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QUESTIONS ANSWERED BY C. L. 8.

QUESTION 1.—Is “fire” always a symbol of divine judgment?
What fire consumed the offerings for Aaron and his sons before the
fire came out from the Lord

ANSWER.—Fire on the alfur consuming the sacrifice was a symbol
of divine judgment, that fire, after all was in order, having come
down from heaven (Lev. ix., 24; 2 Chron. vii, 1). But fire in
itaelf is not always a symbol of divine judgment. It may symbolise
trial or suffering at the hand of man (1 Peter iv., 12-13). So the
moat offering, baked before being brought to God’s altar, typifies
the Lord as man expericncing trials before the cross, who, of course,
did not bear divine judgment till on the cross I suppose the fire
wnk ordinary fire before the sacred fire came down.

Q. 2. — With reference to the “carcase of the sin offering,” you say
that eating or burning served the same purpose (* Recent Utterances,”
g. 46), viz., the removing from sight the sin transferred to it. What

o you think is the difference between the two ¢
,—None could eat of the sacrifice offered on their own behalf
axoept it were a peace offering.  Hence these sin offerings, in which
the priests were concerned, were burnt. Lev. x., 16-18 shows me
that the burning or the eating served the same purpose. Moses was
gontent that it was burnt. Could that have been the case had the
burning of it expressed something different from the eating of it }

Q. 8.—The carcase being holy, why was the man who burnt it
thereby rendered unclean ?

A.—The carcase was holy, because it typified the Lord. But sin
in u defiling thing ; so every one who had to do with the carcase or
with the scape-gout to which sins were transferred had to wash their
olothes and ati(; their flesh.

Q. 4.—Why was the red heifer completely burned without the
camp? Was this divine judgment 7 Was it such in Lev. xvi. ?

A. - The red heifer was a sin offering, but of an abnormal character.
No purt of it went on God’s altar.  But as that part of every sacrifice
which did, thereby typified the Lord bearing divine judgment, and
soeing that the red heifer is called a sin offering, I conclude the
burning of it outside the camp served two purposes, sy mbolising in
#t informal way the bearing of divine judgment, as well as the
m;\g ont of mght completely of the sin.  In Lev. xvi. the two are

guished. What typiﬁm]y divine judgment was the part burnt
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on the altar ; what symbolised the putting out of sight of the sins
was the burning the carcase outside the camp.

Q. 5. Is it proper to say that Christ was made sin outside the
camp, and that God came out of His place to take vengeance on
sin !

A.—The Lord suffered without the gute. The Hebrews were
exhorted to go outside the camp.  Speaking carefully, I do not think
1 could say, He was made sin outside the camp, because Judaism was
maintained by God till He had died.

Q. 6.—Why was it necessury to Inun what remained of the hread
(Exod. xxix., 32), ov the remainder of the saerifice of peace offerings
instead of eating them (Lev. vii, 15-18) 1

A. - They were burnt thut they should not he put to any common
use (Exod. xxix., 31)  In thoe euso of the peace offering, God would
not aceept as expressive of communion with Him what was really
not so. It would he abomination to the Lord.

Q. 8.—Could Aaron have entered the Holiest without blood before
divine judgment fell on Nadal amd Abibut  Did he in Lev. ix., 23 %

A.—1 do not know that Aavon ever entored the Holiest except to
make atonement. There is no hint of it in Lev. ix., 23.

Q. 9.—Is “holy place” in Kxod, xxviii., 29-43, ctc., the holiest of
all? Whatis it in %.ev. xvi, 17, 20, 27, ote. 1

A.—In Exodus xxviii.,, 29 13, the ontor chamber is clearly meant
by the holy place. In Lev. xvi,, 17, 20, 27, the holy place, as verse
2 shows, is the inner chamber,  the holy place within the veil.”

Q. 10.—1In what sense did Aaron hear the iniguity of the holy
things (Exod. xxxviii, 35) and alvo benr the iniquity of the
congregation (Lev. x.) 7 Does Christ boar the iniquity of our holy
things ¢

A.—Aaron was to bewr the iniquity of the holy things, in that he
was lable to punishment, if nnyt‘hing inn tho work of the sanctuary
went wrong.  The Lord hore our sinw,

Q. 11.-=“Bearing the iniquity of the congregation to make atone-
ment for them hefore the Lord” seems to have connection with
“eating the sin offering in the holy place.” Would you say that
“eating the sin offering” or “Iurming it.” wax an essential part of
atonement ! If so, would you say that atonemont was really
«effected cre the carcase was taken outside 17 (*‘ Recent Utterances.”)

