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INTRODUCTION.

Religion is "the duty which we owedor Creator, and the manner of discharging it."

Liberty is "the state of being exerfipm the domination of others, or from restrigticircumstances. In ethics and phi-
losophy, the power in any rational agent to makechbices and decide his conduct for himself, spwdusly and voluntarily, in
accordance with reasons or motives."

Religious liberty, therefore, is nsekemption from the domination of others, or fn@stricting circumstances: man's
freedom to make his choices and decide his corfdutimself, spontaneously and voluntarily:his duty to his Creator, and in
the manner of discharging that duty.

Since God has created man, in thereatf things the first of all relationships isttha God; and the first of all duties
could be nothing but duty to God.

Suppose a time when there was ondyiotelligent creature in the universe. He wasi@@: and his relationship to his
Creator, his duty to his Creator, is the only dret tould
possibly be. That is the first of all relationshifpat can possibly be. Therefore it is writteat thhe first of all the command-
ments is, Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is ooelLand
Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heand with all thy soul, and with all thy mind, awith all thy strength."

All there is of any soul is first dteeGod; because it all came from God. This, thees is the first of all command-
ments,not because it is the first one that was ever givesgmken word, or that was ever written out; butase it is the first
that could possibly be. And this because it isetkgression of the first principle of the existenany intelligent creature. The
principle was there, inherent in the existenceheffirst intelligent creature, in the first momeifithis existence; and there the
principle abides eternally, unmodified and unfading

Now, though that is the first of ptissible relationships, and the first of all dsititnough that relationship and duty are
inherent in the very existence of intelligent cteas; yet even in that inherent obligation, Goddrasted every intelligent crea-
turefree —free to recognize that obligation or not, free imcHarge that duty or not, just as he chooses.

Accordingly it is written: "Chooseythis day whom ye will serve." "Whosoever widit him take the water of life
freely." Thus it is absolutely true that in rebgi— in the duty which we owe to our Creator andrtta@ner of discharging it —
God has created man entirely "exempt from the datiun of others and from restricting circumstanthas made him free "to
make his choice, and decide his conduct for himspbintaneously and voluntarily." Thus religioleelity is the gift of God, in-
herent in the gift of rational existence itself.

Any service as to God that is meefy chosen by him who renders it is not servic€bd. There can be no virtue in
it; there can be none of God init. Any servieadered as to God that is not freely chosen opahieof him who renders it can-
not be of God; because "God is love": and love@mdpulsion, love and force, love and oppressiengr can go together.
Therefore any duty, any obligation, anything, cfféior rendered as to God that is not of the indafid own freely chosen
choice, can neither be of God nor to God. Accorgimdnen the Lord created whatever creature — angelan — in order that
that creature should be happy in the service of,@nd in order that there should be virtue in reingeservice or worship to
God, He created him free tthooseto do so. And this is individuality, and the idie right of it.

God created man free. When manibyvsis separated and lost from that freedom, Ctaisie to restore him fully to it.
The way of God and of Christ, therefore, is the whijberty. And the work of God through Christ tvitnankind in the whole
history of the world has been to make plain thégand to give to man the absolute assurance®ofsbul liberty" which is the
only true liberty. Whom the Son makes free is frefeed.

In the Scriptures there are givetimitly and clearly six specific lessons on thibjsat of religious liberty AAthe lib-
erty of the individual soul against the dominata@mman and combinations of men in the powers ofabdd. Each of these les-
sons deals with the subject upon a distinct andip@rinciple. And the six lessons taken togettwaver completely the whole
ground upon every principal.

We now purpose to take up for spestiadly these six lessons separately and in suoceasigiven in the Scriptures.
The contest for religious liberty is not yet finesl. Complete religious liberty is not yet recagui, even in principle, and much
less in practise, even by the mass of Christias&,ia made perfectly plain in the Scriptures.

Come, then, let us study and letaxehand let us study that we may have, religiinesty complete, in principle and
in experience, as it is in the Scriptures of truth.



IN RELIGION
X
ASRELATED TO AUTOCRACY.

In the nature of things there is no rightful roomtfee domination of others in the life and affaifghe soul of the individual per-
son. This is peculiarly and supremely the realr@ofl alone, who created man in his own image antifoown glory; and who created each
person individually and personally responsible ansiwerable to Him alone.

Yet man, sinful and unruly man, haser been willing to allow God to have His platand with the soul of the individual man;
but has always been ambitious and ready to claéngiace for himself, and by every means and ocaantde possible to make this claim effec-
tive. History itself, as it relates to generaingiples and not to details, is hardly anything éhsm a succession of attempts upon the grandest
possible scale to make successful this arrogaimh dasinful and unruly man in the place of Godituminate the souls of men. And no
grander demonstration that there is a divinitystg hard to shape the destiny of mankind could beeasked or given than from the day of
Abel until now is given in the perpetual heroiceatisn and maintenance of this perfect libertyraf individual soul by the individual person
against the most subtle pretensions and mighteeabmations of force and power that this world copbsitively contrive. From Nimrod to
Nebuchadnezzar and from Nebuchadnezar until nevedirse and energy of empire have been bent @mteexo this one thing. And
through all that time such splendid individualsAdsaham, Joseph, Moses, Daniel and his three leretfraul, Wycliff, Huss, Militz, Mat-
thias, Conrad, Jerome, Luther, Roger Williams, andtitudes unnamed and over all Christ Jesus, Winelifaith have sublimely stoaone
with God absolutely alone so far as man is concernedhéomdividuality, and in that the liberty, of teeul of man; and for the sovereignty
of God alone in and over the realm of the soul.

The Empire of Babylon embraceddivéized world, as the world then was. Nebuchadiaeavas monarch and absolute ruler of the
empire. "Thou, O king, art a king of kings; foetfbod of Heaven hath given thee a kingdom, and pamel strength, and glory. And where-
soever the children of men dwell, the beasts ofitie and the fowls of the heaven hath he givea thine hand, and hath made thee ruler
over them all." Dan. 2: 37,38.

In his own providential purpose Gl made all nations subject to the sway of Kiepdkhadnezzar of Babylon. Jer. 27:1-13. In
the form and system of government of Babylon théarity of the king was absolute. His word was tdne. In this absolutism of sovereignty
King Nebuchadnezzar assumed that he was soverkthe souls, as well as the bodies, of the religilifie as well as the civil conduct, of
those who were subject to his power. And sincevéieruler of the nations he would be ruler in #éion, and of the religion, of the nations.

Accordingly he made a great imaieof gold about ninety feet tall and nine feeddwl, and "set it up in the plain of Dura, in the
province of Babylon." Then he summoned from thevimces all the officials of the empire to the @ation and the worship of the great
golden image. All the officials came, and weresasisled and stood before the image.

"Then a herald cried aloud, To yias commanded, O people, nations, and langudlgasat what time ye hear the sound of the cor-
net, flute, harp, sackbut, psaltery, dulcimer, athdinds of music, ye fall down and worship thddgm image that Nebuchadnezzar the king
hath set up; and whoso falleth not down and wopsttip shall the same hour be cast into the midattmfrning fiery furnace.” And as the
instruments of music sounded forth the grand sitprathe worship "all the people, the nations, #mellanguages, fell down and worshipped
the golden image." Dan. 3:4-6

But in the assembly there weredtyeung Hebrews who had been carried captive femmsalem to Babylon, but who had been
appointed by the king, officials "over the affairfsthe province of Babylon." These neither bowedworshipped, nor otherwise paid any
particular attention to the proceedings.

This was noticed, and excited aatios before the king. "There are certain Jewsmwhitou hast set over the affairs of the province
of Babylon, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abednegesetimen, O king, have not regarded thee: theg set thy gods, nor worship the
golden image which thou haste set up." Verse 12.

Then the king "in his rage and/fusommanded that the three young men should begbhtdefore him. This was done. The king
himself now spoke to them personally and dired:it'bf purpose, O Shadrach, Meshach, and Abedndgmot ye serve my gods, nor wor-
ship the golden image which | have set up?" Thg kimself then repeated the command that atdhedsof the instruments of all kinds of
music they fall down and worship, and if not, theegre to be cast "the same hour into the midstlmfraing fiery furnace."

But the young men quietly answeré@: Nebuchadnezzar, we are not careful to antvesr in this matter. If it be so, our God
whom we serve is able to deliver us from the bugriary furnace, and he will deliver us out of thihand, O king. But if not, be it known
unto thee, O king, that we will not serve thy gausr worship the golden image which thou hasteipét Verse 14-18.

The issue was now clearly drawhe $overeign of the world's power had personadiyed his command direct to the three indi-
viduals; and from them he had received answedirast, that they would not conform. This was cactdand these were words, such as the
king in his absolutism of power had never met befofhere was therefore a personal as well asfaabfesentment aroused in him; and he
was so "full of fury" that "the form of his visag&s changed against" the young men, and he commahatethe furnace should be heated
seven times hotter than usual; and that "the magitsnmen in his army" should bind the young med aast them into the midst of the roar-
ing furnace.

It was done. And the three men tHieir coats, and their hosen, and their hatsttagid other garments"” fell down bound "into the
midst of the burning fiery furnace." But just thieve king was more astonished than ever in hidbkfere. He was fairly petrified —
"astounded" — and "rose up in haste" and to his sellors cried out, "Did not we castreemenboundinto the midst of the fire?"

They assured him that this was.tBat he exclaimed, "Lo, | séeur men,loose walking in the midst of the fire, and they hawe n
hurt; and the form of the fourth is like the SorGafd."

Then the king went near to the rhaftthe furnace and called the men by name amt] '$é¢ servants of the most high God, come
forth and come hither." And they "came forth o thidst of the fire. And the princes, governorg] aaptains, and the king's counsellors be-
ing gathered togethesaw these meapon whose bodies the fire had no power, nor wdsa& of their head singed, neither were theitgoa
changed, nor the smell of fire had passed upam.the



"Then Nebuchadnezzar spake, ait] Beessed be the God of Shadrach, Meshach, aeddyo, who hath sent his angel and de-
livered his servants that trusted in him, &ade changed the king's womhd yielded their bodies, that they might noveeror worship any
god except their own God."

Here, then, is the situation: Toed had brought all nations in subjection to tirggkof Babylon. By messages of His own prophet
He has commanded His people, the Jews, and theseyhung men among them, to "serve the king of/Bald' Yet these three had explicitly
refused to serve the king of Babylon in this thivigch he had personally and directly commanded tfad in this refusal the Lord himself
had most signally stood by them and delivered them.

Therefore it would be impossiblermplainly to show that the Lord, in commanding ple®ple to be subject to the king of Babylon
and to serve him, had never either commanded ended that they should be subject to him or seirmdrhthe realm of religion

By this unmistakable approval af ttourse of the three men, and this signal delieg of them, the Lord made perfectly plain to
the king that his command in this matter was wrdahgt he had demanded a service that he had niateighquire: that in making him king of
the nations the Lord had not made him kinghia religionof the people: that in bringing him to be headlbthe nations, peoples, and lan-
guages, God had not given him to be head of tigioelof even a solitary individual: that while therd had brought all nations and peoples
under the king's yoke as to their political andilyoskervice, this same Lord had unmistakably sheevthe king that he had given no power
nor jurisdiction in any way whatever as to theialsservice: that while in all things between aatand nation, and between man and man, all
peoples, nations, and languages had been givémttwtserve him, and God had made him ruler ovemthll; yet with the relations between
each man and God the king could have nothing wkatevdo: and that in the presence of the rights@individual person, in conscience and
in worship "the king's wordihust changgethe king's decree is naught: that in this the kiwen of the world is only nobody, for here onlyds
is sovereign and all in all.

And for the instruction of all kis@nd all people forever, all this was done thgt dad it was written for our admonition upon
whom the ends of the world are come.

Ix

ASRELATED TO THE SUPREMACY OF THE LAW.

The world-power and empire of Babylon passed awesver; and another took its place — the power angirenof Medo-Persia.
Here was another principle of government, and trexee is given to the world another lesson in relig liberty.

In the Medo-Persian empire the @gle of government was different from that of Blaoy

Babylon, as we have seen, was nigtan absolute monarchy, but an autocracy — a cae-government, a one-man absolutism.
The word of the king was the law, and the law weangeable as the will and word of the king migtdrae. The king was the source of the
law; his word was the law for all others; but asHonself there was no restriction of law.

The Medo-Persian government waatemolute monarchy also. There, also, the wordeokihg was the law: but with this all-
important difference from Babylon, that when orfoe word of the king has gone forth as the law, ldatcould not be changed nor reversed
even by the king himself. The king himself was baueven against himself, by his own word or dethe¢ had once become the law. The
government of Medo-Persia, therefore, was a goventaf law; its principle waghe supremacy afHE LAW.

At the head of the administratidnihe affairs of this empire there were three glests, of whom Daniel was first. Because of Dan-
iel's knowledge, integrity, ability, and generalritnin the administration, the king had it in mitid set him over the whole realm.” This,
becoming known, excited the jealousy of the other presidents and of the princes; and they condpirdreak him down.

They sought, first, "to find ocaasiagainst Daniel" concerning his conduct of tHaiif of the empire. But after long and diligent
search, and the closest possible scrutiny, theg wiliged to cease their endeavour and confessttiet could find none occasion nor fault;"
because "he was faithful, neither was there aryr emfault found in him."

