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THE DISCUSSION. 
44 Dors THE BIBLE TEACH THAT THE CREATURE 

MAN—WHICH THE LORD GoD FORMED OF THE DUST 

OF THE GROUND—HAS A SUPERADDED ENTITY 

CALLED THE SOUL ?”” 

The Affirmative by Prof. Mattison. 

Mr. Editor :—Having returned from the burial 
of a beloved daughter at Oswego, I embrace the 
earliest opportunity to resume our discussion. 
And first I must notice a few points in your last 
reply. 

1. Our readers have seen that in your responses 
thus far you have not scrupled to assail the “ Pro- 
fessor’s Theology” in a general way, whenever you 
saw fit. Neither have you waited for me to state, 
in so many words, what.that “theology ” was, but 
have taken it for granted that I held to the ortho- 
-dox belief upon the subject of the immortality of 
man. Of this I do not complain. On the other 
hand in the absence of a formal creed, embodying 
your belief in detail, I have taken it for granted 
that you was a. consistent materialist, holding to 
the entire system, the leading principles of which 
you are constantly advocating. And having my 
opponent for an example, I also, in turn, have once 
or twice alluded to your views, as opposed to my 
own. But of this youcomplain. You really wish 
I would spare myself “ the trouble of stating what 
the editor of the Examiner holds ;” that is, you 
wish me to leave the system untouched, while you 
walk through the “ professors theology,” assailing 
points by no means involved in the discussion, and 
slaughtering his “ traditions ” without let or hin- 
drance. However, 1 haye gained one point by 
your sensitiveness: we have now the concession, 
extorted probably by the arguments respecting 
tte spirituality of God and angels,) that “ min or 
INTELLIGENCE IS NOT, IN ALL CASES, THE RESULT OF 

ANIMAL ORGANIZATION.” There are minds, then, 

without bodies ; and therefore the animal organi- 

zation of man is not essential to the continual ex- 

- istence of the soul. The mind may still exist and 

think and feel though the body be dissolved. 
2. You quote’’*my remark—‘“If there are no 

purely spiritual natures, how could such a nature 

be superadded to the material body of Adam;” 
and reply,—“ We have. not said any such nature 
was superadded, &c.” Very true ; neither have I 
stated or implied that-you have said any such 
thing. Ifthe reader will turn back to page 200 of 
the Examiner, he will see that I was vindicating 
the pertinency of my arguments, which you pro- 
nounced irrelevant, and simply showing’ that the 
spirituality of God and angels was an important 
point in the discussion. So your disclaimer, on 
that head is altogether uncalled for. 

3. You allege that if mind or intelligence is not 
in all cases the result of animal organization, it fol- 
lows that all animals that manifest intelligence 
must have souls that will live after their bodies are 
dissolved. But do you not admit the premises, 
namely, that mind is not, in all cases, the result of 
animal organization? Do you really think, then, 
that quadrupeds, and birds, and fish, have immor- 
tal souls? Why, then, except man? Why not 
admit that 42s immortality follows, from your own 
admitted premises, as well as that of an elephant 
or a dog? nn 

But I have not argued immortality from the 
simple circumstance of intelligence, but from the 
fact now admitted by you that mind may exist in- 
dependently of animal organization. From this 
fact the immortality of beasts byno means follows ; 
and besides, while it is expressly declared that 
“the spirit of man goeth upward,” it is as explicit- 
ly declared that “the spirit of the beast goeth 
downward to the earth.” Keel. iii..21. This plain 
scriptural declaration annihilates all your unscrip- 
tural inferences. - 

4. You refer to Luke 20: 35 36, and conclude 
if the risen dead are “ equal unto the angels,’ the 
angels also must have bodies; that is, if im the 
resurrection they “ neither marry nor are given in 
marriage : neither can die’ any more,” but “are 
equal unto the angels ;”’ the angels must have 
bodies like them! Who does not see that the 
equality here relates solely to the two points 
stated, viz., that like the angels they neither marry 
nor die. ‘To infer the materiality of angels there- 
fore, from this passage is about as logical as to 
argue their resurrection from the same scripture. 

5. You cite 1 Cor. 15: 47, “ The first man is of 
the earth, earthy,” to show that Adam had no 
spiritual nature superadded to his material body. 
But is it not written only two verses before, that 
“the first man Adam, was made a living soul it? 
And verse 46, “that was not first which was spir- 
itual, but that which was natural ; and afterward 
that which was spiritual: The first man is of the 
earth, earthy, &c.” If Paul teaches that “ that 
which is spiritual ” is “ of the earth, earthy,” then 
“ Bro. M. differs with Paul ;” otherwise,the differ- 
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ence is between Paul and my friend of the Exam- 
iner. 

6. In your next paragraph, we have a distinct 
denial of the spiritual nature of man. He has no 
“ other nature than an animal one,” and “ there is | 
no indication of any other or different life being 
imparted to man, than what was imparted to all 
other animals.” Your logic is that all other ani- 
mals breathed as well as Adam, and therefore they 
must have possessed all the life which he possessed. 
But is it even true that all animals breathe? 
is it written that God breathed into the nostrils of 
quadrupeds, and birds, and fish, and oysters, the 
breath of dives, and they became living souls? 
Why was he created so differently from them ? 
Were these all made “in the. image of God,” as 
well as Adam? And why, if he was a mere ani- 
mal, like the horse or the elephant did God say to 
him, “ have dominion over the fish of the sea, and 
over the fowl of the air, and over every living 
thing that moveth upon the earth.” Gen. 1: 28. 
And does not all this amount to even an “ indica- 
tion” that man has another and a higher life than 
the brute ? 

But we are referred to Eccl. 3: 19, “ they have 
all one breath,” &c. ;—in proof that man is a mere 
animal. Buta more unfortunate reference could 
scarcely be made. “ For that which befalleth the 
sons of men befalleth beasts ; even one thing befall- 
eth them ; as the one dieth, so dieth the other; 
yea they have all one breath; so that man hath no 
pre-eminence above a beast, for all is vanity. All 
go unto one place ; all are of the dust, and all turn 
to dust again,” Hecl. 3: 19, 20. “ One thing be- 
falleth them ’’—they all die. In this respect man 
has “ no pre-eminence ;” but, like the beast, must 
turn to dust. But least any should fall into the 
error of the Examiner, and conclude that the spzret 
of man dies and goes to dust, it is immediately ad- 
ded, “ Who knoweth the spirit of man that copra 
UPWARD, and the spirit of the beast that corTH 
pownwarp to the earth?” Verse 21. 

Upon this verse, Dr. Clark, who kriew something 
of Hebrew, observes, that “the word ruach, which 
is used in this and the nineteenth verse, has two sig- 
nifications, breath and spirit, and cites numerous 
passages in proof. And his,literal translation of 
the passage is, “ Who considereth the [wach] im- 
mortal spirit of the sons of Adam, which ascend- 
eth? it is from above ; and the spirit or breath of 
the cattle which descendeth ? it is downward unto 
the earth.” How, then, with sucha declaration be- 
fore him, can any believer in the Bible assert that 
man has no spirit different from the brute? and 
that his whole being goes to dust like the, beast 
that perisheth ? 

7. As an offset against the flaming capitals 
from Dr. Pye.Smrru, respecting the import of Gen. 

“2:11, I will give you the opinion of two’ Hebrew 
scholars, either of whom will more than balance 
the Doctor, even though printed in plain Roman. 

JosrrH Benson says, “ It is sufficiently implied 
here that the soul of man is of quite a different na- 
ture, and higher origin than the souls of: beasts ;” 
and Dr. ADAM CLARKg says, “ God breathed into 
his nostrils—nzshmath chaiyim—the breath of 
Lives, i. e., animal and intellectual. While this 

Or | 

breath of God expanded the lungs and set them in 
play, his inspiration gave both spirit and under- 
standing.” See commentaries. And if you wish 
to settle the matter by citing authorities, I can 
furnish you several columns as flatly against you 
as the specimens here adduced. > 

8. You do well to “pass the Profs pair of bel- 
lows,” for if the breathing of the “breath of 
Lives” into Adam’s nostrils was merely inflating 
his lungs with air, as is often done in cases of 
drowning, or where animation is suspended, then 
any thing that would force air into the nostril, 
and lungs would answer the purpose. And as a 
bellows is often used for this purpose, and is well 
adapted, you have nothing to say against them ; 
and do well to be silent. I repeat it, therefore, 
that upon your principles a bellows, and a man to 
use them, was all that was requisite to make the 
lifeless body of Adam “a living soul!” Pray an- 
swer this reasoning if you can. 

9. You say Paul’s inward man” was his 
“mind ;” for he “saith nothing about his ‘soul,’ 
&e.” Indeed ; and does he say anything about 
his “mind?” What was his mind in your opinion? 
Was it any thing more than his animal life? And 
could that be renewed day by day” while he was 
“ failing and growingfeeble?” Pray tell us how, 
upon your principles the “ mind” could be distin- 
guished from the “ outward man?” That is the 
point that needs explanation. 

10. I regret that you did not find it convenient 
to notice all my proof-texts, one by one, instead of 
selecting here and there; but you may intend to 
notice the balance in your next. Allow me then 
to remind you that Isa. 31: 3, Num. 16 : 22, 27, 
1 Cor. 6: 21, and 2 Cor. 7 x1, by some means es- 
caped your notice. They were formally cited as 
proof-texts, and I really hope they will not be dis- 
patched by the simple assertion that they “just 
avail him nothing.” Would it not be better to show, 
if you can, that they do not prove the point in re- 
ference to which they are quoted ? 

Having thus devoted all the space I can spare, 
to your response and criticisms, I shall now pro-. 
ceed with the direct argument. . 

I have already shown by numerous unequivocal 
proof-texts, that the Scriptures every where recog- 
nize the philosophical distinction between the b 
and the spirit,and the two-fold nature of man. i 
shall now proceed to show that in accordance with 
this principle they wniformly represent death as a 
SEPARATION of the body and spirit of man. 

