declared “is of the
Jews”, isfor every man in every land.

We would ask this ssimple question, Why is the seventh day of the week more Jewish than the first
day of the week? The Westminster Confession, which is the clearest expression of the Protestant view on
the sacredness of a weekly rest day, declares that the Sabbath “from the beginning of the world till the
resurrection of Christ, was the last day of the week.” That is a period of at least four thousand years. Y et for
the first half of this long period there were no Jews. Did the seventh day of the week suddenly acquire a
different character and quality at Sinai as God was leading His chosen people from Egypt to the Promised
Land?

Someone may venture to say yes, and to support his answer by reference to those Old Testament
declarations that the Sabbath was a distinguishing mark and a sign between God and the children of Israel.
But if this answer proves anything, it proves too much, for the very same Old Testament records which thus
describe the Sabbath reveal to us also that God describes Himself as being in a very peculiar and distinctive
way the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Why should not the Lord enjoin the Sabbath of the Lord upon
the Lord’s own people?

The reason that the observance was confined to the Jews in the last part of that four-thousand-year
period before Christ was that no other people on the face of the earth were true followers of God. They
were pagans and heathen. Of course the Sabbath was closely associated with the Jews during the time of
their national history; and as we have noted, so was everything else of the revealed will of God, including
all the prophets of God and all the writings that make up the Holy Word.

www. T hreeAngels.com.au 54




ANSWERS TO OBJECTIONS

“But,” someone may reply, “The Bible does not say anywhere that the Savior and salvation were
to be confined to the Jews.” Very true. Neither do we read anywhere that the Sabbath was to be confined to
the Jews. On the contrary, we have very specific declarations of Scripture to show that the Sabbath was
intended of God to have a worldwide application. Let us enumerate a few of these:

1. The Sabbath commandment itself specifically declares that not only were the Jews to rest but
also the stranger that was within their gates. (See Exodus 20: 10) The strangers were those not of the family
of Israel; they might belong to any other race or people or nation.

2. Chrigt declared that “the Sabbath was made for man.” Mark 2:27. He did not say “Jew,” but
“man,” and there is no justification for confining the meaning of the word “man” to the Jews. If we should
thus confine the word, we would soon come into great difficulty. We read that Christ is “the true light,
which lights every man that comes into the world.” John 1:9. Did Christ bring light only to such men as are
Jews? Furthermore, the Sabbath was given so that men might have the blessing of rest and the worship of
their Creator. Why should God desire that only a small fraction of His created beings-for the Jews have
ever been avery small part of the world’s population-should partake of the happinesstd rest and worship?

3. How could the Sabbath have been given only to the Jews, when it was made at creation, which
was long before the days of Abraham. the father of the Jewish race? (See Gen. 2:2, 3).

4. The prophet Isaiah, speaking of the closing days of earth’s history, when God's “salvation is
near to come,” talks of the blessing that will come upon “the son of the stranger” that “keeps the Sabbath.”
(Seelsa. 56:1-84

5. Finally, in the new earth, where there will be people of every race and nation, the Sabbath will
be kept. (See Isa. 66:22, 23)

Now what of Deuteronomy 5:15, which is said to prove that the Sabbath was given only to the
Jews? The text reads as follows: “Remember that thou was a servant in the land of Egypt, and that the Lord
thy God brought thee out thence through a mighty hand and by a stretched-out arm: therefore the Lord thy
God commanded thee to keep the Sabbath day.”

Note the setting of this text. The fifth chapter of Deuteronomy consists of a summing up by
Moses, with appropriate comments, of the great event at Sinai forty years before, when God spoke the Ten
Commandments. That Moses was not attempting to repeat verbatim the commandments, but rather to urge
the keeping of thew well-known precepts, is shown by verse 12, where he says “Keep the Sabbath day to
sanctify it, asthe Lord thy God hath commanded thee.”

Therefore the first point to note is that this recital of the commandments in Deuteronomy cannot
be taken as a substitute for the form of the commandments found in Exodus 20. In Exodus we find the
record of the commands as God spoke them, and to this record Moses specifically referred Israel when he
urged them, “Keep the Sabbath day to sanctify it, as the Lord thy God bath commanded thee.” And
whatever reasons or appeals are presented by Moses must be considered as an addition to, and not as a
substitute for, the reasons given by God when He originally spoke the commandments.

God declared that the seventh day is the Sabbath on which all should rest, because “in six days the
Lord made heaven and earth, . . . and rested the seventh day.” And He added, “Wherefore the Lord blessed
the Sabbath day, and hallowed it.” Exodus 20: 11.

Let us look again at the context of Deuteronomy 5. Moses proceeds with his paraphrase of the
Sabbath command, and closes the fourteenth verse-which describes how servants as well as masters were to
rest-by adding: “That thy manservant and thy maidservant may rest as well as thou.” Then follows
immediately verse 15, which reminds the Israglites of how they were servantsin Egypt, etc.

What is the natural conclusion, then, for us to read? Simply this, that Moses was giving an added
reason for the keeping of the Sabbath commandment, especially that feature of it which had to do with the
servants’ resting.

This, we say, is the natural conclusion to be reached. It becomes the inevitable conclusion when
certain parallel passages are quoted.

A little further on Moses gives instruction as to the treatment of a servant, and how, after he had
served six years, he should be released in the seventh and sent away with liberal provisions from the flocks
and herds of the master. “And,” added Moses, “thou shall remember that thou was a bondman in the land of
Egypt, and the Lord thy God redeemed thee: therefore | command thee this thing to day.” Deut. 15:15.
Shall we conclude that liberality and love toward servants are a command originating at the Exodus, that all
who lived before that time might deal grudgingly with their servants without incurring God'’s displeasure,
and that only Jews are required by God to display such kindness toward servants?