"Then said these men, We shalffimot any occasion against this Daniel, except wd ft against him concerning the law of his
God." But they could not find any occasion agafist concerning even the law of his God, until ttfeymselves had first created a situation
that would render inevitable the desired occasion.

Their long and exacting endeaveuind some occasion or fault against him in the affafrhe empire had convinced them of his
absolute devotion in loyalty to God. Through theirestigation they knew by experience that he @émdt by any means be caused to swerve a
hair's-breadth from the straight line of absolwgation to God. But this was wholly an individuaatter, in which there was no interference
with any man in any way whatever. And in his cortdo relation to others and to the State, thein @@nsciously prejudiced investigation
had demonstrated that it was actually beneficial.

Thus there being no possible groupan which they could find occasion against hiraregoncerning the law of his God, as circum-
stances and conditions were; and they, therefeiagtput to the necessity of actually creating syrtund, Daniel's unswerving devotion to
God became the only way which they could proceHtkey therefore concocted a scheme into which thew @ll the officials of the empire,
and went to the king and said: — "O king, live f@e All the presidents of the kingdom the govespand the princes, the counsellors, and
the captains, have consulted together to estahlislyal statute, and to make a firm decree, thatseever shall ask any petition of any God or
man for thirty days, save of thee, O king, he shaltast into a den of lions. Now, O king, estibthe decree, and sign the writing, that it be
not changed, according to the law of the MedesRardians, which altereth not." Dan. 6:6-8.

The king allowed himself to be chaugy this very flattering proposal of so largewanioer of the highest officials of the empire, and
he signed the decree. Daniel knew that the déradéeen framed, and that the writing had beeredidy the king. He knew that such was
now the law of the empire — a law that could neiterwaived nor altered. Nevertheless he wentddbuse, and as his regular times of
prayer recurred, three times a day, he "prayedyand thanks before God, as he did aforetime." @dimdows happening to be open, the
imperial law had not enough place in his mind orglveupon his attention to induce him to take thecpution even to close the windows.

The plotters expecting nothing jmst this on the part of Daniel, "assembled andnfl Daniel praying and making supplication
before his God." Then at sight of this open diardgf the imperial law, they hastened to the kind very deferentially inquired. "Haste thou



not signed a decree?" etc. The king answered, tfihg is true, according to the law of the Meded Rersians, which altereth not." Then the
plotters reported, "that Daniel which is of theldren of the captivity of Judah, regardeth n@ethO king, nor the decree that thou haste
signed, but maketh his petition three times a day."

"Then the king, when he had heha$¢ words, was sore displeaséith himself' because he had allowed himself to be so fiadter
as to be caught in such a trap as that. "And hkisd&eart on Daniel to deliver him." But the tidos were ready with their plea of the suprem-
acy and arguments that it was "not a questionligfioa, but ofthe law" that to countenance disregard and violationtloé law" was simply to
undermine all the government and make an openobid feign of anarchy, and for the very dissolutidsociety itself: that they were exceed-
ingly sorry that such an excellent man as Danielghbe thus involved, yet to allow such open djard of "the law" by one of such high
standing and reputation would be only all the wpbsezause this very fact of the high standing ait®weputation of the one who so openly
disregarded "the law" would be only the more enagament to all people to do the same, etc., etc.”

Yet the king "laboured till theigg down of the sun to deliver him." But throudhthat time and at every turn, the king was met
by the plotters with the plea, "The law; the laiihow, O king, that the law of the Medes and Pearsiis, that no decree nor statute which the
king establisheth may be changed.” The supremiityedaw bound the king himself: there was no pscand, though with greatest reluc-
tance, "the king commanded and they brought Daaiel,cast him into the den of lions."

The king passed the night in fagaind in sleeplessness. But very early in the mgrhe hurried to the den of lions and "cried with
a lamentable voice unto Daniel . . . O Darselvant of the living God, is thy God, whom thowsst continually, able to deliver thee from
the lions?"

Daniel answered, "O king, live feee. My God hath sent His angel, and hath shulitins' mouths that they have not hurt me: foras-
much asdefore Him innocency was found in me; and alsfore thegO king, have | done no hurt." And therein thendastration is made in
perfection forever that the person who disregamyslaw that touches service to Gednnocent before Godnd also does "no hurt" to the
king, nor to the State, nor to society, nor to prigiciple of law or government.

All of which in divine truth demanates again that no earthly government can ewar hay right or jurisdiction in matters aHlig-
ion: that is, in "the duty which we owe to our Creatnd the manner of discharging it." Andtliis case there is the additional demonstration
that no government can ever of right incorpomtthe lawprovisions touchingeligion, and then plead the supremacy and integrityhad "
law." That "it is not primarily a question of religidut only of the law:" that "we are not asking feligious observance, we ask ondgpect
for law." In the case of Daniel and the "supremacy ofldleof the Medes and Persians," the divine answall such pleas is that, nothing
pertaining to religion can ever of right have atgcp in the law.

The right of perfect individualiity religion is a divine, and therefore an absolutealienable, right. And to make religious obser-
vances or prohibitions a matter of the law, dodsaffect the free exercise of this divine righteTllness of the right, and the perfect liberty
of its exercise, abide ever the same, even thoelgdion be made a matter, and a part, of the land when religion or religious observance or
prohibition is fixed in the law, even though thevlbe as supreme and inflexible as that of the MadesPersians, the divine right and perfect
liberty of individuality in religion then extends the law that incorporates the religipand such law is simply no law. The subterfugerof
forcing religious observances or prohibitions unctarer of "the supremacy and integrity of the lainstead of taking away or in any way lim-
iting the divine right and perfect liberty of indiality in religion, simply reacts to the exteritaztually sweeping away all ground of claim
for "the supremacy and integrity of the law" — gtwally nullifying the specific law in the case.

The civil law is rightly supremetime realm of thingsivil, but in the realm of thing®ligiousit simply has no place at all.

In the presence of the divine righindividuality in religion as relates to autoticagovernment, illustrated in King Nebuchadnezzar,
the king's word must change

In the presence of the divine righindividuality in religion as relates to the samacy and inflexibility of the law, illustrated the
government of the Medes and Persians, any lawtdbahes or contemplates religion is simply no laalk

The realm of religion is the reafrGod. In that realm God alone is Sovereign, aigvl is the only law. And in that realm the
individual stands alone with God, and responsibleitn alone.

XXX

ASRELATESTO CHURCH AND STATE.

;ﬁy most remarkable facts and unquestionable expmerin the case of King Nebuchadnezzar and tlee tHebrew young men,
there was made plain forever the divine truth arilcple that with the religion of the people nomaoch can of right have anything to do; that
in the presence of the right of individuality idigéon, the king's word must change.

By corresponding facts and expe@srin the case of the Medo-Persian governmentsigaaniel there was made plain forever the
divine will and truth and principle that with theligion of the people no law, nor any governmentigans of law, can of right have anything
to do — that in presence of the free exercise d¥iddality in religion, any law touching religios inothing; and every individual in absolutely
ignoring and disregarding such law is "innocentobe God, and also does "no hurt" to governmeniaug or to society.

These two examples and the priesipthich they illustrate cover every phase of dagbvernment as such, and so made plain the
great and vital truth that religion, with its rifemstitutions, and observances, is totally exetlicand is to be totally exempt, from the cogni-
zance of earthly government of whatever phaseran,fthat religion, with all that is incident to fiertains to the individual alone in his per-
sonal relations to God.

But there is another means by wimetm has sought to dominate man in the realm igfioel, that is by means tfie Church
throughthe State.

People called out from the world @eparated from the world unto God, are His chirr¢the world. When God had called His
people out of Egypt they were first "the churchtia wilderness;" and afterward in the land of Carthay were the church there.

Through their stiffness of neckrdreess of heart, and blindness of mind, they saiged God's great purpose for them as His
church. Yet in His goodness and mercy God "suffiéheir manners in the wilderness," and in the lnooh age to age. Thus through many



vicissitudes that people had continued as the thtilk¢he time when Christ the Lord came to dwall the earth, and through all that time this
church was heir to most glorious promises of a spdead kingdom and dominion.

At the time when Christ came to ¢fagth as man, the dominion and power of Rome thelgheople of that church in stern and cruel
temporal subjection, and they longed for the preahiBeliverer to appear. This Deliverer had beamdhntly promised, and at last He came.
But the high ones of the church had allowed theirlaly ambition to hide their eyes from the spiaility of the kingdom and dominion that
had been promised; and they looked for, and haghtahe people to expect, a political and tempdediverer who should strike off the yoke
of Rome, break her power, and exalt the church@thosen people to a position of power and domiaicer the nations, corresponding to
that which for so long had been held by the natmres them.

When Jesus first appeared in Hidipuministry, these high ones of the church weithwthe crowds that flocked to hear Him, lis-
tened with interest, and hoped that He would ftiffdir expectations. But when they saw the inteand enthusiasm of the multitude reach the
point where "they would come and take Him by faxwenake Him a king"; and when they saw that Jesssead of accepting the honor or
encouraging the project, "withdrew Himself fromtiein this they also saw that all their ambitidusgpes of deliverance from the dominion of
Rome, and of exaltation over the nations, werelytt@in so far as Jesus was concerned.

But by this time the influence eSds with the people had become so widespreadosstdosig that the church-leaders saw that their
power over the people was very rapidly vanishihgstead of seeing fulfilled or sanctioned their &obs plans and hopes for worldly power
and dominion, they saw with dismay that what poaret influence they did have with the people wastroedainly undermined: and this by a
man risen from the greatest obscurity, who camma fadown of the meanest reputation, and who wawat only a private member of the
church! Something must be done, and that very sogpreserve their own place and dignity. It wamifestly too late to think of command-
ing Him not to preach or teach: by this time thagw full well that not only He but the multitudésemselves would pay no attention to any
such prohibition. But there was a way out — a méanshich to maintain their place and dignity, dadissert their power over Him and the
people. In their opinion of themselves and thesiimn it was a very easy thing to make their plaed dignity identical not only with the po-
sition but with the very existence of the churcl amen the nation itself. Accordingly they comigd, "If we let Him thus alone all men will
believe on Him and the Romans shall come and takg Aoth our place and nation." And "from that d@ayh they took counsel together for
to put Him to death." John 11:47, 53.

But subject as they were to the Rerauthority, it was not lawful for them to put angn to death. Therefore, to effect their pur-
pose they must get control of the governmentaivdc euthority. It mattered not that this authgritas Roman; and it mattered not that this
Roman authority they hated above all other eattiilygs, and could not by any possibility willinglgcognize: all this must be forgotten in the
presence of the awful alternative of seeing vattisir place and dignity and power in the church.

In the church the Pharisees andHér®dians stood at opposite poles. The Herodigme so called because they were the party and
partisans of Herod. They were the apologists abHén his position of king of Judea. But as Hewas king only by the direct appointment
of Rome, and was seated and maintained as kinlgebgdwer of Rome, for any one to be a partisanaanabologist of Herod was to be even
more a partisan and an apologist of Rome.

The Pharisees were the exclusitighteous ones of the church. They were the exdreimurch party. As such they were the conser-
vators of the purity of the church, the represéveatof the truest loyalty to God and the ancigghitly of the chosen people. As such they
were the extreme and most uncompromising dissidesnits Rome, and from all that was of Rome or thasw any way connected with
Rome.

But the Pharisees, as the excliysivghteous ones and the chiefest in dignity, weeemost fixedly set against Christ, and took the
lead in the counsels and plans to destroy Him. tratcomplish their purpose to put Him to dedikytmust have the coAoperation of the
secular power, which was Roman only. Thereforacttomplish their purpose against Jesus, they wglale their hatred of Rome, and
would use for their purpose against Jesus that penyer of Rome of which they were by professiom #ixtreme disputers and opposers.

The means by which at one stridgy thould both cross this gulf to Rome and make sfitee secular power, was to pool issues
with the Herodians. The Herodians, as being agdg bpposed to Jesus then were the Phariseeseadyefor the alliance. By this alliance
the political party would be at one with the Pheeis, and the political influence and power of freaty would be at the command of the
church leaders. This would make sure to them #leeofi thesoldiery, which they must have if they would be really sedua their open move-
ments against Jesus.

The alliance was entered into, redconspiracy was formed: "And the Pharisees ¥egtit and straightway took counsel with the
Herodians against Hinmow they might destroy Hitn Mark 3:6. "Then went the Pharisees and toaknsel how they might entangle Him in
His talk. And they sent out unto him their disefplwith the Herodians," "spies, which should faigemselves just men, that they might take
hold of His words, thago they might deliver Him unto the power and arithof the governaf Matt. 22:15, 16; Luke 20:20. And that
governor was Pilatkhhe Roman.

And when finally the time cametfat awful midnight hour when Judas, "having reediva band of men and a captain and officers,
"with swords," came upon Him in Gethsemane, it itlhs band and the captain, and the officers," veltdhe direction of "the chief priests and
Pharisees," took Him and bound Him.

And having so taken Him they leadrHbd Annas first. Annas sent Him to Caiaphas, @aphas sent Him to Pilate, the governor,
the Roman. Pilate sent Him to Herod, who "withrhisn of war" set Him at naught and mocked Him amayad Him in a gorgeous robe and
sent Him again to Pilate. And when Pilate woldgénlet Him go, they rung their final political ecdnd plea obyalty to Caesar and Rome
even above the loyalty of Pilate the Roman himsHlthou let this man go thou art not Caesarsrfd. Whosoever maketh himself a king
speaketh against Caesar."

