b I—IERSI—IEL OTTWELL
= | MEMORIAL LIBRARY

" CHURCH OF CHRIST
HARTFORD ILLINOIS







/a'/b"’ﬁ /' THEOLOGICAL
/! ’ )

o

 DISCUSSION

OELD AT

DES MOINES, JUNE 22, 1868,

W. W. KING,

PASTOR OF THE UNIVERSALIST JOCIETY OF DES MOINES, I0W2,
AND

ALVIN I. HOBBS,

PASTOR OF THE CHURCH OF CHRIST, ON CHERRY ATREET, DES MOINES, T0WA.

REPORTED BY !

J. L. McCREERY, or DUBUQUE, 10WA.

A P&

DES MOINES:
MILLY & CO., STEAM PRINTING AND PUBLISIIING HOUSE,
1868,




[jl'gim
< i H
L
P I ga} i
o
i
- i
sieklan
o
; Al
| .
! Qr il
i STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS. i
ol
\ BIRENL
. 54*‘ 4
LU
! I. Do the Scriptures tench that those who diein willful disobedience to 53‘ i
the gospel of Chr}st will enjoy endless happiness? "\‘ f
Mr, KIxag atllrms, Mr, Honns denies, b 9( i
- A
II. Do the Scriptures tench that those who die in willful disobedicnce to iig !
the gospel of Christ will suffer endless punishment ? ) %{ I ‘
Mr, Honus aftirms, Mr, KING denics. ’ ‘ il
SR
MODERATORS: A, I Honns agrees to aflirm the second question, on conditipn that W. W. wli
Hox. J. B. MILLER, President, King shall afiirm the first, and attempt to prove it in its terms, subjectto  ° i I !i% :)
ULLER . § the following g!s
; 1 b 0 4 . 4 £ 3!
, J. D. THOMPSON, - C. E. FULLE g RULES OF DISCUSSION: ; i
¥ L
) kJ Rure I. The discussion shall be held in the Court House, in the city of ‘1 ’
. Des Moines, Iowa, commencing on the evening of the 224 day of June, 1868, ' 4 ‘m‘!‘
i ’ ) at 8 o'clock P. a1, to continue six evenings. Each question to be debated W ﬂt!
¢ three evenings, commencing. with the first question. ;'j i
. | .
RULE II. The disputants shall speak alternately, occupying one-half hour _v! i ’?%
. ench, and making two speeches each, every evening, except in the opening '» %15’5)
3 . . . b argument on each question, the aflirmant shall be entitled to forty-five min- ; }3,;1‘
utes; and in closing the debatc on each question, the affirmantshall be ' £ ﬂé‘}
* entitled to an additional speech of one-half hour. ) Bl ’4{‘ ‘t
3 | MILLS & COMPANY, i ) X RULE III. No new r_‘nnti,ter.slmll be introduced by either party in his final It !
o PRINTERS AND EISDERS, : s speech at the close of the question being debated. - . Lyl
3 DS MOINES, IOWA. . H I% i
\ RULE IV. REach disputant shall choose a moderator and these shall choose KA f
J o third, to preside over the discussion. : ’ ‘Q,é i
2 - Lt & |
‘ . ’ e ( RoLE V, The discussion shall be reported by one or more reporters,as 4 %i’{
’ . H may be agreed upon by the disputants. Each disputant shall have the right {“,fj
it[ L to revise and correet the report in such particulars as do not affect the sens . fw 1
: i . 310!
§ ; [Bigned.] W. W. KING, & i :
1 . 4 ‘ : A. I. HOBBS, i




DISCUSSION.

FIRST QUESTION.

Do the Scriptures teach that those who die in willful disobedience
 to the gospel of Christ will enjoy endless happiness?

MR. KING'S FIRST SPEECH.

'BRETHREN, MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:—In
opening this discussion, I desire to have you duly impressed
with the solemin, the momentous issues that here claim our
attention. If the majority of the people of this city believed
that there had been a revelation from God, unfolding the
terrific fact that two-thirds of those citizens would be swept
from time into eternity on the last day of the coming month,
with what tearful, prayerful, anxious solicitude would you
come here, and listen to a discussion upon the probabilities of
jts truth. 'We deal with questions infinitely more important;
interests, compared with which all the great issues of time fade
away and disappear as altogether insignificant and unworthy
of a momentary thought; interests that will only have begun
to unfold their measureless proportions when the affairs of
time are ended, and all material things have perished. In
some far-off cycle of duration, lying beyond the utmost reach
of human thought, suns and stars may grow old, and die;
then this immortal spirit will be standing only upon the
threshold of its destiny, with eternity still stretching on and
on before it.




JOINT DISCUSSION.

T am here to affirm, and to attempt to prove, the doctrine of
iniversal salvation—that all souls will at 1ast become reconciled
to God, holy, and therefore happy. My brother is here, not
only to deny this grandest of all conceivable doctrines, but to
afiirm, and to attempt to prove, the doctrine of endless pun-
ishment. With all due respect for his ability, sincerity and
zeal, I feel a real pity for him, in the performance of the terri-
ble, the thankless task he has assumed; for he can not invoke
a single Christian sympathy or prayer in his behalf. There is
not one humane thought or feeling, one holy wish or aspira-
tion, that does not utter its vehement protest against the
mereciless conclusions of his logic and his creed. All, all is
against him—from the love and tenderness throbbing in the
mother’s heart, up to the love and tenderness throbbing in the
lLieart of him who is the Infinite Father of us all. In due time
I propose to speak of the abundant, the unanswerable prophecy
budding and blossoming from this infinite love and tenderness;
and show how, from this merciless eonclusion of the head,
bound in the icy fetters of human creeds, the heart of the
universe takes its final and triumphant appeal.

I am glad this opportunity is afforded me for defending the
faith I cherish; for this defense will be a vindication of the
divine -character and purpose. Sure am I that the blessed
results of creation and providence I am here to announce and
defend—results anchored in the unchanging will and purpose
of God, in the mission of Christ, in the desire of angels, in the
earnest wish and prayer of all Christian souls—are plainly
revealed in the scriptures, as the grand consummation of all
divine endeavor. I am brought hither by no personal ambi-
tion; by no desire to achieve a personal victory; but only to
serve my Master, and win a victory for his cause. I could
have no possible wish or motive to deceive you, or to be myself
deceived in this mafter. I could reap no possible benefit from
the defense of error; for to you, and to me, there is but one
possible salvation offered, and that is through the truth, Said
Jesus, * You shall know tlie truth, and the truth shall make
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FIRST SPEECH OF MR. KING. 7

you free.” With this single aim, with an earnest desire to
serve him, God help me to speak worthy of my cause and my
vocation, and let him have the glory of the triumph.

My brother and I are responsible to God, to the cause we
serve, and to you, ag those interested to know the truth, for
the manner in which we conduct this discussion. Our profes-
sion, our calling, demand of us candor and fairness, and the
exercise of a spirit becoming those who are followers of Christ,
and religions teachers and guides for the people. Each hasa
right to claim that respect to which all are entitled who cher-
ish a sincere opinion ; and the least manifestation of an unkind
or ungentlemanly spirit or manner on our part, would merit,
and should reccive at your hands, an indignant rebuke. We
come not here to advocate a system or & creed, but to defend
what we conscientiously believe to be the truth. As honest,
christian inquirers, we must indulge in no concealment or eva-
sion but must state our convictions frankly, and fully, and
abide the result. I scorn equivocation or evasion. Here, as
elsewhere, I state my views in the plainest possible manner, so
that no hearer can be in doubt as to my position or belief. It
has always been my custom, in the discussion of doubtful or
controverted points, to invite eriticism of and objection to my
views. This I have done Sunday after Sunday, upon this

. platform; for I will not take advatage of time and place to

utter that which I am unwilling to advoeate and defend at all
times and in all places. It is with this spirit that I meet my
brother here ; and whatever be the result—whether I succeed
or fail in defending the views I entertain, T mean to leave no

oceasion for any honest hearer to say that he bas any doubt.

respecting my opinions.

" At this point let me direct your attention to the fact that, by
the very position we occupy, the preswmption is against my
brother, and for mej; and the burden of proof, therefore, of
necessity rests with him. Let me explain-: I am here merely
to affirm God’s perfect character and providence; to claim that
God will triumph ; to take his nature and his attributes, as




8 JOINT DISCUSSION.

revealed in the seriptures, as the only perfect proof of his inten-
tion, and build my argument upon the integrity of these grand
truths. If any man is bold enough to venture a denial, he is
bound to justify that denial. We are to make the Bible the
ultimate appeal, the source of authority ; and the smeaning of
the Bible ¢s the Bible. If the scriptures have a meaning, it is
because there are certain great central truths, irradiating the
whole, and flashing a light upon every part. The central
lights are the attributes of God ; or, rather, the great central
sun is God himself, as revealed in the seriptures. Upon these
revelations of his character alone, I build my philosophy and
anchor my argument. I take God’s express will and purpose,
as plainly revealed in the scriptures, and rest my case on his
grand but simple declaration: ¢ My counsel shall stand, and I
will do all my pleasure.” Is not that the kind of a God—a
powerful, changeless, just and perfect God—which lhuman intu-
ition demands? “ I will do,” he says—not half, nor part, but
—tqll my pleasure.” And if my brother shall deny the truth
of this assertion from the mouth of the Most High, he is called
upon to furnish the evidence to justify him in his attack upon
G"rod’s veracity.

I build my faith, again, upon the immutable oath of God;
who says: “I have sworn by myself, the word is gone out of
my mouth in righteousness and shall not return, that unto me
every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear, surely shall
say, In the Lord have I righteousness and strength.” And if
my brother has the temerity to deny the truth of that oath, I
have to suggest again that, as the manager of this attempted
impeachment, the burden of proof rests with him.

I want you all to notice one significant fact, which will be
developed throughout this entire discussion: that in every
denial of my doctrine, and in every attempt to defend his own,
my brother will make a direct attack upon.the character of
God. I announce this here and now ; and hereafter in the pro-
press of the discussion ghall eall your attention to the fact, and
hold it up to public view. I repeat: every attempt of my
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prother to sustain his position, will be an attack upon some
attribute of God—upoxn his character, his providence, or the
mission of Christ. '

T have already incidentally referred to the strange, the unnat-
ural position occupied by my brother in the discussion of this
question. He is here, not to indulge in any pleasant or con~
genial labor, or led by any desire for pastime, but to perfornz
an exceedingly painful duty; for—if he hasa christian heart in
his bosom, and I think he has—all through the discussion
that heart will pray that the logic of his head may be con-
founded. He is here te oppose & doctrine that he hopes to be
true, and that he prays may be true; to defend one that he
Topes to be false, prays may be false, and that no christian ever
dared pray might be true.

I propose to examine this unfortunate attitude of my brother
in the light of revelation, and develop therefrom the logical
and inevitable conclusion—for I take it for granted he will
concede it. Upen this I propose to build my first affirmative
argument. : -

Observe here one broad and vital difference between our two
systems of belief: I pray for the salvation of all men, and I
pray in faith, believing my prayer will be answered; my
brother prays for the salvation of all men, but does not belicve
his prayer will be answered, consequently he ean not pray in
faith. If I should ask him: ‘Brother Hobbs, do you desire
and pray for the salvation of all men 21 his answer would be,
«Qertainly I do.” ¢ Brother Hobbs, do you believe God will
answer your prayer?? ¢ No, sir, T kenow he will not !?  Is not
this a strange attitude of prayer—prayer without faith, prayer
for that which he Znows will not be granted?

Notice further: this prayer, this fervent desire, this earnest
anxiety, is not merely theé fruit of human sympathy and com-
passion, but a duty plainly enjoined by the word of God.
Jesus has commanded us to pray, ¢ Thy kingdom come, Thy
will be done in earth as it is in Heaven.” Now, this will of
God is, that all men should be saved; my brother will not
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deny here that it is the will of God that all men should be
saved. Paul says, (I Timothy, ii: 1), “I exhort, therefore,
that, first of all, supplications, prayers, intercessions, and
giving of thanks, be made for all men;” and (passing to v.
3-4), he adds, “For this is good and acceptable in the sight of
God our Savior, who will have all men o be saved, and to come
to a knowledge of the truth.,” There is God’s will set forth.
And it is not only for the triumph of God’s will that every
christian heart is to pray, but the apostle tells all men every-
where (v. 8), to pray, ‘“lifting up holy hands, without wrath
and doubting.”” My brother, can you do that? Can you pray
for the salvation of all men ¢ without doubting?” Yet pre-
cisely this is what men everywhere are commanded to doj;
and the reason has already been given, (v. 6), where the apos-
tle speaks of Christ Jesus, ¢“who gave himself a ransom for
all, to be testified in due time.” Xere'is revealed the will of
God, that all men should be saved and come to the knowledge
of the truth ; here is the divine command for men everywhere
to pray for this result, lifting up holy hands, without wrath
and doubting; and the reason why we are not to doubt the
answering of our prayers for the salvation of all men is set
forth—because Jesus -has given himself as 2 ransom for 2ll, to
be testified (or proved) in due time. Paul speaks somewhere
else about the will of God being accomplished in the dispen-
sation of the fullness of time; I do not know when that will
be; Ionly know that it will be “in due time.” To-day, here
is 2 man who is a sinner; to-morrow that sinful man is
brought to bow meekly and humbly at the foot of the Cross,
repents and is converted; so far as that man is concerned,
Christ is testified or proved as his savior. The next day
another sinner is converted, and becomes a follower of the
Cross; and go on—until 4» due time Christ shall be testified or
proved as a ransom for af/. And yet, because all are not
gaved now, men full of doubt declare that they ncver will be
saved. This is the thought of the churches to-day—this semi-
atheistic unbelief, denying God’s rule throughout his empire,
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assuming that because the promised and prophesied result is
not reached immediately, it never will be reached. There is
no proof that any will finally fail of salvation but this: Be-
cause all souls are not saved immediately, therefore they never
will be saved. Does not every attentive, thoughtful man and
woman see that this argument proves entirely too much?
What right has any one to place such narrow limits upon the
«due time?” within which Jesus Christ ¢‘shall be testified (or
proved) as a ransom for all,”? or denounce the word of Cod as
fulsc—the propheey o failure? You might just as logically
assume that all who are not saved by midnight to-night will
never be saved. Such a thought ignores the grand law of
Providence and progress by which God uses processes to bring
all things from small, imperfect beginnings  to grand and
perfect results.

The same thought to which we have adverted is elsewhere
expressed by Paul, (Phillipians, ii: 9, 10, 11), ¢ Wheretore
God also hath highly exalted him and given him, a name
which is above every name; that at the name of Jesus
every knee should bow, of things in Heaven, and things
in carth, and things under the earth; and that every tongue
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of
God the Father.”” Can language by any possibility Dbe
framed so as to be plainer than that? Tt is in perfect har-
mony with the passage previously quoted; so also the reason
why we should pray with faith that God’s will may be done,
ttywho will have have all men to be saved, and to come to a
knowledge of the truth.”

Again: Paul, (IIebrews, ii: 8), after declaring that Jesus
shall rule througlout the universe, and that all things s_h-:dl be
put into subjection under his feet, adds, ¢ But now we see not
yet all things put under him.” Yet on account of this very fact
that the apostle conncets with the promise—hecause we (%0 not
yet sce all things put under him—men deny the perfection (?t
God, and the steady flow and purpose of his grand provi-
dence. Strange unbelief!
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My second affirmative argument I build upon the proposi-
tion that God will e glorified in all the results of his creation
and providence. Paul declares, in the passage I have hereto-
fore quoted, (Phillippians, ii: 11,) that ¢ gyery tongue should
confess that Jesus Christ is Loxd, fo the glory of Godthe Father?
David says, (Psalm Ixxxvi: 9,) ¢ All nations whom thou hast
made shall come and worship before thee, O Lord; and shall
glorify thy name.” Observe that the glorifying of the name
of God is declared to be the result of worship—not of sin,
alienation, rebellion. God is glorified by obedience and wor-
ghip; (see Matthew v: 16,) *Let your light so shine before
men that they may see your good works, and glorify your
TFather which is in Heaven.” The glorifying of the Father
consists in, or comes as the fruit of christian life and influence.
Here, then, is the plain and unequivocal declaration that all
shall at last glorify God. Now, of what does this essential
glory of God consist? I answer, it flows from his nature;
Tis nature is his glory. Any thing that is godlike is glorious;
any thing that is opposed to God is inglorious and shameful ;
not a mathematical axiom could be plainer than this. It will
be a strange logic by which my brother shall prove that God is
to be glorified at last by a condition of alienation, opposition,
yebellion and blasphemy against him, yet this must be proved,
or my brother will signally fail in his argument,

My third affirmative argument is based upon the nature of
evil. My proposition is that evil and the suffering it produces
are finite in nature, and finite in duration—because opposed to
the final result which God declares he willachieve. God alone
hath immortality, (I Timothy, vi: 16), and nothing can be
immortal, or eternal, which has ‘not derived that quality
divectly from God. It will be a curious logic which aflirms
that God confers upon evil, which is opposed to his nature and
providence, and which he is trying to root out of the universe,
that quality which inlieres alone in himself—for “He alone
hath immortality.” There is no theory, illustration or explan-
ation of evil, in harmony with any God or any providence
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worth being called a God or a providence, w}lich is .not based
upon the assumption that evil and the suffering which results
from it are finite and temporary. The moment you assume
that ground, all is harmonious and consistent. 'Th.e m'oment
you assume evil to be endless, no man can reconcile it with the
existence and providehce of a perfect God. If my brother can
do it, he will do what mortal man has never. don'e before.
And this proposition, that evil is finite and transient, is pl:ovF:d
by-the plainest teachings of the Bible. They affu:m that it i .es
within the purpose and providence of God, having a place in
the divine cconomy for o season, but finally to be destroye‘d.
It is here by a divine economy, by that same economy used for
a temporary purpose, and under it at last to .pass n.w:.\y.
Denying this position, what kind of an account will you give

" of evil? How explain its existence in a universe created and

raled by a perfect God? Let me repeat my position,. S0 us‘ to
Dbe certain of being understood: I affirm evil to be in e.x1'st-
ence by virtue of a divine plan, in accordance with the divine
intention, having a place, but necessarily a temporary 1?lace,
in the divine scheme. If my brother denies this, I ask him to
tell this audience how evil comes to be in the universe of a
perfect God? Does it lie within God’s providence, o.r outsi(}e
of it? Does it come by virtue of the divine intention, or in
gpite of the divine intention? Is it under the control of God,
or beyond his control? Ts it here because God could not, .or
because he would not prevent its being here? If he denies
this plain philosophy of evil, as based upon the attributes (.)f
God, and unfolded in the Bible, as I shall show you anon, he is
bound to account for it.

Now, I affirm that God’s providence is perfect rmd‘ all-em-
bracing. If my brother denies this, he affirms atheism; he
affirms that there are things that exist and occur & t/zaos—i-
without God. The idea that evil is not a part of fche provi-
dence of God, that it comes wyyithout God,” 18 plamly.athe-
istic. The word “evil,” in its primary signification, simply
means that which tends to diminish enjoyment, or produce

2
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pain. Such evil, God the Father, like an earthly parent, may
sntroduce to effect a beneficent end. Letussee: In Exodus,
xxxii: 14, we read, “ And the Lord repented of the evil which
he thought to do unto his people.” Here is a plain unequivo-
cal statement, showing that evil was a thing God intended to
use for a certain purpose. Jeremiah, xxvi: 3: *If so be they
will hearken, and turn every man from his evil way, that
I may repent me of the evil which I purpose to do unto them
because of the evil of their doings.” There is the same philo-
sophy again, plain as a sunbeam. Amos, iii: 6: ‘“Shall there
be evil in a city, and the Lord hath not done it?”  Isaiah,

-

xlv: 7: “T form the light, and create darkness; T malke peace

and create evil; I, the Lord, do all these things.” There is"

plain talk for you; it is not mine—it is that of the Bible, upon
whose authority we have agreed to rely. I have quoted these
seriptures to prove that evil is included in the divine scheme’
that it lies inside of the control, purpose and providence of a
perfect God; it can lie nowhere else; serving a temporary
purpose, but finaily to pass away. We find the same
teachings in the New Testament. Paul gives us this plain
philosophy in his epistle to the Romans, eighth chapter, com-
mencing at the twentieth verse. ‘This is one of my strong
points in the Bible; if Brother Hobbs can uproot my
argument based upon that, I am a defeated man. I ask the
theologians of to-day how evil came to be here, and they do
not know; I inquire how man came to be evil, and they can
not tell. They claim that God made man perfect, not liable
to pain and misery, but promulgate an absurd, irrational and
self-contradictory theory that man was tempted and fell. But
let us hear what Paul says, (Romans, viii: 20}, * For the
creature was made subject to vanity;’” you see God made the
ereature subject to vanify. Now what is the meaning of the
word “vanity?”’ Look in the dictionary, and you will find
the definition—*emptiness, or lack of substance to satisfy
desire.” Why this is a magnificent philosophy! God created
man intending he should not be satisfied; implanted within
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him a perpetual and insatiate longing for more Iight ‘and
happiness. The “whole philosophy of human activity and
growth lies right there in that word “vanity.’)’ Mark the
language: God made the creature subject to vanity—did not
make him and he then became subject to vanity, Butletus
read on: ‘‘not willingly”’; not with the will of the creature—
for it can not mean that God was compelled to do that which
he was unwilling to do. «By reason of him who hath sub-
jected the same in hope; because the creature itself also shall
be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious
liberty of the children of God.” Why, now, with the philo-
sophy of evil I have propounded, we can see & light running
through and illuminating the whole scheme, Take away this
philosophy, and no mortal man can give any rational explan-
ation of it. The creature tghall be delivered from the bondage
of corruption into the glovious liberty of the ehildren of God:”?
T wish my brother would invent some language to express 2
higher state of holiness and joy than we have here in that
expression—** glorious tiberty of the children of God.”” Will he
say that this “glorious liberty of the children of God ' is to
be secured by binding them in an eternal prison-house of evil,
t0 suffer the indescribable pains of Iell forever? But Paul
says the whole creation shall be delivered from the bondage of
corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of God;
all that were “made subject to vanity’ are included in the
deliverance. I know there is often an attempt made to evade
the force of this argument, Dy afiixing to the Greek word Ktisis
a meaning in this passage which does not properly belong to it,
and by which it is not translated elsewhere. It is claimed
that this word does not apply to the human race, but refers to
inferior and inanimate nature. What a statement is that for a
christian minister to make, engaged in the salvation of ’
human souls! What will men not do, in oxder to defend a
favorite creed! We have abundant proof that this word,
Jtisis, is applied to the human race. Collossiang, i: 23: “The
gospel, which ye have heard, and which was preached to

£y —
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every creature”’ (Ktisis). Galatians, vi: 15: “Tor in Clrist
Jesus, neither the circumeision availeth anything, nor uncir-
cumgcision; but a new creature? (ktisis). XI Corinthians, v:
17: ¢ Therefore if any man be in Christ, he is a new creature ”
(Ftisis). Mark, xvi: 15: ¢“Go ye into all the world and preach
the gospel to every creature” (Ktisis). With these passages be-
fore him, my brother will not deny that the word Ltists refers
o the human race. And mark, the same ktisis, (creature,) that
is made subject to vanity, that same Kisis, (creature,) is to be
delivered into the glorious liberty of thée children of God.

There are four distinet points in this passage to which I wish
o0 call your attention. First, the creature was made sybject to
vanity ; secondly, it was made so for o reason; thirdly, vanity
was subjected in hope; fourthly, the crenture was to be deliv-
ered, not only from that vanity, but ¢ nfo the glorieus liberty
of the children of God.” This beautiful philosophy of evilis
plainly manifest, running through-the whole.

That evil is here for & purpose, but that it is temporary, and
will have an end, I8 manifest from numerous passages. In
Genesis, iii: 15, God is represented as saying to the Devil, or
spirit of  evil: «I will put enmity between thee and the
woman, and between thy seed and her seed ; it shall bruise (ox
_ erush) thy head, and thou shalt bruise (or crush) his heel.”
Tn John, iii: 8, we read: “For this purpose the Son of God
was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the Devil.”
In Hebrews, ii: 14, 15, we read: «TForasmuch, then, as the
children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself like-
wise took part of the same, that through death he might
destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the Devil.”
YTere is the Devil with his head crushed at last; here is evil
forever ended.—[Time expired.]
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MR. HOBBS FIRST SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND ‘GENTLEMEN :—It
is with a great deal of pleasure that I appear before you on
this oceasion, upon the negative of such a proposition as that
which my opponent, in his opening speech of three-quarters of
an hour, has never quoted, and jnever will—mark me—till the
end of this discussion, if he can avoid it. My friends, there is
a significance in this fact. T was always taught, that when
T should lead in a discussion, the onus probandé being
with me,in the first outset {o plainly define the proposition,
in its terms, sctting forth the thing which was to be proved.
Strange, nnaccountable, it may be to you, that he should pur-
sue the course he has. But I shall try to show you that it is
not so unaccountable, after all. During the three-gquarters of
an hour that he stood here talking to you, he never so much as
introduced his proposition to the audience at all—much less
making any argument bearing upon the proposition itself. I -
hope he will try to do better in his future efforts. I will
acknowledge that much of his speceh was very beautiful: T
will give him credit for considerable oratory, and somewhat of
rhetorical flourish; but so far as argument, bearing upon the
point at issue, is concerned, I might take my seat the next
moment. )

Tn the first place, I shall notice a few things that have been
cnid in his address; not that they had any bearing whatever
upon the proposition, but because they have loaned me some
splendid material, which T shall have use for.

My opponent says, (speaking of himself), “I am here to
prove the doctrine of universal salvation.” You are not here
to prove that, sir; your propesition asks you to prove that
“ihose who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ will
enjoy endless happiness.” Well did I know the tricks of the
trade, when these propositions were framed. I did not submit
them with my eyes shut. I ask, has the gentleman framed

)
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one single argument, and brought it to bear upon the proposi-
tion that ¢ those who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of
Christ will enjoy endless happiness?” If he has, I know not
where it is. But, stranger than all, he tells you that the bur-
den of proof rests upon sme. This is something new, different
from any thing I ever heard before—that the onus proband:
rests in the hands of the negative. It may be that there are
some rules of debate that require this, but if so, I have yet to
learn of them. The laboring oar is in /Aés hands; and before
he is through, it will weary his arms not a little.

ITe tells us his faith is built upon the grand truth: My
counsel shall stand, and I will do all my pleasure.,” Well, my
theory rests upon the smne seripture. I think so, have always
thought so, and if this controversy shall prove the contrary, I
shall be pleased to be undeccived. But he says, any denial of
his position will be an assault upon the character of God;

in other words, it will be an assault upon the character of God,

to deny Mr. IXIxG’s proposition!

An argument he made, upon the will of God; and with his
remarks upon this subject I have been particularly diverted;
for it seemed to me that his logic was as loose as his declama-
tion was florid; and here I do not mean any disrespect to him;
but it ddes seem to me that it would better comport with the

_laws of discussion, if he would take more carc in framing his
argument and putting it into logical form; but since he has
not, I must do it for him.

I am glad that I am to have the opportunity of replying to
this and similar arguments offered fromn the lips of Mr. KING;
because, he stands before this community, and hefore the great
Northwest, as the champion of that system of theology which
he is here to defend; and if he, with all his power of declama-
tion, power of oratory, power of reasoning, and depth of
research, all of which, it is evident and well understood by
you, are by no means inconsiderable ;—if he, with the charac-

“ter he has befgre his bréthren and before the world, shall he
ansgwered in the argument presented by him here, and that by
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myself, appearing for the first time in forr'nal debate, while ]}e
is the hero of many bloodless contests—lf'I shall succeed in
answering his arguments, you must take it for granted t-h.at
the cause he pleads must be defective. X shall try jto be ﬁ-uﬁ,
candid, plain, and address myself to thcf understan—dll‘lg f)flab .
The argument based upon the will of God, a? (?xplesse(. 1:y
Paul, in the second chapter of his first letter to 1?1111.?t11)71,.1i c;
the effeet that whatéver God wills maust be ac0011.11)1151_1c:’( ; 1}
God wills the salvation of the whole human family ; ther (31‘01?G
the whole human family must be saved. But we :111'0 no
debating the question of the snlva.tion _of the whol;: ‘m]}u;x(ll
family. The proposition under discussion sny.s no "m)\\ Z({)ﬂq
about that. The proposition affirms t}w S{}Ivntlo‘n O.X ctm t({s.
happiness of ¢ those who die in willh‘ll chsobedlven%c of tﬁz
gospel of Christ.” But, he says, God willg the sal at-u)n”o ﬂ
whole human family; therefore—mark t-ho' “jnherefore — }e
whole human family will be saved. Now, it isa \vell-kno“vn
rule in logic that every conclusion must be drawn froxvn ju\‘\o
admitted or proved premises. Am I not right? [Mr. IIX tc.—
“Yes, sir.”] Every conclusion must be d awn from‘ -\\o'
admitted or proved premises, or the argument is .va.lu(?lchs,t }01
worse than wvaluelegs—nay, sophistical. And t-.hlS 1s_ :111‘513 11;
difficulty in which my opponent now finds ]umgeli, ‘llll( :
predict that he will not reduce onc sin'gl('—: m‘gumm}t,r }mie.(t
upon the attributes of God, to the syllogistic ‘1“01-1;1, or v1)1'112; 11
within the purview of Aristotle’s dictpm._ W }mtex e_1 A.O('
wills must be accomplished:” this is his major .plenuscii
and his minor premiseis: ¢ God wills the salvation of a
”
m(]33nl;t the syllogism does not reach the propositio.n in de;)atvt':l;l
forthe salvation of all men is not in dehate 'to-m:g‘h’o. t“,l.-
put his argument into syllogistic form for lu}n: XYh;xl C\Y](,l
God wills must be accomplished; but God wills that all who

* dic in willful disobedience to. the gospel of Christ shall enjoy

endless happiness; therefore, all who die in willful diéobledl,;
ence to the gogpel of Christ will enjoy endless happiness.
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This is the syllogism as it should be—if my opponent could
only make it appear that the premises were true.

Now, let us look fora moment at the major premise. “What-
ever God wills must bé accomplished.” What does Mr. KING
mean by that? e evidently means to assert that God’s will
is absolute in reference to human destiny.
meaning of his argument, if it has any meaning at all. -But
1ot us look at some other things that God wills in the same
way, and see if God’s will is accomplished therc. God wills
that ail men should be saved now, does he not?, [Mr. KIxg—
«No, Sir]. Then, if God Qoes not will that all men should be
saved now, those who are saved now are saved contrary to the
will of God!

Let me give you another illustration of my opponent’s
style of logic. «\Whatsoever God wills to be accomplished
must be accomplished.” Now God wills that no man shall
steal; consequently, no man can steal,  We know that men do
gteal; but if God’s will is aiways accomplished, when men
steal they are only fulfilling God’s will; and men certainly
ought not to be punished for fuifilling the will of God! This
is the result of your logic, Sir. You had better go down and
turn those inmates of the cells below out of prison—including
one. sentenced to be hung for murder; on the tenth of next
month. They have only been fulfilling the will of God! Let
them go hence without day! ¢ Whatever God wills should be
z_\ccomplished, must Le accomplished,” says my opponent.
Now, God wills that men shall not steal, lie, swear, etc., yet
we know that men do steal, lie, swear, and break all the other
commandments of the decalogue, every day. Now, these com-
mands are given either without reference to the will of God,
or, they are contrary to the will of God; or, they are. the
expression of the will of God. If these commands of God are
given without reference to the will of God, then we have God
acting without o will; if they are contrary to the will of God,
then we have God acting againgt himself; but if they are the
expression of the will of God, then God’s will is not always

That must be the.
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accomplished ; for, we know that God has commanded men
not to lie, steal, and murder, and yet men do lie, steal, and
murder. If Mr. KING deelares that it is not contrary to God’s
will for men to lie, steal and murder, then he has voted to
build jails and penitentiaries to punish men for fulfilling God’s
will—for doing that, moreover, which they could not help
doing! Oh, this system advocated by my friend has some
beauties which I shall bring out before T am through! I give
him credit for a great deal of ability, and eloguence, and zeal;
but I should give him more credit if he would give more
candicl attention to the word of God! ‘

Now, I will repeat the syllogism in the shape it should be:
«Whatever God wills must be accomplished ; but God wills
that those who die in \willful disobedience to the gospel of
Christ shall enjoy endless happiness; therefore, those who die
in willful disobedience to the gospel of - Christ shall enjoy
endless happiness.” That is the syllogism as it should be, in
order to have any Dearing on the proposition in debate. DBut
has he proved the major premise? T do not grant it. I claim
he has ‘not proved it. Weither is the minor premise proved
upon his part nor admitted upon mine. In both cases there
has been a complete petitio principiis he begs the whole ques-
tion. Yet he has drawn his conclusions with 2 flourish of
trumpets, as if there-were no difticulty in the way. This may
be success, but I think you will not see it in that light. Xshall
jeave the matter now, for him to pateh up if he can; and
when he does, I shall give him some more of the same kind
of work to do.

My opponent has presented some peculiar arguments—
remarkably peculiar. e based an argument upon Romans,
viii: 20, and three or four succeeding Verses, in reference to
the creature’s being « made subject to vanity.” But what is
vanity? Te tells you it is sin and misery—only he calls it by
another name, *evil.” Did you not observe his remark
about God’s repenting of the evil he had intended? God
repented of sin, did he? This may accord with the beauties
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of accuracy, but I apprehend not. I have always supposed
that scarlet fever, small-pox or famine were great evils; butare
they sins, my dear friend? Romans, viii: 20, says God did
not consult the will of the creature when he subjected him to
vanity, or sin; therefore, sin is in the universe by God’s will:
this ismy friend’s logic. According to that, God is the author
of sin; and if God is the author of sin, he is the greatest
sinner—nay, the only sinner in the universe. If God, in his
eternal counsel, intended to subject man to sin, without refer-
ence to man’s will, T want to know how in reason’s name man
is accountable for sin? But I know the dodge he will take
upon this point: he will say God knew that man would sin.

But, according to Universalism, what God knew, he foreor- -

dained. Mr. Kixg tells You that the human race was made
subject to vanity, by the will of God, without consulting the
will of the creature. But in the very next verse we have the
following—I will read the two verses in their connection: “ For
the creature was made subject to vanity, not willingly, but by
reason of him who hath subjected the same in hope; because
the ereature itself also shall be delivered from the bondage of
corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of God.”
Mr. XING, in reading this, placed great cemphasis on the final
clause; but did.you notice how lightly he passed over the
clause immediately preceding?  From what is the crea-
ture to be delivered? TFrom sin and misery? Paul says
nothing about that. Paul says the creature is to be delivered
‘“from the bondage of corruption.” What is it that is subject
to the ‘““Londage of corruption”? Is it the soul? Do you
mean to become a materialist, in support of the affirmative of
this proposition? The same that was made subject to vanity,
was also to be delivered from the bondage of corruption. I
shall leave this passage for the bresent, and see what his
ingenuity will do with it.

Having thus effectually disposed of my opponent’s argu-
ments, I will proceed to adduce arguments to establish the
negative of the proposition in debate. I profess to accept the
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seriptures as a divine revelation for the enlightenment of the
masses; if my opponent does not, he had better become a
‘atholic at once.

Now, so important are the bearings of the doctrine that
those who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ
shall enjoy endless happiness, that we would naturally expect
it to be set forth in unequivocal terms. DMr. Royce, a writer
against Universalism, uses the following language :

“Unlversalism has a different God, a different Christ, a different Spirit, a
different sinner, a different sin,” {eertainly o different sin, if evil is sin,] “a
different atonement, a different pardon, a different salvation, a difierent
resurrcction, a different Judgment, a different punishment, o difforent
heaven, o different hell—in Iine, o difference with respect to all the essential
doctrines of Christianity.”

Mr. Whittemore, referring to this representation of his
system, remarks: )

“To this we give our assent; Mr, Royee Is vight; we confirm his words."—
Prumpet and Magazine, August 18, 1838,

- Now, we conclude that the seriptures do not teach the doe-
trine of universal salvation plainly, for some Universalists have
conceded it. In a debate between . Ray and I. Xidwell, Mr.
Kidwell says:

“Ithen discovered, for the first time, that by far the greatest part 01: the
RBible is a perfeet neutrality on the subjeet [of salvation], the body 0.1 thie
book being simply historical, while a considerable portion was written either
enigmatically, poetically, preceptively, or epistolatory—the book itself not

3 i d iscover ot o system
being a system of any doctrine; hence, I diseovered that to collect a system |

of salvation out of the Bible was like collecting jewels from o heap of rub-
bish,”

Mr. Ballou, on Analogy, says:

“Even they who disclaim analogicnl deductions concerning a future state,
do nevertheless use them. Do not they contend that man will he happy
hiereafter? Not from any express assertion in the seriptures, that I recollect.
We may be told, it is the necessary inference from what they do assert, that
man will be equal to the angels, be the children of God; lncormptilv)l‘c, ina
spiritual body; that all will be sqhdnm} to God, ete, B.m., how do we ](n?\v
that these conditions will hereafter produce happiness? Iow confidently it
8 said that If men be sinners hereafter they must be miserable, i righteous,
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happy. Such is indeed the ease here; but we infer it of the future only by
analogy, and not from any direct testimony of the seriptures.”— Universalist Quar-
terly. -

Here, then, we have a concession of the fact that the serip-
tures do not teach the doetrine of universal salvation—much
less the salvation or endless happiness of those who die in
willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ.

My second argument against the proposition that those who
die in willful disobedicnce to the gospel of Christ will enjoy
endless happiness, is based upon the fact that all christians, in
cvery age, have believed the contrary. This argument refers
not to speculatists in theology, but to the masses, for whose
enlightenment the revelation was made.

My third argument is, that the masses of mankind, who
have had aceess to the scriptures, and yet have not been con-
verted, have always understood the Bible to teach endless
punishment as the destiny of the incorrigibly wicked. This is
the more remarkable, beeause the “sinister bias of ungodly
men? wishes it otherwise. Moreover, Universalists tell us-
that the great masses of convicts are believers in an endless
hell. 'What a triumph of consciousness of desert over a weakly
sentimentality !—[Time expired.] ’

MR. XING’S SECOND SPELECH.

GENXTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:—I
have been somewhat amused at-the effort of my brother; and
with that amusement was blended a pity for ‘a man who could
make suck an attempt to answer my argument. I do not
believe thereis'a man or woman in this audience, not saturated
with bigotry, who believes he has made any reply. My main
arguments he hag never touched. My leading argument, that
he is commanded to pray for the salvation of all men, lifting
up holy hands without wrath and doubting, he has not even
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referred to. And thus, without replying to my m'guments,.he
proceeds-to introduce arguments of his own, on the negative
side of the question. I had a right to call him to order for
violating the plainest rules of debate. But, brother Hobbs,
you may play that game as much as you please; you may go
where you please; I understand your purpose, and shall fxot
follow you; Ishall attend to my own business, without being
drawn or driven off in any such style. You say you under-
stand the “tricks of the trade.” Brother Hobbs, as a chris-
tian minister, you ought to be ashamed of such an expression!
Tricks! thank God, the tricks are not in my hand to play;
nor in my heart! God being my helper, I stand here to utter
and defend what I believe to ‘be his truth—not to play tricks!

Yes, my friends, I had heard some time since of brother
Hobbs’ boast that he had taken advantage of me in the man-
ner in which he has worded the question, ITe had purposely

shaped it, as you see he publicly acknowledges, se as to evade

the real issue and present a false one. e tells you that X dare
not state the question; that during the three-quarters of an
hour that T was before you in my first speech, I did not repeat
the proposition. Well, where was the necessity of my doing
it? Did not Judge Miller state the question, and call me to it?
Brother Hobbs says the question is not universal salvation. I
kriow what the question is; but X do not know wherein lies
the advantage of which he hoasts. I plant myself upon the
proad ground that all men will be saved; and if I prove that
@il men will be saved, it will need no additional argument to

. prove that those who die in willful disobedience to the gospel

will be saved—for they are included among all men.”

And I ask you, my friends, has brother Hobbs answered any
arguments to prove the salvation of all men? I‘told you at
the commencement, that every attempt to overthirow my
arguments would be an attack upon God. ITis first attempt at
refuting my argument was an attack upon God’s power to
accomplish the purposes of his will. Did he not ridicule the
idea of God’s being able to carry out his will in reference to
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the salvation of all men? IHe asks, *Does not God will, with
an irresistible will, that all men shall be saved to-day?” [Mr.
Honns—"I did not say, ‘irresistible.’’””] Well, he asked,
“Does not God will that all men should be saved to-day ?” I
answered : “No.” God says he will haveall men to br‘z saved
and to come to the knowledge of the truth, but there is no
limitation as to time. 'The word here translated *will?” is the
Greek word “thelo;”? the same word used by Christ when he
said to the man with the leprosy: “J will, be thou clean!”
Brother Hobbs’ whole argument was based upon the concep-
tion of a God unable to accomplish his purposes; clever, well-
intentioned, but weak and infirm—who would 'like to do a
good thing for his children, but can not! Every one of his
arguments was of the same character. ‘ .

Look at another point in my Drother’s Iogic: “God wills
that all men should be saved.” My brother and I both agree
in that; but my brother says,. ‘¢ All men are not saved row—

thercfore they never 2will be saved! Wondrous logic! Did he .

get that from Aristotle? I think that without much reference
to ¢ Aristotle,” and “syllogisms,” and “1naj6r and minor
premises,” and ‘‘onus probandi,” and ¢ petitio principii,’’ ete.,
this audience will be able to understand my talk. ’

My brother has advanced one remarkable idea, from which
he draws an equally remarkable conclusion. I am attempting
to prove it is God’s will that all men will jinally be saved.
‘Upon this, my brother assumes it is God’s will that all should
be saved now; and beeause all men are not saved now, con-
tends that God’s will is thwarted. Brothers and sisters, look
at this strange position for a moment. God wills that there
shall be ripened corn next fall; therefore, God wills it should
be ripe {o-duy; and since it is not ripe to-day, God’s will will
be thwarted, and corn will never ripen atall! In this argu-
ment my brother ignores the law of progress, and the onward
flow of God’s providence. I say, it is not God’s will that all
men should be perfect to-day, any more than it is his will that
all corn should be ripe to-day. In answer to all this shallow
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logie, I simply ask you to look at the method God uses in
providence to accomplish his ends. Everywhere we observe &
gradual growth, from immaturity and imperfection to ripeness
and perfection. Had God desired to create the ear of corn

fally ripe without growth, he could have done it; had he

desired to create on carth a race that at the moment of their
creation should be sinless and perfect, as the angels are, he’
could have done it.  But for man’s own final good, God saw
fit to ereate him imperfect, “gubject to vanity.” 1t is neces-
sary for the corn to progress, from the smallest germ, through
all the_maniﬁ)ld phases of imperfection, till it shall become at
last the ripened ear; and in like manner he made man, weak,
ignorant and imperfect, to pass through all the conditions of
¢hange and growth, to altimate holiness and joy. God could
have ereated and kept the whole race on angelic highths of
purity and power; bubt he chose rather to create man finite,
wealk, and ignorant, and place him in world where he must
struggle against evil on the one hand, and for good on the
other, and in the struggle develop faculty and strength. This
is the whole philosophy of life, and a beautiful philosophy it
is; but my brother appears not to have caught a glimpse of it.
Beeause corn is not ripe to-day, he argues that it never will
be; because all men are not saved to-day, he concludes there
is no salvation for them anywhere in the eternal future. I
contend that my Dbrother has no right to fix any time beyond
which salvation is an impossibility. He assumes that
what is not accomplished in this short earthly life, never will
be accomplished. ITIe hasno v -arrant, in reason or in seripture,
for any such assumption. If he proposes to build an argu-
ment upon the present apparent defeat of Goc ’s final will and
purpose, he has as much authority to apply it to the coming
morrow as to the coming world, and assert that those who are
not saved by midnight to-night never will be saved.
1 call your special attention to the fact—since my brother
has dwelt so strongly upon this branch of the subject—that in
assuming that God’s will is defeated beeause what he wills
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shall ultimalely be accomplished is not accomplished immedi-
ately, he deliberately ignores the philosophy of providence
and progress thoughout the universe. His only chance for
successfully maintaining his position is to prove that this
world is the only state of probation. This doetrine I deny:
it is the most monstrous doctrine that ever obtained currency
among men. I will not allow him to assume such a doctrine
as a basis for his arguments: he must prove it. If it be true
that all the human race who die unreconciled to God are
doomed to suffer endless misery—and the whole of the advan-
tage he claims, lies there—then, I say, he is bound to prove by
the most explicit statement of the divine word that this is the
only world of probation. A doctrine fraught with such
jnfinite and eternal consequences should be written in char-
acters of fire on every page of revelation. But do we find it

there? Notatall. The word “probation? is not to be found
in ‘the Bible, nor any word signifying it; nor is there any

language in the Bible to in'ove it, without being tortured into
a false use. Is such a doctrine to be gathered by implication
from a few doubtful passages—from the use of ambiguous
words and phrases? It is an insult to the goodness and honor
and justice of God to claim it. Let him bring his proof that
this life is the only probationary stage of existence, and sce
what he will make out.

Tt is o doctrine of my Bible that God rules,and his infinite
will and power and goodness extend throughout all worlds,
and all times. When my body dies, I am the same afterward
as before—God’s subject. Death reduces my mortal frame—
the transient habitation of my deathless soul—to its kindred
dust; but death ean not conquer God, nor place an obstacle in
the way of his redecining grace.

What has my brother done in reference to ‘the philosophy of
evil ag given in the Bible? He said I used the term “sin”
and “evil” as synonymous.
falsify, but I did no such thing. I gave a definition of “ovil,”
did I not? - Isaid, “Evil is that which tends to diminish

\
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enjoyment or increase pain.”’ All sin is evil, but all evil is not

1 sin. All violation of law is evil; but only a willful violation

of law is sin. - If T thrugt my finger into the fire, in ignorance

1 of the laws of heat, it is an evil, but not a sin.

But to return: What has my brother done with the passage

1 in the eighth of Romans, explanatory of the origin of ewvil?
TIe evidently thinks his attempt to do away with the foree of
| that passage \\;;Ls a grand suceess; but I wonder if the audi-
1 once thinks so? Let us look for a moment. at his explanation
'; of this passage—if that can be called an explanation which
1 made no attempt to explain it, but only to prove that my
-explanation was incorrect. Mo did, indeed, assert that the
1 promise that the creature shouid be “ delivered from the bond-
“"-. age of corruption” . referred to our spirits being frecd from our
1hodies at death.
1 thing about “dilemmas,” Brother ITobbs?

Dilemmas! Didn’t I hear you saying some-
Let me show you
one, so you can take a good look at its horns. Since you insist

wpon it, we will suppose the “hondage of corruption ” means

I3 our mortal bodies. But Christ came to deliver us from this
£4 ¢ hondage of corruption n_that is, according to your argument,

to sever our spirits from our bodies! Another point—another
horiof this dilemma, if you please: will you tell us how God
roleases us from this mortality ¢ into the glorious liberty of the
children of God,” when at the resurrection all souls shall be
reunited to their kindred bodies, and both, in the vast majority

He probably did not intend to

-3 of cases, be plunged into hell, chained in sin, writhing in tor-
2 ment—for I take it my brother believes in the resurrection of
i3 the hody? [MIr. Honns—"* Don’t you?”] That is not the

i question in debate, here. Brother Hobbs, as you appear never
I to have read the Bible, at least with any correct understanding
"% and discrimination, I will take o little trouble—not for the
i audience, hut for you—and endeavor to enlighten you upon

this matter. The apostle James says, ¢ Bvery man is tempted

{Ziwhen he is drawn away of his own lust, and enticed; then

when lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth sin; and sin, when

“41t is finished, bringeth forth death.” Now, lusts are placed in
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and belong to this animal nature. The apostle Paul beautifully
and strongly expresses the same when he says: ¢ T delight in
the law of God after the inward man; but I see another law
in my members, warring against the law of my mind, and
bringing me into captivity to the law of sin which is in my
members.”  So, that my brother thinks that heing delivered
from the bondage of corruption?” means being. released from
these mortal bodies, and I believe it means being delivered
from the bondage of sin, which inheres in these mortal bodies,
bringing you, and me, and the apostle Paul, and every chris-
tian on carth, into captivity to sin and death. Weare not so far

apart after all.  But while I believe that being delivered from °

this bondage “into the glorious liberty of the children of
God,” means, into the sinless’ condition of the angels, he

~believes that, to the wvast majority of the human race, *‘the
glorious liberty of the children of God” means, being bound
cternally in chains of sin, and suffering the unremitting tor-
tures of an endless hell. The audience can of course take their
choice of our definitions as to the meaning of the expression,
“ the glorious liberty of the children of God.” -l :

My fourth affirmative argument is based upon the proposi-
tion that God’s providence is perfect, and will result in bringing
all things into harmony with himself.

Will is everywhere the product of character. God’s will is
the product of his essential character. But God’s character is
changeless; thervefore his will and providence are changeless
in government and nature. ‘I presume my brother will not
venture to deny this plain statement and postulate. James
says (i: 17), ‘with the Father of Lights, *there is no variable-
ness, neither shadow of turning.”” Isnot this precisely what
our souls demand of an infinitely wise and perfect God?
Beeause perfect, his character needs no change, and knows
none. Job says (xxiii: 13), speaking of the Almighty: “Ic
is in onemind, and who ean turn him? Tothis Brother JTobbs
replies: ““ Any man ean turn him.” But Job adds something
more: *What his soul desireth, even that ke doeth.”  To this

T e D
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Brother Fobbs makes another addendum: ¢ Provided, man will
let him!”? To all such statements regarding the unchanging
will and immutable purpose of God, my brother utters an
indignant denial. «In my former speech I quoted the divine
declaration: My counsel shall stand, and I will do all my
pleasure.” DMy brother insists upon thrusting an “if?? into
the mouth of the Almighty, andadds: ¢ if it be consistent with

. man’s pleasure?’ Very well, here is Brother Hobbs versus the

Bible. My brother’s logic is based upon the idea of a God

changeable, spasmodic, impotent, as the most fickle and fecble
of human beings. While God says: “I will do all my
pleasure,’”” Brother ITobbs says, it is God’s pleasure for “allmen

to be saved and to come to & knowledge of the truth,” but that

God’s pleasure is not done, and never will be. While God says

that what his soul desireth, even that he doeth,”” Brother

obhs says that God in his soul desires to save all men, but in

the vast majority of eases is prevented from doing it! IIisargu-

ment is based upon the idea of a finite, imperfect, incompetent,

inconstant being, whose plans are changed and whose purposes
are thiwarted by the feeblest of his creatures. My argument is
hased upon the idea of a perfect, infinite, immutable God, as
set forth in the Bible—and whatever may be your prejudices
against me or my cause, T want you to observe that I base my
arguments upon the Bible; upon the plain and positive declar-
ation of the scripture: ¢ The Lord Gor omnipotent reignetli!”’
—[Time expired.]

MR. HOBBS SECOND SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS:—I must say  that I am more
than pleased with the result of my first appearance in
formal public discussion. I did notcven dream that I could
have so disconcerted my ojpponent by the remarks made in
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my former speech. Flis plan seems to be to contradict every
thing—himself, as well as me. He tells you I have denied that
God eould do, or would do, his will and pleasure. Did I not
positively assert that my theory was based. upon those very
passages which he quoted to prove his own?

e says it is not true that he used the terms “sin” and
“avil” synonymously, or as interchangeable. I know that he
did, and so do you. [Mr. Kixe—* Brother Hobbs, I did
not.””] I have the proof here in my hands that he did. But
let him deny it—that report will show. Ilis third argument
was based upon “the nature of evil.” Ile says God can not
confer immortality upon evil. Did he not mean to assert that
God could not give immortality to sin?  [Mr. Kixeg—*“Did 1
sny any such thing 7] Did you not use the terms “evil” and
“gin” interchangeably? [Mr. Kix¢—¢No, Sir.?] What
bearing had your argument upon the proposit-io.u, then?
When you claimed that “evil” was in existence in accord-
ance with the divine purpose, did you mean simply small

pox, searlet fever, eatarrh, consumption, etc.? Were you not

actually talking about “sin,”” whatever might be the exact
tefms you used ?

Mr. King said that I must answer lhow tevil? comes.
Did he not mean, X must answer how “sin’ comes? He says,
“evil is any thing that diminishes pleasure or increases pain;”’
and adds that I must tell how “evil” came into the world;

-then turns around and in the samne breath says that “sin” lies

inside the providence of God. All this while he was talking
of the same thing, only sometimes he called it “evil,” uua
sometimes “sin.”” That is what I call using the terms “sin”
and “evil”. interchangeably. The report will justify my
assertion.

Tt was most amusing to wateh his efforts to patch up that
«will”? argument. T must confess I had no thought I had so
completely annihilated his argument at the first attempt.
Tlig utter failure musgt have been apparent to every cnndid
person present.  Ife says T can not believe that God’s will can
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he accomplished next fall—that the corn will ripen next fall—
because it is not ripened now. Certainly I can and do believe
it. But I asked him, ‘‘are any persons saved now 2 and he
answered: “Yes.” Then, I said, those who are saved now, are
gaved either in accordance with God’s will, or contrary to
God’s will; and of course he dare not say they were saved
contrary to God’s will, but quoted scripture to prove that it
was the will of God that all men’ shounld be saved. Then, I
asked him if it was not God’s will that all men should be
saved now, i.e. in this life? To that he answered: “No.”
Then T told him, if it is not G »s will that all men should be
gaved now, those who are saved now are saved contrary to
God’s will. Then he saw the trap I had set for him, but it
was too late to retreat.

You heard me say something about the horns of a dilemma,
did you? Yes and you folt them, too. [Mr. Kixe—** Terri-
bly V7] ‘

My oppouent said man was not created perfect. I sald
nothing about heing created perfect. e said, quoting from
I Timothy, ii: 4, that God wills that all men should be saved,
and come to a knowledge of the truth. But if he will turn
over to II Timothy, iii: 7, he will see that some men are
« gyer learning and never able to come to the knowledge of
the truth,”” My opponent says, since God wills the salvation
of all men, all men will be saved, or else God’s will will be
thwarted. My objection to his position is, he malkes the will
of God absolute in reference to human affairs, leaving 1o room
for Mmoral ageney in man. 1Te has told us, truly, that the
seriptures are to decide this matter. Well, Paul says (IT
Timothy, i: 8-9), “ Be not thou therefore ashamed of the testi-
mony of our Lord, fior of me his prisoner: but be thou
partaker of the afilictions of the gospel, according to the
power of God; who hath saed us, and called us with an holy
calling, not according to our works,’—note tha o put aclord-
ing to Lis own purpose and grace, which was given us in Christ

3
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Jesus hefore the world began.”’ Here, then, we find that at
the time-when the apostles wrote, there were some who had
been saved, and that according to the purpose of God. But
my opponent says, God wills that some men should be saved
now, 4. . in this life. According to this you are a partialist;
and your pulpit has been ringing with partialism ever sinee
you have been in it. If, some menwere saved eighteen hund-
red years ago, “ according t:o God’s own purpose,”’ and yet,
others who lived at the same time, are not saved till millions
of years after death, perhaps, then, these if gaved in accord-
anco with God’s will and purpose, must be the objects of
divine partinlity.

