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PREFACE.

The subjects discussed in the following pages are of vast
moment to all mankind. All others are insignificant in com-
parison thereunto. Is the doetrine of Endless Punishment a
Bible truth? or does it teach the Salvation of all mankind?
Was the coming of Christ in Judgment, so often spoken of
in the New Tet;tament, to take place at the commencement or
end of his reign? There is much debate on these grave sub-
jects. And well there may be, as all are deeply interested in
knowing what is truth.

Both of the gentlemen engaged in the discussion which this
book contains have made the Bible for many years their study,
and often on other occasions have discussed the themes of this
volume. Mr. Manford has held twenty-five oral debates and
several written ones, and Mr. Franklin has held, we suppose,
nearly as many. The subjects discussed, then, they must be
familiar with, and have doubtless brought the best that can be
offered for and against the propositions debated. '
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Mr. Franklin is at the present time a prominent man in the
denomination with which he is connected, and is the editor of
the American Review, published in Cincinnati, Ohio, and Mr.
Manford is the editor of Manford’s Magazine, published in St.
Louis, Mo.

This is not a partial report of the discussion. It was revis-
ed by the parties after it was written, and is published with
their approval.

Reader, whatever is thy faith, peruse these pages carefully,
and may God in mercy enable you to reject the false, and re-
ceive the truth. May all from the heart exclaim,

“IfI am right, thy grace impart
- 8till in the right to stay;

IfI am wrong, O teach my heart
To find the better way.>’



SUBJECTS OF DISCUSSION.

L

Do THE SCRIPTURES TEACH THAT THE OOMING OF CHRIST TO JUDGE
THE WORLD 18 FUTURE ?

Mr. Franklin affirms and Mr. Manford denies.

I

Do THE SORIPTURES TEACH THE FINAL HOLINESS AND HAPPINESS OF
ALL MANKIND ?

Mr. Manford affirms, and Mr. Franklin denies.

IIL

Do THE SORIPTURES TEACH THAT THOSE WHO DIE IN DISOBEDIENCE
70 YHE GOSPEL WILL SUFPER ENDLESS PUNISHMENT?

Mr. Franklin affirms and Mr. Manford denies.






THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION.

PROPOSITION 1.

PO THE BORIPTURES TEACH THAT THE COMING OF OHRIST TO
JUDGE THE WORLD I8 FUTURE ?

MR. FRANKLIN’S FIRST SPEECH.

T appear before you on this interesting occasion, in the
defense of positions which have had the mightiest influence
on the world of any proposition ever defended by mortal
man. All philosophers, and men of commanding minds of
almest all classes, have beey sensible of the fact, that man
is greatly under the influence of his hopes and fears; hence
the Christian’s hope is spoken of, as ‘* an anchor to the soul,
entering to that within the veil and is sure,” while it is most
constantly asserted in the Bible, that ¢ the fear of the Lord
fs the beginning-of wisdom,” and *that in every nation, he
that feareth Him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted of
Him.”” He also places before man the infallible promises of
a faithful Creator, ingpires in him the only true hope, and,
in the same way, he who places before man that which is
really the terrors of the Lord, excites in him that fear which
is the beginning of wisdom.

‘We come not here to-day to inquire what the will of man
is, nor to inquire what kind of a penalty to fix to a law of
human contrivance; but we have assembled to inquire, like
rational beings, what are the nature and character of that
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penalty which Jehovah will be pleased to inflict on those who
disobey his righteous law, and despise the blood of the ever-
lasting covenant. We come not here to inquire what will
be popular among men, or to inquire into the various worldly
olicies of our times; but to examine the revelation of the
ord Jesus relative to the condition of man after death.

Our propositions are such as all men are deeply interested
in, and such as will cause every man to take his stand, either
on the one hand or the other. All our propositions bear
upon one great question, viz: Can man do anything in this
life that will effect his condition in any way after death ?
The gentleman who is my opponent on this occasion, does
not believe he can, while I most solemnly believe that man’s
happiness in the world to come, will depend upon his con-
duct in this life. While it will be his settled purpose to
maintain the doctrine that disobedience to the gospel of Je-
sus Christ in this life, can do him no good in that world, it
will be my settled purpose to show that our eternal weal or
woe depends on our conduct in this life.

I am aware that in taking this position, the atheist will
stand just as much opposed to me as the gentleman who is
my opponent at present. Indeed, it is his grand objection
to the gospel of Christ, that it holds out a retributive state
after death.

The deist also stands directly opposed to me ; for, although
he admits that there may be rewards and punishments after
death, he does not admit that any person will be punished
for disobeying the gospel of Jesus Christ in this life, or that
any man will be made happy in the world to come for obey-
ing the gospel in this life. From both these parties I am to
have no sympathy on the present occasion. This much of
a disadvantage undoubtedly I will labor under in the present
controversy.

That the views we entertain on the subject we are to dis-
cuss, in the presence of this people, will have a great influ-
ence on our actions in this life, I do not suppose any person
will deny. My opponent will readily admit that he would
act very differently from what he is about to act on this oc-'
casion, if he entertained the same views with myself relative
* to the connection of our actions in this life, with our inter-
ests in the eternal state. And, while I have no right to
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impeach his motives, I cannot help believing that he reccives
the impulse to go forward in this discussion, from very differ-
ent considerations from those which prompted me to engage
in the conflict. If I can tell anything of the considerations
which have actuated me, in entering into the present discus-
sion, I must be permitted to say, that I most solemnly believe
my positions to be true, and that the positions of my opponent
are not only untrue, but detrimental to the morals of the
country, the safety and happiness of man in his relations to
his family, the citizens of the community at large, and the
civil government under which he lives, as well as his happi-
ness in the world to come. Indeed, if it be admitted that
man is a rational being at all, and that motives have any-
thing to do in shaping his character, it cannot be denied that
the decisions we are about to make on the great questions at
issue between us, will have a mighty influence on our ac-
tions.

Feeling sensible of the great effect this question is to have
on the world, and believing, as I surely do, that the direct
tendency of the doctrine which I shall oppose on this occa-
sion, is pernicious and corrupting, I engage in the work of
discussion, under the fullest conviction that I stand in de-
fense of righteousness, the happiness of man in this life and
the one which is to come. What Mr. Manford’s metives
may be in defending his positions on this occasion, I have
noright or disposition to prognosticate; but what the legiti-
mate tendency of his doctrine is, I have a right to show, as
far as I may prove able. [Here, Mr. Manford said he would
like to know what all that had to do with the proposition
before us.] I wish to make a few introductory remarks. and
of course Mr. M. is entitled to the same privilege.

As it respects my opponent, I only have to say, that I do
not know that I could better myself, had I been given choice
of all the preachers and editors west of the mountains, be-
longing to his entire party. I could not, perhaps, have
found one man whom I ought to prefer to him. He has been
8o frequently engaged in conflicts of this kind, that he, no
doubt, has stakes set down at most of the quick-sands and
quagmires into which he has previously fallen, so that he
may avoid them at present. In one word, I may say, he is_-
locked to by the party in this country, as the pillar and sup-
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port of Universalism. I know of no other man among them
in the West, of any considerable note, who will venture for-
ward in a public discussion. Indeed, I did not suppose that
he would till of late. 8o little desire have the entire party
had for debate, that I have had a challenge standing im
print more than two years, which reads as follows:

¢ A CHALLENGE.

« At any suitable time and place, we will undertake to
rove that the Universalists differ from the Bible in the fol-
owing particulars: They believe in a different God — a dif-

ferent Devil —a different Hell — a different Heaven —a
different Saviour — a different Salvation — a different Sin-
ner— a different Saint— a different Sin — a different
Righteousness — a different Gospel — a different Judgment
—a different second coming of Christ, and a different
Resurrection of the Dead I”” Ref. Vol. 3: p. 141.

Mr. M., however, is in the field, and we are happy to be
with him.

In entering into battle as we now are, it is not unusual to
reflect upon the consequences that might follow should I be
defeated. 'What, then, would be my fate, if I should wutterly
fail, and it should happen to be proved that Mr. M. is right
— that he is a true minister of Jesus Christ ? And suppose
I persist in opposing his doctrine all my life, and find in the
end that it is true ; what will be the consequences? Nothing,
only that I shall be made holy and happy in heaven. As
for all the hell I feel in conscience, or find in any other way
in this life, for opposing the Gospel of Universalism, its
hottest scorchings are quite a source of happiness to me, and
even induces me to feel the most undoubted certainty that I
am doing right. I am, therefore, in no danger, let the mat-
ter turn out as it may. :

Before I shall proceed directly to the propesition first to
be introduced, I wish to apprise the audience of some strange
positions which I expect to see my opponent occupy before
the discussion closes. I expect to see him forced virtually
to deny the resurrection of the dead. If he does not deny
that eternal life belongs to the future state, I shall be greatly
disappointed. I shall be much mistaken if he does not at
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tempt to bring heaven into this world. You may also ex-
peot him to make immortality something to be enjoyed in
this life. You need not be surprised if he should contend
that the soul is the life or the breath. I expect to see him
in many other singnlar predicaments which I cannot enume-
rate now, and that I shall place before him some passages of
Scripture which it will be hard to get him to acknowledge
true. Of all these matters, however, you must judge when
you have heard us.

Without further ceremony, I shall proceed to read our
first proposition. - It reads as follows: :

Do the Scriptuses teach that the coming of Okrist to judge
the world 18 future ?

Our proposition is very clear and unambiguous. It mat-
ters not to us how many comings of Christ may have taken
place; nor is it material how many judgments may have
taken place ; for, joining issue as we do, on this proposition,
we both tacitly concede, that the scriptures speak emphati-
cally of the coming of Christ to judge the world ; and con-
sequently, the question between us is not whether the scrip-
tures speak of the coming of Christ to judge the world, but
whether that event is future. I say that event is future —
Mr. M. says it is not. Here lies the question.

You will readily see from this, that if my friend on this
occasion should find some passages which speak of a coming
of Christ which is past, it will by no means settle the ques-
tion ; for there might be a coming of Christ past, and the
coming to judge the world future. In the same way, he
may refer to some judgments which are past, spoken of in
the scriptures; but this by no means proves that there is no
“judgment to come.” The whole argument will be worth
notling to him, unless it shall be made to appear that there
i8 no coming to judge the world future.

If, then, I shall present one passage that puts the coming
of Christ to judge the world future, I shall have gained this
question ; for if forty other passages can be found, speaking
of other comings of Christ, and other judgments, they would
not in the least militate against my proof text. If my friend
will remember this, it will save him the trouble of quoting
the words, “ Ye shall not have gone over the cities of Israel
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till the Son of man be come ”’— There be some standing
here that shall not taste of death till they see the Son of
Man coming in his kingdom ”’—** The Lord judgeth in the
earth,”” &c., &c. This being the case, we shall avoid, I
hope, much pointless verbiage which is usually dragged into
controversies of this kind.

Without detaining you more lengthily, in defining our
proposition, I shall proceed to sustain my affirmative propo-
sition from the infallible oracles of God. In doing this, I
shall make my first appeal to the language of the apostle
Peter, which reads as follows:

“ There shall come in the last days, scoffers walking after
their own lusts, and saying, Where is the promise of his
coming? for since the fathers fell asleep, all things continue
as they were from the beginning of the creation. For this
they willingly are ignorant of, that by the word of God the
hedvens were of old, and the earth standing out of the water
and in the water; whereby the world that then was, being
overflowed with water, perished ; but the heavens and the
earth which are now, by the same word are kept in store, re-
served unto fire against the day of judgment and perdition
of ungodly men. 2 Pet. 3: 3-7.

This passage seems to have been written for this special
occasion, and could not have been worded much more suita-
ble to my purpose, had the apostle written it for my special
advantage. The apostle, in the first place, offered a rebuke
to the scoffers of the last days, who, being willingly igno-
rant, inquire, *“ Where is the promise of his coming ?”
My opponent on this occasion has the honor to continue this
inquiry, and is now anxiously waiting for me to show him a
promise of the coming of Christ to judge the world. This
I hope tp be able to do to his fullest satisfaction. He can-
not escape from the passage under consideration, by saying
it refers to any other coming of Christ than the coming to
judge the world. Nor can he say that the judgment spoken
of in this passage was any judgment and perdition of un-
godly men which occurred daily, as that upon which he dis-
plays his oratorical powers before the people sometimes, for
1n this case there is no reserving unto the day of judgment.
Nor can it mean the hell of conscience, for its hottest scorch-
ings are immediately after the commission of the crime.
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The coming of Christ, the day of judgment and perdition

of ungodly men, here spoken of, were in the future, and
some considerable time in the future when the apostle wrote,
as is evident from several considerations. This letter was
written in the year 64 of the Christian era, and six years
before the destruction of Jerusalem. The last days of the
Jewish dispensation had gone by some thirty-three years, as
most men calculate ; and therefore the apostle did not mean,
there shall come scoffers in the days of the Jewish polity,
for its last days were gone. But, my friend may say, as
some have said, that the Jewish polity lasted till the de-
struction of Jerusalem. This will not at all suit the lan-
guage, for he speaks of it as an event farther off than six
years. ) :
What goes to show that Peter could not have referred to
any coming of Christ soon enough to be included in the last
days of the Jewish polity, or any other days between that
time and the present, is the fact, that it would contradict a
plain statement which he made on another occasion, and a
very clear and unequivocal statement of Paul. Speaking of
the second coming of Christ, Peter said: ‘“ And he shall
send Jesus Christ, which before was preached unto you;
whom the heaven must receive until the times of restitution
of all things, which God hath spoken by the mouth of all
his holy prophets since the world began.” Acts 3: 20, 21. -
Now, I would ask the gentleman, who is my opponent, if this
restitution of all things is not future? He is bound to an-
swer this in the affirmative, for I have no doubt it is one of
his ‘ one hundred and fifty reasons for believing in univer-
sal salvation.” Well, then, I would ask him, if the apostle
told the truth, when he said, ‘° whom the heaven must re-
ceive until the times of restitution of all things?” If the
gentleman relies upon these words as true, he cannot tell of
any coming of Christ between the time when Peter uttered
these words and the restitution of all things, for he says:
¢ the heaven must receive Jesus until the times of restitu-
tion of all things.”

-1 must, however, call your attention to the language of
Paul touching this point. Speaking of the coming of Christ,
that apostle says, that the Thessalonians should not be *“ soon
shaken in mind, or be troubled, neither by spirit, nor by

2
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letter, as from us, as that the day of Christ is at hand. et
1o man deceive you by any means, for that day shall not
come, except there come a falling away first.”” 2 Thes. 2:
2, 8. This epistle also was'written about six years before
the destruction of Jerusalem, and, therefore, if any coming
of Christ had been expected by the apostle, when that event
took place, it would have been no deception to have preached
that the day of Christ was at hand. Had a Universalist
been there, he would have contended, as my opponent is
about to do, that the day of Christ was at hand. I think I
am justified in saying this, for even at this day, with the
printed language of Paul before him, forbidding it, he now
stands ready to contend that the day of Christ was at hand.
Paul, however, commands us not to let him ‘deceive us by
any means, for,” he says, * that day shall not come except
the apostacy come first.” Now, unless my friend can prove
that what Paul positively declared *shall not come,” did
come, he can find no coming of Christ at the destruction of
Jerusalem.

I maintain, then, that as there was no coming of Christ
between the time when Peter uttered the words, ‘¢ There
shall come in the last days scoffers,”” &c., and the coming of
the apostacy, and the restitution of all things, that he could
not have referred to the last days of the Jewish polity, but
must have referred to the last days of the Christian dispen-
sation. Against this my friend will find there is no rising

u]
P'It: is not only a fact that the apostacy was to make its ap-
pearance before the coming of Christ, but the coming of
Christ was to be the end of it. This is evident from the
following : *“ And then shall that Wicked be revealed, whom
the Lord shall consume with the spirit of his mouth, and
shall destroy with the brightness of his coming.” 2 Thes.
2: 8. This man of sin — this mystery of iniquity, was not
only to come before the coming of Christ, but the coming of
Christ was to be the end of it. Now, can any man in his
penses, believe that the coming of Christ was ot at hand
when Paul wrote this letter, and at the same time believe
that event then to have been only six years of ? And can
be believe in addition to this, that the man of sin—the apos-
. tacy, did come in six years, and fully developed himself, and
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was put to an end by the coming of Christ to destroy the
Jews? This is, certainly, too much.

But as I wish to get my proof before my friend as soon as
possible, that he may make the best defense his cause admits,
I hasten to call hig attention to another passage, which reads
as follows: “ And they shall fall by the edge of the sword,
and shall be led away captive into all nations; and Jerusa.
lem shall be trodden down of the gentiles until the time of
the gentiles be fulfilled.” Luke 21: 24, The expression,
“ they shall fall by the edge of the sword,” evidently refers
to the destruction of Jerusalem ; but the expression, * they
shall be led away captive into all nations,” certainly extends
a long ways beyond that event. The words, also, ‘¢ Jerusa-,
lem shall be trodden down of the gentiles until the times of
the gentiles shall be fulfilled,” extends up to the present.
time, beyond all dispute.

Well, what follows after the Jewish captivity, and the
treading down of Jerusalem by the gentiles? The Saviour
answers: *‘and there shall be signs in the sun, and in the
moon, and in the gtars; and upon the earth distress of na-
tions, with perplexity; the sea and the waves roaring;
men’s hearts failing them for fear, and for looking after those
things that are coming on the earth; for the powers of the
heavens shall be shaken. And then shall they see the Son
of Mon coming in a cloud, with power and great glory.”
Verses 25, 26, 27.

Now, notice the order of these events: 1. The destruction
of Jerusalem— they shall fall by the edge of the sword.”
2. The vcaptivity of the Jewish nation. 8. The treading
down of Jerusalem by the gentiles. 4. The fulfilling of the
times of the gentiles. 5. The signs in the heavens. 6.
The perplexity of the nations of the earth. 7. The appear-
ing of the Son of Man in heaven. My friend will not only
try to have the seventh event here mentioned to take place
at the same time with the first, but he will try to make it
appear that they are precisely the same thing.

To this passage I invite his special attention. And if the
captivity of the Jewish nation stands between the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem and the coming of Christ, I hope he will
show us how he has the two occurrences at the same time. s
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MR. MANFORD’S FIRST REPLY.

Before examining Mr. Franklin’s proof texts, I will notice
some of his introductory remarks. He speaks correctly when
he says that man is influenced by hope and fear, and that
the Bible informs us, that ‘¢ the fear of the Lord is the be-
ginning of wisdom.” There is a vast difference, however,
between ¢ the fear of the Lord,” and the fear of an endless
hell. The one is filial, reverential fear, and the other is

_slavish fear; the one purifies the heart and the other cor-
rupts it. The first is the beginning of wisdom, of liberty,
of salvation, while the other is the beginning of folly, of
slavery, of damnation. ¢ Fear the Lord,” is a command of
Heaven; *fear an unending hell,” is a mandate of creeds.
The one should be observed, and all who do regard it, *are
accepted of God;” the other should not be heeded, and
those who do keep it, receive no praise of God, although they
may of men.

He says, *it will be my settled purpose to show that our
eternal weal or woe, depends on our conduot in this life.”” If
he is right, well might Dr. Watts exclaim,

¢ Great God ; on what a slender thread,

Hang everlasting things !*?
But if T am not greatly mistaken, it will be Mr. Franklin’s
“ gettled purpose” to convince us, that man’s eternal ‘“ con-
dition after death,’”” depends on the state of his mind in the
hour of death, and not on his conduct through life. Accord-
ing to this theory, a man may spend almost his entire life in
the grossest wickedness without receiving scarcely any pun-
ishment, and by repentance and baptism, just before death,
go immediately to heaven, and occupy as high a seat in glory
as St. John; and yet he says he believes our eternal weal or
woe, depends on our conduct through life! | He believes no
such a thing. I will here inform Mr. Franklin, that al-
though I do not assent to the monstrous proposition, that our
eternal all depends on our weak and imperfect efforts during
the few moments we spend on earth, yet I do believe that
abusing or improving our talents in this world, will effect, in
fome degree, our future condition. I believe in different
¢ degrees of glory” hereafter.
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' He tells us that he will not have the sympathies of atheists
and deists, in this controversy. Whynot? He admits that
both of those classes believe the Bible teaches the doctrinc
of endless torments. In that respect, he and they are
“ birds of one feather.” He also admits that deists believe
with him, that our eternal * weal or woe depends on our con-
duet in this life.”” Here again, Mr. F. and the deists are
just alike. But then, he informs you that I agrce with deists
and atheists in rejecting the gospel, because it teaches end-
less punishment. Mr. Franklin is certainly ¢ a gentleman
and a scholar.” T reject endless torment because it is no
part of the gospel. The gospel is truth, bnt the dogma of
ceaseless vengeance is a falsehood — so I think.

He says if he * believed as I dd, he would act very dif-
ferent from what he now does.” Does he mean that he
would become a “ vagabond in the earth?” He does not
wish to impugn my motives, oh no; and yet he tells you
that he cannot help believing T am engaged 1n this discussion
from very different considerations from those which influence
him. And then he very complacently informs you that he
stands up in defence of his positions, because he believes
them true, and because they have much to do with human
happiness. Yes, these are the considerations which have in-
duced him to enter into this discussion, but he cannot believe
that I am influenced by any such considerations. Mr. F.
would do well to remember that ¢ charity thinketh no evil.”

He thinks the doctrine of Universal Salvation has a very
vicious tendency, and that of endless torment, a very holy
influence ! I solemnly believe the reverse is true, and when
he tries to sustain his assertion, I will offer some * strong
reasons ” for my opinion.

That Challenge. He will ¢ undertake to prove that Uni-
versalists differ from the Bible ” in a great many particulars.
I think I can prove they differ from that book in several
items he does not specify. Universalists, like other folks, I
believe, are composed of flesh and bones, while the Bible is
made of leather, paper, paste, and ink. Universalists can -
walk, run, eat, drink and sleep; the Bible can do neither.
Why, Mr. Franklin, you had better revise that challenge.
But if he means that Universalism differs from the Bible, s
and he ¢ will undertake to prove ” it, I will inform him, that

20 .



18 THEOLOGIOAL DISCUSSION.

he will find it an easier task to undertake to do so than to
accomplish his work. I might undertake to demolish the
throne of God, but it would be a vain effort.

Do the Scriptures teach that the coming of Christ to judge
the world is future? Mr. Franklin has been careful to tell
you of several matters, it will do me no good to prove.

1. He says, if I should find a passage which speaks of a
coming of Christ which is past, it would by no means settle
the question, unless I could show it was a * coming to judge
the world.” Neither, I answer, will it avail anything for
my friend to find & passage, which speaks of a coming of
Christ yet future, unless he can show it will be a * coming
to judge the world.” 2. He says I may refer to judgments,
which are past, but this will not prove there is no judgment
to come. This is true, and I say in return, that if my
friend should refer to judgments yet to come, it would mot
be proving there is no judgment past. 3. He says, if be is
able to present one passage, (he seems to promise a scarcity,)
which places the coming of Christto judge the world in the
future, then he will have gained his point. Not =o fast my
friend. You must not only prove that the coming of Christ
to judge was future when the Bible was written, but that it
is future now. I admit that it was future then, but deny
that it is future now, and right here we join issue.

I now come to Mr. Franklin’s first proof text, 2. Pet.
8:7. He tells us that this passage seems to have been
written for this very occasion, and for his especial advantage !
Such expressions are used to bolster up a strained and far-
fetched interpretation of Scripture, and for nothing else.
He says also that when this epistle was written, the * last
days” of the Jewish dispensation had gone by thirty-threo
years ; and consequently the apostle did not mean that the
scoffers, spoken of in the text, were to come in the ¢ last
days” of the Jewish polity, for its  last days >’ were past.
But I call for proof of all this. Accordingto Dr. Lardner, the
epistle to the Hebrews was written within the year 63, and
in the 8th chap. and 13th verse, Paul, speaking of the Jewish
Covenant, says, *“ Now, that which decayeth and waxeth old
is ready to vanish away.” On this verse, Dr. Clarke makes
these remarks: ¢ The apostle, therefore, intimates that the
old Covenant was just about to be abolished.” See, also
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Dr. Doddridge, to the same import. But, notwithstanding
all these authorities, Mr. F. contends that the Jewish cove-
nant had vanished away some thirty years before! That the
“last days "’ mean the last days of the Jewish dispensation,
is evident from several passages. Peter, the author of the
passage before us, informed the multitude, when they sup-
posed some of the people were drunk, that ¢ This- is that
which was spoken by the prophet Joel, * And it shall come
to pass in the last days, saith God, I will pour out my spirit
upon all flesh.” Acts 2: 16, 17. This is to the point.
The last days—the same spoken of in the epistle—were in
Peter’s life-time.

In 1 John 2: 18, it is said, * Little children, it is the
last time, and as ye have heard that Anti-Christ shall come,
even now there are many Anti-Christs, (scoffers,) whereby
we know it is the last time.”” I have now proved that the
last days spoken of by Peter, were in the life-time of Peter
and John, and at the conclusion of the Jewish dispensation.
‘Well, Christ was to come in judgment in the last days,
consequently that coming is past; not future, as Mr. F.
thinks,

The second proof text, Acts 3: 21, is irrelevant. It
proves that there is yet a coming of Christ, but says nothing
of a judgment. It proves also that Christ has not come in
person since he ascended into heaven, in the presence of his
disciples, but does not prove that the coming of Christ in
judgment, is yet futare.

Mr. Franklin’s third proof text is 2 Thes. 2: 3. In or-
der to make any kind of an argument, he is compelled to
date the epistle as late as possible. But, suppose I were to
give him here all he asks, which I by no means have to do,
would he gain anything? No, for he admits himself that it
was written before the dispersion of the Jewish nation. But
he is wrong concerning the date of the epistle. According to
the best authorities, it was written in the year 54, which was
sizteen years before that calamity befell the ancient people
of God. But, from this very passage, I derive a strong proof
that the *“day of Christ’” was not far in the future, at the |
time it was written. If it had been a doctrine of the early
church that Christ was not to come until the close of the
Christian dispensation, and had the Thessalonians been ac-
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uainted with this doétrine, the apostle need not have told

em that they need not * be troubled.” My friend knows
that the most prominent doctrine of his church is that Christ
is to come to judge the world at the end of the Christian dis-
pensation — at the “‘restitution of all things.” The most
ignorant member of his church is wel acquainted with this
doctrine. Now, he will have to.take the ground that the
Thessalonians were ignorant of this doctrine, or that they
thought the Christian dispensation, which was hardly com-
menced, was about to close !

2. * Be not shaken in mind or troubled, neither by spirit
nor by word, nor by letter as from us, as that the day of the
Lord is at hand.” They should pot be soon, immediately
troubled about that event, inasmuch as it would be at least
sixteen years before it would occar. It was not at hand,
hence they should not then be troubled about it; but he in-
timates that the time would come when they might with pro-
priety be troubled about that event. But if it is to take
place at the resurrection, will the Thessalonians, while in
heaven. be troubled about it? ‘ Can any man in his
senses,” says my friend, * believe that the coming of Christ
was not at hand, when Paul wrote this epistle, ana at the
same time believe that event then to have been six (he should
have said sixteen) years off ?” 1 answer, can any man, in
his senses, believe an event ¢ is at hand,” and at the same
time belicve that it is sixteen years in the future ?

8. “ Let no man deceive you by any means; for that day
shall not come except there comes a falling away first, and
that man of sin be revealed, the Son of perdition who oppo-
seth and exalteth”’ (in the present temse) ‘ himself above
all that is called God, or that is worshipped ; so that he, as
_ God, sitteth’’ (still the present tense) ‘‘in the temple of

God, shewing himself that he is God.” Mr. Franklin says
that the < Man of Sin,” and the ‘ mystery of iniquity,”
were to appear before the coming of Christ. Well, the apos-
tle says ‘‘ the mystery of iniquity doth already work.” He
says further, * that the coming of Christ was to end the
iniquity.” What this last expression hasto do with proving
his proposition, I am unable to determine. These are some
of my reasons for believing that the coming of Christ in
judgment, spoken of in Thessalonians, is not a future even
I bave others which shall appear in due time. .
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I new come %o Mr. Franklin’s fourth proof text. Luke
21. Here, again, he is at variance with almost every ortho-
dox Commentator! He says the expression, * they shall be
led away captive into all nations,” certainly extends a ** long
ways”’ beyond the destruction. There is not one word in
the expression that would lead to such a_conclusion. The
Jews eould be ¢ led away ” immediately after the destruo-
tion. Does he believe that this leading away did not take
place until a long time after the destruction of Jerusalem ?
But, perhaps he will say, the expression, *led away captive
.into all nations,” implies a great length of time. Well,
suppose I grant this. Still, Mr. Franklin believes that Jeru-
salem was ‘‘ trodden down of the gentiles,” at, and immedi-
ately after the destruction. But I will notice the order of
events, as they are arranged by my friend, more particularly.
He has, 1st, the destruction of Jerusalem,—* they shall fall
by the edge of the sword ;" 2d, the captivity of the Jewish
pation ; 3d, the treading down of Jerusalem by the gentiles;
4th, the fulfilling of the times of the gentiles ; 5th, the signs
in the heavens; 6th, the perplexity of the nations of the
earth; 7th, the appearing of the Son of Man in heaven.
What straining after a long order of events! The second
event. took place at the time of the first. This he dare not
deny. The third event took place at the same time of the
second ; and the fourth event is merely the ending of the
third. So four of the gentleman’s events are no advance, in
point of time, from the first!| So much for more than half
of this long order! The 5th and 6th events must certainly
be co-existent, for the ‘ perplexity of the nations’’ would
of course be at the same time of the * signs in the heavens ”
This is gpoiling one more of my friend’s *“orders!” But,
let me see if the 7th order is not embraced in the 5th and
6th. ¢ Then shall they see the Son of Man,’’—that is,
when ¢ there shall be signs in the sun, and in the moon and
stars.” 'Where now are the scven orders of events! Mr.
Franklin must do better than this. There now remains of
his long order of events, but the first and the fifth, and these
of course become the first and second. The first, the de-
struction of Jerusalem ; and second, the signs in the heavens.
Between these two events he wiches to throw some two thou-
sand years. But I shall prove beyond all controversy that
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the second event follows “immediately after” the first.
The 25th verse of this chapter of Luke is exactly parallel,
a8 Mr. Franklin himself will admit, with the 29th verse of
_ Matt. 24, which reads as follows: * IMMEDIATELY after the
tribulation of those days,” etc. What days? Why, the
days of the destruction of Jerusalem, and of the leading
away into captivity. Where, I ask again, is my friend’s
long series of events ?

Most orthodox Commentators interpret the 21st chap. of
Luke as referring tothe destruction of the Jewish polity and
nation ; and I should not forget to state that our Saviour,
after mentioning my friend’s long order of events, says,
“ TH1s GENERATION shall not passaway till ALL be fulfilled.”

I have now carefully examined Mr, F.’s proofs that Christ
is yet to come in judgment, and it must be evident to every
one, that the Scriptures clearly teach that®hat is not a fu-
ture event, but that the judgment commenced a long time
ago. Jesus, when he was on earth, informed men that his
judgment would begin in a short time. Read Matt. 16: 27,
28, “For the Son of Man shall come in the glory of his
Father, with bis angels; and then shall he reward every
man according to his work. Verily, I say unto you, there
be some standing here which shall not taste of death till
they see the Son of Man coming in his kingdom.” Here
Jesus affirms that there were some standing by him, who
would not die till be would come in judgment, and yet Mr.
F., eighteen hundred years after this solemn declaration, is
contending that that event has not occurred! Is Mr. F.
wiser than Jesus Christ? I believe that Christ spoke the
truth, and that my friend is laboring under a great mistake.
. Christ’s coming in judgment, and to raise the dead, are
two distinct events. The first was not a personal coming,
but a coming in his kingdom, in glory, in judgment; and
that, of course, took place in the establishment of Chris-
tianity among the nations of the earth, Christ then exhib-
ited himself to the world in his kingdom, glory and judg-
menfts, and he is now doing the same. And as the resurrection
of the dead, by the power and grace of heaven, is a distinet,
important and remarkable event, it is called a ‘coming of
Christ. And I wish it ever to be remembered, that through-
out the Bible, whenever the coming of Christ in judgment,

-
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in bis kingdom, is spoken of, nothing is said about the resur-
rection of the dead; and whenever his coming in the resur-
rection is spoken of, nothing is said about judgment. And
throughout the Bible also, the beginning of judgment is con-
nected with the introduction of Christ’s reign, and the resur-
rection with the close of that reign. These facts stand
directly opposed to my friend’s whole theory.

T ask Mr. F. what will be the use of a judgment at the
end of time? 'Will it be a Court of Error? He believes
that when a man dies, if he happens to be in the right state
of mind at that particular juncture, he will go to heaven.
And he believes also that if a man should die in sin, no mat-
ter how righteous he had lived, he will go to hell. The man
that goes to hell must have been judged, for surely God would
not send him there without a trial—a judgment. And so
with the man wh® goes to heaven—he must first be judged,
my friend would say. Still he has a future judgment, and
all hell is to be disembodied of its contents, and heaven de-
populated, to attend this great trial. Where, in the name of
reason and common sense, is the use of this judgment? Is
it to rectify mistakes that were made in the first judgment?
If so, perhaps there will be mistakes made in the second
judgment, or whatever you may please to term it, and many
who are now in hell may get into heaven, and many that are
now in heaven may be thrust into hell. And perhaps there
may be a perfect change take place in the inhabitants of the
two places—those in hell going to heaven, and those in
hecaven going to hell. My friend need not say that I have
spoken irreverently, or turned sacred subjects into ridicule.
I have only showed some of the inconsistencies of his faith.

I hope Mr. Franklin, in his next speech, will meet my ob-
jections to his theory and interpretations of the Bible, fairly
and candidly; and especially do I hope that he will point
out all those places, if any, where I have not answered his
arguments, or endeavored to do so; for I wish to notice every
single argument that my friend may advance. And I shall
expect the same kind of treatment from him. In this way
we may elicit truth. I hope also that the very best spirit
may be maintained throughout the entire debate, and that
nothing may occur to mar the feelings of any ome. Iet
every one here assembled, calmly and dispassionately weigh
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every argument, and unbiased by prejudice or prepossessions,
decide in favor of Truth.

MR. FRANKLIN’S SECOND SPEECH.

Before I proceed with my affirmative arguments, it will be
necessary for me to pay some attention to the gentlemen’s
reply. He was pleased to favor you with a distinction be-
tween “filial, reverential fear,” and the fear of hell. His
distinction is not in the Bible. The language of Jesus is:
“ Fear Him who is able to destroy both soul and body in
hell.” .

He appears displeased that onr eternal weal or woe should
depend on our conduct in this life. I cannot see why he
should bhave such an abhorrence of this doetrine. Is his
conduct so reprehensible that he thinks it would endanger
his salvation? But he further informs you, that if he was
not much mistaken, it would be my settled purpose to prove
that it depends on the state of the mind at death and not on
our conduct. He is much mistaken then; for I believe no
such thing. But on the contrary I believe that the T.ord
will take vengeance on them that know not God and obey
rot the gospel. But you may guess my surprise to hear Mr.
Manford say, ‘I do believe that abusing or improving our
talents in this world, will effect in some degree our future
situation. I believe in different degrees of glory hereafter.”
I did not expect this so soon, in his very first speech, to hear
him denounce the leading feature — the grand distinguishing
characteristic of his doctrine. It is conceded then, thus ear-
ly in this diseussion, that a finite creature, in a finite state,
ean do something that will effect an infinite state. This I
expected to be called upon to prove, but the necessity of this
is now superseded by the concession of my friend But to
show his brethren that he is not mistaken, I will refer to a
passage of Scripture. Since my friend has referred the re-
sults of improving or neglecting to improve our talents to the
coming world, let me call your attention to the Saviour’s par-
able of the talents, Matt. 15. After showing, as Mr. Manford
says he believes, that those who improve their talents will
be invited into the joys of their Lord, the Saviour says of the
man who failed to improve his talent, ¢ Cast ye the unprofit-
able servant into outer darkness: there shall be weeping and
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gnashing of teeth.” +v.25, 30. If then by the abuse of our
talent in this life, we may lessen the degrees of happiness
in the world to come, as the gentleman admits, why may we
not lessen these degrees of happiness until it will not be hap-
piness at all, but misery? The gentleman will repent of this
concession for muny years to come,- especially as it is to go
to the world in a printed book.

Mr. Manford wishes me to tell him why I will not have
the sympathy of atheists and deists. One principal reason
is, that they do not consider my position calculated to destroy
the religion of Jesus Christ. They do consider his
gition well caleulated to accomplish that object, and therefore
will sympathise with him, and are anxious for his success.

It appears that my friend cannot see how I could act dif-
ferently from what I do, unless I would be a ** vagabond in
the earth.” Well he acts differently from myself ; is he
therefore a “‘ vagabond,”” to apply his own refined language
to himself ?  Surely not.

From Mr. M.’s little witicism, in specifying other differ-
ences between the Bible and Universalists, besides those men-
tioned in my challenge, I suppose he admits those specified
by me. He may as well at least, for they will abundantly
appear as we shall proceed.

In defining my proposition, I stated thata reference to any
judgment that is past, will not prove that there is no judg-
ment to come: and the gentleman very adroitly responds,
that < should I refer to a judgment to come, it would not be
g:oving there is no judgment past.” I grant it, butit would

proving my proposition, for it calls for a judgment to
come. -

I was amused to see my friend approach my proof texts.
He did it with as much cautiousness as if he had expected
every step to fall into a pit. His remarks upon these impor-
tant passages of the word of God were perfectly non-com-
~ mittal. The day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men

— the melting of the elements with fervent heat — the burn-
ingup of the earth and all things therein—the passing away of
the heavens with a great noise, are certainly matters of suffi-
cient importance to have been specially recorded in history,
if indeed they are past. But did he refer you to the time
and the place where these wonderful things occurred? Not

8
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at all. He had not even enough nerve to say, that it refer-
red to the destruction of Jerusalem, although he gave some
such intimations. He can tell you that the coming of Christ
to judge the world is past, and that he has proved it; but
when did it pass? This.is the question. Iwish him to tell
what that judgment was. 'What was the pérdition of ungod.
ly men? Will he ever be 80 good as to tell? He wishes
to know What good a judgment after death will dor _ I should
be pleased to know what good the judgment of which he
speaks will do. He is the last man who should start any
such enquiry. After preaching, writing and debating about
it for years, he cannot tell us what his judgment is!! What
good does a judgment do in this world, when even the preach-
ers cannot tell what it is? He wishes to know if the judg-
ment after death is to correct mistakes that occurred in a
previous judgment. I suppose from this question, that the
object of his judgment is to determine who are the guilty.
But I presume the Judge spoken of in the Bible, knows who
are the guilty before judgment, and consequently has not ap-
pointed a day in which to judge the world, to ascertain who
are the guilty, but to pass a final sentence upon all.-

What disposition did he make of the * scoffers of the last
days.” None at all, except it be to try to prove that  last
days "’ related to the close of the Jewish polity. Thatis, he
tried to show that when Peter, only six years before Jeru-
salem was destroyed, said, ‘there shall come scoffers in the
last days,” he meant that they should come during that six
years. But did he show that any scoffers did come during
that period, * saying where is the promise of his coming 7"

-~

Surely not. Itis true he referred to the words of Joel, Acts -

2, and to the words of John, “ it is the last time,”” and said
these passages referred to the same time, but on this he gave
no proof only his assertion. The exact fulfilment of a pre-
diction, is an infallible evidence of the time to which it re-
ferred. There was no set of men, during the six years in
question, who said, ‘“‘where is the promise of his coming,”
but we have just such a set of men in our day, and if we had
no other evidence, this would be sufficient to show that Peter
referred to these times. :

The gentleman made quite a display over the words, ‘‘is
wazed old and ready to vanish away.” His object, as you



CHRIST'S SECOND COMING. . 27

recollect, was to prove that the old covenant was still in
force, and consequently that Peter referred to the last days
of it. But in 2 Cor. 3¥11, gpeaking of the old covenant,

Paul calls it, ‘that which was done away.” In the 13th
verse he calls it, ** that which is abolished.” Rom. 10:4,

the same Apostle said, (year 60) ¢ Christ is the end of the
law.” Col. 2: 14, he says, ** Blotting out the hand-writing of
ordinances that was against us, which was contrary o us, and
took it out of the way, nailing it to his cross.” Now my
friend informed you, that I would not get him into any of the
predicaments mentioned in my first speech. I told you that
I expected to introduce passages of scripture which he would
not acknowledge true. I now ask Mr. M. the question:

Do you believe that when Paul wrote these several expres-
sions, the old covenant * was done away ” — *“ abolished 7’ —
* blotted out ’ — ““ took out of the way,” and that ¢ Christ
was the end of the law?” If you do, the old- institution,

you must admit, was at an end, truly ‘‘ready to vanish
away.” Will any man in his right mind believe the old cov-
enant was in force after it was * deme away,” * abolished,”
“* blotted out,” * took out of the way,”’ *nailed to the cross,”
and ‘“Christ was the end of the law?”’ Just as soon as he
confesses his belief of these passages of Scripture, he con-
fesses that the Jewish covenant wag at an end, and the apos--
tle Peter, writing after the end of the Jewish institution, re-
ferred forward to the ** scoffers of the last days,” which could
not possibly have been the last days of the Jewish polity, for
it was gone.

But in this same passage, the apostle says, ‘ the heavens
and the earth which are now, by the same word, are kept in
store, reserved unto fire against the day of judgment, and
perdition of ungodly men.” Now did he mean that the heav-
ens and the earth which are now are reserved unto the de-
struction of Jerusalem? If he did, he did not mean that
they were reserved unto the hell of conscience. And if he
meant that they were reserved unto the fire of the hell of
conscience, he did not mean the destruction of Jerusalem,
and consequently itis no difference when Peter wrote. I do
not believe my friend dare take any position on this point.
Will he explain this branch of the ‘ glorious doctrine of
Universalism ?” - .
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The gentleman’s veply on the passage in Thessa. ealls for
but little attention. He says, *“can any man in his senses
believe an event is ¢ at hand,’” and 4t the same time believe it
is sixteen years in the future ?”’ 1 answer most emphatical-
ly, that if it be an event that has been spoken of more than
fifteen hundred years, as was the case with the destruction of
Jerusalem, HE cAN, and that no man of truth and sound un-
derstanding could say any thing else. When the first com.
ing of Christ was within sixteen years, all believers tonsid-
ered it at hand, and any man who weuld have taught that it
was not at hand would have been regarded as a false teacher.
But Paul regarded that man as a deceiver, who should per-
vert his letter or spirit so as to say the day of Christ was at
hand; for, says he, * that day shall not come, except there
come a falling away first.”” This falling away is unequivo-
cally declared to be the Boman apostacy by all great Prot-
ostants. Christ was to destroy this man of sin with the
‘¢ gpirit of his mouth and the brightness of his coming.”
Was the time at hand when the man of sin should be de-
stroyed? If so, how does it happen that the man of sin is
not yet destroyed :

The gentleman thinks that if it had been a common doc-
trine among the early Christians, that Christ would not come
till the end of the Czristi;m dispensation, the Thessalonians
would have understood it. This ie worth nothing, for even
those who were in error on the subfect, and contended that
the coming of Christ was at hand, may have thought the end
of the Christian dispensation equally as near at hand.

My second proof text, Acts 3:21, the gentleman says *“is
not relevant.”” But in the next breath he says of the same
passage: * It proves also that Christ has not come in person
since he ascended to heaven.” Well, this is just what I
quoted it to prove. That much is then established, and my
friend has sanctioned it.

I have been trying to understand my friend from his first

b, and as far as he has taken any position, it amounts
to this: Christ has never appeared personally since he as-
cended to heaven, but at the resurrection he will appear
personally. But he has appeared already in judgment and
in glory. Let us then see what conclusions we can %rrive at
from these statements.
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1. It is rather a ridiculous idea to me to make a figurative
appearing, such as the slanghter of a million and a half of
Jews, (if- it be even a figurative appearing) the ¢ cLorIOUS
APPEARING,” and rob the personal appearing at the resur-
rection of the dead of its gloryi! But if my friend can
get round a coming judgment no other way, and the fear of
hell seems to press him, he will put the glory of Jesus in
the past tense, to provide a way of escape. But as the gen-
tleman has decided that the appearing of Christ in glory is
past, I would be pleased to call his attention to the following

e: ‘ For the grace of God that bringeth salvation hath
appeared unto all men, teaching us, that denying ungodli-
ness and worldly lusts, we should live soberly, righteously
and godly in this present world, looking for that bleseed hope,
and the glorious appearing of the great God and our Saviour
Jesus Christ.” Tit. 2:11. Is this *glorious appearing”
past? If the gentleman says it is, he gives up one of his
favorite proof texts. ‘ When Christ who ig our life shall
appear, then shall ye also appear with him in glory.” Col.
8:4 Is this appearing of Christ in glory past? Burely
not.

But I must inquire whether it is the personal appearing
that is visibie or the figurative appearing, if there be any
such a thing. If he shall say, that the appearing ¢ in glory
and judgment,” is the one at which “ every eye shall see
him,” I should be pleased to know how they could see him,
if he did not appear in person! But I now proceed to show
that the personal appearing, the glorious appearing, and his
appearing in judgment are all the same appearing, or in
other words that the appearing in glory and judgment will
be personal. ‘“ And then shall appear the sign of the Son of
man in heaven: and then shall all the tribes of the earth
mourn, and they shall sEr THE 80N OoF MAN coMiNg in the
clouds of heaven, with power and great glory.” Now my
friend has admitted that there has been no personal coming
of Christ since he ascended to heaven. But in this passage
we are told, that “all the tribes of the earth shall mourn,
and they shall sEE THE soN oF MAN comiNe in the clouds of
heaven.” Now I ask the gentleman if he believes these
words df the Saviour? Did he tell the truth when he said,
«¢ all the tribes of the earth shall mourn, and they shall see

3s
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the Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven?”” If he
says, he believes this passage of Scripture, his position is
yielded up, at once ; for there has been no coming of Christ
up to this time, at which * all the tribes of the earth mourn-
ed,” nor has there been any coming of Christ, at which all
the tribes of the earth saw the Son of man coming in the
clouds of heaven, nor can all the tribes of the éarth ever
SEE THE SON OF MAN coming in the clouds of heaven at any
other coming but a personal one. To this I shall hold the
gentleman throughout this day.

. “Behold he cometh with clouds and every eye shall see
bim, and they also which pierced him, and all kindreds of
the earth shall wail because of him.” And in the passage
just noticed so in this, he is represented as coming in the
clouds of heaven; and while it is said in the former passage,
s all the tribes of the earth shall mourn,” in this it is said,
‘all the kindred of the earth shall wail.”” And in this pas-
sage it is s2id, ‘“every eye shall see him.” Can every eye
see him at any but a personal coming? Surely not.

“ And then shall they see the Son of man coming in a
cloud with power and great glory.”” Luke 21:27. 1showed
in my first speech, that in the preceding verses of this chap-
ter, the Saviour places the captivity of the Jewish nation, the
treading down of Jerusalem by the gentiles and the fulfilment
of the times of the gentiles, between the destruction of Jeru-
salem and the coming of Christ; and that neither of these
was yet terminated, and consequently that the coming here
spoken of must be yet future. But now I am helped to
an other argument by my f{riend’s statement, which is true,
that the coming of Christ at the resurrection of the dead
will be personal. This passage most unquestionably refers
to the same personal coming, for he. says, ‘* then shall they

. S8EE THE SON OF MAN COMING IN A CLOUD,” which could not
be the case at any but a personal coming.

My friend has now admitted that this coming is the same
as that of the 24th of Matt., and that it was after the de-
struction of Jerusalem. Well, if it was only one week after,
it was not the destruction of Jerusalem ; therefore the gen-
tleman has cut himself off from the old stamping ground.
Now he is in a beautiful predicament truly! The® coming
of Christ after the destruction of Jerusalem! Well when
saw it ? and what was it ?
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“ For if we believe that Jesus died and rose again, even
so them also which sleep in Jesus will God bring with
him. For this we say unto you by the word of the Lord,
that we which are alive, and remain unto the coming of the
Lord, shall not prevent them which are asleep, for the LorD
HIMSELF shall descend from heaven with a shout, with the
voice of the archangel, and with the trump of God ; and the
dead in Christ shall rise first; then we which are alive and
remain, shall be caught up together with them in the clouds,
to meet the Lord in the air, and so shall we ever be with the
Lord.” 1 Thess. 4:14-17. This is a personal coming,
for the ¢ Lord himself” is the same as the Lord in person.
Not only =0, but he is to descend from heaven with a shout,
which shows that it must be personal. In this passage, as
in the 15th of 1 Cor., the coming of Christ and the resur-
rection of the dead are connected, and the gentleman admits
the coming at the resurrection to be personal. Now after
writing to the Thessalonians as we have just read, which,
as we have clearly seen, refers to a personal coming of
Christ, and a resurrection of the dead, the apostle in a second
letter addresses them as follows: “And to you who are
troubled, rest with us, (in the grave,) when the Lord Jesus
shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, in
flaming fire taking vengeance on them that know mnot God,
and obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ ; who shall
be punished with everlasting destruction from the presence
of the Lord and the glory of his power; when he comes
to be glorified in his saints, and to be admired in them that
believe.”” 2 Thess. 1: 10. Now I ask if it is not as evi-
dent as it can be, that the apostle spoke of the same coming
in the second letter that he did in the first ? Well, the gen-
tleman admits that the coming at the resurrection is per-
sonal, and we saw as clear as anything can be, that the
coming spoken of in the first letter was to be at the resur-
rection of the dead, and that he told them in the second
letter most pointedly, that « that day should not come unless
the apostacy come first,” and that he gave not the slightest
indication that he alluded to any other coming than he had
mentioned in the first letter. Not only so, but the coming
spoken of in the second letter, was to be when he should
come to be glorified in his saints. Certainly he is not
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glorified with his saints in this world ! His promise is, « if
we suffer with him we shall be glorified together.” It was
then the coming in glory—in person, at the resurrection,
and in flaming fire, he speaks of in both letters. From this
my friend cannot escape. If I were here in his place, I
would not try; but give it up, and take a position that could
be defended.

MR. MANFORD’S SECOND REPLY.

Mr. Franklin began his last with the remark, that there
is no difference between the fear of the Lord and the fear
of hell—an endless hell. I admit that he is correct if his
views of God and hell arve true. The hell of partialism is
thus described :

¢‘ Wide was the place,
And deep as wide, and ruinous as deep.
Beneath, I saw a lake of burning fire,
- With tempest tost perpetually, and still,
The waVves of fiery darkness ’gainst the rocks
Of dark damnation broke, and music made
Of melancholy sort, and over herd,
And all around, wing wared with wind, storm howled
To storm, and lightning, forked lighening, crossed,
Of sullen wrath.’’

Another thus describes the supposed future home of nearly
all mankind: :
¢¢ A furnace, formidable, deep and wide,
O’er boiling with a blue sulphuripus tide;

‘Where clouds of murky smoke and lurid flame,
' Burst out in volumes o’er the dark domain.”’

This is the hell of partialism ; it was built according to
that system hy the Almighty for the sole purpose of im-
prisoning and tormenting nearly all his offspring, world
without end. In the words of Dr. Watts,

¢¢ The breath of God—HRis angry breath
Supplies and fans the fire,
There sinners taste the second death,
- And would but can’t expire.’’

The god of partialism is the first, the last, the all, in this
infernal business of tormenting and burning. He built this
hell, ‘“ supplies and fans the fire with his angry breath,”
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and although the helpless victims of his wrath and ven
geance would gladly be annihilated, he will not let them
“expire,” as he intends to glut his vengeance on them
eternally. I admit there is no difference between the fear
of a god of this character and: the fear of an endless bell.
But the God of the Bible, of heaven, and of earth, is as un-
like this monster of cruelty, as two opposite characters can
possibly be.

Mr. F. thinks I shall repent for many years to come, for
saying I believe ‘* in different degrees of glory hereafter.”
I do not expect ever to repent of uttering that truthful and
reasonable sentiment. He misrepresents our denomination
when he says we do not believe in different degrees of glo
in the spirit-world.  All the dead will be raised, immorta
glorious, heavenly — like the angels, and enjoy all they are
capable of enjoying, Are there not different ‘ degrees of
glory ” among the angels of heaven? All admit there are,
We are {3 be like the angels. I admit that if this body of
corruption and all the evil associations of this world go
with the spirit into the eternal world we might sink deeper
and deeper in corruption, till we should be deprived of all
happiness. The ¢‘parable of the talent,’”’ to which he re-
fers, does not relate to the future state, as is admitted by
most of Commentators. Bishop Pearce says, ‘“The moral
of this parable is, that Jesus would reward or punish Chris-
tians according to their behavior under the means of grace
afforded them : and that from every one would be required
in proportion to what had been given to him. And'thisdis-
tinction, made between them, was to be made at the time
when the JEWISH STATE WAS T0 BE DESTROYED.” He com-
plains because I did not prove from history, that Paul and
Peter and Christ uttered truth, when they spoke of judg-
ment, of the elements melting, and of the coming of Christ !
I did not suppose that was necessary; I supposed their
words were all sufficient, and I am still of that opinion. As
Christ taught he would come in judgment during the life-
time of some who were living when he was on the earth, I
believe that event took place when he said it would, and
exactly as Christ intended. And when Paul and Peter
speak of the very same coming, and of many remarkable
events connected therewith, I believe the coming and all the
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events, have taken place precisely as they intended. No
higher authority is needed. My friend seems to question
the veracity of Christ and the Apostles. Although they
solemnly affirmed that the coming in judgment would soon
occur, he wants me to prove from history, that that event
did take place ! !

Mr. Franklin has not seen proper to” inform us why he
supposes God will judge men twice in the future world —
‘when they die and after the resurrection. All of us would
like some light on that subject. He dare not deny that he
believes in two judgments after death. He tells us that the
object of the last judgment will be to ‘ pass sentence on
all” But is not every one judged and sentenced as sooun as
they die, and consigned to hell or heaven? Why then
re-judge them ? We want Mr. F. to be clear on this subject.
He informs you that I cannot tell why I believe God judges
men. I will try to tell youin the language of the Bible.
“ When thy judgments are in the earth the people learn
righteousness.” He judges men to learn them righteousness.
« Zion shall be redgemed by judgment.” — Isa 1: 27. « Be-
hold, happy is the mar whom God correcteth ; therefore,
despise not the chastening of the Almighty, for he maketh
sore and bindeth up, he woundeth, and his hands make
whole.””—Job 5:17, 18. We learn from these passages,
that the great design of judgment is to humble the sinner;
turn him from his evil ways, and make an end of transgres-
sion. The apostle Paul expresses the whole in a single
phrase — ‘* that we may be partakers of his holiness.”’—
Heb. 12: 8-11.

Mr. Franklin yet contends, that the scoffers spoken of by
Peter, were to appear on the earth at the end of the Chris-
tian dispensation, and he intimates that I am one of the
¢ gcoffers.”” He must be a Millerite, and had better have
his ascension robe ready. If he will read the third chapter
of Peter, he will find that the scoffers were living when that
epistle was written. * For this, they (the scoffers) willing-
ly are ignorant of ” — verse 5 — not skall be thousands of
years hence. Now this one expression refutes all my
friend’s Millerism. The scoffers were living in the days of
Peter, and so I am not intended, or any one now living or
shall live hereafter. It was a prediction of the holy
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prophets according to Peter, that there should come in the
last days, scoffers; and as the scoffers HAD come, consequent-
ly, the last days were in Peter’s life-time. In my last
speech I produced this very prophecy that Peter refers to,
and we saw that Peter reiterated it on the day of Pentecost,
and said it was then being fulfilled; 'so according to the
Apostle’s sermon and epistle, the *last days” were in the
apostolic age. Well, Christ was to come in judgment in the
last days, and hence we have again demonstrated that that
coming has taken place. He repeats the assertion, that the
last days spoken of by Peter, were at the close of the Chiris-
tian dispensation. If he is correct, the Christian dispensa-
tion is ended, yea, came to its end before it commenced !
You recollect, I proved in my last speech that the old dis-
pensation in Peter’s day, was ¢ ready to vanish away,” and
hence it was in existence ; but he has made no reply to my
proof. And you likewise recollect that I also showed that
this was the opinion of learned Commentators of his school.
Although he has made a great blunder, he is determined to
hang to it to the last. Those passages which speak of Christ
being the ““ end of the law,”” ¢ hath abolished it,”” &c., do
not at all militate against our views. It had lost its divine
sanction, was no longer obligatory ; but then the temple was
standing, victims were offered on the altar, the high priest
and his subordinates were performing all that Moses had
commanded them, and the *holy people” still retained
their political existence. ~The law was abolished when
Christ was nailed to the cross, but the Jewish dispensation
did not close till that nation was destroyed. If my friend
calls this in question again, I will overwhelm him with
proof. His nonsense about the hell of conscience is worthy
of no notice, and I shall not give it any.

T now come to Thessalonians again, and all he has said on
that passage, will engage our attention but a moment. With
reference to the duration of human life, the judgment
spoken of in that epistle, was not at hand, as it was sixteen
years, at least, distant. We do not call an event at hand,
that will not occur till that length of time. The Apostle
knew that years would come and go, before the coming in
judgment would take place, and hence he told his brethren
not to be ¢ shaken in mind or troubled” then. I have
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proved that the ‘‘man of sin” was in the world when Paul
wrote that epistle, but Mr. F. has paid no attention to my
proof. As the man of sin was to be destroyed when Christ
would come, he enquires if Christ has come, how does it
happen that he is not destroyed ? How does Mr. F. know
that the man of sin, that Paul speaks of, is not destroyed ?
I admit there is many a man of sin on earth now, but is
either of them the one St. Paul refers to? But all great
Protestants declare that the man of sin is the Roman church
— 80 Mr. F. says. I will inform him that he is very much
mistaken. Dr. Clarke has the following remarks about who
was the man of gin. * Some think that the defection of the
Jewish nation, from their allegiance to the Roman Emperor,
is all that is understood by the apostacy, or falling off; and
that all the orHER TERMS refer to the DESTRUOTION OF
JerusaLeM. Dr. Hammond refers it to the apostacy, to the -
defection of the primitive Christians, to the Gnostic heresy ;
and supposes that, by the man of sin and son of perdition
SiMoNn Maeus, is meant— Grorius, applies it to Carus
CEsAR — SCHOETGEN, contends, strongly, that the whole re-
fers to the ease of the Jews, and to the utter and final
DESTRUCTION of the RaBBINIO and PrARIsArc systEM. Dr.
‘Whitby, is nearly of the same sentiment — Calmet, wonders
at the want of candor in the Protestant writers, who have
gleaned up every abusive tale against the Bishops and’
church of Rome ; and asks them, ¢« Would they be willing
that the Catholics should credit all the aspersions cast on
Protestantism, by its enemies ? ” It then appearsthat “ all
great Protestant writers,”” do no understand this man of sin
to be the Roman church. 'What ever it was, it was destroy-
ed at the coming in judgment. If the Roman church is
the man of sin that Paul speaks of, I can prove that the
¢ Reformed ” church to which my friend belongs, is a child
of this man of sin, and children generally resemble their
parents. . .

He quotes several passages more, that speak of the com-
ing of Christ, which I will now notice. I wish you to bear
in mind, that I admit a future coming of Christ to raise the
dead, but deny that he will then comé in judgment; and
any passage that he may quote, that speaks of the future
coming of Christ, will render his cause no aid, unless judg-
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ment is connected with it. Please remember this. ¢ The
glorious appearing of the great God, and our Saviour Jesus
Chriet,”” spoken of in Titus, 2: 11, seems to refer to the re-
surrection ; and Paul, in Col. 3: 4, may refer to the same
event. Neither of these texts say a word about judgment,
and therefore, are of no service to him. Of course his come
ing to raise the dead, will be a ‘‘ glorious appearing,” and
his coming in judgment, was ** glorious ” in some respects ;
for he came to save as well as destroy ; to reward as well as
punjsh.

I am surprised that my friend supposes Matthew 24: 30,
refers to the resurrection of the dead. That whole chapter
is parallel with Luke 21, and I proved positively, that the
latter chapter was all fulfilled at the overthrow of the
Jewish nation, and he has not ventured a word in reply to
my remarks. If he can overthrow my position, who does he
not do it? Why jump tv a parallel passage, and pay uo
attention to my explanation and arguments? Is this the
course one purgues who is seeking for truth 7 But why did
he\not read the 34th verse, which is as follows: * Verily I
gay unto you, THIS GENERATION SHALL NOT PASS TILL ALL
THESE THINGS BE FULFILLED.” This forever gettles the con-
troversy. The coming of Christ, was to take place during
the generation our Lord was on the earth. My friend says,
did the Jews see him come ? I answer, vYEs, in the sense
intended. Dr. Clarke, thus comments on the 30th verse,
quoted by my friend : — * Then shall appear the sign of the
Son of Man. The plain meaning of this is, that the
destruction of Jerusalem, will be such a remarkable instance
of divine vengeance, such a signal manifestation of Christ’s
power and glory, that all the Jewish tribes shall mourn, and
many will, in consequence of this manifestation of God, be
led to acknowledge Christ and his religion.” Dr. Clarke
must be right, for Christ said that the coming should take

lace within a few years. I shall silently pass all his
ittle talk about my not believing certain declarations of our
Saviour. The verse from Rev. 2: 7, gpeaks of the same com-
ing that Jesus speaks of in the passage we have just
noticed. Dr. Clarke refers it to the -destruction of the
Jewigh nation. Hear him: ¢ Behold he cometh with clouds,
and every eye shall see him. This relates to his coming to
4
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execute judgment on the enemies of his religion; perhaps,
to his coming to pEsTROYJERUSALEM, 88 he was to be parti-
cular manifested to them that pierced him; which must
mean the incredulous and rebellious Jews. And all the
kindreds of the earth shall wail, because of him. By this,
the Jewish people are most evndently intended, and there-
fore, the WHOLE VERSE may be understood as predicting the
DESTRUCTION oF THE JEWs.” He next cites, for the second
time, Luke 21: 27, without making an effort to prove my ex-
+ position of it to be false! I should be ashamed to pursue
such a course myself; but I suppose it i3 the very best he
can do. I have not said that the coming of Christ was after
the destruction of Jerusalem. Why will he continue to mis-
represent me? He cites 1 Thess. 4, to prove a future com-
ing of Christ, and I admit that the coming at the resurrec-
tion is intended ; but it should be borne in mind that Paul
in that chapter, says not one word about judgment. He
again cites 2 Thess. 1: which I have twice shown has no re-
ference to the resurrection. He tells us that the coming
spoken of there, and in the first epistle, are identical, with-
out one word of proof that he is correct! When he proves
the identity of those comings, he will have accomplished
something for his cause ; but that he can never do. Hesays
he understands me ; but from the manner he blends passages
that speak of. Christ's coming in judgment, with those that
speak of his coming at the resurrection of the dead, I am
led to think he misunderstands me, but I think there is no
room for that, for I have been very particular to keep these
two comings distinet in my remarks.

He labpred hard to show that the coming in judgment
was a personal coming, because it is said he would be seen.
But if he was a little more familiar with the Bible, he would
not have deemed that circumstance positive proof. A few
passages will serve to illustrate the meaning of such expres-
gions. 2 Sam. 22: 10, 11. “ He bowed the heavens, and
caMeE powN; and darkness was under his feet. And Hg,

~R2ODE upon a cherub, and did FLY, and he was SEEN UPON the
wings of the wind.” Here David speaks of his own deliv-
erance, and says the Lord came down and rode, and did fly,
and was seen. Mr. Franklin, would you not think that I
was very foolish, if Ishould contend this was a personal
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coming of the Lord God? Well, sir, you are now acting as
foolish a part as I should act. In Isa. 19, 1, ¢ The burden
of Egypt; behold, the Lord RIDETH UPON A SWIFT CLOUD
and shall come iNTo Eever; and the idols of Egypt shall
be moved at his prREseNoR.” Here a judgment in Egypt is
spoken of, and it is said the Lord would ride, would come,
and the idols would be moved at his presence. Why don’t
Mr. F. contend this is a personal coming? I want to hear
his explanation of these passages, for I presume his expla-
nation of them, will be the correct meaning of all those
passages that speak of the Jews seeing Christ come in
Jjudgment. ,

I will now introduce some passages that speak of Christ’s
coming in judgment, and you will observe that it was soon
to take place. '

1. *Jesus gaith unto him, (Peter,) if I will that he tarry
till I come, what is that to thee?” The only escape from
this passage, is to take the ground that the apostle John is
still living! 2. *See that ye come behind in no gift ; wait-
ing for the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.”” If this
Scripture does not prove that a coming of Christ was looked
for in the days of the apostles, then no language could prove
it. 3. ¢« That thou keep this' commandment without spot,
unrebukable, until the appearing.” 4. ‘‘Be.patient, there-
fore, brethren, unto the coming of the Lord. Beliold the
husbandman waiteth for the precious fruits of the earth, and
hath long patience for it, until he receives the early and lat-
ter rains. Be ye also patient; establish your hearts, for
the coming of the Lord praAwerm N1eH.” Jamesv. 7, 8.
To say in the face of such a text as this, that the early
Christians were not taught to expect a coming of the Lord,
in their day and time, amounts almost to sheer infidelity !
Mark the language. Be patient; establish your hearts, for
the coming of the Lord prRAWETH N16H. 5. “ And to wait
for His Son from heaven, whom He hath raised from the
dead.”—1" Thess. 1: 10. “ And the very God of peace,
sanctify you wholly, and I pray God-your whole spirit, soul,
and body, be preserved blameless, unto the coming of our
Lord Jesus Christ.”—v. 23. These passages prove that the
Thessalonians also looked for the Lord Jesus, in their day
and time. 7. *Not forsakindwthe assembling of yourselves
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together, ag the manner of some is ; but exhorting one an-
other ; and so much the MORE, a3 ye see the day apprOACE—
iNe.”—Heb. 10: 25. 8. “For yet a LITTLE WHILE, and
he that shall come, WiLL coME, and will NoT TARRY.”—Ver.
387. What sense would there have been in all this, if Paul
knew that the Lord would not come before twenty centuries
after the time he was writing? 9. ¢ Blessed is he that
readeth, and they that hear the words of this prophecy, and
keep those things which are written therein, for. the time is
at hand.”—Rev. 1: 3. “ Behold, I come quickly.”—Rev.
22: 7. ¢ He which testifieth these things, saith, surely I
come quickly. Amen. Even so, come, Lord Jesus.” My
friend contends that the coming spoken of in the pasrages
just quoted, is the coming in judgment. Have I not, then,
proved as conclusively as language can prove anything, that
this coming is past; and if so, the judgment connected with
it is also past.

I shall now prove by the holy Scriptures, that the gospel
kingdom was to be established with justice and judgment ;
for while my friend is trying to show that judgment will be
in eternity, and at the close of the gospel kingdom, I shall
endeavor to show that it was to be on earth, and at the com.
mencement of the gospel kingdom. ¢ For unto us a child is
born, unto us a son is given; and the government shall be
upon his shoulders. © © & @ & © Of the increase
of his government, and peace, there shall be no end, upon
the throne of David, and upon his kingdom, to order it, and
to establish with it judgment, and with justice from hence-
forth, even forever.—Isa.9: 6, 7. ¢ He shall bring forth
judgment to the Gentiles.”—Isa. 22: 2. ‘ He shall not
fail nor be discouraged, till he have set JupaMENT IN THE
EARTH, and the isles shall wait for his law.”—Isa. 42: 4.
*“ When thy JUDGMENTS ARE IN THE EARTH, the inhabitants
of the world will learn righteousness.”—JIsa. 27: 9. < But
let him that glorieth, glory in this, that he understandeth
and knoweth me; that I am the Lord which exercise loving
kindness, JUDGMENT, and righteousness IN THE EARTH.”—Jer.
9:24. ‘¢ Behold the dayd come, saith the Lord, that I will
raise unto David a righteous branch, and a king shall reign
and prosper, and execute JUDGMENT and JUSTICE IN THE °
earTH.”—Jer. 33: 6. My ffiend, and the others of the lim-




CHRIST'S SECOND COMING. 41

itarian school, are fond of saying that justice is not done in
the earth, and therefore must be done in eternity. But
what saith the“Scripture? - I will judge thee in the prLAcE
where thou wast created—IN THE LARD of thy nativity.” —
Eze. 21: 30. *‘‘ Behold the righteous shall be recompenscd
IN THE EARTH ; much more, the wicked and the sinner.”’—
Pro. 11: 31. *¢For the TIME 18 coME (not will come) that
JUDGMENT MUST BEGIN at the house of God.”—1 Pet. 4: 1,
7. ““And I saw another angel fly in the midst of heaven,
having the everlasting gospel to preach unto them that
DWELL ON THE EARTH, and to every nation, and kindred, and
tongue, and people, saying with a loud voice, fear God, and
give glory to him; for the hour of his JuDGMENT 18 coME.”
Rev.'14: 6, 7. I wish my friend to notice the fact in his
next speech, that whenever the Scriptures speak of judgment,
they say nothing of resurrection; and that the reverse is
also true.

MR. FRANKLIN’S THIRD SPEECH.

My last speech, as you must be well aware, remains with-
out anything that deserves the name of a reply. So far as
my opponent has at all alluded to my arguments, he has gen-
erally, if not in every instance, endeavored to call off the
minds of our hearers to new issues, as it appears to me, to
obscure those made in my speech. In order to do this, he
has made some statements that I think will look bad in a
printed book. One of these statements he made in the first
sentence he uttered in his last speech, wviz: that I said
¢« there was no difference between the fear of the Lord and
the fear of hell.” This statement he made out and out, un-
less he understands the words of Jesus, qoted by me, * fear
him who can destroy both soul and body in hell,” to mean
that there is no difference between the fear of the Lord and
the fear of hell. But he felt unable to describe the horrors
of hell in his own language, and consequently has selected
some of the most horrific descriptions he could find from the
language of others. This he gives you as a description of
his view of hell, of course, for I have attempted no deserip-’
tion of my view of its horrors. Yet, you know he will have
it, that hell is irr this world! Well, if it is in"this world,

20 .
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and as awful as he deecribes it to be, it is the strangest thing
in the world that he cannot tell us what it js! Now, it is
astonishing to me, that sinners in this world can suffer the
scorchings of such an awful hell as he describes, and not
even know it; but it is so, because it is so! He need not
tell you that he is describing an orthodox hell, or the hell
that I believe in — the hell of the Bible is what we are con-
cerned with, and if he does not mean this, he is merely sing-
ing this old song over for effect. But he says: ¢ The god
of partialism is the first, the last, the all in this infernal
busines of tormenting and burning.”” This shows what he
thinks of that God who says, ‘‘ they shall have their part
in the lake which burns with fire and brimstone;”’ and of
that Saviour who speaks of a *lake of fire prepared for the
devil and his angels.” The doings of that God, and his
Son, our Lord, he tikes upon himself to call ¢ INFERNAL
BUSINESS OF TORMENTING AND BURNING.” Remember that
* tormenting ”’ and ** burning”’ are both the very language
of the book of God, applied to the punishment of the wicked.
Yet, this ¢ tormenting ”’ and *‘ burning,” of which God him-
self speaks, he calls * INFERNAL BUSINEss,” in the presence
of this respectable audience!!

Again, he says that I allow he will repent of saying ¢ there
are different degreesin glory.”” That is not what I said at
all. But I said, and I now repeat it, that-he will repent for
saying, ‘I do believe that abusing or improving our time in
this world will affect in some degree our future situation.”’
Itis true, I quoted the full sentence before, but my remarks
showed that what I have now quoted was what I said he
would repent of. He is not, therefore, to turn the whole_
matter off to the different degrees of glory. But in the
statement just quoted, viz: that he ‘believes that abusing
or improving our time in THIS WORLD WILL EFFECT in -some
degree our FUTURE SITUATION,”” he has yielded up the bot-
tom, corner-stone, the grand pillar, and main distinguishing
characteristic of his whole theory. The ery has been, from
Dan to Bersheba, that a finite being, in a finite state, could
not do anything that could in the least affect an infinite
state ; but all this is now given up, and Mr. M. *believes
that abusing or {mproving our talents in THIS WORLD will
EFFECT in some degres our ¥uTURE CoNDITION.” In order
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to help him out, and to try to convince his brethren that he
is right in this, I referred to the Saviour’s parable of the
talents; but he will not have the Saviour with him, and in-_
sists that the parable of the talents has no reference to the
eternal state. Well, I cannot get him to agree to anything
—mot even with himse]f. At one time, the improvement of
our talents will affect our future situation, and at another
time, it has no reference to it. But you may rely upon it,
nmy friends, that he was right in the first place, and that
neglecting or improving onr talents will affect our future con-
dition ; for the Saviour says, ¢ the unprofitable servant shall
be cast into outer ‘darkness; there shall be weeping and
goashing of teeth.” Now, if all who neglect to improve
their talents are cast into this outer darkness, and suffer this
weeping and gnashing of teeth, in thig life, it is not very
severe on a great many of “them, for they seem entirely un-
conscious of it! But this is not strange to a man who can
believe that sinners can be tormented forever and ever in
this life, and suffer the vengeance of an eternal fire, without
knowing that they have been in hell at all! Such is the
consummate nonsense Universalism makes of the word of
God.

The gentleman tells you that I complain because he did
not prove from history that the apostles and Christ told the
truth. You all Know better than this. We all know that
they told the truth; but when he says that the coming of

-Christ to judge the world is past, he says what they never
said ; and, therefore, I simply complain that he did not prove
what he said himself. He tells you that the coming of
Christ to judge the world—to render to every inan accord-
ing to his work—shall be to take vengeance on them that
know not God, by flaming fire—to torment them forever and
ever, with a sorer punishment than death, without mercy, is
all past. Well, I complain of him for not pointing us to the
time when it passed. This he hesitates upon, and no won-
der, for he sees the quicksand upon which I am bound to
strand him. A mighty judgment, that of which he speaks,-
when he cannot tell us what it is! He says, ‘“ as Christ
taught he would come in judgment in the life-time of some
who were living when he was on earth, .I believe that event
took place exactly as he intended.” He will have to read
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his Bible again, for Christ never taught any such thing. He
cannot find that language in the whole Bible.

No one, as I know of, ever thought there will be two judg-
ments after death. I have said nothing of but one judgment
after death, and therefore all his parade aboiit the two judg-
ments after death, is like the printer’s ¢¢two lines which look
80 solemn, just put in to fill up the column.” But whata
glorious disciplinary influence his judgment and punishment
are to have in this world, when not one sinner under the
whole heavens knows what or when they were, and he asa
minister of righteousness, is almost determined not to tell
what they were, or when they were. But if he cannot tell
us where his judgment was, I can very soon show you where
heis. He is in a most sad dilemma, from which he never
can escape, which I will now show in a very few words.
He dare not say that the judgment Christ will visit on the
wicked at his coming, is the hell of conscience, for if he
does, he either admits that conscience is done away, and all
past in the life-time of the apostles; or else he admits that
my affirmative is true, and that the coming of Christ is fu-
ture. Come friend M., tell us how you are to get along with
this beautiful theory of yours!! Did Christ come-in fla-
ming fire—in the fierceness ard wrath of Almighty God, vis-
iting the tcrrible judgment of the hell of conscience upon
the dicobedient in the life-time of some ‘of the apostles ?
And is it so that conscience was done away, and that the fla-
ming fire of its fierce lashings has gone out, and that there is
to be nothing of it in the future ? If Christ has come, and
visited all the fierce judgments upon the world in the life-time
of the apostles, he ever intends to, then I may treat you as
I please in this discussion hereafter, without any fears of
being judged in this world or that which is to come. This,
my friend, now contends for, and consequently there is no
judgment for us. What a blessed and restraining influence
it will have on the wicked, to tell them that in the days of
the apostles, God inflicted upon the wicked the lashings of a
guilty conscience, but that this judgment is now done away,
and that the coming of Christ to judge the world is not future!
But 1 must have pity on him, for he is heartily sick of the
hell of conscience, and says, * this nonsense about the hell
of conscience is worthy of no notice, and I shall not give it
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any.” My Universalian friends, did you observe that? Af-
ter all his preaching to you about the hell of conscience, he
now is completely driven from that point, and calls it, * this
nonsense about the hell of conscience.” Well, he is right,
it is nonsense, and not only nonsense, but downright foolish-
ness, and I am glad to hear him cry out so lustily.

My friend is beginning to commit himself to some extent.
He says, “1 have not said the coming of Christ was after
the destruction of Jerusalem. Why will he continue to mis-
represent me?”’ Again he says, I am surprised that he
supposes that Matt. 24 : 36, refers to the resurrection of the
dead. That whole chapter is parallel with Luke 21, and I
proved positively that the latter chapter was all fulfilled at
the overthrow of the Jewish nation.” Now lef me have
your attention to the 24th of Matt.,, and see whether he
has proved that the coming of Christ there spoken of, was
all fulfilled at the destruction of the Jewish nation. At the
22d verse, he is speaking of the destruction of Jerusalem,
and at the 23d says, *“ Then if any man shall say unto you
Lo, here is Christ, or there; believe it not.” What time
does he refer to, when he says, ‘ Then if any man shall say
to you?! Evidently ‘“then” at the destruction of Jerusa.
lem. Well, what “ then?” Why, “if any man shall say
to you Lo, here is Christ, believe it not.” ~Mr. M., “thou
art the man.” You say, there was Christ; and Christ says,
“believe it not.”” Shall we believe you? or believe Christ ?
when he says, “believe it not.” At the 29th verse, the
Saviour proceeds, ** Immediately after the tribulation of those
days.”” The tribulation of what days? The destruction
of Jerusalem, surely. Well, what shall be “immediately
after the tribulation of those days?” The Saviour answers,
‘¢ Then shall appear the sign of the Son of Man in the
heaven.”” Well, then the sign of the Son of man did not
appear in the heaven tillafter the destruction of Jerusalem,
and of course the coming of Christ itself was after the sign
of his coming. Then Mr. M. did not prove positively that
this chapter and the 21st of Luke “ were all fulfilled at the
destructiofs of Jerusalem,” as he says he did, and the de-
struction of Jerusalsm is so far from being called the com-
ing of Christ, that the sioN orF HIs comiNg is declared by
the Lord himself to be after that event, and of course the
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coming must be after the sign of the coming. If Mr. M.
could have seecn any man at the destruction of Jerusalem,
erying, *“ Lo, here is Christ,” in the place of ‘‘ believing 1r
Not,” as Jesus commanded him, he would have joined and
assisted in making the proclamation in the very deed, for at
this distant period, be contends that Christ was there, and
it was there ¢ every eye’’ saw him! Well, he takes upon
himself to say, you must believe, what Jesus said you must
not believe. I have now proved, beyond the possibility of
refutation, that at the time of the destruction of Jerusalem,
Jesus was not there, and if any man should say he was, that
we are not to believe it; and that the sign of the coming of
Christ did not appear in heaven till after the tribulation
of those days, and consequently that the coming must be
after that, so that great event must be sought in some other
direction.

1 am aware that I referred to several passages where the
coming of Christ is spoken of and nothing said about judg-
ment, and I think Mr. M. knew what I referred to them for.
In his former speech he had placed the coming of Christ
“in glory and judgment,” among the things that were, and
I quoted those passages thaf speak of his ¢ coming in glory,”
to show that the coming in glory is future. This point I
gained so fully, that he admitted in his last speech, that the
coming at the resurrection would be a coming in glory ; but
he allows the first coming, or the coming at the destruction
of Jerusalem, as he calls it, was a coming in glory. Well,
he is a strange composition any way you can look at him.
At one time he calls the work of ¢ tormenting and burning,”
“ infernal business,” and then at another time, when he
speaks of the torture, starvation and human butchery that
took place at the destruction of Jerusalem, he calls it the ap
pearing of Christ in “* GLoRY and judgment!!”