Again, let us read a more detailed command: “Y ou shall do no unrighteousness in judgment, in
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meteyard, in weight, or in measure of just balances, just weights, a just ephah, and a just hin, shall you
have. | am the Lord your God, which brought you out of the land of Egypt. Therefore shall you observe all
my statutes, and al my judgments, and do them: | am the Lord.” Lev. 19:35-37. Shall we take this verse by
itself and build up the argument that the command to deal justly in the various affairs of life originated with
the Exodus, that previous to that a man might shortchange his neighbor with impunity, and that only Jews
are required by God to refrain from shortchanging anyone?

Or take this further statement: “I am the Lord that brings you up out of the land of Egypt, to be
your God: you shall therefore be holy, for | am holy.” Lev. 11:45. Are we to conclude from this that the
command to “be holy- is intended only for literal |srael, who were brought “up out of the land of Egypt”?
We believe that even the most vigorous opponent of the Sabbath would hesitate to endorse such an idea.
But if both holiness and Sabbath keeping have a certain relationship to deliverance from Egyptian bondage,
and yet we agree that all men should be holy, we surely cannot use Egypt as an excuse for violating the
Sabbath.

In the light of these passages, and others that might be given, how evident it is that the fact of their
Egyptian bondage, when they were treated unkindly and unjustly, was cited by Moses simply as an added
reason why they, now that the Lord had graciously delivered them from such conditions, should deal justly
and lovingly with others. The law of just dealings with others, especially with those in an unfortunate
condition, has been binding on men from the beginning of the world. But it took on added force and
obligation when applied to those who had been so lately compelled to work as slaves in Egypt.

Instead of weakening the Sabbath command, Deuteronomy 5:15 simply serves to show how
exceeding broad is the command, and how God intended the Sabbath to prove a source of refreshment and
blessing even to servants.

Objection 23

In Exodus 31:14 we read that Sabbath violators were to he stoned to death. Do you believe the same
penalty should be enforced today? If you say that the penalty feature of the Sabbath law is done
away, then you have really declared the Sabbath abolished, for a law has no force if there is no
penalty provided for itsviolation.

Again, in Exodus 35:3 weread that no fireswereto be kindled on the Sabbath. If you believe
the Sabbath law is still in for ce, why do you kindle fires on that day?

Exodus 31:14 reads, “Y ou shall keep the Sabbath therefore; for it is holy unto you: every one that defiles it
shall surely be put to death: for whosoever does any work therein, that soul shall be cut off from among his
people.”

If the reader will turn to Deuteronomy 13:6, 10; 21:18, 21; 22:21-28, and all of Leviticus 20, he
will read there a whole series of injunctions concerning the putting to death of persons who were idolaters,
who were rebellious to their parents, who committed adultery or were guilty of incest, who cursed father or
mother. In fact, who violated any part of the moral code. Indeed, someone has estimated that no less than
nine of the Ten Commandments are specifically mentioned in connection with the penalty of death for their
violation.

Now we would ask the Sabbath objector: Do you believe that the idolater, for example, ought to
be put to death, or the son who curses his father? Of course you answer no. Then, according to your logic,
if you believe that this penalty should not be enforced today, you evidently believe that it is no longer
wrong to be an idolater, for example, or for a son to curse his father. But such a conclusion would
obviously be monstrous, to say nothing of being unreasonable. Y et it would be no more unreasonable than
tile contention that because present-day Sabbath keepers do not believe Sabbath breakers should be put to
death, therefore the Sabbath law is abolished. This kind of reasoning proves too much, and thus proves
nothing.

We agreethat if alaw has no penalty, it has no force. But it does not follow that because we do not
believe in stoning people, therefore we believe there will be no punishment for those who violate the
Sabbath or any other part of the law of God.

The only difference between the ancient Jewish order of things and ours today is as regards the
time of punishment and the executor of the punishment. When God was the direct ruler, He saw fit to have
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an immediate punishment inflicted. Now the evildoer must look forward to the last great day of judgment.
(See Hebrews 10:26-29)

Therefore let not the Sabbath breaker feel at case in his mind simply because God has not
suddenly brought judgment upon him for his violation of the fourth precept of the Ten Commandments,
which declares that the seventh day is the Sabbath of the Lord thy God, Creator of heaven and earth.

The story is told of a certain godless man who found special delight in flaunting his disobedience
of the Sabbath command. He lived in a locality where the other farmers near him were devout Sabbath
keepers. When October came and he harvested his crop, he found that he had even more in his barn than his
neighbors.

Meeting the Sabbath keeping minister on the street one day, he gloatingly mentioned this fact. The
minister’s only reply was. “God does not always make a full settlement in October.” No better answer
could have been given.

The faithful Sabbath keeper awaits the day of final judgment to receive his full reward for
obedience to God, the Creator of the whole earth. And likewise, the Sabbath violator must await that last
great day of accounting in order to receive the final reward for his failure to obey the explicit command of
God. The violation of the law of God is sin, the Scriptures inform us (1 John 3:4), and the wages of sin is
death (Rom. 6:23). Isthat not sufficient penalty?

What of the command against kindling fires oil the Sabbath? Exodus 35:3 reads, “Y ou shall kindle
no fire throughout your habitations upon the Sabbath day.” Our answer, briefly, isthis:

1. The prohibition against kindling a fire is not part of the fourth commandment of the Ten
Commandments. And it is the precepts of the Ten Commandments that we consider moral and thus
eternally binding.

2. There were many civil as well as ceremonial statutes given to Israel that had limited duration.
For example, there were civil statutes that declared how a slave should be treated. (See Exodus 21:1-11)
The Sabbath objector finds in these statutes of the holding of slaves, for example, no justification for
davery today. Instead, he agrees with the Sabbath keeper that many of the statutes given to Israel through
Moses were an adaptation of great moral principles to the degree of moral understanding of the Israglites,
or to particular situations that existed locally. Therein lies the basic distinction between the moral
commands of the Decalogue given to Israel directly by God on Sinai, and the host of other statutes given
through Moses.