My opponent accuses me of ridiculing the will of God. I
hardly know how to account for this absurd charge. Ican
only cxplain it by the confusion into which the man was
thrown, heing utterly unprepared for my unauswerable reply

to his argument. You all saw how utterly confused he was.
Te really seemed to have no idea what he was saying, or what
to say next. Did he take any position on the trilemma I gave
him in reference to the commandments? T asked him
whether it was not the will of God that men ghould not steal,
lie, murder, ete., NOW; this he dare not deny. Then, if it be
God’s will that men should not steal, lie, murder, cte., his will
must be thwarted, for we know that men do, steal, lie, murder,
and disobey every other of the ten commandments; there isa
man now in prison in the lower part of this building, for
murder, to be hung on the tenth of mext month. Now, i it
was Godl’s will that that man should not murder, God’s
will was thwarted, for he did murder a fellow creature; but
if it was God’s will that he should wmurder, and if, as my
opponent claims, God’s will is absolute, and manw’s will can
not jllterfel'c with it or thwart it, then that murderer is to be
hunf for fulfilling the will of God—and that, too, when it was
utterly impossible for him to do anything clse than precisely
what he did. '
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Now, since Mr. King has been s0 kind as to give a disserta-~
tion on theg eighth of Romans, I will return the favor and
enlighten him upon the will of God. [Mr. Krxe—* Do so, if
you please.”] By the way, I wonder he has not quoted the
passage aniformly quoted in debates of this kind: « TJe doeth
according to his will in the army ‘of Heaven, and among the
inhabitants of the earth.” But, I will tell him what is the
trouble with his argument: God’s will is absolute as o rule of
Jis own action; hence the scriptures say: “JIe doeth”—not
man, but e P—God—* dveth according to his will in the

army of Teaven, and among the inhabitants of the carth.”

Tere the will of God, as a rule of divine action, is not made to
depend for results upon man’s moral ageney ; it1s absolute.
But God’s will, a8’ & yule of human action, is not absolute.
God makes his will known, bub makes the result, in the cast
of man, to depend upon man's moral agency. TIonece we find
the Savior using such language as thiz: *Come unto me, all
ye that labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you rests”’
and again: “Ye \will not come to me that ye might have life.”
God wills that all should come and receive life now—or clse he
is a partial God, for some do now receive that life. The same
idea of God’s Will contingent upon man’s willingness; is found
in the Savior’s apostrophe to Jerusalem: O, Jerusalem, Jeru-
salem! thouthat killest the prophets, and stonest them which
are sent unto thee, how often would I have gathered thy chil-
dren together, even as a hen gathereth her chickens under her
wings, and y¢ would not ! Again: e spirit and the bride
say, Come. And let him. that heareth say, Come. And let
him that is athirst come. And whosocrer aeill, let him take
the water of life freely.” So, you €&, notwithstanding my
opponent’s endeayors to make it appear SO absurd, man’s will
has something to do with the matter. And there is no contra-
diction nor inconsistency in this; it is mot 2 thwarting of
God’s will, since it ig his will that certain results should
depend upon man's will, When you become able to under-
stand this, Mr, King, you will sec and regret the fallacics and
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absurdities with which your arguments have hitherto
abounded.
* AMr. King is in a condition of hopeless confusion {11 regard to
the eighth of Romans. Iam well aware that this is usually
regarded as the stronghold of Universalism. Hesays the Greek
word Xlisis, occurring in the twenty-second verse, and transla-
ted ¢ the whole creation,” means “the whole human family.”
Now, it is a rule of interpretation that if a word be properly
defined, the definition may be substituted in the context, and
not injure or alter the semse. Is not that correct? ’[Mr.
Kina—*Yes.?] Well, let us read this passage again, in its
connection: ‘“The creature itself also shall be delivered from
the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the
children of God.” Al men are the * children of God,” you
Universalists hold, don’t you? [Mr. Kine—* Don’t 'r,/ou?”]
I will attend to that, presently. [Mr. Kine—! I‘\\'ould
simply say here, that ¢ the children of God,” or ‘“sonsof
God,” T understand t6 mean angels, or a higher race of beings;
as it is stated, (Job, xxxviii: 7), that when the founda,tionsbo;‘
e e o o st i i
1 . HEE: o the glorious
liberty o.i this happy and sinless race, man is to be delivered
from this bondage of a corrupt, carnal nature.”’] Well, he
says “the children of God” means “‘angels;” I expected l’xim
to commit just that blunder, and then. I expected to turn it
_upon him, just as I shall when I have finished up the subject
under more immediate consideration. But to proceed with
the passage we were reading: ¢ Forwe know that the whole
creation”’—7tisis, which Mr. King declares to mean the entire
human family—*groaneth and travaileth in pain together
until now ; and not only they ’—the whole human family—
% ut ourselres also, which have the first-fruits of the spirit, even
we ourselves groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoption
to wit, the redemption of the body.” Mark—not only kt'isis’
which my opponent declares to mean “the whole humm;
ﬁuni]y,” but “ourselves also’ wait for this redemption
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. that is, as General Taylor once said, «The whole tworld

and the rest of mankind!” Oh, this is a beautiful interpreta-
tion of God’s word! Itis strange my opponent can not see
into what follies such doctrines as he is advocating logically
lead him, and evade the snare! When he has attended’ to
this T shall probably have occasion to refer again to kéisis.

' Perhaps I ought not to dwell any longer upon the eighth of
Romans; but I want you to keep one point at the very found-
ation of my opponent’s argument, constantly before you, viz:

. that when the creature was subjected to vanity, God did it;

God subjected the creature to vanity, not consuiting the crea-
ture’s will, e may say that man was created, not subject to
the necessity of sinning, but only to the lability of sinning.
But these fine-spun distinctions make no difference in the
argument. There is not a Universalist standard author who
does not take the position that whatever God foreknows he
foreordains. Mr. Xing talkes the same position. e asserts
that God looked through this whole plan and its results, and
that whatever is in that plan, or results from ‘the forces set in

_operation by him, are in accordance with his will and purpose.

This is his own language here to-night, as near as I ean quote
from memory. Ie accomplishes all his plans, and all results
are in harmony with his purposes. Why not plainly say in
accordance with Rogers, that God is the author of all sin, and
that ¢ all events take place agreeably to the unalterable decrees
of Jehovah?? This is precisely what Mr. King means—he
can mean nothing else; and yet before this discussion is
through with, he will tell you that for every sin & man com-
mits he must suffer its full desert; that there is no pardon that
can release the sinner from the full penalty of his sin. His
doctrine is: God created us subject to sin and misery, with-
out our desire or consent; then, knowing that we would sin—
forcordaining that we showld sin: by his unalterable decrees
making it an impossibility that we should #0t sin ; and yet he
wills to wring out of us, in S0rTows, pains and penalties, the last
jota of punishment our sins deserve—or, rather, would deserve
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were we, and not he, the author of them;—and there is no

remission’ of the penalty! ™This is the character Mr. King
ageribes to God; and yet he accuses me of assaulting the char-
acter of God! There is an old and homely adage, by which
my friend might profit: * Those who live in glass houses
should not throw stones.”

Mr, King, in order to get rid of the subject under debate
and drive me off upon side issues, affirms that T must prove
another state of probation. That is a bright idea, isn’t it—for
me to abandon the discussion of the question before us, and
enter upon the task of proving another state of probation?
No other life of probation than this is revealed to us; if weare
not saved here, neither you nor I know of any place or time
when we can be saved. .

My opponent assumes to ridicule my “tricks of the trade.”
But he is beginning to see and feel their effect, as I knew Lo
would. My only trick consisted in shaping the proposition so
as to force him to come up publicly to a fair and square affirm-
ation of the doctrine he preaches. I did not intend to allow
him to come up here and appeal to your sympathies by por-
traying the heathens, and infants, and idiots, roasting in hell-
fire. ’ ’

By referring to Iedges’ Logic, page 159, my Iriend will
find that the first canon of logic requires that the proposition
must contain the point, and only the point, to ke debated. I
framed the proposition in accordance with that rule. Then do
not accuse me with perpetrating a *trick.” I have simply
brought him up to a direct afirmation of the doetrine he really
preaches, but under the cover of ‘glittering generalities.”
The favorite mode of argument with this class of men, is by
appealing to the sympathies and prejudices of their hearers—

“as did one of his brethren, riding on the cars, not long since.

Addressing a lady, he inquired of her: “How would you like
to know that your son, your darling and beautiful boy, in
whom all your hopes are centered—how would you like to
know that you had becn the means of bringing that boy into
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the world, to sin, and die, and go down to an endless thll o
0Of course the mother did not wish it, from which the Univer-
éa‘list argued that it could not be true. What sort of logic is
that? DBecaused mother does not wish her boy to suffer end-
Jess punishment, therefore there can be no such thing as endless
punishment. Apply the same logic to the gallows, and see
whether it holds true. Mother, would not your hearf, be
wrung with agony to know that your only child was'dest‘med
to become a robber ora murderer, and to expiate his crimes
upon the gallows? Of - course you would. Therefore, accord-'
ing to my friend’s mode of reasoning, there c.nn be no .gullovs: '
But you know that argument to be utterly 111001'1cluswe'; it I
no argument at all. That kind of maudlin _sent:lmcu‘fahsm is
precisely what I intended to cut out of this discussicn, and
narrow it down to the one question in debate, when I f ramed.
the question as it stands.—[Time expired.]

MR, KING'S THIRD SPEECH. -

BROTHER DMODERATORS, LADIES AND GEB:TLEMEN 1
propose at the outset, this evening, to notice a po_mt attempted
to be made by my brother on Monday evel}mg, \\rhen he
quoted to you the language of the apostle Paul, in 1T Tunoth):,
i: 9: ¢ According to the power of God, who hath saved 1u§,
and called us with & holy calling, not z_wcordil}g to our .\voms:
.but according to his own purpose and grace, which was given us
in Christ Jesus before the world began.” 'l"he strang?st am:
most significant thing in connection with this matter is, _.tha
of all others, should have been quoted by my friend
argument that God governs in h}mmn
affairs in accordance with his own will. There is not in the
whole Bible a verse morc directly to the point in my I‘uv(v)'r,‘
and against his position. You all remember what he was

this verse,
in opposition to my

25
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attempting to prove by this passage; namely, that some per
sons were fllready saved in the days of the ;11’)ostlesl I 012?111_
ﬂ,l]at all 'w111 be finally saved. My brother zu'gue.s:, .that tll(l)sclz
::, illtl) (:\f'e(l} (i) ?{“;idczllﬁné wire’;zwed either in harmony with t-l‘le
i , sontrary to the will of 3 if contrar,

will of G'ocl, then God’s will was nZt ((ix(ﬁi’e:lfggr't 1“11; )iy:olth'e
mony with the will of God, then God was p:u'tin’l, in csmvli?llf:'

saving

some i i
gome then, and not saving others till afterward! Can you sce -

f)h‘etlielcvmlcy of this? .If this argument, in the hands of my
ﬂl]z ;er, be‘ 1 szord a:fgamst. me, it is a two-edged sword, with
S mr.pest edge against him. If my brother brings a charg
of partiality against God for saving some bcfor: l‘le smoc‘
o'thers, what will he say when, according to his own doc;;‘;"@
God saves some and never saves others at all; wi God
takes up & man, for no good works of his o ’ “' e tho
v 1, for 10 8¢ " s own, a sinner, the
chie 9 sinners, makes him a bright and shining light in 4l
christian world, and at last bears him to mansi:;nS t(’)f ter 1 !
glory, while his neighbors, no worse, nor so b-ldl as lc Qlfh?l
turned over to eternal damnation? Not only thi‘s i)utb r ~1e’ :‘1'0
ber how Paul was converted. God performed "L mir'cll-)llull-
g}onvert him. God could convert every sinner (;n thc‘ftu?e 0(;
P;eu 1eul:;hé ];y perfo‘rming such a miracle as he did to convert
aul; ut he does not choose to do it. According to my
fllel:ld 5 theplogy, God performs a miracle to convertcthe cl1iét'
of sinners, but plunges his fellow-sinners into an endless hell!
L.ow whose theory accuses God of partiality? God l;'\s tl'-
right to select men out of an age, a race, a generation, a 1§atio$xe
for a special purpose, and endow them with power :;'nd confc;
upon them authority to carry out that purpose. But my
bro’fhfar arraigns God for this, Nay, more: he arraigns Go;l
for injustice and partiality, because he does not convertb'ﬂl me
on the same day! What sort of logic is that? Tet m‘e H ]C'n
another application of the very same principle, to ethil];i]td':c(i
absur'dity. God created Paul eightecn llimdr,ed y(:m's w]oS
])u_t did not create Brother Hobbs until eighteen ]1111;c1;'cd :(:n’
after Paul was created. Supposing both of them to he s}aveg

iz Paul, happy
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and sent to Heaven, of which I have not a doubt; then here
in Heaven eighteen hundred years before

Brother Hobbs—having eighteen hundred years the advantage

" of him in Heaven! There is o parallel to my brother’s appli-

cation of the logic of, partiality.

My brother has endeavored to invalid
based upon the wil of God, by trying to show you that God
can not and does not accomplish his will.  You remember 1
told you at the bheginning, that every time he attempted to
make a point against my ‘doctrine and in favor of his own, he
would attack some attribute of God. Tovil and sin and saffer-
are in the world to-day 5 €70, they will continue for ever:
the whole force of my brother’s reasoning upon this point turns
upon this postulate, cither openly asserted, or implied. God is
as just, and good, and wise, and powerful, to-day, as he ever
will be; consequently, whatever is allowed to exist to-day
under the just and good and wise and powerful rule of God,
must always continue to oxist: thatishis assumption. Ihave
before shown you that this assumption ignores the whole lesson .
of God in providence; that man, like cvery other created -
heing, commences physi'*nlly, mentally, morally, gpiritually,
at the bottom of the seale, & babe, an infant; that he passcs
through Processes, changes, devclopments, to a ripened end;
that immaturity and imperfection .amust exist anterior to
maturity and perfection; that in the economy of growth and
progress, evil is an incident, serving a temporary purpose, and
when that purpose is accomplished, finally to pass away. But,

shys my brother, evil is here now, and because it is here now,

he denies that it will ever pass away. The inability of God to
prevent evil, or to do away with it when thrust into the uni-
verse (as my -brother claims) contrary to his will, lies at the
foundation of all his logic. This low, narrow, one-sided view

—s0 uncomplimentary, irreverent, I might say hlagphemous,

toward God—and explanatory of nothing, after all-ignores

the whole philosophy of growth and progress, ag manifest in
nature and humanity. Character is the fruit of growth;

ate my argument

ing
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growth is the product of action; action springs from motive;
motive is rooted in necessity. The simple fact that man is
created not a man, but an infant, is & complete denial and

overthrow of all my brother’s logic. Under the providence of -

an infinitely wise, good and powerful God, an infant is born
into the world to-day, and according to my brother’s logie, it
must remain an infant throughout eternity. My:body is sensi-
tive to cold, and when subjected to it, suffers pain; the necessity
of preserving my body from the effects of an undue degree of
cold is reported to my brain and urged upon my consciousness
by the pain I suffer—and pain and suflering ave ““evils;” but
by them I am stimulated to action, and I elothe my body; in
the toil which is necessary to procure that clothing I uniold
and discipline my faculties, But the logic of my brother, who
argues that the evils to which man is subjected to-day must
hold him in subjection forever, would assert that because I
suffer from cold to-day, it would be proper for an infinitely
wise, and just and benevolent God to thrust me into a snow-
_bank to frecze for ever! Iam hungry, and hunger is a painful
feeling—insuficiency of food is a great *“evil,” but hunger’
impels me to action, in order to procure that which shall satisfy
this necessity of my nature; and in action I unfold my physi-
cal and mental powers, and develop manly strength. But
because God has made the pangs of hunger incidental to exist-
ence and a stimulant to action here, therefore—according to
my brother’s logic—a man may legitimately expect to starve
to all eternity! But this logic proves something more; it
proves something not only against sinners, but against saints—
using the term “saints?’ in its ordinary and legitimate sense.
" For it so happens that that God, the infinitely wise and good
and powerful God, whose special child my brother is, if he is
converted—ordains, or orders, or permits, or suffers, (you
may choose whatever term best suits yourself), that Brother
Hobbs should be subjected to-day to the undeniable and excru-
ciating “evil”? of a severe tooth-ache; therefore—according to
Brother Hobbs’ logie—he must suffer that terrible tooth-ache
throughout eternity !
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In support of my proposition that evil is included in zllxe
domain of God, having a temporvy place and 1)111;1305(3 11; ﬂxe.
divine economy, I have quoted the plainest declarations o 1¢
word of God. You can not but have noticed that he has ne';rer
even referred to the seripture proofs that I presented; Ec ]m:
sedulously avoided all the leading arguments I :\ddu'(.e d, .u.n .
lwhole effort has been to ridicule my 1)051t1011;,but m'd ou:;,

4 . a
this, he has only ridiculed God, censured GO(;I S pmw Cltll(;”’,
dcni’cd God’s word. If he denies that evil has its plac_c wi .

V , ) 1 s i 8 g i-
the domain of God, gerving a temporary 1)urpc1)ae in 1}:, c1:)1l :)1‘0 '
: ; 5 enee it ¢ S,
it is r s place to show you whe !
dence, it ismy brother y L whence T siste
oo ae who it is that has sent here, &
and how it comes; W ho et a .
i 'Gy SC hat God does
Lecoeds in keeping here, something tht
upon and succeeds In g h od | ‘
n})t \\"zmt heve? I think it will not satisfy this muhenclc tf]o:)
i ridicule me, and
¥ y simply stand here, and ri
niy brother to simp % eule e, oy
i v rithout offering a single eXpi
Bible, and deny both, W ' : : cpranafory.
s‘un‘n'e’stion of his own. Tell this audience, Brother 1101-)1)1’11
OVT{: have not its proper place and beneficent purp(-)tael in bl)e7
L i \eX. it be not here
ivi wame it here? If it be n
divine economy, how ¢ e oy
i in spit bha ion, by whose
ivine i spite of that inten , ;
divine intention, but in entlon, by W95
intention is it here? o stands here and asser ts that 0\711t1.5t'1;s
. H 0 3 3 s 4 l
the universe, without telling us why or whenee; but thY 1.e_nt
contrary to the will of God, who does not and can né)t tlzx e; ;
2 in insists that he is not attacking
i i e St ‘eath he insists that he is
it: and in the same bre: 4 Y . king
t.l;e will and power of God! T want him now to ;10101t-hcén‘ile\?1
o i i s proofs I pres
i > the w. with ‘the seripture proois Ly
one thing or the other, Wi o0fs I presdt’ =
here Iah:we quoted any pumber of such passages ‘\s, ,tlz‘olie
“ 2y counsel shall stand, and I will do uley Il)le;llsll?t (¢ 1’1i5 o
isi i g an turn him? and whi
s in one mind, and who can ~ ‘
e ven :th-tt he doeth.”” In the name of Ieaven, Whit
o i serl ? aceepts
is my brother going to do with these scr lptElt[:eS ? ‘Efolllgeq}?t-‘lhe
i : 1 yield his position a H !
them, let him say 50, and : O e his
ies t t say g0, and no longer pretenc At
denies them, let him say s0, ) . e e
i ] ar aceept them, he ds
iti » Bible. He dare not ace C
position upon the o e thom}
] H akes no reference whe !
not deny them ; so he ma ! . y O
yet his denial of my position is a logical denial of these scrip
turcs upon which I base my position.

desireth, e
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But e does not forget the Bible entirely. Xe has volun-
teered, at last, to help me to a text, and wonders why I have
not quoted it before, as it is a favorite one with our people.
Well, it is true I have not yet brought up all the texts that
might have been adduced in support of my position—for I
have not had time to quote the whole Bible. Iere is the text
he was so anxious for to me quote: ‘“He doeth according to
his will in the army of Heaven, and among the inhabitants of
the earth ; and none can stay his hand, or say unto him, What
dost thou?” Very well: there is a text of his own furnishing,
in support of my position; I accept it. But what will Zie do
with it? Does he deny it? I want to know whether he
thinks that statement is true or not? TPoor man! It wasa
pitiful sight to see him break his little, puny lance ugzﬁnst that
granite wall! DMy brother, there that text stands, an impreg-
nable bulwark for christian faith, defying every skeptical
assault that can be made upon it. But does the audience
remember my brother’s comments upon this passage? They
were most profound, and well worth remembering : He said
that when the text says, “ He doeth according to his will,” it
means that he—Gop—doeth according to his will, and not
man! Sublime conception! Profound insight! ‘What new
meaning is thrown upon the text, under the light of his bril-
liant christian genius! But in the next breath he boldly
declares that God’s will is contingent upon human will, when
'dealing with human affairs; that “ he doeth according to his
will in the army of IHeaven,” his will there being absolute;
and also “among the inhabitants of the earth’”—when the
inhabitants choose to let him! I appeal to the audience if this
is.not a fair statement of his argument ‘upon the will of God
heing contingent upon man’s will.  But the text goes further;
it says: “None can stay his hand,””  “Talse,”” cries my
brother; ‘“any onc can stay his ‘hand, and thwart his plans
and defeat his will, now, and to all eternity.” '

My brother has drawn into the discussion—unnecessarily, it
seems to me—the difficult problem of divine foreknowledge
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st mi i ages.
and decrees, which has perplexed the ablest mn;;ls in falll m.; >
‘ l if i y errible thing for me
¥ i e, as if it were 2 terrible thing
He thrusts it upon me, ; D Ry
i * him and his bI
i a very simple thing for h ;
yrapple with, but & v : et
%eill 1 do not.see why it should be my special buSLT'leZS. °
settle this vexed question of foreknowledge and delcxee. ,‘1 )
tr » i : -plain it in such & man=
rikes iti remy place to explain man
strikes me it is no mor : n ich &
ner as to make it harmonize with 7y position, than it is IHC
A N . . s T . T
place to explain it s0 it will harmonize with Zis po=Iltllonueuge
! it upe i < i cha
5 i __1 thrust it back upon him.
thrusts it upon me I " e
it in har h their theo
i is fri 3 solve it in harmony Wi
him and his friends to : R e
50, 1 ime cnough
en t ve done so, it will be noug
logy; when they<hav 30, e ey theo-
? to solve it in accordanc .
them to call upon moe ance Wit Y
logy. Lwish the audience to observe that all‘ :,ud.\ difticu '
‘n‘z just as formidable in his path as they m’cf in mm?. 1o the
‘ Precisely the same course he attempted in 1'ei‘c1(,m.: o
; : v to furnish a
igl i1: he endeavored to compel mce \
B o sl ithout furnishing 2
is eplanation of the matter, withou oy
and consistent explanatio \ thou A
word of explanation of his own. He endemvomd‘ t(i e
me into @ difficulty by hegging, me to say thag 601(3 \ :ﬁ '
of ] sy S s his benetid, ¢
3 s half tempted to say SO for
author of sin. I was ha _ b b
‘10% and forlorn was he for lack of something to sA).b : ; “-,111
b y H s A3 3 H 11 L3 1.1 1 -
01 hat God is the author of sinj
am not going to say the LS s Tooks
ink ¥y confess 10
ar that I think you Wi
construct an argument . L fess
i as diftie - him to answexr <
logical, and which would be as difficult for hi ¢
(=]
Oy 1 * his free will, or
My brother says, man sins by the use o% hl? f‘u,le w m,c o
But who gave to man this moral agency .

O el of did he know

. . S
Why, God, of coursc. Is .G‘rod‘) msﬁ‘;n;iy 13\:} ﬁg hedums. i
the end from the beginning * he > dedes.

v 1od eave man free agency, did he nov 17110\\ ‘ :
\\:ll(;flllldczlse ?t? Certainly. And he conferred 1t upol\;l)l:&: :12
his own free will and pleasure; he was u11c1ert112rzgtcllllz‘ll "
to give that dangerous power to man', or exgzn ! (()) ; Sh‘] T
all. Now, if God is nqt the potentm.l au “101 h m’mcu]ty -
Do you not see that my brother finds just '15 1'11:;((;“ O ashs of
solving that problem as 19 Take forcordina as
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argument, an W I'ln(l 1t ]dStab the same p()lnt so far ¢ ble
g €I y & d € 13 o 2 as t} ‘

origin of sin is concerned. But I claim that tl )
orlg S Is concer q he pro
(;:;)(11:35 Ifi llilleg“l?,i 11tn ]1115 hands than in mine; for 111e c};l\iﬁ; ilﬁ:}c
o t]mt‘ i de,cs, f(itltlel:ed, thwarted, by man’s will—he is
roartl it l-obbe(i \‘f i ls']eft free, sovercign, triumphant,
forgetﬁng that on thz olﬁgl?tlcasi?ifg "’?nd léecome i
o ¢ on the s ; sition, God’s will is fet-
: 1(]3;?:{ 1;1(;30111)3}\7\’(11 zls (I:nnted, his plans are thwarted, by Illjats:cs
O oend] O,S; nS(. Fod bec:omes.t-he slave. Any system that
pestulate t],m; .G (:R’and misery is based upon the miserable
eantic. il 1-.5 plan of creation and redemption is a
glgand caries , I-)Iemg l.ef:b completely under the control of
pnat e m.rﬂ .ow different a conception of God is this
It you ncver- L ;n the passages of scripture I have quoted ‘
one should stand ]fcltom:.lli]llt&?yul?f (.ilin )_'0“1‘1 it s
one should st and say, he simple but i
; :;ﬁ:;?ec];oi:gépt-u;e:~“ The 'Lord God omnip;tent reigilctgllxx’r’n—c
e (,) fn]l1 i :lit?ly. k}ud, infinitely powerful—having
rposing to oo th.) or his glory and their own good, and
prrpos Hem-én ‘ ifctl]n. at last to peace and purity, and happi-
rou helioved 1t \.VOL 1 :IS were thc‘statement made to you, and
e i s my, bmltl( ?’ou ever imagine or dream of such a
already remarked _f- 1(:31 '::t:md‘s here to defend? As I have
will, and contingeill upc:lllS‘]u\;;ilnmbgfxco‘nditimml e rith
N nt L - huma, aprice, in accordance wit
in)mine’ 3; gntlgﬁzl ng , L.hf: difficulties in his way are no les(; \’c“t::[xllll
WLl e e ‘\13(1)11 v t;h:tt Go'd’s will alone is the sovereign
nits wills, withea t\ 1b es a:re }nf(}rlor afld finite, and that thebso,
erushing ot thote foos nl(:)(; .uvxb,]ected into slavery and without
contod and araddeay aency, (‘:211'1 be swayed by motives pre-
Gods and o t];e y '1'1101(1'0@ into ]x:u:mony with the will of
mening of the mig:;:nptuxes dc.zclm'e will be done: this is the
%;rnnd A or' 1230:); Shrlst, the purpose of the whole
s Sovercian, and oo ! D 1(311. I affirm that God’s will
e ae;] e nan’s will subordinate. My brother
Yy this in words, but bases his logic upon the
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'5 will is sovereign, and God’s will subor-

hypothesis that man
dinate; that God +yills all men should be saved and come to a

knowledge of the truth, but that man does, and will to all
cternity, thwart and defeat God’s will. My brother argues for
man’s free agency. I am not here to contradict him, so far as
that is concerned. But, taking him upon his own ground, he
will not deny that when God conferred free agency upon man,
he knew how man would use that power. God had a definite
the benefit of man, but gave man a power
to defeat that purpose. In other words, God deliberately
willed to defeat his own will, and ingeniously planned and
purposed to thwart his own plans and purposcs! My brother,
until you pull this beam out of your own ¢ye, don’t be so
anxious about the little motes in your neighbor’s cyes!

Unable to answer my argunments—atb least, I have good
reason for supposing s0, for he has as yet paid no attention to
them—he has quoted for your cdification the language of Bal-
lou, Whittemore, Rogers, and others. You all sce through
that game. That is one of the “tricks of the trade,” too. If
1 were base enough I could play it upon him. Iam nothere
to defend everything that may have peen said by other men
who have believed the doctrine of universal salvation; if they
uttered absurdities, J am not responsible for them. This is
another effort on his part to draw me away from the subject
undor discussion, and waste my time and that of the audience
upon jrrelevant issues. I, too, might bring some choice
extracts from the literature of those who have held to his side
of this question. [Mr. IoBD __«Pring thent on!”’] But he
would deem it a violation of the yules of christian fairness and
the propricties of discussion, were I to attempt to hold him
responsible for all the absurdities his prethren have cver
uttered. T say that his course in this matter is an appeal to 2
base prejudice, and ig utterly unworthy of a christian debater
and gentleman.

With a dread, a trembling
heard him the other night warn you ag

purpose in view for

dread, he could not repress, I
ainst listening to any
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appeal to your sympathies. Tor my part, I thank God for
human sympathy. But my brother may well tremble, for he
knows that every human sympathy utters its eternal protest
against the merciless theology he defends. I was ashamed of

him, and for him, and shocked, and so were you, when he
ventured to speak with a sneer—actually with o sneer—of a
mother’s love, and the feeling she manifested, when asked
.whether she could be happy if she knew that her child was
eoing to hell. In the name of Heaven, is this holiest affection
beneath the sky to be answered by a brutal sneer, that a mis-
crable dogma may be defended ?>—[Time expired.]

MR. HOBBS' THIRD SPEECH.

MrEssRS. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:—IL

might, if I were so disposed, cull a beautiful boquet of epithets,
distributed so profusely through the speech to which you have
just listened. But I forbear; for I have something better,
which I shall endeavor to present. But I must say that this
debate has been conducted s6 ﬁu‘,‘ very much out of the pro-
priety which I had hoped would attend its prgsecution; and,
in proof that I am not mistaken in my idea as to how a debate
of this kind should be conducted, I wish to read a short extract

from one of the most able, talented, learned ministers in the
Universalist ranks—>Mr. Austin: -

“In a well-regulated discussion, its tone and character depends materially
upon the course pursued by the aflicmative. If the individual who occupies
that position adopts a manly, dignified plan of procedure—if he adheres
closely to the question, and forms his arguments so that they bear legiti-

. mately and directly upon it—then the negative will be enabled to pursue a
simllar course, and the way is open for an interesting and profitable investi-
gntion, But when the aflirmative chiooses to lead into another track—resorts
to sophistry, trickery, deception—indulges in a strain of fault-finding, vitu-
peration, misrepresentation—into harsh censures, hard names, low epithets
~—the negative, though unwarranted in pursuing a similar course, even by
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such an example, must necessarily modify the nature of his replies to nflc;it
50 uﬁplcnsnnt an exigency, and the debate can not but lose much of its
attraction and value.”

T propose, the first thing Ido to-nig!lt, to hastily review "clf.
arguments presented by the affirmative on Mon'day .evemn
e complains that I have not paid any attention to ‘che’mi
have pushed them aside; have purp.osely evaded t'he rea
issues in debate. IIe had better wzute.d. I told. ]11}11 that
every argument he advaneced should receive du?, attfm:lo;. o

Mr. King has told you, and that truly, the Bible is to e‘ )
ultimate arbiter in this discussion. O, that he could fully 1?1 :
izo the force of the declaration he has -made! ]31-1t what 1;;
he done toward bringing his propositlon.to a seriptural tes 1
T assert that not one single argument \.vlu.ch he has -a,dv“:“[cu_
during this discussion, whether clz‘lilfnng‘ to bc Scnl);ul‘-‘oq?tl
otherwise, has within it the terms of his 1)r013051t1(?11'. mig t,
so far as arguments are concerned, take my seat this 111(31Tetn',f
and say nota word further. T kn(')\v' he l.ms tolfl you1 i vme tlo
all men aresaved, then those who die in willful (1}50_13@f 10;}0.116(1
the gospel of Christ will he saved, because-the leb? 15 c011(;;1 red
in the greater. But is there not a pz}lpablg ev Yasml):here )
proposition in that statement? I will 5110\\:1% (i)u Bhere "
He says he comes here to prove that al.l mel’l’ will be **sa thén
1f he were to prove the endless happiness . of all melii ‘l-t o
the greater would contain the less, and he nng‘ht-t(ihunv‘lnl 11;19‘111
had gained his point. DButb what does‘:che gent em(,. QS‘;"
by the term “saved? » Does he m.can ‘ endlesihagf)mi; r(;e_
If so, why not say 50, and go on with .lus proof .1 X 11.(3(:;1 :Qion
ment signed by both of us pefore entering upon this (1ts S8 o
was that we should discuss each of the two 1)}‘01)0'51 10{1:' Nlo
forth ¢ in its terms.”” "What are the terms of this 1)101)0&1. 13: —
One of them is the word * endless.” Have you had‘ amy M,D;lo
ment from Mr. King to prove s endless”’ 12‘:11)1)1110;515, t}cb(.}
Suppose he should prove that all n?en arc.to bg szwcc'lhg 'Ohig
brought into a condition of happiness—in o future state; hls

4
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task is not yet done—he must prove that happiness to he
endless. T assert, then, that there has not been one single
argument, from the beginning of this discussion to the present,
having any bearing upon the proposition in its terms. )
When Mr. King asserted that the Bible was to be the final
arbiter in this discussion, he added another statement, to the
effect that * the meaning of the Bible is the Bible.” To that I
say: Amen. Buthe adds another statement, to which I can
not agree, viz: that the meaning of the Bible must be ascer-
tained by the-attributes of God as revealed in the Bible, This
I deny. Let ussce to what this would lead us. First, we botiv
acknowledge thie Bible to be a revelation from God. I we
could have known God, and his attributes, and purposes, and
counsels, and will, as they have been revealed, by nature or
reason without sucl! & revelation, then a revelation would have
been o redundaney. “The world by wisdom knew not God,”
said the apostle, long since. And again: ‘“ All seripture is
given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for
reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness; that
the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all
good works.” Ah, my friends, this book, of all books the Book
—this is the lantern to our path and the lamp to our feet.
Tere we must ever draw fresh supplies of knowledge concern-
ing the unseen and eternal One, and his plans and purposes in
reference to our present and future being and well-being.

But to return: Mr. King said, we must interpret the Bible
by the attributes of God. According to this, we can not inter-
pret the Bible until we know what the attributes of God arc.
But we can not know what the attributes of God are until we
interpret the Bible. Therefore, according to the position taken
by the gentleman, the Bible is a sealed book, and must remain
so to all eternity. So much for his idea of interpreting-the
Bible by the attributes of God.

Mr. King says my belief is contrary to the prayer of my
heart; t]mt is, my reasoning leads to results from_which my
feelings shrink.  And this he produces as an argument to prove
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that all men will enjoy endless happiness. Pray tell me, where
does that touch the question? But to accommodate him, since
1 have nothing else to do, T will analyze this argument. I‘.I'y
logic is against the prayer of my heart, thercfore 1}1y logie
must be wrong; in other words, whatever conclusions my
reason may reach, if such conclusions are unpalatable, unpleas-
ant, disagrecable, guch conclusions must be false. If .that bg
not the argument as stated by him, T know not what is, Let
us try this style of argumentation in reference to sotnc ot].ler
inatters. I reason that if the grasshoppers* visit tlxx:s section
in large numbers they will destroy our crol.)s. Tl}is 1§ a very»
unpalatable, unpleasant, disagrecable reflection. It zllﬂeuts no‘t
only our feclings but our pockets.  Therefore, :lcco;rdmfg to 3[1‘.
King's logie—if the gmsshoppcrs visit this seetion in large
numbers they will 2ot destroy the crops!
Mr. King referred to the Tord?’s Prayer: “Thy will be done
in earth as it is in Heaven.” Does DMr. King pray t_‘lmt
- prayer? Did he not wish to bind it upon me that t-lxe‘scssxoxli
of this debate should be opencd only with the Lord’s P 'aycvr ?
Bub is the Lord’s will done in earth as it is in Ieaven ? No.
Wiil it be to-morrow ? If so, then we shall have I:Iea.\'cn on
G&l’ﬂl; for I apprehend that where the Lm:d’s. will %s done
perfectly, there is Heaven. DBut the Lurdfs will is not done on
earth to-day, nor will it be to-morrow. The gentl.em:m told
you that whatever the Lord wills, must be accomplished; but
T showed him that it was the Lord’s will that men s,_hould 1ot
lie, steal, swear, murder, etc., and vet all these thmgs.)v?le.
done, consequently the Lord’s will was not accox}?hahccl,
thus placing the gentleman in a dilemma from which he has
not vet extricated himself, and never will, for he nev'er can.
He zludted for my benefit the passage in I'a}ﬂ’s Ep:stle to
Timothy, commanding us to pray for the salvation of. a.l‘ mc‘n {
lifting up holy hands without wrath and doubting, anc

" $ 1 ) (T oS oy :
#The grasshopper plaguc was Just commencing lts ravages at Des Moin )
af the time {his discussion was hcld,
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claimed I could not thus pray without doubting, because I
did not helieve in the salvation of all men. But when he
prays the Lord’s Prayer, he must pray without faith, for he
does not believe the Lord’s will is done in earth asitisin
Heaven to-day, nor will be to-morrow. - So the argument
based upon prayer hits himself precisely as hard as it does me.
The gentleman quoted from Paul’s Ipistle to the Phillip-
pians, ii: 9, 10, 11: * Wherefore God also hath highly exalted
him, and given him a name which is above every name: that
at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in
Ieaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth ; and
that cvery tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to
the glory of God the Father.” I have read a little more than
he did, but my quotation includes the passagé that he quoted.
Then he turned back to Isaiah, (xlv: 23), and read: ¢TI
have sworn by myself, the word has gone out of my mouth
in righteousness and shall not return, That unto me every
knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear.” These passages,
the gentleman refers to a future state. He talked much
about the corn, that is not ripe now, but will be next fall, for-
getting that man had any agency in making the corn grow.
But let us see what conclusion Paul draws from this pussage.
Romans, xiv: 10, 11,12: “But why dost thou judge thy
brother? or why dost thou set at naught thy brother? for we

shall all stand Defore the judgment-seat of Christ; for it is

written, As I live, saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to
me, and every tongue shall confess to God; so, then every one
of us shall give account of himself to God.” DBut, says my
friend, and all Universalist writers, the judgment is not in
the future, but here, constantly going on. But Paul quotes
from Isaiah xlv, 1o prove that we shall all stand before the
Jjudgment-seat of Christ, and Mr. King says Isaiah xlv, refers
to the future state—to a period beyond the resurrection. So,
according to Mr. King’s own showing, there is to be a judg-
ment beyond the resurrection. But in any ease, the argument
did not touch the proposition; for even if Mr. King had

=
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proved that at that period heyond the rvesurrection, everybody
should be made happy, he has not yet given us a word or
syllable of proof that their happiness must necessari]y.be
“endless,” according to the terms of the proposition. i I sim-
ply drop these remarks by the way, promising that I shall use
this argument when I come upon the affirmative,
Mr. King quoted Hebrews, ii: 8, and I was really astonished
to hear this quotation and exegesis: ‘Thou hast I?ut all
things in subjection under his feet; for in that he putallin S}xb-
jection under him, he left nothing that is not put un(ler. him.
But now we see not yet all things put under him.” 'l‘hxs.pas-
sage Mr. King refers to a future state, and interprets *“him?”
to mean Christ, or God, I forget which. Now, I have always
supposed that Paul was here talking about man. Letus l.ook
at the context. In verses 6 and 7 we read: ‘But onc In a
certain place testified, saying, What is man that thou art mind-
ful of him 2 or the Son of Man, that thou visitest him? Thou
madest him a little lower than the angels; thou crownedst
him with glory and honor, and didst set him over the.onks
of thy hands; (verse 8,) thou hast put all things in subjection
under his feet.” Whose feet? Why, the same person that
was sot over the works of his hands, ete. But who was David
talking about? (Sce Psalm viii: 4.) Why, man. ‘“But now
we see not yet all things put under him,” (man); (verse 9):
«“PBut we see Jesus, who was made o little lo.wer than the
angels for the suffering of cdeath, crowned with glory and
honor; that he, by the grace of God, should tastc—'z death for
every man.”” Now, what is the meaning of all tlu.s‘:’ I have
always understood it to mean that man, in the original crea-
tion, was put into a state of superiority, and endowed ?.v1t£:
regal power; not, as Mr. King says, ‘“subjected to vnnlty,.
—sin and misery—but * crowned with glory and honor.” ?t is
hardly worth while to spend any time in exposing so egregious
a blunder as this; but I refer to it as a fine specimen of Mr.
King’s hermanecutics. . »
- Mr, King’s sceond argument was based upon the proposition
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that God will be glorified in the results of his creation and
providence. He quoted Psalm Ixxxvi: 9: ¢ All nations whom
thou hast made shall come and worship before thee, O Lord{
and shall glorify thy name.” Also, Matthew, v: 16: ¢ Let
your light so shine before men that they may see your good
works, and glorify your Father which is in heaven.” e must
take the phrase ‘“all nations” to mean cvery individual of the
race, or clse his argument can mean nothing. Surcly those
who have ceased to exist as nations can not come as nations
and worship and glorify God. TIlave nations an immortality ?
11 s0, “with what body do they come?” I do not think the
gentleman can retort ¢ thou fool,” as Paul,once did to o similar
question, but upon a different subject. | DMr. WiNxG—“1 used
that passage, and the one in Matthew, simply to prove that the
glorifying of the Father was to come tlirough worship; I did
not attempt to prove that ‘all nations’ meant every individual
of the race.””] I know you did not prove it, but simply asserted
it; what T want is your proof of the fact.

I wish to refer again to the controversy between us in regard
to “sin” and “evil”, in ovder to make an amende honorable.
I find I was mistalkken when I asserted that the gentleman in
his argument upon that subject used the terms “sin?’ and
“evil” interchangeably. I was so impressed by the nature of
the argument—which could have no bearing whatever upon
the subject unless he was using the word ‘“evil” in the sense
of “sin?—that I was thus led into error. I find by the report
that I was mistaken. I recall the statement. But, Mr. King>
do you believe that all the evil in the world is here by virtue
of divine plan and intention, or only a part of the evil? [Mr,
Kixa—*“Don’t leave your argument, Brother Hohbs!”?] I
ask you, sir, do you mean all evil, or only « part of the evil, is
here by virtue of divine plan and intention? What kind of
evil'do you mean? [Mr., Kixe—* Well, grasshoppers, for one
thing!”] So, then, grasshoppers have a moral character, have
they ? It would be absurd to say that anything was contrary
to the nature of God which has not a moral character. If hig
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argument hag any relevaney at all, e must use the. word evil
in the sense of sin, for no class of evils except sin has any
moral character. To say that that is contrary to the character
of God, which has no moral character, would be as absurd as
to say that o horse or a stone is contrary to the moral character
of God. You perceive, if his argument has any relcvzu:‘e_\z' '\’t,;
all, he must have used the term ¢ evil” i1.1 t?xe scnse. of “sin.
Perhaps he means pain; (for he thinks pain 15. an evil; and t_he
other evening he gave as o definition of “evil,? ‘_‘ t{mt which
diminishes pleasure or produces pain?) Then evil is, :}ccord—
ing to his specch this evening, Doth cause an.d.cffe?t—pzu-n, and
the eause of pain.  Such is the absurd posm.xo}\ in \Vll.lch he
places himself by his argument upon the origin o‘t: .0\'11. In
introducing this argument, based upon Romans, viii: 20, -1\,[1'.
1CING said: < This is my strong proof; it I am uprooted 1.rom
this, I am a defeated man.” He has been cm.npletely (11'1\:@11
from that stronghoid. Now let him come up in a manly way
and acknowledge himself defeated. o
Mr. KIxng's fourth argument is based upon the 1)1:op<?sxt10n .
that God’s providence is pc'ri'cct, and will rosutlt in bn_ng‘mg all
things into harmony with himself. This is snnpl‘y his boctjl,x,(l)
argument revamped. But what did hg mean by ¢ :11.1 thmgi ?
Why didn’t he say “all the human race”? I saw.hnn looking
around beseechingly, to see whether T would let him. Xe was
planning to entrap the audiende with a sophismj there \yﬁS
another “all things” for which he was paving the -way. Jis
first proof was James, i: 17: “With the Father of Lights there
is no variableness, neither shadow of turning.”’ Aud then he
followed with o long argument to prove that God is unchange-
able—a long and utterly needless argument, for I never knew
anybody to deny it; certainly I do not. He also qu(.Jtcd Job,
xxiii: 13: “Ide is in one mind, and who can turn him? and
what his soul desireth, that he doeth.” Well, I have no fault
to find with that; I believe it ag firmly as my opponent can.
But how does this militate against my positi?n 2 Is no};
punishment for sin in harmony with God’s providence now?
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Then, according to my opponent’s own argument, it must be
in harmony with ‘God’s providence hereafter. Certainly, if
God has revealed it, it may be in harmony with his provi-
dence. He.admits that in this state of probation, God’s
providence will not bring all things into harmony with
himself. But he asserts that this is not the only state of pro-
bation; and in the next sentence makes the assertion—which
renders his argument suicidal—that the word probation is not
to be found in the Bible, nor any wozrd of similar signification.
Then, how does he know there is another state of probation ?
He admits that men die in sin. Then, if the scriptures tell us
of no state of probation hereafter, they must remain endléssly
in sin—hence endlessly in punishment, because punishment
must follow sin, so long as sin shall last. Hence punishment
is endless. There is no possibility of avoiding this conclusion.
—[Time expired.] '

- MR. KING’S FOURTH SPEECH.

DMEssRS. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN —My
brother opened his last speech by complaining of my manner
of conducting this discussion. I will not spend my time in
discussing that point. The audience will recollect the manner
in which he commenced his first speech, and the style in which
this discussion has been conducted on his part, since that time.
I have striven, amid great and frequent provocations to the
contrary, to treat him courteously. I have called him “my
brother,” even until now; but he has not seen fit to return the
compliment once. But let this pass—it is not worth spending
time upon. ‘

My brother has again brought upon the carpet the Eighth
of Romans, claiming that he hag uprooted me from the posi-
tion I took relative to the origin of cvil as set forth in the
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quotations I read from that chapter. I appeal.to th.ls.m.xchetzlclz
to say whether he has done anythi}Jg toward 111vahc}at1;;—g he
argument I built upon that magnificent pas.sage. ‘ as xt(})' "
whether the positions which he has takfin in r'cafelle?ce;' ©
have not been of a character to comparatively fritte ;1\1 b-lteél
meaning? I ask you whether, if T l}ad stood. 1}el1'e and }{e"'di-
the Bible as my brother has, captlously.cmt.lclscd an(1 111 .
culed that plain and beautiful lesson, if his friends wou.t(f ;; i
have charged me with handling the word of .God_ dec?xl— u tﬁ é
and trifiing with sacred things? I'I.e h.as tried to 31{a£e h-qd
passage sound ridiculous by Sl‘letltuthll’.’ He sag ) Vh‘;le
claimed that the word translated  creature m?:mt 1? ¥ o
human race. Certainly., Forwhom was the Bible g,x\"eni)“UI
whom did Christ suffer death on Calvary ? f?r whom \: ;1? otiwr
writing his epistles—but for the human race ? “sz Nmfs )1 o
mention any other ¢ creature’” but man, that ‘ \V{\‘b mfn‘( w
ject to vanity,” and that is destined to be. «delivered 1102111‘(311
bondage of corruption into the glol:iohus liberty of1 th.elz‘il‘lcs o
of God?” e may cast as mueh ridicule u.pon tll? 1(t \;i‘u o
chooses, it is the correct one, and he kllO\YS it; on )‘, i e
do to grant the argument. DBub while he \Ytast. o o thz
amusement for himself and his brethren by subst% utiy ?Cisel >
whole human race?® for ¢ the creature,” he was (10}ngﬂpxeme‘m§_
that—only he did not know it—wl'lich would 1‘11“11;: d uis X :[,he
ing of the passage perfeetly plain and .clezu. : \}( ‘m' o
whole hiuman race” that was ¢« made subject to v {}11.1 ) . ’ﬁ-om
“the whole human race” that shall yet ‘fbe de.}ln.etlrec o
the bondage of corruption into the glor.mus l{b(iq Yy vznder-
children of God.” But here my brother discover e(_ a \v\” o
ful and exceedingly amusing thin;,r; “not only th?f ,‘uit; uof
the apostle, ¢ but ourselves also, wluc]} h.nve th_? ?ng_v: ﬁow
the spirit, even we ourselves groan within ourse \c " ‘.Y].lcn
ean ‘“the creature” mean “the whole human race, 1\' o
reference is afterward made to “ourselves?” 'And at J;'l'lsjoug
raised n laugh among his audience by quotmg' a h;/: 1(,; r.c
blunder of General Taylor. I fail to sce the difficulty he
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which seems so palpable to my brother. Ile says, ¢ the whole
creation, groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now;”
and not only creation at large, the human race in general, hut
even'we apostles and converted men, ¢ which have the fivst-
fruits of the spirit,”’ we ourselves are subject to the same law,
we groan with the same groaning. ’

e complains of my mode of interpreting this passage; but
when driven to furnish another interpretation, sce what work
he makes of it! ¥le told you that being ¢ delivered from the
bondage of corruption” meant being sct frec from these mor-
tal bodies. But I referred you to the fact that the creature
wis to be delivered not only from ““ the bondage of corruption,”
but délivered info * the glorious liberty of the children of God;”?
and inquired of him how this was to be accomplished by chain-
ing men in sin and torment forever? To this he has not
vouchsafed any explanation as yet. But he has proceeded a
little further in his explanation of the passage: he tells us that
that for which not only the whole creation but we ourselves
groan within ourselves, is, ‘‘the redemption of the body!”
these actual physical bodies! So all that Paul preached
and wrote and suffered for, all that Christ died for,
all that God labored for, was the redemption of our
human bodies! But suppose I grant so strange and
unnatural an assumption as-that; will my brother tell
us how our dodies are to be delivered into “the glorious
liberty of the children of God” under his theology which
binds them in eternal chains in hell forever? DBrother, you
may as well let that seripture alone. There is no such thing as
a consistent or reasonable interpretation of it in accordance
with your doctrine. The whole grand theme is redemption,
the redemption of the race, of the whole race, from the vanity
—the evil and suffering—to which it wuas temporarily sub-
jected in hope, into “the glorious liberty of the children of
God!? . ’

A word by the \ifay,.in reference to the translation of this
passage, It may seem presumptuous in me to say anything
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about this, when I see my brother surrounded by and .sam%-
rated with the combined wisdom and scholarship of his
denomination. You will remember the declaration of Paul
clsewhere that he himself is under the dominion of his (:;‘ll'ni:tl
nature; that he finds a law in his body, drng‘gi}lg downy }'us
soul into captivity to sin and death; so desperate is the conﬁ.xct
between the spirituul and carnal in his nature, that he cries
out in an agony, *“Oh; wretched man that I am, who slmll-
deliver me from the body of this death?? or this body of
deathi 1? This -is near the close of the seventh ulmytc:r of
Romans. And here, in the cighth we have, in the 01:1gmnl,
the same idea again, though somewhat obseu‘rcd 111‘ the
English version on account of erroneous trunslatlcn}. 1;\'<?r)'
sehool-boy, who ever read in a Greek primer, knows that the
Greek word, ¢ apoluo,” here translated “yredemption,” m(.e;ms
g setting free from,” ¢ cutting loose from’; the verh derived
from it of course meaning *‘to set free from,” “to. cut loose
from,” ete. The fundamental idea is thatof sep 1'z\t10}\ ;- Sev-
ering the bonds by which one is bound, and s.cttlxxg'v him free.
Apoluo is the verb; [®Mr. HoBns—d polui'roszs..] .\\/ 011., aj.)?lu-
troo, then; and.apolutrosis is the noun, with 51{1111111' mgl}lhcz -
tion. Now, mark you, the primary iden here 1> sepamtxox}; a
separating of bonds, or separating a man from lx}s bonds. \-\ ell,
what next? Why, every boy who has ever stu(.hed an 91'(11 nary
Greek grammar, (say that of Dr._Bul]ion——he is one of the best
of Greek scholars, and thoroughly orthodox at that), k}lO\\'S
that in defining the Greck cases, the genitive l.BOII\TC§'S the 1d.ea :
Tirst, of separation; Second, of -origin; Thu‘(}, of' ])0.5‘-‘5(?.5'.?:10)1.
Now, what are the signs of the genitive case? bulhon‘)saya' thf’
sign of the genitive is of 7 or “from.” Whatnext? W h)',
it is a plain rule of syntax and common sense, that whcre‘ we
¢ connceted with a verb or substantive

have o genitive cas L
. anslated with the word

denoting separation, it should be tr
wirom.” Iere we have just such a case—the word apolulroo,
o loose from,” “a setting {ree from.” And

meaning ¢ a cuttin o
construction are strong as an iron

the correct rules of Greek
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chain in favor of the principle for which I am contending,
that the phrase in our common version translated “the
redemption of the body,” should be, “the redemption jrom
the body.”” The same word is here found that is used in the
eighth chapter: ¢ Who shall deliver me from the body of this
death®” where it is translated “from?” instead of “of.”?
Tlhc eages are parailel, and demand the application of the same
rules, and a similar translation. With this thought in mind,
you will perceive a beautiful harmony between Paul’s expres-
sion here and his reasoning upon the same subject elsewhere.
I closed my former speech in the middle of an argument in
regard to my brother’s sneer at the idea of appealing to a
mother’s sympathies. I asked, and Xask again, if this holiest
affection beneath the sky is to be met by a brutal sneer, that a
miserable dogma may be defended? I ask my brother here,
who claims to be a christian, and is a father—I ask him, as a
christian father, in the presence of God and his own conscience
—could you, sir, be happy in heaven, knowing that your child
was wailing in an endless hell?  Answer me truly, and then
sneer, if you can, at that question directed to a mother! Thank
heaven for a mother’s love! the love that guarded and pro-
tected my infaney, that shielded my childhood years from evil,
that followed me with counsels and prayers all the way up to
manhood, and then went to heaven, pouring benedictions on
my head; the love that never is alienated, never grows weary,
but follows its object through all the devious windings of
willfulness and sin, ever yearning, ever laboring to win the
wanderer back, ever pleading with God to bring the poor
prodigal home! But how did my brother answer this sacred
appeal to a mother’s affection? Why, he said: * DMother,
would not your heart be wrung with agony to know that your
only child was destined to become a robber or a murderer, and
expiate his crimes upon the gallows??”  Ah, my brother, if
this evasive answer is an argument for or againgt anything, it
ig fatal to youwr system, not mine. If the temporary suffering
and temporal ruin of her child would cause such grief to the
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mother, how can the knowledge of his' endless sin and. slu‘{;fer];ui
but fasten in her heart the barbs of an unmorta-l an.guls.l ? u

perhaps the point of my brother’s argument lies .111 ln(sr %uu'gr
whether the mother’s grief is a proof that the:e 1sTno ga .ol\] s
or - will avert her boy’s impending doom ? 1\?5 fox»wt. 1e
mother’s love is nob matched by her power. In this question,

L‘ my brother again, as he inevitably must in every argument in

behalf of his theory, makes a direct attack upon the.ch'ilmctf;
of God, assuming {hat he is either as powerless as a‘ Ium{ :
mother, or as heartless as o fiend. Because th.e mother Ld?l ;‘ ({
prevent the sad calamity my brother has ljl(it.ul‘(-)(l, thele;ne.
God can not prevent one infinitely greater. G-l\;'e the- 1}101-;@11‘
power commensurate with her love, and she will rcg)_uvn txl(l);
boy, and save him from such 2 shameful e}ull. 1‘\ t0 ‘ﬁ 1(i
omnipotent God 2 mother’s love, and he \\xl cf)u;:uh‘or-
restore, and save the erring child f{*om endless s ‘m(. ;‘mb,le
ing. Butmy prother's argument is bnsec.l upon th(;‘:‘l}llb: G N
assumption thatas the motheris impot(—?nt in the oue‘(.al.?o,:,tot ‘ .(;—S
is impotent in the other. By such logic alone, I?y w; 1t Q 11;\\0
upon the divine perfection, does my brot'hef' at.temp' olt) Ve
the cndless damnation of a majority of his 10110-\\ -crea uica,
and invalidate my arguments in Lbehalf of the glorious doctrine
of the final yeconciliation of the world to God. .
The audience must have marked in his lasb :.speech 'anoth@
illustration of Brother Hobby's tendency to nns'reli)res‘etnf: ml};
arguments, and to apply to my language a meaning ﬂ]{l 1 503 r;
o Dot legitimately be attached to it. He says 1 (1uote(1 59 "
lxxxvi: 9: “ Al nations whom -thou hast made sha‘l ’(30?1 *
and worship before thee, 0, Lord; and sha‘l‘l glom'fz. 111}?7.
name,"’ and that I argued or asserted that “all 1}4 11())11):1
meant every sndividual of the race. It may mean rjy]o., t-tt o
never argued or assorted any such thing. I quotect t 1t:) c()?;m
simply to ghow that the glorifying of God’s nnmf: \“a; e
through worship. I quoted Matthew, v 16 o J;, wgrks
light so shine before men, that they n'm:).r see your g?f); o (,}
and glorify your Tather which 18 in Heaven,” 10 1




62 JOINT DISCUSSION.

that the TFather was g]briﬁed by a christian life. The same
thought is to be found in Phillippians, ii: 11, where Paul says

that every tongue shall confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, “to- [

the glory of God the Father.” And we nced not even go to
revelation to learn that my Father is glorified by the obedi-
ence and love of his children: a hardened, disobedient child is
a disgrace, and not an honor, to its father.