When I ask him to acknowledge his faith in certain pas-
sages, he tells you that he shall silently pass them. Thatt
is exactly what I told you at the beginning. Iknéw I should
find some passages he would not confess his faith in. You
see then already that it has come to pass, and he will not
admit that he believes the passages referred to.

I stated in the outset that my friend finding Something
called a coming of Christ which was past, would not avail
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him any thing, unless he could show that it was the coming
of Christ to judge the world. Yet in his last speech, he has
referred to several passages that speak of some coming of
Christ, but not one which speaks of coming to judge the
world. Now I admitted that there are places where a com-
ing of Christ is spoken of, that do not allude to the coming
to judge the world, and that there are judgments spoken of
that are in this world; therefore all his references jo judg-
ments and comings amount to nothing, unless he refers to
those that speak of a coming to judge the world. He refers
to several passages that speak of judgments, but which of
them speaks of judging the world? The world was not
judged at the destruction of Jerusalem, nor at any time since
that event, or else the word world does not include all, for
millions upon millions of the world had not come into exist-
ence at that time, and in all probability have not yet come
into existence, and if the coming to judge the world is not
future, those who have not yet come upon the stage of action
will not he judged at all. Yet he tells you every man will
be rewarded according to his works, in one breath, and in
the next, that the day of rewards passed in the life-time of
some the apostles. His whole world then, simply means the
few who were destroyed at the destruction of Jerusalem..
You will see him attach a different meaning to the words
whole world, when his affirmative comes up.

But if you will observe, he is involved in another diffi-
culty. He says that he has proved that the coming to judge
the world was in the life-time of some of the apostles. It
must be then, that the coming to judge the world took place
before the destruction of Jerusalem, for if 1 understand
him, the apostles all died before that event took place, and
that the whole volume of God was completed, and the judg-
ments spoken of in the book of Revelations, were all ful-
filled at the destruction of Jerusalem. Now can he prove
that the coming in judgment was in the life-time of some
of the apostles, and that they all died before the destruction
of Jerusalem, and yet that the coming was at the time of
that sad cdtastrophe? And can the Saviour’s words be _
true, at the same time, which put the sign of his coming
immediately after the tribulation of those days? And are
the Saviour’s words to be believed when he says, ¢ If any
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man shall say Lo, here is Christ, believe 17 nor ?” If they are,
my friend’s words are not to be relied on, when he says, the
coming of Christ was there, and that every eye saw him there.

I bave now proved beyond all doubt, that my friend does
not believe that sinners of our day will ever be judged or
punished in any way for sin, not even by the lashings of
conscience, for the coming of Christ to judge the world, was
all fulfilled at the destruction of Jerusalem, and since that
time there has been no hell, judgment, or punishment of any
kind for the ungodly, and never will be; and therefore my
friend and myself can talk and believe just what we please,
without any danger of being brought to punishment, for
there will not — there cannot, and there shall not be any
future judgment. Yet he says the wicked shall not go un-
punished. Sublime theory ! Glorious consistency! Who
will prostitute his reputation for good judgment and sense,
80 as to swallow down such an egregious bundle of silly con-
tradictions and nonsense. :

Mr. M. has now admitted that 1 Thessalonians 4 : 14, 18,
refers to the coming at the resurrection of the dead, and
consequently that it is personal ; but he takes it upon him-
gelf to deny that the coming spoken of in 2 Thessalonians
1:8, 9, refers to the same event! What reason does he
give for supposing that the apostle here speaks of two com-
ings? None at all, but his bare assertion. This is not
sufficient to convince this respectable audience. But I can
show the best reasons in the world for believing that both
passages allude to the same coming. The apostle, in the
first epistle, speaks of the personal coming at the resurrec-
tion of the dead, and then without giving the slightest inti-
mation that he speaks of any other coming than the one he
had before spoken of,; speaks of his coming in the second
letter, in several of the same words used in the first letter.
For instance, in the first he says, “the Lord himsclf shall
descend from heaven with a shout.”” In his second he says,
‘ the Lord Jesus shall be revealed from heaven with his
mighty angels.”” 1In the first he says, ¢ then we which are
alive and remain, shall be caught up together with them in
the clouds, to meet the Lord in the air, and so shall we ever
be with the Lord.” In the second he says, * when he shall
come to be glorified in his saints, and to be admired in all

~
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them that believe.” Did the Lord come to be glorified in
them that believe at the destruction of Jerusalem ? Surely
not. But he will when the saints shall be caught up to
meet the Lord in the air. As it is expressed in the 8d of
Col., * then shall we also appear with him in glory.” This
perfectly accords with Matt. 25:31. ‘ When the Son of
man shall come in his glory, and all the holy angels with
him, then shall he sit-upon the throne of his glory.” In
these passages, we have the Lord coming from heaven, the
angels with him, the trump of God, the resurrection of the
dead, the Son ¢f God upon the throne of his glory, and all
the nations assembled before him. Well, now we have
come to the time of the judgment. Isit past or future?
He admits that one of the passages speaks of the resurrec-
tion state. 'Well, then they all do, for they evidently all
relate to the same time. Was there to be a judgment after
death ? or was all judgment to be before death ? I
charge thee, therefore, before God, and the Lord Jesus
Christ, who shall judge the quick and dead at his appearing
and kingdom.”” 2 Tim. 4:1. Here then, is judgment, an
appearing, and a kingdom, at which the dead are to be
judged. Yes, it is asserted in s0 many words, that the dead
shall be judged at the appearing of Christ. This Seripture,
1oy friend does not believe, for he contends that the dead shall
not be judged. The apostle Peter says, Christ “was
ordained of God to be the judge of the quick and dead.”
Acts 10:42. Does my friend believe this passage ! If he
does I hope he will tell you so. The very moment he says
he believes this passage, he admits that the dead will be
judged. This he does not believe. But again the word of
the Lord says, “ it is appointed unto men once to die, but
after this the judgment.’”” Heb. 9:27. And the very
next verse after this connects the judgment after death with
the coming of Christ. Then if the language of God can
prove any thing, I have proved that the judgment at the
coming of Christ is after death. Indeed the word of the
Lord says, * APTER THAT THE JUpaMENT.”” Mr. M. do you
believe this Scripture ? I do not ask you if you believe my
view of it, but is it true? If it is, judgment will be
‘ after death,”’ for that is just what it says. John says;
I saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it, from
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whose face the heaven and the earth fled away; and there
was found no place for them. And I saw the dead, small
and great, stand before God ; and the books were opened:
and another book was opened, which is the book of life ; and
the dead were judged out of those things which were written
in the books, according to their works. And the sea gave

- up the dead which were in it; and death and hell delivered
up the dead which were in them; and they were judged
every man accordipg to their works.” Rev. 20; 11-13.
This passage is as explicit as language can be. It places
the king upon his throne, and specifies the dead three times
over, and even mentions the repository of the dead, and the
books out of which they should be judged. Does Mr. M.
believe the king will sit upon the throne, and that the dead
will stand before him? Does he believe as stated in this
passage, that the dead will be judged ?

I will now spend a moment to place Mr. M. in his proper
attitude before this community. He has enquired what
good punishment after death can do? I answer, that it will
maintain the government of God throughout the universe,
and especially to restrain evil spirits in this world. But can
he tell us what good such a punishment as he talks of will
do? Will it restrain sinners to te¢ll them Jerusalem is
destroyed? WIll it restrain sinners to tell them the judg-
ment is past ? Will it restrain them to preach up a hell of
conscicnoe in one breath, and then call it ¢ this nonsense
about the hell of conscience ’’ in the next? Will it restrain
sinners to tell them in one sermon, that the day of judgment
came in the life-time of the apostles, and in the next ser-
mon, that every day is a day of judgment? A mighty
restraining doctrine to tell sinners, that every man shall be
rewarded according to his works, and then when asked what
that reward is, tell him the destruction of Jerusalem! All
that are in their graves came from forth at the destruction
of Jerusalem, they that had done good to the resurrection of
life, and they that had done evil to the resurrection of
damnation; and it was there the dead, small and great,
stood before God, and were judged ; yes, and it was there
the Lord Jesus was revealed from heaven in flaming fire,
taking vengeance on them that knew not God and obeyed
not the gospel; and it was there the hell of conscience
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passed away ! ! ] At this day there is no hell of conscience,
or any other hell, and never will be, for there is no coming
of Christ to judge the *quick and dead,” in the future !

MR. MANFORD’S THIRD REPLY.

Many things said by Mr. Franklin in his last speech are
of an irrelevant nature, and I shall therefore pass them by
without comment or notice.

The first thing which has any bearing-on the question, is
his denial of the fact that ¢ Christ taught that he would
come in judgment during the life-time of some who were
living when he was on earth.” He says I will have to read
my Bible again, ‘for Christ never taught any such thing.”
Well, let us see; I have asserted that he did, and I seldom
make assertions, without I know whereof I affirm. Turn to
Matt. 16: 27, 28 : *“For the Son of man shall come in the
glory of his Father, with his angels, and then he shall re-
WARD every man according to his works; verily I say unto
you, there be some standing here who shall not taste of
death, TILL THEY SEE*THE SON OF MAN COMING IN HIS KING-
ponm.” Here you see, he declares that he was to come in his
kingdom to REWARD every man according to his works, be-
fore some whom he addressed should taste of death. Was
he not then to *‘come in judgment during the lifetime of
some who were living when he was on earth ?” I leave it
to you to decide.

The two Judgments after death: — 1 know Mr. Franklin
had not said ‘ anything about two judgments after death ;"
and no doubt he would be glad if I had said nothing about
them — but does he not believe in *“two judgments after
death ?”” That’s the question! He has a good deal to say
about my inconsistencies — let us look at some of his. Does
he not believe the soul goes either to heaven or hell ‘im-
mediately after death ? And does it not go to the ome or
the other place, in accordance with a judgment pronounced
upon it, deciding that it is ‘deserving of either the ome or
other, as the character of the individual may have been ?
This is the common doctrine, and I will venture to say that

Mr. Franklin believes it, or at least acquiesces in it. If he
does not, let him tell what he thinks becomes of the soul,
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immediately after death. This, then, is one judgment. But
does he not believe in another judgment—a great and
terrible judgment, when the thousands that have gone to
heaven, and the millions (if orthodoxy be true) that have
gone to hell, will be brought back again, all congregated to-
gether and judged over again? This is what is to take
place at that judgment which he is now trying to prove. I
only give you this as one of the beauties of my friend's
system ! You can pursue the subject at your leasure.

My friend next comes to the 24th chapter of Matthew; and
truly he labors hard to make it appear that Christ was not to
come till after the destruction of Jerusalem! He admits
that he was to come *immediately ” after that event; but he
thinks it could not have been previous to it, nor at the time
of it. His argument is based upon the adverb ** then.” He
says, ‘“ At the 22d verse he is speaking of the destruction of
Jerusalem.”” The gentleman has fallen into a slight error
here ;— Christ is speaking, not of the destruction of the city,
but of the ¢ tribulation’’ that was immediately to precede it
——of wars and rumors of wars — nation rising against nation
— kingdom against kingdom — famines, pestilence, earth-
" quakes, &c.— which were * the beginning of sorrows;” and
of ¢ false prophets,’”” and *false Christs,”” and finally of the
approach of the Roman army, (or ¢ the abomination of deso-
lation” spoken of by Daniel) and, in the 23d verse, says:
¢ Then if any man shall say unto you, Lo here is Christ, or
there, believe it not.”” But I will admit, for the sake of the
argument, that the word “ then” applies to the destruction
of Jerusalem — that Christ had reference to that very iden-
tical time, as Mr. Franklin contends; — and what will Lis
argument amount to? Just nothing atall! ¢ Then (at the
destruction of Jerusalem) if any man shall say unto you”
— mark that, “if any man shall say unto you, Lo here is
Christ, or there, believe it not.” And why? Because
‘¢ there shall arise false Christs, and false prophets, and shall
show great signs and wonders ”’ — * and shall deceive many
— *“the very elect, if it were possible i”” And further, be-
cause you are to take no man’s word in this matter. Behold,
I have told you before! ¢ False Christs” did arize at that
time, and deceived many — as history testifies; and Christ
knowing that this would be the case, cautioned his disciples
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against them — telling them to take no man’s word; that if
any men shall say unto you, Lo here; believe it not; de-
pend upon your own senses, and upon what I have told you
— “For as lightning cometh out of the east, and shineth
even unto the west, so shall the coming of the Son of man
be.”  You are to *look up” to the heavens for his *sign,”
and ““see him coming in the clouds, with power and great
glory.” You are not to look for him ‘in the desert,”” nor
‘“in the secret chamber !”’ — nor are you to take any man’s
word for it, but rely upon yourselves, and upon what I have
told you!

But let us read on a little further, since we have got into
the merits of the case, we may as well go through with it.
“ Immediately after the tribulation of those days:” I under-
stand the ¢¢tribulation of those days’’ to refer to the trib-
ulations which immediately preceded the destruction of Je-
rusalem ; — but as Mr. Franklin is desirous that it should be
referred to the time of the destruction, I am willing to ac-
commodate him, as it is a matter of but little consequence,
8o far as the main question is concerned. It means them,
the destruction of Jerusalem. Well, ‘“IMMEDIATELY after
the destruction of the city, shall the sun be darkened, and
the moon shall not give her light, and the stars shall fall
from heaven, &c., and THEN shall appear the sign of the Son
of man in heaven ; and TBEN shall the tribes of the earth
(or land) mourn ; and then (when? Why then,) shall ye
see the Son of man coming in the clouds of heaven, with
power and great glory.” How long think you, is immediate-
ly? You recollect Mr. Franklin admitted in his last speech,
that *¢the sign of the Son of man, was to be seen imme-
diately after the destruction of Jerusalem.” I told you in
my previous speech that I had not said ‘the coming of
Christ was after the destruction of Jerusalem.” The gen-
tleman, true to his nature, caught at the bait, and so goes
right to work in his last speech to prove that the *sign” of
the Son of man, and his ‘“coming,” were to take place im-
mediately after the destruction of Jerusalem! He is a won-
- derful man to catch at little things! But what better does
it make it for him, whether Christ was to come before, at, or
immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem? He must
recollect that it was not only immediately after, but immedi-
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atcly after that event. How long, again I would ask, is
IMMEDIATELY ?

But let us read on: ¢ Now learn a parable (or lesson) of
the fig-tree. When his branch is yet tender, and putteth
forth the leaves, ye know that summer is nigh; so likewise
YE, When YE SHALL SEE THESE THINGS, KNOW THAT IT IS NIGH,
EVEN AT THE DOORS.”” Know that what is nigh? Why just
what he had been talking about — the coming of the Son of
man in the clouds of heaven, and the end of the world, or
age. And who did he mean by * YE 2’ — who were to “ sgE
all these things,’’ and were to * know that it was nigh, even
at the door 2’ The disciples —the identical persons to whom
he was speaking. Were not ‘“ALL THESE things,” — the
coming of the Son of man included — to take place during
their lifetime ? ‘Were THEY not to sEe ‘‘ all these things?”
“ Verily I say unto you, TH1s GENERATION shall not pass till
ALL THESE THINGS be fulfilled.”” Now, recollect that
his “coming’’ and every thing else of which he had been
speaking previous to the 34th verse —included in the phrase
* all these things ’’ — was to take place; or * be fulfilled,”’
during that generation. This will not be denied. Here
then I rest the matter—at least until I hear from Mr.
Franklin. Say what he will, he cannot avoid the fact that
Christ was to come in the clouds of heaven, with power and
great glory, during that generation which, at farthest, could
not have meant beyond the lifetime of some who were living
at that time. But by his admission that ‘the sign” of his
coming was to be seen ‘‘ immediately ” after the destruction
of the city, he has yieclded the whole matter. For it must
be evident to all,.that the very identical persons who were
to see the *“sign”’ of his coming, were also to see his “ com-
ing.” I will therefore pass to notice one or two passages
introduced by my friend in his last speech.

I charge thee therefore, before God and the Lord Jesus
Christ; who shall judge the quick and the dead, at his ap-
pearing, and his kingdom ” — 2 Tim. 4: 1.

Mr. Franklin supposes that the word * dead,” in this place
means those who are literally dead! Well, suppose we ad-
mit it for a moment, and sec what kind of a judgment we
shall have. If the word *dead” means those that are lit-
erally dead, then of course the word * quick has an oppo-
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site meaning, and refers to those that are literally alive.
According then to this exposition of the text, people who are
literally dead, and who are literally alive, will stand before
God and be judged! Imagine to yourselves for a moment,
ty friends, a vast multitude — some dead, and some alive —
standing up to receive the sentence of the great Judge!
Recollect, my friends, I am not ridiculing the Bible, nor am
I ridiculing Mr. -Franklin— it is only his interpretation of
the passage. I am only showing the conclusions to which
his view of the text would lead. I am sure he will thank
me for it, and will immediately abandon an interpretation
which presents such a ridiculous view of the subject.

But that we may understand what is meant by the “ quick
and the dead,’’ let us turn to Eph. 2: 1, and see what is said.
“ And you hath he quickened, who were dead in trespasses
and in sins.”” Of course then, those who had been ¢ quick-
ened”’ could be called ‘¢ quick;”” —and those who had
not been ‘- quickened ’’ were still ‘“ dead.”” These are the
kind of ¢‘ quick 2nd dead’’ persons that were to be judged
by ¢ the Lord Jesus Christ” when he should appear in his
kingdom — the righteous and the wicked, or believers and
unbelievers. Let us now see when this judgment was to take
place, Recollect, it was to be ‘“at his appearing and his
kingdom ;”>—or, as more properly rendered by Wakefield,
Tyndale, and others — at his appearing in hiskingdom. We
have just seen when this ‘‘ appearing,” or ‘‘ coming of the
8on of man ’’ was to take place; but to render the matter
more certain, and make ‘‘ assurance doubly sure,”” let us read
Matt. 16 : 28 — ¢ Verily I say unto you, there be some stand-
ing here which shall not taste of death, till they sEr TuE
BON OF MAN COMING IN HI8 KINéDOM.” Let this suffice for
the present.

Another passage introduced hy Mr. Franklin is Rev. 20:_
11, 12 — ¢« And I saw a great white throne, and him that sat
on it, from whose face the earth and heaven fled away; and
there was found no place for them: And I saw the dead,
emall and great, stand before God; and the books were
opened ; and another book was opened, which was the book
of Life; and the dead were judged out of those things which
were written in the books, according to their works.”

I am pleased that my friend has introduced this passage.
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I have already stated during this discussion, that the coming
of Christ to set up his judgment, was to be at the time when
he received his kingdom, and commenced his reign — and not
when he was to give up his kingdom and terminated his
reign. It will be gund that this proposition is sustained by
the passage just read from Revelation, when explained by its
parallel in Dan. 7:9, 14. These two passages are parallel,
ag my friend admits. Let us now read from Daniel. «I
bebeld till the thrones were cast down, and the Ancient of
days did sit; whose garment was white as snow, and the
hair of his head like the pure wool; his throne like the
fiery flame, and his wheels as burning fire. A fiery stream
issued and came forth frqm before him; thousand thousands
ministered unto him, and ten thousand times ten thousand
stood before him; the JupaMENT WwWas sET, and the BoOKs
WERE OPENED. I beheld THEN, because of the voice of the
great words which the horn spake. I beheld even till the
beast was slain, and its body destroyed and given to the
burning flame. As concerning the rest of the beasts, they
had their dominion taken away ; yet their lives were pro-
longed for a season and a time.” Here then, according to
my friend’s own admission, is an account of the same ‘“judg-
ment”’ of which we have read from Revelation. That both
Daniel and the Revelator refer to the same scene, is evident
from their language: The judgment was set —and the
books were opened, &c. But this ‘* judgment,” I affirm, was
to be prior, or before the coming of the Son of man to re.
ceive his kingdom, and to establish his reign upan earth. In
other words, prior to the opening of the gospel dispensation.
Let us now read right on from Daniel, beginning where we
left off. “I saw in the night visions, (during the same
dream, or vision) one like the Son of man came with the
clouds of heaven, and came to the Ancient of days, and they
brought him near before him; (the Ancient of days) and
there was GIveN bim (the Son of man) dominion, and glory,
and A KiNgpoM, that all pcople, nations, and languages
should serve him; his dominion is an everlasting dominion
which shall not pass away, and his kingdom that which shall
not be destroyed.” Now, who does not see that this lan-
guage refers to the commencement of the gospel dispensation
— when Christ, as the * one like the Son of man,” was to
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receive ¢ dominion ” and “glory,” and a “kingdom ?” In
other words, when he was to *“come in his kingdom ?” It
cannot refer to the future state, or the close of the Messiah’s
reign; for then he is to ‘‘deliver up the kingdom to the
Father,” according to Paul’s account in the 15th of 1 Co-
rinthians, It refers to the beginning, and not the ending of
Christ’s reign. This fact is established beyond dispute.

Notice now that this *judgment” of the “ Ancient of
days,” which is the same as is referrcd to in Rev. 20—was
immediately preceding the time when the * Son of man”
received his kingdom; consequently it must have taken
place some 1800 years ago, or more ! Having pow disposed
of my friends ¢ tremendous judgment,” I pass next to take
a look at his “lake of fire and brimstone.”

He seems to think that this lake of fire and brimstone,
mentioned in Rev. 19: 20, 21, is in the immortal state; let
us read the passage and see: ““And the beast was taken, and
with him the false prophet that wrought miracles before him,
with which he deceived them that had received the mark of

the beast, and them that worshipped his image. These
both (the beast and the false prophet) were cast ALIVE into
a lake of fire, burning with brimstone.” Now, just so cer-
tain as the beast and the false prophet” belong to this mode
of existence, just so certain does the ¢ lake of fire and brim-
stone” ‘also. They were to be * cast alive” into it. Surely
they could not be ¢ cast alive” into the future state of ex-
istence ! But let us read a little. further and see what be-
came of them that were ¢ deceived” by the false prophet,
and that * worshipped the beast’s image.” *‘ And the rem-
pant were slain with the sworp of him that sat upon the
horse, which sword proceeded out of his mouth ; and all the
rowrs were filled with their FiEsu!” Are there to be
fowls in the future world? And do flesh and blood inherit
the immortal state ?

But again: The ‘lake of fire and brimstone” mentioned
in Rev. 19, is evidently the same as the ‘lake of fire” men-
tioned in the 20th chapter. I presume my friend believes in
but one “lake of fire,”” or *lake of fire and brimstone.”
‘Well, in immediate connexion with the ¢ judgment” (Rev.
20:11, 12) which we have seen took place more than 1€00
years ago, it is said that ‘** whosoever was not found written
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.
in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire.” And what
is still more, the Revelator goes right on to describe the com-
mencement of the gospel dispensation, or Christian church,
in the highly figurative and beautiful language of *a new
heaven and a new earth,” terming it the ‘ holy city,” the
“new Jerusalem.”” *‘And I John saw the holy city, new Je-
rusalem, coming down from God out of heaven, prepared as
a bride adorned for her husband; and I heard a great voice
out of heaven saying, ¢Behold, the tabernacle of God is with
nen, and he will dwell with them, and they shall be his peo-
ple, and God himself shall be with them, and be their
God !""—Rew 21 : 1-3. There can be doubt but this beau-
tiful language applies to the church militant—the new dis-
pensation, or reign of the Messiak on earth. What a nice
correspondence there is between the vision of Daniel and °
that of John! In the first instance, ¢ the judgment was set,
and the books were opened”’—and Daniel ¢ beheld till the
beast was " slain, and his body destroyed, and given to the
burning flame”—then immediately after this ‘‘ judgment”
and ‘ burning” of the * beast,” he saw, in the same ‘‘night
visions” the ** coming of the Son of man,” to receive * do-
minion, and glory, and a kingdom”—in other words, the
opening of the gospel dispensation. John also saw the
¢ judgment”—¢ a great white throne, and him that sat on
it”’—and “the books were opened’’—the ‘¢ beast,”” together
with the ‘false prophet,”” were cast into a lake “burning
with fire and brimstone’’—then immediately after this «judg-
ment,”” and ¢ burning’’ of the ¢ beast,’”” John also saw the
ushering in of the ‘‘ new dispensation,’’ or reign of the Mes-
siah—as described in the beautiful language just read in
your hearing—+* the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down
from God out of heaven.”

I think you can see now, that this *judgment,’” when-
ever it was, has long since passed. Onc thing is certain ; it
preceded the gospel dispensation—how long, I pretend not
to say—Dbut that it did precede it, is a fact as clearly estab-
lished as any fact of history can be. My opponent may try
to make it appcar differently; but he will try in vain—I
defy him to avoid this conclusion!

I am gratified to find that Mr. Franklin is not disposed to
deny the fact, that the early Christians did look for a * com-
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¢
ing’”’ in their day and generation. This fact is 8o evident
that but few men can be found who have the hardihood to
deny it. 'Will my friend be so good as to inform us what
kind of a coming of Christ it was that the early Christians
looked for ? 'Wec would be pleased to know also, what caused
them to expect a ‘‘ coming’’ in their day? What put it in
their heads that such would be the fact ? Surely they would
not look for an event which had not been promised! Now,
if it was an error for them to look for a coming of Christ in
their lifetime, would not the apostles have corrected this
error ? But instead of doing this, they frequently encour-
aged them to look for such an event. Hear James, in his
letter to his brethern, written a very few years before the de-
struction of Jerusalem— Establish your hearts; ror Tne
CoMING OF THE LORD DRAWETH N16H'’—Jas. 5:8. What
‘“ coming’’ did the apostle allude to here? Does not this
language convey the idea that the ‘coming of the Lord”
was to be in the lifetime of the persons addressed? Could
it be gaid of & * coming” that is yet future, that it ¢drew
nigh’’ in the days of the apostle ! But perhaps my friend
will say this coming was not a coming to *“ judge.” Read
the next verse :—* Grudge not one against another, brethren,
lest ye be condemned; (or damned) behold, THE JUDGE
STANDETH BEFORE THE DOOR !’

In referring to my last speech, Mr. Franklin says I have
referred to ¢ several passages that speak of judgment, but
which of them speak of judging the world?”” My friends,
what is the import of this language? Why, it is virtually
admitting that all T lack of proving my proposition is, that
the judgment is not quite extensive enough. If the passages
I have quoted had only spoken of ‘judging the world,”” I
would have gained my point! Then according to this ad-
mission, I have proved that the cothing of Christ to judg-
ment took place at the commencement of the Christian dis-
pensation, just as I have contended. My friend, I repeat,
virtually admits this; but says, in hope of escaping the
difficulty, that these passages only * speak of judgment
— that there is nothing said about * judging the world.”
Very well ; I am satisfied with the admission — it is really
more than I expected from my friend! But as I have
proved beyond a doubt, (and as he has admitted) that the
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coming of Christ, to execute *judgment,”’ took place some
1800 years ago, I will ask my friend, Mr. Franklin, to peint
out the evidence of any other ‘‘ coming’ connected with
¢ judgment >’ — either to ‘‘ judge the world,”’ or any part
of it! Let him do this and I will be satisfied.

But I wish you to notice the unfairness of my opponent.
He says the passages I have introduced say nothing about
“judging the world.”” And pray what passage that he has
introduced, connected with the coming of Christ, says any
thing about ‘““judging the world 7 > He has been trying to

prove that Christ is yet to come to ‘judge the world.”” -

Has he done it? Let him find a passage that speaks of
Christ coming to judge the world, and I promise you, to
show that it is a past event— at least, that the ‘‘ coming ”’
is past, and that the passage belongs to my side of the ques-
tio?! He that diggeth a pit oftentimes falleth into it him=
self |

If Mr. Franklin could have shown that the future com-
ing of Christ will be a ‘‘ coming to judgment’’ — say
nothing of ¢ judging the world ” — but even judgment — I
would have yielded the point at once, without asking him to
prove that it means ‘‘ judging the world.”” But as he has
made this issue himself, he must not think hard of me if I
hold him to it hereafter. Let him tell us, if he pleases,
how many of his proof-texts speak of a coming to ‘¢ judge
the world.”’ '

As I have proved that Christ was to come during the
apostolic age— that the early Christians looked for this
event— and that this coming was to be connected with
¢‘ judgment,”’ it is very easy to see why my opponent raises
this objection. It was his last resort. I have not proved
any thing about ‘‘judging the world!’> He then assumed
the position that the word ‘“ world ’’ means every individual
of Adam’s race that ever did, or ever will live. Hence he
says * Christ could not have judged the world in the past,
for very many of the world were not born at that time.”’
Truly, he is a very ingenious man! Will he abide the des
finition of the word ‘* world 2’ I suppose if he bad been
present when our Saviour said to the disciples, «The world
hateth you,” he would have replied, ‘ Not so, my Lord, for
many of the world have not been born yet!” And again,
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when Jesus said, ‘“Yet a little while, and the world seeth
me no more,”” he would bhave replied, *“ Nay, Lord; you
should not say so; your language implies that the world has
seen you ; this is not correct, for many of the world bave
not been born yet!” But I repeat, will my friend abide
this definition of the word? If he will, let him say so in
his next speech, and I will then show him what will be the
consequences !

But, have I not given passages that speak of *judging
the world ? > What of Matt. 1: 6th? ¢ For the Som of
man shall come in the glory of his Father, with his angels,
and then he shall REWARD every man according to his
works.”” Does not this convey the idea of “judging?”
And does not my friend carry this ““coming” into the
future, to his great day of judgment? Certainly he does.
But I defy him to get it beyond the life time of some who
heard him announce it! And so nearly every passage that
I have quoted. They are ali connected, more or less, with
judgment — and a judgment of the world, too. ** Behold I
COME QUICKLY, and my REWARD is with me, to give to every
man according as his work shall be.”” — Rev. 22:12. * Be-
hold the syupas standeth at the door.”” The difficulty under
which Mr. Franklin labors, is, that he has got the erroneous
idea into his head that the judgment of Christ was to take
place, and be consummated, all at once! This is the com.
mon idea with the majority of Christians! But nothing
could be more erroneous, or farther from the truth! He
should recoliect that Christ was not to * judge the world,”
all atonce ! This is a progressive work. It commenced in
a very- signal manner, at the destruction of the Jewish
nation, when Christ came to establish his kinepoM. It has
been'going on eversince, is still going on, and will continue to
go on, until Christ closes his reign, 8nd delivers up the king-
dom to his Father. When it is said ¢ Ile hath appointed a
-day in which he will judge the world” by Jesus Christ, we
should recollect that this is the gospel day, or dispensation,
in which the world is to be judged —and not a day of 24
hours, as some very foolishly imagine! “Christ is now judg-
ing the world, and will continue to do so, until the final
winding up of his administration. -

I do not say that the world was judged at the destruction
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of Jerusalem, nor at any other time ; this could not have
been done, as my friend very rationally remarks, because
“the world had not been born yet ! ” — but Christ came to
judge the world at that time, and he will succeed in doing
it, before he quits judging! Let Mr. Franklin give usa
passage that speaks of the coming of Christ to judgment, or
any thing about his judgment, and I pledge myself to show
that this judgment closes jus@where he thinks it begins!
This, my friends, is thc difference between us!

He would like to make you believe that because I say
some judgments are past, and that Christ’s judgment com-
menced long ago, that therefore I believe in no judgment in
the future! But this assertion will not amount to any
thing, and therefore I will let it pass, by simply remarking
that if Christ’s mediatorial reign has closed, then I believe
in no judgment that is future, but not otherwise !

It does seem to me that if ever an individual made a
complete failure, and was in duty and honor bound to yield
up a matter in dispute, it is Mr. Franklin at this time!
Truth and Justice demand it of him. What has he done to
establish his proposition ?  Nothing — absolutely nothing !
And to show further to what lengths he is driven for argu-
ment, let the following example suffice. He says that inas-
much as Paul speaks of the coming of Christ at the resur-
rection, in 1st Thessalonians — therefore we ought to believe
that he meant the same thing in 2d Thessalonians, where he
speaks of his coming, or being ‘revealed” in connexion
with judgment! No doubt my friénd would like to have it
80; but the events are too wildly different in time and
character, for me to consent to any such interpretation —
just to please him. The one belongs to the commencement
of Christ’s reign — the other to the close of it. There is
no doubt but the apostle speaks of a ‘“ coming” in both of
these places; but the circumstances are widely different. In
one he speaks of the resurrection, but says nothing about
judgment ; while in the other he speaks of judgment, but
says nothing about the resurrection; and as judgment and
the resurrection are never mentioned in connexion with cach
other, this fact of itself ought to be sufficient to convince
any reasonmable man that the apostle has reference to two
very different cvents.
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T have now noticed all the gentleman’s speech that I deem
worthy of attention. I hope in his next that he will give
us some of his *‘ strong reasons;’’ and that he will also
pay some attention to Matt. 24th — and especially to the
phrase, this generation. Iam anxious to know what he will
do with this matter. Will he also show us how he recon-
ciles the 42d and 34th verses of this chapter, with his idea
of the ¢ coming ?”’ *

MR. FRANKLIN’S FOURTH SPEECH.

The gentleman allowed in his last speech that many
things in my speech were irrelevant, and that he would not
noticec them. I am getting to understand him better than 1
did at first. When I present something that he knows he
cannot reply to, he pronounces it not relevant, and passes
on. If it is to be regarded as a sufficient refutation of the
arguments of an opponent, to say they are not relevant, I
can very conscientiously say, that the whole of his last
speech is a total failure, which is certainly as good argu-
ment, as for him to say my arguments are not relevant.

I said that the language, that ‘‘ Christ taught that he
would come in judgment in the life-time of some who were
living when he was on earth,” is not in the Bible. In view
of this my friend boasts, that he does not assert without
knowing whereof he affirms. But did he produce the
language ? He certainly did not. He simply referred you
to Matt. 16 : 27, 28. How does he try to make out his case
from that passage? He does it by quoting both verses in
one sentence, when they relate to different times, and to two
different things. The 27th verse sp-aks of his coming in
judgment, and rewarding every man according as his work
shall be, and makes a full stop. The 28th verse takes up
anofher subject altogether, and states that there were some
present who sholild not taste of death till they saw the Son
of man enter upon his reign, or, as stated in Mark 3:1,

“ till they have seen the kingdom of God come with power.”’
There is not an intimation in the 28th verse that it alludes
to the time when the things spoken of in the 26th verse
should be done. But it speaks of another matter altogether,
and says there were some present who should not taste of
death, till it should take place.
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Will the gentleman answer this question? What part
of the world does * every man,” in the 27th verse include?
According to Universalism, it could not include those who
had died before that time, for Universalists do not believe
the dead will ever be judged. It could not include those
who should live after the death of those who stood present at
the time the words in question were spoken, for the coming
and rewarding both appear to be at the same time. But I
shall dismiss this, till another part of my speech.

Mr. Manford allows that, although I did not say any
thing about two judgments, that I nevertheless believe in
two, and kindly points them out to me. I do not know of
any place in the Bible that states that the righteous go im-
mediately to heaven, or that the wicked go immediately to
the final place of punishment. Lazarus was carried to
Abraham’s bosom, and the rich man found himself in hades,
but we have no account of their being judged yet. If there
are more judgments than one spoken of in the Bible, after
death, I do not know it, and therefore, simply believe in
one. It is no difference to me what the general opinion is—
Iam only to answer for myself. The gentleman still ap-
pears to think that the object of God’s judgment is to de-
cide who are the guilty, but God knows this all the time,
and consequently could not judge men for that purpose at
any time.

I suppose my friend thought, I labored bard on the 24th
of Matthew, simply because it was so hard for him to make
his reply ; for I thought it was very easy to refute all he
had said on that passage. He told you that I admitted that
the coming of Christ was to be immediately after the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem. This is a mistake. I simply quoted the
words of the Saviour to show that the sign of the coming of
Christ was not to appear in heaven till after the destruction .
of Jerusalem.. On my remarks on the 22d verse, he says
«T have fallen into a slight error, here—Christ is speaking
not of the destruction of the city, but of the *tribulation’
that was to immediately precede it.”’ After every Univer-
salist that has ever written or spoken on the days mentioned,
in that verse, hasapplied it to the destruction of Jerusalem,
the gentleman now turns round, and says, ¢ Christ is speak-
ing not of the destruction of the city,”” in that passage, but
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of the wars that were before that event. The ¢ great tribu-
lation, such as was not since the beginning of the world to
this time, no nor never shall be,”” was not the destruction of
Jerusalem ! This is & new kind€ of Universalism. This
does not surprise me any. I have long since known that to
defend the doctrine of my friend, a man is compelled to run
into numerous contradictions. This you will see fully made
manifest before I get done with the gentleman’s last speech.

My friend asks the question, why should we not believe
those who said “ Lo, here is Christ?” and answers, * be-
cause there shall arise false Christs.” Very good. There
were false Christs there, but if any man should say, “ Lo,
here is Christ,”” (at the destruction of Jerusalem) ‘‘ BELIEVE
it Nor.”” Now if Christ actually did come at the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem, and was there, and any one said, ¢ Lo,
here is Christ,” why did he tell them, not to believe it ?
Mr. Manford saye Christ was THERE, just as the Lord inti-
mated the false teachers would say, and Jesus says BELIEVE
IT NOT.

T could not but feel amused with my friend, in the very
midst of his arguments to prove that Christ come at the de-
struction of the devoted city, he paraphrases the Lord’s lan-
guage thus: « Youare to look up'to the heavens for his sign,
and see him coming in ‘the clouds, with power and great
glory.” That is just what we have been telling our Univer-
salist friends all the time; hence the propriety of the ex-
pression, ¢ every eye shall see him.” Did any one look up
to the heavens for his sign, and see him coming in the clouds.
at the destruction of Jerusalem? No, nor at any time since
that event.

In his former speech he declared most positively that the
whole of the 24th of Matt., and the 21st of Luke, was ful-
filled at the destruction of Jerusalem, but now a eonsidera-
ble portion of the 24th of Matt. was fulfilled before the de-
struction of Jerusalem! Thus the gentleman can change
his position to suit the times. Relative to the destruction of
Jerusalem, I have now shown that the Saviour was not there,
and that the sign of his coming was not to be seen till after
that event, and the gentleman has now admitted that our
Saviour, in speaking of his coming, taught that we should
look up and see HiM coaiNe IN THE cLoUDS. This coming
in the clouds has not taken place.
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The gentleman approached the words, “ this generation
shall not pass away till all these things be fulfilled,”” but the
word generation means race or family, and as the Jewish
race or family has not passed away, the passage affords him
no assistance. It is true the word gencration, or the Greek
from which it comes, has other meanings; but family or
race is the first meaning, and the gentleman is not to assume
some other meaning, and set aside the first meaning, with-
out giving any reason for it, and then found his argument
upon this assumption! In the place then of finding any
thing to sustain him in the 24th Matt., he has virtually
given up his doctrine.

Mr. Manford, in his last speech said something about
little things, but if his quibble on the words ¢ quick and
dead,” is not to be put down as a little thing, I am greatly
mistaken. When the apostle says, * I charge thee therefore,
before God and the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the
quick and dead, at his appearing and kingdom,” it does not
mean the literally living and dead! And why! Because,
then the people who are literally dead and are literally alive
will stand before God! And what of all that? All that,
and what the apostle said with it, does not say that they
will Le literally dead when they stand before God. But he
felt so conscious that he was ridiculing the very language of
the Holy Spirit of God, that he could not leave it without
apology : and I have no doubt you all thought as he did,
that it really needed one.

Let us see how the gentleman will like his own logic.
Some man says to him, the passage, 1 Cor. 15: 52, can not
mean the literally dead; for it says, ‘‘the dead shall be
raised incorruptible,” and a dead man cannot be incorrupti-
ble. I think he would begih to inform him that they shall
be made alive when they are raised. The same will explain
the passage before us. They were the literally living and
dead when Paul spoke, but of course the dead will be made
alive before the judgment., But what was most weak of all,
was the reference to Eph. 2: 1, where the apostle speaks of
being ‘“ dead in trespasses and sins,’’ to prove that 2 Tim.
4: 1, meant the same. According to this logic, it appears
that as the apostle once speaks of persons being dead in tres-
passes, he must always mean deas in sins, where he speaks
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of persons being dead | The gentleman admits that 1 Thess.
4:16, 17, speaks of the literally *“dead” and *alive;”
yet the language is susceptible of the same ridicule of 2 Tim.
4:1. The same is true of the resurrection of the just and
unjust, and almost every passage where the resurrection of
the dead is spoken of.

It is admitted by all good authority, that words should be
understood literally, unless a good reason can be given for
departing from the literal signification. In the passage before
us, as well as the one in Acts 10, where the same expression
occurs, there is not the least indication of any thing but a
literal use of the words * quick and dead,” and therefore be-
yond all dispute they mean the literal living and dead, who,
the apostle declares, shall be judged at the appearing of
Christ. Did he here speak the truth? If he did, a judg-
ment after death is established beyond dispute. The passage
from the 9th of Heb., where the apostle says, ‘ AFTER DEATH
THE JUDEMENT,” in 80 many words, my friend deemed it most
safe not to notice at all. He could have done no better, for
it is hard to prove that after death, means before death !

Mr. Manford quoted, with great emphasis, the words, * who
shall judge the quick and dead at lris appearing and king-
dom,” and then, in a few words afterwards, contradicted him-
self by saying, * But this judgment, I affirm, was to be prior
or before the coming of the Son of man to receive his king-
dom, and establish his reign upon the earth.” Now how the
judgment can be AT his coming and kingdom, and before his
coming and kingdom, I am unable to sece. Will he explain
this mystery ?

I shall now call your attention to Mr. M.’s remarks on
Rev. 19th, 20th and 21st chapters. He put the lake of fire,
the judgment at the coming of Christ, and the descending of
the holy city, New Jerusalem, from God out of heaven, all at
the samg TIME. Now keep this in mind, and if we can tell
when one is to be, we can tell when the others are to be, for
all are to be at the same time. This time, Mr. M. says, is
at the beginning of the reign of God, or the setting up of the
church. Now all Universalists refer the expression, * The
Lord God will wipe away tears from off all faces,” Isa. 25: 8,
to the resurrection state. I presume the gentleman has done
80 himself fifty times. Well, this expression is quoted by

-
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John, Rev. 21 : 4, and applied to the time when the holy city
was to descend from God out of heaven. If, then, the time
when the Lord God shall wipe all tears from their eyes, is
future, the descending of the holy city is future. But let us
read the verse : ‘“ And God shall wipe away all tears from
their eyes ; and there shall be no more death, neither sorrow,
nor crying ; neither shall there be any more pain: for the
former things have passed away.” Did all this take place
at the establishment of the church of Christ? Were all
tears wiped away then? and has there been no more death
since ? Was that an end toall sorrow? Has there been no
crying since? And has there been no pain for eighteen
hundred years?

I had thought the apostles were in the kingdom of God on
sarth, or the church, when Paul said he prayed ¢ day and
night with tears,” but if Mr. M. is right, he was not, for all
tears are wiped away in the church! How then did it come
to pass that Stephen was stoned to death, if there was no._
more death? Did not Paul suffer great pain from the stripes
that were heaped upon him? And although the divine
book says of the Ephesians, * they sorrowed most of all”” for
the words which Paul spoke, that they should see his face no
more, my friend, or some other genius of his party, is entit-
led to the honor of making the discovery, that at the estab-
lishment of the church, there was an end to all sorrow!
Universalism, what a jewel thou art!

Commentators have generally explained the Old Testament
by the New, but my friend it appears, explains the New by
the Old. He makes Daniel explain John, in the place of
making John explain Daniel. No one needs his plan of inter-
pretation, unless it be some one who prefers bewildering and
darkening counsel, to the development of the obvious meaning
of the word of God. But as my friend will have it that this
judgment, new heaven, &c., was nothing but the establishing
of the church, I shall proceed to examine the passage more
particularly, beginning Rev. 20:12, «“ And I saw the dead,
small and great, stand before God : and the books were open-
ed; and another book was opened, which is the book of life,
and the dead sere judged out of those things which were
written in the books, according to their works.” All this,
my friend allows, was at the establishment of the church ;
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but what evidence did he give that he is correct? None
whatever. We cannot take his bare assertion in so important
a matter, especially where that assertion goes against the
most clear and obvious meaning of a passage of Scripture ;
and still more especially where his whole thecory depends on
the decision. Now there is not only no intimation that the
apostle means any thing but the literally dead, but no other
meaning will make the least particle of sense.

We will suppose, however, that the apostle was speaking
of those dead in trespasses and sins, or the spiritually dead,
and see what kind of sense it will make. He continues, verse
13, “ And the sea gave up the dead which were in it;” that
is, the spiritually dead which were init; *and death and hell
delivered up the dead which were in them,” that is the spirit-
ually dead in death and hell; ‘‘and they were judged, every o
man, according to their works.” And what follows? * And
death and hell were cast into the lake of fire. This is the
second death.” Here is the destruction of death. When
was it to take place ? This may be learned from 1 Cor. 15:
26. *The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death.”
This, all Universalists apply to the resurrection state. That
is where I apply it, and John proceeds, immediately after
telling us of the destruction of death, Rev. 21:4, to tell us
that there, in the boly city, shall be no more death. The
man who thinks to make this community believe all this took
place in this world, is either a man of poor judgment, or
must think the people exceedingly gullible !

Still speaking of the judgment, Mr. M. says, ‘“ One thing
is certain ; it preceded the gospel dispensation.”” But before
he sat down, he said that I would like to make you think that
he believes in no judgment in the future. If he does believe
in any judgmentin future, I should like to know how he hap-
pened to deny my affirmative proposition? I affirm that the
coming of Christ to judge the world is future. This he de-
nies, but still he is afraid you will think he believes in no fu-
ture judgment! The judgment spoken of by Daniel, pre-
ceded the establishment of the Church of Christ, and the
establishment of the Church preceded the destruction of
Jerusalem about thirty years, and Mr. M. says John and
Daniel speak of the same thing. Thus you see that by
making these passages parallel, and pytting one before the
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eatablishment of the Church, he puts both before it, and the
establishment of the Church was more than thirty years be-
fore the destruction of Jerusalem. Therefore he has decid-
ed that Christ did not come at the destruction of Jerusalem,
but had come long before that event. But the Church was
established long before Paul wrote those epistles, in which
he speaks of the coming of Christ as yet future, and my
friend has contended, that the coming was at least sixteen
years after the writing of those epistles; but now the coming
to judge was before the establishment of the Church! How
is all this ?

He admitted in his first speech that my question from Acts
8:21, proved that there will be o personal coming of Christ
until the restitution of all things; and that Christ would
come in person at the resurrection of the dead. In this we
are agreed. We both admit that Christ will come in per-
son at the resurrection of the dead. Every intimation I can
find of judgment at the resurrection is directly to the point,
for we both agreed that the resurrection is future, and that
Christ will come at the resurrection, and that personally.
If I can show that judgment to be at the resurregtion, then
I will show beyond dispute, that it will be at the coming of
Chriet.

I have already tried to call his attention to John 5: 28, 29,
but have failed to get him to give it any notice. I will try
once more. In this passuge it is asserted that ¢ the hour is
coming when all that are in the graves shall hear his voice,
and shall come forth; they that have done good, unto the
resurrection of life; and they that have done evil, unto the
resurrection of damnation.”” Now, there is not a pas-
sage in the Bible that speaks more clearly of the resurrec-
tion of the dead than the one I have just quoted. It states
distinetly that they were in the graves, that they would come
forth, some to a resurrection of life, and some to a resurrec-
tion of damnation. Here is the resurrection of the dead;
and consequently the coming of Christ; and some arise to
life, while others arise to damnation. Now, just as sure as
this is a literal resuirection of the dead, just so sure is it that
judgment will be at the coming of Christ to raise the dead;
and that it is a literal resurrection of the dead, or a resurrec-
tion of the literally dead, is most obvious; for there is no




CHRIST'S BECOND bOMING. 71

other resurrection from which persons come forth, some
tolife and some to condempation. It will make the most
ridiculous nonsense to say, the hour is coming in which all
that are in the graves of sinshall come forth ; and to say that
this coming forth is in this world or this state, for Univer-
salists admit that all do not come forth from the graves of
sin in this life, and that many die as great sinners as they
ever were. And not only so, it would be the most abomina-
ble nonesense to say, they that have done good while in a
grave of sin, shall come forth to a resurrection of life, and
those who have done evil while in their graves of sin shall
come forth to condemnation. '

This passage from the lips of Jesus, divides those who are
accountable, or who have done good or evil, into two classes
after announcing the coming forth of Arr, and assignseach
class their portion, or rewards every man according to his
works. Paul predicted the resurrection of the just and the
unjust, and the passage before us assigns each his portion, in
the most clear and unequivocal terms. This never was set
aside by a Universalist, and never can be; and while this
passage stands in all its clearness and force against the doc-
trine of my friend, all the arguments in creation from any
other source can never establish it.

I have called Mr. Mansford’s attention to the  recompcense
at the resurrection of the just,” Luke 14:14, but, if my
memory serves me, he has given it no attention; yet the
passage refers to the same time, and the same thing as the
rewarding every man according to his works, Matt. 16: 27.
Both passages refer to the coming of Christ, both refer to
the resurrection, both refer to the judgment, and both refer
to the recompensing, or rewarding EVERY MAN according to
his works.

The apostle Peter says, ¢ The Lord knows how to deliver
the godly out of temptations, and to reserve the unjust unto
the day of judgment to be punished.” 2 Peter2:9. This
expression was penned about thirty years atter the beginning
of the gospel, and in the place of telling-the disciples that
" the day of judgment had already begun, as Mr. M. says it
had, he told them that the unjust were RESERVED UNTO THE
DAY OF JUDGMENT TO BE PUNISHED. Now, just so certain as
the gospel day began before the uttering of this expression,
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just that certain it is, that Christ did not come to judge the
world at the begiuning of the gospel dispensation. And that
the gospel day had begun long before this time is evident.
from the fact that Peter refers back to * the beginning.” Acts
11:15.

If Mr. Mansford’s notion is correct, that the judgment day
did not begin till the destruction of Jerusalem, then there
were about thirty-five years between Christ, the end of the
law, and the beginning of the gospel; and during that time
there was no church, and there was no judgment, so that
all that lived during that peried had no church, and escaped
judgment. But the apostle told them that the Lord knew
how to reserve the unjust unto the day of judgment to be
punished. But be has stated that the judgment was before
the destruction of Jerusalem, and that it began in a signal
manner at the destruction of Jerusalem. Thus he is per-
plexed in fixing the time. He has talked about those whom
he represents as having two judgments after death. But he
talks about many more than that, before death, yet he has
faileg to point to any thing, that may be called *‘ THE JUDG-
MENT.” He admits that the destruction of Jerusalem is not
“the judgment.” And he has failed from the beginning to
point to any thing, and call it ‘the judgment;” yet he
knows that the Bible speaks of something, and calls it em-
phatically  the judgment.” This judgment, as before shown,
will be «“ after death.”

But I proceed to the language of Paul: ¢ And the times
of this ignorance God winked at; but now commandeth all
men every where to repent: because he hath appointed a day
in which he will judge the world in righteousness by that
man whom he hath ordained; whereof he hath given as-
surance unto all men, in that he hath raised him from the
dead.” Acts 17:30. 31.. In this passage the apostle alludes
to the ignorance that obtained before the gospel, and says,
that “in the times of this ignorance God winked at it, but
now,” since the gospel has come, ‘he commands all men
EVERY WHERE to repent.” Why- this extensive command ?
¢ Because he hath appointed a day in the which aE wiLL
JUDGE THE WORLD in. righteousness by that man who he
hath ordained ; whereof he hath given assurance unto all
men, in that he hath raised him from the dead.” The time
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when God commands all men to repent is Now, in the gos-
pel day, and the reason why all men should repent is, *bes
cause he hath appointed a day in which HE WiLL judge the
world.” The gospel day has come, and is called now, in
the above language, but the day of judgment had not come,
for the apostle said, he *WILL JUDGE THE WORLD in right-
eousness, by that man whom he hath ordained.” Has my
friend pointed us to any place where the world has been
judged by that man? Surely he has not, and most certainly
he will not. He talks abouta judgment that will do good,
and a punishment of a disciplinary character. The judg-
ment of which he speaks is of a very restraining nature,
truly. In following him up to try to find his judgment, I am
reminded of the boy who was told that if he would go to
the end of the rainbow, he would find a bag of gold; but
when he would fix his eye on the spot where it appeared to
be, and go to it, and look for the rainbow he would see it
just as far ahead as at firstt That is preciscly the way Mr.
Mansford’s judgment turns out. He will refer to the de-
struction of Jerusalem; but when I follow him to that point,
ke tells me that the ¢ destruction of Jerusalem was not the
judgment.” Then he tells me that the judgment was before
the destruction of Jerusalem, and then I pursuc him to that
point, he says it commenced signally at the destruction of
Jerusalem. When I pursue him to this point, he denies say-
ing that there will be no future judgment, and thus gives up
the whole ground of dispute. He then turns round and tells
how I have failed ; but in what have I failed? Has he re-
futed any arguofent I have offered ? Not one; every po-
sition I have taken against him stands unimpaired, and ever
must stand.

As I have a minute or two yet, I will introduce one more
passage. “ 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.” Rom. 14:10. Does
Mr. M. say that refers to some judgment in thislife. If that
is the meaning of the text, why did not the apostle say, we
all stand before the judgment seat ? and not we all shall
stand before the judgment seat. The apostle procceds to
prove that we shall all stand before the judgment seat. He
says, *“ For it is written, as I live, saith the Lord, every knee
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shall bow to me, and every tongue shall confess.”” Where
is that written ? Isa. 45:23. This passage all Universal-
ists apply to the resurrection state, and that is precisely where
it belongs ; and this passage, Paul being judge, proves that
we shall all stand before the judgment seat of Christ, and
give an account of ourselves to God. The judgment of the
world is then in the resurrection state, and *¢ after decath,” as
I think, must be manifest to all.

MR. MANFORD’S FOURTH REPLY.

I have asserted that Christ was to come in judgment during
the life time of some who were living when he was on earth.
This Mr. Franklin denies; he says there is no such language
in the Bible! To prove my assertion, I quoted Matt. 16: 27,
28. And what does he say to this? Why, that the ** com-
ing” mentioned in the 27th verse, refers to a coming which is
yet future—while that in the 28th verse, he admits; refers to
a ““coming”’ which was to take place within the life-time of
some who heard the words spoken. He says the two verses
“relate to two different times and two different things.”
One of which he places in the future, and the other in the
past — some two thousand years apart, and for ought we
know, ten thousand. Where in all the wild vagaries and
theological curiosities, can we find anything to go ahead of
this! And he endeavors to reflect upon me for ¢ quoting
both verses in one scnteiice ! 7 Now, does not the gentleman
know that the division of the Scriptures into chapters and
verses, is but a modern thing 7—that they were not originally
so divided ? And does he not know that these ¢ two verses”
were delivered by our Saviour, “in one sentence ”—probably
in the same breath? Let us now read these verses again,
just as they were delivered and originally recorded. ¢ Tor
the Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father, with
his angels, and then he shall reward every man according to
his works : verily I say unto you, there be “some standing
here who shall not taste of death, till they see the Son of
man coming in his kingdom.” Now, I would like to know
upon what authority the gentleman divides this passage of
Scripture 7 Who authorized him to * put assunder” what
the Lord hath joimed together? What evidence does he
give us that the .passage should be thus separated ? No
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authority — no evidence, but that of Mr. Franklin, alone!
And why does he thus torture the Scripture?  Ah, the rea~
son is obvious. In the first part of the passage, the Saviour
speaks of judgment — of * rewarding men according to their
works,”” in connection with his ¢ coming ” — and therefore,
Mr. Franklin must needs refer this much of it to the future.
And notwithstanding the Saviour continuesright on to assure
his disciples that he would thus come, before some who heard
him, should taste of death, i. e. *‘ within the life-time of
some who heard him”—and to explain to them what he
meant by coming ‘‘ in the glory of his Father,” viz: comina
IN HIS KINGDOM. I say, notwithstanding all this, Mr. Frank-
lin has the assurance to tell you that he, (the Saviour,)
alluded to another subject—to a different time and a different
thing!”” A very eagy way, indeed, to get round a difficul-
ty! The gentleman allows I have an easy way of explain-
ing Scripture; but I think he should say no more on this
subject, after this! In all my twisting and untwisting of
Scripture; I have no recollection of ever untwisting a pas-
sage, quite 50 bad as he has done this!

Whether Mr. Franklin really believes what he says in
regard to this passage, or not, is more than I can tell. It
would seem that a man could hardly be in earnest, who
would take such a wild, and unwarrantable position! But
be this as it may, I am very sure he is wrong. And although
it would seem almost unnecessary to go to the trouble of
proving what appears already so evident, still, lest there be
some in this congregation who may have doubts on the sub-
ject, or be disposed to favor the view of my opponent, seeing
that he is at home and among- his friends, I will give you
sorme authority for saying what I do— not Universalist
authority, but good Orthodox authority. And first I will
give you that of Dr. Adam Clarke, the great Methodist Com-
mentator : .

Clarke—** Verse 27. This seems to refer to Dan. 8:13,
14.  “Behold one like the Son of man came—to the ancient
of days—and there was given him dominion, and glory, and
a kingdom, that all people, nations and languages should -
serve him.’ This was the glorious mediatorial kingdom,
which Jesus Christ was now about to set up, BY THE DE-
STRUCTION OF THE JEWISH NATION AND roLITY, and the dif
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fusion of his gospel through the whole world. If the words
be taken in this sensc, the angels or messengers, may signify
the apostles and their successors in the sacred ministry;
preaching the gospel, the gospel in the power of the Holy
Ghost. It is very likely that the words do not apply to_the
first judgment, to which they are generally referred ; but to
the wonderful display of God’s grace and power after the
day of Pentecost.”

“Verse 28. This verse seems to confirm the above ex-
planation, as our Lord evidently speaks of the establishment
of the Christian church, after the day of Pentecost, and
its final triumph, after the destruction of the Jewish polity;
as if he had said, ¢ some of you, my disciples, shall continue
to live till these things take place.” The destruction of,
Jerusalem, and the Jewish economy, WHICH OGR L.ORD PRE-
DICTS, took place about forty-three years after this; and
some of the persons now with him, doubtless survived that
period, and witnessed the extension of the Messiah’s king-
dom; and our Lord told them these things before, that
when they came to pass they might be confirmed in the
faith, and expect an exact fulfilment of all the other promi-
ses and prophecies which concerned the extension and sup-
port of the kingdom of Christ.” Com. ér loco.

Thus writes the great Dr. Clarke. You perceive he had
no idea of dividing the passage, making the first part of it
apply to the future, and the latter part to the past. Now,
as the Doctor believed in a future judgment, he undoubtedly
would have applied the passage, or a part of it to that event,
if there had been any chance whatever, to do so. ButI
have some more authority at hand.

- Wynne. * Coming in his kingdom : i. e. coming to visit
the Jews by the destruction of their city, of which some who
were present should be eye-witnesses.”” Note in loco.

Cappe. * The dissolution of Judea, Matt. 16:27, is
called the coming oF THE SoN oF MAN IN THE GLORY OF HIS
FaTueR WITH HIS ANGELS.”  Critical Rem.

Bishop Pearce. ‘¢ This is meant of his coming to visit
and punish the Jews, as in verse 25. See chapter 24: 30,
and 26: 64—Dan. 7: 13, and Rev. 1: 7. . John the apostle,
(we know for certain,) lived long enough To SEE THIS COMING

or JESUS IN HIS KINGDoM. See John 21: 22, 23.” Com.
tn loco.
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Dr. Hammond. ¢ Coming in his kingdom. The near-
ness of this to the story of Christ’s transfiguration, makes it
probable to many, that this coming of Christ is the trausfig-
uration; but that caonot be, because verse 27, ThE Sex cF
Max’s coming in his glory, with mis angels to reward, &
(To WHICH THIS VERSE CLEARLY COXNECTS) cunnct be apyp fcd
to that. And there is another place, John 21:23, (which
may help to the understanding of this) which speaks of a
real coming, and one principal person (agreeable to what is
here said, of some standing here) that should tarry or not
die till that coming of his. And that surely was fulfilled in
John’s seeing the famous destruction of the Jews, which was
to fall in that generation, (Matt. 24:) that is, in the life-
time of some there present, and is called the kingdom of
God, and the coming of Christ; and by consequence, here
most probably, the Son of Man’s coming in his kingdom is,
his coming in the exercise of his kingly office, to work ven-
geance on his enemies, and discriminate the faithful believers
from among them, &c.”” _Annotations in loco.

Knatchbull. « This place can scarce mystically be under-
stood,—by no means literally, but of the coming of the Son
of man to the destruction of Jerusalem, who then may truly
be said to coME IN HIS KINGDOM, when he came to triumph
over his enemies, the Jews, by taking a severe and just
vengeance of them. @ ¢ ¢ & And that some of the standers
by, when our Saviour spoke those words, did remain alive
to that very day, is true and known. Amnd in this sense it
is truc—this generation shall not pass till all these things
be fulfilled, chap. 24: 34. Neither before this time of his
coming did the disciples go over all the cities of Israel, chap.
10: 23. And in this sense did John remain alive till Christ
came, whereof sce more, John 21:22.” _Annot. n loco.

Rosenmuller. “1n this passage (ver. 27) reference is
had to the propagation of the gospcl through the whole
world, and the pEsTRUCTION OF JERUSALEM and the Jewish
state, as we learn from verse 28.”  Scholid in verse 27.

Lightfoot. * Qur Saviour saith, Matt. 16 : 27, ‘ There be
some standing here, which shall not taste of death till they
see the Son of man coming in his kingdom ’—which must
not be understood of his coming to the last judgment; for
there was not one standing there that could live till that
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time :—nor ought it to be understood of the resurrection, as
some would have it; for probably not only some, but, in a
manner, all that stood there, lived till that time. His com-
ing, therefore, in this place must be understood of his comMing
TO TAKE VENGEANCE AGAINST THOSE ENEMIES OF HIS, which
would not have him rule over them, as Luke 19:12-27.
© o ¢ o The day, the time, and the manner, of the execu-
tion of this vengeance upon this people, are called, ‘ The
day of the Lord,” ¢ The day of Christ,” ‘ His coming in the
clouds, in his glory, in his kingdom.” Nor is this without
reason ; for from hence doth this form and mode of speaking
take its rise :—Christ had not as yet appeared but in a state
of humility ; contemned, blasphemed, and at length murder-
ed by the Jews: his gospel rejected, laughed at,. and tram-
rled under foot; his followers pnrsued with extreme hatred,

persecution, and death itself. At length, therefore, he displays.

himself in HIS GLORY, HIS KINGDOM, and POWER ; and calls
for those cruel enemies of his, that they may be slain before
him.” Ezerc. tn John 21: 22, .

You see that all thesse Commentators are against Mr.
Franklin; and not only against him, but understand the
passage the same as I do. And so it is, I may say, with all
the Comentators of any note. Learned authority, reason, and
the common-sense meaning of the passage, are all against the
gentleman. Does Mr. Franklin ask who these Commentators
are ? I answer, they are all eminent English divines, except
Rosenmuller, who was a German—of the orthodox church,
and believers in future and endless punishment. But I will
give him the authority of one, before I sit down, of whom he
has some knowledge, and whose opinion I presume he will
not be disposed to call in question.

I have not said that there was no ¢ church,” or king-
dom” on earth until the destruction of Jerusalem. I have
said that the kingdom or reign of Christ did not ¢ come with
power”’—that it was not fully and triumphantly established,
until that time. And you will notice that here again I am
in good company. The Commentators that 1 have just read
say the same. They all apply the language of our Saviour—
“coming in his kingdom,” or the ‘‘kingdom of God come
with power,” to the destruction of Judea. The kingdom, it
is true, was in existence from the day of Pentecost, but it

’
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was not—and could not be—fully established until the de-
struction of the old city and temple. The new Jerusziem
was not fully established until the old was taken out of the
way. This is what I have eaid; and in this view I am
borne out by the best authorities. But ] will now give you
the opinion of one Alexander Campbell, a gentleman of whom
Mr. Franklin has some knowledge, I presume. I read from
« Okristianity Restored,” page 174. .

« But as the erection of the Jewish tabernacle, after the
commencement of the first kingdom of God, was the work of
some time, and of united and combined effort, on the part of
those raised up and qualified for the work ; so was the com-
plete erection of the new temple of God. The apostlcs, as
wise master builders, laid the foundation—promulged the
constitution, laws, and institutions of the King, and
raised the standard of the kingdom in many towns, cities
and countries, for the space of forty years. Some of them
not only saw the ¢ Son of man enter upon his reign,” and the
kingdom of God commence on the day of Pentecost, and
carry its conquests over Judea, Samaria, and to the utter-
most parts of the earth, but they saw the Lord ¢ come with
power’ and awful glory, and accomplish all his predictions
on the deserted and devoted temple, city and people.”

Mr. Franklin has a good deal to say about sceing the Son
of man coming. Here you perceive his great leader, Mr.
Campbell, applies the very language in dispute to the de-
struction of Jerusalem, and says some of the apostles lived
To sge the Lord *come with power” and awful “glory,”
and accomplish -all his predictions on the 8escrted and de-
voted temple, city, and people. If Mr. Franklin has any
thing more to say on this subject, let him ask Mr. Campbell
how the disciples could sEE the Son of man at that time ?
They saw the Lord com, at the destruction of Jerusalem,
says Mr. Campbell. But Mr. Franklin says he was not
«there!” Please recollect this. I shall give you some
more of Mr. Campbell’s authority before I am through.

Mr. Franklin passes over his two judgments very lightly,
He says he “ don’t know of any place in the Bible that says
the righteous go immediately to heaven or that the wicked
go immediately to the final place of punishment.” ¢ Laza-
rus,” he says, " wus carried to Abraham’s bosom, and the
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rich man found himeelf in Hades—but we have no account of
their being judged yet.” True enough. But Mr. Franklin
understands this account to be literal, and a correct repre-
sentation of the righteous and wicked ‘immediately” after
death. Now, I ask, how happened it that Lazarus went to
Abraham’s bosom, which we are told means Paradise ? Ard
why did the rich man ¢ find himself in Hades,”” which we
are also told means hell? Did this just happen so? Sup-

ose Lazarus had been ¢ the rich man,” and the rich man

ad been ‘¢ Lazarus’’—would their fates have been the same ?
‘Would Lazarus have been judged worthy of Abraham’s bo-
som, and the rich man deserving of hell? No judgment in
this case, indeed! The gentleman could hardly have told
us in plainer terms that he believed in ¢ two judgments!”’
Mankind, then, as soon as they die, or ‘immediately after
death,” are judged, either to Abraham’s bosom or to Hades ;
and whether they go to heaven, and the * final place of pun-
ishment,”” or not, is of no consequence, since the one is a
place of happiness and the other a place of misery. This is
one judgment. But after a while—when all mankind shall
have died off, or when these two places shall become full, we
are told that Paradise and Hades will give up their inmates,
and all will be assembled together, somewhere (?) and un-
dergo another, and somewhat more formal judgment! But
a3 the gentleman tells us he believes in but one judgment,
and as he acknowledges that he believes in the first one here
mentioned, it is to be presumed that he has given up bis
notion of a general judgment at the resurrection! IfIam
wrong here, I hope the gentleman will correct me. And this
scems still more probable from the fact that he now admits
that ¢ the object of God’s judgment” is not to * decide who
are the guilty,”’” for ¢“our God,” he says, * knows this all
the time.” I thought he would soon abandon this ridiculous
idea of a general and formal judgment, as though it were
necessary in order for God to find out who are gflilty and
who are not guilty! The gentleman is progressing, and I
have some hopes of him yet !

- We come now to the 24th of Matthew again. The gentle-
man is still disposed to quibble about little things, trying to
make out that I have contradicted myself. Suppose he
should show that I had actually contradicted myself in
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geveral instances—what would this fact do towards removing
my arguments and proof-texts? He had better attend to
the main arguments, and let minor matters alone, if he
wishes to do himself any credit in this debate. But I tell
the gentleman that Ihave taken no positions that are at vari-
ance with each other, although he may think so. He says
I declared in one speech that *the whole of Matt. 24th
and Luke 21st, was fulfilled at the destruction of Jeru-
salem,”” but have since said ¢ a considerable portion of the
24th of Matt. was fulfilled before that destruction.” Well,.
is there any contradiction here? Nome. I say the same
still. But as the gentleman seems hard to understand, I
will explain. Those chapters had reference to things con-
nected with the destruction of Jerusalem and the Jewish
polity — so much so that when that destruction was fully ac-
complished, it could be said of those chapters, that they were
fulfilled. Not that every thing in them had reference to the
very day of that destruction — but at that time the last of
the predictions was fulfilled — that is, nothing extending
beyond. I have heard of men who were troubled with
what is called the ‘* big head,” but I think the gentleman
exhibits stronger symptoms of the thick head than any
thing else |

I showed very clearly in my last why Christ told his dis-
ciples to * believe it not,”” when any should say, *“Lo here
is Christ, or there.”” It was to caution them against * false
Christs.” But Mr. F. still thinks that because Christ told
them not to believe the reports that they would hear about
his being ¢ in the desert,” or “in the secret chamber,” or
¢ 1o here, or lo there,” therefore he was not to come at alll
Suppose Christ did intend to come at that time, just as I
contend, and as the great body of the learned contend, that
he did come — would it not have been necessary and proper
for him thus to have cautioned them? Most assufedly.
So the gentleman’s objection is good for nothing. ~But Mr.
Campbell, as we have seen, says Christ did come then, *“in
rowkr and awful gLorY ” — and that the disciples, or some .
of them, saw him.

In my last T dwelt upon the phrase, ¢ this generation,”
and said I would rest the whole matter upon this — at least
until I heard from Mr. Franklin again. I will extend the
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declaration, and say I will rest the whole question in debate
upon the meaning of this phrase, now and forever! True
it is that Christ said his * coming in the clouds of heaven
should take place during that generation, or before that
generation should pass away — for he said, Matt. 24:34 —
¢ This generation shall not pass till all these things be ful-
filled,’’ and no one can deny that his * coming’’ was one of
‘¢ these things,” for he Lad just been speaking of that.
This point is settled. But what does Mr. Franklin say
about ¢ this genmeration?”” Why, he says ‘‘ the word
generation means race or family, and as the Jewish race or
family, has not yet passed ‘away ”’ he allows ‘ the passage
affords me no assistance.” I humbly ask upon what
authority the gentleman gave the word this meaning?
He, says that “ family or race is the first meaning of
the word,” and that I am “not to assume some other
meaning, and set aside the first meaning.”” Now I affirm
that family or race, in the senmse which he attaches to
those words, is neither the first nor the last, nor any other
meaning of the Greek word heve rendered generation! The
word never has such a meaning, and cannot have! It
means precisely what our English word generation means;
and I call on the gentleman for proof before he gocs any
further. I cannot allow him to assume the meaning of this
word — especially when there is so ‘much at stake; for I
have said I will risk the whole matter upon its meaning, or
the meaning of * thig generation.”” Let him bring forward
his Lexicons to support him, if he can; but recollect, if he
fails here, he loses every thing! I affirm that the genera-
tion to which the Saviour alluded has ‘ passed” long ago ;
and just so certain as it has passed, just so certain has the
¢ coming of the Son of man in the clouds of heaven’ pass-
ed — for he was so to come before that generation should
pass. He has the affirmative of this question —let him
proceed with his proof.

I told you in my last speech what was meant by the
‘““quick and the dead ; ’’ but whether I am correct, or Mr.
Franklin, one thing is certain, Christ was to “judge the
quick and the dead AT HIS APPEARING IN HIS KINGDOM.”
This the passage evidently asserts. And we have seen that
be was to come in his kingdom during the life-time of some

[ 4
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who heard him. Matt. 16:28. And here I will add a
note of explanation: I do not wish you to understand me
to say there was no kingdom of heaven, or no church, on
earth, till Christ came at the destruction of Jerusalem!
The * kingdom ™ or ‘‘church’’ existed before that event;
but what we are to understand by Christ *“coming in his
kingdom ”* — his “ appearing,” * approach,” ¢ coming,”
&o., is, his entering upon his reign — which is represented
as his * coming in the clouds of heaven,” in * power and
great glory,” &c. And here I must refer to Mr. Campbell
again, as I know he is good authority with my friend:

“It is very evident, that frequently the original word
basileia [kingdom] ought in preference to be rendered reign,
inasmuch as this term better suits ALL THOSE PAssAGEs
where coming or approaching is spoken of : for while reigns
or administrations approach and recede, kingdoms have at-
tributes and boundaries which are stationary.” — Chnas.
Restored, p. 151. .

‘When did Christ enter upon his reign? When he came
in the “clouds of heaven” to take vengeance on his
enemieg, the Jews, and to reward men ‘‘according to their
works.”” Mr. Franklin calls on me to answer the question,
¢ What part of the world does ‘every man,’ in Matt,
16: 27, include ? ” T answer, all those within his reign or
jurisdiction, and no more. :

Mr. Franklin allowed himself to fall into another very
great error, in regard to what I said about *judgment,” in
my last speech. He surely could not. have paid very good
attention to me! I said that the ‘‘judgment” mentioned
in the 20th of Rev., about which he had made so much
fuss, was prior to the coming of Christ. For, as he ad-
mitted, and I clearly showed, this judgment was the same
as that which Daniel saw (Dan. 7).. And I showed, be-
yond all dispute, that the judgment which Daniel saw, was
immediately preceding the ¢ coming of the Son of man” to
receive hig kingdom, or enter upon his reign.  But the ger-
tleman must recollect that this was the *judgment of the
Ancient of days,” and not a judgment to be executed by
Christ! Here is where my friend is in error. I thought I
stated this matter plain enough. Christ had not yet re-
ceived his kingdom, — had not entered upon his reign, when
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this judgment took place; consequently, he was not yet
constituted judge. It was only the ¢ judgment” of the
* Ancient of days,”” which I said was ‘‘ prior or before the
coming of the Son of man.” Consequently, all he says
about my * contradicting” myself, by saying *‘ the judg-
ment was at his coming and kingdom, and before his coming
and kingdom,” is but moonshine | — and only shows that
the gentleman himself is confused ! There was a judgment
before, and there was a judgment at “his coming ’’— but
they were two different judgments. .

The gentleman tried to make out something, in regard to
what 1 said abou} ¢ the holy city, New Jerusalem,”” descend-
ing at the commencement of the gospel dispensation. He
thinks because John, in describing the * Holy city,” quotes
a part of the language in Isa. 25:8, which latter passage,
he says, Universalists apply to the resurrection, that there-
fore the ** holy city ” must refer to the resurrection, or the
close of the gospel dispensation. Now supposc this wereall
true. What would he gain by it? The “lake of fire,”
and the “coming of the Son of man,” would still be at the
commencement of the gospel dispensation — and, that I was
mistaken in supposing the ¢ holy city > descended at that
time! Thisisall. But he should notice that when Paul
applies the language of 1sa. 25: 8, to the resurrection, he
says, * Then will be brought to pass the saying that is
written,” &ec. But although John, in speaking of the New
Jerusalem, quotes a part of Isaiah, or uses language similar
to it, he does not say *‘then will be brought to pass the
saying,” &c., nor does he make any allusion to Isaiah, nor
intimate that he uses his language. He only uses similar
language to that of Isaiah — and this is perfectly allowable.
He may apply it to one thing, and the prophet to another.
I still affirm, therefore, that *“the holy city, New Jeru-
salem,” descended at the opening of the gospel dispensa-
tion.

The gentleman says * Commentators have generally ex-
plained the Old Testament by the New,” but that I *ex-
plain the New by the Old.” Here I am compelled to differ
with the gentleman again. He has got the facts in the case
entirely reversed ! I believe it is a general rule with Com-
mentators to explain the New by the Old; and this, I con-
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fess, has been my plan — where any such assistance was
necded. And that I am not entirely alone here, I must beg
leave to refer to Mr. Campbell again. I hope the gentleman
will not think I am turning Campbellite! In his ¢ Chris-
tianity Restored,” p. 143, Mr. Campbell lays down the fol-
lowing proposition, viz.:— ‘ That spcred history, or the re-
markable instances of God’s providences to the Jews and
patriarchs, are the foundation of the sacred dialect of the
new institution. Or it may be thus expressed: All the
leading words and phrases of the New Testament are to be
explained and understood by the history of the Jewish
nation and God’s government of them.” I was therefore
correct in explaining John by Daniel. I shall have more
use for this rule before I am done, although my friend does
not seem to like it.

I believe in ¢ future judgment "’ — that is, in this world ;
but I do not believe that the ‘coming of the Son of man to
judgment *’ is yet future! That is the reason why I * hap-
pened to deny’’ my friend’s proposition. Christ came to
judge, or entered upon his reign, near 1800 years ago, and
has continued to judge, and will so continue, till the close
of his administration— consequently, some of his judg-
ments are yet future.

I repeat, I have never said that there was no church until
Christ came at the destruction of Jerusalem ; consequently
what Mr. Franklin says about the church being in existence
thirty years before the destruction of Jerusalem, and that
there was no church until Christ came at the destruction of
Jerusalem, &c, trying to involve a contradiction —is all
wide of the mark, and words spoken in vain! Christ came
in his kingdom at that time — entered upon his reign,
though his church was in existence long before.

The gentleman quotes Acts 17 : 31 — ¢ he hath appointed
a day in which he will judge the world in righteousness,”
&c., and asks, ‘‘ Where is the proof that judgment will be
a progressive work ?”’ And he right away speaks of ‘ the
gospel day,” as having been in progress many years, when
this language was written.  Now, if the *“gospel day’”’
means ‘° many years,” may not this ¢judgment day?’
This * day,” in which God has appointed to judge, or rule
the world in righteousness by Jesns Christ, is the gospel
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day. Though the “ gospel day,” or church, had been in
progress, in a limited sense, or incipient state, for some time
previous, yet this judgment day did not commence till Christ
entered upon his reign, and assumed the office of judge.
Since then, it was to be co-extensive with the gospel day.
This I hold to be the true meaning of the apostle. And I
repeat again — the world was not judged at the destruction
of Jerusalem, but the ¢ judgment of the world’’ com-
menced then, and has been going on ever since. I presume
there are some * it this assembly that can understand me,”
if the gentleman can not ! )

The gentleman having failed in all his attempts, now turns
to John 5: 28, 29, as a last resort. Well, I must tell him
that he is destined to fail here, also. He takes it for granted
that the *‘ resurrection ’’ mentioned there, means the immor-
tal resurrection, while it is very evident that the language
had no such reference. The Saviour is undoubtedly speaking
of & moral resurrection, as is evident from the connection.
Verses 24 and 25, read, ** He that heareth my words, and be-
lieveth on him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall
not come into condemnation ; but is passed from pEATH unto
LirE. Verily I say unto you, the hour is coming, and ~ow
18, when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God,
and they that hear shall live.” This refers to a moral
resurrection, most unquestionably — and this will explain the
« pegurrection ”’ mentioned in the 28th and 29th verses.
Read also John 11: 25 — * He that believeth on me, though
he were dead, yet shall he live,” —and Eph. 2:1—* You
hath he quickened, who were dead in trespasses and sins.”
I will now paraphrase the passage, and you will then be able
to see what it means: ¢ Marvel not at this, for the time is
coming (approaching, near by,) when all that are in the
graves (or dead, as in verse 25th) when all that are in a state
of moral death, sleeping in false security — as is the whole
Jewish nation —shall, by my voice in the thunder of my
judgments, be roused up from that state of inactivity. to
action, to a sense of their real situation; but they shall come
forth to very different results. Those that have done good,
have obeyed my gospel, shall come forth to a resurrection of
life, shall be saved from their persecutions, and shall enjoy a
more perfect and complete knowledge of my kingdom, and
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share more abundantly in its divine blessings. While those
thathave done evil — have rejected me and my gospel — shall
come forth to a resurrection of condemnation—shall share
in the dreadful judgments coming upon this people and na~
tion.” This we conceive to be the true meaning of the

passage.