‘The original decree of death, Gen. 3: 19, im 
plies only the death of the body. “In the sweat of 
thy face shalt thou eat thy bread, till thou return 
unto the ground ; for out of wast thou taken : for 
dust thou art, and unto dust thou shalt return.” 
Here it is plain that only so much of man as was 
“dust ” and “ taken out of the ground ” is doomed 
to return to dust again. But the “breath of lives” 
breathed into Adam by, his Creator, was not 
“dust” nor, ‘ taken out of the ground ;’ therefore 
it has no affinity for the material clod, and is not 
to return _to the dust with the body. at. death, 
Mhat this is the true meaning ot’ the decree igs ob- 

t 

vious from every description we have had of its 
fulfillment throughout the Scriptures. , 
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1. Take, for example, Eccl. 3 : 20, already cited. | ly “ superadded ” to it again as the means of res- “ All are of the dust, and all turn to dust again.” 
But how does man turn to dust ? > Does his spirit 
die or go downward to the earth ? Nay, indeed. 

_ “The spirit of man conta upwarD.” verse 21. It 
% is not ior the earth, earthy,” and is not doomed 

‘to perish with the mortal body. ; 
2. In Eccl. 12 : 7, we have a clear allusion to 

the original decree of death, anda striking descrip- 
tion of the nature of its fulfillment. “Then shall 
the dust return to the earth as it was: and the 
spirit shall return toGod who gave it.” “Then” 
—at death—* the dust ’—or body, “ shall return 
to the earth as it was.” It could not “ return” 

toring it to life. 
6. James 2: 26, “ For as the body without the 

spirit is dead, so faith without works is dead also.” 
Here the apostle refers, for illustration, to a fact 
almost universally acknowledged in his day, viz., 
that a body was “dead” when it was “ without 
the spirit ;” or, in other words, that death is a 
separation of the soul and body of man. 

7. “For I am in a strait betwixt two, having a ° 
desire to depart, and to be with Christ ; which is 
far better : nevertheless to abide in the flesh is 
more needful for you.” What does the apostle 
mean by “departing,” and what by “abiding in 

had it not been originally from the earth. So of|the flesh ?” Is he not obviously speaking of death ? 
the spirit ; it “shall return unto God who gave it,” 
because it was given by and eminated from God, 
when breathed into the body of Adam at the first. 
Then animal life began ; and now when it becomes 
extinct, the spirit goes back to God who gave it. 

3. Job. 34: 15, “ If he set his heart upon man. 
if he gather unto himself his spirit and his breath ; 
all flesh shall perish together, and man shall turn 
again unto dust.” Here observe that the “spirit” 
and “breath” of man are two distinct things ; 
and “ when God gathers these unto himself” men 
“turn again unto dust.” But the “spirit ” does not 
return “ again” unto dust, for it was never in the 
dust ; and besides it is “gathered” by God “unto” 
himself,’"—it “goeth upward” and “returns to 
God.” 

4. To the same effect is the very common des- 
cription of death, as the giving up of the ghost,— 
a departure of the soul from the body. Of Rachel 
it is said, ‘“‘ And it came to pass as her soul was in 
departing, (for she died ”)—Gen. 35:18. “ Abra- 
ham gave up the ghost,” Gen. 25: 8; “Isaac gave 
up the ghost,” Gen. 35: 29 ; Jacob “yielded up 
the ghost,” Gen. 49 : 33; “ And when Jesus had 
cried with a loud voice, he said, Father, into thy 
hands I commend my spirit : and having said this 
he gave up the ghost,” Luke 23: 46. ‘“ But man 
dieth and wasteth away, yea, man giveth up the 
ghost,” Job 14: 10; Sapphira “fell down and 
yielded up the ghost,”—Acts 5: 10. I shall 
spend no time with the peurile criticism that 
“ ghost ” in these passages means simply the breath. 
It is enough to know that both ruach and pneuma 

signify spirit as well as breath or wind. It is 
worse than trifling, therefore, to assert that because 
they sometimes mean wind or breath, that. therefore 
they mean nothing more when applied to the intel- 
Jectual nature of man. The “ ghost” is undenia- 
bly the spirit or soul, which returns to God who 
gave it when the body dies. 

That death is a separation of the soul from the 
body is obvious from the fact that when Elijah 
ravedltor the son of the widow of Zarephath, 1 
ings 17 : 21, that he might be restored to life, he 

did not pray for the child to be roused from sleep ; 
or that his lungs might be inflated with air merely, 
bat he said, “O Lord my God, I pray thee, let 
this child’s soul come into him again. And the 
Lord heard the voice of Elijah ; and the soul of the 

_ child came into him again, and he revived.” Here 
the “soul” had left the body, and was miraculous- 

And is not living to “abide in the flesh,” and di 
mg to “depart?” Besides, how could he be with 
Christ after death, if his whole being went down 
to silence and corruption? Pray reconcile such 
scriptures, if you can, with the principles of mate- 
rialism. 

8. 2 Cor. 5: 6, “ Therefore we are always con- 
fident, knowing that whilst we are at home in the 
body, we are absent from the Lord. We are confi- 
dent I say, and willing rather to be absent from 
the body, and to be present with the Lord.” What 
does Paul here mean by “at home in the body,” 
and “absent from the body,” if the soul and body 
are not essentially distinct ; and if death is not a 
separation of these two natures? What material- 
ist would ever employ such language, in reference 
to himself, on the event of death ?. And how is it 
that Paul was “ absent from the Lord” while “ at 
home in the body,” and must be “ absent from the. 
body” before he could be “present with the 
Lord?” Is not the obvious meaning simply this; 
that before death he could not be with Christ, who 
had “ passed into the heavens ;” but at death, his 
soul would leave the body and ascend to heaven, 
there to be present with Christ, forever. an 

9. Precisely such was the hope of the first mar- 
tyr. “ And they stoned Stephen, calling upon God, 
and saying, Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.” He 
was now looking “steadfastly into heaven,” where 
he saw Jesus “ standing on the right hand of God.” 
What, then, is the meaning of his prayer? Is it 
“ Lord Jesus receive my breath ? Or does he mean 
“receive my spirit down in (he dust ?” I hope the 
“ Hxaminer ” will examine these curious portions 
of the “ Bible,” and give. them an interpretation 
consistent with his theory of no-soul-ism; or the 
death of the spirit of man. 

With these sixteen stubborn passages, and the 
four that remain over from my last articie unno- 
ticed, I shall rest the argument for the present. 
New York, August 8th. H. Marrison. 

Response by the Editor. 

We sympathise with Br. Mattison in the death 

of his.“ beloved daughter,” and trust she “ sleeps 

in Jesus ;” if so, most assuredly, God will bring 

her from the dead—as He “ raised up Christ ’— 

“ when the Lord himself shall descend from heaven 

with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and 
with the trump of God: and the dead in Christ 
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shall rise first : then we which are alive and re- 

main, shall be caught up together with them in the 
clouds, to meet the Lord in the air: and so shall 

we ever be with the Lord. Wherefore comfort one 
another with these words :” 1 Thess. 4: 16-18. 

To save space and to avoid repetition, in our 
response, we again adopt the method of referring 
to the point to which we respond by the quotation 

of the number of his paragraphs. 

“1.” The Prof. “does not complain” that we 

« assail ” his “ theology-in a general way,” because 

we “have taken it for granted that” he holds “ to 
the orthodox belief,” &c. We thank him for this 

concession that we have not mistaken his position. 
On the other hand we are in nowise responsible 

for what he calls “a consistent materialist :” we 

are a Bible materialist; and believe that “ the 

Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground,” 
and gave life to that man in the way the scriptures 
affirm ; and not by superadding another entity 
called the soul, which the Scriptures nowhere 
affirm. The Prof. is mistaken in supposing that 
any argument he has used has “ extorted” from us 

the: concession ’ * he supposes. We said express- 
ly, “we never uttered such a sentiment ” as that 

“ Mind or intelligence is, in all cases, the result of 

animal organization. » Tt was no new position 

with us—no concession to anything the Prof. had 

said. But upon this supposed concession he tri- 

umphantly exclaims—“'There are minds, then, 
without bodies!’ Here he has jumped. at a con- 

clusion that by no means follows. Are there noe 

other bodies except “ antmaL” ones? Are there 
no organizations except ANIMAL ones? Sure our 

friend is too much in haste in his conclusion. Does 

not Paul speak of “a sprrirua body ?” and, does 

he not do it in contrast with the anima organiza- 

tion, or body? And does not the apostle as dis- 
tinctly state that this “spiritual body” is to be at 
the resurrection, when “ this mortar shall have 

put on immortality?” See 1 Cor. 15: 44-54. 

“Flesh and blood ”—or an anIMAL organization— 
“cannot inherit the kingdom of God,” saith Paul. 
What then? Just this: we must have sprrrrvan 
bodies : not “ minds without bodies,”—to use the 

Prof.’s language. Had Paul believed so, he had 
no need to spend so much labor to prove the resur- 
rection, and the change from natural, or animal 
bodies to spiritual ones. Because there may be, 
and will be spiritual bodies, or bodies not of ani- 
mal organization, it does not follow that mind can 

or does exist without any body. “The anima 
organization of man is not essential to” his “ con- 
tinued existence ;” but can the Prof. show that 

man has another entity called the soul? and that- 

rr can think and feel without any bodily organiza- 

tion, whatever? In this paragraph he has assuMED, 

as usual, that such an entity does exist. 

“2.” Whether our “ disclaimer ” was “uncalled: 

for” is purely a matter of judgment, and we let the 

Prof’s remarks on it pass. — 

“3.” The confusion the Prof. has imtaitagsa 
here, by a misstatement of facts, needs unravelling . 