I had not finished my fourth affirmative argument, based
upon the proposition that God’s providence is perfeet, and will
result in bringing all things into harmony with himself, when
my time expived. T argued that God’s providence was perfeet,
because the outgrowth of one coherent and changeless pur-
pose, based upon God’s immutable will, which will was sure to
be accomplished. I assumed that God was not a finite, imper-
" fect, incompetent, inconstant being, the feeblest of whose
creatures could successtully interfere with his purposes and
compel him to change his plans. I anchored my argument
upon the seiptural declaration that over this universe “The
Lord God omnipotent reigneth!”

But my brother objects to my basing any arguments upon
the attributes of God. He says I stultify myself when I say
that the Bible must be interpreted in the light of the attributes
of God as revealed in the Bible. T can not see this. My Bible
tells me God is love; that he is infinite, omnipotent, great,
wise, holy, just, and perfect; that he is “our Father.” These
plain statements all can comprehend. These I call the great
central lights of revelation, giving meaning to every part..
Any interpretation of scripture ascribing to God conduct
utterly inconsistent- with his omnipotence, wisdom, justice,
love, perfection, must be incorrect. That is what I meant
when I said the attributes of God as proclaimed in the Bible
are the great central lights by which to, interpret the Bible.
If my hrother has any other light by whieh to interpret it, let
him tell us what it is, and whence it comes, It is not a
heavenly one, most assuredly. So I shall proceed with my
argument, hased upon. God’s own declarations concerning his
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own character and power. I shall place t]}e word of 'God
against that of Brother TTobbs, and the audience can believe
whichever they choose.
A ]’l‘llcl(;eAlmigh}t’:y declares, Isaiah, xlvi: 9, 10.: “I m.n God,
and there is none else; I am God, and there is 1-10110 %ﬂce me;
declaring the end from the beginning, and from ancient times thlc
things that are not yet done, saying: My cqunsol shau stqle ;
and I will do all my pleasure.” Brother Xobbs _qu.(itcs tim
magnificent passage with a semi-snecer, and sqysilt 115 a 11‘lx lsc;
hoo-d; God can not, and does not, and never “. i co'al. 101“
pleasure. And then he tells you I have 1.\ot proved m‘lbft nn,,i
See also Tsaiah, 1v: 10, 113 “As the rain ij‘n\Cﬂl down(, ;‘m_(
the snow from Ieaven, and returneth not thither, but w:atcl o.‘t.lt
the carth, and maketh it bring forth, and bud, that it ma')1
give sced to the sower, and bread to the cater, so shallmy wmf
i)t‘, that goeth forth out of my mouth: zt s/u_lll not ‘)"C,llllrill‘lrl “uLnio
me void, but it shall accomplish that which T please.q p \éu ;s
not my language, Brother TTobbs, but the langlfagcl oﬂ . ;)L. t,;
now quote that with a snceer, and te'll th(-?, nu((hin%e- vml i
amounts to nothing. I quoted Collossians, 1: 19, :_0. to :‘3‘ 10\\i
what it was that it pleased God should be ac?omphshec} :Il . le
it pleased the Father that in him should :11.1 1fllln‘os:s‘ d]\.o\'veh ;li\lnlco
having made peace through the blood of .11}3 cross, hy -
reconcile all things wnlo himself? In opposition to m).’ .d()(., ‘un(i‘
that Glod wills, and will accomplish t-he‘ final .reconclln}'tS)lxnc)Y
all things unto himself, which horn of the (h.le]m}],é .\;f\ 1 31
hrother take: that the quotation from Collossu}ns isfa b.(,, and
sed the TFather “to reconcile all things to

that it has not plén. v ceon ol
ims r that t tation from Isaiah is false, that Goc
himself?’—or that the quo L aoteto similar

31 : lish that which he pleases?
Zlf’ltlgt-jlztélg:g]l]t]]ll)iu;s, xv: 28: “And when :1]'1 things sl.mll' bc;
subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself be aul)é)lef

unto him that put all things under him, that God may be all in
“ il ar s aetively employed
As God’s whole character and will are thus actively ! 1' ub] '
in the work of salvation, it must follow logically and incvitably

«
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that every attribute of his nature is employed in that work,
for the whole must include the parts. I challenge my brother
to point out any attribute of God-which is not in harmony with
this work: nay, more; which is not committed to it, and
pledged to its success. . :

My fifth affirmative argument is based upon the mission of
Christ. I hold these propositions to be true: 1. Christ came
jnto the world to save all men. 2. ¥e has power to perform
work. 3. He will use that power to that complete that work,

In proof of the first proposition, that Christ came into the
world to save all men, I quote I John, iv:14: “And we have
seen and do testify that the Father sent the son to be tZe saviour
of the world,” I Timothy, ii: G, “Christ Jesus, who gave

~ himself a ramson for a#, to be testified in due time;”” I John,
ji: 2: ¢ And he is the propitiation for our sins; and not for ours
only, but also for the sins of the whole world ;”’ Ilebrews, ii: 9:
¢ WWe see Jesus who was made a little lower than the angels for
the suffering of death, crowned with glory and honor; that he
by the grace of God should taste death for every man.”’ '

In proof of the second proposition, that Christ had power to
perform the work he came to do, I quote, Colossians, i: 19, 20:
“TFor it pleased the Father that in Aim shouwld all jfullness
dwell; and having made peace through the blood of his cross,
by him to reconcile all thing to himself;”” John, xvi: 15: “ All
things that the Father hath are mine;?’ John, xvii: 2: ¢ Thou
has given him [Christ] power over all flesh, that he should give
eternal life to as many as thou hast given him;” Hebrews,
i:2: “God * * #* hath in these last days spoken unto us
by his Son, whom he hath appointed heir all of things;”
Matthew, xxviii: 18: * All power is given untome in heaven
and in earth,” ’

In proof of the third proposition, that Christ will use the
power conferred upon him to complete the work for which he
was sent into the world, I quote Isaiah, liii: 11: *ITe shall sce
of the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfled.”” In connection
with Hebrews, i: 2, which agserts that God hath appointed hig
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Son the % heir of all things,” T quote John, vi:87: “.Al that
the Father giveth me shall come to me;” also, the thirty-ninth
verse of the same chapter: “This is the Father’s will which
hath sent me, that of all which he hath given me I should lose
nothing;” John, x:16, “ And other sheep have I, which are
not of this fold; them also I must bring, and they shall hear
my voice; and there shall be one fold and one shepherd;?”
T Corinthians, xv: 21, “For as in Adam all die, even so in
Christ shall all be made alive;” also, same chapter, verses 24,
25, 26: “Then cometh the end, when he shall have delivered
up the kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall have
put down all rule, and all authority and power; for he must
reign till he hath put all cnemies under his feet. 'The last
enemy that shall be destroyed is deatlh;?” also, same chapter,
verses 55, 563 O death, where is thy sting? O grave, where is
thy victory? The sting of death is sin; and the strength of
sin is the law.” Now, my brother, how could Paul sing the
song of vietory over the grave, and death, and the sting of
death, if sin, which is the sting of death, is to continue forever?
And yet my brother denies that sin is to be ended, but stands
here defending-the doetrine of eternal sin and endless suffering. .
Romans, v: 20, 21, is to the same import, and {furthermore
brings us again face to face with the same philosophy of evil,
concerning which so much has been said already. God, in
giving us his law, well enough knew that it would not be
obeyed by all—no, nor by any; but it was given asan ideal,
toward which man might labor, and by which he might
measure his own deficiencies and failures; as the apostle says:
«Moreover, the law entered fiat the offense might abound.”
Does that look as if there were any divine intention and pur-
pose in this matter? But if this had been all, it would have
heen indeed a wretched providence; hut this is not all:
“YWhere sin abounded, grace did much more abound.” Now,
sin has abounded cverywhere; every hiuman soul has been
subjected to it; but how can grace abound el more than sin
if many souls are to be left forever in bondage to sin? DBut

5]
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we have the word of God for witness, that where sin abounds,
arace shall muclh more abound ; *‘ that as sin hath reigned unto
death, even so might grace reign through righteousness unto
eternal life by Jesus Christ our Lord.” '

Still more plainly, if possible—as plain as it is possible for

language to express anything—is this fact set forth in Paul’s
epistle to the Ephesians, i: 9, 10: ‘ Having made known unto
us the mystery of his will, according to his good pleasure which
he hath purposed in himself, that in the dispensation of the full-
ness of times he might gather together in one all things in
Christ.”  Again, Philippians, iii: 20, 21: ‘“TFor our citizen-
ghip is in Heaven; from whence also we look for the Saviour,
the Lord Jesus Christ; who shall change our vile body, that it
may be fashioned like unto his glorious body, according to the
working whereby he is able even (o subdue «ll things unto lim-
self.”’

Now, Brother Iobbs, with these seriptures plainly before
you, bearing directly upon the proposition in debate, will you,
dare you, stand before this audience and repeat that I have
proved nothing? On these passages, and such as these—for I
have quoted not a tithe of those which might be presented,
bearing upon this subject, did time permit—on these and simi-
lar scriptural declarations I build my philosophy and my
religion; tear these from my sky, and I abandon faith and
hope, for myself and for mankind, and leave the world to drift
on in darkness, without a purpose or a plan, in weakness, and
helplessness, and eternal orphanage.—[Time expired.]

MR. TOBBS’ FOURTIL-SPEILCIT.

Messrs, MODERATORY, LADITS AND GENTLEMEN: —I am
certainly surprised at the exceeding sensitivencss manifested
by my friend. He complains that I am lacking in courtesy
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and appears to feel very much grieved because I do not call
him ‘ Brother.” Were you discourteous, Mr. King, when, on
your door-steps, some three weeks since, you called me *Mr.
Hobbs?” And since then, at different times? Did you on
those occasions intend any disrespect to me? If not, then do
not accuse me of discourtesy in addressing you as “* Mr. King.”

You all saw what a hurry he was in during his last speech,
rattling over those passages of Seripture so rapidly that nobo.dy
could follow him, or get any idea of what he was attempting
to prove by them. Ishould be in a hurry, .too, if I had been
gpeaking for a whole evening, and not put in one single argu-
ment, when I had the onus probandi. If he expec.ts to kee.p
going back to the Eighth of Romans, and patching up his
argument on that, he will not get to any other argument upon
the question for the next six weeks.

A word about his Greek: I do not profess any speeial profi-
ciency in Greek; but T think I know enough ubo'ut the lan-
guage to upset any such criticism as he has made in 1,',cf?1'cnce
to the phrase translated «pedemption of the body,” in .the
Eighth of Romans. Did you not think it a remarkable thl‘n%
that the gentleman refused to take the Greelk text .aud vead it?
T am frank to téll you, I think he could not do it; not alone
because he refused to attempt it, but from the ignorance he
manifested in his criticism upon the text. The Greek text has
here ¢ apolutrosin tow somaios heemon ;" but when he \\:ent to
criticising the translation he did not even so m'uch as give the
word for redemption that oceurs in the text, till he heard me
mention the right word to my moderator, and then corrected
himself. T acknowledge it is not a pleasant task to cxpose
such pedantry; but it is sometimes necessary, when a 131&1;
presents himself before the public as a great schol:}r, proﬁ'cxen
in tlhe languages, ete.,and endeavors to carry a weight of 1.nﬂ}1-
ence with the public to which he is not entitled. The word in
the text is not apoluo—it is apolufrosis, from apolu.troo, .mean-
ing “to redecm.” To prove ihis T refer you to ]?xckci'l?g‘,'oa
Robinson, or any other Greek dictionary: Theword hereferre

A
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* to, apoluo, does mean “to loose,” ‘“to separate by loosing ; »
but the trouble is, that is not the word in the text. Ii? t’he
word were apoluo, then there might be some pertineney in his
criticism; but as it is another word entirely, his criticism is
utterly inapplicable. The word here used, apolutrosis, occurs
in the New Testament twelve times; and is rendered ¢ redémp-

. tion” in every instance but one. It is the same word used in
Colossians, i: 14: *“In whom we have redemption through his
blood, even the forgiveness of sins.” Also, Luke xxbi: 28:
“Your redemption (Irmveth‘nigh;” Romans, iii: 24: ‘,‘Throufﬂ;
the redemption that is in Christ Jesus.” So in the otlrer
several places where the same word is used. In ond instance
only is the word rendered ‘deliverance.” So much for his
criticismi on the translation of Romans, viii: 23— a criticism
which has no relevaney, whatever, to the text, it being upon
a word which is not even contained in the text. You 1'21110111-
ber he voluntarily told you that if I uprooted him from this
passage he was a defeated man. Now, let him come up and
acknowledge himself defeated, and give up his case.

This is his second attempt at Greek criticism, and from the
result in both cases I presume it will sufiice him for this discus-
sion. Has he answered my criticism on Ztisis, in the Eighth of
Romans? ITe made it mean *the whole human family ;’ but
I exhibited to him the ludicrousness of the text with such an
interpretation, for that would make, it read, “not only the
\\.'hole liuman family, but ourselves also,”’ wait for the redemﬁ-
tion of the body. Ias he ever disposed of that? But enough
of ktisis. -

He says the phrase ¢ children of God,” in Romans, viii: 21
means “angels;” and quotes from Job, xxxviii: 7, where it 1;
said the sons of God shouted for joy. Butin Job, xxxviii: 7
the Greek word used happens to be aggeloi. In Matthew,
xxv: 31, the same word aggeloi is found, and is there tmns:
lated ““angels.” I cexpect him to use the twenty-fifth of
Matthew, yet—and if he does not, I will—and then I intend
to hold him to his translation of the word aggeloi—** sons of
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God.” DBut I enll Mr. King’s atteniion to the fact that the
term “children (or sons) of God’ occurs four times in this
immediate context; but only in this one case, the twenty-first
verse, does he explain it to mean the angels of light; and I
ask hin to tell me by what authority he interprets it to mean
angels in this one place, but not in the rest?

Mr. King uses language toward me, which I might retort
upon him, but I will not. After the amende honorable which
T made, without constraint, except as my own conscience
dictated, I did hope there would be no more misrepresentation
on his part. DBut it scems my hopes were groundless. e
quotes from Isaiah: My counsel shall stand, and I will do all
my pleasure,” and various other portions of seripturcs ; and
then charges me with giving God the lie. I believe those pas-
sages; I have told him again and again that I believed them;
what I do not believe is the gentleman’s interpretation of
them. But with him, it seems, to deny his interpretation of
the Bible is to deny the Bible. His own interpretation of the
Bible is the only one he will admit; he insists upon his own
infallibility ; he would make a splendid pope, and Pope Pius
IX ought to vacate the chair at once and Iet him take posses-
sion!

No matter what arguments I advance, Mr. King pays no
attention to them, nor makes any attempt to reply. If he
pretends to state them, he perverts them, and replies to some-
thing wholly outside of the arguments I really made. Idehas
done this in regard to my answer to his argument on the will.
I said, the commands of God are eiven, either, first, without
reference to the will of God; or, second, contrary to the will
of Godj or, third, they are the expression of the wiil of God.
If théy are given without reference to the will of God, then
we have God acting without n will; if they were given con-
trary to the will of God, then we have God acting against his
own will; if they are the expression of the will of God, then
God’s will is not always accomplished, for the commandments
arc not always obeyed.  One of the threehorns of this trilemma

Y &
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he must take; but he has never noticed my argument at
all, Ide has advanced the position that whatever God wills
must be accomplished; but God wills the salvation of all
men; therefore all men will be saved. The trouble with him
is, the salvation of all men is not the question we are debating
here. I demanded of him that he should put his m‘gumentz
into the shape demanded by the terms of the proposition ; but
he will not do it; he persists in violating the solemn agree-
ment he made with me before the debate commenced, to dis-
cuss cach proposition mentioned ““in its terms.”” I ask this
audicence whether the gentleman has advanced a single argu-
ment to prove that the happiness of anydody will be ¢ endlcs:‘.”
I hope he will not allow this discussion to pass without making
the attempt, or clse confessing his utter failure. Ie say;:
“God wills the salvation of all men.” But what he means
by ‘““salvation” I do not.know; nor anybody else, as I can
discover. If he means “ endless happiness,” why not say so?
I will put his argument into syllogistic shape for him. ¢ God
wills the endless happiness of all men; Dbut those who die in
willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ are a part of all
men therefore God wills the endless happiness of those who
die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ.” But
another syllogism is needed in order to reach the terms of the
proposition, as follows: ¢ Whatever God wills must be
accomplished.; but God wills that those who die in willful
disobedience to the gospel of Christ shall enjoy endless happi-
ness; therefore those who die in willful disobedience to the
gospel of Christ will enjoy endless happiness.” Now, it is the
lIaw of the syllogism, and he has admitted it, that no conclu-
sion can be drawn in an argument, except from two proposi-
tions, cither admitted by the opponent or proved by the
affirmant. But in the syllogism before you, there is a petitio
prineipii in hoth the major and the minor premise. IIas he
proved to you that whatever God wills must be accomplished ?
Where is his argument? Iave I not shown that God’s will is
not always, accomplished? Tor it is God’s will that men
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should not lie, steal, swear, murder, ete., yet men do all these
things daily. So you see the fallacy in his argument there.
And in the minor premise he begs the question in the same
v-ay. Fas he proved that it is God’s will that those who die
disobedient to the gospel of Christ shall enjoy endless happi-
ness? What arguments lhas he adduced in proof of this?
None—none whatever, His arguments—such as they were—
have had no bearing upon the proposition; and if they had,
there is a petitio principit in both branches of his syllogism.

I have explained to him where the fallacy in his argument
was, but he has paid no heed to it. But though he has failed
to understand me, the audience will not. God’s will is abso-
lute as o rule of the Deity’s action, but not absolute as a rule
of human action. That is, God has been pleased to make
certain results concerning human interests, depend upon man’s
will; as, “Ye would not come unto me that 'ye might have
life;? ¢ Whosoever will, let him take the water of life freely.”
e tries to ridicule this argument by saying that ¢ whatever
God does will, he does will.,” Tam surprised—not indignant,
for T have nothing to be indignant over. If he goes on in this
way, showing that he can not meet my argument, I have
nothing to be indignant over—though his friends may have.

My opponent’s argument based upon God’s pleasure I reduce
to the same trilemma: God’s commands must be given either
contrary to God’s pleasur'e, or without reference to his pleasure;
or they must express what is his pleasure. The gentlemen
will 1ot venture to assert that the commandments are given
contrary to God’s pleasure, or without relerence to his pleasure.

They must express what is his pleasure. Then it is God’s
pleasure that men should not lie, swear, steal, ete.; but men
do lie, swear, steal, cte.,—consequently - God’s pleasure is not
always accomplished—and for the same reason as above given

—beecause God has seen it to make some things depend upon

man’s pleasure. This trilemma will sweep away cvery argu-

ment you ean bring; and I put it into the hands of the people
as a key to unlock the entire arcana of Universalist sophistry.
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The argument upon the will and pleasure of God, when
properly used, instead of supporting Mr. King’s position,

overthrows it. For, if it be God’s will and pleasure that

those who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ
should suffer endless punishment, and God’s will and pleasure
must be accomplished, the result is inevitable, from Mr.
King’s own logie, that those who die in willful disobedience
to the gospel of Christ must suffer endless punishment,

Mr. King, on Monday evening, was going to compel me to
prove that there was no future world of probation—to prove a
negative! But I soon showed him that the onus probandi was
Wwith him, and since then he has not had a word to say upon
the subject. A fine time he would have, endeavoring to prove
& future world of probation! ‘Why, the iden would sap all
the foundations of christianity. Suppose Mr. King comes to a
gentleman among his acquaintances, and says to him, “My
dear sir, you ought to be converted, and become o christian.?
To this the other might reply, “ O, Mr. King, I don’t see any
necessity for that; I am very busy just now, and have a areat
many other matters to occupy my attention ; beside, it don’t
make any difference—there is no need of bemng in a hurry—
you teach that a man can repent and be converted at any

. time, after he is dead as well as before; and if I should happen
to die in my sins, you will doubtless be a missionary in hell,
and I will attend to the matter when we get there!” This
procrastination is the legitimate, logical result of Yyour doctrine
of another state of probation, ‘

The gentleman says I sneer at a mother’s sympathies, I,
who have enjoyed the affection of as loving a mother as ever

“lived ; over whom she has watched through many a sleepless
night; I, who have shared her tender care through the many
dangers of childhood—I, sneer at a, mother’s love? No,sir: I
could not; nor have I done so. But T do sneer at his attempt
to found a theology on the sympathies of a mother’s heart,
that he could not establish by manly logic. When I spoke of
the gallows in the illustration the other night, I did it only for

. o ~
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the purpose of showing the fallacy of his ar:g'mn'enf, inﬁ appeal;
ing to the mother’s sy'mpathies. The lo.glc of his zugun;ell)lx
was that the unfortunate end of any child could no’t bu 't(.
contrary to the wishes and feelings of any mo‘thers h(’zuL 'y
therefore no such unfortunate end could occur. The absur dlty
of this position is manifest, and he has as yepbecn u?mbl-o 3
extricate himselffrom it. You underst:.md.now \\"hy I wor de'

this proposition so as to prevent his indulging vm _.these
“olittering generalities,” and appeals t.o‘ a weakly se‘l.xt‘mge})-
talism. The result, as you see, ju.st-lﬁed my fore.sxgh‘t. in
cutting down the proposition to the simple, the onl-y quesb ion
at issue between us. Now, it secems t(:» me that ther (ihas yecn‘
enough of this kind of talk, and that 1? were aboutvm??e ¥ outL
attention was called to something solid in the way of argument.

He says it is not partiality in God to save some to-‘(‘lzy)', 1(1112
2 (3" 3¢ y,
others to-morrow. Here, you see, he uses the word *save

121 {1 roye] '77 If
. as interchangeable or synonymous with ¢ conversion

God, for the accomplishment of his own wise purposes3 c‘(t)n{
verts some men in this world, and leaves others.' to be con\-(-n. e
in the other-world, after millions of years of sin am)l suﬂer{ng
—that is not partiality! Xis nonsense abf)ut Paul being
created and converted and sent to Heaven eighteen hvml(ir(erd
vears ago, thus having eighteen hundred ycars the-adl\ -:u; A.ai
of the present generation, I shall not‘nttempt to 1(?1) ? o(: '
need not. Your own common sense will answer all such argu
ments as that.

I believe I have answered all that he has sai(.l- hithertto,
except his argument based on the mission of Christ; {)fld (;
that I have not time to reply in this spcech. In c0110111:510n ,t
have only to say that I have unquestionably uprooted. ]un:l—— Z

" use his own expression—from the Eighth of R.oman.s, {ll.l wI
will see whether he has the temerity to bring 1t' up again. :
have proved the judgment to be in the 1‘ut;ure; in the. ete;;llillt
state. The coming of Christ is therefore in the mtyxc. o
the judgment being, by his own proof-texts, in the future state,
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there must be in that judgment, as in all judgments; a diserim-
ination of character. And we know that, at that time, it will
bé said: “He that is unjust, let him be unjust still; and he
which is filthy, let him be filthy still; and he that is righteous,
let him be righteous still; and he that is holy, let him be holy
still.” And beyond that, as Mr. King says, there is no change;
the states of probation (no matter how many he may contend
for), have all terminated thenj the unjust will remain unjust
forever, the holy will remain holy to all eternity; and thus I
have proved my proposition, before T have come to it. And
in provihg my own, I have defeated his, and defeated it for-
ever; and I ask the gentleman to come up manfully to-morrow
evening and acknowledge his defeat.

One thing I do not know but I ought to refer to by way of
explanation. Mr. King and I are, both of us, by natural con-
stitution, of an ardent and excitable temperament. I can
answer for myself that whatever I do, I do with all my might.
Tn some of my speeches I know I have exhibited considerable
warmth and energy, {rom which some might infer the passion
of anger; but I can assure you that nothing has been further
{rom my heart than any feeling of personal hostility or bitter-
ness toward my friend.

In conclusion, T humbly trust that you will take home with
you the thoughts you have heard from this stand; that you
will reflect upon the fact that God has placed us here to work
out our salvation with fear and trembling; to enjoy the
abounding riches of his grace, if we will accept them in the
manner pointed out by him; and finally, through the merit
of the blood of Christ, be received with all the blood-washed
throng into the abodes of celestial bliss, But I urge you to
presume not upon the merey of God. The only salvation for
man, is in returning from the paths of sin and iniquity, and
finding pardon in the atoning sacrifice of Christ. May the
Tord bless and keep you all, and prepare you for a Dblissful
eternity in his presence.——['lﬁmc expired.]

Y FIFTH SPEECH OF MR. KIXG.

MR. KING'S FIFTH SPEECH.

MESSRS. A[ODERATORS, LADIES AND GE;\'TLE)U?N:——-l\Iy

Dbrother claimed last night to have detected' me in a shg]'l‘t. mg‘c-
euracy, in respecet to the Greek word used In Romans, viii: 232
and translated «yedemption,” and refuses to accept mi; renvder-
ing of the 1)assage——“delivemnqe from the body.’ Now,
although by @ slip of thie tonguc, T chanced t? say upolio,
instead of apolutroo, S0 that my brother was technically correct,
yet the two words have the same base or root, and the same
meaning is included in both; both imply “catting loose from,”’
«elivering from.”?” If any of you will simply 0pe1.1 your
common English lexicon, Webster’s unabridged, you \\’111.ﬁll('l
that one of the leading definitions of the word ¢ redemption n
is, ‘deliverance Jrom bonduge;? these are the. exact \\’?r(la;;
Now, we do not swy, in ordinary speech, ¢ dchycrunc.c ing
we say “ deliverance from.” Iere, then, is the 1(1ea. of sepa-
ration, which, according to the Greek idiony, re(}mrcs, O}“:\t
least, allows, the genitive to be rendered by ‘f 11'0;_11.” lh.o
same word, apolutrosin, is found in Hcbrews, X1: 35: and 1S
there rendered deliverance’— and others were tortured, not
accei)ting deliverance.” And in the other eig‘h.t passages
where the word occurs, it might withi equal propriety be ren-
dered * deliverance.” See Luke, xxi: 28: where the common
yersion reads, ¢ your redemption ‘draweth nigh,” but where
the meaning is perhaps morxe accurately ex pressed by the other
term, ‘¢ your deliverance draweth nigh.” And so wherever the
word is found. Taking, then, this undeniable fact, t-lmt-.the
word apolutrosin readily bears this copstruction, we c.h\im 1.t as
being the correct one for the passage under consideration,
beeause it then harmonizes completely with the oft-repeath
declarations of the apostle Paul, clsewhere. Ie often sp.‘uks pf
his mortal or carnal nature as being the occasion of sin, anfl
expresses n longing to be delivered from it; crying Of‘t in hl:i
anguish: O, who ghall deliver me from t?\is body of dcatl.l.

And in the passage before us, he makes his approaching
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deliverance from the body the basis of his apostolic joy. But
suppose that in regard to this matter of translation I am entirely
in error; it does not effect the argument at all, nor aid my
brother a particle. There stands the promise of a glorious
result—deliverance from, or redemption from, a lower condi-
tion into a higher one, Throwing aside all verbal criticism,
and looking at the matter from a common sense poi'nt of view,
does my brother assert, as the position he assumes would log-
ically indicate, that “ the redemption of the body”—of these
mortal frames—is all that is tanght or promised here? There
is not a christain in this audience who believes it. It would
make mere nonsense of all this grand lesson of inspiration.
But suppose you say, as he secems to wish you to take for
granted, that the human body is the precise and only thing
that is to be delivered, or redeemed, then I ask him again, in
what sense can human bodies be said to be delivered * into
the glorious liberty of the children of God,” when according
to his theology they are to be chained in hell, to suffer endless
punishment?

My brother again tells you I have ¢ proved nothing.” Have
I not? Why, justlook at the plainest, grandest utterances of
the word of God that I have presented here. I thought the
Bible was to be our arbiter in this discussion; but the Bible
seems to have no weight with him. No matter how many
texts I bring, nor how plain and definite, and directly to the
point they may be, he deliberately ignores them, and tells you
they have * proved nothing!’ DBreihren and sisters, it is for

" gou to say. Iis eye may be blind to the light which they shed
upen the subject before us; but glad am I that his blindness or
denial ean not strike them from the sacred record—that no
human power can pluck those stars from the sky, or veil their
glory from the eye of faith.

He says he does not know what idea I intend to convey by
the term “salvation;” that I have not defined my meaning.
My brother forgets, but the audience will remember, that at
the very commencement ¢f this discussion I used the following
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Janguage: “I stand here to attempt .to prove the dOCtljille of
universal salvation; that all souls will at last become recon.-
ciled to God, holy, and therefore happy.”’ X call that a defini-
tion of salvation.

My brother last evening made & very gentlemanly and
christian ackkmowledgment of a misstatement .he had made
here. I appreciated the manner and sl.)irit of h.lS nck;gnvledg—
ment, and am ready at any time to remproca.te 11‘:. In ﬂlc h.ez}t
of extemporancous discussion, every man 18 liable to m'alte
mistakes. It is manly to correct them, but unmfuﬂy to ta]\c‘
advantage of them. In the exeitement of debate, in the excc.ss
of real for a causc or for a principle, & man may De led uuyxty—
tingly into the use of language marked b5f too great S'e\'fltlltb %
or perhaps tinged with contempt. And it Tn:Iy bchtl u(,. mf
both my brother and myself have been led 1l.1t0 o violation o
the strictest rules of gentlemanly and christian court'esy. 1t
s0, it would be better for both to acknm\'}edge the .luct, zu-ld
both do works meet for repentance from this moment onward.
[ALr. ITonBs—* Confess for yourself, my dt?ar bll 197}

My brother made an UlZenerous, unjush{mbl?, :m‘d' coni
temptuous thrust at my faith, which I was sorry t_o he:u, '1{111(
am sorry to be compelled to notice. Ile ma.de an attack on : 1e-
moral character and influence of my belief, when h.e's:ud.
«3r. King meets a sinner in.the streets, approaches him, :\m‘l
tolls him he ought to repent, be converted, and becgme :1,
Christian. But the sinner says: tPhere 18 }10 hurry; 1 l‘m\:e
other matters claiming my attention no\Y H _1f I sh.ould (111e m1
my sins, I have no doubt you will be a missionary in hd.-?.tm].(,
T will attend to the matter there!’” DBrothers :u_xd —ms Ctl~,
some of you, I saw, smiled at that; but do_you tl'u?q\ t]11: li
exactly right and proper and christian language fo 1( 1.,tpl
tant to use toward his opponent in debate? And‘ t']]lb, o?,
when I bclievé, and continually affirm, that the divine 1'f:t-11- .
Dbution follows the sinner cverywhere, and into every world—
that there is no escaping the punishment inseparably cmincctc('lJ
with violated Jaw, and which will sooner OF Iater be meted ou
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to every man; while /e teaches that the divine retribution is
not visited upon the sinner in this world ; that if it ever fall
upon the sinner at all, the most of it is deferred to another
world; that it males little difference how you live, only so you
die right, and in that case you can escape a/l punishment, both
here and hereafter! A man with such a theology claiming
that my belief tends to encourage men to continue in sin!

Ie talks flippantly about my being a missionary in hell,
My brother, X do not know the spirit which prompted you to
utter those words; but I say to you, if you had fallen iuto a
pit on earth, and lay there bruised, mangled, helpless, God
knows I would come to you, and try to help you, and lift you
up from your sad condition. I hope that I shall not be more
unfeeling—that I shall not have less sympathy—in the world
to come. Andif I were to know that you were lying even in
the depths of hell, wretched, and blind, and far away from
God, I would pray our Father above to let me come to you,
and instruct you in the way of truth and life, and lcad you
home to him and Heaven—to light, and peace, and happiness.

My brother again denies that evil is included in the divine
economy ; that it has a place in the purpose and plan of God;
and that God can and does perform his sovereign will. In
denying this he is not denying a theory of mine, but the plain
statement of the will of God, enforced by numerous facts in the
history of the past as recorded in the scriptures. Take, for
'iust:'mce, the story of Joseph and his brethren. Iere, God
has a purpose to accomplish. The ultimate results he reveals
in a prophetic vision to Ji oseph, who dreams that his brothers’
sheaves bow down and worship his own. But the means by
which this result shall be accomiplished he does not reveal.
Joseph tells his dream to his brethren, who arc angry with
him, and propose to murder him. Finally they change their
minds, and sell him into slavery to some Igyptians passing
through the land. Then they thought they had defeated the
purpose of God—had made that propheey a falschood. But
after many years, behold, a famine falls upon the land, and
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these very brothers‘ are down there in Egypt, bowing befox:cf
Joseph, and praying him for corn.to save them and their
families alive—thus literally fulfilling the prophecy. Do you
remember Joseph’s explanation to them of the ways of God 1.11
providence—an explanation that holds just as good to-day as it
did four thousand years ago? ITe.told them that thougl.l they
meant it for evil, God meant it for good. Brothers and mstcfrs,
is there no pertinence in that? It is in pe.rfcct hm‘mony. with
many other illustrationsof the same doct}'um tobefound in the.
Bible ; and with the statement of Peter, in t}le SGCOI.](] c]mp'tel
of Acts, to the Jews who have crucified Christ: * Him, being
delivered by the delerminate counsel and fo:'el.v;zz.)llrl,,tlege of 6.70(,1;
ve have taken, and by wicked hands have cruc1ﬁef1 and slm-n.
:l‘hus does the Bible teach—what any sound, _1';1‘51011;11 theism
demands—that God is sovereign even over evil, and can make
even the wrath of man to praise him. ) ) -
In his last speech, my brother is on hand again with .]lla
s« tpilemmaY—which, he seems to think is‘ a very ternblie
thing—in reference to the commandments of Go’cnl. .1~Ie sayai
‘God’s commandments ave the expressions of God’s will. A.llf,
he goes on to ask: ‘‘Are the commm}dmel}’ts obeyed now?
If not, he contends that God's will is de%cated, a{ld conts}e-
quently my argument based upon Go’s will must fall t.o‘ tylle
ground. This, as I think I shall be ab.Ie to show .)'Ollf, 1sl t 1}e
loosest possible logic; for it is confoundl}lg tw.o thll.]gb wlu(,}
ave entirely separate and dissimilar. Tt is confounding 2 law,
with the eonditions which that law is intended to regulatle,
correct, and improve. God’s commands e'xpress absoluvtlc.y
the condition of spiritual life which we are intended to‘ at't‘?]m
by and by, and which God places constantly be_fore us 115 t 114.3
ideal toward which we should continually s‘trl.\'e. I' t“x.m;
you will apprehend my meaning when} sy, sin 1s.a‘d1‘ﬂ(é ez
thing to God from what it is to man. 8in does not 111.)111? ’o (1
Sin is a violation of a law governing human nature. %n
“human action, affecting human happiness zu.\d. 1')1'(?(1u(fulig'
human misery; sin injures man, but it does not injure God.
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God commands that no man shall steal. Now, I ask my
brother, is it the will and determination of God that no man
shall steal fo-day? I say, not at all. That command is
but the utterance of a law, the setting up of an ideal, of per-
fect justice, toward which I am to nim, and to which I am to
attain, as a final result. It is only by conilict, toil, and discip-
line, that I am to attain to that ideal. God holds up that
- perfect rule of right before me,and I am to strive to reach it.
e uses suffering, punishment, discipline, anything that will
tend to bring me there. I gradually lenrn what justice is, I
Iearn to love it; through pain and suffering am disciplined ; I
am brought into obedience unto the law of right, until at last
I become a law unto myself, having no disposition to do other-
wise than right. It is just as he holds up manhood as 4
condition to which the child will grow. It is his desire that
the infant shall attain to perfect manhood. DBut X claim it is
1ot his desire that the new-born infant shall become a perfect,
full-grown man in ¢ day. The same yule applies physically,
mentally, morally; the same yule of growth, discipline, pro-

gress. Physically, mentally, morally, God expects and intends *

that cach of us shall stwrt into life as a child. Physically,
mentally, morally, he places me, an infant, at the foot of the
mount of ascension; up this mount I am to climb. Ile knows
that T must walk with faltering footsteps, must stumble and
fall. many o time, must get many bruises, before I learn to
tread that upward path with firm and assured feet, or stand
triumphant upon the victorious hights of achievement, my
manhood complete. This is the law that runs through every
department of human life, through all God’s providenée in
the government of the world and man. It is God’s will,

God’s command, if you please, that man, & grown ma, shall-

walk the carth the crowned ruler of the lower world. It is
cqually God’s will and command, that man should start ag an
infant, should become a youth, ghould pass through all
processes of discipline and stages of development to final
perfection.  Mark this one thing, for it is the nexus of the
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imperfect beginning. Look at this law of growth, stamped
upon all things in nature, upon man, physically mentally and
morally; and see if it does not necessitate not only a complete
and perfect end, but a feeble and imperfect beginning, and all
the conditions of weakness and imperfection lying between the
two. It is strange to me that any man can be so blind as to
ignore, or SO bold as to deny, so plain a fact as this.

T will now return to my affirmative work.

My sixth affirmative argument is based upon the only true
philosophy of human freedom and redemption, as taught by
Jesus in the beautiful parable of the prodigal son, recorded
by Luke, in the fiftecenth chapter of his gospel. I have not time
to read this parable to you now; nor need I, for ave all familiar

- with it. The universally aceepted opinion, and the meaning

plain upon the face of the parable, is, that the prodigal son
represents the sinner, while the Father is God. I did hear of
one man who said one son represented the Jews, and the other
the Gentiles; but it is not worth while to combat so senseless
an idea as that. . But what is the lesson taught in the parable?

The first lesson is, the prodigal son did come back. Two
parables, spoken by our Saviour, are found in,this same
chapter, before that of the prodigal son. The first is of the man
having a hundred sheep, one of which was lost, and he went
forth seeking it. You will find no recoxd of his saying that if
he did not find it that day, or by some other set time, hie would
leave it for the wolves to devour; but he sought it until ke
Jound it. The next parable is the woman having ten pieces of
silver, who lost one piece. You recollect she is represented as
lichting a candle, and sweeping the house, and seeking
diligently—how long? Why, till she found it. Then comes
the story of the prodigal son; and you will observe, the
prodigal son does come back. My brother contends for human
freedom j so do I; but I deny 2 freedom mightier than God’s_
freedom; and the mutual relationship and final result of

6
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‘Taman freedom and divine will is beautifully set forth in-this
parable. Man has the largest possible freedom; yet his
freedom can not hinder the final result, nor interfere with the
operation of God’s perfect providence. This parable containsg
a solution, clear as a sunbeam, of the whole vexed problem of
free agency; it exhibits the operation of God’s power in the
correcting and molding of the petverse human will, and that
without destroying or forcibly interfering with it. The son
was free to go away from home and become a prodigal. 'When
away he was free to stay away just as long as he. chose. But
he could never gebt so far away from home but God’s eternal
law of refribution followed himj after a while he began to
reflect—there was nocompulsion upon his will, but he very
naturally began to reflect—that while he was feeding on the
husks that the swine did eat, in his father’s house there was
bread enough, and to spare.  And what was the result? Why,
after o while, (we are not told how long), after experiencing to
his full satisfaction the operations of God’s perfect law of
retribution—after having had impressed upon his mind beyond
all possibility of obliteration the important lesson, ‘“whatso-
ever a man soweth, that shall he reap ”—nf‘ter' starvation and
suffering, and other *“evils” which my brother declares have
no place nor purpose in the providence of God, had ‘“brought
him to himself”—he came to the sensible conelusion, “I will
arise and go to my father!” Andnow mark you, there was no
con{pulsion about this; he was still free to stay away as much
longer as he chose; and he was as free to return to his father’s
house as to stay away. DBut want, hunger, pain, had ¢ brought
him to himself,” and created in him a new will. Meanwhile,
the- absence and sinfulness of the son has not affected the
father; he has not been angry at the son; has not ‘disownerl
him. Unchanging, tireless, patient as his own infinite nature,
the father has been waiting for the windering son to come
hack, knowing all the while that some time he would come
back, by virtue of the perfect providence whose unerring
retrobation he could never cseape, of the want, ( “for e begun
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to be in want,” ) the “evil,”” which should at last inevitably
# bring him to himself.” This parable teaches another lesson:
that punishment in the hands of God, is inflicted, not to
gratify the vengeance of God, but to teach, discipline and
redcem the one receiving it. To assert that God ever inflicts
suffering for any other purpose than to benefit the sufferer
would be a charge against God too blasphemous to be uttered.
Vet I have heard it said that man had no claim upon God;
that God owed his chilren nothing except damnation. There
is no language strong enough to properly characterize so
monstrous, so infernal o theology. In the name of my God,
the infinite and over loving Father of us all, I indignantly
repel the charge. No claim upon him? Ifit be-true that an
carthly father and mother are bound in honor to take care of
the babe they have brought into the world—if that babe, by
virtue of its very weakness and helplessness has a claim upon
its parents for protection, love, and eare—infinitely more true
is it that we, ushered into this world by God’s pleasure, not
our own, have a clainm upon Him. I say it reverently, but full
of trust; I say it, because I know it tobe true.—[Time Expired.

MR. IOBBS FIFTH SPEECH.

MEssrs. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN :—1I con-
gratulate you heartily upon the very much improved temper
and disposition of my opponent to-night. T felt last night like
saying, in the language of Mr. Skinner: « Friend King, ‘keep
cool,’ and you will not only feel better but do better.” Te has
done o great deal better to-night, and I am very glad of it.

And first, a few words right here in regard to Greek eriti-
cism. Tt issurprising that Mr. King can not come squarely

~up and acknowledge he was wrong, and let it go. Why not?
’You know you were wrong, my dear sirl And I again cal}
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the attention of the audience to the fact that my opponent
said, at the commencement of this discussion, that if he was
uprooted from the Eighth of Romans, he was a defeated man.
‘When ‘“uprooted? on every other position he took in con-
nection with that chapter, he tried his hand at changing the
translation so as to malke it support his theory, and see what
work he made of it! Tirst, he got hold of a word that was
not in the text; secondly, he applied a rule of Bullion’s
_grammar that can not apply at all—the rule referring to the

construction of the genitive after verds, while the word trans-

lated “redemption” (like the English word “redemption?’) is
a noun; and thirdly, to illustrate his theory of translation,
that the genitive after apolulrosis should be translated by
“from,” he referred you to what he calls a parallel case, in
Hebrews, xi: 85, where there is no word in thie genitive case,
or any other case, after it in the same sentence—simply and
only the accusative of apofutrosis! In Ephesians, i: 14, you
will find a case precisely parallel to the one before us in
Romans, viii: 23. There the apostle speaks about an inherit-
ance for which we are to wait “until (apolutrosin tees peripoi-
eesews) the redemption of the purchased possession.”” ¥lere we
have the genitive after upolutrosis,—a construction exactly
similar to that with which Mr. Iing has made such work in
Romans, viii: 23. But how would this read, according to his
rule of translation? Why, that we are waiting to be redeemed
—+¢ delivered ’—*‘ separated ’—from the purchased possession !
It strikkes me that this is the farthest possible remove from the
* Universalist teachings upon that subject. So here, as in every
other attempt he has made to force the Eighth of Romans into
the support of his theory, I have met him, and according to
his own showing, he is a defeated man. Why not rise and
say, ‘““I am defeated,” acknowledging it nobly before the
audience?
I understand my opponent as meaning, by the term ¢ galva-
tion,” that all men will finally become holy and happy. [Mr.
CKING—4T said, ‘all men will finally decome reconciled to God,
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holy, and therefore, happy.’”’] Well, now let us suppose—
which is by no means true—that my friend has succeeded in
proving that this universal reconciliation to God would take
place. Ie is still very far from having proved the afiirmative
of this proposition. That calls tpon him to prove the endless
happiness of all men. The simple fact that a man is recon-
ciled to God is no proof that he will always remain so. I pre-
dicted that my friend would not bring a single passage of
scripture to prove the endless happiness of all men. Xas he
doneso? I now make him this proposition—that he may take
his strongest passage, or half a dozen, or a dozen of his stron-
gest passages of seripture, and we will confine our attention
entirely to them, to the clear, plain, satisfactory interpretation
of them, and risk the issue upon the result. My friend will
not accept this proposition; he dare not; le knows he would
be as effectually routed everywhere as he has been on the
Eighth of Romans. '

The gentleman complains that I make an attack upon the
moral character of his faith. I showed, and I had a right to
show, that the logic of his system instilled into the minds ot
the people, would exert a deleterious influence, causing men to
procrastinate their return to God, and to continue to indulge
in sinful pleasures in this world, thinking to secure salvation
in the world to come. You can all see that it would have pre-
cisely that result. ‘ :

He waxed quite eloquent in response to my suggestion about
his being a missionary in hell, He said, if I bad fallen into a
pit on earth he would help me out; and that if Ire should see
me lying in hell, in suffering and agony, he would pray the
Father to let him come to me, and teach me the way of life,
and lead me home to heaven. I certainly am grateful to the
gentleman for his benevolent intentions. But does not my
friend remember a similar case related in the Scriptures—
where the rich man prayed that Lazarus might be sent to him
in hell, on an crrand of mercy? But Abraham said it could
not be, for betwixt the two there was “a greab gulf fixed,”
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which none could pass. Then the rich man prayed that Laza-
ras might be sent to earth, where his five brethren then dwelt,
«that he might testify unto them, lest they also come into this
place of torment.” Bub Abraham replied: “They have Moses
and the prophets; and if they hear not them, neither will they
e persuaded though one rose from the dead.” And if Mr.
King were in heaven, and should see m¢ in hell; suffering the
punishment due to disobedience and rebellion in this life, and
should pray the Father to let him come to me and lead me up
,to heaven, would not God say, “No, he had not only Moses and
the prophets, but Christ and the apostles; it is too late; the day
of salvation with him is passed.” '

Mr. King continues to take it for granted that there is a state
of probation beyond death. I have called upon him again and
again to prove the fact before founding any argument upon it;
but e has not done it, and he can not do it. Ile himself.
affirms that the word “probation” is not in the Bible,
nor any word of similar meaning. This fact alone is fatal to
his assumption of a future state of probation. IIe says men
die in their sins. Then, if there be no other state of probation,
it follows as a matter of necessity that they must remain end-
lessly in their sins.

Mr. King takes up Joseph’s case. But does this teach the
final salvation of all men? I can mot see that it teaches the
endless holiness and happiness of anybedy or anything. I can
not see its bearing upon the proposition in any shape. Suppose
Joseph did have a dream; and that his brethren did sell him
into Egypt; and that they afterward went down to Egypt to
buy corn; and that Joseph did tell them that, while they
meant it for evil, God meant it for good,—what has all that
long story to do with the endless happiness of Joseph, or his
brethren, or anybody eclse? e says that the crucifying of
Christ by the Jews was in accordance with God’s intentions.
I suppose he means by this that God compelled the Jews to
crucify Christ. Then it was not the Jews’ act, but God’s act.
The argument must mean that, or it means nothing. Ile may

-
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as well give up entirely this ‘¢ will”? argument. The more.he
attempts to patch it up, themore inconsistent and nonsensical
he makes it appear. The best thing he can do with it, is to let
it alone.

1 have at length forced him to take some position in refer-
ence to the trilemma in which I placed him concerning the
commandments and the will of God; that they were given
either contrary to God’s will, or without regard to his will, or
were the expression of his will. Tlec was at length foreed to
take some position on this matter—but what a position it wus' !
He says that my argument confounds a law with the COlld]-.
tions that law is intended to regulatg. I will acknowledge I
do not know what he meant—some of you may—but that is
his language, as near as T ean recollect. If Tam wrong he ca‘n
correct me. I do not see that it makes any difference what is
the intention of the law—there is the law, and it is, T contengl,
the expression of God’s will; and the gentleman dare not
assert the contrary. And if the commandments of the dec.a—
logue are the expressions of God’s will, we see that God’s will
is not done, for those commundments are violated every day.
But he begins to see his way out of this difﬁculty'. e dm.\vs
—or rather, hints at—a distinetion between two kinds of will:
the will of desire, and the will of determination. And these
commandments, he tells us, are not the expression of God’s
will of defermination. Then, of course, they 1{3115‘:- b.e .the
expression of God’s will of desire. This theological .dxstmc-
tion Mr. King probably did not suppose I would notice; but
T was on the lookout for him, expecting exactly that dodge.
Now, I would ask him whether he is certain tlm_t tl.le w.lll
of God, as expressed in I Timothy, ii: 4, where it 1s smd/
that God “will haveall men to be saved, and to conct'a unto
the knowledge of the truth,” is the will of determinalio:, oX
only the will of desire? T assert thab the Gree'k word t/szlo,
used in this passage, does not mean *to determmc,”. but sim-
ply “to wish,” ‘“to dosive.”? God’s defermination 13 always
accomplished ; but God’s destre is not.  The commandments of




88 JOLNT DISCUSSION.

the decalogue are the expressions of God’s desire, but they are
disobeyed every day. Consequently, Mr. King's argument
based upon I Timothy, ii: 4, falls to the ground. Though it
be indeed God’s desire that all men should be saved and come
to the knowledge of the truth, yet it is by no means certain
that this desive will be accomplished: nay, as in the case of
God’s desire as expressed in the commandments of the deca-
logue, it is beyond all controversy certain that it is not accom-
plished. In drawing this line of distinction between God’s

will of determination and his will of desire, Mr. King virtually '

acknowledges the truth of the position I assumed some time
sinee, that God has been pleased to make certain results rela-
tive to human interests, here and hereafter, dependent upon
human agency.

Mr. King tells us that man starts into life asa babe; that
God knows lLie will stumble and fall, and get many bruises
before he finally stands triumphant on the victorious hights
of achievement, in completeness of manhood. See into what
strange contradictions and inconsistencies a false theology will
lead aman! On the one hand Mr, Xing argues that man is
created subject to vanity—sin and misery—in the very consti-
tution of things, with the intention that he shall grow better
and better as he grows older. And yet there is nothing for
which he contends so vehemently, as that the new-born infant
is innocent and pure and holy—perfectly fitted for Heaven!
‘He contends that suffering is sent as a means of discipline and
development, to lead man on to final perfection. But how is
it with those who, under the beneficent dispensation of pun-
jshment, that is to lead them up the mountain hight, lkeep
growing down hill all the tinle—“wa.\"ing worse and worse,
deceiving and being deccived?” (II Timothy, iii: 13.) How
is it if God for their sins ‘“send them strong delusion that
they should believe a lie, and be damned?” (I1 Thessalonians,
ii: 11,) That is a sort of progress—that isa kind of punish-
ment, whose beneficent influences I do not understand.

Mr. King brings upon the carpet the parable of the prodigal
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son, and seems to think that any interpretation of it that does
not: coincide with his own must be very foolish. I want to ask
the gentleman just one question: if the prodigal son is the
sinful man, who was the elder son that complained so bitterly
when the younger son came back? Let him answer that. -

According to Universalism, evil, sin, punishment, suffering,
is the Saviour, leading us back to God. According to my
Bible, Jesus Christ is my Saviour, and God’s goodness is that
which leads us back to him, XBut it may be that sin and
suffering is goodness!

I resume now my. line of negative argument: My fifth
negative argument is based upon the fact that the Jews,
materialists excepted, believed that the scriptures taught
endless punishment. (See Prideaux, Vol, I, page 852). This
fact is admitted Ly Universalists themselves. I have only
time to quote in proof that the Jews believed in endless
punishment hereafter, an extract from one of the most learned
Jews that ever lived, Josephus, in his ¢ Discourse concerning
IIades.” Fe says: “ Forall men, the justas well as the unjust,
shall be brought before God the YWord; for to him hath the
Father committed all judgment ; and he, in order to fulfill the
will of his Father shall come as judge, whom we call Christ.
Tor Minos and Rhadamanthus are not the Judges, as you
Greels do suppose, but he whom God and the TFather hath
glorified; concerning whom we have elsewhere given a more
particular account, for the sake of those who seek after
truth. This person, exercising the righteous judgment of the
TFather toward all men, hath prepared a just sentence for every
one, according to his works; at whose judgment-seat, where all
men, and angels, and demons, shall stand, they will send
forth one voice, and say, *Just is thy judgment:” the rejoinder
to which will bring a just sentence upon both parties, by
giving justly to those that have done well an everlasting
Sruition; but allotting to the lovers of wicked works elernal
punishment !

ARGUMENT Sixtir, First: God’s government over man is
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moral. Second: as & subject of that government, man must be
a moral agent, free to obey or disobey law. Third: moral law
relates to right and wrong, and is intended to regulate and
control us as social beings. Tourth: in the nature of the case,
the present manifestation of God’s moral government in the
way of command must be peculiar to our present state of
being, and as to any future state, we can not define its duties,
relations and regulations, except as thoy are revealed before-
hand, unless it could be demonstrated that we shall be in every
respect then as nows; hence, to argue whab shall be God’s
method of government then, from what takes place here now,
would be as illogical as the argument very common in some
places, and formerly with many of our own ancestors, that
railroads would be a positive injury to the country; ‘‘or that
education would be a baleful thing, because some who have
been edueated have disdained to labor with their hands, and
have looked contemptuously upon the uneducated. Those
persons forgot that if all were educated, the very difference in
the two classes from which the complained of evils flow, would
be done away, and all would be equal.’—[ Whately’s Logic.}
Fifth : moral government necessarily implies moral subjection;
for we ought to do that which is right, and ought not to do that
which is wrong. Sixth: moral obligation implies freedom of
choice and action; else there can be no sanctions of law, in the
way of reward and punishment; but without such sanctions it
is not properly moral law. The above undeniable propo'sitions
are preliminary to the following argument:

The reasoning necessary to establish Universalism denies
man’s moral agency, thus putting his power of volition and
action under the inexorable grasp of an unalterable and eternal
decree. Inproof of this T will quote from a few of the standard
Universalist works:

« £ When you gny man is n free o
determining power which enables hi
you mean thata man may have one motive
motives, cach of which are equally as strong

gent, you mean that he possesses a sclf
m to act contrary to his cholee; or, "
to doa thing, and ten thousand
as the other, to do the opposlie
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of that thing, and that he can Tollow the impalse of that one motive directly
contrary to the impulse of the other ten thousand; we frankly confess \\:e
pelleve no sueh thing., But if, when you say man is a frec agent, you n;e:m
that he is free to act according to his cholce, we agree with y;u. '\Vc believe
that man is 2 moral agent in the sense that he is, and will be, re\v;"u-ded for
his virtues and punished for his vices.—[ Universulist ]]oolc' of Reference
page 379. ‘ ‘
“ RFqually unphilosophical asunseriptural is the denial that all things, in
the broadest aceeptation of the phrase, have their origin in the unchan:ea,nhlc
deslgns of heaven,—[Rogers, pro and con, p 289. i
Rogers, in combatting the doctrines of Arminianism, says:
« Dut this reasoning proves,” you will say, *that we are destitute of moral
freedom ; whereas, this is contradicted by our experience; for we can all do
what we please, within the compass of our ability,” Granted; [says Mr.
Rogers]; but, can you pleaseas you please? Youare pleased wll,,h b.cnuty H
can you, if you try, be cqually pleased with deformlity? You are pleascc{
with musical harmonies; can you be equally pleased with discords? * % *
* You can not prefer pain before pleasure ; nor sickness before health; by
an error in judgment you may indeed mistake the wealker for the stronger
motive. ® ® * You must sce, reander, thatthe notion of frec will is a
chimera,”’—[Rogers, pro and con.

