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STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS.

|. Do the Scriptures teach that those who diein willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ will
enjoy endless happiness?

Mr. KING affirms, Mr. HOBBS denies.

I1. Do the Scriptures teach that those who diein willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ will
suffer endless punishment?

Mr. HOBBS affirms, Mr. KING denies.

A. l. Hobbs agrees to affirm the second question, on condition that W. W. King shdl affirm the
first, and attempt to prove it in its terms, subject to the following

RULES OF DISCUSSION:

RULE I. The discussion shall be held in the Court House, in the city of Des Moines, lowa,
commencing on the evening of the 22d day of June, 1868, at 8 o'clock P. M., to continue six
evenings. Each question to be debated three evenings, commencing with the first question.

RULE Il. The disputants shall speak alternately, occupying one-half hour each, and making two
speeches each, every evening, except in the opening argument on each question, the affirmant shall
be entitled to forty-five minutes, and in closing the debate on each question, the affirmant shall be
entitled to an additional speech of one-half hour.

RULE I11. No new matter shall be introduced by either party in his final speech at the close of
the question being debated.

RULE 1V. Each disputant shall choose a moderator and these shall choose a third, to preside
over the discussion.

RULE V. The discussion shall be reported by one or more reporters, as may be agreed upon by
the disputants. Each disputant shall havethe right to review and correct thereport in such particulars
as do not affect the sense.

[Signed.] W. W. KING.
A.1. HOBBS.



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, | desire to have you duly impressed with the solemn, the
momentous issues that here claim our attention. If the majority of the people
of this city believed that there had been arevelation 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 its truth. We deal with questions infinitely more important;
interests, compared with which al 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.
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| am here to affirm, and to attempt to prove, the doctrine of universal
salvation—that all souls will at last become reconciled to God, holy, and
therefore happy. My brother is here, not only to deny this grandest of all
concelvable doctrines, but to affirm, and to attempt to prove, the doctrine of
endless punishment, "With all due respect for his ability, sincerity and zedl, |
feel areal pity for him, in the performance of the terrible, 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
aspiration, that does not utter its vehement protest against the merciless
conclusions of hislogic 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 heart of him who is the Infinite Father of usall. In due time
| propose to speak of the abundant, the unanswerable prophecy budding and
blossoming from this infinite love and tenderness; and show how, from this
merciless conclusion of the head, hound in theicy fetters of human creeds, the
heart of the universe takesits final and triumphant appeal.

| am glad this opportunity isafforded mefor defending thefaith | cherish;
for this defense will be avindication of the divine character and purpose. Sure
am | that the blessed results of creation and providence | 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. | am brought hither by no personal
ambition; by no desire to achieve a personal victory; but only to serve my
Master, and win a victory for his cause. | could have no possible wish or
motive to deceive you, or to he myself deceived in this matter. | 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, "Y ou
shall know the truth, and the truth shall make.
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you free." "With thissingle aim, with an earnest desireto 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 | are responsible to God, to the cause we serve, and to
you, asthoseinterested to know thetruth, for the manner in which we conduct
thisdiscussion. Our profession, our calling, demand of uscandor and fairness,
and the exercise of a spirit becoming those who are followers of Christ, and
religious teachers and guides for the people. Each has a right to clam that
respect to which al are entitled who cherish a sincere opinion; and the least
manifestation of an unkind or ungentlemanly spirit or manner on our part,
would merit, and should receive at your hands, anindignant rebuke. "Wecome
not here to advocate a system or a creed, but to defend what we
conscientiously believeto bethetruth. Ashonest, Christianinquirers, we must
Indulge in no concealment or evasion; but must state our convictions frankly,
and fully, and abide the result. | scorn equivocation or evasion. Here, as
elsewhere, | state my viewsin the plainest possible manner, so that no hearer
can be in doubt asto my position or belief. It has always been my custom, in
the discussion of doubtful or controverted points, to invite criticism of and
objection to my views. This | have done Sunday after Sunday, upon this
platform; for | will not take advantage of time and place to utter that which |
am unwilling to advocate and defend at al times and in all places. It iswith
this spirit that | meet my brother here; and whatever be the. result—whether
| succeed or fail in defending theviews| entertain, | mean to leave no occasion
for any honest hearer to say that he has any doubt respecting my opinions.

At this point let me direct your attention to the fact that, by the very
position we occupy, the presumption is against my brother, and for me; and
the burden of proof, therefore, of necessity rests with him. Let me explain: |
am heremerely to affirm God's perfect character and providence; to claim that
God will triumph; to take his nature and his attributes, as
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revealed in the scriptures, asthe only perfect proof of hisintention, and build
my argument upon the integrity of these grand truths. If any man is bold
enough to venture adenial, heisbound to justify that denial. We are to make
the Bible the ultimate appeal, the source of authority; and the meaning of the
Bible is 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 scriptures. Upon these
revelations of his character alone, | build my philosophy and anchor my
argument. | take God's express will and purpose, as plainly revealed in the
scriptures, and rest my case on his grand but ssmple declaration: "My counsel
shall stand, and | will do" al my pleasure." Is not that the kind of a God—a
powerful, changeless, just and perfect God—which humanintuition demands?
"I will do," he says—not half, nor part, but —"all my pleasure." And if my
brother shall deny the truth of this assertion from the mouth of the Most High,
heiscalled upon to furnish the evidenceto justify himin hisattack upon God's
veracity.

| 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 | righteousness and strength.” And if my
brother has the temerity to deny the truth of that oath, | have to suggest again
that, asthe manager of this attempted impeachment, the burden of proof rests
with him.

| 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 hisown, my brother will make adirect attack upon the
character of God. | announce this here and now; and hereafter in the progress
of the discussion shall call your attention to the fact, and hold it up to public
view. | repeat: every attempt of my
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brother to sustain his position, will be an attack upon some attribute of
God—upon his character, his providence, or the mission of Christ.

| have already incidentally referred to the strange, the unnatural position
occupied by my brother in the discussion of this question. He is here, not to
indulge in any pleasant or congenial labor, or led by any desire for pastime,
but to perform an exceedingly painful duty; for—if he hasaChristian heartin
his bosom, and | think he has—all through the discussion that heart will pray
that the logic of his head may be confounded. He is here to oppose adoctrine
that he hopes to be true, and that he prays may be true; to defend one that ho
hopes to be false, prays may be false, and that no Christian ever dared pray
might be true.

| propose to examine this unfortunate attitude of my brother in the light of
revelation, and devel op therefrom the logical and inevitable conclusion—for
| take it for granted he will concede it. Upon this | propose to build my first
affirmative argument.

Observe here one broad and vital difference between our two systems of
belief: | pray for the salvation of all men, and | pray in faith, believing my
prayer will be answered; my brother prays for the salvation of all men, but
does not believe his prayer will be answered, consequently he can not pray in
faith. If | should ask him: "Brother Hobbs, do you desire and pray for the
salvation of all men?" hisanswer would be, "Certainly | do." "Brother Hobbs,
do you believe God will answer your prayer?* "No, sir, | know he will not.™
Is not this a strange attitude of prayer—prayer without faith, prayer for that
which he knows will not be granted?

Notice further: this prayer, thisfervent desire, this earnest anxiety, is not
merely the fruit of human sympathy and compassion, but a duty plainly
enjoined by theword of God. Jesus has commanded usto pray, "Thy kingdom
come, Thy will be donein earth asit isin Heaven." Now, thiswill of God is,
that all men should be saved; my brother will not
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deny herethat it isthe 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 thisis good and acceptablein the sight of God our Savior,
who will have all men to be saved, and to come to a knowledge of the truth."
Thereis 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 everywhere
(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?" Y et precisely thisis what men everywhere are commanded to do;
and the reason has already been given, (v. 6), where the apostle speaks of
Christ Jesus, "who gave himself aransom for all, to be testified in due time."
Hereisrevealed thewill of God, that all men should be saved and cometo the
knowledge of tin* truth; here is the divine command for men everywhere to
pray for thisresult, lifting up holy hands, without wrath and doubting; and the
reason why we are not to doubt the answering of our prayersfor the salvation
of al menisset forth—because Jesus has given himself asaransomfor all, to
betestified (or proved) in duetime. Paul speaks somewhere el se about the will
of God being accomplished in the dispensation of the fullness of time; | do not
know when that will be; I only know that it will be"in duetime." To-day, here
Isaman who isasinner; to-morrow that sinful man is brought to bow meekly
and humbly at the foot of Cross, repents and is converted; so far asthat man
Is concerned, Christ istestified or proved as his savior. The next day another
sinner is converted, and becomes afollower of the Cross; and so on—until in
the time Christ shall be testified or proved as a ransom for all. And yet,
because al are not saved now, men full of doubt declare that they never 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
full of salvation but this. Because 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 God as false—the prophecy a 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 al things from small, imperfect beginnings to
grand and perfect results.

The same thought to which we have adverted is el sewhere expressed by
Paul, (Phillipiansii: 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 Heaven, and things in earth, and things
under the earth; and that every tongue should confessthat Jesus ChristisLord,
to the glory of God the Father." Can language by any possibility be framed so
asto be plainer than that? It isin perfect harmony with the passage previously
guoted; so also the reason why we should pray with faith that God's will may
be done, "who will have al men to be saved, and to come to a knowledge of
the truth.”

Agan: Paul, (Hebrews, ii:8), after declaring that Jesus shall rule
throughout the universe, and that all things shall be put into subjection under
his feet, adds, "But now we see not yet all things put under him." ™Y et on
account of thisvery fact that the apostle connects with the promise—because
we do not yet see all things put under him—men deny the perfection of God,
and the steady How and purpose of his grand providence. Strange unbelief!
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My second affirmative argument | build upon the proposition that God
will beglorifiedin all theresultsof hiscreation and providence. Paul declares,
inthe passage | have heretofore quoted, (Philippians, ii:11,) that "every tongue
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father."
David says, (Psalm Ixxxvi:9,) "All nations whom thou hast made shall come
and worship beforethee, O Lord; and shall glorify thy name." Observethat 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 worship; (see
Matthew v:16,) "Let your light so shine before men that they may see your
good works, and glorify your Father whichisin Heaven." Theglorifying of the
Father consists, in, or comes as the fruit of Christian life and influence. Here,
then, isthe plain and unequivocal declaration that all shall at last glorify God.
Now, of what doesthis essential glory of God consist? | answer, it flowsfrom
his nature; His nature is his glory. Any thing that is godlike is glorious,
anything that isopposed to God isingloriousand shameful ; not amathematical
axiom could be plainer than this. It will beastrangelogic by which my brother
shall prove that God is to be glorified at last by a condition of alienation,
opposition, rebellion 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 isthat evil and the buffering it produces are finite in nature, and
finitein duration—because opposed to the final result which God declares he
will achieve. God alone hath immortality, (I Timothy, vi:16), and nothing can
be immortal, or eternal, which has not derived that quality directly from God.
It will be a curious logic which affirms that God confers upon evil, which is
opposed to his nature and providence, and which heistrying to root out of the
universe, that quality which inheres alone in himself—for "He alone hath
immortality.” Thereisnotheory, illustration or explanation of evil, in harmony
with any God or any providence
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worth being called a God or a providence, which 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. The moment you assume evil to be endless, no man can reconcile
It with the existence and providence of aperfect God. If my brother can do it,
he will do what mortal man has never done before. And this proposition, that
evil is finite and transient, is proved by the plainest teachings of the Bible.
They affirm that it lies within the purpose and providence of God, having a
place the divine economy for a season, but finally to be destroyed. It is here
by a divine economy, by that same economy used for a temporary purpose,
and under it at last to pass away. Denying this position, what kind of an
account will you give of evil? How explain its existence in auniverse created
and ruled by a perfect God? Let me repeat my position, so asto be certain of
being understood: | affirm evil to be in existence by virtue of adivine plan, in
accordance with the divine intention, having a place, but necessarily a
temporary place, in the divine scheme. If my brother deniesthis, | ask him to
tell thisaudience how evil comesto bein the universe of a perfect God? Does
it lie within God's providence, or outside of it? Does it come by virtue of the
divine intention, or in spite of the divine intention? Is it under the control of
God, or beyond his control? Is 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 of God, and unfolded in the Bible, as | shall show
you anon, he is bound to account for it.

Now, | affirm that God's providence is perfect and all-embracing. If my
brother denies this, he affirms atheism; he affirms that there are things that
exist and occur a theos— without God. The idea that evil is not a part of the
providence of God, that it comes"without God," isplainly atheistic. Theword
"evil," inits primary signification, simply meansthat which tendsto diminish
enjoyment, or produce
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pain. Such evil, God the Father, like an earthly parent, may introduce to effect
a beneficent end. Let us see: In Exodus, xxxii:14, we read, "And the Lord
repented of the evil which he thought to do unto his people.” Hereisaplain
uneguivocal statement, showing that evil was athing God intended to use for
acertain purpose. Jeremiah, xxvi:3: "If so bethey will hearken, and turn every
man from his evil way, that | may repent me of the evil which | purposeto do
unto them because of the evil of their doings." There is the same philosophy
again, plain as a sunbeam. Amos, iii:6: "Shall there be evil in acity, and the
Lord hath not done it?" Isaiah, xlv:7 : "l form the light, and create darkness;
| make peace and create evil; 1, the Lord, do all these things." Thereisplain
talk for you; it is not mine—it is that of the Bible, upon whose authority we
have agreed torely. | have quoted these scripturesto provethat evil isincluded
in the divine scheme; that it liesinside of the control, purpose and providence
of a perfect God; it can lie nowhere else; serving a temporary purpose, but
finally 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,
commencing at the twentieth verse. This is one of my strong points in the
Bible; if Brother Hobbs can uproot my argument based upon that, | am a
defeated man. | ask the theologians of to-day how evil came to be here, and
they do not know; | 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 creature subject
to vanity. 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 aperpetual and insatiate longing for morelight and happiness. Thewhole
philosophy of human activity and growth liesright therein that word "vanity."
Mark the language: God made the creature subject to vanity—did not make
him and he then became subject to vanity. But let us read on: "not willingly";
not with the will of the creature—for it can not mean that God was compelled
to do that which hewasunwilling to do. "By reason of him who hath subjected
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 philosophy of evil | have propounded, we can see a light
running: through and illuminating the whole scheme. Take away this
philosophy, and no mortal man can give any rational explanation of it. The
creature "shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious
liberty of the children of God." | wish my brother would invent somelanguage
to express a higher state of holiness and joy than we have here in that
expression—"glorious liberty 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, to suffer the indescribable pains of Hell
forever? But Paul saysthe 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" areincluded in the deliverance. | know thereis often
an attempt made to evade the force of this argument, by affixing to the Greek
word ktisisameaning in this passage which does not properly belongtoit, 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 order to defend a favorite creed! "We
have abundant proof that this word, ktisis, is applied to the human race.
Colossians, i:23: "The gospel, which ye have heard, and which was preached
to
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every creature” (ktisis). Galatians, vi:15: "For in Christ Jesus, neither the
circumcision availeth anything, nor uncircumcision; but a new creature"
(ktisis). Il Corinthians, v:17: "Therefore if any man bein Christ, heisanew
creature” (ktisis). Mark, xvi:15: "Go ye into al the world and preach the
gospel to every creature” (ktisis). With these passages before him, my brother
will not deny that the word ktisisrefersto the human race. And mark, the same
ktisis, (creature,) that is made subject to vanity, that same ktisis, (creature,) is
to be delivered into the glorious liberty of the children of God.