The only words in the passage that would lead any one to
think it refers to thc literal resurrection, are graves and
resurrection. The first of these is mever used in the New
Testament in connection with the immortal resurrection, or
as denoting the place of all the literally dead. Hades is the
term used as the place of the dead. As to the word resur-
rection, it has no necessary reference to the immortal resur-
rection. It is so used, I admit; but Dr. George Campbell
(not Alexander) says, ‘‘this is neither the only, nor the
primitive  meaning of the word. It denotes simply, being
raised from inactivity to action, or from obscurity to emi-
nence, or a return to such a state, after an interruption.”
“ Rising from a seat,” he says ‘“is properly termed anasta-
sis [resurrection] ; so is waking out of sleep, or promotion
from an inferior condition.”” Thus writes Dr. Campbell on
this word. The gentleman has failed in his attempt to ap-
ply this passage to the immortal resurrection. But were he
to succeed, still it would not help him any; for it says noth-
ing about the ¢ coming of Christ t6 judgment.” He had bet-
ter keep to his proposition, and to those passages which speak
of the *¢ coming of Christ to judgment.”

I agree with Mr. Franklin that Luke 14:14, the re-

_compense at the resurrection of the just’’ refers to the same
time as * the rewarding of every man according to his
works,” Matt. 16 : 27 — or to the commencement of Christ’s
reign; and also admit that it refers to the same event that is
meant in John 5:28, 29. All this I believe; but I have
seen no evidence that ¢ the resurrection of the just,” in
Luke 14: 14, has any reference to the immortal resurrection.
Christ said ‘ When thou makest a feast, call the poor, the
maimed, the lame, the blind,” and then assured his hearers
that although these poor could not recompense them by giving
them a feast in return, yet they should not lose their reward;
for they should be *‘recompensed at the resurrection of the
just;” that is, when the just shall be raised from the low
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and abject condition in which they now are, to a state of em-
inence and prosperity — when they shall enter the kingdom
of God, or of Heaven. This is evidently the meaning from
what follows. One who sat by and heard Jesus, said,
“ Blessed is he that shall eat bread in the kingdom of God.”
Those who should muke a feast, and invite the poor to eat
with them, could not expect to be ¢ recompensed by those
poor in the same way, but they should be *“ blessed "’ or ** re-
compensed "’ by eating the bread of the kingdom of God, or
the gospel kingdom. Christ, in speaking of the distinction
that should be made between his followers and his enemies, at
the time of his “coming to destroy ’ the Jewish state, bade
his disciples, (Luke 21: 28,) when they saw the signs of his
coming and the destruction of Jerusalem, begin to come to
sass, * then look up, and lift up your heads, for your re-
emption draweth nigh.” This was ¢ the resurrection of
the just.” -
Mr. Franklin finally quotes Rom. 14: 10, * for we shall
stand before the judgment seat of Christ > — and asks, “Does
Mr. M. say that refers to some judgment in thislife ?”” Yes,
I answer, most assuredly I do. The “judgment seat of
Christ,” is in his kingdom; and when he entered upon his
reign, he assumed the *judgment seat,”” before which, all
within and during his reign, * stands,” or are ‘‘ manifest,” for
this is the meaning of the word rendered * stand.”’ Paul said
‘ we must stand,”’ — did he mean any but Christians? Let
Mr. Franklin answer. But the gentleman thinks he has  got
me”’ now, for he says Univerealists apply Isa. 45: 23,
to * the resurrection state, precisely where it belongs,”” and
that Paul refers to this language of the prophet in proof of his
declaration, that “ we shall all stand before the judgment seat
of Christ.”” But I reply that my friend is mistaken. The
judgment seat of Christ does not extend into the resurrection
state; it goes mo further than his reign or kingdom, which
closes at the resurrection. And so undoubtedly the lan
of Isaiah applies: ¢ The time when every knee shall bow,
and every tongue confess,” is limited to Christ’'sreign. Itis
during that that men must stand before his judgment seat,
and it is within that reign that *every knee shall bow and

every tongue confess.”” The gentleman has gained nothing
by his criticism here!
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I have only time to refer briefly to the passage in Heb. 9:
27, which I had almost forgotten. The gentleman epplies
this language to the future state, but here I must beg leave to
differ with him again. The death mentioned there, I main-
tain to be, not literal death, but the figurative or sacrificial
death of the high priests under the law, the type of Christ’s
sacrificial death. This view the connection fully sustains;
and it is also evident from the very passage itself. The gen-
tleman did not read it all ; let us read it: ‘‘And as itis ap-
pointed unto men, (or these men) omce to die, but after
this the judgment; so Christ was once offered to Lear the sins
of many.” How was Christ once offered, to bear the sins of
many ? As a sacrifice for sin. So was this death, which
was ¢ appointed unto these ”” — they died (by proxy) in their
sacrifices. They entered the Holy of Holies — offered their
sacrifices — then, ¢ after this,” returned and pronounced the
«judgment,” or justification of the people. 8o Christ was
once offered to bear the sins of many. I have not time to
pursue the subject in detail. But if you will take the
trouble to examine the 8th and 9th chapters of Hebrews, in
connection with™ the 14th and 16th chapters of Leviticus,
you will see that I am correct.

MR. FRANKLIN’S CLOSING SPEECH.

I now rise to close my part of the discussion on the first
proposition, to which you have given such a respectful at-
tention throughout this day. The question is not one in
which I have become a disputant for mastery over the gen-
tleman whe is my opponent on the present occasion, but it is
a question greatly affecting our conduct in this life, and one,
as I solemnly believe, with which we shall be deeply con- -
cerned after death. Itis a question touching the terrible
judgment and spoken of with profound awe and veneration,
by all the divine writers and speakers, and demands our
most soleran attention, and, on the other hand, forbids any-
thing like a low quibble.

I see there is one important difference between the course
pursued by Mr. Manford, and that pursued by myself. If
he can catch some irrelevant or incidental remark, upon
which nothing important depends, but upon which he thinks
some little capital may be accumulated; and thus cater to
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some popular feeling or prejudice, he is ever true and faith-
ful to the task ; but the main points of argument, by me in-
troduced, bearing directly upon the question, and those upon
* which I most confidently rely, he, as a general thing, passcs,
with but little or no attention. On the other hand, in my
notices of his arguments, I meet fairly and fully the very
points upon which he most confidently relies.

A few things in his last speech demand my attention a
short time, before I proceed to recapitulate and close my ar-
guments. The gentleman as usual, when he had nothing
else to say, spent his time in reading Dr. Clarke, A. Camp-
bell, Dr. G. Campbell and others. Now he is not willing to
rely upon any arguments he is able to introduce himself, and
in the absence of such arguments, he spends his time in try-
ing to make this audience believe that those great men are
with him, and thus gain their influence to support what
those very men looked upon as the most silly and contempti-
ble nonsense ever uttered. It is not strange that he should
think to torture the word of God into the support of his
miserable theory, when he will twist the words of those
men into the support of Universalism, who we all know did
not believe a word of it! If he can prove that he is right
from men who do not believe his doctrine, he may prove it
from the word of God, when God believes no such doctrine!
But it is not my plan to be led off from the true issue, to
defend Dr. A. Clarke, A. Campbell or any one else. Univer-
salists have usually succeeded in getting their opponents off
from the word of God, by introducing some favorite man be-
fore the people, that a long defence of what he has said may
be made, and save Universalism from the lash. The gentle-
man dreaded my closing speech, and thought he would get
me off to defend A. Campbell. But I wish it understood
once for all, that I am not to be led off in that way for all
the garbled perversions he may make.

The gentleman has got a new proposition. He says he
has asserted, that Christ was to come in the life-time of
some who were on the earth in his day. What if he bas
aggerted that ? I have asserted, that ‘‘ the coming of Christ
to judge the world is future.”’ This he denies. His nega-
tive assertion is that the coming of Christ to judge the world
is past. But what has he done towards proving it? I only
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assert what, the most of this audience well know, when I sy,
that he done has but little more than assert that he has
proved this, that, and the other, a few dozen times. He
has had the judgment to commence at the destruction of Je-
rusalem, and the establishment of the church at the same
time. He has then found the judgment before the destrue-
tion of Jerusalem. He has then, in his last speech, admitted
that the church was established at Pentecost, but it appears,
that what the death and resurrection of Christ, the witness
of the Holy Spirit, and all the apostles could not do in the
church, for the space of more than thirty years, was finally
more fully established by Titus and the Roman soldiers!
My friend would make a good Mahomedan, as he believes in
establishimg churches by the sword. In this way he would
force the grace of God to take effect ! !

Mr. Manford came again to Matt. 16: 27, 28, He kind-
ly informs me that the division of the Scriptures into chap-
ters *and verses is of modern date! But that is nob the
point. The making of Scripture is not of modern date!
The Saviour uttered his spceches in sentences, and the
divine historians wrote in sentences; and the gentleman
takes it mwpon himself to put two of the most distinct
sentences he ever uttered together, and make only one of
them. And then, exclaims, ‘‘what God hath joined together
let no man put asunder.”” Why did he not quote more ap-
propriately, and say, ‘‘ what E. Manford hath joined together
let no man put asunder?” God never did join these two
verses together in one sentence. Mr. M. did it on his own
responsibility, and he did it too, because he felt it necessary
to make this alteration in the word to save his doctrine. - In
this, he is right. An alteration must be made, in this pas-
sage of Scripture, or it affords him no assistance whatever.

It is not strange at all, that God should refer to the final
judgment in the 27th verse, and then assure his hearers that
the reign of God should commence before the death of some
who then stood present, in the 28th. This is the true state
of the case, and it requires nothing but candor and common
sense applicaiton, to see that such is the case. In Acts §:
19, 20 we have repentance and conversion, which are in this
life, and the coming of Christ at the resurrection of the dead,
as Mr. M. has admitted, all in the same sentence. These
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two events, in thousands of instances, are almost as remote
from each other as those in the other case.

Mr. Manford tried to make the coming of Christ in his
kingdom, or at the beginning of his reigp, the same as that
spoken of by Paul, 2 Tim. 4:1. But you will reeollect
the coming in his kingdom, to commence his reign, had
passed some thirty years, when Paul uttered the words to
which I have just referred. Yet Paul speaks of it as a future
event. He could not, therefore, have referred to the begin-
ning of his reign. But if Christ came at the destruction of
Jesusalem to begin judgment, all who lived and died
from Pentecost to the destruction of Jerusalem, a space of
some thirty-five years, were not judged at all. I ask then,
how * the world ” was judged? The world was not judged
at the destruction of Jerusalem, for the world was not there.
The judgment did not commence there, else those who lived
in the gospel dispensation before that time, were not judged
at all! I have called upon the gentleman to tell us when
the judgment passed, if indeed it be passed! He finally
admits that it is not passed, but that it is future, and thus
gives up the whole dispute.

You recollect the gentleman’s paraphrase, or his altera-
tion of John 5 : 28, 29. 1 was pleased to see that he had so
much good judgment, as to be sensible that such a plain and
unequivocal declaration of the word of God would have to
be altered before it could be harmonized with his doctrine.
You, no doubt, concur with him in this opinion! I do not
admit that the 25th verse alluded to any but a literal resur-
rection of the body. The hour had then come when the
literally dead heard the voice of the Son of God, and they .
who heard literally lived. Nothing else will make any
sense. Let us examine the gentleman’s paraphrase. ¢ All
that are in their graves,”” according to the paraphrase, means
< all that are in a state of moral death.”” A state of moral
death is an unconverted or sinful state in this life. With
this explanation we shall proceed. All that are in a state of
moral death, or a state of sin, in this life, ‘ shall hea? his
voice, and shall come forth.” Well, to come forth from a
state of sin, or of moral death, is to hear the gospel and be
converted in this life! This makes the Saviour assert that
all shall hear the gospel and be converted in this life.
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. That is a much better state of things than most of us
thought had ever-obtained in this world. But still Mr. Man-
ford’s make of Scripture assures us that it is even so. But
when they come forth from this state of sin, or moral death,
what do they come forth to? Why, those that have dome
good—those who have heard the gospel and obeyed it, while
in a state of moral death or sin, shall come forth to a resur-
rection of life, or be converted! That is, those who were
converted before, while they were in the graves of sin, and
moral death, shall come forth, or be converted over again,
more fully into the light of the gospel! But those who have

. been so unfortuvate as to have done evil while in a state of
sin and moral death, or while they were sinning, shall come
forth to the resurrection of damnation, or be converted to
damnation! Singular positions require singular methods to
defend them ! Such is the ridiculous nonsense Universal-
ism makes of the word of God.

This passage is one of the most clear and literal expres-
sions in all the Bible, and I defy any man to find one text
any where that more certainly refers to the literal resurrec-
tion of the dead. The fact is first asserted that the hour is
coming, and now is, when the dead shall hear the voice of
the Son of God, and they that hear shall live. But they
are not to wonder that a few had heard the voice of the Son
of God, as in the case of Lazarus and others, for the hour
is coming when all that are- in the graves shall hear his
voice and come forth.

My friend thought he saw a chance of escape, if this is a
literal resurrection, for he says, nothing is said about the
. coming of Christ or judgment. But he cannot escape here,
for he has already admitted that Christ will come in person
at the resurrectien. Therefore it is conceded that this re-
fers to the literal resurrection of the dead ; it is also conced-
ed to be at the coming of Christ. And as some were to.come’
forth from the grave to condemnation, it must be at the
judgment. From this no man ever did escape, or ever can.
The passage, beyond all doubt, refers to the literal resurrec-
tion of the dead, which he admits to be at the coming of
Christ. This is*future beyond all dispute.

I did barely succeed in getting the gentleman to pay a
slight attention to the words of Paul; * after death the judg-
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ment ;" but I could scarcely see what he meant. Indeed, I

believe he simply aimed to leave the impression that “ men”

means the Jewish high priest, and -that after death, was
simply after the death of the victim offered. But I deny
the whole position. There is not an intimation that the
apostle meant anything short of the literal fact, that «it is
appointed unto men once to die, but after this the judgment.”
He says ¢ the death was figurative or sacrificial death of the
high priests under the law.” That was easy said, but who
can prove it? I know of no such death spoken of in all
the Bible.

Having now replied to all that I think deserving of my_
notice in the last speech, I shall proceed to recapitulate my
arguments, and place them before you in as clear and in-
telligible a manner as I can, and leave the matter for your
consideration. '

1. My first argument was founded on 2 Pet. 3:1-12,
‘While on this passage, it was shown that the apostle wrote
only a few years before the destruction of Jerusalem, and
some thirty years after the gospel dispensation commenced.
Yet he refers forward to the day of judgment and the coming
of Christ. This at once sets aside the idea of the coming
of Christ and the commencement of the day of judgment
being at the commencement of the reign of Christ. It waa
also shown, that ¢ in the last days there were to come scof-
fers, saying where is the promise of his coming?” I
argued that before, and at the time, of the destruction of
Jerusalem, in the place of false teachers saying,  where is
the promise of his coming,” they cried, ‘“ Lo, here is
Christ,” and contended that *the coming of Christ was at
hand ; ”” and that our Lord commanded us to * believe them
not; ” and Paul commanded Christians not to let them de-
ceive them by any means. I agreed that we have just such
religious doctors in our day, and that Mr. Manford is now
virtually continuing the inquiry, *“ where is the promise of
his coming.” If the exact fulfilment of a.prophecy will
show what time it refers to, we live jn the precise time to
which the apostle refers. This he has tried to escape, but;
he has failed.

The meltling of the elements with fervent heat, the heav-
ens being on fire and being dissolved — passing away with a
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. great noise, the earth also and the things that are therein
being burned up, are all predictions of too great importance
to have gone by, without any one beiug able to point to their
fulfilment on the pages of history. This I have called upon
Mr. M. again and again to do, but he has never done it. I
am certain he cannot, for they are not fulfilled. In this
chapter we have, * his coming,” * the day of judgment, and
perdition of ungodly men,”” *the day of the Lord,” and
““ the day of God,” all together, and all set forth in the most
confident language of the apostle, as follows: *‘ But the da
of the Lord WILL COME as a thief in the night; in the whic
the heavens shall pass away with a great noise, and the ele-
ments shall melt with fervent heat; the earth also, and the
works that are therein, shall be burnt up.”

2. My second proof text was 2 Thess. 2:1,8. “ Now
we bescech you, brethren, by thé coming of our Lord Jesus
Christ, and by our gathering together unto him, that ye be
not soon shaken in mind, or troubled, neither by spirit, nor
by word, nor letter, as from us, as that the day of Christ is
at hand. Let no man deceive you, by any means: . for that
day shall not come, except there come a falling away first,
and that man of sin be revealed, the son of perdition.”
This passage was written only a very few years before the
destruction of Jerusalem, and some thirty years after the be-
ginning of the reign of Christ, so that it forbids the idea of
placing the coming of Christ at either of these points, for
one was past and the other was at hand. As before observ-
ed, the apostle forbids that any man should so construe his
letter or spirit, as to say the day of Christ was at hand; for
he declares unequivocally, that that day shall not come, ex-
cept there come a falling away first, and that man of sin be
revealed. Mr. Manford here forgot that he had made the
coming of Christ at the beginning of his reign, or the begin-
ning of the gospel dispensation, and began to contend that
the destruction of Jerusalem was some sixteen years distant,
and consequently was not at hand. But this position was
taken from him, by showing that the destruction of Je-
rusalem was spoken-of frequently from a thousand to fifteen
hundred years before, and that an event that had been look-
ed for so long a time, was emphatically AT maND even when
sixteen years off. At the very time then, when Mr. Man.
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ford says the coming of Christ was at hand, Paul declared
that day shall not come, except the apostacy come first. ‘Lhis
apostacy, the apostle declared to be ¢ the man of sin” —
‘““tbe mystery of iniquity,” whom the Lord shall consume
with the spirit of his mouth, and destroy with the brightness
of his coming. As long then, as the apostacy or the man
of sin is not destroyed, you may feel assured, the Lord has
not come, for he was to destroy him with the spirit of his
mouth, and the brightness of his coming.

In the course of the argument, I quoted 1 Thess. 4 : 14, 18,
which Mr. Manford admitted to refer to the literal resurrec-
tion of the dead, and the personal coming of Christ. I con-
tended that the apostle gives no intimation that he speaks of
any other coming in the second letter than he had spoken of
in the first, and that the reason why he referred to it in the
second was especially to correct them in thinking that the day
of Christ was at hand. In making this admission, which
by the way is a correct one, that the coming of the first let-
ter will be at the resurrection, he has yielded up the whole
question ; for there is neither reason nor plausibility in mak-
ing the coming of the second letter a different one from
that of the first. Indeed the apostle alludes to his former
letter in the second letter, second chapter and second verse,
and forbids that his former letter should be so construed as
to say the day of Christ was at hand. This I regard asa
triumphant argument, not affected in the least by any thing
said in the negative.

3. My third argument was founded upon Acts 8: 20, 21.
¢ And he shall send Jesus Christ, which before was preach-
ed unto you: whom the heaven must receive until the times
of the restitution of all things, which God hath spoken by
the mouth of his holy prophets since the world began.” In
this passage it is asserted that the heaven must receive Christ
until the times of the restitution of all things, which God
hath spoken, which Universalists admit to refer to the resur-
rection state; but Mr. M. says that it refers to the personal
coming at the resurrection of the dead,-and admits that Christ
has never come in tho sense of this passage; but to escape the
difficulty, he says the coming in judgment is not a literal,
personal coming. To meet him here, I took the position
that it must be the personal coming where every eye shall
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see him, and quoted the following passages; *‘Behold, he
cometh with clouds, and EVERY EYE smALL S8EE HIM, and they
also which pierced him ; and all kindreds of the earth shall
wail because of him.” Rev.1:7. ‘And then shall they
SEE THER SON OF MAN coming in a cloud with power and
great glory.”” Luke 21:27. The Lorp HiMseLr shall de-
scend from heaven.” In addition to these clear expressions,
Mr. Manford has admitted that the Saviour taught them to
“look up to heaven and SEE HIM COMING IN THE OLOUDS.”
Could ¢‘the Lord himself descend from heaven,”’ and “Ev-
ERY EYE 8EE HIM,” and could all the tribes of the earth mourn
because of him, at any but a personal coming ?

4 My fourth argument was founded upon Luke 21: 24,
« And they shall fall by the edge of the sword, and shall be
led away captive into all nations; and Jerusalem shall be
trodden down of the gentiles until the times of the gentiles
be fulfilled.” The failing by the edge of the sword, spoken
of in this passage, is no doubt the destruction of Jerusalem.
The captivity of the Jewish nation among all nations, ex-
tends up to the present time, beyond all dispute. The tread-
ing down of Jerusalem by the gentiles, also, extends to the
present time.  The times of the gentiles are not yet fulfilled.
Well, after all this, he says, we *sshall see the Son of man
coming in a cloud with power and great glory.” This pas-
sage, the gentleman told us, without proving it, meant the
same as the 24th of Matthew, and was all fulfilled at the de-
struction of Jerusalem. I then showed that even the sign
of-his coming, as spoken of in Matt. 24th, was not till after
the destruction of the city, and that the language of the Sa-
viour relative to those who should say, “ Lo, here is Christ,”
fortids that we should believe it, which is the same as to
declare that Christ was not there, and consequently that the
coming referred to must be sought in some other direction.
This argument still stands in all its force against any coming
at the destruction of the city, and showing most conclusively
that the coming to judge the world is future.

5. In the fifth place, I showed that Mr. Manford and my-
sclf agree in several important points. We both agree that
the Scriptures speak of a coming to judge the world. We
also both agree that Christ will come in person at the resur-
rection. But he contends that the coming to judge the world
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is past and I contend that it is fatare. It is not material so
far as our argument is concerned, how many comings he may
refer to in this world, unless he can find one which is em-
phatically the coming of Christ to judge the world. Nor
does it avail anything for me to refer to a future coming, un-
less I can show that it is connected with judgment. But as
he admits a personal coming of Christ at the resurrection,
any passage that I can refer to, showing that there will be
judgment at the resurrection, will connect judgment and the
coming of Christ, and will show that it is future.

The first passage I quoted on this point was 2 Tim. 4: L.
¢ T charge thee therefore before God, and the Lord Jesus
Christ, who shall judge the living and the dead at his ap-
pearing and kingdom.”” This was written many years after
the establishment of the church, and was in the future when
Paul referred to it, and consequently could not have been
his coming at the commencement of his reign. The apostle
says, ‘who SHALL JUDGE THE QUICK AND DEAD AT HIS AP-
PEARING AND KINGDOM.”’

This can refer to no judgment this side of the resurrection
of the dead, for the dead cannot be judged in the kingdom
on earth. Mr. Manford has attempted no escape*on this
point, only to quote Eph. 2:1, ‘“dead in trespasses and
sin,” and tells us that “ quick and dead ” in the passage
before us means the same. But he has no reason for saying
0, and of course can give none. In connection with this, I
quoted the following: ¢ And he commanded us to preach
unto the people, and to testify that it is he which wgs
ordained of God to be the judge of QUICK AND DEAD.” Acts
10:42. This, as the passage first quoted, was pronounced
* dead in trespasses and in sins,” and this was the only
effort made. That these passages refer to the literally living
and dead, is as evident as any position can be. They both
then, in spite of all cavil, teach that Christ shall judge the
dead, which cannot be in this life, and must be future.

In the same argument, I relied on the uncquivocal
language of Paul: ¢ It is appointed unto men once to die,
but A¥TER THIS THIS THE JUDGMENT.” Heb.9: 27. The
ogly notice the gentleman has given this, is what he said in
his last speech, and even there he offered no argument, but
simply asserted that it was the figurative or sacrificial death
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of the high priest. But he could with just as much pro-
priety, have asserted that it meant any thing else. That the
passage refers to the appointment of God for men once to
die and after this be judged, is as clear and obvious as any
thing can be. If you would put it into the bands of a
thousand, who have never heard any dispute on the passage.
they would all decide with one voice, that it meant literal
death, nor can any one give a good reason for saying it
means any thing clse. What shows farther that it can refer
to no death of the high priest, is the fact that the very next
verse refers to the cominhg of Christ. We have here then,
death, and after death the judgment and coming of Christ.
If then, any language can establish a proposition, this
language will establish mine. There was no coming of
Christ connected with the whole service of the high priests,
but in the passage before us a coming of Christ is spoken
of, and it is declared to be after death; and what is to the
point is, that it is a coming in judgment. This coming is
future beyond all dispute. I have not gone into a lengthy re-
futation §f my friend’s position on this passage, puch as I
have frequently seen from others, because I think his posi-
tion so absurd as not to demand it.

In order still more clearly and forcibly, if possible, to cs-
tablish the position that the world will be judged at the
resarrection of the dead and the personal coming of Christ,
which Mr. Manford admits to be at the resurrection of the
dead, I quoted the following: .

& And I saw a great white throne, and him that sat on
it, from whose face the earth and the heaven fled away, and
there was found no place for them. And I saw the dead,
small and great, stand.before God; and the books were
opened ; and another book was opened, which is the book of
life; and the dead were judged out of those things whkich
were written in the books, according to their works. And
the sea gave up the dead which were in it; and death and
hell delivered up the dead which were in them; and they
were judged every man according to their works. And
death and hell were cast into the lake of fire. This is the
second death. And whosoever was not found written in the
book of life was cast into the lake of fire.”” Rev. 20: 11-15.

In this passage we have a resurrection from the dead,

-



100 THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION.

described in the most particular manner. The sea gave up
the dead which were in it. Death gave up those under its
dominion. The unseen world relcases up the departed
spirits, all, both small and great stand before God and are
judged. How is all this to be applied to those dead in sins ?
Persons-dead in sins, and alive in body, do not get into the
unseen world. I have already shown that Universalists ad-
mit that death will be destroyed at the resurrection, and in,
this passage it is stated that death and hell were cast into
the lake of fire. Here then is the destruction of death at
the resurrection of the dead, and John proceeds in a very
few words afterwards, to inform us that there will be no
more death. Here too, after the résurrection of the dead,
we are informed that those not written in the book of life,
are cast into. the lake of fire. -

This passage bids defiance to all cavil. It represents the
king as seated upon the throne, and the dead, small and
great, assembled before him, and every man rewarded ac-
cording to their works. Just so certain as this refers to the
resurrection of the dead, the judgment and the coming of
Christ, are future, and will be at the resurrection of the
dead. What hast Mr. M. done with this passage ? Noth-
ing, only to assert in a kind of wholesale way, as he has
generally done, when pressed, that it refers to the coming at
the beginning of Christ's reign on earth. Thus he has
John contemplating judgment in the future, some sixty-five
years after the. beginning of the reign of God on earth.
Yes, according to some of his doctrine, since the commence-
ment of this debate, the judgment was past some sixty-five
years with the coming of Christ, but John is looking for it
in the future. But the placing of it at the resurrection of
the dead, which he admits to be at the personal appearing

of Christ, fixes the whole question beyond all dispute. Mr.

. Manford became so- alarmed by the fear of hell and the
smell of brimstone while on this point, that he actually told
us that the holy city that he speaks of in the same connec-
tion, where “ there shall be no more death, nor sorrow, nor
pain, and all tears shall be wiped away,” was the church
- that was established on earth! When a man is driven to

such an alternative as this, his case needs but little com-
ment. It will be understood.

~
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As another proof on the same point, I quoted the following:
“ Marvel not at this: for the hour is coming, in the
which’ all that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and
shall-come forth ; they that have done good, unto the resur-
rection of life, and they that have dore evil unto the resur-
rection of damnation.” John 5: 28, 29.

This i8 one of the most clear and plain passages in the
whole Bible on a literal resurrection from the dead, and as it -
refers to the resurrection of the dead, it refers to the personal
coming of Christ; and as some come forth to the resurrec-
tion of life, and some come forth to the resurrection of dam-
nation, it implies a judgment. We have ‘here, then, the
resurrection, the coming of Christ, and judgment, altogether.
The only escape Mr. Manford has attempted on this passage,
is to assert that this resurrection is from a state of sin. This
I have sufficiently examined in the forepart of this speech.
On this point, my friend has been driven to say virtually
that ¢ the resurrection unto life ” is past, to escape a juudg-
ment to come. Yet, little as he has done with this passage,
the fate of his whole theory hangs upon his effort. Just as
sure as this passage refers to a literal resurrection, that sure
his whole theory is ruined. No argument from any other
passage can save it. What an effort for his entire system
to hang upon ! :

While on this point, I quoted the following: * But when
thou makest a feast, call the poor, the maimed, the lame,
the blind; and thou shalt be blessed; for they cannot
recompense thee, for thou shalt be recompensed at the resur-
rection of the just.” Luke 14:13, 14.

I showed that the Saviour here speaks of the “resurrec-
tion of the just,” in almost the same words that Paul does,

o Acts 24 : 15, where he speaks of ¢ a resurrection both of the
just and unjust.” Yet, this latter is admitted by Uni-
versalists, to refer to the literal resurrection of the dead, but
the former, Mr. Manford refers to a resurrection from a
grave of sin, and contrary to the teaching of Christ, who
only promised tribulation in this world, contends that the
good will be recompensed at the resurrection of .the just in
this life! Were it not for the 15th of 1st Corinthians, and
one or two passages more, he would deny that a literal re-

Vi -
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surrection is spoken of in the whole Bible. Such is the
issue that any man must inevitably be driven to, who denies
that the coming of Christ is future. Even ‘‘ the “resurreo-
tion of the just’ must be tortured to mean something in
this life, to escape a recompense at the resurrection of the
dead, as is clearly taught in this passage of the word of
God. Yes, ¢ the resurrection uNTo LIFE ”’ and ¢ the resur-
- rection oF THE Just’’ must be explained all to be past, to
save Universalists from the fear of hell |

I have shown by the similarity of expression, in the 24th
and 25th of Matt., the 21st of Luke, the 15th of 1 Cor.,
and 2 Thessalonians, Heb. 9th, and other passages, that
they all evidently refer to the same coming of Christ and
the same judgment. Christ is spoken of in many places as
being accompanied by all the holy angels, and this too in
the same passages where the clouds of heaven are mention-
ed. Accompanying the same expressions, we find flaming
fire, and vengeance being taken on them that know not God
and obey not the gospel. Some of these passages conneet
the coming of Christ and the resurrection of the dead, and
consequently you have all these various events connected to-
gether at the coming of Christ to judge the world.

The plan of Universalism is to select a few passages
where nothing is said about judgment or punishment, and
call that a different coming, and a different resurrection
from all the others. But no man ever did give a good
reason for such a course, and no man ever can. The only
reason for making two comings, is to try to escape hell.
When men are driven to such a desperate course from the
fear of hell, théy certainly are troubled more with fear than
most men.

7. Ihave called upon Mr. Manford again and again, tog
tell us what the judgment was. He has referred to a judg-
ment which he allows was before the destruction of- Jerusa-
lem, but he would not say it was THE JupGMENT. He has
frequently referred to the destruction of the Jews, but this, he
eays, was not the judgment. Well, what is the judgment?
He has not, and he canNor TELL WHAT! Still he, at times,
appears certain thatitispast Yet he admits that it is future,
at times. I am therefore at loss ta know what he means by
judgment. Thereis something spoken of emphatically in the
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Scriptures called tae Jupemest. This event he has pot re-
ferred to, and will not. He need not refer to the destruction
of Jerusalem, for this, he says, is not it. Where then, or
what is his judgment?

When the the Lord says, ‘ we shall all stand before the
judgment-seat of Christ, * he did not refer to standing at any
judgment-seat at Jerusalem, for he said it to those not con-
cerned with what occurred at Jerusalem, but to those living
in the city of Rome. Wdnderful logic, this Universalian
logic, t-ru{yl It would represent the Lord as threatening
the Romans with judgment, with flaming fire, with ven-
geance, &c., &c., when he really meant nothing but the de-
struction of a city more than one thousand miles distant,
from all of which they were in no more danger than a Friend
Quaker here is from the taking of the city of Mexico! What
a bundle of nonsense! See also the apostle writing to the
Thessalonians, of the coming of the Lord! Does he mean
the destruction of Jerusalem ? What danger were they in
from that event? The same is applicable to all the letters
addressed to those churches remote from Jerusalem.

Fellow-citizens and neighbors: You have listened with
the most profound attention to the arguments I have offered
to show that the coming of Christ to judge the world is fu-

‘ture. In view of the solemn declarations of the word of
God to which I have referred you, I am confident that you
feel ag certain that the coming of Christ to judge our race is
future, as you do that the Bible is a revelation from God ;
and when you shall lay down yonr mortal bodies, you will
feel the same assarance of judgment at the resurrection of
the dead and the coming of Christ, that you do of a resur-
rection from the dead.

You have heard what Mr. Manford could say in opposition
to this clear and explicit doctrine of the holy Seriptures, and
you must feel satisfied that the evasions he has made are of
a character too weak for an intelligent man to risk his repu-
tation as a man of clear mind upon, to say nothing of the
salvation of hi®soul. I am certain you will not receive such
miserable contradictions and absurdities. I am certain that
you cannot harbor them in preference to the truth of God.

I say then, that after giving the most careful attention to
the stady of the holy book in my power, for a goodly num-

.
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ber of years, I am compelled by honest conviction, and by
every candid impulse, to assure you that we may most cer-
tainly expect to be judged after death. What manner of
persons ought we then to be in all holy conversation and
godliness, looking for and hastening unto the coming of the
day of God. Let usnot inquire ¢ where is the promise of his
coming ?”’ but remember that ¢ the heavens and the earth
which are now are RESERVED UNTO FIRE AGAINST THE DAY OF
JUDGMENT AND PERDITION OF UNGODLY MEN.”

MR. MANFORD’S CLOSING SPEECH.

The first thing I shall do will be to notice what Mr.
Franklin said in his last speech, and also some things that
he did not say ; after which I will proceed to a brief recapit-
ulation.

I will notice what he said about my reference to collateral
authority. He allows that when I have  nothing else to
say,” I can spend my time ¢in reading from Dr. Clarke, A.
Campbell, and Dr. George Campbell and others;” and that I
am “ not willing to rely upon my own arguments;” conse-
quently that I ¢“spend my time in trying to make this audi-
ence believe that these great men are with me, and thus gain
their influence to support what they looked upon as the most .
silly and contemptible nonsense. ever uttered ! &e.

In the first place, then, I remark that I have not been try-
ing to make this audience believe that ¢ these great men’
were Universalists ; every body knows they were not. Nei-
ther have I tried to  gain their influence to support” Uni-
versaliem, or as the gentleman terms it, * what they looked
upon as the most silly and contemptible nonsense ever utter-
ed.” The question is mnot Universalism; but -the coming
of the Son of man to judgment ; and on this question I have
not simply been ¢ trying to make you, believe that these
great men are with me,” but I have been showing you that
they are, without any doubt, with me—that they agree with
me, and-with Universalists, in the application of certain pas- -
sages about which Mr. Franklin and I have been disputing.

He says he is *“ not to be led off from the true issue to de-
fend Dr. Clurke, A. Campbell, or any one else !” Now be

it known to the gentleman, and to this audience, that nobody

.
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" wished him to be thus ““led off,’’ or to *‘ defend’’ these men!
They need none of his defence! They can defend them-
selves. He acouses me of “ twisting the words of these great
men into the support of Universalism,” and of making * gar-
bled perversions” from their writings. I deny the charge,
and hurl it back upon the author as being an imputation
both false and wicked! Why did not the gentleman show
wherein I ¢ twisted” their language, or made * garbled per-
vereions ?’ He knew better; he knew he could not! I
tell you now, right in the face of his false and contemptible
Jimputation, that I quoted all these men correorLY—and
this Mr. Franklin knows, if he knows anything about their
writings. But it was easier for him to say what he did than .
to prove it !

But he says I am not willing (like 4ém, I suppose) to rely
upon my own arguments, and hence I appeal to other men.
But why did Idoso? I willtellyou. Mr. Franklin takes
up a passage and says it means so and so—that it applies to
a future judgment, for instance. I deny his application of
the passage. He affirms that he is right, and wishes you to
take his word for it. I affirm with equal assurance that I
am right, and think that my word is as good as his. Now,
to show you that he must be wrong, and that I must be right,
T appeal to some half dozen eminent commentators and theo-
logians, and among them Alexander Campbell himselt—be-
lievers in future judgment and endless punishment, all of
whom agree with me in the application of the passage in dis-
pute. It is true I might rely solely upon my own arguments,
for I believe that in every instance I have shown by incon-
trovertible argument, that my friend has misapplied his proof-
texts, as well as other passages to which he has referred.
But I wish to make ¢ assurance doubly sure,” so a8 to satisfy
you beyond all doubt that I am correct, and that the notion
that Christ is yet to come to judge the world is not only
without evidence, but is directly contrary to the plain word
of God. The evidence of these men is the more valuable
from the fact that they all believed in future and endless
punishment. Had there been any way to apply those pas-
sages which speak of Christ's coming in judgment, &c., to
the future world, consistent with candor and honesty, they
undoubtedly would have done 80 ; but seeing and understand-
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ing their true application and meaning, they were too honest
not to declare it. But why does not Mr. Franklin refer to
Commentators to sustain him in his views ? The reason is
very plain—he cannot find any who will agree with him!
But then, in order to bc even with me, he woald have to
quote from Universalists to prove his positions. I quote from
men on his gide—from Partialists; he should quote from
men on my side—from Universalists. But this he cannot
do ; and what is still worse for him, he can find but few, if
any, even among his own commentators and writers, that will
agree with him1 This is precisely his sitnation. No won-
der he makes a fuss about my appealing to commentators.
Let him do so if he can. - :

In regard to the propriety of doing so, I ask if it is not
done, more or less, in all debates in Christendom? See
the many debates between Mr. Campbell and his party, and
their opponents, the Pedo-baptists. Mr. Franklin, I-venture
to say, would not have such a repugnance to the testimony
of commentators, if he could only find some who would tes-
tify in his favor. This is the secret of the matter. But
notwithstanding the gentleman’s repugnance, I shall con-
tinue to quote from commentators and eminent theologians,
whenever I deem it adyisable, during the progress of this
dcbate. I notonly claim it as a privilege so to do, but I
hold it to be my duty to let you know what otker eminent
divines say, besides Mr. Franklin and myself—and especial-
ly in regard to points on which he and I differ. I shall not
ask you to take my word simply, but on all important ques-
tions between us, in regard to the meaning and application
of oertain texts, or the definition of certain words, I will
sustain my position by the testimony of other and more
eminent men. You can then judge between us.

But, the gentleman says, I have ¢ had judgment to com-
mence at the destruction of Jerusalem, and the establishment
of the church at the same time”—then I had judgment be-
fore the destruction of Jerusalem—and then “in my last
speech, admitted that the church was established at Pente-
cost,” &o. Now, I will tell you what I have “had.” I
have had a judgment—¢¢ the judgment of the Ancient of
days,” before the destruction of Jerusalem. This was pre-
vious to the commencement of Christ’s reign—the *judg-
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ment to which Daniel, (chapter 7,) refers to, which took
place before ‘ one like the Son of Man came to the Ancient
of days” to receive a kingdom. Then I had another * judg-
ment” at the destruction of Jerusalem—and this was the
first judgment under the Messiah’s reign: the commenoce-
ment of the judgment of the world, by the Son of Man.
Provious to this time, God the Father had judged the wotld;
then, and since then, all judgment was, and has been, com-
mitted to the Son. The difference between wus, is this: M.
Franklin seems to have but one idea on the subject of judg-
ment, and every time the word ‘‘judgment” occurs, he be-
odmes frightened, and concludes that it means an awful judg-
ment at the end of time, when all the descendants of Adam,
will be assembled somewhere or other in the vast universe of
God, to hear their final doom! While I, (and I think with
some degree of rationality,) believe in many judgments;
that there were many very signal judgments,” even before
that dreadful judgment which resulted in the destruction of
Jerusalem | and that these judgments were executed by the
Father, except the latter, which was executed by the Som,
and is denominated in Scripture language, the ‘ coming of
the Son of Man, in power and great glory,” *“in the clouds
of heaven,” * in His kingdom,” &o., &e. ; so called proba-
bly, because it was the first judgment under his reign.

In regard to ¢ the chutch” being established or in exist-
ence previous to the triumphant establishment of ‘‘the
kingdom# I read in my last an extract from Mr. Campbell’s
“ Christianity Restored,” showing that ¢ as the erection of -
- the Jewish tabernacle was the work of some time,”’ ¢ 8o was
the complete erection of the new temple of God,” &o. I
shall have occasion to refer to this quotation again before
I it down; but I beg to read another extract from the same
book, (page 175,) which bears more directly on this point.
*The communities,” says Mr. Campbell, ¢ collected and
set in order by the apostles, were called the congregation of
Christ, and all these taken together are sometimes called the
kingdom of God. But the phrases, ¢ Church of God,” or
*congregation of Christ,”” and the phrases, ‘ kingdom of
heaven,” or “ kingdom of God,” do not always, nor exactly
represent the same thing.” So the gentleman should be care-
ful and not confound ‘‘the church ” and ¢ the kingdom,”
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when they do not mean the same thing. The church, properly
so called, was in existence many years before the destruction
of Jerusalem, but it was not until then that®Christ come in
his kingdom, or commenced his judgment; and whenever
Universalists speak of the thurch being established at the
¢ destruction of Jerusalem,” or ‘‘ coming of the Son of Man,”
they use the word church in the sense of kingdom, and not
in the sense of congregation.

There is another point which Mr. Franklin, throughout
this day, has taken for granted, which I unequivocally deny.-
It is that ‘“the coming of Christ to commence his reign,”
took place on the day of Pentecost. Hence in reference to
the passage in 2 Tim. 4 : 1, ‘- who shall judge the quick and
the dead at his appearing in his kingdom,”” he says, *the
coming in his kingdom to commence his reign had
some thirty years, when Paul uttered these words.”” 'Now,
the event which took place on the day of Pentecost, is no
where in the Scriptures, called ¢ the coming of the Son of
Man,” nor “ coming in his kingdom,” nor ¢ coming to com-
mence his reign!” And in® the entire absence of such lan-
guage being applied to that event, and in view of the fact that
this language refers to the “ coming of Christ *’ at the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem, and is so understsod by nine-tenths of the
best comamentators andtheologians in Christendom, I have
denied the gentleman’s position. Nevertheless, he persists in
taking it for granted that he is correct, as though nothing
had been said, and without giving the first partiale of evi-
dence that he is correct! I protest against such proceedings!
The coming of Christ in his kingdom, did not take place
on the day of Pentecost; and therefore the coming in his

- kingdom to commence his reign, had not passed some thirty
years when Paul uttered these words! This event was
still future at that time; and the apostle simply meant that
when Christ should appear in his kingdom —should enter
upon his reign, he would judge both the righteous and the
wicked. wSimilar language isfound in 1 Pet. 4: 17, « For the
time is come that judgment must begin at the house of God;
and if it first begin at us, what shall the end be of them
that obey not the gospel of God ?”” This language was writ-
ten but a few years before the destruction of Jerusalem ; and
in the same chapter, and but a fow verses before, the apostle
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says: ¢ But the end of all things is at hand, be ye therefore
sober, and watch unto prayer.”

The gentleman says he has ¢ called on me to tell him
when the judgment passed, if indeed it be passed,’”” and then
adds, that I ‘“admit that it is fhiot passed, but is future, and
thus give up the whole dispute!” Now, what an abominable
misrepresentation was this! Have I not said all along that
Christ’s judgment was to be co-extensive with his reign? and
that his judgment could not be passed, that is, completed, un-
less he has closed his reign? I showed very conclusively
that one judgment was passed— the ¢ judgment of the An-
cient of days,”” which preceded the commencement of Christ’s
reign, and consequently the commencement of his judgment;
but the question is not whether the judgment is passed or
future, but whether the coming of Christ to commence his
judgment, is past or future, This is the question, and I hope
you will not lose sight of it. This coming I maintain to be
past — that it took place when he entered upon his reign, and
commenced his judgment by punishing the Jews; but that
his judgment will not be passed or completed, till he has
finished his reign, and shall deliver up the kingdom to his
Father. .

In reference to the passage in John 5:28, 29, it is not
necessary for me to say much, or to go over the subject again.
Sufficient was said in my last to show to any reasonable mind
that this passage does not refer to the immortal resurrection.
Take the passage in its connection; and compare it with Dan.
12:1, which is admitted by all commentators, theologians,
and writers of any note, to be a parallel passage, and you
will have no difficulty in seeing that the event to which the
Saviour alluded, has long since transpired. In the 24th
verse we read: ¢ Verily I say unto you, he that heareth my
word, and believeth on Him that sent me, hath everlasting
life, and shall not come into condemnation; but is passed
from death untolife.” Thislanguage, as no one will dispute,
must be understood in a moral sense. The next verse reads,
“ Verily, verily I say unto you, the hour is coming, and now
is, when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and
they that hear shall live.” Here the same subject is con-
tinued — the same moral resurrection and moral life being
intended, which mo one who has any regard for his rcputation,
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will deny. The Saviour continues, and in verse 28 says,
¢ Marvel not at this, for the hour is coming, (approaching,
near Ry, for this is the meaning of the original) in which all
that are in the graves shall hear his voice, and shall come
forth, they that have done good to the resurrection of life,
and they that have done evil, to the resurrection of condem- -
nation.” Let us now turn to the 12th of Dan. “ And at
that time shall Michael stand up, the great prince which
standeth for the children of thy people, and there shall be a
time of trouble, such as never was since there was a nation,
even to that same time; and at that time thy people shall
be delivered, every one that shall be found written in the
book. And many of them that sleep in the dust of the earth,

shall awake, some to everlasting life, and some to shame and
everlasting contempt”—Dan 12:1,2. This, undoubted]y,
refers to the same thing, the same event that is referred to in
John 5: 28, 29 — so acknowledged by the whole theological
world. Well, all we have to do, is to ascertain when this
“ time of trouble ” was to take place, and then we shall know
when this great moral resurrection was to take place. In
Matt. 24: 21, in direct reference to the dreadful calamities
soon to come upon Jerusalem and the Jewish nation, we have
the following language of the Saviour: ¢ For then shall be
great tribulation, such as was not since the begmmng of the
world to this time, no nor ever shall be.”” . Here then is the
same “ time of trouble” alluded to by Daniel; and at this
time of trouble, this great moral awakening or resurrection
was to take place. Further comment is unneces

The gentleman’s interpretation of Heb. 9: 27, 28, destroys
the whole force of the apostle’s argument.

Let any one read the whole of that chapter, and he will
perceive that throughout, the apostle draws the contrast be-
tween Christ and his priestly office, under the new covenant
—and the priests and their office under the old covenant.
The whole chapter is devoted to this subject, and to nothing
else. The apostle then closes the chapter in the following
words: ‘ And as it is appointed unto men (tois anthropios)
once to die, but after this the judgment; so Christ was once
offered to bear the sins of many; and unto them that look
for him shall he appear the second time, without sin (ora
sin offering) unto salvation.” Now, how was Christ « offered
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to bear the sins of many ?” Why so— that is, just as it
was once * appointed” for these men to die or to be « offer-
ed ” in their sacrifices. And as ‘‘these men,” the priests
under the old covenant, after offering their sacrifices and
making intercessions for the people in the sanctum sanctorum,
returned and appeared to the waiting multitude without, to
them who were looking for them, and pronounced the * judg-
ment,” the decision or justification; so Christ, after being
offered to bear the sins of many, and passed into the Holy of
Holies, into Heaven itself, was to appear the second time
(the same as these men, the priests, appeared) without sin
unto salvation, to them that look for him. This matter is so
plain that it seems to me no man who is blessed with a com-
mon understanding can fail to see it! I have not time,
neither is it necessary, to argue this point any further. All
I agk of you, my friends, is to read the whole of the chapter
(the 9th of Heb.,) and I will risk your decision. - Indeed, I
would risk my whole faith upon the fact that the interpreta~
tion I have given is correct. The passage, I affirm, will ad-
mit of no other interpretation.

I will now proceed to notice, briefly, by way of recapitula-
tion, what Mr. Franklin has done during this day’s debate,
and what he has not done; and.we shall then be able to see
how the matter stands.

The gentleman’s_first argument was founded on 2 Pet. 3:
11, 12 — “ Seeing then that all these things shall be-dis-
solved, what manner of persons ought ye to be in all holy
conversation and godliness: looking for and hasting unto
the coming of the day of God, wherein the heavens being on
fire shall be dissolved,” &c. It was shown that not only the
context but this very passage itself is opposed to the gentle-
man’s views, and not only so, but that it furnishes one of the
strongest proofs in my favor. Let us briefly notice the con-
text. The apostle commences this chapter by saying that he
wrote this second epistle to put them in remembrance * of
the words which were spoken before * by the * prophets,” &c.
concerning * scoffera” — ¢ knowing this first, that there shall
come in the last days scoffers, walking after their own lusts,
saying, where is the promise of his coming? [Now why
caution his brethren against these * scoffers,” if there was no
« promise of his coming ” at that time or in their lifetime?
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Yes, why?] The next verse shows that these *“scoffers”
were then in existence. ‘ For this they (‘‘the scoffers”)
willingly are ignorant of ” — not will be some two thousand
ears hence, but are now ignorant. This same apostle, in
his first epistle, (ch. 4:7) says to his brethren, * but the
end of all things is at hand; be ye therefore sober, and
watch unto prayer.” Who did be mean by “ ye,” that were
to watch for the ‘“end of all things?’ And do not ¢ the
end of all things” and * the last days” refer to about the
same time ? So much then for the gentleman’s proof-text.
Notice that the apostle is writing to his ‘ beloved ”
brethren, and to nobody else; and also bear in mind that
this epistle was written but a short time before the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem and the old economy: ‘* Seeing then that
all these things (of which he had just spoken) shall be dis-
solved, what manner of persons ought ye to be— looking
for and hastening unto the coming of the days of God,”
&c. In the next verse he continues, ‘‘ Nevertheless, we,
- according to his promise, look for a new heaven and a new
earth, whereing dwelleth righteousness ; wherefore, my be-
loved, seeing that ye look for such things, be diligent that
ye may be found of him in peace, without spot, and blame-
less.” 1In the 17th verse he again warns them against the
¢ geoffers,” which he terms “ the wicked: " ‘¢ Ye, therefore,
beloved, seeing ye know these things before, beware lest ye
also, being led away with the error of the wicked, fall from
your own steadfastness.”” In 1 John 2:18, we have the
following language: ‘¢ Little children, it is the last time,
and as ye have heard that anti-Christ shall come, even now
are there many anti-Christs: whereby we kNow that it is
the last time.”” This was written but a few months before
the destruction of Jerusalem, and corresponds remarkably
with the admonition of the apostle Peter, which we have
just read. The *last days,” ‘last times,” and ‘‘end of
all things,” must signify the same time, which werc very
appropriately applied to the last days of the Jewish economy,
and the end of all things belonging to the old institution, or
the old heavens.
But I must say something about the ‘¢ melting of the ele-
ments — the heavens being on fire and being dissolved — °
passing away with a great noise — the earth and the things
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therein being burned up,” &c., as Mr. Franklin thinks
* these are matters of too great importance to have gone by
without any one being able to point to their fulfilment on
the pages of history.” Now, does not the gentleman know
that all great commotions on earth, especially in which the
Jewish people were concerned, were described by Jewish
writers and prophets in just such language as this? In the
language of Dr. Clarke on this subject: *‘The fall of
Babylon is represented by the stars and constellations of
heaven withdrawing their light | — and the ‘sun and moon
being darkened. See Isa. 13:9,10. The destruction of
Egypt, by the heavens being covered, the sun enveloped in
a cloud, and the moon withholding her light. Seec Ezek.
82:7, 8. The destruction of the Jews by Antiochus
Epiphanes, is represented by casting down some of the host
of heaven and the stars to the ground. See Dan. 8:10.
And this very destruction of Jerusalem (Matt. 24) is re-
presented by the prophet Joel, ch. 2: 80, 31, by showing
wonders in heaven and in earth, darkening the sun, and
turning the moon into blood. This general mode of
describing thesc judgments, leaves no room to doubt the
propriety of its application in the present case.”” Com. in
Matt. 24. In conformity, then, to the prophetic use of
language, there is “ no room to doubt the propriety”’ of the
apostle’s use of such language in reference to the passing
away of the old Jewish heavens and earth, and the establish-
ment of the new heavens and earth, or the gospél dispensa-
tion, which is evidently all he meant by this highly wrought
language.

Mr. Franklin’s next proof-text was 2 Thegsalonians 2: 1, 8.
This passage has been shown to favor my position instead of
his. The very language of the text shows that the com.
ing of the Lord ”’ was to be in the lifetime of those to whom
it was addresged. ¢ Now we begeech you, brethren, by the
coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, and by our gathering to-
gether unto him,” &. Now, where the propriety of be-

seeching them by the coming of Christ, if that coming was .

not to be in their lifetime? The argument is conclusive,
and I defy mortal man to avoid it! But says Mr. F., « this
language was written only a very few years before the
destruction of Jerusalem,” and because the apostlo tells
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them not to “ be troubled — a8 that the day of Christ is at
hand,” to ‘“let no man deceive THEM by any means, for
that day shall not come except (or until) there come a fall-
ing away first, and the man of sin be revealed.” Now, the
very short time that this passage was written ‘¢ before the
destruction of Jerusalem " happensto be about sixteen years;
and the apostle might, and did, very properly tell them not
to “ be troubled,” as though the day or coming of Christ was
at hand. The whole of this language shows that they were
looking for and, expecting the coming of Christ in their day;
and the apostle very properly tells them not to be troubled,
not-to let any one deceive them, neither by word nor by let-
ter, “as from us,” that is, as purporting to be ‘from us”—
as that the coming of Christ isat hand. Before ¢ that day,”
there was to come *‘ falling away,” and the *“ man of sin” was
to be revealed. Mr. F. says the ““man of sin” was the Pope.
This idea was adopted occasionally by others, and was first
conceived by the cnemies of the Roman Church, without the
first particle of reason or justice. A more ridiculous, un-
founded, false, and wicked perversion and slander never was
uttered ! Catholics have just as must right to apply that
language to somebody in the Protestant Church, as Protes-
tants have to apply it to the Pope, or to any part of the
Romish Church ! That the apostle meant by ¢ man of sin”
something that was already beginning to manifest itself, or
to “work,” is evident from what he immediately says; he
goes right:on—describes this ‘‘man of sin” in the 4th and
5th verses, and then adds in the following two verses: ¢And
now ye know what withholdeth, thathe (the man of sin)
might be revealed in his time. For the mystery of iniquity
doth already work; only he who now letteth (or withholdeth)
will let, until he be taken out of the way, and then shall
that Wicked (the man of sin) be revealed, whom the Lord
shall consume with the spirit of his mouth, and destroy with
the brightness of his coming.” On this proof-text, there-
fore, the gentleman has made as signal a failure as on the
first.

I must not omit to notice a little of his argument here,
just to show you how hé can argue one way at one time, and
another way at another time, in order to suit the circum-
stances. I admitted thatin 1 Thess. 4, the apostle speaks
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of Christ’s coming at the resurrection. The gentleman
thinks, therefore, that he must speak of the same coming in
second Thess. : ¢for” he says, ‘there is neither reason nor
plausibility in making the coming of the second letter a
different one from that of the first.” Aside now from the
merits of this argument (!) I would ask, how much ‘ reason
and plausibility is there in making the Saviour refer to two
different ‘¢ comings,” in a single passage, uttered in the
same breath, noteven divided by paragraphs or verses?
This, you will recollect, Mr. Franklin did, in regard to Matt.
16:27, 28. The first part of the passage, the gentleman
says, refers to a coming which is yet future ; while he admits
that the other part of the passage refers to a coming that has
long since passed! In the one case, two different letters,
written at two different times, cannot refer to two different .
“comings;"’ but here one passage, spoken at the same time,
can, without any *intimation” of the kind, refer to two very
different ¢ comings!!” O consistency ! where art thou?

The gentleman’s third argument was founded on Acts 4:
20, 21—**and he shall send Jesus Christ, which before was
preached unto you; whom the heaven must reoeiv:atill the
times of the restitution of all things.” This, I admitted,
referred to the literal and personal coming of Christ, at the
resurrection of the dead. I denied that Christ was to come
literally and personally at the destruction of Jerusalem, or
to commence his judgment. But the gentleman says they
were to see Christ coming to judgment, and quotee the pas-
sage in Matt. 24— and they shall see the Son of man com.
ing in the clouds of heaven,” &c., angd other similar expres-
gions. To this quibble I will reply again, simply by re-
quoting a sentence from his great leader, Mr. Campbell: -
“‘But they saw the Lord ‘ come with power, and awful glory,’
and accomplish all his predictions on the deserted and de-
voted temple, city, and people.””—Chris. Rest. p. 174. Let
the gentleman ask Mr. Campbell, if he wants any further

" information.

He next raised a quibble on Luke 21 : 24. . The Saviour
in this verse predicts the downfall of Jerusalem and the
Jewish nation, and incidentally remarks that Jerusalem will
be trodden down ‘‘until the times of the Gentiles be fulfill-
ed.” In the next two verses—25 and 26—he refers again
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to the *signs” that should precede the destruction of the
city ; and in the 27th verse says, * and then shall they see
the Son of man coming in a cloud with power and great
glory.” Then—not at the close of the Gentile dispensation,
but immediately following those * signs” mentioned in the
two preceding verses. The next verse shows that this “‘com-
ing” was to be in the life-time of those who heard him, for
he tells them * when these things begin to come to pass,
then look up, and lift up your heads, for your redemption
draweth nigh.” It is strange that a man should resort to
such glaring perversions of Scripture, merely to sustain a
fanatic theory!

Mr. Franklin has told you all along that the reign of Christ
and the kingdom of heaven or of God, commenced long before
the destruction of Jerusalem. This position, as I told you
before, he assumed without the shadow of proof, as though
no one disputed it; while I bave all the while denied it.
Let us now read right on in this account of Luke’s, verses
29, 31—+ and he spoke to them a parable; behold the fig-
tree and all the trees; when they now shoot forth, ye see
and know of your own selves that summer is nigh at hand.
8o likewise ye, [who 7] when ye see all these things come to
pass, know ye that the kingdom of God is nigh at hand.”’” So
then the ‘*‘kingdom of God’’ did not come some thirty or
forty years before the destruction of Jerusalem ; they were
to know that it was only ‘‘ nigh at hand” when they saw
the ¢ signs” of this destruction.

Wko cannot see that the ¢ coming of the Son of man,”
the approach or the establishment of the ‘kingdom of peace,”
or “ kingdom of God,” and the * destruction of Jerusalem,”
are co-etaneous events, and were to take place, if not at the
same time, in immediate succession to each other? This is
an important declaration, and shows very clearly that the
« kingdom of God” was not established until Jerusalem was
destroyed, . :

On the passage in 2 Tim. 4: 1, enough has been said to
show that Paulhad no allusion to a judgment in eternity,
but that he had direct reference to Christ's coming in his
kingdom, which was then but a few years in the future : and
that by ¢ quick and dead,” he only meant believers and un.
believers, Enough has also been said to show that the gen.
tleman is mistaken in his application of Heb. 9: 27, 28.
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As to the judgment spoken of in Rev. 20th—I showed
conclusively that it was the same that was predicted in the
7th of Dan., and, consequently, took place immediately pre-
ceding the coming of the Son of man to receive his kingdom,
or enter upon his reign, and hence is a past event. John
5:28, 29, has been sufficiently noticed. So indeed has all
the arguments and passages which he has introduced. There
are some things which He has not referred to which are
deserving of notice.

1st. I referred to several passages in the Old Testament—
predictions of Christ, and of the establishment of his king-
dom on the earth. Isa. 42: 1-4, ‘“Bechold my servant
whom I nphold, mine elect in whom my soul delighteth; I
have put my spirit upon him ; he shall bring forth judgment
to the Gentiles, ® ¢ © he shall bring forth judgment unto
truth ; he shall not fail nor be discouraged, till he have set
judgment in the earth, and the isles shall wait for his law.”’

And again: Jer. 23 : 5— Behold, the days come, saith
the Lord, that I will raise unto David a righteous BraNcH,
and a king shall reign, and prosper, and shall execute judg-
ment and justice in the earth.”” These passages are direct
predictions of the commencement of Christ’s reign on earth,
and they show that he was to set up, establish, and execute
" judgment in the earth. But the gentleman, for obvious rea-

sons, paid no attention to them !
2d. I also referred to several passages in the New Testa-
ment, which show that the time was then ‘ nigh at hard”
when Christ was to commence his judgment. Such as the
following : ** Grudge not one against another, brethren, lest
ye be condemned ; behold, the judge standeth at the door.”
Jag. 5:9. “ Who shall give account to him who is ready
to judge the quick and the dead.””—1 Pet. 4: 5. Also, Rev.
14:6, 7—“And I saw another angel fly in the midst of
heaven, having the EVERLASTING GoSPEL to preach unto them
that dwell on the earth, &c., saying with a loud voice, fear
God and give glory to him: for the hour of his judgment 18
come,” &c. Here the * judgment” was to commence with
the commencement of the gospel kingdom. Also, Rev. 22: -
verses 7—** Behold I come quickly”’—10, “ Seal not the
sayings of the prophecy of this book, for the time is at hand”
- =12, ¢ Behold I come quickly, and my reward is with me
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to give every man acoording as his work shall be”—20, « He
which testifieth these things saith, surely I come quickly.
Amen, even 8o, come, Lord Jesus.” All these passages
were written but a short time before the destruction of Jefu-
salem, and consequently but a short time before the coming
of the Son of man to establish his kingdom. But the gentle-
man has thought best to pay no attention to them. You are
at liberty to judge the reason of his silence.
8d. 1'also called his attention to the admonitions of the
Saviour to the disciples, to watch, and be ready for his com-
ing ; and desired him to reconcile this fact with the idea
that the coming was not to be for some thousand yearsin
the future. But this also he was pleased to pass by in
silence! This is an important matter ; and so conclusive
does it appear to my mind, that I believe I would risk the
whole question on it. Take the 42d and 44th verses of
Matt. 24th, and T defy mortal man to avoid the conclusion
that Christ was to come—and that he designed his disciples
to 8o understand him—during their lifetime. You will re-
collect that this discourse was delivered to the disciples
privately. (verse 3d.) Now read these verses: ‘ Watch
therefore; for Yy (who?) know not at what hour your Lord
doth come.” Again: ¢ Therefore, be ye (who?) also ready;
for in such an hour as v think not the Son of man cometh.” *
Then they were to watch, they were to be ¢ready”—for in
such an hour as they—the disciples—thought not, the Son
of man was to come! There is no getting away from this
argument. No wonder the gentleman passed it-by in silence!
But the greatest failure the gentleman has made, and one
by which he has lost every thing, is in relation to the phrase,
«.this generation,” in the 24th of Matthew! You will re-
collect that in the speech before my last, I called his atten-
tion to the fact, that ¢ all these things,’” the coming of the
Son of man included, were to take place during that genera-
tion. In his next speech he replied by saying that * this
generation "’ meant this family or race of the Jews, and that
the Jews as a race had not yet passed away; he also said
.that Greenfield gives this as the first meaning of the word
genea, and allowed that I had no right to depart from the
first meaning! In my last T denied this definition of the
word, and also denied most unequivocally that Greenfield
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gave that either as the first or any other meaning to the
word —which was equivalent to accusing him of misrepre-
senting Greenfield. I then took the ground that the phrase,
this generation, never has such a meaning as he gave it, but
that it always means the ‘“ men of this age *’ — « those living
at the time,” &c., and that I would risk the whole question
between us upon this issue. And what has he said in reply?
Not one word!! I did expect that he would attempt a re-
ply, although I knew he could not be successful. :

1 will now tell you what Greenfield does say of this wo
and all he says. He gives it but two meanings, viz! 1st “a
family, generation, descent; 2d, an age, race, or generation
of men, including upon the average, a space of thirty years.”
This is the definition he gives the word genea. Its first and
primary meaning is, one family or household, one descent,
or the offspring or children of one parent or parents — the
descendents from one head. In its secondary meaning, and
with regard to time, it denotes all the families or people liv-
ing at that time, including as an average, a space of about
thirty years, or three generations to a century. This is
ite length on an average; but one generation taken sepa-
rately, will extend much longer, so that there was no impro-
priety in saying all these things would take place, before
“ this generation " closes, although the time might be more
than thirty years distant.

I will now give you the testimony of two eminent com-
mentators on this phrase : .

Whitbey * These words — this age or generation shall not

away — afford a full demonstration that all which Christ
had said hitherto, was to be accomplished, not at the conver-
gion of the Jews, nor at the final day of judgment, but in
that very age, or whilst some of that generation of men
lived; for the phrase never bears any other sense in the
New Testament, than the men of this age.”” — Annot. on
Matt. 24: 34. :

Lightfoot. * This generation shall not pass, &c. Hence
it appears plain enough, that the foregoing verses are not to
be understood of the last judgment, but, as we have said,
of the destruction of Jerusalem.” — Exer. on Matt. 24:
34.

I must also add the testimony of Bloomfield, author of
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“The Greek Testament, with English Notes.” He says:
‘“he genea aute” (this generation.) Notwithstanding the
descent of some, the phrase can only mean * this very gene-
ration,” *the race of men now living.” — Notes on Matt.
24: 34,

This is enough. Were there no other evidence in the
book, the fact that the Saviour said, ‘ This generation shall
not pass till all these things be fulfilled, is sufficient to show
that the Son of Man was to come in the clouds of heaven —
in his kingdom — to establish his reign, and reward men
according to their works, during the lifetime of some who
saw and heard him. I will risk the whole question, yea
every thing, upon this fact. The phrase, I maintain, never
had, never has, and never can have, any other signification
than  the men of this age,”” or those living at the time.

Now, in view of what has been said on both sides, during
this day’s debate, you will excuse me, I hope, when I give
it as my firm belief that, while Mr. Franklin has failed, most
signally failed, to establish his proposition, that the * coming
of the Son of Man to judge the world ”’ is yet future, I have
proved by the most incontestible evidence, such as cannot be
gainsayed, that this « coming of the Lord ” is a past event.
That it took place, as predicted, and looked for by the early
Christians, during the apostolic age, when the Jewish temple,
city, and nation were destroyed, and the kingdom of heaven
or reign of the Messiah, was set upin the carth. This Isay
is my belief, in regard to the merits of the debate. But all
I ask of you is, to examine our arguments, and the evidence
adduced — weigh them well, and then judge for yourselves.




PROPOSITION II.

DO THR SCRIPTURES TEACH THE FINAL HOLINESS AND HAPPI-
NESS OF ALL MANKIND ?

A MR. MANFORD’S FIRST SPEECH.

The proposition before us to-day is one in which all are
deeply interested. It reads as follows: Do the Scriptures
teack the final holiness and happiness of all mankind? 1
affirm — my friend denies. I believe ALL thg wicked will be
saved. He believes some of the wicked will be saved. , Nei-
ther one of us believe any will be saved 1IN their wickedgless,
but proM their wickedness — ¢ from their sins.’”” He be-
lieves in the salvation of a ParT of mankind. I believe in
the salvation of ALL mankind; and here we join issue. I
now proceed to my first proof-text: Matt. xxii. 23-32. “The
same day came to him the Sadducees, which say there is no
resurrection, and asked him saying: Master, Moses said; if
a man die, having no children, his brother shall marry his
wife, and raise up seed unto his brother. Now there were
seven brothers; and the.first, when he had married a wife,
deceased ; and having noissue, left his wife unto his brother.
Likewise the second also, and the third, unto the seventh-;
andlast of all the woman died also. Therefore, in the res-
urrection, whose wife shall she be of the seven ? for theyall
had her. Jesus answered and said unto them, Ye do err, not
knowing the Scriptures, nor the power of God. For im the
resurrection they neither marry, nor are given in marriage,
but are as the angels of God in heaven. But as touching the
resurrection of the dead, have ye not read that which was
spoken unto you by God, saying, I am the God of Abraham,
the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob? God is not the
God of the dead, but of the living.”” The parallel passage
in Luke xx, reads as follows. ¢ They which shall be ac-
. 121 :
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counted worthy to obtain that world, and the resurrection
from the dead, neither marry, nor are given in marriage:
peither can they die any more, for they are equal unto the
angels; and are the children of God, being the children of
the resurrection. . Now, that the dead are raised, even Moses
showed at the bush, when he called the Lord, the God of
Abrabam, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob; for
he is not a God of the dead, but of the living; for all live
unto him.”  Our Saviour did not merely answer the question
of the Sadducees and then stop; but proceeded, 1. To show
that there was a resurrection. ‘ Now that the dead are
raised, even Moses showed at the bush.” . 2. To informyhis
hearers what would be the condition of those raised. 1 They
should not ‘“die any more.” 2. They should be *equal
‘unto the angels.” 3. They should be the ¢ children of
God.” 4. They should *live unto God.”

It is worthy ef especial notice that two distinct facts are
predicted of the raised, because of their equality with an-
gels. . 1. They should not marry. 2. They should not “ die
any more.”” Hence we are justified in saying those raised
will not: sin or suffer, because of their equality with -the an-
gels. There is no way of escaping from this conclusion
other than to say the ¢ angels in heaven” sin and suffer!!

I wish to call the attention of Mr. Franklin to the words,
¢ they which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world
and the resurrection from the dead.’”” How many does he
think will ¢ obtain that world 2’ (And it would be well to
notice that the phrase * that world * in the 35th verse is con-
nected with the phrase ¢ this world ” in the 34th verse.)
Paul said he ““hoped for a resurrection of the dead, both of
the just and unjust.” He did not hope that any one would be
raised unjust, for that would have been a most unrightcous
hope indeed. Does my friend hope that any will be raised
unjust. If his hope is as extensive as Paul’s hope was, then
he must certainly believe that all will be ¢ accounted wor-
thy to obtain that world and the resurrection from the dead.”
That my proof-text triumphantly sustains my proposition
cannot but be evident to all who will give it a fair examina-
tion. If after the resurrection, the greater part of mankind
are to be endlessly miserable, why did not our Saviour say so
when treating of the resurrection? Why did he never say
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80! On the contrary he tells us that “in the resurrection,”
that is, in the immortal world, mankind shall be * equal unto
the angels’” — * the children of God ”’ — that they shall not
“die any more;”’ and that all shall *live unto God.” These
are glorious announcements— heavenly truths; and well
worthy of that gospel which brings ‘“ good tidings of great
joy, which shall be unto ALL pEoPLE.”

My second proof is derived from the fifth chapter of Ro-
mans. In this chapter we are told that * in due time Christ
died for the ungodly,” and  when we were without strength ”
—that ‘“God commendeth his love to us, in that while we
were yet sinners, Christ died for us. Much more than being
justified by his blood, we shall be saved from wrath through
him: For if when we were enemics we were reconciled to
God by the death of his Son, much more, being reconciled,
we shall be saved by his life. And not only so, but we also
joyin God, through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom we have
now received the atonement,” or reconciliation: ¢ Wherefore,
as by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin,
and so death passed upon all men, for that all bave sinned.’”’
(If a natural death is here meant, then all are subject to this
death, because of sin, and not because Adam sinned.) ¢ For
until the law, sin was in the world, but sin is not imputed
wherever there is no law. Nevertheless, death reigned from
Adam to Moses, even over those that had not sinned after the
similitude of Adam’s transgression, who is the figure of
him that was to come. But not as the offence, so also is the
free gift. For if through the offence of one many be dead,
much more the grace of God and the gift by grace, which is
by one man, Jesus Christ, hath abounded unto many. And
not as it was by one that sinned, so is the gift. TFor the judg-
ment was by one to condemnation, but the free gift is of
many offences unto justification.” (Not of the Adamic of-
fence only.) ¢ For if by one man’s offence death reigned by
one, much more they which receive abundance of grace,"
and the gift of righteousness shall reign in life by one, Jesus
Christ. Therefore, as by the offence of one, judgment cane
upon all men to condemnation, even so by the righteousness
of one the free gift came upon all men unto justification of
life: For as by one man’s disobedience many were made
sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made
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righteous. Moreover, the law entered that the offence might
abound. But where sin abounded, grace did much more
abound; that as sin had reigned unto death, even 8o might
grace reign through righteousness unto eternal life, by Jesus
Christ our Lord.”

From this passage we learn: 1. That while men were
yet “ sinners,” and ‘‘ enemies,” God loved them. 2. That
death, moral and spiritual, ‘‘passed upon all men,” not be.
cause Adam sinned, but because *‘ that all have sinned.””
3. That it is ‘through the offence of one, many be dead,”
not because of the offence of one; for that would contradict
the expression “ FoR that ALL have siNnep.” All admit
that  for” is here used in the sense of becanse. 4. That
¢ the free gift is of many offences unto justification,” and
not of the Adamie offence only. 5. That if it be true
‘“death passed upon all men,” because ‘*all have sinned,”
then it is also true that ¢ condemnation came ugon all men,”
because ‘‘that all have sinned.” 6. That * by the right-
eousness of one the free gift came upon 2ll men unto justifi-
cation of life,” not because of the righteousness of one ; for
I do.not believe in imputed righteousness. Neither does my
fricnd, I believe. 7. That by or through ¢ one man’s diso-
- bedience many were made sinners.” 8. That by or through
** the obedience of one many shall be made righteous.” 9.
That ** where sin abounded, grace did much more abound.”
10. « That a8 sin hath reigned unto death, even 80 might
grace reign through righteousness, unto eternal life, by Jesus
Christ our Lord.”

Although I have contended that the death here spoken of
is moral and spiritual death, I have done so for the sake of
truth, not for the sake of the argument, for that is equally
strong whatever death is meant. I have contended also that
itis ¢ through the offence of one, many be dead,” and not
because of the ** offence of one,” still, if my friend should
find that I am wrong here, it would not destroy the argu-
ment by any means. In the language of Dr. Adam Clarke
we may say: ‘“Thus we find salvation from sin here is as
extensive and complete as the guilt and contamination of
sin; death is destroyed ! hell disappointed ! the devil con-
founded! and sin totally destroyed!” ‘

On the 19th verse Parkhurst says: ¢ The word many in
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this verse signifies the many ; i e. the mass, the multitude,
the whole bulk of mankind.” Dr. Macknight says, * for as
the word many in the first part of the verse does not mean
gome part of mankind only, but all mankind, from first to
last, who, without exception, are constituted sinners, so the
many in the latter part of the verse, who are said to be cone
stituted righteous. mean all mankind! from the beginning
to the end of the world without exception!”

No man is a sinner until he sins personally ; so no man
will be accounted righteouns, until he personally practices
righteousness. Hence, if as Paul avers, righteousness will
extend as far as sin has extended, then all who ever have or
ever will practice sin, must eventually practice righteous-
ness. And when all men practice righteousness, what will
prevent their being saved ? Paul draws the parallel lines
between the extent of sin on the one hand, and of grace on
the other; and affirms that grace shall extend as far as sin,
and even abound over it; so that at laat all shall end in
righteousness and eternal life.

My third proof text is taken from Rom. 8: 18, 23. ¢ For
I reckon that the sufferings of this present world are not
to be compared with the glory which shall be revealed in
us. For the earnest expectation of the creature waiteth for
the manifestation of the Son of God. Because the creature
itself shall also be delivered from the bondage of corruption
into . the glorious liberty of the children of God. For we
know that the whole creation groaneth, and travaileth in
pain together until now, and not only they, but ourselves
also, which have the first fruits of the spirit, even we our
selves groan within ourselves, waiting for the adeption, to
wit, the redemption of our body.”

We learn from this passage, 1. That ¢ the creature earn. -
estly expects and waits for the manifestation of the children
of God.” 2. That * the creature was made subject to van-
ity.” 8. That this subjection to vanity was miade without
consulting the will of the creature. 4. That this subjection
was * in hope.,” 5. That ¢ the creature shall be delivered
from the bondage of corruption.”” 6. That this deliverance
is to be * into the GLORIOUS LIBERTY 0f the children of God.”
7. That the word * creation’”” most evidently refers to senti-
ment and intelligent beings, from the fact that it is said to

)
-
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earnestly expect ; to ‘“hope,” to “ groan,’”” and to *travail
in pain.” 8. That those who had reccived the first fruits
{and this implies other fruits) of the spirit, *“ groaned” with
the creation. ¢ Even e groan within ourselves waiting for
the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body.” 9.
That there is to be a redemption of our * bpdy,” that is, the
body- of humanity—* the whole creation.”

Blessed truth! The whole family of man shall be re-
deemed from the thraldom of error and sin, and brought in-
to the ¢ glorious liberty of the children of God.” Henry,
Pool, and McKnight, and other good critics say that the
word rendered creature and creation, in the passage under
consideration, signifies ‘every human creature! all man-
kind.”” Will Mr. Franklin be so good as to tell us what he
thinks the word creation here does mean ?

I now come to my fourth proof, Cor. 156: It appears
from this chapter, that some among the Corinthians, denied
the resurrection altogether. The apostle, in order to remove
this misbelief and establish this most important doctrine in
the mind of his readers, goes into alengthened account of its
extent, and its effects upon its subjects. 1. With reference
to its extent, the apostle says: ¢ For in Adam all die, even
80 in Christ shall'all be made alive.” 2. As to its effects
we learn, 1. As those who are raised are raised in Christ, I
am justified in saying that they will be raised free from sin.
“If any man be in Christ, he is a new creature.”—2. Cor.
5:17. The phrase ¢ in Christ,”” is used about forty times
in Scripture, and always applies to those who are justified
from sin!! 2. Paul declares that as we have borne the imp-
age of the carthy (and all bear the image of the earthy) we
shall also bear the image of the heavenly.” 8. «It is sown
in dishonor, it is raised into glory.”” 4. “It is sown in
weakness, it is raised in power.” 5. *It is sown in co
tion, it is raised in incorruption.” 6. “ We shall all be
changed,” that is, “the dead shall be raised incorruptible,
and we shall be changed.”” So much for the extent and
effects of the resurrection; the former is universal, the lat-
ter glorious, sublime, holy. In the chapter before us, the
triumphs of Christ, his kingdom and reign, together with
their close, and their happy and glorious results, are all

brought to view, presenting a consummation well worthy of
a God who is love. :
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I chall now notice some of these results and triumphs of
his reign and kingdom. 1. He is to conquer death. ¢ Death
is swallowed up in victory.”” This agrees with the words of
our Saviour, when spcaking of the resurrection, and of those
who are raised. ‘‘ Neither can they die any more.” 2. He
isto “put down all rule, all authority, and all power,”
(that is all opposing rule, authority, and power,) not even
excepting the power of the devil. ¢ That through death, he
might destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the
devil.”’—Heb. 2:14. “For this p , (will it fail?)
was the Son of God manifested, that he might destroy the
works of the devil.”—1 John 3:8. 3. “The last enemy
shall be destroyed—death.” What will hinder the holiness
and happiness of man, if all his enemies are destroyed ?
Can my friend tell?

4. ¢t All things shall be subdued unto him, then shall the
Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things un.
der him, that God may be all in all! I’ After all have be-
come subject unto Christ, then Christ is to become subject
unto God. Hence the word subject, does not convey, here,
any idea of misery, but of happiness. All will be happy
when they are subdued to the mild and peaceful reign of
Jesus Christ.

On the 26th verse, Dr. Clarke says, * Death can only be
destroyed by a general resurrection ; if there be no general
resurrection, it is most evident death will retain his empire.
Therefore the fact that death shall be destroyed, assures us
of the fact that there shall be a general resurrection; and
this is proof also, that after the resurrection there shall be
no more death!!” ¢ Death is swallowed up in victory.”
Hence the Apostle exclaims, * O, death, where is thy sting I”’
And immediately he adds, “ The” sting of death issin!”
‘What more could be said ? All that bear the image of the
earthy, are to bear the image of the heavenly. All are
to be made alive in Christ!! All are to be raised in power!
glory ! ! and incorruption!!! -

It will be observed that between these four proof texts I
have just offered, there is not one jarring note, but the most
perfect harmony ; and each one reflects light upon the other ;
80 that over the whole. there rests a flood of light and truth,
that can never be removed ; and though the heavens and the
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earth may pass away, not one jot or one tittle of God’s word
shall pass away until all be fulfilled; until the ransomed
millions of the race of man shall unite in one general anthem
of praise, ascribing praise unto God and the Lamb for ever
and ever.