Al this is diametrieally opposed to the scriptures: See
Joshua, xxiv: 15: “ And if it seem evil unto you to serve the
Lord, choose you this day whom ye will serve;” Isaiah, Ixv;12:
“When I ealled ye did not answer; when I spake ye did not
Tear; but did evil before mine eyes, and did choose that
wherein I delighted not.” Also Isainh, lxvi;4, where nearly
the same language occurs. Rogers says, we can not prefer pain
before pleasure ; but Paul says, Febrews, xi: 25, that Moses
chose rather * to suffer affliction with the people of God than
to enjoy the pleasures of sin.” So Shadrach, Meshach and
Abednego chose the fiery furnace rather than idolatry with its
conquuent temporal benefits ; so Daniel chose the lions’ den,
rather than the highest honors of Babylon’s kingdom; so of
f:he long list of apostles and martyrs, who, if they had hope
.in this life ouly would have been of all men the most miser-
able; so of the mighty host of ancient worthies, who  were
tortured, not aceepting deliverance that they might obtain a
better resurrcetion ; and others had trial of crucl mockings and
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seourgings, yea, IMOreover, of bonds and imprisonment; they
were stoned, they were Sawn asunder, were tempted, were
slain with the sword ; they wandered about in sheep-skins and
goat-skins, being destitute, afilicted, tormented; {of whom
the world was not worthy ); they wandered in deserts, and in
mountains, and in dens and caves of the earth” (Hebrews,
xi: 85-38). But Universalism says:

«2an Is compelled to nct in some '\vny; man can act only according tohis
choice.”—{ Universalist ook of Ieference, P. 370,

s Relleve me, reader, it is not possible to avoid tho conclusion that all
events take place agreeably to the unalterable decrees of Jehovah'—[Iogers,
pro and con, P. 300, )

"This is directly contrary to the seriptures. God commands
some things, and inhibits others. See Jeremiah, xliv: 4: 4O,
do not this abominable thing that T hate!” 4. e, commit idol-
atry. But notwithstanding God’s hatred of it, they did it.
«Q Jerusalem, Jerusalem, thou that killest the prophets, and
stonest them which are sent unto thee, how often would I have
gathered thy children together, even asa hen gathereth her
chickens under her wings, and ye would not!” (Matthew,
xxiii: 87.) “Ye will not come to me, that ye might have
life.” (John, v: 40.) -

According to Universalism, if we disobey God’s commands,
God punishes us to the full desert of our .crimes; . ¢., puu-
ishes us for what we can not avoid. TFor Rogers says: “The
notion of free will is a chimera.”

ARGUMENT SEVENTH. Unijversalism thus destroys the
distinction between vice and virtue. Vice is the unconstrained
choice of wrong, and the practice according. Virtue is the
unconstrained choice of right, and the firm adherence to it,
despite suffering and trial.

ARGUMENT EIGHTI. AS Universalism destroys man’s moral
agency, it must make his actions neither blameworthy nor
praiseworthy ; neither rewardable nor punishable. This s
contrary to the Bible, and to Universalism itself.

FIFTH SPEECH OF MR. HOBBS. 93

ATGUMENT NiNTH. Universalism makes God the author of
all sin, and the only sinner in the universe.

«igo, then,’ exclaims the Arminian objector, ‘ the author really scems bent
on proving that as Jechovah foreknew of the existence of sin, be must also

have designed it Yes,_such is really my purpose.,”’—[Rogers, pro and con,
p. 280,

No wondor Universalists do not think that man deserves an
endless hell! No wonder they make sin a finite evil, a mere
peccadilio! No wonder they say God would be a merciless
tyrant if he were to punish us cternally for the acts of this life.
But, is he not equally & merciless tyrant if he punish at all?

My opponent built an argument—and he no doubt thought
it was a very strong one—on the mission of Christ. Ilis first
proposition was ‘ Christ eame into the world to save all men.”
Granted, if you will add one clause—“according to the gospel.”’
Tis sccond proposition was, ¢ He had power to perform that
work.” I grant that, if you will add one phrase—“according
to the gospel.” Ilis third proposition was, ‘ He will use
that power to complete that work.” This I deny, unless all
men shall accept salvation upon the terms of the gospel. In
reference to his flood of proof-texts, you know I have no time
within the limits of this discussion to answer each of them
separately. IHe might as well lay down the Bible, saying,
«There is the proof of my proposition—reply to it!? I will
review a few of the strongest of them, and show that Univer-
salism is suicidal, as well as sophistical: In reply to I1ebrews,
ii: 9, *“We see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the
angels for the suffering of death, erowned with glory and henor,
that he by the grace of God should taste death for every man,” I
ask you to turn to the fifth chapter and ninth verse of the same
epistle to the Flebrews, and read: # Being made perfect, he
became {he author of eternal salvation unto ail them that obey
him.” In reply to Colossians, i: 19, 20, “For it pleased the
Tather that in him should all fullness dwell ; and having made
peace through the blood of his cross, by him lo reconcile all
things to himself,? 1 ask you to read on three verses further as
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following: ‘“And you that were sometime alienated, and
enemies in your mind by wicked works, yet now hath he
reconciled, in the body ot his flesh through death, to present
you holy and unblamable and unreprovable in his sight, 4f"—
my dear sir, I call your attention to that #if;? I do not thrust
it into the mouth of the Almighty, T find it there—*“if ye
continue in the faith, grounded and settled, and be not moved
away from the hope of the gospel.”?  In reply to John, vi: 87,
« All that the Father giveth me shall come to me; and him
that cometh to me, I willin no wise cast out,” I ask you to
read on to the fortieth verse of the same chapter—“ And this is
the will of him that sent me, that every one which secth the
Son, and believeth on him, may have cverlastinglife.” In
reply to John, x: 16, « And other sheep have I, which are not
of this fold; them also I must bring, and they shall hear my
voice; and there shall be one fold and one shepherd,” I read
the ninth verse of the same chapter: «Y am the door; by me
if any man enter in he shall be saved.” Why is it that my
friend can not see these “ifs”? why does he omit all reference
to these conditions that are everywhere annexed? Read the
twenty-sixth, twenty-seventh, and twenty-eighth verses of
this same tenth chapter of Joln, last mentioned: ¢ Ye believe
not, because ye are not of my sheep, as I said unto you; my
sheep hear my voice, and T know them, and they follow me;
and I give unto them eternal life ; and they shall never perish.”
He places this passage after the eternal state. Now, here are
some who are not of his sheep. But those who are not of his
sheep shall perish; when? Why, when the others are gathered
into the fold. So the very passages he cited, when taken in
conneetion with the contexts, are directly against him. Thus
is hiis argument based on the mission of Christ fully answered.
Tn  further reply to BdIr. King’s argument based on the
mission of Christ, I introduce my tenih negative argument:
Universalisn robs the Lord of his character as a Saviour; it
malies his sufferings and decath simply a splendid pageant—a
merciless infliction of the divine Father, that might have been
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dispensed with as well as not, so far as our salvation, present
or eternal, is concerned. Did you notice how adroitly Mr.
King worded his argument—on the ¢ mission of Christ?”? e
does not, Universalism dare not, construct an argument on the
death of Christ, Here we have an explanation, Let the
gentleman tell us, according to his system, from what the death
of Christ saves us? The scriptures affirm that Christ taketh
away the sin of the world; that the blood of Christ cleanseth
from all sin ; will. Universalism tell us how? Did Christ die
merely as a martyr? or to express the divine love? or, as one
_5_7 of their once great theologians, whose praise was in all their
1 ehurches, (Abner Knecland) said: “Xor aught I ean sce, God
could just as consistently forgive sin before, [the death of
Chirist], as since; neither does he now forgive sin on account of,
or with the least reference to, the sufferings of Christ, any
more than he docs on account of the sufferings of the
apostles, or any one else who has suffered in the same cause.”
Ballou says: “Christians have for a long time believed that
the temporal death of Christ made an stonement for sin, and
that the literal blood of the man who was crucified has eflicacy
{o cleanse from guilt; but surely, this is carnality and carnal-
mindedness.” (- Alonement, page 133). And further on, he
says: “To believe in any other atonement than the putting off
the ‘old man, and putting on the new, * % % s
carnal-mindedness and death.” Mr, Lafever, in the tGospel
Anchor,” vol. ii, No. 5, holds that the sufferings of Christ for
the world were of the same kind with the gufferings of our
revolutionary heroes, who ¢ shed their blood in the cause of

“thy their stripes we are healed.””” M. Williamson, in the
“ Toxposition of Universalism,” malkes “the only difference
between the death of Christ and that of the martyr, consist in
the fact that he died volunfarily, without constraint.”? IIow
many martyrs have died in the same way and with less
trepidation ? -

Again: the seriptures tell us, “ Jesus shall save his people

freedom ; so that it may be said, almost without a metapbor,

TA e Lo
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from their sins.” But how can this be, if every sin must be
punished to its full desert, as Universalism tells us? The
seriptures say, Jesus will vouchsafe eternal salvation ; but how
can that be, if there is nothing in eternity to be saved from;
for salvation must mean, a saving from something? If we are
saved as to eternity, God must have a law with an infinite
penalty. To save from, or to pardon sin, is to free from
punishment due thesinner. Universalism says, ‘“To save from
sin is to save from sinning ; that is, to save me from my friends
is to save me from being friendly; to save me from my debts, is
to save me from going into debt. That would be a glorious
system of finance, would it not? Why not pay off the national
debt in this way ? But, first, there is not a lexicon in the world
that will so define the term * pardon;’® second, there is not a
statutc known to human legislation that uses the term in this
sense; third, this sense is contrary to the seriptural usage of
the term; see Ezra, ix: 18: ¢ After all that is come upon us for
our evil deeds, and for our great trespass, seeing that thou, our
God, hast punished us less than our iniquities deserve, and
hast given us such deliverance as this.”” Also, Ezekiel, xviii:
20: “The soul that sinneth, it shall die.” But in one of the
following verses, the twenty-first, we have a remission of this
penalty, conditioned upon the obedience of the individual:
“ But if the wicked will turn from all his sins that he hath
committed, and keep all my statutes, and do that which is
lawiul and right, Ze shall surely live, he shall not die.”” Also,
Psalms, Ixxviii: 38: “ But he, being {ull of compassion, forgave
their iniquity, and destroyed them not.” Also, Psalms, ciii:
8-12: “The Lord is merciful and gracious, slow to anger, and
plenteous in mercy. Ile will not always chide; neither will
he keep his anger forever. ITe hath not dealt with us after our
sins; nor rewarded us according to our iniquities. For asthe
heaven is high above the earth, so great is his mercy toward
them that fear him. As far as the east is from the west, so far
hath he removed our transgressions from us.” '

What God means by “pardon? may be illustrated by his
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dealings with the Ninevites. He threatened them with

. destruction within forty days, for their enormities; but when
they repented of their sins and obeyed his commands, he
pardoned them, and the threatened punishment was not
inflicted. Now, God either threatened them with an unjust
and undeserved punishment, or in pardoning them remitted
deserved punishment. "Which horn of that dilemma will the
gentleman take?

That the blood of Christ does cleanse from sin and secure the
remission of deserved punishment, is abunddntly manifest
from the following passages: I John, i: 7: “If we walk in the
Jdight, as he is in the light, we have fellowship one with
another, and the blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanscth us from
all sin.”” Tophesians, i: 7: “In whom we have redemption
through his blood, the forgiveness of sins, according to the
riches of his grace.”” ITebrews, ix:14: “ IHow much more
shall the blood of Christ, who through the eternal spirit offered
himself withous spot to God, purge your conscience from dead
works to serve the living God?” I Peter, i: 1§, 19,: “Ye
were not redeemed with corruptible things, as silver and gold,
from your vain conversation received-by tradition from your
fathers; but with the precious blood of Christ, as of a lamb
without blemish and without spot.” Matthew, xxvi:28:
“For this is my blood of the new testament, which is shed for
many for the remission of sins.”” Iebrews, x: 28,29: ¢ He
that despised Moses’ law died without mercy under two or
three witnesses; of how much sorer punishment, suppose ye,shall
he be thought worthy, who hath trodden under foot the Son
of God, and hath counted the blood of the covenant, wherewith
he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done despite to
the Spirit of Grace?” TRomans, iii: 24,25: “Being justified
freely by his grace, through the redemption that is in Christ
Jesus: whom God hath set forth to bea propitiation, through
faith in his blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission
of sins that are past, through the forbearance of God.” Romans,

7
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%:9: “Much more, then, being now justified by his bloo.(;l; we
shall be saved from wrath through him.” Revela&tion, vii: 14z,
st Tese are they which came out of great tribulation, and have
washed their robes and made them white in the blood of the
b'” )

LaSIT.llch is the Bible doctrine of pardon for sin; and to this the
Universalist idea, which demands a full GXPlatIOD by tl;le
sinner, for every transgression, is diametrically oppose .
Hence, my conclusion, that Universalism de.stroys th.c char-
acter of Jesus as the Saviour of the world.-—[’\l‘une Lxpired.

MR. KING'S SIXTH SPEICH.

MEssks. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GEN'l:LEMEN.—l\‘Iy
brother has been treating you to a rambling: chr?course upon
every conceivalbe subject; and without rcil)lymg in any sh.ape
or manner, without attempting to reply, \Vlthou_t cven alluding,
to the arguments I presented on the afirmative, }ms led off
with a number of negative arguments. I know his purpose,
but I know my business better than to be led away fr‘om my
affirmative work by any such mzu}cuverinn'. I advertise yf)u,
Brother Fobbs, you will have need for all your material,

'matively, after to-night. .
aﬁ};;n}fgetgl’lched agai; upon the subject of probation. Ile
says I can not prove another world of probation. e assumesf
a position for which there is mo warrant, not a shadcrw o
support, either in reason oxr scripmr(-.)—.-he boldly aﬂi}lllslrt
change in the condition and opportunities of the soul m}t 1(;
future state—and then calls upon me to prove the. negative!
If I can not prove there is another world of prf)batmn, he can
not prove that this is a world of probation, in the sense in
which he uses the term—a state in which repentance .:md
reformation are possible, butbeyond which they are impossible.
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Let Zém prove that the next world differs from this in that
respect, or cease building arguments upon his unsupported
assumption. Until he presents such proof, I have the right to
hold that in every other world as in this—in every other stage
of existence, as in this—every man is a constant probationer in
this world for another; and every day, iIn this world or any
other, a probationer for the day which shall follow. The
grangd issues of eternity are to be irrevocably settled here in
the very infaney of our endless existence—the whole purpose
of God must be made triumphant within this narrow space of
carth and span of life—or all is hopeless. This ke coolly
assumes, without a gleam of common sense to favor it—iwith-
out a text, a word, a syllable, in the whole Bible to support it.

ITe wants to know what Joseph’s dream does toward proving
cndless happiness? "Who quoted it to prove endless happiness?
You know, and he knows, that I quoted it to overthrow his
sophistry that evil is outside of- the divine purpose. He made
a general ouslanght on divine sovereignty and power. I
quoted the story of Joseph to show that evil is a temporary
thing—in the providence of God, not outside of it—under his
control, not beyond his control—serving his purposes, not
thwarting his purposes. .

He has spent much of his time to-night—having nothing
better to offer—in quoting everything he could find in the
works of authors who have not believed in eternal punishment,
that he supposed you would disagree with, in order to arouse
your prejudices against me and my cause. I could have quoted
choice extracts from the literature of my orthodox brethren
against him for the same purpose, had I deemed it legitimate
argument. I might have quoted from Jonathan Edwards,
who pictures his hearers as roasting in the flames of hell, and
wishing they might be changed into a toad, or any other
reptile, to escape their undying torment. But I forbear forthe"
present, :

By the way: one thing I have noticed, as being rather a
curious fact. The orthodox of alldenominations are out in full
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force inthis audience, trying to fellowship Brother Hobbs; 1
see before me 3 plentiful sprinkling of Presbyterians, and other
upholders of the doetrine of divine foreknowledge and d?crees;
yet these are the points which Brother Hobbs has most bitterly
assailed during this debate. I speak in all seriousness to
Brother Hobbs—I am afraid he will get into trouble in that
direction unless he is a little more cautious in his expressions
than he has been. I must say it is amusing to see them
cuddling together, studying how they may best mecet and
defeat the doctrine I am defending! The fact is, all this talk
about foreknowledge and decrees has nothing to do with
the subject under discussion; a man may believe them, or
disbelieve them, and be an Universalist; a man may believe
them, or disbelieve them, and not be an Universalist. This
sort of talk is all for the salke of filling up time, and if possible
drawing me off from the track.

TIe boasts again, that hie has driven me from the Eighth of
Romans. He has ridiculed my interpretation; but what
Dbetter interpretation—what interpretation at all has he given?
Te has told you that the term translated “ereature’” does not
mean “the human race’ has he told you what it does mean?
He says it is not “the human race” that is to be “delivered
from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the
children of God;” has he told you for what “ereature’” this
transplendent destiny is reserved? Ie has endeavored to tear
down, but has made no attempt to build up. He has exhibited
inconsistencies, but not an explanation has he ventured. I
appeal to thoughtful men outside of churches, whether the
course my brother is pursuing is not directly calculated to

- malse skeptics by the score?

T will now return to my affirmative line of argument.

My seventh argument is based upon the fulfillment of the
great lIaw of love. God is love, and love is the highest rule
and principle of his government. Jesus says, (Matthew, xxii:
37-40:) “ Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart,
and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind. This is the first
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and great commandment. And the second islike unto it:
Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself. On these two
commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”’ That-
this law of love will be fulfilled is plainly declared by Christ,
(Matthew, v: 17, 18.) This law of love is the sum of all the
law; and Christ declares that ‘““one jot or one tittle shall in no
wise pass from the law till all be fulfilled.” And yet my
brother tells you that this law of love never will be fulfilled.
My eight argument is based upon the divine justice. If
there is one attribute of God that more than another demands
the ultimate happiness of all his children, it is the attribute of
justice. And what is the perfect rule of justice? It is,
doing right; and to do right is always to do good. I affirm
that justice, in its pure sense, never demands punishment at
all, primarily and alone ; but only as a means for securing the
great end of perfect justice, which is, obedience to law. And
what is God’s first gréat law ?  As already shown, it is the law
of love. This the prime law of the universe. And the
highest demand of the law of justice is, that this prime law of
the universe, the law of love, be obeyed. The only punish-
ment it demands, is sufficient punishment to secure obedience
to the law of love. But my brother declares thatthe great
principle of divine justice, in securing obedience to and the
triumph of this great law of loVe, demands that God shall
place man ina condition of eternal disobedience, from which
there is no escape. In all worlds and forever, God’s irreversi-
ble and eternal law, flowing from his own perfect nature, will
thunder into the ears of his immortal child, * Thou shalt love
the Lord thy God.” All other laws, all providence, all
redemption) are based upon the love of God to sinful man,
expressed in the gift of Christ to the world; all converge in
that law of love. Yet, my brother tells us, God will eternally
chain half his children in a condition where they can never
yield obedience to that law of love, and thus will forever defeat
the ends of justice.
My ninth argument is based upon the proposition that the
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happiness of God, angels and men, demand the salvation of all
the race, There must be a heaven for all, or a heaven for
none. Never was there such a mockery beneath the sky as the
idea that the sacred ties of earthly affection can be ruthlessly
severed, the human famiiy rent in twain, one-half or one-
fourth of it be placed in some secluded corner of the universe,
to be called heaven, while the rest are crushed down in cternal
torture. The happiness of God himself demands the salvation
of all his children. God isnot an abstract idea, an insensate law,
but my own loving Father, sympathising with my sorrow and
grieving ever my pain. Take away that cheering, blessed
thought, and what is left of the idea of a God? A mechanical
force, or worse, a fiend. Not so have I learned to know my
Clod, my infinite and ever-loving Father, who ycarnced over
me with aninfinite yearning while I was yet dead in trespasses
and sins, and sent his Son to save me, and lead me into the
way oflife. Butthe greater his love, the greater his pain when
I am in pain. If the Bible be true in its representations of
God’s measureless and undying love, and there be children of
his whom he can not save, but who must dwell in endless
misery, God himself is the prime object of pity in the
universe—his heart must be the prey of an infinite and
immortal grief. And what becomes of the joy and songs of
the angelic throng? They are watching your career and mine;
they wait with keen anxiety and unutterable yearning for our
return from the ways of sin and sorrow to the paths of purity
and peace; and there is joy in heaven over every sinner that
repenteth. That is not a picture of fancy, it is the language of
Christ. Do you believe the angels will be happy, will chant
their hosannas with unalloyed bliss, when half the human
race are crushed down into never-ending torment? Brother
THobbs made a sneering reference to a woman’s love, and
the feeling she manifested when asked if she could be
happy knowing that her child was in hell. But last night L
asked him, and to-night I ask him again, and insist upon an
answer—whether /ie could be happy in heaven with his child
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wailing in endless torment? I have a right to put to him that
direct and practical home question, for he stands here
preaching that mothers and fathers are to go to heaven, there
to sing hosannasto their God who is torturing half their family
in hell. There can be no happiness for any, unless there is
happiness for all. Cast out one poor soul, to wander in eternal
orphanage and pain, and its piteous wail echoing throughout
God’s universe will hush every song of rejoicing in heaven.
Talk about a mother being happy with her children in hell?
No, noj; it ean not be! To accomplish this you must destroy
memory and personal identity, and virtually annihilate the
human soul—or rob the universe of love and sympathy, and
transforin hearts of tenderness into hearts of stone, "Which will
you do? Will you stand here and say we shall not know each
other in heaven—or that we shall cease to love each other there?
'Phere is no answer to that, you men with your cast-iron
theolgy, who stand here talking about a God of love, who
Tates half his children with an insensate and insatiate hate—
there is no answer to that, which does not make a hell of
heaven, where a God that is worse than a fiend reigns over ¢
world where justice is dethroned, humanity -aunihilated, and
love and tenderness destroyed. Were an infinite God to offer
me a heaven where wife and children and others loved on earth
can never come, and tell me to be happy there, knowing thab
they were in torment, X would answer: ‘ No, never! Letme go
and suffer with them-—I do not want your heaven!’” And no
man with a human heart in his bosom would ask or accept of
a heaven on such terms as that. I try to respect the sincere
opinions, of my fellow men, however evidently incorrect or
absurd, but what language is appropriate and fitted to describe
this kind of logie, which, in order to prove that half the human
race is destined to suffer infinite and endless misery, dethrones
the God of the universe, denies his justice, his love, his power,
and obliterates the last vestige of tenderness and sympathy
and compassion from the heart of angels and of men? Neither
the Scriptures, nor nature, nor providence, nor the human’
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heart—not one christian nor humane wish or aspiration or
prayer—brings aught to favor this dogma of eternal agony,
which makes existence a curse, earthly life a cruelty, and
immortality and infinite calamity to the vast majority of the
race. Such a doctrine has no germ in its bosom that can
blosom into beauty, or Lring forth fruitage to benefit and bless
humanity; it has nothing in it to satisfy the highest longings
and aspirations of the human soul-—mnothing of peace, or joy or
hope—of trustin a loving TFather and a righteous God—of
faith that looks beyond the grave, vietorious over death, and
triumphant in the blessful prospeet of a glorious immortality.

As an extra half~hour’s speech is on the programme for
to-night, by.the close of which the audience will be very
weary, I will not occupy my full half-hour at present.

t

MR. HOBBS SIXTII SPEECH.

LADIES AND GENTLEMEN :—I should think, after such a
speech as that, the gentlerdan would want to sit down. Ie
pretends to be very generous toward his audience, in not
wishing to weary them. That is the way he manages to
make a virtue out of a necessity. Ile would not exhibit such
a regard for the weariness of his hearers if he could think
of anything more to say. .And now, I hope, his friends will
not deem me uncivil, but I feel likeasking every candid man
and woman here, whether they consider that incoherent
rhapsody. with which he closed his last speech to have in
it any argument bearing upon the proposition we came here
to debate? I looked around to his moderator, who vouched
for Mr. King to me as an honorable oppouent, but I could not
see in his eye any indorsement of that course. But it becomes
necessary for me, being upon the negative, to follow the gen-
tleman, to some extent, in his tortuous windings.
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He complains that I do not tell you the meaning of the
scriptures that he quotes here. You know and he knows that

_it is not a part of my business to explain kis scriptures to you;

it is enough to show you that they do nof mean what he says
they mean; that his doetrine is not in the scriptures he brings

- forward as proof. If he wants to know what the doctrine of

the Eighth of Romans is, let him come over where I preach,
sometime, and T will tell him. I have done more than my
duty as a negative. I have not only answered all his argu-
ments, but, having the time to spare, have introduced fen
negative arguments—just one more than he has introduced
on the affirmative—and he has never replied to a single one
of them. Where now does the weight of argument stand?
I suppose that in the gentleman’s concluding speech to-night
we shall have some more specimens of high-wrought rhetoric,
attempts to play upon the public sympathy, appeals to popu-
lar prejudice. Tis only hope of success lics in arousing n
furor in his own behalf by addressing, not the judgment, not
the intellect, but the passions of the multitude. I presume
you will be treated to vivid representations of eternal damna-
tion, high-wrought pictures of your fellow creatures “{rying”
{to use his own classic language,) “in the flames of hell,”
with occasional references to your “bigotry ”’ and my ¢ brutal
sneers,”” and “baseness beneath the character of a Christian
gentleman” beeause I will not spend all my time in telling
you the meaning of the scriptures he brings forward. e calls

- me “brutal,” and then complains because I do not call him

“prother.” My brother in Adam, King, this will never do.
[MR. King—*“My brother in Christ, I can not help it.”] I
know I have not called him *brother.” I acknowledge not
that sacred relationship to a man who tramples under foot
the blood of Jesus Christ, the seal of the new covenant. I
never can, I never will, strile hands with that doctrine which
attempts to degrade the worth of the blood of Jesus Christ to
the level of that of a mere man.
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Vo

The gentleman says he quoted the story of Joseph to over-
throw my sophistry upon the will of God. Upon my word I

never should have known it if he had not told me. I built

my argument on the will of God, and he never attempted to
controvert it, but built up a man of straw for himself to
tear down.

e says he might quote Jonathan Edwards and other ortho-
dox authors to exhibit the repulsive features of my doctrine.
My dear sir, I tell you beforehand, I disavow any such morbid
exaggerations, all such overwrought and hideous descriptions
in reference to hell; so you can not quote them against me.
And now I ask you, do you disavow the doctrines of Rogers’
“Pro and Con,” in reference to God being the author of sin ?
[Mr. King—"I do.””] Iave you not yourself stated that God
is the potential author of sin? [MR. Krin¢—“I have not.”]
Mr. King, I know, and all this audience know, that you have,
during this discussion, declared that God is the potential
author of sin. [Mr. Kine—‘Messrs, Moderators, I demand
the privilege of making a correction of a deliberate misstate-
ment. I have not given it as my own theory that God is the
author of sin. When he was thrusting difficulties before me
that were just as much in his way as in mine, I told him I
thought I might construct an argument that he would confess
looked logical, and which would be just as difficult for him to
answer as for me. I did not give it as my theory, but simply
as ¢ theory, which it might trouble both of us to controvert.”’]
The gentleman has said that evil is here by divine purpose
and plan. Webster defines ‘“‘evil”? to be “sin.” Have I nota
right to interpret Mr. King’s words by the standard lexicons
of the language? o

The gentleman says such use as I make of the Bible would
make skeptics by the score. I am not here to defend the
Bible; we have both agreed to admit the Bible as authority,
and deduce our arguments therefrom.

He says I am here to prove that Christ will save men, if
men will let Zim. That is just exactly what I do teach. You
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teach 2 foreible salvation, whether men desire it or not. You
teach that God takes a super-control over every man’s will,
and by compﬁlsion brings him into heaven af last.

He says I thrust “ifs” into the mouth of God. Are-the
«ifg”? not there already? In the case of every text he has
quoted in support of his position, if he had quoted the con-
text, his argument would have slain itself. ‘When he quoted
Colossians, 1:19, 20, to prove it was the TFather’s good pleasure

. sto reconcile all things to himself,”” had he read but three

verses further he would have found that it was the Father’s
eood. pleasure to do this ‘“jf men would continue in the faith.”
Ts that “if” mine, or is it God’s? The trouble with my friend
ig not that I thrust “ifs” into the mouth of God—what he
wants is, a new version of the Bible with the “ify? left out;
then he could get along very well. Then Xebrews, v:9,
instead of saying: “Being made perfect he became the author
of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him,” should read:
“Fe became the author of eternal salvation unto all who die
in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ.” Oh, taking
out the “ifs” would not be sufficient ; you see the Bible would
have to be altered all through before it could be made to give
a shadow of support to my friend’s theology! N

The gentleman says, God sent Christ to fulfill the law. H®
quotes Matthew, v:17, 18: Think not that I am come fto
destroy the law or the prophets; I am not come to destroy
but to fulfill. Tor verily I say unto you, till heaven and
earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in nowise pass from the
law till all be fulfilled.” Very well; here Christ says he came
to fulfill the law: and did not Christ fulfill it? The gentle-
man quoted that to prove the salvation of all men; but what
bearing does the text have upon that subject? Does it say
that all men shall fulfill the law?

‘The gentleman says justice demands the salvation of all
men. e asserts that divine justice never demands punish-
ment at all. This is a new idea to me. The first definition
Webster gives of the word “justice” is: “The quality of being
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just; the rendering to every one his due, right, or desert.”
Now, the sinner deserves something: what is it? Why, pun-
ishment. And Mr. King says God will render to the sinner
the last iota of deserved punishment. On the other hand, he
tells us that God’s justice requires that all men shall be
saved. Has he explained how it is that God’s justice requires
this? How justice demands the salvation of those who die
in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ? Till he does
this—and he can not now do it in this discussion, for he has

made his last speech in which new argument is allowable—

the argument based upon the. justice of God can have no
weight on the affirmative side of this proposition. But I
hold, on the contrary, that God’s justice requires that those
who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ shall
not be saved, for God’s justice must be in harmony with his
revealed Word. And since God’s Word declares that those
who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ must
suffer endless punishment, such a result must be in accordance
with God’s justice. .

Mr. King tells us that in all worlds, and forever, the moral
law is in force. Talk about the moral law being in force in
another state of existence! What is the moral law, pray?
Why, it is a rule of action given to regulate the conduct of men
in this world, as social beings. It applies to time, not to eter-
nity. Can we steal in eternity ?

e says I teach that God chains half his children in hell, I
teach no such thing. I teach that God will consign to endless
suffering those who die in willful disobedience. Have you
proved the contrary? Where have you brought the term ‘“‘end-
less” into _your argument, in the course of this whole discus-
sion? When and where, during this debate, have you even
attempted to prove your proposition ‘in its terms,’”’ according
to your written agreement? Either you would and could not,
or you could and would not. If you would and could not, your
failure is manifest. If you could and would not, why have you
not? Ah, Mr. King very well knows that he can not frame a
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single argument to prove that those who die in willful disobe-
dience to the gospel of Christ shall enjoy endless happiness, but
I will turn around and use the selfsame argument against Aim

‘on the next proposition, and defeat him ¢Zere. Now he knows

why I framed these propositions just as I did.

Mr. King says the happiness of God, angels and men, demand
the happiness of all. I would ask Mr. King if God was not
happy before man was created? If he was happy before man
was created, he must have become unhappy when man fell;
and if he can not be happy until all men are saved, he can
not be happy now, because all men’ are not now saved. DBut
I thought Mr. King told us, in his exposition of the parable
of the prodigal son, that man’s sin could not affect God! There
goes one or the other of those two arguments!

The gentleman asks: “ Could you be happy in heaven, with
your children in hell?” In answer to this I will refer him to
Matthew, xxii: 29, 80, where the Sadducees came and tempted
Christ, asking him in reference to the woman who had seven
husbands—which would be her husband in the resurrection?
But Jesus answered: ‘“Ye do err, not knowing the Scriptures,
nor the power of God; for in the resurrection they neither
marry, nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels of God
in heaven.” Now, to argue from this state, where certain con-
ditions and relations exist, to anotherstate, where-such condi-
tions-and relations ne longer exist—to say we could not be
happy {here under certain circumstances beeause we could not
be happy %ere under similar circumstances—is utterly illogical
and absurd, and Mr. King knows it. It is making human
feclings the standard of God’s actions; it is attempting to
measure the infinite by the finite, which Mr. King himself
disallowed in the earlier part of this discussion.

I shall now malke a very brief and hurried review of my
opponent’s arguments, and my own.-

Mr. King’s first argument was based upon the alleged fact
that my reason leads to a result, cndlesss damnation, which is
against my heart; that I can not pray for salvation in faith;
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that it is God’s will that all men be saved, and come to the
knowledge of the truth; (I Timothy, il: 4). Also, Matthew,
vi: 9, 10: “After this manner therefore pray ye: Our Father
which arb in heaven, -hallowed be thy name; thy kingdom
come; thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven.” To thisI
answer:

1. Sulvation is conditional. Tlebrews, v:9: “Ie became the
author of eternal salvation unto all them that obey him;”
Revelation, xxii:14, 15: “Blessed are they that do his
commandments, that they may have right to the tree of life,
any may enter in through the gates into the city; for without
are dogs, and sorcerers, and whoremongers, and murderers
and idolaters, and whosoever loveth and maketh a lie.”” T pray
for the salvation of all, but only in accordance with the con-
ditions of the gospel. 2. Lhe logic of his argument s false.
Whatever reasoning leads to a resulf contrary to our heart’s
desires is false; but my reasoning leads me to the result
that if men have evil communciations their good manners will
be corrupted; that “he that believoth not shall be damned;”
or, that if my child have consumption it will die; or that, if
your child, mother, commit murder, it shall be hung, or go to
the penitentiary for life; all which resultsare contrary to the
desires of our hearts; thercfore, all such reasoning is false.
3. Whatever God wills must be accomplished. God wills that
all men shall enjoy endless happiness; therefore all men,
those who dic in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ
included, will enjoy endless happiness. IIere we have pelitio
principii in the minor premise; the question in debate taken
for granted. As to the major premise, there is a fallacy,
because he has admitted the distincetion hetween the will of
desire and the determination. God wills that no man shall
lie, steal, swear, ete., therefore none do lie, steal, swear, ete.
This is his logic, brought to the reductio ad absurdwn. This
argument is faulty, because it loses sight of the fact that God’s

will is only absolute as a rule of divine action—*‘Zle doeth '

according to his will in the armies of heaven and among the
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inhabitants of the earth.” But God has willed to make his
will as respects present and eternal salvation depend on the free
exercise of man’s will, His will is that if men do not accepb
salvation on gospel terms they must suffer the penalty. In
this sense, God’s will, counsel, purpose, pleasure, desire,
intention, providence, shall stand—be vindicated forever.

Combining his proof-texts—Philippians, ii: 9, 10, 11: ““Where- -
fore God also hath highly exalted him, and given him a name
which is above every name; that at the name of Jesus every
knee should bow * * * and every tongue confess that Jesus
Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father;” and Isaiah,
xlv: 23, 24: “I have sworn by.myself, the word is gone out of
my mouth in righteousness-and shall not return, that unto me
every knee shall bow, every tongue shall swear, surely shall
one say, in the Lord have I righteousness and strength;” with
Romans, xiv: 10, 11, 12 “Why dost thou judge thy brother? or
why dost thouset at nanght thy brother? for we shall all stand
before the judgment-seat of Christy for it is written, as I live,
saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue
shall confess to God; so thern every one of us shall give account
of himself to God;” it is established, beyond peradventure,
that the judgment is et fulure, and in the resurrection state—
beyond which, Mr, King argues, there is no change in moral
character; therefore, the penalty then visited upon those who
die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ shall be
endless punishment..

ARGUMENT Skconp: God shall be glorified in the results
of his creation and providence. Psalms, lxxxvi: 9: “All

_ nations whom thou hast made shall come and worship before

thee, O Lord; and shall glorify thy name.” IIedid not attempt
to prove that ¢ all nations’ means every individual of the race,
but asserted it; I deny it. Still, if he insists upon it, the judg-
ment by this logic is yet future; see Matthew, xxv: 31, 46:
“YWhen the Son of Man shall come in his glory, and all the
holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon the throne of his
glory; and before him shall be gathered all nations; and he
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shall seperate them one from another, as a shepherd divideth '

his sheep from the goats; * * * and these shall go away into
everlasting punishment ; but the righteous into life eternal.”’
This shows aionios to be *endless.”

ARGUMENT THIRD was based on the nature of evil. He
would not admit “sin’”’ under “evil”? in this argument; but
gave “‘grasshoppers’ as a type of evil. Answer: grasshoppers,
then, must have a moral character; for to say that anything is
opposed to the nature of God which has no moral character, is
as absurd as to say that a block of wood or a piece of chalk is
contrary to God’s moral law. But he must have meant by
“gvil,” “sin;” hence, by his own showing, God is the author
of sin.’ ' '

ARGUMENT FourtTir: God’s providence is perfect, and will
result in bringing all things into harmony with himself. Ie
admits that providence does not result thus in this world; he
has not attempted to prove that there is another state of pro-
bation; yet admits that some die in willful disobedience to
the gospel of Clirist. If they die in sin, and no redemption is
proved after death, they must remain eternally in sin, and
hence eternally in punishment. Again: God’s providence
worlks either—first, without reference to his commands; or,
second, contrary to his commands; or, third, in harmony with
his commands. If without reference to his commands, we can
not know results; if conirary to his commands, God works

against himself; if in harmony with his commands, we see

that both commands and providence do not bring obedience in
this life ; yet, it is God’s will that it should be; so that this
argument, instead of proving what is made out, annihilates the
potency of God’s will, commands, and providence, counsel,
purpose and pleasure. Who is it, my auditors, attacks God’s
character?

His other arguments have been placed before you and
answered so recently, I will not weary you by going over them
again. '

I have thus recapitulated my opponent’s arguments, and my
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- replies, briefly and hastily, but I think fully enough. I have

answered completely every one of his arguments; I only hope
he will do as well when he comes to the:other proposition.
But I tell you, when I come upon the affirmative I shail prove
the proposition in its terms, or give up the case. I ask you
whether a single argument has been brought up that contained
any reference to the proposition in its terms, in itself or by
synonyms? I ask you as intelligent men and women, living
in an awfully grand epoch, to open your Bibles, and behold
what is God’s will, what are the conditions of salvation, in
what way to avail yourselves of the blood of Christ, of the ben-
efit of that atonement, and at last rise, with all the pure and
good, to join the Lord, and be forever with him, where sorrow
and sickness, pain and death, shall never come; but all be
peace and joy, forever and forever. ) .

I really hope that my opponent may yet be brought to sce
and acknowledge the truth; may yet be so candid as to fulfill
the promise he made in his first speech, that if he was uprooted
from the Eighth of Romans he would acknowledge himself a
defeated man. I have put difficulties in his way that he never
has answered, and never can answer. There are four places in
that immediate context where the ‘“children of God” or “‘sons
of God” occurs, and he says it has reference to the angels in one
instance, and only one. By what law of hermaneutics does he
male the term apply to angels in one place, and to men upon
this earth in all the other places? I have not told what I
think the Eighth of Romans means; I will tell you at some

- other time, if you will come and hear me in my pulpit. But

one thing I wish to remark: this passage is acknowledged by
commentators to be one of the most difficult in the whole )
Seriptures; yet he plants himself upon it, but is unable to make
it plain as teaching his doctrine. There is something very
strange about his choosing that passage. Why not take
passages that are plain and unequivocal, having an evident
bearing upon the question? One thing I have abundantly
8 .
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shown, and that is, that the Eighth of Romans does not teach
Universalism. That is all that it was my duty to show. I

. have answered every argument he has presented, and advanced
ten arguments on the negative side of the question, which he
has never noticed at all. And now I ask you to give an
intelligent verdict, in your own minds, at the bar of your own
consciences, and before God, as to the result of the debate on
this proposition, which he agreed to prove, not in a general
way, but to prove “in its terms.” My prediction is, he will
never debate this proposition again. It is shaped so as to
deprive him of the advantages of which he and his brethren
usually make so much. There is nothing in it about half the
human family “frying in hell.” I only say, those who die in
willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ, with their last
breath uttering imprecations against God and his government,
Having sinned away their opportunities here, will be consigned
by infinite justice into banishment from the presence of the
Lord and from the glory of his power forever. Ifthe Scriptures
teach not this, they teach nothing.—[Time expired.

“MR. KING'S SEVENTH SPEECH.

LADIES AND GENTLEMEN :—Brother Jobbs hopes that you
and I, and everybody here, will get to heaven, where ‘there is
10 sorrow and sickness, pain and death, but only peace and joy
forever. I hope the same; but I advise you—if his theory be
true—when you get safely into that blessed abode, if you want
to be happy, to close the blinds, to shut out the sights and
sounds of misery outside!

My brother accuses me of appealing to the popular prejudices
of my audience. ‘Popular prejudice!” Look at him! Here
he sits with’ fifteen or twenty ministers of his own denomina-
tion around him, and ministers of other denominations, who
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have no special love for me, scattered through the congre-
gation, while the house is crowded with the members of the
orthodox churches in town, whose sympathies are with him so
far as this question is concerned—every orthodox church, the
Young Mens’ Christian Association, every religious organi-
zation, not excepting even the Catholic churches, (though they
are rather more liberal than any of the rest,) banded against
me—and yet he accuses me of appealing to the ‘‘popular preju-
diece’ of my congregation! My brother, it is you that have
the popular string to play upon ; I am sorry to say-it, for it is
no very great credit to the popular string! [Mr. FloBBs—*“Mr.
Iing, you are misrepresenting my meaning; I did not mean
denominational prejudice—I meant you appealed to the sinister
bias of ungodly men.”] O! he says he did not mean denomi-
national prejudice; he referred to the sinister bias of ungodly
men. You understand him now—he means the majority of
this congregation are ungodly men! [MRr. HoBBsS—*“I did not
mean that!”]. You didn’t mean that? Well, Brother Hobbs,
will you tell this audience what on earth you did mean? [Mzr.
IopBs—*‘‘You can interpret it as you please.”] I am trying
to interpret it to please you, Brother IHobbs.

My friend is endeavoring to make out that I have said there
is to be no change after the judgment. e can not find a
serap of evidence to show that I ever advocated the nonsense
that there is to be any time in all God’s eternity when men
will not change from glory to glory. The doctrine that there
is no change in man after death is-rung in all the pulpits of
this city. If that doctrine be true, there is no possible chance
for Brother Hobbs or any one else to get to heaven. Brother
Hobbs I presume to he an average man in goodness among
his Christian brethren; but it is a fact that he has many
infirmities—sins of thought, word, and deed. If he under-
takes to deny this, he places himself a great way ahead of
the apostle John, who declared, “If we say that we have no
sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.” And
the Dest of Christians would not make a very perfect heaven,
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take them as they are on earth, subject to passion, to infirmi-
ties of feeling and temper, to the various imperfections and
wealknesses incident to humanity. They must change, and
that mightily, too, before they can constitute fit material to
malke a heaven out of. This doctrine of no change after
death would consign everybody to hell. I have stood by the
bedside of Christians, dying believers in the different theolo-
gies, (and good men and women who haye lived for years
sincerely believing any' theology will be likely to die in
peace), I have stood by the bedside of many dying Christians;
but I never, in all my life, saw or heard of one who did not
feel that he was in character altogether unfit for heaven, and
did not depend upon God’s grace to essentially change him.
If there is no moral change after- death, hell must be the
doom of every one of you.

My brother says my doctrine is that Jesus will save us in
spite of ourselves. IIas he forgotten so soon the parable of
the prodigal son, and the philosophy of free will therein set
forth? The prodigal son eame back just as frece an agent as
he went away. '

He ridicules the idea of the moral law existing in the other
world. Will not God live and reign in the other world? Do
not the immutable laws of right and justice exist and apply
everywhere and forever? If not, I can understand how there
came to be a rebellion in heaven: it was because there was no
moral Iaw to control things there!

He says I have not proved the proposition “in its terms’’;
that I have not proved the happiness ol’ redeemed souls to be
-“endless,” and can not. Brother ITobbs, that is a very pre-
sumptuous assertion, with the work you have before you;
for you have the same term in the proposition upon which
you are to assume the affirmative. You are to prove ‘‘end-
less punishment.” You are playing on a verbal quibble; you
know the term “endless” is not applied to punishment any-
where in the Seriptures. The only time the word is used in
the Bible to express a spiritual condition is in Hebrews, vii:
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16, where the apostle speaks of “the power of an endless life.”
If I have failed to prove my proposition because I can not
find the word ‘“‘endless” applied to happiness, what will be
your position on your proposition when you fail to find the
word “endless” applied to misery? Brother TIobbs, I would
not have insisted upon ‘that point so strongly, if I had been
you—it puts a difficulty in your own way!

He expressed a hope that X may yet come up from my faith to
his. Up? Up? Up, from my little narrow platform, embracing:
an onmipotent God, a perfect providence, a trinmphant
Saviour—up, to his broad platform, of a defeated God, a bafiled
providence, a divided empire, a triumphant devil? Brother
Iobbs, I believe X would prefer to be excused!

He says, our relationships will be different in heaven from
what they are here. Now, Brother Iobbs, I am going to
appeal to the members of your own church, Mothers, I want
to know of you, in your own hearts and before your God, if
you believe your earthly relationships will be-severed in
heaven, so that you will not know your own children? [Mr.
Ionns—*‘Messrs. Moderators, I ask the privilege of correcting
Mr. Xing in his statements; he knows that X am to have no
opportunity to reply after he is through, and is taking ad-
vantage of his position to misrepresent me. I said it was
illogical to argue from this state, where certain conditions and
relations exist, to another state, where such conditions and
relations do not exist. I said nothing about fathers and
mothers. I did notrefer to ties of blood and consanguinity.”]
[MR. Kixg. —* Brothers and sisters, his explanation is worse
than his first statement. It must have been ‘‘ties of blood
and consanguinity”” to which he had reference. It was in
answer to my argument upon the relation of a mother to
her child that his response was made. Ie repeated my ques-
tion, and said, *“Zn answer to this I refer him” to the passage in
Matthew in reference to the woman with her seven hushands.
Brother ITobbs, why did you bring up that case, if not to prove
that human relationships were not to exist in heaven?]
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[Mg. HonBs—"I brought it up to show that it was illogical to
argue from conditions and relations existing on earth, to a state
where the conditions and relations of things were 'so entirely
different.”] [MR. KING—* Brother Hobbs, did you, or did
you not, bring up that seripture and your comments upon it,
as an answer to my question inmy last speech, whether a
mother would not know her children in heaven, or would cease
{o love them there? [Mn. Honps—“I hiave said nothing about
it.”] Very well—if you have not yet answered that question,
will you now answer it? Brother Hobbs, you know you dare
not tell the mothers in this audience that they will cease to
have a mother’s memory and a mother’slove in heaven. Ah,
I know how you talk on a funeral oceasion to the bereaved
mother, who has laid her ¢hild away in the grave, in a spiiit
of unfaltering trust. You tell her that lher child has gone
before her to the fair banks of Immortality, where Jesus, the
Good Shepherd, keeps that tender lamb, to await her coming.
Tell her that when she, too, reaches heaven, she will not know
her child? You dare not do it. Still less dare you tell her
that she is to become so0 heartless, so dehumanized, so demon-
ized, that she can enjoy unalloyed happiness, in heaven, with
her child wailing amid the unspeakable agonies'of an endless
hell! . : ‘

T have heretofore stated several plain propositions, and
endeavored to prove them by the direct, explicit language of

Scripture. It is not for me to say that I have ‘“whipped |

out? Brother Hobbs, or .“vanquished”’ him, or “completely
silenced” him; he has indulged in considerable of this kind of
.language, but I do not think it adds to the strength of his
cause, in the minds of thoughtful men.

My first proposition was based upon the fact that my
brother, with all Christians, prays for the salvation of all men.
I added that this rested not merely on human desire, sympa-
thy, and compassion, but was done in obedience to an express
command of the Word of God, I Timothy, ii: 1: “I exhort,
therefore, that, first of all, supplications, prayers, intercessions,
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and giving of thanks, be made for all men;” and the reason
why this should be done is given in verses three and four:
“Tor this is good and acceptable in the sight of God our
Saviour, who will have all men to be saved, and to come to
the knowledge of the truth.” And this is not all: in the
eighth verse of the same chapter the apostle commands that
men pray everywhere, lifting up holy hands without wrath
and doubting.” Now we are told not only to pray, but to

- pray without doubting; and the reason why is given in the

sixth verse: beeause Christ is a full and perfect saviour, “who
gave himself a ransom for all, to be testified in due time.”
Do you call that sophistry? Do you call that weak? I know
what Brother Hobbs says -about it; but I wish to know of the
audience if they say I have offered no proof of my proposition
here? I am $o pray for the salyation of all men; I am to
pray for it because it is God’s will that all men shall be saved;
I am to pray without doubting, and my faith in the salva-
tion of all men is to be based on the fact that Christ gave
himself as a ransom for all, to be testified in due time. And
the New Testament is full of this kind of scripture, to all
which my brother replies by asking: ‘“Are all men saved
to-day 2?’ to which I answer: “No.”” Whereupon he assumes
that they never will be saved.

My second affirmative argument was based upon the propo-
sition that God will be glorified in all the results of his crea-
tion and providence. I asked in what the essential glory of
God consists. I quoted David (Psalms, lxxxvi:9), not, as
my brother says, in order to prove that all men shall be
saved, but to prove that the glorifying of God comes from
the worship of him. I claimed that the obedience and not
the disobedience of o child glorifies his father, Shall we be
told that if he can not be glorified by the obedience of his
children, he will be glorified by putting them into an eternal
prison-house of torment? I expected my brother to make
that assertion, but he has not ventured upon that ground in
this discussion. Then I quoted Colossians, i:20, showing
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‘ that it ‘pleased the Father, through Christ, to ¢reconcile all
thirgs to himself;” also Philippians, ii:9, 10, 11, which
declares that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow

and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord “to the
glory of God the Tather;” and inquired what kind of glory
is that which is to be given to the Father but the glory of
obedience and worship? Then I quoted the language of
Paul, I Corinthians, xv:28, that Christ should reign till he
had put all enemies under his feet, and then deliver up
the kingdom to the Father, “that God may be all in all;”
and then the song of victory be sung over death vanquished,
the grave robbed of its trophies—the song,.““O death, where
is thy sting? O grave, where is thy vietory?”—and I asked
my brother what kind of a condition is this? one of pain, or
of joy, thus heralded by that triumphant song? Has he
answered? I expected he. would say—Brother ITobbs, I will
give you credit for not doing one thing: I don’t know
whether you did not think of it, or knew better than to try
it; but it is usual with men holding your doctrine to say—
“Oh, of course God will subdue all things; he will convert
and save all who will accept of salvation; and those whom
he can not convert he will trample beneath his feet, and chain
in eternal sin and torment.” But when any man undertakes
to say that, I have only to remind him that the very same
word which is used to express the fact that everything is to.
be subdued to Christ, is also applied to Christ in saying that
_he shall be subject to the Father. That blocks every attempt
to show that that subjection is to be one of chains and agony.

My third argument was based upon the nature of evil, my
proposition being that evil belonged inside the providence of
God, and not outside of it, being finite in nature, finite in
duration, and at last, having served its temporary purpose in
God’s providence, to pass away. Since ‘God alone hath
immortality,” I argued that he would not confer a quality
that inhered in himself, upon that which was opposed to
his nature and providence, and that he was trying to eradicate
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from the universe. In support of this theory of evil, I intro-
duced as proof the much-contested passage from the Eighth
of Romans, where Paul declares that the creature was made
subject to vanity, not willingly ; but that the creature waits to
be redeemed and delivered into the glorious liberty of the )
children of God. My brother denied this plain exposition of
the nature of evil, and objected to my interpretation of Paul’s
plain language, because to have accepted it would have left
him without a shadow of a defense; yet he gave no better
interpretation, nay, no interpretation at all; declared that
man was not the ‘‘creature,” spoken of by Paul, who was
“created subject to vanity,” but without naming any other
“‘creature” in the universe that waits to be delivered “into the
glorious liberty of the children of God;” offered no explana-
tion as to how evil came here if not in accordance with the
purpose and plan of God, but in spite of his intention and in
opposition to his will.

My fourth argument was based upon the proposition that
God’s providence was perfect, and would result in bringing
everything into harmony with himself. Ilaving shown that
God desired the salvation of all men, I brought scriptures to
prove that ¢“what his soul desireth, even that he doeth.” To
which my brother answered that though God did what his soul
desired in the armies of Heaven, yet among the inhabitants
of the earth God’s wiil was contingent upon man’s will, and
whatever God desired was accomplished, only providing man
did not object!

My fifth argument was based upon the mission of Christ. I
argued—{first, Christ came into the world to save all men;
second, he had power to perform that work ; third, he will use
that power to complete that work. I have not the time in
this concluding speech to repeat the texts I brought to the sup-
port of these several propositions. You will remember what
a reply my brother made to this argament. When I quoted
the assertion of Paul that God had appointed his Son Jesus
Christ the “heir of all things,” and Christ’s own statement,
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A1l that the Father giveth me shall come to me,” my
brother asks me to prove what “all things” means—whether
to trees and things of that kind. Is that meeting manly argu-
ment in a manly way? ¢“All things?” "What “things” was
it Jesus died to redeem? My brother knows the term includes
all human beings. ‘But it will not do to acknowledge it, for
he stands here as the representative of a theology which says
that though Christ was appointed by the Ifather to be ¢ heir of
all things,” he has been robbed of three-quarters of his inhex-
itance by the Devil.

My sixth argument was based on the parable of the procigal
son, showing how beautifully the providence of God operates
in lholding man’s will to the will of God, without interfering
with man’s free will, without compulsion; and yet the prodi-
gal son does at last come home. To which my brother replied

by inquiring who the elder son was, that felt so indignant’

when the prodigal returned!
}

My seventh and eighth arguments were based respectively
on the love and the justice of God; that neither were manifest
in creating human - being by unnumbered millions, and then

-sending them to eternally suffer unimaginable torments anid
the flames of hell, to whieh his answer was, in substance, that
since it is revealed in God’s word, it must be consistent with
God’s love and justice—thus taking for granted the very thing
in debate. ) '

My concluding argument was based upon the prop?)sition
that the happiness of God, the angels, and men, demanded the
salvation of all mankind; that the highest and holiest instinets
of the human heart demanded that there be a heaven for all or
a heaven for none, In response to this he at first asserted that
earthly ties of affection and consanguinity—the love of husband
and wife for each other, of the mother for her child, of man for
his fellow man—would be unknown in heaven; but afterward,
when his doctrine was exhibited to him in all its naked
hidecousness, he repudiated it, and refused to take cither one

SEVENTIL SPEECH OF MR. KING. 123

position or the other—to answer whether the mother would
not know ler child in heaven, or would cease to love him.