There are four distinct pointsin this passage to which | wish to call your
attention. First, the creature was made subject to vanity; secondly, it was made
so for areason; thirdly, vanity was subjected in hope; fourthly, the creature
was to be delivered, not only fromthat vanity, but "into the glorious liberty of
the children of God." This beautiful philosophy of evil is plainly manifest,
running through the whole.

That evil is here for apurpose, but that it is temporary, and will have an
end, is 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 (or
crush) thy head, and thou shall bruise (or crush) his heel.” In 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: "Forasmuch, then, as
thechildren are partakersof flesh and blood, he al so himself likewisetook part
of the same, that through death he might destroy him that had the power of
death, that is, the Devil." Here isthe Devil with his head crushed at |ast; 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 | appear before you on this occasion, upon the negative
of such a proposition as that which my opponent, in his opening speech of
three-quartersof an hour, hasnever quoted, and never will—mark me—till the
end of thisdiscussion, if he can avoid it. My friends, thereisasignificancein
thisfact. | wasalwaystaught, that when | should lead in adiscussion, the onus
probandi being with me, in the first outset to plainly define the proposition,
In its terms, setting forth the thing which was to be proved. Strange,
unaccountable, it may be to you, that he should pursue the course he has. But
| shall try to show you that it is not so unaccountable, after all. During the
three-quarters 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. | hope he will try to do better in
his future efforts. | will acknowledge that much of his speech was very
beautiful: | 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, | might take my seat the next moment.

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

My opponent says, (speaking of himself), "I am here to provethe doctrine
of universal salvation." Y ou are not here to prove that, sir; your proposition
asks you to prove that "those who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of
Christ will enjoy endless happiness.” Well did | know the tricks of the trade,
when these propositions were framed. | did not submit them with my eyes
shut. | ask, has the gentleman framed
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one single argument, and brought it to bear upon the proposition that "those
who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ will enjoy endless
happiness?’ If he has, | know not where it is. But, stranger than al, he tells
you that the burden of proof rests upon me. This is something new, different
from any thing | ever heard before—that the onus probandi restsin the hands
of the negative. It may be that there are some rules of debate that require this,
but if so, | have yet to learn of them. The laboring oar isin his hands; and
before he is through, it will weary hisarms not alittle.

Hetellsushisfaith isbuilt upon the grand truth: "My counsel shall stand,
and | will do all my pleasure." Well, my theory rests upon the same scripture.
| think so, have always thought so, and if this controversy shall prove the
contrary, | shall be pleased to be undeceived. 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. KING'S proposition!

An argument he made, upon the will of God; and with his remarks upon
thissubject | have been particularly diverted; for it seemed to methat hislogic
was as loose as his declamation was florid; and here | do not mean any
disrespect to him; but it does seem to methat it would better comport with the
laws of discussion, if he would take more can; in framing his argument and
putting it into logical form; but since he has not, | must do it for him.

| am glad that | am to have the opportunity of replying to thisand similar
arguments offered from the lips of MR. KING; because, he stands before this
community, and before 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
declamation, 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 character he has before his brethren and
before the world, shall be answered in the argument presented by him here,
and that by
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myself, appearing for the first time in formal debate, while he is the hero of
many bloodless contests—if | shall succeed in answering his arguments, you
must take it for granted that the cause he pleads must be defective. | shall try
to be fair, candid, plain, and address myself to the understanding of all.

The argument based upon the will of God, as expressed by Paul, in the
second chapter of hisfirst letter to Timothy, isto the effect that whatever God
wills must be accomplished; but God wills the salvation of the whole human
family; therefore the whole human family must be saved. But we are not
debating the question of the salvation of the whole human family. The
proposition under discussion says not a word about that. The proposition
affirms the salvation or endless happiness of "those who die in willful
disobedience to the gospel of Christ." But, he says, God willsthe salvation of
the whole human family; therefore—mark the "therefore"—the whole human
family will be saved. Now, it is a well-known rule in logic that every
conclusion must be drawn from two admitted or proved premises. Am | not
right? [MR. KING— "Yes, sir."] Every conclusion must be drawn from two
admitted or proved premises, or the argument is valueless, or worse than
valueless—nay, sophistical. And this is just the difficulty in which my
opponent now finds himself; and | predict that he will not reduce one single
argument, based upon the attributes of God, to the syllogistic form, or bring
it within the purview of Aristotle's dictum. "Whatever God wills must be
accomplished:" thisishismajor premise; and hisminor premiseis: "God wills
the salvation of all men."

But the syllogism does not reach the proposition in debate; for the
salvation of all men is not in debate to-night. | will put his argument into
syllogistic formfor him: "Whatever God wills must be accomplished; but God
willsthat all who dieinwillful disobedienceto the gospel of Christ shall enjoy
endless happiness; therefore, al who dieinwillful disobedience to the gospel
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 uslook for amoment at the major premise. "Whatever God wills
must be accomplished.” What does MR. KING mean by that? He evidently
meansto assert that God'swill isabsolutein reference to human destiny. That
must be the meaning of his argument, if it has any meaning at all. But let us
look at some other things, that God wills in the same way, and see if God's
will is accomplished there, God wills that all men should be saved now, does
he not? [MR. KING;— "No, Sir], Then, if God doesnot will that all men should
be saved now, those who are saved now are saved contrary to thewill of God!

Let me give you another illustration of my opponent's style of logic.
"Whatsoever God willsto be accomplished must be accomplished.” Now God
wills that no man shall steal; consequently, no man can steal. We know that
men do steal; but if God's will is always accomplished, when men steal they
are only fulfilling God's will; and men certainly ought not to be punished for
fulfilling the will of God! Thisisthe result of your logic, Sir. Y ou 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 accomplished, must be accomplished,” says
my opponent. Now, God willsthat men shall not steal, lie, swear, etc., yet we
know that men do steal, lie, swear, and break al the other commandments of
the decalogue, every day. Now, the commands 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 awill;
if they are contrary to the will of God, then we have God acting against
himself; but if they arethe expression of thewill of God, then God'swill isnot
aways
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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 declares 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 | shall bring out
before I am through! | give him credit for a great deal of ability, and
eloquence, and zeal; but | should give him more credit if he would give more
candid attention to the word of God !

Now, | will repeat the syllogismin the shapeit 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 isthe syllogism asit should be, in order to have any
bearing on the proposition in debate. But has he proved the major premise? |
do not grant it. | claim he has not proved it. Neither is the minor premise
proved upon his part nor admitted upon mine. In both cases, there has been a
complete petitio princjpii: he begs the whole question. Y et he has drawn his
conclusions with a flourish of trumpets, as if there were no difficulty in the
way. This may be success, but | think you will not seeit in that light. | shall
leave the matter now, for him to patch up if he can; and when he does, | shall
give him some more of the same kind of work to do.

My opponent has presented some peculiar arguments— remarkably
peculiar. He 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 isvanity? Hetellsyou it is sin and misery—only he callsit
by another name, "evil." Did you not observe hisremark about God'srepenting
of the evil he had intended? God repented of sin, did he? Thismay accord with
the beauties



22 JOINT DISCUSSION.

of accuracy, but | apprehend not. | have always supposed that scarlet fever,
small-pox or famine were great evils, but are they sins, my clear friend?
Romans, viii: 20, says God did not consult the will of the creature when he
subjected him to vanity, or sin; therefore, sinisin the universe by God's will:
thisismy friend'slogic. According to that, God isthe 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, inhiseternal counsel, intended to subject man to sin, without
reference to man's will, | want to know how in reason's name man is
accountable for sin? But | know the dodge he will take upon thispoint: hewill
say God knew that man would sin. But, according to Universalism, what God
knew, he foreordained. Mr. KING tells you that the human race was made
subject to vanity, by the will of God, without consulting the will of the
creature. But inthe very next verse we have the following—I will read thetwo
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 creature itself also shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption into
the glorious liberty of the children of God." Mr. KING, in reading this, placed
great emphasis on the final clause; but did you notice how lightly he passed
over the clause immediately preceding? From what is the creature to be
delivered? From sin and misery? Paul says nothing about that. Paul says the
creatureis to be delivered "from the bondage of corruption." "What isit that
IS subject to the "bondage 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 aso to be delivered from the
bondage of corruption. | shall leave this passage for the present, and see what
his ingenuity will do with it.

Having thus effectually disposed of my opponent's arguments, | will
proceed to adduce arguments to establish the negative of the proposition in
debate. | profess to accept the
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scriptures as a divine revelation for the enlightenment of the masses; if my
opponent does not, he had better become a Catholic at once.

Now, so important are the bearings of the doctrine that those who die in
willful disobedienceto the gospel of Christ shall enjoy endless happiness, that
wewould naturally expect it to be set forth in unequivocal terms. Mr. Royce,
awriter against Universalism, uses the following language:

"Universalism hasadifferent God, adifferent Christ, adifferent Spirit, adifferent
sinner, adifferent sin,” [certainly adifferent sin, if evil issin,] "adifferent atonement,
adifferent pardon, adifferent salvation, adifferent resurrection, adifferent judgment,
adifferent punishment, a different heaven, a different hell—in fine, a difference with
respect to al the essential doctrines of Christianity.”

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

"To this we give our assent; Mr. Royce is right; we confirm his words."—
Trumpet and Magazine, August 18, 1838.

Now, we concludethat the scripturesdo not teach the doctrine of universal
salvation plainly, for someUniversalistshave conceded it. In adebate between
E. Hay and |. Kidwell, Mr. Kidwell says:

"I then discovered, for the first time, that by far the greatest part of the Bibleis
a perfect neutrality on the subject [of salvation], the body of the book being smply
historical, while a considerable portion was written either enigmatically, poeticaly,
preemptively, or epistolatory—the book itself not being a system of any doctrine;
hence, | discovered that to collect a system of salvation out of the Bible was like
collecting jewels from a heap of rubbish.”

Mr. Ballou, on Analogy, says:

"Even they who disclaim analogical deductions concerning afuture state do nevertheless
use them. Do not they contend that man will be happy hereafter? Not from any express
assertioninthescriptures, that | recollect. Wemay betold, it is the necessary inferencefrom
what they do assert, that man will be equal to the angels, bethe children of God; incorruptible,
in a spiritual body; that all will be subdued to God, etc. But, how do we know that these
conditionswill hereafter produce happiness? How confidently it is said that if men be sinners
hereafter they must be miserable, if righteous,
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happy. Such isindeed the case here; but we infer it of the future only by analogy, and
not from any direct testimony of the scriptures'— Universal Quarterly.

Here, then, we have a concession of the fact that the scriptures do not
teach the doctrine 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
disobedience to the gospel of Christ will enjoy endless happiness, is based
upon thefact that all Christians, in every 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 access
to the scriptures, and yet have not been converted, have always understood the
Bible to teach endless punishment as the destiny of the incorrigibly wicked.
This is the more remarkable, because the "sinister bias of ungodly men"
wishes it otherwise. Moreover, Universalists tell us that the great masses of
convicts are believersin an endless hell. What a triumph of consciousness of
desert over aweakly sentimentality! —[ Time expired.]

MR. KING'S SECOND SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS, LADIESAND 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 such an attempt to answer my
argument. | do not believe there is a man or woman in this audience, not
saturated with bigotry, who believes he has made any reply. My main
arguments he has never touched. My leading argument, that heis 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 arguments, he proceeds to
introduce arguments of his own, on the negative side of the question. | had a
right to call himto order for violating the plainest rules of debate. But, brother
Hobbs, you may play that game as much asyou please; you may go whereyou
please; | understand your purpose, and shall not follow you; | shall attend to
my own business, without being drawn or driven off in any such style. You
say you understand the "tricks of the trade." Brother Hobbs, as a Christian
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,
| stand here to utter and defend what | believe to be his truth—not to play
tricks! Yes, my friends, | had heard some time, since of brother Hobbs' boast
that he had taken advantage of me in the manner in which he has worded the
guestion. He had purposely shaped it, as you see he publicly acknowledges,
so asto evadethereal issue and present afalse one. Hetellsyou that | dare not
state the question; that during the three-quarters of an hour that | was before
you in my first speech, | 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. | know what
the question is; but | do not know wherein lies the advantage of which he
boasts. | plant myself upon the broad ground that all men will be saved; and
if I prove that all 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 | ask you, my friends, has brother Hobbs answered any argumentsto
prove the salvation of all men? | told you at the commencement, that every
attempt to overthrow my arguments would be an attack upon God. His first
attempt at refuting my argument was an attack upon God's power to
accomplish the purposes of hiswill. Did henot ridiculetheideaof God'sbeing
able to carry out hiswill in reference to
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the salvation of all men? He asks, "Doesnot God will, with anirresistible will,
that all men shall besavedto-day?' [Mr. Hobbs—"I did not say, 'irresistible.™]
WEell, he asked, "Does not God will that all men should be saved to-day?" |
answered: "No." God sayshewill have al men to be saved and to cometo 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: "I will, be thou clean!" Brother
Hobbs' whole argument was based upon the conception of a God unable to
accomplish hispurposes; 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 brother'slogic: "God willsthat all men should
be saved." My brother and | both agree in that; but my brother says, "All men
are not saved now— therefore they never will be saved! Wondrouslogic! Did
he get that from Aristotle? | think that without much reference to "Aristotle,"
and "syllogisms," and "major and minor premises,” and " onus probandi," and
"petitio principii,” etc., this audience will be able to understand my talk.