Now if the Sabbath objector feels free to discard the statute on the care of slaves while holding
that nine of the ten command of the Ten Commandments are still in force, are we not equally reasonable in
discarding the statute against kindling fires on the Sabbath while holding that all ten commands of the Ten
Commandments are still in force?

3. It is not even certain, from the context, that the command to the Jews against Sabbath fires was
intended to apply to other than their wilderness journeying. The command comes as a preface to a series of
commands concerning the erection of the tabernacle, which commands had life only so long as the
tabernacle was under construction, and then died by limitation. The Jews themselves have never been
agreed on whether the prohibition against Sabbath fires extended beyond the wilderness period.

In the wilderness the temperature was lather generally warm, hence fire would hardly be needed to
protect against sickness. The Israglites were instructed to bake and seethe oil the sixth day such of the
manna as they desired to eat in that form on the Sabbath day. Hence there was no need to kindle a fire for
cooking on that day.

Again, to “kindle” a fire in those times meant to engage in very real and extended labor. As the
Pulpit Commentary in its comments oil Exodus 35:3 observes:

“The kindling of fire in early times involved considerable labor. It was ordinarily effected by rubbing two
sticks together, or twisting one round rapidly between the two palms in a depression upon a board. Fire
only came after a long time. Moreover, as in the warm climate of Arabia and Palestine artificial warmth
was not needed, fire could only have been kindled there for cooking purposes, which involved further
unnecessary work. . . . The Jews generally view the precept as having had only atemporary force.”

In the light of these facts, how could the prohibition against kindling fires raise any possible doubt asto the
moral quality and permanency of the fourth command of the Ten Commandments?
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Objection 24

When we as Sunday keepers declare that the ten-commandment law was abolished at the cross,
Adventiststry to embarrass us by asking usif we believeitisall right in the Christian Erato steal or
kill or do any other of the heinous deeds prohibited by the Ten Commandments. We do not. We
believe that God has great moral principles that have governed the universe from all eternity and
will continue to govern it to all eternity. The Ten Commandments was simply a partial reflection of
these principles. The principles remain, but the Ten Commandments in gone. Hence the Sabbath is
gone.

How does the objector know that God has had these great moral principles from eternity? Does he
have access to heavenly information that we do not have? No! Christianity isarevealed religion. It does not
rest on the philosophical speculations of wise men, but on a revelation from God, and that revelation is
contained in a written record called the Bible. What we may deduce from viewing God's creation, or from
communing with our own spirit, must ever be corrected by what we read in the Book. That is the historic
Protestant position.

No the objector has no authoritative source of information that we do not possess. That is why he
fails to give us any information as to what these “moral principles” are. He carefully leaves them undefined
and undescribed. He is wholly warranted in affirming that God has had “moral principles” in force through
all eternity. Reason and common sense assure us that a universe governed by a holy God must certainly be
controlled by “moral principles,” or more exactly, moral laws, for Christian theology always speaks of the
universe as being divinely governed by moral laws. But neither reason nor common sense can define with
certainty just what is comprehended in those laws. We repeat, only by a study of the revealed will of God
in the Bible can we know for certain what those laws are.

We do know from the Bible that when God first called out a people for His own name He
delivered to them in His own handwriting Ten Commandments, or laws, which were to be the moral basis
of their government. Now, we would ask the objector whether he believes that any of these ten commands
were part of the eternal moral laws. We can imagine his quickly agreeing that at least nine were the
commands against false gods, making idols, blasphemy, killing, adultery, stealing, lying, covetousness, and
the command to honor our parents. Thus by the admission of the objector himself, when God saw fit to
reveal to men His eternal moral laws, He gave to them the Ten Commandments, nine tenths of which
consisted of eternal moral laws.

God’s speaking from Sinai simply made those eternal moral laws audible to men. And His writing
them out simply made them visually evident. Thus men might both hear and see and thus know for certain
those eternal moral laws that should govern their lives. To say that the Ten Commandments was simply a
“reflection” of eternal moral laws, as though it were a shadowy image and not the enduring reality, is to
confuse simple truth by subtle words. We might as appropriately say that God’s voice that spoke the Ten
Commandments, and His hand that wrote it, were merely a shadowy reflection of Himself. The commands
of the Ten Commandments were as truly a projection of the eternal moral laws into the realm of men as the
divine hand and voice were a projection of God into our mortal realm. Thus it would be as irrationa to
speak of destroying the Ten Commandments while preserving the eternal moral laws as it would be to
speak of destroying the divine voice and hand while preserving God.

Therefore, when someone declares that the Ten Commandments was abolished at Calvary heis, in
strict logic, really asserting that God's eternal moral laws, or at least nine of them, were then abolished In
other words, after God had supernaturally revealed nine of His eternal moral laws to men and had exhorted
them repeatedly through the prophets to be obedient, He suddenly abolished these nine eternal moral laws
at Calvary. That is what the objector really declares. Yet he feelsthat it is grossly unfair for us to conclude
that the logic of his declaration permits himto lie and steal and kill, and so on.

We do not believe that those who declare that the Ten Commandments has been abolished really
think that they may now Kkill steal. We simply affirm that the premises from which they reason logically
lead to that conclusion, and that the defenses they erect against the conclusion will not stand up. We seek to
show, not that their moral standards are bad, but simply that their logic is, and most evidently so because of
the bad premise on which it rests and the bad conclusion to which it leads.

And how do the advocates of this abolition doctrine seek to avoid this obvious conclusion? By a
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variety of arguments, some of which have already been considered. For example, that in the Christian Era
we are fulfilling the law if we have love to God and man, and that such love will not permit us to bow
down to idols or lie or steal, et cetera. But does love, which has ever existed, make unnecessary the eternal
moral laws which, he admits, have ever existed? No, love simply gives us spiritual discernment to see and a
heart tender to obey these moral laws. Furthermore, the prime importance of love to God and man is
revealed in the Old Testament. Y et there was a need for the Ten Commandments in Old Testament times.
Why not also in our times?