In conclusion, I reciprocate any kind sentiment my brother
may have expressed for mej any kind wish. Brother Hobbs,
one thing gives me joy. You may in all honesty stand here
and say that God’s purpose will not be accomplished, that his
will will never be triumphant, that he will not reign over a 4
united empire; but thank God, that does not make it true.
No bold unbelief or bold denial of yours can prevent the great
consummation. You may stand here amid this moral night,
and tell me yow do not see the promise of that dawn; that you
can prove it will not come. But I tell you it is the will, the
jrreversible will of Almighty God that the morning shall
come. No cunning logic, no plausible sophistry, can prevent
the sun of Infinite Love from climbing the sky, and flooding
the universe with the glory of a God-like and accomplished
purpose. You can not give me your hand in Christian fellow-
ship; you can not call me “brother;” but my drother you wre;
my. brother, because one God above is the Father of you and
me, and loves us both with an immortal love; my brother,
because our elder brother, Jesus Christ, came to earth and

. diéd for you and me; my brother, because we yet shall stand,

with all earth’s myriads, the universal brotherhood of man,
redeemed and glorified, before our Father’s throne, in the
beatific mansions of our heavenly home. And X thank God for
the assurance that, however much you may distrust the justice
of God, or the perfection of his providence, you will be with
me in my glory and hope and rejoicing, when the mists of
superstition shall have been cleared away, and the veil taken
from your éyes, till you can look upon God as he is—the Lord
God onmipotent reigning; upon Christ as he is, after he shall
see of the travail of his soul and be satisfied ; upon the universe
as it is, with no place for sorrow or tears, but basking forever in
the light of infinite love and perfect peace.
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SECOND QUESTION.

Do the Seriptures teach that those who die in willful disobedience
to the gospel of Christ shall suffer endless punishment?

MR. HOBBS' FIRST SPEECH.

Messrs. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:—It is
with pleasure that I appear before you to-night, on the affirm-
ative of the proposition which has just been read in your
hearing. I say, it is with pleasure that I do so. I suppose the
gentleman may yet undertake to torture this remark out of
my meaning; I can not tell what he may do. Judging the
future by the past, he may say, it is with pleasure I tell you
that any portion of the human race, in his classic phrase, will
“fry in hell.” The reason of my pleasure is, becanse I believe
the proposition to be God’s truth; because I believe the Scrip-
tures teach it; because I believe that whatever God wills in
reference to the destiny of the race, or a part of the race, is
the best; Decause I have no disposition to set up my views,

my circumscribed notions of things, my short-sightedness in .

reference to the doctrines of revelation, against the declara-
tions of Jehovah, who, at one glance, takes in not only the
present, but the past, and the future as well; not only this
world, but all worlds that are speeding their way through
immeasurable space, and for aught we know, peopled with
intelligences greater and better than ours. God, who has
spoken to us from the heavens, may not have unfolded to us
all the reasons for what he has done, or may do; but, it is
enough for me to know that the Bible is God’s book, and I
bow the knee at the shrine of the religion of Jesus Christ, If
I find in that book a doctrine that may not agree with my
peculiar inclinations or idiosynecracies, or the perverted sym-
pathies of ungodly men, it is no reason why I should cly
' “Away with it} erucify it!”
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The laboring oar now falls into my hands as affirmative.
Gladly, I welcome it; and shall try to row this discusssion in
a straighter course than it has hitherto gone,

When upon the other proposition, it was simply my business
to follow the gentleman; and he will testify to you that I fol-
lowed him closely. The audience will bear witnese that I
stuck to him like a brother; in six troubles I did not leave
him, and in the seventh, yea, even in the Eighth of Romans,
I did not forsake him. Now let him do the same by me; let
him come up close to me, and test the temper of my theologic
blade, and measure the strength of truth and error.

The proposition has already been read; X shall repeatit:
“ Do the Scriptures teach that those who die in willful disobe-
dience to the gospel of Christ shall suffer endless punish-
ment 2”

Frrst. Do the Seriptures teach it? Not does nature teach
it? nor, does reason teach it? nor, do false analogies teach it?
nor, does perverted hwman sympathy teach it? but—do the
Seriptures teach the doctrine herc unfolded? And lhere, I wish
to say, that in the discussion of this proposition, as of the
other, both my friend and myself professedly bow the knee
before the Word of God; both professedly acknowledge the
Scriptures as bemg of divine inspiration; to be all from God,
without alloy—all true, without admixture of error. To such
testimony must we appeal in the discussion of such 2 ques-
tion as this. If the proposition read in this way: “Does
human reason teach that those who die in willful disobedience
to the gospel of Christ shall suffer endless punishment?”’ then,
indeed, in the discussion of the question might I deal with
arguments based upon human reason. Or, if it read: “Do
our human sympathies teach that those who die in willful dis-
obedience to the gospel of Christ shall suffer endless punish-
ment?” then might we build an argument upon human
sympathy, as the gentleman has already endeavored to do,
upon the other proposition. But as the proposition says
nothing about ¢reason,” or “human sympathy,” but appeals
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at once to the Scriptures as the source of testimony, to fche law
and .to the testimony: I g0; and if I speak notin accordance
with these, it is because there is no light in me. '

But, first, X wish to say a few words as to the province of
reason. I know the course our Universalist friends take, when
we propose to throw reason oult of such a discussion; and it may
be my opponent will tell you that I discard reason from the
universe of religion. Let him notbe too fast. Reason has its use,
its province, in regard to religion. Reason hasa right to sit

in judgment upon the question whether the Bible is of God,
whether it was given by divine inspiration. But when reason
_ has decided that, upon'the evidence adduced to decide the fact,
then she must bow to the dictates of divine truth, even though
perverted sympathy may revolt against heaven’s high decree.
- Again: reason has her province in the interpretation of the
Bible. Not as a test of truth, noras a test of any doctrine in

it; but reason may take up any passage of Seripture, and ask,
¢3What does this mean?” It is not her place to say, ‘this
particular verse or chapter teaches this, that, or the other,
because it harmonizes with my feelings, my idiosyneracies,
my desires;” the province of reason is, to open that book, and
apply to it the same laws of interpretation which she appliesto
any other document given to man for his enlightenment; the
same laws of interpretation applied to the statute books of our
‘land, or of the State in which we live; or to the newspapers
which we daily read. God having made a revelation to us in
human language, has placed himself under obligation to use
language we can understand. Eow are we to understand it, if
it has & secret sense; if it has to be followed into some secret
closet to discover what he has intended to tell us? It must be
subjected to the same tests we apply to any other bool ; and
reason must do that work; but when reason, by the laws of
hermaneutics, a well established science, has performed that
work, she must not then liftup her voice and say, such and
such doctrines contained in that book are false, because they
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d.o not agree with human feelings, sympathies, or idiosyncra-
cl.esl.1 Thcfse \vho. do this are in the way to Infidelity, and wetll
nigh their destination; but we are to accept th’em with
reverence, as being from God. - ? '
toXZ:,{:;l;:‘lﬁl((:Jsobedlien?[?i presupposes the opportunity and ability
gospel. his T wish to have distinet]
o el T ) y understood;
;‘Zz ;16‘ 3h§ proI;?SLtl(])n» Jjust discussed, my opponent has neve;
0 realize that fact, but has gone on to t 0
. ' s alk about one-
imlf or two-thirds of the human family ¢ frying in hell.” \\I;ill
l1c assume that one-half or two-thirds of the human family
mvss had the opportunity offered-them to obey the gospel of
Christ, and have refused to obey ? BOWE©
Again: willful or wicked, i
: , rebellious, rejection of Chris
_Saviour, a.nd dfeSpisiDg of his blood as ’a meritorious cwltll:a '(l;
our salvation, is involved in, the willful disobedience of tl
gospel of Christ. : °
‘ :: Endless” I use in the sense of everlasting:
3 s =*

. 1:Putmshment” I use in the scnse of penalty of law inflicted
bé:notm(;(cll {;ndlexa:gglelmted views of punishment, such as h'wc;
en. us o classically by the gentleman, and ;

' ‘ an, and such as he ma
illféezgftl .quotIe f;‘om other-day authors who have believed ii
rine, I do not take the ownershi
ship of, nor propose to
defend. I unders.tand the nature of this 1)u;1ishn]entpto be
(t:;)lrenpltx;fgry rgstaamt; hopeless exclusion from the presence o%
rd an he glory of his power forever
: ! . : ; an ‘eternal
co.nscxousnt.a.ss of God’s disapprobation, and of the ir,nmeasumble
crlzglrm1 oti lellfully and wickedly rejecting Christ
shall here give a summation of re ;
b2 at: sults alres Y
before I shall pass to my arguments: ready weached,
1. There are those who die in wi i
willfi edi
gomoel ot Chtet, ul disobedience to the
9 7 wi i
X ~d The day will come, says Mr, King, when all will be saved;
nd so say lel Universalists; all will be in a ‘condition 01‘
:ar;d]e'ss happiness, because they will be made holy. Universal-
ists differ as to how this holiness will be accomplished; some

say by death, some by fut i i
sy by de by’that, y future repentance, some by this ﬂung,




128 ' ~ JOINT DISCUSSION..

8, This time, they say, will be at the resurrection, when
Christ shall deliver up the kingdom to the Father.

4. Beyond this, Mr. King tells us, there will be no change
of character, for all will be holy; and Mr. King denies that
they can ever fall. This is the position of all his brethren, so
far as I have been able to hear or read. Then shall be sung
the triumphant song, “O death, where is'thy sting? O grave,
where is thy victory ?”’

With these results before us, alleged by Mr. King, and all
his friends, so far as I know, we are prepared to pass to the
argument.

T shall now offer a series of arguments based upon scriptural’
antithesis which, for their correct understanding must be
interpreted according to the law governing the antithesis. I
have not heretofore said much in reference to interpretation,
because it was Ais buginess to interpret, and mine to-show that
his doctrine was not in the scriptures he adduced to prove it.
Now the case is changed ; it is now my Dusiness to interpret,
and his to show that my doctrine is not in"the seriptures I
bring to prove it.

« Antithesis” is from anéitheemd, ¢ to set over against.” It
is synonymous with ¢ contrast,” from contre and sto, “to stand
against.”’ ¢« Comparison,” from «gompare,” and the Latin
comparo, or com, and par, “equal;” signifying the putting
together of things that are equal. * Contrast,” in French,
contraster, Latin contrasto, or contra, and sto, “to stand,” or
sisto, “to place against;” signifying the placing of one thing
opposite to another. Likeness in quality and difference in
degree, are requisite for a comparison. Likeness in degree,
but opposition in quality, are requisite for a contrast. See
Crabl’s Synonyms. .

The law of the antithesis is, that one member is to be taken
in the same extent as the other, whether that antithesized be
weight, number, duration, or anything else. Lest the gentle-
men should dispute my statement of this law, I quote from
A. Campbell, in Campbell and Skinner's Debate, page 186:
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“The words on both sides of the antithesis are taken in the
same extent of meaning.” Mr. Skinner admitted it, in these
words: ‘I have never denied nor opposed the doctrine of
antithesis.”’—Campbell and Skinner, page 194,
. Now, th.e term “perish?”’ is antithesized with the phrase
eternal life.” You will remember that my opponent, in his
argument in the mission of Christ, infroduced the following
passage: (John, x: }6:) “ And other sheep I have which are
not of this fold; them also I must bring, and they shall hear
my voice: and there shall be one fold, and one shepherd.”-
This passage he applied to the state beyond the period when
the song of victory is sung, quoting that song in the same
argument. Then the language found in the same chapter
twenty-fourth to twenty-ninth verses, by the same speaker,
the Saviour himself, upon the same subject, must refer to thé
same period: ‘“Then came the Jews round about him, and said
unto him, how long dost thou make us to doubt? If thou be
the Christ, tell us plainly. Jesus answered them, I told you,

-and ye believed not; the works that I do in my Father’s name,

they bear witness of me. But yc belicve not, because ye are
not of my sheep,-as I said unto you: My sheep hear my voice
a.nd I know them, and they follow me; and I give them eternai
life; and they shall never perish, neither shall any pluck them
out of my hand. My Father which gave them to me, is
greater than all; and none is able to pluck them out of my
Father’s hand.” In this passage, which my friend places
be.yond the resurrection, beyond the singing of the song ot
victory, we have the Saviour saying there are some which are
nf)t his sheep. These sheep, that belong to his fold, he will
give eternal life, and they shall never perish—thus ‘antithe-
sizing “perish” with ¢ eternal life.” Now, as the gentleman
am;lies this beyond the resurrection, beyond the song of
v1.ctory, after which period moral character is changeless, (I
wish you to remark that word, and émphasize it—I know his
dodge;) he intimated it to me the other night, but I will attend
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o it when it comes up again}, ‘ eternal life’” must be endless,
and by the law of the antithesis, “perish” mustbe endless also.
And if Mr. Xing should deny that this word is ever used in
reference to the endless condition of the future, the Saviour,
greater authority, so uses it in Matthew, xviii: 14: “ Even so it”
is not the will of your Father which js in heaven that one of
these little ones should perish.” Moreover, Mr. King, for once,
unwittingly agrees with the Lord, where-he uses the immedi-
ately preceding context, the parable of the lost sheep, and
applied it to the state beyond the song of victory.
John, iii: 15, 16: * That whosoever believeth in him should
not perish, but have cverlasting life. Tor God so loved the
world that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever
pelieveth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.”
Flere, you see the words, toternal,” or “everlasting ’—for
these are different translations of the same word in the original
—are antithesized with ¢ perish.” TRead also the thirty-sixth
verse, same chapter: “He that Delieveth.on the Son hath
everlasting life;? hath everlasting life; yes, my friends, there
ijs a sense in which we have everlasting life now, those of us
who have had our sins washed away by the blood of Christ;
we have the earnest of the eternal inheritance; we have it by
foretaste ; the spirit hath already been brought into that liberty
into which the body shall come by and by. But let me read
the rest of the verse—though this is as far as it usually suits
Universalism to read: “And he that believeth not the Son
shall not see life, but the wrath of God abideth, on him.”
We have already seen what ‘¢ perish” means, by the gentle-
man’s use of the contexts where it occurs; so we are forced to
the conclusion that those who do not believe must suffer
endless punishment.

ARGUMENT SECOND. “Saved” is antithesized with “perish.”
1T Thessalonians, ii: 10, 11, 12: “With all deceivableness of
unrighteousness in them that perish, because they received not
the love of truth, that they might be saved; and for this cause,
God shall send them strong delusion, that they should believe
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a lie, that they all might be damned who believed nof th
jcrubh,. but had pleasure in unrighteousness.” Here * Zrisl’e’
is equivalent to “damned,” and both, the opposite of “sIzwedl”
The gentleman defines “salvation” to be, ultimate holine;s
and' consequent happiness to be consummated when the SO;] ;
of victory is sung. This is the only definition of “salvation’” %
have been able to get out of the gentleman’s lips; and I
gla}d to_ get even that much. In the text Lefore I’]S ¢ )eri‘s‘;f:?
ben.lg in antithesis with ‘saved,” if the salvation ’is g}ndless
piansh Jnlxst express the same duration. II Corinthians 11,
15, 16: “For we are unto God a sweet savour of Christ i‘n tl‘lem.
that are saved, and in them that perish: To the one \\30 are the
savour of death unto death; and to the other the s:wour‘of life
}mto life. And who is sufficient for these things?”? The same
Is true of this passage as of the other. ’.I‘herefaore that i\;l(xicll
is opposed to life, that is, death, must be endless. T
“-AI‘?GUMPNT TuIrRD. “ Bternal life”? is antithesized with
indignation and wrath.” Romans, ii: 3-11: “And thinkest
thou this, O man, that judgest them which do such things :llld
doest the same, that thou shalt escape the judgment ot? (’3‘(:)(1"
Or despisest thou the riches of his goodness, a;d forbe-u'fmce.
and long suffering; not knowing that the goodness £>f ‘Goc{
leadeth thee to repentance ? But after thy hardness and impeni-
tent heart treasurest up unto thyself wrath against thev dzy of
w%'ath, and revelation of the righteous judgment of God; who
will render to every man according to his deeds; to then; who
by pz.xtient continuance in well doing, seek for glory, honor
a'ud immortality, eternal Zife; but unto them that are ,conten-
f‘SIOl’tS, and do not obey the truth, but obey unrighteousness
indignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish C1‘.1pon eversi
soul of man that doeth evil; of the Jew ﬁrst; and also of
the Gentile: but glory, honor and peace to evei’y man that
worketh good; to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile: f;r
there is no respect of persons with God.” .
In regard to this passage T remark: First: Eternal life is
here the reward of a class. Second: Indignation and wrath and
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retribution are for a class, and are antithesized with efernal
life. 7hird: Glory, honor and peace are equivalent to eterr.ml
life. Fouwrth: Tribulation and anguish are equivalent to indig-
nation and wrath, and are antithesized in the same way.
Fifth: These rewards and punishments are to be awarded at
the revelation of the righteous judgment of God, then, fut'ure.

Now, inasmuch as I have before shown tha “cten.ml .]1fe”
is “endless life,” so the tribulation and anguish and indigna-
tion and wrath must likewise be endless.

ARGUMENT Fourrm.—Eternal life” and tdeath” are
antithesized, Romans, vi:21-23: “What fruit had ye then
in those things whereof ye are now ashamed ? for the end‘of
those things is death. But now, being made free I‘ronr-l sin,
and become servants to God, ye have your fruit unto holiness,
and the end everlasting life. For the wages of sin is fieath;
but the gift of God is et-en}al life, through Jesus Christ our
Lord.” o

In regard to this, I remark: Iirst: This passage loo'ks to
final results of human action. Second: The results of 51}1 on
the one hand, and of holiness on the other, are antithesized.
Third: As exténsive, therefore, in duration as is the life, so
extensive in duration is the death.

ARGUMENT Firrm.—Everlasting punishment and life eter-
nal antithesized, Matthew, x.)\'v:31-46: ¢ When the. Son,_ of
an shall come in his glory, and all the holy angels with him,
then shall he sit upon the throne of his glory; and before him
shall be gathered all nations; and he shall separate them one
from another, as a shepherd divideth his sheep from the goats;
% % % * gnd these shall go away into everlasting punish-
ment; but the righteous into life eternal.” )

In regard to this passage, I remark: First: Tl.le word
" aggelos, which Mr. Xing used to mean the sons of light, the
heavenly méssengers, oceurs in the thirty-first verse. Second :

. The phrase ‘‘all nations” occurs in the thirty-second verse,
which, he insisted, comprehends the whole race  of man.
Third: Christ will come with the angels, and the race will
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stand before him, and he will judge them; but this can not
refer to any judgment past, because no such events have ever
happened. Fourth: At this judgment, some (verse 41) are to
go away into the fire prepared for the Devil and his angels, or
to everlasting punishment, some to life eternal. Siath:
¢ Everlasting punishment’ and *‘life eternal”’ are in antithe-
sis; if the life is endless, so must be the punishment, according

“to the law of interpretation governing the antithesis. But, as

there is no judgment mentioned in the Seriptures, yet future,
except that which is connected with the resurrcction of the
dead, therefore, the entering into life must be in the eternal
state; consequently the everlasting punishment must bein the
same state—hence endless, because in that state there is no
change of moral character. . .

The word aionios is here used to express the duration of the
life, and also of the punishment; but I do not propose now to
build an argument upon aionios, but upon this law of the
the antithesis, which requires one branch to be taken in the
same extent of meaning as the other. ’

Ishall now take leave of this series of arguments based
upon the antithesis, hoping my opponent will come up man-
fully, pay proper attention to them, and if he denies their
validity, show wherein the fallacy lies. :

I pass now to my sixth argument, based upon the sin against
the Xoly Spirit, Matthew xii:81, 32: *Wherefore I say unto
you, all manner of sin and blasphemy shall be forgiven unto
men; but the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost shall not be
forgiven unto men. Aud whosoever speaketh a word against
the Son of Man, it shall be forgiven him; but whosoever
speaketh against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him,
neither in this world, neither in the world to come.”

Mark, iii:28, 29: “Verily I say unto you, all sins shall be
forgiven unto the sons of men, and blasphemies wherewith
soever they blaspheme; hut he that shall blaspheme against
the Holy Ghost hath never forgiveness, but is in danger of
eternal damnation,”

.
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I John, v:16: “If any inan see his brother sin a sin which
is not unto death, he shall ask, and he shall give him life for
them that sin not unto death. There is a sin unto death: I do
not say that he shall pray for it.”?,

Universalists endeavor to evade the force of this argument
by saying that aion, here. translated *‘world,” refers to the
Jewish and Christian dispensations. Very well, if this be so,

that those who commit this sin can not be forgiven in either’

the Jewish or Christian dispensations, if forgiven at all, it
must be beyond death. But it is for him to prove this, before
he can rid himself of the “ never forgiveness’’ in Mark, iii: 20.
Now let us see if he will come up with his proof of a future
state of probation. I think if he ever had a fair opportunity,
he has it at this moment. Here is a passage of Seripture which
he can never rid himself of, so as to save Universalism, unless
he does show a future state of probation—even on the Univer-
salist assumption that cion refers to the Jewish and Christian
dispensations.

Then look at the passage in John’s Epistle. IIere the apostle
found there was one sin men might commit that he could not
command prayer for. Whoever shall fall under the awful con-
demnation of this sin—the sin unto death—can never be for-
given, neither in this world nor in the world to come. And
this is the apostle who was proverbially known as the Apostle
of Love. “God is love,” said John. I never attended, nor
read, nor heard of a Universalist discussion before this, where
an argument was not built upon the passage, ‘God is love.”
But, there was one sin in the dark catalogue which even the
Apostle of Love could not ask his brethren to pray for. Imight
or might-not kngw what that sin was; it has nothing to do with
the argument; here is the simple biblical statement that there
#s such a sin. This is declared by this apostle of love, whose
heart was overflowing with love for his brethren; when so old
that nothing else could be done upon his part, when he could
no longer go to the assemblies of the saints, no longer perform
any active part in evangelizing the world, he used to be carried

1
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by his brethren in a chair, and when seated with the congre-
gation, would simply say: ‘Little children, love one
another!” This was the love that was burning in his heart
and upon his lips all his life; yet this apostle of love could not
command prayer for a brother—not for a man outside of the
church, a guilty, ungodly man, who had never made any pro-
fession of religion, but had persistently trodden under foot the
blood of the Son of God, and counted it an unholy thing—but
for a brother in the church, for whom his heart yearned with
undying affection, who had committed such a sin. What can
that be but the sin against the IToly Spirit for which the
Saviour has declared there shall be no forgiveness, in this
world nor in the world to come; it shall remain upon the con-
science that commits it while the universe shall stand, while
ages upon ages roll away; while God shall retain his seat in
supernal glory ; while the blood-washed throng shall stand in
spotless robes around the great white throne; it hath never, for-
giveness. Awful sentence! It makes my heart fairly trenible
to think of it! I only ask you if it is not true, if it must not
be true, according to all the laws of correct exegesis, that here
is a passage which leaps beyond the grave, beyond the judg-
ment, that spans eternity, and takes within its inexorable grasp
the wicked soul, and holds him forever and forever? It would
seem to me after what has been said already, that I might stop
here; that I might nsk my friend to come up and meet these
positions; to meet them, not with quibbles and cavils, but in a
fair, candid, open way. If my exegesis is wrong—if my
application of his logie is wrong—Ilet him show it; if they are
correct, let him admit it. Admitting it, he must go with me
to my conclusion. I ask the audience to give him close heed,
and see whether hé meets the arguments I have presented.
[Time expired.
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MR. KING’S FIRST SPEECH.

BROTHER MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:—My
brother has this evening appeared before you, with the labor-
ing oar in his own hands. He is to attempt to prove and
defend the doctrine of endless punishment. And at the outset
I wish to call your attention to the repeated statement of my
brother, when I was upon the affirmative, that I was bound to
prove the exact terms of my proposition—** endless happiness.”?
You will observe that his proposition is just as explicit; that
he is bound by its terms to prove “ endless punishment.” But
my brother knows that there is no passage in the Bible where
the word “endless” is applied to punishment. He was
extremely anxious to confine me to the exact verbal statement
of the proposition; now let us see how closely he will adhere
to the “exact terms” of the proposition which calls upon him
to prpve “ endless punishment.”

I‘now propose to exhibit to your view something of the

‘character of the doctrine my brother is here to prove and.

defend. “Endless punishment!” You remember lLow he
resisted every attemapt on my part to convey to your minds
any adequate iden of it, and repudiated the ‘other-day
descriptions” of it to which I rveferred. I do not wonder at
this; I know that the less said about the doctrine the better,
both for itself and its defenders. Neither younor I, nor the
most gigantic and comprehensive human intellect, can form
even a faint and distant conception of “eternal punishment.”
You may exhaust your ability to think; Imagination may
wing her almost limitless flight until compelled to fold her
pinions in weariness; but darker and more lurid than all the
pictures that fancy or frenzy can paint to chill the heart with
horror, ‘‘eternal punishment?” still stretches on beyond, in
infinite perspective. Suppose that all the misery and suffering
that has been endured by every individual that has ever lived
upon this earth, from the dawn of time until now, and that
will be endured till the end of time—agony immeasurable,
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inecalculable, unimaginable—were to be made the terrible
experience of one poor human soul! Yet, when that soul shall
have endured that agony, it will not in the least have dimin-
ished the unutterable aggregate of its endless suffering. This,
my brother tells you, is to be the destiny of a majority of the
human race, under the rule of the infinitely wise, just and mer-
ciful God and Father of us all.

Let me give you another illustration: Suppose a line of
figures, closely printed in the smallest type, were to extend
from here to the sun; and suppose each figure to represent so
many hundreds of thousands of millions of ages; and that
during all these innumerable ages, one unbroken experience
of suffering were to be visited upon one soul; and then sup-
pose that even this enormous aggregate of agony were to be
repeated as often as there are seconds in the life of a man who
reaches the ordinary age of three score and ten years; oven
this measureless period must end at last; but the poor lost sgul
will be no nearer the end of its torment than when it fivst
plunged into the burning billows of hell. And all this, my
brother tells you, is' to be the doom of a 'large proportion of
the human race, under the rule of the infinite Father, whose
mercy endureth forever. -~

I tell you, my brother, when you stand here and affirm such-
a doctrine as this, it is difficult for me to coneeive or imagine
how you can do it with absolute sincerity, and at the same
time preach to the world what an infinitely loving being God
is, what & kind, a mereiful Father he is, how his goodness
ought to lead us to repentance. It is inconceivable to me that
my brother can believe such a doctrine as this, and yet remain
perfectly unmoved at the thought; but here hestands, careless
and unconcerned, with no expression or sign of;sympathy;
and when he has made some good point, or brought up some-
thing that looks like proof that unnumbered millions of the
race will be damned forever, he puts on an air of triumph and
rejoicing, and his brethren smile at the pleasing thought!
And they all assume an air of nonchalance and satisfaction, as
if 1t were a capital good thing to have this doctrine proved.
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My brother, if you really believe what you are trying to
prove, and have a human heart in your bosom, I ask you to
show some sort of feeling consistent with that terrible belief.
T wish here to read for the benefit of my brother an extract
from the writings of President Dwight, one of the giants of

American Orthodoxy. Ie says:

“This subjeet of endless punishment is immeasurably awful, and beyond
all others aflecting, Few persons can behold 1t in near vision with a steady
eye. The very preacher who teaches the doctrine to others, can not know,
unless certainly assured of his own salvation, (a case undoubtedly very rare)
that he may not, at the very time, be alleging arguments that are to nﬂ‘ecf
himself, and to evince his own final destruction, ns well as that of others,
[This includes my brother, for he rejects the Baptist doctrine, “once in grace
always In grace.”] “If his heart be not made of stone, he can not contems-
plate the subject as it respeets his fellow men, without overwhelming hor-
ror. Thereare, I know, those who speak concerning it with an air of eool,
self-pomplacency, as being, in their opinion, easy of investigation, and free
from embarrassment. I am inclined, perhaps uncharitably, to give them

credit for little candor, clearness of intellect, or soundness of character; and

greatly doubt whether the doctrine has been investigated by them, either to
such an extent or witl such o spirit, as might furnish thom with just views
of its character,” )

I next quote an extract giving expression fo the feeling that
must constantly dwell in the heart of any man who hasa
heart, and sincerely believes the doetrine of eternal damnation.
I quote the language of the venerable Saurin, the eminent
Trench divine, in his sermon upon endless punishment. He
says:

«J sink! I sink under the awful weight ot_‘ my subject! And I declare,
when I see my friends and my relations, the people of my charge, this whole
congregation—when I think that I, that you, that we all, are threaten(.ad
with these torments—when I see in the lukewarmness of my devotions, in
the languor of my love, in the levity of my resolutions, the least evidence,
though it be only presumptive, of my future misery—yet 1 find in the
thought a mortal poison, which diffuses itself into every period of my life,
rendering society tiresome, nourishment insipid, pleasure disgustful, and
life itself a cruel bitter. 1 cease to wonder that the fear of Iell hath made
some mad, and others melancholy.” -

I might quote volumes in o similar strain; such feelings a}r‘e
only what should be in the heart of every man who holds fo

such a horrible doctrine..
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Listen to the statement of Albert Barnes, one of the most
eminent and able divines of the American Orthodox Church:

" “That the immortal mind should be allowed to Jjeopardize its infinite wel-
fare,and that trifles should be allowed to draw it away from God, and
virtue, and ¥Meaven; that any should suffer forever—linger on in hopeless
despair, and roll amid infinite torments, without the possibility of allevia-~
tion, and without end; thas since God can save all men, and will save a vart,
he has not purposed to save all; that, on the supposition that the atonement
isample and that the blood of Christ can cleanse from all and every sin, it is
notin fact applied to all; that, in short,a God who claims to be worthy of the
confidence of the universe, and to be a being of infinite benevolence, should
malke such a world as this, full of sinners and sufferers; that wlien an atone-
ment had been made, it did not save all the race, and put an end to sin and
woe forever, I have read,to some extent, what wise and good men 'luwe
written, I have looked at their theories and explanations, I have endeavored
to welgh their arguments, for my soul pants for light and relief on these
questions; but I can get neither: and In the distress and anguish of my
own splirit, I confess that I sce no light whatever. I scc not one ray to dis-
closo to me the reason why sin cnme into the world; why the earth is
strewed with the dying and the dead, and why men must sufier to all eter-
nity. Ihave never seen a particle of light thrown on this subject that has
given a moment's ease to my tortured mind, nor have I an explanation to
offer, or o thought to suggest. I trust other men (as they profess to do)
understand this better than I do; but X confess, when I look on a world of
sinners and suflerers; upon death-beds and graveyards; upon s world of
wag, filled with hosts to sufler forever; when I seec my friends, my parents,
my family, my people, my fellow-cltizens—-when I look upon a whole race,
all involved in this sin and danger, and when I see the great mass of them
wholly unconcerned, and when I feel that God only can save them, and yet
lic does not do if, Iam struck dumb! It is all durl—DARK—DARK to my
soul, and I can not disguise it!”

This is the language of one of the most giant intellects of
modern Orthodoxy; to him the subject is “all dark—dark—

_dark!" Yet my brother here sees no difficulty—all is perfectly

clear and plain to him!

But I propose to read to you one or two further extracts. I
wish to unfold the doctrine in the light in which it has been
taught by its advocates and defenders. I do this, not that I
claim to hold Brother Hobbs responsible for their teachings.
This audience will bear me witness that in the former dis-
cussion Brother Hobbs dragged in the statements and notions
of half-a-dozen Universalists, and endeavored to hold me
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responsible for them. I told him that such a course was not
manly nor correct. DBut after.I had made the request that he
should not do this improper and unmanly thing, Brother
Hobbs, instead of answering my arguments, read more, and
still more from other men claiming to be Universalists, and
proceeded to combat ¢heir arguments insteads of mine. Now,
in quot-ihg from Orthodox divines a fair statements of Orthodox
doctrines concerning eternal punishment, I do it, not to hold
my brother responsible for them, but to show the audience what
this doctrine Is that he appears here to sustain and advoeate.
While I might quote volumes, I shall at present read but a
single extract. The great champion and apostle of modern
Orthodoxy, Jonathan Edwards says:

“If you continue God’s cnemy unto death, you will always bo his enemy.
And after death, your enmity will lusve no restraint, but will break out and’
rage without control, When you come to e a fire-brand of hell, you will
be a flre-brand i{n all respeets; viz: you will be all on flre; filled with the
flre of God’s wrath, and also you will be all in a blaze with spito and mnllce
toward God. You will be as full of the fire of malice as you will of the fire
of divine vengeance; and both will malke you full of torment. Then you
will appear as you are, a viper indeed. You are now a viper, but under dis-
guise—a wolf in sheep's clothing. But then your mask will be pulled oft;
you shall lose your garments, and walk naleed. ,Then will you, as a serpent,
spit poison :j(t God, and vent your rage and malice in fearful blasphemies.
Out of that mouth, out of which, when you open it, will procecd flames, will
also proceed blasphemies against God. That same tongue, Lo cool which you
will wish for a drop of water, will be eternally employed in cursing God
and Christ.”

Hear him again:

“IWe can conceive but little of the matter; but to help your conception,
imagine yourself cast into a flery oven, all of a glowing heat; or into the
midst of a glowing brick-kiln; or of a great furnace, where your pain would
be as mueh grenter than that occasioned by accidentally touching a coal of
fire as the heat is greater. Imagine also that you were to lie there for a quar-
ter of an hour, full of fire—as tull within and without as a lighted coal of
fire—all the while full of quick sense; whathorror would you feel at the
entrance of such a furnace! and how long would that quarter of an hour
seem to you! If it were to be measured by a glass, how long would that
glass seem to be running! And after you had endured for one minute, how
overpowering to you would it he to think that you had it to endure for the
next fourteen! But what would be the eflect on your soul if you knew you
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must lie there, enduring that torment to the full of twenty-four hours! how
much greater would be the effect if you linew you must endure it for a
whole year! and how vastly greater still if you knew you must endure it
for a thousand years! Oh, then, how would your heart sink if you thought, ’
if you knew, that you must bear it forcver—roREVER! that there would be
70 end! that after milllons of millions of ages, your torment would be no
nearer to an end than ever it was! that you never, never should be deliv-
ecred! But your torments in hell will be immnensely greater than the illus-
tration represents,” ’

Once more:

“How dismal will it be, when you are under the racking torments, to
know assuredly that you never, never shall be delivered from them, to have
no hope! when you shall wish that you might be turned into anything, but
shall have no hope of it; when you shall wish that you might be turned into
a tond, or a serpent, but shall have no hope of It; when you shall rejolee if
you might have any relief after you had endured these torments millions of
ages, but shall have no hope of it; when, after you had worn out the ages of
the sun, moon gnd stars In your dolorous groans and lamentations, without
rost, day nor night, nor one minute’s ense, yet you shall have no hope of
being delivered; when, after you have worn out o thousand more such unges,
yet you shall have no hepe; but shall know that you are not o whit nearer
the end of your torments; but that still there are the same groans, the snine
shrieks, the same doleful cries, incessantly to be made by you, and that the
smoke of your torment shall still ascend forever and ever; and that your
souls which have been agitated Ly the wrath of God all this while, will yet
exist to bedr more wrath; your bodies which have been burning and roast-
ing all this while In those glowing flames, yet shall not have been consumed,
but will remain to roast through an cternity yet, which shall not have bedn
at all shortencd by what shall have been passed.”

O, my friends, this seems impious to me; it sounds like
blasphemy against God; yet this is but a single fragment from
Orthodox literature. But my brother says he does not believe
in that kind of a hell; he tries to parry in advance the foree of
all this; he claims that such descriptions are overdrawn and
exaggerated. But he knows it is impossible to exaggerate
upon this subject. The very fact that he tries to soften down
this ideg of hell is a virtual abandonment of it. The fact that
all the pulpits in this city do not hold up before the people such
pictures of eternal torment in every sermon is proof that the
preachers do not really believe in eternal torment. There is
no explanation for this inconsistency, except upon the ground
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that in my brother’s heart, in the heart of every man who
preaches this horrible doctrine, there is a reserved denial of it.
He may try to modify and soften it down as much as he
pleases; but if pain continue forever, it is an infinite infliction,
and my brother knows it. There can be no description or con-
ception of endless punishment that ean exceed, or even
approach, the reality, and it still remains, in the language of
my brother’s proposition, ‘endless punishment.”

In attempting to meet and overthrow this doctrine of endless
punishment I shall take certain broad and general grounds of
interpretation. I shall not follow my brother in an intermin-
able chase of texts. You will understand my method before I
am done. I have before said that the Bible must beinterpreted
in accordance with its central and general spirit and purpose;
that the character and attributes of God are the great central
lights of revelation, illuminating the whole. If you ccase to
Le guided by these central lights of revelation, and take
isolated passages, seattered here and there throughout the
Bible, and interpret them according to your own conceit, you
can prove anything and everything by the Scriptures. My
brother and I could stand here and throw apparently incon-
sistent and contradictory texts without end into each other’s
faces, and make skeptics by the score; and at the end of two
weeks, or two years, be no nearer any definite conclusion than
at the beginning. But there is a better way, thank God.

In regard to the arguments already adduced, I will say, first,
that according to his assertion when I was upon the affirm-
ative, he has proved nothing, said nothing having any bearing
whatever upon the proposition he is defending, for the word
‘‘endless” is not in any of the texts Lie has quoted as proof.

My brother’s argument of antithesis, in connection with
which he has made such a display of his classical lore, is simply
and utterly fallacious. He says: * perish?’ is the antithesis of
¢ eternal life.” What does the prodigal son mean when he
says: “I perish with hunger?” ? Does not my brother see that
his antithesis, if it proves anything, proves annihilation, not
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“an endless existence in torment? There is not a common

school boy who does not know that perish refers to the extine-
tion or termination of existence. Suppose my brother should
read in a newspaper that a man had ¢ perished” in a snow-
bank; would he understand, or would any of you understand
that he had been placed in a snow-bank to live cternally?

My brother says he docs not rely on the word aionios to
prove endless punishment. And yet hetimmediately does use
it, assuming afonios to mean endless. Ile introduces the
Twenty-fifth of Matthew, concluding with the verse (46):
“And these shall go away into everlasting punishment; but
the righteous unto life eternal.” Here the word aionios is used
in connection with punishment, and he coolly assumes it to
mean endless, and then at once faces about and uses this text
to prove endless punishment. But, bringing in his argument
on the antithesis, he says the same word is applied to punish-
ment that is applied to happiness. Certainly; but having said
that does he not build an argument on aionios, where does he
get his right to assume that aionios means “endless” in cither
case? .

I affirm that the expression “‘aionios” in connection with
“life” does not refer to duration. Scec John, vi: 47: “He that
believeth on me Zath everlasting life;” verse 54: “Whoso
eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood Aath eternal life;”
I John, v:11: “And this is the record, that God hath given to
us eternal life;” verse 13: “These things have I written unto
you that believe on the name of the Son of God, that ye may
know thgt ye have eternal life.”

Now, Brother Hobbs does not believe in the doctrine, “once
in grace always in grace:” e does not deny that a man who
has been a Christian, a sincere believer, of whom the Scripture
saith, “he Zath eternal life,” may backslide and go to hell at
last. 8o a man vho at one time possesses “eternal life” may
cease to possess it. This shows, (and there is abundance of
other proof to the same effect), that the expression “eternal
life,” as employed in the New Testament, has no reference to
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duration, but to spiritual condition; in other words, that it
is .employed to denote the kind of life, and no.t the Iengblf of
time that the possessor is to enjoy it. A Christian may e.nJoy
this “eternal life” to-day, but next year, or next weclk, 1f_he
backslide and become a sinner, he will no longer enjoy
“‘eternal life.” : :

I pass now to the copsideration that if the doc_trine 01i etern'al
punishment be true, it must be taught in the Scriptures in pl'am
and unequivocal language. Such an all-important and terrible
doctrine as this must, not be left to be inferred from a few' sca};—
tered ambiguous words and phrases. But tl'laf: this doctrine is
not plainly and unequivocally taught, but is inferred from a
few ambiguous words and phrases, is shown by the fact that
its ablest defenders are not able to agree as to the testimony by
which it shall be sustained, and among them have abandoned
the whole Bible ground of defense. -One passage has been
ab:mdbned by one commentator, and another passage.by
another, till there is not a passage left which all agree u})O}l
accepting as undeniable proof of eternal torment. And t.hfs is
the best kind of evidence for the negative of this proposition,
It is going into court, and using my opponent’s witnesses to
defeat him. ’

Take first, the passages which Brother Hobbs has quo.ted
concerning the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost. He clzf] ms
that these passages plainly teach that future punishment is to
be endless. But leading commentators who believe in jche
doctrine of eternal punishment, repudiate the idea of its being
taught in the passages which refer to the sin against the Holy
Ghost.- I quote first from Pearce:

“*Neither in this world,’ cte. Rather, neither in this age nor in the age to
come; 4. ¢, neither in this age, when the law of Moses subsisted, nor in tha;
also when the kingdom of Heaven, which is at hand, shall succeed it. An
this Is a strong way of expressing how difficulta thing it was for such a sir;-
ner to obtain pardon. From all of whicl it may be concluded that to speak

against the oly Ghost, (as these Pharisees did), was therefore nev:ritoi:e
forgiven, in that age or in theage to comte, because no means of obtaining
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forgiveness for it was to be found, in the Jowlish law or under the Cin‘istia,n
dispensation; but that, however, upon their repentance they might be for-
given and admitted to the divine favor,”

Wakefield says:

“An attentive reader of the Seriptures will perceive that under this sortof .

phraseology a comparison is intended to be made; as if he had sald, though
the Christian religion is a dispensation of merey, this sin shall no more be

forgiven Ly the law of the gospel, than it was by the law of Moses, under
which the punishment was death,”,

Dr. Clarke says:

“‘Neither in this world,” ete, Though I follow the conmtmon translation,
yet I am fully satisfied that the meaning of the phrase 18, neither in this dis-
pensation, viz: the Jewish, nor in that which is to come, namely, the Chrig-
tlan. Olam Habo, ‘ the world to come,’ is a constant phrase for ‘the days of
the Messlah,’ in the Jewish witters, The sin here spoken of by our Lora

ranks high in the catalogue of presumptuouns sins, for which there wasno

forgiveness under the Mosaic dispensation; see Numbers, xv:30, 81 ; XXvi8l;
Leviticus, xx :10;. I Samuel, i1:25, ‘When our Lord saith that sueh a sin hath
no forgiveness, is hic not to be understood as meaning that the erime shall bo
punished under the Christian dispensation, as it was under the Jowish, viz:
by the destraction of the body? And is not this the same mentioned in
I John, 1:7, called the sin unto denth, that 1s, the sin that was to be punished
by the death of the body, while merey might be extended to the soul? The
punishment for presum btuous sin, under the Jewish law, to which onr Lord
evidently alludes, certalnly did not extend to the damnation of the soul,
though the body was destroyed. Therefore T think that though there was
no such forgiveness to be extended to this crime as to absolve the mnan from
the punishment of temporal death, yet on repentance mercy might be

extended to the soul; and every sin may be repented of under the gospel
dispensation.”

Now mazls, this is the language of men who believe with my
brother, in the eternal punishment of those who die in willful

disobedience to the gospel of Christ. And vet, when these, the

very ablest commentators in the Orthodox ranks, repudiate the
idea that this bassage concerning the sin against the Holy
Ghost refers to any punishment extending beyond the death of
the body, Brother Hobbs still asserts, with his customary
egotism and impudence, that it plainly teaches the doctrine of
eternal torment. And as these able commentators declare that
the passage concerning the-blasphemy against the Holy Ghost,
10
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word “perish” in antithesis with anything in the passage in
the parable of the prodigal son? Ie knows it has nothing in
antithesis with it, yet he calls this a proof that “perish?’
does not mean endless punishment. Suppose the young man
had found nothing to eat: would he not have “perished” ?
But would. he have been annihilated, do you think?
The gentleman endeavors to frighten me from attempting
a textual defense of my position, on the ground that it arrays
the Bible against itself. But he went into a textual defense
of universal salvation, therefore, according to his logic, he is
responsible for arraying the Bible against itself, Because I
take one scripture here, and another there, and prove a given
thing, is this arraying the Bible against itsclf? Yes, it is,
acecording to your handling of it; but not according to any
correct interpretation and exegesis. Under a correct law of
exegesis, the Eighth of Romans is consistent with every other
portion of the Divine Word.

But Mr. King says the Bible must be interpreted consist-
ently with the attributes of God. Right here crops out the
infidelity of his whole system. What! interpret the Bible
by the attributes of God? What system of hermanecutics-
ever attempted this, except one permeated with semi-infi-
delity? I have always been taught that there were certain
well-understood laws, whieh, properly applied, according to
their meaning and intent, will bring out of the Divine Word
the meaning of God, and lay it open for our instruction. I
have already fully answered his argument from the attributes
of God, and what reply has he made to my answer? None—
none whatever. True, he attempted to reply—but miserably
failed. If we are to interpret the Bible by the attributes of
God, I ask, whence are we to learn the attributes of God?
You must first interpret the Bible before you can find what
the attributes of God are. This is the beautiful position into
which his logic leads him: you must interpret the Bible by
the attributes of God, but you ean know nothing of the attri-
butes of God till you have interpreted the Bible; consequently -
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it is impossible for you ever to know anything about the
attributes of God, or to interpret the Bible! Perhaps the.
gentleman expects to learn the attributes of God from some
:ther source than the Bible. DBut he will remembex: what
Paul says: “The werld by philosophy, or worldly wisdom,
knew not God.” Does the gentleman wish to go bflck :md' try
the experiment so long tried by the Greek and .ROI.THJ]? phllOS:
ophers? Such an experiment would result now as it did jchen :
it would plunge the world into darkness and heathenism—
into polytheism or pantheism—for he who goe§ to nature for
his information will assuredly run into polytheism or panthe-
ism. Such has been the result in all ages of the .\vorld, and the
gentleman ought to know it. I know he has said he can l‘carn
the attributes of God from the Bible, because they ar.e des?‘rlbed
there in simple words—*‘great,” ‘“‘good,” “holy,’ “wise,” mef‘-
ciful,” “eternal,” ete. But because si:mp!e w?rds are 11§ed,_1t
by no means results that their meaning is ev1den-t and 111({15:
putable without the Bible to interpret them for us. 1«{1
instance, concerning this word ‘“eternal’”” we sh'ttll have mm‘e
-dispute than any other. The gentleman says.ir(_)n} the w‘01{1
“oreat’ being applied to God he deduces the 11}fm1ty of God.
But whenever he hears the word “great” apphed. els'e\vh‘ere‘;
does he at once suppose -the thing referrec} to is mﬁ'n}te.
That argument would at once overthrow his own position.
Paul exclaims: “¥ow shall we eseape if we neglect so g.reat
salvation?” Here the word “great” is applie-d to salvation;
but the gentleman, in determining the at.t-mbut-es of“God,
interprets the word ‘‘great’”’ to mean ‘‘infinite.” lIf a g.reat
God” is an “infinite God,”” a “‘great salvation’ must })e an infi-
nite salvation;” but it can not be an infinite salvation unless
it be a salvation from an infinite penalty: ther.efore, flCCOl:d-
ing to the gentleman’s own argument, there is ar} mf.imte:
penalty. So, according to the gentleman’s 0\.vn lczgxc, elt.h(-)l
God is not infinite, or there s such a thing as infinite punish-
ment. .
The gentleman quotes from Jonathan Edwards, who speaks
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about the smoke of theirtorment ascending forever and ever.
Mr. King talks as if he didn’t believe this. Yet this is pre-
cisely the language of the Bible. In quoting from these
authors, his logic is—if there is any logic in it—that, whatever
being made the subject of contemplation, harrows up the feel-
ings, must necessarily be false. Now, Edwards and others,
when they contemplated the subject of endless punishment,
had their feelings stirred ; and is it not.so with all of us? Yes,
and that is why we spend our time, our lives, in laboring to
save the souls of men. But there is no truth in the assump-
tion that, whatever being made the subject of contemplation,
harrows up the feclings, must be false. Supposing that, before
the creation of the world, one angel had said to another,
““God, the Great, the Infinite One; God, the Wise; the Good,
the Holy One, is about to create a world, to be #lled with
human beings, rational intelligences, with undying souls; and
these human ‘beings must suffer in pain and sickness and sor-
row and sin, wars and famines and bestilences, for thousands
upon thousands of years;” would not the contemplation of
such a scene as that have harrowed up the feelings of that
angel? And had the angel procceded upon the assumption of
my opponent, he might have said: ‘THere will be no such
creation; no world of human beings will be brought into an
existence of sin and suffering: it is incompatible with any
angelic interpretation of the character of a God of love.”
Yet we know that such reasoning would have been false; we
know that there is just such a creation. If this is the logic
with which the gentleman proposes to meet me, he is welcome
to use it to his heart’s content,

The gentleman complains beeause my brethren smile when
I make a point on him. My brethren, I am happy to say, are
in the habit of smiling when they see truth triumphing over
error; of being pleased, and perhaps expressing their pleasure
in their countenances, when they witness the truth of God
being triumphantly vindicated.

The gentleman sneers at the idea of my helieving R endless
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punishment, and yet believing in a God of love. Why, my
friends, is it not an evidence of God’s love that he hasrevealed
to us the fearful consequences of sin? Suppose a man were
coming down Court Avenuesome dark night; that you should
see him ignorantly approaching the river’s bank; a few steps
more would bring him to the brink, where he would plunge
into the rushing waters: and suppose you were to cry out, “See
here! See here! Don’t go there, you will fall into the river
and be drowned!?” Would you think itan evidence of your
malignity that you had warned that man of his danger? But
God has done more than that; he has not only warned man of
his danger, but has sent his Son to die for man, that he may
be rescued from that danger.

The gentleman says that T insisted he must find a passage
where the'term ““ endless happiness”” occurred. I said no such
thing. I said he must bring evidence to prove the proposition
in its terms. I did not ask him to bringa verse containing the
precise words of his proposition. I demanded of him an
argument that would prove the proposition in its terms; but
that to this hour he has not done, and never will, for he never
can. . :

The gentleman insisted upon my presenting an argument
from the Old Testament. I will now-oblige him. I refer him
to Izekiel, xviii: 4: ¢ The soul that sinneth it shall die.” I
care not what death he malkes this; it does not matter to me:
‘“The soul that sinneth, it shall die.” There it stands as legi-
ble as the Divine hand could write it. The former clause of
this verse is a favorite Universalist text; but as the gentleman,
to my surprise, has not yet quoted it, I will do so for him :
¢ Behold, all souls are mine; as the soul of the father, so also

- the soul of the son is mine ; the soul that sinneth, it shall die.”
As I have said, I care not what death thisis; if you say it is
temporal death, all right; if spiritual death, all right; it is all
the same, so far as the argument is concerned. My argument
is this: that death is of itself, by virtue of its own.nature,
endless, "In death there is no life, nor life-begetting power.
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And if “ the soul that sinneth shall die,” and if there is no life-
‘generating power in death, then the soul that through sin incurs
the penalty of death must remain under the penalty of death for-
ever, unless that penalty be removed, and new life imparted to
tl.ae.soul through the life-giving poweér of a beneficent God. But
de}ue beneficence has its own rights in this matter. While
d.lvme beneficence hasthe rightto offer mercy and pardon to the
siuner, it has also the right to stipulate the terms upon which
mercy and pardon shall be extended. But how shall we know
what those terms are? God’s revelation is the only thing that
can tell us. You may talk of nature and reason as nn?ch as
you choose ; you may scale the starry hights, seek the depths
peneath, and traverse the immeasurable expanse of the phys-
1ca1. universe; you may dissect your own' body, your own
bra-m.; you may study nature and man, philosophy and meta-
physics, till life shall come to aweary close, and yet find no
answer to the question: “ How shall the soul be saved alive
that has incurred the penalty of death?’ God alone has re-
vealed it. He has told us how we may escape. IMe has sent
his Son to die for us—has given him to be a ransom for all, to

b.e testified in due time. And J esus, the Son of God, has sent

his apostles into the world, to proclaim the terms of salva-

tion: ¢ He that believeth on me”’—you see there is a condi-

tion here—¢ shall never dje.” « He that believeth and is bap-
tized, shall be saved, but he that believeth not shall be

damned.” There stands the gospel commission and he can not

quibble it away. '

The gentleman asks for an argument in proof of endless
Punishment from the Old Testament, and I have given him
one. I hope he will not pass it by unnoticed, as he has all my
other arguments, but will pay some attention to it.

The gentleman asked me to tell him the first place in the
Old Testament that endless punishment is referred to: I will
accommodate him. e will find it in the second chapter of
Genesis, thirteenth verse. There God gave to Adam a com-
mand, that he should not eat of the trce of the knowledge of
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good and evil, and stated what would be the penalty of diso-
bedience: “In the day that thou eatest thereof thou .shalt-
surely die.,”” The same penalty is affixed to disobedience in
this case as in the other: “The soul that sinneth, it shall
die,” and the same argument holds good; since death has no
life in itself, nor life-begetting power, the soul once under pen-
alty of death must remain under it, unless rescued by the
mercy of God.—[Time expired.

MR. KING'S SECOND SPEECIH.

Murssrs.. MODERATORs: Brother Hobbs repudiates all such
descriptions of hell as I have read, declaring them to be the
creations of heated or morbid imaginations. At the same
time, unless he has been very much maligned, he has por-
trayed the sufferings of the dammned just as strongly, in colors
Just as vivid; and others in this city have done worse, I
would not quote what has been said in pulpits of this city by
parties hired and indorsed by churches here, during the past
year. They ought to be ashamed of themselves; I hope they
are.

Brother Hobbs claims that it is the way in which we, (the
Universalists), interpret the Bible, that makes it appear to teach
eontmdiétory doctrines: as if he and his Orthodox friends
were all agreed upon the meaning and teachings of the Bible!
‘Why, the man very well knows that his church is constantly
at loggerheads with every other church of Christendom in
regard to the meéaning of the Scriptures; and that each church
is in the same way diametrically opposed to every other
church upon points of theology; and yet each claims to draw
its theology from the Bible! This does not look as if he had
any right to cast the whole blame upon us. ~ This only shows
that the meaning of the Bible is the Bible, if we could only
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* find it. But with the frail érring human judgments we have,

we read sincerely, examine candidl ¥, and honestly differ, and
can not help ourselves.

He made a thrust at me, charging me with infidelity. I
will not call any harsh names. I will try and be perfectly
candid in this matter. Infidelity ! What does the word mean ?
Why, “without faith.” Which of us believes most in God,
and his omnipotence, wisdom and goodness? most in Christ,
and the successful accomplishment of his work of redemption ?
We both believe that God desires the cternai happiness of all
men. e believes God will be thwarted, I believe God
will be triumphant. e believes in a partial Saviour, I believe
in a universal Saviour. In short, the great difference between .
him and me, between our two systems of theology, lies in the
fact that I cherish a faith infinitely broader and stronger and
deeper than his, Yet he has the astonishing recklessness—to
call it by no harsher name—to denounce me as lacking in faith,
as being an Infidel! If either of us has any grounds for ¢all-
ing the other an Infidel, I leave it to the audience to deter-
mine as to whom itis. He has never answered my appeal to
the utter mockery that appears in the lives of himself and his
Orthodox brethren if they really Lelieve what they preach—
that the vast majority of their fellow creatures are destined to
dwell eternally in torment. They smile, and laugh, and enjoy
themselves excellently, while their friends and neighbors are
daily and hourly plunging into endless woe. Rather than
believe that my brother and his Orthodox friends can possess
such hearts of stone as to really believein this, and yet go on
their way rejoicing, and light-hearted, cracking their jokes, I
deem it more complimentary to them to believe that deep in
their souls thereis reserved, denial of and disbelief in the horri-
ble doctrine they preach. Thank God that my brother can not
be as cruel as his creed, or.as the God of his creed. I rejoice to-
believe that he is vastly better than his ereed ; that his heart
i8 better than his doctrine; that his'sympathies are larger than
is consistent with his theology. I have heard sermons an hour
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long, composed of chains of terrible and apparently unan-
swerable logie, welded in defense of the doctrine of efernal
damnation ; and at the close T have seen the preacher fall upon
his knees, lift up his heart to God, and the very first breath of
his prayer melted every link of those chains.