Pilate made his last appeal, "Shalucify your King?" only to be answered with twerds expressive of their final abandonment of
God, and of their completest unity with Rome, "Wardno king but Caesar. Crucify Him. Crucify HirAnd they were instant with loud
voices. And the voices of them and of the chiefgis prevailed.”

Thus the mightiest crime and thedkest crying sin in all the history of the univevges committed, and was made possible as it was
committed, only by the union of church and State rly dy the church in control of the civil power,ing that power to make effective her
wicked will and purpose.

And that awful fact alone is allffizient to blast with perpetual and infinite comdeation, and to consign to eternal infamy, all such
connection anywhere forever. And with such a rédorthe very first instance of the thing, it istrao all strange that this same thing of union



of church and State — the church in control of #eutar power — should have proved and must evereptbe chiefest curse to men and
nations wherever found in all after times.
So true it is, and so completelyndastrated, that "secular power has proved a Saggfhio the church.”

xw

ASRELATED TO THE CHURCH ITSELF.

TW®e have seen that no monarchical government hadgginyto enforce or require any religious obsenegrand that when any such
power does so, the right of individuality in rebgiis supreme, and the monarch's word must change.

We have found also that no goveminrewhich the law is supreme has any right toiptd the law of the realm any statute, decree,
or provision touching religion; and that when sadihing is done, the right of individuality in rgidon remains supreme, and innocency before
God, and perfect harmlessness before the governtheriaw, and society, is found in him who disrelgasuch law.

We have found that the church hasight to control the civil power for the executiof her will or the furtherance of her aims; and
that when she does so a connection of crowningiityigs formed, only a Satanic gift is in the pagsien of such a church, and the right of
individuality in religion is still supreme and te lfreely exercised.

There is yet another combinatiomi®ans of which domination of man in religion hastb sought: this is thehurch itself within
itself--the church as relates to the membershih@tthurch. And upon these, whether in principtan facts of remarkable experience, the
Scripture is no less explicit than in any othettaf examples given on this subject.

It has been already related how ldrael when delivered from Egypt was first "theich in the wilderness" and afterward in the
land of Canaan; and that this same Israel in tlge d&Christ on earth, though in spirit and substsiar short of God's ideal for them, yet in
fact was still the church in direct descent.

The official organization of thisurch was also still in fact the same in directcées. The priesthood--the chief priests, and the
high priest--in order and in succession, were ifhecticontinuance in succession of the order estadd by the Lord through Moses in the
wilderness. The official council of the churchetB8anhedrin--was also in its idea and form desakfrden the seventy elders appointed by the
Lord through Moses in the wilderness. Thus indags of Christ on earth, the whole order of Israblke priesthood and the great council,--
was in form and in fact directly descended fromdhéne order established by the Lord through Mdeebe wilderness; and was just as truly
the church in descent from the church in the wildss.

And the apostles of the Lord anelahiginal disciples of Jesus were all, withouteption, members of that church. They took part
equally with others in the services and worshithat church. They went to the temple and intotémeple, with all the others to worship at
the regular hours; and they taught in the temptaq2R:46; 3:1; 5:12). And the people were glabidee it so, and the approval of God in great
power was upon them all.

But the apostles and disciples leached something and knew a divine truth thahigh ones of the church did not know and
would not recognize: and knowing this they wouldlite Therefore they preached Jesus and the mestion, and salvation through Him, and
that there is no other way--that very Jesus of whwarofficial order and organization of the chuhad "now been the betrayers and murder-
ers." Therefore this official order and organiaatdf the church assumed the office and prerogafideciding that those private chur-
chAmembers should neither preach nor teach thils that they knew to be the truth.

Accordingly the priests and the pégrauthorities arrested Peter and John and puot in@rison, when they had gone up to the tem-
ple at the hour of prayer, and the lame man had heeled through faith in the name of Jesus, atef Rad preached to the assembled won-
dering people. Then the next morning all the adficirder and organization of the church--the ryldrs seventy elders, the scribes, the priests,
and the high priest--gathered together and had BeteJohn brought and set in the midst, and deethofithem what authority they had to be
preaching: "By what power, and by what name, haxedone this?"

Then Peter “filled with the Holy G8t" made answer. The whole assembly "marvelletheaboldness of these two only common
and illiterate members of the church in the presasfehat official and august body; "and they t&okwledge of them that they had been with
Jesus." Peter and John were remanded outside theiavhile the council "conferred among themsslVe

In their conference they decidéabt'us straightly threaten them that they spealcéfenth to no man in this name." Then they called
in again Peter and John "and commanded them rspetak at all nor teach in the name of Jesus." BtgrRand John answered immediately,
"Whether it be right in the sight of God, to harkerto you more than unto God, judge ye. For we othat speak the things we have seen
and heard." In that answer so promptly given, énsed to that assembly that these mere common naeprivate and illiterate members of the
church would actually convey the impression thatds possible for such as they to be taught of @od,to know from God, things that this
whole assembly of the highest officials and moatried ones of the church did not know; and that weuld pay no attention whatever to the
command of the council, but would go right aheaghrdless of all that the council might say or der Plainly enough the view of the
councilsuch a course could mean only every one for hfireelindividual independence that "would overthrWorder and authority."

Such an answer as that from sucbopes as those, to much an official and dignifiedybas this: such an answer from mere common
persons to this august assembly: from mere privat@bers of the church to the regular assemblagebfvhich for ages had been the highest
official and divinely appointed order in the orgaation of the church: could not be considered lpgéhofficials as anything less than arrant
presumption and the destruction of all order amgdoization in the church.

However, the council let them gahafurther charge under heavy threat that theydealteach no more.

Peter and John being let go werthéocompany of the other disciples and "reportethat the chief priests and elders had said unto
them." And all the others, instead of being in l#eest awed or made afraid by it, not only decidegiproved what Peter and John had done,
but were so glad of it that "with one accord" thiegnked and praised God, asked Him to "beholdhteatenings of the church officials and
grant toall of the disciples boldness that they may speakvtryl.” And God witnessed to their Christian steatifass, "and the place was
shaken where they were assembled together; andviireyall filed with the Holy Ghost, arlley spake the word of God with boldné%and
believers were the more added to the Lord, mukisugoth of men and women."



This open disobedience to the "axityt' of the church, this bold "disregard for dstshed order and organization" could not be al-
lowed to go on. Therefore all the apostles weré amested and imprisoned: for "then the high priese up, and all they that were with him
and were filled with indignation, and laid handstba apostles and put them in the common prison."

But, lo! The angel of the Lorty night opened the prison doors, and brought theeth and said, Go, stand and speak in the temple
to the people all the words of this life. And wheey heard that, they entered into the temple @ardlge morning and taught.”

That same morning the high priest they that were with him "called the council tthge, andall the senate of the children of Is-
rael, and sent to the prison" to have the apostlesgtriolefore them to answer for all this "insubortio®," "apostasy” and "opposition to the
organized work" of the church. The messengersmetuand reported that they found the prison segateted and the keepers on guard, but
there were no prisoners. But while those of thencdwere wondering what this could mean, thereeame saying that the men were
"standing in the temple and teaching the people,"”

Officers were sent who arrestedrtladl anew and brought them before the council. Aigl priest demanded of them, "Did not we
straightly command you that ye should not teadtiim name? and, behold, ye have filled Jerusaleinyeaiur doctrine."

The apostles answered as before: SWjht to obey God rather than man. The God ofaibers raised up Jesus, whom ye slew and
hanged on a tree. Him hath God exalted with Histrigand to be a Prince and a Saviour, for to gépentance to Israel with forgiveness of
sins. And we are witnesses of these things; ans also the Holy Ghost, whom God hath given to thieat obey Him."

At this bold persistence in thebidden course the council "took counsel to slaynttié-rom actually murdering the apostles the
council was dissuaded by Gamaliel. Neverthelegsctluncil called in the apostles again, and "hadctfiogged” and then again "commanded
that they could not speak in the name of Jesusletrtdem go."

The apostles departed from theeures of the council. But instead of being eitheedwr subdued by the council or by what it had
done, they were all only glad again to be countedhy to suffer stripes and whatever other disgfem® the official organization of the
church for teaching what they saw and knew to kdrilth. And notwithstanding that it was "all trenate of the children of Israel," that is, all
those who composed the official organization of¢herch that had so treated them and had repeatedignanded them not to preach at all
nor teach the things which they were both preachimtjteaching, "never for a single day, eithehatemple or in the private houses, did they
discontinue teaching or telling the good news stidghe Christ."

Thus by plain facts of remarkabiperiences under God it is demonstrated that abbwdficialdom of priesthood, council and sen-
ate of any church, thiéght of individuality in religion, in faith, andni teaching stands supreme. By this unquestionable Scrigtcezeunt it is
demonstrated that no church assembly or counsiépate has any authority or any right to commarnzhlbin question any man of even the
church's own membership concerning what he stedhter preach. *

*"As relates toonduct in matters of “trespass' or “fault' of any membesine instruction and direction are given to teirch pre-
cisely how to proceed: and this word is to be falt followed in letter and in spirit and in theisit of meekness to "gain’ and to ‘restore' such
an one, never to judge, to condemn, or to casBoff.as relates tfaith the church has no divine instruction and therefareight of proce-
dure--"not for that we would have dominion over iyaith:' "Haste thou faith? have it to thyselffdre God; "Looking untdesustheAuthor
andFinisher of Faith™

By the inspired record in this ¢asés demonstrated that —

1. Just as certainly as in theaddNebuchadnezzar and the three Hebrews it iselivshown that no monarch can ever of right
command anything pertaining to religion;

2. Just as certainly as in theea#she lawand government of Media and Persia, it is divirsdigwn that no government can ever of
right make any law touching religion;

3. Just as certainly as in theadghe church of Israel against Christ it is daly shown that no church officialdom can ever of
right use the civil power to make effective herlwil to further her aims;

4. Just so certainly in this casthe church of Israel against the apostles asdles of the Lord, it is also divinely shown tinat
church, no council, senate or other collectionssioaiation of officials or others, can ever of tighmmand any member even of her own com-
munion in anything pertaining to what he shall &&di or not believe, or what he shall teach or eath.

The four cases presented in thepfees are perfectly parallel: in every case thegr that attempted domination in religion was
directly opposed and exposkd the God of Heaveand was thus divinely shown to be absolutelyheénwrong; and in each case the right of
individuality in religion was divinely demonstratéal be eternally right.

In each of the four cases a distiminciple is involved and illustrated: in the ftluno whit less than in each of the precedingehre
As certainly as Nebuchadnezzar was wrong in comimgnaorship; as certainly as the law of Media aedsia was wrong in prohibiting wor-
ship; as certainly as the church of Israel was griorusing the civil power to execute her will agdithe Lord Jesus; so certainly that same
church was wrong in prohibiting any member of tharch from teaching or preaching the truth whictkhew from the Lord Jesus and by the
Spirit of God.

And as in the case of Nebuchadrreheaprinciple is that no monarch may ever of ridd as that monarch did; as in the case of the
law of the Medes and Persians the principle istlbdaw may ever of right be similar to that law;ia the case of the church organization us-
ing the civil power against Christ, the principgetihatno churchand no church order or organization or officialdoray ever of right use the
civil power in any way whatever,; just so in theea$ the church of Israel against the apostlesptheiple is thaho church and nochurch
order, or organization or officialdom, may ever of righd in any way similar to what in its officialdoinat church did.

No; Gamaliel's counsel to that dusenate that day was right then and is rightviEmeand it is divine instruction to every church
assembly, council, and senate, foreveet'them aloné If the preaching or the work be only of man éhaman origin it will come to naught
of itself. And if it be of God you cannot overthravwhatever you do: and in that case, in whatgeerdo to overthrow it you will be found to
be only fighting against God. This thing is in tlealm of God. It is subject to His jurisdiction aé Leave it there, and trust Him and serve
Him for yourselves; and let others alone to dostime themselves. This is alapnough in the plain truth itself. For the Holy
Spirit is given to each individual to guide himtbrall truth." The truth of God is infinite and etal. Therefore it will always be true that there
is still an infinity and eternity of truth into wtth the Christian is to be guided. In the naturthivfgs it is impossible for any other than the-infi
nite and eternal Spirit to guide any one into othia truth of God. Therefore every soul must Himitely and eternally free to be guided by the
infinite and eternal Spirit into this infinity areternity of truth.



To say anything other than thiengy to limit the truth of God, and limit the misthdvancement in the knowledge of truth and of
God; and is to put an effectual estoppel (A restran a preson to prevent him from contradictirgdwn previous assertion.) upon all possi-
bility of progress. Imagine the condition of mankiand the world today, if the principle espousedha church of Israel had been recognized
and her commands obeyed by the apostles and dis@pthe Lord! But the crowning iniquity of sayiagything else other than this, is that it
recognizes, sanctions, and establishes a mere huitmanal in the place of the eternal Spirit, atatlees a clique of sinful men with the pre-
rogative of that infinite and eternal Spirit, as tjuide into and in all truth.