We have made no such aLLecarion as he assumes. 
The Prof. said, in his previous article—* I affirm 

that mind or intelligence is nor the result of ani- 
mal organization, and that therefore the soul does 

not become extinct at the death of the body.” To 
this we replied—* Thus he assumes that man has 

an entity called ‘the soul,’ instead of proving it, 
and if his affirmation ” [that mind is nor the result 
of animal organization] “ is true, all animals, which 

manifest mind or intelligence, as CERTAINLY as man, 

have souls that do not become extinct at the death 

of their bodies.” When the Prof. made the forego- 
ing affirmation we understood him to say, that in 

NO OASE is mind or intelligence the result of ani- 

mal organization. If he did not mean that, then 

he admits that mind or intelligence may exist 

without a superadded entity called the soul; and 
hence, mind or intelligence in man is no evidence 
of the presence of such an entity : but if he did 
mean—as we supposed and still think—that mind. 

is inno case the result of animal organization, 

then our conclusion from his premises inevitably 

follows, unless he can demonstrate that animals 
have no mind or intelligence. Our Prof. seems 
anxious to change the issue from the question in 

hand to that of the immortality of the soul. That 

question may come up if our friend ever succeeds 

in proving the affirmative of the one in debate. 
The fact is, we said not one word about “ the im- 

mortality of beasts;” but the Prof. argued the 
existence of a distinct entity in man, called the 
soul, from the fact that man has mrnp or intelli- 

gence. Our reply is, if that fact proves man has 

such a soul, as is in dispute, it equally proves that 
all other animals as certainly have such souls. . 
How does the Prof. meet this unanswered and un- - 
answerable argument? He does it by saying— 
“T have not argued immortality from the simple 

circumstance of intelligence,” &c. Did he not 
argue the existence of a distinct entity in man, 
called: the soul, from the circumstance that man 

had mind or intelligence? We think our readers 
all so understood him: and we do not wonder. he 
should shift to the question of mmorratrry ; but 
when that question comes up—if we ever reach it 

4) 
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“we shall see whether he is more successful in his natural; and afterward that which is spiritual. 
labor. Let the Prof. remember we said nothing | The first man is of the earth, earthy,’ &c. Now, 
of the immortality of beasts, because we intend to|saith the Prof. “If Paul teaches that ‘ that which 
keep to the question at issue in this discussion. |is spiritual’ is ‘of the earth, earthy,’ then ‘Br. M. 
What he has said on Ecel. 3: 21, does not touch| differs with Paul,’ otherwise the difference is be- 
the question at issue at all. If his construction of| tween Paul and my friend of the Examiner.” 

Solomon’s language is admitted, it does not prove Truly this is the most remarkable theological 
that man has a distinct entity, called the soul, any development we have seen lately. If there is-any 
more than the beasts, or that there is any conscious} force in this excusts, [shall we so call it 2] it is 
survival in death. Solomon speaks of the sprrir| intended to make the impression that “ that which 
of the beast as well as that of man, and uses one] js spiritual ” is raz sour, which the Prof. affirms 

term for both. If this text proves man has such| was superadded to the man Adam. Now did the 
a soul as the Prof. affirms, it equally proves the] apostle speak in that direction? Paul saith— 
beast has: the only difference is in the prstmy of|“ The rirsr MAN is of the earth, earthy : the sxo- 
those souls. But, we desire to know by what] onp MAN Is THE LoRD FROM HEAVEN.” He saith, 
Scripture rule he uses the terms spirit and soul as} also—“The rirsr man, Adam was made a living 
synonymous? Where is his authority for it? Ox| soul,” or creature; “the Last Adam was made a 

Keel. 3 : 21, we shall speak at large when we come| quickning spirit.” This last Adam, Paul declares, is 
to the point where the Prof. urges it more fully. | the Lord from Heaven and the sprrrruan person to 

“4.” On the text Luke 20 : 35, 36, we only gave| whose “image” men must be made conformable, 
a “hint,” without affirming that angels “have bo-| and shotld be made so by the resurrection, if they 
-dies like” the resurrected ones ; yet it will be very|“ sleep in Jesus.” But our Prof. if we understand 
difficult for the Prof. to prove that the reason|him, makes the ssconp man—the last Adam, the 
why the resurrected ones neither marry, &c.is not| Lord from heaven”—to be the distinct entity, 

because they are bodily conformed to the angels,| called the soul which the Lord God created “ af- 

so that such a relation as marriage, is impossible] terward ” and put into the man formed of the dust 
in the very nature of their state; and we know the] of the ground, thus constituting the spiritual part 

resurrected ones will haye some kind of bodies ;| of man ; and he adds—“ If Paul teaches that that 

hence the organization may be included in their| which is spiritual is of the earth, earthy, then ” he 

being “as the angels ”—Matt. and Mark—or| “differs with Paul.” 

“equal,” or like, as Luke has it, notwithstanding] — Surely, it is no evidence that a man’s theological 

the Prof.’s demurring at the idea. views are “ heresy” because they differ from most 

“5.” Our citation of 1 Cor. 15: 46, 47,to show] other men ; therefore, should the Prof. be right in 
that Adam had not a sprerrvaL nature, at his cre-| this nove. exposition, it turns out that Paul was 

ation, seems to have put Br. M. in difficulty. He} aly along talking not of Christ, and His sPIRITUAL 

wishes to know if it is not “ written only two ver-| yarurn, which he would impart to those who be- 
ses before, that the first man Adam was made a| lieve on him—so that they shall be“partakers of the 

living soul?” Truly, Prof., it is eyen so; and| divine nature,’—but he was informing the Corin- 

that is the reason Paul assigns for the statement! thians how they became possessed of that distinct 

he made in the previous verse, viz. “There is a entity called the soul! But we submit.the query 

natura body, and there is a sprrrruaL body,” or!Did Paul speak of anything pertaining to Adam 

as the Syriac has it—“ There is a body of antMAL| rH rrrsr when he spoke of that Adam which is 

life, and there is a body of the spirit.”—Prof.| sprrrrvua.? Did he teach the seconp or “ last 

Murdock’s Translation, Syriac N.T. To prove} Adam” was united to the first, at his creation, 

that man was possessed of an animal nature only,| constituting the one man created? If this “ last 

at his creation, Paul selects a phrase from Gen.} Adam” was united to the first, at creation, then it 

2: 7, which is alike used as expressive of the} follows that “ the soul, superadded ” to the crea- 

LivinG condition of man and all animal creation—| ture man, was the “ Lorp FRom HEAVEN!” for 

“The first man Adam was made a Livine creA-| such Paul affirms the “last Adam” to be. ‘Thus, 

turE.” The whole accoutit of creation shows this] at last, we have the mystery solved—TuxE souL Is 

to be the sense introduced by Moses and appealed|“ rns Lorp rrom Heaven!” Then it follows, 

to by Paul. The Prof. or ourself, is in sad confu-| there is no such thing as sin, or the Lord from 

gion on the 46th verse in Paul’s argument. “'That| heaven sinned! and there is no such thing as 

«was not first which is spiritual, but that which is moral corruption, or the Lord from heaven is 
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morally corrupt! There is no such thing as man’s 

soul being unreconciled to God, or the Lord from 

heaven is thus unreconciled to God! And in the 
work of redemption the Lord Jesus Christ only 
redeems the Lord from heaven! But we forbear 
to press this point to its full and legitimate result. 
We shall be glad if the Prof. disclaims the inten- 
tion of making the “last Adam” the spiritual na- 
ture superadded to the first Adam, at creation. 
We are unable to put any other construction on 
his words than that we have commented upon. 

Man’s spiritual nature, Paul teaches us, 1s NoT 

by Adam the first; but is the result of being “ in 
Christ,” the last Adam, and is derived from him, 

as our animal nature is derived from the first 

Adam. The spiritual nature is of grace, through 

faith in the last Adam—the head of the new crea- 

tion, so that, “if aman be in Christ, he isa 

new creature ’’—literally, A NEW CREATION: 2 

Cor. 5: 17. But this new creation is not perfect- | 
ed, or exhibited in its fullness, till the resurrection 

from the dead, of which Paul is speaking, 1 Cor. 
15. Paul does not teach that “that which is| 
spiritual is of the earth, earthy ;” but he does| 
teach that in order to be possessed of THE SPIRIT- 

UAL we must “ bear the image of the heavenly ;” 
or, of the last Adam, the Lord from heaven, and 

be raised from the dead to incorruptibility and im- 
mortality. 

“6.” Does the Prof. deny that animals live by 
BREATHING? Not exactly; but he insinuates 

that some do nor breathe! It is an undeniable 

matter of fact, that the animal creation, so far as 

we know, did tive by breath in their “ nos- 

trils ;’ and do still live in the same way. If the 

Prof. can prove that “ oysters,” &c., do not live in 

that manner, it does not affect our argument ; for 

it is still a fact that animals were created before 

man, and that the general law of life was that of) 

living by breathing ; thus at the flood, “ All flesh 
died that moved upon the earth, both of fowl, and 

of cattle, and of beast, and every creeping thing 
that creepeth upon the earth, and every MAN : ALL 
in whose nosTRILs was the BREATH OF LIFE ”— 

margin, “ the breath of the sprrir of life.” Thus 

it is clear that men and animals had life by one 

common principle, viz., by breath in their nostrils ; 

and that God breathed that lite into the nostrils 
of them all, in one and the same way is a “ self: 
evident truth,” unless the Prof. can show that he 
used a “ pair of bellows ” in the case of the beasts. 

Some things are certain—the beasts lived by 
BREATHING—SO did man. Man’s breath was in his 
nostrils—so was that of the beast. 

That men and beastsare not capable of the same 
intellectual development js wholly owing to their 
peculiar organization, so far as we have evidence 
to guide us on the subject. The fact that man was 

made to have dominion over fish, fowl, cattle, &c., 

so far from proving that he “has another and 
higher life than the brutes ” indicates just the con- 
trary. Man was of the anima FAMILY ; but with 

an organization which enabled him to develop in- 

tellect far superior to any other animal ; hence 
was placed at the head of this family to govern it, 

or exercise dominion over it. With his superior 
capacity for intellectual development he was made 

capable of being placed under a law given verbally, 
by which a moral character might also be devel- 

oped ; of which other animals were incapable. All 
this neither imports nor implies, much less 
proves, that man had “ another and a higher life 
than the brutes ;” but it does import, that he was 

by his superior organization, qualified to govern, 

or have dominion. 

Our reference to Eccl. 3: 19, is not so “ unfor- 

tunate ” as the Prof. may think ; his reference to 

Dr. Clarke notwithstanding. We do not think 

Solomon had so lost all wisdom as to contradict 

himself in the short space of three verses ; and Dr. 

Clarke admits the word [rvuacu] translated 
BREATH, in verse 19, is the same that is translated. 

spirit in the 21st. And why does he assume that 
RUACH means “ the immortal spirit,” in verse 21, 

while the same term means BREATH in the 19th 
verse? The reason is obvious—His orEED de- 

manded it! and so does Prof. Mattison’s. But 
there is no reason for it in the text or context. To 

talk of Dr. Clarke’s “ literal translation ” of this 
text is to show one of his weak points. We will 

translate it on his principle and see how it will 

read :—* Who considereth the [ruacu] immortal 
spirit of the sons of Adam which ascendeth ? it is 
from above ; and the” [RuacH] IMMORTAL “spirit 
or breath of the cattle which descendeth? it is 
downward unto the earth.” 