Strange as it may appear, some are displeased with such
glorious results as those I have just mentioned ; such is the
power and influence of prejudice and prepossession on the
mind of man. My friends, let us all endeavor to divest our
minds of all wrong bias, and come to this investigation, un-
influenced by any thing other than a strong and fervent desire
to know and practice the truth, and with,a fixed determina-
tion to follow truth, lead wherever she may. If such is the
purpose of our minds, much good may result. The great
truths of the gospel may be brought more cleaxly to our
view, and all interested and instructed.

MR. FRANKLIN’S FIRST REPLY.

I agree with the gentleman, that the proposition under
consideration, is one in which we are all deeply interested,
with the proviso, however, that I am right. If my friend is
mistaken, and his affirmative is insapportable, as he will cer-
tainly find it to be, it is of incalculable importance that all
men should know it as soon as possible. But should his
proposition prove true, it is of but little importance whether
we debate it or not, or whether any body shall believe it or
not.

Without further ceremony, I shall proceed to read owr
px'olp)ossi;‘ién:éc'.1 It reads as follows: ;

o ¢ iptures teach the final holiness and happiness o
all mankind? Mr. Manford ‘a/.iﬁirm&—I deny. f

Be it observed then, in the first place, that there is no
passage in the Bible’ which says, ¢ all men shall be holy.”
Nor is there any passage which says, ‘all men shall be
happy.” Nor yet is there any passage which eays, ‘all
men shall finally be holy and happy.” This however, is
wh::it my friend is to prove. We shall see how well he sué-
ceeds.

. In his benevolence, the gentleman told you, that he be-
lieved all the wicked would be saved, and that I believed
that some of the wicked would be saved. So far as this
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statement relates to his faith, it may be very ocorrect, but I
most solemnly deny any such belief as he here ascribes to
me. My Bible tells me, that, * the wicked shall be turned
into hell, and all the nations that forget God.”—Ps. 3: 17.
Paul speaks of the wicked, *even weeping,” and says,
“ that they are enemies of the cross of Christ; whose end is
destruction.”—Phil. 3: 18, 19. I do not, therefore, believe
with my friend, that *all the wicked will be saved,”” nor as
he says I believe, * that a part of them will be saved,” but
with David, that  they shall be turned into hell,” and with
Paul, that their * end is destruction.”’

He tells us, however, that they will be *saved from their
ging.””  As the salvation he speaks of| is to be in the coming
world, of course their sins are to follow them to the coming
world ; and consequently he admits that they will be sinners
after death, and consequently that there will be sin in the
world to come. . This, it appears to me, is rafher a bad start
to prove universal salvation | !

The first passage introduced to prove the position of my
friend, is the long-tried passage, Matt. 22: 23-32, and its
parallel, Luke 20. How the gentleman finds the proof in
this passage, that all mankind will be made finally holy and
happy, I can not discover. The words * all mankind’’ are
not in the passage. The word “holy,” i8 not in the text.
The word ¢ happy,” is not there. And the word * final,”
is wanting. Now, how does my friend prove, that “all
mankind will be made finally holy and happy,’’ by a passage
which does not contain any of the words, ¢ all mankind,”
¢ finally,”” “holy,” or “happy?” .

This method of taking words spoken by our Saviour, in
reference to one point, and applying them to another, that
was not before his mind at all, is not the most faithful and
reliable method of handling the Word of God. Had the
Lord been teaching Universalism, in the passage under con-
sideration, he evidently could have expressed it as clearly
as my friend has in his affirmative proposition. But his ob-
ject was to answer a question propounded by the Sadducees,
who denied the resurrection of the dead. The object of
their question was, to involve him in difficulty concerning
the doctrine of the resurrection of the dead. 7T'o accomplish
-this object, they suppose one woman to have been the wife
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of seven brothers in succession, in this world ; and enquired
which one was to have her in the resurrection. To this the
Saviour answered: “ Ye do err, not knowing the Scriptures
nor the power.of God. For in the resurrection they-neither
marry nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels of
God in heaven.” In what respect are they ¢‘as the angels
of God 2 Most certainly in this: that they neither marry
nor are given in marriage. This is the precise point he has
before his mind, and the precise t;}:coinl: contained in the ques-
tion propounded, and of course the subject must relate to it.

My friend would represent the Saviour as doing as he pro-
bably would, in answering this question, viz.: as takinga
flight off to something that did not at all relate to the point.
But Luke recorded a clause that Matthew omitted, which
throws some light on the subject. It is as follows: ¢But
they which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world,
and the resurrection from the dead, neither marry unor are
given in marriage ; neither can they die any more; for they
are equal unto the angels: and are the children of God, be-
ing the children of the resurrection. Luke 20: 25, 36. Now,
so much of the Saviour's words as is given by Matthew, may
relate in common to all men; although I do not know that
it could be proved; but if it does, there is nothing more said
of them than gimply that ‘they neither marry, nor are
given in marriage, but are as the angels of God in Heaven.”
This comes infinitely short of proving that all will be holy
and happy. But when we come to the words recorded by
Luke, all difficulty is at once set aside; for these words only
include a certain class: ¢ They which shall be accounted
worthy to obtain that world and the resurrection of the
dead.” Unless my friend can show that the words, «they
which shall be accounted worthy,”” mean ¢‘all mankind,” I
cannot see where he will get his proof.

My friend seems to place great emphasis on the fact that
Moses was shown at the bush that there would be a resurrec-
tion, and the remark that ¢ he is not the God of the dead
but of the living; for all live unto him.” But how this
does anything towards proving his position, I perceive not.
I believe that there will be a resurrection as firmly as he
does, and that ¢“all live unto him,” in the sense intended by
the language of the Saviour. But that you may see that I
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am not mistaken in saying that the words, ** they which shall
be accounted worthy to obtain that world,” make the blessed-
ness of the resurrection state depend on our conduct in this
life, I will quote the Saviour’s words in another place, touch-
ing the resurrection of the dead. He says: ‘‘ The hour is
coming in the which all that are in the graves shall hear his
voice, and come forth; they that have done good, unto the
resurrection of life and they that have done evil, anto the
resurrection of damnation.” John 5:28. Again he says:
“But when thou makest a feast, call the poor, the maimed,
the lame, the blind ; ,and thou shalt be blessed: for thou
shalt be recompensed at the resurrection of the just.” Luke
19:18, 14. Now, that they “which shall be accounted
worthy to obtain that world,” ¢ have done good,” have fed
“the poor, the maimed, the lame, the blind,” will “ be equal
to the angels, children of God, being children of the resur-
rection,”’” and “ shall come forth to a resurrection of life,”
and * be recompensed at the resurrection of the just,” no be-
liever in the Bible can doubt. But how different this from
the doctrine of my friend !

The gentleman wishes me to tell him how many will ob-
tain that world. I can give him no better answer than the
Saviour has done. His answer is: ¢ They Which shall be
accounted worthy.” If he will, then, tell me how many will
be accounted worthy, I can soon tell him how many will ob-
tain that world. But the gentleman believes, unlike the
Saviour, that all will obtain that world, whether they are
accounted worthy or not.

He says: ‘It would be well to notice, that the phrase
‘that world,’ in the 35th verse, is contrasted with the phrase
‘this world,” in the 34th verse.” This is certainly correct,
but how long will he stand to this himself ? The Saviour
uses the same expression, Matt, 12:32.  Whosoever
speaketh against the Holy Spirit, it shall not be forgiven
him, neither in this world, neither in the world to come.”
Now, will he stand to his own explanation of * this world ”
and * the world to come ?° We shall see. The matter now
stands thus: 1. I have admitted that the words of our Sa-
viour, recorded by Matthew, possibly may include all in the
resurrection, but in these verses he simply makes them ¢ as
the angels >’ in one respect: that is, they do not marry, nor
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given in marriage. 2. I have shown that the words recorded
in Luke specify a certain class, by the words *they which
shall be accounted worthy,” who are to be equal unto the
angels, children of God, being children of the resurrection.
This has been shown to be correct, by reference to the Sa-
viour’s words, touching the resurrection, where he says, «they
that have done good shall come forth to a resurrection of
life,” and they * who have fed the poor, shall be recompensed
at the resurrection of the just.” 3. It has been further
shown, that in my friend’s admitting that the phrases, “ this
world,” and ‘ that world,”” contrast the present and future
state; that he hasadmitted that those who shall speak against
the Holy Spirit, shall not be forgiven, in the present nor the
future state. In the place then of proving his position, he
has involved the whole fabric of Universalism in inextricable
difficulty. :

2. The gentleman’s second proof-text is found in the fifth
chapter of Romans. But this, I think, he will find an un-
fortunate proof-text for Universalism. In the 8th verse,
the apostle says: ¢ God commendeth his love toward us,
in that while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us.” The
ﬁersons of whom the apostle here speaks had been sinners;

ut in the 9th verse they are said to be * now justified by
his blood,” and  saved from wrath through him.” Here
he says: “ For if, when we were enemies we were reconciled
to God, by the death of his Son.” They were already jus-
tified, reconciled, and saved when the apostle spoke to them.
Upon this present justification, salvation or reconciliation,
the apostle makes future salvation, through the life of Christ
depend. “For,” sayshe, “if when we were enemies we
were reconciled,”’ in the past tense; not will be reconciled,
but were reconciled.” Well, Paul, what if we were recon.
ciled? He answered: ‘ Much more, being reconciled, we
shall be saved by his life.”” Verse 10. Now, my friend
will not say that all mankind are justified, saved, and recon-
ciled in this life; yet the apostle has a promise of * much
more” in the future world for those who were justified, saved
and reconciled in this life. Present justification, salvation,
reconciliation, through the blood of Christ, are obtained by re-
penting and turning to Godin this world. The apostle, then,
teaches that if we are thus justified, saved, and reconciled
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in this life, * we shall [future tense] be #aved by his life.”
This accords with my friend’s statement in his speech. He
said * justification was through righteousness.” Of course
it must be righteousness in this life, for he does not believe
that any will be in the eternal world unjustified, and have
to be justified through righteousness there !

What goes to prove that I am correct in this, is the fact
that my friend said he ‘¢ did not believe in imputed right-
eousness.’”’ DBy this statement he has involved Universalism
in a pretty predicament truly! They are saved ¢ through
righteousness,”” he says, but he ‘* does not believe in imputed
righteousness.”” All must be saved by their own righteous-
ness; and if they die unrighteous, they go.into the future
world unrighteous, and consequently unsaved, until they are
justified through their own righteousness. Your future sal-
vation is, therefore, emphatically a salvation by works.
This is a splendid move truly to prove that all will be saved !
But if the gentleman will turn®over to the 6th chapter, 17th
and 18th verses, he will find that the disciples at Rome were -
justified through righteousness, by ¢ obeying, from the heart,
that form of doctrine which was delivered them,” and being
then made free from gin, they became the servants of right-
eonsness. ~

The gentleman emphasises the words, ¢ where sin abound-
ed, grace did much more abound.” Well, where did sin
abound ? In this world most certainly, and not in the fu-
ture. Well, the apostle simply says, ‘¢ WHERE sin abound-
ed, grace did (not will) much more abound.”” How can he
make the words, ‘‘ where sin abounded, grace did much more
abound,” prove that grace will abound to all in the coming
world ? Notwithstanding this superabundance of grace, the
same apostle commands us to ¢ follow peace with all men
and holiness, without which no man shall see the Lord:
looking diligently lest any man fail of the grace of God.”
Heb. 12 : 14, 15.

I undertake to say, that the gentleman contradicted the
apostle, in the speech which you have just heard. The
apostle says, ‘‘Death reigned from Adam to Moses, even
over them that had not sinned after the similitude of Adam’s
transgression,” v. 14. My friend says, ¢ death, moral and
spiritual, passed upon all men, not because one man sinned,
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but because that all have sinned.” The apostle says, “ For
if by one man’s offence death reigned by one, much more
they which receive the abundance of grace, and’ the gift of
righteousness, shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ.”
Again the apostle says, by one man’s disobedience many
were made sinners.” These expressions of the apostle my
friend does not believe. I hope he will state distinctly in
his next speech, whether he believes that * by one man’s
offence death reigned by one,”— That « by one man’s diso-

" bedience many were made sinners,” and that ‘‘ by one man
sin entered into the world, and death by sin.”” I wish him
to answer, without any cquivocation, whether he believes
these passages.

He has furnished us with a new wrinkle, not only in the-
ology in common, but in Universalism. And that is, that
the death spoken of in the chapter under consideration, is
spiritual and moral death | I should be pleased to hear him
explain how moral death could bave ‘ reigned from Adam
to Moses, even over them that had not sinned, after the sim-
ilitude of Adam’s trangression.” I had supposed that mor-
al and spiritual death simply reigned over sinners. This is
a splendid exposition of Scripture, truly!!

While the gentleman was making his criticism on the
words, “ by,” * through,” and *“because,” I was doing my
utmost to understand him; but, possibly owing to the obtuse-
ness of my mind, I could not be certain that I did. This is
about all T can make of it: ¢ By one man sin entered into
the world, and death by sin,” *‘“not because one man sin-
ned!” Well, now the question is, where is the difference
between death entering into the world by one man, and be-
cause of one man ? What would you say of me if I should
say, BY Mr. A.’s industry he became wealthy, but not Be-
cavsg of his industry he became wealthy? You would
certainly look upon it as a weak criticism. . The apostle ex-
plains the matter, v. 19, as follows: ¢ By one man’s disobe-
dience many were made sinners.”

If it simply be moral and spiritual death, as my friend
contends, and it comes by actual tracsgression, and not by
the Adamic sin, then infants are not included inm it at all,
and conscquently his universal salvation will leave out all
the infants; for no one of sense has ever tried to prove in-
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fants guilty of actual sin. I should be pleased to see how
my friend will mend this. Thus his proof-text clearly tes-
tifies against him.

3. Mr. M.’s third proof-text is found in Romans 8: 18,
23. After conversing some time on the passage, without
telling us what the word ‘¢ creature’ means, evidently show-
ing that he feared to take a position, e tells us that ** Henry,
Poole, and Macknight say, that the word rendered ¢ creature’
and * creation,’ in the passage under consideration, signifies
‘every human creature,” ¢all mankind,”” and asks me to
tell him what the word does mean. It is his business to tell
what it means, for unless he does this, there is no proof in
the passage. I simply have to show that the passage does
not prove his doctrine ; and from the manner in which he
introduced it, I see that he does not rely upon it with much
confidence. Be it remembered then, that his whole proof
depended on what be had not courage to state, that is, that
“ oreature” means all mankind. I shall now show, in a few
words, that it cannot have that meaning.

Verse 19, we are informed that ¢ the earnest expectation
of the creature waiteth for the manifestation of the * sons of
God.” Here we have the ¢ creature’” and the ‘‘sons of
God.”” Now I presume the * sons of God’ are a part of
mankind, but if the ¢ creature” that waiteth for the mani-
festation of the sons of God, is all mankind, the sons of
God, whose manifestation it waiteth for, are no part of all
mankind. It will not do to say, that the creature waiteth
for the manifestation of itself! This would be nonsense.

Verse 23; we are informed ¢ that the whole creation
groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now: and not
only they, 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 our body.” Now,
if the ** creation” of the 22d verse, is * all mankind,” why
does the apostle say, ‘ not only they, but we ourselves also,”
in verse 23 ? Has he ¢‘ all mankind,” and ¢ we ourselves
also,” over and above all mankind ? This is getting into a
singular predicament.

The gentleman speaks of several authorities that say the
original word (ktisis) from which we have creature and cre-
ation, means all mankind. Let us cxamine a few passages.
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“For the invisible things of him from the creation of the
world are clearly seen.”” Rom. 1:20. Insert all mankind
in the place of creation, and see what kind of sense you will
have. You have it then, ¢ for the invisible things of him
from the all mankind of the world,” &e. ¢ If any man be
in Christ he is & new creature,” 2 Cor. 5:17. That 1is,
«if any man be in Christ he is a new ¢all mankind’'!!”
¢ Who is the first born from the dead of every creature.”
Col 1:15. That is, *the first born from the dead of every
¢all mankind.”’”” I will not multiply passages.

By commencing at the 16th verse, you will see that this
chapter is so far from proving Universalism, that it affords
a strong argument against it. ¢ The spirit itself beareth
witness with our spirit that we are the children of God:
and if children,” yes, ¢ 1¢ children, then heirs; heirs of God,
and joint heirs with Christ, if so be that we suffer with
him;” yes, sir, “ 1¢ so be that we suffer with him, that we
may be glorified together.” This differs very widely from
that doctrine which declares we ‘ shall be glorified togeth-
er,”” whether we suffer with him or not. These 1ps are
greatly in the way of Universalism.

4. My opponent’s fourth proof-text is found, 1 Cor. 15. I
listened to him as closely as possible, but was entirely unable
to see the proof of his proposition. He quotes the words,
¢« Ag in Adam all die, even so in Christ, all shall be made
alive,”” which brings to my mind a cut I saw in a barber’s
shop, in Dayton, Ohio. A man is represented, by this con-
trivance, as standing, holding scales in his hands. On one
end of the beam are the words, ‘‘ Asin Adam dll die.” In
the center are the words « Even s0.” On the other end arc
the words, * In Christ all shall be made alive.”” Well, now
the question arises, what do the words “even 8o apply to?
If it be the number that died in Adam shall be . ¢« even so,”
the same that shall be made alive in Christ, then it proves
nothing only what we all believe, that all will be raised from
. the dead. But if it be the quality shall be the same ¢« even

80 ”’ as it was when they dieg in Adam, it does not suit Uni-
versalists, for they contend that the quality shall be more
than “even s0” in the resurrection, as it was when they died
in Adam. :

The gentleman tell us that all were made alive “in
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Christ,” and that the phrase “ in Christ,”” ocours about forty
times, in the New Testament, and ““is also applied to those
who are justified.” .This is too weak ta be even good soph-
istry. It is the Greek word en that is herc translated in.
This word is translated, by, through, with, in, and several
other translations in the New Testament. Every sensible
man knows that the English word in, can have no other
meaning, in any passage of Scripture, than the Greek word
from which it is translated. Well, will any one say, that
‘““en Christ,” is “‘always applied to those who are justified 7’
This word, when it signifies place, should always be trans-
lated in, but when it signifies ageney, it should be tranelated
by. . It would not sound well to read, *For in Him are all
things created,” &c. — Col. 1: 16, but “ by him,” &e., for he
is the agent through or by which it is done. But when we
read of ¢ baptising en Jordan,” it implies place, and canmot
be translated by, or through. When the apostle said -“in
Adam all die,” he does not mean that Adam was the place
where all die, but the agent through which, or by which
death was brought upon all. Just so, when it is said, ““ in
Christ all shall be made alive,” it does not mean that Christ
is the place where all shall be made alive, but the agent
through which, or by which, all shall be made alive. To
say that Christ is the place, would be the most weak and
childish thing that has appeared in the 19th century.

If then, the passage simply means by or through, Christ
all shall be made alive, as it was by or through Adam all
died, what becomes of my friend’s argument ?

The apostle proceeds, *Christ the first fruits, afterwards
they that are Christ’s at his coming ?”” This passage the
gentleman applies to the resurrection of the dead, as it 'un-
doubtedly ought to be applied; and consaquently as the
apostle speaks of those ¢ that are Christ’s at his coming,”
and the resurrection of the dead, he implies that there will
be some that are not Christ’s at that time. Here then, he
hag involved his doctrine in a difficulty, from which he will
be unable to extricate it. )

From the expression, “ they that are Christ’s,” to the close
of the chapter, he simply speaks of his brethren—they that
are Christ's, and says .not ene word about any others, and
any expression applied to them, does nothing towards proving
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my friend’s favorite proposition, * that all the wicked will
be saved.”  This I shall abundantly show hereafter, and
hope in the mean time, my friend will give us the best argu-
ments he can produce, as I desire no victory but that of
truth over error.

When the gentleman quotes authorities, I hope he will
give the references, that I may examine them.

MR. MANFORD’S SECOND SPEECH.

Mr. F. says that my proposition, if true, is of but little
importance. What! is it of noimportance that our heaven-
1y Father will, in the ¢¢ dispensation of the fulness of times,”
redeem all his offspring from error and gin? Is it of no im-
portance that the great heart of humanity shall throb with the
love of God ? 1s it of no importance that the severed links
of affection shall again be blended together in one peaceful,
harmonious whole, never more to be separated ? His remark
is a proof of the degrading tendency of the doctrine of end-
less misery. Says Mr. F., there is not one passage in the
Bible which says ‘‘all men shall be holy.” Nor any which
says “all men shall be happy.” Nor yet is there any pas-
sage which says ‘“ all men shall be holy and happy.” In an-
swer to this, I will suppose my friend was in the affirmative
tof the following proposition, viz: ¢ Do the Scriptures teach
that any part of mankind will be holy and happy ?”’ This
proposition he believes, and of course would be willing to
defend it. Now, suppose I was his opponent, and should
answer his arguments as he has mine. This, then, would be
my reply. There is not one passage in the Bible which says
‘“any part of mankind shall be holy.” Nor any passage
which says that ‘“any part of mankind shall be happy.”
Nor yet, 18 thére any passage which says that «any part of
mankind shall be holy and happy.” In reply to me, I sup-
pose my friend would say there were passages, which in other
words, taught the same thing. I.make the same answer.
Shall we not henceforth have something more like the reason-
ing of a man? :

Let what has just been said be an answer to all assertions
that my proof-texts do not contain the words ¢“holy,” *hap-
py,” * final,” &e. Mr. F. cannot possibly be so ignorant as
not to know that a proposition can be proved without using

¥ .
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the exact words of that proposition. My friend is not pleased
with my statement of the issue between us. 1 thought I had
stated it fairly. But he says that he does not believe any of
the wicked will be saved; and quotes a passage to prove that
the wicked will be turned into hell. I am right glad he has
quoted this Scripture, and when we come to the last propo-
sition, I will attend to it for him. Of course M. F. believes
sinners are wicked, and that the wicked are sinners, or in
other words, that these words are convertible. Now, Paul .
says, ‘‘ Jesus came into the world to save sinners.” But Mr.
F. solemnly protests against either believing that all sinners
will be saved, or that any sinners will be saved. He cannot
extricate himeelf from this difficulty by saying that he onl

. meant none of the wicked would be saved in their wickedy.
ness. I did him the justice to say this for him. My words
were as follows: ¢ Neither of us belicve that any will be
saved in their wickedness — in their sins; but from their
wickedness —from their sins.” But notwithstanding this
careful qualification, Mr. F still says that I have not proper-
ly stated the issue.

I will give his remarks on Matthew and Luke all the at-
tention 1 deem they merit. He thinks those Evangelists
contradict each other; that Matthew represents Christ as
speaking of the resurrection of all the dead, while Luke of
only part! And this is his way of evading my argument
built on those passages! If, however, Luke does not con-
tradict Matthew, then all the dead will ¢ be accounted
worthy” of being raised the children of God, equal to the
angels, to die no more. I again call on him to tell me if all
will not be worthy of that world—the future world—and a
resurrection from the dead? He will plea:e answer that
question. He certainly believes that all will be  accounted
worthy” of a future state and the resurrection. He will not
deny this Well, Je:.us informs us that aLL who shall be
accounted worthy of existing hereafter, * shall be BQUAL to
the angels of heaven, shall be the cuiLpreN of God, shall
DIE NO MORE, shall Live uNto HiM.” I shall hold him right
here. He thinks the words, ‘¢ For he is not the God of the
dead, but of the living, for all—the dead—live unto him,”
affords my argument no aid! They prove, 1st. that all the
dead live, and consequently afford additional proof that Chrisg

&
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spoke of the resurrection of all mankind. 2d. That all the
dead, not only live, but live unto H1M—Gop. What is meant
by living unto God? Undoubtedly to love him, serve him,
and enjoy his blessings—to be like the angels. Well, all
the dead are thus to live unto God. Does Mr. F. believe
this of all the dead ? Far from it. He thinks some will
live unto God, and some will live unto the devil. In no
sense can it be eaid that the damned in an orthodox hell
live unto God. I call his special attention to this argument.

That the word, world, has various meanings in the Bible,
he knows or ought to know. Both of us, however, admit that
in this passage it refers to the spirit land. In' the proper
place I will prove that the phrase, ‘ this world and world to
come,” in Matt. 12, has no reference to the future state.
In fact, most of arthodox commentators take this ground.
When my friend’s endless misery proposition comes before
us, I will prove that the *resurrection to damnation,” in
John 5, does not relate to the resurrection to immortality.
Let him bring these and similar passages up at the proper
time, and I will show that they do not afford an inch of
ground for him to rest a foot on. The question now is, does
Christ in Matt. 22 and Luke 20, teach a resurrection of all
the dead to a blessed immortality ? Let Mr. F. show, if he
can, that Jesus does not. He informs us that the Bible
makes the blessedness of the resurrection depend on our con-
duet in this life! How will infants and idiots then be raised,
whose conduct was neither good or bad? Will their condi-
" tion in the resurrection be according to their conduct in this
world? Please inform us. On my second proof-text, Mr.
F. has made a weak effort truly. He has not said anything
that is really worth replying to. I firmly believe ¢ that God
commendeth his love toward us, in that while we were yet
sinners Christ died for us,”’ and that this exhibition of love
and mercy was not in vain. God loves all, Christ died for
all, and hence I infer that all will forever enjoy the blessing
of - the love of heaven. Can any reasonable person infer
otherwise ? I of course believe in a present salvation, but
do not believe with him -that it is the foundation on which
to build our hope of heaven in eternity. This present salva-
tion is the gift of God, and so will be our eternal salvation.
God saves us in this world, and he will save us in the world
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to come. Paul, by the expressions, *we shall be saved from
wrath,”” * we shall be saved by his life,”” cannot have any
reference to the eternal world, but to a continuation of the
Eresent salvation during life. I now enjoy good health, and

ope to be saved from sickness while I live. Paul and his
brethren were saved, and they hoped for a continuation of
that salvation to the end of their earthly journey.

Bat if none will be favored with a seat in heaven but those
who are reconciled to God and saved here, what will become
of those who never heard the gospel, and consequently can
not be saved by it in this world? Mr. F. very politely in-

forms me that I do not believe certain expressions in this .

chapter about sin and death, and then very consistently
wishes me to tell distinctly without equivocation, whether I
believe those declarations! - I will inform him that I do be-
ligve all that is written in that chapter, and I also believe
that he knows but little about that portion of Romans. I

could show, I think, that my views of death, and of the .

origin of sin, are correct, but as my argument on that chap-
ter would not be affected if those views were false, I do not
think it best to spend much time now on those subjects. The
more important question is, does the apostle, in that chapter,
teach the destruction of sin and death, and the universal
reign of righteousness and eternal life? I affirm he does.
Mr. F. has neglected most of my proof of this all-important
point. Let me again call his attention to it. In verse 18
the apostle informs us, that inasmuch a8 judgment came on
all men to condemration, the free gift—the gospel of Christ
—came into the world to justify all men, to deliver them
from this condemnation. This agrees with what Paul else-
where says, “For the grace of God—the gospel—that bring-
eth salvation to all men—hath appeared.” Means then are
provided for the redemption of all from condemnation. The
next verse informs us that the means will be efficacious, will
redeem all from the dominion of sin and its consequences.
Here it is said that the many, which all admit means all
mankind, were made sinsers, so that the many — ALL THE
srn¥Pxs be made rigaTEOUS. All are sinners by some means,
and all shall be made righteous. Yes, the grace of God will
be effectual in doing that for which it was sent. It was
given to save the world and it will fully do its work. Saith

.
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the Almighty, ** For as the rain 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
— the gospel — be that goeth forth out of my mouth; it
shall not return unto me void but shall accomplish that
which I please, and it shall prosper in the thing whereto I
sent it.”” Isa. 55:10, 11. The next verse—¢ Moreover
the law entered that offences might abound : but where sin
abounded, grace did much more abound.” By ¢ law” here
is meant the law of Moses. It was given that offences
might abound, or in other words, that it might be known
what deeds were sinful, for  where there is no law there is
no transgression. By ¢ grace” is intended the gospel of
Christ. It is said, “ The law came by Moses, but grace and
truth by Jesus Christ.” Well, where sin, produced by a
knowledge of the law, abounded, grace—the gospel—did
much more abound. It has gone out into.all the earth to
bless and sanctify all of Adam’s sinful race. In the mext
verse we are again informed that this grace will save the
world: “ And as sin hath reigned unto death,”’—condem-
nation, a8 the 18th verse expresses it, which by the way
proves that it is moral death—* cven so might grace reign
through righteousness’’—the righteous labor of Jesus Christ
* unto eternal life,”” or justification to life, to righteousness,
as it is expressed in the 18th and 19th verses. Here is an
argument in favor of universal blessedness it is impossible to
avoid. 1. Judgment, condemnation and death, came on all
men. 1. The grace of God is given to save all mankind
from these evils. 3. It will produce universal righteousness.

What he said about infants, must have been offered for
the want of something better to say at the time. As infants
are without sin, they do not need to be saved from sin. If
they die infants, they die without sin ; even according to my
friend’s theory, ' they go to heaven. He suggests that possi-
bly the obtuseness of his- mind prevents him from under-
standing me at all times. I shalj leave him alone with his
own suggestions. Possibly he may be right. If he @nnot
perceive any difference of meaning between the words by and
through and the word because, then he is right | Multitudes,
in heathen, Mobamedan and Christian lands, now fail of the
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grace of God, revealed in the gospel ; but I trust that in the
dispensation of the fulness of time, all will enjoy this grace
through Jesus Christ. It is no where said that any will
utterly fail of this grace. The Bible does not contradict
itself.

I now come to Mr. Franklin’s remarks on Rom. 8. He
says I feared to take a position with reference to the word
creation, and that it is for me to say what the word means,
and not for him. I pip define that word, and sustained my
definition by Henry, Poole, and Macknight. But he cannot
say in truth, that he has 80 much as tried to hint at its mean-
ing. What are you afraid of? Do you not dare tell us
what you think about it, or do you not think anything? He
represents me as producing these authorities to prove the
word means all mankind in every place in the Bible where
it occurs. This is a gross and wilful misrepresentation, I
introduced them to prove it has that meaning in the 22d
verse of this chapter. Words have different meanings in
different places, and their signification must be determined -
by tbeir context. My friend seems to be totally ignorant of
this fact. The term is so carefully qualified here that there
is no room for misunderstanding it. * THE WHOLE creation
shall be delivered from the bondage of corruption.” I will
inform Mr. Franklin, for his information, that this phrase,
*¢ the whole creation,” does not occuy in one of the
he quotes and makes so much noise about. This must be a
mortifying fact to my friend, as he relies 80 much on them.
He informs ug that the ** sons of God’’ and ‘‘ ourselves’” com-
pose no part of the whole creation!! Then of course they
were not created at all! Will he venture to tell us how
they came into existence? By the ‘“sons of God’”’ and
*¢ ourselves’’ are evidently meant believers—those who are
“ saved by hope,” are *led by the spirit of God,”’ verses 14,
24. As they the Christains, compose no part of ¢ the whole
creation,” they are not to be “delivered from the bondage of
corruption into'the gloridus liberty of the children of God.”

Bear in mind that;St. Panl and all his Christian brethren
do not belong to ‘“the whole creation,’”” and consequently
are not to enjoy * the glorious.deliverance” promised! This
follows from what he says on that subject. ¢ The whole
creation,” -then, is to be delivered from corruption, but as
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Christians do not belone to ¢ the whole creation” they are
never to be blessed with such a deliverance. ¢ Hercin is
wisdom.” But a little attention to the Bible makes Paul’s
meaning plain. Christians are embraced in ‘¢ the whole cre-
ation,” and then as he wishes to speak of their peculiar priv-
ileges, he speaks of them separate and apart. In 1 John
2: 2, there is a similar form of expression: * And he is the
propitiation for our sins: and not for ours only, but also for
the sins of the whole world.” Here Christians are spoken of
distinct from ¢ the whole world,” and according to my
friend’s logic, they oomtgose no part of ¢ the whole world.”
But John and his brethrep are embraced in ‘“the whole
world,” and so are Paul and his brethren embraced in ¢ the
whole creation.” This is a glorious promise. ¢ The whole
creation”’ is to be ** delivered from the bondage of corruption
into the glorious liberty of the children of God.” Language
cannot be more expressive of universal salvation. May we
all believe this blessed promise, and with the primitive
Christians, be now saved by hope.

What Mr. F. says about 1 Cor. 15, I will now notice.
That the phrase “even so ”’ relates to number, and cannot re-
late to quality, is evident: ‘“ Asin Adam avLL die, EVEN BO in
Christ shall oLt be made alive.” If the words ‘even so”
do not relate to'the word *“all,” in each member of the sen-
tence, then it relates to pothing whatever, and means nothing ;
and I infer this is his understanding of it; for he says, ““from
the expression, ¢ they that are Christ’s,” which is in the next
verse, to the close of the chapter, he' simply speaks of his
brethren.” 8o in the 22d verse he speaks of the resurrec-
tion of all mankind, but in the next verse, of the resurrection
of his brethren. Now,-et us examine the 22d verse just
quoted.

In Christ. He thinks this a wrong translation, and that
it should be rendered * dy Christ,” because ‘ Christ is not
the place where all shall be made alive.” Well, the same
apostle in another passage says, ¢ Therefore, if any man be
1N CHnis? he is a new cteature.”” 2 Cor. 5:17. He will
admit that this is a right translation, for it would not do to
say * if any man be by Christ he is a new creature.” If In
is correctly rendered here, then Christ is the ‘¢ place where”
men are made new creatures; and if men can be made new
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creatures in Christ, why can they not be made * alive in
Christ 7”7 But I have a host of proof that we can be in
Christ; this truth is taught in all parts of the New Testa-
ment. * Know ye not that as many as were baptized - into
Christ were baptized into his death.” Rom. 6:9. ¢ For
as many of you as have been baptized into Christ, have put
on Christ,”” ¢ for we are all one in Christ.” Gal. 3:27, 28,
29. <« In Christ” and ¢ into Christ ” are synonymous terms.
Do not these Scriptures teach that we can be in Christ ? No
people talk and write so much about the importance of being
in Christ ag Mr. Franklin’s brethren do. ‘‘Be baptized into
Christ,” is the theme on which they delight to dwell. But
according to my friend, no one can be in Christ by any
means, not even by baptism; for to be in Christ, he says, is
making Christ ‘“the place,” and he adds, to use his words,
““this would be the most weak and childish thing that has
appeared in the 19th century.” Then he and his brethren
have preached lots of foolishness; and not only they, but all
the apostles of Christ, for they taught a universal gathering
in Christ.

It is not in the 22d but in the 21st verse that we are taught
that we shall be raised by Christ. ¢ For since by man came
death, by man — the man Christ Jesus— also came the res-
urrection of the dead.” Then follows the verse under con-
sideration: “For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall
all be made alive.” In the first verse quoted we are taught
that the dead shall be raised by Christ, and in the second that
they shall be raised in Christ. Raised by Christ, in Christ.
In and by were taken from two different prepositions, and have
different significations. But if the same idea is contained in
both places, why are the prepositions different? The 22d
verse, then, means just as it reads. All the dead shall be
raised in Christ — not one out of Christ: and to be ¢ in Christ
is to be a new creature ; to have old things pass away, and
have all things become new.” I am willing to rest the whole
controversy on that verse. There, clearly and positively,
a universal resurrection to glory and honor is taught. In the
next verse, he says, Paul begins to speak of the resurrection
of his brethren, those who are Christ’s. Those who are in
Christ belong to Christ: and we have seen that all who die
in Adam will be raieed in Christ; consequently, in the resur-
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rection all will be Christ’s. But says he: ¢ the words ‘ they
that are Christ’s at his coming’ imply there will be some that
will not be his.” The Psalmist says: * All nations whom
thou hast made shall come and worship before thee, O Lord.”
No one infers from this that there are nations God has not
made. Neither should we conclude that all will not be
Christ’s, from the language of the apostle, In my next
speech I shall offer much more pioof that all will be Christ’s
in the eternal world. The few moments remaining I will de-
vote to introducing other proofs of my proposition. ‘Hav-
ing made known unto us the mystety of his will, according
to his good pleasure, which he has purposed in himself :
That in the dispensation of the fullness of time he might
gather together in one, all things in Christ, both which are
in heaven and which are on earth, even in him.” Eph.1:9,
10. Here the apostle first speaks of the good pleasure, will,
and purpose of God. 2. He says it is God’s good pleasure,
will #nd purpose to gather together in one all things in Christ,
both which are in heaven and which are in earth even in him.
Here we are twice informed that it is God’s purpose to
gather all things in Christ, in him. The preposition in, oc-
curs six times in this passage, and in two places it is said
that all things shall be gathered together in Christ, in him:
and he will not dare to say it means by in one of the places.
Notwithstanding he says it is * weak and childish ” to sup-
pose we can be in Christ, Almighty God has purposed that
all shall be gathered in Christ, and St. Paul believed it and
preached it. How well this corresponds with what Paul
says in Corinthians 15. When he informs us that all the
dead shall be raised in Christ, he wrote what hie knew was
God’s good pleasure, will, and purpose. ’

*MR. FRANKLHW’S SECOND REPLY:

That my friend Mr. M., feels completely defeated, I think
must be fully evident to you all, from the speech you have
just heard. .

I dv not say that the precise words of a proposition must
be contained in a proof-text, but words which have the same
megning of the terms of the proposition must be contained
in the proof-text, or it cannot sustain the proposition. In
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relation to my friend’s proposition, I say then, that not only
are the terms of his proposition not in the Bible, but there
are no other terms there which have their meaning. If he
thinks he can find the same expressions indicative or con-
firmative of the final holiness and happiness of the wicked,
that I can of the righteous, I will give him a specimen: « To
them who by patient continuance in well doing, seek for
glory, and honor, and iffnortality, eternal life.” Now, as
the gentleman has set out to prove that ¢ all the wicked will
be saved,” let him show one place where the promise just
quoted, is given to any but those who continue faithful in
well-doing.

The gentleman tells you that when he comes to the last
proposition he will attend to the wicked being ¢ turned into
hell.” He ought to profit by the old adage, ‘ never put off
for to-morrow, what ought to be done to-day.” I see he is
turning orthodox, and 1is putting off the *evil day.”” The
last proposition will have its own troubles. But this was the
best he could do, as he was involved in so many difficultics
that he knew he could not escape from themy; and to keep
up the spirits of the very few of his brethren present, he
tells them that he will attend to these matters at a ‘“ more
convenient season.” :

Mr. M. appears to be heartily sick of his statement—jhat
all sinners will be saved. But hc gathered up courage
enough to quote the words : « Jesus came into the world to
save sinners.” But this does not help him out of the diffi-
culty. We all can see how Jesus can save sinners ‘‘from
their sins ” in this world, where he came to save them; but
we cannot see how they can be saved from their sins in the
coming world, if there is no sin there. A Universalian hell
is a perfect bugbear, and salvation from it a grand chimera.
A preacher of Universal salvation! Salvation from what ?
From sin? No, for there will be no sin in the coming
world! Is it a salvation from hell ? No, for there will be
no hell in the coming world. Is it a salvation from punish-
ment? No, for there will be no punishment in that world.
Well, in the name of reason and common sense, what are
we to be saved from? Nothing under the heavens. In a
private conversation with me, the gentleman allowed the
devil was a great scare-crow ; but his salvation is worse—it
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is a perfect nonentity. He says, I think, in order to enjoy

salvation in a future state, a man will have to sin in a

future state.”” But this is another of his statemente in his

excitement. I do not think so at all, but I think Christ and

the apostles labored to turn men from their sing in this
' world, that they might flee the wrath to come.

The gentleman told you that I think Matthew and Luke
ocontradict each other. I do not t®ink these historians con-
tradict cach other, nor does it become a minister of the
gospel to try to involve them in contradictions. Mr. M.,
liko Mr. Paine, cannot see how one historian can record a
matter, and another omit it, without contradicting each
other. I have admitted all he could reasonmably request,
which is that probably Matthew did include all, but even
this cannot be proved  But if Mr. M. cannot see that Luke -
gives a fuller account than Matthew, I can easily make this
audience sce it. = Matthew simply records the words: ¢ For
in the resurrection they neither marry, nor are given in mar-
riage, but are as the angels of God in heaven.” Now, which
one of these words, or what part of this sentence, means
that all men shall be  holy ?° Mr. M. has admitted that
the word holy is not in the passage. What word, then, has
that meaning? or by what part of this sentence does he
proye that all will be holy? But he affirms that all men
shall be happy. Well, the word happy is not in the text,
as he admits, What word, then, means: that all men shall
be happy ? But he affirms that all men shall be finally holy
and happy. Neither of these words are to be found in the
passage, nor dare the gentleman select any word in the pas-
sage and say it means the same as any one of these. If,
then, the words finally, holy, and happy, are not in the pas-
sage, nor any other words, that have the same meaning, how
does my friend find proof in it that all men will be holy and
happy ? Does he say, the whole matter rests on the expres-
sion, ‘‘ they shall be as the anfels of God in heaven?”
Then, I agk, in what respect does he say they shall be as
the angels? The Saviour answers: ¢ They neither ma
nor are given in marriage.’”’ This will be a real Shaker
heaven, truly, consisting in the abolishment of marriage
alone! But ““all live unto him.” Well, what does that
prove? It is in the present tense, and does not say that all
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shall live unto him, but simply, ““all live unto him.” If
this proves the holiness and happiness of all, it proves that
all are holy and happy now, for it says nothing about what
shall be. I felt sorry for the gentleman, to hear and see
him strain his lungs .to emphasize these words as he did ;
when they come not in sight of his proposition. But still I
must not blame him too much, for he has to make his
speeches in turn, and he must use such materials as he can
get. :
When we come to Luke, we have an additional state-
ment, which shows to every man of reason that he is
speaking of the resurrection of the just. He qualifies the
persons of whom he speaks, thus: ¢ They which shall be
ACCOUNTED WORTHY to obtain that world and the resurrec-
tion of the dead.” But he wishes me to answer the ques-
tion, whether all will not be accounted worthy. I answer,
No. All will not be accounted worthy to obtain the heavenly
world, of which he is speaking. This I showed clearly in
.my first speech, by a reference to two passages of Scripture,
one of which shows that some will come forth in the resur-
rection to condemnation, and the other shows that some per-
sons will be recompensed at ¢ the resurrection of the just.”
These two passages the gentleman dreads, and consequently
has laid them over to the ¢ proper place.” It is not a
“ proper place” with him, to attend to passages whiéh re-
late to the resurrection while we are on that subject! O, no!
his plan is to select an isolated passage, and put a construc-
tion upon it which contradicts other clear and explicit passa-
ges on the same subject; and when I allude to these other
passages, he tell you, that he will attend to them in the
proper place. I expect to have plenty for him to do when
he gets to the proper place, and that he will be just as busy
then as he is now; and that if he leaves half his work un-
done now, it will have to remain undone. He applies the
linguage of the Saviour, spoken of the worthy, to all men,
and changes the tense from the words, “all live unto him,”
to the words, all shall live unto him. If I should handle
the word of God in this way, I should wish, too, that there
was no curse to him who shall add to the word of God.
When I refer -him to the words, *“ this world and that
which is to come,” as used in reference to the sin against
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the Holy Spirit, he informs us that the word world has dif-
ferent meanings, I have just discovered his rule for deter-
mining the meaning of such words. When * that world,”
“eternal,” and ¢ everlasting,”” stand connected with punish-
ment or a state in which there i8 no forgiveness, they always
refer to this world, but when these words stand related to
- some good, it is as clear as sunbeams in the heavens that
they relate to the eternal state. This is what lop-sided,
‘garbling Universalism makes of the word of God. 3

But the gentleman does not hesitate to expose to ridicule
the language of Jesus which says, ‘‘ they that have done
good shall come forth to a resurrection of life.”” But he in-
quires as cunningly as those who said, ¢ whose wife shall
she be 7” “how then will infants and idiots be raised whose
conduct was neither good nor bad?’’ How do you suppose
the Saviour could answer this very sage question ? I suppose
he would answer it very much to the confusion of my friend.
But he could not ridicule this clear and solemn statement of
our Lord. The Lord states that all shall come forth, and
then speaks of the condition of the classes—those who have
done good, and those who have done evil. The other class
he says nothing about, except the fact that they shall come
forth. Of course I only spoke of those who have done good
or bad. But still a quibble gives my friend some comfort

On the 5th of Romans, the gentleman has renounced his
entire faith, and he would be exceedingly glad if he were out
of the entire concern. I asked him in my first speech on
this proposition, if he believed that, by one man’s offence
death reigned by ome,” that “by one man’s disobedience
many were made sinners,” and that ¢ by one man sin enter-
ed into the world.” In answer to this he says, I do be-
lieve all that is written in that chapter.” - Well, he has now
conceded, that he believes that ‘“by one man’s offence death
reigned by one,” that “by one man’s disobedience many
were made sinners,” and that ¢ by one man sin entered into
the world.” Thus you discover he has virtually renounced
his first speech on this point. But, he says, the death
spoken of here “is moral death.” Well, the resurrection
from it is only a moral resurrection then, or a conversion to
Christianity, and there is nothing in the passage about a re-
surrection from the dead literally. So he bas given up the
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whole passage. He cannot make a moral dcath of it and a
literal resurrection. Heis then in adilemma. If he admits
it to be a literal death, he contradicts himself, for he has
stated that it i3 a moral death ; and if he continues to say
that it is moral death, it only subjects those under its in-
fluence to a grave of sin, and a resurrection from it, is simply
a conversion, and of course in this world, and consequently
there is no future salvation in the passage. But to make the
matter still worse, if Eossible, he has said that he does not
believg in imputed righteousness; yet he contends that justi-
fication is through righteousness. If it is not through the
righteousness of Christ, as he says he does not believe it is,
- it must be through our own righteousness ; and if this be so,
we must be righteous in this world or go into the eternal
world unjustified. - This he took care to pass in silence. What
is still more fatal to his scheme, if possible, is th® he show-
ed that the ¢‘much more,” of this chapter is conditional.
Hear it again: * For if when we were enemies we were re-
conciled to God by the death of his Son; much more being
reconciled we shall be saved by his life.” Now while Paul
says, ‘‘much more being reconciled, we shall be saved by
his life,”” Mr. M. says we shall be saved whether we be rc-
conciled or not in this life. He believes all that is written
in-this chapter; he says; does he then believe that ‘‘much
more being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life?” My
friend believes all that is written in this chapter. He be-
lieves then, that ‘ much more being now justified we shall
be saved from wrath through him.” Well, if he believes
that the man who is now justified and reconciled, will be
saved from wrath through him, much more than if he were
not now justified and reconciled, he is no longer a Univer-
salist; and thug he has taken the trouble to come all the
way from Indianapolis to Milton, to renounce Universalism,
and have it printed in a book and circulated throughout this
country. :

The gentleman made so many concessions while speaking
upon this chapter, thut I fear I shall not have time to notice
them all in one short speech. I noticed that the ‘‘free
gift,” and the ‘grace of God,” were defined by him to be
the gospel, and consequently to be saved by the ¢ free gift.”
and the “‘grace of God,” is to be saved by the gospel. Well,
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can any man tell how any one can be saved by the gospel,
except by obeying it in this life? - Surcly not. But my
friend has actually brought the salvation spoken of in this
chapter into this world. He says, ‘“ Paul, by the expres-
sions, ¢ we shall be saved from wrath,’ ¢ we shall be saved by
his life,’ cannot have any reference to the eternal world, but
to a continuation of present salvation during life.”” And
what would you guess the present salvation is, with him ?
You know what he said. ¢‘I now enjoy good health, and
hope to be saved from sickness while I live.” What a spir-
itual salvation this present salvation of Universalism is!
To be saved from sickness, is present salvation! Yes, this
is being ‘saved from wrath through him,” and *‘saved by
his life.”” Well, some most outrageous sinners enjoy this
salvation from wrath! Does the gentleman believe that
‘“-where siftabounded grace did much more abound 2> Why
in the name of reason does he quote this passage to prove
that grace will abound in the eternal world / Are the words
«grace did much more abound,” the same as grace shall
much more abound in the eternal world ? This abupdance
of grace is for them who receive the gift of righteousness,
and, as the gentleman does not believe in imputed righteous-
ness, this gift of righteousness must be our own righteousness,
and must be in this life, or we go into the eternal state in
unrighteousness. He allows what I said about infants was
for the want of something better. It was beecause he was
in a difficulty on that point, from which he has not escaped.
He made the condemnation upon all mankind, and made the
justification through our own righteous conduct, and conse-
quently excluded all infants and idiots. With all his char-
ity therefore, he shuts a large portion of the most innocent
part of the human race out of heaven ! -

My friend tried to mend up his argument on the 8th of
Rom., but made it abundantly worse than it was before.
You remember his lovely language. He says, * he supposes
me as producing these authorities to prove that the word
means all mankind in every place in the Bible where it occurs.
This is a gross and willful misrepresentation.” How kind!
How affable! But did I misrepresent him? If I did, his
own words misrepresent him, for I quoted him correctly, as
the report of this debate will show. But the truth in the case
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is that he was defeated so signally on this passage, and
thrown into such an inextricable difficulty, that he knew not
how to restrain his wrath; and conscquently, has wmade no
defenqe in his last speech, except one of the weakest and
most pointless quibbles I ever heard. But as this was the
best he could do, you must bear with him. He informs you
that the words have different meanings in different
passages, and that I seem to be wholy ignorant of this fact.
I am by no means ignorant of this fact; but it is a method
always resorted to, by biblical critics, in ascertaining the
meaning of a word in any particular place, to examine the
use of that word in other passages. This I did, in examin-
ing the word ‘‘creature,” and can multiply passages
abundantly where it does not mean all mankind. This, it ap-
pears, offended him. But I showed from the connection,
that it could not possibly mean all mankind, in the text be-
foreus. This I did, by referring to verse 19, where the
apostle says, ‘The earnest expectation of the creature
waiteth for the manifestation of the sons of God.” Now,
any man who cannot see that the ¢ creature’ here is one
thing, and the “sons of God,” something else, I should
think scarcely an accountable being. The * creature ”
waiteth. 'Well, what'does it wait for? ¢ The manifesta-
tion of the sons of God.” Now, if “ creature,” in this
passage, was all mankind, of course it includes the *‘sons
of God,” for they are a part of all mankind, and conse-
quently, the creature waiteth for the manifestation of itsclf.
This is the kind of sensc Universalian interpretation makes
of the word of God. But verse 22 says, “ the whole crea-
tion groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now, and
not only they *’ —and not only who ? *¢ the whole creation”
— “but ourselves also.” But Mr. M. says, ‘ the whole
creation” in this passage, means all mankind. = Well, Paul
says, ‘ot only they,” that is, according to Mr. M. * not
only all mankind.” Well, Paul, who else? ‘‘But our-
selves also.” That is, according 'to my friend, *mnot only
all mankind, but ourselves also, as well as all mankind.
‘What profound expusition of Scripture this! How beauti-
fully Universalism harmonizes with the wgrd of God! How
does th¥ gentleman try to escape from this difficulty ? Sim-
ply, by referring to the words of John: ‘‘not for our sins
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only, but also for the sins of the whole world.” - Bat this is
not the same kind of a sentencc. The apostle here men-
tions a pArt first, and says, not only this part, but the whole.
How would it sound to say, **sins of the whole world, and
not only theirs, byt ours also!” This wonld be equal to
saying, ‘‘my whole farm is under fence, and not cnly my
farm. but my potato patch also.” But he was so confused
that he forgot the plain language of the passage before us.
He says, ¢ ag they, (the Christians,) compose no part of the
whoele creation,” they are not to be delivered from ¢ the
bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the chil-
dren of God.” But the apostle says, « And not only they,”
the whole creation — ¢ 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 our body.”

= ¢« As in Adam all die, even 80, in Christ shall all be made
alive.” My friend now admits that the words ‘“even so,”
in this passage, relate to the number and not to the quality.
The passage then, simply asserts the resurrection of all.
But according to his doctrine, it is only a moral resurrec-
tion; for he says the death we die in Adam, is moral death,
and of course resurrection from it, can be nothing but a
moral resurrection. He is then in a singular predicament,
on this pasgage. But he has favored us with a disquisition
on the words ‘‘in Christ,” and denies the agency of Christ
in making all alive, and has taken the singular position,
that Christ is not the agent through which all are made
alive, but the place where all are made alive. Well, Adam
is the place where all die then, for ‘“as in Adam all die,
even 80 in Christ all shall be made alive.” “In Adam”
then, is the place where all die? A singular place, truly !
Yes, and this death is moral death! and of course, the
resurrection from it, is a moral resurrection, and the place
where it occurs is in Christ!” There is such a state as
being ‘¢ in Christ,” or such. a relation, and those in that
state or relation, are new creatures ; and Paul tells us just
how many are in that state or relation: ‘“ As many as have
been baptized igto Christ, have put on Christ.” <« He
quoted this passage in his last speech, and now I want him
to tell you in his next speech, whether he believes persons
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are “baptized into Christ,” and if he does, whether all are
baptized into Christ? He says, *“In Christ and into
Christ, are synonymous terms.” Well, this will be new to
men of learning! Will he refer us to a few learned doctors,
who say ‘“in Christ and into Christ, are synonymous
terms?” No, we shall have no authority but Mr, Manford,
for this, and he contradicts himself too frequently to be
good authority. Learned men have always thought that
being ‘¢ baptized into Christ,” is the act of entering the
state or relation of being in Christ. Learned men have al-
ways thought that there must be an into, before there can
bg an “in ”’ — thats, that a man must enter into a house,
before he can be in it, but now we are informed that in and
into, are synonymous terms! Singular propositions require
singular methods to defend them! We may throw away
‘Webster and Walker now, as their definitions are all wrong,
and let Mr. M. make a definition to suit Universalism! In
the 21st verse, we are informed that ¢“since by man came
death, by man, also, came the resurrection of the dead; for
(verse 22) as in Adam all die, even so in Christ all shall be
made alive.” What is said in verse 22, is given as a reason
for what he had said, verse 21.  The import of the passage
is, that through the instrumentality of Adam, all die, éven
so, through the instrumentality of Christ all shall be made
alive. In the same way thcy were in Adam, they wil] be
in Christ. They died by him, or through him, as is assert-
ed, verse 21, and are made alive by or through Christ. I
cannot notice his other proof text now.

MR. MANFORD’S THIRD SPEECH.

He still harps upon the old question. If there is no hell
Lin the future world, how can we enjoy salvation there ? For
my part I think I could enjoy heaven very well, even though
I could not look over its battlements down into the depths
of an endless hell. But I suppose my friend thinks (with
a certain D. D.) that she pleasures of the heavenly host
will be increased by the sight of the pains of the damned
in hell. But does he believe in a salvation from hell ?  No,
verily. His doctrine is, once in hell, always there. Hence
there is no salvation from it. I believe, however, in a sal-
vation from the ‘¢ lowest hell.”
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According to Universalism, says Mr. Franklin, there is
no sin in the future world, and as some are not saved from
sin here, where and when will they be saved from sin?
Does my friend believe there is any insanity in the future
world ? I suppose not. Well, as some men are insane, and
hence are not saved from insanity here, and as there is no
insanity in the next world to {e saved from, when and
where are they saved from it ?

‘Well, all mankind are sinners, and all will, in God’s own -
time, be holy and happy; consequently all mankind will be
saved from sin. Is Mr. F.’s intellect so obtuse that he can-
not understand this? I admit there is no sin, no burnin,
hells or howling devils in the spirit-land, to be saved from ;
but all sin and suffer during a portion of their life, and as
all are to be delivered from these evils, they will be saved
from them. A person may die a sinner, or insane, but in
order for him to be saved from gin or insanity it is not
necessary for him to be crazy or wicked one moment in the
future world. I should think Mr. F. would be ashamed to
talk as childish as he'does. .If he is a man he ought to put
away * childish things.”

He simply travels for the fourth or fifth time his circle of
ideas about the resurrection, in Matthew and Luke, but is care-
ful all the time not to reply to my main points. He denies
that Luke speaks of the resurrection of all, but thinks
Matthew does, and so they contradict each other, according to
his account. I did not say those Evangelists contradict each
other. I only said, that according to his notions, they do.
Has Mr. F. no discrimination f They both give an account
of one answer our Saviour gave the Sadducees; and if one
of them represents Christ as speaking of the resurrection of
all the dead, the other also must. Well, Mr. F. thinks it
is probable that Christ, according to Matthew, informed the
Sadducees that all the dead are like the angels of heaven;
and yet he contends that Christ, according to Luke, inform-
ed the Sadducees that only part of the dead are like the
angels, and are the children of God !! This is a most sur-
prising position ; and it is only equalled by the assertion,
that according to his views, they do not contradict each
other!! Both represent Jesus as speaking of all the dead.
Matthew says they are like the angels of heaven, and Luke
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says they are equal to the angels of heaven, and then explains
what is meant by that expression — shall be the children
of God, shall die no more. The truth is, it is more evident
from Luke than from Matthew that Christ spoke of the resur-
rection of all the dead, for Luke says, ‘‘ He is not the God
of the dead but of the living, for all”” — the dead — ¢ live
unto him.”  That the adjective all qualifies the word dead
cannot be denied. This then settles the point. All the
dead live unto God; which means they are like the -angels,
are the children of God, and shall die no more. All the
dead are then accounted worthy of being raised from the

ead, and of living in the spiritual world. It is supremely
ridiculous to contend, as Mr. F. does, that Jesus, by the ex-
pression *‘are like the angels,” meant no more nor no less
than that the dead do not marry!! Such folly is not worth
replying to. ~ .

The dilemma which he has presented to me on the fifth of
Romans, I have looked at with some care. I have tried to
find its horns; but alas! have only been enabled to find
two — long ears. I repeat what I have already said, that I
do believe all the apostle says in the fifth of Romans, or in
any other place; but I do not believe Mr. Franklin’s inter-
pretations of it.

* Being now justified by his blood, we shall be saved from
wrath through him.” Rom.5:9. In explaining this
ﬁassage I used the following illustration. I am now in good

ealth, and hope to be saved from sickness while I live.
How does Mr. Franklin meet this? Why, by saying that I
understand the present salvation to be a salvation from sick-
ness. And, says Mr. Franklin, the most atrocious sinners
enjoy this salvation from wrath. Would Mn Franklin
have resorted to a base, a wilful misrepresentation of my re-
marks, if they could have been answered in any other way ?
My hearers, your looks answer, xo. But I beseech him, for
his own sake, not to be any more guilty of such gross and
manifest perversions. He should remember that this debate
is to be published to the world. He has represented me as
saying that to be saved from sickness is present salvation
from sin! O, shame, where is thy blush ? But I will tell
him once more what I did mean, or rather what I said. I
now enjoy good health, (that is, a present salvation:from

L 3
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sickness,) and hope to be saved from sickness through life.
So all the Roman Christians might have said, ““ We are
now saved from sin, are justified, and reconciled, much
more, we hopo ‘ through Christ, by his life,”” to enjoy sal-
vation to the end of our days.”- This is all that Paul
means ; and the much more that Mr. F. harps on so long
and loud, and says it is immortality beyond the grave, is no
more or less than the grace they hoped to be partakers of
during life. As God bhad saved, justified, reconciled them
by the death of his Son, now that he has risen from the
dead, and ascended on high, they had much more reason to
hope for a continuation of salvation. If he is right about
this ‘ much more,” then none can ever enter heaven but
such as have been justified on earth; and hence the child
of onc sin, and all the countless millions of the heathen
will be damned eternally! This unavoidable inference
from his position is enough to prove it as false as sin is
wicked.

All his trash about my renouncing my “ entire faith,”
my *first speech,” ‘giving up the whole chase,” is un-
worthy of any notice, and 1 shall not condescend to give it
any. No one pretends that Paul, in Romans, speaks of the
resurrection of the dead litcrally; but he does speak of a
spiritual renovation, and says that shall be enjoyed by all
that sin. But Mr. F. will have it, that all sin, but only
part will be justified, made righteous. Dr. Clarke contends
just as I am doing, that exactly as many as sin shall be
made righteous, and he shows the absurdity of the contrary
view, by reading two or three verses as they should read if
righteousness is not to be equal in extent tosin. Hear him:
¢« As by the offences of one, judgment came upon ALL men
to condemnation ; so, by the righteousness of one, the free
gift came upon soME to justification, ver. 18. As by one
man’s disobedience, MANY were made sinners; so, by the
obedience of one shall somE be made righteous, ver. 19.”
He adds: * Neither this doctrine nor the thing ever entered
the soul of this divinely inspired man.”” I hope Mr. F.
will profit by these remarks of the learned and pious
Doctor. I begof him to pay some attention to the 19th
verse, where Paul teaches that just as many as sin sHALL be
riGHTEOUS. He has thus far passed that verse without com-
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ment. As I reply on that verse, I hope he will give it some
attention. Mr. F. ought to know that no one can be saved
in this world or in the world to come, but by the grace of
God ; but it is an absurd position that no one can enjoy sal-
vation beyond the grave unless he is saved here. Where
did he get that notion ? Not from the Bible. Salvation is
commenced here, and completed in eternity ; and the grace
of God, through Jesus, commences and completes the work.
I did npt quote the words ‘ when sin abounded, grace did
much more abound,” to prove universal salvation in eternity,
aud he knows it ; but fe prefers to misrepresent me. He mis.
représented me in many other respects, but I shall let them
pass.” I envy not the man who is 80 reckless with his
tongue. I hope he will try to govern that member better
hereafter.

All he said in his last speech on Rom. 8, I anticipated
and refuted when I was up before, and it would have been
better for him to have said nothing, than to have repeated as
he did, refuted assertions. He again admits that Paul and
his brethren did not belong to the whole creation; of course,
then, they came by chance, never were created ; and as Mr.
F. professes to be one of Paul’s brethren, he does not belong
to the creation of God either. As ‘‘the whole creation ”’
only is to be delivered from the bondage of corruption into
the glorious liberty of the children of God, and as Paul
and his brethren, including Mr. Franklin and brethren,
compose no part of the whole creation, they are to have no
part in that glorious deliverance!! My wise and learned
friend after this should be called ‘ Doctor Franklin.”” To
save Paul and his brethren, he says the apostle tells us, that
they were ¢ waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption
of our body.” Ah, St. Paul and Dr. Franklin, you will
have to wait a long time, as you do not belong to the whole
creation. There is no redemption for you. My friend must
reverse his theory after this—send Christians to hell and
ginners to heaven. But I am strongly inclined to the
opinion that all mankind are embraced in the whole crea-
tion, and consequently all mankind are to be delivered from
“ the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the
children of God.” These are more expressive terms than
‘“holy and happy” are. He repeats his assertion thatI

.



160 THEOLOGJCAL DISCUSSION. .

referred to authority to prove that ‘“ creation ”’ or * creature,”
wherever it occurs, means all mankind. I said that Dr.
Macknight and others inform us that in the passage under
consideration it means ‘¢ all mankind,”’” ‘ever human
creature.”” When he makes a mistake, he will never give
it up. X
Ipnow come to 1 Cor. 15. I have never contended that
even 80, in the 22d verse, relates to the qualjty, as Mr. F.
knows; but he delights to violate one of the commandments.
Neither have I denied the agency of Christ in making all
alive, but bave expressly said that all the dead shall be
raised ‘‘by Christ, in Christ.”” He admits that when Paul
says, “ As in Adam all die, even 8o in Christ shall all be
made alive,” he teaches a universal resurrection. I want
ou to bear this in mind, for itisa very important admission.
he next point to be settled, is, in what condition will all
the dead be raised? Paul says, *raised in Christ.” My
friend, in his first speech on this proposition, said this is a
wrong translation ; it should read by Christ,” for, said he,
to be in Christ would be making Christ ¢ the place,” and
‘“ this would be the most weak and childish thing that has
appeared in the 19th century.” In reply, I proved that the
New Testament teaches clearly that men can be in Christ.
He could not resist the testimony, and hence in his last
h he says, ¢thete is such a state as being 1v Crrisr.”
T am glad his eyes are opened, and hope he will not call that
doctrine weak and foolish again. The meaning of the pas-
sage then before us is evident. It teaches the resurrection
of all the dead; this he admits! It also teaches that ALL
the,dead will be raiged i~x Christ; and Mr. F. admits that
* there is such a state as being in Christ.”” Whether  into
Christ” and ‘““in Christ”’ are synonymous terms, is of no
consequence as far as the subject before us is concerned, for
he now admits ¢ there is such a state as being in Christ;”
and T will only remark that the whole force of the preposi-
tion in, is in the word into. He don’t believe with Paul that
men die “in Adam,” and sneers at such a statement, and
says it should read ‘ by Adam.” For my part, I think the
inspired penman knew best.
After all my friend’s hard labor, he has presented no cvi-
dence that all the dead will not be raised in Christ. Remem-

-
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ber he has admitted that Paul teaches the resurrection of all
the dead. 'Well, all the dead shall be raised in Christ; and
as I remarked in a former speech, none will be raised out of
him, but all in him; and Paul says, ‘ To be in Christ is to

- be a new creature; to have old things pass away, and Lave
all things become new.” The 22d verse of 1 Cor. 15, affords
positive evidence of a universal resurrection to a heavenly
life. Through the whole of this lengthy and important chap-
ter, the apostle teaches those two gregt truths, as I showed in
my opening speech on this proposition, to which my friend
has paid no attention. I refer you to that speech.

Although 1 introduced only one proof-text in my last speech,
ke could not find time to notice even that! I hope it will be
conveneient for him to give it some attention. What would
the man do if I should do as he did when he had the affirm-
ative — crowd my speeches with proof-texts? He would be
in despair, and leave the field.

I shall now adduce three proof-texts together, viz.: * Then
shall the dust return to the earth, as it was; and the spirit
shall return unto God who gave it.” — Ecel. xii, 7. 2. *For
of him, and through him, afl to him, are all things; to whom
be glory forever. Amen.” —Rom. 11:36. 3. ‘“And I, if
I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men unto me.”
John 12:32. Welearn from the first passage that the bodies
of all must again return to the dust from whence they came.
2d. That the spirits of all these bodies will rcturn unto God
who gave them. No distinction is made — all spirits re-
ceived from God will return unto him.

From the second text, we learn, 1st. That all things came
from God. 2. That through him are 41l things. 3. That
to him arec all things, that is, all spirits shall return unto
God who gave them. From the third text we learn: That
so surely as Christ was raised from the dead — so surely as
he has been exalted at the right hand of God, 80 surely will
he ¢ draw all men ” unto him.

I do hope Mr. F. will endeavor to meet these passages

® fairly and honestly. It is possible to invent a plausible quib-
ble at any time; but to meet an argument fairly is quite an-
other matter. A great many points, and the most impor-
tant ones too, which I made while presenting my proof-texts,
Mr. Franklin has not even deigned to notice.

.
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I will now partially recapitulate the arguments of my first
speech on the present proposition :

1. Cheist, in answering a question of the Sadducees,
plainly teaches that in the resurrection all shall be equal unto
the angels in heaven — shall be the children of " God, and
shall live unto God. This agrees perfectly with the three
proof-texts adduced in this speech, which teach that all spir-
its shall return unto God who gave them; that all things
which have proceded fgom God shall return to him ; and that
as Christ was lifted up from the earth, and is now at the
right hand of the Father, so will he draw all men unto him-
self.

2. We have learned that while men were sinners and ene-
mies, God loved them ; that by the righteousness of one the
FREE GIFT came upon all men unto justification of life; that
through the obedience of one, many, or all shall be made
righteous; that where sin abounded grace did 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.” Rom. 5:21.

The Scriptures speak of a uni¥ersal death, but following it
is a universal life ; of universal corruption, but succeeded by
universal deliverance therefrom ; of universal condemnation,
followed by universal justification. Sin may reach as wide
as the universe, as deep as hell, and as high as heaven; but
the grace and love of God can reach wider, deeper, HIGHER
still.

3. We are taught By inspiration that all created intelli-
gences were made subject to varity and decay, not willingly,
but by reason of him who hath subjected the same in hope—
hope from a deliverance of their present bondage in corrup-
tion into the glorious liberty of the children of God. This
hope glows upon the altar of every bosom. Will Jehovah
extinguish forever that flame which he has lighted by the
breath of his own mouth ?

4. “ As in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made
alive.” This Scripture plainly teaches the universality of the®
resurrection. As to the effects of the resurrection, we learn:
1. That as those who are raised, are raised 1n Christ, we are
justified in saying they will be raised free from sin ; for *if
any man be in Christ he is a new creature.”” The phrase

(
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“in Christ *’ is used about forty times in the Bible, and is
always applied to those who are justified from their sins. 2.
We learn that as all bear the image of the earthy, they shall
also bear the image of the heavenly. 3. That as all are
sown in' dichonor, weakness, and corruption, so also shall
they be raised in glory, power, and iNcorrUPTION. Thus,
the extent of the resurrection is found to be universal — its
effécts infinitely sublime, glorious, and holy. Death is to be
swallowed up in victory; Christ is to put down all rule, and
all authority, and all power, (that 1s, all opposing rule, au-
thority, and power,) not even excepting the power of the
devil himself. “ That through death he might destroy him
that had the power of death, that is the devil.”” — Heb. 2
14.  The last enemy, death, is to be destroyed. All things
shall be subdued unto Christ, then shall the Son himself be
subject unto Him that put all things under him, that God
may be all in all. '

I think my friend will not complain that I do not give him
enough to do. He tried to make you believe, in his last
speech, that I felt hampered and in difficulty. But you per-
ceive that I am not. I could, in this speech, have ‘offered
several more proof-texts, but I have chosen not to doso. I
wish Mr. Franklin to have full opportunity to answer, if he
can, those which I have already advanced. As yet he has
only #&tempted some weak and childish quibbles, but I do
not despair; I still hopefor better things from him. There
is certainly room for much improvement, and Ido desire that
he will make it. He has hinted that there are but few Uni-
versalists in the house. Well, what of that? Watts says
that « Wisdom shows a narrow path, with here and there a
traveller.”” I hope Mr. F. will come boldly up to the work,
and answer all my arguments, if he can, in a firm and can-
did manner. I should be much pleased if this discussion
could be carried on without any unpleasant words or feel-
ings. But my friend seems to think that he has full license
grossly to misrepresent some of my plainest statements;
merely, I suppose, because he thinks me a heretic, and that
he will do God’s service to put me down, no matter in what
way.
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MR. FRANKLIN’S THIRD REPLY.

Mr. Manford allows now, that I must be greatly wanting
in discrimination, that I cannot ree how a man can be saved
from sin in the coming world, when there will be no sin there!
‘Well, he must excuse the obtuseness of my mind in that case,
and, if I am not greatly mistaken, he will have to excuse the
greater part of this audience in the same manner; for I de-
clare to you, I cannot see how any man can be saved from
sin in a world where there will be no sin! And what is
worse, I cannot believe that he can see how such a thing can
be. But he ingeniously asks if I believe there will be any
insanity in the coming world. To this I answer no; and
‘there will be no salvation from insanity in the coming world;
nor have I ever been quite so green as to preach such a sal-
vation, but he does preach a salvation from sin in a world
where there will be no sin. He has now despaired of getting
out of this diﬁiculty, and says, ‘“ all mankind are sinners, and
all in God’s own good time will be holy and happy, conse-
quently all mankind will be saved from sin.” That was
easily asserted; but that is just what his brethren are so
anxious to hear proved. But when will all be saved from
sin? Not in this world, we all know. Not in the resurrec-
tion, for this would leave some men in sin thousands of years
after death. Not after the resurrection, for he say® there
will be no sin after the resurrection, How is this matter to
be understood ? If he has any light I hope he will let us
have a little.

My friend can see no way to be saved from hell without
first being in hell. Well, in our * childish’’ way of think-
ing, we had supposed that a man could be saved from death
without first dying—that a man could be saved from drown-
ing without first being drowned—saved from misfortunes
without first suffering them ; but the glorious doctrine of
Universalism has shed forth such a flood of light as to make
it entirely clear, that to be saved from hell we must all go to
hell first, and suffer as much as our sins deserve, and then
be saved from the punishment due to us as sinners, and all
this too through the boundless mercy of that God * who is
love . If Universalists love their fellow-men in the same
way they represent their God.as loving, I would greatly pre-
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fer that they would not make me an object of their love and
mercy.

Mr. M. allows that I trace for the ¢ fourth or fifth time’
my circle of ideas touching Matthew and Luke on the resur-
rection of the dead. But you must bear with me if I do
refer to these passages several times. You know I have to
follow him, and as he goes to those passages in every speech,
I must go there also if I follow him. But the truth is he
hates to have me follow him so closely; this is a]l that
troubles him. T ’

Upon what does he now found his whole argument touch-
ing the woman and seven husbands ? Why, simply what I
have said all the time he could not prove. I have said in a
former speech that possibly Matt. 22: 30, may allude to all
the dead, but that I did not know that it could be proved.
After due reflection I see nothing to prove it, nor did my
friend try to prove it. He is then building his whole argu-
ment on what I said possibly might be proved, and not on -
any thing he has proved, and, as I think, after mature re-
flection, on what no one can prove. But, as I said before,
nothing is gainéd on the part of my friend, for it requires no
extraordinary discrimination to see that Luke records some
things that Matthew does not, and that Matthcw records some
things which Luke does not. This the gentleman allows
makes a contradiction. Thomas Paine contended the same
way, but others, and greater men, allow that onc witness
stating something which another omits is no contradiction.

He told you that Luke says, *‘He is not the God of the
dead, but of the living,” for all ¢ the dead live unto Him.”
Luke does not say that. The gentleman cannot make out
his proof without adding something to the language of Luke.
He simply said, ‘ He is not a God of the dead, but of the
living; for all live unto Him.”” All whom? All the dead,
Mr. M. says. But it does not say so. There is no rule of
interpretation that can make it include all the dead, without
making it include the living also. And it does not say that
“all shall live unto Him,” but simply, “all live unto Him,”
now, in the pres@nt tense ; it cannot, therefore, mean holi-
ness and happiness in heaven, or else we are now all holy
and happy in heaven |

The gentleman has an extremely convenient way of get-
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ting over difficulties. I am just beginning to understand his
method of doing business. When I make an argument which
he cannot answer, and so that he can see no way to get up
some little quibble, he pronounces it a contemptible thing
and unworthy of notice, and says that he will not condescend
toit. I was not apprised of the elevation upon which he
stands. Mr. M., please come down so as to stand upon a
level with your humble servant.

On the 5th of Romans, Mr. M. remarks: ¢ If he is right
about this ‘much more,” then none can enter into heaven bat
such as have been justified on earth ; and hence, the child of
one sin and all the countless millions of heathen will be
damned eternally. He is very good at drawing inferences,
but has he shown that I am not correct 7 He has not, and
he has made such a miserably weak effort, that there is but
little of any thing to reply to. He is already involved in so
many absurdities on the 5th of Romans, that it seems like a
pity to involve him in any more. He has taken the position
that the death there spoken of, is moral death, and if this be
granted, the resurrection from it is only a moral resurrection.
In this, he has given it up as a proof text. - But he has re-
ferred this passage to the future state, and I have shown
that the grace promised in it is conditional—that it depends
upon present justification and reconciliation. At this point,
his argument is not only lost, but he has put into my bands
an irrefutable argument in favor of the conditionality of the
heavenly state. Against this, he "has made no effort. In
addition to this, he has asserted that the justification spoken
of in this passage, is through righteousness; yet he does not
believe in imputed righteousness ; therefore, he makes justi-
fication depend on our own righteousness; and as many
never are righteous in this world, they must either be lost,
or else by righteousness in the coming world, wbtain salva-
tion.

I have amply refuted the gentleman’s argument on the
8th of Romans, and my objections still remain untoucked.
1 have showed that in the same connection of his proof text,
Paul makes heirship and glorification condltional. He says
“ if sons, then heirs, heirs of God and joint heirs with Christ,
if 8o be that we suffer with him that we may be glorified
together.”” To this he has made no allusion, and never can
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remove it. I then referred to several place where the words
“creation” and * creature” occur, to show that they do not
always mean ‘ all mankind.”” This, he admits. I then re-
ferred to two distinct clauses in the text itself, to show that
the same word could not in that place, mean * all mankind.”
This has received no reply, except a string of burlesque he
called a reply. And even the burlesque is not so much
directed against me, as against the holy apostle of Jesus
He asserts that ¢ the whole creation travail and groan in
pain, until now, and not only they, but ourselves also.”.
This language Mr. M. burlesques and ridicules in the face
of this Christian community! He need not say it is my
view of it he ridicules, for his last speech will show for ife
self, to contain the most direct ridicule of the very lauguage
just quoted.

He allows the language of the 8th Romans, is more ex-
pressive than the words ‘holy and happy” themselves.
That depends on what a man wishes to express. But if he
means that any words or any phrase in that passage, is more
expressive of the position, that all mankind shall be finally
holy and happy, that those words themselves, he is greatly
mistaken. I deny that there iz a word or a phrase in the
chapter that means ‘ all mankind.” I also dény that there
is any word that means holy, nor is there any word that
means finally, or happy. Where then, is the proof of his
position ? It is not only not in that passage, but it is not
in the Bible. .

The gentleman has planted his stake down at the 15th of
first Corinthians, with some degree of confidence. I must,
therefore proceed to take it up before I resume my seat.
He sticks to his favorite criticism, that ‘“in Christ,”” is the
place where all are to be made alive. T thought he would
become ashamed of that, as it made Adam the place where
all die; but as heis incapable of that, I shall now proceed to
show what would become of his argument, admitting *¢ in ”
to mean place, in that passage. If *in Christ,” simply
means the place where all are made alive, there is no evi-
dence in the passage, of a universal resurrection, ,unless it
can be proved that all are in Christ; for the passage simply
asgerts that ¢ in Christ shall all be made alive, and affirms
nothing concerning those not in” Christ. Remember that
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it i3 not affirmed that all arc in Christ, but simply that *“in
Christ shall all be made alive.” Not one word is said of
those out of Christ. You allow that in Christ, in this pas-
sage, means the place where all will be made alive, and you
have already quoted the words, “ a3 many of you as have
been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ,” consequently
those not * baptized into Christ,”” are not in Christ, and
your proof text simply asserts the resurrection of those in
Christ. How do you like your position Mr. M.? Does
- “in Christ ” mean the relation of justified persons 7 Then .
the passage simply asserts the resurrection of the justi-
fied. Your proof text, therefore, does nothing towards
proving that ¢ all sinners will be saved.” No, sir, if your
criticism is correct, then I deny that there is ome word
said of any but Christians, in the whole passage. He
repeated over and over again, in his last speech, that this
passage taught a universal resurrection, but according to his
favorite position, it simply asserts the resurrection of those
in Christ, they that are Christ’s, or, as he defines, the justi-
fied, and says not one word about any others. Yes, he de-
fines those in Christ, to mean the justified. The justificd
then, will be made alive, yes and holy! This is no new
doctrine. We all believe those in Christ, the justified,
¢ they that are Christ’s,” will be finally, holy and happy !

Mr. M. now says, ‘ whether ¢ in Chriat,” and ¢into Christ’
are synonymous terms, is of no consequence, as far as
the subject before us is concerned.” He is getting quite
calm on the dogmatical assertion made in his last speech.
If he will also give up that the balance of his unfounded
assertions are of *“ no consequence,” he will find very many
who will perfectly agree with him.

He simply told you, that I ‘“don’t believe that men die
in Adam,” because he could think of nothing else to say,
and not because he can make any one in this audience be-
lieve such a gratuitous and nnwarrantable statement. You
know how he has whined about my wilful misrepresenta-
tions, and charged we with stating untruths, and cautioned
me again to stick to the truth, &e., &e. My religion does
not allow me to use such language, and I leave you to judge
who is guilty in all these cases.