The objector’s primary reasons for claiming that the abolition of the Ten Commandments permits
him to break the fourth commandment, but does not permit him to break the other nine, are these:

1. The fourth commandment aone, of the ten, was ceremonial, and with al the other ceremonies,
expired at Calvary. Therefore we are not required to keep it.

2. The other nine commandments, because they are moral, were re-enacted by the apostles, and
thus are binding on us.

Though these two contentions are really parts of the objection before us, and must be answered
before afull reply is provided, they also carry usinto new areas of discussion. Hence they will be examined
separately in the following pages.

Objection 25

The fourth commandment in the Ten Commandments is not inherently a moral precept, but the
other nine are self-evidently moral commands. “ All moral principles are discoverable by the light of
nature” or reason, but the necessity of keeping the seventh day isnot thus discoverable. For example,
all men naturally know that it is wrong to steal, kill, commit adultery, et cetera, but no one would
thus know that a particular day had been set apart as holy. That required a direct revelation from
God. Hence the Sabbath command is not moral. Furthermore, thereis nothing inherently holy in the
seventh day of the week. Hence “it would never have been wrong to work on the seventh day unless
God had given acommand to rest on it.”

The most direct reply may be presented in terms of answers to the following three key questions:

First Question

Do al men naturally know that it is wrong to steal, commit adultery, worship idols, or violate any
other of the nine commands that the objector certainly agrees are moral?

This question obviously challenges the very foundation on which the whole objection before us
rests. Fortunately, a clear and sure answer can be given. Let us start with the first commandment. This
command not only forbids polytheism but also requires that we worship one certain God, the true God. Do
all men naturally know that it is wrong to worship more than one god? Or do they naturally know who the
true God is? The answer to both questions is no. Though most men of al races and ages have felt that they
should worship some god or gods there never has been agreement as to which god or gods should be
worshiped.

Says Paul, “For after that in the wisdom of God the world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased
God by the foolishness of preaching to save them that believe.” 1 Corinthians 1:21. His sermon on Mars’
Hill is an exhibit of such preaching. And how did Paul know the true God? By the revelations given to him
and by his study of that revelation called the Scriptures.

The one true God is pure and holy, and though just, is merciful. The gods of the nations have been
anything but holy, and their mercy at best has been capricious. Now, the first commandment calls on us to
worship the one true God. Hence we must know His nature and holy requirements if we are truly to obey
that command. But only revelation can provide that knowledge.

Let us take the second commandment. Do men know by reason or nature that it is wrong to make
alikeness of God or of any creature and use it as an object of religious worship? No. The history of almost
all mankind is a history of idol worship. Indeed, Roman Catholics declare that there is nothing sinful in
making images and bowing down before them. And how do we as Protestants seek to show the evil of
idols, either Catholic or heathen? Do we rest our case on reason and nature? No. On revelation.

Take the third commandment. The reason why we see force and meaning in the prohibition against
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taking God’'s name in vain is that revelation presents to us a picture of a most pure and holy God to whom
we owe all and to whom we must someday give an account. But the heathen, even the most enlightened
Greeks, who possessed no revelation, thought of their gods as altogether like themselves, lustful, depraved,
vindictive, even murderous. Would it have seemed reasonable to a Greek to believe that there was anything
wrong in taking lightly the name of any of his gods?

Let us turn to a commandment that deals with man’s relation to his fellow man and see whether
reason and nature prove sufficient here. We who are Christians are shocked at the thought of adultery in
any of its evil manifestations. And when we send missionaries to far lands we seek to turn men from this
evil, along with all other evils. But these missionaries do not make their appeal on the basis of reason and
nature. They would be ridiculed if they did. That is the testimony of many who have preached to non-
Christian peoples. Instead, they preach morality and chastity in terms of a revelation from God and a
command of God.

But why lengthen the survey of the nine commands that the objector admits are moral? We believe
that reason and nature play some part in giving us a knowledge of right and wrong, of God and the
judgment, so that men are without excuse. But how limited a part they play is sadly revealed in the long,
sinful history of man. We believe that the inhabitants of Sodom and Gomorrah had enough knowledge of
God and right and wrong to be morally accountable and justly entitled to the fiery destruction that
descended upon them. But our Lord declared that it would be more tolerable in the day of judgment for
Sodom and Gomorrah than for those cities that refused to receive the message that His disciples would
bring to them. And why? Because the disciples would bring to them a revelation from God, received
through Jesus Christ. Said Christ, “If | had not come and spoken unto them, they had not had sin: but now
they have no cloak [margin, “excuse”] for their sin.” John 15:22.

How clear it is that a divine revelation is needed, not simply. in regard to the fourth
commandment, but in regard to the others aso! Thus the very foundation on which this impressive
objection has been reared, disappears. Strictly speaking, it should not be necessary for us to deal further
with this objection. But let uslook briefly at the other questions involved.

Second Question

What are the proofs that Seventh day Adventists can offer to support their claim that the fourth
commandment is moral rather than ceremonial, and thus eternally binding like the other nine?
We answer:

1. “Moral duties and precepts are such as grow out of the attributes of God. Creative power is the
distinguishing attribute of the living God, and the Sabbath grew directly out of the exercise of this attribute
in the creation of the world.” *

* This and other non-Biblical quotations in this series of proofs that the Sabbath command is a moral
one are taken from the pamphlet “ The Morality of the Sabbath”, written in 1875 by none other than D.
M. Canright. His later defection from the Seventh-day Adventist Church no more invalidates these
proofs than does the defection of a minister from the Christian religion invalidate the reasons he
formerly presented in behalf of Christianity. Rather, they stand m an indictment of the man’s defection.