Now then, “ the cattle” have “ immortal spir- 
its” as well as men, if the Doctor’s license may 
be taken as a pattern: for, it is undeniable that 

the same term [ruach—spirit] is used in relation to 
both man and beast in verse 21 ; and there is not 

the least expression in the text or context to war- 

rant the Doctor’s assumption that in the one case 
it means an immortal spirit and in the other breath. 
If Dr. C. or Prof. M. can take such liberties with 

the text, they must not blame us if we pronounce 

it an unwarranted assumption, doing violence to, 

the text, and context, making Solomon to mean, 
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just what his entire discourse shows he did not 
mean. To Dr. Clarke’s assumption we might op- 
pose Martin Luther’s reading of verse 21 : “ Who 
knoweth wueruer the spirit of man goeth 
upwards?” &c. Macknight and several others 

have taken the same view of the text. This ren- 
dering is supported by the Septuagint and Vul- 
gate ; and the argument of Solomon demands such 

a construction of the language. Solomon is enfor- 

cing the doctrine of the frailty and mortality of 
man—not teaching his immortality. Having af- 

firmed that “man hath no pre-eminence above a 
beast.” in death, he adds—“ All go to oNE PLACE: 

all are of the dust, and all turn to dust again.” 
Does he in the next verse convict himself of false- 
hood, or folly? Does he deny that “all go to 
ONE PLACE?” No: he does no such thing—The 

text is a CHALLENGE for any one to disprove his 

view of the destiny of man and beast at death ; or 

to show that he had misstated the fact of man’s 
lack of pre-eminence above the beast. 

' 7.” As an offset against” Drs. Clarke and 
Benson we “ will give” the Prof. an extract from 
the Methodist Quarterly Review for April 1852, 

p. 248. The writer, Dr. Bagnall, in his attempt 

to prove the soul immortal, says, 
“Some have supposed that the account of the 

creation of the soul, given in Gen. 2: 7, contains 
an intimation of its immortality. If there be in 
this verse such an intimation, it must be found 
either in the expression, ‘ the Lord God 
breathed into his nostrils, or in the phrases, 
‘breath of life,’ and ‘man became a living soul.’ 
If it be in the former phrase, then the idea is that 
God infused a portion of himself, of his own divin- 
ity, into the human body at that time. But few 
will admit this idea. Most of us think that there 
is more poetry than truth in the line of one of our 
rymns : ‘ Our souls are his immortal breath.’ If 
e proof is sought in the phrases ‘ breath of life,’ 

and ‘living soul,’ these do NoT PROVE ANYTHING ; 
for both of them are applied, in the first chapters 
of Genesis, to brutes and prove the same thing con- 
cerning them. Thus the words in Gen. 7: 15, 
and Gen. 1: 20, rendered tire, are the same with 
those rendered in Gen. 2: 7, ‘a living soul.’” 

Here*is an honest confession and a true one ; 

and it was not made to support a CREED, as were 

those of Clarke and Benson. But Dr. Clarke ar- 

FIRMS Without proof, and Benson says, it is “ IM- 

puigp.” Ten thousand assumptions without 

proof, and especially in opposition to facts, suchas 

Dr. Bagnall states, amount to nothing in argu- 

ment where men seek to have a faith founded on 

evidence. 
“8.” Again we might pass the Prof.’s “ bel- 

lows,” by simply saying, there was nor “ aman to 

use them” till the Lord God made one; and He 

so made the first man in his procreative powers, 

that there has been no occasion to use “a bellows” 
since ; except, perhaps, in case of death by suffo- 
cation ; when, sometimes, his “ bellows” might be 

employed to advantage. Various examples could 

be given, but one may suffice as an illustration. 

A boy was drowned—life was extinct. He was 

taken from the water and carried LireLEss into a 

store near by. The doctor applied heat and stim- 

ulants, and breathed air, or breath, into the boy’s 

lungs; by continuing this process, the child’s 

breathing returned and he became a living soul 

again. Will the Prof. tell us, if he thinks the doc- 
tor, in this case, breathed an immortal soul, or a 

distinct entity called the soul, into this boy? Or, 

did the application of heat and stimulants to the 
lifeless body, and breathing into the lungs bring 

the boy’s soul-entity back from heaven or hell? If 

so, let not the Prof. despise “ a bellows,” for its 

operation might be much more effectual than he 

imagines. If the blood was coagulated and cold, 
such an effect would be produced with great diffi- 

culty. Thus it is evident that the development 

of life depends on the state of the material organi- 

zation, and the introduction of breath to put the 
blood in motion, and not the superadding an entity 

called the soul. We would invite the Prof. to ex- 
amine Dr. Adam Clarke’s notes on the case of 

Elisha’s restoring a child to life, 2 Kings 4: 34— 

36. 
« And he went up, and lay upon the child, and 

put his mouth upon his mouth, and his eyes upon 
his eyes, and his hands upon his hands, and he 
stretched himself upon the child, and the flesh of 
the child waxed warm. ‘Then he returned, and 
walked in the house to and fro, and went up, and 
stretched himself upon him: and the child sneezed 
seven times, and the child opened his eyes.” - 

Dr. Clarke, on the expression “LAY UPON THE 

CHILD,” says, “ Endeayored to convey a portion of 

his own natural warmth to the body of the child ; 
and probably endeavored, by BLow1Nne into the 

child’s mouth, ro 1nrLaTe the lungs, and restore 

respiration.” That is truly almost equal toa “ pair 
of bellows,” Prof., is it not? Dr. Clarke proceeds 

on the expression, verse 30, “WALKED IN THE HOUSE 

TO AND FRO,” to say, ’ 

“Tn order, no doubt, that he might recover 
that natural warmth, which was absorbed by the 
cold body of the child; that he might again, by 
taking it in his arms, communicate more warmth. 
Catoric, or natural heat, when accumulated in 

any particular part, will diffuse itself to all bodies 
with which it comes in contact, till their tempera- 
ture be equal. The body of the prophet gave out 
its natural heat, or caloric, to the cold body of the . 
child ; the prophet, no doubt, continued in contact 
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with the child till he could bear it no longer ; then| venient to notice ” our objection to his using these 

he covered up the child, rose up, and WALKED 
SMARTLY On the floor, till by increasing the circu- 
lation of the blood by activity and strong and 
quick respiration, he could again afford to commu- 
nicate another portion of his natural heat.” 

Thus the Dr. reasons like a philosopher, and rea- 
sons truly. But to suppose the prophet did all 
this to get the theological soul back from heaven, 

terms, as he has, without divine authority ? - And 

why did he not “ find it convenient to notice ” our 

remarks on his quoted text from Job 14 = 22, and 
Zech. 12: 1? We beg him, and the reader, to 

turn to pages 204-5, in the Examiner for July 
Ist, and see if we did not give a good and sufficient 

reason for not noticing att his texts, in detail. 

is to suppose he acted insanely. If the breath of| We did “snow that they do not prove the point 

a “pair of bellows” could have possessed the same |in reference to which they are quoted ;” and that - 

vitalizing heat as the breath of the prophet, doubt- 

less,Prof,,it would have answered the same purpose. 

We have introduced this case simply to show 

that our Prof.’s insisting on his “ bellows’ ” argu- 
ment avails him nothing. Turn which way he 
will, the sword of truth cuts his beloved theory to 

pieces. The Lord God breathed into the lungs, 

through the nostrils, of THe man, He had formed 

of the dust of the ground, the vitalizing breath, 

which caused the circulation of the blood ; and by 
this means, or process, man became a living soul, 

or creature. That is the plain unsophisticated 
sense of the Mosaic account of man’s creation ; 

and let any man beware of appine to the words 
and testimony of God in the matter. We take 

the account as it stands, and abide by it ; though 

men may sneer at us, and call us “ infidel.” We 

say to all such, “ Physician, heal thyself.” They 
are the real “ infidels :” they do not believe the tes- 
timony that “the Lord God formed man of the 

dust of the ground.” They affirm that was nor 

man, but only an inferior and comparatively unim- 
portant parr of man. They must settle their as- 

sumption with their Maker: our skirts shall be 

clear, if our testimony against such assumptions 
can make them so. 

“9.” The “animal life” is nor “the mind ;” 

but mind is the result of a Living organization. 

There is hence no difficulty in “ distinguishing ” it 
From the “outward man.” If any child cannot 
distinguish a result from the cause he needs further 
instruction. 

“10.” None of the Prof.’s “ proof-texts ” es- 

caped our “notice.” The only “ proof-texts” he 
gave us we did notice, and show—as we think— 

they were no proof at all that there is a distinct 
entity superadded to man, called the soul. The 
texts not particularly noticed relate to “ spirit,” 
which term we showed ig not synonymous with 
“soul” in scripture usage ; and hence until the 
Prof. can show these terms are interchangeable or 
synonymous, ten thousand texts that speak of 
“ spirit ” do not prove the arrrrmarrve of the ques- 
tion at issue. Why did not the Prof. “ find it con- 

they do not touch the question at issue. 

The Prof. having used stx-renTus of his space 
in replying to our previous response, says, “I shall 

now proceed ‘with the direct argument;’ but, 

strange to tell, he has abandoned the question at 
issue entirely ; and he is now going to show that 

“DEATH ” is a@ “SEPARATION OF THE BODY AND 

SPIRIT OF MAN.” We have shown that inscripture 

usage the terms sovn and spirir are not synony- 

mous, or words of the same import. The Prof. has 
not seen fit to reply to us on that point at all, nof 
even to express dissent to our view of their scrip- 
ture usage ; and yet he now starts off with the 
assumption, that if he can show death separates the 
BODY AND SPIRIT of man, then THE sovuL must be a 

distinct entity superadded to the creature man 

which the Lord God formed of the dust of the 
ground! We might justly say, then, the Prof. has 
abandoned the ground he was pledged to defend, 

and seeks to draw us out of sight of the true issue. 

But we shall not let him off in that way. Let him 

own his defeat, or establish the fact, from scripture 

usage, that soun and sprrir are words of the same 
import. ‘Till he has done this all his appeals to 
texts that speak of sprrir, just avail him nothing 
in support of the affirmative of the question under 
discussion. If we follow the Prof. then, “ in his 

erratic driftings "—to use a phrase of a Methodist 
tract—it is not because we are under any obliga- 

tion to do so by the question at issue; but to show 
how theologians of his school deal in.generalities, 
assumptions, and the sound of words to which they 

have attached a theological sense not warrranted 

by scripture usage ; and then having drilled that 

sense into the minds of the young, they have only 
to quote words, and the theological sense of those 

words passes current with those who learn ‘their 

theology by rorr, and not by searching the scrip- 

tures to see if these things are so, as did the “noble 

Bereans,” when Paul preached. 