A.—If you take the whole sentonce of Lev. x., 17, it will, I
think, be clear to you. “ Wherefore have ye not eaten the sin
offering in the holy place, seeing it is most holy, and God hath
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glven it you to hear the iniquity of the congregation, to make
atonement for them bhefore the Lord.” Atonement by blood, which
slone deals with sins before Giod (Heb. ix., 22), had already been
offected for the people with the blood of that goat (Lev. iv., 35);
#wnd Aaron first and then Moses and Aaron had together blessed the
mple (ix., 22-23) on the ground of the accepted sacvifice. Now, in
verse (x., 17) there is not a word of atonement by blood, but of
the duty of the priest to eat that goat, for they were vesponsible for
people to God that all the sacred rite should he properly
ormed, that wrath in government should not hreak forth against
congregation. It is of this character of things that Moses
x&ko, not of atonement by blood. See Numbers viii., 16-19. Se
passage in no way militates against the doctrine set forth.
Kating the sin offering or burning it, you will see, therefore, is
not an essential part of afonement by bicod, but either the one or
the other was the right way of dealing with the carcase, that if the
vistim could not be afterwards found, the sin transferred to it must
gone. No imputation of guilt could rest on the person or persons
ot whose behalf the sacrifice had been offered. 1 think you will
fll atonement, as we have part in it, ie, by blood, was not
ent on the disposal of the carcase, but was always connected
the service at the altar orin the holy place, so that the
could depart knowing that his sin was forgiven before the
mo was disposed of. Sec Lev. iv,, 20-21 ; vi,, 24-30 ; xvi., 27-28.
the offerer have had forgiveness before atonement was com-
} Atonement, we must remember, in the Old Testament,
wh&n of at times in connection with government, and then
{8 not necessarily called for. Atonement, as we needed it, is
not effected without blood. It is of the former character of atone-
ment Lev. x,, 17, I take it, speaks.

Q. 12.—What is the difference between the scapegoat bearing
inlquities ” and the carcase of the sin offering being burnt ?
»~The dealing with the scapegoat was an essential part of
atonement by blood (Lev. xvi, 10), and answers to the Lord’s
g onr sins in His own hody on. the tree. Where the burning
the carcase is mentioned, as I have already stated, we have not a
word of atonement.  If it were part of atonement, how could we
fesd on the sin offering as Heb. xiii,, 10-12, teaches us? Of the
portion of the sin offering by which atonement was made, none
eould eat. That was for God.

Q. 18.—Is there anything in the offerings that symbolises our old
tuish grucified with Christ ¢
A1 know nothing which does that.

s M~=Is it in the burnt or the sin offering, either or hoth, that
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the basis is laid for the putting away of sin and the bringing glory
to God ?

A.—~The putting away of sin is by the sacrifico of Himself. This
comprises both the burnt offering and the sin offering really, for
both are needed fully to express the sacrificial death of Christ
(Lev. xvi,, 3-6). But you cannot draw the distinction, as it is
sometimes drawn, ic, the one for sin, the other for séns, for both
speak of atonement (Lev. i, 4), which is for suns and not for sm.
The burnt oftering was not hrought because of the persow’s sins, yet
atonement for sins was not duly effocted without it, for it set forth
in the fullest way the Lowd hearing divine judgment for us,
inasmuch as ol of 1t was consumed by the fire on the altar.

Q. 15.—0Of what was the Passover a typo?
A.—Bhelter by blood from judgment.

Q. 16.—What is to be understomd by “redemption by power ?”
What differonce is there betweon *malvation” as seon by Israel
(Exod. xiv., 13), and the “ redemption” by an outstretched arm and
strong judgments

A.—Redemption by power for lsracl was displayed at the Red
Sea. God promised it (Exod. vi,, 6). He uccomplished it at the
Red Sea (xv., 13). Psalm lxxvii, 15, refers to it. Redemption
delivered them from the slwery of the Fgyptisns and made them
God’s people.  Salvation spenks more of their state as delivered, but
does not imply necessarily that they were (1od’s people.