2. The second reason follows closely on the first: “Man’s moral duty to love and obey God rests chiefly
upon the fact that the Lord created all things, which fact the Sabbath was given to commemorate.

3. Man's nature, physically and mentally, requires just such a day of rest as the Sabbath precept provides,
and hence, like all moral precepts, it provides for anatural and universal want of the race.

4. “Man’s moral and spiritual well-being requires just what the Sabbath precept provides, and hence it is
moral.

Proofs three and four are identical with those used by ardent Sunday law advocates, except that when they
say “Sabbath-they mean “Sunday.” They present medical and scientific evidence to show that those who
take a day of rest at regular intervals of about one week can better carry on their work during the next
week. They also point to religious history which shows that in so-called Christian lands where a weekly
day of worship has riot been faithfully observed, religious life wanes.
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Thus it is a well-established fact that Sunday |eaders in Protestantism see a moral quality in the
fourth commandment as certainly as Seventh day Adventists do. Their contention is that the command is
partly moral and partly ceremonial. The mora part, say they, is the command to keep holy one day in
seven; the ceremonial part, the particular day that was set apart. They must claim that part of it is moral in
order to enforce Sunday; they must claim that part of it is ceremonial in order to justify their changing the
day of worship.

In taking this position they overlook the following facts:

a. As has aready been shown, the mora quality of the Sabbath command resides not simply in the
physical, mental, and spiritual needs of man. Most primarily the moral quality springs from the relation of
the command to the creative act of God.

b. The creative act displayed itself in a certain time sequence, six days in which God labored and the
seventh day on which He rested.

c. “God blessed the seventh day, and sanctified it: because that in it he had rested from all his work.” Gen.
2:3.

d. The very reason offered in the fourth commandment as to why men should keep the Sabbath is this
historical fact of creation and God’'s resting on the last day of creation week. “The seventh day is the
Sabbath: . . . for in six days the Lord made heaven and earth . . . : wherefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath
day, and hallowed it.” Exodus 20: 10, 11.

How, could language make more clear that a particular day is involved in the Sabbath command? And that
that day memorializes a specific historical event? Or how could language make more clear that the
sanctifying of this particular weekly rest day springs from the fact that this specific historical event
occurred on that day, the seventh day?

The “wherefore” in the Sabbath command refers back to this incident and to the particular day
God blessed. Remove the “wherefore,” and the reason for the Sabbath command disappears. But that is
exactly what Sunday advocates do when they invoke the Sabbath command in favor of one day’s rest in
seven but discard the reason for a weekly holy day. When they contend that the weekly rest-day feature of
the command is moral, but the seventh day feature is ceremonial, and hence of relatively minor importance,
they are in the curious position of asserting that a great mora principle enunciated in the Ten
Commandments rests upon a ceremonial, and thus relatively minor, act of God.

5. “The Sabbath precept, like all moral precepts, applies equally well to all nations, in al countries, and at
all times.” This follows from the fact that recurring periods of physical rest and similar periods of religious
exercise are as much needed by one people as another, in al climesand in all ages.

6. “The Sabbath precept guards the right of property the same as the eighth commandment does; and hence,
like that, is moral.” The Lord divided the seven-day week into two parts, six days man might use as he
desired in honest labor, the seventh God reserved. “The seventh day is the Sabbath of the Lord thy God.”
Exodus 20: 10.

The Lord speaks of the Sabbath as “my holy day.” (Isa. 58:13.) It isas morally wrong to steal from God the
holy time that belongs to Him as it is to steal from our neighbor some possession that is his. Hence the
command that prohibits such stealing from God is a moral command.

7. “Marriage is a mora institution. The Sabbath ingtitution, being made at the same time, by the same
authority, for the same persons, and in asimilar manner, is also moral for the same reason.”

Only those who are ready to contend that marriage rests, not on a moral, but on a ceremonial, law, should
logically contend that the Sabbath rests smply on a ceremonial law. It is in this setting that we better see
how unreasonable is the argument that although the Sabbath institution is moral, because all men naturally
know that rest is needed, the particular day mentioned in the Sabbath command is ceremonial, because men
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do not naturally know the day on which we should rest. No Christian would be impressed with the
argument that though the marriage institution is moral, because men naturally know that marriage is
needful, the monogamous feature of it is ssmply ceremonial, because men do not naturally know that a man
should have only one wife. We would respond that even if men do not know this naturally, they do know it
by revelation, and then we would cite God's act in Eden in uniting one man and one woman, and His
declaring that “they twain shall be one flesh.” We would not consider it necessary to do more than this to
prove the moral quality of monogamy, that one joined to one is right, but one joined to two or more is not.
Christians believe that God' s act and declaration can give a moral quality even to arithmetic.

By precisely the same reasoning we may dispose of the argument about the ceremonial quality of
that part of the Sabbath law that speaks of a particular day.

8. One of the most distinguishing marks of the various ceremonial laws in the Bible is that they were all
given after man sinned, were made necessary in some way or other by man’s sinful state, and expire by
limitation while man is till on this present world. (The ceremonial statutes given to the ancient Jews
expired at the cross; the ceremonial rites of Christians, for example, the Lord’s supper-expire at the Second
Advent.) That is not true of the Sabbath, which was given to sinless Adam and Eve in Eden, and will be
kept by the redeemed in Eden restored. (See Isa. 66:23.)

9. The very fact that God placed the Sabbath command in the heart of the Ten Commandments, known to
al Chrigtians as the moral law, is in itself the most convincing proof that that command is moral. God
confined His audible law giving to ten commands; He confined His writing to ten commands. How
unreasonable to believe that with brevity so distinguishing a mark of this code, with weighty and eternally
moral precepts on both sides of it, God should insert in the midst a ceremonia statute that was to expire at
Christ’s first advent! But we are not required to entertain so unreasonable an idea. The series of proofs here
given reveal beyond all reasonable doubt that the fourth commandment is moral.