My brother has advanced one remarkable idea, from which he draws an
equally remarkable conclusion. | am attempting to prove it is God's will that
all men will finally be saved. Upon this, my brother assumes it is God's will
that all should be saved now; and because all men are not saved now, contends
that God's will is thwarted. Brothers and sisters, look at this strange position
for amoment. God wills that there shall be ripened corn next fall; therefore,
God wills it should be ripe today; and since it is not ripe to-day, God's will
will be thwarted, and corn will never ripen at all! In thisargument my brother
ignores the law of progress, and the onward flow of God's providence. | say,
it isnot God's will that all men should be perfect to-day, any more than it is
hiswill that all corn should be ripe to-day. In answer to all this shallow
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logic, | simply ask you to look at the method God uses in providence to
accomplish his ends. Every where we observe a gradual growth, from
immaturity and imperfection to ripeness and perfection. Had God desired to
create the ear of corn fully ripe without growth, he could have doneit; had he
desired to create on earth arace that at the moment of their creation should be
sinlessand perfect, asthe angels are, he could have doneit. But for man'sown
final good, God saw fit to create him imperfect, "subject to vanity." It is
necessary for the corn to progress, from the smallest germ, through all the
manifold phasesof imperfection, till it shall becomeat | ast the ripened ear; and
in like manner he made man, weak, ignorant, and imperfect, to pass through
al the conditions of change and growth, to ultimate holiness and joy. God
could have created and kept the whole race on angelic highths of purity and
power; but he chose rather to create man finite, weak, and ignorant, and place
him in a world where he must struggle against evil on the one hand, and for
good on the other, and in the struggle devel op faculty and strength. Thisisthe
whole philosophy of life, and a beautiful philosophy it is; but my brother
appears not to have caught a glimpse of it. Because corn is not ripe to-day, he
arguesthat it never will be; because all men are not saved to-day, he concludes
thereisno salvation for them anywherein the eternal future. | contend that my
brother has no right to fix any time beyond which salvationisan impossibility.
He assumesthat what is not accomplished in this short earthly life, never will
be accomplished. He has no warrant, in reason or in scripture, for any such
assumption. If he proposes to build an argument upon the present apparent
defeat of God'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.

| call your specia 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 because what he wills
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shall ultimately be accomplished is not accomplished immediately be
deliberately ignoresthe philosophy of providence and progressthroughout the
universe. Hisonly chancefor successfully maintaining: hispositionisto prove
that this world is the only state of probation. This doctrine | deny: it is the
most monstrous doctrine that ever obtained currency among men. | will not
allow him to assume such a doctrine as a basis for his arguments. he must
proveit. 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 advantage he claims,
lies there—then, | 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 infinite and eternal consequences should be written in characters of
tire on every page of revelation. But do we find it there? Not at all. 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 prove it, without being tortured into afalse
use. Is such a doctrine to be gathered by implication from a few doubtful
passages—from the use of ambiguouswords and phrases? It isaninsult to the
goodness and honor and justice of God to claimit. Let him bring his proof that
thislifeisthe only probationary stage of existence, and see what he will make
out.

Itisadoctrine of my Biblethat God rules, and hisinfinite will and power
and goodness extend throughout all worlds, and all times. When my body dies,
| am the same afterward as before—God's subject. Death reduces my mortal
frame— the transient habitation of my deathless soul—to itskindred dust; but
death can not conquer God, nor place an obstaclein the way of hisredeeming
grace.

What has my brother done in reference to the philosophy of evil as given
in the Bible? He said | used the term "sin" and "evil" as synonymous. He
probably did not intend to falsify, but | did no such thing. | gave a definition
of "evil," did I not? | said, "Evil is that which tends to diminish
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enjoyment or increase pain." All sinisevil, but nil evil isnot sin. All violation
of law isevil; but only awillful violation of law issin. If | thrust my finger into
the fire, in ignorance of the laws of heat, it isan evil, but not asin.

But to return: What has my brother done with the passage in the eighth of
Romans, explanatory of the origin of evil? He evidently thinks his attempt to
do away with theforce of that passage was agrand success; but | wonder if the
audience thinks so? Let us look for a moment at his explanation of this
passage—if that can be called an explanation which made no attempt to
explainit, but only to provethat my explanation wasincorrect, Hedid, indeed,
assert that the promisethat the creature should be " delivered from the bondage
of corruption” referred to our spirits being freed from our bodies at death.
Dilemmas! Didn't | hear you saying something about "dilemmas," Brother
Hobbs? Let me show you one, so you can take a good look at its horns. Since
you insist upon it, we will suppose the "bondage of corruption” means our
mortal bodies. But Christ came to deliver usfrom this"bondage of corruption
"—that is, according to your argument, to sever our spirits from our bodies!
Another point—another horn of this dilemma, if you please: will you tell us
how God releases 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 of cases, be plunged into hell,
chained in sin, writhing in torment—for | take it my brother believesin the
resurrection of the body? [MR. HOBBs—"Don't you?"] That is not the question
in debate, here. Brother Hobbs, as you appear never to have read the Bible, at
least with any correct understanding and discrimination, | will take a little
trouble—not for the audience, but for you—and endeavor to enlighten you
upon this matter. The apostle James says, "Every man is tempted when heis
drawn away of his own lust, and enticed; then when lust hath conceived, it
bringeth forth sin; and sin, when it 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
expressesthe samewhen he says. "I delight in thelaw of God after theinward
man; but | 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 being "delivered from the bondage
of corruption” means being released from these mortal bodies, and | 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 Christian
on earth, into captivity to sin and death. We are not so far apart after all. But
whilel believethat being delivered fromthisbondage"into thegloriousliberty
of the children of God," means, into the sinless condition of the angels, he
believes that, to the vast mgority of the human race, "the glorious liberty of
the children of God" means, being bound eternally in chains of sin, and
suffering the unremitting tortures of an endless hell. The audience can of
coursetaketheir choice of our definitions asto the meaning of the expression,
"the glorious liberty of the children of God."

My fourth affirmative argument is based upon the proposition that God's
providence is perfect, and will result in bringing all thingsinto 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; therefore his will
and providence are changeless in government and nature. | presume my
brother will not ventureto deny this plain statement and postul ate. James says
(1:17), with the Father of Lights, "thereis no variableness, neither shadow of
turning." Isnot this precisely what our souls demand of an infinitely wise and
perfect God? Because perfect, hischaracter needsno change, and knowsnone.
Job says (xxiii:10), speaking of the Almighty: "Heisin one mind, and who can
turn him? To this Brother Hobbs replies: "Any man can turn him." But Job
adds something more: "What his soul desireth, even that he doeth.” To this
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Brother Hobbs makesanother addendum: " Provided, manwill let him'." Toall
such statementsregarding the unchanging will and immutable purpose of God,
my brother uttersan indignant denial. In my former speech | quoted thedivine
declaration: "My counsel shall stand, and | will do al my pleasure." My
brother insistsupon thrusting an "if" into the mouth of the Almighty, and adds:
"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 feeble of human
beings. While God says:. "l will do all my pleasure," Brother Hobbs says, it is
God's pleasure for "all men to be saved and to come to a knowledge of the
truth," but that God's pleasureis not done, and never will be. While God says
that "what his soul desireth, even that he doeth," Brother Hobbs saysthat God
in his soul desires to save all men, but in the vast mgority of cases is
prevented from doing it! His argument is based upon the idea of a finite,
imperfect, incompetent, inconstant being, whose plansare changed and whose
purposes are thwarted by the feeblest of his creatures. My argument is based
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, | want
you to observe that | base my arguments upon the Bible; upon the plain and
positive declaration of the scripture: "The Lord God omnipotent reigneth!™
—[Time expired.]

MR. HOBBS SECOND SPEECH.

GENTLEMEN MODERATORS.—I| must say that | am more than pleased with
the result of my first appearance in aformal public discussion. | did not even
dream that | could have so disconcerted my opponent by the remarks madein
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my former speech. His plan seems to be to contradict every thing—himself,
aswell as me. Hetellsyou | have denied that God could do, or would do, his
will and pleasure. Did | not positively assert that my theory was based upon
those very passages which he quoted to prove his own?

Hesaysitisnot truethat he used theterms"sin" and "evil" synonymously,
or asinterchangeable. | know that he did, and so do you. [Mr. KING—"Brother
Hobbs, | did not."] | have the proof herein my hands that he did. But let him
deny it—that report will show. Histhird argument was based upon "the nature
of evil." He says God can not confer immortality upon evil. Did he not mean
to assert that God could not give immortality to sin? [Mr. King—"Did | say
any such thing?] Did you not use the terms "evil" and "sin" interchangeably?
[Mr. KING—"No, Sir."] What bearing had your argument upon the proposition,
then? When you claimed that "evil" was in existence in accordance with the
divine purpose, did you mean simply small pox, scarlet fever, catarrh,
consumption, etc.? Wereyou not actually talking about "sin," whatever might
be the exact terms you used?

Mr. King said that | must answer how "evil" comes. Did he not mean, |
must answer how "sin" comes? He says, "evil is any thing that diminishes
pleasure or increases pain;" and adds that | must tell how "evil"came into the
world; then turns around and in the same breath saysthat ".sin" liesinside the
providence of God. All this while he was talking of the same thing, only
sometimes he called it "evil," and sometimes "sin." That iswhat | call using
the terms "sin" and "evil" interchangeably. The report will justify my
assertion.

It was most amusing to watch his effortsto patch up that "will" argument.
| must confess | had no thought | had so completely annihilated his argument
at the first attempt. His utter failure must have been apparent to every candid
person present. He says | can not believe that God's will can



SECOND SPEECH OF MR. HOBBS. 33

be accomplished next fall—that the corn will ripen next fall— becauseit is not
ripened now. Certainly | can and do believe it. But | asked him, "are any
persons saved now?" and he answered: "Yes." Then, | said, those who are
saved now, are saved either in accordancewith God'swill, or contrary to God's
will; and of course he dare not say they were saved contrary to God'swill, but
guoted scripture to prove that it was the will of God that all men should be
saved. Then, | asked himif it was not God'swill that al men should be saved
now, i.e. in thislife? To that he answered: "No." Then | told him, if it is not
God's will that all men should be saved now, those who are saved now are
saved contrary to God'swill. Then he saw thetrap | had set for him, but it was
too late to retreat.

Y ou heard me say something about the horns of adilemma, did you? Y es
and you felt them, too. [Mr. KING—"Terribly "]

My opponent said man was not created perfect. | said nothing about being
created perfect. He said, quoting from | Timothy, ii:4, that God wills that all
men should be saved, and come to aknowledge of thetruth. But if hewill turn
over to Il Timothy, iii:7, he will see that some men are "ever 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 makes the will of God
absolute in reference to human affairs, leaving no room for moral agency in
man. He has told us, truly, that the scriptures are to decide this matter. Well,
Paul says (Il Timothy, i:8-9), "Be not thou therefore ashamed of the testimony
of our Lord, nor of me his prisoner: but be thou partaker of the afflictions of
the gospel, according to the power of God; who faith saved us, and called us
with an holy calling, not according to our works,"—note that—" but
according to his own purpose and grace, which was given us in Christ
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Jesus before the world began.” Here, then, we find that at the time when the
apostleswrote, 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, i. e. in this life. According to this you are a partialist; and your
pulpit has been ringing with partialism ever since you havebeeninit. If, some
men were saved eighteen hundred years ago," according to God's own
purpose,” and yet, otherswho lived at the sametime, arenot saved till millions
of yearsafter death, perhaps, then, theseif saved in accordancewith God'swill
and purpose, must be the objects of divine partiality.

My opponent accuses me of ridiculing thewill of God. | hardly know how
to account for this absurd charge. | can only explain it by the confusion into
which the man was thrown, being utterly unprepared for my unanswerable
reply to his argument. You all saw how utterly confused he was. He really
seemed to have no idea what he was saying, or what to say next. Did he take
any position on thetrilemmal gave him in reference to the. commandments?
| asked him whether it was not the will of God that men should not steal, lie,
murder, etc., now; this he dare not deny. Then, if it be God's will that men
should not steal, lie, murder, etc., hiswill must be thwarted, for we know that
men do, steal, lie, murder, and disobey every other of the ten commandments;
thereisaman now in prison in the lower part of this building, for murder, to
be hung on the tenth of next month. Now, if it was God'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'swill that he should murder, and if, asmy opponent
claims, God'swill isabsolute, and man'swill can not interferewithit or thwart
it, then that murderer isto be hung for fulfilling thewill of God—and that, too,
when it was utterly impossible for him to do anything el se than precisely what
he did.
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Now, since Mr. King has been so kind as to give a dissertation on the
eighth of Romans, | will return the favor and enlighten him upon the will of
God. [Mr. KING—"Do s, if you please."] By the way, | wonder he has not
quoted the passage uniformly quoted in debates of this kind: "He doeth
according to hiswill in the army of Heaven, and among the inhabitants of the
earth.” But, | will tell him what isthe trouble with his argument: God'swill is
absolute asarule of hisown action; hencethe scriptures say: "He doeth"—not
man, but "he"—God—"doeth according to hiswill inthe army of Heaven, and
among the inhabitants of the earth.” Here the will of God, asarule of divine
action, is not made to depend for results upon man's moral agency; it is
absolute. But God'swill, asarule of human action, isnot absolute. God makes
hiswill known, but makestheresult, in the case of man, to depend upon man's
moral agency. Hence we find the Savior using such language as this: "Come
unto me, all ye that labor and are heavy laden, and | will give you rest;" and
again: "Ye will not come to mo that ye might have life." God wills that all
should come and receive life now—or else 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,
Jerusalem! thou that killest the prophets, and stonest them which are sent unto
thee, how often would | have gathered thy children together, even as a hen
gathereth her chickensunder her wings, and yewould not!" Again: "The spirit
and the bride say, Come. And let him that heareth say, Come. And let him that
Isathirst come. And whosoever will, let him take the water of lifefreely." So,
you we, notwithstanding my opponent'sendeavorsto makeit appear so absurd,
man's will has something to do with the matter. And there is no contradiction
nor inconsistency in this; it isnot athwarting of God'swill, sinceit ishiswill
that certain results should depend upon man'swill. When you become able to
understand this, Mr. King, you will see and regret the fallacies and
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absurdities with which your arguments have hitherto abounded.

Mr. Kingisin acondition of hopeless confusion in regard to the eighth of
Romans. | am well aware that this is usually regarded as the stronghold of
Universalism. He says the Greek word ktisis, occurring in the twenty-second
verse, and translated "the whole creation,”" means "the whole human family."
Now, it is a rule of interpretation that if a word he properly defined, the
definition may be substituted in the context, and not injure or alter the sense.
Isnot that correct? [Mr. KING—" Yes."] Well, let usread this passage again,
initsconnection: "The creatureitself also shall be delivered from the bondage
of corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of God." All men arethe
"children of God," you Universalists hold, don't you? [Mr. KING—"Don't
you?"'] I will attend to that, presently. [Mr. KING;—"I would simply say here,
that "the children of God," or "sons of God," | understand to mean angels, or
a higher race of beings; as it is stated, (Job, xxxviii:7), that when the
foundations of the earth werelaid, "the morning stars sang together, and all the
sons of God shouted for joy;" and into the glorious liberty of 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;" | expected him
to commit just that blunder, and then | expected to turn it upon him, just as |
shall when | havefinished up the subject under moreimmediate consideration.
But to proceed with the passage we were reading: "For we know that the
whole creation"—xktisis, 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—"but ourselves 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 ktisis, which
my opponent declaresto mean "the whole human family," but "oursel vesal so"
wait for this redemption;



SECOND SPEECH OF MR. HOBBS. 37

that is, as General Taylor once said, "The whole world and the rest of
mankind!" Oh, thisisabeautiful interpretation of God'sword! It is 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 | shall
probably have occasion to refer again to ktisis.