Mr. M. says, * What would the man do if I should do as
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he did when he had the affirmative—crowd my speeches
with proof texts? He would be in despair and leave the
field.”” T will tell you what I would do, if he would do
as I did; I would just give up the argument at once; for I
proved my affirmative from the most clear and plain passa-
ges of Scripture; but he never can do as I dir{ unless he
affirms some other proposition.

The three new proof texts come not within a thousand milek
of my friend’s proposition. The first one simply asserts
that ““ the spirit shall return to God who gave it,” but does
not say what for, whether to be judged or saved, or what.
The second. is like it. It simply asserts that * to him are
all things,”” but it does not say what for, to be judged I pre-
sume. The third simply states that Christ will draw all
men unto him. But we all believe all will be drawn unto
him, and stand at his judgment seat, and be judged accord-
ing to their works. . ‘

I did not notice the passage from Eph. 1, in my last
speech. But it does nothing for my friend’s proposition. It
" simply asserts that «in the dispensation of the fulness of
times he shall gather together all things in Christ.” I must
hold my friend to his" own rule. ‘In Christ means the
justiied. He will then, in the dispensation of the fulness
of times gather together all things both which are in heaven
and on earth even in him, that is the justified in heaven
and on earth, shall be gathered together. How do you like
it, Mr. Manford? The passage simply asserts the gathering
together all things in him; and not onc word is said about
those things out of him. But another unfortunate thing is
that the passage does not say what they are to be gathered
together for. As the tares are to be gathered to be burned,
the words gathered together, do not always mean salva-
tion.

Mr. Manford is coming out an annihilationist. Hear him.
“None will be raised out of Christ, but all in him.” Ae-
cording to this doctrine, a man must be in Christ to secure
a resurrection from the dead. What will become of all the
heathen ? My friend quotes Scripture to prove that per-
sons are baptized into Christ, and that if any man is in
Christ, he is a new. creature ; and now states that *‘ nome
will be raised out of Christ.” Yes, and to shut himself in,
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go that there could be no escape for him, he defines “in
Christ” to be in a state of justification. And now boldly
states that none will be raised from the dead out of that

state, but all in it. Yet hundreds of his own brethren have .

not been baptized into Christ, and consequently, I suppose,
are not to be raised from the dead. What has he then
proved by 1 Cor. 15, and Eph. 1? Why, nothing only that
those “in Christ,” ““in him,” the justified will be * made
alive,” ‘ gathered together.” 'Well, who ever denied that ?
No one here, I presume. But this falls greatly below his
affirmative proposition, that ‘all mankind will be finally
holy and happy.”

He professed to be much delighted that I had found out
that there was such a state as being in Christ, and even
affected some instrumentality in enlightening my benighted
mind. But I have not perceived yet that the words, ¢‘in
Christ shall all be made alive,” signify the justified state,
but the passage siniply asserts that by or through Christ
shall all be made alive. This interpretation being correct,
it is simply asserted that all shall be made alive, and my
friend’s interpretation being correct, it is simply asserted
that ¢ in Christ shall all be made alive,” and nothing is said
of those not in Christ. To make this doubly strong, my
friend has roundly asserted, that ‘ none will be raised out
of Christ. It matters not therefore to me, which way he
takes it. He is defeated either way.

1. T am now through with my friend’s proof texts, and
have nothing farther to reply to; and may therefore take
my seat, or proceed to introduce new matter for the enter-
tainment of the audience. Believing now that my friend
intends to keep back some of his principal proof texts, that
I may not have the opportunity to reply to his arguments on
them, I am determined to introduce one of them for him.
The passage I allude to is, Isa. 45 : 23, 24. ‘I have sworn
by myself, the word is gone out of my mouth in righteous-
ness, and shall not return, that unto me every knee shall
bow, and every tongue shall swear. Surely shall one say,
in the Lord have I righteousness and stren}th ; even to him
shall men come; and all that are incensed against him sball
be ashamed.” These words, Universalists quote in connec-
tion with the following: ‘ Whercfore God hath highly cx-

*
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alted him, and given him a pame which is above every
name ; that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of
things in heaven, and things in the earth, and things under
the earth; and that every tongue should confess that Jesus
Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.”” Phil. 2:
9,10, 11. My friend quoted'the above passage from Isaiah,
in the Liberty debate, and found the difficulty it involved
his system in, and therefore he wishes to keep it out of the
present discussion. In quoting these passages, to prove
universal salvation, our Universalian friends apply the oath
of God to the coming world, and the balance to this. In
this they have better precedent than most of them are aware
of. The apostle Paul makes a short quotation from the
same passage, and makes an application of it, that I like
much better than the Universalian application. Rom. 14:
10, Paul asserts that,  we shall all stand before the judg-
ment seat of Christ.” And what passage does he quote to
prove it? The very passage that my friend sometimes quotes
to prove that all will be 'saved. But let us hear the apostle
prove that * we shall all stand before the judgment seat of
Christ.” The following is his proof, ¢ For it is written,
as I live saith the Lord every knee shall bow to me and
every- tongue shall confess to God.” Rom.14:11. Thus
you discover, my hearers, that tbe very words Paul quotes
to prove that « we shall all stand before the judgment seat
of Christ,” my friend quotes to prove that all will be saved.
Universalists apply this passage to the world to come, and
they are right in that, for Paul applies it to prove that
world, and that «we shall all stand before the judgment
seat of Christ.” The judgment is then after death, as our
Universalian friends admit, by referring this passage to the
coming world. -

2. I will now spend a moment in answering some queries
found in a Universalist tract. Question 1. ¢ As we are re-
quired to love our enemies, may we not safely infer that God
loves his enemies? If he loves them, will he punish them
more than will be for their good ?” God poured out fire
and brimstone from heaven on the Sodemites, engulphed
Pharaoh and his hoets in the. Red Sea, overflowed the antedi-
luvian world with a flood, and flowed the streets of Jerusa-
lem with the blood of its unbelicving inhabitants. Was all
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this for their good—for their reformation ? These were his
enemies, and if he treats them thus, and loves them at the
same time, have we any evidence, that his love will ever in-
duce him to treat them any better 7 But we are asked the
question: ‘Is God without variableness or even the shadow
of turning?’” 1 answer, that he is. But what of that?
Why nothing, only if God punishes sinners now, and is with-
out variableness of the shadow of turning, he will never
cease punishing them. But the question is asked in this
tract, * If God loves his enemivs now, will he not always
love them?’” Is this good, sound logic? Then if God
punishes sinners now will he not always punish them ?
Surely the argument is as good in the one case as it is in
the other. If it be true, that because God loves sinners now,
he always will love them ; it must be equally true, from the
same principle of reasoning, that if God loves sinners now,
and punishes them notwithstanding, that he always will
punish them. But if we gre further asked: ‘“Is it just for
God to love his enemies, and be kind to the unthankful and
evilin this life? Wounld it be unjust for him to exercise
the same love and kindness toward them in the future
world 2”7 To the latter of these queries we answer no. But
how kind does my friend say God is to the unthankful and
evil in this Hife? Why, just kind enough to torment them
in hell. Well the tract before us asks the question:
 Would it be unjust for him to exercise the same love and
kindness towards them in the future world?” Certainly
not. This is just what I contend he willdo. If, then, Uni-
versalian logic is worth any thing, and, as they say, if God
punishes man with hell torments in this life, and it is just to
treat them with the same love and kindness in the world to
come, it wil be just to inflict hell torments upon them per-
petually. My friend will have to change his logic, and con-
tend that God is changeable, and that although he does not
love the witked.in this life so as to punish them, he will love
them in the coming world, so that.they shall not be punish-
ed.
We are sagely asked: ¢ if you had the requisite power
would you not deliver the whole family of man.from sin and
misery?” And I would ask: «Ifyou had the requisite
power would you not deliver the whole family of man” from
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gickness, sorrow, pain, and death in thiy life? Surely, you
would. Are you, therefore, better than God, who could, but
does not do it ? or is it not that you are more ignorant than
God of what he ought to do. If we had the requisite power
we would do many other things which God would look upon
as perfect foolishness.

We have the following from this same Universalist tract :
¢« If God would save all mankind but cannot, is He infinite
in power 7 If God can save all mankind but will not, is he
infinite in goodness?”” If God can save all mankind from
all the sighs, groans, pains and deaths of this life, and will
not, is he infinite in goodness? If he would save all men
from these calamities and cannot, is he infinite in power ?
He does not save all men from these things which we strive
so hard to save each other from. Yet I suppose he is infinite
in power and goodness. But this very learned interrogatory
can be applied to the hell of which my friend speaks in this
life. 1f God would save all mankind from punishment in
this world but cannot, is he infinite in power? If he can
save all men from punishment in this world but will not, is
he infinite in gooduess? Well, it is certain that he does not
save all men from punishment in this life. Will Universal-
ists, therefore, dare call in question his infinite power or
goodness ?  If ‘they do, I shall not. 1 would much sooner
question their judgment of what infinite wisdom ought to do.

Now, if my friend had any additional arguments to offer I
should be glad to hear them.. Let him bring forward his ar-
guments in due time, that I may have a fair opportunity to
reply to them. Ido not wish to follow him over and over
the same’ things every speech, but I wish him to advance to
something new. If he does not, I shall proceed.to state his
arguments and make my replies, and let him work his way
the best way he can. If he will intance a single point in
which I have not made a sufficient reply, it shall have my
special attention hereafter. ~ I hope he will get in a good hu-
mor, and come on like a man in his next speech  And if he
runs out before his time is out, as he did before, he can read
Paige’s garbled extracts from Dr. TClarke, &c., and repeat
his arguments over again,
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MR. MANFORD’S FOURTH SPEECH.

Mr. Franklin told you in his last speech that I preach
¢ a galvation from sin in a world where there is no sin.”
I must be allowed to say the gentleman is mistaken! I
preach no such doctrine! To use his own classic language,
“ I have never been quite so green as to preach such a sal-
vation | ”’ ’

Because I say that mankind, in the future world, will en-
joy a salvation or freedom from sin, as well as from other
evils to which they are now liable, he thinks I teach a sal-
vation from sin in that world; and he cannot see how this
can be when there is no sin there to be saved from! The
difficulty with my friend is he has got the matter so con-
fused in his mind that he cannot understand a plain pro-
position! I instanced a case of insanity and asked him
how a man who lived and died insane could be, in the future
world, gaved from insanity ? The man, he must admit, will
be saved from insanity — yet there is no insanity in the
future world! He laughs at the idea, and says he is “ not
green enough to preach such a salvation.” Very well;
preach it or not, he believes it! .

I tell the gentleman once for all — men are saved from
this world into the next; consequently from all the evils of
this world — sin included. Not saved from sin in the next
world, for there is no gin there to be saved from ; — but
saved in that world from the sin of this, and from all the
evils ¢ that flesh is heir to.”” ¢ He thatis dead is freed
from gin ; *’ and ¢ when they shall rise from the dead *’ they
shall be ¢‘ as the angels in Heaven ” —saved from all the
evils of mortality, and from death itself, ‘ which is the last
enemy.” I hope the gentleman now understands what I
mean by a ¢ salvation from sin.”

Mr. F. thinks that I would make out a contradiction be-
between Matthew and Luke in their account of Christ’s con-
versation with the Sadducees. Here the gentleman is mis-
taken again! I do not believe they contradict each other;
but I will tell you what it is, my friends, Mr. Franklin can-
not make out his case, without at the same time making a
contradiction between these two evangelists. The only
chance he has is on the ground that Luke contradicts

[
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Matthew! No doubt he would like to throw the responsi-
bility upon me ; but I will not allow him to do this.

He says, “I found my whole argument,” drawn from
Matthew 22: 30, upon the position that Christ alluded to
the resurrection of * all the dead ;”’ but this fact he thinks
I cannot prove! Strange, indeed! To what resurrecticn
did the Saviour allude if not to the resurrection of all the
dead? Is it not the same resurrection for which Paul
hoped — ¢ & rusurrection both of the just and the unjust? "
— and which he taught in his letter to the Corinthians —
*“as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made
alive ? ” I8 it not the same resurrection, or blessing, which
God promised to Abraham, through his seed, which is Christ,
saying— ¢ In thee and in thy seed shall all the nations,
families, and kindreds of the earth be blessed 7’’ If the
gentleman thinks not, let him show it.

The Sadducees said: * Therefore, in the resurrection,
whose wife shall she be of the seven?” What did they
mean by “ the resurrection ?”’ Did they not allude to the
resurrection of all ‘the dead ? Christ answers them — * In
the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in
marriage.” What does he mean by ¢ they,” unless it be
all the'dead? Are not * all the dead” to be included in
the resurrection ?

Suppose Christ only meant a part of the dead — that in
the resurrection of a part of the dead. they would neither
marry nor be given in marriage — would this have answered
the Sadducees? What did they know about a partial re-
surrecfion ?  If Christ only meant a part of the dead,
which part wasit? And how did the Sadducees know?
Did he mean the righteous? Then perhaps the Sadducces
meant the wicked! So his answer did not meet their ques-
tion! If this were the case, he should have said ¢“in the
resurrection of the righteous;’’ but if he had said so, it
would not have answered them, for they did not ask in rela-
tion to the rcsurrection of the righteous. They gaid, “In
THE RESURRECTION "’ whose wife shall she be ? — meaning
as much the resurrection of the wicked as of the righteous.
And if Christ did answer their question, (and who will
doubt it ?) then he said *in the resurrection,” the wicked
as well as the righteous, * will neither marry nor be given
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in marriage, but” — both wicked and righteous — * will
be as the angels of God in Heaven.” Consequently, they
will be ‘holy and happy.”

‘ But the very next verse shows that the Saviour could
not have meant a partial resurrection. He continues: “ But
as touching the resurrection of the dead, have you not
read,” &c. What does ‘< the resurrection of the dead”
mean, unless it be the resurrection of all the dead? The
gentleman says he don’t know but it may mean ¢“all the
dead,” but he wants me to prove it! My friends, have I
not proved it over and over again ? The text itself proves
it! What more proof does my opponent want? The fact
is, he is disposed to quibble about trifles, in order, if
possible, to shun the force of my argument, and divert your
attention from the subject! He wants me to ‘‘come down
upon a level with him 1” My friends, I must be excused
from doing so, until he is disposed to pursue a more
honorable course. .

I rely on Matthew’s account because he was an immediate
disciple of our Saviour, and was probally present at the
time the conversation took place between Christ and the
Sadducees. Luke was not; and he most likely obtained his
account from third persons, for it is not at all probable that
he was present. Mark’s account also agrees with Matthew’a.
Besides this, Matthew wrote much earlier than Luke. The
probability is, that Matthew relates the conversation just as it
took place, word for word, neither more nor less ; while it is
equally probable that Luke relates it in quite different words
from what were used by our Saviour. But unless we say
that he means the same as Matthew, we make out a contra-
diction : and I shall not be surprised if Mr. Franklin at-
tempts this, for it is his only chance. ~Matthew’s account
teaches the ¢ resurrection ”’ and happiness of all, as clearly
a8 it does the resurrection and happiness of any. Mark
that ! . :

In trying to avoid the force of my argument on this text,
Mr. Franklin took the position that the phrases — ¢ neither
can they die any more "’ — ¢ all live unto God ” — * children
of God ”’ — “equal unto the angels,” &c., only meant un-
married | This position he has now abandoned ; but denics
that our Saviour was speaking of all the dead! He might
as well deny that he was speaking of any of the dead!
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His quibble about the tense in the phrase ¢ all live unto
him,”” don’t amount to any thing. Christ only meant to
teach that those whom we call dead, are not, in reality, dead
— that they are still living—for ¢all live unto him.”
They have only passed into another existence. ¢ For of
him, and through him, and To him, are all things.” It is
useless for my opponent to try to get round my argument on
this passage. He may change ground, and take as many
positions as he pleases; his efforts will prove unavailing,
and will only involve him in difficulty. I tell him again
that his only chance is to come out and say that Luke con-
tradicts Matthew, and teaches a partial resurrection! Let
him do this, and I will attend to him.

‘What if I have said the death spoken of in Rom. 5, is a
moral death? Why, says Mr. F., in that case it would
only prove a moral resurrection. Very well — this is all I
have contended for. If all enjoy & moral resurrection — if
all are ¢ made righteous” by Christ, all will be holy and
happy ; and this is just what the passage teaches.

My friends, there is one thing I wish you to notice parti-
cularly, and that is this: Mr. Franklin will not tell you
what is meant by the word ‘¢creation,” in the 8th of
Romans. No, he will never tell you, nor even give you a
hint; what it means! Why is this? You will observe he
is careful not to deny that it refers to rational beings, but
only denies that it means all mankind. He dare not deny
that it means intelligent beings, for this, he knows, would
not do; but he has not candor enough to admit it.

The fact that the *creation ’ or * creature,” is said to be
exercised with an ¢ earnest expectation” — to ¢ travail in
pain”’ —to “ wait for the manifestation of the soms of
God ” —to “groan,” and to ‘hope,” is sufficicnt to con-
vince any man of gense that the term creation means
rational and intelligent beings.- And I have no doubt but
my friend. here is very well convinced of this fact. But he
dare not admit it; for if he should, that moment he would
yield the whole point. For you will notice that ** the whole
creation ”’ is mentioned, which is equivalent to ‘* the whole
intelligent creation,” or the whole human family. = And
this ¢« whole creation,” you will recollect, is ¢ waiting for
the adoption,” and is to be * delivered from the bondage of
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corruption, into the glorious liberty of the children of God.”
But Mr. Franklin will neither deny nor affirm, on this point;
for to do either would be ruinousto him. You see, my
friends, the difficulty in which he is placed. 'Was ever man
in a more sad predicament! In contemplating his most un-
enviable position, it is difficult to tell whether it were better
to laugh or to pity! We might smile at his extreme un-
willingness to give us his opinion in regard to this word;
and we might pity when we reflect that he cannot do this
without either admitting what would be fatal to his cause,
or involving himself in still greater difficulties!

But he seems to think he can escape all these difficulties,
by referring to other portions of this chapter.

But this will not do. I believe every word of the chap-
ter. Let him meet my argument fairly, or acknowledge that
he cannot'do it. He will probably tell you that it is not his
place to give you the meaning of the word ** creation.”” Then
let him adopt my definition! I have told you what the
word means; and if he is not satisfied with my definition,
let him tell what it does mean. This he is bound to do—
or else hold his peace! But, as I have already said, he will
not give us any definition of this word; he is altogether
non-committal !

I have told you, my friends, that the word ¢ creation,”” in
the 8th of Rom., means intelligent creatures; this, Mr.
Franklin dare not deny. I also affirm that it means man-
kind — the whole human family; this, he dare not admit.
Will he be 8o good as to tell us in his next spcech what
kind of intelligent creatures it does mean— and how many ?
Perhaps he will say, as did Mr. Hall, that it means infants!
Wiil he dare to take this ground ? Here is a dilemma, and
one that has horns, not long ears; horms, too, that must
eventually gore my friend most prodigiously !

My friends, L tell you now, Mr. Franklin is ‘a used up
man "’ on the 8th of Romans! He has made a signal failure,
a8 all may see from his last speech. He has referred to
several passages, to show that * creation ” don’t mean all
mankind ! ”  But what passage has he referred to where the
whole creation occurs ? Not one ! nor can he find one, ex-
cept the passage under consideration. I have admitted that
the word ktisis, translated * creature ” and * creation,” does
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not necessarily and always mean the ‘ whole human family;”
but here we have the whole creation. The strongest proof
he has offered—and I leave you to judge how strong that is
—is simply this: ¢ I deny that there is a word or a phrase
in this chapter that means ‘all mankind.’”” This is his
proof ! Well, it is the best he could do. The « whole
creation,”” my friends, cannot mean less than *¢ all mankind,"”
of this, I have no doubt, Mr. Franklin is aware. If, then,
it does not mean * all mankind,” it means more; so that
“all mankind are included in it. And the * whole crea-
tion ”’ is to be ¢ delivered from the bondage of corruption
into the glorious liberty of the children of God ”’ — conse-
quently, ‘* all mankind ” will enjoy this deliverance.

He has as sigpally failed on the 5th of Romans, as he hag
on the 8th. I called on him particularly to pay some atten-
tion to the 19th vérse of that chapter, as I placed great re-
liance upon it: « For as by one man’s disobedience, many
were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many
be made righteous.” The many in the one case is just as
extensive as in the other—both being the same in the origi-
pal. He hag passed this matter in silence ?

His effort on the 15th of 1 Cor., is not a whit better! He
first admitted that Paul, in thé 22d verse, taught a resurrec-
tion of all mankind ; but he has changed ground again, and
now says that nmone but Christians are to be made alive !
Well, then, none but Christians die in Adam ; for all that
die in Adam are to be made alive in Christ.

The gentleman makes himself quite ridiculous in talking
about Christ being the place where mankind are to be made
alive! I have never said that Christ was the place where
they are to be made alive! If he can comprehend how all
mankind can die in Adam without Adam being the place
where they die—without their being, soul and body, in him,
literally and personally — he can perhaps see how they can
be made alive in Christ, without Christ being the place
where they are to be made alive! It makes ‘ Adam the

lace where all die!’” What contemptible nonsense! Does
e not know that all men die in Adam? Does not the
" apostle say sof What is meant by dying in Adam? Not
dying in him, literally and personally, surely! They die
in Adam, that is, in the image of Adam—in the fleshly,
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mortal, and earthy nature ; * as is the earthy, (Adam,) such
also are they that are earthy "—so, in Christ, that is, in the
image of him, * the heavenly,” in the spiritual, immortal
and heavenly nature, shall all be made alive. The word-
“in,” my friends, has no reference to place; it means the
state or condition in which all are to be raised. I care not
whether it denote the condition or the means — whether it
means in Christ, or by Christ—the result will be the same.
All that die in or by Adam, or in the earthy nature, are to
be made alive in or by Christ, or in the heavenly nature.
"The apostle teaches the resurrection of all mankind ; this,
Mr. Franklin has admitted, and I shall hold him to it. But
he could not help admitting it, for if Paul does not teach a
universal resurrection, then not only is that doctrine not
taught in the Bible, but no language can be framed that
would teach it! And just so sure as all will be raised from
the dead, 80 sure will all be “in Christ,”” or ¢ bear the
image of the heavenly.”

My friend’s quibble that none will be made alive in Christ
but those who die in him or who get into him in this world,
is scarcely worth noticing. He don’t believe a word of it
himself! Besides, if he did, it would be answer enough to
tell him that the apostle is against him. Instead of saying
that those only who die in Christ shall be made alive in him,
he says those who die in Adam, shall be made alive in Christ!
Thus you see, Paul flatly contradicts the gentleman ! 3

I referred to the fact that men are said to be ** in Christ,”
and to “ put on Christ,” &c., in this world, in order to show
that there was such a thing as being in Christ, without being
in him literally, or without understanding it in the ridiculous
sense of place! What does Mr. Franklin understand by
being in Christ in this world? Does he think Christ is the
place where they are? I have never advocated the absurd
doctrine, my friends, that in order to be made alive in Christ,
we must first get into him in this life, I know that Chris-
tians are said to be ‘in Christ,”’ to be * new creatures,”
&c., but this does not entitle them to the resurrection state,
or the joys of that world ; they are amply rewarded in this
world. It is enough for me to know that I bear the image
of Adam, to be assured that I shall be made alive in the
image of Christ! ¢ For as we have borne the image of the
earthy, we shall also bear the image of the heavenly.”
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Perhaps I have said enough on this subject. You see, my
friends, that the gentleman is “ swamped "’ here. He made a
very lame effort in his last; but what better could he do ?
1t is hard to kick against the goads!” I am inclined to
think that the less he says on the subject, the better it will
be for him. I will not press him further on this point, but
will now attend to what he says in reference to the proof-
texts introduced in my last.

The passage which declares that ‘“the spirit shall return
to God who gave it,”” he passes by, simply saying that it
““ does mot say what for, whether to be judged, or saved or
what.” True enough; and in the absence of any such in-
formation, we have a right to conclude that it is “to be
saved,” or to be happy. The text says it shall return to
God who gave it ; consequently it must have been with him
before. Was it happy or miserable before it came from
God? If happy, then will it be happy when it returns to
him again.

The passage in Rom. 11 : 36, declares that “of him, and
through him, and to him, are all things,”” but as it * does
not say what for,” Mr. Franklin says he ¢ prcsumes ” it is
to be judged! No, my friends, he does'nt ¢ presume ” any
such thing! He knows better. He knows that Paul was
not wont to speak in this way when he had any reference to
the subject of judgment. I ¢ presume,” my friends, that
you will hardly ¢ presume ’’ that this is what the apostle -
meant when he said that * To hint are all things — to whom
be glory forever | ” The most rational * presumption ”’ is,
that « all things "’ will return to God to be happy.

Christ says he will draw all men unto him. But this Mr.
Franklin thinks means that he will draw all men unto him
to be judged! Wonder if Le really does think sv? The
time was when none eame to Christ except those drawn by
the Father: ‘“No man can come to me, except the Father
which hath sent me, draw him.”” John 6: 44. Were they
drawn to him to be judged ? No, for he had just said (verse
37,) him that cometh to me, I will in no wise cast out.”
But it was soon to be different. Christ was to be *lifted up
from the earth’” — was to be crucified — and exalted to the
right hand of the Father, a Prince and a Saviour. He was
then to draw men unto him—and not only men, but all men.
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“ And T, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men
unto me.” Do you think he will do this, my friends, in
order to judge them? I * presume” not.

Eph. 1:10, he thinks does nothing for my proposition.
Still he admits that it asserts the gathering together of *¢ all
things in Christ.” He says he * must hold me to my rule,”
viz., that *“in Christ’’ means the justified. I have said, my
friénds, that to be in Christ is to be in a justified state or con-
dition, and if this is what he calls my * rule,” I am willing
to be held to it. DBut the great difference between the gen-
tleman and myself, is this: while I understand the apostle
to mean just what he says, viz., that all shall be made alive
in Christ, and that all things shall be gathered together in
him, he understands — or pretends to understand — him to
mean that all that are in Christ shall be made alive in Christ!
and all that are in him shall be gathered together in him.
'This is the, way he affects to understand these passages, and
argues as though I understood them in the same way; and
then pretends to wonder that I should think they favor my
proposition! He knows better. I tell him now, what he
already knows, that I understand Paul to mean, in 1 Cor.
15 : 22, the same as if he had said, ¢ All mankind shall be
made alive, and not only made alive, but made alive in
Christ;”” and in Eph. 1:10, the same as if he had said,
‘¢ All things (vr intelligences) shall, irr the fullness of times,
be gathered together, and not only gathered together, but
gathered together in Christ.”” And I now tell him further.
more, to stop misrepresenting me on this point, and to do it
immediately, for I will not allow it any longer! Whether
his view or mine be correct, is another question, and is for
you to decide; but for him to stand up here and persist in *
wilfully misrepresenting me, and trying to father upon me
his silly, absurd, and ridiculous interpretations of Scripture,
is what I cannot and will not allow! I am in earnest, and
hope the gentleman understands me so.

He next says I am ‘“coming out an annihilationist!”’
And why s0? Because I said ‘‘ none will be raised out of
Christ, but all in him.” And isa man an annihilationist
because he believes all will be raised in Christ? Were I
to talk as Mr, Franklin did on this subject, I should feel
that you would be perfectly justified in saying that I had
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made a fool of myself ! I do notmay that he has done s0;
nor would I have you understand that I think so — but were
I to do so, I should feel myself justly obnoxious to the
charge ! .

The gentleman will tell you, to be in Christ is to be a
“new creature’’ —that it means a justified state. I have
admitted this, and have showed you that ALL are eventually
to be in Christ, for all are to be made alive in him. The
gentleman dare not admit that all will be made alive in
Christ ; for he knows to do this would be equivalent to ad-
mitting that all will be ¢ justified ” — holy and happy. He
admits there will be a resurrection of all mankind, but denies
that any will be ¢ made alive in Christ,”” but sach as are in
him, i. e. get into him in this life. To meet him here I have
said that * none will ever be raised out of Christ,” and I re-
peat it! I assert it, my friends, here, and in the face of
the world — « none will ever be raised from the dead out of
Christ!” The Bible knows of no resurrection out of Christ!
If ever a mortal man — mortal now, but then immortal —
is raised from the dead, it will be in Christ. “I am the re-
surrection and the life,”-said the Saviour. ¢ God has given
to us eternal life, and this life is in his Son.” The Bible, I
repeat, knows of no resurrection out of Christ. Will all
mankind be raised from the dead? Then will all be immor-
tal and happy — for all shall be made alive in Christ.

Mr. Franklin thinks, ‘“according to this doctrine, a man
must be in Christ in order to secure a resurrection from the
dead.” Notso. He must be “in Adam ” — this is all the
title he needs “ to secure a resurrection from the dead.” I
wish the gentleman could understand me! I repeat it, and
may you never forget it ; none will ever be raised from the
dead out of Christ, but all will be raised in him !

Mr. Franklin introduces Isa. 45:23, 24, and Phil. 2: 9,
11, as proof-texts for me. The gentleman is certainly very
kind, but I will inform him that I can attend to my own
business! I can introduce my own proof-texts! I feel un-
der no obligation to pay any attention to them: still I will
remark that they fall far short of proving what he intended.
I tell him I do not carry these passages beyond the resurrec-
tion. They are to be fulfilled within Christ’s reign. Though
Paul says ‘‘we must all stand before the judgment seat of
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Christ ” and refers to the passage in Isa. to prove it, there is
nothing said in opposition to the final salvation of all man-
kind. Christ’s judgment seat does not extend beyond the
resurrection ! Let the gentleman bear this in mind.

My oppouent having got tired of debating with me, haslit
upon a ¢ Universalist Tract,” and has joined issue with that!
I have no doubt, if be will give the tract a fair chance, but
he will find himself beat again! But as I have matters of
more importance to attend to, I shall not interfere in the dis-
pute, but will procced to introduce some more evidence in
favor of the proposition that all mankind will eventually be
made holy and happy.

«For as much then as the children are partakers of flesh
and blood, he also himself likewise took part of the same ;
that though death he might destroy him that hath the power
of death, that is, the devil; and deliver them, who, through
fear of decath, were all their lifetime subject to bondage.”
Heb. 2: 14, 15. :

Here we are told in the first place, that the devil is to be
- destroyed ! And not only so, but * the children,” the par-
takers of ¢‘flesh and blood,” are to be delivered from that
* bondage ”” which results from a ¢fear of death.” How
well this corresponds with the 8th of Romans. The whole
creation shall be ‘“ delivered ” from the ‘‘ bondage” of cor-
ruption, into the glorious liberty of the children of God.
These passages are undoubtedly parallel. Butmotice — *¢ de-
liver them who through fear of death, were all their lifetime
subject to bondage.”” 'Why subject to bondage through fear
of death? Because they feared there was no life beyond
death —or if a life, then a miserable one; they were in
doubts and in fears. The gospel, when correctly understood,
and believed, delivers men from this bondage, this fear
of death ; for they see a bright immortality ahead — not only
for themselves, but for all that partake of ¢ flesh and blood,”
all that “die in Adam,” for all mankind. And not only
80, but Chirist is to deliver them, who were all their lifetime
subject to bondage. This then reaches beyond their * life-
time.”” Yes, all who were subject to bondage all their life-
time, and who died in this ‘“ bondage,” are to be * delivered ”
—and delivered, too, into the glorious liberty of the chil-
dren of God!
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I must again refer to the 15th of 1 Cor. The 26th verse
is 80 much to the point, that I must quote it here. * The
last enemy, death, shall be destroyed.” My friends, Mr.
Franklin has been trying to make you believe there is a
worse and greater encmy beyond death. But death is the
last enemy of man, and that is to be destroyed! And when
is it to be destroyed? At the resurrection. Death can only
be destroyed when ¢ swallowed up in victory,” when all
shall triumph over it— when the last child of mortality shall
be raised from the dead. This will be at the general resur-
rection— when all who have died in Adam, shall be made
alive in Christ. And recollect, death is the last enemy!
There are to be no eficmies beyond the resurrection — neither
of God nor man. No sin — no suffering — no devil to tor-
ment! The devil, as we have just seen, is also to be de-
stroyed — but this will be before death is destroyed, for
death is the last enemy! Sin is destroyed at death — and
death, which is the last enemy, will be destroyed at the res-
urrection! Remember this, for it is of itself, a pillar in our
most holy faith — firm as the rock of ages!

One more passage, and I am done. I allude to the pas-

in Revelations, (5:13,) where John caught a view in
the far distant future, of the final triumph of the Redeemcr,
of the * restitution of all things.” Hear him. * And every
creature which is in heaven, and on the earth, and under the
earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are in them,
heard I saying, blessing, and honor, and glory, and power,
be unto Him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb,
forever and ever.”

MR. FRANKLIN’S FOURTH REPLY:

I should think myself imposing on the good judgment of
this respectable audience, should I intimate such a thing, as
that they would be liable to look upon the speech you have
just heard, as containing any argument. .

The gentleman still keeps trying to explain his salvation
from sin in a world where there will be no sin; but every
effort he makes, only makes the matter worse.. He taid he
had never been so green as to preach salvation from sin in
the coming world. But not twenty words afterwards, he
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oontends that man will enjoy a salvation from sin in the fo-
ture world. Thus you see, that in one breath he is not so
greeu as to preach such doctrine, and in the next, he says he
believes it! According to this, he is not so green as to
preach what he belicves. Now if I should accuse him of
this, as he has now accused himself, he would talk in as de-
termined language as he djd in his last speech, when he de-
clared that he would not stand it.

Being saved from sin, with him, is the same as being
saved from insanity. But I deny that any one is saved from
insanity in the world to come. There is no insanity in that
world to be saved from. Men have been saved from it in
this world, but insanity is not a disease of the soul, but of *
the body, and consequently, the death of the body terminates
it ; but sin is a disease of the soul or spirit, and consequent-
ly, the death of the body does not terminate it!

He quoted the words, * He that is dead is freed from
sin.”—Rom. 6: 7, to prove that man is saved from sin after
death, But the apostle is not speaking of the death of the
body in that passage. The Roman brethren with the apostle
himself, were dead in the sense in which he there speaka.
At the 5th verse he says, ““ If Wk have been planted together
in the likeness of his death, we shall be also in the likeness
of his resurrection.” The apostle and his brethren then had
been planted together, in the likeness of the death of Jesus,
but their bodies were still living. By referring to the 4th
verse, you will see that they were not only dead with him,
but had been buried with him, and raised up to walk in a
new life. They were then living in body, walking in a new
life, but ‘“dead indeed unto sin,” as expressed in the 11th
verse. It is np trouble for my friend to decide that the
death of the body or literal death, (2 Tim. 4: 1,) is spiritual
death, and thus, when he comes to Romans 6: 7, to explain
death as ho now says, we are ‘“not saved from sin in the
next world, for there is no sin there to be saved from,” he
has given up the whole ground, and admitted that he has no
salvation from sin, for we all know that all men are not saved
from sin in this world. If then, all are not saved from sin
in this world, as he must admit, and if they are * not saved
from sin in the next world,” as he now states, they must be
saved in their sins or not saved at all. The gentleman must
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have patience with me—I cannot understand this doctrine !
And what is worse, I am certain no one else understands it
for there is no understanding to it.

Mr. Manford denies making Matthew and Luke contradict
each other; but I ask the audience what was the meaning of
his argument in tlre last speech, to try to prove that Matthew,
had a better opportunity to state the language of the Saviour
correctly than Luke? Was it not to offer “some apology for
some mistake on the part of Luke ? He need not make any
such apologies for me, for I do not believe they contradict
each other; but it appears now that he does, and he is in-
clined to palm the blunder on Luke, and defend Matthew, as
he had the best opportunity to know that he told the truth !
I had thought one inspired man bad as good an opportunity
to know the truth as another, and also to know that he told
the truth | But if they were liable to be mistaken, I do not
see how he is to prove his proposition from them! If he in-
tends to deny the correctness of what these writers say, I do
not see what he referred to them for. It is true, Luke says,
he ¢ had perfect understanding of all things from the very
first,”” but Mr. M. has now decided the case that he was mis-
taken, for Matthew had the best chance to know that he was
right. Why did the gentleman quote Luke at all ? If Luke
had only left out that one expression, * they that shall be
accounted worthy to obtain that world,” all would have been
well.

I do not know that I ever saw any one so completely dis-
armed as the gentleman was when he approached the passa-
ges to which I have just referred. He wanted to prove some-
thing, and could hardly tell what! He asserted and re-as-
serted, émphasized and strained his lungs, as if determined
to make you believe him, whether he could prove his doctrine
or not! But did he make any one believe that ‘they that
shall be accounted worthy,” means all mankind 2 And did
he offer any argument to prove it? I think not.

Mr. Manford, notwithstanding all his bluster about mis-
representation, has asserted in every speech, substantially, as
he has in thig, that I have taken the ‘¢ position that the

hrase— neither can they die any more’—‘all live unto
God’—* equal unto the angels,” &c., only meant unmarried !”
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To this I have hitherto made no reply, as I expected he would
continue to repeat it over and over again; and even now, it
is scarcely necessary, for there is no person present who does
not know that I have taken no such position. I have said,
and still say, that the point of comparison before the Saviour's
mind, when he uttered the words ¢ but are as the angels of
God in heaven,” simply consisted in this, that they neither
marry nor are given in marriage. I do not say they shall
not be like the angels in any other respect, but I say that
was the point the Saviour spoke to in that passage, and that
- T am not correct, he has not and cannot show. I maintain,
as I have done all the time, that the simple expression that
““in the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in
marriage, but are as the angels of God in heaven,’’ does not
say it means, nor can it prove, that all mankind will be holy
and happy in heaven.
Mr. Manford is iow to confine himself to Matthew, as he
allows he has given: the words of the Saviour precisely as
- they were delivered. He therefore has nothing to do with
the words, ¢ all live unto him,” as Matthew does not record
them, but simply remarks, ‘“ God is not the God of the dead,
but of the living.” His proof, then, is narrowed down to the
promise, that ‘‘in the resurrection they meither marry nor
are given in marriage, but are as the angels of God in heaven,”
and that ¢ God is not the God of the dead, but of the living.”
This is the language that he quotes to prove that all mankind
will be finally holy and happy. If he has not utterly failed
on this passage, I am at a loss to know how any one could
fail.  As he has attempted no proof that ‘‘they that shall be
accounted worthy”’ includes all mankind, it is unnecessary
that I should say-anything about it, further than simply to
say that ‘they that shall be accounted worthy’’ does not
mean all the dead, and these were the persons in the resur-
rection that Luke spoke of, and we have no evidence that
Matthew spoke of any others.
Mr. Manford now admits that there is no literal resurrec-

. tion spoken of in Romans 5, and has taken the position that

the death there spoken of was moral death, and the resurrec-
tion from it only a moral resurrection. To be morally dead
is to be in a state of sin, and a resurrection from it is a con-
version from a state of sin; and as we have no account of
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any conversions from a state of sin, only in this life, it all
belongs to this life. And if the justification or salvation
spoken of in this passage is all in this life, I cannot see how
it proves that all mankind will be finally holy and happy,
for surely all men are not holy and happy in this life! But
if this moral resurrection or conversion is not in this life,
then men go into the eternal state sinners, and there will be
Bin in that world after all. ‘

But if men are justified and made righteous by a moral
resurrection or conversion in this life, I cannot see how the
will be made holy and happy in the resurrection. Universa{
ists have heretoforc made the 5th of Romans and the 15th
1 Corinthians parallel passages; but my friend, on this oc-
casion, has strayed off, and contends that one is a moral
death and a moral resurrection, and that the other is a liter-
al death and a literal resurrection! This is what I call
Universalism in an agony. This passage is now completely
and fairly given up, and proves nothing for the gentleman.

Mr. Manford insists, and importunes, and begs that I
ghould tell him what the word ¢ creature” (Rom. 9th)
means. Why is he so anxious that I should tell him what
it means? Of what use is it for me to tell what it means?
None under the sun, only to give him an opportunity to
make a string of objections, and thus furnish him something
to say, to get off from the true issue. He is aware that it
is a passage that Commentators are greatly divided about,
and that I cou}d scarcely take any position that some one
has not objected to; and he would be glad to get me on the
defence, while he would stand and make objections. But it
is for him to tell what it means; and if he does not do it,
there is no proof in the passage. If I can show that it does
not mean what he says it does, he is defeated, whether I
know or tell what it does mean or not. This I have done
triumphantly, and the objections I have made to his inter-
pretations, he has passed over with the silence of death
knowing that they were unanswerable. I have shown that
the word ¢‘ creature” occurs in numerous instances where it
could not possibly mean all mankind. The words ¢ every
creature,” in the commission, would be just as liable to in-
clude all mankind as the words ¢ whole creation ;’’ -yet,
every reflecting mind will see that they do mot include all

.
v
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mankind, for an immense number of mankind had died,
others were infants and idiots, all of whom were included in
this “every creature,” of the commission. Indeed, the
words translated ‘¢ whole creation,” Rom. 8 : 22, and ¢ eve
creature,” Mark 16: 15, are the same in Greek, and are
translated precisely alike in some translations. Why then
need the gentleman strain his lungs over and over the words
*“ whole creation ?” Do they prove anything more by re-
peating them over and over again ?

But I need not go to any other passage to prove that the
words * whole creation’” do not mean all mankind. The
very next verse proves that beyond the possibility of a doubt.
Here are the words once more. * And not only they,” (the
whole creation) ¢ but ourselves also, groan within ourselves,
waiting for the adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body.”
At verse 19, we have ¢ the creature’’ and * the sons of God,”
at verse 21, we have the ‘“ creature” and ¢ children of God,”
and verses 22 and 28, we have ‘‘the whole creation” and
“ not only they, but ourselves also,” and still the gentleman
thinks hard of me because I will not admit that ¢ creature
means all mankind,” Not only so, but I have showed him
that verse 17 makes eternal salvation conditional. The
apostle says, ¢ Ir children, then heirs; heirs of God, and
joint heirs with Christ: 1r so be that we suffer with him,
that we may be also glorified together.” .

When my friend, Mr. M., got those things before bhim, in
his last speech, he became confused, and began to tell what
a fix I was in, and exclaimed, It is difficult to tell wheth-
er it is better to laugh or to pity!” I thought he was about
to say he did not know whether to laugh or to cry. But I
suppose he will stir up the deep fountains of his soul, and
look with pity on me, & poor blinded creature, that cannot
be shown the error of my way, and saved from it by his
lovely language. But I must confess that I want a religion
that will keep me in a better humor than his does him.

I have finally succeeded in making the gentleman heartily
sick of his position relative to the words ¢ in Christ.” He
now allows it is most ridiculous to talk of *“in Christ” being
the place where all will be made alive. I am truly glad to
bear him cry out so lustily. Well, if ‘in”’ does not mean

place, what does it mean? He says, * it has no reference
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to the place ; it megns the state or condition.” Well, then
“in Adam’ means the state or condition. Who were in
this Adamic state? He will answer, all mankind. Well,
all who are in that state or condition die. Who are in
Christ? The gentleman himself has quoted Galatians 3 : 27,
as applicable to the point. How does it read ? ‘- As many
of you as have been baptized into Jesus Christ, have put on
Christ.”” Now he has made ¢ in Christ,” in his proof text
precisely the same as « into Christ” in the passage just quo-
ted, and has contended that it signifies a state of justification.
‘Well, this state of justification or of beingin Christ is in
this life ; and if «in Christ” in 1 Cor. 15: 22, means this
state, the passage simply asserts that ¢in Christ”— in this
state —¢ all shall be made alive’’ and does mnot intimate
any thing about any others, but those *“in Christ” or in this
state. And I will add further, that if “in Christ” in that
verse means in a justified state, there s not one word about
the resurrection of any but the saints in the passage. Now,
I do not believe it means any such thing. The passage sim-
ply asserts that «as by Adam all die, even so by Christ all
shall be made alive.” But if he will have it that ¢in”
there qualifies a state or relation, then the resurrection of
not one soul is referred to in the text but those in that state
or relation. The gentleman will conclude that it is ridicu.
lous yet. N
I have admitted, and still admit, that the apostle teaches
a resurrection of all mankind ; but if he is right about the
word in, he does not say one word about the resurrection of
any, only those ‘‘in Christ,” in the whole chapter. He
has denied the resurrection of any out of Christ, hence he
must either be a soul-sleeper, or a destructionist, for if he
is right in referring to Gal. 3: 27, to show the meaning of
of *in Christ,” all mankind are not in him, and those not
in him will not be raised. This is his own doctrine, not
mine. I take no such positions, but run here he must, or
abandon his logic on the words ¢ in Christ.” ,
Mr. Manford says, he “referred to the fact that men are
gaid to be *in Christ,” and ‘ to put on Christ,” &c., in this
world, in order to show that there was such a thing as being
¢in Christ.””” That is exactly the way I understood him,
and in so doing, he bhas made *into Christ,”” Gal. 3:27,
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and ““in Christ,”” 1 Cor. 15: 22, parallel expressions — in-
deed, he has made them mean precisely the same thing, and
consequently he will make out simply a salvation for those
““ baptized into Christ,”” but even thatis too large, forI
deny that all the baptized will be saved. But what is worse
for him, is that after making those ¢ baptized into Christ,”
the same as those ¢“ in Christ,”” 1 Cor. 15 : 22, he denies the
resurrection of any out of Christ, thus denying the resurrec.
tion of any not baptized !! Now remember that this is not
my position, but simply Mr. Manford’s, -traced to its
legitimate results. My position is that *“into Christ,” Gal.
8:27, is into a justified state or relation, and that ¢in
Christ,” 1 Cor. 15: 22, is by or through Christ; but, so far
as our argament is concerned, I do not care which way he
takes it. This passage is then literally taken from him. I
was not surprised that the gentleman should talk about
“ kicking against the goads ’’ — the goads were suggested to
him by the sense of feeling. .
On the words, ‘the spirit shall return to God who gave
- it,” I remarked, in my last speech, that ‘‘ we are not in-
formed what for, whether to be judged or saved, or what.”
Mr. M. says, ‘ True enough; and in the absence of any
such information, we have a right to conclude that it is to
be saved.” Thad thought the gentleman was trying to
prove his doctrine, but in thig, I find, I am mistaken, and
in the absence of the proof, he has a right to conclude that
all will be saved! Indeed! Where did he get sueh a
right ? Before I can get to make more than a single refer-
ence to this proof text, he gives it up, and admits that it
does not say what we go to God for, whether to be judged,
saved, or what, but he has a right to conclude that it is to
be saved.” Yes, and this concluding that things are true
without any evidence, has been the source of the gentleman’s
whole theory.

Mr. Manford is not pleased thatI should ¢ presume,” that
the tendency to God, is to be judged. I will not then say
I presume,” but I have proved most clearly and triumphant-
ly, while on my firsb proposition, to all who believe God’s

"holy book, that all men will go to God, and that to be
. judged, and that he has made nothing deserving the name
of an offset to my argument, is well known in this assembly,
without my repeating it.
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The same reply is applicable to the words, « If I be lifted
up, I will draw all men unto me.”” 8till he has enveloped
himself in a dilemma on these words, that must not pass
without notice. He makes the words, ¢ draw all men unto
me,” and “he that cometh to me, I will in no wise cast
out,” to be of synonymous import. Well, the latter clause
evidently has reference to coming to him inthis life ; and if
the former means the same, it~is some kind of drawing to
him in this life, and cannot prove that all men will be
finally holy and happy. But there is'a slight difference be-
tween drawing to him, and coming to him. I should great-
ly prefer to be of them who come to him.

Most certainly do I admit the gathering together «all
things in Christ.” But I do not admit that the words
‘¢ gather together,” mean * finally holy and happy,” nor do
I admit that ‘all things in Christ,” includes those things
not in Christ. Therefore the passage has no bearing on the
question. Mr. M.’s position is, that in Christ here, and in
first Corinthians 15:22, is in a justified state. The
passage, then, simply asserts the ‘‘ gathering together of all
things in a justified state,”” and consequently proves nothing
for him. His pretty language about my standing up and
wilfully misrepresenting him, &e., &c., 18 all understood in
this community, and needs no especial comment from me.
He says he is ¢ in earnest, and he hopes I will understand
him so.” WHy does he give us this information at this
stage in the debate 7 Has he not been in earnest till just
now { It is to be hoped he will remain in. earnest here-
after.

After quoting Isa. 45:23, 24, and Phil. 2:9, 10, all
through the country, and especially in the Liberty debate,
and applying it to the resurrection state, the gentleman now,
circumscribes his application to the reign of Christ on earth,
because Paul applies his proof-text to ¢ the judgment seat
of Christ.” He now says, ‘it does not extend beyond the
resurrection !’ Be it known then, and read of all men,
that the oft quoted and long tried proof-text — the oath of
God, is now given up, and does ngt refer to the resurrection
state !

The gentleman informs us that the devil is to be destroy-
ed. Well, let us enquire when the devil is to be destroyed.
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He will not say before the resurrection, but he will tell you
when death is destroyed, which is to be at,the resurrection.
*¢ The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death.” 1 Cor.
15:26. This will be at the resurrection. Well, the next
thing to enquire into, is the question, what is the devil?
In a private conversation with me, the other evening, Mr.
Manford said, * the devil is a great scare-crow.” But he is
now exulting that a *‘ great scare-crow ”’ shall be destroy-
ed! What an infallible evidence of the salvation of all
mankind! But Universalists tell us sometimes that the
Boman Government was the devil — that Judas was a devil
— that Peter was a devil, &c., &e. Well, “then, my friend
exults that the Roman government, Judas, and the apostle
Peter are to be destroyed at the resurrection!! Not only
80, but he brings this forward as an evidence, that all men
will be holy and happy! I know that the hope of the
gospel destroys the fear of death in the Christian man, in
this life. but I cannot see how that can prove that all man-
kind will be finally holy and happy! It says nothing about
being finally holy and happy. But if it does not, he ‘“has
a right to conclude ” that all will be happy !

Mr. Manford does not like to believe that ¢ there is a
worse and a greater enemy than death.” That is because
Le does not like to believe his Bible, for it speaks of “a
sorer punishment than dcath without mercy.” I should like
to hear him explain what that sorer punishméht than death
without mercy is !

The gentleman has involved himeelf in a pretty predica-
ment in quoting Rev. 5: 13, and applying it to the resurrec-
tion state. When on the first proposition, he applied the
holy city, New Jerusalem, where all tears are to be wiped
away, and no death, sorrow, or pain ever should come, to
the church here on earth; but now he allows that ¢ John
- caught a view of the distant future, of the final triumph of
the Redeemer, of the restitution of all things.””” Very
good. Let us read on and see what else John saw while he
had that «view of the distant future.” Just a few verses
after, he says, ‘“ And the stars of heaven fell unto the earth,
‘even as a fig tree casteth her untimely fige, when she is
shaken of a mighty wind: and the hcaven departed as a
scroll when it is rolled together; and every mountain and
island were moved out of their places: and the kings of the

1
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earth, and the great men, and the rich men, and the chief
captains, and the mighty men, and every bond man, and
every free man, hid themselves in the dens and in the rocks
of the mountains; and eaid to the mountains and the rocks,
Fall on us, and hide us from the face of him that sitteth
upon the throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb; for the
great day of his wrath is come: and who shall be able to
stand.” ‘

In this you have what followed immediately after what is
described 1n the verse quoted by my friend. « The verse
quoted by him refers to the judgment seat of Christ, where
every tongue shall confess, and then the opening of the
seals follow, quickly succeeded by the wonderful things
spoken of in the quotation just made. In his next speech,
I shall expect him to try to bring that ¢ distant future”
which John saw, into this world. Every flounder he will
make, like the horse in the mire, will ‘only involve him
deeper. - :

Having now taken from Mr. Manford every position he
has taken, and even refuted his doctrine with his own proof
texts, I shall proceed to quote a few passages from the in-
fallible oracles of God, as counter proof, which never were
harmonized with Universalism and never can be.

1. ¢« Verily I say unto you, all sins shall be forgiven unto
the sons of men, and blasphemies wherewithsoever they
shall blaspheme: but he that shall blaspheme against the
Holy Ghost hath never forgiveness, but is in danger of
eternal damnation,” Mark 3: 28, 29.

This passage presents a case of transgression that ‘ hath
never forgiveness,” and if any are saved, guiltyof this sin,
they must be saved in sin, for if they are never forgiven, they
are never dclivered from sin. The passage bids defiance to all
cavil, and I fear no attempt he will make or can make. It
bids defiance to all human ingenuity to get round, over, or
by it in any way. '

2. « What is a man profited, if he shall gain the whole
world, and lose his own soul ? or what shall a man give in
exchange for his soul? ” Matthew 16: 26.

The only attempt any man can make to escape the force
of this passage, is to say that soul herc means life. Ac-
cording to this view of the subject, the first Christians did
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wrong in ¢ not counting their lives dear unto themselves,”
and especially was it wrong for our Saviour to say, ‘“ Ex-
cept you hate your own life also, you are not worthy of me.”
And I may add, that it was extremely wrong for our Saviour
to lay down his life of himself, for « what will it profit a
man to gain the whole world and lose his life?”” ~ Even old
Stephen, at this rate lost his life truly, and gained nothing,
for if he had denied Jesus, he might have saved his life,
and been sure of heaven too, if Universalism is true! But
that holy man of God believed that by losing his life, he
would save his soul, which would be great gain. The im-
port of the passage is clear, and unequivocal. If a man
shall concern himself all the time for the present life, he
will lose the next.

3. *And I say unto you, my friends, be not afraid of
them that kill the body, and after that have no more that
they can do: but I will forewarn you whom you shall fear:
fear Him, which after he hath killed, hath power to cast in-
to hell ; yea, I say unto you, fear Him.”—Luke 12 :4, 5.

This passage bids defiance to all cavil. The language is
not only literal, but particularly arrayed, so as to leave no
escape for Universalism. It teaches us not to fear men, who
can only kill the body, but to fear God, who alone hath
power after that, to cast into hell. Matthew records it,
¢¢ fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill
the soul: but rather fear him which is able to destroy both
soul and body in hell.”” Here is a casting into hell after the
body is killed, or a destruction of the soul-and body in hell.
And it is on account of God’s power to destroy in hell, that
Jesus commands us to fear him.

I ask then, if a man may commit an offence for which he
shall never be forgiven, lose his own soul, and after the death
of the body, be cast into hell, both soul and body, how is
such an abandon creature ever to be saved? There is sure-
ly no salvation for him, but he is given over to the jaws of
destruction to be devoured. In view of such terrible lan-
guage at this, it is not strange that Paul should say, ‘“know-
ing the terrors of the Lord, we persuade men,” and that he
should remind us of God’s own faithful language, ¢ vengeance
is mine; I will repay, saith the Tord;’ and again “ the
Lord shall judge his people.” It is a fearful thing to fall

\
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into the hands of the living God.” Let us regard ITim who
has spoken from heaven, and not forget that he has threaten-
ed the destruction of the soul and body, after the death of
the body, in hell. He will not be trifled with, but demands
obedience of the mightiest spirit that burns before his terri-
ble throne. ¢ The Lord God omnipotent reigns.”

MR. MANFORD’S CLOSING SPEECH.

I must confess there is quite a difference between the gen.
tleman and myself, in our way of thinking and feeling! He

flatters himself with the delusive idea, that he has taken -

from me my main proof-texty, and seems to imagine that I
feel very bad under the circumstances. Now, I must assure
you that I consider my proof-texts very safe, even after hear-
ing the gentleman’s last speech; and that I have not tke
least consciousness of feeling bad, perplexed, or in any diffi-
culty whatever, on account of what he has done, nor even in
anticipation of what he may yet do. Though I do not wish
to boast, yet this is precisely my situation ; and if it will do
my friend, Mr. Franklin, any good thus to talk and boast
and console himself, why I am willing for him to do it; for
the Lord knows he has a hard enough time of it, and needs
all the consolation he can get. I am not disposed * to cry”
for the gentleman, but really after hearing his last speech, I
can but feel to pity him—not so much for his inability to
defend his doctrine, with its errors and absurdities—for this
I expected before hand ; but for, I hardly know what to say,
but I will say for either his fool-hardiness, or his ignorance !
I allude to his still persisting in his stupid criticism on the
idea of being ¢ in Christ,”’ and being ‘ saved from sin in
the fature world!” In regard to the phrase *in Christ,” I
referred to Gal. 8: 27, where persons are said to be ‘“bap-
tized into Christ,” and to ‘‘ put on Christ;”’ and to the say-
ing: ** he that isin Christ is a new creature,” {2 Cor. 5: 17,)
. to show that there is such a thing as being in Christ, in this
world. This I did, in order to refute the gentleman’s absurd
idea that in Christ meant place! Believers arc said to be
in Christ in this life—that is, in a certain qualified sense,
they are in his image ; and being in this state or condition,
they are justified. Now, I have not said to be in Christ, in
the resurrection, means simply *justification’’—it means to

’
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be in his image—in a state or condition, which also implies
or includes ** justification.” As those who are * in Chnist,”
in this world arc in a * justified” state, so also, will those
who are ‘¢ in Christ” in the resurrection, be in a * justified”’
state ; and J have triumphantly showed that all mankind, or
all who die in Adam, will be *in Christ’”’ in the resurrec-
tion. This, I affirm I have proved, if language can be
framed that will prove it. Itis not those who are *<in
Christ” in this world, in the figurative sense of being in him
by ¢ baptism’’ or by ¢ faith,” that are to be made alive in
him in the resurrection ; but all who die in Adam, are to be
made alive in Christ. This is the point, and the gentleman
cunnot avoid it, although he has tried hard to do so! He
sometimes affects to misunderstand me; but whether he
understands me or not, I am inclined to think this audience
understands me. Mr. Franklin, no doubt, feels the argu-
ment if he don't understand it !

The gentleman allows that the passage, * As in Adam
sall die, even so, in Christ shall all be made alive,” should
read, “ As by Adam all die, even so, by Christ shall all
be made alive.”” Then, instead of saying, * If any man
be in Christ he is a new creature,” it should read, ‘¢ If any
man be by Christ,” &c. And, ‘“ Blessed are the dead that
die by the Lord”’—** So also is the resurrection of the dead:
It is sown by corruption, it is raised by in incorruption : it
is sown by dishonor, it is raised by glory; it is sown by
weakness, it is raised by power; ” always abounding by the
work of the Lord, forasmuch as ye know that your labor
is not by vain by the Lord!” Thus, you see what kind of
theology our friend would teach, by changing the preposition
in to by! But let us notice a few more examples, beginning
with the first word in the Bible, or as Mr. F. would say,
by the Bible. ¢ In the beginning, God created the heavens
and the carth,” i. ¢ by the beginning. ¢ Let there be lights
in the firmament,” i. e. by the firmament. * In the waters
of the sea,” i. e. by the waters of the sea. In the 2d chap-
ter of Genesis, we read, ¢ In the seventh day, in it he rest-
ed,” i. e. by the seventh day, by it he rested. * He planted
a garden in Eden,” i. e. by Eden; ‘“in the mindst of the
garden,” i. e. by the midst of it! The Greek word in all
these places, as in the text under consideration, is en; and
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if it does not primarily and definitcly mean in, then our
first parents were never in the garden of Eden—Noah and
his family were never in the Ark—Pharoah and his host
were not drowned in the Red sea—the children of Isracl
were never in the wilderness, and Jobn did not come * ery-
ing in the widerness”” and * baptizing in Jordan,” but came
‘““ crying by the wilderness’” and * baptizing by Jordan!"

Jonah was not three days and nights in the whale’s belly,

but only by the whale’s belly! Lazarus was not in the
grave, but only by it; the rich man was not in hell, but
only by hell! Murderers, fornicators, thieves, liars, &e.,

shall not have their part in the lake which burneth with fire
and brimstone, but only by it! Neither Christ nor any
body else was ever baptized in the river Jordan, or in any
other water, but only by it! The controversy between the
Campbellites and the Pedo-baptists, for .the last twenty
years, has been on this very little word — the former con-

tendinghfor the first and primary meaning of the word, viz:

1IN, while the others claimed that it might sometimes means,
at, near to, by, &c. And I will venture to say that were
Mr. Franklin to get into a debate with a  sprinkler,” on_
the subject of baptism, he would manfully contecnd that en

means in, now and forever, and he would probably say as

did Mr. Campbell, in his debate with Mr. Maccalla, after
showing some of the absurdities of his opponent’s transla-

tion of the word, ‘“ These and ten thousand new discoveries,

originate from this new translation of er, made for the re-

lief, and by the talents of, infant sprinklers.”

I deny the gentleman’s criticism. The primary meaning
of the Greek word en, is ¢z ; while the corresponding word,
for by, is the Greek dir. And although en is somctimes
translated by other words than that of un, yet, as Mr. Camp-
bell says in a note, page 313, in his debate with Macalla ;
¢ Every meaning ascribed to e, can be resolved into ¢n.”
The firstvand primary meaning of the word, therefore, is in,
and is correctly translated in the passage: ‘ Asin Adam
all die, i. e. in his image or nature, even so, (the same all )
shall be made alive in Christ, i. e. in his image or nature.”

My friend may labor till the day of his death, and he can
never make er, mean by ; and.I only alluded to the matter,
to expose his unwarrantable assumption—not that his trans-
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lation would in the least affect the completeness of the argu-
ment in favor of the final holiness and happiness of all ; for
whether made alive #n Christ or dy Christ, they are to be im-
mortal, incorruptible, glorious, and heavenly, and, as in this
life they * bear the image of the earthy,” so in that life
shall they bear the image of the heavenly.”’ .
Now in regard to salvation from sin in a world where
there is no sin. This the gentleman thinks a paradox. I
thought I made this matter so plain in my last, that even he
who runs might read! I tell you, there are none so blind
as those who won't see. "I perceive I shall have to use more
plainness of speech. This question was raised by Mr.
Fravklin himself, by saying that men could not be saved in
the future world, for there would be no sin there to be saved
from. Now, notwithstanding all that has been said on this
subject, the only difference between us is, that while he be-
lieves that a part of mankind will be saved from sin in the
future world, I believe that all will be. I presume Iam
Dot mistaken in this assertion. Does Mr. F. believe that
any are ‘‘ saved from sin”’ in this life ? If he does, he be-
lieves a great deal more than I do—and a great deal more
than he can prove! I presume the gentleman will allow
that people are no better now than they were in the days of
the primitive church; and that if any body were ever
« gaved from sin "’ in this life, it was the apostles and early
Christians. But hear what the beloved apostle John says,
in writing to his Christian brethren. * If we say that we
have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us,”
1 John 1:8. “ For there is not a just man upon earth,
that doeth good, and sinneth not,” Eccl. 7: 20. Here it is
emphatically declared that there is not even a just man on
earth that does not sin. Again: “If they sin against thee,
for there is no man that sinneth not,”” 1 Kings 8 : 46. The
truth is, no man is entirely saved from sin in this life; that
were an impossibility. True, the Secriptures sometimes
speak of being ‘* saved from sin,” ** without sin,” ‘¢ free from
sin,” &e., in this life; but such expressions must be under-
stood in a comFamtive sense. No man, I care not how good
he was, ever lived in the flesh who was entirely free, or
saved from sin, while in the flesh. All are subject—are
liable to sin. Hear Paul, in speaking of himself: * Now
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then it is no more I that do it, but sin that dwelleth in me;
for [ know that in me (that is, in my flesf} dwelleth no
thing; for to will is present with me, but how to per-
orm that which is good I find not,”” Rom. 7: 18, 19. What
mean all those commandments of the Saviour and the apos-
tles—* if a brother sin, forgive him,” yea to ¢ seventy times
seven ? ’—and those repeated exhortationsto the Christians
—to the saved—to sin not, to avoid sin, &c. 7 Do they not
imply that the best were not entirely free from sin ?—that
they were not, and could not be, entirely and completely
“ gaved from sin’’ in this mortal life? Most assuredly.
No man, I repeat, can be fully and completely saved from
sin in this world — there is no such thing, in the strict
sense of the phrase, as being saved from sin in this life.
And how could there be ? ¢ How then can man be justified
with God ? or hew can he be clean that is born of a woman ?
Behold even to the moon, and it shineth not; yea the stars
are not pure in his sight: How much®less man, that is a
worm, and the son of man, which is a worm ?” Job. .
Now if Mr. Franklin docs not believe that in the future
world men will be perfectly pure, holy, and sinless, then he
does not believe in such a thing as a complete salvation from
sin ! for it is abundantly evident that such a salvation cannot
exist here; and if not in the future state, then it will not
exist any where! But he does believe that the righteous
will, in the future world, be holy and sinless — consequent-
1y, saved from sin; and, a8 I said before, all the difference
between us is, that he believes only a part of mankind, the
“righteous,” will be thus * saved,” while I believe all will
be; for, as he himself says, ‘ there will be no sin there,”
consequently they must be safe from it, and if safe from it,
then saved from it. '
But let us apply the gentleman’s mode of reasoning to his
own doctrine, and see how it goes. According to his doc-
trine, nobody is saved from hell in this world, for there is no
hell in this world to be saved from. His hell is all in the
future world. But there is nobody saved from hell in the
future world ; for the righteous were never in danger of hell
in the future world, and the wicked are not saved from it,
for they have to suffer it ! So the righteous are not saved
from hell, for they never were in danger of it ; consequently,
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nobody is saved from hell, neither in this world nor in the
next.

But to return.  The gentleman believes that men will be
rewarded in the next world, for their good deeds in this world.
Now may they not be saved in the next world, from their
bad deeds in this world? May thcy not be saved in that
world from the nature and disposition to sin—and conse-
quently from sin—which they had in this world? The diffi-
culty between the gentleman and myself seems to be, not in
regard to the fact, but in regard to the use of terms to ex-
press that fact. He thinks it is not proper to call the glori-
fied state of mankind in ‘the future world, a ¢ salvation
from sin,” because there is no sin in that world to be saved
from! While I maintain that it is proper so to speak, hold-
ing that they are saved in that world from the sins of this
world—and -consequently I call it a ¢ salvation from sin,”
a8 well as from all the other evils of thislife. To illustrate:
Suppose in a certain city there is a malignant diseare—say
the cholera, and that it bids fair to destroy the whole popu-
lation. Say that every inhabitant has become more or less
infected by the poisoned atmosphere. Say now that at this
juncture of affairs, the inhabitants are conveyed from the
pestilential city into a healthy district of country, where
there is no cholera—would they not be saved from the cho-
lera, although there is no cholera in the country where they
now are, to be saved from ? So it is in regard to the future
world. Here, man isin a country of sin, misery, and death;
—but in that country—that ¢ building of God, eternal in
the heavens”’—whither all are tending, he will be saved from
all these calamities, for there is no sin there, nor death, nor
any thing that can hurt or make afraid. Thus will all man-
kind be saved in the world to come—saved from mortality,
and the sleep of death, and all the evils incident to mortality
into a world where none of these evils exist. The thing
saved from is here, in this world; while the saved are in
that world. I hope the:gentleman understands me now!
Just as he will have a part of mankind saved, so will I have
all mankind saved. We have seen that none are saved from
gin, in the strict and full sense, in this life; all are subject
to sin 80 long as they live in the flesh ;—and if men cannot
be saved from gin, in the future world, because there is no
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gin there to be saved from, then none will ever be saved from
sin. But if a part can thus be saved, then all can. But af-
ter all, what is the dlﬁ'egence whether it be proper to say
they will be * saved from sin” in the future world, or not ?
All will be holy and happy, and this is all-sufficient.

I have shown—I must be allowed to say, triumphantly
shown—that all who die in Adam_will be made alive in
Chris{, immortal, glorious and heavenly ;—that all shall be
delivered from the bondage of corruption, from mortality, in-
to the glorious liberty of the children of God :—that all, both
in heaven and on earth, shall be gathered together in Christ
(the gentleman may say by Christ if he wishes); and that
all shall eventually say, Blessing and honor, and glory and
power be unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto
the Lamb, forever and ever! ButI must attend to some
more of the gentleman’s arguments.

And first: ¢ He that is dead is freed from sin.”” Romans
6:7. This, Mr. T. says, does not mean hteral death. I
have proved that no man is *“ free from sifi ” in this life ; even
Paul, who is the author of this language, as we have seen,
declareq, in the very next chapter, that sin dwelt in him, that
is, in his flesh. And if Paul, and John, and the best men
that ever lived, were not ¢ free from sin,” how can it be said
that men in thislife are free fromsin? Mr. Franklin thinks
it means a figurative death, and says that ‘ the Roman breth-
ren, with the apostle himself, were dead, in the sense of the
passage ¥ This I deny, without any disrespect at all to the
gentleman. In the preceding verses, Paul tells his brethren
that they had been ¢‘ planted together in the.likeness of his
(Christ’s, literal) death,” that they had been ‘‘buried with
him by baptism into death ”—that is, in the likeness or imi-
tation of death; and then draws the inference that as they
had emblematically died and been buried with Christ, there-
fore, * as Christ was raised up from the dead by the glory of
the Father, even so we alsd should walk in newness of life.””
Let it be distinctly noted that the apgstle’s object is to show
them that ag they have professed to be dead and buried with
Christ, they ought, also, henceforth, to live without sin. And
why ? Now, notice the argument. The apostle refers to a
fact — to an admitted fact — which they could not deny, and
which bore directly on the point, because, ¢ he that is dead
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(literally) is freed from sin.”” Now, to say that this meansa
figurative death—such as < the Roman brethren and the
apostle’”” had died—is to make Paul rest his whole argument
to prove a certain fact, upon the bare assertion of that fact !
Paul was not wont to do s0. Besides, it makes him declare
a falsehood | The fact that he tries to convince his brethren
that they ought to live free from sin, shows that they were
not free from sin; how, then, could he assert that they were
free from 8in ? But if the text means a figurative death, he
did assert this— for he emphatically declares — ¢“ he that is
dead is freed from sin.” Such a view, therefore, would not
only destroy the apostle’s argument, and place him in the
awkward predicament frequently occupied by my opponent
here — of proving his position by a bare assertion; but it
would make him assert that which his argument shows was
not true! But the following verses show that the apostle
was speaking of a literal death, as well as of a figurative death,
and was endeavoring to show the consequences which ought
to follow the one, from those which in reality do follow the
other. In the tenth verse he refers again to Christ’s literal
death: “For in that he died, he died unto sin once” —and
then adds, in the next verse — ‘¢ Likewise, reckon ye also
yourselves to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God,”
&c. So they were not really dead unto sin, but they were to
reckon themselves tobeso! And whyso? Because he that
is literally dead is freed from sin ; therefore, as they were em-
blematically dead and buried, they should reckon themselves
also * free from sin,”’ or dead unto sin. This, I maintain,
i3 the apostle’s argument ; take away the literal fact which
he declares here, and you take away all the force of his ar-
gument — it has no power nor meaning whatever. He that
ig dead is freed from sin. This not only goes to establish
the fact that no one in this life is free from sin, but it is
another strong presumptive argument, at least, in favor of
the final holiness and happiness of our race. There is no sin
beyond death ; and hence we conclude there will be no pun-
ishment where there is no sin.

As to what I said in my last on Matthew and Luke, in re-
gard to the resurrection, I have only to remark that, in view
of what the gentleman has said in reply, I sce no necessity
for anything further from me. You all recollect what I then
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said. The gentleman mugt yield the point, or as I said
then, take the grourd that these evangelists contradict each
other. This he is not willing to do. He must, therefore,
admit that in the resurrection all will be as the angels of
God in heaven.

Mr. Franklin cannot see how Romans 5, * proves that all
mankind will be finally holy and happy.” If he had refuted
my argument on the 19th verse of this chapter, he might
have shown why it does not teach that doctrine. I have re-
peatedly called his attention to this verse; but he has, cvery
time, forgotten it! You can probably guess the cause of his
forgetfulness! The apostle, in summing up his argument,
adds, in this verse: ‘For as by one man’s disobedience,
many were made sinners; so by the obedience of one shall
many be made righteous.” Now, the word many is just as
extensive in the one case as in the other; just as many as
have been made sinners by Adam shall be made righteous by
Christ: and the original word here rendered many, shows
that it may as properly mean every son and daughter of
Adam, as any part of them, for it literally signifies the mul-
titude or the mass.

I maintain, as well as other Universalists, that this verse
is parallel with the 22d 1 Corinthians, 15 — notwithstanding

Mr. F. says I have given up the passage as not applying to
the resurrection. Perhaps the gentleman will understand
this matter better when I tell him that in Romans 5, the sub-
ject is not the resurrection. In 1 Corinthians 15, the main
idea is a physical one — the resurrection, while the moral
effects and consequences come in as secondary. In Romans
5, the main idea is a moral one — the righteousness: of all
mankind, or all who have been made sinners by the disobe-
dience of Adam. The chapters, and especially the two verses
named, are parallel to each other, in regard to numbers, and
in reference to Adam and Christ. The one declaring that
all who die in Adam shall be made alive in Christ ; the other,
that all’ who have been made sinners by Adam.shall be made
righteous by Christ. The one is a physical resurrection in-
cluding the moral ; the other is a moral resurrection, includ-
ing the physical. The gentleman will now see why I **ad-
nmitted ’’ that Romans 5 taught a mogal resurrection. And
now, as he has paid no attention to this 19th verse, so far, I
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presume that he will not; for he will hardly do g0 in his last
speech, as I would then not have a chance to reply, should it
be necessary. But should he do so in his next speech, you
will please bear in mind that as many as have been made
sinners by Adam shall be made righteous by Christ; and
whether this means *‘ conversion ”’ or not, or whether it is to
be done at the resurrection, or before it, is a matter of no con-
sequence, 8o that the fact takes place. The apostle has de-
clared that it shall be done, and this is enough for us to
know.

I told you that Mr. Franklin would not tell you what the
word * creature ’ means, in Rom. 8! Of course he will not
do so in his last speech, for then I could not have ** an oppor-
tunity to make a string of objections,” and thus have some-
thing to say! Well, I will not press the gentleman any fur-
ther on this point; and as I think I said enough on this sub-
ject in my last, I will let it pass with the remark that it will
take more ingenuity and skill in twisting the Scriptures than
my friend posscsses, or more than he is willing to display, in
order to make this passage teach any thing less than the final
deliverance of the whole human family ¢ from the bondage of
corruption into the glorious liberty of the children of God !”
I submit the passage as a triumphant argument in favor of
this most glorious result.

Mr. Franklin says that he has ‘¢ proved most clearly and
triumphantly, while on his first proposition, that all men will
go to God, and that to be judged,” and that I have said
* nothing deserving the name of an offset to his argument !”
I am aware that he tried to prove that Christ would, at some
future time, ‘‘come’’ to judge ‘ all men,” but this is the
first I have heard of- the proposition that * all men” are to
“ go to God ”” to be judged! I hope I shall be excused for
not making an * offset ”’ to this ‘ argument,” for it is some-
times extremely difficult to reply to an argument before one
hears it! The gentleman, it seems, has abandoned the
ground that Christ is yet to come to judge the world. ‘¢ Bet-
ter late than never!” He now thinks that ¢ the world”
will “ go to God to be judged.”” Well, the text says, « For
of him, and through and to him, are all things.” It as dis-
tinctly teaches that all .came from God, as it does that all
will go to God ; mnow if all were with God in the first place,
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“to be judged,” then the probability is that all will'go back
to him again, ¢ to be judged ”” — otherwise I must be allow-
ed to think the text fails to prove the gentleman’s proposi-
tion. So also of the ‘spirit” which shall return to God
who gave it.”” If it was there in the first place « to be
judged,” then, for aught we know, it may go back again *to
be judged.”

On the text, I will draw all men unto me,” the gentle-
man thinks ¢ there is a slight difference between drawing to
him and coming to him.” I confess I can see none! I
showed in my last that all who came to Christ previous to
his crucifixion were drawn by the Father—‘* no man cometh
to me except the Father draw him.”” But after Christ was .
crucified, ¢ lifted up from the earth,” then he was to draw
men unto him, and not only men, but all men. That some
men are drawn to Christ, or come to him in this life, is no
reason that all must be drawn to him.in this life, or rot
come to him at all! We belicve that Christ will not give
up his Mediatorial reign until he has drawn all men unto
him ; and the only difference between us and Mr. Franklin
is—he believes all men will be drawn"to Christ to be judged,
while we believe all will be drawn to him to be saved or
made righteous. This is the difference, my friends, and you
arc at liberty to take which side you please.

The gentleman says he don’t admit that ¢ all things in
Christ 7 includes those things not in Christ! Neither do I.
But he should bear in mind that when ¢ all things ”’ are once
gathered together in Christ, there will be no ¢ things” out
of him. 'He says my “ position is that in Christ here, and
in 1st Cor. 15: 22, is, in a justified state.” He then says,
‘ the passage simply asserts the gathering together of all
things in a justified state,” and therefore does nothing for
me! I can hardly find words to express my contempt for
the course Mr. Franklin pursues in regard to this matter. I
accused him in my last of wilfully misrepresenting nfe, and
I made the matter so plain that there was no possible excuse
for him to do so any longer. He whines about what I said
a little, says it is ¢ all understood in this community,” and
still persists in the same disgraceful course! L have said,
over and over again, that to be in Christ, was to be in a
« justified condition,” and that when all shall be * made
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alive ” in him, and * gathered together”’ in him, then all
would be in a justified condition.

He continues to assume, and take it for granted, as though
nothing had been said to the contrary, that I simply mean
(as he most foolishly belicves) that none will ever he made
alive in Christ, nor gathered together in him, but such as are
justified in this life! He takes this, I say, all for granted,
when I have told him that I believed no such thing, advo-
cated no such thing ; and exposed his stupidity and hardi-
hood in such a manner that there was no possible chance for
him to continue his misrepresentations any longer, without
doing it knowingly and designedly! I told him in my last
to stop it—that I would endure it no longer. He has done
80 again, in his speaking, underhanded manner, thinking,
no doubt, that the audience would not detect it! I hold
him guilty, therefore, of that which isequal to wilful falsi-
fication! You may think that this is severe language. But
it is no more than he deserves; I cautioned him before, so
that he knew better. He is not so stupid as he pretends to
be. I allow any man to ridicule my arguments as much as
he pleases; but to assume that an argument of mine is
directly the opposite of what it is, and to do it knowingly,
wilfully, and therefore wickedly, and then to ridicule that
position, is what I will not allow. No man shall thus trifle
with me, and go unwhipped of justice! I believe in re-
warding men according to their deeds.

I will now repeat my argument: I admitted in the first
place, that to be in Christ meant to be in a justified state—
and then maintained that all will eventually be in Christ, for
all are to be made alive in him (1 Cor. 15: 22,) and all
things in heaven and on earth are to be gathered together in
him, (Eph. 1: 9) which I hold to mean all intelligent crea-
tures. Therefore, as all are to be made alive in Christ, and
all gathered together in him, the conclusion is that all will
eventdally be brought iNto a justified state or condition.
Now let him misrepresent me again, if he wishes; let him
say that I only mean that those which are now in Christ will
be made alive in him—will be gathered together in him! or
that none but those that are in a justified condition in this
life will ever be in a justified condition in the future life, by
being made alive, or gathered together in Christ! Let him
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so misrcpresent me again, if he dares, and if this congrega-
tion don’t frown him out of countenance, it will be because
he has no shame left! He talks about having a religion that
won’t allow him to get angry—that won’t allow him to talk
as I do! Religion, indeed! What kind of a religion is
that which allows a man to do that which is far worse than
to get angry ?—which allows him to persist in misrepresent-
ing me, when he knows better ?

1t matters not what or who the devil is— he is to be de-
stroyed before the resurrection. All other enemies must be
destroyed before the last, which is death, and death will be
destroyed when all mankind shall be raised from the dead.
Death destroys sin, and the probability is that it destroys
the devil also, or devils, if thére be more than one. The
gentleman admits that the ¢ hope of the gospel destroys the
fear of death in the Christian man, in this life,” but he
¢« can’t sce how that can prove that all mankind will be
finally holy and happy.”” It is because ¢ the Christian
man’’ knows that death, which is the last enemy, is to be
destroyed by a general resurrection ; and as all mankind are
to be raised from the dead, and as the last enemy will then
be destroyed, and as all mankind are to be raised in Christ,
in the image of the heavenly, immortal and glorious, ¢ the
Christian man” can come to no other just conclusion than
that all will be  holy and happy.” ' )

There are undoubtedly ¢ sorer punishments than death
without mercy.” in this world; but we have no account of
any punishment or ““ enemy” in the Bible, after the ¢ last
enemy,” which is death. And as this is to be * destroyed ”
at the resurrection of the dead, there can be no *enemy
beyond the resurrection. Consequently the gentleman’s
hell is a humbug!