What the Prof. saith about the “original decree 

of death” implying “ only the death of the body,” 
because it was only what came from dust that was 
to return to dust, is a grand explosion into his 
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own theological camp; for if that “decree of 
death implies oniy the death of the body ” it can- 
nor include the “morat death” nor the “ nrmr- 
NAL death "—meaning endless misery—of which 
his theological school so often speak ; so we may 
consider that settled so far as the Prof. is authori- 
ty; and for once he harmonizes with the Bible. 

But-he says, “ The breath of lives, breathed into 
Adam-by his Creator, was nor dust, nor taken out 

of the ground, therefore it has no affinity for the 
material clod, and is not to return to the dust with 

the body at death.” 

Pray who has ever said the breath of lives will 
return to dust? But when man is deprived of the 

breath of life ne —rue wan—the “rHovu”—returns 
to dust : the same THov who was forbidden to eat 
of the tree of knowledge of good and evil—* Tuou 
shalt not eat of it ”—* Tou shalt surely die”— 

“Out of the ground wast ruov taken—dust THOU 

art—unto dust shalt rHou return.” That means 

“ONLY THE BODY” does it? Well then, the fan- 

ied entity, called the soul, was not forbidden to 

eat—was not threatened—did not sin—did not die, 
but was very kindly taken out of that wickED 

BODY by being “ separated ” from it : and as it can- 

not by a possibility have sinned, on the Prof.’s 
theory, the threatening of death did not relate to 
this imaginary soul, but “ ony the body,” there- 

fore the said soul cannot justly suffer punishment 

unless it is placed under some other law—of which 

we have no account in Adam’s case—and violates 

that other law. This is making some advance in 
divinity, but is seems towards universalism ; or, 

more properly, towards the doctrine of “Spirit 

Rappers,” who maintain all souls gain by death. 

Is it not, in fact, an admission that no such soul 

as he contends for was possessed by Adam? So 

it seems tous. 
_ We now proceed to notice the texts which the 
Prof. adduces on this point, and again refer to 

them by quoting his numbers, as before. We 
wish it, however, distinctly remembered that we 

regard him, as having left the question at issue, 

and that we follow him only out of respect, and 

for the reason we just mentioned. 
. “1.” His reference again to Hecl. 3: 20-21, 
does not help him, unless he can show that cone 

UPWARD is proof of a distinct entity called the 
soul. If he could do that, even then he must fur- 

ther’ prove that Gorne.upwarp is conclusive evi- 
dence that it is alive, for a great many things go 

“upward ” that are not alive, and sometimes the 
“vanity” of the thing is that which carries itin that 
direction. But the Prof. has yet to prove that Solo- 

mon ever said the “ spirit. of man goeth upward ” 
at death. See our remarks under the previous 
number “6.” Yet another difficulty stands in the 
way of the usual theological view of this text. If 

the spirits of all men go upward at death, and are 
conscious, then they do not, at the same time, go 
“ pown to hell.” The theological hell is not ur- 
waRD but Downwarps; and as Solomon makes 
no distinction in the direction the spirits of men 
take at death, based on moral character, the con- 

clusion is, according to the Prof.’s view of this text, 
that they all co up To HEAVEN. If he, or any of 

his school, say—* They do all go up there to be 
judged and then go down to hell ”—we reply, 
That is a pure assumption, unsupportaed by a 

single text of scripture, and makes void the word 

of God, involving the grand absurdity of judging 
the wicked at death and sending them to the the- 

ological hell, and hundreds or thousands of years 

after, bringing them out and judge them again to 

see if they had been sent to the right destination. 

“2.” The Profs appeal to Eccl. 12: 7, is 
equally unavailing in support of his side of this 
discussion, unless he proves the spirit and soul are 

identical ; and that the spirit is a distinct super- 
added entity ; neither of which has he yet made 
manifest. Besides, he must prove that it is “the 

spirit ” of rue an that Solonion speaks of in this 
text ; and if that could be established he has made 
no approach towards sustaining the assumption 

that it is a living entity. It “ returns to God who 
gave it ;” and as certainly to the same condition 

or state it was in before it was given, as that the 

dust “returns to the earth as 1r was” previous to the 

creation of man: that is, raz MAN is dissolved : 

the spirit of life is withdrawn, and all life and sense 

ceases. 
“3” We are glad the Prof. next introduces 

Job 34. 15, because it will serve to help under- 

stand Eccl. 12: 7. The Prof. assumes that the 

spirit spoken’ of, Job. 34: 15, is man’s spirit. 

Flishu is the speaker. He had said, chap. 33: 4, 

“ The sprrit or cop hath made me, and the BREATH 

lof the Almighty hath given me life.” The same 

speaker saith, chap. 34: 14-15, “ If he [God] set 

his heart upon man, if he [God] gather unto Him- 

self His spirit, [by which He “rape me,” or made 

man,] and His breath ; [by which He “ hath given 

life ;”] all flesh shall perish together, and MAN 

shall turn again to dust.” 

The spirit and breath are God’s spirit and 

breath, by which He made man and endowed him 

withlife. If He withdraw.these to Himself again, 

MAN turns to dust, like “all” other “ flesh ;” so 
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saith Solomon, Eccl. 3: 20; and 12: 7, expresses 
the same sentiment. “The spirit” that “ returns 
unto God” is that spirit of God which “ formed 

man of the dust of the ground,” or “MADE” man. 

When God. withdraws this to Himself, man dies 

and returns to dust. But if we were to admit 

that it is man’s spirit that is spoken of, here is no 

proof,that it is an entity—a distinct being from 

“wan,” of whom itis expressly said, nz “shall 
turn again to dust.” 

“4.” We now come to “ cuosts.” The Prof. 

has introduced a little Hebrew and Greek, and we 

presume he will not blame us for introducing the 

same. The case of Rachael will first be attended 
to, as nothing is said about GHosr in the text. 
This case would be available for Prof. M. 1r he 
had made out the soul a distinct entity, which he 
has not done. He assumes that the term sout is 

here uxed for a distinct entity. The original word 

signifies, necessarily, no more than “ LIFE, ANIMAL 

BREATH :” See Prof. Pick’s Bible Student’s Con- 
cordance, word “soul.” Prof. Bush puts this pas- 
sage in the class of texts where the original term 

is used “in the sense of Life, the vital principle ;”’ 
and remarks—“ this might doubtless as properly 

have been rendered Lire, which is said to DEPART 

at death,” &c. Bush on the Soul, p. 31. Prof. 
M. cannot object that Prof. Bush, or Prof. Pick, 

. were tinctured with the views we advocate, for 

they were not ; yet as scholars they gave the sense 
of original words. Prof. Pick is a Hebrew by 

birth. But leaving both these men, the text re- 
quires this interpretation and forbids that of Prof. 

M. Look at it. “As her soul [Lire] was in de- 
parting, (FoR sHE piep.”) Her and sus, in the 

text, are expressive of her personality. That per- 

sonality “died ;” its life departed ; sum was dead. 
Here is the plain, unsophisticated sense of the 
term, and it gives no countenance to the Prof.’s 
“ affirmative.” 

We now come to his ghosts. We examine that 
point in relation to the Hebrew, or Old Testament, 
first. The Prof. says—“I shall spend no time 
with the puerile criticisms that ghost in these pas 
sages means simply the breath. It is enough to 
know that both ruach and pneuma signify spirit as 
well as breath and wind,” &e. 

Here are two assumptions. 
no one who pretends that the term generally used 
for ghost, in Hebrew, ever means breath, The 
puerility, therefore, on this point is found in the 
Prof., not in us. His second assumption is, that 
“ruach” is the Hebrew word translated ghost ;— 
this is not true; so the puerility again returns on 

Ist. We know of 
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himself. We donot claim much knowledge of He- 
brew, but we may be permitted to inform Br. M., 

that Prof. Pick gives us gova as the Hebrew word 

translated ghost in nine cases out of the eleven in 
which the term occurs in the Old Testament. The 
two exceptions are in Job 11: 20, and Jer. 15: 

9, where the expression is “nophakh-nephesh,” the 
literal meaning of which, he says, is—“ Breathed 

out the breath.” In the other nine cases he gives 
the literal sense of “ gova,” to be “ wasted away.” 
“The ghost,” therefore, is not “undeniably the 
spirit or soul,” as Prof. M. affirms; and it will re- 

quire something more than a “ puerile criticism” 
to sustain him in his baseless assumption that it 
means the “ spirit or soul.” These texts, of the O. 
T., have a beautiful and forcible sense by a literal 

translation, according to Pick. “The years of 
Abraham’s life” were “a hundred three-score and 
fifteen. Then Abraham wasted away and died in 
a.good old age.” How natural. “Ishmael” 

lived “137 years ; and he wasted away and died.” 
“ Tsaac” lived “ 180 years; and Isaac wasted away 

and died.” 

There is one text we notice more particularly, 

viz: Job 14: 10. The term man occurs twice 
in this verse. The first time its original, accord- 

ing to Prof. Pick, is “ Gever, man of strength, or 

strong man :” in the last part of the verse it is, 

“ Odom, man of earth.”” The phrase wasted away, 

in the first part of the verse is not in Hebrew 

gova, but “kholash—is weakened and dieth.”— 
And the marginal reading is, “ zs weakened, or, cut 

off.” So that the text literally read, according to 

Prof. Pick, stands thus, “ But the strong man is 

weakened and dieth ; yea, the man of earth wasteth 

away, and where ishe?” The Septuagint reads 
the verse thus—“ Buta man that has died is ut- 

terly gone; and when a mortal has fallen he is no 
more.” 