Perhaps | ought not to dwell any longer upon the eighth of Romans; but
| want you to keep one point at the very foundation 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 consulting the
creature's will. He may say that man was created, not subject to the necessity
of sinning, but only to the liability 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. King takes the same position. He asserts that God |ooked
through this whole plan and its results, and that whatever isin that plan, or
resultsfrom the forces set in operation by him, are in accordance with hiswill
and purpose. Thisis his own language here to-night, as near as | can quote
from memory. He 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?" Thisis 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 a man commits he must suffer its full desert; that
then; is no pardon that can release the sinner from the full penalty of hissin.
His doctrine is: God created us subject to sin and misery, without our desire
or consent; then, knowing that we would sin—foreordaining that we should
sin: by his unalterable decrees making it an impossibility that we should not
sin; and yet hewillstowring out of us, in sorrows, painsand penalties, the last
iota 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! Thisisthe character Mr. King ascribesto God; and yet he accuses me
of assaulting the character 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 sideissues, affirmsthat | must prove another state of probation. That is
abright 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 thisis revealed to us; if we are not saved here, neither you
nor | 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 | knew he would. My only trick
consisted in shaping the proposition so asto force him to come up publicly to
afair and square affirmation of the doctrine he preaches. | did not intend to
allow him to come up here and appeal to your sympathies by portraying the
heathens, and infants, and idiots, roasting in hell-fire,

By referring to Hedges Logic, page 159, my friend will find that the first
canon of logic- requires that the proposition must contain the point, and only
the point, to be debated. | framed the proposition in accordance with that rule.
Then do not accuse me with perpetrating a"trick.” | have simply brought him
up to a direct affirmation of the doctrine 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 ears, not long since.
Addressing alady, heinquired 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 been the means of
bringing that boy into
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the world, to sin, and die, and go down to an endless hell?" Of course the
mother did not wish it, from which the Universalist argued that it could not be
true. "What sort of logic is that? Because a mother does not wish her boy to
suffer endless 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 heart be wrung with agony to know that your
only child was destined to become a robber or a murderer, and to expiate his
crimes upon the gallows? Of course you would. Therefore, according to my
friend's mode of reasoning, there can be no galows! But you know that
argument to be utterly inconclusive; it is no argument at all. That kind of
maudlin sentimental ism is precisely what | intended to cut out of this
discussion, and narrow it down to the one question in debate, when | framed
the question as it stands.—[Time expired.]

MR. KING'STHIRD SPEECH.

BROTHERMODERATORS, LADIESAND GENTLEMEN:— | propose
at the outset, this evening, to notice a point attempted to be made by my
brother on Monday evening, when he quoted to you the language of the
apostle Paul, in Il Timothy, i:9: "According to the power of God, who hath
saved us, and called us with a holy calling, not according to our works, but
according to his own purpose and grace, which was given us in Christ Jesus
before the world began." The strangest and most significant thing in
connection with this matter is, that this verse, of al others, should have been
guoted by my friend in opposition to my argument that God governsin human
affairsin accordancewith hisownwill. Thereisnot inthewhole Bibleaverse
more directly to the point in my favor, and against his position. You all
remember what he was
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attempting to prove by this passage; namely, that some persona were already
saved in the days of the apostles. | clam that all will he finally saved. My
brother arguesthat those who were saved then, were slaved either in harmony
with the will of God, or contrary to the will of God; if contrary to the will of
God, then God's will was not carried out; if in harmony with the will of God,
then God was partial, in saving somethen, and not saving otherstill afterward!
Can you see the relevancy of this? If this argument, in the hands of my
brother, be asword against me, it isatwo-edged sword, with the sharpest edge
against him. If my brother brings a charge of partiality against God for saving
some before he saves others, what will he say when, according to his own
doctrine, God saves some and never saves others at al; when God takes up a
man, for no good works of his own, asinner, the chief of sinners, makes him
a bright and shining light in the Christian world, and at last bears him to
mansionsof eternal glory, while hisneighbors, noworse, nor so bad, ashe, are
turned over to eternal damnation? Not only this, but remember how Paul was
converted. God performed amiracle to convert him. God could convert every
sinner on the face of the earth, by performing such a miracle as he did to
convert Paul; but he does not choose to do it. According to my friend's
theology, God performs a miracle to convert the chief of sinners, but plunges
his fellow-sinners into an endless hell! Now whose theory accuses God of
partiality? God has the right to select men out of an age, arace, a generation,
anation, for aspecial purpose, and endow them with power and confer upon
them authority to carry out that purpose. But my brother arraigns God for this.
Nay, more: he arraigns God for injustice and partiality, because he does not
convert all men on the same day! What sort of logic is that? Let me make,
another application of the very same principle, to exhibit its absurdity. God
created Paul eighteen hundred years, ago; but did not create Brother Hobbs
until eighteen hundred years after Paul was created. Supposing both of them
to be saved
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and sent to Heaven, of which | have not a doubt; then here is Paul, happy in
Heaven eighteen hundred years before Brother Hobbs—having eighteen
hundred years the advantage of him in Heaven! There is a parallel to my
brother's application of the logic of partiaity.

My brother has endeavored to invalidate my argument based upon thewill
of God, by trying to show you that God can not and does not accomplish his
will. Y ou remember | told you at the beginning, that every time he attempted
to make a point against my doctrine and in favor of his own, he would attack
someattribute of God. Evil and sin and suffering arein theworld to-day; ergo,
they will continue for ever: the whole force of my brother's reasoning upon
this point turns upon this postul ate, either 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 thejust and good and
wise and powerful rule of God, must always continue to exist: that is his
assumption. | have before shown you that this assumption ignores the whole
lesson of God in providence; that man, like every other created being,
commences physically, mentally, morally, spiritually, at the bottom of the
scale, a babe, an infant; that he passes through processes, changes,
developments, to aripened end; that immaturity and imperfection must 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, says my brother, evil is
here now, and because it is here now, he denies that it will ever pass away.
Theinability of God to prevent evil, or to do away with it when thrust into the
universe (as my brother claims) contrary to hiswill, lies at the foundation of
al his logic. This low, narrow, one-sided view —so uncomplimentary,
irreverent, | might say blasphemous, toward God—and explanatory of nothing,
after all—ignores the whole philosophy of growth and progress, as manifest
in nature and humanity. Character is the fruit of growth;
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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, isa
complete denial and overthrow of all my brother'slogic. Under the providence
of aninfinitely wise, good and powerful God, an infant is born into the world
to-day, and according to my brother's logic, it must remain an infant
throughout eternity. My body is sensitive 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 | suffe—and pain and suffering are "evils;" but by them | am
stimulated to action, and | clothe my body; in the toil which is necessary to
procure that clothing | unfold and discipline my faculties. But the logic of my
brother, who argues that the evilsto which man is subjected to-day must hold
him in subjection forever, would assert that because | suffer from cold to-day,
it would be proper for aninfinitely wise, and just and benevolent God to thrust
me into a snowbank to freeze for ever! | am hungry, and hunger is a painful
feeling—insufficiency 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 | unfold my physical and mental powers, and develop manly
strength. But because God has made the pangs of hunger incidental to
existence and a stimulant to action here, therefore—according to my brother's
logic—a man may legitimately expect to starve to all eternity! But thislogic
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 ho happens that that God, the infinitely wise and good and powerful
God, whose special child my brother is, if heisconverted—ordains, or orders,
or permits, or suffers, (you may choose whatever term best suitsyourself), that
Brother Hobbs should be subjected to-day to the undeniable, and excruciating
"evil" of a severe tooth-ache; therefore—according to Brother Hobbs
logic—he must suffer that terrible tooth-ache throughout eternity!
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In support of my proposition that evil isincluded in the domain of God,
having a temporary place and purpose in the divine economy, | have quoted
the plainest declarations of theword of God. Y ou can not but have noticed that
he has never even referred to the scripture proofs that | presented; he has
sedulously avoided all the leading arguments | adduced; his whole effort has
been to ridicule my position; but in doing this, he has only ridiculed God,
censured God's providence, denied God's word. If he denies that evil has its
place within the domain of God, serving a temporary purpose in his
providence, it is my brother's place to show you whence it comes, and how it
comes,; who it isthat has sent here, and insists upon and succeeds in keeping
here, something that God does not want here? | think it will not satisfy this
audience for my brother to ssmply stand here, and ridicule me, and the Bible,
and deny both, without offering a single explanatory suggestion of his own.
Tell this audience, Brother Hobbs, if evil have not its proper place and
beneficent purpose in the divine economy, how came it here? If it be not here
by divineintention, but in spite of that intention, by whoseintentionisit here?
He stands here and asserts that evil isin the universe, without telling us why
or whence; but that it is contrary to the will of God, who does not and can not
prevent it; and in the same breath heinsists that heisnot attacking thewill and
power of God! | want him now to do either the one thing or the other, with the
scripture proofs | presented here. | have quoted any number of such passages
asthese: "My counsel shall stand, and | will do all my pleasure;” "Heisin one
mind, and who can turn him? and what his soul desireth, even that he doeth."
In the name of Heaven, what is my brother going to do with these scriptures?
If he accepts them, let him say so, and yield his position at once; if he denies
them, let him say so, and no longer pretend to base his position upon the Bible.
He dare not accept them, he dare not deny them; so he makes no reference
whatever to them; yet his denial of my position is a logical denial of these
scriptures upon which | base my position.
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But he does not forgot the Bible entirely. He has volunteered, at last, to
help me to a text, and wonders why | have not quoted it before, as it is a
favorite one with our people. Well, it istrue | have not yet brought up all the
texts that might have been adduced in support of my position—for | have not
had timeto quotethewhole Bible. Hereisthe text he was so anxiousfor to me
guote: "He doeth according to hiswill 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 isatext of his own furnishing, in support of my
position; | accept it. But what will he do with it? Does he deny it? | want to
know whether he thinks that statement is true, or not? Poor man! It was a
pitiful sight to see him break hislittle, puny lance against that granitewall! My
brother, there that text stands, an impregnable bulwark for Christian faith,
defying every skeptical assault that can be made uponit. But doesthe 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 hiswill," it means that he—Gob—doeth according to his
will, and not man! Sublime conception! Profound height! What new meaning
Is thrown upon the text, under the light of his brilliant Christian genius! But
in the next breath he boldly declaresthat God'swill is contingent upon human
will, when dealing with human affairs; that "he, doeth according to hiswill in
the army of Heaven," his will there being absolute; and also "among the
inhabitants of the earth"—when the inhabitants chouse to let him! | appeal to
theaudienceif thisisnot afair statement of hisargument upon thewill of God
being contingent upon man'swill. But the text goesfurther; it says: "None can
stay his hand." "False," cries my brother; "any one 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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and decrees, which has perplexed the ablest minds in all ages. He thrusts it
upon me, asif it wereaterriblething for meto, grapple with, but avery simple
thing for him and his brethren. | do not see why it should be my special
businessto settle this vexed question of foreknowledge and decrees strikesme
it Isno more my place to explain it in such amanner asto make it harmonize
with my position, than it ishis placeto explainit soit will harmonize with his
position. Hethrustsit upon me—I thrust it back upon him. | challenge him and
hisfriendsto solveit in harmony with their theol ogy; when they have done so,
it will be time enough for them to call upon meto solve it in accordance with
my theology. | wish the audience to observe that all such difficulties are just
asformidable in his path as they are in mine.

Precisely the same course he attempted in reference to the origin of evil;
he endeavored to compel meto furnish afull and consistent explanation of the
matter, without furnishing aword of explanation of his own. He endeavored
to ensnare meinto a difficulty by begging me to say that God was the author
of sin. | was half tempted to say so for his benefit, so lost and forlorn was he
for lack of something to say. Now, | am not going to say that God is the author
of sin; but I will construct an argument that | think you will confess looks
logical, and which would be as difficult for him to answer as for me.

My brother says, man sinsby the use of hisfreewill, or moral agency. But
who gave to man this moral agency? Why, God, of course. Is God infinitely
wise? did he know the end from the beginning? So the Bible declares. Well,
when God gave man free agency, did he not know how man would use it?
Certainly. And he conferred it upon man of hisown freewill and pleasure; he
was under no compulsion to give that dangerous power to man, or even to
create man at all. Now, if God is not the potential author of sin, who is? Do
you not see that my brother finds just as much difficulty in solving that
problem as 1? Take foreordination as a basis of
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argument, and we land at last at the same point, so far as the origin of sinis
concerned. But | claim that the problem is far more perplexing in his hands
than in mine; for he claims that God's will is limited, fettered, thwarted, by
man's will—he isfearful that if God'swill is|eft free, sovereign, triumphant,
man will be robbed of moral agency, and become a slave; forgetting that on
the opposite supposition, God's will isfettered, his power islimited, hisplans
arethwarted, by man'smoral agency, and God becomesthe slave. Any system
that defends endless sin and misery is based upon the miserabl e postul ate that
God's plan of creation and redemption is a gigantic failure, being left
completely under the control of human caprice. How different aconception of
God isthisfromthat set forth in the passages of scripture | have quoted! If you
had never been taught acreed in your life, and some one should stand hereand
say, in the ssimple but sublime language of scripture: "The Lord God
omnipotent reigneth"— infinitely wise, infinitely kind, infinitely
powerful—having created arace of men for hisglory and their own good, and
purposing to lead them at last to peace and purity, and happiness and Heaven:
If this were the statement made to you, and you believed it, would you ever
Imagine or dream of such a doctrine as my brother stands here to defend? As
| have already remarked, if God's will be conditional upon man's will, and
contingent upon human caprice, In accordance with my brother's theory, the
difficultiesin hisway are no lessthan in mine, upon the theory that God'swill
aoneisthe sovereign will; that all other wills areinferior and finite, and that
these finite wills, without being subjected into slavery and without crushing
out their free agency, can be swayed by motives presented, and gradually
molded into harmony with the will of God; and thisthe scriptures declare will
be done: thisisthe meaning of the mission of Christ, the purpose of thewhole
grand scheme of redemption. | affirm that God's will is sovereign, and man's
will subordinate. My brother dare not deny this in words, but bases hislogic
upon the
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hypothesis that man'swill is sovereign, and God's will subordinate; that God
wills all men should be saved and come to a knowledge of the truth, but that
man does, and will to all eternity, thwart and defeat God's will. My brother
argues for man's free agency. | am not here to contradict him, sofar asthat 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 purpose in view for 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 purposes! My brother, until you pull this beam out of your own
eye, don't be so anxious about the little motes in your neighbor's eyes!

Unable to answer my arguments—at least, | have good reason for
supposing so, for he has as yet paid no attention to them—he has quoted for
your edification the language of Ballou, Whittemore, Rogers, and others. Y ou
all seethrough that game. That isone of the"tricks of the trade," too. If | were
base enough | could play it upon him. | am not here to defend everything that
may have been said by other men who have believed the doctrine of universal
salvation; if they uttered absurdities, | am not responsible for them. This is
another effort on his part to draw me away from the subject under discussion,
and waste my time and that of the audience upon irrelevant issues. I, too,
might bring some choice extracts from the literature of those who have held
to his side of this question. [Mr. HOBBs—"Bring them on!"] But he would
deem it a violation of the rules of Christian fairness and the proprieties of
discussion, werel to attempt to hold him responsiblefor all the absurditieshis
brethren have ever uttered. | say that his course in this matter is an appeal to
abase prejudice, andisutterly unworthy of aChristian debater and gentleman.