Yet as plain as all this is in gimple manifestness of the truth of it, it is depldy true that from the close of the apostoliaquer
unto this hour, there has not been, and there is
not now, a single church "organization" or denoriorain the world that has not espoused the idahfidnciple, taken the same position, and
done the same thing, as did that Jewish churdheirtase of the apostles. And to-day there is dehamination in the world, even to the very
latest one that has risen, in which there is inwaay recognized the right and the freedom of eadividual member of the denomination to be
led of the Spirit of God into truth and to the tieiag and preaching of truth thite denominational officialdom does not knemchooses not
to countenance. And when any member is so led aged ttach and preach the truth that he knows bgpiré and Word of God, immediately
the denominational officialdom is awake, and itchiaery in motion and in the very spirit, and ir thery way of the officialdom and machin-
ery of the Jewish church, he is forbidden to teachreach any more in that name. And if, as didaghestles, he disregards such action and
command, and ceases not to teach and to preachiddbe truth and the way that he knows, therahayere the apostles, is persecuted and
driven out.

And this is one of the big causkthere being three hundred and sixty-five or m@aominations in the world.

But is there never to be any enthi® wicked thing? Will the time ever come, or miisievercome, when there will be among
Christians the recognition of the fundamental Qtaisprinciple of the right of individuality anddérty in faith and in guidance into divine
truth? Will the time ever come, or must it nevemen when there will be a company of Christiandhimworld who will recognize that the
Holy Spirit is the Guide into all truth, that wikcognize the right and the liberty of that sgiviguide, that will recognize the right and the
liberty of each Christian to be guided into alltkrboy that Spirit of truth, and that will recognittee liberty of each Christian to hold, to teach,
and to preach any and all truth into which by tp&iSof truth he may be guided?

Isn't it time that such a thing slibbe? Isn't it time that the Christian princigleould be recognized, that such a condition should
prevail among Christians? Even therld has learned the principle that the monarch an@uiecrat must recognize the full and perfect right
of individuality and liberty in religion. Even thweorld has learned thahe lawmust recognize the full and perfect right of indielity and
liberty in religion. Even thevorld has learned that the church must not contrelcivil powerto cause her will to prevail, but must recognize
the full and perfect right in the field of persu@si and therefore must recognize the free and gtaifght of individuality and liberty. And now
must it be that the Church willeverlearn that she must recognize the free and peifgdtof individuality and liberty in faith, in g2 Spirit,
and in the truth? Isn't it high time that the Ctiais church should be learning to recognize ipégect genuineness the fundamental principle
of her own origin and very existerit&nd if it must be so that no denomination wileelearn or recognize this fundamental principl@erf
own origin and existence, then is it not doublyhhiigne thatndividual Christiansshall everywhere recognize and practice constamityfun-
damental principle aheir own origin and existence as Christian, as wethafundamental principle of the origin and exisenf the Chris-
tian church?

And so it shall be and will be. eTGod of individuality and of liberty will not ale that the divine principle and right of individual
ity and liberty in faith and in truth which He hasought so wonderfully and so constantly throudhtase ages to make plain and to maintain
shall be forever beaten back and pressed downcogmezed and misrepresented by the Christian chamdhby Christian people. No; this
truth, this splendid truth, that is the fundameatad the crowing truth in and to the very existeoicéine Christian church and of Christianity
itself — this divine truth will yet win and hold fever its own divine place before the world andhi@ thurch. For those who espouse this di-
vine and fundamental truth of the Christian religand church will themselves be now and forevein &se beginning they were, the true
Christian church in the world, and will composetth@lorious Church" which Christ, who gave Himsflf the Church, will "sanctify and
cleanse with the washing of water b the word,"rithen that at His glorious appearing "He might pnésieto Himself a glorious Church, not
having spot or wrinkle or any such thing, but hahd without blemish."

For upon this whole story of theidh of Israel against the apostles, there stantiwith transcendent meaning a truth that is wor-
thy of the most solemn consideration by every Giaris this truth is,—-

That which until that time had béka true church, called and preserved by the Ltbeh and there ceased to be the true church at
all; and that which this church despised, and fdeband persecuted, and cast out, became itsahudehurch.

And so it is forever. John 9:34-38

h 4

ASBETWEEN INDIVIDUALS.

:ﬂ"rom the Scriptures it is plain that the divine tighindividuality in religion stands supreme irethresence of autocratic monar-
chy; in the presence of any decree, statute, grddany government; in the presence of the chiurawontrol of the civil power; and in the
presence of the church itself, even within the mensiip of the church.

There is just one other possiblati@nship--that ofhe individual to the individual But when it is plain and positive by the word of
God that no autocracy, no government of law, naahun control of civil power, and no church withthe circle of its own membership, has
any authority, jurisdiction, or right, in mattesdigious in the presence of the supreme and alesgght of the individual, then it is certain that
no individual can ever have any authority, jurisdiction, or tigkier another individual in things religious.

Though this is plain in itself gwell to study at least some of the Scriptureth@) as well as on each of the other phases ®f thi
subject.

Faith is the gift of God, and te tihdividual. Jesus Christ is both the Author & Finisher of faith. This being so, it lies et



nature of things that never by any possibilityighteousness can anybody but Christ have any atythjorisdiction, or right, respecting the
exercise of faith which is the vital element ofg&n. Christ being both the Author and the Fieishf faith, to Him alone belongs the sole
sovereignty and jurisdiction in all things relatittgfaith and to the exercise of faith, which igien.

Accordingly the Scriptures say, 8tHthou faith? Have it to thyself before God." niRd 4:22. Faith being the gift of God, and
Christ being the Author and the Finisher of iisitmpossible for any one to owe to any but Go@lmist any responsibility in matters of faith
or the exercise thereof, which is religion. Anistis the ground and surety of complete individyah religion.

Therefore, the word of God standisten to individual believers forever, "Him thatweak in the faith receive ye, but not to doubt-
ful disputations™: not to judge his doubtful thdwigy not for decisions of doubts; not to "judge hinot to "despise him"; "foGod hath re-
ceived hin" Rom. 14: 1-3

Please let there be noted foreaed, forever regarded, that the reason, divinelgmgias to why no Christian can ever "dispute" with
or "decide" for or "judge," or "despise" anotherthat "God hath received him."

God hath received him" therefore, "receie him.

"God hath received himfon his faith therefore, "receive ye" himpon his faith

Even though he be "weak in thehfaiyet 'God hath received him"; therefore, even though hetiti¢wseak in the faith," "receivgre
him."

Even though he be "weak in thehfaiit is "the faith' in which he is weak. And in that faith and bwtfaith he is saved. That faith
is the gift of God, given to save the soul; and sdever is in that faith, even though he be weak tha salvation of God which is by faith. Of
that faith, Jesus Christ is the Author and thedFier; and whosoever is in that faith has Christimgrin him to finish the blessed work of that
faith unto the eternal salvation of the soul. Théh, the individual is to holdnto Godthe giver of it, andn Christ, the Author and Finisher
of it. The faith being the gift of God through @&ty he who has it, has it onlynto Godin Christ' and in that faith his responsibility idedg to
God in Christ.

Therefore, "him that is weak in fheh receiveYE, . . . for God hath receivedIM." God being the giver of “the faith" through
Christ, the Author and Finisher of faith, the rasgibility of every one "in the faith" is to God @hrist. Therefore, "him that is weak in the
faith receive ye, but not to doubtful disputationst for decisions of doubts," not to "despise hinat to "judge him"; for, since "God hath
received him" "in the faith," and since "in thetfdihe is responsible to God only, "Who art thoattludgest another man's servant?" Verse 4.
This is impossible in righteousness even thougheha man's servant; how much more, when he is Ged/ant, received and accepted of
God "in the faith?"

Who then, art thou that judgest Gaeérvant, received of Him "in the faith?" "Ta lown Master he standeth or falleth. Yea, he
shall be holden up, for God is able to make himdta And when "God hath received" "in the faithieowhom you and | wilhot receive "in
the faith,"” then, where shalle appear? The question is not then between usiamdhbt between God and us. Our difference is thigm
God, and we have entered into judgment with Godt vl en we enter into judgment with God over Hisihg received "in the faith," one
whom we will not receive "in the faith," then itéertain that we cannot stand in that judgmentabse we ourselves are not "in the faith."

And when God will hold up, and willake to stand "in the faith," him whom you andill mot receive him, whom you and | will not
hold up nor try to make to stand, then that oratgether safe with God "in the faith." And evBough he beweakin the faith," yet God is
able to hold him up and to make him stand, andsta be holden up" and made to stand by God wkadweived him "in the faith" of which
God is the giver, and Christ the Author and Finish&nd as for you and me, in all this matter, Hén that thinketh he standeth, take heed lest
he fall."

Another item that demonstratespédect individuality of man in things religiousliows immediately the words already quoted,
thus: "One man esteemeth one day above anottahearesteemeth every day alike. Let every maiulbepersuaded in his own mind."
Verse 5

This Scripture does not say thiatlaysare alike; but only that someeSteemetlevery day alike." The Scriptures are perfectbirpl
upon the truth that all days ametalike: that there is a day that God has madeligelyuhis own, and for man's eternal good hastsmpart
from all other days. That day is "the Sabbatrefltord thy God."

And though this is true by the woffd5od, yet as to the observance or non-observaittet day the word of the Lord explicitly
declares, "Let every man be fully persuadetis own mind And in this declaration he has again confirrteg perfect supremacy and abso-
lute right of individuality in religion.

And, by the way, this item touclesatter that is everywhere rife today: the maifehe compulsory observance of a sabbath or
day of rest. But in all things pertaining to theservance or regarding of a day, the word of Gaalltpeople is, "Let every man be fully per-
suaded in his own mind. He that regardeth therdgardeth it unto the Lord: and he that regardettthe day to the Lord, he doth not regard
it." Verse 6.

Any day regarded or obserwmed to the Lords not truly regarded or observed at all; for titieere is nothing in it truly to regard. It
is God who has selected, distinguished, and set,dpa day. The observance of the day pertaiesefore, to God; and lies only between
God and the individual in faith and conscience erfore any observance of a sabbath or rest daycenf by law, by statute, by police, by
court, by prosecution, or by persecution, is, i fifst instance, a direct invasion of the proviné€&od and of the realm of faith and con-
science in the individual; and in the second instam not even the observance of the day, and mawvebe, because it is not of persuagion
the mind

God has appointed his own chosehsanctified day to be observed; that is true.cils upon all people to observe it, that is true.
But in the observance or regarding of this dayvibed of God thus explicitly declares that it isallly an individual matter: "Let every man
be fully persuaded in his own mind." And when amn is not fully persuaded in his own mind, andefare does not observe the day to the
Lord, his responsibility for this is to God aloramd not to any man, nor to any set of men, nonjolaw, or government, or power, on earth.

Following this item there is madeappeal in behalf of the recognition of perfectiuduality in religion--this in view of the awful
fact of the judgment of Christ and of God. Thipeal runs thus: "But why dost thou judge thy beo?h or why dost thou set at naught thy
brother? for we shall all stand before the judgnsemat of Christ. For it is written, As | livegith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and
every tongue shall confess to God." Verses 10, 11.

Every one of us must stand befbegjidgment seat of Christ and of God, there tedwh judged biim. How then can it be possi-
ble ever in righteousness, that one of us can lexid® be judged by another, or by any or all adhe the things of religion? that is, in the



things in which we are to answer at the judgmeat s€Christ.

No, no. "One is your Master, e@hrist, and all ye are brethren." And, "He thatageth evil of his brother, and judgeth his
brother, speaketh evil of the law, and judgethidie but if thou judge the law, thou art not a doéthe law, but a judge. TheredselLaw-
giver, who is able to save and to destroy: whdhanti that judgest another?"

James 4:11

Thus, that there is to be a judgnseat of Christ and of God where all must appeach to answer for "the deeds done in the body"-
-this is one of the mightiest guaranties of perfedividuality in religion, and one of the strongesessible pleas for the recognition of it by
every soul always.

Finally, the whole thought and lraff perfect individuality in religion is splendidsummed up, and powerfully emphasized as well
as clearly expressed, in the inspired conclusion,--

"So then every one of us shall giceount oHIM SELF to GOD." Verse 12.

VX

GOD AND CAESAR.

Jn the case of the church of Israel against the reesntif that church who chose to believe in Christ to teach the truth concern-
ing Him, the principle is made perfectly plain timat church has any authority, jurisdiction, or tigh, over, or concerning, the faith or the
teaching, of any individual member of that very mduitself. Acts 4 and 5; 2 Cor. 1:24

There is another remarkable scrépthat not only illustrates this total absenceuhority, jurisdiction, or right, of any churchytb
also makes plain some additional principles ofglreat truth of religious liberty.

This notable scripture is the dmattcontains the words of Jesus when the spyiagisdes and Herodians came to Him with their
crafty question, "Is it lawful to give tribute tca€sar or not?" With the tribute money in His halebus said: "Whose is this image and super-
scription? they say unto Him, Caesar's. Then s$#dtlunto them, Render, therefor, unto Caesar timgshivhich are Caesar's, and unto God the
things that are God's."

Here are revealed two persons — &uwtCaesar: two powers — the religious and the: ¢wd authorities — the divine and the
human: two jurisdictions — the heavenly and thehdaraandonly twg to whom, by the divine instruction, is anythingedor to be rendered by
men.