Third Question

What of the claim that “it never would have been wrong to work on the seventh day unless God had given a
command to rest in it? The objector here most evidently seeks to prove that the Sabbath is a ceremonial
statute, which owes its authority, not to any inherent moral quality, but to an arbitrary command of God.
The point is really covered in what has already been presented. But two observations more may help to
reveal fully the fallacy of the objection.

I. Through the ages there have been those who preached and practiced free love. Even in
nineteenth-century America some societies formed of people that claimed kinship with Christians,
advocated free love and thus the abandonment of marriage. Now, how would the Sabbath objector answer
such a free-love advocate who contended that it never would have been wrong to practice free love if God
had not commanded that there should be marriage, with twain as one? We think we hear him responding
immediately and with vigor: “What more do we need than God’'s command to determine what is right or
wrong?” Nor would he countenance for a moment the argument that seeing men do not know naturally that
monogamy is right, therefore the Christian rule of monogamy is arbitrary and may be abandoned by those
who desire greater freedom. Even so with the Sabbath command.

2. We earlier noted that one of the reasons for the Sabbath command was to guard property rights.
The seventh day belongs to God. It was because God set apart the day as His own, with blessing and
sanctification, that He commanded men to regard it as different from other days, to rest from their own toil
on that day, and to keep it holy. Hence the objector is forgetful of the historical facts and sequence when he
declares that “it never would have been wrong to work on the seventh day unless God had given a
command to restin it.”

The wrongness of using the day for secular interests resides in the fact that the Sabbath is God's
holy day. The command springs from that fact. It is therefore not an arbitrary command, but a moral one
growing out of the nature of the seventh day, the sanctified possession of God.

There is something very strange about the claim that the Sabbath command is ceremonial. Those
who set it forth generally are devout Sunday keepers who deplore the widespread profanation of Sunday
and often seek to secure civil legislation to protect it, even as their spiritual fathers in past generations did.
They quite *uniformly hold that the keeping of Sunday is a moral matter, certainly not ceremonial, though
they can cite no command of Scripture in support of this belief, no action of God in blessing or sanctifying
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the day. They must fall back on the fourth commandment, albeit with aterations and a sixteenth-century
new interpretation, in order to make out the appearance of a case for the moral quality of Sunday keeping.
(See page 545 for the historical evidence in support of this statement.) Y et we who keep the Sabbath are
declared to be resting our case op a ceremonial law, though we appeal to the same fourth commandment,
and in the exact form that God gave it.

All this surely adds up to the conclusion that the real controversy is not over whether a weekly rest
day isamoral requirement of God-the Sabbath institution soon begins to disintegrate unlessit is so viewed-
but which day of the week the fourth commandment calls on us to keep, the seventh or the first?

(See objection 38 for a discussion of this point. See also objections 26 and 27 for a discussion of
other aspects of the claim that the Sabbath is ceremonial.)

Objection 26

“The Sabbath was not a day of special religious worship. . . . In God’s plan, the keeping of the
seventh day on the part of His earthly people was to be an external form, or rite; the perfor mance of
a definitely prescribed ceremony, stipulating the cessation of all work on a given day, or a day of
complete physical rest. Only when connected with the annual feasts was it observed as a day of
religious significance.” All this provesthat the seventh day Sabbath was simply one of the ceremonial
Sabbaths. All those Sabbaths, in common with every other ceremonial statute, were abolished at the
Cross.

By two unwarranted claims this objection seeks to drop the seventh day Sabbath down to the level of the
ceremonial Sabbaths, which were blotted out at the cross. Let its consider them in order:

First False Claim

The seventh day Sabbath was merely an “external form,” which called simply for “complete physical rest.”
Hence it could not be that essentially spiritual, morally binding, holy day that Seventh day Adventists
declare that it is. It is difficult to understand how anyone acquainted with the Bible would make this
statement. L et the Bible provide the refutation. The creation of the Sabbath revealsthat it is distinguished in
two ways: (1) by God's resting on it, and (2) by His blessing and sanctifying it. And as earlier stated, to
sanctify meansto set apart for a holy use.

When the Lord sought first to impress on the new nation of Israel the significance of the Sabbath,
which had doubtless been forgotten by many during their Egyptian bondage, He caused manna to fall for
the six working days, and then withheld it On the seventh. The Israglites were to gather extra on the sixth
day, and to rest on the seventh. When they came to the first Friday and found that they were able to gather
twice as much as on preceding days, Moses said to them, “This is that which the Lord has said, Tomorrow
is the rest of the holy Sabbath.” Exodus 16:23. The Sabbath presented was not only as a day of “complete
physical rest” but also as “the holy Sabbath.”

When Nehemiah long afterward referred to the formal giving of the Ten Commandments on
Mount Sinai he declared that God there made known unto them His “holy Sabbath.” (Neh. 9:14)

Nehemiah found certain Jews working on the Sabbath and buying wares on that day. With
indignation at this threat to the life of the nation, now rising from itslong captivity, he cried out:

“What evil thing is this that you do, and Profane the Sabbath day? Did not your fathers thus, and
did not our God bring al this evil upon us, and upon this city? Yet you bring more wrath upon Israel by
profaning the Sabbath.” Neh. 13:17, 18.

It is only holy things that are capable of being profaned. How strange to Nehemiah's ears would
have sounded the words of those who today try to dismiss the Sabbath as merely an “externa form” that
dealt only with “physical rest.” Would God, who bore so long with the most grievous iniquities of Israel,
have uprooted the Jewish nation and sent it into captivity because of a failure to keep a merely “external
form, or rite”?