But the gentleman’s position in regard to Rev. 5:13, is
the most awkward and ridiculous of any thing yet! He
thinks because John immediately goes back to the commence-
ment of the gospel dispensation, and describes things that
took place on the earth, that therefore what he previously
saw must have taken place on the earth also! He seems to
think every thing that John saw, must of necessity take
place in the same regular succession, in regard to time, as
that in which they are described in the book—than which
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nothing could be more unwarrantable, or farther from the
truth! John saw the final triumph of the Redeemer’s reign
—the ¢ restitution of all things,” when all shall be redeem-
ed, purified, and shall ascribe glory and honor and power
unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb
forever. Ile saw the end. But he was not to continue
gazing upon this glorious scene, however delightful, nor was
he to look beyond. He is then carried back to the com-
mencement of Christ’s reign. The 6th chapter opens there-
fore with the opening of the first seal, and closes with the
opening of the sixth seal—all of which pertains to the de-
struction of Jerusalem, and the disastrous times which im.
mediately preceded it.

But Mr. F. says that Rev. 5: 13, * refers to the judgment
seat of Christ, where every tongue shall confess.” He ad-
mits then by this, that this verse means *the whole human
faniily,” for he believes that all are to be assembled before
the ‘‘ judgment seat of Christ.” And ‘‘every tongue shall
confess ’ — that is, shall say, ** Blessing and honor and glory
and power be unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto
the Lamb forever.” And is this the kind of a *‘judgment”
that Mr. F. believes in? All are to praise God and the
Lamb — to shout blessing and honor and glory and power be
unto him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb.
Surely, then, I have not o much objection to the judgment,
after all! ‘‘ Be it known then, and read of all men, that the
oft-repeated ”’ judgment for which Mr. Franklin contends, and
at which all are to *confess,” only means that all — both
which are in heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth,
and such as are in the sea, and all that are in them — are to
say, ‘“Blessing and honor and glory and power be unto him
that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb forever and
ever!” I want no better Universalism than this. All, then,
that are to be assembled before the ¢ judgment seat of Christ”
are thus to praise God and the Lamb— angels and men, all
praise him alike, in the same glorious strain. The gentle-
man, in his over anxiety and his determination to make every
thing apply to ‘the judgment,” has at length blundered
very near to the truth. I never saw such a stickler for
“judgment” in my life! When it is said, ‘“the spirit re-
turns to God who gave it,”” says Mr. F., *itis to be judged!”
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‘When Christ says he  will draw all men unto him,” Mr. F.
thinks it will be for the purpose of * judging them!” And
now, when the Revelator saw in prophetic vision all intelli-
gences, both in heaven and on earth —yea, all in the uni-
verse — around the throne, praising God and the Lamb, why,
says he — true to his one idea — ¢ John saw the judgment!”
Every thing means the judgmeni! How ridiculous!

How the gentleman will get along with his idea that what
John describes after he describes this * judgment,” must take
place after the judgment, is more than I can tell! Accord-
ing to this, every thing recorded in the book of Revelation
after chapter 5:13, must take place after the iudgment!
This is unquestionably more than the gentleman will allow;
and I therefore conclude that he will abandon that idea.
Let it be remembered then that at this ¢‘ judgment > which
John saw, all were praising God. Not a part praising him,
and the balance lamenting; but all —every creature in
heaven and on earth—all that shall be assembled at the
¢ judgment seat” shall praise God— consequently, all will
be happy. I hope the gentleman will not try to back out
from his application of the text. I shall hold him to it.
But as I have but a few minutes left, I must attend to the
gentleman’s counter proof-texts.

The first is the ‘‘sin against the Holy Ghost.” On this
subject I will simply give you what Dr. Clarke says, believ-
ing his view is correct: .

¢ Though I follow the common translation, yet I am fully
satisfied that the meaning of the words is, neither in this dis-
pensation, viz., the Jewish; or, in the dispensation to come,
viz., the Christian. Olam ha-bo, the world to come, is a
constant phrase for the times of the Messiah, in the Jewish
writers. The sin here spoken of by our Lord, ranks high in
the catalogue of presumptuous sins, for which there was ne
forgivencss under the Mosaic dispensation. See Num. xv.
30, 31 — xxxv. 31 — Lev. xx. 10—1 Sam. ii. 25. When
our Lord says that such a sin hath no forgiveness, is he not
to be understood as meaning that the crime shall be punish-
ed under the Christian dispensation as it was under the
Jewish, viz., by the destruction of the body ? And is not
this the same mentioned in 1 John i. 7, called the sin unto
death, i. e. a sin that was to be punished by the death of the' -
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body, while mercy might be extended to the soul? The
punichment for presumptuous sins, under the Jewish law, to
which our Lord evidently alluded, certainly did not extend
to the damnation of the soul, though the body was destroyed;
therefore I think that though there was no such forgiveness
to be extended to this crime ag to absolve the man from the
punishment of temporary death, yet, on repentance, mercy
might be extended to the soul; and every sin may be re-
pented of under the gospel dispensation.” — Com. in Matt.
12:31, 32,

In regard to the phrase, ‘‘ hath never forgiveness,” on
which Mr. Franklin lays such stress, Dr. Clarke doubts its
genuineness. He says — Never —eis ton aiona. This is
wanting in the Codex Beze, two others, five of the Iltalia,
and in Athanasius, and Cyprian.”” With regard to the
phrase ‘“eternal damnation,’”” I expect to prove, when the
third propositicn comes before us, that the word eternal does
not signify endless duration, and shall therefore omit all
proof now on that subject. Every Bible reader well knows
that men can suffer on earth what the Bible terms ‘¢ damna-
tion.” ¢ He that doubteth is damned,” ** having damnation
because they cast off their first faith,” are Bible expressions
8o this text is disposed of.

He next read Matt. 16: 26 — ¢ For what is a man profited
if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul ?
Or whet shall a man give in exchange for his soul ?” On
this text I will also let you hear Dr. Clarke. He says:
¢ Lose his own soul — or lose his life. On what authority
many have translated the word psucke in the 25th verse, /ife,
and in this verse sou/, I know not; but am certain it means
life in both places. If a man should gain the whole world,
its riches, honors, and pleasures, and lose his life, what
would all these profit him, seeing they can only be enjoyed
during life 7”” 8o there is nothing said in this passage but
what a Universalist might say every day — ¢ What would it
profit a man to gain the whole world, and lose his own life

The other passage is Luke 12:4,5. ¢ Be not afraid of
them that kill the body, and after that have no more that
they can dov; but I will forewarn you whom you shall fear;
Fear him which after he hath killed, hath power to cast into
- ‘hell: yea, I say unto you, fear him.”
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It is very strange that the gentleman should speak so con-
fidently of this passage — as though it proved any thing to
the point! Admit it to mean just what he thinks it does, it
falls very far short of proving any thing in opposition to the
final holiness and happiness of all mankind. Suppose that
gehenna means an endless hell, and that psuche means the
soul, or the immortal part—both of which I deny — and
what does the passage prove ? It declares that God has the
power to cast into hell. And who denies this? God has
power to do any thing that can be done by almighty power.
But does the text say that he will do it? Not a word of it.
Said the Saviour, * God is able of these stones to raise up
children unto Abraham’> —but did he do it? We admit
that God has power to cast the soul and body into hell, or
any where else; but the text does not say that he ever did,
or ever will, do it. 8o that admitting the gentleman’s own
interpretation of the passage, it does not prove any thing for
him, either one way or the other! In Matthew, the parallel
passage reads: ¢ but rather fear him which is ahble to des-
troy both soul and body in hell.”” Now if the text proves
any thing for the gentleman, it proves that both soul and
body will be destroyed —not punished, but destroyed. It
proves as clearly the destruction of the soul as it does that
of the body — that is, admitting the common interpretation
of the passage. This would prove annihilation! But notice
that in neither case does it say that God will do thus, but
only that he has power, that he is able; which nobody dis-
putes. So the gentleman has, in this case, made a complete
- failure ! \

I believe that I am now through. I will not trespass fur-
ther upon your time. I submit the argument. Mr. Franklin
has the closing speech; and. as the saying is, he will pro-
bably ¢ spread himself,” as he knows that I will have no
chance to reply. However, I have no fears of the conse-
quence. . Whatever he may say, I fecl confident my argu-
ments must stand, as they have so far, triumphant evidences
in favor of the ultimate happiness of all mankind. I have
shown from the Word of God that ‘‘all shall be made alive
in Christ ”” — *“ gathered together in him ”’ — ‘“ shall be as
the angels of God in heaven” — shall be ¢ freed from sin”
— that *¢ gin,” the ¢ devil,” and finally * death,” the * last
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enemy,’” shall be destroyed ; that all shall be ¢ delivered
from the bondage of ocorruption, into the glorious liberty of
the children of God;”’ — and finally, that all intelligences
shall say, ¢ Blessing, and honor, and glory, and power, be
unto Him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb
forever.” Amen and Amen !

MR. FRANKLIN’S FIFTH SPEECH.

My friend, Mr. Manford, seems in deep trouble to know
how to manage his old sinking ship. The concern has
sprung so many new leaks, in addition to the old ones, that
he is in as difficult a situation as the man of whom I have
heard somewhere, who was told by a wag that he 2ould draw
good wine out of one end of a barrel of brandy and beer
out of the other. After getting the liberty to make the ex-
periment, the wag tapped one end of the barrel, and after
drawing out a bottle full, told the man to hold his finger on
the place he-had opened till he had drawn some out of the
other end. After drawing from the other end likewise, he
- directed the man to reach his other hand over and stop it
from running out till he would make some corks to stop it.
When this was done, the wag took his bottles and started
off, leaving the man holding the barrel with both ends open.
8o it is with Mr. M. ; he has been trying to stop the ends
made in his system, until he has even put patch upon patch
in mending, until he scarcely knows what he has been try-
ing to do. And, in order to give vent to his feelings of
mortification and “disappointment, in coming fifty miles to
have his peculiar scheme riddled from end to end and put
to an open shame, he complains of my ¢ boasting.” But it
was not my boasting that troubled him ; but my taking his
argument out of his hands, and exposing his ridiculous
positions and interpretations was the real trouble all the
time. I understand the gentleman. ¢ Boasting,” indeed!
What would he care for boasting if no other difficulty were
in the way? He would care no more than I care for his
rantings. But I can tell you what makes my * boasting,”
as he calls it, wound his feelings so. He knows thatI
have clearly shown to this intelligent community, his utter
failure ; and he dreads for me to mention it, as all the peo-
ple are so sensible that it is so. But I care nothing for his
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boasting, for I have too much confidence in the intelligence
of the community in which I live, to think they can be
made to believe his unreasonable and unscriptural contra-
dictions. I rely upon reason and Scripture, and therefore,
feel not the least excited by anything he can say. But in
his politeness and benevolence, he attributes all my boasting
to my * fool-hardiness or ignorance.”” That is exactly the
language of men who fail in argument. They make up the
deficiency in their arguments by bitter and abusive language.
I dare not, and wish not to say, *‘thou fool,” for should I,
believing the Bible, as I do, I should consider -myself *in
danger of hell-fire.” He who believes'there is no hell may
thus talk: I may not. /

He still feels it incumbent upon him to make some addi-
tional efforts, or rather to make one of the same efforts over
again, to escape from the dilemma into which he fell, relative
to saving men from their sinsin a world where there will be
no sin. But, on this point he is bound hand and foot, and
I defy him or any other man to escape the difficulty he ap-
pears so conscious he is involved in, on this point. He
denies that there will be any sin in the world to come. Yet
he contends for a salvation of all men in the coming world,
not, he says, in their sins, but *‘ from their sins.” Well, of
course, they are in their sins, till they are saved from them.
They are saved from them, he says, in the coming world.
Well, then, they must go into that world in their sins!
From this there is no escape. But he kindly informs you
that I believe that some are saved from sin in the coming
world. I deny the charge; and can assure you that I be-
lieve in no such thing. 'The righteous are saved from their _
sins or pardoned in this world, and consequently saved from
punishment in the world to come; hence, they are saved
from sin in a world where there is sin, and will be saved from
punishment in a world where there will be punishment to be
saved from. In this there is some reason, but there is mnot
one particle of reason in talking of being saved from sin in
& world where there will be no sin. After all his talk,
then, and preaching about salvation, he really believes in no
salvation, or what is the same thing, a salvation from
nothing in time or eternity. With him, men must sin as
long as they stay in this world, and consequently be punish.
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ed the same length of time, and in thc world to come there
will be no sin, second death, hell, or any punishment of any
kind to be saved from, so that his system is now completely
out, and he does not believe in any salvation from anything,
in time or eternity.

. He says if I will tell you upon what principle a part will
be saved, he will tell you upon what principle all will be
saved. Well, we will see. I believe that some will be
‘'saved from sin in this life upon the principle of believing,
_ repenting, and obeying the gospel, and that by continuing

faithful in obedience to God till death, they will be saved
from punishment in the world to come. Can he show that
all will be saved upon the same principle ?

T am pleased to see how conscious my friend appears to
be of his failure on the words *in Christ.” With Lim a
word is a word, and it appears it can have but one meaning.
Hence he has gone on to multiply passages where the Greck
preposition ex is, and should be, translated n. But what
bearing has all that on the subject, unless he intends to im-
pose the idea on this audience that the Greek word en in-
variably means one thing? Not the least in the world.
But he was ashamed to let it pass without admitting that
this same preposition en is frequently translated by; yet he
" pronounced it rather faintly.

All he said relative to my giving up all we have contend-
ed for concerning the use of that word connected with
baptism, is just worthy of a man who regards his reputation
a8 a critic and a man of learning before the literary world,
no more than he does himself. A man who is willing to
palm off such an imposition on the uneducated, is not to be
envied ; and I have no fears of such an attempt having any
effect on any honest man, who is acquainted even with the
first principles of language.

T have already abundantly shown, as many in this as-
sembly well know, and even as the gentleman has admitted,
that this same Greek preposition en is sometimes. translated
by as well as in, and that it is translated in several ways.
‘We all know that it would make great nonsense translate
it invariably by, and not any more so than it would to trans-
late it invariably in. When it means agency it should be”
translated by or through, but when it means place it should
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be translated in. 'Well, even with Mr. Manford’s conscious-
ness of propriety, he has been enabled to discover the im.
propriety of saying ‘in Christ” is the place where men
are made alive, and even became enraged at me for intimating
that such is his view of the passage. When he yielded up
the point, and admitted that it did not mean place, the
argument was virtually given up.

When the Scripture says, ‘as in Adam all die,” the
idea is precisely the same a8 “ by one man rin entered into
the world, and death by sin.” It is certainly expressing the
meaning of the sacred writer more clearly to say ‘“by one
man sin entered into the world, and death by sin,” than * in
one man sin entered into the world.” ¢ By one man’s
offence ” is certainly better sense, and expresses the apostle’s
meaning more clearly than ‘‘in one man’s offence.” ¢ By
.Adam all die,” is a better translation than “in Adim ail
die.” By Christ shall all be made alive,” is a better
translation than ¢ in Christ all shall be made alive.”

But to accommodate the gentleman, and to try to please
him, I have agreed to let him have his own way, as far as
our argument is concerned, and to let it stand that “in
Christ” in 1 Cor. 15: 22, is the same as ““if any man be
in Christ, he is a new creature,” and the same as *‘ so many
of us as have been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ.”
Or, as he expresses it, they ‘‘are in a justified state.”” I
then showed him, that if this be correct, the passage simply
asserts the resurrection of those in a justified state,” or
those ‘ baptized into Christ.”” To make this doubly
strong, he has asserted that ‘“ none will be made alive out
of Christ.” In all this we have just taken him at his
word, and consequently the passage simply asserts ¢ in
Christ all shall be made alive,” and *“ in Christ,” he says, is
** the justified,” which make the passage assert that ‘¢ the
justified all shall be made alive ;" and as those ** in Christ "
mean the justified, those out of Christ are those not
justified. These, according to his doctrine, will never be
raised

The fifteenth of 1 Cor. then, is fully and fairly taken out
of his hands, and even made to testify against him. Taking
him at his own word, and admitting his own interpretation,
he has simply proved that all the justified will be made



218 THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION,

alive; and according to this explanation, which' he " appears
8o determined to have, there.is not one word in the whole
chapter, about the resurrection or salvation of any but the
righteous. According to him, * in Adam,” that is, in the
Adamic state, or the fleshly state, * all die,”” even so, “in
Christ,” or in a justified state, or those * baptized into
Christ,” ““all shall be made alive ! ” I see nothing like all
mankind being holy and happy in this ButI must not
press him too hard here, for he “ will not suffer it any
longer!”

On Romans, 6: 7, the gentleman has given us & brilliant
display truly! He said, with an air of triumph, I have
proved that no man is free from sin in this life.”” Well, all
I have to say about this is, if he has proved such to be the
fact, he has proved that Paul did not tell the truth. Paul
said in this same sixth chapter of Romans, ‘ ye have obeyed
from the heart, that form of doctrine delivered you. Being
then made free from sin, ye became the servants of right-
eousness,” Will we believe Mr. Manford, who says he “has
proved that no man is free from sin in this life,” or Paul,
who said of the disciples at Rome, ¢ being then made free
from gin, ye became the servants of righteousness ¢ ”’—Rom.
6:17, 18.

I suppose the gentleman fell into this error in looking at
the fruits of his own doctrine, which I presume, never did
free any man from sin in this life, or that which is to come.
But as the gentleman quoted from John, I also appeal to
John. He says, “ He that committeth sin, is of the devil.”
1 John 8:8. Mr. M. says all commit ¢in; all are then of
the devil. John says, ‘¢ Whosoever is born of God, doth not
commit sin.” 1 John 8:9. Mr. M. says, all eommit sin.
The gentleman does not believe his Bible, is the true secret
of the matter. But he is determined to prove that Paul was
a sinner, even while he was an apostle of Christ! But let
us hear the apostle a little before we decide against him.
He says, ‘“ What shall we say then? Shall we continue in
sin that grace may abound ? God forbid. How shall we
that are dead to sin, live any longer therein?’’> 'We cannot
tell how, but it is so, is clearly shown by the immutable as-
sertion of Mr. M., who says he has proved that ¢ no man is
saved from sin, in this life.” You may %alk, Paul, about
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man being ¢ justified, sanctified, adopted and saved,” and
about ‘“ saints,”” ¢ holy brethren, partakers of the heavenly
calling,”’ &e., &oc., and Peter may talk about the *‘elect ac-
cording to the foreknowledge of Goyd, through sanctification
of spirit and obedience of the truth,” &e., &c., but it is all in
vain, for Mr. Manford has now decided the case, and even
proved it, he says, that ‘“no man is free from sin in this
life!”” There is no difference between those who serve God,
and those who serve Him not, at this rate. 'What a work of
benevolence it must be, to spread such sentiments through
the land! What desperation a man must be driven to, when
his success depends on proving that the holy apostle of Christ
was a sinner. His reference to the Old Testament on this
point, avails nothing. We are disputing about the gospel
age. I am not willing to spend time in a debate, to defend
charges made against even my brethren, who live contempo-
rary with me, but I cannot endure it, so well to hear Paul
slandered by a professed minister of the gospel. He has re-
peatedly called him  St. Paul,” since the commencement of
this debate ; but now Saint means sinner. I cannot see why
he has been 80 exasperated at his brother for calling him ““ a
little sinner,” in some of his late skirmishes with the ¢ In-
dependent Universalist,” if sinner means saint, or even if
Paul was a sinner. Is he any better than Paul ? ‘

He will have it that ‘ he that is dead is freed from sin,” -
BRom. 6: 7, is literal death. While on this point, he uttered
the following remarkable sentence: ‘ Likewise: reckon ye
also, yourselves to be*dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto
God, &c. So they were not really dead unto sin; but they
were to reckon themselves to be so.” If the apostle was
guilty of directing his brethren to reckox that to be so in-
deed, which he knew was not so, he may have been guilty of
the charge of being a sinner; but I do not believe he ever
told them to reckon any thing to be so, which was not so.
While the apostle commanded them to reckon themselves to
be dead indeed unto sin,” he takes upon himself to say,
“they were not really dead unto sin.” If they were “ dead
indeed unto gin,’’ they  were dead really unto sin.”

Col. 3:8, we have a similar expression, meaning the
same thing. “TFor ye are dead and your life is hid with
Christ in God.” This did not mean patural or literal death,
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for they were alive in this sense. It did not mean dead in
add sins, for they were made alive from that state.
It simply meant dead to, or separated from sin. The same
:; the case with the other passage, as the whole connection
ows.

Mr. Manford must have a very defective memory truly.
He cannot now recollect that I have said any thing on Rom.
5:19. If he should happen to read the debate after it is
printed, he will find that I bave already said much more on
that verse, than he has replied to. Has he forgotten that
he stated that he did not believe in imputed righteousness,
and the difficnity that I had to get him to acknowledge that
he believed this very passage? In my recapitulation, I will
show you where he stands, on the 5th of Romans.

The next thing I shall notice in the gentleman’s last

h, is his mild and persuasive language, in accusing me
of * wilful falsification ! ” But why is he offended 7 Sim-
ply because I cannot see how the expression, * That in the
dispensation of .the fulness of times, he might gather to-
gether all things in Christ,”” proves that all will be saved.
But why be 8o excited at me about it ? I am willing to let
it prove all that it will prove. But there are several diffi-
culties I want removed before I start off arguing his doe-
trine from this passage. 1. I must be assured that
“might gathcr together,”’ means ¢ shall gather together.”
2. I must be satisfied that * gather together,” means eternal
salvation. 3. It must be proved to me that ¢all things
in Christ,” means all men, in and out of Christ. He has
made several attempts to satisfy me on some of these points,
and finding it impossible to do it, he now falls upon me, and
accuses me with being ¢ fool-hardy,” &c., &e.

Mr. Manford has plunged his whole superstructure into
ruin, in applying the passage quoted by him from Rev. 5:
13, to the resurrection state. But he is either insensible of
his condition or would affect to be so, from his remarks upon
that passage. Let me call your attention to it once more.
Let the passage relate to whatever state it may, every one
must see that the seven seals are introduced, chapter 5, verse
1, and that no other subject is mentioned up to the close of
the 6th chapter. Now put these seals in heaven or earth,’
in time or eternity, one thing is certain, and that is




UNIVERBAL SALVATICN, 221

they all belong to fhe same state. Let us then fol.
low the Revelator. After the introduction of the seals,
verse 1, the inquiry is made, verse 2, ‘*who is worthy to
open the book, and loose the seals?’” We are informed that
no man in heaven, nor in earth, neither under the earth,
was able to open the book, neither to look thereon, verse 3.
On account of this, John weeps, verse 4. One of the elders
informed him that the Lion of the tribe of Judah, had pre-
vailed to open the book and loose the seals, verse 5. The
Lamb with the seven spirits of God is mentioned, verse 6.
He took the book, verse 7. And when he bhad taken the
book, the elders fall down and worship him, verse 8. They
declare him worthy to open the book, and to loose the seals,
verse 9. They acknowledge that he had made them kings
and priests to God, verse 10. He now stands in readiness
to open the seals, and John saw many angels round about
the throne, verse 11. His worthiness to receive power, and
riches, and wisdom, and strength, and honor, and glory, and
blessing, verse 12. A general acknowledgment, and every
oreature which is in heaven, and on the earth, and such as
are in the sea, were now heard ascribing, blessing, and honor,
and glory, and power, unto him that sitteth upon the throne,
and to the Lamb. This Mr. Manford admits is in the resur-
rection state. All this goes before the opening of the seals.
He may say it means whatever he pleases, but the opening
of the seals follows immediately after all this.

Sixth chapter, verse 1, he says, * And I saw when the
Lamb opened one of the seals.” This followed immediately
after the general acknowledgment, two verses before. He
proceeds right on with the opening of the seals, the closing
of which presents one of the most horrific scenes ever de-
soribed in human speech. I cannot describe it in any way,
more forcibly than by quoting the language. * And the
heaven departed as a scroll when it is rolled together ; and
every mountain and island were moved out of their places;
and the kings of the earth, and the great men, and the rich
men, and the chief captains, and the mighty men, and every
bond man, and every free man, hid themselves in the dens,
and in the rucks of the mountains; and said to the moun-
tains and rocks, fall on us, and hide us from the face of him
that sitteth upon the throne, and from the wrath of the
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Lamb ; for the great day of his wrath is come; and who
shall be able to stand.”

1f they were in heaven just before when the universal
oonfession of the honor and glory of the Lamb was made, they
did not stay in it but a short time, for they now sing a very
different song. But Mr. M. turns round, and says that it
was in this world. Well, then, why did he apply it to the
¢ far distant future?”” 1 am not to blame for it. I only
take him at his own application. Just as certain as the verse
quoted by him relates to the resurrection, the other matters
just quoted follow after. Here, then, he has refuted his
own position, and given up the whole concern.

The passage he refers to, is no more evidence of the sal-
vation of all men, than the confession made under the gal-
lows by a criminal, is that he will not be punished for his
crimes. It is true, he speaks in praise of the judge of the
law, and of the government; but all this is no evidence that
he will not be executed. In the same way, God will con-
vince every criminal in the universe, of his justice, and of
his goodness, as well as the glory and honor of Jesus Christ.
The oath of the Almighty has gone forth, and he will not
revoke it, that every tongue shall confess, and every knee
shall bow; but those prisoners who would not confess him
before men, will only confess as criminals, and hastily seek a
shelter from the face of the Lamb; and him that sits upon
the throne.

1. Having now given due attention to all the items in my
friend’s closing speech, except what will come up naturally
in my recapitulation, I shall proceed briefly to review the
argument, and place it before you in its true light. Before
defining my position, I read our proposition, viz: * Do the
Scriptures teach the final holiness and happiness of all man-
kind?”” Mr. Manford affirms—1I deny. In my first
speech I showed that no passage of Scripture says that ¢ all
men shall be holy.”” Nor is there any passage which says
that «all men shall be happy.” Much less is there any
passage which rays *“all men shall be finally holy and
happy.” Yet this is precisely what my friend has under-
taken to prove. Well, it must be as clear as any proposi-
tion can be, that he never can sustain his proposition, unless
he can find a passage containing these terms or others of the
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same import. This I predicted at the start he never would
do. You have now heard him make his last effort to do it,
and are prepared to judge how well he has succeeded.

The first passage produced to sustain his proposition was
Matt. 22: 23-32, and its parallel, Luke 20. Upor exami-
nation, it was found that the words * finally holy and hap-
PYy,”’ were not to be found in the passage, nor any other
words of the same import. The question then arose, how
the proof of his proposition could be in the passage when
none of its leading terms nor any others of the same import,
were to be found in the proof text! This enquiry was re-
peatedly made, but without ever gaining a satisfactory
answer. .

It was also shown that Luke qualifies those in the resur-
rection of whom he speaks, and restricts the language of
the Saviour, to ¢ those that shall be accounted worthy.”
On the other hand, there was no evidence given to show that
the words recorded by Matthew included any more than those
recorded by Luke, seeing that there were only two records of
the same words. In order to avoid this difficulty, the gen-
tleman went into quite an elaborate argument to show that
Matthew had a better opportunity to know what the precise
words of the Saviour were than Luke, thus implying a mis-
take on the part of Luke. This I did not admit, for Luke
declares that he ‘‘ had a perfect understanding of all things
from the very first,” (Lukel:3,) which will admit of no
mistake on his part, especially when we consider that he
was an inspired writer. Nor do I admit that there is any
contradiction between these two divine writers. Yetitisa
fact that Luke gives a fuller account in this instance than

Matthew ; and in that additional account, he qualifies those
of whom the Saviour spoke in the resurrection, to be * they
that shall be accounted worthy.” 1If then my friend could
show that ¢ they that shall be accounted worthy,” shall be
holy and happy, it would be no new doctrine !

Still further it was shown, that the Saviour was simply
replying to an objection of the S8adducees, in doing which he
informed them, that their diffichity of the woman who had
had seven husbands, would be obviated, for in the resurrec-
tion they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are
as the angels of God in heaven. Their objection was the
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point to which he spoke, and nothing else; therefore his as-
sertion that they shall bé as the angels, can be cxtended no
further, than that they shall be as the angels in this respect;
they shall not marry or give in marriage.

The expression “all live unto him,” isin the present
tense, and consequently cannot mean that all shall be holy
and happy. 1 do not at all deny the fact that ** all live un-
to him” in some sense, but it does not mean eternal salva.
tion, for all do not enjoy eternal salvation.

I have further shown that his applying the words ¢ that
world” to the resurrection, makes him admit that the Saviour
declares that he who shall sin against the Holy Spirit, shall
not be forgiven in this world nor that which is to come, or
the resurrection state. . Upon the whole you sce clearly that
his proof-text is taken out of his hands, and some are to be
accounted worthy in the resurrection; which implies that
others will not be accounted worthy. There is, then, no
Universalism in the passage. ,

2. The second proof-text introduced by Mr. Manford, was
Rom. 5:12, 19. Before he was done with this passage he
presented so many contradictions, that it will puzzle any
one in this assembly to tell what he was trying to do. He
took the position that the * death” mentioned, verse 12, ia
moral death. I then showed that if the death was simply
moral death, that the resurrection from it could be nothing
but a moral resurrection. This he admitted. A moral res-
urrection being simply a conversion to Christianity, must be
in this life, and consequently we know that it is not univer-
sal. This cut him off from applying it to the future state at
all, and consequently cut off his whole argument from the

passage.

While on this passage he denied imputed righteoutness,
and consequently at one blow set aside the whole argument
upon the words, * by the righteousness of one the free gift
came upon all.” Yet he contended that we must be saved
through righteousness. I then showed, that if we must be
saved through righteousness, and cannot be saved by the
righteousness of Christ, it must be by our own righteousness;
-and that consequently we must be rightcous in this world or
go into the world to come, in unrighteousness, and be saved
through our own righteousness there. From this difficulty
he never escaped.
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‘We then showed that in introducing this passage asa -
proof-text, the gentleman had applied it to the resurrection
state, and that the salvation there spoken of is in the future
world. If then the salvation spoken of in the passage can
be shown to be conditional, it not only destroys his proof,
but establishes the opposite doctrine. At the 8th verse the
apostle says, * But God commendeth his love toward us, in
that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us.” Well,
if Christ has done so much for us while we were yet sinners,
will he do any thing more for us, if we are justified in this
life ? He answers in the very next verse, ‘ Much more then,
being now justified by his blood, we shall be saved from
wrath through him.” Here present justification is made the
condition upon which we are to have future salvation from
wrath through him. One justification is present and the
other future, and the first gives the assurance of the second,
Bat the apostle proceeds, verse 10: ‘“ For if, when we were
enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his son ;
much more, being reconciled, we shall be saved by his life.”
This *if,” important as it is, my friend leaves out of his
theory, and says nothing about what will be the result «if
we are not reconciled.”” To these important points I have
not been able to obtain any explanation from my opponent.
It is true he did allow that the salvation from wrath through
him, was to be saved from slickness!! This same ‘much
more,” which is made to depend on being ‘‘now justified,”
and * being reconciled,” is for them ‘ which receive the
abundance of grace and the gift of righteousness.” And, as
the gentleman does not believe in imputed righteousness, it
must be our own righteousness. Thus the passage was taken
from him, apd shown to give no evidence of his peculiar
dogma. -

3. Mr. Manford’s third proof-text was Rom. 8:18, 23.
His whole effort here was on the assumption which he not
only failed to prove, but which I proved positively to be a mis-
take. That assumption is this: that the word ¢ creature”
which occurs several times in this passage, means all man.
kind. This position I denied, and showed to be incorrect ;
first, by referring to many places where the same word oc-
currcd in both-Greek and English. He admitted that it did
not always mean all mankind, but still insisted that it had
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that meaning in the passage in question. By referring to
the 19th verse, it was shown that it is asserted that ¢ the
earnest expectation of the creature waiteth for the manifesta-
tion of the sons of God.” It cannot be that ‘ creature” here
and the “sons of God” are the same ; for then it woueld be
that ¢ the creature waiteth for the manifestation of itself.”
We have then the creature and the sons of God; therefore
creature does not include all mankind. At verse 21 we are
told that * the creature also itself shall be delivered from
the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the
children of God.” Here we have the same distinotion be-
tween creature and the children of God. The children of-
God are a part of mankind, but no part of the creature ; for
the creature was not to be delivered into the glorious liberty
of itself. This would be nonsense. Verse 22, we are in-
formed that * the whole creation groaneth and travaileth in
pain together until now: and not only they, but ourselves
also.”” Here we have the ¢ creation,” and not only they—
the creature—but ¢ ourselves also.” Whoever is called
¢ ourselves” here, were separate from the creature. This is
as clear as it can be. We have then, in this passage, ‘three
distinctions made between the creature and persons who cer-
tainly form some part of mankind. We have 1. The crea-
ture and the sons of God. 2. The creature and the children
of God. 3. The creature, and not only they, bat we our-
selves also. If this does not prove that creature here does
not mean all mankind, I know not how any proposition may
be proved.

But the gentleman has put great stress on the words * the
whole creation,” and denied that I could show where the
same expression was used in the whole Bible, where it did
not include all mankind. In my last speech I referred him
to Mark 16: 15, where the same words occur in Greek, and
are translated in the same words in some English transla--
tions. ‘“Go into all the world and preach the gospel to
every creature.”” But who does not know that this does not
include all mankind ? He did not command them to preach
the gospel to the dead, to idiots, or infants. ‘ Every creature,”
or ‘““whole creation,” then, does not mean all mankind here.
The main point Mr. M. has pressed, is that I should tell
him what the word creature does mean. This I have not
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see proper to do, although I am well enough satisfied about
it. The reason I have not done it, was because it would
enly open the way for Mr. Manford to lead off from the
point at issue, in assailing a view of mine which does not re-
late to the question. The only thing we are concerned in
while in this argament, is whether it means all mankind. I
have shown that it cannot have that meaning, and that is
all that is incumbent upon me. I have dope this too so in-
controvertibly, that the gentleman has not attempted to
examine one of my positions, from the first to the
last. He has asserted in his wholesale way, again and
again, that ‘ creation ” in this passage mcans all mankind,
but what has he done towards proving it ? Or what has he
done towards meeting my objections ?

But what was fatal to his theory was, that I clearly ehow-
ed that the 17th verse makes glorification together with
Jesus, in the coming world, conditional. Beginning at verse
16, the apostle says, * the epirit itself bearcth witness with
‘our spirit, that we are the children of God: and if children,
then heirs ; heirsof God, and joint heirs with Christ: if so

- be that we suffer with him, that we may be glorified to-
gether.”” Here then, from his own proof-text, he is strand-
ed, and eternal salvation is ghown to be conditional. He
has left his brethren to work their way out of this difficulty
the best way they could. He has maintained profound
silence. That was the best policy! .

4. His fourth proof-text was 1 Cor. 15. As T have al-
ready reviewed the argnment on this passage, in the present
speech, it will be unnecessary for me to repeat the review
here in its regular order. I will simply observe, that in ad-
dition to the review I have already made on this point, I
have referred to parallel passages, and shown that at the
resurrection some would come forth to a resurrection of
damnation, that persons are to be recompensed at the resur-
rection of the just, and, as Rev. 20th, be judged at the
resurrection. To all these arguments, bearing so directly
on the point, the reply has been exceedingly faint. Indeed,
it could not be otherwise. It is impossible to make some-
thing out of nothing. '

5. Eph. 1: 10, was the fifth passage relied on by my
friend, Mr. Manford. But these points should be establish-
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ed, before it will be in point. 1. It must be shown that the
words ‘ might gather together” mean ‘‘shall gather to-
gether.” 2. It must be established that ¢ gathered to-
gether ” means saved. 3. It must be proved that ‘all
things in Christ,” means all things in the universe, or all
things out of Christ, as well as all things in him. But on
each of these important points he gives us nothing but
assertion. How then does the passage prove his position ?
It does not prove-it at all.

6. Some threc passages were quoted to prove thab Christ
will draw all men unto him, but the words, ‘ draw all men
unto me,” and the other similar passages quoted, are not ex.
actly synonymous with ‘ holy and happy.”” None of those
passages say any thing about ‘‘finally holy and happy.”
Nor do they mean any such thing, and are therefore not to
the point.

7. Finally, the passage found in Rev. 5: 13, is brought
into the service. Butin quoting this passage, which describes
what John saw after the Lamb had taken the book into his
hands to open the seals, and before the opening of the seals,
and applying it to the resurrection state, he cannot avoid
granting that the opening of the seals is after what is
described in verse 13. In thig, then, he has virtually ad-
mitted that the dreadful ocalamity, at the opening of the
sixth eeal, will be in the resurrection state. Thus ended
his triumphant proof of the finally holy and happy con-
dition of all mankind in the future state.

In addition to following him through, and taking from
bim every proof-text he has adduced, I have presented
several counter proof-texts. The first of these is the *sin
against the Holy Spirit.” I believe he has done nothing on
this passage except to endorse a few words from Dr. A,
Clarke. His quotation represents Clarke as saying ‘ this
world and that which is to come,” means the Jewish age
and the Christian age. Well, suppose I take him at his
word ; what then? Why, then the Saviour says, * he who
shall sin against the Holy Spirit shall neither be forgiven
in the Jewish age nor the Christian age.”” If, then, a man
was not forgiven in the Jewish age, and is not forgiven in
the Christian age, where will he be forgiven? But Mark
has not so much as left him room for that little quibble. It
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is there said, ¢ hath never forgiveness, but isin danger of
eternal dampation.” How did he avoid the force of this
language ! Why some one said that the passage is wanting
in some ancient copy. That is exactly the way I would try
to get over it, if I were determined to preach Universalism
right or wrong. I would come right up to the point at
once, and deny the truth or the divine authority of all such
passages. By this attempt he has virtually admitted that
this passage disproves his position.

I t0l® you in the outset that he would explain the soul to
be the life, before we were through. This he has now done,
and thus represents the Redeemer as saying what shall it
profit a man to gain the whole world and lose his life ? The
goul, then, is nothing but the breath, as destructionists
would say. But if the soul is the breath, or life, what
means the other passages: ¢ fear him who, after the body is
killed, has power to destroy both soul and body in hell.”
Is this soul, that can be destroyed in hell after the body is
killed, the life? If it is, that life may be punished in hell
after the death of the body.

But the gentleman allows that this passage simply asserts
that God has power to destroy the soul and body in hell,
after the body is killed. He admits, then, that there is a
hell in which the soul and body may be destroyed after
death. Very well; we will put that down. But did Jesus
teach us to fear where there was no danger? If there is
not the least danger of the soul and body being destroyed in
hell after death, why fear God on account of his having the
power to destroy 7 Here lies the difficulty. One passage
asserts that certain characters shall never be forgiven, but
are in danger of eternal damnation; another teaches that a
man may lose his soul ; and yet another teaches us to fear
Him who, after the body is killed, has power to destroy the
soul and the body in gehenna.

I maintain that a man cannot be in danger of * eternal
damnation,” unless there is such a thing to be in danger of ;
and I maintain that a man cannot be in danger of losing
his soul unless there is such a thing: and the goul and body
will not be destroyed in gehenna, after death, unless there
is such a place and such a thing A man may, then, suffer
that eternal damnation, which the words of Jesus imply —
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that he hath never forgiveness; and the soul may be lost,
both soul and body being destroyed in hell, after the death
of the body.

I declare to you, my hearers and neighbors, after apply-
ing my mind to the study of the Scriptures for many years,
and now reflecting upon them in the most solemn manner,
that should I, at death, go into eternity convinced thatI
was the very person to whom such language applied, I would
have no more hope of escaping the fierceness and wrath
of Almighty God, than I would have, should ou? circuit
judge lawfully pronounce the sentence upon me that I should
hang till I was dead, dead, or escaping that sentence. In-
deed, I should not have 8o much hope, for some do escape
such sentences as that just mentioned ; but from the all-
seeing eye of God's irrevocable justice there is mo escape.
No deceit or hypocrisy will escape; po” cunning and ecrafty
being will be able to avoid justice.

You have now heard us patiently through on two proposi-
tions. The only decision you are call upon to make, is
simply to decide for yourselves in such a way as you will not
have reason to repent of, when you come to die, and at the
judgment-seat of Christ. Remember that the infallible
word of God promises that if you do his commandments, are
faithful unto death, you shall enter by the gates into the
city, and have a right to the tree of life, and go out no more
forever and ever. Is the ingratitude of your heart such as
not to be willing to enjoy happiness forever, simply because
God requires you to obey him?  Then must you be punish-
ed. Even the mightest spirit that burns before the eternal
throne, has to move in perfect subordination to the will of
God. Even Jesus, the express image of .the invisible God,
in whom all the fulness of the God-head dwells bodily, be-
came a little lower than the angels, became obedient unto
death, and learned obedience in the things which he suffer-
ed; and became the author of eternal salvation to all them
that obey him. Will you take his example, and learn of
him who is meek and lowly, and find rest to your soul?
Will you remember that this is the love of God that you
keep his commandmenta? If you will, the veracity of his
word is pledged that you shall be saved. On the other
hand, if you foel a spirit of irreconciliation to God, and
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Join in vicious language relative to the very words of Sorip-
ture, such as * infernal doctrine of tormenting and burn-
ing,” as you have heard on the present occasion, you may
expect to be subdued by the **fiery indignation which shall
devour the adversaries.” ‘¢ Vengeance is mine, I will re-
pay, saith the Lord.”” And again, ¢ The Lord shall judge
his people.” ~ Yes, and he will punish the rebellious with
that ** sorer punishment than death without mercy,” which
Mr. Manford has failed to point out in this life, and which
no man can find short of destroying the soul and body in
gehenna, after death.

If I have in any thing trespassed in referring to any
foint which I ought not in my closing speech, I am perfect-
y willing that Mr. Manford shall bring it up on to-morrow.



PROPOSITION III.

DO THBE BCRIPTURES TEACH THAT THOSE WHO DIE IN DISOBE-
DIENCE TO THE GOSPEL, WILL SUFFER ENDLESS PUNISHMENT?

MR. FRANKLIN’S FIBST SPEECH.

The subject we are to discuss to-day is one of fearful mag-
nitude, and I hope, a3 has been the case with the proposi-
tions already discussed, we shall have your most profound
attention. My opponent-will certainly admit, if I am right
in the position I am now.about to defend, that all men should
know it. You are simply requested, then, to lay aside all
prepossessions touching the matter in debate, and let-us hear
honestly what the Lord our God has said, touching this great
question. 'We are not here to teach the Bible, or rather the
author of the Bible, what he ought to teach, or what is be-
fitting his character; but we are here to hear what he does
teach, and bow submisgively to his authority. Without de-
taining you, I will proceed at once to read our proposition.
It reads as follows:

Do the Scriptures teach that those who die sn disobedience
to the Gospel, will suffer endless punishment? 1 affirm, my
friend denies.

Although we have a new proposition, placing me in the
affirmative, we have no new subject. Our object in having
different propositions is simply to elicit argument on all the
different points of dispute between us. It is the object of
my friend to prove that all the wicked will be saved, and it
is my object to disprove it. The object of giving me the af-
firmative, if I understand it, is that I may lead in the argu-
ment and introduce all the arguments, I shall be able to
introduce, in the short time allotted to us. In order to do
this, I shall argue three propositions, each of which bears
directly upon the point before us. 1. I ghall labor to show
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that those who die in disobedience to the gospel will not be
saved. 2. I shall endeavor to show that they will be pun-
ished after death, 3. Ishall strive to show that this punish-
ment will be endless.

Although I expect to establish each of these positions be-
yond a reasonable doubt, I will observe, that should I simply
establish any one of them, it ruins the doctrine of my friend,
and no argument from any other quarter can save it. With-
out further ceremony, I shall proceed to the gubject in hand.

1. The first passage to which your attention is invited is
Matt. 7:13, 14. « Enter ye in at the strait gate: for wide
is the gate, and broad is the way that leadeth to destruction,
and many there be which go in thereat:. because strait is
the gate, and narrow is the way which leadeth unto life, and
few there be that find it.” In connection with this, I will
read its parallel, Luke 13: 23, 29. ¢ Then said one unto him,
Lord, are there'few that be saved ? And he said unto them,
strive to enter 1n at the strait gate; for many, I say unto
you will seek to enter in, and shall not be able. When once
the master of the house is risen up and hath shut to the door,
and ye begin to stand without and to knock at the door, say-
ing, Lord, Lord, open unto us: and he shall answer and say
unto you, I know you not whence ye are; then shall ye be-
gin to say, We have eaten and drunk in thy presence, and
thou hast taught in our streets. But he shall say, I tell you,
I know you not whence ye are: depart from me all ye work-
ers of iniquity. There shall be weeping and gnashing of
teeth, when ye shall see Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and
all the prophets, in the kingdom of God, and you yourselves
thrust out. And they shall come from the east, and from
the west, and from the north, and from the south, and shall
git down in the kingdom of God.”

It appears from these passages that some, like our Univer-
galian friends, enquired, * Lord, are there few that be saved 7"’
To this the Saviour responded affirmatively, and solemnly

charged them to ¢ strive to enter in at the strait gate.” In
the place of impressing this upon your minds. my opponent
contends that all will enter in, whether they strive or not.
But why are they charged to strive to enter in? The Lord
answers: ‘‘ When once the master of the house is risen up
and hath shut to the door, and ye begin to stand without,
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and to knock at the door, saying, Lord, Lord, open unto us,
and he shall answer and say unto you, I know you not whence
ye are.”” But, as if this were not sufficient to forever blast
all hope of entering, he commands them to strive to enter in
at the strait gate, *for many, I say unto you, will seek to
enter in and shall not be able.”

The gentleman cannot find the kingdom on this earth where
the master has risen up and shut to the door, and persons
stand without seeking to enter in and are not able. The door
has never been shut since the Lord had a kingdom con the
earth, and the Master has never rejected any who seek to en-.
ter in, or commanded any such to depart as workers of ini-
quity. But his language now is, ‘‘ he that seeketh, findeth,
and he that knocketh it shall be opened unto him.” But,
when once the Master of the house has risen up and shut to
the door, and those who did not strive to enter in at the strait
gate, while he said, ‘whosoever will, let him come,” will
stand without the door and knock, saying, Lord, Lord, open
unto us, and will not be able to enter in. Not only so, but
they shall be thrust out, with the terrible sentence from the
lips of Jesus, ‘ Depart, ye workers of iniquity.”” He also
adds, “ and you shall see Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and
all the prophets, in the kingdom of God, and yourselves
thrust out.”” Will he point us to the time and the place
when and where all this has taken place, or is to.take place,
this side of the resurrection of the dead ? I think not. If
he does not, his cause is gone. No argument from any other
part of the word of God can save it.

2. My second argument iz drawn from several Scriptures,
which I shall now proceed to introducé. Matt. 6: 19, the
Lord says, “ Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon the
earth, where moth and rust doth corrupt, and where thieves
break through and steal: but lay up for yourselves treasures
in heaven, where neither moth nor rust doth corrupt, and
where thieves do not break through and sfeal.”’ Heaven and
earth are here contrasted. Earth’s treasures may be motbh.-
eaten, corrupted, and stolen; but the treasures of heaven are
not liable to these evils. The treasure which cannot be
moth-eaten, corrupted, or stolen, is the treasure we are com-
manded to lay up in heaven. But my friend is here to-day
to prove that all will have treasure in heaven, whether they
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lay it up ornot. This I deny: and contend that, in order to
:lelcure lasting treasures in heaven we are to lay them up
ere. )

The same dootrine is taught in the following: ¢ Charge
them that are rich in this world that they be not high-mind-
ed, nor trust in uncertain riches, but in the living God,
who giveth us richly all things to epjoy; that they do good,
that they be rich in good works, ready to distribute, willing
to communicate; laying up in store for themselves a good
foundation against the time to come, that they may lay hold
of eternal life.” - 1 Tim. 6:17, 19.

This passage is very definite. The apostle specifies some
of the things to be done, and points out the object to be gain-
ed by it. That the good works of which he speaks, were to
be done in this life, is as clear as language can make it ; and
in the place of teaching that the good man’s reward is receiv-
ed as he goes along, as my friend teaches, he urges the ne--
cessity of doing these good works, to sccure a good founda-
tion against the time to come, that they may lay hold on
eternal life. The eternal life, of which he here speaks, can-
not be anything enjoyed in this world, for the persons con-
cerning whom, the directions were given, were Christians,
and as such were already in the enjoyment, of all the life
and blessings of this world, that could be secured by being
in Christ; and as such are commanded to do goed works,
thus laying up in store for themselves a good foundation,
against the time to come, that they may lay hold on eternal
life. How strange it is, in view of this plain passage, that
my friend should contend, that all men will have a good.
foundation against the time to come, and eternal life, wheth-
er they do what is here enjoyed or not.

Another passage of Scripture bearing on the same point,
reads as follows: ‘If ye then be risen with Christ, seck
those things which are above, where Christ sitteth on the
right hand of Gdd.”—Col. 3:1. Now, the apostle is here
speaking to his brethern in Christ and consequently in the
enjoyment of all the blessings pertaining to Christians in this
life. These persons, he commands to ‘‘seek those things
which are above.” But as if this were not sufficiently defi-
nite, he specifies where the things are, by saying *‘ where

- Christ sitteth on the right hand of .God.” Did the apostle
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command them to seek for those things, knowing that they
could be had without seeking as well as with ?

Again, the same apostle says, “ To them who, by patient
oontinuance in well doing, seek for glory and honor and im-
mortality, eternal life. But here glory and honor and
immortality are to be sought, in order to obtain eternal
life. *To them who by patient continuance in well-doing,
seek for glory and honor and immortality, eternal life.”’

Onee more. - ““ He that overcometh shall be clothed in
white raiment ; and T will not blot his name out of the book
of life, but will confess his name before my Father, and be-
fore his angels.”—Rev. 3:5 *To him that overcometh,
will I grant to sit with me on my throne, even as I also over-
came, and am set down with my Father, in his throne.”
Rev. 3- 21. Now, think of the converse of the language
just read. It would read thus: ‘He that does not over-
come, shall not be clothed in white raiment, and his name °
shall be blotted out of tke book of life, and I will not confess
his pame before my Father, and before his angels, and he
shall not sit down with me in ray throne, as I have sat down
in my Father’s throne.” But Universalism teaches that all
shall be clothed in white raiment, and not have their names
blotted out of the book of life, but be confessed before the
Father and his angels, and sit down with Jesus in his throre,.
as he has sat down in his Father’s throne, whether they
overcome in this life or not.

The Lord says, ¢ He that believeth not the Son, shall
not see life; but the wrath of God abideth on him.”’—John
3:36. This passage being true, my first position is sustain-
ed beyond the possibility of a reasonable doubt. By refus-
ing to believe the Son of God, it is here positively asserted,
that ¢« he shall not see life; byt the wrath of God abideth
on him.” :

Ishall now call yourattention to the epistle to the Hebrews. :
“ For if the word spoken by angels were steadfast, and every
transgression and disobedience received a just recompense
of reward, how shall we escape, if we neglect so great salva-
tion; which at the first began to be spoken by the Lord, and
was confirmed unto us by them that heard him.”—Heb 2:
2, 3. I quote this passage simply to show you that the Lord
will certainly execute his punishment, whatever it may be,
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and that there i8 no escape for him who shall die in disobe-
dience.

Speaking of the Israelites and their falling in the wilder-
ness, the Lord says, “I swear in my wrath, they shall not
enter into my rest.”—Heb. 3: 11. The gentleman is much
in the habit of speaking of the oath of God to Abraham, and
I hope he will give due attention to this oath. And what was
it called forth this dreadfal oath? This is explained in the
verse preceding the one just quoted. The Lord says,
« Wherefore, I was grieved with that generation, and said,
they do always err in their heart; and they have not known
my ways; so I swear in my wrath, they shall not enter into
my rest.” The apostle then exhorts the brethren to take
heed, lest there be in any of you an evil heart of unbelief, in
departing from the living God.” ¢ For,” says he, * we are
made partakers with Christ, if we hold the beginning of our
confidence steadfast unto the end.” He continuesin another -
verse: “So we see that they could not enter in because of
unbelief. Let us, therefore fear, lest a promise being left us
of entering into his rest, any of you should seem to come
short of it.”” From this it is clear, that we must give heed
to our conduct, or fail to enter into the rest remaining for
the people of God. If any man comes short of entering into
that rest, can he be saved ? Yet the gentleman will contend
that all will enter in, whether they ¢ fear’’ or not.

Still further on this point, let me read: ‘For it is impos-
sible for those who were once enlightend, and have tasted
of the heavenly gift, and were made partakers of the Holy
Ghost, and have tasted the good word of God, and the pow-
ers of the world to come, if they shall fall away, to rcnew
them again unto ropentance; seeing they crucity to them-
selves, the Son of God afresh, and put him to an open shame.”
—Heb. 6: 4, 6. On thie very clear and explicit statement
of the holy apostle, he proceeds to comment as follows:  For
the earth which drinketh in the rain that cometh oft upon it,
and bringeth forth herbs meet for them by whom it is dress-
ed, and receiveth blessings from God: but that which beareth
thorns and briers is rejected ; whose end is to be burned.”—
Heb. 6:7, 8. This passage needs but little comment. It
shows that a man may get into such a condition, that it will
be impossible to renew him unto repentance, and be as the
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thorns and briers, whose end isto be burned. It will cer-
tainly take strong argument to show that a man will be sav-
ed, whom it is ¢ impossible to renew again unto repentance,”
and “ whose end is to be burned.” You can not find the
end of a man, short of his last state, and if that is to be
burned, how can he be saved-?

But I must quote the Apostle still further, especially as
our Universalism friends think he was a Universalist. He
says, “ If we sin wilfully after that we have received the
knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for
sins, but a certain fearful looking for of judgment, and fiery
indignation which shall devour the adversaries.” Heb. 10:
26, 27. The Apostle here again gives us his own comment.
He says, ** He that despised Moses’ law died without mercy
under two or three witnesses: of how much sorer punishment,
suppose ye, shall he be thought warthy, who hath trodden

. under foot the Son of God, and hath counted the blood of the
covenant, wherewith he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and
hath done despite unto the Spirit of grace? For we know
Him that hath said, Vengeance belongeth unto me, I will
recompence saith the Lord. And again, The Lord shall
judge his people. It is a fearful thing to fall into the hands
of the living God,” From this passage you will see, thata
man may get into such a condition, by wilful sin, after he
comes to the knowledge of the truth, that there remains no
more sacrifice for his sins. Unless then he can be saved
without the sacrifice of Christ, he cannot be saved. Not
only so, but he isto be punished with a sorer punishment
than death without mercy. This cannot be found in this life.
Death without mercy is the sorest punishment any man can
suffer in this life. Yet the punishment of which the Apos-
tle speaks is sorer than death without mercy. ’

In the 38th verse of the same chapter, he says, ¢ Now the
just shall live by faith: but if any man draw back, my soul
shall have no pleasure in him.” Cana man be saved in
whom God will have no pleasure ! But he continues: ** Fol-
low peace with all men, and holiness, without which no man
shall see the Lord: looking diligently lest any -man fail of
the grace of God; lest any root of bitterness springing up
trouble you, and thereby many be defiled: lest there may be
any fornicator, or profane person, as Esau, who for one mor-
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sel of meat sold his birth-right. For ye know how that af-
terward when he would have inherited the blessing, he was
rejected : for he found no place for repentance, though he
gought it’ carefully with tears.” Heb. 12:14-17. From
this passage we learn that a man may get into such a condi-
tion as to be denied the privilege of seeing the Lord, and fail
of the grace of God, and find no place for repentance, though
he should seek it with tears. Can such an one possibly be
saved ?

Jude gives us the following graphic description of certain
characters : * These are spots in your feasts of charity, when
they feast with you, feeding themselves without fear: clouds
they are without water, carried about of winds; trees whose
fruit withers, without fruit, twice dead, plucked up by the
roots; raging waves of the' sea, foaming out their own
shame; wandering stars, to whom is reserved the blackness
of darkness forever.” Jude 12,13, Who ever knew a tree
twice dead, and plucked up by the roots, that ever lived
again. How can a man be happy for whom the blackness of
darkness is reserved forever ?

But let us hear the divine spirit of prophecy, at the close
of the holy book. ¢‘If any man shall add unto these things,
God shall add unto him the plagues that are written in this
book: and if any man shall take away from the words of
the book of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out
of the book of life, and out of the holy city, and from the
things which are written in this book.” Rev. 22:18, 19.
Now is it possible for any man to be saved, after the plagues.
spoken of in this book are added to him, and his part is tak-
en out of the hook of life, and the things written therein,
and out of the holy city ? Surely not. .

Now I ask, in the name of all reason, and in view of the
candor and faithfulness, as well as the inflexibility of the
Almighty, is it possible for any man to be saved, who has
refused to “‘ lay up treasures in heaven”—refused to * seek
those things ‘which are above, where Christ sitteth on the
right band of God”—would not ¢ follow peace and holiness,
without which no man shall see the Lord”—utterly failed to
“lay up a good foundation against the time to come, that he
may lay hold on eternal life’’—positively refused to « fear
lest a promise being left us of entering into his rest, any of
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you should seem to come short of it”’—who would not * strive
to overcome, as Jesus overoame, and thus sit down with his
Father in his throne”’—the man whom it ** is impossible to
renew again unto repentance,” and who has ¢ failed of the
grace of God’’—¢ whoso end is destruction”—fer whom
** there is no more sacrifice for sin”—a man in whom ¢-God
will have no pleasure’’—a ‘“ raging wave of - the sea, foaming
out his own shame”’—a ¢ tree twice dead, and plucked up
by the roots, for whom is reserved the blackness of darkness
forever’—for whom mbthing remaing but ¢ & certain fearful
looking for of judgment, and fiery indignation which shall de-
vour the adversaries’’—whose part is taken out of the book
of life, and out of the holy city, and the things written' in
the book”—who shall suffer a ‘¢ sorer punishment than death
without merey,” for whom there is ¢ no repentance” though
sought with tears, and who shall stand without and knock at
the door, after the Master shall have risen up and shut it to,
and cry, * Lord, Lord, open unto us,” and to whom the Lord
will say, “ Depart ye workers of iniquity I never knew you,”
and who shall be * thrust out into outer darkness,”’—I say,
i8 it possible such an one ever can be saved ? If so, then
human speech is incapable of expressing any thing but sal-
vation, for such language is just as far from salvation asit
can be. Truly isit ¢ a fearful thing to fall into the hands
of the living God !”

I hope my friend will give us his best solution of these
matters, that I may have a fair opportunity to refute his best

arguments.
MR. MANFORD’S FIRST REPLY.

I certainly agree with Mr. Franklin, that if his proposition
be true all should know it. There should not be the least
room left whereon to found a doubt. But so far is this from
being the case, that thousands and tens of thousands of can-
did and prayerful readers of the Bible, do not believe that it
teaches any such doctrine. Many orthodox Divines have
admitted that the doctrine of after death punishment was not
revealed for nearly 4000 years!| The different notions that
are entertained with regard to the dogma of ceaseless tor-
ture, wouldelead us to doubt in this matter. One eminent
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Divine tells that the place of this punishment is in one of
the comets; another that it is in the bowels of the earth ;
another that it is in the sun; and some cry out one thing
and some another! The different opinions held with refer-
ence to the mode of this torture, form a conglomorated and
heterogeneous mass of contradictions and absurdities. The
very passages which my friend thinks so plainly teaches his
doctrine, are not so understood by the best orthodox com-
mentators that have ever written ! |

Mr. Franklin says that we have not come here to teach the
author of the Bible, or what is ¢ befitting his character.” He
wishes, you will observe, to avoid saying that the doctrine of
remediless and ceaseless torture is consistent with the char-
acter of a God of infinite compassion and undying love.
Aye, he knows that it is not. He knows‘that to affirm it,
would shock the feelings and common sense of all his hear-
ers. What! is it “ befitting the character” of a God, whose
‘< tender mercies are over all his works,” to torture his own
offspring throughout the never ending ages of eternity ? No,
my friend will not say this. But nevertheless he seems de-
termined, by a perverted use of the Scriptures, to support
his horrid theory, even though the character of God should
suffer by it !!

His first proof-text is Matt. 7:13, 14, and its parallel,
Luke 13:23,29. I am astonished that he should suppose
this passage relates to the eternal world. One remark of
our Saviour proves that Mr. F. misunderstands the passage.
¢ There shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth, when ye
(the wicked Jews he was addressing) shall sece Abraham,
and Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets, in the kingdom
of God, and ye yourselves thrust out.” The Jews our Lord
was addressing either were or would be in the kingdom, and
would be thrust out of it, and consequently if this kingdom
is in the future state; if it isin heaven, those Jews would
go to heaven, remain there awhile and then be cast out! We
are charged with believing that men go to heaven in their
sins, which we deny; but if Mr. F.’s views of this passage
are correct, he must admit that the ungodly Jews, the per-
secutors and murderers of the Son of God, were to enter that
world of purity and bliss, and dfter remaining there awhile,
were to be cast out! I defy him to avoid this conclusion, if
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the kingdom spoken of there is heaven. It must be evident
to every Bible reader, that the kingdom here spoken of was
established on the earth. Jesus tells where this is in plain
termae.  “ The kingdom of God cometh not with observation.
Neither shall he say, Lo, here! or Lo, there! for, behold
the kingdom of God is within you,” or more properly render-
ed, is about you. But I need not multiply passages on this
sabject, for every onme who has looked into the Bible, well
knows, that the kingdom of heaven was established in the
earth. The New Testament is full of proof of this fact.
The Jews were once in the kingdom, hence they were called
the chosen, the elect, the saved, a holy people, the servants
of God, a kingdom of priests, the house of God; but they
fell from their high estate, became corrupt, and were cast out
of this kingdom.- Jesus when he was on earth told them
that “ the kingdom should be taken from them and given to
the Gentiles,” and this was done in a few years after, They
were to be cast out into outer darkness. Observe, the outer
darkness was in the same world the kingdom was, and conse-
quenily that was on earth too. The Jews were children of
hight, but they were to be children of darkness. Darkness
is here put as a metaphor for ignorance and unbelief, and
has not respect to a place of sin and misery in the future
world. Who hath delivered us from the power of darkness.”
Col. 1:13. * Bring them that set in darkness out of the
prison house.” Isa. 42:7. * The people that sat in dark-
ness have scen a great light; they that dwell in the land of
the shadow of death, on them hath the light shined.” Isa.
9:2. I will make darkness light before them.” TIsa. 43:
16. Besides it is said, ¢ He setteth an end to darkness.”
Job 28:8. And yet Mr. F. thinks it will never end! The
Jews ever since they were thrust out of the kingdom have
been in darkness—in sin and unbelief. The door of the
kingdom has been shut against them. As Paul says, *“ God
has concluded them all in unbelief.”” Rom. 11:32. It is
the decree of the Almighty that they shall remain in unbe-
lief *‘ until the fulness of the Gentiles be come in.” Verse
25.

‘What is the strait gate? From the preceding verse we
learn: ¢ Therefore, all things whatever ye would that men
do to you, do ye even so to them ; for this is the law and the
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prophets.” 8Says Dr. Clarke, ¢ the words in the original are
very emphatic: enter in (to the kingdom of God,) through
this strait gate, i. e. of doing to every one as you would he
should do to you; for this seems to be the strait gate which
our Lord alludes to.” This is the way to the kingdom and
to life. ““ Whoso findeth me, findeth life.” Prov. 8:35.
“ In the way of righteousness is life.”” 12:28. It is true
that but few enter this strait gate into *the kingdom of
God, righteousness, joy and peace in the Holy Ghost,” and
enjoy its life and glory ; and if the passage refers to the fu-
ture state, but few will be saved, and many bo damned ;
heaven will be nearly empty, while hell will be crowded ;
Christ will receive but a small portion of mankind, while the
devil will get nearly all. This follows, if the passage rclates
to the eternal world —if the kingdom is heaven, and the
outer darkness is hell. Mr. Franklin, will you tell us if
you believe the few will be saved in eternity, and the many
be damned endlessly ?

With regard to Matt. 6:19, I believe we should lay up
treasure in heaven, and I have not, as he says, ‘‘come here
to prove that all will have the treasure spoken of there,
whether they lay them up or not.”” He had better keep on
the side of truth. Mr. F. must have a keen eye, to find the
doctrine of endless dammation in 1 Tim. 6:17, 19. Paul
told Timothy to charge his hearers * to lay up in store for
themselves, a good foundation against the time to come, that
they may lay hold on eternal life.” I do not see how this
can be made to refer to the eternal world. Can we not lay
in store blessings for time to come, and enjoy them in this
world? But says my friend, ‘the eternal life cannot be
any thing enjoyed in this world, for thc persons concerning
whom the directions were given, were Christians, and conse-
quently were then it the enjoyment of all the life and bless.
ings that the gospel affords,in this world.” Not quite so
fast. I suppose Timothy, like modern preachers, now and
then preached to sinners, those who had not laid in store for
time to come, those who were not enjoying all the life and
blessings of the gospel. No doubt the life spoken of in the
passage, is the life of faith in the Son of God. Jesus says,
“He that believeth on me, hath everlasting life.” It is
“gtrange,”” my friend sheuld falsely charge me with con-
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tending * that all will have the good foundation and eternal
life” spoken of there, * whether they do what is here enjoin-
ed or not;” I again express a hope that hereafter, he will
have & little more regard for truth. Paul, in Col. 3: 1, tells
his brethren to seek the things above, meaning the Christian
graces; and I would say the same to saint and sinner. Who
18 in possession of all the riches of Christ? The most spirit-
ual should continue to seck for the treasures of heaven,
should “ grow in grace,” should work out their salvation, for
when they discontinue working, they cease to enjoy the sal-
vation. But, says Mr. F. the apostle and kis brethren in
Christ, were in the enjoyment of all the blessings pertaining
to the Christian in this life! That is a new item in religion.
Why then did Peter require his brethren to grow in grace
and in the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ.”
—2 Peter 3:18. It is said that Christ, *‘ was full of grace
and truth,” but I apprehend that the best of us have but.a
small portion of that grace and truth.

I shall pass Rom. 2: 7, with this question, and will thank
him to answer it: Can immortality beyond the grave be ob~
tained by seeking it ?

I believe that he only, who ¢ overcometh’’ will *¢ be cloth-
ed in a white raiment,” and have his name ¢ in the book of
life,” and be permitted to set on the ¢ throne,” and Univer-
salism does not teach to the contrary. Do you know, Mr.
F., that it is said in this book, ¢ Thou shalt not bear false
witness against. thy neighbor.”

The passage from John 8: 36, is the only passage my
friend has introduced, that conveys the-idea of time in.con-
nection with punishment ; but a simple reading of the whole
verse, will be sufficient. )

* He that believeth on the Son hath (not will have) ever-
lasting life. And he that believeth not the Son shall not
see life; but the wrath of God abideth (not will abide) on
him.” Mr. Franklin thinks because ‘the wrath of God
abideth” on some in this world that it will endlessly abide
on them! But what saith the word of God ? ¢ For I am
merciful, saith the Lord, and will not keep anger forever.”
—Jeremiah 8: 12, “For I will not contend forever,
neither will I always be wroth ; for the spirit should fail be-
fore me, and the souls which I have made.”—Isaiah 57 : 16.
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‘“ He will not always chide, meither will he keep his anger
forever,””—Psalms 103: 9. ¢* For his anger endureth but for
a moment.”—Psalms 30: 5. On the other band we read
that ¢ His mercy endureth forever.”—Psalms 106: 1 Forty-
two times is this expressly asserted in the sacred volume.

Heb. 2: 2, 3. Why my friend should adduce this passage
I cannot concieve. It teaches that, under the Old Dispensa-
tion, ‘‘ every transgression and disobedience had received a
just recompense of reward.” And says the apostle, * how
shall we escape if we neglect so great salvation!” Escape
what? Why, receiving *a just recompense of reward for
every transgression and disobedience.”” And this recompense
will be according to our deeds.

Heb. 3: 11. This passage is easily understood. The
land of Palestine is used as an emblem for the kingdom of
God. As some of the Israelites were not permitted to enter
into their land of rest on account of their disobedience and
unbelief ; so, for the same reason, some will never enter into
the gospel kingdom. But * we,” says Paul, ‘ which have
believed po (not will) enter into rest.”

Heb. 6: 4-8. On this passage I will quote Dr. Clarke.
*JIs nigh to cursing: it is acknowledged, almost on all
hands, that this epistle was written before the destruction of
Jerusalem by the Bomans. This verse is, in my opinion, a
proof of it, and here I suppose the apostle refers to the ap-
proaching destruction, and perhaps he has this all along in
his view, but speaks of it covertly, that he might not give
offence.” Dr. Clarke then goes on to say that ¢ there is a
good sense in which all these things may be applied to the
Jews at large;” and after making this application, and show-
ing in what manner all the apostle says was true of them, he
closes by saying that this nation ¢ was nigh unto cursing—
about to be cast off from the divine protection, and their city
and temple were shortly to be burned up by the Roman
armies. Thus the apostle, under the case of individuals,
points out the destruction that was to come upon this people
in general, and which actually took place about seven years
after the writing of this epistle. And this appears to be the
very subject which the apostle has in view in the parallel
solemn passages, chap. 10: 2631 ; and viewed in this light,
much of their obscurity and difficulty vanishes away.”’—
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Com. in loco. My friend says that we “ cannot find the end
of man short of his last state!” Astounding discovery!!
And he adds, ¢ if the last state of man is to be burned, how
oan he be saved ?” Solemon says that ¢ the house of mourn-
ing is the end of all men.”

According to Mr. Franklin, mourning is the last state of
all men, and they cannot hope to be saved from it! Selomon
simply means that the house of mourning, or death, is the
end of all men on earth. So the apostle only means that
deach by burning is to end the career on earth of some of
whom he was writing.

Heb. 10: 24-31. On this passage I will quote the com-
ment of Dr. Hammond.

Hammond. — * The day approaching, v. 25, the notion
of the day of Christ, and day and ocoming of Christ, and
kingdom of God, and many the like, signifying the destruc-
tion of the Jews, hath been often mentioned. The other
phrases have been gathered together from their dispersions
through this book. Note on Matthew 3 : 2, 24: 8, &c. Now
for this phrase, day, or day of Christ, although somewhat
hath been said on Rom. 18: 12, yet now more fully it must
be explained. The force of the phrase may appear, Zech.
14:1: ¢ Behold the day of the \Lord cometh, and I will
gather all nations against Jerusalem to battle, and the oity
shall be taken,’ &o. And so in many places in the Old
Testament: and accordingly in the New, Luke 17: 24, the
Son of Man in his day, that is when he comes to destroy
Jerusalem ; and so, Matthew 24 : 36, of that day and hour,
that is, the punctual time of this destruction, (not of the
day of the last judgment, but of somewhat that was to
come in that age, verse 34,) knows no man. So, Lake
17: 30, the day wherein the Son of Man shall be revealed ;
and verse 21, in that day, and 19 : 49, the days shall come
in which thy enemies shall cast a trench. So, Acts 2: 20,
the great and conspicuous day of the Lord, from which none
of the Jews should escape, but only the believers. Im
which place, as it is cited out of Joel, it is observable that
there is the first mention of the last days, verse 17, (which
as the Jews render the days of the Messiag, so Peter inter-
prets the time after the resurrection of Christ, in which the
Bpirit was poured out,) then of this great day, verse 29,
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which is, as it were, the last of the last forty years after
his resurrection, in which Judea was to be laid waste. So
1 Cor. 1: 8, the day of the Lord Jesus, agreeable to the
revelation of the Lord Jesus, v. 12; both of them denoting
this time of judgment on unbelievers, and deliverance of the ’
faithful. See also chapter 83:13. 8o Thessalonians 5, as
times and seasons, v. 1, refer to this matter, (as the time is
come, Esk. 2: 7,) so, the day of the Lord cometh as a thief,
v. 2, (the same that is said of it, 2 Peter, 3:10,) belongs
to this matter also. So, 2 Thessalonians 2 : 10, in that day.
So here, the day approaching, as Luke 2: 8, the season ap-
proaching, or as Joel 2: 1, the day of the Lord is come, it
i8 nigh at hand. So the day dawning, 2 Peter 1:19, is
that day of judgment to the Jews, deliverance to the be-
Yievers among them.” Cappe and Whitby agree with this
interpretation.

I have quoted these lengthy notes for the information of
the hearer, not to meet any argument which my friend has
brought from the passage under consideration, for the dura-
tion of punishment.

¢ To- whom is reserved the blackness of darkuess for-
ever.”” Mr. Franklin asks how a man can be happy for
whom is reserved the blackness of darkness forever ? I
shall answer this question by asking another. If it is true
that Jonah was in the whale’s belly forever, how did he get
to Nineveh afterwards ?

I did indeed look for a better effort from my friend. But
he has scarcely brought forward a single passage, which
speaks of the duration of punishment, which is the matter
in dispute. And I now say to him that I shall pay but
little attention to those passages whioh are not to the point.

Mr. Franklin has divided his proposition into three parts.
He is to prove, if he can, that a part — the much greater
part— of God’s own offspring will suffer the pangs of un-
ceasing torture; and he need not attempt to escape this
issue by subtle divisions of his proposition?

I shall ocoupy the rest of my time in making some ob-
jections to the doctrine of endless torment:

1. It makes God the Author of an infinite evil. Misery
ig evil. The idea of misery infinite in duration, pre-supposes
the idea of infinite evil. ~ No finite being can %e the cause
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of infinite evil. God is the only infinite being in the umi-
verse. If, therefore, infinite evil does exist, its existence
must be referred to God. But to suppose God the Author
of an infinite evil, is to suppose that he is infinitely evil
himself.

2. It impeaches some of the most glorious attributes of
the Deity. If it be said that this evil is something which
God did not foresee, wish, will, desire, appoint, intend, or
purpose, then his wisdom, fore-knowledge and omniscience
are expressly denied. If it be said that he foresaw this
evil, but could not pregent it, this impeaches his power,
goodness, justice, mercy and benevolence; because, to all
whom he created, knowing that their existence would be an
endless curse, he is neither good, just, merciful, nor
benevolent. If it be said that this evil is something which
he actually did will, wish, desire, purpose and appoint;
this not only impeaches his goodness, justice, mercy and
benevolence, but it makes him as malignant as malignity it-
self — as perfect a monster of cruelty, and as much worse
than a Caligula or a Nero, or even the fabled god of hell, as
he possesses more power than they to do mischief — to in-
flict pain and misery.

3. It can result in no good to any being or beings in the
universe ; and is, therefore, not only useless, but 1infinitely
worse than useless ! |

4. It teaches that the divine justice is of such a nature
that it can never be satisfied. For what is endlessly doing,
will, of course, never be done.

5. It does violence to the reasoning powers of man, and
is abhorrent to the better feelings of his nature.

6. If my friend's views of his first proof-text be correct,
not more than one in a thousand will be saved! The popu-
lation of heaven will be to the population of hell as the
smallest village to the largest city. Consequently, nine
hundred and ninety-nine out of every thousand of God’s
own offspring will have just cause to curse him for their
existence throughout all eternity! ¢ His tender mercies
are over all his works!”

7. The doctrine of endless torture makes it an utter im-
possibility for us to love its Author. We cannot love that
which is unlovely ; it is a moral impossibility.
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8. It represents God as acting contrary to his own law;
which is to “overcome evil with good.”” Indeed, the ine
fliction of endless misery would be an infinite and practical
violation of the precept, * overcome evil with good.” If it
would not, I should like to inquire what would be an in-
finite and practical violation of this precept ?

9. The doctrine of endless torture contradicts the Scrip-
tares. T will not contend forever, neithey will I always
be wroth ; for the spirit should fail before me, and the souls
which I have made.” ¢ He retaineth not his anger forever,
because he delighteth in mercy.”

I have now made a few objections to this horrid dogma
contained in Mr. Franklin’s proposition. Many more will
be given.

I now urge my friend to come up to this work manfully.
Let him not undertake to divide and sub-divide his ques-
tion, for this will do no good. He must, prove that God will
‘¢ retain his anger forever ”’— that he will “contend for- -
ever” — that his ‘‘ anger is not only for a.moment,” but
that it is endless in duration — that he will ‘‘ always be
wroth ”’+— that he will ¢ always chide ” — that he does not
“delight in mercy,” but in cruelty — that he does mnot
¢¢ overcome evil with good ”” — that he does not ‘‘love his
enemies ”’ — and finally, that he is not *“kind to the evil
and unthankful.”

MR. FRANKLIN’S SECOND SPEECH. .

. My friend argues with me, that if the doctrine of endless
Kunishment is true, all ought to know it. Will he tell us, in

is next, why all ought to knowit ? If he will, I will accom«
modate him as much when I can. But he cannot believe it
is, for thousands and tens of thousands do not know it. If
this is an argument, it will come to my hand exactly; for
none but a mere handful of the human race believe in Uni-
versalism, or ever have, and therefore it cannot be true. He
must look out what kind of weapons he uses, or he will dis.
prove his own doctrine.

I could but feel for the gentleman when he approached
my first proof-text, Matthew 7 : 15, and its parallel in Luke.
He tried two stratagems, but without success. His first was
that if the entrance spoken of in this passage was into

’
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beaven, that the wicked enter heaven. But this is merely a
figment of his own brain, for neither of the passages, nor
anything eaid upon them by me, intimates that the wicked
enter that kingdom. If the entramce is not imto heaven,
what is it into? Why, the kingdom on earth, my friend
allows. Well, who does he say enter into it? Why, in
his speech, which you have just heard, he says the per-
gecutors and murderers of Jesus. These, with him, con-
stitute the body of Christ — the temple of the Holy Spirit!
And what did he make out the gate to be, by which they
entered 7 Why ‘ doing unto all men as we would have
them do unto us.” 'These persecutors and murderers of
Jesus, then, by doing unto all men as they would have them
do unto them, entered into the kingdom, and then for doing
unto all men as they would have them do unto them, in per-
secuting and putting to death Jesus and the saints of God,
they were cast out into outer darkness! And behold, and
hear it, all ye ignorant opposerss of Universalism, that this
¢ outer darkness,”” into which they were cast, is merely
ignorance, which they were in before! Not only se, but the
gate, is to ““do unto all men as we would have ‘them do
uanto us ”’ in this life, and the Master is to rise up and shut
to the door, or the privilege of doing unto all men as we
would huve them do unto us. Has he shut to this gate yet?
‘What glorious consistency !

This kingdom being on earth is, of course, the church,
and as all other churches are wrong, it must be the Uni-
versalian church, and we must all strive to enter in, for
when once the Master of the house, or the Universalian
church, is risen up and has shut to the door, and we etand
without, crying, Lord, Lord, open unto us, he will cease to
“love:” his * tcnder mercies ”’ will ceage to endure, and he
will thrust us out; for Mr. M. will have it that ‘ standing
at the door, and saying, Lord, Lord, open unto us,” means
that we were in, and that striving to enter in and shall not
be able, means thgt we are already in, and we shall be cast
into outer darkness or ignorance as we are already! Well,
if my friend can prove that standing without means within,
I suppose he can prove that all the wicked will go to
heaven; for it will have to be done by some such process, if
it is ever proved at all. But there has never been any king-
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dom on this earth of which the master has risen up and
shut the door, and persons standing without ard pleading
for admittance, were commanded to depart without being
able to enter in. As I showed before, the language of the
Master now is, * whosoever will, let him come.”’” ¢ Come
unto me all ye that are weary and heavy laden, and I will
give you rest.”” But there is a time coming when the door
of the kingdom of God is to be shut, and persons are to fail
of an admittance and be thrust away into outer darkness.
Mr. M. was exceedingly unfortunate when he quoted the
words, ¢ the kingdom of God is 1N YoU,” to prove that the
Jews were IN THE KiNepoM. But I must not add anything
more to his mortification on this passage.