My brother says, the contemplation of temporary suﬂ“emw
distresses mens’ minds. - I hardly understand what argument
he'is trying to found upon that fact. The temporary suffering
of a child disfresses its mother, but what is it that keeps the
mother from absolute insanity? It is the thought that the
suffering is temporary—that it will not last forever. Ilerchild
lies suffering intensely from some agonizing disease; but
there is either a hopo of its recovery, or a certainty of its
death. But let that mother accept it as an inevitable fact that
her child must lie on that bed of burning anguish world
without end, and she would not keep her reason an hour. Ie
says that if an angel had been told beforehand that such a
world of pain and sin as this was to be created, he would have
grieved over it. I do not see how that helps the matter. Ifit
be true, how deep and immortal must be their grief at the
sight of a world whose inhabitants not only suffer from war
and famine and pestilence here, but the majority of whom
were created with the certain knowledge on the part of their
Creator, that when their sad career on earth was ended, they
were to. plunge into infinite and endless suffering hercafter?
The fallacy in my friend’s representatipn of the angel grieving
over the sad scenes transpiring upon earth, lies in the fact that
he states but a part of what the angel must have seen, if he
understood ‘¢ the whole counsel of God.” The light and peace
which was to follow this darkness and sorrow, the angel must

. have known, though my friend has not the faith to believe in

_its coming. The trouble in my brother’s argument is, that he
can see no difference betweéen temporary suffering, serving a
temporary purpose, resulting at Iast in discipline and devel-
opment, and strength, and everlasting joy, and eternal suffer-
ing, leading only to suffering more and more intense forever
and forever.

~
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At last my brother brings an argument from the Old Testa-
ment. Ie has found a proof of endless punishment in the Old
Testament: * The soul that sinneth, it shall die.”” X do not
want to believe that my brother was so dishonest and insincere
as to endeavor to mystify and mislead this audience. I do not
want to believe that he was so ignorant as not to know that
this passage has no sort of allusion to endless punishment.
But he is certainly either himself deceived, or is endeavoring
to deceive you. 'What is the statement in the text? ¢ The
soul that sinneth, it shall suffer endless punishment in hell 2
Not at all. “The soul that sinneth, it shall die, unless it
repents?”’ So says my brother, but the text says no such
thing. If it did say this, or if my brother could show that it
meant this, it would not'have a particle of weight in the argu-
ment, as I should claim that all would at last, repent. There
is no interpretation that can with any show of sense be put
upon the passage that in the least helps out my friend in his
argument.

Finally, my brother goes back to the first tmnsmcsslou
Here, as before, he translates aund tortures God’s word to suit
his own case and creed. God says, “ In the day that thou eatest
thereof thow shalt surely die.” My brother does not believe
that, nor does an Orthodox clergyman heve. They insist upon
reading it: “fa the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt
suffer endless punishment!”’ They all interpret it in that way, -
yet they all know there is no sense in it, interpreted in that
way ; they know that eternal punishment could not be suffered
in that one day. My brother deliberately adds to the plain
statement of God, a different penalty, and that to be suffered
at a different time, from that announced by God himself.

Mr. HoBns—“Messrs. Moderators, I rise to a point of order.”

Mr. Kine—*“What is your point of order?”

Mr. Honns—“I call upon the Moderators to call Mr. King
back to the question.”

Mr. KiNé—*“ Am I not talking upon the question? o

Mr. Honps—‘I demand that Mr, King be called to order,
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because he is misrepresenting my statements when I have no
opportunity to reply; the audience will soon be dismissed, and
g0 away with false impressions.”

Mr. Xine—* In what way false? In what respect am I out
of order? At the close of my last speech I asked him to give
me the time when, the place where, and the chapter and.verse in
which, eternal suffering was first threatened as a punishment
for sin? Ie promised to do so, and referred me to the second
chapter and seventeenth verse of Genesis: “In the day that
thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die,” in answer to that
request. And now I am taking that identical verse that. he
gave me as being the one in which he says endless punish-
ment was first threatened, and showing that the passage has
no reference whatever to endless punishment. Now I appeal
to the Moderators, am I in order, or am I not?”’ ‘

Mr. Honss—*‘ Mr. King still persists in misrepresenting me.
I did not bring up the passage to prove endless punishment,
but built my argument upon the nature of the penalty—death,
thus arriving at the doctrine of endless punishment.” ]

Mr. Kixng—*“In heaven’s name then, why did you bring it
up, saying that you brought it up in response to my request. for
the first passage in the Old Testament proving endless punish-
ment? If you did not bring it up for that purpose, for what
purpose did you bring it up 2

Mr. Hoeps —*‘I said that in the Old Testament we have a -

_law with an endless penalty, death; for in death there is no
life, nér life-begetting power; hence of its own nature it is end-
less, unless the individual by the mercy of God is taken out
of it.” .

Mr. Kina—*Then, am I to understand that you give up this
passage, -and acknowledge that it is not a proof-text in favor of
endless punishment?” '

Mr. HonBs—“You can understand what you please.”

Mr. KiNa—*Bro. Hobbs, you would stand a great deal
better with your audience if you did not get so nervous, when
Yyour arguments are met,”
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VOICE FROM TIE AUDIENCE—“ You haven’t met them,
yet.”

Mr. KING TO THE AUDITOR— See here, my friend, who is.
running this funeral 2

My friends, I will be candid with you. Idonotdeny a future
retribution, beyond this world; but X do deny that it is a doc-
trine of the Old Testament in any shape or manner, I could
read & volume from the ablest Orthodox commentators admit-
ting that fact. If you want to know what punishment God
promised to inflict, and really did inflict, and when it was
inflicted, go back to the original record of the transaction,
where Adam was tried, and convieted, and sentenced, by his
Maker. There you will find that upon Adam, and upon Eve,
certain pains and penalties are promised, during * al the days .
of their life;” that in the sweat of their face should they eat
bread, ‘“¢ill thou return unto the ground; for out of it thou, wast
taken; for dust thon art, and unto dust thou shalt return.”
There God leaves him, and is utterly silent in regard to any
punishment beyond that period. What right has my brother
to assume that God meant more, infinitely more, than hesaid ?
Not only that, but that when God revealed simply a tempo-
rary infliction, which, in his own words, was to continue “#if
thow refurn unlo the ground,” to whose duration God himself
assigned o definite 1imit, he keeps concealed an inﬁn'ite]y
greater infliction thereafter? When the doctrine of eternal
punishment is based upon such bassages as this, whercin no
man not utterly blinded by prejudice could discover the
faintest allusion to it, no wonder that men sneeringly say,
“ Anything can be proved out of the Bible!” I appeal to the
sense of justice and common sense of my audience, whether a
Jjust and merciful God was not in honor bound to reveal to his
ignorant children the full consequences of their conduct if they
should violate his law? Whether, if God had a place of
eternal torment prepared for his children in case they should
disobey his command, it was consistent with his character to -
reveal to them nothing of the awful doom awaiting them, and
¢ven after they had sinned, to say nothing of any further.
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punishment than that which should follow them till they
returned to the dust from which they were. taken, and unto

which they must return ?

So much for my brother’s Old Testament proofs of endless
misery, so far as he has already gone, Now let him continue
his investigation; I will warrant him the same result in every
instance. In order to leave him no loop-hole of escape, I will
make this broad assertion, and let him overthrow it if he can.
‘The doctrine of endless punishment is nowhere to be found in
the Old Testament. Now let him search the record, from
Genesis to Malachi, for proof-texts of his position; he will find
on investigation that they have as little reference to eternal
torment as those he has already produced.

Mark what a significant fact has been developed. Go back
to the creation of the first man; place yourself in imagination
with the parent of the race, at that moment, infinitely more

momentous than any or all other moments in the history of
humanity ; reflect upon the incalculable consequences destined
to follow that first act of disobedience; believe, as you must
believe or deny intelligence to God, that God knew what was
t6 he the result to man in case of his disobedience ; acknowledge
as you must acknowledge or deny to Gad his crowning attri-
butes of love and justice, that God was in honor bound to
reveal to his ignorant children the consequences of such dis-
obedience. Now, my brother tells you the consequence of
disobedience to God is eternal torment in-hell—and yet, at this
one grand nexus of all history and providence, a merciful God,
anxious to save his children from sin and suffering, and able
to eommunicate to them the fact that physical death will
follow their disobedience, together with certain other pains
and penalties which they must endure till their bodies return
to dust, reveals to them before their sin no token of this
infinitely greater and endless punishment which my brother
says this merciful God had prepared for his'children from the
foundation of the earth, nor gives them the least intimation of
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it ?.fterward! Ah, brothers and sisters, there must he some-
thing radically wrong in an assumption of this sort. Why
does my brother, preach the doctrine of endless punishxﬁent?
Because he loves it, and rejoices in the contemplation of it? I
hope not. But as he elaims and doubtless believes, because he
looks upon the terrors of hell as a restraint upon t];e ungodly ;
because he regards the doctrine of endless punishment as oné
of the grand and redeeming forces in the world, He assures
us that men to-day, under the blessings of liberty, civilization
and progress, when ancient forms of tyranny an(,l cruelt‘v are
fast passing away, when old and condemned systems of ére'\t-
ment of the offending are giving place to new and bettor on;s
wl.ler.l we have disciplinary prisons and reform schools fm:
.crmnnals, asylums for the fallen and destitute, hospitals for the
Insane, and similar philanthropie institutions blossoming all
OVCI.' Christendom as a proof of the growing -humanit-yband
Christianity of the age—even now, my brother assures us, we
need the doctrine of endless damnation to save souls w,ith'
x%nd yet in that early day, before man had sinned, when 1'01:
his own sake and the sake of unborn humanity, he needed all
the warning, restraining influences of this magnificent doctrine
God gave him no hint of it! And when Cain, the first muri
derer, had shed his brother’s blood, God gave him no intimation
before or after the commission of his foul crime, of a world 017r
eternal torment, but sent him forth to be a fugitive and a
vagabond upon the earth. To this ignominious sentence my
brother adds the infinitely greater penalty of being a fuwiti;\re
and a vagabond in 2 world of torment throughout ete?nity.
And when the world became so corrupt that God was com-
pelled, in order to accomplish its renovation and purification
to send a flood and destroy all but eight persons, in all Noah’s7
preaching for one hundred and twenty years, we find no
intimation that they were to be tormented forever after they
were drowned. So I might pass step by step, and chapter by

chapter, through the entire Old Testament, and not the least
11
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trace of punishment beyond the grave could be .i'ound a.ny
where. If there be any passage there which _procl.a11n§ or hmt;
it, you need not fear but that my brother will brmg. it uI;;.
again repeat, in the whole Old Testament tlllere 1s. n? an
affirmation nor hint of this doctrine. In making this state-
ment I will be sustained by many of the ablest and best
Christian scholars and commentators, such as P.u]ey, Jahr.x,
George Campbell, and others. And if such a t;errlble pe'nalt-y
as this is not mentionéd nor hinted under the rigorous d}spen—
sation of the law, you need not expect to find a revelation of
it under the better covenant of grace and mercy. I know tl.mt
my brother will shower upon your heads proof-.texts from i_he
New Testament; but the words which be]ievers.m the (1.octrme
have translated * ecternal’ in conformity \\'1t1'1 .thcu' own
notions and prejudices, are words that in the or1gma1 do not
primarily mean eternal. They are words of .doubf;ful and
contested sighifieation, of a dozen different meanings, in many
jnstances certainly not meaning “endless.” And I repeat,
such a doctrine as this, flatly contradicting tl}e whole Fenor of
the Gospel and character of God as set forth in the Semptu.res,
can not be proved by inference, from a few scattered ambigu-
oug words and phrases. . .

‘When I was up before, I read Dr. Clarke’s opinion upon tl}e
passage brought up by my brother in reference to th‘e 51.11
against the Holy Ghost. My brother says he does not care
what Dr. Clarke says upon the subject. Ihave lea}'ned to have
just that opinion of my brother’s egotism to b.ehevel that hje
does not. I also read the opinions of those -eminent sclfol;u'b,
Pearce and Wakefield. I did this to show that even this pa.s-
sage, brought up by my brother as an una.l-lswerable one.m
proof of eternal punishment, was not so plain and unambig-
uous, but that many of the ablest Orth.odox.scl.lolars had
declared that it had no reference to pun;shment in a f-utux;e
state. I now wish toread, for the same purpose, Whitby’s
remarks in reference to I John, v: 16:

“If any man see hls sick brother sin a sin which is not unto death, that is,
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for which God hath not primarily threatened and required that he should
dic for it, as he did to them that were guilty of murder, (Gen. ix: 50; Num-
bers xxxv: 30,31),and for idolatry, (Deut. xvil ; 2, 5), he shall ask of God resto-
ration of his life and health, ‘and he shall give him life for them that sin
not unto death.’ *There Is 2 sin unto death,’ of which God hath denouneed
that he that docth it shall die for it; ‘Ido not say that he shall pray for it;?
that is, for deliverance for the person guilty of it from death.”

Macknight says:

“If any one endowed with splritunl gifts is sensible that his brother has
committed a sin which is not to be punished Wwith bodily death, because he
hath repented, or is ina disposition to repent, let him pray to God and he
will grant, at his request, recovery to those that have not sinned unto death,
There is asin which will be plm.ished with death, becanse the sinner is
impenitent. I do notsay concerning it that the spiritual man should ask
God to 1ccover such a porsoix by miracle,”

Gilpin says:

“If any of your soclety is visited with sickness for his sins, let public
prayers be made; and if his sins be not of such o nature as God maketh fit
to punish with death, the devout bprayers of the Church will be heard.”

Benson says:

“If a Christian by the impulse of the spirit perceives that any Christian
brother has sinned such a sin as to draw upon himself o disease which is not
to end in death, but to be miraculously cured by him, then let him pray to
God, and God in answer to his prayer will grant life and perfeet health to
such Christians as have sinned a sin which 18 not to end in death., There is
a sin which draws down upon Christians o disease that is toend in death ;
I do not say or mean that any Christian shall pray for that, because in such

case God would not heur his prayer, nor miraculously cure his Christian
brother at his request.”

I might read from half-a-dozen other eminent commentatorsg
to show that this passage concerning the sin against the Holy
Ghost, means no such thing as my brother claims it does. This
is not “ Universalist logic;” it is the testimony of his own
witnesses. Among them, they have given up every passage in
the Bible claimed by defenders of the doctrine of endless pun-
ishment. - Yet my brother tells me this is plainly revealed as a
doctrine of revelation.—[Time expired,
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MR. HOBBS’ THIRD SPEECH.

. MressrS. MODERATORS :—Inregard to controversy in general,
I am not unaware that there are those who think it unprofita-
ble, especially when the subject is of a scriptural clmr-ac.ter.
But so far as I am concerned, this has never been _my opm.lon.
It is-true, circumstances might exist under which I might
deem myself justifiable in declining a controversy. ].3ut when
the truth of the gospel of Jesus Christ is to be .Vl'l.ldl(‘ated, or
any of the great essential doctrines of the C'hms.tmn system
defended, I deem it, when a proper opponen.t is presented, and
when those truths are so involved in the minds of the people
as to be somewhat in doubt, something of cowardice to r§fuse
to come before the public and defend the doctrines we believe.
I have assumed the position I now occupy because I love the
truth; controversy for its own sake I do notlove; X r:tther
cultivate the arts of peace. When we reflect that the Szwxqur,
and his apostles, were ever and anon engaged in disp.ut-atlon
with their cotemporaries, surely we can not conceive it to be
beneath our dignity to meet and manfully oppose what we
deem to be error. In the presant discussion, I do not contem-
plate the conversion of Mr, King, perhaps, not that of flny of
his friends; I do not imagine that much apparent and nn.me-
diate good will be the result. At a time when. the passions
and prejudices of men are heated to the highest pitch, they are
not in a favorable mental attitude to examine candidly and
weigh impartially the arguments that may be presented on
either side. But I do trust that when the sober second thought
shall have come, and men’s passions and prejudices shall have
become cooler by the lapse of time, that good may result, as
God ever holds conservatorship over his own truth. )
Before proceeding with my own argument, I will no?:lce.. a
" few things advanced by my friend in the course of this dis-
cussion. Mr. King on Friday evening stated that I had
preached worse things during the last six months than the
quotations he read from Jonathan Edwards. If he means that

a5t
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I have drawn more exaggerated pictures of eternal torment
than Edwards, he is simply mistalken. My pulpit has never
been made the theater for the exhibhition of such morbid
hyperbolisms. TFrom my pulpit has been proclaimed the
great truth, based upon the sure word of God, that those who
die in willful disobedience to the gospel shall be punished with
banishment from the bresence of the Lord and from the glory
of his power forever.

The gentleman, says, each church differs from all others in
regard to this matter of. future punishment—therefore they
must all be wrong., That is the logic of his argument, if
there is any logic in it. But by the same logic, Universalism
must be utterly false. When I look back over the history of
Universalism in this country, it has worn more colors than the
chameleon ever displayed. Go back to Murray, and you will
find Universalism as taught by him a very different thing
from the Universalism defended upon this floor. ITe believed
in the vicarious atonement of Jesus Christ; he based his hope
of salvation on the fact that Jesus shed his blood for the sins
of man.” In those early days, some of my own family were of
this faith ; so I know of what I am speaking. Again, in those
days, it was commonly taught that as soon as men died,
whether saints or sinners, they went Immediately to the same

“heaven. Now it is necessary to have, as one of the preachers

of that faith not a thousand miles from here, was once heard
to say, “Tor aught he knew a million years of suffering and
purgatorial torment.” And now the blood of Christ is cast
aside as being of no more account than the “blood of a revo-
lutionary hero.” Not only is Universalism a different thing
at different times; but, it is a different thing in difierent places.
Universalism in Towa is essentially different from Univer-
salism in New England. Last Fall, the very party to which
Mr. King belongs, was excluded from representation at the
Massachusetts Universalist State Convention, as not being
orthodox among the Universalists themselves, )

The gentleman made an cloquent little speech in reply to
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my remarks upon the infidel tendencies of Univerzalism,
‘trying to create the impression upon your minds that I had
charged him personally with being an Infidel. He claims
that, so far from being an Infidel, he believes more than I do.
Ah! yes, my dear sir, that is the trouble; you believe more
than the Bible teaches; and he that believes more than the
Bible teaches, when that belief is in direct contradiction to the
teachings of the Bible is equally an Infidel with him that does
not believe any of it. I do regard the system which Mr. King
is here to defend, as utterly and diametrically in opposition to
the plain teachings of the gospel of our Lord and Saviour Jesus
Christ. According to this system, in the language of one of
the strongest friends and supporters of the gentleman since
this debate began : *“ The blood of Jesus Christ is of no more
merit, in securing the sinner’s salvation, than the blood of a
goat.” You may callthis strong language, blasphemous if you
will; but just such is the language that naturally wells up
from the advocates and believers of the doctrine of universal
salvation. i
On page 169 and 170 of Austin and Holmes’ debate are to be
found some choice extracts, which Mr. Austin does not deny
being correct. I find there quoted the language of Mr. O. A.
Brownson, who was for some years the editor of a Univer-

salist newspaper. Mr. Brownson says, (I quote M. Austin’s -

report of his language:)

“Qf the 2,500 subscribers of the paper he edited, [in defense of Unlversal-
ism), it was presaumed that more than one-half were skeptics or skeptieal ,
He has conversed with hundreds of professed Universalists, who would
own to him that they supported Universalism only becauseit was the most
liberal sentiment they could find, and because 1t was better than Deism to
put down Orthodoxy.” .

An Infidel agent at the West, writing for the Investigator,
(Boston), July 19th, 1840, says:

“Indeed, the Universalist clergymen are not to be sneezed at. Mr, I Kid-
well [one of the oldest and most popular clergymen of Ohio], preached last
Sabbath. Iwent to hear him; and of a truth, he preached as good sense,
reason, philosophy, and liberty, as I want to hear, or expect to, ' Ile is a very
good Kneeland man.”
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Such mer.l are the worst and most dangerous kind of Infi-
dels, my friends. When Infidelity comes with open and bold
front, we know how to meet it; but when it comes in the
:sacred name of religion, it is necessary to tear away the guise.
in order that people may see it in its own native deformi?y. ’

In all this I intend no personal application ; I do not accuse
Mr. King personally of being an Infidel. I have made no
remarks which he could by any just construction, deem per-
sonal or disrespc;ctful, unless it were my remark in reference
to the *“tricks of the trade.” I could not for the life of me
imagine why the gentleman should be so indignant at that
chance expression, till an evening or two afterward, when a
gentleman informed me that this was a slang expressi’on used
by gamblers. But at the time I happened to use the c;pres-
sion, I had no knowledge whatever of that fact.

) But I have a few more proofs of the infidel tendencies of
Universalism, to present to you. MMr. Fishback, one of the
most talented preachers of the Universalist denomination in
Towa, who preached in Oskaloosa for five years, in 1861 said to
a preacher now upon this floor: I wish you would go into
my ‘congregation, and preach a sermon npon the evidences of
Czlxl'lst;11111it-y.” "And in his farewell sermon to that congrega-
tion, he said: I have now preached to you for five D) ears
and fail to perceive that you are better men or women thm;
when I began.” He is now in Illinois, in the Insane Asylum.
We have heard a great deal from the Universalists in reference
to the tendencies of Orthodoxy toward making men and
women insane. It would be well for them to look at home.
Insanity is a calamity that may happen anywhere, and under
any circumstances. Excitement of any kind may disturb the
mental balance, and produce insanity. Let the gentleman
search the records, and see if there are not in the insane asy-
lums as many of his faith as of any other, in pro'porbion to the
number of its adherents.

The gentleman charges that our conduct is inconsistent with
our belief, in that we d~ not devote our lives more exclusively
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and agonizingly to the saving of souls. It may be that we are
lacking in this direction. But would the gentleman have us
worry our souls to death on account of the wicked who take no
care for the salvation of their own souls ? Shall we go contrary
to the advice of Solomon: *‘Fret not thyself because of evil-
doers?? After we have faithfully warned our fellow creatures
of the wrath to come unless they obey the Gospel, it would
exhibit very little sense to be constantly putting ourselves upon
the rack and into torture on their account. The whole argu-
ment is entirely sophistical; in fact, no argument atall. Ina
town in Indiana, near where I formerly lived, there was a great
collection of drift-wood in the river below the city, a never-
failing source of miasm, disease and death. The physicians
of the city told the citizens that they must remove that drift,

or be constantly exposed to dangerous and frequently fatal dis-

cases; but the drift was allowed to remain, and remains there
yet, for aught I know.. And therefore, according to the gen-
tleman’s logic, there never was any drift there at all.

_ The gentleman complains that we persist in smiling, and
sometimes even laugh. Well, I don’t know that we smile and
laugh any mare than the law allows, or the Gospel permits.
The apostle commands: *Rejoice evermore;* and I do not
know but there is as much merit in obeying that command as
any other. Those who have obeyed the gospel, and reposed
their confidence in Jesus Christ, are not all the while racking
their brains for fear of falling into hell.

The gentlemen says we claim that eternal punishment is a
sort of redeeming ordinance. Well, Ze believes that temporal
punishments are a sort of redeeming ordinance. His plan is,
to-make the sinner pay the last stripe of suffering due his
transgression, and then let him go free. But an ounce of
prevention is worth a pound of cure. We hold that eternal
punishment is caleulated to prevent men from sinning. We do
not preach eternal torment in order to make men love God; but
to hold the moral nature in equipoise till the love of God can
work its way through the stony heart.
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He believes that the statement, *“He that is dead is freed
from sin,” is to be taken literally. Now, we are commanded
to ‘‘ cleanse ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh and spirit
perfecting holiness in the fear of the Lord.” Now, if we can,
not be freed from sin till death, while “he that is dead is freed
from sin,” I want to know if every one of us is nét in duty
bound, in obedience of that command, to commit suicide?

The gentleman says that Orthodox commentators have given
up every text upon which they used to ground the doctrine of
endless punishment. This is evasive and untrue. But it is
true as regards Universalism; Universalists have given up,
one by one, the texts which used to be accounted the most
unanswerable proofs of Universalism. Mr. Gurley, in the Star
of the 1West, for 1843, even gives up Acts iii: 21, one of the
strongest proof-texts of Universalism—stronger than even the
Eighth of Romans! I might show the same with regard to
most of their other proof-texts. But what docs this prove?
Simply,-as I have already shown, that Universalism changes
its colors, chameleon-like. )

Perish, the gentleman says, means “total extinction of
being,” “annihilation.” Let the gentleman tr); that definition
in Matthew x:28: “Tear not them which kill the body, but
are not able to kill the soul; but rather fear him which is able
to destroy both soul and body in hell.” The word here ren-
dered ‘‘destroy,” is apolumi, which is elsewhere translated
“perish.” Tas the gentleman turned Materialist and Annihi-
lationist? :

The gentleman makes another effort to overthrow my argu-
ment based upon the sin against the Holy Ghost. He endeav-
ors to show that the punishment for that sin was temporal
death; or, rather, that such has been the opinion of certain
commentators. But supposing he should prove that the pun-
ishment for the sin against the Holy Ghostwas temporal death,
how does that effect my argument? I did not base my argu-
ment upon the penalty, at all; but upon the statement that
this sin was never to be forgiven, * neither in this world nor in
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the world to come.” His interpretation, if established, - would
only prove that those who had committed this sin were to be
held in the power of temporal death to all eternity. The gen-
tleman may go on till doomsday; endeavoring to prove what
the penalty was; I simply reply, whatever it was, it was end-
less, for #he sin was never to be forgiven, ¢ neither in this
world nor in the world to come.” He says I said the sin could
not be repented of. I said nothing of the sort; I made no
affirmation, pro or con, upon that point.

The gentleman has attempted to answer my argument based
upon the death-penalty passed upon Adam for the first trans-
gression. You could all see what work he made of it. Even
after I arose to correct him, he went on in the same strain of
perversion, building up a man of straw, and knocking it over,
cerying: ‘“What a grand victory!”? He charged me with say-
ing that the penalty for that first disobedience was spiritual
death. I said plainly, I did not care whether it was spiritual
or temporal death; it was death, and ¢ the soul that sinneth, it
shall die.” I care not whether that death be temporal, spirit-
ual, moral, or what kind; the argument holds good in any
case; for in death there is no life, nor life-begetting power.

Right here, I want to call your attention to the Second of
Hebrews, in connection with this very same thought, and show
you that one of the very passages quoted by the gentleman in
this discussion, recoils upon himself with tremendous and
crushing power. You will remember that he quoted the
Second of Hebrews to prove that Christ should have all things
put under him. Now, I will show him that the passage refers
not to Christ, but to man. Let ussee: Hebrews, ii:6-9: “But
one in a certain place testified, saying: What is man, that thou
art mindful of him? or the son of man, that thou visitest him?
Thou madest him a little lower than the angels; thou crown-
edst him with glory and honor, and didst set him over the
works of thy hands; thou hast put all things in subjection under
his feet. TFor in that he put all in subjection under him, he left
riothing that is not put under him, But we see Jesus, who was
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made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of death
crowned with glory and honor; that he by the grace of Goci
should taste death for every man.” )

. b Fpr every man?” Yes; it was necessary before man could
escape from the death-penalty which had been imposed upon
him. I care not, I say, whether this’ death be physical, spirit-
ual, or mom}, Jesus must taste death for every man before
man could be released from the death-penalty.

I quoted Ezekiel, xviii: 21: “The soul that sinneth, it shall
die.” The gentleman sneered at this quotation, and ’chm'ved‘
me with thrusting “ifs” into the mouth of God, making ]Tim
say, ‘‘Thesoul that sinneth, it shall die—if it does not repent!”
Z put no *if” in connection with this quotation; but let.
the gentleman open his Bible, and read through this same
eighteenth chapter of Ezekiel, and he will find that God
himself has added an “if” to this declaration. TRead the
twenty-first verse: “But if the wicked will turn from all his
sins that he hath committed, and keep all my statutes, and
do that which is lawful and right, Ze shall surely live, he shall
not die.” Now, who thrusts an “if?’ into the mouth of the

- Almighty? or, rather, who snatches an “if” out of the mouth

of the Almighty?

I will now return to my own line of argument.

My eighth argument is based upon the mediation of Christ,
in opposition to the doctrine of Universalism that Christ is
now upon the throne of judgment, and Jjudging the world
daily, thus malking this a perfect state of retribution.

I Timothy, ii:1-5: This passage you have heard repeatedly
read. First, the apostle enjoins the enlargement of Christian
benevolence, {0 manifest itself for all, in harmony with the
spirit of Christ’s death and mediation. The death and media- -
tion of Christ were for all who would avail themselves of it.
God wills (thelo, * desires’) that all be saved now, and to this
end has removed all legal obstacles by the death and mediation

‘of Christ. Romansg, iii: '24,, 25: “Being justified frecly by his
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grace, through the redemption that is in Christ J esus, whom
God hath set forth to.be a propitiation, through faith in his
blood, to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins
that are past through the forbearance of God.”” Xebrews, viii:
7,7: “But now hath he obtained a more excellent ministry,
by how much also he is ihe mediator of a better covenant,
which was established upon better promises; for if that first
covenant had been faultless, then should no pldce have been
sought for the second.” IIebrews, ix: 15: *“ And for this cause
he ig the mediator of the New Testament, that by means of
death, for the redemption of the transgressions that were
under the first Testament, they which are called might receive
the promise of cternal inheritance.” Now, it is ihcompatible
with the Scriptures and with common sense, that the same
person could, at the same time, be a judge and a mediator.
But God “hath appointed a day in the which he will judge
the world in righteousness, by that man whom he hath
ordained; whereof e hath given assurance unto all men in
that he hath raised him from the dead;” (Acts, xvii: 81)
hence the judgment of all men must be in the futurc—the

time when the wicked “shall go away into everlasting

punishment, but the righteous into life eternal.”

My ninth argument is based upon the fact that the wicked
are to be punished after death. See Matthew, x: 25: ¢ Fear
not them which kill the body, but are notable to kill the soul :
but rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul and
body in hell ;” Luke, xii: 4,6: “ And I say unto you, my
friends, be not afraid of them which kill the body, and after
that have no more that they can do; but I will forewarn you
whom ye shall fear : fear him which after he hath killed hath
power to cast into hell.” The word rendered ¢ destroy? in
the passage first read, is in the original Greek, apolumi. The
same word is found in Hebrews, ii: 14: * Forasmuch, then,
as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also him-
self likewise took part of the same; that through-death he
might destroy him that had the power of death; that is, the
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devil.” In this passage, Mr. King defines ‘“destroy’ to mean
annihilation, or total extinction of being. In John, x: 28, we
find again the Greek word apolumi, here rendered * perish ¢
“And I give unto them eternal life, and they shall never
perish, neither shall any pluck them out of my hand.” Here,
#gain, Mr. King says “ perish,” apolumi, means total extince-
tion of being. Now, by his own definition to destroy both
soul and body in hell is the infliction of an infinite penalty,
Again: In John, x: 928, and Luke, xii:4, 5, the word
gehenna oceurs, and is translated hell.” This word was well
understood among the Jews to refer toa state of after-death
punishment.

“The Jews not only understood Christ to use the term in
the sense contended for above, and used it in the same way
themselves, in explaining the Old Testament. Scriptures, but
this same word, gehenna, is frequently found in their targums,
or the paraphrases or expositions of the Jewish Scriptures,
The Chaldee targums are, some of them, traced back to the
days of Ezra. They are known to have cxisted in the days of
the Maceubees, and to have been republished about a century
before the advent of Christ, and generally read in the syna-

. gogues. Dr. Prideaux gives the most important of them an

existence and great influence and authority with the Jews, in
the century before Christ. (See Austin and Holme's Debate,
page 687; Prideaux, vol. i, p. 352.)

Parkhurstsays: ¢ Gehenna was, in ourSaviour’s time used by
the Jews for ‘hell,’ the place of the departed. This appears
from the word being thus applied by the Chaldee targums, and
by the Jerusalem targum, and by that of Jonathan Ben
Uzziel.’ Clarke gives an example, in connection with Psalm,
¢x, where the Chaldee targum, speaking of the tale-bearer,‘
says: ‘He shall be huwited by the angel of death, and thrust
into gehenna.’

Now, gehenna can not be in this world, or men could kill and
cast into it; nor can it be in the intermediate state, between
death and the “song of victory,” because the soul and body
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will be separated, as Mr. Xing admitted in his comment on the
Eighth of Romans; so, beyond the ‘ song of victory ” gelenna
must be; for death, that holds the body will be destroyed, and .
hades that holds the spirit, will yield up its victims, and in
the resurrection-state, body and soul will be reunited; and
then, and not till then, can the casting of both body and Sf)ul
into hell be possible. .But, all beyond is changeless, Mr. King
" says; therefore, soul and body will remain in gekenna end-
lessly, where their worm dieth not and the fire is not quenched.
(Mark, ix: 44)., Justin Martyr, in his Apology, Section 8, has
these words: “ We see that the souls of the wicked, on being
reunited to the same bodies, shall be consigned over to eternal
torments, and not, as Plato will have it, to a period of &
thousand years jn hell. But if you will affirm this to be
incredible or impossible, there is no help, but you must fall
from error to error, till the day of judgment convinces you we
are in the right.”’—[Time expired.

MR. XING'S THIRD SPEECH.

BROTHER MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:—I
have before called your attention to the fact, that if the doe-
trine of eternal punishment be true; if it be a doctrine of
divine revelation, it must stand revealed in plain and unam-
biguous language, concerning which there can be no dispute.
I have called your attention to the further fact, which my
brother has endeavored to parry and evade, that if the doc-
trine of eternal punishment be revealed atall in the Bible, it
is in such doubtful and ambiguous language that the ablest
scholars and commentators of his own school can not agree as
to the testimony. I claim this significant fact to be a most
signal overthrow of the doctrine.

My brother brought up the other evening, as a proof-text
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from which there could be no escape, Mark, xvi:l6: “He
that believeth -and is baptized shall be saved, but he that
believeth. not shail be damned.” But what does this mean ?
Does it mean, or does it say, he that believeth not shall be
punished endlessly ?° Campbell, Kappe, Horne, and others,
able commentators, translate this text: *JHe that believeth

* not shall be condemned,” and that it has no sort of allusion to

a future life. But even if we take the text as it stands, let us
see how much countenance it gives to my brother’s doctrine.
He insists upon having these propositions proved in their
express terms: Then I ask what authorizes him to say that
the damnation spoken of is to extend throughout all cter-
nity ? If the text means, ““he that believeth not shall suffor
endless damnation,” why does it not say so? So long as the
individual is disobedient to God, he is dead in trespasses and
sins, and is under condemnation or damnation already. But
a man who has sinned and is under condemnation for it to-day,
may repent to-morrow, and be no longer under condemnation.
Are such texts as that to be accepted as proof of eternal dam-
nation? My brother is a great stickler for the Bible just as it.
reads; he is also a stickler for baptism-—and in his mouth dap-
tisma means immersion in water; will my brother tell this
audience whether every person who is not baptized by immer-
sion in water shall be consigned to eternal woe? If so, then
the vast majority of mankind, and of the most pious and
devoted men and women the world ever knew, are to suffer
endlessly in hell for a slight error into which they have ignor-
antly fallen in the translation of a Greek word of very doubt-
ful signification!

I have before showed you that according to my brother’s
doctrine, the great majority of mankind are destined to suffer
endless torment. But he attempted to evade this: he denied
it, saying that only those to whom the Gospel had been offered,
and who had willfully rejected it, were to be damned. If that
be true, then all the heathen are to be saved anyhow, if they
have no offer of the Gospel and no opportunity to reject it. -
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Therefore, when you send missionaries to tl.xem with I‘th Bﬂ;ls,
you give these heathens, who are other_\ylse sure ? . e:‘:vth é
an opportunity to earn eternal da..mnatlon by re.]fec mte, avnd
Bible; and the Gospel, instead of being a message o Ipeat? n- a4
aood will to men, instead of being the means of ’sa vation, :
%ut a trap to cateh souls for hell! If my brother’s stn'tem;:alne
be true, then in heaven’s name keep the Gospel away from th
AP
he;g:ebtc.)ther has quoted Matthew, xxv:46, as a'mef-t?};:sf
endless punishment:  And these sllf),ll go'away 1nt(1) 3VL11;T :)W
ing punishment; but the righteous into life e‘fern‘a . i re.u:
my friends, I want you when you go home to gl.ve an ui 131, iJn
diced reading to this chapter and the one precedmg,.(?o(;l. ai rsgi
one unbroken discourse of Jesus. By .\vh'at was this ¢ ISC(;)U e
called out? By a question of his disciples, })row‘)l‘\e. 'yles
remark of Jesus concerning the temple, to which ln.s discip s
had called his attention. The twenty-fourth chapter coxznnelé .
ces: “And Jesus went out, and dep:u'ted‘fr(')m. tlle'lt;n](?s oi‘
and.his disciples came to him, for to show him the bui cl lmt,l, >
the temple. And Jesus said unto them, See ye nqtt:,t:lm ! 10 {w
things? verily I say unto you, There shall not be le uzed e
- stone upon another, that shall not be fhr_own down. .t nhi;] °
he sat upon the Mount of Olives, the disciples cz\}ne ukl)l ;) him
privately, saying, Tell us, when shall these things e.fcthe_
what shall be the sign of thy coming, and of tl.le end o o
world?” Now, mark, there is a Greek word sxgmfb‘r;‘]g olse
world, the earth and all it contains, and that word .lb os;:zi C1;
But Jesus does not here use the word Icosmos,-»but fuon, \vt. !
means age, or dispensation; that age,‘ the Jewish dl.spex;sa 10I e,
being about to end with the destruection of the J ewTslh e.xglp c(;
Jesus points out the signs that are to proceed that ca a'm'x ty,k.e
plainly that there is no opportunity for any onfs to mis ta .
And this disecourse continues, without break or mten;u? 1(1)::
throughout these two chapters, the twenty-fifth and tw ex; -
sixth. Read them for yourselves, and to fest '?he matter, whe
you have read them, or as you read them, point out the verse
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where Jesus ceases to talk about
to talk about the affairs of etern
ing to the assumption of my brother, at some point in this
discourse, Jesus must hayve suddenly stopped talkin g about the
‘destruction of the temple, and withoug giving a word of notice,
commenced talking about the affairs of eternity. Such is the
assumption of commentators who teach that a, portion of this
chapter refers to the soul’s eternal destiny ; and I have been
amused at their efforts to fix the point where Jesus ceased

talking upon the one subject and began upon the other, some
commentators fixing upon one ver

5¢, and some upon another.
There is a sudden and violent transition, yet nobody ean find
where it is. '

My brother attempts an exposition of the parable of the
sheep and goats, found in the Iast portion of this discourse.
He assumes this portion of the discourse refers, not to the
destruction of the temple, or anything connected therewith,
but to the future Jjudgment. But his exposition is a complete
stultification of tlie Bible, and o plain denial of the central
idea of the Gospel in reference to salvation. He said eternal
life was the reward of recompense for obedience, and endless
punishment the rewdrd or recompense for disobedience.
Acecording to his exposition, ‘endless felicity is the pay that
God gives man for being good here, and endless torment the
penalty for the evil he has done here. This is contrary to
common sense, to philosophy, to any idea of God which
regards him as a being worthy of worship, or even of respect,
as well as contrary to-the plain teachings of the Bible. The

the temple, and comimences
ity. And notice, that accord-

‘best man that ever lived, when he came to die, felt himself

infinitely indebted to God, and on the score of debt and credit
could claim no right to heaven in payment for his good works.

-So Paul declares, (Ephesians, ii: 8): “By grace are ye saved,

through faith; and ‘that not of yourselves: it is the gift of
God.” And so Christ declared to his disciples, (Lulke, xvii:

10): “So likewise ye, when ye have done all those things
12
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T4 ”
.which are commanded you, Say, wcf are unproﬁtatlzle scl.:re\ean;sl; .
Turthermore, in assuming that this parable of t 1eﬂs femal
the goats has reference to a futxtlqu iudgm‘?z:eiﬁm ;;afee” nal
v rother places upon the terms ©eter y
x::rl(i’la:’lcingb lgznishrll)lent.,” a me:ming‘ﬁ the;; ‘;7.1;1 ,})3; :f(;}?iini
or. I have before-stated that tgternal life e i
kc)::f‘lflition of the soul, but has n(zl reti;eT‘encZ l;c;)i s(zl;}?::])}:ofﬁﬁi
ablest scholars of the age concede 1{& o e \}.]im' ©
believer as having already eternal life abi mg‘- n o a, o
ing passed from death unto life; and the apostle aul says:
ﬁﬂ;ﬁ? fiath hg quickened, who were dead in tre:passclsngnt({l;
sins,” (Ephesians, ii: 1); and, by the mey, .tha:;1 1pu S ::nd e
all my brother's talk about death being en' (Ess,an C
consequently the punishment of death fo.r :?m is ti Jadless
punishment. And my brother 1)1'ea(':hes dlstu_m.ctly m‘ lh;fe
may be converted to-day, and receive the gift of etel) na } cu,
but at some future time backslide, and go'to an end (i:sls 11 qci
But mark you, while that man was ob?dxent to (.3;)(”1e ;(;rq
oternal life. This shows that the term ‘et_ernal he1 ‘re 4 8
not to duration, but to a condition or state of soul 1n. | mlm(;) i?l
and communion with God, the sourc? (?f eternal }xfel, a‘x"mture
that condition has a portion of the divine or e'teln.:\ n.‘, ios..
The original word translated etern:%l z}l.xd everl.astmg z mYo‘:, o0 (,1
but his argument built upon aionios is 1‘:111&(:1(?115..t l?zinary
used to prove his doctrine must be taken in J:] s.01c e no{;
natural, primary signification. Nov:r, my.bro ‘1e’1 ﬂ;qt nos
bring a single lexicon of any autlpnty w}uc%x 5:13 ‘s‘ vte; b
ordinary, natural, primary sigiﬁlcz,t,tlo%ofc :;O:;s ;Z . :he “;o;d
rimary idea is not ‘*‘eternal. e cq
;h:rf; lof ztlbg Greek classics, meaning ¢ eternal.” jls_dscihzgllllaz
reading in the rudimentm}f Grﬁilt{erx:;}d’e’r, :;‘7;:: deta‘m,i,tion,
i f aionios meaning .
le(:::ce;g;i”ois put at the very last end of the list oflsynonlitmu::ls
Engliss oxpresions, 18 bitE the Groek word aionios. In
meaning of t ¢ )
g?&tl?;f:eiﬁnt 46, the éreck word rendered punishwent is
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kolassin, the primary meaning of which is “pruning,” as

when a man lops off useless branches of g tree, in order that

it may bear more or better fruit. And here you find the
true, the scriptural philosophy of punishment, The idea of

God punishing his children when it can be of no use—

tormenting them not for their benefit, but because Ze loves to

torment them—is more than unreasonable and unseriptural ; it
is essentially fiendish. Such was not Paul’s idea of punish-
ment. e tells us that God chasteneth us ‘““for our profit,
that we might be partakers of his holiness,” (IIebrews,

xii: 10). My brother laughs to scorn my idea of punishment

being inflicted for the bLenefit of the sufferer, and says that

suffering, and not Christ, is my Saviour. Butwhen my brother
laughs at that he laughs at an authority higher than I.
You will recollect that David committed a murder, the
murder of TUriah, under peculiarly black and damning
circumstances; a treacherous murder, under the guise of
pretended friendship. But afterward, when his crime was
brought hiome to him, and its enormity pointed out, his moral
sense was awakened, and he was plunged into the lowest hell
of sorrow and remorse. But he says something that my
brother would not believe; he says God delivered his soul
from the lowest hell; and he says furthermore--and I hope
my brother will not Iaugh at the idea~that his sufferings while
in the lowest hell were very beneficial to him; for he declares,
“Before I was afflicted I went astray, but now have I
kept thy -word.” Brother Hobbs, is that Universalist
sophistry ? .

My brother objects to the *“other-day ” style of defending
his doctrine; he calls_it exaggeration, and the result of a
heated and morbid imagination. O, my friends, you can not
make endless punishment a reality, and then indulge in figures
of speech, or pictures of fancy that can be an exaggeration.
The sirongest figures, the most vivid pictures, are utterly
powerless to give even a faint conception of its enormity. I
now propose to give you an extract from a sermon by one of
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the modern preachers of this doctrine, from one of the ablest
living expounders of Orthodoxy. I quote fromi Sermons,
Second Series, by Rev. C. H. Spurgeon, London:

“That same body which is now standing in the aisle or sitting in the pew,
if thou diest without Christ, shall burn forever in the flames of hell. Itis
' not a fancy of man, but a truth, that actual flesh and blood, and those very
bones shall suffer : “‘Thy whole body shall be east into hell.” Xell will he
a place for bbdies as well as souls, Jesus speaks of the “fire that never shall
be quenched.” Now do not begin telling me that this Is not o physieal fire.
Who cares for that? But they are real, sir; yes, as renl as yourself, There
jg o real fire in hell, as truly as you have now a real body, a fire exactly lile
that which wehave on earth in every thing except this—that it will not
consume, though it will torture you. You have seen the ashes too, lying in
the fire red hot, but when you take 1tout itls unconsumed. So your body
will be prepared by God in such & way that it will burn forever without
being consumed. ‘When thou diest thy soul will be {ormented alone—that
will be ahell for it—but at the day of judgment thy body wlill join thy soul,
and then thou wilt havo twin hells; body and soul shall be together, each
brimfal of pain, thy soul swenting in Its inmost gore drops of blood, and
thy Dbody, from head to foot, sufTused with agony; conscience, judgment,
memory, wll tortured; but more, thy head tormented with racking pains,
thine eyes starting from their sockets with sights of blood and woe; thy
lxeai‘bbcntlug high with fever; thy pulse rattling at an enormous rate with
agony; thy limbs cracking like martyrs in the fire, and yet unburnt; thy-
self, put in a vesscl of hot oil, pained, yet coming out undestroyed; all thy
veins becoming a road for the hot feet of pain to travel on; every nerve o
string on which the devil shall ever play his diabolical tune of hell's
unutterable lament. But hear me, while I again aflirm God’s truth ; I tell
thee, sinner, that those eyes that now look and lust shall look on mis-
eries that shall vere and torment thee. Those ears wlich now, though
Joudest to hear the song of blasphemy, shall hear moans and groans, and
horrid sounds, such as only the damned know. That very throat through
which thou dost drinlk, shall b3 filled with fire. Those very lips and arms of
thine will be tortured, all at once. Why, if thou hast o headache thou wilt
run to thy physician ; but what wilt thou do when thy héad, and heart, and
hands, and feet, acheall at once? If thou hast but a pain in thy veins, thou
wilt search out medicines to heal thee ;*but what wilt thou do when gout
and rheum, and vertigo, and all else that is vile, attack thy body at
once? How wilt thou bear thyself when thoushalt be loathsome with every
kind of disease, leprous, palsied, black, rotton, thy bones aching, thy mar-
row quivering, every limb thou hast, filled with pain; thy body a temple of
demons, and a charnal of miserles?

“ You listen to me now unmoved ; it will be harder work when death gets
hold of you, and you lie roasting in the fire,”
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‘What do you think of that, my brother? v i
my exaggerating. Why, I have been mode.:toznilmﬁezglxlrzgf
co'mpared to the greatest living preacher of your ,
trine. Ie says he can not exaggerate hell
comes as near to it as anybody I ever read.

I will say further, that every attempt of my brother
co-l.&borers here, or elsewhere to explain away and
their doctrine is a plain confession of its falsity. Why att t
to soften it down? Why endeavor to explain it away ? ;11:1;1
you, my friends, that is the grandest sign of the (rrowiy1;w int:l-
!Jgence of this age. Let Brother Hobbs and his I%lldw-l:borer

in the Orthodox field preach in Des Moines as Spurgeon ‘does ils
London, Sunday after Sunday, and how nmny hearers do . (o) X
suppose he would have? Why, you know your pews \voulcgy bu
empty and your pulpits closed in a month. And what kind 0(;‘
& comment is that upon your doctrine? One severe thine I
must say here, because I feel it to be true. The strongest prtc,)of
I ev_er had of the infinite forbearance and 10110‘-511;b1'i11w of
Almlg:hty God, is, that he will allow men to l;i:tsl)llexnebll'
name in that way, and not strike them dumb or dead! ’
. How has my brother answered my remarks regarding Old
l‘e'stmnent-proof of his doctrine? What has he said ¢ Dbo 7O
thl.nk-—(.lo you suppose e really thinks—he has been. very s)ucl}
cessful 1.11 looking for proofs of endless punishment there?
Only a little while ago, Henry Ward Beecher declared he coulci
not find the doctrine in the Old Testament; and the ablest mer
of all denominations generally acknowledge the same An(; )
thlt anﬁ.wer has my brother to this? \Vh;, he says I.do not
be'heve in Christ. What under the heavens has that to do
\Ylth the argument? I thought we were discussine the ues-
tion of endless punishment. Do we disbelieve in Clu":ist be((:lauqe
we believe that he can and will save all men? I flatter mvsélf
I am not often silenced, but I acknowledge I do not know ‘holw
to meet such logic as that. We will let that stand as a tri-
umphant vindication of his doctrine—if you regard it as such!
He quotes from O. A. Brownson—a man who has been ox;

favorite doc-
; but I must say he

and his
soften down
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every side of every theological question, and is now a Catholie.
He quotes from Mr. Fishback—who left Universalism for
Spiritualism, and is now in the Ilinois Insane Asylum. Does
he yish me to portray the effects of his doctrine in causing
insanity and suicide? He knows that our lunatic asylums are
crowded with its wretched vietims. Before me in this congre-
gation sits an intimate friend, who had a sister, a young and
inoffensive girl, beautiful and of brilliant intellect, who listened
to these pictures of torment tiil she became convinced that she
had sinned away the day of grace, had committed the sin
against the Holy Ghost, of which my brother here has been .
telling you, till there was no forgiveness for her, and is now
hopelessly insane. Many of those present will remember the
case of Brother Farnham’s daughter, an amiable and harmless
girl of fifteen or sixteen, who was brought to believe that she
had. committed the unpardonable sin, and was driven into
insanity. Rising in the night, she went to the mill-race of her
father’s mill, and there drowned herself. I could give you
three hundred similar cases. And the worst of it is, the vic-
tims of this doctrine are not the hardened, reprobate class of
men, but gentle girls, tender-hearted mothers, who but for
your dark doctrines of damnation, might be ornaments to
society and Dlessings to the world. And others, noble-hearted

men and women, with keen instinets of right and justice, clear

perceptions of the truth, knowing your doctrines must be false,
are driven, since you pretend to found them upon the Bible,
into r'ejecting' the Bible, and become Infidels. Wou accuse
Universalism of leading to infidelity ? My brother, you know
—or if you do not, a little investigation would serve to prove
to you—that nine-tenths of all the Infidels in the land are made
such by the very-doctrine you are advocating here.

1 think™T have sufficiently noticed all that my brother has
advanced by way of argument, and will now proceed to
adduce a few arguments upon the negative of this proposition.

My first negative argument is based upon the fact that the
doctrine is nowhere to be found in the Old Testament. This
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point has already been incidentally referred to. Will you
claim that it was left to be revealed under the new and beiter
covenant? The ‘meaning of the word “gospel V of itself i's
enough to negative any such idea; it means “good news "’
‘glad tidings.” Do you call it a revelation of E‘lad tidir‘l:rs
that half the human race are destined to a world of endleZs
wo? 1Is that a thing for angels and archangels, and all the
host of heaven, to rejoice over? Ah, theirs was a’ strange song
to sing over such tidings as that! And mark you, the
langtlmge of the heavenly messenger who proclaimed the’birth
of the Saviour of the world: Luke, ii: 10: “Behold, I bring
you good tidings of great joy which shall be to all ’people.”
It was not the good tidings which were to be to all people, but
the great joy was to be to all people. And the New '.1‘,esta-
ment throughout claims to be a revelation of greater grace
and mercy than was set forth in the Old. Sece IHebrews
viii: 6: “But now hath he obtained a more excellent ministry’
by how much also he is the mediator of a better covemmt:
which was established upon better promises.” Is the doctrine
of eternal torment one of these “better promises??”” No, no,
my friends; Paul, in one of his letters to Timothy, tells us
something better than that; (II Timothy, i:10): “Our Saviour
Jesus Christ, who hath abolished death, and brought life and
immortality to light through the Gospel.” But my brother
here, would claim that the main purpose of the Gospel was to
bring endless damnation to light.

My second negative argument is based upon the consid--
eration that the doctrine of endless punishment malkes
Christ’s life a serics of absurdities and contradictions, and
turns some of his pointed rebukes against himself. You
remember his parable of the man intending to build, who
commenced without sitting down to count the cost, so that he
was not able to complete his work, but his half-reared tower
mocked his incompetent design, so that all who beheld it
mocked him as they went by, saying: “This man began to'
build, and was not able to finish.” Look at the rebuke that
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Christ gave himself, claiming to have come to save the world;
that the Father sent him for that purpose. IIe came to build
up a spiritual temple in which every human soul was to be a
stone fitly hewn. According to my brother’s theology, Christ
hardly begins his work before the devil steals three-fourths of
his material, and the partially-reared walls are to stand forever
incomplete, mocking Christ and God throughout eternity.

Not only this, but it makes Christ’s life throughout a bundle
of contradietions and absurdities. It is upon two occasions
only that we have any record of his weeping. The first, was
over the grave of Lazarus, a friend and a good man, who had
died, but whom he was about to bring to life. The second was
when he looked upon Jerusalem, and uttered that mournful
apostrophe: O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, thou that killest the
prophets, and stonest them that are sent unto thee, how often
would I have gathered thy children . together, even as a hen
gathereth her chickens under her wings, and ye¢ would not!”’
And even this mournful appeal closed with a grand prophecy,
declaring that even these hard-hearted Jews should yet lift up
their eyes to him as their Saviour and Deliverer, exclaiming:
“PBlessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lord!” We
read much of Christ’s tenderness of heart and deep sympathy
with the suffering. Xere we find him weeping over the
temporal calamities that were about to fall upon a doomed
people, who were yet to recognize him as their Saviour, and
over a dead friend whom he was about to restore to life; yet
he had no tear to shed over the innumerable millions of human
souls then writhing in efernal torment, and the innumerable
millions more destined to join them in their endless experience
of pain. These are strange things in the life of Christ—things
never yet explained, nor capable of being explained, in har-
mony with the terrible theory advocated by my brother. The
special thing for him to_talk about, to lament, to weep over,
should have been the fate which had befallen and must yet
befall one-half the race—the very race which he came on earth

and died to save.
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My friends, I have answered my brother’s argument, I think
fully; now, I ask of you to see to it that he zmswérs mine,
_Remember that such a doctrine as this which he q,dvocates.
if true, must be plainly set forth in the Scriptures; it can noi’:
be guessed at; it must not be inferred from ambiguo’us phrases
and words of doubtful meaning, or words distorted from theilZ
lla-tlfl'ﬂ.l meaning. Remember this doctrine is against the
spmt'of the Gospel; that it renders the good tidicnrrs of the
angelic messenger, and the song of the heavenly hosta a bitter
mocking; that it is contrary to the spirit of Jesus to,t-he phi-
losophy he unfolded, to the tenor of his life, to his c’onduct and
his tears. My brother’s first duty in defense of his position
must be to reconcile these astonishing and inexplicable incon-
sistencies.—{Time expired. .

N

MR. HOBBS' FOURTH SPEECIL.