To rely on such an expression as ghost to prove 
the “ creature man—formed of the dust of the 

ground—has a superadded entity, called the soul,” 

demonstrates the “ puerility” of an effort in that 
direction. The Prof.’s appeal to the New Testa- 

ment helps him just as little. The Greek word 
translated Ghost, in relation to the Spirit of God, 

is Pneuma ; but is, as Dr. Adam Clarke contends, 

improperly translated Ghost, and should always 
be translated Spirit. This point, however, we 
need not dwell upon, as it does not touch the ques- 

tion at issue. The term translated ghost in the 
case of Ananias and Sapphira, Acts 5th, to which 
our Prof. appeals, is not pneuma; so here again 
he stumbles. The original word, Acts 5: 5,10, 
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rendered ghost, is, exepsuxe ; “ind. act. of ekpsucho,” 
which signifies, “to breathe out; to faint; to ex- 
pire; todie:’ See Pickering’s Greek Lexicon. 
The text is simply—“ Ananias fell down and ez- 
prred,” or “died.” Sapphira “ fell down and ex- 
pired,” or “ died.” There is nothing said of their 
“spirits” or “souls” in the text; much less any- 
thing to countenance the popular idea of a ghost. 
An appeal to this text, then, gives no support to 

the Prof.’s affirmative, and is evidence of his ut- 

ter lack of proof. To assume that pneuma, even, 

is a distinct entity, and of the same import as 
soul, and meaning the same thing, shows to what 

straits the popular theology drives its advocates. 
Pneuma is never used for soul in the New Testa- 
ment, but psuche ; and neither of them ever ex- 
press the idea of a distinct entity separated from 
man in death. Prof. Murdock—who is on the 
orthodox side—in his translation of the Syriac 
New Testament, which he says, is “ the oldest. ver- 

sion of the New Testament in any language,” 
gives us the following translation of the last clause 
of verse 46, Luke 23,—“ Thus he spake, and ex- 

pired :”—not, “ having said thus, he gave up the 
ghost,” as in our translation. 

“5.” The Prof.’s appeal to Elijah’s raising the 

widow’s son, 1 Kg. 17: 21, is equally unavailing. 
That the child’s soul came into him again is 
truth ; but that it was the theological soul of our 
friend Mattison, lacks proof. Does the Prof. wish 
to know what came into the child “ again”? We 

answer—the same that went out of him. What 

was that? The 17th verse will tell him. “His 
sickness was so sore, that there was no breath left 

in him.” What did Elijah pray to have “come 
into him again’? The “nephesh—life, animal 
breath,” which is the /iteral meaning of the word 

aerate to Prof. Pick. When that breath re. 
turned the child “ revived :” and Elijah said to 

the mother, “ thy son liveth.” He was dead, but 
is alive again ; not by the return of an escaped 

“ superadded entity,” but by the breath returning 
to its office of acting on the lungs and blood. 

“6.” Here, as usual, the Prof. assumes that 

soul and spirit are identical. Besides, no such 

spirit as the Prof. contends for, is weferred to in 

the text ; and our translators honestly put breath 

in the margin, which is manifestly the apostle’s 
meaning—“ As the body without the breath is 
dead,” &c. No help in this text for our friend’s 
affirmative. 

«7. The appeal to Phil. 1: 23, 24, is equal- 
ly unfortunate for our Prof. ; because Paul saith 

not one word about “ the soul” in this entire epis- 

“| save him from death,” &c. 

tle ; nor about its being with Christ at death; w 
very strange omission, truly, if he believed he had 
such a distinet entity. Nor does the term spirit 
occur but twice in this epistle,.and in neither case 

does it favor the “ affirmative” of the question at 

issue. He exhorts the Philippians to “ stand fast 
in one spirit,” and immediately adds, “ with one 
mind striving together for the faith of the gospel.” 
To assume, as the Prof. has done through this en- 
tire discussion, that soul and spirit are synonymous 

terms, is assuming the whole question instead of 
proving it. And it is remarkable that he has not 
given us even the semblance of an argument in 
support of the identity of soul and spirit, as 

Scripture usage. We have shown that the Scrip- 
tures are adverse to his usage of them. 

The Prof. asks us, on the text Phil. 1 : 23, 24, 

if the apostle is “not obviously speaking of death ?” 
when he expresses “ a desire to depart and be with 

Christ.” We answer, No. Paul has everywhere, 

and on all occasions, represented death as wndestr- 

able, and to be avoided if possible; and hence 

speaks of a “translation, not to see death,” as a 
great and peculiar blessing: See Heb. 11: 5.— 
He represents Christ, “in the days of his flesh,” 
as “offering up prayers and supplications with 

strong crying and tears unto him that was able to 

See Heb. 5: 7-9.— 
Again, the apostle, speaking of a time when he 
“despaired of life,” saith—God “ delivered us 

| from so great a death ;” tho’ he met the trial, he 
tells us, “ trusting in God which raiseth the dead :” 
See 2 Cor. 1: 8-10. He gives no hint that if 
“that “ great death,’ which he feared, had come 

upon him he would have gone as a dzs-embodied 

soul to be with Christ! No, he looked to God’s 

raising the dead as his hope; and in 1 Cor. 15: 
32, he had expressed the same sentiment, after 

speaking of the exposure of his life, and his liabili- 
ty to a violent death, he adds—* What advan- 
tageth it me if the dead rise not,” &c. 

Paul everywhere, then, represents death as un- 

desirable ; and hence that was not what he desired 

in Phil.1: 23. Furthermore, Paul, in the 2nd 

chapter, in speaking of the sickness of Hpaphrodi- 
tus says—‘ He was sick nigh unto death: but 

God had mercy on him,” and restored him. But, 

“ Paul, had you not just said, you desired to die 

and be with Christ, and that it was far better to 

die than to live? How. then can you say, God 

had mercy on Epaphroditus, thy brother and com- 

panion in labor, to bring him back from being with 
Christ when he was so nigh unto death? Did not 
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thy brother desire to be with hte as well as 

you ?” 

Might not Paul have been justly thus question- 
ed, if he had believed death, instead of the resur- 
rection, introduced him into the society of his 

Lord and Master? Whatever then the apostle 
means, by his desire to depart and be with Christ, 

he cannot mean that death would introduce him, 

or “his soul,” there ; and the whole Epistle shows 
that no such sense can be attached to his words in 
the 1st chapter, as the popular theology assumes. 
Instead of saying a word about “his soul” in the 
text, or in the epistle, he urges “ the resurrection 
from the dead” as the great point for which he 
labored and suffered ; and the hope of it as being 
that which sustained him in prospect of death :— 
See chap. 3: 8-11. This resurrection, he in- 

forms us, he expected when Christ shall come 
“ from heaven ;” at which time, he tells us, Christ 

“ shall change our vile body, that it may be fashion- 
ed like unto his glorious body :” See chap. 3: 
20, 21. His hope was centred at that glorious 

point, or period, and not at death. Death he re- 

garded as “a curse”’—an “ enemy”—from which 

he expected to be delivered—not by a fancied “re- 
union” of two entities—< soul and body”—but by 

a “resurrection from the dead.” 

Paul’s desire then to depart and be with Christ 
can haye no reference to the state between death 

and the resurrection. It was not a hope of being 
with Christ at death ; for hope is made up of de- 
sire and expectation. Paul expresses a desire to 
depart and be with Christ, but saith nothing of an 

expectation of being with Christ till the “ vile 
body” is changed and made like to Christ’s— 
Hence Paul’s desire to depart and be with Christ 

was not a desire to have a disembodied presence 

with Christ, but must have been a desire for trans- 

lation, like Enoch and Elijah, which was better 

than either to live in this state or to die. If he 

could have a translation, that he should “not see 

death,” he would prefer that to death ; and thus to 

depart and be with Christ was a matter of inno- 

cent “desire ;” but he expressed no expectation 
that his desire would be granted. Indeed, what 
follows shows he did not expect his desire to be 
granted ; hence he labors to have part in the “ re- 

surrection,” and looks for his change when Christ 

shall come from heaven. 

“8.” On 2 Cor. 5: 6, as before, the Prof. as- 
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man—to say nothing of his inspiration—would use 

“such language in reference to himself on the - 

event of death,” when he had a short time before 
given the same people a long and strong discourse 
on the resurrection from the dead, and declared, 
“if the dead rise not * * * then they which 
are fallen asleep in Christ are perished ;” and ask- 

ed them the searching question—“If after the 
manner of men I have fought with beasts at Ephe- 

sus, what advantageth it me, IF THE DEAD RISE 

nor?” and added—* Let us eat and drink for to- 
morrow we die?” Thus plainly telling the Corin- 
thian church, if there is no resurrection from the 

dead there is no hope of a future life, and we had 
best make the most of this. See 1 Cor. 15: 16- 
18, 32. But if our Prof.’s view of the subject be 

true, Paul is now made to tell the same people 

that it would have advantaged him if the beasts of 
Ephesus had killed him, even if the dead never 
rise; for, his “ unclothed soul” would have been 

immediately “present with the Lord,” where he 

“desired” to be! Such “confusion worse con- 
founded,” we may be sure, the great Apostle of 
the Gentiles never was guilty of, tho’ some men, 
called “ orthodox,” are. 

The apostle had expressly said, verse 4, “ Not 

for that we would be unclothed:” he desired no 
such state as that. What then did he wish, or 

look, for? Answer—To be “ clothed upon, that 

mortality might be swaLLOWED UP OF LIFE.”— 
Will mortality be thus swallowed up till the resur- 

rection from the dead? Let the same apostle an- 
swer, 1 Cor. 15: 54: “So when this corruptible 
shall have put on incorruption, and this mortal 
shall have Pur ON zmmortality, THEN shall be 

brought to pass the saying that is written, Death 

is SWALLOWED Up in victory.” That is, when mor- 

tality is “ swallowed up of life,” and not “on the 

event of death!” and the apostle tells us it takes 
place “ at the last trump ;” “for,” saith he, “the 

trumpet shall sound and the dead shall be raised 

incorruptible,and we shall be changed :” 1 Cor. 
15 ; 52. 

Thus, whatever else the apostle may mean, 2 

Cor. 5: 6, he does not teach that a theological - 

“soul” was to be separated from his “body and 
present with the Lord” at death. It is manifest 

enough what he does mean, when we look at his 
whole teaching of that church. He had told them, 

1 Cor. 15: 50, that “ flesh and blood”—or cor- 
sumes that Paul is speaking of “the event of ruptible man—* cannot inherit the kingdom of 
death ;” and asks—‘ What Materialist would em- 
ploy such language in reference to himself on the 

event of death?” We, in turn, ask—What sane 

God :” he had told them “there is a spiritual 

body,” verse 44; that this spiritual body is the 
| resurrection one, verse 42; and he had said to 

4) 
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them, 2 Cor. 4: 14, “ Knowing that he which 
raised up the Lord Jesus shall raise wp us also by 
Jesus, and present us with you.” Then, after 
dwelling briefly on our present perishing and cor- 
ruptible state, he speaks of the glorious truth, ch. 