Relative to laying up treasures in heaven, the gentleman
eaye, “ I believe we should lay up treasure in heaven, and 1
have mot, as he says, come here to prove that all will have
the treasure spoken of whether they lay it up or not. He
had better kecp on the side of truth.” My Universalian
friends, did you motice thut? Your preacher and editor
has renounced his doctrine, and does not believe that all
will have treasure in heaven, whether they lay it up or
not!!! Yes, and he cautions me to stick to the truth, when
I say he believes so. Well, he now stands right on this
point, and with me joins in exhorting you to lay up treasure
in heaven, for he does not believe you will have treasure in
beaven whether you lay it up or not. He is turning
orthodox pretty fast1

The gentleman’s subterfuge on 1 Tim. 6:17, 19, will not
answer. He tries to make the good foundation against the
time to come, and the eternal life, all in this world. In order
to do this, he allows that Timothy sometimes preached to
sinners. I suppose he did, but Paul did not write to him to
show him how to preach to the world at large, but to show
him ‘how to behave himself in the house of God,” and in
deing this, he told him to  charge them that are rich in this
world, that they be not high-minded, nor trust in uncertain
- riches, but in the living God, who giveth us richly, all things
to enjoy ; that they do good. that they be rich in good works,
ready to distribute, willing to communicate; laying up in
store for themselves a good foundation against the time to
come, that they may lay hold on eternal life.” Now those
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persons oould not be induced to do these things without faith,

and consequently they need all the spiritual blessings and

life of believers; and as such must be charged to do these

good works, not to obtain these spiritual blessings which they
already had, but to * lay up in store a good foundation against
the time to come, that they may lay hold on eternal life.”

The doctrine of this passage is a stranger to my friend’s
whole theory, and one which he refuses to entertain at that.
But the gentleman says, ‘it is strange my friend should
falsely charge me with contending that all will have the good
foundation and eternal life, spoken of there, whether they do
what is here enjoined or not. I again express a hope that
Jhereafter ho will have a little more regard for truth.” He
does not believe, then, that all will have ‘¢ a good foundation
aﬁust the time to come, and eternal life,” whether they do
what is here enjoined or not!! No, and I do not have a
proper regard to truth if I say so. Well, then, I take back
what I said, and now state, in justice to Mr. Manford, that
he does not believe that all will have a good foundation
against the time to come, and eternal life, whether they do
what is here commanded or not; but he believes, with me,
that none but those whe do good, are rich in good works,
ready to distribute and willing to communicate, will have a
good foundation against the time to come, and lay hold on
eternal life. I will have a regard to truth, and make cor-
rections when I fall into mistakes. He has then renounced
his doctrine, and holds the exclusive doctrine, that no one
can have eternal life who does not these good works.

The ¢ things above, where Christ sitteth on the right hand
of God,” my friend allows, are the Christian graces! Then
the Christian graces are not on earth, or in the chuarch, but
¢ above where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God!” No
such an evasion as this will answer the purpose. The ex-
pression is definite. The disciples to whom the apostle spoke
already had the Christian graces and the present salvation,
and are commanded to * seek those things which are above,
where Christ sitteth on the right hand of God.”” My friend
is in the habit of promising all men the things above, where
Christ sits, whether they seek them or not.

Mr. M. passes the words, * to them who by patient contin-
uance in well doing, seek for glory, and honor, and immor-
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tality ; eternal life,” Rom. 2: 7, by asking me the question,
“can immortality beyond the grave be had by sceking 7 "’
He must remember that the language of this passage of
Scripture is not mine, but Paul’s; and that he cannot con-
found Paul, or God, who spoke through him, by asking ques-
tions, and that he had better rely upon his promise, and
seek for «glory and honor and immortality” in order to ob-
tain ‘“ eternal life,” than to doubt that God will give it to them
who seck. I answer then, that this immortality can be had
by seeking for it, and that this glory, honor, immortality and
eternal life, will never be enjoyed by any accountable being
who neglects to seek for it. 'Will he answer the following ?
Can any person by seeking for it obtain this glory, honor,
immortality and eternal life, in this world ?

Mr. M. says, ‘he believes that he only who ¢ overcometh’
will ¢be clothed in white raiment,” and have hie name ¢in
the book of life,” and be permitted to sit on the ‘throne,’
and Universalism does not teach to the contrary.” He then
asked if I did not know that this book forbids bearing false
testimony. He did this in his anger and confusion, know-
ing that he could make no reply. But did you observe that
he did not quote the text correctly before he said he be-
lieved it ? But even in his garbled quotation he has admit-
ted too much for his doctrine. He believés that only those
who overcome shall be clothed in white raiment, have their
names written in the book of life, and sit down with Jesus
in his throne. And what of the balance? Why, they will
not be clothed in white raiment, will not have their names
in the book of life, and will not sit down with Jesus in his
throne. This is a splendid defence of his doctrine truly.

He admits the object I had in view in quoting the passage
from the 2d of Hebrews, viz: that there is no escape for the
tranegressor. But on the argument on the 3d and 4th chap-
ters of Hebrews he attempted no reply except a very dull
and stupid quibble. Having shown to his brethren, how
the Israelites failed to enter into the earthly Canaan, the
Apostle said, ““let us therefore fear lest a promise being left
us of entering into his rest any of you should seem to come
short of it.” Had my friend been there he would have said,
you need not fear, for we shall all enter into that rest
whether we fear or not.
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‘When the gentleman came to thoge whom it was «impos-
sible to renew again unto repentance,” Heb. 6, he despaired
of accomplishing an impossibility, and proceeded to make
some gurbled quotations from Dr. Clarke, which had abowt
as much to do with our question as the man in the moon ;
and when he came to those for whom there is no more sacri.
fice for sin, and for whom nothing remaineth but a fearful
looking for of judgment and fiery indignation—a sorer pun-
ishment than death without mercy, he filled up his time in
reading, a8 usual, when he can make no reply. But what
else could he do? You need not think hard of him. Can
he prove that a man can be brought to repentance and saved
when God says it is «impossible to renew him unto repent-
ance.” When God says, that for certain characters, there
* remains nothing but a certain fearful looking for of judg-
ment, and fiery indignation which shall devour the adversa-
ries,” do you expeot him to prove that a glorious heaven re-
mains for them 7 When the Lord says of ccrtain charac-
ters, « there remains no more sacrifice for sin,”’ do you ex-
peet him to prove that there is more sacrifice for sin? When
God says of certain characters, *“ my soul shall have no pleas-
ure in them,” do you expect him to prove that God will
have pleasure in them ? And when the Lord speaks of cer-
tain persons faillng of the grace of God, do you expect him
to prove that they will not fail of the grace of God, or that
they can fail of the grace of God and be saved? When the
Lord says of certain characters, that ‘‘their part shall be
taken out of the book of life and out of the things written
therein, and out of the holy city,” do you expect him to
prove that their part shall not be taken out of the book of
life ? If you expect all this you expect what no man under
heaven can do, He knows that he must make a most mani-
fest failure, if he undertakes to do this, therefore he spends
his time in reading Dr. Clarke. I thought I was to debate
with Mr. E. Manford, but it appears to be his notion of the
matter, that he is to read Dr. Clarke, and that I am to reply
to the Doctor. But I do not think hard of him as he can
da no better.

I must say a word on my friend’s nine objections. 1. M
doctrine * makes God the author of infinite evil.” Not at all,
I do not believe, as I heard Mr. Craven try to prove, im a
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sermon in Dayton, Ohio, that God is the auther of sin. God
created man, 2hd made a law to govern him; but there was
nosin yet. Man transgressed that law, and * sin is the trans.
gression of the law;’’ this act was man’s act. But did not
Mr. M. in his first speech admit that by neglecting or im-
proving our talents in this world, we could alter our condi-
tion in the world to come ? Well, in this he granted that a
finite being could perform an act in this life, that would af-
fect an infinite state. If then, by neglecting our talents in
this life, we may be brought to some of the lower degrees in
glovy, as my friend admits, this neglect proves an evil to us
in an infinite state, and may be the means of kecping wus in
the lower degrees of glory, perpetually, and consequently be
as properly called infinite evil as endless punishment. 2.
‘It impeaches some of the glorious attributes of the Deity.”
It is worth while for Universalists to talk of impeaching the
attributes of God! The very first article I ever noticed in
the gentleman’s own publication, was an article written to
show that God was the author of all evil. And I heard the
gentleman in this town, in the presence of scveral citizens,
ridicule the idea that a man by respecting and obeying God,
could be exonerated from the punishment due to him as a
transgressor. His God, according to his ewn doctrine, is the
author of all sin, and then he punirhes the sinner as much as
his sins deserve, and will not mitigate the punishment in the
least, on account of any repentance, obedience, or any thing
in the power of man to do. Yet, ¢ his tender mercies endure
forever | I’ It comes with an ill grace to hear men talk of
impeaching the character of God, who deny the ¢ sorer pun-
ishment than death without mercy,” of which God speaks,
and positively declare that all punishment is in this life.
Universalists have no fears that it will injure the character
of God, to threaten a sorer punishment than death without
mercy, and then quibble round it by saying he only meant a
little remorse of conscience! But if my friend wished me to
expose the absurdity of such sophistry, I can do it just as
well now as at any other time. You will observe then, that
when he talks about punishment he universally calls it tor-
ture or misery. Well, he understands the punishment of
the Bible to be torture or misery then. Where then does he
find this dreadful torture? Where does yon drunkard, liar,
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thief, robber or fornicator, suffer this torture? Why he is
receiving it now every day as-he goes along— suffering the
damnation of hell!! He laughs, eports, carouses and has
‘“ pleasure in iniquity.” Well, now go to this awful crea-
ture and convince him that he is bound to remain in this con-
dition to all eternity, and he will tell you that it is just what
he wants. Well, then, if the damnation of hell can be thus
endured, and the vengeance of an eternal fire is no severer
than this, who does he talk so pitifully about it? If men
can be in hell and not even know it, rejoice and have pleas-
ure, and be entirely willing to stay in it, how can he make
it such a cruel thing to keep men 1n it? But the gentleman
can change his tone at pleasure. When he talks of punish-
ment in connection with his doctrine, he calls it * chastise-
ment,” but when he talks of it in connection with my doc-
trine, he calls it ¢ torture,” ¢ misery,” &c. Now if the
Bible means misery, torture, &c., when he speaks of punish-
ment, why does he not use those terms in reference to the
hell of conscience ? He knows that it would outrage com-
mon sense. 3. Endless punishment can do no good, he al-
lows. His hell does great good, when those in it, and all
around it, do not know it, and almost the whole of them
think it will be in another world!! He cannot tell what it
is himself. Yet he can look into the secret counsels of Je-
hovah, and then turn round and scan the innumerably in-
telligences of the universe, and see, at a single glance, that
the future punishment of the disobedient can do no good.
He is determined that it shall do no good in this world, if
be can help it, and consequently faces the creditor, and tells
him what an awful character he must be, thus to contradict
Universalism; and that no being can be any worse than
God, if he shall inflict endless punishment on those who live
and die in disobedience. 4. ‘It teaches that the divine jus-
tice is of such a nature that it cannot be satisfied.” No,
pir; this is all a mistake. The divine justice will inflict
that punishment which he has threatened, and be satisfied
all the time. 5. ‘It does violence to the reasonable powers
of man, and is abhorrent to the better part of his nature.”
The gentleman simply made that statement from his own
lmpassioned determination, and not from any philosophical
examinations. It simply strikes him in that way. 6. If

' -
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my doctrine is true, there will be so fow saved. Will his
doctrine help the matter any? Not at all. I do not know
that he has any saved from his hell. At least, he has as
many who suffer the vengeance of his hell, as we do who suf-
fer the vengeance of the future hell. If the number that
will be lost is an argument against a hell after death, it is a
stronger argument against a hell before death. 7. ¢ It makes
“it impossible for us to love its author.” This is merely a
threat of my friend, that he will not love God, if he shall
dare to punish men eternally. This does not surprise me
any. 8. ¢ It represents God as acting contrary to his law.”
‘Well, then, a hell in this world is contrary to his law. To
punish a man for sin in this world, especially if a man can.
not help sinning, as my friend thinks, is certainly contrary
to thie precept, ¢ overcome evil with good,” if future punish-
ment would be. 'The contradiction is simply that my friend
contradicts himself. 9. ¢ The doctrine of endless torture is
a contradiction of the Scriptures.”” I shall now proceed to
ascertain what doctrine it is that contradicts the Scriptures.
The Scripture says, ‘I charge thee therefore before God,
- and the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and
the dead at his appearing and kingdom.” 2 Tim. 4:1.
Universaliem says, Christ shall not judge the dead, and that
there is no use in a judgment after death. The Scripture
says, that Jesus Christ commanded the apostles ‘“to preach
unto the people, and testify that it is he which was ordained
of God to be the judge of the quick and dead.” Acts10: 42,
~Universalism says Jesus Christ is not the judge of the dead.
The Scripture says, * And it is appointed unto men once to
die, and after this the Judgment.”” Heb. 9:27. TUniver-
salism says, there is no judgment after death. The Scrip-
ture says, of ‘“a certain rich man,” that he ‘* died and was
buried ; and in hell he lifted up his eyes being in torments.”
Luke 16:22, 23. Universalism says there is no torment
‘after death. The Scripture says, ‘‘with lies ye have made
the heart of the righteous sad, whom I have not made sad,
and strengthened the hands of the wicked, that he should
not return from his wicked way, by promising him life.”
Ezek. 13:22. Universalism says it does not strengthen the
hands of the wicked to promise him life. The Scripture says,
¢ but the fearful, and unbelieving, and the abominable, and
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murderers, and whoremongers, and sorcerers, and idolators,

and all liars, shall have their part in the lake which burns
with fire and brimstone: which is the second death.” Rev.

21:8. Universalism says all the wicked shall be saved.

The Secripturc says, “and I saw the dead, small and great,

stand before God ; and the books were opened: and another
boock was opened, which is the book of life, and the dead
were judged out of those things which were written in the
books according to their works.” Rev.20:12. But Uni-
versalism declares that the dead shall not be judged. The
Scripture says, * these shall go away into everlasting punish-
ment: but the righteous into life eternal.”” Matt. 25: 46.
Universalism says there is no everlasting punishment. Now
you can see what doctrine it is that contradicts the Scripture.
More palpable contradictions than these cannot be found in
human speech; and yet the gentleman talks of contradictions
of Scripture!

Now, if the word of God can prove, that Jesus Christ
¢ ghall judge the quick and dead’—that Christ ‘¢ was or-
dained to be the judge of quick and dead”—that “¢ it is ap-
pointed unto men once<td die, but after this the judgment”—
that a man ¢ died and was buried ; and in hell he lifted up
his eyes being in torments”—that it is a doctrine of ¢ lust
and strengthens the hands of the wicked, that he should not
return from his wicked way,” to ¢ promise him life”—that
‘‘the fearful, and unbelieving, and the abominable, and mur-
derers, and whoremongers, and sorcerers, and idolaters, and
all liars, shall have their part in the lake of fire and brim-
stone: which is the second death’’—that ¢ the dead small
and great, shall stand before God; @ © ¢ and be judged out
of those things which are written in the books, according to
their works”—and that ‘¢ the wicked will go away into ever-
lasting punishment.” I say, if the word of God stating them.
in so many words, can prove these points, I shall take it that
T have proved them.

In my first speech on this proposition, I proved that it
was *‘ impossible to renew’’ some persons ¢ unto repentance’’
—that “‘there is no more sacrifice for their sins”—that
“ nothing remains for them but a fearful looking for of judg-
ment, ’and fiery indignation, which shall devour the adver-
saries”—that « God will have no pleasure in them’—that
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they failed of the grace of God, and come short of an en-
trance into their rest. Unless then, they can be saved with-
out repentance, without any thing remaining for them but a
fearful looking for of judgment, and fiery indignation—with-
out God having pleasure in them, and without the grace of
God, they cannot be saved. An answer to this Mr, M. has
not made, and never can make.

I showed that God threatens a sorer punishment than
death without mercy, which I defy man to find in this world ;
and T have now shown that judgment will be after death—
that the dead will stand before God—that a wicked man af-
ter death, lifted up his eyes in hell, being in torments—and
that the wicked will go away into everlasting punishment at
the same time the righteous go into-life eternal.

I now advise the gentleman, when he finds arguments to
which he can make no reply, to read Dr. Clarke, and pre-
tend that the Doctoris on his side. It is true, there are not
many who will believe it, but some of his brethren perhaps
will, .

MR. MANFORD’S SECOND REPLY.

I said in my last speech that if endless punishment be
true, every body ought to know it. My friend thinks then,
that if Universalism be true, every body ought to know it—
and says, * but a mere handful of the world believe in Uni-
versalism |’ How many, I ask, believe in Campbellism, or
know any thing about it? But you will notice the reason
why I made the statement: I seldom say any thing without
I have a reason for it. If so awful a doctrine as endless
punishment be true, then the whole world ought to know it,
that they might have a chance to avoid it; but the fact that
but a small portion of the world know any thing about it, is
pretty good evidence that it is false—for our heavenly
Father would not be likely to place his children in such im-
minent danger—where their eternal interests areat stake—
without giving them warning of it, in a manner, too, not to
be misunderstood. It is true, it would be better for the
world if every body was acquainted with Universalism, and
believed in it; but then there is not so much—nothing in
fact—at stake, if Universalism be true, in comparison with
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what there is, if endless punishment be true! So you see
the cases are not parallel, and my friend’s endeavor to affect
the argument is a complete failure. I have now told the
gentleman ¢ why all ought to know it,”” if his doctrine be
true; I hope he will be satisfied.

I merely gave Dr. Clarke’s opinion in regard to the gate
spoken of in Matt. T: 13—hence Mr. Franklin ridicules the
Doctor, not me. I doubt, however, very much, whether he
can give a better definition of it! But let us pay“some at-
tention to our friend’s proof text; I have something more to
say on this subject. I said that * if the entrance spoken of
in this passage was into heaven, then the wicked entered
heaven I” But he ridicules this idea, and says «it is a fig-
ment of my own brain,”’ and says that *‘neither of the pas-
sages, nor any thing he has said upon them, intimates that
the wicked enter that kingdom”—and asks, ‘‘if this entrance
i8 not into heaven, what is it into ?”’ I told him before that
it was into the ‘‘ kingdom on earth;”’ but he laughs at this
idea also! Let us now look into this matter a little, for I
think my friend has got into a difficulty here, and I am dis-
posed to help him out if I can. I thought I made this mat-
ter plain enough in my last, by showing that if the kingdom
meant heaven, as my friend contends, then the wicked enter
heaven. But he seems more disposed to indulge in ridicule
than to meet my argument fairly. I will now read from
Luke 13, his parallel proof-text—commencing with the 24th
verse. * Strive to enter in at the strait gate; for many I
say unto you, will seek to enter in, and shall not be able.
When once the master of the house is risen up, and hath
shut to the door, and ye begin to stand without, and to knock
at the door, saying, Lord, Lord, open unto us; and he shall
answer and say unto you, I know you not, whence ye are,
then shall ye begin to say, we have eaten and drank in thy
presence, and thou hast taught in our streets. But he shall
say, I tell you, I know you not; depart from me all ye
workers of iniquity. There shall be weeping and gnashing
of tecth, when ye shall see Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and
all the prophets, in the Kingdom of God, and you yourselves
thrust out.” How could these workers of iniquity be thrust
out of the kingdom unless they were first in it? Does the
kingdom here mean heaven ?
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Again: “The Son of Man shall send forth his angels,
and they shall gather out of his kingdom all things that of-
fend, and them which do iniquity, and shall cast them into
a furnace of firc; there shall be wailing and gnashing of
teeth.”—Matt. 13:41, 42. Does kingdom, here mean heav-
en? If so, does it not look like the wicked had got into it ?

Matt. 8:11—“And I say unto you, that many shall come
from the east and west, and shall sit down with Abraham,
and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven; but the
children of the kingdom (Jews) shall be cast out into outer
darkness—there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth.”
Do you think that it is but *a figment of my own brain,”
when I say that if the kingdom” means ¢ heaven,” the
wicked must enter heaven ?

~ But we have more of the same sort: Matt. 13: 47—
¢ Again, the kingdom of heaven is like unto a net, that was
cast into the sea, and gathered of every kind.” Does heav-
en “gather of every kind ?” Then it must gather some of
the ‘¢ wicked!”

Matt. 21 : 43—« Therefore say I unto you, the kingdom
of God shall be taken from you, and given to a nation bring-
ing forth the fruits thereof.” Was heaven taken from the
Jews, and given to the Gentiles ?

Matt. 22: 11— And when the king came in to see the
guests (into his kingdom), he saw there a man which had
not on a wedding garment ; and he saith unto him; ¢Friend,
how camest thou in hither, not having on a wedding gar-
ment ?” And he was speechless! Then said the king to
the servants;. ¢ Bind him hand and foot, and take him away,
and cast him into outer darkness—there shall be weeping
and gnashing of teeth.” I suppose this feHow had got into
heaven without being ¢mmersed—he had probably gone there
by land! At any rate, there he was, in heaven, and with-
out the proper garment, if by ¢ kingdom” we are to under-
stand heaven, as my friend contends !

T might go on and read a number more passages of the
same import ; but these are enough to show you that my
opponent’s proof-texts have nothing to do with heaven and
the future state. And this he has got to admit, or admit that
‘s the wicked ” go to heaven ; or else come up to the work and
tell us bow they can be « oas; out,” without first getting in
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there! I leave this part of the subject now, till I hear
what he may have to say on it.

My friend tries to make some capital out of the fact that
I admitted the conditipnality of certain texts which he
quoted in his previous speech ! He should not be too hasty
in this matter. He must recollect that there is a slight dif-
ference between us in regard to the application of those
texts. While he applies them to the future state, I am very
well satisfied that they have no such application, but refer
to things in this world. The words ¢ treasure in heaven”
are used in an accommodated sense. The Saviour exhorted
his disciples not to lay up treasures in this world, where
moth and rust corrupt, and where thieves break through
and steal ; *but lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven”
— that is, place your affections upon * things above, where
Christ sitteth on the right hand of God.” Or, in the
language of Paul to Timothy, (1 Tim. 6:17-19) ¢ Charge
them that are rich in this world, that they be not high-mind-
ed, nor trust in uncertain riches, but in the living God, who
giveth us richly all things to enjoy; that they do good —
that they be rich in goog works, ready to distribute, willing
to communicate ; laying up in store for themselves a good
foundation against the time to come, that they may lay hold
on eternal life.” This is the treasure they were commanded
to lay up in heaven ; *“ be rich in good works’ — kind and
benevolent to others, ‘ ready to distribute,” and thus ¢ lay
up in store for themselves a good foundation against the
time to come,” that they may lay hold on eternal life. Mr.
Franklin will probably tell you that this “time to come,”
means the judgment day, in eternity! But if he does so,
he will do it on his own responsibility; the apostle had no
such allusion ; he simply meant that by so doing they would
lay up for themselves a good foundation against a time of
necessity — in all probability alluding to that ¢ time of
trouble ” which was soon to come upon the Jewish nation,
— a time, such as never was before since the world began,
and never shall be again — when the ‘kingdom '’ was to
be taken frem the Jews and given to another nation, and-all
who had not * laid up treasures in heaven,” and had "not
on * the wedding garment ”” — in other 'words, who had not
“laid up in store for themselves a good foundation,”” were

A
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to be cast out into outer darkness! Whenever my friend
carries these texts to scenes in the future state of existence,
he betrays unpardonable ignorance, and does violence to the
plainest passages in the Bible! I hope he will keep calm,
and not allow his fears to get the better of his judgment !

It seems that I did not say enough on the passage in Rom.
2:7, to suit my friend. I asked him to tell us whether
‘ immortality beyond the grave can be had by seeking for
it.” Did you notice his answer? He tried to evade it as
much as possible, but finally said ¢ this immortality can be
had by secking for it.” You see he did not answer the ques-
tion. He left himself a ‘“loop hole” to slip out at! I
knew he would not answer the question; for if he had said
‘“ yes,”” then it would follow that none would ever be im-
mortal but those who seek forit ; and consequently he would
have to admit that the wicked would be annihilated, and
this would also annihilate his endless punishment! And if
he should answer in the negative, then the text would do
him no good, for * glory, honor, and eternal life” can be
enjoyed in this world. But what is ¢ this immortality ? »
Ah, that is the question!

I will now show you, my friends, that this text is most
shamefully perverted, not only by Mr. Franklin, but by
others ; for it is in the mouth of every babbling opposer of
Universalism from Maine to Mississippi ; and always quoted
to prove that * glory, honor, and immortality *” beyond the
grave, are only to be obtained by being sought for! I tell
you, my friends, and I tell Mr. Franklin, that the word
“ immortality ”” is a wrong translation, and that the apostle
had no more allusion by the word aphtharsian, to immortality
beyond the grave, than he had to the man in the moon, to
‘use my friend’s expression! True, this word may mean im-
mortality, but it is only by implication; that is not its
primitive meaning. In Eph. 6:24, we read, ‘ Grace be
with all them that love our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity.”
Here the word * sincerity” is aphtharsia in the original,
the same word that is rendered ° immortality ”” in Rom.
2:7. Again; Titus 2: 7, *In all things showing thyself
a pattern of good works; in doctrine showing uncorrupt-
ness, gravity, sincerity.” Here also the word sincerity is
from the same in the original. The word ¢ uncorruptness ”’
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is from adiaphthoria, a branch of the same root, which fs
rendered by Grecnfield, * incorruptness, genuineness, pure-
pess.”  The original word rendered immortality, would be
much better represented by ¢ sincerity,” * purity,” or “un-
corruptness of character,” meaning a certain moral qualifica-
tion, to be attained in this life. The plain, simple mean-
ing of the passage is this: ¢ Who by patient continuance in
well doing, seek for glory, honor, sincerity, or purity of
character, shall enjoy eternal life.”

My fricnd asks me in turn, “Can any person by seeking
for it, obtain this glory, honor, immortality and eternal
life, in this world ? tell him, most emphatically, yes.
They aro to be sought for, and obtained here, and here only.
What is ¢ eternal life ?”” The knowledge of Gcd and of
his Son Jesus Christ ; the hope and life of the gospel, the
boon of the Christian while he sojourns on earth, I hope
we shall hear no more about seeking for immortality! This
is something, my friends, that is not to be obtained by seek-
ing for it ; it depends upon a higher source.

I cannot consent, to follow my opponent in all his quibbles
upon points that are so foreign to the question at issue as
'most of his last speech is. He seems to forget that he has
the affirmative of the question, and that it is his duty to
prove, if he can, the doctrine of endless punishment. Why
does he not come up to the point at once, and not continue
to shy off, and beat round, spending his time talking about
irrclevant subjects. I know that the Revelator says that
¢ He that overcometh the same shall be clothed in white
raiment,”’” and his name shall remain in ¢ the book of life,”
and I believe what he says. But I cannot stop here and go
into an argument with my friend about what is meant by
« the book of life,” or the *white raiment,” or where this
all was to take place! Such questions might be interesting
enough on other occasions, but they are entirely out of place
here. The same may be said of other passages he has
quoted. I believe all that these passages say; but until he
shows how, or in what way they teach endless punishment, I
shall pay but little or no attention to them., I call on him
again to come up to the work, and let us hear some of his
*¢ strong reasons,”’ if he has got any !

But perhaps I should not insist here ; it is very difficult
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t0 ¢ accomplish an impossibility,” or to prove a proposition
without evidence! I hope, that you will not expect too
much of my opponent in his present position ; he is probably
doing the best he can. He has & hard task to perform, and
you must not be surprised if he should fail. When the
Bible says ¢ God will have all men to be saved, and come
to a knowledge of the truth,” do you expect my friend to
prove that God will not have all mén to be saved? And
when it is declared that ¢ the Lord will not cast off for-
ever,”” do you suppose he can prove that the Lord will cast
off forever! When the Lord says, ‘I will not contend for-
ever, not be always wroth,” you must not expect my friend
to prove that the Lord will contend forever. and always be
wroth. This would be expecting tob much! Paul says,
¢ Death, the last enemy, shall be destroyed.” You must
not expect him therefore to prove the doctrine of an endless
death — a death that shall never be destroyed! When the
Psalmist says that ¢ all the ends of the world shall remem-
ber and turn unto the Lord, and all the kindreds of the na-
tions shall worship before him ** — it should nof be expected
of my friend to prove that a part will remember and turn
into hell, and’ suffer there endlessty! The Almighty de-
clares that in the seed of Abraham, which is Christ, all the
¢ nations, families, and kindreds of the earth shall be bless-
ed,” you must not expect, therefore, that my friend is going
to show that a part of mankind will be eternally cursed
with an endless punishment! The apostle declares that
“ God is love,” and the Psalmist, that ¢ he is good unto all,
and his tender mercies are over all his works,” — conse-
%ixently you expect too much, if you think that my friend,
r. Franklin, in view of these plain and positive declara-
tions, is going to prove to you that God is hatred, and that
he is not good unto all, but that he will inflict an endless
curse upon a part of his children! No, no, my friends; if
you expect all this, you expect what no man under heaven
can do! ¢ He knows that he must make a most manifest
failure, if he undertakes to do this,’’ and therefore he
nds his time in playing around the question, and talking
about matters that have but little or no bearing on the point
at issue. 'Well, well, you see how it is; we must not ex-
pect too much of our friend: * I do not think hard of him,
as he can do no better.”
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He does but little better when he comes to notice my ob-
jections to his doctrine. My first objection is that * it makes
God the author of infinite eviL” But he says, < Not at all !”
and then tries to place me in as bad a fix a8 he is in himself,
because I believe that improving or neglecting our talents in
this world, will have some effect on our characters and men-
tal capacities in the future world! What has this to do with
endless punishment? It is very rational to suppose that
there will be difference of character in the future state, and
degrees in happiness, according to the improvements and
moral attainments acquired in this life ; but all will be happy
according to their capacity for enjoying; all will be in heaven,
aud still progressing, higher and higher, in the scale of moral
excellence. There is no evil in this — much less an infinite
evill But how is it on the other hand ? My friend’s doc-
trine consigns a part of mankind to absolute misery ! They
are to be shut up in hell, there to suffer the most excrucia-
ting torture which almighty vengeance can inflict, or infinite
malignity can devise ! Is not this an evil? And when we
are told that their suffering is to be perpetual — no hope, no
escape, no mitigation, no repentance, no mercy, no chance
for improvement, no redemption — their condition fixed, irre-
vocably, unalterably, and endlessly fixed — may we not call
it an infinite evil 7 Now, who is the cause of this evil? It
will not answer to say that man is the author of sin, and
therefore the author of thisevil. This will not do. God
made man; and if he made a law, and annexed an infinite
evil as the penalty of that law, then he is the author of this
evil. I care not whether he foresaw the consequences, or
not; God is the author of every thing; he made man, wnd
he made the law, and the penalty; and if they result in an
infinite, absolute, and ultimate evil, then he is the author of
it! I charge this dootrtne, therefore, with making God the
author of an infinite evil ; and if the doctrine be true, then I
charge God with being the author of an infinite evil! and
angels and the blessed in heaven will charge him with being
the author of an infinite evil! And the damned in hell, in
every groan they send up from the vaults of their fiery prison,
throughout the wasteless ages of eternity, will charge him,
am} 'justly charge him, with being the author of an infinite
evil .
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All my friend says on my second objection comes very
wide of the mark. What if God is the author of all evil —
or what we call evil; and that he will not allow the guilty
to go unpunished — so this evil is to be overruled for good,
and this punishment comes to an end, how.can it *impeach
some of the glorious attributes of the Deity ?”” Universal-
ists do mnot believe in such a thing as an ultimate evil; all
evil, all punishment, in our system, is but a means to some
good end ; we may not be able to see how it is, because we
cannot see the end; but God can see it; and God being
good and wise, we have a right to conclude that he would
not permit temporary evil, unless it is finally to eventuate in
good; more good than could otherwise result. But not so
with endless punishment. That is an end —an ultimate
end; there is no afterwards to it—no good to come out of
it. It will not do to say that it is necessary in order to se-
cure the happiness of the saints in Heaven. I tell you, my
friends, the happiness of all the saved from Adam down to
the last soul that shall be ‘redeemed by the blood of the
Lamb,”will not compensate for the endless damnation of one
soul, much less for the myriads that are to suffer that doom, -
according to my opponent’s doctrine! The doctrine, then,
of endless sin and suffering, I say impeaches some of the
glorious attributes of the Deity. It impeaches his justice:
for it were infinitely unjust for God to punish his creatures
world without end, for the sins of this short life — and that,
too, when there is no possible good to come of this punish-
ment! It is humiliating, and reflects upon the wisdom and
power of God, to think that this system of government is to
result in the endless ruin of a large majority of his intelli-
gent creatures; that the devil is to get the greater portion of
them ! — therefore it impeaches these attributes. It im-
peaches the Goodness of the Deity; for surely no one will
say that such a result can be in accordance with Infinite
Goodness! Impossible!

Mr. Franklin knows better than to talk as he does. Uni-
versalists don’t say that ¢ God threatens a sorer punishment
than death without mercy, and theu quibble round it, by say-
ing that he only meant a little remorse of conscience.” If
famine, and pestilence, and war, and the horrible punishment
of the Jows, when their city and nation were destroyed ;
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those people who had ‘trodden under foot the Son of God,

and had counted the blood of ‘the covenant’ an ‘ unholy

thing;*’ is all this nothing but ‘* a little remorse of con-

soience 7’ * He that despised Moses’ law, died without
mercy ;’’ that is, there was no escape. 'Was not the punishe
ment inflicted upon the wicked, rebellious Jews, of sufficient
maguitude in comparison with this, to be called a *much
porer punishment ?” I should pity the man who could s0
trifle with his own judgment,.and his reputation for sanity,
as to say it was not| Mr. Franklin knows that it was; and
he knows, too, that this is the very punishment the apostle
alluded to by the * much sorer punishment.” ¢ A little re-
morse of conscience,” indeed! This is all gammon, my
friends. But you can all understand why it is that my ope
ponent prefers misrepresentation and ridicule, to argument.
But I must not complain.

My friend complaing because I call his punishment * tor.

_ture” and “misery.” I want to know what burning and
roasting in an orthodox hell is, but torture and misery! It

is not punishment — the punishment of the Bible ; and that

is the reason I don’t call it punishment, nor chastisement !

He does not gttempt to remove my third objection — that
* endless punishment can do no good;” but tries to ridicule
the idea of my hell doing any good! It is none of his busie
ness whether my hell does any good or not; that is not the
question. Let him show how his hell — endless punishment,
can do any good, and then I will attend to him.

In reply to my fourth objection, he says ¢ divine justice
will inflict that punishment which he has threatened, and be
satisfied all the time.” You recollect that I said divine
justice could never be satisfied, according to this doctrine:

t Mr. Franklin says it will « be satisfied all the time !” I
wonder if the man knows what is meant by justice being sat.
isfied? When justice is satisfied, punishment must cease,
as a matter of course. But as this punishment is to be end-
less, I repeat, justice can never be satisfied! "It is non-
sense to say it will be satisfied all the time! I admit, it
will be all the time satisfying, but it will never be satisfied.
-Consequently, I believe the doctrine is false.

My fifth objection, that ‘ the doctrine of endless punish-
ment does violence to man’s reason, and the better part of
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his nature,” the gentleman passes, by simply remarking that
“ it simply strikes me in that way.” Well, this is probably
the best he could say.

I objected in the next place, that, according to my friend’s
doctrine, * very few would be saved.” He tries to get round
this by saying that oy doctrine does not help the matter any.
He does not know, he says, that I have any saved from m
hell! He must recollect that they may pass through my hell -
and be saved in Heaven aftegwards. All sin, more or less,
and all suffer, more or less, in my hell; yet all will finally
be saved — not from hell, of course, but from sin, mortality,
and death ; but there is no afterwards to his hell — no re-
demption. So you see there is quite a difference between us;
end I leave it to you to decide which of us has the best hell !

My hearers, in view of this doctrine of cndless torture,
you may fear God, and you may tremble in dread of his
anger, and you may repent and pray — but you cannot love
him! You may fancy {ou love him, and you may flatter
yourselves into the idea that you really do love him ; but it
is all imaginary. There is no loveliness in a Being that can
deal thus with creatures; and without we see something
lovely in the character of our heavenly Father, it is imposa
sible to love him. I eould not love such a Being if I would;
and I tell you more, I would not if I could. The character
which this doctrine ascribes to the Almighty renders him un-
worthy the love of a single intelligent creature |

My eighth objection is, that this doctrine “ represents God
as acting contrary to his law ;" that is, to “return good for
evil.” My friend thinks that a hell in this world, then,
would also be contrary to his law. But he must recollect
that although God punishes us here for our sins, he does not
inflict any more punishment than is for our good — than is
necessary to a good end; and that all his chastisements are
directed by infinite love. But we cannot say this in view of
endless punishment; that cannot be *‘ overcome with good ;”
for there is no afterwards to it! He says, ‘““to punish a
man in this world for sin, is certainly contrary to the prin-
ciple, ¢ overcome evil with good,’ if future punishment would
be.” My friends, I have not said any thing about future
punishment. I care not whether the punishment be in this
world or the future, so that it is limited and results in good.
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But the question is endless punishment ; and the gentleman
is not going to escape the force “of my argument by talking
about * future punishment !” Let that be remembered.

My ninth objection is, that this doctrine is a contradiction
of the Scriptures. My friend, instead of paying any atten-
tion to it, undertakes to show that Universalism also contra-
dicts the Scriptures, by quoting a number of texts of doubt-
ful meaning, and then says Universalism denies them! This
is a singular way to answer an objection! I am astonished
that the gentleman should again introduce 2 Tim. 4:1.
¢ Who shall judge the quick and the dead at his appearing
and his kingdom,” after what was said on that passage when
we were on the first proposition! Has he forgot the defeat
he met with then ? I showed clearly — in fact the passage
declares it — that this judging the quick and the dead was
to take place at Christ’s appearing in his kingdom; and
that, as I have showed, has long since been accomplished.

He quotes Heb. 9:27, ¢ It is appointed unto men once
to die, but after this the judgment,” but as we are not dis-
ocussing the subject of judgment, this text is not to the point.
I take a very different view of it, I presume, from the gen-
tleman, but I cannot stop here to give it.

He also refers to the parable of the rich man and Lazarus,
and to Matt. 25:46. ¢ And these shall go away into ever-
lasting punishment, but the righteous into life eternal.” Let
him introduce those passages as proof-texts, and say that he
relies on them as such, and he will find me ready'to attend
to him. Otherwise, I shall take no notice of them.

If any doctrine under heaven is calculated to ‘¢ make the
heart of the righteous sad,” it is the doctrine of endless pun.
ishment | They are (those who believe it) *‘all their life-
time subject to bondage,’”” from a fear that they may have to ~
endure it; and though they may escape it themselves, they
know that some of their friends must suffer it if it be true.
And what is better calculated to * strengthen the hands of
the wicked that he should not return from his evil way by
promising him life,” than to tell him that ¢sin is pleasant—
theroe is no punishment in this world—and that he may live
in the pleasant enjoyment of sin all his days, 8o he just re-
pent and be baptized a few hours before he dies—he will
then escape all punishment and go straight to heaven.” This
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text in Ezek. 13:22, is an unfortunate text for my friend,
and T am very much astonished that he should refer to it!
He next quotes Rev. 21:8, and 20: 12, where certain
characters were ‘‘cast into the lake of fire and brimstone,
which is the second death.” " The gentleman, I suppose, un-
derstands this all literally, and although it has nothing to do
with the question in debate, I will say a few words about
this ¢ lake of fire and brimstone,” lest he should think I am
afraid of it! In Rev. 19:20, we read, *‘ and the beast was
taken, and with him the false prophet that wrought miracles
before him, with which he deceived them that had received
the mark of the beast, and. them that worshipped his image.
They both were cast ALIVE into a lake of fire burning with
brimstone. And the remnant were glain with the sword of
him that sat upon the horse: © © and all the fowls were
filled with their flesh.” Is this to be in the eternal world ?
Again, ‘ the beast that thou sawest, was, and is not; and
shall ascend out of the bottomless pit, and go into perdition,
[is not this bottomless pit the * lake of fire and brimstone ?*]
and they that DPWELL ON THE RARTH SHALL WONDER (whose
names were not written in the book of life, &ec.,) when they
beheld the beast that was, and is not, and yet is.”’—Rev.
17 : 8. So those that dwell on the earth were to see all this.
Does this prove endless punishment? But again, Rev. 20: 14,
‘“and death and hell were cast into the lake of fire, this is
the second death.” Will my friend tell us whether death
and hell are to-suffer endless punishment? If not, then
neither are the beast, and the false prophet, and other wicked
characters that were to be cast into the lake of fire and brim-
stone. Please recollect this.

I will now proceed to offer some more objections to this
doctrine. As Mr. Franklin does not seem disposed to pro-
ceed with the affirmative, I can do no better than to fill up
my time by presenting what I concieve to be objections to
the doctrine. He has not given us a single proof-text in his
last! T hope he will do better in his next.

My tenth objection is that the doctrine of endless punish-
ment makes the devil, every way, a greater being than God !
I know it is generally believed that God is the wisest and
most powerful being in the universe, and the Scriptures say
that he shall finally be “all in all,” and that ¢ the devil and
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all his works shall be destroyed ;"’—but if this doctrine be
true, the devil will get far the largest portion of mankind, and
will live and torment them as long as God himself shall en-
dure! God and the devil are opposed to each other; the
one is seeking the salvation of mankind, the other his eter-
nal ruin. Now I ask, if the devil succeeds in getting four-
fifths or more of them into hell, whether he will not prove
" to be more powerful than God ?

MR. FRANKLIN’S THIRD SPEECH.

Mr. Manford argued in his speech before the last, that the
doctrine of endless punishment could not be true, as so great
a portion of the world do not know it. In reply, I eaid that
Universalism could not then, be true, for a much greater

rtion of the world did not know anything about it. In

is last speech, he comes forward, and replies to his own ar-
gument, by asking, with an air of triumph, ¢ How many, I.
ask, believe in Campbellism, or know any thing about it 2
It is no difference to me how many or how few, for I admit
that the argument has no force in it; but I simply used it
to show that, if the argument was good, it would disprove
his own doctrine. But he proceeds to say, that ‘¢ if so awfual
a doctrine as endless punishment be true, then the world
ought to know it, that they might have a chance to avoid it;
but the fact that but a small portion of mankind know any
thing about it, even if it be true, is pretty good evidence
that it is false.”” Isay then, if this logic be worth any
thing, the * fact that but a small portion of mankind knew
aiy thing about” Universalism, ‘‘is pretty good evidenee
that it is false.” If the logicis good in ore case, it is in
the other. * For,” he says, * Our heavenly Father would
not be likely to place his children in such imminent danger—
where their eternal interests are at stake—without giving
them warning of it, in a manner, t00, not to be misunder-
stood.” But has not God given just such warning? Our
Lord of eternal punishment and eternal damnation,
and if he is not warned by it, the reason must be that he
does not believe the Lord’s language. :

Rut he now allows that noue ought to know it, if there is
%o be another punishment, but that it is not so important to
know of tho hell of which he speaks, for men pass through
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his hell, but cannot go through an endless hell. That is
just what we have been telling Universalists, all the time;
that if a man is once convinced that there is no hell, only
something that he will pass through in this life, he will then
think, it is of but little importance whether he knows any-
thing about it or not, for if he gets into hell, he will get out
again. But I did not expect the gentleman to own right
out, as he did in his last speech, that it.is's0 much more
important to the world to know our doctrine, if it Le true,
than it is to know his doctrine, if it be trune. In this, he
has as good as conceded that if his doctrine be true, it is no{
material whether you know it or not. In this, he will find
very many who will agree with him. My friend says, * if
it is true, it' would be better for the world, if every body
was acquainted with Univergalism, and believed in it; but
then there is not so much, nothing in fact, at stake, if Uni-
versalism be true, in comparison with what there is, if end-
less punishment be true.” No, gentlemen, if your doctrine
be true, there is “ nothing in fact at stake,” whether you
know it or not. Do you think’ Paul would have preached
and suffered as he did, to make known the gospel, if there
was “nothing in fact, at stake,” as my opponent now ad-
mits, is the case, if his doctrine be true? My Universalian
friends, you need not pay the gentleman for preaching,
writing, and publishing his doctrine, for he now says ‘* there
is nothing in fact at stake,” whether you know it or not, if
the doctrine be true. But there is something great at stake,
if it is not true, as he has now admitted. .

Mr. Manford has gone through another lengthy argument,
or rather, has gone over the same long argument again, to
prove that the persons standing without the kingdom, and
knocking at the door, crying, Lord, Lord, open unto us,
were in the kingdom. Now, to make short of a long story,
I would ask the gentleman the question: did Christ com-
mand his hearers to  strive to enter in at the strait gate,”
who were already in ? Did he say, to those already in the
kingdom, “you will seek to euter in, and shall not be
able?’* Were they within, when the Lord said, they
should “stand without?” He has now given sufficient
evidence thathe does not believe this passage. Although
the Lord gaid, they should strive to enter in, and should not
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be able, and stand without; he faces Jesus, and declares
that they were in already. If he can prove that persons
whom Jesus represents as ‘ standing without,” were actual-
ly within, he may prove his favorite position, that «all the
wicked will be saved.”
But how does he make out his proof! By quoting
where the church is called the kingdom, but I deny
that he meant the church in this passage, for the Master
has never shut the door of the church, and persons have
never strived to enter in and were not able. Nor have any
ever been thrust away from the door of the church, who
cried, Lord, Iord, open unto us.  The church is sometimes
called the kingdom, and sometimes kingdom means heaven
itself, as in this passage, * Flesh and blood cannot inherit
the kingdom of God.” It is the gate of the kingdom that
will be shut against all who do iniquity. The words ‘* thruss
out,” as the original from which they come, simply mean,
¢ thrust away.” This passage then, stands in all its force
against Universalism, alluding to the everlasting kingdom,
which is not inherited by flesh and blood, and inte which
those who do iniquity can never enter. He has made
nothing in the shape of a reply on this point— indeed, he
has scarcely made a genteel quibble.
The gentleman now admits the conditionality of those
sassagee, upon which I accused him of renouncimg his
octrine in his former speech, but allows there is a shade of
difference in our application of them. He allows they have
no reference to a future state. Well, let us consider briefly ;
¢ Lay up treasure in heaven.” Where does ‘“in heaven”
mean? Just a few words before he came to this passage,
he stated that I admitted that *the wicked go to heaven.”
‘When he said this, I thought he meant some place besides
this world ; but now laying up treasures in heaven, has no
reference to any other world than this!! I told the gentle-
man, in my first speech, that I expected he would bring
heavenr into this world. But he says now, it means the
same as ‘“set your affections on things above.” Whata
luminous divine! But you will remember, he admits that
the language is conditional. The condition is, if you « lay
up treasure in heaven,’’ you will be rich in heaven, but my
friend’s doctrine is, that you shall have treasure in heaven,
whether you lay it up or not.
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But ¢ seek those things which are above,”” is also con-
ditional. The condition is, if you seek you shall find. But
the gentleman’s doctrine is that you shall have those things
above, whether you seek them or not. But to change it to
suit his present quibble, the *things above,” simply mean
things on earth. But the things above, were where Christ
sits on the right hand of God. If you want those things
you must seek them.

The gentleman seems greatly puzzled to know what to do
with the good foundation against the time to come, but al-
lows that it ¢“in all probability, alluded to the time of
trouble, which was soon to come upon the Jewish nation.”
That was a beautiful thought, truly! It was an important
item for the apostle, to have Timothy charge the rich men in
the city of Ephesus, in Asia Minor, to be benevolent, &e.,
thus laying up a good foundation against the destruction of
Jerusalem, a city in the southern part of Palestine, some
eight hundred or a thousand miles distant!! What a clear
and lucid exposition of Scripture! And, I suppose, they
would lay hold on eternal life, in the city of Ephesus, when
Jerusalem would be destroyed!! How plain all this is!
Well, I declare; I now think less of Universalism than
ever. It represents the God of eternity, as encouraging
Christian men to good works, and promises them a good
foundation against the time to come and eternal life, by
which he means no better foundation or life, than they al-
ready had! Yet, my friend can talk long and loud about
the character of God !

My friend makes quite an attempt at witticism on Rom.
2: 7, and allows that we will not hear much more on that
passage; but in this he is mistaken. I saw nothing terrify-
ing, or even new in all he said. But he is not pleased with
the manner in which I answered the question, “can im-
mortality be obtained by seeking for it ? ” And why is he
not pleased ?  Simply use I did not answerin a way
that would give him some capital. But did I not answer
fairly ? W? were talking of the immortality of Rom.
2:7, and I answered that it can be obtained by seeking for
it. This he now admits, and sets off to show that it can
be had in this world. And how does he do this? Why,
to be sure, the Greek word aphtharsia is in some other
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places translated sincerity! But why did not he tell you
that the same word is translated ¢ incorruption,” four times
in the 15th chapter 1 Corinthians, where he has referred it
to the future state a thousand times? I know exactly the
quibble the gentleman intended to make, and consequently
answered ° him, that ¢ the” immortality spoken of here
oould be obtained by seeking for it; and he now granis this,
and as the Greek word aphtharsia is used in the very same
sense here, it ie 1 Cor. 15: 42, 50, 53, 54, and as he admits
it to refer to the future world in the latter places, he cannot
avoid it in the former

I deny the propriety of the gentleman’s translation of the
word in question, in Rom. 2: 7. A man may be sincere,
but there is no propriety in enjoining it upon him to seek
sincerity. You might as well talk about seeking honesty,
seeking candor, &o., a8 seeking sincerity. You cannot find
a translator of any note in the world that will bear you out,
in translating that word, in that passage, sincerity. But,
a8 I said before, the word is used in the same sense asin 1
Cor. 15, and as the gentleman always refers it to the future
world in the latter place, he is bound to in the former. I
cannot say of him, as he did of me, that he always leaves
8 “loop hole ” to slip out at, for he has not left himsgelf
even a * loop hole ” to slip out at, When a man will try
to explain away immortality so as to be something in this
world, for the sake of getting clear of hell, I confess that
he is more easily alarmed by the smell of brimstone than
most men !
.. In my last speech, I admonished my Universalian friends

not to expect too much of Mr. Manford; and presented a
few plain points which I knew he could not snswer; and
the gentleman was so struck with the force of them, that he
made not the slightest effort to answer them, but adopted
the same plan of argument, to see if he could not eonfound
me in the same way. But in the place of adopting his
plan, in slipping by without noticing my proof-{exte, I shall
take those alluded to by him, and examine thenPone by one.
He says, 1. «“ When the Bible says, ¢ God will have all
men to be saved, and come to the knowledge of the truth,’
do you expect him to prove that God will not have all men

to be} saved 2’ But there is not an intimation in thig
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passage that it means future salvation. Not only so, but it
simply expresses the willingness of God that all men should
be saved. It is the will of God that all men should be
Christians ; or as expressed in the 8th verse of the same
chapter, it is the will of God that men should pray eve
where ; yet all men are not Christians, and all men do no
pray. ,

2. The next passage is, ‘“the Lord will not cast off for-
ever.””—Sam. 3:31. I should like to hear the gentleman
tell how long ¢ forever” is. If forever means ouly a little
while, as he will be compelled to say before long, I don’t see
any force in the passage. It will simply be, *‘ the Lord will
not cast off a little while.” But he is bound to apply the
passage to the coming world, or it proves nothing for him ;
for he admits that God does cast oﬂp forever, as far as this
world is concerned. If, then, it be applied to the eternal
state, the passage implies that men will be cast off, but not
forever. Thus you perceive that he cannot apply it to the
coming state without giving up his doctrine. The expression
evidently relatesto the Jewish nation, over whom the pro-
phet was lamenting, and who has since been cast of asa
nation, but are not to be cast off forever. But David did
sy to Solomon, “ If thou seek him,” (the Lord) * he will
be found of thee: but if thou forsake him, he will cast thee
off forever.”

3. I will not contend forever.”—Isa. 57:16. How
long is forever? The gentleman will tell you that it is only
a little while. Well, then, the simple idea is, *“ I will not
contend a little while.” Is that the meaning of the passage ?
He will tell you no, but that it means, ‘I will not contend
endlessly.” Well, does it refer to the future state? He
must say it does, or the argument is worth nothing; and if
it does, then he has God contending with the wicked after
death, and has therefore renounced his doctrine. But he is
obliged to bring it into this world, and therefore it relates
not to the question before us. .

4. «“Deat®, the last enemy, shall be destroyed.”—1 Cor.
15: 26. When will « death, the last enemy, be destroyed ?”
At the resurrection of the dead, responds every Univershlist.
Well, bow will death be destroyed, at the resurrection of the
dead? The apestle John answers: “ And death and hell
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were cast into the lake of fire. This is the second death.”
Rev. 20: 14. The gentleman, then, is right in saying thaé
death shall be destroyed at the resurrection; for John had
just spoken of the dead, small and great, standing before
God. and being judged, and tells us of the destruction of
death and hell, in the lake of fire. But what are the words
that follow immediately after? ¢ And whosoever was not
found in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire.”—
Rev. 20:14. Here, thcn, my friend finds death, hell, and
those not in the book of life, at the resurrection of the dead,
cast into the lake of fire, which is the second death. He
may therefore bid a final farewell to Universalism.

5. The gentleman also quoted the words: ¢ All the ends
of the world shall remember, and turn unto the Lord, and all
the kindreds of the nations shall worship before him.—Ps.
22:27. But as neither of us believe there will be any turn-
ing unto the Lord in the world to come, we must find some
place to apply the passage in this world, where people do
turn unto the Lord. Any person who can find where God
poured out of his spirit upon * all flesh,”” can easily find
where the other nations, or the Gentiles, as well as the Jews,
¢‘ remembered and turned unto the Lord.”

6. My friend referred to the promise to Abraham, but for-
got to tell you that Paul teaches that the promise is to be
*given to them that believe.”—Gal. 3: 22. He would add,
I suppose, the words, and to them that BELIEVE NoT aLso.
That is his doctrine, twist it as he may.

7. My friend quotes, ‘ God is love.” Yes, “ God 1s
love ;” mot God wiLL be love. In connection with this he
quotes, * He is good unto all, and his tender mercies are
over all his works.” This also is in the present tense; and
does not say that God wiLL BE good unto all, and that his
tender-mercies wWiILL BB over all. Well, if ‘“ God is love,”
“ig good,” and ‘ his mercies are over all,” what does all
that prove? Why, Mr. M. says, that notwithstanding all
his love and tender mercies, he punishes men in hell—pours
out upon them the fierceness and wrath of Almighty God, in
this world. Well, God is unchangeable; and if he is love,
is good and merciful, as he certainly is, and yet has destroy-
ed men with a flood, in the red sea, with fire and brimstone,
as in the case of Sodom, I can see nothing to hinder the
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same love and goodness from punishing men forever. I do
not, therefore, attempt to prove that God is not good, or that
he is hatred, but that he can be good and merciful, and pun-
ish men at the same time. You do not therefore expect any
too much of me, when you expect me to refute every one of
my friend’s arguments. That is just what I want you to
expect of me, and I shall not beg off from it, as he did in
his last speech, although he was the respondent, and bound
to reply, or at least to try; but, as I said before, he cannot,
and therefore his friends ought not to be offended at him if
he does not.

The gentleman still keeps squirming under Lis statement
in his first speech. He said, I believe that by neglecting
or improving our talents in this world, we may effect our
future situation.” He wants to know now, if he does ‘* be-
lieve that improving or neglecting our talents in this world,
will have some effect on our characters and mental capacities
in the future world ; what has this to do with endless pun-
ishment 7’ ‘I answer him again, as I did before, that it
proves that a finite creature, in a finite state, can do some-
thing that will effect an infinite state ; and if this neglect in
this life can subject a man to some of the lower degrees of
glory, when he first enters heaven, that this disadvantage at
the start may keep him in the lower degrees perpetually, and
thus prove an infinite evil. In this he has yielded up the
argument that a finite creature can do nothing that can effect
an infinite state, in doing which he has given up the bottom
corner stone of his whole edifice. To add to the strength of
this, he now says, ““ it is very rational that there will be dif-
ference of character in the future state, and degrees in hap-
piness, according to the improvements and moral attainments
acquired in this life.”” That is just what we have been tell-
ing our Universalian friends all the time; but we never
could get them to own it before. They always denied that
it was ‘rational >’ for the difference in character to follow
men into the world to come. But Mr. M. now says, *itis
very rational to-suppose that there will be difference of char-
acter in the future state.” Yes, and that difference is effect-
ed by our conduct in this world, and even the resurrection
does not change it! and even Mr. Manford thinks it ‘* very
rational.” Well, he is right; and it is equally rational to
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suppose that if his wicked character follows him into the
future state, he must be saved in his sins or not saved at all,
and if he does not believe in men being saved in their si

it must be that they are not saved at all. My friend has thus
virtoally admitted that a man’s character will follow him
into the future state, and, if bad, prove an infinite evil, in
depriving him everlastingly of that happiness which he might
have attained to had he conducted himself right in this
world.

My friend says, “ God is the author of everything.” Bat
the Bible says of the devil, ‘he is a liar, and the father of
lies.” Here, then, is one thing of which God is not the
father or the author. Our God is not the father of lies, the
author of murder; but that the author of these abominations
the gentleman has substantially asserted, in saying that “he
is the author of everything’ I was sorry to hear him man-
ifest such a malicious spirit towards the Almighty Creator.
He says, “if the doctrine be true, (the doctrine of endless
punishment,) then I charge God with being the author of an
infinite evil.” You need not wonder if he should never be
eonvinoed, for he hates the doctrine of endless punishment,
#o that he will hate the Almighty God if he shall see fit to
inflict it on any human being, and in his rage and bluster,
gays: ‘If the doctrine be true, then I charge God with
being the author of an infinite evil.” You can now sce how
much confidence he has in the wisdom of God. Although
he quotes God’s word to you, when he thinks he can find a
Jittle sorap that he can twist into a proof of his doctrine, yet he
would not believe a word in the Bible, or endorse its anthor-
ity, if he should find that it decides agairist him ; but, on the
contrary, *if this doctrine be true, then he charges God!”
Yes, if the Almighty Jehovah shall dare punish any human
being eternally, he declares that he will bate him forever,
and charge him with being the author of an infinite evil:
All that will be but & poor mitigation of the sufferings of
hell, if he shall find himself one of its miserable victims.
He will find it * hard to kick against the goads.”

He says, of punishment, * we may not see how it is, be-
eause we cannot see the end; but God can see it; and God,
being good and wise, we have a right to conclude that he
will not permit temporary evil, unless it is finally to event-
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uate in good.” He thus admits that * we may not be able
to see” how the punishments God inflicts upon the wicked
eventuate in good, yet he allows they do; and hLow does he
prove it? Why, use God is good and wise, and consc-
quently could not do'wrong. That sounds like he was coming
to his senses. That is all I ask relative to future punish-
ment. ‘“ We may not be able to see how it is, because we
cannot see the end, but God can see it ; and God, being good
and wise, we have a right to conclude that he would not per-
mit” endless punishment, ‘ unless it is to eventuate in good.”
He is bound to say the same of some punishments which he
admits. But he says, * God can see it.”” So I say of end-
less punishment; ‘ God can see it:” and be it ever far from
me to “charge God,” because I am too ignorant to see all
that he sees.

The - gentleman politely told you that it was none of my
business whether his hell does any good or not. This is the
way he talks when he is in a good humor, I suppose! None
of my business, I suppose, indeed ! - No matter what kind of
nonsernse he tries to impose on this people, I suppose! It is
““none of your business!” Universalism is truly hard press-
ed, when it brings forth such language from its defender as
this! My business or not, I shall take upon me occasion-

.ally to allude to the restraining nature of his hell. You
might as well think to deter the tapster from his cups by
telling him that his face would be red, as to think of deter-
ring men from sin, by telling them that they are now in hell.

The gentleman says, ‘I care not whether the punishment
be in this world or the future, so that it is limited in its du-
ration, and results in good.”” And just before he said this,
he said,  my friends, I have not said anything about future

unishment.” How did this sound in your ears, after hear-
ing him try so hard to prove that the coming of Christ to
judge the world was past? Yes, on day before yesterday all
judgment and all punishment was past; but, now, he has
said nothing about future punishment, and he does not care
whether it is in this or the future world. Well, it is time
I should confine myself more particularly to the duration of
punishment, since he has come 80 near admitting the rest of

the question. .
1 now proceed to introduce Matt. 25 : 46, in a formal man-
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ner, to the attention of my friend, as he is so modest that he
cannot give it any attention without a formal introduction.
* And these shall go away into everlasting punishment; but
the righteous into lifc eternal.” Ia this passage the words”
¢ everlasting "’ and ¢* cternal”’ are both from the same Greek
word. That word is aionton. It is not used here to express
the kind of punishment or life, but to express the duration
of each. No one can deny that the life mentioned here is
endless, and this word ¢ eternal ”’ expresses its unlimited dur-
ation. In the same sentence, then, from the lips of the same
speaker, in reference to the same state, is the same word
found to express the duration of the punishment of the dis-
obedient, which is used to express the duration of the life
of the righteous. I ask, then, by what rule of interpreta-
tion, and by what kind of logic, does any man make this
word, used by the same speaker, in the same sentence, of
unlimited duration, when applied to the life of the righteous,
but of limited duration when applied to the punishment of
the wicked ? Certainly by no rule or law of language, or
anything else, only a determination to say it is o, becaunse
it is so.

But I now call your attention to Greenfield’s Greek lexi-
con, and thero find the first definition of the Greek word
aionion to bo unlimited as to duration, and the only two re-
maining definitions are eternal and everlasting. That the
word is defined right is proved by Paul, who knew what it
does mean. In speaking of the priesthood of Christ, he
soys, ‘ who is made, not after the law of a carnal com-
mandment, but after the power of an endless life.” Why
does he call the life of which he is speaking endless? He
answers in the very next words: ¢ For he testifieth, Thou
art a priest forever.” Heb. 7:16, 17. Paul calls the life
of which he is speaking endless, because God said it was
forever. In 2 Cor. 14: 18, he gives us another clue to the
meaning of this word. He says, ‘“the things which are
secn are temporal ; but the things which are not seen are
eternal.” These temporal punishments which are seen, are
not the punishments the Saviour speaks of in my proof-
text; but the eternal punishment of which he speaks is not
scen in this mortal state. What does any man care for
authorities, who, in the face of all this, will contend for a
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limited duration for the punishment of the wicked in the
coming world, or no punishment at all, as is the case with
.some? Such persons are proof against all authority, all
reason, and all argument, and nothing will deliver them
from the fearful delusion which has swallowed them up, but
the revelation of the Lord Jesus, when every tongue will be
compelled to acknowledge the justice of the ways of God.
The gentleman can make but one effort to avoid the force
of this word; and that will be to show that it has been ap-
plied in a limited sense; but that can be done with any
word in human speech. Even the word endlessis used
where it does not literally mean endless. Paul speaks of
¢¢ endless genealogies,” where all know that it must be used
in a limited sense; but he would be a most stupid ecritic
who would refer to this passage to determine the meaning of
the word endless. Even the words perpetual and unlimited
are frequently used in a limited sense. The same is true of
any word in human speech; and had I been given choice
among all the words with which I am acquainted, I could
not have found one more expressive of unlimited duration,
than eternal and everlasting, or the Greek aionion from
which they come. If there is then one word under Heaven
that could prove my position, the word applicd to the
duration of punishment by the Lord himself, will prove it.
.In looking over the single book of Revelations, you will
find the words forever and ever to occur thirteen times. Of
this number the expression is five times applied to the life
of Christ, and the life of God, in the following manner:
¢« Him that liveth forever and ever.”. Once it is applied to
the reign of the saints with Christ, as follows: ‘‘And they
shall reign forever and ever.” Three times this expression
is applied to the praises of God as follows: ‘¢ Blessing and
glory, and wisdom, and thanksgiving, and honor, and power,
.and might, be unto our God, forever and ever.” . Once it is
applied to the reign of Christ, as follows: “ And he shall
reign forever and ever.” Now beyond all - dispute, this ex-
pression is applied to that which is of endless duration, in
each of the ten places to which I have referred, and the
words forever and ever are used to express that duration,
and can mean nothing else in those p: 8.
Once this expression is applied to the beadt and the false
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prophet, whom the Divine Spirit declared, shall be tor-
mented day and night, forever and ever.” Another oc-
currence of this expression you will find in the following:
¢ And after these things, I heard a great voice of much peo-
ple in Heaven, saying, Allelluia; salvation, and glory, and
houor, and power unto the Lord our God ; for true and right-
eous are his judgments, for he hath judged the great whore,
which did corrupt the earth with her fornication, and hast
avenged the blood of his servants at her hands. Again
they said, Allelluia: and her smoke rose up forever and
ever.” This expression also occurs at the close of the fol-
lowing wonderful language of the Holy Book: ‘- The same
ghall drink of the wine of the wrath of God; which is
poured out without mixture into the cup of his indignation ;
and he shall be tormented with fire and brimstone in the
presence of the holy angels, and in presence of the Lamb;
and the smoke of their torment ascended forever and ever.”
_ Now when we read of « Him that liveth forever and
ever,” no one doubts but the import is, * Him whose life is
of unlimited duration.” When the same expression is ap-
plied to the phrases of God, and to the reign of the saints
with Christ, no one doubts but it expresses perpetual dura-
tion. I ask then, in the name of all reason, and in view of
the grand solemnities of the Book concerning which I speak,
after admitting that this expression means unlimited, in ten
. places out of the only thirteen which it has in this book, by
what authority does any man say, that the other three oc-
currences have a different signification ? - Certainly nothing
was ever more arbitrary, than to admit the unlimited dura-
tion expressed by this phrase in ten places, and then, in the
same book, from the same pen, deny the same duration as
expressed by the same words. No one but a most perfect
tyrant, could thus force and torture the same words, from
the pen of the same writer, in the same book, in reference
to the same state, to mean of unlimited duration in ten
places, and to mean of limited duration in the remaining
three ; when no such thing is implied in the text or context,
either prefixed or affixed. N
Now, I ask the gentleman, what language the Almighty
could have used, that would express endless punishment, if
that which I have produced does not? If men may be in
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‘“danger of etermal damnation,” “go into everlasting
punishment,”” and be ‘ tormented day and night forever
and ever,” ‘ where the worm dieth not and the fire is not
quenched,” and not suffer endless punishment; then, in-
deed, there is no language under Heaven that can prove
endless punishment. '

The gentleman has expressed a great desire to get into
the merits of the question, touching the duration of punish-
ment; but I expect to see him now ramble all over the
creation, and have more to say about every thing else than
the passages I have introduced. 'Will he refer to any lexi-
cons to get the definitions of the words I have relied upon {
We shall see. . But you need not expect him to be con.
vinoed, for he now declares, that if my position is true, God
i8 the author of infinite evil, he charges it upon God, and
he now says, “I could mnot love such a being if.I would,
and I tell you more, I would not if I gould.”” Convince
such a man! In the sacred name of reason, how would you
convince him f He would despise the Almighty Jehovah,
should he be compelled to admit that he decides against
him ; and if he should find he is mistaken, he decides now,
that he will hate God forever. This shows how much re-
gard he has for the wisdom of God.

MR. MANFORD’S THIRD SPEECH.

Mr. Franklin begins his Jast reply with misrepresenting
me. Among other things he asserts that I ¢ appear to be
satisfied that the wicked will be punished after death.” He
knows I believe in no such thing! But punishment after
death is not the question between us, and therefore I do not
choose to discuss it.

He also errs when he represents me as saying there is
« nothing at stake,”” if Universalism be true! I said, and
I say again, that there is nothing at stake if Universalism
be true, in comparison with what there is at stake, if end-
less punishment be true. And there being so much at stake
— indeed a whole cternity —if the latter doctrine be true,
I argued that it could not be true, from the fact that but a
small portion of the world knows any thing about it. Such
a palpable misrepresentation does not speak very well either
for a man’s head or heart !
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But he says, ““God has given just such warning” —
¢ Qur Lord speaks of eternal punishment, and eternal dam-
nation.”” True enough; and now admitting, for the sake
of the argument, that the New Testament teaches the
dootrine of endless punishment, how many I ask, know any-
thing about the New Testament ? — how many, in. com-
parison with the whole world, know anything of the gospel ?
Admit all the gentleman asks for, and it does not meet my
argument, by a thousand miles! So I repeat thatif the
doctrine of endless punishment were true, —a doctrine in
which there would be 80 much at stake, God would have
taken measures to have made the fact known to the world —
to the whole world —and in a way too, that all would have
known it long ago. The presumption is, therefore, that the
doctrine is not true !

Mr. Franklin still holds on to the idea that the * king.
dom of God” means heaven! And although I showed
positively in my last that if the ‘kingdom of God,” and
“ kingdom of heaven,” mean heaven, then the wicked go to
heaven ; for we read of the wicked being *‘ thrust out” of
the ¢ kingdom " — of gathering “out of his kingdom ”
things * that offend ” — gf * the children of the kingdom”
being ¢ cast out,” and of * the kingdom of heaven ” gather-
ing of ‘“every kind;” yet notwithstanding all this, he
thinks I failed to prove the fact, because in the passage he
quoted, the Saviour speaks of their * standing without,”
and knocking at the door for entrance! Now in. this very
same passage, where they are represented as ¢ standing
without,”” (Luke xiii, 24—28) the Saviour winds up by say-
ing—““and you yourselves thrust out.’” Thrust out of
what? Why out of the kingdom of God — consequently
they must have been in the kingdom.

But in regard to the other passages which I read, the gen-
tleman allows they refer to the church. He says, ‘‘the
ohurch is sometimes called the kingdom, and sometimes
kingdom means heaven itself, as in this passage — ¢ Flesh
and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God.’”” True
euough: in this passage, I admit that ‘kingdom of God ”
means heaven; and I now challenge Mr. Franklin to find
another place in the New Testament where either ‘ king-
dom,” ““kingdom of heaven,” or ‘kingdom of God,” means
the immortal state !
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But he denies that this passage, (Luke 13,) means the
church, or kingdom on earth, ‘for,” says he, ¢ the Master
has never shut to the door of the church.” But was not the
door ¢‘ ghut to” against the Jews ? Let us enquire into this
a little. In the 18th verse of this chapter the Saviour.saith:
¢ Unto what is the kingdom of God like?” That ** king-
dom of God” and ‘kingdom of heaven’’ are synonymous
here, is evident from the fact that in the parallel place in
Matt. (13: 31) the latter phrase is used. The Saviour pro-
ceeds: It is like a grain of mustard seed, which a man
took and cast into. his garden; and it grew and waxed a
great tree.”” Is heaven like a grain of mustard seed ? And
did the Saviour mean that it would ‘‘ grow and wax a great
tree 7’ ¢ And again he said: whereunto shall I liken the
Kingdom of God ? It islike leaven which a woman took
and hid in three measures of meal, till the whole was leaven.”
Is heaven *like leaven which a woman hid in three measures
of meal ” Or does not the Saviour here allude to the gospel
kingdom, or kingdom of heaven on earth-? Says Dr. Clarke,
in speaking of these two parables of our Saviour— Both
theso ‘parables are prophetic, and were intended to show,
principally, how, from very small beginnings, the gospel of
Christ should pervade all the nations of the world, and fill
them with righteousness and true holiness.” Now if the
Saviour does not in these two parables allude to the church,
or kingdom of heaven on earth, then, all I have to say, is
there is no place in the Bible where ¢ kingdom of heaven,”
or ‘“kingdom of God,”” has such a meaning! But the
Saviour goes right on, and in the 24th verse tells them to
s gtrive to enter” into this kingdom ¢ at the strait gate”—
lest, when the Master shall ¢shut to the door,’ they shall
seek to enter, ¢ and shall not be able.” And then in the 28th
verse says: *‘ There shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth
when ye shall see Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, and all the
prophets in the kingdom of God, and you yourselves thrust
out.” Now to whom does he allude here? I answer to the
Jews, And were they not thrust out of the ‘kingdom of
God 7’ was it not ‘shut’ against them P—was it not taken
from them and given to another nation? As Mr. Franklin
may be disposed to reject Dr. Clarke’s evidence, I will read
you what Alexander Campbell says touching this matter,
« When he visited Jerusalem the last time, and in the last
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parable pronounced ¢o them, he told them plainly, ¢the king-
dom of God should be taken from them,” and given to a na-
tion who should make a better use of the honors of the king-
dom ; consequently, at that time, the Jews had the kingdom
of God.”—(Chris. Rest. p. 169.)

‘Was heaven taken from the Jews? And did the Jews at
that time, have heaven ? Mr. Franklin says the church, by
which he means the ¢ kingdom of heaven,”” has never been
shut. Ihave proved that it was shut to the Jews. But
Mr. Campbell, in speaking of this same subject, (p. 166,)
quotes this passage : ““Alas! for you Scribes and Pharisees!
for you shut the kingdom of heaven against men, and will
neither enter yourselves, nor permit othera that would, to
enter.” Bo the kingdom of heaven, or church, was not only
shut against the Jews, when they were ‘‘ thrust out,”” and
it was taken from them, but even the Scribes and Pharisees
had power and used it, to shut it against men !

But to show you that the Saviour meant the ¢ Church” or
kingdom of God on earth, in this passage, (Luke 13,) which
Mr. Franklin denies, I will read some more from Mr. Camp-
bell. In speaking of the ‘ kingdom’’ on earth, and of the
Saviour’s parables in referenge to it, he says, (p. 164,
¢ gometimes he speaks of the administration of its affairs—of
its king—of its territory—of its progress—of various inci-
dents in its history. Hence the parable of the-sower—of the
wheat and darnel—of the leaven—of the merchant seeking
goodly pearls—of the grain of mustard seed,” &c. Mr.
Campbell, you sece, mentions both of those parables which
occur in connection with Mr. Franklin’s proof-text, (Luke
18,) of the  leaven,” and the * mustard seed,”” and applies
them to the kingdom on earth. 8o I have Dr. Clarke and
the celebrated A. Campbell, both on my side. I could add
more names to the list, if I though it necessary.

Now, it matters not whether those persons were in the
kingdom or not, of whom Christ spoke, and who Mr. F. says
were not in it, because they stood without; I referred to
other places to show that the ‘“kingdom of heaven” and
“Xkingdom of God,” could not mean heaven, in those places,
without involving the idea that there would be wicked men
in heaven, an idea which no one admits. But he admits
that in these places the church is meant, but contends that
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“kingdom of God,” in the passage under consideration
means heaven. I have therefore confined myself to this pas-
sage alone, and have, by an appeal to it, and its immediate
connection, where the subject 18 introduced by the two para-
bles—the ¢ mustard seed,” and the ¢ leaven,”’ shown con-
clusively and beyond refutation, that the ¢‘ kingdom of God,”
in this place also means the church, or kingdom on earth.
I have supported this position by Dr. Clarke and A. Camp-
bell; and ¥ presume there is not an eminent cammentator
or theologian extant, but would be found to concide with the
same view. I think I may, therefore say, that I have now,
at any rate, taken the gentleman’s proof-text entirely out of
his hands; and in such a manner, too, that I flatter myself
he will not try to regain it! The passage has reference to
the kingdom of God on earth—to the time when the Jews
were ¢ thrust out,”” and the * door shut to” against them;
it does not therefore apply to the future state, and conse-
quently cannot render the gentlerean the least particle of as-
sistance whatever! Wonder if he will say now that I have
scarcely made a “‘ genteel quibble,” upon this passage ?

In regard to those passages which I admitted to be condi-
tional, but denied their application to the future life, it ig
not necessary that I should say much; they were disposed of
in my last. I said the ‘ time to come,” against which Tim-
othy was to charge them to lay up ‘““a good foundation,”
(1 Tim. 4,) simply meant a time of necessity—and probably
referred to the ¢ time of trouble” shortly to come upon the
Jewish nation. Mr. F. ridicules the idea that the people at
Ephesus, could be in any danger from that event, because
Ephesus was in Asia Minor, a great way from Jerusalem |
He should recollect, however, that there were plenty of Jews
at Ephesus, as well as the other cities where churches were
established throughout Asia Minor. And the greatest trouble
experienced by the Christians, both at Ephesus and at other
places, was from the Jews. The great danger was that the
converts to Christianity would fall back to Judaism; in
which case, they would share in the fate of that nation,
which was soon to come, not only on them at Jerusalem, but
to a greater or less extent on all of that ill-fated people,
throughout the world! When Jerusalem fell, the nation
fell, far and near ; their greatness, their pride, their power,
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and glory—all was lost |—the kingdom of heaven was taken

from them, and they became a hissing and a by-word among

all nations 1” The fact that Ephesus was a great way from
Jerusalem, was no reason why the Jews of that place, and
those who should be led off from Christianity by them,
should escape * the time of trouble” occasioned by the down-
fall of the Jewish nation. But whether the apostle had re-
ference to that time, or to some other ‘ time to come,”’+—one
thing is very certain; he meant nothing more than a time
of necessity. The passage has no reference to the future
state. -

But Mr. Franklin says he ‘“thinks less of Universalism
now than ever.” And why? Simply, because we do not
represent *the God of eternity ” as encouraging men to
sgood works,” by offering to reward them with heaven and
immortality! And has he just made that discovery? It
would be a fine idea indeed, for God to reward men with
heaven and an eternity of happiness, simply for the few
¢ good works” they do in this life | — when in reality, they
are doubly rewarded while here, for all the good they do, and
indeed die in debt to the Almighty !

The gentleman does not like my criticism on Rom. 2:7.
I did not expect he would like it ; but nevertheless. I main-
tain that it is correct. I am aware that aphtharsia is applicd
by Paul, in 1 Cor. 15, to the future life— being rendered
incorruption in the common version. But why did the apos-
tle usc athauasia to. denote immortality, if ephtharsia has
that meaning? So alsoin 1 Tim. 6:16. ‘ Who only hath
immortality ”—the word is athauasia in the original. Inno
place in the Bible is aphtharsia rendered immortality, except
Rom. 2:7. I admit that the proper signification of this
word is incorruptibility, purity, soundness, &c., that is, when
it is used to denote physical quality; but when used as it is
in Rom. 2: 7, to denote moral quality, it must then be under-
stood in a moral sense, viz: purity, sincerity, or incorrupt-
ness of character. In.my last, I gave you two instances
where the word occurs, and is rendered ** sincerity,”” and an-
other where it is rendered *“ incorruptnsss,’’ in rcference to

-moral character. I then maintained that the word should
be s0 rendered here — which I affirm to be correct. It is just
a8 proper to say, seek for * sincerity ”” — for an ‘ umblemish-
ed,” or ‘“incorrupt character,” as it is to say, seek for
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¢ glory,” *“honor,” &c. But how does it sound to talk about
seeking for immortality? Mr. Fraoklin will not say that

. immortality beyond the grave, is had by seeking for it; he
knows better !

But I pass to notice some of the more important points in
the gentleman’s last specch. He denies that God is the au-
thor of everything, and to justify himself, quotes the passage,
¢¢ the devil is a liar and the father of it.”” Yes, but who is
the father of the devil? I would not charge God with being
the author of lies, nor of the sin and wickedness committed
in the world; but still I cannot deny the fact that he is, in
some sense or other, the author of every thing, for he made
man, who sins; and if there be a devil, he either made him,
or he is self-existent. God made every thing that was made ;
and if the gentleman can reconcile the idea that God is not,
either directly or indirectly, the author of every thing, with
the fact that He is the selt-existent, first cause of all causes,
he will do me, and I presume a large portion of this audi-
ence, a very great favor. If endless punishment be true, it
will be an infinite evil ; and if the gentleman will show how
an infinite evil can result from the government of God, and
He not be the author of it, he will do himself and his cause
a very great favor. It will not be sufficient to say, ‘* the devil
ig the father of lies,” and man is the author of sin; and that

erefore man is the author of his own punishment. God
made man, and the devil, if he was made — and he made the
law, and annexed the penalty ; and if the penalty be an in-
finite evil, who is the author of it?