There is a jurisdiction and an awitly a power and a right, that belong to God. ®hsralso a jurisdiction and an authority, a power
and a right, that belong to Caesar.

And these are totally distinct ragl There is that which is Caesar's; this is toebeered to Caesar, not to God. There is that which
is God's; and this is to be rendered to God, n@aesar. It is to be rendered to God alone andtditas not to be rendered to Caesar, nor to
Godby Caesar.

Originally there was, and ultimgtédere will be, only one realm, only one juriséict, only one authority, only one power, only one
right - that of God alone. 1Cor. 15:24-28

If sin had never entered there wWméver have been any other realm, nor any othisdjation authority, power, or right, than that
of God alone. And even when sin had entered, iGbspel had been received by each and every indilieler coming into the worlthen
there would never have been any realm or jurisgficthuthority, power, or right, other than thaGafd alone. Eph. 1:7-10; 1Col. 1:20-23.

But not all will receive the Gospahd so not all will recognize the sovereigntg plrisdiction, the authority, the power, and the
right, of God. Not recognizing God's kingdom, willirpose, and power, which is moral and spiritaai which makes moral and spiritual all
who do recognize it, these then, being sinful,tfaibe even civil. Therefore there must be in tleldva jurisdiction and a power that will
cause those to be civil who will not be moral. Ahi is the State, the civil power, Caesar; and itBireason of existence.

In the nature of things there amty ¢hen two realms and the two jurisdictions: theral and the civil, the spiritual and the physical
the eternal and the temporal; the one of God, ther@f Caesar. There are these two realms arstljations, andNO MORE. And there sim-
ply cannot of righbe any more. One of these is God's realm and jutisticThe other is Caesar's.

And since by the divine word these thetwo, and these two, and tlaly two that there can possibly be, then it followsalbtely
and exclusively that to thghurchthere is neither kingdom nor dominion, realm nwisdiction, notis there any place for any

It is therefore perfectly plain théthout assumption and usurpation no church e@n leave any kingdom or dominion, any realm or
jurisdiction. The church is not Caesar's; and withessumption and usurpation it is impossible fier¢hurch to exercise any of the jurisdic-
tion of Caesar. The realm and jurisdiction of Gaeghe State, the civil power - is wholly of th®rld. The church with all that is of it, is "not
of this world." It is therefore impossible for thkurch without assumption and usurpation ever twpy the realm of Caesar, or to exercise
any jurisdiction in the things of Caesar, whicmtfs are wholly of this world.

This being so of the church asteslao Caesar, how much more is it true of theahas relates tGod The church is not Caesar
and cannot be Caesar. Much more the church is odta@d cannot be God. And has not Inspirationas#t in such unsparing terms as "the
man of sin," "the son of perdition," "the mystefyirquity," "sitting in the temple of God, showitdmself thatheis God" THAT CHURCH
that has thought to be the kingdom and hold theidiom, to occupy the realm and exercise the jucisoln, of God Is anything other thathat
needed to make perfectly plain the truth that for éhurch to assume thather it belongs to be the kingdom and hold the domintoroc-
cupy the realm and exercise the jurisdictiohGod is the very ultimate of arrogance, assumptiod, @urpation.

But, it is asked, is not the chutich kingdom of God?--Yes, it iprovidedthat by the term "the church" is meant only therai
conception of the church as expressed in the divorel "the fullness of Him that filleth all in allwhen onlythatis meant in the use of the
words "the church,” then it is indeed the kingddn®od. But when by the “"church" is meant sdmienanconception, some religious sect or
denomination, some earthly "organization," thes itottrue of any church ever in this world that ithe tkingdom of God.

But suppose that such a thing asulere really the church, and therefore the kimgadd God; even so, it would still be true that in



order for such to be indeed the kingdom of Godpitld be so only by God's being king there. And nel@od is king, he is king and Lord of
all in all. God is never, and can never be, king tlivided kingdom. He never does, and never daresHis dominion with another. Will any
one claim or imply that there can in truth anddntfbe a kingdom of God without God's being inttramd in fact king there; and king in all
that is there? No, God must be king there or ¢lseniot in truth the kingdom of God. He must beeg<and Lord of all and in all that is there,
or else it is not in truth and in fact the kingdofrGod. The realm must be occupied by Him, thesflidgtion must be exercised by Him, the
principles must be His, the government must beiof,the image and superscription must be His, dintiia exclusively, or else it is not in
truth and in fact the kingdm of God.

The soul and spirit of man, as nsain the world, as the world is, is imtentand byright the kingdom of God. And so to wicked and
unbelieving Pharisees, Jesus said, "the kingdo@oaffis within you." But in lost mankind that kingdds usurped and that realm is occupied
by another. The usurper is on the throne, exegisirisdiction that enslaves, debases, and destityss, while in intent and by right the
kingdom is God's yet in truth and in fact it is @xd's but another's. Yet let the lost and enslaeed only welcome God into that alienated
realm to occupy His own place in that usurped tar@md to exercise true jurisdiction theF&lEN will that soul and spirit and life, in truth
and in fact, as well as in intent and of right the kingdom of God. And even then it is the kingdoinGod in truth only as God is king in all
and over all and over all to that soul. And s ivith the church.

The Churc®F GOD is indeed the kingdom of God: it is "the fullneghim that filleth all in all:" it is composed onbf those who
are His. And He is king and sole ruler in this Kisgdom. The jurisdiction in this realm is Hi®ag; the principles of the government, and
the authority and the power of the governmentHisealone. And every citizen of the kingdom owbsgiance to Him alone: and this direct,
in Christ, by the Holy Spirit. Every inhabitant thfat realm is subject to His jurisdiction alonedahis direct, in Christ, by the Holy Spirit.
Every member of this church, which is His kingdasninspired and actuated by the principles whi@htis alone and from Him alone; and is
governed by the authority and power of Him alomel this all direct from Him, through Christ, by thely Spirit. Thus all who are of the
Church of God in truth, which is the kingdom of Goehder to God all that is of the heart, of thel sof the mind, and of the strength. These
also render to Caesar the things that ar Caedaitisite, custom, honor, in his place. Rom.13:5-7

Thus again it is perfectly plairdagertain that neither between God and Caesagetationg with them, is there athjird person,
party, power, realm, or jurisdiction, to whom angmis to render anything. There is no commandbbigation from God to render anything
to any kingdom ir dominion, to any power or juristitin, but that of God and that of Caesathese two onlyThere is no image and super-
scription ofthe church neither is there place for any.

And this is only to say that withdbod, and without God in His place as all in aity church is simply nothing. And when such
church attempts to be something, she is only wibrae nothing. And in either case nobody can ewer anything to any such church.

On the other hand, when the chisc¢huly with God; and when He is truly to heriallall; she is truly of the kingdom of God. And
yet even then the kingdom, the dominion, the re#thejurisdiction, the authority, and the poweg all God'sNOT HERS: so that all that is
owed or rendered i® God, noto the church. Thus it is strictly and literaltyé that never in any case is anything owed oetoebdered by
anybody to the church, as such.

And thus again it is emphasized there are just two persons, two realms, two glicttons, two authorities, two powers, to whom
anybody can really owe or render anything God aaes@r: these two and no more, and no other.

This requires, therefore, that¢harch to be true to her calling and her placédéworld, shall be so absolutely devoted to God, so
completely swallowed up and lost in God, that dabtd shall be known or manifested, wherever andhatsoever she is or is to do.

In the very sprit of Christianityis is certainly true. For this is exactly the icagland attitude of individual Christians in thenas-
to be so absolutely devoted to God, so completefliswed up and lost in Him, that only God shalldeen in all that they are: "God manifest
in the flesh." And the Church is composed onlynaividual Christians. Also the church is "the lpaaf Christ;" and Christ is God manifest,
to the complete emptying, yea, the very annulatidself And this is the mystery of God.

And just here is where the chulmith before Christ and after Christ, missed hdimzaland her place: she aspired to be something
herself It was not enough for her that God should béadll. It was not enough for her that the kingdand the dominion, the realm and the
jurisdiction, the authority and the power, the wartdl the faith, should all be God's and only Go8ke aspired to the kingdom herself; to
realm and jurisdiction of her own; to authoritytBhecould assert; to power thsthiecould wield; to a word that she could speak; and t
"faith" thatshecould dictate.

To satisfy this ambition and to ma&ngible this aspiration, she rejected God asdraed and usurped the kingdom and the domin-
ion, the realm and the jurisdiction, the authosity the power, that belonged to both God and Cadsat so being herself neither God nor
Caesar, but only a self-constituted and self-eddtterloper, her blundering confusion of thingsyamultiplied iniquity and deepened the
curse upon the world.

And such precisely is the charge thod lays against her in each age and in botantesits. The glory and the beauty, the honor
and the dignity, the authority and the power, tiveet influence and divine attractiveness, thatvalle hers and that were grandly becoming to
her, because ddis dwelling with her and being in h&Athese all she arrogatddO HERSEL F and assumed to i@F HERSELF.

Read Eze. 16:11-19; Rom. 1:7-9; 2Thess. 2:2e¥;, R7:1-6.

When God gave to her the true dwithefaith that could be "spoken of throughout the whole d@dnipon this she assumed that
HER faith was to be the faith of the whole world, audtook it uporherselfto assign and to dictate "the faith" for the whetarld, and to
maintain that "the faith" whickhedictated was the true and divine.

When God gave to her Wisrd in such perfect purity to speak, that when sheighspeak it would be even as the voice of God,
upon this she exalted herself to the clam Hi&R voice was the voice of God, and that the word tvBleechose to speak was the
word of Godbecause shepoke it.

When God gave to her such perfaabiitruth that her very speaking of that truth was to speith all authority, upon this she as-
sumed for herself th&HE had authority to speak; and therefore that whernssiould speak, all must obey because itshasvho spoke.

When God bestowed upon her suctsareaf higpowerthat even the devils were subject to that powdrranst obey God, upon
this she assumed thatHER belonged the power; and even the power to contbelesm and nations in all the world to be subjediér and
to obeyher.

Thus in all things she actuallyught it a thing to be grasped and held fast, "apation to be meditated, to be equal with God."
But the time has come when every person and evegythat would be the church or of the church, nmester more think it a thing to be



seized upon, a usurpation to be meditated, to balegth God; but must think only of how the chustiall empty herself, and make herself of
no reputation, and take upon herself the form sr@ant, and humble herself, and become obedi¢otdaath, even the death of the cross;
and all this in order th&OD may be made manifest in His own person and Spitier: and through her to the world.

The time has come when no churcdulkhany more call men to herself butGbrist only The time has come when the church her-
self must be most of all interested in making inifest that there is no third kingdom, realm, jdision, or power; but only the two — God
and Caesar; and when she must ever urge uponagllepthe divine instruction, "Render therefor u@mesar the things which are Caesar's and
unto God the things that are God's."

The time has fully come when tharch in all things must let only this mind be irr figat "was also in Christ Jesus," that wiit
think it " a thing to be grasped, to be equal v@ibd;" but that will completely emptyerselfin order thatGod may be revealed: the living and
true God, and He all in all. He, only King and daf all in the church and to the church, and thatrch “the fullness of Him that filleth all in
all."

Long enough have both states amdcties usurped the authority of God, and have am$tionresign in the place of Goblowthe
time has fully come when there should be, yea wherewill be heardn earththe grand words of the glorious voices in heavéiie give
thee thanks, O Lord God Almighty, which art, andswend is to come; because Thou htsten to Theghy great powerand haste reignet
Rev. 11:17.

WVIX

RECAPITULATION.

T®:e have now traced in the Word of God the princgdlehe divine right of individuality in religion,sathat principle is applied and
illustrated as relates to autocracy, to governroétite supremacy and inflexibility of law, to theian of Church and State, to the church it-
self, and to individuals.

Please let no one think that @l th only a series of studies in ancient histany, yet that it is a study of principles and Sarips
only as such: though on either ground the studyldvba amply justified. However, it is nothing bietkind. It is a study of principles which
in one phase or another are fully as alive andri@ttiday as ever. And the day is yet to be, aatirtht far distant, when the whole series of
illustrations covered in these studies will agaénalil alive and active, and all at once, as trulg to the like purpose as each was in its place
and day.

The day is coming, and it is natdestant, when autocracies, governments of theesng@cy and the inflexibility of the law, unions of
church and State, and churches as such, will atdreding unitedly, and bent as from one mind ommel submission and uniformity in relig-
ion; and to crush out every suggestion of individyéan religion and every kind of right of it.

It is particularly in view of wha soon to come that these studies have been pablisAll these things written in the Scriptures
were set down there by the Spirit of inspiratioot only for the instruction of all people alwaysittparticularly "for our admonition upon
whom the ends of the world are come." The mightieatest, and this upon the grandest scale, battireeforces of evil and the reign of
righteousness that this world's experience shall kmow, is yet to be. This mightiest conflictasbe in the time when the ends of the world
are come. That time is even now at hand. Fomézison these lessons from the inspired recordli@ienportant just now.

In view of the mighty pressure fraththese sources and by all these forces, thsids to be put on every individual, it is of the
greatest importance that each individual shall kfmvhimself, and know by the surest possible evige— to know by very certitude itself —
just what is his place, his responsibility, andrigét, individually, in the presence of princiges and powers, and before God and with God.