With a dread, a trembling dread, he could not repress, | heard him the
other night warn you against listening to any
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appeal to your sympathies. For my part, | thank God for human sympathy. But
my brother may well tremble, for he knows that every human sympathy utters
Itseternal protest against the merciless theology he defends. | was ashamed of
him, and for him, and shocked, and so were you, when he ventured to. speak
with a sneer—actually with a 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 going to hell. In the name of Heaven, isthis holiest affection beneath the
sky to be answered by a brutal sneer, that a miserable dogma may be
defended?—(Time expired.]

MR. HOBBS THIRD SPEECH.

MESSRS. MODERATORS, LADIESAND GENTLEMEN:— | might, if
| were so disposed, call a beautiful bouquet of epithets, distributed so
profusely through the speech to which you havejust listened. But | forbear; for
| have something better, which | shall endeavor to present. But | must say that
this debate has been conducted so far, very much out of the propriety which
| had hoped would attend its prosecution; and, in proof that | am not mistaken
in my ideaasto how a debate of thiskind should be conducted, | wish to read
a short extract from one of the most able, talented, learned ministers in the
Universalist ranks—Mr. Austin:

"In awell-regulated discussion, its tone and character depends materialy upon
the course pursued by the affirmative. If the individual who occupies that position
adopts a manly, dignified plan of procedure—if his adheres closely to the question,
and forms his arguments to that they hear legitimately and directly upon it—then the
negative will be enabled to pursue a similar course, and the way is open for an
interesting; and profitableinvestigation. But when the affirmative choosesto lead into
another track—resortsto sophistry, trickery, deception—indulgesinastrain of fault-
finding, vituperation, misrepresentation—into harsh censures, hard names, low
epithets —the negative, though unwarranted in pursuing asimilar course, even by
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such an example, must necessarily modify the nature of his replies to meet so
unpleasant an exigency, and the debate can not but lose much of its attraction and
value."

| propose, the first thing | do to-night, to hastily review the arguments
presented by the affirmative on Monday evening. He complainsthat | have not
paid any attention to them; have pushed them aside; have purposely evaded the
real issuesin debate. He had better waited. | told him that every argument he
advanced should receive due attention.

Mr. King hastold you, and that truly, the Bibleisto bethe ultimate arbiter
inthisdiscussion. O, that he could fully realize the force of the declaration he
has made! But what hashe donetoward bringing hisproposition to ascriptural
test? | assert that not one single argument which he has advanced during this
discussion, whether claiming to be scriptural or otherwise, has within it the
terms of his proposition. | might, so far as arguments are concerned, take my
seat thismoment, and say not aword further. | know he hastold you that if all
men are saved, then those who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of
Christ will be saved, because the less is contained in the greater. But is there
not a palpable evasion of the proposition in that statement? | will show you
there is. He says he comes here to prove that all men will be "saved." If he
were to prove the "endless happiness'of al men, then the greater would
contain the less, and he might claim that he had gained his point. But what
does the gentlemen mean by the term "saved?' Does he mean "endless
happiness?" If so, why not say so, and go on with his proof? The agreement
signed by both of us before entering upon this discussion was that we should
discuss each of thetwo propositions set forth"initsterms.” What aretheterms
of this proportion? One of them is the word "endless." Have you had any
argument from Mr. King to prove"endless" happinessyet? Suppose he should
prove that all men are to be "saved "—to be brought into a condition of
happiness—in afuture state; his
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task isnot yet done—he must provethat happinessto beendless. | 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 initsterms,

When Mr. King asserted that the Bible was to he the final arbiter in this
discussion, he added another statement, to the effect that "the meaning of the
Bibleisthe Bible." To that | say: Amen. But he adds another statement, to
which | can not agree, viz: that the. meaning of the Bible must he ascertained
by the attributes of God as revealed in the Bible. This | deny. Let us see to
what this would lead us. First, we both acknowledge the Bible to be a
revelation from God. If we could have known God, and his attributes, and
purposes, and counsels, and will, as they have been revealed, by nature or
reason without such a revelation, then a revelation would have been a
redundancy. "The world by wisdom knew not God," said the apostle, long
since. And again: "All scripture 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." All, my friends, thisbook, of all booksthe Book —thisisthe
lantern to our path and the lamp to our feet. Here we must ever draw fresh
supplies of knowledge concerning 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 interpret the Bible until we know what
the attributes of God are. 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 hisidea of interpreting the Bible by the attributes of God.

Mr. King says my belief is contrary to the prayer of my heart; that is, my
reasoning leadsto resultsfromwhich my feelings shrink. And thishe produces
as an argument to prove
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that all menwill enjoy endless happiness. Pray tell me, where does that touch
the question? But to accommodate him, since | have nothing else to do, | will
analyzethisargument. My logicisagainst the prayer of my heart, thereforemy
logic must be wrong; in other words, whatever conclusions my reason may
reach, if such conclusions are unpalatable, unpleasant, disagreeable, such
conclusionsmust ho false. If that be not the argument as stated by him, | know
not what is. Let ustry this style of argumentation in reference to some other
matters. | reason that if the grasshoppers* visit this section in large numbers
they will destroy our crops. This is a very unpaatable, unpleasant,
disagreeable reflection. It affects not only our feelings but our pockets.
Therefore, accordingto Mr. King'slogic—if the grasshoppersvisit thissection
in large numbers they will not destroy the crops!

Mr. King referred to the Lord's Prayer: "Thy will be donein earth asitis
in Heaven." Does Mr. King pray that prayer? Did he not wish to bind it upon
me that the sessions of this debate should be opened only with the Lord's
Prayer? But isthe Lord's will donein earth asitisin Heaven? No. Will it be
to-morrow? If so, then we shall have Heaven on earth; for | apprehend that
wherethe Lord'swill isdone perfectly, thereisHeaven. But the Lord'swill is
not done on earth to-day, nor will it be to-morrow. The gentleman told you
that whatever the Lord wills, must be accomplished; but | showed him that it
was the Lord'swill that men should not lie, steal, swear, murder, etc., and yet
all thesethingswere done, consequently the Lord'swill was not accomplished,;
thus placing the gentleman in a dilemma from which he has not yet extricated
himself, and never will, for he never can. He quoted for my benefit the passage
in Paul's Epistle to Timothy, commanding us to pray for the salvation of all
men, lifting up holy hands without wrath and doubting, and

*The grasshopper plague was just commencing itsravages at DesMoines
at the time this discussion was held.
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claimed | could not thus pray without doubting, because | did not believein
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'swill isdonein earth asitisin
Heaven to-day, nor will beto-morrow. So the argument based upon prayer hits
himself precisely as hard as it does me.

The gentleman quoted from Paul's Epistle to the Philippians, ii:9, 10,
10,11: "Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him, and given him a name
whichis 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 glory of God the
Father." | have read alittle more than he did, but my quotation includes the
passage that he quoted. Then he turned back to Isaiah, (xIv:23), and read: "I
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 refersto afuture state. He talked much
about the corn, that is not ripe now, but will be next fall, forgetting that man
had any agency in making the corn grow. But let us see what conclusion Paul
drawsfrom this passage. 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
before the judgment-seat of Christ; for it iswritten, As| live, saith the Lord,
every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall confess to God; so, then
every oneof usshall giveaccount of himself to God." But, saysmy friend, and
al Universalist writers, the judgment is not in the future, but here, constantly
going on. But Paul quotes from Isaiah xlv, to prove that we shall all stand
before the judgment-seat of Christ, and Mr. King says: Isaiah xlv, refersto the
future state—to a period beyond the resurrection. So, according to Mr. King's
own showing, there is to be a judgment beyond the resurrection. But in any
case, the argument did not touch the proposition; for even if Mr. King had
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proved that at that period beyond the resurrection, everybody should be made
happy, he has not yet given usaword or syllable of proof that their happiness
must necessarily be "endless," according to the terms of the proposition. |
simply drop these remarks by the way, promising that | shall use thisargument
when | come upon the affirmative.

Mr. King quoted Hebrews, ii: 8, and | was realty astonished to hear this
guotation and exegesis: "Thou hast put all thingsin subjection under hisfeet;
for in that he put all in subjection under him, he left nothing that is not put
under him. But now we seenot yet all things put under him." Thispassage Mr.
King refers to a future state, and interprets "him" to mean Christ, or God, |
forget which. Now, | have aways supposed that Paul was here talking about
man. Let us look at the context. In verses 6 and 7 we read: "But one in a
certain placetestified, 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 crownedst him with glory and honor, and didst set him over the
works of thy hands; (verse 8,) thou hast put al thingsin subjection under his
feet." Whoso feet? Why, the same person that was set over the works of his
hands, etc. But who was David talking about? (See Psalm viii:4.) Why, man.
"But now we see not yet all things put under him," (man); (verse 9); "But we
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." Now, what is the meaning of all this? | have
always understood it to mean that man, in the original creation, was put into
a state of superiority, and endowed with regal power; not, as Mr. King says,
"subjected to vanity," —sin and misery—but " crowned with glory and honor."
It is hardly worth while to spend any time in exposing so egregious a blunder
asthis; but | refer to it as afine specimen of Mr. King's hermeneutic.

Mr. King's second argument was based upon the proportion
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that God will be glorified in the results of his creation and providence. He
guoted Psalm Ixxxvi: I1: "All nations whom thou hast made shall come and
worship before thee", O Lord; and shall glorify thy name." Also, Matthew,
v:10: "Let your light so shine before men that they may see your good works,
and glorify your Father which is in heaven." He must take the phrase "all
nations' to mean every individual of the race, or else his argument can mean
nothing. Surely those who have ceased to exist as nations can not come as
nations and worship and glorify God. Have nations an immortality? If so,
"with what body do they come?" | do not think the gentleman can retort” thou
fool," as Paul oncedid to asimilar question, but upon adifferent subject. [Mr.
KING—"I used that passage, and the one in Matthew, simply to prove that the
glorifying of the Father was to come through worship; | did not attempt to
provethat 'all nations meant every individual of therace,"] | know you did not
proveit, but simply asserted it; what | want is your proof of the fact.

| wish to refer again to the controversy between usin regard to "sin" and
"evil", in order to make an amende honorable. | find | was mistaken when |
asserted that the gentleman in his argument upon that subject used the terms
"sin" and "evil" interchangeably. | 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 | wasthusled into error.
| find by the report that | was mistaken. | recall the statement. But, Mr. King,
doyou believethat all the evil intheworld ishere by virtue of divine plan and
intention, or only a part of the evil? [Mr. KING—"Don't leave your argument,
Brother Hobbs!"] | ask you, sir, do you mean all evil, or only a part of the
evil, ishere by virtue of divine plan and intention? "What kind of evil do you
mean? [Mr. KING—""WEell, 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 his
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argument has any relevancy at all, he 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 asto say that ahorse or astoneis contrary to the moral character of
God. You perceive, if hisargument hasany relevancy at all, hemust have used
theterm"evil" inthe sense of "sin." Perhapshe means pain; (for hethinkspain
Isan evil; and the other evening he gave as adefinition of "evil," "that which
diminishes pleasure or produces pain.") Then evil is, according to his speech
this evening, both cause and effect— pain, and the cause of pain. Such isthe
absurd position in which he places himself by his argument upon the origin of
evil. Inintroducing thisargument, based upon Romans, viii:20, Mr. KING said:
"Thisis my strong proof; if | am uprooted fromthis, | am adefeated man." He
has been completely driven from that stronghold. Now let him come up in a
manly way and acknowledge himself defeated.

Mr. KING's fourth argument is based upon the proposition that God's
providencesis perfect, and will result in bringing all thingsinto harmony with
himself. Thisissimply his second argument revamped. But what did he mean
by "all things'? Why didn't he say "all the human race"? | saw him looking
around beseechingly, to see whether | would let him. He was planning to
entrap the audience with a sophism; there was another "all things' for which
he was paving the way. His first proof was James, i:17: "With the Father of
Lights there, is no variableness, neither shadow of turning." And then he
followed with along argument to prove that God is unchangeable—-a long
and utterly needless argument, for | never knew anybody to deny it; certainly
| do not. He also quoted Job, xxiii:13: "He isin one mind, and who can turn
him? and what his soul desireth, that he doeth." Well, | have no fault to find
with that; | believeit asfirmly as my opponent can. But how doesthismilitate
against my position? Is not 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 reveaed it, it may ho in
harmony with his providence. He admitsthat in this state, of probation, God's
providence will not bring all thingsinto harmony with himself. But he asserts
that thisis not the only state of probation; and in the next sentence makesthe
assertion—which renders his argument suicidal—that the word probation is
not to be found in the Bible, nor any word of similar signification. Then, how
does he know there is another state of probation? He admits that men diein
sin. Then, if the scripturestell us of no state of probation hereafter, they must
remain endlessly in sin—hence endlessly in punishment, because punishment
must follow sin, so long as sin shall last. Hence punishment isendless. There
IS no possibility of avoiding this conclusion. —[Time expired,]

MR. KING'SFOURTH SPEECH.

MESSRS. MODERATORS, LADIESAND GENTLEMEN:—My brother
opened his last speech by complaining of my manner of conducting this
discussion. | will not spend my timein discussing that point. Theaudiencewill
recollect the manner in which he commenced hisfirst speech, and the stylein
which this discussion has been conducted on his part, since that time. | have
striven, amid great and frequent provocations to the contrary, to treat him
courteously. | 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 ho has uprooted me from the position | took relativeto theorigin
of evil as set forth in the
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guotations| read from that chapter. | appeal to thisaudienceto say whether he
has done any thing toward invalidating the argument | built upon that
magnificent passage. | ask you whether the positions which he has taken in
reference, to it have not been of a character to comparatively fritter away its
meaning? | ask you whether, if | had stood here and treated the Bible as my
brother has, captioudly criticised and ridiculed that plain and beautiful lesson,
if his friends would not have charged me with handling the word of God
deceitfully, and trifling with sacred things? He has tried to make the passage
sound ridiculous by substitution. He said | had claimed that the word
translated "creature” meant the whole human race. Certainly. For whom was
the Bible given? for whom did Christ suffer death on Calvary? for whom was
Paul writing his epistles—but for the human race? Can my brother mention
any other "creature" but man, that "was made subject to vanity," and that is
destined to be "delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious
liberty of the children of God?' He may cast as much ridicule upon the idea
as he chooses, it is the correct one, and he knows it; only, it will not do to
grant the argument. But while he was creating amusement for himself and his
brethren by substituting "the whole human race" for "the creature," he was
doing precisely that—only he did not know it—which would make the
meaning of the passage perfectly plain and clear. It was "the whole human
race" that was " made subject to vanity"; it is"the whole human race" that shall
yet "be delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of
the children of God." But here my brother discovered a wonderful and
exceedingly amusing thing; "not only they," says the apostle, "but ourselves
also, which have the firs-fruits of the spirit, even we ourselves groan within
ourselves." How can "the creature” mean "the whole human race," when
reference is afterward made to "ourselves?' And at this he raised a laugh
among his audience by quoting a ludicrous blunder of General Taylor. | fail
to bee the difficulty here
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which seems so pal pable to my brother. He says, "thewhol e creation, groaneth
and travaileth in pain together until now;" and not only creation at large, the
human race in general, but even we apostles and converted men, "which have
thefirstfruits of the spirit," we ourselves are subject to the same law, we groan
with the same groaning.