MEesSRS. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GRNTLEMEN :—When
my time expired, I was prosecuting an afiirmative argu-
ment, I will finish that before referring to anything brou:ht
forward by the gentleman in his last speech. -

I was building an argument upon the fact that the Lord
commanded his disciples to fear not them who can kill the
body only, but to fear him who can destroy both soul aud‘body
in-hell. Mr. King had before defined “destroy” to mean “total
extinction of being.”” This malkes him, instead of a univer-
sal-Salvationist, an Annihilationist. Has the gentleman
fluswered this? Not at all. Again, the gentleman said ‘‘per-
ish” meant “annihilation,” and quoted the language of the
prodigal son—*‘I perish with hunger”—to prove it. Then I
pub that into his argument, and showed him to be an Annihi-
lationist again. Does the gentleman attend to this? No. He
Dasses on, as he always does, never noticing any point that is
made against him,
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1 have referred to the word gehenna, showing that the Sav-
iour and his apostles must have used the term as referring to a
future stgte, according to the wusus loquendt of that day.
GQehenna can not refer to any place in this world, for then men
could be killed and east into it. It can notrefer to the inter-
mediate condition between death and the general judgment,
for the soul and body are then separated. It must be, then,
after the general judgment, and after the saints shall have sung
the'song of victory, that there is danger of soul and body being
cast into hell. But beyond the general judgment and the ‘‘song
of victory,” as Mr. King admits, all is changeless. )

Mr. KInG.—‘ Messrs. Moderators, I am compelled  to call
the brother to order. This makes the third time he has said
that I have said that after the judgment everything is change-
less. I have never made such a statement, and the modera-
tors know it, and the audience know it. The soul, during
every stage of its endless existence, is subject to perpetual
change.” )

Mr. Hobss.—I re-assert that Mr. King has talken the posi-
tion that beyond the judgment there is no change in moral
character. I would like to know why he quoted I Corinth-
jans, xv; Isaiah, xiv; Philippians, ii:9, ete., if not to prove
that all men will at last attain a condition of permanent bless-
edness? I must own that I am perfectly astonished; I
thought I was ready for .almost anything on his part; but I
was Aot quite ready for such a sudden change of base. Heevi-
dently discovers that my arguments are telling with terrible
force upon his system, hence this complete repudiation of an
argument that but a little while ago he took so much pains to
construct. . But this new move does not help him o particle. I
care not which horn of the dilemma he takes. If there be no
change after the judgment and the *‘song of victory,’’ as the
gentleman has heretofore argued, then those who are cast, soul
and body, into hell, must forever remain in hell. But if all are
to be made holy, and consequently happy, when the “song of
victory” is sung, and if there be a change of moral character
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afterward, as the gentleman now argues, the only change of
mora} char_acter possible is from holiness to unho]ines‘s cf,‘rom
happiness to unhappiness, from heaven to hell. But t’his is
suicidal to his system. When I was leading him on to reas-
sert his positions, over and over, before thisbaudieuce he did
?ot fol1)'esee what use I was going to make of them ’Now I
have brought him wher : ol ,
pave bro ]:0](1 . ther: he can not dodge the point,and I
1\’.Iy tenth argument is based upon the Taturity of judgment
which is to take place after the resurrection, as mentio;ed ir;
the fifteenth chapter of I Corinthians; Isaiah, xlv:22-25:
“ Look unto me and be ye saved, all the ends of the earth ; }or
I am God, and there is none else. I have sworn by my,self
theword is gone out of my mouth in righteousness, and sh:ali
not return, that unto me every knee shall bow, evéry tongue
shall swear, surely shall say, In the Lord have I rirrhteousn?ess
z.md strength ; even to him shall men come; and 2\11 that arc
incensed against him shall be ashamed;” Philippians, ii:9,

11: ““ Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him, and given

him a name above every name; that at the name of Jesus
every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in
earth, and things under the earth; and that every tongue
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glor‘y of (?od
the Iather.” These passages Mr. King quoted on his
affirmative to prove that all men would be saved, and located
their salvation at the “song of victory,” by reference to I
Corinthians, xv:55: and note this: Mr. King says these
passages apply beyond the resurrection. But the apostle
Paul, not being initiated into the beauties of my friend’s
system, in the simplicity of his mind concludes from these
very same scriptures that there would be a future judement.
See Romaus, xiv:10, 11, 13: “But why dost thou judge thy
brother ? or why dost thou set at naught thy brother? for we
shall all stand before the judgment-seat of Christ; for it is
written, ¢ As I live,” saith the Lord, ‘every knee shall bow to
me, and every tongue shall confess to God. Let us not,
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therefore, judge one another any more,’” ete. Now, since the
system of TUniversalism demands that the condition into-
which every one shall enter at the resurrection must be
endless, so those who are consigned to punishment at the
judgment mentioned by Paul, must be consigned to endless
punishment.

My eleventh argument is based upon those scriptures which
represent our works as being brought under divine scrutiny in
a future state. II Corinthians, v:9, 10, 11: ¢ Wherefore we
labor, that, whether present or absent, we may be accepted of
him. For we must all appear before the judgment-seat of

Christ; that every one may receive the things done in his .

body according to that he hath done, whether it be good or
bad. Knowing, therefore, the terror of the Lord, we persuade
men ; but we are made manifest unto God; and I trust also are
made manifest in your consciences.”

In my tenth argument, I proved the judgment to be beyond
the resurrection, by the gentleman’s own proof-texts.

Galatians, vi:7,8: ‘ Be not deceived; God is not mocked;
for whatsoever a man soweth that shall he also reap. For he
that soweth to his flesh, shall of the flesh reap corruption; but
he that soweth to the spirit shall of the spirit reap life
everlasting ;”’ Ecclesiastes, xi:9: ‘“Rejoice, O, young man,
in thy youth; and let thy heart cheer thee in the days of thy
youth, and walk in the ways of thy lheart, and in the sight of
thine eyes; but know thou that for all these things God shall
bring thee into judgment;”’ Icclesiastes, xii: 13, 14: ¢ Let us
hear the conclusion of the thole matter: Fear God, and keep
his commandments, for this is the whole duty of man. For
God shall bring every work into judgment, with every secret
thing, whether it be good, or whether it be evil;” Philip
pians, v:18, 2L: ‘For many walk, of whom I have told you
often, and now tell you even weeping, that they are the
enemies of the Cross of Christ; whose end is destruction, whose
God is their belly, and whose glory is in their shame, who
mind earthly things. - For our citizenship is in heaven;
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from whence also we look for the Saviour, the Lord Jesus
Christ; who shall change our vile body, that it -may be
fashioned like unto his glorious body, according to the
working whereby he is able even to subdue all things unto
himself.” ere is the “redemption of the body,” Mr., King
if you would only look at it rightly. Here, too, is the end Z;‘
one class of men, and that end is destruction ; while the end of
the righteous is, that Christ shall change their vile hodies that
they may be fashioned like unto his own glorious body.
That does not look as if there was the same destiny, the same
end for all. Again, Revelation, xiv:13: ““And I heard a
voice from heaven saying unto me, write: Blessed are the
dead which. die in the Lord from henceforth; yea, saith the
spirit, that they may rest from their labors: and their works
do follow them.” In this passage is brought before us the
great thought that men’s actions are cumulative in their
influences and effects ; consequently that men, by the nature of
the case, can not become the subjects of Judgment until they
have spent their force and influence, personally and posthu-
mously, upon the destinies of men. Bolingbroke, the
distinguished Infidel, wrote his famous works against Christ-
ianity, leaving a bequest of funds wherewith to publish them
after he was dead; consequently they had no effect upon the
world until after he was dead. How could he, as Univer-
salists maintain, receive punishment while he lived for all his
evil worlss, when his worst works did not begin to exert their
pernicious influence until after he was dead? So with St.
Paul. While he lived, he could preach only with his own
voice, and eflect the generation in which he lived; but now,
though dead, he has been speaking through millions of
tongues, through all generations since he lived. It is pure
nonsense to talk about the judgment being in this world,
when men's actions have as yet scarcely begiln to produce their
cumulative effects. The influence which a man exerts in this
world has been aptly illustrated by the Missouri river, which,
at its source, 2 man can stand astride of. But rivulet after
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rivulet, tributary after tributary, lows into iv, until at last it
can bear the largest vessels upon its bosom, and rolls on, and
on, through the Gulf of Mexico, till it reaches the great ocean,
and mingles with the waters of all the earth. Such is the
cumulative force of human life and influence. Ience, there
can be no final judgment until this cumulative force of life
and influence is forever ended.

My twelfth argument is based upon the fact that men will
come forth after the resurrection in diverse moral conditions,
and to diverse destinies: John, v:28, 29: ‘Marvel not at
this; for the hour is coming in the which all that are in the
graves shall hear his voice, and shall come forth; they that
have done good unto the resurrection of life, and they that
have done evil unto the resurrection of damnation.” Parallel
to this is Daniel, xii:2: “And many of them that sleep in
the dust of the carth shall awake; some to everlasting life,
and some to shame and everlasting contempt.” In harmony
with this, Paul says, Acts, xxiv:15: ‘And have hope toward
God, which they themselves also allow, that there shall be a
resurrection of the dead, both of the just and unjust.” X do
not know whether the gentleman believes in any resurrection
of the body at all; he has not yet afiirmed it, and his last
spiritualistic dodge would seem to indicate very clearly that he
does not. But it malkes no difference to me; whatever position
he takes, I am ready to meet and *“uproot” him. John the
Revelator closes up the grand triumph by saying, Revelation,
xxii:11, 12: ‘“He that is unjust, let him” be unjust still; and
he which is filthy, let him be filthy still; and he that is right-
eous, let him be righteous still; and he that is holy, let him be
holy still. And behold, I come quickly; and my reward is
with me, to give every man according as his work shall be.”

"I know that Universalists endeavor to evade the force of
John, v:28, 29, above quoted, by making it a moral resurrec-
" tion or conversion, occurring in this world; but with this
interpretation, if Mr. King choose to take this dodge, let him
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inform us how some can be converted to life, and some con-
verted to damnation; and also tell us what aré the “graves?” -
spo-ken of in the text, . Butif it refer to the resurrectionb spoken
of in I Corinthians, xv, as it certainly must, and the same
must be true with Daniel, xii:2, then the damnation, the
shame and contempt, must be endless; asthe gentlemanad,mits
there is to be no change of moral character after the resurrec-
tion and the “song of victory.” This is rendered more certain
from what Paul Says, connected with what John says: ‘“He
that is unjust, let him be unjust still;” for God enforces ;30 such
language in the present state of existence; his language to the
sinner now is: “ Repent and live,” R

There are some things in the gentleman’s last speech .to
which I will briefly refer. ITe asks what he seems to think
will be a very buzzling question to me in reference to baptism
and salvation. e seems to bo entirely ignorant in regard to
our doctrine. He gives an utter misrepresentation c<’)f our
teachings, not only upon baptism but other points. Te repre-
sents me as saying that none will be lost excepting ‘those who
have received an offer of salvation and refused it. Have I said
..so? I have made no affirmation of the sort. I know what he
1:? trying to do. MHeis very anxious to wring into the discus-
sion heathens, and infants, and idiots so that he can play upon
your sympathies. But I took good care of that, when I shaped
the propositions as I did. The discussion is in reference to
nobody except those who die in willful disobedience to the
Gospel of Christ. We will leave “he heathens, and infants
and idiots, out of this discussion, if you please, Mr. King. ’

The gentleman says I have represented heaven and h(ﬁl as a
'r‘ecompense or reward for our good or evil conduct on earth,
The apostle Tepresents death as a recompense for sin, for he
says, Romans, vi: 23: * For the wages of sin is death; but the.
gift of God is eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord."”
And Lulke represents eternal life as a recompense for those
who have done well in this life: Luke, xiv:13, 14: “But
when thou makest a feast, eall the poor, the maimed, the lame,
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the blind; and thou shalt be blessed; for they can not recom-
pense thee; but thou shalt be recompensed at the resurrection
of the just.” And we are told that Moses had respect unto
the recompense of reward. But it does not follow from this,
as the gentleman seems to endeavor to show, thatmen can gain
heaven by the merit of their works.

Mr. King brings in the Greek terms aion, and aionios. He
says that in the Scriptures, aion refers to the Jewish and
Christian dispensations. ILetus see whether this be true or
not. TLook at Luke, xx:84, 85; and let us read it, interpreting
aion according to the gentleman’s rule: “ And Jesus, answer-
ing, said unto thein, the children of the Jewish dispensation
marry and are given in marriage; but they which shall be
accounted worthy to obtain the Christian dispensation neither
marry nor are given in marriage!” According to this, there
‘have been no marriages since the Christian dispensation was
ushered into being! ' :

The fact is, the gentleman’s representations regarding aion
arc entirely incorrect. I hold in my hand Robinson’s Lexicon
of the New Testament. Under aion, we have this language:
“In conformity to the Jewish mode of speaking, aion means
an age, period of the world, seculum; the Jews were accus-
tomed to dispute concerning two ages of the world, one of
which they called the present age or world, the other, the
age or world to come. (Buatorf, Lex. Rab. Chald. Tul, 1620.)
The former, in their opinion, was to comprehend the time
from the creation to the advent of the Messiah, and was
anarked by imbecility, imperfection, ignorance, vice, misery
and crime, The latter they referred to the joyful time when
the Messiah should come in majesty to establish his dominion;
when he should subdue to himself all the kingdoms, recall the
dead to life, sit in judgment on both Jews and Gentiles,
advancing the good felicity in his kingdom, and inflicting
Jpunishment on the wicked—especially on the Gentiles, as
being hostile to the Jews, and given to idolatry; when, in
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short, he should introduce a new era, distinguished by knowl-

* edge, liberty, piety, and felicity of every kind.” Here we

have aion meaning eternal. The great mistake the Jews made
was, they overlooked the temporal coming of Christ. They
looked forward in expectation of his majestic coming, as they
and we are now looking; hence, that last part of the twenty-
fifth chapter of Matthew is still in the future, and will be
fulfilled at the second coming of Christ.

Mr. King wants me to prove eternal punishment by a word
whose primary meaning is “endless.” I refer him to the dis-
tinguished Greek writer and philosopher, Aristotle. The gen-
tleman will accept him as authority, I presume. He lived
about the time the Septuagint version of the Old Testament
was made—some two hundred and seventy years before Christ.
Here is what he says: “It therefore is evident that there is
neither place, nor vacuum, nor time beyond; wherefore the
things there are not by nature adapted to exist in place; nor
does time malke them grow old; neither under the highest
[Heaven] is there any change of any one of these things, they
being placed beyond it; but unchangeable and passionless,
having the best, even self-sufficient life, they continue through
[aiona)] eternity. For indeed, the word itself, according to the
ancients, divinely expressed this. TFor the period which com-
prehends the time of every one’s life; beyond which, according
to nature, nothing exists, is called [aion] eternity. And for the
same reason also, the period of the whole heaven, even the
infinite time of all things, and -the period comprehending that
infinity, is [aion] ETERNITY; deriving its name from [aei einai)
‘always being,’ immortal and divine. Whence also it is
applied to other things; to some indeed [akribesteron] aceur-
alely, but to others [amauroteron] in the lax signification of [to
€inai, te leai zen] being, and even life.”® (drist. de Coclo, Lib. T.
Cap. 9.) Here Aristotle, the great Greek philosopher, tells us
that aion means primarily and etymologically, eternity; that

13
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its meanings, when it means less than that, are lax, and figura-
tive. And Aristotle certainly knew the proper meaning of the
term. What higher authority, what better evidence, can any
one ask, to prove that the primary and etymological meaning
of aion is “endless?’ Therefore, when the Scriptures say:
“These shall go away eis kolasin aionion,’” is not that depart-
ing into endless punishment?

The gentleman has a new definition, too, for %olasis. IIe
savs the word means “pruning.” ThatI deny. There is no
place in the Scriptures where the word is used in that sense.
Whenever chastisement is spoken of in the New Testament,
the word used is not kolasis, but paideia, which is from paideuo,
from which we have pais, “a child.” e refers to Hebrews,
xii: 10, as a text in which kolasis is used in the sense of prun-
ing or chastising. But in Hebrews, xii:10, the word used is
not kolasis, but paidevo.” So let him make what he can from
that passage.

e says I complain because he reads these exaggerated des-
criptions of eternal punishment. He is mistaken. I have not
complained. Let him read away, as long as he chooses. But
I do think he would be in better business attending to my
arguments, or I will be so far ahead of him that he will never
overtake me. :

The gentleman charges me with saying that he rejects Christ.
I have not said so. I have said that the leading authorities of
his church regard the blood of Christ as having nothing to do
with the remission of sin; he has not repudiated those authors
till this hour; and he dare not; for if he does, he will be turned
out of church. In answer to my quotation from Mr. Fishback,
" he replied that Mr. Fishback had been led estray by Spiritual-
ism, and is now in an insane asylum in Illinois. Poor Fish-
back! I sympathize with-him! But if Mr. King is not on
the high road following him, I am very much mistakenl—
[Time expired.
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MR. KING'S FOURTH SPEECH.

M=EsSRS. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN :—Brother
Hobbs has taken oceasion to make a thrust at me, insinuating
that I am turning Spiritualist. I know so little about that
people that T can hardly tell what they do believe. If to
believe that, in the life hereafter, we are not all to sit down
together on one plane of unchangeable flatness and everlasting
monotony, with nothing to do but play on a harp, sing psalms,
and eat sweet-calkke—if to disbelieve in such a leaven as that
makes me a Spiritualist, why, then I suppose I must be one.
I certainly have no idea that the time will ever come when we

« shall have learned all thereis to be learned; I believe and hope
that in the Iereafter we shall to all eterpity change from glory
to glory: I supposed this was the scriptural doetrine of spirit-
ual progress. If it be the doctrine of Spiritualism, why, so
much the better for Spiritualism.

Mr.. Honns.—*‘I believe in spiritual ‘progress, but not your
kind.” :

Mr. Kina.—Brother Xobbs has at last found an authority to
prove that aion means primarily, “eternity.” Here isa Christ-
ian minister, agreeing to adhere to the Bible, acknowledging
himself defeated and driven from that foundation, and going
back several generations before Christ, to a heathen philoso-
pher for his argument! If my brother is correct in his ren-
dering of the word aion as used in the Scriptures, and in the

_ time of Christ, let him bring an ordivary Greek dictionary,
and show it. Let him call upon any clergyman in this audi-
ence, agreeing with him in regard to the proposition in debate,
and let 2im say whether the first and natural meaning of aion
is “eternity,” Here is Donegan’s lexicon: let us see what
that will say. “Aion—time; a space of time; life-time; life;
ordinary period_of man’s life; the age of man; man’s estate;
a long period of time; eternity; the spinal marrow!” There
are the definitions in their order as they come in Donegan’s
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lexicon. In a list of ten definitions, “eternity”” is the most
unnatural and unsual of all but one! And were we to exam-
ineall the lexicons, we should arrive at a similar result. There
is not a solitary dictionary in existence which gives “eternity”
as the first, the primary, the natural and ordinary meaning of
the Greek word aion. -

What next? Why, “gehenna.? My brother brings in a
geographical proper name, to prove eternal torment. And
here, again, he did not dare tell you the origin of this word,
and its real meaning. He knows that the word simply means,
the valley of Minnom. He knows that in the Old Testament
it is used in no other sense than as the name of a valley near

Jerusalem. ¥e knows that the Targum he brings in as preof .

is a thing whose age is a matter of dispute, some claiming it
to have been in existence in the time of Christ, some placing
it as late as the sixth century. The best critics ‘suppose it to
have originated in the third century. And this geographic
name—as much a geographic name, the valley of Hinnom, as
the valley of the Des Moines—by some cunning twist my
brother claims to make a proof of eternal damnation. The
word is used in no such sense anywhere in the Old Testa-
ment. Nor is it used in any such sense by any profane writer,
before the time of Christ. Josephus, the distinguished Jewish
historian, who flourished about the time of Christ, or a little
later, who was a believer in future punishment, and wrote
upon the subject, did not use the word gelkenna in reference to
it. Tt was not used by any or all the apostles and writers of

the New Testament, except that James speaks of the tongue

as being set on fire of hell. There is not a particle of proof,
sacred or profane, back of the time of Christ, to show that
gehenna has any reference to future punishment—much less
endless punishment. I have a right to demand of Bro. Hobbs,
to tell this audience when and how this word gehenna, that
before and till the time of Christ was a proper name, referring
to a deep valley near Jerusalem, came to cease to be a proper
name, and to acquire the meaning of a place of endless

A\
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torment. He introduces the text {Matfthew, x:928): ¢ Tear
not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the
soul; but rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul
and body in gehenna,”’ as one from which he proves eternal
torment. He boasts of having defeated me here, in much the
same style as he boasts of having uprooted me from the
Eighth of Romans. If he calls that a victory, he may well
exclaim with the Roinan general: “One more such victory will
ruin me!?’ He has twice taken occasion to tell this congre-
gation that he will preach on the Eighth of Romans, at some
other time and place. If he had ordinary shrewdness, he
would know that this is a confession of defeat. If he had any
interpretation that would stand in the face of opposition, he
would give it to you here, and not invite you to go somewhere
else, where he could smooth the matter over among o quiet
circle of friends, with nobody to ask any troublesome questions.
But to return from the Eighth of Romans to the text before
us. Does it say, * Fear him who will destroy both soul and
body in gehenna,” or who is able to doso? Furthermore, in
order to prove his position by this text, he must prove that
destroy?’ does not mean to destroy, but to keep in existence
forever, Will it not be a powerful logic that can accomplish
that? With all his tricks of the trade, I do not think he can
perform such a cunning trick as that. But my brother says,
if God is not really going to destroy both soul and body in
gehenna, it is an unworthy mockery on his part to use such
language as this. When John the Baptist said : ¢ God is able
of these stones to raise up children unto Abraham,” does it
mean that God willdo it? No: the meaning of the textbefore us
is very plain: “Do not stand in fear of men, who can kill the
body only, but fear God, who brought buth soul and body into *
existence, and by a word could blot both out of existence, if he
chose. 'When a man attempts to prove endless punishment
from tl}at passage, he has a tremendous task before him.
Brother Iobbs sneered at the idea of a judgment in this
world. With the Bible before him, and pretending to be a
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preacher of the truths contained in that Bible, he sneers at the
idea of a judgment in this world. Has he not read, Psalm,
Iviii:11: *Verily, he is a God that judgeth in the earth K
Jeremiah, xxiii:5:, “I will raise unto David a righteous
Branch, and a King shall reign and prosper, and shall execute
judgment and justice in the earth;” John, ix:89: “For
judgment I am come unlo the world;” John, xii:81: “And
now is the judgment of this world.”” In the face of dozens of
such texts as these, he sneers at the idea of a judgment in this
world. Souls are being continually brought to judgment.
The infinite perfection and love of God is the rule by which
every soul is brought to judgment, to-day, to-morrow,
forever. DMy brother has quoted texts to sustain his position,
that had no more reference to a future judgment in the eternal
world, than a judgment to-morrow on Capitol Hill. And
if he had proved that future judgment, his work is not yet
accomplished ; he must prove that after that judgment those
who have sinned up to that time will not have an oppor tunity
to 1epent and turn to God. Suppose I grant a future
judgment, that does not prove endless pumshment, any more
than a judgment at the bar of an earthly court proves that the
offender will suffer endless punishment. Brother Xobbs must
prove a judgment, beyond which, God says, no poor child
shall have the privilege of coming home. I therefore refuse
to follow him through his long string of texts, because they
have no relevancy to the question.

~ But Brother Hobbs says there can be no judgment till the
world and the lives of all men in it have come to an end,
because 1he influence of sin is cumulative, and God must wait
till he finds out how much the aggregate damages are before
he can fix the proper penalty for the sinner. Now, that is all
nonsense. It stultifies all common sense, as well as my
brother’s own theology. Here is a man who has lived fifteen
or twenty years in sin, growing worse every day; exerting
a broad and pernicious influence; but Brother Hobbs, or some-
body else, preaches to that man, and he repents, is brought to
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the foot of the Cross, is converted and saved. Now what
about the influences of thatlife? Do those influences cease to
operate because the man is converted? Notatall, And is he
to be judged and punished according to his influences? Then
every saint upon the face of the earth, when that future
judgment arrives, will be dragged off to damnation! So far
as regards the fact that all influences, good or evil, are
cumulative, nobody denies that; but that a man is to be
judged and punished in proportion to them, and above all
that this fact can be made a valid argument in proof of
endless torment, is an utterly silly idea. No one can tell what
a single careless deed or word may do—what its fruitage shall
be. It may influence not only the observer or hearer, but
those whom /e shall influence, and so on, and on, extending
to innumerable human beings, and through all generations to
come, affecting for weal or woe exck individual brought
within its range to all eternity. If the accumulated evil
influences exerted is to be the standard by which men are
to be judged, then there is nothing in reserve_for any bpdy but
infinite and endless punishment. '

Brother Hobbs quotes Revelation to prove lus doctrine. He
walks boldly where angels fear to tread. He knows that the
canonical character of that book is in question to-day; many
of the most pious and eminent men are in doubt as to the val-
idity of its claim to inspiration. It might be suggestive, if not
instructive, to compare, for a moment, Brother IHobbs with
Dr. Adam Clarke, one of the ablest of the Orthodox commen-
tators. 'To Brother Hobbs, the meaning of the book of Revel-
ation is as clear as a sunbeam. But Dr. Clarke, in his
commentary on the book of Revelation, says it is of
doubtful meaning, and he will not venture an interpretation
as authoritative, and warns his readers not to use it in defense
of any doctrine.

You see Dr. Clarke is a very modest man. Brother Iobbs,
here, is so much abler there is no occasion forhim to be modest!

But what has my brother quoted from Revelation? Why, &
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pa{ssage that has no bearing whatever upon’ the question.
¢ Tet him that is unjust, be unjust still.” Well, what of it?
Ts that saying: ¢ Xe that is unjust, let him be tormented in
hell throughout eternity? That is what my brother is trying
to prove to you. Brother Hobbs, if you don’t do better for the
affirmative than you are now doing, I shall have to come over
to that side and help you to some seriptures, I believe I could
defend endless punishment myself better than you are doing it.

Brother Hobbs has not yet met any of my negative argu-
ments. I need not recapitulate them to you—I shall do that
briefly to-morrow evening. ‘If he intends to pay any attention
to them—and I think you will agree they are deserving of
some attention and consideration,—it is about time he had
commenced.

Brother Hobbs, why don’t you bring along your *“Rich
Man and Lazarus?” I expected you to fetch that upon the
carpet the first thing, and have been waiting patiently for
it ever since. You are not going to let this discussion close
without making a strong argument founded on the parable of
the “Rich Man and Lazarus,” are you? Such a thing never
was heard of before in a debate of this kind!

I call your attention to the fact that the apostles never
preached the doctrine of eternal punishment; or if they
preached it, they never used one of the terms to prove it which
my opponent uses, The term ‘“hades,” the name of the place
where the rich man of the parable was sent, isnever used by any
of the apostles, except once, where it is applied to Christ’slying
in the grave, and once by the apostle Paul, in the fifteenth
chapter of I Corinthians, where it is translated “grave”—“0
grave, where is thy victory!” But neither Zades nor gehenna
are ever used by any of the apostles to indicate eternal
punishment or any place of torment. The apostles were sent
out to “teach all nations” those things which Christ had
taught them; and they afterward announced that they had
declared the whole counsel of God; their special work was to
save men from an endless hell; yet never, from first to last,
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did they tell anybody that there was an endless hell! never
an allusion to anything of the sort—never a reference to any-
thing their Lord and Master had said regarding it. It is very
evident that John and Peter and Paul knew nothing about the
true doctrines of Theology. It is very evident they did not
comprehend what Christ meant to teach, in his parable
concerning the rich man and Lazarus, the sheep and the goats,
the wheat and the tares, ete. Those apostles, if they believed
in endless misery, and were really in earnest in endeavoring
to save men from it, certainly committed a great oversight in
never referring to those parables in proof of it. The Orthodox
pulpits of Des Moines are determined to commit no such
oversight as the apostles were guilty of.

Not only did the apostles not teach the doctrine of eternal
torment, nor refer to Christ’s teachings in proof of it, but they
failed to proclaim it under circumstanees eminently demand-
ing i, were it not either false or useless. Turn with me to the
second and third chapters of the Acts of the Apostles, and read
Peter’s grand revival sermons; he beat our modern revivalists
completely out of sight—converted five thousand persons, and
dipped them all under water, too, according to Brother Hobbs.
He preached to the very murderers of Jesus; the very men
who ought above all others who ever lived to be threatened
with this terrible doom, if they were in danger of it; and what
was the tenor of his sermon? That Jesus, whom they had
killed, God had raised up to triumph over them and condemn
them for their unparalleled cruelty and treachery and murder,
to suffer endless punishment for their durk crimes? Ah, no!
but even to those murderers of Jesus he preached that God had
raised up Jesus, and sent him, not to damn them, but to bless
them, in turning away every one of them from his iniquities.
Now, let these modern ministers of the meek and lowly, the
the gentle and loving Jesus, go ahead, and out-do Edwards,

. and out-splurge Spurgeon, in their pictures of eternal torment,

and see if they can convert half as many as Peter did, and not
half of those they do convert, backslide. And mark you, from
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that first gospel sermon on the day of Pentecost, to the last
recorded syllable of Scripture, nowhere does an.y_of th.e apos-
tles say one word in reference to the doctrine which my
brother here deems so important and necessary to the salva-
tion of mankind.—[Time expired.

MR. HOBBS FIFTH SPEECH.

MEssRs. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTI’JEM‘EN:—I t‘(;,m
pleased that notwithstanding the stormy Pegmmng o.t'l 2113
. discussion, there is promise of a calm closmg.. I ap}}ll.e mllfd’s
you will be as well pleased with the ch:}ngc in n}y ni.y L
manner and tactics as I am, and as he himself ev1den.t 311:.
The difference is so pereeptible that nobody can have fmle‘( (}
notice it. Even my little prattler, only about t-hre.e ye:\;'s 3
age, noticed it last night, and as we l-eft,the il,z’ﬂl ;te}nil(:smi
# Pa, Mr. King is gooder than he was, isn’t h'e ? X isa :Sers
thing to look pleasant. It affects all, compuE110ns and oppc rim.l;
My friend in his last speech brought agz_un.st xllelonfs ; rions
charge: that I \vellt back to a heathen philosopher fo

definition of theé term aion. When T heard that, I wondered

to myself: ¢ Mr. King, can it be you arein ear‘nest in suecsh Oaf
reply as that? Are you trying to throw '(1\'151; in the??’y i

the people? or do you presume upon.theu:' 1gn_(.).rzlnce wmc};
King knows there is not a Greek lexicon, 1n e:usl -enlce e

doe's 1iot, in defining the meaning of the words of { 1ﬁt1a1;,1, eLS%qi
cite the authors who use the words in accorda.mce W xtll l(;, re:k
nification given; and those authors, the wmter§ of ,x,e et
classics, are what my friend calls **heathen authors.“ s
and his apostles did not originate the .G‘rreek. languzl;e, ey
used it as they found i, with the meanmg‘ :ngen to eﬂ\l o
which ecomposed it as used by these same heat.hergl ’au aSi‘.m
Such a dodge as that may he creditable to my friend’s ev:

FIFTH SPEECH OF MR. HOBBS. 208

art, but not to his honesty, his sense of propriety, or his estim-
ate of the intelligence of his audience. Aristotle was one of
the most famous among the Greek philosophers, who lived
about the time the Septuagint version .of the 0ld Testamént
was made. In his writings, he himself being a Greek, spetik-
ing and writing the Greek as his native language, it is reason-
able to suppose he knew the meaning of the words he ‘used, at
least as well as my friend Mr. King can know them at this
distance of time. And Aristotle says the primary or etymo-
logical meaning of aion is ‘“eternity.” Mr. King defied me to
bring an author who would say that the primary meaning of
aton was “ecternity;”? and I have brought such an authority,
clear, unequivocal, explicit.

Mr. King says I had not the manliness to come out and tell
you that Gehenna was the pi'oper name of a valley near
Jerusalem. Upon my word, I supposed cverybody here had
learned that in Sunday-school! But suppose it did mean that
in the beginning; does it follow that it always continued to
mean only that? that it never came to mean anything else?
I should think the gentleman would have more discretion
than to run against his own authorities all the time. IIr.
Skinner, a Universalist preacher, and high in authority in his
denomination, says: “In process of time, Gehenna, and
Tophet, another name for the same thing, were used in the
Old Testament, figuratively, to set forth the temporal but
severe judgments coming upon the Jews.” (Campbell and
Skinner’s Debate, page 120). I have quoted other authorities
to show that it came in process of time to mean a place where
the wicked should finally be endlessly punished. ‘I have
quoted Prideaux upon this subject. Parkhurst says it came
to indicate a place of endless punishment. Mr, King charged
me with saying that the Greek word gehenna meant endless
punishment. I certainly said no such thing., Gehenna is
a Hebrew word, Graccised, at first meaning the valley of -
Hinnom, near Jerusalem, where the offal of the city was cast,
to be burned; where, amid the carrion, the worm died not,
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: hed; a peculiarly repulsive
e s ﬁli';ien: e;f;ce‘.mslnq u;:'lgcess o tli)me" the word was
e dlsgu's ferb ficuratively, to severe temporal judgments;
made? * 1ecess; ot? farther time it came to mean a plac.e of
:ﬁglel;ls II))ruonishment. But the term ‘““endless’ is not prima-

rily in the word gehenna.

You remember the gentleman’s explanation Efq ;;;et:c)e;:u
¢« Tear not them which kjll .the blciil(;\lrl, li):taz;'z 11;) d‘e o ooth
oo 50“1; bb‘(llt Ii'irllﬂlllglli"?alﬁl‘hleze;v’clennan represents the Saviour
e O'g’ his disciples to endure persecutions from me.ni
be 81100111’31%; {iould kill only the body, while GO(.]. could kil
bec?u;e (;l and soul—but then, he wouldn’t do Lt!. If they
bOt'l d 01::1 rather than God, God could burn up their souls as
el ntl ir bodies in that valley of IIinnom; but. there was
ot € 1lent‘, danger that he would do it! God 1.5 a God of
O e ei:ls‘f toubdo disgobey him, you have nothing to fez.u'
PO\Vel'—jbu‘ 1I Zun sorry to see my friend stultify himself in
fl‘Cfln . While we are at it, let us try the same m.ethod of
tﬁhlS Wz'ly- tion upon some other passages. Tor instance,
Illtflliple_tﬂ ;0 $ii: 21: ‘¢ According to the working whereby he
f(;l;gf?syz;)lé to s.ubdue all things unto h.imse}f..’-’ tB}ltgz.l;:(clo;;i;
ing to the gentleman’s style offngse?;xl'le:znlg Eglilll;dlil;:tion Jan
subdue all things unto himse_, u the L 0 B s
he will! Why, in every UmYersahst e e o e e s

¥ ong points made is, that Christ is a
CondU-Ct.f} ldl’r?:;fl Off:(?nels\tgl(l)ll:zi }1)1? is presumed that he 'wi.Zl savg
3:3\;1;1' King’has used precisely the same argument in this

debate.

Mr. King says none of the apostles, excetptt leméensi,l ]g::spﬁlﬁ
\ a; tly they did not teach

word gehenna; consequen zach endiess pure
hens ay mean, the :

ishment. Whatever gehenne m doctrine o

i i because the apostles di
less punishment is not true, 4 b

?11;2 thatpparticular word, gehenna! 'There is 10{?"10 for y‘o:!
But does not this logic prove too much? If it have any
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bearing at all, it proves that whatever the Saviour taught, that
is not true, wnless the apostles also taught it, and in the same
words used by the Saviour!

He says if a man keeps on sinning till he is fifty or sixty
years of age, and then repents, his repentance does not do
away with the evil influence of his acts, consequently he will
be sent to hell forever, notwithstanding his repentance. He
forgets the passage of Ezekiel, which I have quoted once
before (Ezekiel, xviii: 21): “If the wicked will turn -from all
his sins that he hath committed, and keep all my statutes, and
do that which is lawful and right, he shall surely live, he shall
not die.” The trouble with Mr. King isright here: his system
leaves entirely out of the Gospel the idea of pardon. After
fifty years of sin, if a man turn away from his sins, reforms his
life, and yialds obedicence to Christ, God will pardon him; God
has promised to pardon him.

The gentleman objects to any future judgment, because God
Judges in the earth now. But he pays no regard whatever to
the textual import of the word “ judgment.” e knows that
there are several words in the original Greek, all translated by
the one English word “Judgment.” IIe knows that we must
determine the meaning of the word “judgment”’ by the context,
How can he talk about the Lord Jesus Christ having come into
the world to enter into Judgment, when the apostle says God has
appointed a day in the future when “we must all stand before
the judgment-seat of Christ®” The phrase “judgment-seat?”’
occurs ten times in the New Testament, and always has refer-
ence to a judicial process. In some of these places it refers to
earthly tribunals—in others to a tribunal of a similar character

in the future world. Here it refers not to any earthly process
or earthly potentate, but to Christ. I havealready proved by
Isaiah, xIv: 23, 44, and Philippians, ii:9, 10, 11, combined with
Romans, xiv:10,11,12, (where the phrase “judgment-seat of
Christ” occurs,) that the judgment-seat of Christ is beyond the
resurrection, and beyond that Mr. King says, there is no
change of moral character.,
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My friend found himself in so close a corner at last, that he
had no alternative but to repudiate the book of Revelation as
being inspired. But he can not make any such dodge as that.
This debate was entered into with the distinet understanding
that the book known as the Bible was to be our arbiter; and
now he can not be allowed to cast away as uncanonical every-
thing that happens to intefere with his argument. Beside, he
himself based an argument upon that very book. He can not
be allowed to impeach his own witnesses in this way. Austin
uses Revelation, xxi:4, to prove Universalism: “And God
shall wipe away all tears from their eyes; and there shall be
no more death, neither sorrow nor crying, neither shall there
be any more pain; for the former things are passed away.” I
quote from the next chapter of the same book, and Mr. Xing
says it is uncanonical! The Universalist creed, @s published
in the * Universalist Book of Reference,’” quotes Revelation as
authority. But the gentleman says Dr. Clarke says this is o
very difficult book to understand. Well, Dr. Clarke says the
Eighth of Romans is a very difficult chapter to understand ;
but my friend finds no difficulty in it—* he boldly steps where

angels fear to tread!”

I have thought that a choice boquet of elegant expressions
might be culled from my friend’s speeches; such as, ‘‘you
ought to be ashamed of yourself;” “too base for & Christian
gentleman ;" * roasting in hell;" ete., ete., but I forbear.

He proposes to furnish me some seriptures in proof of
eternal puishment. Then he does acknowledge that there are
some scriptures that support it. '

He’ concludes that the doctrine of endless punishment is
false, because Peter did not preach it on the day of Pentecost.
That reminds me of the Irishman, who was found guilty of
stealing on the testimony of one witness; on which he beeame
very indignant, saying he could have brought forty witnesses
who did nof see him steal!

The fact is, the doctrine of eternal punishment is intended
not so much to be constantly harrangued from the. pulpit,
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as t isti

'fello?vplgi Christians on the alert for. the salvation of thei

thess Vivilcli é:cd' 1€_I refrain from giving from the pulpi;
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gentleman asserts the apostles did: - I only do what the
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at under the Christian dispensation (for that is what i
gentleman says aion here means) “neither can they d;:
f;llny more, for they are equal unto the angels.” The gentle-
].lim }135 neve.r answered that, and he never will. TLook
(:7, :37\:) 1s;eat.I],Tm.10thy, \:i:7: “We brought nothing into this
) Wli 1” dispensation, and it is certain we can carry
i é (C;u.f 'Is th.at what the apos@le means? Again,
the mis (;) of this (afon) Jewish dispensation hath blinded

s of them that believe not,” ete.
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Let us look a little more closely at the Twenty-fourth and
Twenty-fifth of Matthew, which my friend finds so trouble-~
some. You will recollect that in the last verse of the twenty-
third chapter, after lamenting over J erusalem, and exclaiming:
+ Behold, your house is left unto you desolate,”’ Jesus says
they should not see him henceforth till they should say:
« Blessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lord!” Have
“the Jews ever said that yet? No: Then the coming of which
he spoke is yet in the future. Passing on into the twenty-
fourth chapter, we find that certain singular oceurrences are to
take place. First: ‘“Asthe lightning cometh out of the east,
and shineth cven unto the west, so shall tlie coming of the Son
of Man be;” that is, it shall be sudden, and unexpected, and a
matter of universal pereeption. Reading on, we find that
immediately after the tribulation of those days the sun shail
be darkened, the moon shall fail to give her light, the stars
shall fall from Heaven, ete.; and then shall appear the sign of
the Son of Man in Heaven; then all the tribes of the earth
shall mourn, and “Shall see the Son of Man coming in the
clouds of heaven with power and greab glory.” Then, “Ie
shall send his angels with a great sound of & trumpet, and they
shall gather together his elect from the four winds, and from
‘one end of Heaven to the other.” The Universalists tell us
this is figurative language; that the darkening of the Jewish
heavens, the blotting out of the Jewish polity, is all thab is
meant. But how can this be, if the blotting out of the Jewish
heavens was to be the judgment executed by Christ aqfter he
should come? The coming of the Son of Man was not to be
until after the sun wasto be darkened, and the moon to refuse
to give her light, and the stars to fall; and these things were
not to occur until “after the tribulation of those days’’—a
tribulation thus described by Luke: ¢ And they shall fall by
the edge of the sword, and shall be led away captive into.all
nations; and Jerusalem shall be trodden down of the Gentiles,
until ¥he times of the Gentiles be fulfilled.” J. erusalem is yet
trodden down by the Gentiles; the «tribulation?” therefore
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feontinues;:as Mr. Skinner himself is compelled to admit. And
ﬁﬁ:ﬁ ::c(;:)nnmog,; (;fl (t):;lee dSon (:,f 1\1Ian was not to be till ““gfter the
0 ‘.; 0 ays, hen it is yet in the future.
gx.nxgelaahsts quote for our benefit the thirty-fourth \?ersf l(1)1;‘
his Wenf:y—fourth chapter, to prove that all these things must
‘(:cs;n'..;lurmg the life-time of the persons then in existence:
thes(: ;ﬂﬂ,nI :agr I;nffci) you’,, this generation shall not pass till all
fhse thir gs be fulfilled.” But they are obliged to admit that
the wox :m‘szo,.here translated *generation,” means as well
race,” or ‘“‘nation,” and is so translated in the New Testa,
{nent. And the race, the Jewish race, has not passed away ; t-;
is scattered, and scathed, and peeled, but wherever éhe‘ ‘}T’é\\:s

may be found, they remain separate and distinct fiom the

natjons in the midst of which they dwell.
Now, we come to the parable of the ten virgins, who went

-out to meet the bridegroom. This opens the twenty-fifth

chapter. Next comes the parable of the ten talents. All thes
statements and illustrations and parables tauf*h;; the sﬂrﬁo
grand truth, viz: that the Saviour was to go n\v;y to be f;onz
a long time, :}nd to return unexpectedly to ente;' into j?ldg-
Ellclelntt—f;t (éescmptim‘l‘ of which judgment is introduced at the
o y-al‘:(s1 \Irerse: When the Son of man shall come in his
?;1 5;, nd all tl}e holy angels with him, then shall he sit upon
ie throne of his glory; and before him shall be gathered all

nations ’—whi i
ons ”’—which phrase Mr. King asserts, means every indi-

vidual of the race. And when the process of judging is
f:oncluded, the wicked are to go away into everlastin?r pt:m-
1shr.nent, and the righteous into life eternal. Such is n;:y exe-
gesis of this passage; but with Mr. King’s theory there ;u‘e
mz}ny'things which he has not yet reconciled, as I have already
pointed o_ut. I hope the gentleman will not fail to give us a
clear explanation of all these things. o

hI‘.rilgny the gen.tleman’s assertion that the apostles never
augh th.e doctrine of eternal punishment. Have I not
already given scripture after scripture upon this point?

Becau.‘ﬁ they did not see fit to use a peculiar word gelienna in
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teaching it, does that prove they never taught it at all? AsI
have already said, if this proves anything, it proves too much;
it proves that whatever the Saviour tanght, if not taught by
the apostles, using precisely the words he used, is false.

The gentleman claims that gehenna can never have come
to refer to a place of punishment, because it once meant a
valley near Jerusalem. But, because the word ¢ paradise”
originally meant a beautiful garden, does that prove that
it never could come to mean anything else? Does not the
word mean something more than that now? The Ilebrew
word shamayim originally meant only the physical heavens;
but does the gentleman assert that nothing more than this
is meant by the word now? .

I should like to introduce another new argument here,
but I suppose I have not time. I can introduce it in my next
speech, unless—contrary to all my expectations—the gentle-

man gives me so much to do that I shail not have time. I-

should prefer to have him do so; I would like to have him
come up and manfully wrestle with these arguments, instead
of passing them by unnoticed, and then putting up some man
of straw to knock over, in order to proclaim his victory
with triumphant gestures and mocking curl of the ‘lips,
waking up the passions of his auditors. But however much
the gentleman may depend upon these extraneous influences,
for he seems to depend more upon them than upon his
arguments, yet he will find that those wonderful gestures,
that haughty air of triumph, that scornful pout, those inde-
scribable antics of his, can not be gotten into the book. If
he wishes to influence anybody by his book, it is about time
he put some arguments into it. He has not presented an
argument of his own, involving the ferms of his proposition,
nor answered one of mine; he has not even repeated one of
my arguments in the language, hor in the light in which I
stated it. I hope he will give us one argument, or at least
answer some one of mine, before he allows the debate to
close. I should rejoice to have an opportunity to repair the
breaches made by the terrible onslaught of his logie, and
the thunderbolts of his oratory.—[Time expired.
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MR. KING'S FIFTH SPEECH.

_ MEsSRS. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN —My
brother compliments me ui)on my improved good nature. I
have only to say that I will leave it to the audience to judge
who has been the most courteous and polite during this discus-
sion. But if we were equally impolite and discourteous to
each other, he has no excuse, and I have. He claims for him-
self the entire stock of excellence and virtue and all the Christ-
ian graces; he is one of God’s special children, but I am in
the gall of bitterness and bonds of iniquity, having no saving
knowledge of Christ; I am therefore the one who might natur-
ally be expected to get out of temper; my brother will of
course be meek and Christ-like.

Brother Iobbs says I can not get my gestures and express-
ions of countenance into the book that we propose to have
printed. I fear there will be more of Brother Hobbs in the
book anyway than lie will want there. The more accurately
he is set forth the better I shall be suited. He ought to appear
in propria personce; and as the nearest practicable approach to
it, if he will have his photogram taken, I will pay the expense
of it, and of having them put into the whole edition! .

But leaving sport to go for what it is worth—for it is well
enough in its place—let us come to some of my brother’s argu-
ments, and sée what they amount to.

Brother Hobbs has quoted passage after passage in proof of
a future judgment; and complains that I have not answered
them.” The only reply I have to make is this: the question
before us is not whether men shall be subjected to a future

Judgment; the question is concerning eternal punishment; he
may prove forty-nine future judgments, and never once prove
endless punishment. No matter how many future judgments
he may prove, he does not touch the question until he proves
that behind and beyond one of them endless punishment
stands revealed. Jas he done that? I leave it for the audi-
ence to determine when and how he has done it. i




212 JOINT DISCUSSION.

My brother says, the thought of endless punishment stirs up
Christian. philanthropy. I am dumb! I can say nothing
against such an overwhelming argument as that! The phil-
anthropie, magnanimous, Christian spirit universally mani-
fested by its believers and defenders sustains my brother in his
argument! All the kindness, all the humanity, all the gener-
ous instinets, all the philanthropic achievements of the world,
are to be found among those who have held to the elevating,
refining, humanizing doctrine of eternal damnation! It isall
very strange to me, but since he builds an argument on that
fact, of course it must be true. :

Brother Hobbs says I deny pardon. I do not suppose he
intends to utter a falsehood, but that certainly isa falsehood.
There is o sense in which the word “pardon” seems to be
sometimes used, in which I do not believe. I do deny any
pardon that tramples under foot God’s eternal law of perfect
justice and righteous retribution. I challenge my brother to
prove that  pardon,” as applied in reference to God’s dealings
with man, means remission of just punishment incurred for
sins actually committed. I read of God’s pardoning sin; but
I know nothing of any philosophy or theology which says God
stands between the sinner and just retribution for violated law.

In answer to any such definition of the word *pardon,” I

refer simply to common and universal experience.

MR. HoBes-—‘If you are going to be punished anyway all
that you deserve, where is there room for, or what is the bene-
fit of pardon?” :

Mg. Kine—I appeal to any father. Your boy has disobeyed
your commands; his welfare demands that you should correct
him for his disobedience. When do you pardon that boy?
Before you chastise him? No, When you are half through?
No: but when you have administered the needed chastisc-
ment that breaks down his stubborn will, melts his hard heart,
and brings him with tears of repentance to your feet. So in
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the economy of God’s Providence, pardon is offered to the
offender when chastisement has wrought its beneficial work
and brought regret, repentence and reformation. ’

Brother Hobbs has had a very troublesome time with
gehenna. e has told you, just what I had before told you
that it is a geographic proper name—the name of a valley nezu:
Jerusalem, into which the filth and offal of the city were
thrown, to be burned up. But has my brother explained to
you whg,t powerful logic is hidden in that proper name, to
prove endless punishment? True, he says the meaning \;/as
changed; but has he brought the proof of that fact? Has he
shown you when and where Gelenna, the name of an
earthly locality underwent such a wonderful change of
meaning as to indicate a place of future punishment ?
_Aud in that change, has he explained to you how the
iden of endless punishment became incorporated into that
name Gelenna? He says that the Targum of Jonathan
ben Uzziel uses the word gehenna to denote a place of

-endless punishment. Well, does that prove anything for

my brother? Does he not know that the date of that

fargum is a matter of dispule to this day? Some com-
mentators place its origin in the sixth century, but a majority
incline to the opinion that it originated in the second or third
century. But with all the authority he can claim for this Tar-
gum-—even acknowledging, for argument’s sake, that gelienna
is therein used to mean a place of future punishment; where

" does' my brother get his proof that this punishment is to be

endless? He knows that this same expression is found in the
Old Testament, and there applied, not to any future punish-
ment, but to the burning of filth in the Valley of Hinnom,
necessary in that warm climate where the decay of vegetable
and animal matter would breed swarms of vermin. Such is
Prqfessor Stewart’s statement of the origin of the expression,
“where their worm dieth not and their fire is not quenched.”

Now recollect that when my brother comes here and claims
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that Christ uses the word “gehenna” in the sense of endless
punishment, his own school of commentators disagree with

.

him.

Last evening my brother quoted Parkhurst on aion, in the
expression: * This world and the world to come.” The very
thing he quoted was squarely against him, and in proof of my
position., He says that aion, in this connection, in the mouth
of the Jews, meant, *thisage.” Parkhurst tells you just what
I told you; that the Jews used the expressions, “‘this aion,”
and ‘“ the aion to come,” meaning the period from the com-
mencement of the world till the time of Christ, and the period
of the Messianic reign afterward. Dr. Clarke says the same,
as I have already read to you. My brother quoted passages
where it made nonsense of the Scriptures to translate aion to
mean “the Jewish dispensation.” I never said that aion used
alone meant the Jewish dispensation.” I said, where you
found the expressions coupled in the manner they are in the
passage concerning the sin against the Holy Spirit, brought up
by my brother, ther there. is a reference to the two dispensa-
tions. But my brother still insists that aion means “gternity.”
He complained that my rendering of aion made nonsense of
the Scriptures; let us see whether his interpretation betters it:
“Yn this aion, or in the aion to come:” that means, “in this
eternity or in the eternity to come!” Now, whose interpreta-
tion makes nonsense of the Scriptures, Brother Hobbs?

But my brother as a last resort declares that aion primarily
means “eternity.” I do not want to speak harshly; but I
must with .all kindness say, that that is the most impudent
assertion I ever heard any man make in & desperate endeavor
to save a sinking cause. Brother Hobbs, will you stand up
here, and read, just as they occur, Robinson’s definition of
aion?

Mr. Honps—|Reads]: *Time, unlimited duration.” This
aceords precisely with what I have said of the Jewish usage
of the term.

MR, X1NG.—You see just what I told you before; the very
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defenders of Orthodoxy dare not be so bold as to put into ‘a
JHetionary, “eternity’ as the primary meaning of the word -
aion. I have read what Donegan says on this word; and
you know Donegan’s Greek Lexicon is authority everyw’here.

And next let us look at Bullion; he, too, is orthodox—
very strongly. orthodox. Bullion says: . dion—Time, an
age, eternity.” I might have hired a dray and brougilt a
cord or two of books here, so as to have made my side of
this desk look as full of scholarship as Brother Hobbs’s: but
among them all you could not find a dictionary t]mt',gave
eternity as the primary meaning of aion. My brother reads
from Avristotle that the primary meaning of aion is cternity ;
and every time he is out-flanked and defeated he falls back

‘upon his only authority, Aristotle. But how comes it that

the lexicographers all of them malke directly the contrary
assertion, and place *‘eternity” as the last and ravest upon
the list of the meanings of «lon, if the statement made by
Aristotle is final? Does it not show how closely a man
must be pressed by difliculties, when he takes refuge behind
such a bulwark as that?

But my brother says, if aion does not mean ‘‘eternity,”
aiomos certainly does. He claims that he is going to get a
stronger meaning from an adjective than from the noun,
from which that adjective is derived. Such a statement is
an insult to a class of common-school children. There must
be a noun existing.before you can conceive of its quality
existing; and the meaning of the adjective is limited by the
meaning of the noun from which it is derived.. If aion
means what I have quoted, and what Brother Hobbs has
himself read to you, aionios can mean no more. Suppose
I stand here holding an apple, and say, * Here is a sweet
apple;”? how much of the quality of sweetness do I mean
to express by the term ‘“sweet?” ‘Why, just as much as
exists in the apple, and no more. I would suggest to Brother
Hobbs that he had Dbetter read De Quincey’s magnificent
article on aion and aionics. De Quincey was perhaps the
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most accomplished Greek scholar that ever lived; and'he
has written a most learned and scholarly article, showing
conclusively that everything has ifs own natural aim'z, age
or lifetime; that to claim any fixed duration for azon'or
aionios, you must first fix the duration of the natural I'Lfe-
time of the thing referred to. Then in order to make aion,
when applied to punishment, mean “endless,” you must
first prove that punishment is naturally and inherently
endless.

Last evening I referred to his quotation of Matthew, xxv:
46, and told you that kolasis meant ¢ pruning.” Ie had the
hardihood to stand here and deny it. No excuse except that
of laboring under an utterly insuperable difficulty is sufficient
for a man who takes such a position as that. Robinson says,
kolasis means ‘“‘curtailing, pruning.”

Mr. Honps.—“I did not say that Zolasis never meant
¢pruning’; I said it was not used in that sense in the New
Testament.”

Mr. King.—I should like ‘to know whether his interpreta-
tion is to decide the meaning of the words used in Seripture,
or whether he will interpret Seripture in accordance with the
meaning there used? Because it does not suit his argument
to have kolasis mean *pruning” in the Bible, therefore the
word when used in the Bible does not mean *‘pruning,”
although it does everywhere else! I have heard considera.ble
during this debate in reference to ‘‘correct rules of exegesis,”
but I never knew exactly what the brother’s ¢ rules of exege-
sis,” were, before! And in this connection he made another
statemént that, whether intentionally or inadvertantly made,
was absolutely false: he stated that I had said Zolasis was used
in the Twelfth of Hebrews, meaning * pruning’’ or ‘“‘chasti-
sing.” You will remember that I said no such thing. I said
that the use of kolasis in Matthew, xxv:46, with the sense of
¢“pruning,’” was in perfect accordance with the sentiment
expressed by Paul in the Twelfth of Hebrews, where he speaks
of God chastising his children for their goed. I did not say
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the term “Zolasis” was used in the Twelfth of Hebrews. I do
not want to speak harshly when it is Dpossible to avoid, but it
must be evident to all that this habit of misrepresentation and
Derversion is characteristic and chronic With my brother. Yet
/e accuses me of unmanliness and evasion. God knows T have
stood here and met every issue presented as fairly and plainly
as mortal man could meet anything. And this is a fair speci-
men of the way in which he continually falsified and distorted
my most direct and explicit statements,

I will now return to my own line of argument.

