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No. II.
'OuR objeet in the present paper le to present the reader with sonie further ar-

e'et ln support of ]?edobaptist practice, and in doing so, we shall start withth e quotàtion of a text of Scripture, which to our mind admits of no other than
8'l eobaptist explanation. We refer the reader to 1 Cor. vii. 14, "lFor the unhe-
~e'v1g husband le sanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is8 anctified
bY the husband ;else were your children unclean, but now are they holy."
Avoiding whatever lias Dot a direct bearing on the question at issue, we confine
0ourselves to the enquiry, What does the Apostie inean by the words unclean
"Iýd hOly We suppose our Baptist bretbren would answer that these words here
'l'eall respectively illegitimate and legitimate, and give us the Apostle's decision of
tb question, "'Shall the believing party depart from the unbelieving ?-Does
t'h cristiamty of the one party annul the marriage contract ?" Now iu replytthirwe observe, First, the words which are here translated unclean and holy,(akctharta and hagia) neyer mean and cannot be mnade to mean illegitimate
ý!1d legitirnate. In the alrnost innumerable instances in whichi the words occur
111 the New Testament and the Septuagint, no instance can be found in which
S1'Y bear any meaning like this. To attach an arbitrary and unsanctioned mean-
!'ý$ tO a word, is subversive of every riglit principle of Biblical interpretation. It
]f t6very principle upon whc h nvraitproceeds, when wepoint hlm
t 4tt. XXV, 40. "lYes, he sayq," IlI admit that life eternal does mean a neyer

elldiug happilnesse, but ever[asting punishment mnust mean teniporary suffering."
4ded we seriously think that the Universalist has the advantage of the Anti-

Ped batist, because whule the word everlasting le sometimes qualified, in lânit-
41Yte connection, the word here rendered holy neyer occurs in the seuse of

but fuiiher apart from the etymology of the word and the sense in whieh it1Used , the idea thus attached to the Apostle's words would be a plain contra-
dietioll Of mnatters of fact. If the meaning of the Apostie were, "lbecause the
Parent le a Christian, therefore the marriage is Iawful and the cblidren are legi-

It would demand the inférence that if both parents were heathen, the
144riae- oul beillegal and the issue illegitirnate, Now we know that Obris-

"'al've aire the parties, or however solemnized.a
ut * ' lit here be objected, "True the marriage was legal according to
.iLaw, but these early Christians migyht question its lawfulness in God's

.w s.eing he forbids the union of a believer with an nbeliever." To this
'YfhalY ;' that the objection doe8 flot meet the case supposed in this passage,

__d '& that of Parties married while both wlere heathens, but one of whom
Ubaequentîy become a Christian.
]t evef it the case were otherwise--if a believer had married an unheliever

" O view could it be doubted that the offspring were legitimate, and ln no
COUld it be said that it was the Christianity of the one Party which 80 le-

el'dthe 'flarriage as to make the eldren legitimate.
th"ý her we take it for granted that noue of our readers will suppose thatB oiesspoken of lu this text le an experimental holinees, we are thereforer u14 P to the conclusion that the Apostle's meaning le that the chuldren in
4«Vt1e ofteih Of the one paret are to be considered federally or ecclesi-

~tcally 1101Y. Did our space permit, we miglit cite many texte of lcpurei
aphlchd th word holy oceure in thie sense, and in which, the word unclean is

1PhO tO those who are out of the visible church. When therefore the Apos-