He complains of my mode of interpreting this passage; but when driven
to furnish another interpretation, see what work he makes of it! He told you
that being "delivered from the bondage of corruption™ meant being set free
from these mortal bodies. But | referred you to the fact that the creature was
to be delivered not only from "the bondage of corruption,” but delivered into
"thegloriousliberty of the children of God;" and inquired of him how thiswas
to be accomplished by chaining menin sin and torment forever? To thishe has
not vouchsafed any explanation asyet. But he has proceeded alittle 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, al that Christ died for, al that God labored for, was the
redemption of our human bodies! But suppose | grant so strange and unnatural
an assumption as that; will my brother tell us how our bodies are to be
delivered into "the glorious liberty of the children of God" under histheology
which binds them in eternal chainsin hell forever? Brother, you may as well
let that scripture 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 was temporarily subjected in hope, into
"the glorious liberty of the children of God!"

A word by theway, in reference to the translation of this passage. It may
seem presumptuous in me to say anything
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about this, when | see my brother surrounded by and saturated with the
combined wisdom and scholarship of his denomination. Y ou will remember
the declaration of Paul elsewhere that he himself is under the dominion of his
carnal nature; that he finds a law in his body, dragging down his soul into
captivity to sin and death; so desperateisthe conflict between the spiritual and
carnal in his nature, that he cries out in an agony, "Oh, wretched man that |
am, who shall, deliver mefromthe body of thisdeath?" or thisbody of death!"
This is near the close of the seventh chapter of Romans. And here, in the
eighth we have, in the original, the same idea again, though somewhat
obscured in the English version on account of erroneous tranglation. Every
school-boy, who ever read in a Greek primer, knows that the Greek word,
"apoluo," heretrandated "redemption," means "a setting free from," "cutting
loose from"; the verb derived from it of course meaning "to set freefrom," "to
cut loose from," etc. The fundamental idem isthat of separation; severing the
bonds by which one is bound, and setting him free. Apoluo is the verb; [Mr.
HoBBS—Apolutrosis.] Well, apolutroo, then; and apolutrosisisthe noun, with
similar signification. Now, mark you, the primary idea, here is separation; a
separating of bonds, or separating a man from his bonds. Well, what next?
Why, every boy who has ever studied an ordinary Greek grammar, (say that
of Dr. Bullion—he is one of the best of Greek scholars, and thoroughly
orthodox at that), knowsthat in defining the Greek cases, the genitive conveys
theidea: First, of separation; Second, of origin; Third, of possession. Now,
what are the signs of the genitive case? Bullion saysthe sign of the genitiveis
"of" or "from." What next? Why, it is a plain rule of syntax and common
sense, that where we have agenitive case connected with averb or substantive
denoting separation, it should be translated with the word "from." Here we
have just such a case—the word apolutroo, meaning "a cutting loose from,"
"a setting free from." And the correct rules of Greek construction are strong
asaniron
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chain in favor of the principle for which | am contending, that the phrase in
our common version translated "the redemption of the hotly," should be, "the
redemption from 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." The cases are parallel, and demand the
application of the same rules, and a similar tranglation. With this thought in
mind, you will perceive a beautiful harmony between Paul's expression here
and his reasoning upon the same subject elsewhere.

| 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. | asked, and
| ask again, if this holiest affection beneath the sky is to be met by a brutal
sneer, that a miserable dogma may be defended? | ask my brother here, who
claimsto beaChristian, and isafather—I ask him, asa Christian father, in the
presence of God and hisown conscience—could you, sir, be happy in heaven,
knowing that your child waswailing in an endless hell? Answer metruly, and
then sneer, if you can, at that question directed to amother! Thank heaven for
amother'slove! thelovethat guarded and protected my infancy, that shielded
my childhood years from evil, that followed me with counsels and prayers all
theway up to manhood, and then went to heaven, pouring benedictionson my
head; thelovethat never isalienated, never growsweary, but followsitsobject
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: "Mother, would not your heart be wrung
with agony to know that your only child was destined to become arobber or
amurderer, and expiate his crimes upon the gallows?" All, my brother, if this
evasive answer is an argument for or against anything, it is fatal to your
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 suffering but fasten in
her heart the barbs of an immortal anguish? But perhaps the point of my
brother's argument lies in his query whether the mother's grief is a proof that
there is no gallows, or will avert her boy's impending doom? No: for the
mother'slove is not matched by her power. In this question, my brother again,
asheinevitably must in every argument in behalf of histheory, makesadirect
attack upon the character of God, assuming that he is either as powerlessasa
human mother, or as heartless asafriend. Because the mother can not prevent
the sad calamity my brother has pictured, therefore God can not prevent one
infinitely greater. Givethe mother power commensurate with her love, and she
will reform her boy, and save him from such a shameful end. Give the
omnipotent God a mother's love, and he will correct and restore, and save the
erring child fromendlesssin and suffering. But my brother'sargument isbased
upon the miserable assumption that as the mother isimpotent in the one case,
so God isimpotent in the other. By such logic alone, by such attacks upon the
divine perfection, does my brother attempt to prove, the endless damnation of
amajority of hisfellow-creatures, and invalidate my arguments in behalf of
the glorious doctrine of the final reconciliation of the world to God.

The audience must have marked in his last speech another illustration of
Brother Hobb's tendency to misrepresent my arguments, and to apply to my
language a meaning that could not legitimately be attached to it. He says |
guoted Psalm Ixxxvi: 9: "All nations whom thou hast made shall come and
worship before thee, O, Lord; and shall glorify thy name," and that | argued
or averted that "all nations' meant every individual of the race. It may mean
so, but | never argued or averted any such thing, | quoted that text simply to
show that the glorifying of God" hame was to come through worship. | quoted
Matthew, v:10: "Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your
good works, and glorify your Father which isin Heaven," to prove
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that the Father was glorified by a Christian life. The same thought is to be
found in Philippians, ii:11, where Paul says that every tongue shall confess
that Jesus Christ is Lord, "to the glory of God the Father." And we need not
even go to revelation to learn that my Father is glorified by the obedience and
love of his children: a hardened; disobedient child is a disgrace, and not an
honor, to its father.

| had not finished my fourth affirmative argument, based upon the
proposition that God's providence is perfect, and will result in bringing all
things into harmony with himself, when my time expired. | argued that God's
providencewas perfect, because the outgrowth of onecoherent and changeless
purpose, based upon God's immutable will, which will was sure to be
accomplished. | assumed that God was not a finite, imperfect incompetent,
inconstant being, the feeblest of whose creatures could successfully interfere
with his purposes and compel him to change his plans. | anchored my
argument upon the scriptural declarationthat over thisuniverse"TheLord God
omnipotent reigneth!”

But my brother objectsto my basing any arguments upon the attributes of
God. Hesays| stultify myself when | say that the Bible must be interpretedin
the light of the attributes of God us revealed in the Bible. | can not see this.
My Bibletell me God islove; that heisinfinite, omnipotent, great, wise, holy,
just, and perfect; that he is "our Father." These plain statements all can
comprehend. These| 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 iswhat | meant when | said the attributes of God as proclaimed
in the Bible are the great central lights by which to interpret the Bible. If my
brother has any other light by which to interpret it, let him tell uswhat it is,
and whence it comes. It is not a heavenly one, most assuredly. So | shall
proceed with my argument, based upon God'sown declarations concerning his
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own character and power. | shall placetheword of God against that of Brother
Hobbs, and the audience can believe whichever they choose.

The Almighty declares, Isaiah, xlvi:9, 10: "I am God, and there is none
else; | am God, and there is none like me; declaring the end from the
beginning, and from ancient timesthe things that are not yet done, saying: My
counsel shall stand, and | will do all my pleasure." Brother Hobbs quotes that
magnificent passage with asemi-sneer, and saysitisafa sehood; God can not,
and does not, and never will do al his pleasure. And then he tellsyou | have
not proved anything! Seealsolsaiah, Iv:10, 11: "Astherain cometh down, and
the snow from Heaven, and returneth not thither, but watereth the earth, and
maketh it bring forth, and bud, that it may give seed to the sower, and bread
to the eater, so shall my word be that goeth forth out of my mouth: it shall not
return unto me void, but it shall accomplish that which | please." That is not
my language, Brother Hobbs, but the language of God; now quote that with a
sneer, and tell the audience that it amounts to nothing. | quoted Colossians,
1:19, 20: to show what it wasthat it pleased God should be accomplished: " For
it pleased the Father that in him should all fullness dwell; and having made
peace through the blood of his cross, by him to reconcile all things unto
himself." In opposition to my doctrine that God wills, and will accomplish the
final reconciliation of all things unto himself, which horn of the dilemmawill
my brother take: that the quotation from Colossiansisfalse, and that it has not
pleased the Father "to reconcile all things to himself "—or that the quotation
from Isaiah is false, that God shall not accomplish that which he pleases? |
guote to similar died, | Corinthians, xv:28: "And when all things shall be
subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself be subject unto him that put
all things under him, that God may be all in all.”

AsGod'swhole character and will are thus actively employed in the work
of salvation, it must follow logically and inevitably
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that every attribute of his nature is employed in that work, for the whole must
include the parts. | challenge my brother to point out any attribute of God
whichisnot in harmony with thiswork: nay, more; which is not committed to
it, and pledged to its success.

My fifth affirmative argument is based upon the mission of Christ. | hold
these propositionsto betrue: 1. Christ came into the world to save all men. 2.
He has power to performwork. 3. Hewill usethat power to that complete that
work.

In proof of thefirst proposition, that Christ cameinto theworld to saveal
men, | quote | John, iv:14: "And we have seen and do testify that the Father
sent the son to bethe saviour of theworld,” | Timothy, ii:6, "Christ Jesus, who
gave himself aransom for all, to be testified in due time;" | John, ii:2: "And
he is the propitiation for our sins; and not for ours only, but also for the sins
of the whole world;" Hebrews, ii:1): "We see Jesus who was made a little
lower than the angel sfor 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, | quote, Colossians, i:19, 20: "For it pleased the Father
that in himshould all fullness dwell; and having made peace through the blood
of hiscross, by himto reconcileall thing to himself;" John, xvi:I5: "All things
that the Father hath are ming;" John, xvii:2: "Thou has given him [Christ]
power over al 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 unto me 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, | quote
Isaiah, liii:11: "He shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfied."
In connection with Hebrews, i:2, which averts that God hath appointed his
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Son the "heir of all things" | quote John, vi:37: "All that the Father giveth me
shall cometo me;" also, thethirty-ninth verse of the same chapter: "Thisisthe
Father's will which hath sent me, that of all which he hath given me | should
lose nothing;" John, x:16, "And other sheep have |, which are not of thisfold;
them also | must bring, and they shall hear my voice; and there shall be one
fold and one shepherd;” | Corinthians, xv:21, "For asin Adam all die, even so
in Christ shall all bemadealive;" also, same chapter, verses 24, 25, 26: "Then
cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up the kingdomto 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 enemies under his feet. The last enemy that
shall bedestroyed isdeath;" aso, same chapter, verses55, 56: " O death, where
isthy sting? O grave, where is thy victory? The sting of death is sin; and the
strength of sinisthelaw." Now, my brother, how could Paul sing the song of
victory over the grave, and death, and the sting of death, if sin, which is the
sting of death, isto continue forever? And yet my brother deniesthat sinisto
be ended, but stands here defending the doctrine of eternal sin and endless
suffering. Romans, v:20, 21, is to the same import, and furthermore brings us
again faceto face with the same philosophy of evil, concerning which so much
has been said aready. 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 as an ideal,
toward which man might labor, and by which he might measure his own
deficiencies and failures; asthe apostle says: "Moreover, the law entered that
the offense might abound." Doesthat |ook asif therewereany divineintention
and purposein this matter? But if this had been all, it would have been indeed
a wretched providence; but this is not all: "Where sin abounded, grace did
much more abound.” 'Now, sin has abounded everywhere; every human soul
has been subjected to it; but how can grace abound much more than sin if
many souls are to be |eft forever in bondage to sin? But
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we have the word of God for witness, that where sin abounds, grace shall
much 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 usit is possible for language to
express anything—isthis 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 fullness of times he might gather together in one all things in Christ."
Again, Philippians, iii:20, 21: "For our citizenship isin Heaven; from whence
also welook 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."

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

MR. HOBB'SFOURTH SPEECH.

MESSRS. MODERATORS, LADIESAND GENTLEMEN:—I am certainly surprised
at the exceeding sensitiveness manifested by my friend. He complains that |
am lacking in courtesy
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and appears to feel very much grieved because | do not call him "Brother."
Were you discourteous, Mr. King, when, on your door-steps, some three
weekssince, you called me"Mr." Hobbs?' And sincethen, 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 Scripture so rapidly that nobody could follow him, or got
any idea of what he was attempting to prove by them. | should be in a hurry,
too, if | had been speaking for a whole evening, and not put in one single
argument, when | had the onus probandi. If he expects to keep 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: | do not profess any special proficiency in
Greek;. but | think | know enough about the language to upset any such
criticism as he has made in reference to the phrase tranglated "redemption of
the body," in the Eighth of Romans. Did you not think it a remarkable thing
that the gentleman refused to take the Greek text and read it? | am frank to tell
you, | think he could not do it; not alone because he refused to attempt it, but
from theignorance hemanifested in hiscriticismupon thetext. The Greek text
has here "apolutrosin tou somatos heemon;" but when he went to criticising
the trandlation he did not even so much as give the word for redemption that
occurs in the text, till he heard me mention the right word to my moderator,
and then corrected himself. | acknowledge it is not a pleasant task to expose
such pedantry; but it is sometimes necessary, when a man presents himself
before the public as a great scholar, proficient in the languages, etc., and
endeavors to carry a weight of influence with the public to which he is not
entitled. Theword in thetext isnot apoluo—ii isapolutrosis, from apol utroo,
meaning "to redeem.” To prove this| refer you to Pickering, or Robinson, or
any other Greek dictionary. The word he referred
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to, apoluo, does mean "to loose," "to separate by loosing;" but the trouble s,
that is not the word in the text. If the word were apoluo, then there might be
some pertinency in hiscriticism; but asit isanother word entirely, hiscriticism
Is utterly inapplicable. The word here used, apolutrosis, occurs in the New
Testament twelve times; and is rendered "redemption™ 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,
xxi:28: "Your redemption draweth nigh;" Romans, iii:21: "Through the
redemption that isin Christ Jesus." So in the other several places where the
same word is, used. In one instance only is the word rendered "deliverance.”
So much for his criticism on the transation of Romans, viii:23)—a criticism
which has no relevancy, whatever, to the text, it being upon aword which is
not even contained in the text. Y ou remember he voluntarily told you that if
| uprooted him from this passage he was a defeated man. Now, let him come
up and acknowledge himself defeated, and give up his case.

Thisis his second attempt at Greek criticism, and from the result in both
cases | presume it will suffice him for this discussion. Has he answered my
criticism on ktisis, in the Eighth of Romans? He made it mean "the whole
human family;" but | exhibited to him the ludicrousness of the text with such
an interpretation, for that would make it read, "not only the whole human
family, but ourselves also," wait for the redemption of the body. Has he ever
disposed of that? But enough of ktisis.