While in these studies of the Stcrips we have discussed each case from the poiwfthat these powers have no right to assert
or exercise any authority or jurisdiction in retigi but that right of individuality in religion supreme in the presence of all, the other side is
equally true and no less important, even if it be@ven more important — that it is incumbent onitttdvidual never to allow any other than
God to assert authority or jurisdiction in religiaithout being openly challenged and absolutelyrgd: that in true allegiance to God and
perfect loyalty to the right, the divine right efdividuality, in religion, shall be maintained. i$tevery individual owes absolutely to God, to
the right, and to himself in God and for the rigithis principle each individual must maintain tseeprove disloyal to God, to himself as a
man before God, and to consent that the wrong phadiail instead of the right: in other words, tmsent that the wrong shall be the right.

It is true, as the inspired recedws, that autocracy, as illustrated in King Nétawmezzar; that government of the supremacy of
law, as illustrated in the Medo-Persian power; thatunion of church and State, as illustratedhéenXewish church and the Roman power
united against Christ; that the church as suciiluatrated in the church of Israel against thecigies of Christ; has no right to assert authority
or jurisdiction in religion. It is equally, and/&n more emphatically, true, that, to be at alaldg God and the right, or true to themselves and
to their fellow men, the three Hebrew young mee,rtftan Daniel, the Lord Jesus, and the apostldgedfdrd, must absolutely disregard every
such assertion. In each case God's dominion wapess. In each case the right was being complétetyvn over, and the wrong established
in its place. In such a case and at such a timEl @y who knew God or cared for the right, it ahd do nothing? Is allegiance to God,
nothing? Is loalty to the right, never to be kn@w8hall the wrong be recognized as having onlyitie to prevail? Shall man never be
true — neither true to God nor to the right, neittnee to himself nor to his fellowmen.

It is true that Nebuchadnezzar emsrely out of his place and did wholly wrong whem attempted to exercise authority in religion;
and the story is written to show to all people ¥@rethat every autocracy is just as much out ofgland just as far wrong, when it presumes
to assert authority in religion. At the same tiitnis true, and equally important to remember, thatthree Hebrew individuals openly and
uncompromisingly disregarded that autocratic assedf authority in religion. And the story is Wen to teach that all other individuals for-
ever must do as did those three individuals, if¢hto will be true to God, to the right, to thelwsg, and to their kind.

It is true that, notwithstanding ftrinciples of supremacy and inflexibility of ttaav, the Medo-Persian government did wrong when
it by its law entered the field of religion; ancethtory is written to show to all governments ardyge forever that every government is
equally wrong in entering by law the field of retig. It is equally true, and equally importantéonember, that the individual, — Daniel, —
did absolutely and uncompromisingly disregard that and that the story is written to teach alliuduals forever that in all like circum-



stances they must do as did that individual, iftwél honor God and the right and be true to thelwss and to their fellowmen.

It is true that the Church of Idradiel an enormously wicked thing when she allietsk with the civil power in order to make her
will effective; and the story of it is written ttiew to all the world forever that every church coitsrthe enormity whenever, under any pretext
whatever, she seeks to control the civil power &kerher will effective. It is equally true, anduedly important to recognize and remember,
that the One lone Individual Who was the objedhdd wicked alliance of the church and State, walidunder it rather than to yield to it or
to recognize it in the slightest degree. And thiall written, that every other individual to therld's end shall be ready under like circum-
stances to do as did the Lord Jesus, in order toukeo God, true to the truth, true to himsaiit &rue to the human race.

It is true that the church of I$raent out of the right way, and did entirely wromghen she assumed the authority to decide what
the members of that church should or should noebeland teach; and the story of it is written takenplain to all churchs and people forever,
that every church is just as far from the right watyd equally wrong, when she assumes any auttioritgcide what any member of the
church shall or shall not believe and teach. #gsally true, and just as important to rememttett, the individual church-members there
openly and uncompromisingly refused to recognizesarch authority to any extent or any degree wheatex\nd this is written to teach to all
church-members forever that they must individudtiythe like, if they will be true to God, true thi@st, true to the right, true to themselves,
and true to mankind.

The three Hebrew young men didtrighen they refused to recognize any right of atatogin religion. Daniel did right when he
refused to recognize any right of civil governmehltaw in religion. The Lord Jesus did right whea refused to recognize any right of the
church through the civil power to make effective Wél. The apostles and disciples of the Lordusedid right when they refused to recognize
any right of the church to decide or to dictate tithay should or should not believe and teachedch of these cases God openly and in
mighty miraculous power made perfectly plain totha#it these individuals were right. By this ibjgenly demonstrated not only that they were
right, but that they werdivinelyright. And in each case the story has been writtg that all powers and people forever may knfwat such
course is divinely right. And whosoever will starnilh God as did each of these in his place, cawkit

It is these individuals and suchhese, who, in their day and from age to age, kapéalive in the world the honor of God, who
have kept alive the right in the world, who havetkaive integrity and true manliness in mankinédayit is just these and such as these blessed
individualswho have kept the world itself alive.

It is not autocracies, nor governteeof law, nor unions of church and state, norigy@teven churches as such that have maintained
the honor of God, that have held true to the right that have preserved the integrity of man. afidristory with one voice testifies that all
these have done all that they could to undermigkebaeak down all individuality and integrity of mao obliterate the right, and to shut out
God from his own place in men and in the world.

No, it is not these, but the bleld$¢DIVIDUAL with God and in God ; it is those who have knowd enaintained the divine right
of individuality in religion; it is the Daniels, éhChrist, the Pauls, the Wyckliffes, the Lutherepvhave stood alone in the world and in the
church, and against both the church and the wirld-FHESE, who have maintained the honor of God, who haye &kve the knowledge of
God, of the right and of the true, and so have képé the world.

And now, and for the time to comdien there is being pushed forward among the clegrahd urged upon the world, denomina-
tional, national, international, and wolldEDERATION in religion and of religion; when all this is aithexpressly to the one end of asserting
by autocracies, by governments of the supremacyrdleibility of law, by churches allied with arid control of civil power, and by churches
of themselves; when all these shall work at onektagether to the assertion and exercise of atesaluthority in religion--in view of all this,
just now, as never before, it is essential to knovproclaim, and to maintaiithe Divine Right of Individuality in Religion, and Religious
Liberty Complete.

WVIIX

INDIVIDUALITY THE SUPREME GIFT.

Bovernment exists in the very nature of the existesfdntelligent creatures. For the very term &tuee” implies the Creator; and
as certainly as any intelligent creature is, hesotwethe Creator all that he is. And, in recogmitid this fact, he owes to the Creator honor and
devotion supreme. This, in turn, and in the natirdings, implies subjection and obedience onpidug of the creature; and this is the princi-
ple of government.

Each intelligent creature owesh® Creator all that he is. Accordingly, the fipsinciple of government is, "Thou shalt love the
Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thgid, and with all thy mind, and with all thy strehd

This is pronounced by the Lord éotbe first of all the commandments. It is notfirg of all the commandments because it was the
first one that was given; but simply because is&xin the very nature and existence of everyligegit creature, and so inheres in the nature of
things as soon as a single intelligent creaturst&xi

Itis, therefore, the first of #ile commandments, simply because it is but theessfn of the inherent obligation in the first rela
tionship which can possibly exist between creatun@ Creator. It is the first in the nature, thewnstances, and the existence of created in-
telligences.

It is the first of all the commanelnts in the supreme and most absolute senseheltds in the nature and the relationship of ths fir
intelligent creature, and stands as complete ircéise of that one alone as though there were nslliand stands as complete in the case of
each one in the succession of future millions akéncase of the first intelligent creature, astoek absolutely alone in the universe. No ex-
pansion, no multiplication of the number of theatuees beyond the originahe can ever in any sense limit the scope or meaiitigat first
of all commandments. It stands absolutely alorteedarnally complete, as the first obligation oélnintelligent creature that can ever be.
And this eternal truth distinguishaxlividuality as an eternal principle.

However, just as soon as a secotadligent creature is given existence, an additisalationship exists. There is now not only the
primary and original relationship of each to the&or, for both owe equally their existence to@hneator, but also an additional and secon-



dary relationship ogach to the other

This secondary relationship is ohabsolute equality. And in the subjection andadien of each to the Creator, in the first of all
possible relationships, each of these honors terotTherefore, in the nature of things, in thistexce of two intelligent creatures, there in-
heres the second governmental principle, mutuafigll the subjects as equals.

And this principle is expressedhia second of all the commandments, "Thou shaé thy neighbour as thyself." This is thecond
of all the commandments, for the like reason thatfirst is thefirst of all the commandments: it exists and inhergbénnature of things and
of intelligences just as soon as a second inteltigeeature exists. And also, like the first, tisisomplete and absolute the moment that two
intelligent creatures exist, and it never can heexed nor can it be modified by the existencéefuniverse full of other intelligent creatures.

Each, himself, alone, in his owdiiduality, is completely subject and devotedtfw§all to the Creator; because to Him he owes
all. And in this subjection and devotion to thes&or first of all, each honours every other iigelht creature as his equal: as equally with
himself occupying his place in the design of thea@or, and responsible individually and only to @reator for the fulfilment of that design.
Therefore out of respect to the Creator, to highmgdur, and to himself, he loves his neighbouriasélf. And this second eternal truth,
equally with the first distinguishésdividuality as an eternal principle.

This is original government. laiso ultimate government; because these arefirstiples complete and absolute; and because
they eternally inherit the nature and relationstupmtelligent creatures. And this governmentjakhs at once original and ultimate, is sim-
ply self-governmentself-government in rationality and in God. Fbisionly the plainest, simplest dictate of ratiityahat the intelligent
creature should recognize that to the Creator hes@N; and that, therefore, subjection and homotle reasonable dues from him to the
Creator. Itis likewise a simple dictate of reasiwat, since his neighbour equally with himself evadl to the Creator, his neighbour must be
respected and honored in all this as he himselidvdesire to be respected and honored in it.

It is also the simple dictate diognality that since these have all been created,imtheir existence owe all to the Creator, &xis-
tence with all its accompaniments in the exercfsgbdities and power should be ever held striathaccordance with the will and design of
the Creator. Because it is still further the siengictate of reason that the Creator could nevee dasigned that the existence, the faculties, or
the powers of any creature should be exercisedamyrip His will or outside of His design. Theredat is the simplest, plainest dictate of ra-
tionality that this original and ultimate governmerhich is self-government, is self-governmentem@od, with God, and in God. And this
is truly the only true self-government.

God has created all intelligendesodutely free. He made man, equally with othégliiyences, to be moral. Freedom of choice is
essential to morals. To have made an intelligemadle to choose would have been to make it indadlireedom. Therefore, He made
man, equally with other intelligencdsee to chooseand He ever respects that of which He is the éwthe freedom of choice.

When, in the exercise of this fre@dof choice, an intelligence chooses that histenie, with its consequent faculties and powers,
shall be spent strictly subject to the will andhiitthe design of the Creator, and so, indeed, thighCreator and in the Creator, this is in the
truest sense strictly and truly self-government.

And when the service, the worshipd the allegiance, of each intelligence is todmelered entirely upon his own free choice, this
reveals on the part of God, the Supreme and truei@or, the principle ojovernment with the consent of the governed

Thus the divine government aslates to both the Governor and the governed, tlkatGr and the creature, is demonstrated as well
as revealed to be government of perfect freedoohphperfecfreedombecause of perfeatdividuality.

Through sin man lost his freedord #rerefore his individuality. But in the gift &hrist all was restored. "He hath sent me to pro-
claim liberty to the captives." "Christ suffereat &ins, the just for the unjust, that He mighhbrus to God."

Christ Jesus, therefore, came frtgaven unto the world to bring back to man, andriog man back to, what man had lost. Indi-
viduality was the Creator's supreme gift. In thk this was lost. In the gift of Chritlie day that man sinnethe gift of individuality was
restored to man.

In the long ages of sinful and imigledespotism from Cain to Tiberius Caesar, meath ligen so continually and systematically op-
pressed that they had been robbed of every vestigelividuality. Then Christ cam into the world human flesh as man, and through every
phase of human experience established the indiNigdaé man upon its own original and eternal badidatt. 25:15. Therefore, without Chris-
tianity in its original and native purity there camt be true individuality.

But in the interests of despotitia Yery name of Christianity was perverted. Anotigh long ages of ecclesiastical imperialistic
tyranny men were again systematically robbed ofyevestige of individuality. In the Reformationp@ again restored men to Christianity and
individuality. But Protestantism hardened in foramgl creeds; and every form and denomination aeBtants has denied, and done all that it
could to destroy, Christian liberty and individuiali And now, through denominational, nationalemmtational, and world federation and con-
federation in religion and of religions, again estastical imperialistic despotism will work with worldly power, deceiving signs, and lying
wonders, systematically to rob man finally of eveegtige of individuality.

But Christianity in its supremetgif individuality, as always before, will now afidally triumph over all. Rev. 15:2,3. And Chris-
tianity triumphing through individuality, in the hae of the case, does it now as always before iardynd through the blessed individual: the
individual under God and with God, the individuaintaining in perfect sincerity the Divine Rightloflividuality in Religion, and Religious
Liberty Complete.

Individuaty, bear in mind alwaysjotindividuaism for it is distinctly and eternally arity"; never an ism"
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SUNDAY LEGISLATION

@@Ahence came Sunday Legislation?

What is its origin? What is itsachcter?