My fifth negative argument is founded upon the fact that the
doctrine of endless punishment completely vitiates the whole
spirit of the Gospel. The spirit of the Gospel is, forgiveness
and love to our enemies; but the doctrine of eternal punish-
ment assumes that God himself ignores the law by which he
declares all should be governed. Jesus says: “Love your
enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate
you, and pray for them which despitefully use you and perse-
cute you; that you may be the children of your Father which
is in Heaven.” And he adds: “Tf ye love them that love
you, what reward have ye? for sinners also love those that
love them. And if ye do good to them which do good to you,
what reward have ye? for sinners also do even the same.”
Now, when Jesus asks you to love your enemies, bless them
that curse you, and do good to them that hate you, in order to
be like your Father who is in heaven, do you believe that the
reason Jesus gives is based upon a falsehood, that God does
not love his enemies, that on the contrary, in a spirit of vin-
dictive wrath, he relentlessly crushes them into eternal
torment? Any being that would purposely trample a worm
into the dust, mmuch less crush his own children into eternal
agony, is a demon and not a God. Construct in your own
imagination a demon, give him every conceivable attribute of
evil, treachery, and cruelty, place him on the throne of the
universe, and tell me what he could do worse than God does,
according to the theory of the advocates of endless torment.
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Jesus evidently held to no such theory of God’s character as
that, when he told his disciples to forgive- and Io_ve and pray
for their enemies, that they might be like their Father in
heaven. No, my friends, my brother is wrong, and Jesus _was
right; Godloves us all with an undying love; and the obedient
son at home, and the poor prodigal far awag'r, are nO\Y and
forever in the all-embracing arms of Infinite Affection.—
[Time expired.

—_——

MR. HOBB'S SIXTH SPEECH.

MESSRS. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:—.I a1:1
sincercly sorry that our anticipation in reference to my fr1911d S
manner of conducting himself have bee13 SO soon zu'ld SO
signally disappointed. I had hoped we might have tlns‘one
evening without a storm; but as the gentleman has willed
otherwise, I suppose, there is nothing left for me to do l'Jut
to resign myself ta the disappointment as best I'may, going
forward with the arguments, and occasionally looltlpg over my
3 g e if he is coming after me. )
Sh'.(l)‘lllllékgeflzlf;nan says ‘“he is dumb, he. czfn say. nothing, 1:}
reference to God’s terrors stirring up Chngtmn phqanthropy.
Well, there is just the difference between Mr. King and the
apostle Paul; for Paul says, “knowing the terror of tl.le Lord,
we persuade men.” And there is a great deal more difference
between my friend’s system of theology and that of the
apostle Paul. . .

The gentleman represented me as saying that }ve—bellex'e}'s
in endless punishment—monopolize all the phllantlqul)y in
the world. I have said no such thing as.that. I sa.ld.the
doctrine was calculated to keep before the mmds'; of Christians
the necessity of working for the salvat.ic?n of .theu' fellow-men,
to put them on the alert, to quicken their philanthropy. "

The gentleman says: “I deny that pardon does away with
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the penalty of the law.” T know you do, sir. I have been .
proceeding upon thai; hypothesis ever since this debate began,
but I did not anticipate that you would be drawn into the
avowing it so plainly, Tor such a theory is contrary to every
correct definition of the word, and to all common sense,
Suppose you should carry the tidings to one of those men
confined in jail for some crime against the State, that the
Governor had pardoned him; what would he understand by
that term? Would he not reasonably suppose that his incar-
ceration was at an end—that no further punishment was to be
visited upon him for his bast misdeeds? But according to the
gentleman’s theory, no such meaning as that is conveyed by
the term “pardon.” Although the Governor has pardoned
him, that does not abate his term in jail, nor prevent his being
hung. Now, turn to Ezekiel, xviii: 20, 21, 22, and see if God’s
pardon does not remit the punishment for sin: “The soul
that sinneth, it shall die. * + % But if the wicked will
turn from all his sins that he hath committed, and keep my
statutes, and do that which is Iawful and right he shall surely
live, he shall not die, All his transgressions that he hath
committed, they shall not he mentioned unto him,” Now,
sir, don’t you see that pardon remits the penalty there?
Mr. KIne.— No, sir.”
Mr. HoBns.—Well, you don’t agree with the prophet, then.
The gentleman charges me with saying that he declared that
the word %olasis was in the Twelfth of Hebrews. If he did
not say kolasis was in the Twelfth of Hebrews, he was trying
to throw dust into the eyes of the people. He was talking
about Zolasis, which does occur in the Twenty-fifth of
Matthew, and which he said meant chastisement,” and then
turned over to the Twelfth -of Hebrews, and went on talking
about kolasis, just as if the word were fo be found there ren-
dered chastisement,
The gentleman quotes Clarke’s commentaries on the twenty-
fifth chapter of Matthew. I suppose that before this discussion
is concluded you will all have come to the conclusion that
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Clarke was a Universalist. I do not intend to defend Clarke.
He is capable of defending himself. If the gentleman is will-
ine to create the impression that Clarke was a Universalist,
and Mr. Clarke’s own writings will not defend him, I shall not
attempt the defense. Mr. Clarke’s opinions make no difference
to me. I base my arguments on the Word of God, and not on
Adam Clarke. Perhaps he will say I read from authors on the
first proposition. I read authors on my negative arguments
to show the true position of Universalism. If I were to
undertake to defend all that different commentators have said,
I should have a difficult work before me. A great many com-
mentators are great helps to the people, 4. e., on the easy places.

The gentleman talks about geienna not being in Josephus,
But if Josephus has not gekenna, he has something on future
punishment, that I will read to you:

“ For all men the just as well as the unjust shall be brought beforo God the
Word, for to him hath the Father committed all judgment; and he in order
to fulfill the will of his Father shall come as judge, whom we call Christ,
For Minos and Rhadaman thus are not the judges ns you Greeks 10 suppose,
but he whon God even the Father hath glorified; concerning whom we have
elsewhere given n more particular nccount, for the sake of those who seck
after truth, This person exercising the righteous judgment of the Father
“toward all men, hath prepared a just sentence for every one, according to his
works; at whose judgment-seat when all men, and angels, and demons shall
stand, they will send forth one volce, and say: ‘Just is thy judgment;’ the
rejoinder to which will bring o just sentence upon both parties, by giving
Jjustly to those that have done well an everlasting fruition; but allotting to the
lovers of wicked works eternal punishmen!. (See Josephus’ Discourse on

Hades.)

But the gentleman says Clarke is against me. Well,
perhaps I am against Clarke. He says I quoted Parkhurst
on aion. I quoted Parkhurst on the Targums and Talmuds.
He says the quotation from Robinson that I read proved his
position and not mine. I proved from Robinson that the
Jews understood one aion to commence with the creation
and last till the majestic coming of Christ, the other to
commence at the majestic coming of Christ and continue
throughout eternity. At the close of the first aion the Jews

SIXTH SPEECH OF MR, HOBBS. 221

jneheved there was to hea resurrection of the dead, g
Jud:gmeut, and the advancing of the good to eternz’xl f{'; (13.1“'31'&1
wh.lle the wicked were sent into everlasting un" lemty’
It is very strange the gentleman can not repea’clzm s’ist]ment'
co?rectly a few minutes after it is made. He d:eﬁe(;L ot
bring any proof that aion primarily meant “eternit n;J’e t(I)
broug.ht up Aristotle, who expressly declares that the 1y1
meaning of wion is “eternity.” Does the gentlem'{)l Hlmry
th(? trath of Aristotle’s statement? Ailon is deriv‘et; ;'fmy
ael, meaning “always,” and “on,” from eimi, the )re;;n;
.tense of the verb “to be,” and which . was ,in f‘llct th]
m.cm.mnunicable name of Jehovah! Furthern;ore a‘ion’ antl3
. aionios arc;a applied to the existence of God, to the,happines(s
2f the 1’1g'.hteous; now, if the meaning “eternity” and
eternal,” is not in these words, how does the gentlem
prove the eternal happiness of the saints? B

I know that iversali i
Universalists have a peculiar law of interpre-

tation. I will read g ctr: . ..
pedia: read an extract from the Religious Encyclo-

5 "T_T;xlversnlists f\dopt; this rule of interpretation: that where a word is used
b ; ; l(i :t\t::-dto Lgl:zl:l?l: lﬂ:lllx;gs{ :,;E iiubjcc:. itself must determine the meaning
word. bt L 1ere stands, involves n gross sophism.

:s[s):)::gs ;(Jl:'tltl :)\;(I)lll (111:;; hiz:lv:lzl lx;o (;;r(;pler mt;amng of their own, and tlulu; they n.:;

, clslon of any question, but are to mean any-

. r}l;:;lfof;ﬁ?; t;l:(i subject to which they relate can be proved to mean without Um);z.
B g ;he mm!m(z:)if interpretation in all such cases is, that the subject includ-
Vhothior o mnoe :;n or scope of. the p.assnge must commonly determine
allows eeery wor:1 1toullld 130 tal':eu in a literal or Agurative sense. This rule
conneetin o l(: .tai\ € & proper meaning of its own, only modified by the
e eaon tn c 1. s Introduced; while the other rule reduces words to
ceyphers, and if adopted universally would annihilate language, as the

vehicle of communicating jideas,’”

lIf there be not a sophism in the rule for interpreting aion
w. uc.h th.e geutleman has given here, I do not know what a
1soplu.sm is. Now let the gentleman understand : my argument
1ere 18 upon the etymological meaning of the word, and not

« uponan incidental or figurative usage which the lexicons give.

I quoted Robinson, who gives as the definition of aionios,.
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¢ time, unlimited duration.” 1 deny M. King’s assumption
that an adjective can not mean more than the noun from
which it is derived, as he illustrated it. He gave an illustra-
tion in reference to an apple; I do not-know whether you
understand it or not; I am not certain whether T understood
it; in fact, I am not certain whether he understood it himself.
But if I understood his illustration correctly, according to his
Ipgie, if he has in his hand an apple, that is in the slightest
degree sweet, N0 apple can be any sweeter than -that apple,
because it has sweetness in it. '

1 will now proceed to my Jast argument on the affirmative of
my proposition.

My fourteenth affirmative argument js, that whatever ghall

e the condition into which every man ghall enter at the sur-

render of the medi torial kingdom to God, or at the resurrec-
tion, or at the ‘song of victory,” (I Corinthians, xv:55), that
condition shall be changeless and endless as to moral character.
Those who die in willful disobedience to the Gospel of Christ
shall enter into a condition of punishment or suffering. Ience,
those who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ
shall suffer endless punishment. Mr. King, on his affirmative
of the former question affirmed the truth of the major premise
of my syllogism but I was astonished, when I took the very
scriptures that he alleged in support of his affirmation and
turned them against him to prove the -minor premise of my
sylogism—I was astonished to bear him assert that he had
not said there was no change beyond the resurrection. ¥Ie has
denied it so strongly, and so often, that I have taken some
painé to examine the report, and find out precisely what he
did say. Here are his own words: “All souls will at last
hecome reconciled to God, holy and therefore happy, and can
never fall.” This was his definition of salvation and conclu-
sion from it. In his final ‘speech, Thursday night, he uses the
following language: «When I quoted the language of Paul,
that Christ should reign until all enemies should be put
beneath his feet, and then surrender to the Tather the king-
dom, that God might be all in all, and then the song of victory
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be sun . i -
e o 0 St o oo el o
him ' = y Where is thy sting 2'—

P ]jz;haa]il e’gi;;l ;J]f conflztwn this was, of pum’shiient of"qz;"s 1‘:)61(1
g he said. ée 'zat trrfmzphant song 2 On Wednesday ezei
“Now, my ’brotll ?I;Otmg,-“o Death, where is thy sting? 7’ —
over the grave a:)e(;,tliow could Paul sing the ‘song of Vizt;)l'y !
of death. 35 to . e sting of death, if sin, which is the stin
King h a,ﬁ admg&zgnue fore.ver?” Thus it is shown that Mrg
have adduced 'ind nt]y major premise. The arguments that I
abundantly eslajbl' 1 s ?ne, Which T, will now adduco
clusion is i1°1:esist;?3;:d %igr;]: (}i(};r(aImise ;~ therefore, con:
areun o . ! .' t, T need adduce no fur

. fcu I:Ii:git ':E;s c?;ange of position which he made in ordetll']:;
N Surrende,r W ;‘e}:] he found I was driving him to the wall
as nttorly dofs ;:31 e whole matter—a confession that hc-’s

My Tt amu&;n (—;(1 l,tarilgl 1l)md 1110 answer for my arguments,

b IS ased on the concomitant:
:;i‘l(;?l::’ecgtlnrlll:;; of. Chris.t, II Thessalonians, 1‘I :—tlso :Of“tlslg
your patiencsc: r\‘rl(lzfsl g;lf)ry 'm you in the churches of God for
T it eL Ia{th in {1.11 your persecutions and tribula-
o _u};" endure; which is a manifest token of the
ofbthe I{il‘])gil :,nr;llcnz of God that ye may be counted worthy
et th‘o Go.d, for which ye also suffer; secing it
O, ‘?hat troublmg with God to recompense tribulaﬁo; to
R tle you; and to you, who are troubled, rest
s mio"h ty e lle .Lord sl'mll‘ be revealed from heaven with
it klblo\v ‘no,;e é, i]n flaming fire taking vengeance on them
T Jaa s to , and that obey not the gospel of our
T, . (isxsd \Yho shall be punished with everlasting
v remex,n o 1exg, any endless punishment here? You
King said the q;){:)tstigs Ocrllied x 11:1 . nBglative e ke

b not preach any hell. H i

]Il‘lg;dagxsl‘(;’e; to that statement), *from theypresenceH:lf etl:(sa

PR ‘;om 'the g.;:lory' of his power, when he shall come

glorified in his saints, and to be admired in all them

that believe, (becaw
1 se o i
believed), in,that day.”? ur festimony among you W
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1 Thessalonians, iv:16. Mr. King says that all the prophe-
cies which are ordinarily misunderstood to refer to the second
coming of Christ were fulfilled at the destruction of Jerusalem.
Tet him show us anything that occurred at the destruction
of Jerusalem that corresponds with this deseription: ¢ For
the Lord himself”’ (as My friend would say, the Lord Titus,
commander of the Roman armies), shall descend from heaven
with a shout, and with the voice of the archangel, and with
the trump of God; and the dead in Christ ghall rise first; then
we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together

_with them in the. clouds, to meet the Lord in the air; and
go shall we ever be with the Lord.” Does that sound like
a description of the destruction of Jerusalem?

I Corinthians, xv:51-50: ‘“Behold, T show you a mystery:
e shall not all sleep, but we shall be changed, in & moment,
in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trump; for the trumpeb
shall sound, and the dead shail be raised, incorruptible, and
we shall be changed; foxr this incorruptible must put on incor-
rulption, and this mortal must put on immortality. So, when
this corruptible shall have put on incorruption, and this mortal
shall have put on immortality, then shall be brought to pass
the saying that is written, Death is swallowed up in victory.
O Death, where is thy sting? O grave, where is thy vietory?”

Cobb and Whittemore admit these last two passages to refer
to the same coming.

In this connection; read Justin Martyr upon this point.
Fustin Martyr, the great apologist of the Christian faith lived

\vithin hand-touch of the Apostles, and may bé presumed to

Jknow what was the understanding of the Seriptures by the
Christians of that age. Justin Martyr says: © But these filthy
garments which you [the J ews] put upon those who from the
the name of Jesus are called Christians, God will show they
are taken away from us, when he shall raise up all men, and
shall make some incorruptible, immortal, and free from pain,
and place them in an eternal and indissoluble kingdom, but
ghall consign over others to the' punishment of eternal fire.”’
—Justin Jl[qrtyr’s Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, page 249,
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) Cobb and Whittemore also admit the coming spok
in I Thessalonians, iv, and I Corinthians fv Pt(:){el? o
personal coming. There is no avoiding tflis c’on o\ e '
from the following scriptures: Aects, 1:9,10,11: “AntluSII?n’
he had spoken these things, while they {)eh,eld- he was ;\Vken
up, and & cloud received him out of their sitrlit Anél a1 ‘L;n
they locked steadfastly toward heaven as he t\’el.lt up b(:;;;ide
‘;\r\;o rﬁ:jil ()s;co(c;dl}Iy tvhe{n in white apparel; which a’lso said,
c alilee, why stand ye gazi i ;
This same Jesus, which is taken?, upg};:::g ;(I))unilrtfc)o lile:::(i::
& 3

shall so come in like manner as ye have seen him go into

heaven ; Matthew, xxv:381, 32: ‘“When the Son of ma

shall come in his glory, and all the holy angels with hi;nn
t13en shall he sit upon the throne of his g10:y~ and befor,
him shall be gathered all nations; and he sl,lall sepamtz
them one from another, as a shepherd divideth his Vshee

from the goats;” Matthew, xxiv: 20, 30, 31: “Immedi‘mtelp
after the tribulation of those days shall the sun be darkéne(?r
a‘nd the moon shall not give her light, and the stars sh"‘di
fall from heaven, and the powers of the heavens shall 1)e
§haken; and then shall appear the sign of the Son of man
in heaven; and then shall all the tribes of the earth mourn
and they shall see the Son of man coming in the clouds o;‘
heaven with power and great glory;” (Universalists admit
that the ¢ tribulation” here spoken of is yet going on; then
not yet has the ‘“sign of the Son of man?” appezuzed in
heaven); II Thessalonians, ii:l: “Now we beseech you

brethren, by the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, and bb;
our gathering together unto him,” ete; Jude, 14-15: ¢ And
Enoch also, the seventh from Adam, prophesied of these,
saying, Behold the Lord cometh with ten thousand of his
saints, to execute judgment upon all,” ete; Revelation,
xx:. 11-15: (I will go to Revelation for proof-texts, for the
Universalists set me a precedent by going there for proofs,
even ;{mugh my friex}d says the book is uncanonical) :

5
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« And I saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it,
from whose face the earth and the heaven fled away; and
there was found no place for them: and I saw the dead,
small and great, stand before God; and the books were
opened; and another book was opened, which is the Dbook
of life; and the dead were judged out of those things which
were written in the book, according to their works. And
the sea gave up the dead which were in it; and death and
hell delivered up the dead which were in them, and they
were judged every man according to their works;?? II Peter,
iif:7-10: But the heavens and the earth which are now, by
the same word are kept in store, reserved unto fire against
the day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men; L
but the day of the Lord will come as a thief in the night;
in which the heavens shall pass away with a great noise,
and the elements shall melt with fervent heat; the earth also,
and the works that are therein shall be burned up;”? II
Corinthians, v:10: “Tor we must all appear before the
judgment-seat of Christ, that every one may receive the
things done in his body, according to that he hath done;
whether it be good, or bad;” Revelation, 1:7: ¢ Bebold,
he cometh with clouds; and every eye shall see him,
and they also which pierced him; and all kindreds of
the earth shall wail because of him;?? Colossians, iii:4:
“When Christ, who is our life, shall appear, then shall’ ye
also appear with him in glory;” I John, iii:2: “DBeloved,

now are we the sons of God; and it doth not yet appear -

what we shall be; but we know that when he shall appear,
we shall be like him; for we shall see him as he is;”
Philippians, iii:20-21: *“For our citizenship is in heaven;
from whenee also we look for the Saviour, the Lord Jesus
Christ; who shall change our vile body, that it may be
fashioned like unto his glorious body,” ete.; Jude, G: “ And
the angels which kept not their first estate, but left their own
habitation, he hath reserved in everlasting chains under
darkness into the judgment of the, great day.”  See also
Matthew, xxv:33-46, before read. .
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From the foregoing Scriptures, we find that the following
events will be concomitant with the coming of Christ:

1. The coming is to be personal. 2. He is to come in the
clouds of heaven, as he went away. 8. Every eye shall see
him; even his murderers; hence it must be at the resurrec-
tion. 4. It will be with shouting, with a voice of the
archangel and the trumpet of God. 5. Then the resurrection
will take place. 6. The righteous are to be changed; their
Dbodies to be glorified. 7. The wicked are to be punished with
everlasting destruction. 8. The angels are to attend him. 9.
The saints will accompany him. 10. The elect are to be
gathered to him. 11, ¢ All nations,” i. e., according to Mr.
King, all the race, are to stand before him for judgment. 12.
The heavens and the earth ave to perish by fire. 13. Rest is to
bo given to the saints. 14. Tribulation to be meted out to
those wicked Greeks who froubled the Thessalonians. (Sec 1
Thessalonians, ii:14). 15. The wicked are to go away into
everlasting punishment,.thc'righteous into life cternal. 16.

“The wicked are to be cast into everlasting fire, prepared for
“the devil and his angels.

Now, if there has been no coming of Christ in the past, with
all these concomitants—and even Mr. King will not be so
venturesome as to afiirm that there hias been—then the coming
referred to in Scripture must be in the future, and at the
resurrection and the “song of vietory.” And if punishment
is.to be then illﬁicted upon the wicked, it must he an endless
punishment, for Mr. King has repeatedly afirmed that-there
is to be no moral change beyond the resurrection and the
“gong of victory.” Ilence, those who die in willful disobe-
dience to the gospel of Christ will suffer endless punishment.—
[Time expired. '
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MR. KING’S SIXTH SPEECH.

MESSRS. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN.—Brother
Hobbs has poured forth for your edification an overwhelming
tide of texts. They would be overwhelming arguments, were
it not for one thing; that is, they have nothing to do with the
subject. e has been wasting his time in attempting to prove
a future coming of Christ, and o future judgment,.and I know
not how many other future events, but not a text to provea
future state of endless punishment. Te has not done what he
told me I must do or my proposition was not proved—he has
not brought a single text with the word “endless” in it. And
he can not; for the word “endless” occurs but once in the
Bible in reference to condition, and that applies not to endless
punishment but to «endless life.” In all my brother’s talk
about a future judgment at Christ’s futuwre coming, and the
concomitant events, he has not brought up o text that even
squinted toward the iden that these events were to be followed
by a punishment that should be endless, to any portion of the
human race. L might safely grant all he has tried to prove,
and his proposition would be as far from being established as
ever.

My brother presents you \with a wonderful specimen of logic,
which he assures you I can not deny or evade, and then demol-
ishes it himself in the very next breath. He tells you if there
is any change after the resurrection, it must necessarily be
chan'ge from holiness to unholiness; and then turns around
and tells you he believes that there will be a change in the
condition of the saints in Heaven. He says the saints will
change from glory to glory—and that after he had declared
that if they change at all it must necessarily be downward; I
think I need not spend any time upon that argument, when he
has so completely answered it himself,

In a former speech, he claimed that even though I should
prove that sinners were finally redeemed from their sin and its
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consequences, and made happy, I had failed to sustain my pro-
position, because I had brought no proof that they would
remain cternally sinless and happy. And he referred to the
‘war in Heaven; he takes that story literally; he imagines
there was a regular rebellion up there—an actual fight among
the angels; and thata part of them were driven out of heaven,
and plunged into hell. There is heathen mythology for you!
Fle brought up that story to prove that even if sinners finally
became sinless and happy in Heaven, they might not forever
yemain so. But if that argument proves anything, it proves
us much against the endless happiness of saints as of sinners.
If the angels, ereated pure-and perfect, and dwelling near the
throne of God, were tempted and sinned and fell, what sainted
soul, born of weak and erring humanity, dare assert that it
will escape a similar doom? If that argument proves the
oternal damnation of the disobedient, there is nothing but hell
in reserve for every creature, sinner and saint, angel and arch-
angel!

If man can sin in heaven, it ean only be because he has
moral agency and is free to sin in heaven. Certainly! Then
not only saints in heaven, but sinners in hell have free, moral
agency, and the sinuner can so conduct himself as to rise from
hell and enter heaven. I should deem it far more probable
that & soul tormented in hell would seek to learn to do well
and win heaven, than that a saint in heaven should choose to
sin and be thrust into hell. But if my brother claims that
saints, and angels, and archangels in heaven may sin and be
thrust down into hell, while those who are in hell have no
power to become virtuous and rise to heaven, then all men
who ever went, or ever will ascend to heaven, together with all
the angels and archangels, may follow in the path of those of
whom my brother speaks, till heaven is depopulated, and hell
has swallowed up the universe! Such is a fair statement of
my brother’s theory, carried to its logical and inevitable result.

I will show you the absurdity of my brother’s idea of temp-

‘tation and sin in heaven. The apostle James tells us that a
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man is tempted when he is «drawn away of his own lust, and
enticed.” Now, men do not sin, except through temptation;
and temptation presupposes two thihgs—something outside of
man to tempt, and a depraved nature inside of man to respond
to the temptation. Now, in heaven, what temptation will be
presented ; and what depravity is there in the angels and spir-
its of the just made perfect, to which temptation can appeal?

Brother Hobbs quoted Justin Martyr to prove endless pun-
jshment. You will observe that he can find the doctrine of
.endless punishment in Fustin Martyr and Josephus, but not in
Christ and the Apostles. His argument that aion and its
derivatives were used by the fathers of the Church in the sense
of “endless,” is suicidal to his own argument. IIe knows that
Clement, onc of the earliest Christian fathers, believed in the
finnl restoration of all things; yet Clement applies the terms
aior and aionios to punishment, which Clement himself says is
to have au end. e knows that Origen, a pupil of Clement,
and strong defender of the doctrine of the final salvation of all,
used the terms afon and aionios to describe the punishment of
the wicked; yet he, too, believed that aionian punishment
was to have an end. .

My friend indulged in a repetition of the old thread-barc
sophistry in reference to the meaning and effect of pardon;
referring to the case of the prisoner pardoned by the Gov-
ernor. 'There is one in the jail below, sentenced to be hung on
the tenth of the coming month. When he is swung off from
the scaffold my brother will feel better, T hope. Ifhe believes
this world is the only place of probation, I wonder how he
dare to cut it short, and preclude him from all possibility of
repentance and salvation! I showed you, by reference 1o
punishment in the family, that the parent punished first, and
pardoned afterward. To this my brother replies that I would
have the pardoned man suffer the punishment to which le is
sentenced, and be hanged all the same, even after the Gov-
crnor had pardoned him. Now, where is the fallacy? T will

show you where. It is in taking God down from his throne,’
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and subjeqting him to haman conditions—erippling him by
human limitations. It would be impracticable and unsafe for
the Governor of a State to purdon every man who says he has
repented. But if it were a fact that the Governor could know
as well as God can know when punishment has secured the
desired beneﬁcial result, would you not want the man to be
pardoned, and his punishment to cease, the moment its design
was accomplished? My brother’s position reminds me-of the
answer given by Charles Speer to Dr. Cheever, when the
latter declared that. the great majority of those.who are
hanged have an opportunity to repent, and become Christians,
fitted for heaven. Says Speer: “Why do you'wzmt to hang
Christians, then? They are the very men we want on
earth!” Mly brother’s error lies in subjecting the omnipotent
all-wise God to the limitation of human weakness and
imperfect judgment. Fumau law subjects the offender to an
amount of punishment deemed in ordinary cases to be sufli-
cient to accomplish his repentance. and reformation; after
which he stands before the law with all the rights and privi-
leges of his fellow-men, upon the same footing as if he had
not sinned at all.  When the Governor of a State has suflicient
evidence that repentance and reformation has been sccured by
a less amount of punishment than that to which the law
sentenced him, le is allowed to pardon the prisoner out,
because the end contemplated by the Law has been attained.
So the divine law anticipates sufficient punishment to bring
repentance and reformation, and then the offender is forgiven.

Brothers and Sisters, I will now hastily review some of my
arguments on the negative of the proposition under debate,
which, I claim, cover the whole ficld of revelation, and com-
pletely demolish any attempt to sustain the doctrine of endless
punishment. You shall be judges. I shall not boast how I
have “annihilated” anybody. No shrewd debater would do
that. But I will say that it seems to me my arguments have
anticipated every attempt at mere textual defense, every
verbal criticism my brother has made, or can make.
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My brother bas argued that the doctrine of endless punish® -

ment is needed as a restraint upon sinners. Then I referred

him to the Old Testament, wherein is recorded the story of the -

first man, the first sin, and the first punishment. Then and
there, when the destinies, temporal and eternal, of all human-
ity were dependent upon the action of the progenitor of our
race, God was bound, by every prineiple of justice and honor,
to say nothing of his love, to reveal to man the full conse-
quences of his transgression, should he disobey ; yet God gave
no warning of eternal punishment to follow human disobedi-
ence, nor after.Adam had sinned did God give the least hint of
any punishment in waiting for him, beyond that which should
follow him until he should return to the ground from whence
he was taken.

The Mosaie law, the bloodiest code the world ever knew, was
found necessary by God in order to restrain his people at that
time. But amid all the warnings and threatenings of that
law, not a word was said in reference to punishment in the
world to come—much less endless punishment. The strongest
word in the Old Testament bearing upon this subject is the
Hebrew word skeol, equivalent to the Greek word hades—
sometimes rendered “hell,”” sometimes ‘grave,” sometimes
«pit:? that is sometimes relied upon to prove a place of future
torment: why has not my brother quoted that? I will tell
you why; it is because he knew better. Ie knows there is no
argument for his side of the question to be founded upon the
word sheol. Yet I wish to say a word upon it, because I shall
have a word or two to say “upon its Greek equivalent Aades,
when I come to the New Testament. Dr. Smith, in his Bible
Dictionary upon this point, says that skeol means the under-
world, or place of the dead. It is not, he adds, a Christian
idea. We have no word in. English that is a synonym for the
Hebrew word sheol. Dr. George Campbell, of Scotland, says,
and in this he is supported by the best Orthodox commentators,
that it means the state of the dead without regard to goodness
or badness of eharacter.
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Mz. Hosps— Messrs. Moderators, I call the gentleman to
order. Do not the written regulations of this debate declare
that neither party in his closing speech shall introduce any
new argument ?”

Mr. King—DBut this is not the closing speech of this debate.
That rule is to prevent either speaker’s introducing arguments
to which the other has no opportunity to reply; but Mr, Iobbs
is to follow me, and can answer any new argument I may
introduce; consequently there is no reason in restricting me at
this time. I know what my intention was in drawing up the
rules, and T think the audience will agree with me that this is
a fair and reasonable construction of them.

MR. Hones—‘ Under that construction, the gentleman could
leave his strongest argument—if he had any such—to the very
last moment, and compel me to reply to it without a moment
for thought or reference to aufhorities, and erowd out every-
thing in the.shape of a review I had contemplated making;
and thus in every way place e at an immense disadvantage.”

[The rules not being in the room, but at the residence of the

" moderators, were sent for.]

Mr. KiNe.—Well, I will proceed with other points till the
rules are brought, so that we can refer to them, and see how
they are worded.

The gentleman, though carefully avoiding any attempt to
build an argument upon the Hebrew word sheol, has used its
equivalent, the Greek word Zades, to prove his position.

My, Hosss.— No, sir, I have done no such thing.”

Mr. K1x6.—ITave you not used texts containing the word
hades to prove endless punishment?

Mr. Honns.—*‘I have made no use of the word Aades to prove
endless punishment.”

Mr. Kixe.—Have you used the English word “hell” to
prove a place of future punishment?
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Mr.‘ Hopns.—“Have I used the word ‘“hell” to prove aplace
of future punishment?”’

Mr. Kine.—Yes, sir, that is the question I asked.

Mr. Honns.— No, sir.”

Mr. Kixg.—Brother Hobbs, will you be so kind as to men-
tion any word you lave used in proof of future punishment, so
I can proceed upon some subject before my half-hour is entirely
wasted ? )

Mr. Hopps.— If you want to say anything on gehenna, you
can proceed.” .

Mr. KiNg.—Very well. Now, Brother Hobbs, how.do you
translate gehenna ? )

Mr. Honps.—¢ Iow do I translate gelenna £

Mr. X1ine.—Yes, sir, how do you trapslate gehenna? AsI
do not propose to talk Greel to this audience, I want you to
give us your translation of the Greek word gehenna, so that we
ean all agree and understand what it is we are talking about.

1. Tonns.—“Well, sir, I will leave you to translate gehenna
to suit yourself.”

PRESIDENT MODERATOR.—I think this discussion better

- stop till the rules of debate arrive.”

Mr, Kixg.—All right, only so you will permit me to malke
up the time I lose*by it.

PRESIDENT MODERATOR. —¢ Certainly.” .

My, King.—Very well; then let me have a glass of water;
Brother Hobbs can’t object to that—he has great faith in water.

[When the rules were brought the point was decided iu favor
of Mr. Hobbs.] .

I hardly know where to begin, for Brother Tobbs seems
to deny having said anything during the debate. It may be
the audience will agree with him—1I don’t know.

1 showed thal endless jpunishment was not to be found
where of all places it might have been expected, if anywhere
—in the Old Testament. This I claimed to be presumptive
proof against the truth of the doctrine. Then, if it is to he
found anywhere, it must be in the New Testament,
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Coming to the New Testament, I showed that the very
meaning of the word “gospel”—“glad tidings”—is a perfect
mockery on the supposition that it contains the first plain
announcement of the doctrine of eternal torment to the
majority of the race. ’

I showed that on this supposition, the song of the angels
over the plain of Bethlehem was equally a mockery.

T showed that on the supposition that my brother’s theory
is true, the life of Christ was o bundle of inconsistencies and
absurdities. We have a record of his weeping on two occa~
sions—once over Lazarus, & good man, who had died and
whom he was about to raise to life again; and once over the
temporal calamities of Jerusalem, from which, however, she
was to be restored, and to exclaim: “ Blessed is he that cometh
in the name of the Lord!” But not'a tear had he to shed over
these _infinitcly greater calamities—the endless agonies of
millions upon millions of human souls then. in hell, and
millions upon millions more yet to share their fate: I chal-
lenged my brother to explain these strange, these to ‘me
unaccountable parodoxes, in ‘the life and conduct of Christ.
ITas he done so? IIe has never referred to these points at all.
I showed you that his own rebuke of & man who should
commence building a tower without first sitting down to count
the cost, and seeing whether he was able to complete it, was a
tremendous rebuke to himself; for he came from heaven to
earth to save a ruined race, and instead of finishing what he
had undertaken, finds himself entirely balked and defeated.
According to my brother’s theory, the walls of that spiritual
temple, in which every human soul was intended to be a stone
fitly hewn, are not half reared, before the devil thwarts all the

_ purposes of the Divine Architect,.and steals three-fourths of

the material; and the partially-reared walls stand forever
incomplete, mocking & defeated God and Christ to all cternity.

The apostle declares that God hath made Christ heir of all
things; my brother claims that there was some flaw in the
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will, so that the Devil has succeeded in cheating the rightful
heir out of his inheritance. .

I have shown you conclusively that the very terms upon
which my brother relies to prove his position, primarily
possésses no such meaning as he attributes to them. The
terms used in teaching such a doetrine as this should be so
plain that no mortal can misunderstand them. I have
quoted from numerous lexicographers, every one of ‘whom
helieves in his theory, but not one giving to the words upon
which he relies the meaning he claims for them, as their
primary and natural signification. I have shown you that
the texts upon which his school rely for proof, instead of
being plain and indisputable in their meaning, are so0
ambiguous that the most learned commentators disagree as
to what passages have any bearing upon the doctrine; that
one acknowledges that ond text does not teach it, and another
commentator repudiates another text, till among them they
have given up every text that anybody ever claimed in
proof of endless punishment. I take my opponent’s witnesses,
and wring from their unwilling testimony my best evidence.
Tad I quoted from authors who dishelieve in the doctrine
of eternal torment, you might have said, ¢ Q, that is Univer-
salist sophistry!” But when I quote from Adam Clarke,
and MecKnight, and Pierce, and Wakefield, and Campbell,
and from dictionaries whose authors, like Donegan, and
Robinson, and Bullion, are men of the strictest orthodoxy,
you can not claim that they were inspired and their opinions
perverted by «njversalist sophistry!” I know my
brother treats the commentators very slightly, and says
they are very useful in explaining the ‘‘easy passages.”’
Well, so far so good; and for an explanation of all difficult
passages, Christians the world over will henceforth please
refer to A. I. Hobbs, Des Moines!

I showed you that if the doctrine of endless punishment
were true, it is but natural to suppose that the apostles
would have preached it; yet we do not read of their ever
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doing so—not even to the murderers of Christ; nor on any
f)ther occasion; or if they said anything that could be tortured
into some sort of an indorsement of the doctrine, they
never quoted their Lord and Master as authority. ’If the
apostles believed the doctrine, and understood his teachings
and parables as my brother here does, why did they not at
once refer to them in support of it?

But my brother tells you that the Jews in the time of
Christ believed in endless punishment, and consequently
the doctrine must be true. What sort of an argument is
this? Does he assume that because the Jews bglieved it
Jesus must have taught it? What people on the face o;‘ﬁ
the earth did Jesus ever so rebuke for falsifying their laws
and their prophets, and “teaching for doctrines the command-
ments of men,” as he did the wicked and bigoted Jews?
A man must be driven into close quarters, indeed, for
arguments to support his position, when he attempts to
argue that because the Jews believed a thing, therefore
Jesus must have taught it!

The doctrine of eternal torment vitiates the whole spirit of
the Gospel, and represents God as acting in violation of his
own plainest precepts and commands. We are told to love
our enemies, bless them that curse us, and do good to those
who injure us, in ovder thal we may be like our Tuther in
heaven; yeb this doctrine represents our heavenly Father as
hating his enemies, cursing those that curse him, and inflicting
infinite and endless injury upon those who disobey him. If
this doctrine be true, how are we to be lke him, by being
kind, loving an forgiving? Jesus must have given a very
unreasonable reason for our pursuing the course he commands,
or else he must have had a very different conception of the
divine character from Brother Hobbs.

In one of my Dbrother’s speeches, he based an argument
in favor of endless punishment upon the fact that the great
majority of both Christians and sinners had always believed
in it. The belief of the majority, the proof, the truth of a
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doctrine? What o false and fatal logic! Docs nob _n?y brother
know that one with God is a majority? Majorities! what
becomes of Christ and his humble disciples, if these are to
rule? Majorities! does not my brother know 1-:hat the foulest
wrongs, the greatest enormities, the blackest crimes, the world
has ever known, have been baptized in the name of thfa
majority ? Majorities! they prepared the hemlock for Soc-
rates, and the cross for Christ; but thank God, they could not
kill nor quench that Divine Spirit which moves on‘ to conquer
the world. Majorities! what truth of science or plulo'sophy l.ms
not been condemned by them, lived in spite of ﬂlelf.‘ ‘{er(}lct,
and slands to-day victorious? Majorities! how long 18 1?3 since
they said it was heresy to doubt that the earth was a sta‘fxonm'yv
plane, while the suns and stars revolved around it? .[‘0-.(1%
we look with surprise and pity upon those mad attempts to
overthrow providence by a popular vote. My brother appeals
" to majorities; but they can not save o fulse mld.do_omcSl
theology, nor prevent the onward march of truth to. 1t;s me\.n-
table triumph. Thisisa world of evil and sin; buf: it isnot a
stationary plane; itisa rounded orb, sweeping on 11 the ]_){}U\
that an. infinite hand has traced, and it always turns one su:{e
toward the light of heaven. In one evil overcome, one sni
conquered, one soul redeented, I read the 1)1'01.)hecy of the ﬁr{n
glorious end, when good shall at last be trmr'nph:ant every-
where and forever. The smallest flower of Spring 1sa certain
prophecy of all the beauty of the coming summer, anfl the
ripeness of the fulfilling Autumn. So the smallest victory
gained over sin and temptation 'is a prophecy of ﬁ}lul reclemP-
tion and glory. I can not solve every problem mvol.ved 'm
God’s grand providence; but I can see proofs of infinite
wisdom, boundless power, and almighty love’; and no human
doubt or denial shall weaken my faith in the grand consum-
mation when sin shall be forever past, suffering ended, and
God be all in all !—[Time expired.

SEVENTH SPEECH OF MR. HIOBEBS,

MR. HOBBS' SEVENTII SPEECH.

MESSRS. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN :—I feel
quite lifted by my friend’s eloquence; for he certainly is elo-
quent. He tells us he “can not solve all the mysteries of God’s
providence.” Can you solve any of them, Mr. King? You
have certainly made wretched business attempting it, during
this discussion. In my opinion you had Dbetter leave that
alone; ‘“God is his own interpreter.” o

My friend evidently thought he was making a strong point
in his majority argument. = I will first attend to that. IHesays

. this doctrine of endless punishment was borrowed from the

heathens. Well, where do you get this testimony? Why
Cicero is the witness. Cicero was o skeptic in religion, as
decidely as Paine, or Voltaire, or Bolingbroke. But though -
he was a skeptic when he came to reason upon religious mat-
ters, he often struck the truth. And Cicero lays down this
test of truth: ‘“Whatever has had the universal consent of all
nations, in the remotest past agos, is to be received as true; for
as men drew nearer the source or origin of things, the stream
of truth would be less corrupt.” See his Zusculan Disputations.
There is the majority argument as given by Cicero; and it is
undeniably correct. Then, going to the remotest past ages, we
find the idea of endless punishment universally received by all
nations; and by your own witness, then, this doctrine must be
true; for those who lived in the most remote ages of the
past, knew best what was true. )

The gentleman said he quoted from commentators of my
party. I beg leave to inform the gentleman that he is mis-
taken. When he brings in a Calvinistic commentator, he
brings in one of his own party; for Universalism is only Cal-
vinism gone to seed, and that of the worst kind. Were I a
believer in Calvinism, I too would be compelled to believe that
cndless happiness was the final destiny of every man. But
the time has comne, thank God, when men can read Calvin, and
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Clarke, and McKnight, and other speculatists in theology, :%nd
not be misled by an undue reverence for the past, or & blind
deference to great names.

The gentleman has again and again objected to ’reasor’iwlln.gs
from human relations and human law up to .the (h.vme. Un.
is the first debate of this kind I ever knew in whlf:h tl1<.3 111(1
versalist has not insisted on arguing from the relatxonsln;f) an :
manner of government of a father on earth to that o (;;11
Tather in Heaven. 1 was so sure that he \\_rould follow 110
game course that T had a reply all cut and dried, to I_neet suclx
an argument on his part. Since he has not prese.nte.d anly S;lctl
argument, T will not introduce my rep]y ; but \\.7111 S'ln’ll-) y staoi
that I deny that there is a single promise for either prescn :
future salvation based upon the relationship between God anc
man as creator and creature.

The gentleman talks about moral agency in hel}; he say; {1f
men are free in the next world, they will not stuy. in hellf: e
forgets that in my description of future pumshm'en ) one
element of that punishment was, « compulsory restraint.

Again: he says there is no conceivable way of sinn?ng \v1t%1-
out the body; consequently there can Je no such thing as‘ 51}1
. where the body is laid aside. I knew this was tlu.a gentl(;m‘m 1s
position, and had been waiting for him to a}*ow it. »It.xs S:ﬁ &
positions as this that lead men of his scl_xocfl into coni'.uslonf‘tl !
incongistency and contradiction in their mterpx:emtlon‘ot 1
sacred oracles, apparently arraying Scripture against Serip ullel,
as has been the case during this debate. But W.orse thau.at,
they adopt a false anthropology, leading them still (.l.e.eé)er 1r£111(()3
- error. (See my previous comments on. quans, ii: ..) e
gentleman ridicules the idea of angels smmn.g, and l.)em,, 1;:&51-,
out of heaven for their disobedience., I .sm(} 110thu'1gba c;uq‘
the possibility ox impossibility of :mg?‘ls sinning, nolx'a ou.n;
war in heavenj; I simply quoted Seripture upon this 1;01 (i
without 2 word or comment of my own; he may hm{e .oun
it in some heathen mythology, but T have not; I find it in my
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Bible, and think he might in his, if he would read it a little
more carefully.

When the gentleman saw that his words, as written down

*from his own lips, proved that he had asserted. that there
was no change beyond the resurrection and the “song of
victory,?’ he tried another dodge. Did he dare say that men
would change from holiness to unheliness? No: still he
insists there is a change. What is it? He says it is a growth,
an expansion of our powers. Granted. I believe that of the
saved. But is growth a change of moral character? No, sir:
by no means. So the gentleman’s remarks have no bearing
upon the question in any shape. My arguments were
anchered in the fact, that whatever conditiun the soul enters
into at the resurrection and the “song of victory,” that condi-
tion is changeless as to moral character. This the gentleman
has repeatedly adwitted, and it is now too late for him to
retreat. :

Many of the errors into which the gentleman has fallen are
the result of the erreneous treatment of the Scriptures, the
false metheds of interpretation adepted by Universalists.
TThey interpret the Scriptures with no reference to the correct
laws of hermaneutics. XLet me illustrate: —

Mr. KING.—Messrs. Moderators, I call the genfleman te
order. He has drifted away from the subject, onto a new
propositien, which, according te the rules, can not be infro-
duced in his firal speech.”

Mr. Hobbs.—It is no new svbject; I have frequently called
the gentleman’s attentien, during this debate, to the fact

that the Universalist methed of interpretation vielates every
law of hermaueutics.

[Moderators decided further remarks upon this subject
out of erder].

Mn. Honps.—I must respectfully dissent from the opinion

of the moderaters. X have again and again referred to this
16- :
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a

very matter, and called the gentleman to meet 1t That -he
has not seen fit to do so does not prchibit my again referring
to the matter.

A, King.—1 shall insist upon holding the gentleman
to the rule—as he did me, when I was last upo.n th.e floor.
I was expecting that old sermon to come up In his final
speech, when I Itact no opportuitity to reply.”’

Mr. Honps.—If Tam prohibited from referrin g to th(.) err.o-
ncous methods of interpretation practiced by Um.versahsts in
general, I certainly can refer to the errors. committed by the
gentleman himself. e has furnished in his 0\\'}1 case o pr%tty
full exemplification of the false methods ?f 111?erp.ret-afmn,
upon whieh his system is founded, and which his adht?lents}
adopt: 1. Prophecies uttered in refercn.ce to the rcsztor:.xtxon (;
the Jews, are treated as being of universal application. 2
fThey apply to the world at large, language addresrscd, onlyﬁto
Christians—e. g., Romans viii} I Corinthians, xv :'8a--p1'omn,es
of God to his spiritual or adoptional children, th.ey apply to al}l‘
mien, as being his children by creat-ion‘_. L This lezxds. to f:\}s,
views of the purposes of punishment, liniting all pun.lshmuxt
to a corrective design, whereas we know that some 13 exem-

+plary, as in the case of Sodom and -Gomorrah. This has been

the origin of the gentleman’s blunder m regard to l:olaa;t‘s ';md
puideuo—pdideuo being the proper scnptflr‘.}l t‘erm 1:or : 'c.las-
tisement,” and never used except where disciplibary mﬁ.u,txon's
are administéred under the providence of God.to.those in cov-
enant-relationship with himj in other words, it is never used
in reference to those punishments which come upon the oppo-

site class, either in this world or the world to come. 5. These

things lead to confusion, inconsistency and contradictions. in
their interpretation of the sacrod oracles, appar(?ntly.armymg
Seripture against Seripture, as has been the case in this debate.
6. They adopt a false anthropology. (See my comments (?11
Hebrews, ii:8.) The gentleman has contended for an antluf)«
pology that starts the human race subject to vanity, ereated in
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imperfection, sin and misery; as he himself illustrates it, like
aman starting at the foot of 2 mountain. You remember how
eloquent he became on that point. When I referred him to
the fact that many men grew worse and wotse, what reply did
he make? None at all. 7. This leads to the rejection of the
atoning blood of Christ as a meritorious cause of salvations

" for if a man af the base of the mountain ean climb to its sum= "

mit by his own efforts, what need has he of a Saviour? No
wonder that leading Universalist authorities should say the
blood of Christ has nothing to do ‘with the forgiveness of sin.
No wonder my friend here should say God can'not remit a pen=-
alty. 8. By this system, man needs no Saviour; if he wants
to be saved, he must save himself by suffering; if he die, his
Lody must remain in the tomb forever; for this system knows
1o resurrection of the body} its only redemption is, separation
from the body, (Romans, viii:21,) thus logically leading to
suicide as o virtue, as I have before shown. In short, Univer-
salisin rejects the grent central truths, which if a man rejects,
he rejects everything that makes Christianity stand out with
glory upon her forehead.

I will now hastily review the arguments I have presented in
proof of the proposition under debate.

I submitted five arguments based lipon the law of the
antithesis. 1st. I took the very scriptures the gentleman
himself used, applying them to the changeless and eternal
state; I found in those texts, “perish’’ antithesized with
“eternal life.”” Then, as “eternal life?’ is endless, so, by the
law of antithesis, ‘“perish’” must also be endless. Has the
gentleman answered that argument? Yes: he said “ perish”
meant “total extinction of being;”’ thus turning Annihila=
tionist. 2d. I found the term “saved’ antithesized with
“perish.” The gentleman’s definition of universal salvation
was, “all men will finally become reconciletl to God, holy,
and thereforc happy.” This made “saved” in II Thessa-
lonians, ii:10, 11, 12, an endless salvation. Bub “perish?” is in
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antithesis, and therefore endless toe, by the law o-f tht? an'tith-
esis. 3d. We find « oternal life”” antithesized Wl.th “{ndlgna—
tion and wrath,” Romans, ji:3-10. Here «jindignation and
wrath,? by the law of the antithesis, must be endless. .4‘?)11.
wEternal life?” and ‘‘des th” antithesized, Romans, v%:..3.
5th. “Everlasting punishment” and “life eternal” antithe-
sized, Matthew, xxvs:80-46. In this passage aggelos occur_s;
and in his exegesis of Romans viii, the gentleman ‘s‘md
aggelos means ¢ heavenly messengers.” The “phrase ) a}l
nations? also occurs, which he insisted means every indi-
vidual of the human race.” This passage thevefore pr.oves a
future universal judgment; also, since the ¢life” p.romxsed to
the faithful is endless, by the law of the antithesis the pun-
ishment must be endless also. He attempted to parry the
forece of this passage by saying that aion does not‘ .mexm
s gternal,” but the argument was not built on the deﬁm_txon of
aion, but upon the law of the antithesis, and upqn hl’S, own
admission of the meaning of the phrase t«qll nations,” and
#qggelos’’ 'These five arguments based upon the law of the
antithesis he has never answered.

‘Argument sixth was based upon the passages"which spez;{;
of the sin against the Holy Ghost: Matthew, xii: 32;. Mark,
{ii:29; I John, v:16. Hasthe gentleman an;swered this 'axz-;u-
ment? Yes: he says aion means “the J<.3W1sh and Chn—s.u;rt

) dispensations!” Whereupon I referred him to. Luke, xx:34;
and showed him that according to his translation there nev.er
had been and never could be any marriages uxxdfar the f}hni‘
tian dispensation. He not even attempted to ex.tncate h}lﬂSf:!
from this difficulty. Again, I demanded of him to explaln?,
even upon his own theory of translation,.when. zmd.where, t dn:
gin against the Holy Spirit could be forgiven, if neither ‘l)m 1;
the Jewish nor Christian dispensation. Has he told ).fou.. e
read various authors to prove that the penalty for this sin \\{:s
temporal death; but what of it? No nt'mt-?er what the per-m v
is, that does not alter the fact that the sin is not to be forgiven,

e R
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stneither in this world nor in the world to come.” My argu-
ment was not built upon the nature of the penalty, but upon
the fact that that sin was never to be forgiven, and conse-
quently that the penalty, whatever it was, must be endless.

Argument ‘seventh was based upon the death penalty:
Genesis, ii:17: “In the day that thou catest thereof thou
shalt surely die;” Ezekiel, xviii:4: *The soul that sinneth,

" it shall die.”> Now, death is of its own nature endless; there

is no life in death, nor life-generating power; any one once
jncurring the penalty must remain under it forever, unless
tie shall be redeemed from it by the merciful interposition
of divine power and grace. This is true of all kinds of death.
Did the gentleman answer this? Yes: he said I had thrust
“ifs” into the mouth of God. Then I read to him the
twenty-first verse of this same twenty-eighth chapter of
Erekiel, and showed the gentleman that he was clutching
«ifs”? out of the mouth of God. I connected this passage
with Iebrews, ii:7, 8, 9, and proved that even if his inter-
pretation—that the threatened punishment was physical
death—were correct, before we could escape physical death,
Christ must suffer death for us. The gentleman invited
and dared -me to come into the O}d Testament, with a
flourish of trumpets; I gratified him by giving him these

0Old Testament arguments, and he came out faster than he
went in!

Argument eighth was built on the mediation of Christ:
1 Timothy, ii:15; Romans, iii:24-25; Hebrews, viii:6-7,
and ix:11-15; logically proving that the judgment must be
future, from the incomp:itibility of the offices of mediator
and judge existing in Christ at the same time. To this he
has made no reply.

Argument ninth was based upon the fact of after-death
punishment. This and the remainder of the arguments I

need not dwell upon, as they have been presented to you so
recently.




246 JOINT DISCUSSION.

Argument tenth was based on the futurity of judgment;
Isaiah, x1v:Z3; Philipians, ii:9; Romans, xiv:10-14. The
first of these passages Was brought up by the gentleman when
upon the affirmative, from which he drew the conclusion that
all men would be holy and bappy in the eternal state. Bub
from the same Scripture, Paul draws the conclusion that we
ghall all be brought before the judgmenb-seat of Christ. When
water-logged by his own proofs, he declares he never said there
was no change beyond the resurrection. I brought up his own
language, word for word, from the report; and he has not had
the temerity to say & word about it since, but has let the matter
go by default.

Argument eleventh was based upon those Scriptures whieli
yepresent our actions as brought under divine scrutiny in the
future state. The gentleman claims that at the resurrection all

will be holy and happy; but I referred him to the fact that -

while they that have done good shall come forth to the resur-
rection of life, they that have done evil shall come forth to
“tlmj'esurrection of damnation.” Has he answered that argu-
ment? Not at all..

Argument twelfth was based upon those script-ures' which
refer to diverse moral conditions and diverse destinies in the
resurrection-state: John, v:28, 29, and other similar passages:

Argument thirteenth and fourteenth I need not refer to, as

they have been introduced this evening.

The gentleman talks about negative arguments. He would

have been much better employed in answering my arguments;

than in introducing negative arguménts. He says Christ had
no sorrow 1o express, except over the city of Jerusalem and
the grave of Lazarus. He ‘would have you forget the sad
scene at the garden of Gethsemane, where he could say, My
soul is exceedingly sorrowful, even unto death.” The burden
of the world’s guilt pressed upon his soul, and he prayed in
the bitterest agony.—[Time expired.
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M[The debate being eoncluded, both disputants thankéd the
: oderzfto?s fo1: the kindness they had manifested and the
impartiality with which they had presided; and the audience

for their patient attenti
observed.]p ent 4 ention, and the good order they had




	STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS
	PROPOSITION 1:  DO THOSE DYING IN WILLFUL DISOBEDIENCE ENJOY ENDLESS HAPPINESS?
	KING'S FIRST SPEECH
	HOBB'S FIRST SPEECH
	KING'S SECOND SPEECH
	HOBB'S SECOND SPEECH
	KING'S THIRD SPEECH
	HOBB'S THIRD SPEECH
	KING'S FOURTH SPEECH
	HOBB'S FOURTH SPEECH
	KING'S FIFTH SPEECH
	HOBB'S FIFTH SPEECH
	KING'S SIXTH SPEECH
	HOBB'S SIXTH SPEECH
	KING'S SEVENTH SPEECH

	PROPOSITION 2:  DO THOSE DYING IN WILLFUL DISOBEDIENCE ENJOY ENDLESS PUNISHMENT?
	HOBB'S FIRST SPEECH
	KING'S FIRST SPEECH
	HOBB'S SECOND SPEECH
	KING'S SECOND SPEECH
	HOBB'S THIRD SPEECH
	KING'S THIRD SPEECH
	HOBB'S FOURTH SPEECH
	KING'S FOURTH SPEECH
	HOBB'S FIFTH SPEECH
	KING'S FIFTH SPEECH
	HOBB'S SIXTH SPEECH
	KING'S SIXTH SPEECH
	HOBB'S SEVENTH SPEECH