Hesaysthe phrase"children of God," in Romans, viii:21, means"angels;"
and quotes from Job, xxxviii:7, where it is said the sons of God shouted for
joy. But in Job, xxxviii:7, the Greek word used happens to be aggeloi. In
Matthew, xxv:31, the same word aggeloi is found, and is there translated
"angels." | expect him to use the twenty-fifth of Matthew, yet—and if he does
not, I will—and then | intend to hold him to his trandlation of the word
aggeloi—" sons of
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God." But | cal Mr. King's attention to the fact that the term "children (or
sons) of God" occursfour timesin thisimmediate context; but only in thisone
case, the twenty-first verse, does he explain it to mean theimpelsof light; mid
| ask him 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 | might retort upon him, but |
will not. After theamende honorablewhich | made, without constraint, except
as my own conscience dictated, | did hope there would be no more
misrepresentation on his part. But it seems my hopes were groundless. He
guotes from Isaiah: "My counsel shall stand, and | will do all my pleasure,”
and various other portions of scriptures; and then charges me with giving God
thelie. | believethose passages; | havetold him again and again that | believed
them; what | do not believe isthe gentleman'sinterpretation of them. But with
him, it seems, to deny hisinterpretation of the Bibleisto deny the Bible. His
own interpretation of the Bible is the only one he will admit; he insists upon
hisown infallibility; he would make a splendid pope, and Pope Pius I X aught
to vacate the chair at once and let him take possession!

No matter what arguments | advance, Mr. King pays no attention to them,
nor makes any attempt to reply. If he pretendsto state them, he perverts them,
and repliesto something wholly outside of thearguments| really made. He has
done this in regard to my answer to his argument on the will. | said, the
commandsof God are given, either, first, without reference to thewill of God,;
or, second, contrary to thewill of God; or, third, they are the expression of the
will of God. If they are given without reference to the will of God, then we
have God acting without awill; if they were given contrary to the will of God,
then we have God acting against hisown will; if they are the expression of the
will of God, then God's will is not always accomplished, for the
commandmentsare not always obeyed. One of thethree horns of thistrilemma
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he must take; but he has never noticed my argument at all. He has advanced
the position that whatever God wills must be accomplished; but God willsthe
salvation of all men; therefore all men will be saved. The trouble with himis,
the salvation of all men is not the question we are debuting hero. | demanded
of himthat he should put his arguments into the shape demanded by the terms
of the proposition; but he will not do it; he persists in violating the solemn
agreement he made with me before the debate commenced, to discuss each
proposition mentioned "in its terms." | ask this audience whether the
gentleman has advanced a single argument to proves that the happiness of
anybody will be "endless." | hope he will not alow this discussion to pass
without making the attempt, or el se confessing hisutter failure. He says: "God
wills the salvation of all men." But what he means by "salvation" | do not
know; nor anybody else, as| can discover. If he means "endless happiness,”
why not my so? | will put his argument into syllogistic shape for him. "God
wills the endless happiness of al men; but those who die in willful
disobedience to the gospel of Christ are apart 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, asfollows: "Whatever God wills must be accomplished; but God
wills that those who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ shall
enjoy endlesshappiness; thereforethosewho diein willful disobedienceto the
gospel of Christ will enjoy endless happiness." Now, it is the Jaw of the
syllogism, and he has admitted it, that no conclusion can be drawn in an
argument, except from two propositions, either admitted by the opponent or
proved by the affirmant. But in the syllogism before you, there is a petitio
principii in both the major and the minor premise. Has he proved to you that
whatever God willsmust be accomplished? Whereis hisargument? Have | not
shown that God's will is not always Accomplished? For it is God's will that
men
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should not lie, steal, swear, murder, etc., yet men do all these things daily. So
you seethefallacy in hisargument there And in the minor premise he begsthe
guestion in the same way. Has he proved that it is God's will that those who
die disobedient to the gospel of Christ shall enjoy endless happiness? What
arguments has 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 principii both branches of his syllogism.

| have explained to him where thefallacy 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'swill isabsolute asarule 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'swill; as, ™Y ewould not
come unto methat ye might havelife;" "Whosoever will, let him takethe water
of lifefreely." Hetriesto ridicule thisargument by saying that "whatever God
does will, he does will." | am surprised—not indignant, for | have nothing to
beindignant over. If he goeson in thisway, showing that he can not meet my
argument, | have nothing to be indignant over—though his friends may have.

My opponent's argument based upon God's pleasure | reduce to the same
trilemma: God's commands must be given either contrary to God's pleasure,
or without referenceto hispleasure; or they must expresswhat is his pleasure.
The gentlemen will not venture to assort that the commandments are given
contrary to God's pleasure, or without reference to his pleasure. They must
expresswhat ishispleasure. Thenitis God's pleasure that men should not lie,
swear, steal, etc.; but men do lie, swear, steal, etc.,—consequently God's
pleasureis not always accomplished—and for the same reason as above given
—because God has seen fit to make some things depend upon man's pleasure.
Thistrilemmawill sweep away every argument you can bring; and | 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'sposition, overthrowsit. For, if it beGod'swill
and pleasure that those who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ
should buffer endless punishment, and God's will and pleasure must be
accomplished, the result is inevitable, from Mr. King's own logic, that those
who die in willful disobedience to the gospel of Christ must sutler endless
punishment.

Mr. King, on Monday evening, wasgoing to compel meto provethat there
was no future world of probation—to prove anegative! But | soon showed him
that the onus probandi was with him, and since then he has not had aword to
bay upon the subject. A fine time he would have, endeavoring to prove a
future world of probation! Why, the idea would sap all the foundations of
Christianity. Suppose Mr. King comes to a gentleman among his
acquaintances, and saysto him, "My dear sir, you ought to be converted, and
become a Christian." To this the other might reply, "O, Mr, King, | don't see
any necessity for that; | am very busy just now, and have a great many other
matters to occupy my attention; beside, it don't make any difference—thereis
no need of being in a hurry— you teach that a man can repent and be
converted at any time, after heisdead aswell asbefore; and if | should happen
to diein my sins, you will doubtless beamissionary in hell, and | will attend
to the matter when we get there!" Thisprocrastination isthelegitimate, logical
result of your doctrine of another state of probation.

The gentleman says | sneer at amother's sympathies. |, who have enjoyed
the affection of asloving a mother as ever lived; over whom she has watched
through many asleeplessnight; I, who have shared her tender care through the
many dangers of childhood—I, sneer at a mother'slove? No, sir: | could not;
nor have | done so. But | 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 | spoke of the gallowsin theillustration the other night, | did it only for
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the purpose of showing the fallacy of his argument, in appealing to the
mother's sympathies. The logic of his argument was that the unfortunate end
of any child could not but be contrary to the wishes and feelings of any
mother's heart, therefore no such unfortunate end could occur. The absurdity
of this position is manifest, and he has as yet been unable to extricate himself
fromit. Y ou understand now why | worded this proposition so as to prevent
his indulging in these "glittering generalities," and appeals to a weakly
sentimental ism. Theresult, asyou see, justified my foresight in cutting down
the proposition to the simple, the only question at issue between us. Now, it
seems to me that there has been enough of this kind of talk, and that it were
about time your attention was called to something solid in the way of
argument.

He says it is not partiality in God to save some to-day, and others to-
morrow. Here, you see, he uses the word "saved" as interchangeable or
synonymous with "conversion." If God, for the accomplishment of his own
wise purposes, converts some men in this world, and leaves others to be
converted in the other world, after millions of years of sin and suffering —that
Isnot partiality! Hisnonsense about Paul being created and converted and sent
to Heaven eighteen hundred years ago, thus having eighteen hundred yearsthe
advantage of the present generation, | shall not attempt to reply to; | need not.
Y our own common sense will answer al such arguments as that.

| believe | have answered all that he has said hitherto, except hisargument
based on the mission of Christ; and to that | have not time to reply in this
speech. In conclusion, | have only to say that | have unquestionably uprooted
him—to use his own expression—from the Eighth of Romans, and wewill see
whether he has the temerity to bring it up again. | have proved the judgment
to bein thefuture; in the eternal state. The coining of Christisthereforein the
future. But the judgment being, by his own proof-texts, in the future state,



74 JOINT DISCUSSION.

there must be in that judgment, as in al judgments, a discrimination of
character. And we know that, at that time, it will be said: "Hethat isunjust, let
hint be unjust still; and he which isfilthy, lot him befilthy 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 hemay contend for), haveall terminated then; the unjust
will remain unjust forever, the holy will remain holy to all eternity; and thus
| have proved my proposition, before | have come to it. And in proving my
own, | have defeated his, and defeated it forever; and | ask the gentleman to
come up manfully to-morrow evening and acknowledge his defeat

Onething | do not know but | ought to refer to by way of explanation. Mr.
King and | are, both of us, by natural constitution, of an ardent and excitable
temperament. | can answer for myself that whatever | do, | do with all my
might. In some of my speeches | know | have exhibited considerable warmth
and energy, fromwhich some might Infer the passion of anger; but | can assure
you that nothing has been further from my heart than any feeling of personal
hostility or bitterness toward my friend.

In conclusion, | humbly trust that you will take home with you the
thoughtsyou 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 hisgrace, 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 | urge you to presume not upon the mercy 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 Lord bless. and keep you all, and
prepare you for a blissful eternity in his presence—[Time expired.]
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MR. KING'SFIFTH SPEECH.

MESSRS. MODERATORS, LADIESAND GENTLEMEN:—MY brother claimed | ast
night to have detected me in a slight inaccuracy, in respect to the Greek word
used in Romans, viii:23: and translated "redemption,"” and refusesto accept my
rendering of the passage—"deliverance from the body." Now, ill though by a
dlip of the tongue, | chanced to say apoluo, instead of apolutroo, so 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 "cutting loose from,"
"delivering from." If any of you will simply open your common English
lexicon, Webster'sunabridged, you will find that one of theleading definitions
of theword "redemption” is, "deliverance frombondage;" these are the exact
words. Now, we do not say, in ordinary speech, "deliverance in;" we say
"deliverance from." Here, then, isthe idea of separation, which, according to
the Greek idiom, requires, or at least, allows, the genitive to be rendered by
"from." The sameword, apolutrosin, isfound in Hebrews, xi:35: and isthere
rendered "deliverance"—" and others were tortured, not accepting
deliverance." And in the other eight passages where the word occurs, it might
with equal propriety be rendered "deliverance." See Luke, xxi:28: where the
common version reads, "your redemption draweth nigh," but where the
meaning is perhaps more accurately ex prosed by the other term, "your
deliverance draweth nigh." And so wherever the word isfound. Taking, then,
thisundeniable fact, that the word apolutrosin readily bearsthis construction,
we claim it its being the correct one for the passage under consideration,
because it then harmonizes completely with the oft-repeated declarations of
the apostle Paul, elsewhere. He often speaks of hismortal or carnal nature as
being the occasion of sin, and expresses a longing to be delivered from it;
crying out in his anguish: "O, who shall deliver me from this body of death."
And in the passage before us, he makes his approaching
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deliverance from the body the basis of hid apostolic joy. But suppose that in
regard to this mutter of translation | am entirely in error; it does not effect the
argument at all, nor aid my brother a particle. There stands the promise of a
gloriousresult—deliverance from, or redemption from, alower conditioninto
a higher one. Throwing aside all verbal criticism, and looking at the matter
from acommon sense point of view, doesmy brother assert, asthe position he
assumeswould logically indicate, that "the redemption of the body "—of these
mortal frames—is all that is taught or promised here? There is not a christian
inthisaudience who believesit. It would make merenonsense of all thisgrand
lesson of inspiration. But suppose you say, as he seemsto wish youto takefor
granted, that the human body is the precise and only thing that is to be
delivered, or redeemed, then | ask him again, in what sense can human bodies
be said to be delivered "into the gloriousliberty of the children of God," when
according to his theology they are to be chained in hell, to suffer endless
punishment?

My brother againtellsyou | have"proved nothing." Havel not? Why, just
look at the plainest, grandest utterances of the word of God that | have
presented here. | thought the Bible wasto be our arbiter in this discussion; but
the Bible seems to have no weight with him. No matter how many texts |
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!" Brethren
and sisters, it is for you to say. His eye may be blind to the light which they
shed upon the subject before us; but glad am | that his blindness or denial can
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 | intend to convey by the term
"salvation;" that | have not defined my meaning. My brother forgets, but the
audience will remember, that at the very commencement of this discussion |
used the following
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language: "I stand here to attempt to prove the doctrine of universal salvation;
that all souls will at last become reconciled to God, holy, and therefore
happy." | call that a definition of salvation.

My brother last evening made a very gentlemanly and Christian
acknowledgment of a misstatement he had made , here. | appreciated the
manner and spirit of his acknowledgment, and am ready at any time to
reciprocate it. In the heat of extemporaneous discussion, every man isliable
to make mistakes. It is manly to correct them, but unmanly to take advantage
of them. In the excitement of debate, in the excels of zeal for a cause or for a
principle, a man may be led unwittingly into the use of language marked by
too great severity, or perhaps tinged with contempt. And it may be true that
both my brother and myself have been led into aviolation of the strictest rules
of gentlemanly and Christian courtesy. If so, it would be better for both to
acknowledge the fact, and both do works meet for repentance from this
moment onward. [Mr. HoBBsS—" Confess for yourself, my dear sir!"]

My brother made an ungenerous, unjustifiable, and contemptuous thrust
at my faith, which I was sorry to hear, and am sorry to be compelled to notice.
He made an attack on the moral character and influence of my belief, when he
said; "Mr. King meetsasinner in the streets, approaches him, and tellshim he
ought to repent, be converted, and become a Christian. But the sinner says:
"Thereisno hurry; | have other matters claiming my attention now; if | should
die in my sins, | have no doubt you will be a missionary in hell, and | will
attend to the matter there!™ Brothers and sisters, some of you, | saw, smiled
at that; but do you think that isexactly right and proper and Christian language
for a disputant to use toward his opponent in debate? And this, too, when |
believe, and continually affirm, that the divine retribution follows the sinner
everywhere, and into every world— that there is no escaping the punishment
inseparably connected with violated law, and which will sooner or later he
meted out
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to every man; while he teaches that the divine retribution is not visited upon
the sinner in thisworld; that if it ever fall upon the sinner at all, the most of it
Is deferred to another world; that it makes little difference how you live, only
so you dieright, and in that ease you ran escape all punishment, both here and
hereafter! A man with such a theology claiming that my belief tends to
encourage men to continuein sin!