5, which he had so much dwelt upon in the pre- 
vious epistle, viz: that though we die, and are left 
in an unclothed state for a time—or in a dissolved 
state—yet, ultimately, “mortality” should “be 
swallowed up of life ;’ and by faith “we know” 
God will give us such “a building,” and that it 
shall be “ eternal,” and not like our present mortal 
state where “we groan being burdened, waiting 
for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our 

body ;” not for “the event of death,” but deliver- 
ance from death: See Rom. 8: 23. The apostle’s 
absence from the body, then, is, manifestly, a de- 

liverance from mortality, having it “ swallowed up 
of life,’ which he did not look for till the last 

trump—till the resurrection—or till the return of 
Christ “ from heaven :” till then he did not expect 
to be “present with the Lord.” While in our 
mortal state, whether clothed or unclothed, i. e., 

alive or dead, “we are absent from the Lord.” But 

when Jesus returns from heaven, and raises his 

dead saints, and changes his living ones, then will 
they have their “ eternal house,” and be for ever 
“absent from” the “mortality” through which 
they had passed. Such was the glorious prospect 
which Paul held up to the minds of those to whom 
he wrote : and such a view is consistent with all 

he said and wrote ; but on the opposite theory, 
Paul is represented as uttering the most palpable 
contradictions, such as none but a traditionated 

man couldutter. Strange, indeed, if Paul believed 

the Prof.’s notion, that, on none of these occasions |’ 

which the Prof. has cited, he ever even mentions 

the word “soul,” the important fizture in the 

Prof.’s theory. 

“9.” The Prof. having closed his last remarks 
by assuming that Paul taught, “ at death his soul 

would leave the body and ascend to heaven,” &c., 

says, at the opening of No. “9,” “ Precisely such 

was the hope of the first martyr Stephen.” If 

Stephen had such a hope, he saith nothing about 

it; for he saith not one word about “ his soul,” nor 

any other soul. And the Prof.’s assumption that 

soul and spirit are identical again appears. What- 

ever the term spirit means in Acts 7: 59, it re- 

mains for the Prof. to show that it is that “ super- 

added entity called the soul” he has attempted to 

affirm. 

If we were dying we could utter the same lan- 

guage that Stephen did, most fervently : fully be- 

lieving that all our future life depends upon our 
Lord Jesus, who has promised to raise up his fol- 
lowers “at the last day.” Till then, and in the 
confidence that Jesus will fulfil his word, to whom 

should we commit ourselves but unto him whom 
God hath appointed as the head of the church— 
the members of Christ’s body. The phrase “my 
spirit” is only a strong expression for me, or my- 
self. ‘Thus Mary says, “ My soul doth magnify the 

Lord, and my spirit hath rejoiced in God, my Sa- 
viour.” The plain sense of which, is, I myself, 

Mary im person, do these things. So the sense of 

Stephen’s language is clearly this, “ Lord Jesus, 
receive, or accept, me.” As though he had said— 

“ Lord Jesus, I suffer, I die for thy name, for thy 
truth—here I am, an offering unto death upon the 
altar for thy cause—accept me—receive this sacri- 

fice of myself.” It is then recorded— When he 

had said this he fell asteEp :”—not, “his soul was. 

then taken up into heaven ;” but he, the person- 
ality, Stephen, fell asleep—and he will doubtless 
sleep till the Lord Jesus, who did “ receive” his 
offering of himself, shall call him from “the dust 
of the earth,” where he now rests. 

The Prof.’s fling at our “ no-soul-csm,” as he is 

pleased to call it, will pass for its worth. We be- 
lieve in a soul and the soul ; but we do not believe 

in a distinct “ entity, superadded to the creature 
man—which the Lord God formed of the dust of 
the ground”—theologically “ called the soul :” and. 
our Prof., in our judgment, has utterly failed to 

establish his “ affirmative ;’ but our readers will 

judge for themselves in the matter. We wait to 

hear what further he has to say. 

11D) 

Exercises or tHE Minp.— We select the follow- 

ing, exchanging the term spirit, in the original, 
for mind, which we regard as far more appropriate 

and expressive. 

Praise I take to be the most sublime exercise 

the mind is capable of; prayer, the most benefi- 

cial ; faith, the most vital ; love, the most god- 

like ; watchfulness, the most continuous ; se/f-de- 

nial, the most difficult ; resegnation, the most be- 

coming ; zeal, the most arduous ; purity, the most 

habitual ; humility, the crowning exercise of all. 

Tt throws sacred halo around, a sweet comeliness 

over the whole Christian character, and gives each 

feature its full prominence, and every grace its 

richest and most glowing tints. 

‘And what are these exercises you place such 

importanee upon ?—Praise, Itake to be the eleva- 

tion of the mind to God; prayer, the activity of 

the mind with God; faith, the recumbency of the 

mind on God ; love, the outgoing of the mind after 

God ; zeal, the operation of the mond for God ; 
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meditation, the absorption of the mind zn God ;|They created considerable interest and discussion. 
purity, the moulding of the mind like God; watch-|Of the latter I had my share. Amongst the dis- 
fulness, the position of the mind toward God ; self-| putants was a minister of the Methodist order. He 
denial, the framing of the mind after the will of |argued fair, although wedded to his opinion. Some 
God ; humility, the beautiful covering of the mind 
from God,—the “raiment of needle-work,” the 
“ fine linen, white and clean.” 

But who among the best have yet ascended the 
highest rounds of praise, or sounded the vast 
depths of humiliation, or completed the interme- 
diate grades of Christian excellence ? 

ER 
From Wm. Murrels, California. 

Br. Storrs —The “ Bible Examiner” is indeed 
a welcome visitor. It is as a friend of light in this 
land of moral darkness. 

I notice with regret, that you have been visited 
with the hand of misfortune in the loss of your pro- 
perty by fire. I sympathise with you in the afflic- 
tion, and accompany this with a small amount, to 
help you bear the loss. 

You might be desirous to know someting of re- 
ligious feeling in this far off land; that is, as 
viewed by one who thinks and looks at matters in 
the same light as yourself. There is no (pure) re- 
ligion in this morally dark land. There is an inde- 
finable impression amongst the majority, of the ex- 
istence of a Supreme Being, but there are few who 
believe, or care to know anything about Jesus 
Christ in the light of a Saviour. It is amazing 
what rapid strides infidelity and atheism is making 
over the minds of the masses. As regards the ad- 
vent of Christ, and the resurrection of man from 
the dead, very few here have any conception of 
either. Those who make pretensions to Theological 
attainments, don’t conceive them to have any 
existence in reason or revelation. So exalted is 
man’s nature, in their opinion, that to contradict 
his natural immortality is tantamount to proclaim- 
ing your own insanity. Men gaze at you with 
wonder when you question that cherished dogma. 
It is difficult to get any one to converse with you 
on the subject, or even to read the Scripture testi- 
mony relating to it. 

It makes the heart bleed to see whole communi- 
ties, who with justice can boast of high intellect- 

good impressions were made I have no doubt, but 
alas, California life soon dissipated them, I am per- 
suaded. 

Matters in the old world look ominous. They 
are no doubt introductory to the great consumma- 
tion. May it hasten it in its time. 

—_—_—~<+>__—_ 
Tue Epiror or tHE Examiner.—We give 

place to the following with considerable reluctance. 

We exceedingly dislike to seem, even, to beg help 
from any who probably have just as many difficul- 
ties to get alung as we have. It is a time of trial 

with nearly all our brethren, so far as our know- 

ledge extends. A few seem to be prospering, and 

if such feel disposed to help us, they may be as- 

sured none will be more grateful than ourself.— 

Originating, as this proposition does, from a loca- 

tion where we are best known, it is grateful to our 

feelings as a token of continued confidence from 

those where we resided and preached from 1844 to 
1852. 

Dear Br. Storrs :—Will you give the following 
an insertion in your paper and oblige your friends 
in Philadelphia? * 

Painapeipaia, Ave. 2Ist, 1854. 

Joun Fonpey, M.D. 

Jacosp Grim. 

To the Brethren and Sisters scattered abroad 
throughout the United States:—Dear Brethren 
and Sisters: we see by the last Examiner that 
our Br. Storrs, who is laboring in the good cause, 
not for himself but for others, by the return made 
unto him for his , gets but a sufficient sum to 
pay back again the amount spent upon the paper. 
This is doing business without compensation, and 

ual acquirements, be so slavishly blind to those of| business of that kind will not sustain him. Now 
all things the most important. 

In my intercourse with the very few whom I had 
the privilege of conversing on the great subject of 
immortality, I found one colored man, a minister, 
who was not trammeled with educational bias, 
or sectarian bigotry. 

It is next to impossible to reach the mind with 
anything pertaining to morality or religion. Men 
are 80 engrossed and deluded with the magic scenes 
of this “ Vanity Fair.” Indeed, one must use much 
watchfulness and care, not to be himself carried 
along with the mighty current. 

Churches are becoming numerous, elegant, and 
well attended. But they belong to the nation, and 
not to Christ. They contribute to each others 
prosperity and aggrandizement. 