Q. 17.—What is embraced in the term “redemption that is in
Christ Jesus ?”

A.—Redemption that is in virtue of or by Christ Jesus, embiaces
forgiveness of sins (Iiphesiuun i, 7; C'ol. i, 14) and justification
likewise (Rom. iii., 24).

Q. 18.—Is there a differoncs hotween a *“sinful” and a ¢ guilty ”
man ! What is it !

A.—Simful, de., tainted by sin, is what we are by nature ; guilly
sitiue of those who have sinned,

Q. 19.—What is meant hy “ho that ix dead is freed from sin §”

A.—Against o dead man no charge of sin could be laid. His
condition, dead, shows he could not have acted, so is a complete
answer to the charge. 1t is an abstiact statoment in Rom. vi., 7, an
illustration taken from every day lifo for practéeal instruetion for us.

!C'hQ' 20.—What is the foree of “dead to the law by the body of
pist ¢

A.—The Lord has died to the law actually. We in Him have
died to it. We have died to the law tluough the body of Christ.

i
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21.—Explain “The law of the spirit of life in Christ Jesus
hath made me free from the law of sin and death.”
A.—The law, or uniform action, of the spirit of life in Christ
;Tiﬂm? has made mo free from the law, or uniform action of sin and
eath,

Q. 22.—What element of the sin offering symbolises the con-
domning sim in the flesh

A.—Atonoment was offected by the sin-offering. There is no
atonement for the nature.  God condemned sin in the flesh by the
incurnation and death of Christ. As to the latter, nothing but His
saorificial donth could enable God righteously to put away sin  If it
gmn to ho put away it must be bad indeed. Thus His death condemns
t.

Reply to u Letter in reference to some of the foregoing answers.

July, 30th, 1886.

DEAR BROTHER IN CHRIST,

I am glad my answers were helpfnl.
Truth comes out by investigntion. The spivit of life in Christ
Jesus is the spirit of life which isin Ilim. Now, that is in us who
are in Him, hence makes us free from the law of sin and death., I
tlo not see any connection between that and John xx. This last
was the hestowal of His Spitit on the disciples collectively to act for
[1im while Ife would be on high. But it clemly was not the gift of
the Spirit (sce Acts i., 1), which is given to saints indwudually, and
by which it is that we come to be in Christ.

Infants are born sinful creaties, bhut are not hy nature guilty.
The Lord’s sacrificial death on the cross was needful for them, for
His sncrifice alone enables God to put away sin (Heb. ix., 26).
Strictly speaking, atonement is for wms, not for sm.

As to the offerings, whatever was burnt on the altar hetokened the
Lord bearing divine judgment, it being consnmed nuder the law by
the fire which came down fiom hewen. Not one of the five hinds
of offerings appointed hy the law was lacking in this, for a portion
of each was conawmed on the altar.  So no one of Adaw’s 1ace can
really approach God with acceptance unless lle owns that the Lord
bore divine judgment.

Before the law was instituted there was no sin offering distinet
from the burnt offering. Job offered burnt offerings for his sons for
winy he feared they might have committed. God told Job’s three
frionds to offer burnt offerings for what they had done. The
institntion of sacrifice under the law introduced, as distinet from
the burnt offering a sin oftering, and a trespass offering.  The sin
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offering was chiefly for sins unwittingly committed, the trespass
offering was reqnired where (God or man had been defrauded of their
rights, whilst the burnt offering set forth especially the self-
swrender of the Lord in death voluntarily to do God’s will in
making atonement. The making atonement refers, as I have said,
to sins, not to sin.  The sin offering looked more at the sinner’s need,
the burnt offering, at the willing swrrender of Him who is the
sacrifice  So both together were required on the day of atonement
to typify the one sacritice of Christ; and by that one sacrifice sin
will be put away. So Ahel’s offering spoke of the Lord’s sacrificial
death nceded to deal with the ynostion of the naturc. But where
that death is before ns, I take 1t, both the burnt offering and sin
offering are really ropreseuted, T hope this may help you.

Aftectionately yours in Christ,

(. K. Stuanr.