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

My brother again deniesthat evil isinducted 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 heisnot denying atheory of mine,
but the plain statement of the will of God, enforced by numerous fads in the
history of the past as recorded in the scriptures. Take, for instance, the story
of Joseph and his brethren. Here, God has a purpose to accomplish. The
ultimate results herevealsin aprophetic vision to Joseph, who dreamsthat his
brothers' sheaves bow down and worship his own. But the means by which
thisresult shall be accomplished he does not reveal. Joseph tells his dream to
hisbrethren, who are angry with him, and propose to murder him. Finally they
change their minds, and sell him into Slavery to some Egyptians passing
through the land. Then they thought they had defeated the purpose of
God—nhad made that prophecy a falsehood. 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 before Joseph, and
praying him for corn to save them and. their families alive—thus literally
fulfilling the prophecy. Bo you remember Joseph's explanation to them of the
ways of God in providence—an explanation that holds just as good to-day as
it did four thousand years ago? He told them that though they meant it for evil,
God meant it for good. Brothers and sisters, is there no pertinence in that? it
Isin perfect harmony with many other illustrations of the same doctrineto be
found in the Bible; and with the statement of Peter, in the second chapter of
Acts, to the Jews who have crucified Christ; "Him, being delivered by the
determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye havetaken, and by wicked
hands have crucified and slain." Thus does the Bible teach—what any sound,
rational thelsm demands—that God is sovereign oven over evil, and can make
even the wrath of man to praise him.

In his last speech, my brother is on hand again with his
"trilemma’—which, he seemsto think isavery terrible thing—in referenceto
thecommandmentsof God. Hesays, God'scommandmentsaretheexpressions
of God'swill. And he goes on to ask: "Are the commandments obeyed now?"
If not, he contendsthat God'swill is defeated, and consequently my argument
based upon God's will must fall to the ground. This, as| think | shall be able
to show you, is the loosest possible logic; for it is confounding two things
which are entirely separate and dissimilar. It is confounding a law, with the
conditionswhich that law isintended to regulate, correct, and improve. God's
commands express absolutely the condition of spiritual life which we are
intended to attain by and by, and which God places constantly before usasthe
ideal toward which we should continually strive. | think you will apprehend
my meaning when | say, sinisadifferent thing to God from what it isto man.
Sin does not injure God. Sinis a violation of alaw governing human nature
and human action, affecting human happiness and producing human misery;
sin injures man, but it does not injure God.
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God commands that no man shall steal. Now, | ask my brother, isit the will
and determination of God that no man shall steal to-day? | say, not at all. That
command Is but the utterance of alaw, the setting up of an ideal, of perfect
justice, toward which | amto aim, and to which | amto attain, asafinal result,
itisonly by conflict, toil, and discipline, that | am to attain to that ideal. God
holds up that perfect rule of right before me, and | am to striveto reach it. He
uses suffering, punishment, discipline, anything that will tend to bring me
there. | gradually learn what justice is, | learn to love it; through pain and
guttering am disciplined; | am brought into obedience unto the law of right,
until at last | become alaw unto myself, having no disposition to do otherwise
than right. It isjust as he holds up manhood as a condition to which the child
will grow. It is his desire that the infant shall attain to perfect manhood. But
| claimitisnot hisdesirethat the new-born infant shall become a perfect, full-
grown manin a day. The same rule applies physically, mentally, morally; the
same rule of growth, discipline, progress. Physically, mentally, morally, God
expects and intends that each of us shall start into life as a child. Physically,
mentally, morally, he places me, an infant, at the foot of the mount of
ascension; up this mount | am to climb. He knows that | must walk with
faltering footsteps, must stumble and fall many atime, must get many bruises,
before | learn to tread that upward path with firm and assured feet, or stand
triumphant upon the victorious hights of achievement, my manhood compl ete.
Thisisthe law that runs through every department of human life, through all
God's providence in the government of the world and man. It is God's will,
God'scommand, if you please, that man, agrown man, shall walk the earth the
crowned ruler of the lower world. It isequally God's will and command, that
man should start as an infant, should become a youth, should pass through all
process of discipline and stages of development to final perfection. Mark this
one thing, for it is the nexus of the
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whole argument. Ultimate perfection necessarily implies an imperfect
beginning. Look at thislaw of growth, stamped upon all thingsin nature, upon
man, physically mentally and morally; and see if it does not necessitate not
only acomplete and perfect end, but afeeble 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 asto ignore, or so bold asto deny,
so plain afact asthis.

| will now return to my affirmative work.

My sixth affirmative argument is based upon the only true philosophy of
human freedom and redemption, astaught by Jesus in the beautiful parable of
the prodigal son, recorded by Luke, in the fifteenth chapter of his gospel. |
have not time to read this parable to you now; nor need I, for are all familiar
withit. Theuniversally accepted opinion, and the meaning plain upon theface
of the parable, is, that the prodigal son represents the sinner, while the Father
iIsGod. | 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?

Thefirst lesson s, the prodigal son did come back. Two parables, spoken
by our Saviour, are found in this same chapter, before that of the prodigal son.
Thefirst isof the man having a hundred sheep, one of which waslost, and he
went forth seeking it. Y ou will find no record of his saying that if he did not
find it that day, or by some other set time, he would leaveit for the wolves to
devour; but he sought it until he found it. The next parable is the woman
having ten piecesof silver, wholost onepiece. Y ou recollect theisrepresented
as lighting a candle, and sweeping the house, and seeking diligently—how
long?Why, till shefound it. Then comesthe story of the prodigal son; and you
will observe, the prodigal son doescome back. My brother contendsfor human
freedom; so do I; but | deny a freedom mightier than God's freedom; and the
mutual relationship and final result of
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human freedom and divinewill isbeautifully 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
contains a solution, clear as a sunbeam, of the whole vexed problem of free
agency; it exhibitsthe operation of God's power in the correcting and molding
of the perverse human will, and that without destroying or forcibly interfering;
with it. The son wasfreeto go away from home and become aprodigal. When
away hewasfreeto stay away just aslong as he chose. But he could never got
so far away from home but God's eternal law of retribution followed him; after
awhile he began to reflect— there was no compulsion upon his will, but he
very naturally began to reflect—that while he was feeding on the husks that
the swine did cat, in his father's house there was bread enough, and to spare.
Andwhat wastheresult? Why, after awhile, (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, "whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he
reap"—after starvation and suffering, and other "evils' which my brother
declares have no place nor purpose in the providence of God, had "brought
himto himself"—he come to the sensible conclusion, "'will arise and go to my
father!" And now mark you, then was no Compulsion about this; he was till
free to stay away as much longer as he chose; and he was as free to return to
hisfather's house asto stay away. But 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
sun; has not disowned him. Unchanging, tireless, patient as his own infinite
nature, the father has boon waiting for the wandering son to come back,
knowing all the while that some time he would come back, by virtue of the
perfect providence whose unerring retrobation he could never escape, of the
want, ("for he began
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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, isinflicted, not to gratify the vengeance of God, but to teach, discipline
and redeem 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 blasphemousto be uttered. Y et | have heard it said that man had no claim
upon God; that God owed his children nothing except damnation. Thereisno
language strong enough to properly characterize so monstrous, so infernal a
theology. In the name of my God, the infinite and ever loving Father of us all,
| indignantly repel the charge. No claim upon him? If it be true that an earthly
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 clam upon its parents for protection, love, and
rare—infinitely more true is it that we, ushered into this world by God's
pleasure, not our own, have a claim upon Him. | say it reverently, but full of
trust; | say it, because | know it to be true.—[Time Expired.

MR. HOBBS FIFTH SPEECH.

MESSRS. MODERATORS, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:—I
congratul ateyou heartily uponthe very much improved temper and disposition
of my opponent to-night. | 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." He has done a great deal better to-night, and | am very glad of it.

And first, a few words right here in regard to Greek criticism. It is
surprising that Mr. King can not conic squarely up and acknowledge he was
wrong, and let it go. Why not? Y ou know you were wrong, my dear sir! And
| again call
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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 adefeated man. When "uprooted” on every other position he
took in connection with that chapter, he tried his hand at changing the
truncation so as to make it support his theory, and see what work he made of
it! First, he got hold of aword 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 verbs, while the word translated
"redemption” (like the English word "redemption™) is a noun; and thirdly, to
Illustrate histheory of tranglation, that the genitive after apolutrosis should he
trandated by "from," he referred you to what he calls a parallel case, in
Hebrews, xi:35, wherethereisno word in the genitive case, or any other case,
after it in the same sentence—simply and only the accusative of apolutrosis!
In Ephesians, i:14, you will find a case precisely parallel to the one before us
In Romans, viii:23. Therethe apostle speaks about aninheritancefor whichwe
are to wait "until (apolutrosin tees poripoiceseus) the redemption of the
purchased possession.” Here we have the genitive after apolutrosis,—a
construction exactly similar to that with which Mr. King 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"—fromthe purchased possession! It strikesmethat
thisis the farthest possible remove from the Universalist teachings upon that
subject. So here, asin every other attempt he has made to force the Eighth of
Romans into the support of his theory, | have met him, and according to his
own showing, he is a defeated man. Why not rise and say, "l am defeated,”
acknowledging it nobly before the audience?

| understand my opponent as meaning, by the term 'Salvation," that all
men will finally become holy and happy, [Mr. KING—" | said, 'all men will
finally become reconciled to God,
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holy, and therefore, happy.”] Well, now lot us suppose— which is by no
means true—that my friend has succeeded In proving that this universal
reconciliation to God would lake phut!. Heis still very far from having proved
the affirmative of this proposition. That calls upon him to prove the endless
happiness of al men. The simple fact that a man is reconciled to God is no
proof that hewill alwaysremain so. | predicted that my friend would not bring
asingle passage of scriptureto prove the endless happiness of al men. Hashe
done s0? | now make him this proposition—that he may take his strongest
passage, or half adozen, or adozen of hisstrongest passages of scripture, 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; he knows he would be as effectually
routed everywhere as he has been on the Eighth of Romans.

The gentleman complains that | make an attack upon the moral character
of hisfaith. | showed, and | had a right to show, that the logic of his system
instilled into the minds of the people, would exert a deleterious influence,
causing men to procrastinate their return to God, and to continueto indulgein
sinful pleasures in this world, thinking to secure salvation in the world to
come. You can all seethat it would have precisely that result.

He waxed quite eloquent in response to my suggestion about his being a
missionary in hell. He said, if | had fallen into apit on earth he would help me
out; and that if he should see me lying in hell, in suffering and agony, he
would pray the Father to let him cometo me, and teach metheway of life, and
lead me home to heaven. | certainly am grateful to the gentleman for his
benevolent intentions. But does not my friend remember asimilar caserelated
in the Scriptures—where the rich man prayed that Lazarus might be sent to
him in hell; on an errand of mercy? But Abraham said it could not be, for
betwixt the two there was "a great gulf fixed,"
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which none could pass. Then the rich man prayed that Lazarus might be sent
to earth, where hisfive brethren then dwelt, "that he might testify unto them,
lest they also come into this place of torment.” But Abraham replied: "They
have Moses and the prophets; and if they hear not them, neither will they be
persuaded though one rose, from the dead.” And if Mr. King were in heaven,
and should see me in hell, suffering the punishment due to disobedience and
rebellioninthislife, and should pray the Father to let him cometo meand lead
me up to heaven, would not God Bay, "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 continuesto take it for granted that there is a state of probation
beyond death. | have called upon him again and again to prove the fact before
founding any argument upon it; but he has not doneit, and he can not doit. He
himself affirms that the word "probation” is not In the Bible, nor any word of
similar meaning. Thisfact aloneisfatal to his assumption of afuture state of
probation. He 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 endlessly
In their sins.

Mr. King takes up Joseph's case. But does thisteach the final salvation of
all men? | can not see that it teaches the endless holiness and happiness of
anybody or anything. | 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 hasall that long story to do with the endl ess happiness of Joseph,
or his brethren, or anybody else? He says that the crucifying of Christ by the
Jewswasin accordance with God'sintentions. | suppose he means by thisthat
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. He may
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aswell give up entirely this "will" argument. The more he attempts to patch
it up, the moreinconsistent and nonsensical he makesit appear. The best thing
he can do with It, isto let It alone.

| have at length forced him to take some position in reference to the
trilemmainwhich | 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. He was at length feared to take
some position on this matter—but what a position it was! He says that my
argument confounds alaw with the conditionsthat law isintended to regul ate.
| will acknowledge| do not know what he meant—some of you may—but that
in hislanguage, as near as | can recollect. If | am wrong he can correct me. |
do not see that it makes any difference what is the intention of the law—there
isthelaw, anditis, | contend, the expression of God'swill; and the gentleman
dare not assert the contrary. And if the commandments of the decalogue are
the expressions of God's will, we see that God's will is not done, for those
commandmentsare violated every day. But he beginsto see hisway out of this
difficulty. He draws—or rather, hints at—a distinction between two kinds of
will: the will of desire, and the will of determination. And these
commandments, he tells us, an? not the expression of God's will of
determination. Then, of course, they must be the expression of God'swill of
desire. Thistheological distinction Mr. King probably did not suppose | would
notice; but | was on the lookout for him, expecting exactly that dodge. Now,
| would ask him whether he is certain that the will if God, as expressed in |
Timothy, ii:4, whereit is said that God "will have all men to be saved, and to
comeunto theknowledge of thetruth," isthewill of determination, or wily the
will of desire? | assert that the Greek word thelo, used in this passage, does
not mean "to determine” but smply "to wish," "to desire” God's
determination is always accomplished; but God's desire is not. The
commandments of
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thedecalogue aretheexpressionsof God'sdesire, but they aredisobeyed every
day. Consequently, Mr. King's argument based upon | Timothy, ii:4, falls to
the ground. Though it heindeed 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
desire will be accomplished: nay, asin the case of God's desire as expressed
in the commandments of the decalogue, it is beyond all controversy certain
that it is not accomplished. In drawing this line of distinction between God's
will of determination and hiswill of desire, Mr. King virtually acknowledges
thetruth of the position | assumed some time since, that God has been pleased
to make certain results relative to human interests, here and hereafter,
dependent upon human agency.

Mr. King tells us that man starts into life as a babe; that God knows he
will stumbleand fall, and get many bruisesbefore he finally stands triumphant
on the victorious hights of achievement, in completeness of manhood. Seeinto
what strange contradictions and inconsistencies a false theology will lead a
man! On the one band Mr. King argues that man is created subject to
vanity—.sin and misery—in the very constitution of things, with theintention
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 isinnocent
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 isit with those who, under the beneficent dispensation of
punishment, that is to lead them up the mountain hight, keep growing down
hill all the time—"waxing worse and worse, deceiving and being deceived?"
(I Timothy, iii:13.) How isit if God for their sins"send them strong delusion
that they should believealie, and be damned?" (11 Thessalonians, ii:11.) That
Is a sort of progress—that is a kind of punishment, whose beneficent
influences | do not understand.

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

Accordingto Universalism, evil, sin, punishment, suffering, isthe Saviour,
leading us back to God. According to my Bible, Jesus Christ is my Saviour,
and God's goodnessis that which leads us back to him. But it may be that sin
and suffering is goodness!

| 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., |, page 352). This
fact isadmitted by Universaliststhemselves. | have only timeto 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
Hades." He says:. "For all men, the just as well as the unjust, shall be brought
before 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 asjudge, whom we call
Christ, For Minos and Rhadamnathus are not the Judges, as you Greeks do
suppose, but he whom God and the Father hath glorified; concerning whom
we have el sewhere given a more particular account, for the sake of those who
seek 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, 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 ajust sentence u