The Lord, through Isaiah’ offers a special blessing to those who truly keep the Sabbath:

“If thou turn away thy foot from the Sabbath, from doing thy pleasure on my holy day; and call the Sabbath
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adelight, the holy of the Lord, honorable. And shall honor him, not doing your own ways, nor finding your
own pleasure, nor speaking your own words. Then shaft thou delight thyself in the Lord; and | will cause
thee to ride upon the high places of the earth, and feed thee with the heritage of Jacob thy father: for the
mouth of the Lord hath spokeniit.” Isa. 58:13, 14.

Second False Claim

The seventh day Sabbath acquired a“religious significance” “only when connected with the annual feasts.”
Hence it owed its religious or spiritual quality to its connection with obviously ceremonial, annual
Sabbaths. And can that which is blessed-in this case, given “religious significance”-be on a higher level
than that which blesses it? All this proves that the seventh day Sabbath was simply one of the ceremonial
Sabbaths.

But we have discovered that the seventh day Sabbath has an inherent holiness given to it by God
in Eden. There were no annual feast days with which it might possibly be connected until twenty-five
hundred years later. When the manna was first given, Moses described the seventh day as “the holy
Sabbath”, though no annual feasts, with which it might be “connected” had yet been given. When God
announced the Sabbath as a part of the Decalogue, it could be described as His “holy Sabbath”, wrote
Nehemiah. But the giving of the Ten Commandments preceded the setting forth of the laws that created the
annual feast days. We found nothing in the context of the passages in Genesis, Exodus, or Isaiah which
speak of God's holy Sabbath, that gives any suggestion that it needed to be “connected” with any annual
feast in order to possess holiness.

Strictly speaking, we need not, therefore, spend time in discussing annual feasts. However, an
examination of them really adds further proof that they are essentially different front the seventh day
Sabbath. From Leviticus 23 we |earn that there were seven annual Sabbaths:

1. The fifteenth day of the first month of the Jewish year, the first day of the Feast of Unleavened Bread,
known also as the Passover Sabbath.

2. The twenty-first day of the first month, the last (lay of the Feast of Unleavened Bread.

3. Thefiftieth day from “the morrow after the” fifteenth of the first month, known later as Pentecost.
4. Thefirst day of the seventh month, called “amemorial of blowing of trumpets.”

5. The tenth day of the seventh month, known as the Day of Atonement.

6. The fifteenth day of the seventh month, the first day of the Feast of Tabernacles.

7. The twenty second day of the seventh month, the last day of the Feast of Tabernacles.

These annual convocations were properly called “ Sabbaths,” for the Hebrew word shabath, from which our
English “ Sabbath” is trandlated in the Old Testament, smply means “rest.” And on those annual Sabbaths
the people rested from their labors. But the mere fact that these annual holy days are called “ Sabbaths” does
not in itself warrant placing them in the same class with the seventh day Sabbath. Both are rest days, to be
sure, but that does not mean that they are of the same character or standing. In terms of the Hebrew
language, we could properly describe a modern holiday as a “ Sabbath,” arest day; we could also describe a
Christian Era holy day as a “ Sabbath.” But how foolish would be the person who decided, therefore, that
holidays and holy days are of the same nature, and thus stand or fall together, simply because both are rest
days, or “Sabbaths,” according to the Hebrew. Though they have one point in common, namely, rest, their
dissimilarities are many. Thus with the annual Sabbaths and the seventh day Sabbath. Their dissimilarities
are many and great. Let us note them:

Seventh day (Ten Commandments) Sabbath

1. Made at the creation of the world. Gen. 2:2,3.
2. Memorialized an event at beginning of time, the creation, before there was a Jewish people.
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3. Intended ever to turn men’s minds back to creation. Exodus 20:8-11.

4. God rested on the seventh day Sabbath and specifically blessed and sanctified it. Gen. 2:2, 3.
5. Commemorates aworld that had come forth perfect from Creator’s hand.

6. Tied to weekly cycle and the same day of the week always.

7. Could be kept anywhere in world, because weekly cycle operates free of all calendars.

8. Kept every week.

9. “Made for man.” Mark 2:27.

10. Will continue beyond this world. Isa. 66:23.

Annual (Ceremonial) Sabbaths

1. Made at Sinai, about twenty-five hundred years after creation. Leviticus 23.

2. Memorialized events in current Jewish history. For example, Feast of Tabernacles. Lev. 23:43.
3. Intended to turn men’s minds ever forward to cross, etc. “A shadow of things to come.” Col. 2:17. For
example, “Christ our Passover is sacrificed for us.” 1 Corinthians 5:7.

4. God did not rest on these days, nor set them apart with distinctive blessing or sanctification.

5. Commemorates and foreshadows events in aworld plagued with sill.

6. Tied to the Jewish calendar, and thus a different day of week each time celebrated.

7. Could be known and kept only where the Jewish calendar isin existence.

8. Kept only once a year.

9. A part of the ceremonial ritual “which was against us.” Col. 2:14.

10. Abolished, taken “out of the way,” at Christ’s crucifixion. Col. 2:14.

Though it is true that al things that pertain to the service of God at any time have a certain holy
quality, and though, in the present instance, these annual Sabbaths had some features in common with the
seventh day Sabbath, the dissimilarities are so real and so great as to leave no doubt that the former should
not be confused with the | atter.

When the Lord instructed Moses concerning the annual feasts, known as “holy convocations,”
which revolved around the seven annual Sabbaths, He declared in conclusion, “These are tile feasts of the
Lord, which you shall proclaim to be holy convocations . . .beside the Sabbaths of the Lord.” Lev.
23:37,38.

Thus are we instructed by God Himself that the annual Sabbaths are apart from, and in addition to,
“the Sabbaths of the Lord.”

As the Bible commentary by Jamieson, Fausset, and Brown well observes:

“Leviticus 23. 38 expressly distinguishes ‘the Sabbath of the Lord’ from the other Sabbaths.”-
Comment on Col. 2:16.