What does it mean to the peoplthefStates, of the United States, and of the world?

These questions are pre-eminerdtyient everywhere in the United States todayijrfadhe States and in the Nation, Sunday Legis-
lation is universally demanded; before CongressStatk legislatures Sunday legislation is constamtied.

Also for another reason these qoestare not only pertinent, but all important.afheason is that it through Sunday legislation
that all the autocracies, all the governmentswf kI the unions of Church and State, and alldtngrches as such, and to be enlisted and com-
bined under the pressure of denominational, ndtiamarnational, and world Federation of religidor, the domination of the whole world in
religion. The whole movement for the federatiortaf world in religion, culminates pre-eminentiytive one thing of Sunday observance, and
this by law.

ITS ORIGIN AND CHARACTER.

The first legislation in behalf 8finday was that by Constantine; and it originatetié churchand was enacted solely upon the ini-
tiative and the demand dfe bishops This is certain, not only from the provisionstioé legislation itself, but also from all the faeind cir-
cumstances of the legislation, and from the whadeoty of thetime, as well as of the legislation.

The first legislation on the subje@s about the year A.D. 314, and included Friagayvell as Sunday. And the intent of the legisla-
tion was specifically religious, for it provideddordered that on Friday and on Sunday "there shioella suspension of business at the courts
and in other civil officesso thatthe day mighbe devotedvith less interruptiono the purposes of devotign

Such is Neanders's paraphraseeddttitement of Sozomen respecting this first degiklation in behalf of Sunday observance; and
it shows that the only intent of the legislationswaligious. But Sozomen's words themselves dsave them in English in Professor Wal-
ford's translation, really intensify the religiocisaracter of the legislation. Here they are:-

"He (Constantine) also enjoineddbservance of the day termed the Lord's day, wiiellews call the first day of the week, and
which the Greeks dedicated to the sun, as likethiselay before the seventh, and commanded thaidigigl or other business should be
transacted on these days, but that God shouldrbedswith prayers and supplications."

--Sozomen's "Ecclesiastical History," Book I, Chdpl.

This puts it beyond all questiorcontrivance that the intent of the first legistatiever in the world in behalf of Sunday as a day o
cessation from certain business and other commompations was religious wholly and solely.

In the second step in Sunday lagish, in the law Constantine issued A.D. 321d&yiwas dropped and Sunday stood alone. The
scope of the law was now extended to include nbt courts and other State offices, but also thefperesiding in cities" and "such as work
at trades.” And still the intent of it was unqftietily the same; for Eusebius, one of the bishops fiad most to do with the legislation, says
of it:--

"He (Constantine) commanded toat tne day should be regarded apecial occasioffor religious worship."--Oration in Praise
of Constantine,” Chap. IX.

And when in A.D. 386 the scopehd tegislation was made universal and "civil tratismsof every kindbn Sunday werstrictly
forbidden" the same exclusively religious character stithehed to it; for "whoever transgressed was todsesidered in fact, as guilty eéc-
rilege." -- Neander

"Sacrilege" is not in any senszvd, but in every sense onlyraligious offense.

Thus on the face of the legislatitself it is perfectly plain that there was neitlireit, nor about it, in any way, any other than a
exclusively religious intent. Yet we are not leith only this evidence, all-sufficient as it woude in itself. By the very ones who initiated
and promoted and secured the legislation, thegeén the positive assurance that the intent ofégislation was exclusively religious, and
specifically so. Again, Bishop Eusebius is the a@ assures us of this, as follows, referring éem&antine in this connection;--

"Who else has comd®d the nations inhabiting the continents anaésaof this mighty globe to assemble weekly on the
Lord's day and to observe it as a festival,
not indeefdr the pampering of the bodBUT for the comfort and invigoration GfHE soul by instruction in divine truth.” --Id.
Chap. XVII.

All this is confirmed by the courseConstantine himself in connection with the lais the interpreter of his own law, showing
whatheintended that its meaning should be, he drew agalowing prayerwhich he had his soldiers repeat in concert avengsignal every
Sunday morning;--

"We acknowledge thee the only Gee;own Thee as our king and implore Thy succor.TBy favor have we gotten the victory;
through Thee are we mightier han our enemies. afdar thanks for Thy past benefits and trust The&ture blessings. Together we pray
to Thee and beseech Thee long to preserve tofesasd triumphant, our Emperor Constantine angioigs sons."--"

Life of Constantine,” Book 1V, Chap. XX.



If, however, there should yet bétia mind of any reasonable person any lingeringotias to whether the original Sunday legisla-
tion was religious only, with no thought, much lesy intent, of its having any other than an exgklg religious character, even such linger-
ing doubt must be effectually removed by the indiaple fact that it was by virtue of his office aaathority agpontifex maximysand not as
Emperor, that the day was set apart to the use#isiy because it was the sole prerogative ofpiwetifex maximuso appoint holy days. In
proof of this there is the excellent authority led thistorian Duruy in the following words;--

"In determining what days shouldrégarded as holy, and in the composition of agréyr national use, Constantine exercised one
of the rights belonging to him as pontifex maximasd it caused no surprise that he should do this."
--History of Rome," Chap. ClI, Part |, par.4 from end

So much for the exclusively religgoorigin and character of Sunday legislation &siit itself. Now what for---

ITS INSPIRATION AND INITIATION.

This original Sunday legislationsazut part of the grand ambition and scheme optipilar church of the time through politico-
ecclesiastical connivance and intrigue with Corttarto establish a "kingdom of God" on earth; #mid in the very thought and purpose of
an earthly theocracy. For there had in fact arisghe church " a false theocratical theorywhich might easily result on the formation of a
sacerdotalState subordinating the secular to itséif a false and outward way." This theoreticabtlyavas already the prevailing one in the
time of Constantine; and "the bishops voluntarigd®a themselves dependent on him by their disput®ygtheir determination to make use
of the power of the Stafer the furtherance of their aimsNeander

Accordingly the whole scheme ofuarfan theocracy in imitation of the original andide/one in the Scriptures, was definitely
worked out by the bishops; atfttough Sunday legislatiowas made effective. This is absolutely unmistékald undeniable in the history
of the time. It is the plain thread-thought of thieole ecclesiastical literature of the time; atahds crystallized in Bishop Eusebius's "Life of
Constantine." The church was Israel in Egypt opged by the Pharaoh Maxentius, and Constantingheasew Moses who delivered this
new oppressed Israel. The defeat of Maxentiusdys@ntine in the battle of the Milvian Bridge, drid drowning in the Tiber, was the over-
throw of Pharaoh in the sea, and his "sinking &olibttom like a stone." After this deliveranceld new Israel by this new Moses, the new
Moses with the new Israel went on to the conquetiteoheathen in the wilderness, to the full esshiohent of the new theocracy, to the enter-
ing of the promised land, and to the saints ofMtost High taking the kingdom. Accordingly, by thew Moses a tabernacle was set up, and a
priesthood an imitation of the divine original metScriptures was established And still in im@tatof that divine original in the scriptures,
Sunday was by law made the sign of this new ars# fldeocracy, as the Sabbath was and is the sibe ofiginal, the true, and the divine
Theocracy.And this was done with this direct intefdr we have it so stated in the words of Bishasébius himself who was one of the chief
ones in the doing of it. Here are his words:--

" All things whatseer it was duty to do on the Sabbath, these WE transferred to the Sunday."

That the scheme and system of thihgs established was in their thought the vergddom of God on earth, is also plainly and
positively stated by Bishop Eusebius thus:--

"Invested he iswith asemblance of heavenly sovereigmty (Constantine) directs his gaze above and &dniseearthly
Governmenaccording tothe patterrof thatdivine original feeling strength irits conformity to the monarchy of God." "And thetappoint-
ment of the Caesafslfils the predictions of the prophetsccording to what they uttered ages before: “#edsaints of the most Higshall
take the kingdom.™ -Oration," Chap.lIL

And Sunday observance establisineideaforced by imperial law, as the sign of the aew false theocracy, in the place and in imi-
tation of the Sabbath as the sign of the original tiue Theocracy, was the means of making alpttple "fit subjects" of this new and false
"kingdom of God." Here are the words, still by Bip Eusebius:

"Our Emperor, ever beloved by Hawarives the source of imperial authority from ahvé& hat preserver of the universe orders
these heavens and eaatid the celestial kingdamonsistently with His Father's wilEven so our emperor, whom He loves, by bringingeho
whom he rules on earth to the only begotten WodiSaviour renders them fit subjects of His Kingdorid'-Chap.lIl

These evidences demonstrate tleaingpiration and initiation of the original Sundagislation was exclusively and specifically
ecclesiastical; and this all to the promotion gfand and subtle scheme of the bishops for theieneaf "asacerdotal statethat should
"subordinate the secular to itself in a false antivard way"; and to make effective "their deterntioi to make use of the power of the State
for the furtherance of their aims."

Therefore by the evidence on thesecounts--

1. "the Origin and Character;"

2. "The Inspiration and Initiatibiof the original Sunday legislation--that theds&unday legislation is specifically religious and
ecclesiastical, with every other thought and insgrEcifically excluded, stands proven to a dematistr: to ademonstrationbecause it is the
unanimous testimony of all the evidence that cabrbeght in the case.

HOW STANDS THE CASE NOW?
The exclusively and specificallfigimus and ecclesiastical character of the origBunday legislation being a positive fixture, the
guestion next arises, Has Sunday legislation esgtithat exclusive and specific religious and exialtical character?
First of all, how could that chaexgossibly be lost? That being its native argéient character; that being absolutely the only
character that it ever had; it is perfectly pldiattthis character simply never could be lost.cégainly as the thing survives at all, its native



and inherent character is there. Therefore, wieeréo the world's end, Sunday legislation shaliduand, its native and inherent religious and
ecclesiastical character inevitably attaches to it.

That is true in the very principled nature of the case. But let us trace the thistgrically and see how completely the princiigle
manifested. The "sacerdotal State," in the ereasfovhich the original Sunday legislation was sagbotent factor, did, all over Europe and
for more than a thousand years, "subordinatedbelar to itself," and did thus most despoticathake use of the power of the State--every
State--for the furtherance of her aims." In ai$ tilismal time Sunday legislation was continuedl &ith no pretence of any other than its
original, native, and inherent, religious and esielstical character.

In 1533 Henry VIl divorced himselfid England from the Pope of Rome. But that Wafog, to what then and thus became "The
Churchof England Henry immediately stood as pope in the placéefgope. By statute it was ordered that the kil be taken, accepted
and reputed the only supreme head on earth otilele of England.” And in 1535 Henry assumed @fig the title "On earth supreme head
of the Church of England.” That which was now theifehof England was only that which before had been thadlia Churchin England.

"In form nothing had been changed. The outer d@misin of the Church remained unalteredstreen

And in this same unchanged systeotiginal papal Sunday legislation was continaed has been continued to the present day:
and still with no pretence or suggestion of anyghéfse than as in its original, native, and inhgnesligious and ecclesiastical character.

From England there spread colotaesmerica. In America these colonies were esshilil by English charters, and so were but the
extension here of the English Government. Andrictsaccord with the English system, and in plextension of it, every colony established
in America, except only Rhode Island, had an estaddireligion: either in the form of "the Christian religion" general, or else, as in most,
in the form of some particul@hurch

And in every one of these colom@igious establishments in America, there wasreded, and in some there was even intensified,
the Sunday legislation of the English system, wiviels only the extension of the Sunday legislatibtne original Roman and papal system.

And still here, as always befordsimgland and in Rome, the Sunday legislation ottfienies in America was never with any
thought or purpose, or pretence, other than as ioriginal, native, and inherent, religious andlesiastical character.

Presently these colonies cut Idosm the government of Britain and becarnfreg and independer8tates' But still each of them
was the same as before in its system of establighigibn and Sunday legislation. Virginia, howevenmediately
dis-established there the Church of England anddiigion: and as regards established religioruak swept it all away by "An Act for Estab-
lishing Religious Freedom." Yet on the statuteksoof the nowStateof Virginia there stood and remained unmodified idlentical Sunday
legislation of theColonyof Virginia, which was only the unmodified Sundagislation of the English Church-and-State-systetiich was
only the unmodified Sunday legislation of the Roraad papal system in its old, original, native, arfterent, religious and ecclesiastical
character.

And the story of Virginia in this substantially the story of every other of thgimal Thirteen States; excepting always Rhode Is-
land. And the Sunday legislation of all the StatEthe Union, after the original Thirteen, hastbealy the extension, and practically the
copying, of the Sunday legislation of the origifairteen States that had it. And in this bad pregmven Rhode Island has been perverted and
disgraced. And always this Sunday legislatiorheflater States has been of the same originalenatid inherent religious and ecclesiastical
character of that of the Colonies, of England, ahRome.

Thus, from the original Sunday #afion of Constantine to the Latest Sunday leisian the United States, it is all the sane thing
to the same purpose, and of the same charactesglyec

SUNDAY LEGISLATION UNCONSTITUTIONAL

Then came the formation of the bladi Government of the United States with its teggaration of religion and the State, and its
constitutional provision that "Congress shall makdaw respecting an establishment of religiorprahibiting the free exercise thereof."
This principle of the national Constitution withetpreceding "Act for Establishing Religious Freegdom
in Virginia, has been the guide in the formatiorthef Constitutions of all the States of the Amerithion, after the original Thirteen: and
even the Constitutions, though not the legislatafrthe original Thirteen States have been matgrsilaped by it. And so faithfully has this
guidance been followed, and so generally has tineipte been recognized throughout the whole Anagridnion, that, as summarized, the
case stands thus:--

"Those things whate not lawful under any of the American Constitas may be stated thus:

"1. Any law resfiag an establishment of religion.