The papers you kindly put in my charge, when 
T left New York, I distributed variously. I parted 
with many amongst the passengers on the way out. 

as he has a family to maintain, it is evident to our 
minds that he must turn-his attention to some 
other branch of business, or get help from some 
other source ; for our part we are not willing to 
see the Examiner fail, or the Editor labor for 
naught. We would like to see the subscription 
price raised full double what it is at present ; 
but that he is unwilling to do: so we would pro- . 
pose another mode. There are some thousands of 
friends in the United States; and we would like 
to see some five hundred dollars per annum, at 
least, as a permanent help, raised for his support, 
so that it might be a permanent thing. ‘I'here 
are a great many persons who profess to sympa- 
thize with us in our views, yet they spend all they 
have to spare in helping support some fine church, 
with its fine edifice, and high-living minister— 
Yet they are willing to sympathize with Br. 
Storrs, and leave him to live on faith. This should 
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not be so. We would propose that each person! 
raise or lay aside one dollar per annum to hel 
Br. Storrs. If they cannot afford that, let them 
spare what they can. We would not even limit 
it to one dollar, others may give more if they have 
it to spare, but we want it a permanent thing.— 
One Brother in Philadelphia has given his name 
to begin with, for five dollars per year, as long as 
his circumstances remain as they are at present : 
and I will take five instalments at five dollars per 
year. Now we would like to dispose of about one 
hundred shares of this stock at five dollars per 
share: it will pay a good interest. The dividend 
is a consciousness of doing our duty in this life, 
and the promise of more in the future. 
We think that we are rating our Brethreff and 

Sisters very low if we have not one hundred in the 
United States that can afford to give five dollars 
per year; it is not quite ten cents per week ;— 
many waste more than that : and then how many 
are there that can afford to give one dollar per 
year (two cents per week) or fifty cents per year, 
(one cent per week). 
We are rather poor at financiering, but we 

would like to hear of Br. Storrs getting the help. 
We do not care how it gets there. If Br. Storrs’ 
labor is not worth ten dollars per week, then we 
suppose the right value is placed upon his talents 
and time in the profits he gets for his paper— 
Nothing. 

Friends, it only wants us to think for a few mo- 
ments about the matter, and ask ourselves where 
does his living come from? He gets nothing from 
his paper—he gives all his time to the paper and 
preaching, and now how much do each of us give ? 
This is the question to be answered; and then 
how much can we give ?—and how much. will we 
give? Then send it along, and the interest will 
be paid; if not now, in the Kingdom of Jesus 
Christ. 
Yours, in Hope of an interest in that Kingdom, , 

Jacos Grim. 

Edward Archer’s Appeal, 

Dear Brethren :—Altho stranger to most 
of you, I wish to say a few words in relation to the 
financial condition of the Bite Examiner. I, in 
common with yourselyes, am interested in this 
matter. Br. Storrs has only about nine hundred 
paying subscribers, which is only sufficient to pay 
rinting expenses, to say nothing of remunerating 
om for his services. Now, if we wish the Exam- 
INER continued we must make up our mind tolend 
a helping hand. Bro. Storrs should have at least 
six hundred dollars, which I think, we can easily 
raise, and that too without entering into any of the 
movements resorted to by our popular churches, 
such as Festivals, Ladies’ Fairs, Religious Lotte- 
ries, &c., all of which means are unbecoming chris- 
tians, and totally at variance with that scripture 
which says—‘ Let him that giveth give with sim- 
plicity.” I met a Brother, who is much interested 
in the cause, and one who has done a great deal for 
it. He said to me, “ Something must be done, or 
the Examiner cannot be published semz-monthly.” 
We looked at each other an instant in silence, as 
if cogiiating in our own minds what we should do, 

when he said, he would double his subscription. I 
p immediately responded, that I would do the same. 

Well, said he, try what you can-do, and we parted, 
Now, I thought, if the two’s and three’s that are 
scattered throughout the land, would only come to- 
gether, and resolve to do the same thing, how eas 
a matter would it be to raise a thousand dollars, 
But we can do more than this. Suppose each one 
of us pledge ourselves for two dollars, and then go 
to work in earnest and get two new subscribers, 
which would be better both for ourselves and the 
cause ; for in that case, we should not only raise 
eighteen hundred dollars, but we would be laying 
the truth before eighteen hundred, and perhaps 
three times that number of readers ; but it is alto- 
gether probable that some of us may get three or 
four new subscribers. I pledge myself for two, and 
hope to get more. And now, brethren, the plan is 
before you, in all its simplicity, go to work at once 
—in earnest—and we hope by the time the next 
EXAMINER is out, we may be enabled to give a 
good report of our efforts to Brother Storrs. 

Yours for the cause of Truth. 
K. ARcHEr. 

Washington Heights, New York City. 
<4 

From Wm. C. Metcalf, Holden, Mass. 

Br. Storrs——Though less prompt than some in 
the discharge of my duty to yourself and the holy 
cause with which you are identified, I have not for- 
gotten you. 

It was with deep regret I heard of your loss by 
fire, and of your inability, for want of pecuniary 
means, to have an assistant to aid you in your ar- 
duous labors. 

If all who hold the like precious faith with your- 
self would “lay by as God has prospered them,” 
and forward the same to your care for the promo- 
tion of the truth, it would involve no sacrifice on 
the part of its friends, while it would, at once, 
place you in a position to labor still more efficient- 
ly in opening the eyes of the blind, rescuing the 
truth of God from the rubbish of human tradition, 
and publishing the glorious fact—* Curisr THE RE- 
SURRECTION AND THE Lirn.” 

It is with sincere pleasure that I hail the “ Ex- 
AMINER ;” fraught as it is with messages of love, 
instruction and encouragement to the humble seek- 
er after truth, who, in these days, is called to en- 
dure the coldness and pity, if not the scorn and de- 
sertion of those by whom they were formerly cher- 
ished and beloved both in the flesh and in the 
Lord. “ 

Go on, dear Brother, giving “line uponline, and 
precept upon precept.” May the Great Head of 
the church, raise up, through your instrumentality, 
a multitude, who shall rejoice in, and exhibit the 
glorious doctrines, connected with the Life theme. 
My father, William Metcalf, sends three dollars, 

to which I add other three; making six dollars, 

which please accept as a slight expression of our 
interest in the cause. 

~<a >__—- 

Recerets to aid the Prov. Com in balancing its 
Treasury—William Webster $1; Andrew Hall 
$1. 



272 

From Richard Corbaley, Plymouth, Ind. 

Br. Storrs —The old fabulous doctrine of inhe- 
rent immortality is losing ground here, and the doc- 
trine of noimmortality out of Christ, and no future 
life without a resurrection from the dead is gain- 
ing, and those who endorse the latter doctrine 
are generally persons of candor and who have a 
fair biblical knowledge. 

Yesterday for the first time I saw a tract writ- 
ten by N. D. George, a Methodist minister, which 
is designed, or purports to be, an answer to you 
on the doctrine of the immortality of the soul and 
its attendant dogmas. He is decidedly down on 
materialism, and in treating upon this subject he 
has.certainly entangled himself so that he cannot 
be @xtricated without crippling some of his zmma- 
terial props. 

The cause of truth is steadily on the advance in 
Northern Indiana. 

Yours in the hope of immortality at the coming 
of Christ. August 16th, 1854. 

From John C. Kennau, Hanover, Conn. 

Br. Storrs.—It is with feeling of thankfulness 
to that God who only hath immortality, who has 
opened my eyes to behold the truth, and enabled 
me to receive it with my heart, that I can call you 
Brother. When I wrote for the Examiner I was 
under conviction, but - being deeply prejudiced 
‘against this beloved doctrine of the advent faith, 
and blinded by early teaching, I resisted long and 
with a stubborn will: but the truth will prevail ; 
and Iam this day glorying in the hope of immortal- 
ity when our Lord shall come. | 

There are a few names of us here who daily re- 
joice in this blessed hope, and try to stay up and 
encourage each other to be faithful and hope unto 
the end. 

———<¢ > 
Cuartes D. Ripceway of Paterson, N. J., fell 

asleep, Aug. 10th, in the faith of a resurrection to 

life eternal, through Jesus, “ at the last day.” He 

was educated at Princeton College—was for a time 

in the practice of Law and Surrogate at Paterson. 

He was by natural constitution mild and kind : 
this prevented his ever embracing a religion which 

he supposed taught the doctrine of endless 
sin and suffering. Some three or four years since 
his only brother—William Ridgeway—who had 
been long a prominent and active member of the 
Methodist E. Church—was led to embrace the 
doctrine of “ Life and Immortality only through 
Christ.” This revolution in William’s mind led 
Charles to serious and careful inquiry, which re- 
sulted in turning him from Universalism, to which 
he had been strongly inclined, to faith in Jesus as 
the Resurrection and the Life. He was one of 
three who visited us soon after our removal from 
Philadelphia to New York, in 1852, with an urgent 
request to visit Paterson. From that time till his 
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death we visited and preached in that city about 
once each month, and always found him deeply in- 
terested, and a firm supporter of the truth on the 
life theme. His mind evidently had undergone a 
great change, and he took a deep interest in the 
Bible. His sickness was short and extremely pain- 
ful; but he bore it with patience. He was sensi- 
ble that he would die: more so than his friends 
around him; but he assured all that he was not 

afraid to die. His mind rested on his Redeemer. 
He sleeps, we trust, in Jesus, and will live again 

when Jesus returns “ from heaven.” We feel his 
loss to the band of believers in that city. With 

his wife and bereaved ‘children we deeply sympa- 
thise, and also with his only brother, William. 
May the Lord abundantly support and comfort 
them. 

———~ > ___ 

An Apotocy.—We beg our friends to excuse _ 

us this once for occupying so much space by our 
“ Response ” to Prof. Mattison inthis number. It _ 

could not well be helped without seeming disre- 
spectful to him, who appears desirous that we 
should not pass anything he offers. So far as our 

limits will admit we wish to accomodate him. We 
hope not to occupy so much room again: and we 

particularly regret it this time, because we have 
been obliged to day over Br. Hudson’s article and 
Br. Grew’s response ; both of which are on hand, 
and partly in type. We intend to give them the 
Jirst place in our next issue, which cannot be till 
near the first of October. 

———~4 > ___. 
An Orrer—To any minister, not already a 

believer in our views of immortality, we will send 
the Examiner for this entire year gratis, if he will 
inform us that he will receive and read it. This 
offer extends to 100 sets. Also, to any person re- 
mitting us $2, soon, we will send three sets for 
1854. 

——————<r>—_. 
Tur Epiror or THe Examiner will preach in 

Paterson, N. J., the first and third Sundays of this 
month ; and in Philadelphia the second, or the 
tenth inst.; if the Lord will. 

———~<>_ 
Donarrons since July Ist, to our aid.—Henry 

Grew $2; S. Royse $2; Wm. Murrels $10 ; Dr. 
Wynkoop $1 ; Freeman Dillingham $2; a friend 
$5 ; Wm. Metcalf $3; Wm. O. Metcalf $3; W. 
G. Warren $1 ; E. Crowell 50 cts ; Amos Smith 
50 cts; H. M. Smith $1; F. King $3; A. Pell 

The aforesaid Donors will each accept our thanks 
and may be assured it has been to us aid in “time 
of need.” May the Lord reward you all. 