Objection 27

That the fourth command of the Ten Commandmentsis ceremonial, but the other ninearemoral, “is
clearly proved by the fact that Jesus, according to the strictest Sabbatarians of His day, broke the
fourth commandment and was criticized by them for doing so. Furthermore, Jesus distinctly says,
‘The priests in the temple profane the Sabbath, and are blameless.” [Matt. 12:5] Would He have
dared to say thisif the fourth commandment were a moral law? Could the seventh commandment, or
any other of the ten except the fourth, be broken by the priests, and the fact that they were broken in
the temple make them blameless?”

We would like to ask two questions:

1. If Christ broke the fourth commandment, then why did He say, “I have kept my Father's
commandments” ? John 15:10.

2. The Sabbath objector says that “the law” and he insists that all laws both moral and ceremonial
are comprehended in that term-was in force until the cross. Then if Christ broke the Sabbath
commandment, was He not a sinner? There is only one answer. But we know that Christ did no sin;
therefore there must be something wrong with the reasoning in the objection before us.

What proof is offered that Jesus “broke the fourth commandment”? An inspired declaration of

www. T hreeAngels.com.au 66




ANSWERS TO OBJECTIONS

Holy Writ? No, only the charge of the “strictest Sabbatarians of His day.”

On a certain Sabbath day, while our Lord was in a synagogue, there came before Him a man with
a withered hand. Divining that Christ might plan to heal the cripple, some “strict Sabbatarians” asked the
Master: “Is it lawful to heal on the Sabbath days? That they might accuse him. And he said unto them,
What man shall there be among you, that shall have one sheep, and if it fall into a pit on the Sabbath day,
will he not lay hold on it, and lift it out? How much then is a man better than a sheep? Wherefore it is
lawful to do well on the Sabbath days.” Matt. 12:10-12. Whereupon He immediately healed the cripple.
“Then the Pharisees went out, and held a council against him, how they might destroy him.” Verse 14.

Another instance of Christ’s healing on the Sabbath is recorded in John 5:2-18. In verse 18 we
read that the judgment of the Jews was that Christ “had broken the Sabbath.”

Here we see the charge of the “strictest Sabbatarians” in its Scriptural setting. Yet the Sabbath
objector evidently considers this charge to be sufficient ground for saying that Christ “broke the fourth
commandment.” Incredible!

We believe the incident of the healing of the crippled man proves the very opposite of what some
people allege it does, as the following questions will reveal:

1. If Christ considered the fourth commandment simply ceremonial, was this not an excellent
opportunity for Him to discourse upon the distinction between ceremonial and moral precepts? Present-day
Sabbath opposers surely would have done so, for here they argue that very point, insisting that it was
proper to break the fourth commandment, because it was ceremonial, but that it would have been sin to
break any other of the ten, because they were moral. But Christ did not use any such reasoning.

2. Note the question asked of Christ: “Is it lawful to heal on the Sabbath days?” When the
Samaritan woman at the well asked Christ where men should worship, a question that through the long past
years had had genuine importance, He dismissed it summarily by informing her that the time was at hand
when the question no longer had significance. If Christ was soon to abolish the Sabbath law on the cross,
would we not expect Him to dismiss, in similar fashion, the question the -strictest Sabbatarians” had posed?
Instead, He gave no hint of impending abolition, but replied, “It islawful to do well on the Sabbath days.”

There is no suggestion that He considered He was breaking the Sabbath. Instead, He was
interpreting its true meaning. Nor is there anything in His interpretation, or His miraculous action that
followed, that warrants the conclusion that the Sabbath rests on a ceremonial law. it is always lawful to “do
well” in relation to moral laws.

But it is alleged that the Sabbath is ceremonial because Christ declared that the priests “profane
the Sabbath, and are blameless.” His reference to the priests was simply offered in illustration of His
statement that “it is lawful to do well on the Sabbath days.” Christ’s adversaries were contending that He
and His disciples profaned the Sabbath by engaging in some form of work on the Sabbath. He reminded
them that the priests also worked on the Sabbath, and were blameless. Even the “strictest Sabbatarians”
would agree that what the priests did on the Sabbath, in harmony with “the law,” was “lawful,” even
though the priests each Sabbath had to engage in the work of slaying and offering sacrifices.

Christ’s use of the word “profane” must be understood in the context of the controversy. His
reasoning appears to be this: If His and His disciples’ deeds were profanation of the Sabbath, then by the
same token the deeds of the priests were profanation. To contend that Christ really meant that the priests,
whose Sabbath deeds of sacrificing were done in harmony with the law, did, in truth, desecrate the Sabbath,
would lead to an impossible conclusion. Christ would really be saying that God gave a holy law to guard
the sacredness of the Sabbath and then gave to Moses another law that resulted weekly in the desecration of
the Sabbath! Those who wish to, may hold this conclusion. We do not.

The Sabbath commandment, like the other commands in the Ten Commandments, is relatively
brief. It sets down the principle that men should refrain from al their own labors on the seventh day. But
the God who gave the law also revealed-for example, through other laws given to Moses, and through
Christ’s words--just how the Sabbath command should be understood and how it is related to other aspects
of life. But that does not warrant the conclusion that the Sabbath command was therefore ceremonial.
Commands that the Sabbath objector admits are moral, sometimes need interpretation to enable a person to
know how to carry out the real intent of those commands under differing circumstances. For example, the
fifth commandment makes the unqualified statement that children should honor their parents. And in
Oriental lands that would be understood in a most far-reaching sense. But what if the parents were heathen,
a situation that began to present itself when Christianity was preached to the Roman world? Paul, who
guotes the opening words of the command, places it with this obvious interpretation: “Children obey your
parents in the Lord: for thisisright.” Eph. 6:1. That permitted them to disobey the command of a heathen
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