"2. Compulsory popt, by taxation or otherwise, of religious instion.

"3. Compulsoryestiance upon religious worship.

"4. Restraints npbe free exercise of religion according to thetates of conscience.
"5. Restraints npghe expression of religious belief.

"These and the fibdlons which in some form of words are to be fdun the American Constitutions, and which secure
freedom of conscience and of religious worship. nm in religious matters is to be subject to tresorship of the State or of any public
authority."

"The legislators have not beendgfiberty to effect a union of Church and stateto establish preferences by law in favor of any
religious persuasion or mode of worship. Themoiscomplete religious liberty where any one sedavoured by the State and given advan-
tage by law over other sects."”

"Whatever establishes a distinctigainst one class or sect is, to the extent taiwthie distinction operates unfavourably, a perse-
cution; and if based on religious grounds, a religipersecution. The extent of the discriminaisomot material to the principle; it is enough



that it creates an inequality of right or privilege
--Cooley's "Constitutional Limitations," Chap.Xlllap1-9.

Now, in view of these facts, préeiss, and principles, taking Sunday legislationjémt what it unquestionably is,--exclusively and
specifically religious--it is perfectly plain up@very principle that anywhere and everywhere inthted States, and under all the Constitu-
tions, Sunday legislation is "a religious persemuti and is absolutely unconstitutional and voidtsIf.

That it is unconstitutional has heelmitted by both State and United States Coditi® Supreme Court of Ohio said plainly that "if
religion were the sole ground of Sunday legislatibnould not stand for a moment" under the Cauastin. And a United States District
Court has remarked upon the "somewhat humiliatpegtacle of the Sunday Advocates trying to jugtify continuance of Sunday legisla-
tion . . . upon the argument that it is not in diehfvith the civic dogma of religious freedom," @i 't surely is; and says that "the potential-
ity of the fact that ifs in aid of religionmight be frankly confessed and not denied.” Awallatter court distinctly recognized it, in vergna,
as "persecution."

JUDICIAL INVENTION AND FIAT.
And yet all over the United Stagesday legislation is held by courts to be constinal! How can this be? The answer is ihé
solely by judicial invention and fiat
(* An arbitrary ador decree.)

Note: It is not by judicial contstions or interpetation of th@onstitutions but wholly by judicial invention and fiat as toetchar-
acter of the legislation That is to say: By judicial invention and fat utterly new and foreign character is given tad&y legislation; and
then upon this new and foreign ground the legisfais held to be constitutional. If this new andeign ground were in truth the original and
native ground, even then the constitutionalitywdtslegislation would be open to question. Butinany sense is the new and foreign
ground true. It is a sheer invention, and falst las to principle and to the facts.

This judicial invention and fiat méw and foreign ground for Sunday legislatiorhis proposition that it is for thghysicalbenefit,
for the promotion of théealthand for the restoration of thveasted energie®f the people; that "it is for the protectionlabour,” and so is
constitional "as a police regulation” and a "puretyl rule"!

Now, everybody who knows but [ontlyg A B C of Sunday legislation, knows full wéibet no Sunday law in the world was ever
enacted with any such intent, or for any such psgpor upon any such ground, as that; but thayemenday law ever in the world was en-
acted solely because of its religious and ecclés#sharacter, with every physical and civic eégnspecifically excluded.

The State of Idaho is an illustratin point, and being the very latest, is strigigrtinent. In the very spirit, and with the veiyn, of
the bishops in the time of Constantine, an ecdésial clique not of the State of Idahéramedfor Idahoa Sunday Bill and carried it to the
legislature of Idaho and got it enacted into thve ¢d Idaho. And then under a Constitution declgutimat.....

"The exercise and enjoyment ofgieliis faith and worship shall forever be guaranteed no person shall be denied any civil or
political right, privilege, or capacity on accowfthis religious opinions; . . . nor shall any greince be given by law to any religious denomi-
nation or mode of worship.” The Supreme Court ahlal held that religious and ecclesiastical statutee "constitutional.” The State of

Washington is another illustratiofhe Constitution of that State declares that.....

"Absolute freedom of consciencalirmatters of religious sentiment, belief, and sop shall be guaranteed to every individual, and
no one shall be molested or disturbed in pers@raperty on account of religion."

When in 1889 this constitutionabyision was framed, it was the unanimous intentsoframers that it should exclude Sunday legis-
lation equally with every other form of religion aw. The writer of this book was present with tdoenmittee of the Constitutional Conven-
tion when that provision was framed. And | perdilgrimow that such was the intent of the framer#,dfecause this very subject of Sunday
legislation was particularly considered by the catieea and it was held by the committee unanimotlsy this constitutional provision as
framedwould, agntended exclude Sunday legislation. And yet under thangitution the Supreme Court of the State of Watoin has
held Sunday legislation to be "constitutional.”

Thus with Sunday legislation adpflamed by ecclesiastics with no other than ielig and ecclesiastical intent, and with constitu-
tional provisions framed with direct intent to pitoihit, the courts by sheer judicial invention afiert make it "constitutional.”

But every such decision is plaimypen disregard of one of the very fipsinciples and of "the universally admittedle," of judi-
cial action--theprinciple and therule, that "the intention of that law-maker is the latiat "the law must be construed according tarken-
tion of the law-maker is the law"; and that "a lean have no meaning beyond the intent of thosemamte it."

This principle, that must evierjustice guide in the construction sfatutesas well agonstitutionsis authoritatively stated as fol-
lows:--

"A court which should allow a chamgf public sentiment to influence it in givingdawritten constitution a construction not war-
ranted by the intention of its founders, would bgtly chargeable with reckless disregard of offiosth and public duty."Gooley, " Constitu-
tional Limitations," p. 67.

The principle applies with equaice® to the construction ofstatute as to the construction ofGonstitution And whether the
change of sentiment which a court should allow tiousfluence it, be public and general or only finvate and personal sentiment and bias
of the court itself, the principle is the same andh court is equally "chargeable with recklessegjard of official oath and public duty.” Yet
this is precisely what has been done by the cauren, by setting up an utterly new and foreign nregrthey give to Sunday legislation a
construction not in any sense warranted by thatiatuof its founders or its framers, anywhere umfan history or experience.



A PALPABLE SUBTERFUGE.

Yet even this invention and fiathefw and foreign ground for Sunday legislatiomas allowed to exclude the original and native
religiousground of it. This invention, in fact, is onlyetistalking-horse by which Sunday legislationedigious(,)can be brought in and made
to stand as "constitutional" under constitution@visions that absolutely prohibit it. For no seohas it in each instance been made
"constitutional" as "purely a civil rule" than & immediately given standing esigious by the declaration thathe factthat the legislation is
founded in religion" and is "the peculiar featufeCtiristianity,” "is nothing against it, but rathisrstrongly in its favor." Thus, under Constitu-
tions prohibiting religious legislation, by she&ight of judicial legerdemain the feat is accorspéd of making "constitutional” legislation

that is wholly religious and ecclesiastical.

STILL IT IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL.

But against it all there still stisthe abiding truth that Sunday legislation isamstitutional everywhere in the United States, be-
cause of its religious character. The inventing dtivil basis" for it in order to render it constitutionahly leaves it still unconstitutional
because of its original, native, and inhemgtigious and ecclesiastical character. In other wordsvthe Constitution guarantees absolute
freedom from all religious observances, restrictiar provisionsby law requiredthenany religious character whatevattaching to any law
renders it unconstitution&br that reason

The Constitution is the supremereggion of the will of the people in the governmeAnd when that supreme will excludes from
legislation all things religious, then this suprewi can not be evaded by the mere trick of inuega ‘tivil basis' for areligious thing By
such trick every religious thing ever heard of cbloé made constitutional and enforced upon all:thadconstitutional guaranty of religious
freedom would thus be turned into a tantalizingniémt.

Therefore, instead of thellgious ground of Sunday observance being nothing agdinstather in favor of, Sunday legislation as a
civil rule," the truth is that this is the strongpsssible objection against it; so strong indded this alone nullifies it, whatever might be its
“civil" nature or necessity.

The Supreme Court of California hedl stated this principle, as follows:--

"The Constitutioays that “the free exercise and enjoyment of @ligiiprofession and worship, without discrimination
preference, shall forever be allowed in this StateThe constitutional question is a naked gqoestif legislative power. Had the &gi
lature the power to do the particular thing dogRat was that particular thing? --It was prohibitiof labour on Sunday. Had the Act been
so framed as to show that it was intended by thdsevoted for it, as simply a municipal regulatiget, if, in fact, it contravened the provi-
sion of the Constitution securing religious freedwmnall, we should have been compelled to dectaradonstitutional for that reason.Ex-
parte ewman.

Therinciple is that it would be impossible for as much damaggccrue to the State, to society, or to the iiddizl, through being
deprived of a desirectiVil benefit," as must certainly accrue to the Statsgtiety, and to every individual, through theimjement of relig-
ious freedom, the invasion of the rights of conscés and the clothing of religionists with civilyer.

EVEN IF CONSTITUTIONAL IT WOULD YET BE WRONG.

It is undeniable then, that Sunkdgyslation is religious and ecclesiastical, armisach, and under whatever plea, is unconstitutiona
and "a persecution" everywhere in the United StaBag even if it were constitutional here, asitri England and France and Spain and Rus-
sia, it would still be wrong. As religious and ksiastical, Sunday legislation is wrong of itseid never can by any possibility be right.

King Nebuchadnezzar, as againsttree Hebrew young men, made a law having a eelgybasis and character. But God taught
him and all kings and people forever, that it wasmg.

The Medo-Persian government, ajag®aniel, enacted a statute of inflexible lawihg a religious basis and character. But God
taught that government and all governments andlpdogever that it was wrong.

And as for the church "making uséhe power of the State for the furtherance ofdiers," which could not possibly be with any
other than religious intent--that by this slimyrmentine, trick there was accomplished by the dintier "aim” at the crucifixion of the Lord of
Glory, thisis sufficient demonstration to the wide universd $or eternity that such combination and the pdoice under it is supremely and
satanically wrong.

Thus there is a higher law and ghtiér Authority than any of earth; that is thelwsihd authority of GodReligionis the duty which
intelligences owe to their Creator, and the maiwfigiischarging that duty. The religion therefa&every soul stands only between him and
the Sovereign of the soul. Therefore, though Sytetgislation were constitutional in every Stategorernment on earth, still, &ging relig-
ious it would be altogether wrong; because it is arméion of the realm, and a usurpation of the aitthand jurisdiction, of God.

NO POSSIBLE GROUND FOR IT.

There are just two authorities twom, as respects law or government, anybody invtite is under any obligation to render any-
thing. These two are God and Caesar. Accorditinglyt ord Jesus declared this truth thus: "Rendenefore unto Caesar the things which are
Caesar's, and unto God the things that are God's."

Sunday legislation and Sunday olzs®re come from neither God nor Caesar.

It is not of God; for, as the evide shows, in the very beginning of it, it wasigets the sign of the false and human theocracy of
the man of sin in thplace of Godshowing himself thateis God, to supplant the Sabbath of the Lord asidyre of the true and divine Theoc-
racy in which God Himself is God alone.



It is not of Caesar: for, as th@ence shows, it was not @aesar-the head ofhe Statebut solely apontifex maximusthe head
of religion, that Constantine decreed Sunday to be a sacyegindiestablished its observance: and this unéentipiration and demand of
"the ChurcH which is neither God nor Caesar.

Therefore, since it is from neitl@d nor Caesar, but only from "the church” throagdieathen "head of religion," there is no obli-
gation, no ground, and no room, for anybody inth&erse ever to render to anybody any observahiténoany way whatever.

ITS ULTERIOR PURPOSE.

By every count in the indictmengithit is demonstrated that the original, native] enherent character of Sunday legislation abides
ever the same--exclusively and specifically religi@and ecclesiastical.

And the ulterior purpose in Suntiislation is likewise ever the same. We have ¢kat in the original Sunday legislation the
ulterior purpose was "the formation of a sacerdState, subordinating the secular to itself inlsefand outward way", and the making effec-
tive of "the determination" of the ecclesiastias tiake use of the power of the State for the fuathee of their aims."

Andhatis precisely the ulterior purpose of it now. Coegs and legislatures are constantly besiegedildegiis are persistently
pestered, and even threatened, by ecclesiasticsasative imperial office was then, always for Syridgislation, and more Sunday legislation.
It matters not how much of such legislation theegy e already on the statute books, still the pnst demand is that there shall be more, and
more, and yet more; and it is all dictated, when itot actually framed, by the interested eccigiia themselves, and in terms more and more
approaching the Inquisition, precisely as by thatber ecclesiastics at the first.

We need not follow the subjectlierthere. The evidences here presented show ebredluthat the character of Sunday legislation
is ever only exclusively and specifically religioaisd ecclesiastical; that, therefarethe United Statel is unconstitutional and un-American;
and thaeverywheret is un-Godly and anti-Christian.