In regard to limited punishments, and what we call * tem.-
porary evil,” I said that we may not be able to see how they
are to eventuate in good, because we cannot see the end; but
God can see the end, and being good and wise, we have a
right to conclude, @ prior: that they will so eventuate. Mr.
Franklin thinks this sounds like I was ‘‘coming to my senses!”
Indeed! A what shall I say of him? He is either * com-
ing to his senses.” or becoming more crazy —and it is diffi-
cult to tell which! He says, ‘‘that is all he asks relative
to future punishment’’ Ah, future punishment, isit? I
thought it was cndless punishment! But he tries finally, to
hitch an endless punishment to my argument, and says,
though “we cannot see the end, God can see it, and God

4
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being good and wise, we have a right to conlade that he
would not permit ¢endless punishment’ unless it is to even-
tuate in good.” And again: ‘““so I say of endless punish-
ment, ¢ God can see it.’”” Can see what? Endless punish-
ment. 8o can we. But I deny that God can see the end of
endless punishment, any more than we can. It is endless
and therefore has no end; consequently neither God nor
man can see its end! But it is iteelf an end; and bein
such we can * see it'”’ as well as God can. We can see tha
it is not a means to some end, which might be good ; there
are no consequences to follow it, for there is no afterwards
to it! Talk about endless punishment eventuating in good !
The man must be crazy! To admit that a thing will even-
tuate in something else, is-to admit that it will not be end-
less; therefore if future punishment is to eventuate in good,
then it is not endless, but limited punishment. Eventuate,
indeed! The gentleman cannot apply his doctrine to my
argument. I charge endless punishment with being an end-
less curse—cruel, unmitigated, and malignant; having mo
good in view, nor any eventuation ; in fine, without one soli-
tary mitigating circumstance, I pronounce it an infinite evil.
And if this doctrine be true, then it is a result, an™ end of
God’s government; and being such, I charge God with be-
ing the author of it! This is my position, and the gentle-
man can make the most of it ! -

The gentleman seems to take it quite hard because I said
it was none of his business whether my hell does any good
or not. Now, I should like to know what ¢business’ he has
to talk about my hell in this debate ? It is his hell about
which we are debating, not mine! At some other time, if
he wishes, we will talk about my hell. I wish it distinetly
uuderstood, that I do not affirm any thing about punishment
on this question. Mr. Franklin has the affirmative, while I
simply deny. So far as the question is concerned, it is no
matter whether punishment be in this world, or in the fu-
¢ ture, or in both. The question before us is endless punish-
ment ; and the gentleman would do well to keepto the ques-
tion, if he can! ,

But the gentleman has at length made an effort to sustain
Kis proposition, which is worthy of, and shall receive, our
most distinguished consideration. He introdices Matt. 25:
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46, « And these shall go away into everlasting punishment,
but the righteousinto life eternal.” His argument rests up-
on the following foundation, viz. 1st. That aionion, render-
ed ‘¢ everlasting” and *‘ eternal” in the text, means endless
duration, and 2d. That ¢ eternal life’’ means the immortal
life of the righteous. Both of these assumptions (for they are
but assumptions) I deny, and shall proceed to show my rea-
sons for doing so. ‘

And the first thing to which I will call your attention is
the meaning of the word rendered everlasting. And I here
lay it down as an incontrovertible position, that an adjective
cannot mean more than the noun from which it is derived.
Aionion, (or aionios,) the word rendered *everlasting’’ and
* eternal” in the text, is the adjective derived from azon, the
noun. Says the celebrated Scarlett, in speaking of this sub-
ject: “That aionion does not mean endless or eternal, may
appear from considering that no adjective can have a greater
force than the noun from which it is derived : thus, black
cannot mean more than blackness, white than whiteness, &o.
If aion means age (which none either will or can deny,)
then aionion must mean age-lasting, or duration through the
age, or ages to which the thing spoken of relates.” Let us
therefore ascertain the meaning of aion. Donnegan’s defi-
nition : *“Aion, time ; a space of time; lifetime; the ordi-
nary period of man’s life ; the age of man; man’s estate; a
long period of time} eternity.”

Pickering : ¢ Aion, an age ; a long period of time ; indefi-
nite duration ; time, whether longer or shorter, past, present,
or future; in the New Testament, the wicked men of the
age ; the life of man.”

Schrevelius (English edition,) : “Aion, an age, a long pe.
riod of time ; indefinite duration; time, whether longer or
shorter, past, present, or future.”

Hinks : +Aion, a period of time ; an age; an after-time ;
eternity.”’

Wright : ¢ Aion, time, age, lifetime, period, revolution of
ages; dispensation of Providence; present world or life;
world to come, eternity.”

Giles : **Aion, time ; an age; an indefinite period of time,
eternity.”

Lutz : ‘“Aion, an age; time; eternity.”

-~



294 THEOLOGIOAL DISCUSSION.

Schleusner : (Eng. ed.) *“Aion, any space of time, whether
longer or shorter, past, present, or future, to be determined
by the persons or things spoken of, and the scope of the sub-
jects; the life or age of man; any space in which we meas-
ure human life from birth to death.”

Parkhurst : «Aion denotes duration of time, but with great
variety.’

Ewing: “Aion, duration, finite or infinite; a period of
duration, past, or future; an age; duration of the world;
the time of a man’s life ; an age of divine dispensation.”

Greenfield: ¢ Aion, duration, finite or infinite ; unlimited
duration ; eternity.”

Anthon : “Aion, an age; time; eternity.”

Bishop Pearce : ** An age is the proper meaning of aton.”

Dr. Priestly : “Aion means entire period, age or dispen-
sation.”

Dr. Watts : *Adion does not mean endless when applied to
punishment.’”

Alexander Campbell : ‘ The radical idea of aion, is inde-
finite duration.”

I have given you all the authors I have at my command
at present; the above are all either lexicographers, or emi-
nent theologians, and it will be seen that none of them give
eternity as the first or primary meaning of aion ; and many
of them do not give it this meaning at all. How then came
it to pass that it means eternity, or endless duration, simply
by changing it from a noun to an adjective? It does not,
and cannot, aceording to any known rule of language. But
1 will now give you some authority on the adjective itself.

Donnegan : Aionias—of long duration; eternal, lasting,
permanent ?

Pickering : Asonias—of long duration; lasting, some.
times everlasting ; sometimes lasting through life, as aternus,
in Latin. (Schrevelius, the same.)

But perhaps it would be better for me to quote from The-
ological authority, than to depend upon Lexicons simply, as
it is sometimes said that Lexicons give rather the classic
than the theological meaning of words ; that is, they give the
meaning of the ancients, who probably did not know as much
about their own language as we moderns do !

In the *“ Olkistian Ezaminer,” a paper published in Bos-
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R .
ton, may be found a series of articles, commencing in the
Dec. No., 1828, and ending in the May No., 1833, by the
late Rev. E. 8. Goodwin, a very learned clergyman, in which
this subject is thoroughly examined. He says, * This word
(aton) expresses the existence of being alone.” He denies
that these words (aion and aionias) ever necessarily have
the meaning of duration. His conclusion is that they ex-
press the character of existence, rather than its duration—
atonion life meaning spiritual life, and aionion punishment,
spiritual punishment, or a deprivation of the spiritual life of
the gospel. But I have referred to this author more for the
following remark than any thing else. In referring to the
declaration of Phavorinus that “‘aion is also the eternal and
endless, as it is regarded by the theologian,” he says, * Here
I strongly suspect is the true secret brought to light, of the
origin of the sense of ETERNITY in aton : the theologian first
thought he perceived it, or else he PLACED IT THERE; the
theologian xxeps it there now; and the theologian will pro-
bably retain it there longer than any one else.”” Here is the
¢ true secret” how aionion come to mean endless—admitted
to be such by a learned theologian. The theologian first
peroeived that the word had that meaning ; and if he did not
perceive it, he placed it there! That is the reason why
Lexicons (unbiassed by theology) and the primitive use of
this word, are against modern theology on this question.
This is an important admission. But to proceed.

Says Dr. Watts, in speaking of the happiness of the right-
‘eous, and the impropriety of depending on these words (aion
and aionion) to prove its endlessness: * Now are there any
ginners 8o void of understanding, of so daring and desperate
amind, as to venture their ¢ eternal all’ upon such a poor
criticism of words? Even upon the supposition that these
terms in the Greek and Hebrew might signify any longer
duration short of eternity ; yet these is a terrible hazard in
confining them to this sense, since they do not denote & pro-
per eternity, when they describe the duration of the blessed
God : and I think we may add also, the duration of the hap-
piness of the saints.”— World to come, p. 302. Mr. Frank-
lin, it seems, is just such a ‘¢ sinner”—*‘ daring and despe-
rate of mind ;" for he predicates the endless duration of his
future happiness on the word aionion. A glender founda-
tion I fear!
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But again: Says Dr. Macknight, who Mr. F. will admit
is good authority — ¢ These words (aton and aionios) being
ambiguous, are always to be understood according to the nz-
ture and circumstances of the things to which they are ap-

lied.”” - Again he says, I must be so candid as to ac-
Enowledge, that the use of these terms, forever, eternal, and
everlasting, in other passages of Scripture, shows that they
who understand these words in a limited sense, when ap-
plied to punishment, put no forced interpretation upon them.”
Here the great Doctor admits, and from the evidencel
have just given you, Mr. Franklin must admit, and you must
admit, that when Universalists understand these words in a
limited sense, when applied to punishment, they put no
forced interpretation upon them! Their primary significa-
tion is not, and never was, endless; and they cannot have
that meaning, unless the subject to which they are applied
necessarily requires it. And we all know there is nothing
in the nature of punishment which requires it to be end-
less; but every thing to the contrary. The gentleman’s
proof-text, therefore, cannot teach endless punishment. But
as the passage does not teach the gentleman’s doctrine, it
will be expected that I tell you what it does teach. This I
will do in as brief. a manner as possible.

Eternal life: 1t will be necessary first to ascertain what
is meant by eternal and everlasting life, as Mr. Franklin as-
sumes that it means the life of the righteous beyond the
grave, and upon this assumption argues that everlasting
punishment must apply to the future existence also. I admit
that if one does, both do; but I deny that either has such
an application. Says our Saviour; ¢ This is eternal life, to
know the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast
gsent” —Jno. 17:2. * He that believeth on the Son, hath
everlasting life.” Jno. 8:36. « Verily I say unto you, he
that heareth my words, and believeth on him that sent me,
hath everlasting life.” Jno. 5:24. Eternal life, therefore,
is something to be enjoyed in this world. A knowledge of
God, and of Jesus Christ, is eternal life ; to know, believe,
and obey the Gospel, is life everlasting — not will be, in the
future, but is already, in the present. 'We read that “no
murderer hath cternal life abiding in him;’’ but the
Christian has this eternal life abiding in him ; it is the life
of the Gospel kingdom.
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Notice in the next place that this judgment, from which
gome were to ‘‘ go away into everlasting punishment,” and
the others into *life eternal,” was to take place. * When
the Son of Man shall come in his glory,” &c., (verse 31.)
‘When was this to be? Hear Alexander Campbell : ¢ But
they saw the Lord ‘come in power’ and awful glory, and
accomplish all his predictions on the deserted and devoted
temple, city, and people.” Chris. Rest. p. 174, Thus Mr.
Campbell says the Son of Man came in *‘ power and awful
glory,” at the destruction of Jerusalem, which is true
enough. Then it was that * all nations were gathered be-
fore him ’* — then it was that the nations were ¢ separated ”
to the right, and to the left. Then it was that the Saviour
said, * Come ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom
prepared for you from the foundation of the world.” What
kingdom was this ? I answer — the gospel kingdom. The
Jews were driven out, were placed on the left ; the kingdom
was taken from them and given to the Gentiles, those on
the right. ¢ Therefore I say unto you, the kingdom of God
shall be taken from you, and given to another nation bring-
ing forth the fruits thereof. Ch. 21:43. This then is the
kingdom which those on the right were invited to come and
inherit —it was the Gospel kingdom. ‘ And these (those
on the left, the Jews) shall go away into atonion punish-
ment, i. e. age-lasting punishment, or the punishment of the
age — but the righteous (those on the right, the Gentiles)
into azonion life, the life of the age, or gospel dispensation.”
This I maintain to be the true meaning of the text. It is
the close of the Saviour’s memorable account and prediction
of the destruction of Jerusalem, contained in the 24th and
25th chapters of Matthew, and to get a correct understand-
ing of it, the whole of that account must be taken into con-
sideration. From the foregoing we come to the following
conclusions:

1st. The ‘coming of the Son of Man,” at which this
judgment was to take place, meant his “‘coming in his
kingdom’’ — ¢ in the clouds of heaven,” in ‘‘ power’’ and
¢ glory,” which I abundantly showed while on the first pro-
position, was to take place during that generation, or the

apostolio age.
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2d. That * the kingdom ” which was to be enjoyed by
those on the * right’’ and from which those on the ¢ left”
wero to be driven out, means the Christian church, or gospel
kingdom.

3d. That the life eternal mentioned in the text means the
spiritual life enjoyed by the subjects of the kingdom.

4th. That the everlasting punishment means the punish-
ment of the age, which the Jews have continued to endure
ever gince the dread ¢judgreent,’ and probably will con-
tinue to endure throughout the gospel age, for it is to be
age-lasting.

And 6th. That the text has no reference to the future
state, and consequently can render Mr. Franklin no assist-
ance whatever.

But I must proceed to the gentleman’s next argument, as
I find my time has nearly expired. I cannot do this how-
ever without first apologizing for detaining you so long on
this subject, and especially on the meaning of the words
aion and afonton. This is an important question, one upon
which hangs not only the destiny of this debate, but the
destiny of the world! What is the meaning of atonion
punishment ? is a question in which we are all interested.
If atonion, when applied to punishment means endless, then
alas for Universalism | and alas for a large portion of man-
kind! But if, on the oontmr{, it means a limited duration,
as I have, I think, abundantly shown, then my opponent
has failed, and must forever fail, to prove his proposition.
Knowing this, I wished to make sure work while I was at it.
Thus much by way of apology.

The gentleman quotes Heb. 7:16 — ¢ who is made, not
after the law of carnal commandment, but after the power
of an endless life.”” But his failure here consists in the
fact that the word endless qualifies life, and not the priest-
hood of Christ! Christ was made or exists, not by the law
of carnal commandment, but after the power of an endless
life. The third verse explains this, * without father, with-
out mother, without descent, having neither beginning of
day nor end of life.”” But the word which qualifies the
priesthood of Christ is aiona, rendered forever; for he testi-
fieth, thou art a priest forever, after the order of Melchisedec.”
No one believes that Christ’s priesthood will be endless.
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When he gives up the mediatorial reign, which he is to do
at the resurrection, he will ceasc to be a priest. Heis a
priest forever—that is, throughout his reign or dispensa-
tion, throughout the gospel age. Still he was made after
the power of an endless (akatalutou) life, i. e., without
father or mother, beginning of days or end of life. His
life is to be endless, this no one doubts; but his priesthood
is to be aiona, forever, or during the age or dispensation of
his reign. Let the gentleman find the word akatalutou ap-
plied to punishment, and we give it up; but he must not
expect to prove the endlessness of punishment, or of any
thing else, by the force of aion, after what has been said on
the meaning of that word, and its derivatives! And he
must not imagine that the apostle used the word aiona in
the 17th verse to denote the same as that of akatalutou in
the 16th verse; for he must recollect that the one is ap-
plied to the life, the existence of Christ, while the other is
applied to his priesthood! So this passage renders him no
assistance.

‘What the gentleman says about the phrase ¢ forever and
ever,” occurring thirteen times in the book of Revelation, I
shall dispose of in a few words, First, if forever (eis tou
aiona) means endless, then what does forever and ever (eis
tow aiong, tou aionon) mean? If one means endless then
two means more than endless! But the simple meaning is
— from age to age, or, throughout the ages. When it is
said ¢ Him that liveth for ever and ever,’”’ the meaning is
— Him that liveth from age to age, or throughout the ages ;
“and they shall reign forever and ever,”” that is, through-
out the ages. ¢ And he (Christ) shall reign for ever and
ever.” Now does not the gentleman believe that Christ will
oeage to reign at the resurrection, when he shall ¢ deliver
up the kingdom to God the Father,” and God becomes * all
inall?’? Surely then Christis not to reign throughout
endless duration ! This was an unfortunate reference for
my friend, if he wishes to prove endless duration by ¢ for-
ever and ever; ”’ for we know that Christ’s reign is not to
be endless if Paul isto be relied on. Christis only to
reign till he hath subdued all things unto himself”- (God
excepted) ; and then he is to give up his reign, and become
sabject himeelf to Him who put all things under him.
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Of the remaining places to which the gentleman refers, it
is scarcely necessary to refer. The beast and the false
prophet ¢ ghall be tormented day and night, forever and
ever.”” Is there to be day and night in eternity ? or does
not this rather show that the passage has no reference to
eternity ? ’

« And the smoke of their torment ascended forever and
ever.” In Isa. 34, we have something about fire and brim-
stone, and about the smoke ascending forever, &c., which
will probably throw some light on this subject. Speaking
of the land of Idumea, and of things that were to take
place in this world, the prophet says, ‘and the streams
thereof shall be turned into pitch, and the dust thereof into
brimstone, and the land thereof shall become burning
pitch; it shall not be quenched, night nor day; the smoke
thereof shall go up forever; from generation to generation
it shall lie waste — none shall pass through it forever and
ever.” All this had reference to things in this world: and
80 also I affirm of the passages the gentleman quotes from
Revelation. So far then he has made a signal failure!

In my last I told you that you should not expect too much
of my friend, and I quoted a number of passages from the
Scriptures, as being directly opposed to his doctrine. In his
last he mede what he called a reply to them! I will briefly
notice some of his remarks. . :

« Death, the last enemy shall be destroyed.” This refers
to the time when all will be raised from the dead. Death
will then be destroyed, literally and completely destroyed.
And it is the last enemy ; consequently there are no enemies
beyond the resurrection. All this was explained while en
the second proposition. The gentleman, in reply to this pas-
sage, quotes Rev. 20 — **and death and hell were cast into
the lake of fire— this is the second death,’” and allows this
is the way death is to be destroyed! This might be, were
it not that the passage in Revelation refers to scenes which have
long since taken place, as I abundantly showed while on the
first propogition. It is too late in the day to apply the 20th
of Revelation to the future,and particularly to-the resurrection,
and scenes beyond it! But admitting his application of the
passage, death cannot be destroyed by being cast into a
sccond death! If the first death should thus be destroyed,
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the second death would still be in existence! But death,
the last enemy, is to be destroyed annihilated, which can
only be done by a universal resurrection; so there will be
no second death, nor any other kind of * enemy” beyond the
resurrection.

His application of the passage, * all the ends of the world
shall remember and turn unto the Lord,” &c., needs no
reply : it sufficiently refutes itself !

On the promise to Abraham, he says, I ¢ forgot to tell you
that Paul teaches that the promise is to be ‘given to them
that believe ’— and that I would probably ¢add the words,
¢and to them that believe not also.’”” No, this is not my
doctrine, ¢ twist it as he may.” The promise aund the thing
promised are two very different things. The promise is to
be given to none but them that believe; but the blessing
conuc?ined in the promise is for all mankind. The gentleman
would do well if he would pay some attention to this fact.
God has promised to bless all mankind in Christ; this bless-
ing is certain and absolute; but none can enjoy the promise
of it but them that believe.

“God is love.” “Yes,” says Mr. F. ‘“ God is love, not
will be love.” The gentleman allows that as God is love —
is good unto all, and his tender mercies are over all his
works, and notwithstanding all this, he punishes men in this
world for their sins, he can see no reason why he may not
punish them endlessly, and still be good to them — still
be love! He seems to forget that there is a remarkable dif-
ference between limited punishment, which ¢ eventuates in
good,” and endless torture, which has no evemtuation. A

“God of love” cannot inflict an endless curse upon any of
his offspring ; but he can punish them, and do it in love —
for it is to eventuate in good; but I deny, yes, I deny thata
.God of love can inflict endless punishment upon any of his
creatures ! These two sentiments are in direct opposition to
each other; and either the one or the other must be false !

A few words now about the ¢ degrees of glory.” In the
first place, I deny that a being can suffer an infinite evil
whose amount of enjoyment is greater than that of his suffer.
ings; where the good he enjoys overbalances the evil. No
one denies that ‘a finite creature, in a finite state, can do
gomething that will affect his condition in a infinite state; »»
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but I do most solemnly deny that a finite creature in a finite
state can do something that will so affect his condition in an
infinite state, as to render him the subject of an infinite evil |
All mankind will be infinitely better off in the future state,
than they are here; yet, some will be in advance of others,
Paul and Peter, I have no doubt, will be ahead of Mr. Frank-
lin and myself ! and probably we shall be ahead of some of
the Indians! But all will be positively happy; there will be
no such a thing as positive evil, and therefore none can
suffer an infinite evil. Mr. Franklin, I am quite sare, be-
lieves in ¢ degrees of glory,” or that some will be in advance
of others in ‘ moral am{ intelluctual attainments,”” among
those with whom he expects to associate in heaven. No
doubt he thinks he will be superior, in some respects, to some
of his weaker brethren ; yet be has hardly the presumption
to think he will be as great a man as Paul or Peter or John,
at any rate, not immediately on his entrance into that world |
Well, just what he allows in regard to them that go to
heaven, I allow in regard to all mankind, for I believe that
all will go there.

But the question is in regard to infinite evil ; and if a dif-
ference in degrees of moral and intellectual condition in the
future state, shows that some will suffer an infinite evil, then
it follows that many, probably all, who go to heaven, will .
suffer an infinite evil! Mr. Franklin will suffer an infinite
evil, because he will not be equal to Paul and Peter, to
Luther and Melancthon, to Howard, Murray, and father
Oberlin, all of whom, made great moral and intellectual im-
provements in this life; the apostles will suffer an infinite
evil, because they will never become equal to the Saviour!
and even the Saviour himself, must sustain an infinite evil,
because he will never become equal to the Father! What
an idea.

It is rational to suppose, I said, that there will be differ-
ence of character in the future state — depending in some de~
gree, upon the improvements made in this life. All will be
happy — all progressing in the upward tendency; but some
will be in advance of others; some will have made greater
moral and intellectual improvements here, than others, and
consequently, will be that much ahead of them — though all
will be happy. The moral, upright individual, who has im-
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proved his faculties by cultivating a spirit of charity, benev-
olence, and all the higher orders of our nature, though he
never “ joined the church,”” or professed any particular creed,
will be far in advance of that old, hardened, and selfish sin-
ner, who, although a few days or months before he died, re-
pented, got religion, was baptized, and had his sins all par-
doned ! Professions of faith, and the observance of certain
church ceremonies, is not the kind of moral and intellectual
improvement, of which I speak. These are all well enough
in their plaee; but they are only as the shadow of the sub-
stance ! .

And there will be some denominations, and then again
some nations, that will be far in advance of others, in the
future state, as a general rule; while, of course, there will
be individual exceptions to this rule. Let me illustrate.
The United States, as a nation, will probably be in advance
of the Mexicans, while the latter will no doubt, be in ad-
vance of Islanders of the Pacific, and the tribes of North
American Indians; while those again will be in advance of
the New Hollanders. In regard to denominations, I believe
the Universalists, as a body, will stand at the head ; they
are more intellectual as a class, than others, and they culti-
wate the social and moral powers more than other denomina-
tions ; have a greater benevolence—more expanded charity
and love for their species—more exalted views of God and
his government; in fine, they are superior to others in all
that constitutes true moral and intellectual improvement.
There will be individual exzceptions here, of course. We
have some among us, who are no better than they should be
—who are selfish, bigoted, and narrow minded as others.
Next to the Universalists' will probably rank the Unitarians;
they are generally a very liberal. minded people, and are
generally characterized for their benevolence and uprightness.
They also are an intellectual people. The Quakers undoubt-
edly, will come in next. Many of them, as well as of Uni-
tarians, are in reality Universalists. Besides this, they are
distinguished for their real goodness; for morality, benevo-
lence, sympathy for the oppressed, and for the spiritual im-
provement. Now, of the other denominations, such as Pres-
byterians, Baptists, Campbellites, Methodists, &e., it is diffi-
cult to decide which should have the preference. They are
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all more or less selfish, bigoted, sectarian, and Pharisaical ;
entertaining very limited and dishonorable views of God and
his government ; and I have only time to remark thatin the
resurrection, I am afraid they will find that they have much
to learn—that they are far, very far in the rear of many
who, until then, they had thought would not even attain the
 outskirts” of heaven, much less be ranked in the * first
class !”

MR. FRANKLIN’S FOURTH SPEECH.

I am pleased to see that my friend, Mr. Manford, seems
80 fully to appreciate his situation. He feels conscious when
his time has expired that his work is not done, and conse-
quently encroaches a little more and ae little more on our
stipulated time every speech. I do not blame him at all for
this, for I want him to have no excuse, but to have the full-
est and fairest opportunity he could desire, that his failure
may be attributed to no other cause, but the impossibility
for any man to sustain his position. It is perfectly fair then
that he should lengthen out his speeches, as his cause really
needs it, and as I am permitted to occupy the same length
of time. It is true, I do not need the time to enable me to
sustain my position; but as the whole is shortly to go befoft
the world in a book, and as I have plenty of the best of
materials, I shall ocoupy the same length of time he did.

Although he still accuses me of ‘¢ wilful falsehood,” I
cannot help admitting that he is in a better humor than he
has heretofore been. He succeeded in pleasing himself so
much better in his last speech than he had done before, that
it gave him a momentary comfort—a short respite, from the
agony he has experienced in sympathising with his darling
system, to which he seemed so closely wedded. Yet he
seems almost as if he hates me with a most bitter hatred,
becanse I will not or cannot love his dear theory. He has,
no doubt, frequently recollected the consoling words, that it
is through much tribulation we enter into the kingdom,
since our debate commenced.

After complaining about my dividing and subdividing my
proposition in every speech, the gentleman now tells you,
that he is ““in no trouble about it.” Yet he goes immedi-
ately on to complain again, and says, *we agreed to debate
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a oertain proposition, viz: endless punishment.” That is
only a part of our proposition, which reads as follows: ¢ Do
the Soriptures teach that those who die in disobedience to
the gospel will suffer endless punishment ?” He is perfect-
ly a man of one idea. He has his eye so fixed on the word
endless, that he can scarcely see another word in the propo-
sition.

For the sake of distinctness I divided my proposition into
three, and have taken them piece by piece, and argued them.
‘When Mr. Manford saw the course I was about to pursuo,
he was perfeotly disarmed, and has utterly refused to reply
to some of the most pointed arguments I have advanced, on
the first part of the question. All this will' appear in my
recapitulation.

In the last speech he decided that nothing was to the
point that did not relate to the duration of punishment, and
then assured you that he could not be drawn off from the
question—that take what course I might choose, he would
not reply to any thing that did not bear directly on the
question. After thus speaking he set off as directly as he
could go, and made the greater portion of his speech upon
those very things which he had declared not to the point !
When he says he will not reply to certain points, we are to
understand he will do it the very first thing! This was not
wilful,"but a blunder he made when he was so confused that
he did not know what he was about.

He is now trying to escape from what he said about there
being nothing at stake if Universalism is true, by accusing
me of misrepresenting him, and is now greatly displeased
with my head and heart on account of it. But he need not
blame me, for if he is misrepresented, he did it himself, for
I quoted his words precisely as he uttered them. I knew
when the expression fell from his lips, that he would be
startled when he would hear it qaoted. But I neither mis-
understood nor misrepresented him. He contended that if
the doctrine of endless punishment is true, every body
ought to know it, and argued from the fact that many do
not know it, that it is pretty good evidence it is false. I
contended then, that the fact that a much less number be-
lieve Universalism, was still better evidence that it is false.
He then argues, that if the doctrine of endless punishment
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is true, it is of incomparably more importance that every
body should know it, than it is that every body should
know it if Universalism is true. On this point he said, “ It
is true, it might be better for the world if every body was
acquainted with Universalism, and believed in it ; but then
there is not so much—nothing in fact—at stake, if Univer-
galism be true, in comparison with what there is if endless
punishment be true.” These are his own words, and if they
misrepresent him, he ought not to have uttered them. But
what reason did he give, for saying there was comparatively
“nothing in fact at stake?” And why did he think there
was so much at stake, if the doctrine of endless punishment
is true 7 and why is it so important that all should know it ?
His answer is, ‘‘ that they might have a chance to avoid it.”
Indeed ; and how would they avoid it ? No one has taught
any plan to avoid it, that I know of, only a close and care-
ful observance of the commandments of God. He allows
then, that all ought to know it, that they might avoid it,
and the only way in which they can avoid it, is to obey the
Lord. Then it i3 more important that the world should
know the doctrine I am contending for, if true, than that
contended for by Mr. Manford, for if they believe in end-
less punishment they will obey God, to escape it, but if they
believe his doctrine, they will disobey the Lord. ‘That is
just what we have been telling Universalists all the time,
but I did not cxpect Mr. M. to own it. He has however
done it in all its length and breadth. If his doctrine be
true then, according to his own showing, there is compara-
tively ‘‘ nothing in fact at stake,” whether you know it or
not. You are then wasting your money in paying him for
preaching and writing. That is all. There is nothing new
in all thig, only that the gentleman should have owned it !
That such was the fact we were well satisfied before.

We are not disputing any thing about the heathen na-
tions who never heard the gospel, but about those who die
in disobedience to the gospel. Does he understand the
Bible to threaten any with punishment who do not hear the
gospel or rather who have never had an opportunity to hear
it? He should prove such to be the fact, before he builds
any argument upon it.

I cannot get Mr. Manford to believe our Saviour, when
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he speaks of those who should stand ¢ without the door and
knock.” He contends that they will be in the kingdom at
the very time the Lord said they should stand ¢ without,”
and *“seek to enter in and shall not be able.”” Now I did
not promise to convince any man in this debate who positive-
ly will not believe the clearest and most explicit statements
of the Son of God. Be it whatever kingdom it may, he is
here speaking of, the Lord declares they shall stand with-
out, and shall cry Lord, Lord, open unto us, and shall strive
to enter in and shall not be able. Does Mr. Manford
believe this language? He positively does not, but on the’
other hand declares, and repeats 1t over and over again, that
they were in all the time. Such is the desperate alternative
to which he is driven, on this clear and explicit passage of
the word of God.

He alleges that the Jews did strive to enter into the
church, and were not able; but this I deny. The church
of God has been open to the Jew as well as the Gentile, and
the Jews have been invited, and are still invited, to come
into the church. No one, either Jew or Gentile, ever did
strive to enter into the church and was not able. This fact
is one strong evidence that it did not mean the church. Mr.
Manford admits that the * kingdom of God,” (1 Cor. 15,)
means heaven, in doing which he admits that the same
words sometimes have reference to heaven, and sometimes to
the church. Then what good does it do to quote passages
where ‘“kingdom of God’’ means the church of God, to
settle the question.

We both admit that these words are sometimes applied to
the church, and sometimes to Heaven itself. The simple
question between us is, concerning which does the Saviour
speak in the passage in dispute. I have showed that it
could not be the church ; because, relative to entering into
the church the Lord says, * whosoever will, may come;” but
in the case before us, some are to be willing, and the Lord
will not let them come. 2. In the case before us, the door
is to bo shut; but the door of the church will never be
shut, while it is a church, to Jews or any body else. 8. In
the case before us, some are to strive to enter in, but shall
not be able ; but none strive to enter into the church, with-

.out being able to enter in. 4. The time when they shall
strive to cnter in, is to be when they shall see Abraham,
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and Isanc, and Jacob, sit down in the kingdom, which will
never be in the church in the present state. These four
reasons he has never met, and never can meet. Mr. Man-
ford thinks the words ‘¢ thrust out of the kingdom,” imply
that they were in it. But if he will look at the passage
carefully, he will see that the words ¢ thrust out of the
kingdom,” arc not in the passage. They were simply told
that they should be ** thrust out,” and as they were not in,
but standing without at the door, that must have been
where they were thrust outfrom. There is not one particle
of difficulty in the whole passage, so far as my side of the
question is concerned : the difficulty is on the other side al-
together, and my friend, Mr. Manford, feels it sensibly, too;
hence his labored struggle to escape in his last speech.

The gentleman attempted some reply to my remarks rela-
tive to the ridiculous idea of the Christians at Ephesus, and
other distant countries from Jerusalem, ¢ laying up a good
foundation against” the destruction of Jerusalem. He how-
ever attempts to justify himself, by saying there were Jews
at Ephesus and those other distant places, addressed in the
apostolic letters. That does not help the matter any. The
apostle wrote to the churches, a large majority of whom were
Gentile converts, and all of whom, as said before, were in no
more danger from the destruction of Jerusalem, than we are
from the Mexican war.

Mr. Manford has now admitted that the word translated
immortality, Rom. 2: 7, is the same word translated incorrup-
tibility several times, 1 Cor. 15, yet he puts this immortality
or incorruptibility in this world, in the former passage, and
in the resurrection state, in the latter. What reason does he
give for so doing? No reason under Heaven, nor can he
give any, unless he would come out and say that Rom. 2,
makes it conditional, and in Cor. 15, he does not discover
any condition. The truth in the case ig, this passage bids
defiance to all cavil. The Roman disciples were already be-
lievers, and consequently in the possession of all the life and
incorruptibility available in this world, but are commanded
to seek incorruptibility and eternal life in another state of
being. But I must hasten on, as all the gentleman has said
on this point, amounts to but little, and get to the duration
of punishment again as soon as possible, as he loves to hear.
me on that part of the subject so well.

'd
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The gentleman has talked long and loud about the char-
acter of God; and even told us that he could not, and would
not if he could, love such a God as I speak of. But what
kind of a God does he love? Let us sce. He says: I
would not charge God with being the author of lies, nor of
the gin and wickedness committed in the world; but still I
cannot deny the fact that he is, in some sense or other, the
author of every thing.” How exceedingly modest! He
would not charge God with being the author of lies; but he
cannot deny the fact that He is in some sense or other. Isit
possible that any one can love & God who is thus boldly ac-
knowledged to be the author of lies ? and, to make the mat- .
ter worse, a professed minister is so modest, so perfectly
tame and candid, that he “cannot deny the fact.”” What
an insult to the holiness of Almighty God! That blessed
Being ‘“ who is truth,” and ‘¢ who cannot lie,” must now be
insulted and blasphemed in the presence of this assembly, to
favor the most horrid system of wickedness the world ever
saw! My friend, in one breath, can tell you how good God
is; and then, in the next breath, tell you that he cannot deny
the fact, that He is in some sense the author of lies. And
what is he to rely upon to prove his doctrine? He appeals
to the word of God, and when he can distort some sentence,
80 as to have a little the appearance of sustaining him, he
calls upon you to believe it; and then turns round and tells
you that he ‘‘cannot deny the fact,” that God is in some
gense, tho author of lies. .

He is frequently accusing me of wilful falsification, and
seems very angry about it. I looked upon it as a pretty
grave charge; but, upon reflection, I saw that it was not
worth noticing, as it came from a man in such deep perplex-
ity, that I was satisfied that he scarcely knew what he was
about. But if he cannot deny that God is the author of lies
in any sense, he is the most bewildered man I have met with.
I deny boldly and above-board, that God is the author of
lies in any sense, and dare him to attempt to.prove it. I
want him to place this argument immediately after his argu-
ment founded upon the goodness of God'l

In some sense, God is the author of lies, and all the wick-
edness in the world1 Yet he tells you that the wicked shall
not go unpunished ! Punished for what, I would ask in the
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name of reason and common sense? For those sins of
which God is the aunthor, I suppose! Yet ¢ God is good and
his tender mercies are over all his works!” The pure, per-
fect,. holy and righteous Lord God Almighty, who cannot
look upon sin with the least allowance, who declared that he
hated the wicked deeds of the Nicolaitans, and before whom
the burning spirits fall prostrate, and exclaim, ¢ Holy, holy,
holy Lord God Almighty” —1I say this blessed Being is
charged here, by one who talks of his love and goodness, with
being the father of lies!

He talks about endless punishment being an evil ; but in
his vocabulary, evil is good and good is evil. Not only so,
but all evil is to eventuate in good, and the greater the evil
the greater the good resulting from it! At this rate we may
vindicate the old plea, “let us do evil that good may come,”
or, in other words, the more evil the more glory to God.
But he tells you that the punishment of the wicked is for
their good! Not when they are punished with a sorer pun-
ishment than death without mercy. I defy him or any other
man to show that a sorer punishment than death without
mercy can be for the good of the punished. Such a punish-
ment is for the good of others. The object of endless pun-
ishment is not for the good of the punished, but for the good
of the universe around. It exhibits to man and angels the
inflexibility of the threatenings of Almighty God, and com-
mands the obedience of an intelligent universe, in the most
authoritive manner possible; and consequently, if it fails to
obtain subjection, it is because the rebellious are not capable
of being governed by moral power, and consequently not
capable of being happy.

The gentleman made a most brilliant quibble when he ex-
claimed, with so much parade, “I deny that God can see
the end of endless punishment.” T was not talking about
God seeing the end of its duration, but I used end in the
same sense I understand him to use it. I was talking about
the object or design of punishment, and used the word end
in that sense, of course. This was not worthy of any notice,
except to show what little things a man will catch at when
he has nothing better ! .

Mr. Manford still strives to justify himself in his churlish

_ and peevish expression, thatit is none of my business whether
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his hell does any good or not. But be need not try to escape
in that way, for he is not entirely irresponsible yet. The
Bible speaks of hell, second death, punishment, tormenting,
suffering vengeance, fierceness, and wrath, of Almighty Gog,
&o., &o. I undertake to say that these expressions refer to
an endless punishment, in the coming world. He tries to
confine such expressions to something in this world. He
contends that they cannot have the application I give them,
because he cannot see that such a punishment will do any
good. I then make the same objection to his application.
He then meets me with the overwhelming and irrefutable ar-
guament that it is none of my business ahout his hell! How
courteous! How mild the advocate of the blessed doctrine
of universal salvation! How it constrains the heart to love
the doctrine which inspires such lovely language! After
talking of a hell in this world, which can neither be geen,
felt, or suffered, and which the thousands of its inmates
know nothing about, not so much as to believe it has any
existence, much less that they are in it all the time, and
which he has now failed to point out, after spending almost
three days in debate, and being called upon again and again
to do it——1I say after all this, he gets up and asks what good
an endless hell will do? and then, when asked what good
such a.hell as he talks about will do, he politely answers:
It is none of your business!” No, my neighbors, it is
none of our business, I suppose, what kind of silly nonsense
shall be peddled out in our great community ! If it is the
most simple and sickening stuff in creation, we must bite in
our lips and look just as grave as though we were listening
to any oracle from Heaven, for it is none of our business!”
I now come to the-gentleman’s ‘* most distinguished con-
sideration "’ of my argument, and if his most * distinguish-
ed ”’ consideration shall be found a failure, of course his less
distinguished considerations must fail. The first thing he
attempts is to dodge the whole question, and escape entirely
from the word in dispute; but he need make no such efforts,
for he is bound to come square up to the work and meet the
question full in the face, or show to this audience that he
" cannot. The word to which I refer occurs twice, Matt. 25:
46, and once is translated everlastihg and once eternal.
That Greek word is aiomion. This word has been in the

-
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lips of every Universalian preacher and talker througheut
the land, during the last twenty years, and upon it they
have defied all creation. But now that the word is brought
into debate, and we have a large and listening crowd, anx-
ious to hear what can be said upon it, and what is the first
move of Mr. Manford ? Why, he tells you that it means
the same as another word, and then sets off in a great parade
to give a long string of authorities, defining that other word.
But if aionion means the same a8 aion, why did he not pro-
oeed to give the definitions of aionion in the place of aton ?
The reason is clear. He knew well that such a course
would seal the fate of our argument. But if he wished to
investigate the question fairly why did he not open the lexi-
con and read out to you the definition of this very word
(aionion) found in the passage in dispute? For a very
good reason, viz.: That definition is just as much against
him, and just as much in my favor as it could be. The first
definition is ¢ unlimited as to duration.” Now, he gives
you Greenfield on aion, and when he did so, the lexicon was
open’at the very place where the word in question was to be
found, and his eye was within one inch of the spot where
that word was defined *‘unlimited as to duration.” Why
" did he not give the definition of the word in dispute? Can
he or any other of his friends answer that question? He
tells you that aion means the same thing., I denyit. The
lexicons give the words different meanings, and that is suffi-
cicnt evidence to any man who regards their authority, that
they do not mean the same thing.

The very fact of Mr. Manford’s attempting to escape the
issue on avonion and get off to a word not in the passage, is
a most manifest evidence,that he knew that he could not
stand the proper issue. If it were even granted that the
words mean the same, there would still be no reason for de-
gerting the one in question, and quoting the definitions of
another word ; but on the contrary, let him stick to the defi-
nitions of the word in question.

I do not sindulge much in quoting human authorities in
discussions, as they prove no&xing any way, only to fill up
and make a long speech, when a man is unable to say any-
thing himself ; but to prove the sincérity of Mr. M.’s great
regard for Dr. A, Clarke, I will give you a few words from
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him on the passage and the word in question, as follows:
¢ ¢ Everlasting pumniskment’ No appeal, no remedy, to
all eternity | no end to the punishment of those, whose final
impenitence manifests in them an eternal will and desire to
sin. By dying in a settled opposition to God, they cast
themselves into a necessity of continuing in an eternal aver-
sion from Him. But some are of opinion that this punish-
ment shall have an end ; this is as likely as that the glory
of the righteous shall have an end; for the same word is
used to express the duration of the punishment, as is used
to express the duration of the state of glory. I have seen
the best things that have been written in favor of the final
redemption of the damned spirits; but I never saw an
answer to the argument against the doctrine, drawn from
this verse, but what sound learning and criticism should be
ashamed to acknowledge. The original word is certainly to
be taken in its proper grammatical sense, continued being,
NEVER ENDING.”

Thus Dr. Clark deposes against him in the meaning of
the passage and the meaning of the word in question. You
will now see how much he cares for Dr. Clarke.

If the gentleman cares anything for authorities, I should
think he would pay some attention to the seventy learned:
translators, who have translated the word aionion by eternal
and everlasting, which words are defined by Webster, * con-
tinuing without end, immortal.”” But he can set all author-
ity aside by one bare assertion, by telling you that it means
the same as another word, and then expend his whole force
on that other word, without touching the word in dispute.
No man can ever learn the truth in that way.

In the passage, ‘‘these shall®go away into everlasting
punishment ; but the righteous into life eternal,” the word
aionion from which we have everlasting and ecternal, ex-
presses duration and nothing else, and that it means unlim-
ited duration, I think, I shall come very near making the
gentleman acknowledge.

He has quoted several passages to show that we have

-eternal life in this world, but we only have it prospectively.
But sappose I take him at his word, and admit that we have
it in actual possession; what then? The eternal life, he
would say, is enjoyed by the Christian in this world. But
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will it ever end? He told me, in a private conversation,
that it would not ; but that eternal life began here, and will
continue on perpetually. Well, what is the word eternal
prefixed to it for! To express its duration, and nuthing
else under beaven. Well, then, it expresses perpetual dura-
tion, for he dare not say the ‘ eternal life "’ there spoken of
will ever cnd. And he has admitted that if the life belongs
after death, the punishment does also. Herc, then, I have
literally taken him prisoner, and have him now at my dis-
posal. In speaking of the * eternal life ” and * everlasting
punishment,” and of my applying them to the after-death
state, he complains of me and allows that they do not have
that application, but says, I admit that if one does, both
do.” But be contends that ¢ eternal life’’ is in this world,
but admits that it will never end; and I have shown that
the very same word that expresses its duration, in the same
sentence, from the lips of the same speaker, expresses the
duration of the punishment of the wicked. From this, no
man ever did escape, or ever can.

The gentleman, feeling sensible that he was failing, hap-
pened to think of his signal failure on the first proposition,
and set off to make a quotation from A. Campbell, to help
him out; but I do not consider that my part of the argu-
ment requires any additional support, and therefore shall
not pay any farther attention to this point.

On Heb. 7:16, Mr. M. either did not understand my ar-
gument, or else he did not wish this audience to understand
it, I care not which. He has not touched the argument. I
did not go to this passage to find punishment, but to get a
definition of the word cternal. The aseertion is here made
that Christ was made a p#iest after the power of an endless
life, by Paul; who proceeded in the very next words to
prove his assertion, from the expression,  Thou art a priest
forever.” It is no difference to me, whether you apply it to
the priest or the life of the priesthood, because endless and
forever are both applied to the same thing, and I deny that
either one or the other will ever end. There is no escape
from this definition.

- To my argument, drawn from the use of the expression
¢ forever and ever,” in the thirteen times which it occurs
in the book of Revelations, the gentleman has scarcely
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attcmpted any reply. I must detain you a few moments,
however, to notice what little he has attempted to say on
that point. He allows the reign of Christ will come to an
end at the resurrection. It appears to me that he hasa
monstrous poor memory. While on his affirmative, he
quoted Rev. 5:13, and applied it to the resurrection state,
and I am sure Christ is there represented as sitting upon
the throne. In verse 6 of the same chapter, he is represent.
ed as sitting in the midst of the throne. But I shall now
use the opportunity, to show how unfounded auother asser-
tion he made in his last speech was. He asserted that I
could not find another place where ¢ kingdom,” * kingdom
of God,” or “kingdom of Christ” meant heaven itself, be-
sides the one produced, 1 Cor. 15: 50?2 Well, I am now
ready to make a trial. Look then at 2 Pet. I: 11, and sce
what kingdom is there spoken of. To the disciples—those
already in the church, or as he expresses it, verse 1, “ to
them that have obtained like precious faith with wus,” to
whom ¢ his divine power bad given all things that pertain
to life and godliness,”” that they ¢ might be partakers of the
divine nature ” — to those he gives the command, ¢ besides
all this,” to ‘* add to their faith virtue, knowledge, temper-
ance, patience, godliness, brotherly kindness, and charity.”
He further alleges that 1r they would do this, they should
never fall, but on the other hand, should make their calling
and election sure; * for,” says the apostle, ¢ so an entrance
shall be ministered unto you abundantly into the everlasting
kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ.” This
could not mean the church, for they had already entered into
the church or the kingdom here, but he now tells how they
may gain an admittance into the everlasting (aionion) king-
dom of Christ. Christ then has an everlasting or cternal
kingdom, and what is worse for my friend, is the fact that
the entrance into it is conditional.

Having now found an eternal kingdom of Christ, I shall
refer to one verse to establish two points. 1. That the
government of Jesus Christ shall have no end. 2. That
forever means that which ehall have no end. I will read the
verse Of the increase aud peace of his government, there
shall be no end ; upon the throne of David, and upon his
kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with judgment and
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with justice from henceforth even forever.”” —Isa.9:7. I
now put it to the gentleman to tell us whether he believes
the words of the prophet, when he says, “of the increase of
his government and peace, there shall be no end.” Whatis
here called ¢ government”’ is called * kingdom ” just below,
and that which ¢ shall have no end ” is declared to be ““ hence-
forth even forever.” Thus, then, I have produced a defini-
tion of forever, and found it to be that which is declared to
bave “no end.” The declaration then, of Paul, that he
shall deliver the kingdom to God, is no evidence that the
reign of Christ will cease or the reign of the Saints with Him.
The gentleman allowed this reference was unfortunate, and
it does appear so to him, but not to my argument.

He has made one other objection to my argument; which
is that there will be no day and night in eternity. I should
like to know how he proves that there will be no night in
eternity. It is true, we find the expression, ‘‘ there shall be
no night there,” — Rev. 21: 25 ; but he has applied all that
to the church here on earth, and denied that it had any refer-
ence to the eternal state. Thus he seems capable of apply-
ing a passage to the church when on one part of the argu-
ment, to avoid one point, and then turn round and apply the
same to eternity, to get out of another difficulty! But I will
not hold him to his application of this passage to the church
on earth, for that is evidently wrong, and he is right now in
referring it to eternity. The expression occurs again, (Rev.
22:5,) and the reason is given why there will be no night
there. I will read the passage: ‘ And there shall be no
night there; and they need no candle, neither light of the
gun; for the Lord giveth them light, and they shall reign
forever and ever.” It is in eternity surely, but thereis
nothing said about day and night having ceased. But simply
the assertion is made that ‘there shall be no night there,”
in the holy city that John saw descend from God, out of
heaven. And there, in eternity, the Saints shall reign for-
ever and ever, in the eternal kingdom, which has no end.
Theq reason assigned for there being no night there, is not
that day and right bave ceased, but because the ¢ Lord God
giveth them light.”” Not only so, but one of the passages
states explicitly, that ¢ the gates of it shall not be shut at
all by day,” which shows positively, that there shall be day
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there. But if you will turn to Rev. 7: 15, you will hear it

said of those who come up out of great tribulation, and are

. before the throne of God in His temple, that they serve Him
« day and night.” But it is asserted, (Heb. 1:12,) of God,
that ¢ thy years shall not fail.”” If he believes this passage,
there is.an end to all he has said about no day and night in
eternity, for you cannot have years without days, and * the
years of God fail not.”’

I have now fully and fairly met and set aside every ob-
jection he has made to my argument on the words ¢ forever
and over,”’ as used in Revelations; and have shown that the
expression is applied to the eternal state. The very same
words then, used to express the duration of the shouts of the
triumphant hosts before the throne of God, and the very
same words used to express the duration of the existence of
God, are used to express the duration of the punishment of
the wicked. The man whose soul shall be destroyed in hell,
after the death of the body, be exposed to eternal damnation,
everlasting punishment, and be tormented day and night for-
ever and ever, will as certainly find- himself abandoned to
ceaseless punishment, as that the Bible contains a revelation
from God. It is true, all words have been nsed in a limited
gense ; but this does not destroy their force at all, when used
in their literal signification. Even the word *‘endless” is
used in the Bible in & limited sense, when Paul speaks of
endless genealogies; yet the gentleman never thought of ap-
pealing to this, to show that it did not mean literally, end-
less.— Heb. 7:16. Even the words perpetually, ceaseless,
and every other word in human speech may be, and are fre-
quently used in the same way, but this affects not their lit-
eral import in the least. I defy the gentleman to show that
the words I am applying to the future punishment of the
wicked, in the passages upon which I rely, have the least in-
dication of figurative use, or anything but the most full,
clear, and literal meaning. Let him try it, and see where
he will land.

Finding that he could not reply to my argument, the gen-

. tleman left the point in dispute, after a very short effort, and
attempted to build up his affirmative argumnent, upon which
he made such a manifest failure on yesterday. He did this
for two reasons: 1. He had nothing to offer on our propo-
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sition, which he was willing to gubmit to my examination.
2. He wished to get me off from the question, that I might
not expose his theory any further. And I might add, asa .
third reason, that he was conscious that his day’s work on
JYesterday, needed mending. But I hope you will observe
the difference between him and myself. Those points upon
which 1 told you not to expect too much of him, he has care-
fully avoided, without any examination. He has just left
his brethren to work their way out the best way they could.
But those points wpon which he told you not to expeet too
much from me, have been taken up and examined in regular
order, and Universalism set in the shade. You will notice
all this. It shows at whose door the trouble lies.

The gentleman has never got clear of his admission made
in his first speech, that he ‘believes that improving or
neglecting to improve our talents in this world, will in some
degree, effect our condition ”’ in the world to come. I told
him that he would repent of the admisgion for many years
to come. He would not believe me. But you have now
seen that it has already haunted him like the ghost did the
superstitious in former years. Yes, after twisting, turning,
and manceuvering every way he can, still it haunts him, and
had ke only the power to eall it back, it would most assured-
ly never gain utterance. But the thing has gone from him,
and he cannot call it back. I tried to show him and his
brethren that he was right, and comsequently, that they
need not be so much excited about it; for the Saviour re-
ferred the effect of the improvement -and neglecting to
improve our talents in. this- world, to the world to
come ; but he will not have the Saviour it him, but con-
fines his words to the present stade. - But :I cannot see into
the propriety of this. Can he feasonably refer the effect of
improving or neglecting to imptove our talents in- this life,
" to the future state, and then when the Skviour does the
same-thing, limit the effects to this'life? --He mnever can,
and all the plastering in creation, will mever mend the
matter, but will rather make it worse, -
: Hehas admittéd that the act of neglecting to improve a
man’s talents in this world, may subject him to some of the
- Jower degrees of glory in heaven, and being thus in the rear

wiien he entérs heaven, he miy thus continue perpetually.
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I maintain then, that whatever subjected him to the lower
degrees at the start, and consequently keeps him there per-
petually, is an infimite evil, and as such deprives him of

* many degrees of happiness in the world withoutend. Thus
the principle is granted, that by a man’s own neglect in this
life, he may forfeit happiness in the life to come. Then,
you only need extend the same principle far enough to take
a man from the lowest degree of happiness, a single step
lower, and you are to where there is no happiness at all, but-
misery. But the concession is still wider than that. If the
mere want of improvement, as he has now granted, in this
life, can subject a man to the lowest seat in heaven, what
shall we say of him who not only lacks this good action, bat
spends his life in bad action — in opposition to the will of
God? He has not only neglected to do good, which the
gentleman admits will subject him to. the lowest degree in
glory, but he has added to this all the evil action he could,
which will, upon the same principle, reduce him below the
lowest degree in happiness, and when he gets below all hap-
piness, he is miserable. Out of thine own mouth, thou art
condemned.

Universalists have talked much about the Pharisaical
spirit of other denominations. I could but think of this
when the gentleman was picturing off with such an air of
self-importance the exalted station, the superlatively magni-
ficent and commanding position the Universalists are to oc-
cupy in heaven, transported high over all ; from which emi-
nence, he appeared to anticipate, he will shortly look down
with ineffable.contempt and disdain-upon all the poor
publicans in creation, who are so ignorant as to stand at a
distance, erying ‘¢ God be merciful to me a sinner,” not
knowing that great mystery, not only ‘‘kept secret since
the world began,”” to apostolic times, but not even revealed
by Christ and all the apostles, that all liars, thieves,
robbers, whoremongers, and villians of every grade, shall be
made holy and happy in heaven! How appropriately he
might have prayed as follows: ¢ God, I thank thee, that I
am not as other men are, extortioners, unjust, adulterers, or
even as this publican. I fast tlirice a week, I give tithes of
all that I possess.” ¢ Charity vaunteth not itself, is not
puffed up.” *Let him who thinks he stands take heed lest
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he falL.” ¢ Be not high-minded.” *Let us therefore fear
lest a promise being left us of entering into his rest, any of

should seem to come short of it.” < Look diligently
& any man fail of the grace of God.” I could but look
upon the close of Mr. Manford’s last speech as a kind of
burlesque on his own brethren! He could not tell them
gravely of their superior intelligence or wmoral worth, surely.
They do not claim to be better than their neighbors are —
they are satisfied with being as good. But I have no per-
sonal reflections to offer. It is the doctrine we have to do
with. The gentleman may enjoy his imaginary elevation,
but the Lord says, ‘“he that exalteth himself shall be
humbled.”

I lay it down as an indisputable fact that all human laws
ever made have had their penalties, and that a law without
any penalty would be no law at all. From this we_get the
consent of all the law-makers in all the world, that it it not
only right that we should be punished for transgression, but
that it is reasonable. To this my friend agrees, and quotes
the words, * though hand join in hand, the wicked shall not
go unpunished.” This expression is as literally true as any
other found in all the Bible. Not only the general con-
gent of mankind decided that man ought to be punished
for crime, but that for some crimes he ought to be
punished with the severest punishment in the power of man
to inflict.

‘Well I now ask the question, does an adequate punishment
for all sins committed in this life take place before death ?
Every man of reason is bound to say No. Suppose a man
has committed the most aggravated murder, and while
his hands are yet stained with the blood of innocence, he is
stricken with a shock of lightning, and thus taken out of
the world without feeling the first pang of punishment?
Every man of reason knows that in such cases no adequate
punishment is inflicted in this life, yet my friend admits
that he shall not go unpunished. Then he must be punish-
ed after death. I defy him to escape the conclusion.

For, such crimes as I have alluded to, by the general con-
sent of mankind, are punished as long as it is in the power
of man to punish, and the only reason why a punishment
of greater duration is not inflicted, is because it is not in
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the power of man to inflict it. The idea of a punishment
of great duration, is not repugnant to the reason of man-
kind then. It is further to be observed that the time dur-
ing which any one is engaged in the commission of a crime,
has nothing to do with the duration of the punishment: for
some crimes committed in the shortest time, we inflict
punishment of the greatest duration. This is not atall
contrary to the common sense of mankigd, but accords with
it. 'What goes further to show that punishment of great
duration is reasonable, is the fact that the mischief done in
a short time by the transgressor, is of such great duration.
The gentleman has admitted that the effects of neglecting to
improve our talents in life will follow us into the resurrec-
tion state and by so doing has virtually admitted that they
will never cease. If then, as he has now admitted, our con-
duct in this life will affect the heavenly state perpetually,
and if a man shall deternine to act through his whole life
in such a way as shall affect the happiness of the eternal
state perpetually, where is there any thing unreasonable in
his being punished perpetually ?

Look at the consequences that may follow the conduct of
one wicked man, and then ask yourself if it is unreasonable
that Almighty God would inflict an endless punishment upon
such,.and thus make him an example to men and angels
forever and ever. How many countless millions would it
take to tell the injury done the human race by one Mahomet ?
Rivers of innocent blood lift up the cry to God for
vengeance, not in the pitiful tones of my friend, but in the
language of the holy martyr and witnesses of Jesus, viz:
* how long, O Lord, holy and true, dost thou not judge and
avenge our blood on them that dwell on the earth.

MR. MANFORD’S FOURTH SPEECH.

Mr. Franklin complained of me, and I acknowledge justly,
for overrunning my time, in my last speech; but I had just
go much to say, and I wished to say it while I was at it.
But I promise not to do so this time. I shall probably fall
short of my time in this speech, as much as I went beyond
it in my last, which I will cheerfully give him; for honest-
ly, I see but little in his last speech that demands a reply
from me! Indeed I hardly know where to begin; for, as
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you arc all aware, the most of his time was taken up in
either describing to you my feelings and emotions, the un-
happy condition in which I felt myself, how badly he had
¢« used me up,” &ec., or in going over matters that have been
gone over aud over again, all this day, I may say — to all of
which, it does seem to me, it is hardly necessary for me to
reply! He has said nothing new on these points— nothing
but what he has said before, two or three times, and nothing
but what I have fairly, and I think successfully replied to.
Were I to take up your time in replyingto them again in
detail, he would probably repeat over again just what he has
said before, and would tell you he had refuted me — that I
had failed, &o.

And what is atill stranger, is, that he has not advanced a
single step since his previous speech! Not a new argument,
not a gew proof-text, did he advance in his last-speech !
The presumption is that he is through — that he has done all
he can do. And what has he done? ¥ only assert what
you all know, when I sy he has introduced but barely one

roof-text, and that is the passage in the 25th of Matthew!.

revious to introducing this passage, he wandered from the
point, trying to ‘prove this, that, and the other, which, if
proved, could have but little or no bearing on the question
at issue — the endless punishment of the wicked. I finally
succeeded in bringing him to the point; he set down his
stakes on the passage, ¢ These shall go away into everlast-
ing punishment, but the righteous into-life eternal,” — and
said on this he relied as proof direct in favor of his proposi-
tion. To a consideration of this passage, I devoted a con-
siderable portion of my last speech; in which T believe X
showed clearly and incontrovertibly that the passage not only
cannot be relied on to teach the doctrine of endless punish-
ment, but that it has reference to events which have long
gince transpired. ¥ showed this, first, by reference to the
meaning of the original word rendered everlasting in the
passage, and second, by a coneideration of the passage in
its connection, ascertaining thereby its true meaning.

And what has Mr. Franklin said in refutation of my ar-
guments ! Yes, what has he said! 'Why, simply, that in-
stead of giving you the definition of aionion, the word ren-
dered everlasting, I confined myself to an-entirely different
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word! Now, this is all sheer humbuggery, and affected ig-
norance ! Ie knows better. I first took up the word aivn,
the noun from which aionion is derived, and showed its de-
finition by an appeal to a long list of authorities. This was
the proper course. I might have gone further back and taken
up the root of the word aei, from which aion is derived;
and I intended to de so, should it become necessary ; for this
is the only true way of getting at the meaning of doubtful
words. I showed that aion did not mean endless — that its
" proper meaning was ‘‘age,”’ ‘‘ indefinite duration,” &c. I
also laid it down.as a rule which cannot be denied, and
which Mr. Franklin did not pretend to deny, that no adjec-
tive can mean more than the noun from which it is derived;
and consequently that as aioniom is the adjective derived
from agdon, it could not and did not of itself, mean endless.
I deny that aion and aionion are two different words; they
are but different forms of gheisamesword, the one being the
noun and the other the adjective. And to get at the mean-
jng of an adjective, it is cubtomary, and it is proper and
xight, first to obtain the meaning of the noun from which it
is derived. And it is shown, as it was in my last, that the
nounn does not mean endless. I defy the world to show that
the adjective hay that meaning! It cannot be done. No
adjective can mean. more than its noun. This argument the
gentleman did not touch, nor attempt to touch ! :

But I did not confine myself to the noun, as he said ; after
giving the definition of aion from some sixteen or eightecn
different lexicons, commentators and divines, among whom
are Donnegan, Parkhurst, Priestley, Watts, and Alexander
Campbell — and ascertaining beyond doubt or possibility of
mistake that its proper and radical meaning is limited or in-
definite duration — an age or dispensation — I gave you the
admissions of several eminent theologians and believers in
endless punishment, that the adjective form of the word did
not, and could not, necessarily mean endless duration. Among
these are Drs. Watts and Macknight— the latter of which I
will here read again, as it may have escaped my friend’s at-
tention, and as Macknight is universally acknowledged by
his friends to be good authority. Let it be understood that
he was a believer in the doctrine of endless punishment,
and that while trying to prove this doetrine from these very
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words, he makes this admission. It is on this account the
more valuable. Truth compelled him to decide against his
own favorite doctrine, He says: ¢ These words — aion and
aionion — being ambiguous, are always to be understood
according to the nature and circumstances of the things to
which they are applied.”” Again he says: ‘I must be so
candid as to acknowledge, that the use of these terms, for-
ever, eternal and everlasting, in other passages of Scripture,
ghows that they who understand these words in a limited
sense, when applied to punishment, put no forced interpre-
tation upon them.” Here my friends, is authority, and good
authority, on the word aionion. Universalists then, when
they understand these words in a limited sense,when applied
to punishment, put no forced construction upon them — they
understand them in their natural and proper meaning.

Mr. Franklin wished to know why I did not give you
Greenfield’s and’Clarke’s definition of aiomion? I will tell
you. Those men were partialists, and believers in endless
punishment ; and notwithstanding their definition of the
noun aion, is age, limited duration, &c., they think aionion
means endless —and why? Simply because they wish to
prove their notion of endless punishment by it! They were
theologians; and in defining these words, they do not give
their original and classic meaning, so much as what they
think is their meaning in the New Testament. I do not
take these men’s definitions of controverted words and pas-
sages, except where they testify against themselves! A
man’s testimony in favor of himself is not admissible; but
when he testifies against himself, his testimony is doubly
valuable— for no man, it is presumed, would testify against
himself, except compelled by truth and candor to do so.
This is the reason why I rely upon these men when they
testify in my favor, and reject them when they testify against

‘me; for when they do this, they testify in favor of them-
selves, and I cannot take their testimony. I care not what
Clarke, or Greenfield, or any one else says in favor of end-
less punishment; but when they say any thing against it, I
get it down as valuable, for it is presumed they would not
say any thing against it, unless compelled by facts to do so.

But notwithstanding Mr. Franklin objects to my going to
the noun to ascertain the meaning of the adjective, he does
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what amounts to the same thing. In Heb. 7, he quotes the
passage, ‘ Who is made, not after the law of a criminal
commandment, but after the power of an endless life,” and
then read the next verse: ‘‘Thou are a priest forever after
the order of Melchisedek,” because used as synonymous
with that word. This position is false, as I abundantly
showed in my last speech. The word forever is not used as
synonytous with endless. In the first instance, endless is
applied to the life of Christ; he was made, not a priest, but
was made a living being, the Son of God, * after the power
of an endless life.” Then in the next verse his priesthood is
referred to: ¢ Thou art a priest forever after the order of
Melchisedek.” This fact was made so plain, and the gentle-
man’s position so completely exposed in my last, that his
only remedy was to take this position that Christ’s priesthood
will be endless! And therefore, as his priesthood will be
endless, of course forever must mean endless! I will rout
the gentleman from his position, however, before I sit down.

But what I wish you to notice here is, that the word ren.
dered forever is not aionion. According to his own logic,
he has gone to an entirely different word to get the meaning
of atoniton! The word, or rather phrase is eis tou asona —
being the adverbial form of the noun aion. It is no nearer
atonion than aion is; and instead of going to atona for the
meaning of aiondon, it would be far more proper to go to
aionion for the meaning of aiona/ The gentleman seems to
do every thing, and have every thing wrong end foremost!
But there is no other way, as I before stated, of obtaining the
meaning of either aionion or aion, except by going to the
noun from which they are derived; or by going still further
back to the original roots, aed and on. This the gentleman
dare not do! You see now what his great bluster about my
going to a different word to get the meaning of aionion

. amounts to! It was all gammon, and only said for effect !
Besides this he has done the same thing ; but, unlike me, he
has failed.

But as the gentleman intimates that lie cares but little
about human authorities, I will give him something from
the Bible. Macknight, you recollect, says: ¢ The use of
the terms forever, everlasting, &c., in other passages of
Scripture, shows that they who understand these words in a
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limited sense, when applied to punishment, pat no forced
interpretation upon them.” This he says he is bound te
acknowledge. Let us thercfore refer to * the use of these
words in other passages of the Scripture,” and see how the
case stands. This, after all, is‘the proper way to interpret
Scripture language and phrases. Let the Old Testament in-
terpret the New, says Alexander Camphell, as I showed you
while on the first proposition.

1st. Everlasting. * And I will give unto thee and thy
seed, all the land of Canaan, for\an*everlasting possession.”
—Gen. 17:8. “« » &

*And I will make of thee a multitude of people, and will
give this land (Canaan) to thy seed after thee, for an ever-
lasting possession.”’—Gen. 48: 4.

Now was this possession to be endless? No, for it has
ceased long ago! But let us read some more. “ Uato the
utmost bounds of the everlasting hills”— The everlasting
mountains were scattered.”—Hab. 3:6. The gentleman
believes that the everlasting hills and mountains will all be
destroyed when the world comes to an end !

“ For their anointing shall surely be an everlasting priest-
hood.”—Exod. 40: 15. ¢ And he (Phinehas) shall have it,
and his seed after him, even the covenant, for an everlasting

riesthood.”’—Num., 25: 13. ‘*And this shall be an ever-

sting statute unto you, to make an atonement for the chil-
dren of Israel once every year.”—Lev. 16: 34, Was the
priesthood to be of endless duration? or hasit not long
since been abolished by the priesthood of Christ ? Such
my friends, is a sample of the Bible use of this word. Let
us now read something about another word, which Mr.
Franklin thinks means endless duration.

2d. Forever. ¢ He (Solomeén) shall build me an house,
and T will establish it forever.””—1 Chron, 17:12. This
house although established forever, has long since been torn
down and destroyed! ¢ For the land which thou seest, to
thee, (Abram) will I give it, and to thy seed forever.”—
Gen, 18:15. “You shall keep it (the passover) a feast by
an ordinance forever.’—Exod. 12: 14. Waa the observance
of the passover to be of endless duration? ¢ They shall be

our bondsmen forever.”—Lev. 25:46. Were they to be
ndsmen throughout endless duration? I went to the
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bottom of the mountains ; the earth with her bars was about
me forever”’—that is, thrce days!—Jonah 2:6. ¢ The
righteous shall inherit the land, and dwell therein forever.”’
—Ps. 87:29. Are the righteous to dwell in a land eund-
lessly? ¢ And his master shall bore his ear through with
an awl, and he shall serve him forever,”’—that is, as long as
he live.—Exod. 21: 6. ¢ And they shall dwell in the land
that I have given my servant Jacob, wherein your fathers
have dwelt, and they shall dwell therein, forever; and my
servant David shall be their prince forever.”—Ezek. 27 : 25.
This needs no comment. ¢ But Judah shall dwell forever,
and Jerusalem from generation to generation”—from genea
to genea. ** For I have told him that I will judge his house
forever, for the iniquity which he knoweth.” Will the Al-
might be endlessly judging the house of Eli? And if to
Jjudge forever does not mean endless judgment, why should
to punish forever mean endless punishment? Can any one
tell? Paul writing to Philemon says of Onesimus,—*¢ For
perhaps he departed for a season, that thou shouldst receive
him forever”—not endlessly, surely !

I might go on and occupy my whole time in referring to
passages of this kind, where these words are undoubtedly
used in a limited sense; and then not refer to one half of
the places. Indeed this seems to be the most common use of
.them throughout the Bible, and it is a question with me,
whether there is a solitary place in the Bible where ecither,
of them strictly denotes eternity, or endless duration! Let
it be remembered that in all of these places to which I have
referred, the words rendered everlasting and forever—aion-
ton and aiona in the original Greek, are the same words
which Mr. Franklin relies on to prove his favorite doctrine
of endless sin and suffering !

And now, from the fact thatin so many places in the
Bible, yea, almost universally, these words are used in a
limited sense, which cannot be denied, I lay it down as a
rule which admits of no denial, that the coramon Bible use
of them is limited, indefinite duration; and I call on Mr, F.
to show why we should depart from the primary and Bible
use of these words, when applied to punishment ?

This he has to do or give up the controversy. I affirm
what I Anow to be true, that these words can never sigoify



328 THEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION.

endless duration, unless the things to which they are applied

necessarily of themselves require such a signification!—
‘When applied to God and the duration of his throne and ex-
istence, they may mean endless; yet, in this case it is doubt-

ful whether they ever have that meaning. Says the cele-

brated Scarlett, “ When the reader meets with the phrase
alonion God, he will understand thereby that God reigns

throughout all the aions, or ages; whether past, present, or

to come ; and afonion spirit is the spirit of God which has

presided over the church in all aions, or ages.” But, one

thing is certain, if it means endless in such cases, it is be-

cause the subject to which it is applied necessarily requires

it, and not from any force in-the adjective. This beinga

fact which no man can successfully controvert, it follows

that before Mr. F. can claim any assistance from the phrase

aionion punishment, he must show some good reason from

the nature and character of the punishment itself, why it
should be endless. I deny that there is anything in the na-

ture of punishment, human or divine, which requires that

it should be endless ; nay, I go further—I deny the possibil-

ity of the thing ;—First, because no being could endure end-

less punishment—it would gradually give way under it ; and

finally cease to exist. Endless punishment, therefore, is an

impossibility. Second, because the word rendered punish-

ment in the text (Kolasis) forbids such an idea. It means

to chastise, to punish for the object of reformation. The

first and primary meaning given by Greenfield is chastise-

ment. You may have an aionion chastisement, a long, en-

during chastisement ; but, to talk of an endless chastisement -
is a solecism | o .

A few more words on this subject and I passto something
else. 1st Atonion and aiona rendered everlasting and for-
ever, are derived from aion, the noun. 2d. I affirm, and
have proved, that aion does not mean endless. I therefore
lay down the following syllogism, to which Iinvite the gentle-
man’s special attention, and which I challenge him to refute !

1. No adjective nor adverb can mean more than the noun
from which it is derived.

2. But aionion and atona are derived from aion, which
does not mean endless. .

3. Therefore, atonton and asona do not mean endless.
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Here I get down my stakes, with assurance of perfect se-
curity ; and the gentleman can either come up 1o the work
now and make an attempt to defend his cause, or do as he

.did on the phrase * this generation”—silently back out, and
thus let it all go by the board !

The gentleman affirms that Christ’s reign as Priest and
King is to be endless. He does this in order to show that
the word forever means cndless, because it is said  He was
made a priest forever after the order of Melchisedek.” All
I have to say, is, that he and Paul are at direct antipodes
on this point ;—you can believe which you please. Paul
says in 1 Cor. 15:  For he (Christ) must reign ¢ he hath
put all enemies under his feet.”” How much longer will he -
reign after he has put all enemies underhis feet ? Hear what
the apostle says: < And when all thingsshall 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.” So,
when ajl things shall be subdued unto Christ, tken his reign
and his priesthood will cease, will be at an end—at any-
rate his priesthood, for there will be no more occasion for a
priest ; all will have been subdued, and the Son also him-
self will become subject unto the Father, and God be all in
all, So much, then, for being ‘“made a priest forever.”
It only means throughout, or during the New Dispensation
~—the reign of the Messiah.

In attempting to controvert the position that ¢ the reign
of Christ will come to an end at the resurrection,” the gen-
tleman refers to Rev. 5 : 13, which I had said referred to the
resurrection state ; and says he is ¢“sure Christ is there
represented as sitting upon his throme.” Now, I am
¢ gure "’ Christ is Nor so represented at all! Let us read
the passage: ¢ And every creature which is in heaven and
on the carth, and under the earth, and such as are in the
sea, and all that is in them, heard I saying, blessing, and
honor, and glory, and power be unto 1M that sitteth upon
the throne, AND unto the Lamb.” Itis Gob, and not the
Lamb, or Christ, that is ** represented as sitting upon the
throne!” This was quite a mistake !

While I think of it, I will just notice another failure the
gentleman made, although it is not of much consequence.
In my last I challenged him to produce another phrase in the
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Bible besides 1 Cor. 15: 50, where ¢ kingdom,” ¢ kingdom
of heaven,” or “kingdom of God,” means Heaven itself.
He says he is ready to make the trial, and in making the
trial, refers to 2 Pet. 1: 11 — “ For so an entrance shall be
administered unto you abundantly into the everlasting king-
dom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ.”” Now, this was
said but a few years previous to the destruction of the
Jewish state and the establishment of Christ’s kingdom on
earth ; and the simple, unmistakable meaning of the apostle
is, that all who at that time lived, if they continued in faith
and good works, ‘“‘an entrance should be ministered unto
them abundantly into the everlasting kingdom of Christ”
—the kingdom which he was then to set up and establish
on earth. Nothing else is intended. I boldly affirm that
if tl:;&assage does not mean the reign or kingdom of Christ
on earth, then there is not a passage in the Bible which has
such a meaning! The thingis so plain that it needs no
argument to prove it. The gentleman’s “¢ trial * therefore,
is a failure. )

What he said about my making God *‘the author of
lies,” is too low, mean, and contemptible to need a serious
reply! He avoids the true issue on this point; and, in
order to shicld himself, endeavors to draw your attention by
telling you I say God is * the author of lies!” I said no
such thing, and he knows it ! and I hold him up here be-
fore this audience as a man who can villify, misrepresent,
and pervert arguments which he cannot meet — willingly
and with malice aforethought! I scorn such conduct! I
look upon it as contemptible to the last degree! Why did
he not meet my argument like a man and not as a
demagogue ? 1 have said that God is the first cause of
everything — and, therefore, in some sense or other, he
must be the author of everything. And why did I say
this? Because I maintained that if endless punishment be
true, then God is the author of it, and consequently, the
author of an infinite evil! For God made man just what
he is, and if there be an endless hell, God made that, and
if there be a devil, God made him also, (or he is self-
existent,) for ¢ he made everything that was made.” Now,
if man’s conduct, or sin, plunges him into interminable
ruin for which there is no remedy, then God is the author
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of it, for he saw beforechand the end from the beginning,
and seeing this, he made man with a perfect knowledge that
his existence would terminate in endless and irretrievable
ruin! But foreknowledge with God, as to the termination
or results of his own works, is the same as foreordination ;
and therefore, the doctrine of endless punishment being an
END reflects upon God’s character, and robs him not only of
his glory, but of thelast particle of goodness! But to return.

If a man makes a machine which in its operation, proves
injurious to community, perhaps destructive to human life,
that man is in one sense, the author of evil —yet he may
be one of the best men in the world, having the least evil
intention towards any one. So with God. He has made
. many a wonderful machine ! capable of doing good or evil,
and instituted certain laws by which to reward him for his
good, and punish him for his evil deeds, so that there may be
as much good, and as little evil in the world as possible. Man
sing. God is not the author of his sins, in any other sense
than he is the author of man; and that he is the author of
man, no one denies. Mr. Franklin believes this, and he
knows that I do not make God the author of sin, in any
other sense than this— which he himself believes. God
does not, and cannot sin ; for be is infinitely holy ! but he
has made man, who does sin, and this is all I contend for.
He is therefore, responsible for man’s conduct, the same as
a parent is responsible for the conduct of his children;
otherwise God would not punish and reward man for his
conduct. Sin and evil, I maintain, are but incidental to
moral existence; but should they finally eventuate in in-
finite evil, in endless sinning, then God will be responsible
for it, he will be the author of it— for it will be an end,
an eventuation of his own government and works; so if
cndless punishment be true, there is no way to avoid the
conclusion that God will be the author of it, and conse-
quently, the author of an infinite evill

Now let the gentleman come forward and meet this argu-
ment, or hold his peace, and not take up sin in the abstract,
and accuse me again of saying that God is the author of it!
I say not that God is the author of sin, in the abstract; he
is the author of man, and man is the author of sin. Should
the gentleman say again that * the devil’’ is the author of
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gin, all T ask of him is to tell us who is the author of the
devil ? He said *‘ the devil was a liar from the beginning ;"
but some people say that in the ‘‘ beginning,’” he was an
angel in heaven! I would like some light on this subject.

But there is one other subject I had almost forgotten, arnd
which I must notice before I sit down. I allude to the
subject of eternal life, as used in the New Testament, as
especially in the gentleman’s proof-text from Matthew -25.
He assames the position, (I say assumes, for he cannot
prove it,) that it means the immortal life of the believer, in
the future world. This, I deny, and in my last I showed
clearly by reference to other places, where the phrase oc-
curs, that it means the spiritual life of the kingdom or
gospel — that it is the life which the believer enjoys in this
world. In proof of his position, he says I admitted to him
in a private conversation, that ‘eternal life”’ does noé
extend beyond this world, &c. Now, whether, I did or not,
is of no consequence in this debate. And if I did make
such admission to him in ‘private conversation,” he has
done what no true gentlerian would do in thus bringing it
into this debate! But I now deny, so far as this debate is
concerned, ofever making such admission! I am losing con-
fidence in the man every speech he makes, both as a gentle-
man and a Christian. I tell him as I did in rclation to
another subject— it is none of his business what I say in
¢« private conversation; ”’ let him attend to what I say in
this debate, and he will have enough to do.

I have now replied to all the points in the gentleman’s
last speech which, in my candid opinion, was deserving of a
reply. The most of his speech was made up of assertions,
scarcely ever touching my arguments. The passage I quoted
from Isa. 34, which refers to the desolation of Idumea, and
speaks of the land becoming ‘¢ burning pitch,” the * dust
turned into brimstone,” and the ‘¢ smoke thereof going up
forever,”” he has paid no attention to. Doubtless he will
not. Perhaps he will pay no attention to the numerous
passages I have introduced in my present speech, in
reference to the words ¢ everlasting’” and ¢ forever!”
‘We shall sce.

The most of his speech being made up of assertions and
repetitions, I refer you and him to my last speech for a for-
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mal reply to all that has not been referred to again in this.
The arguments of my last specch, I conceive, have not been
touched ; and until he can say something more than he did
in his last, they must still remain untouched. What he
said about the punishment of sin, and the reasonableness
and justice in the idea of its * great duration,” because the
effects of some men’s wickedness is of long duration, all
vanishes when you recollect that in one short hour, accord- -
ing to Mr. Franklin, the wickedest man can repent, be bap-
tised, ebtain remission, and escape all punishment! What
now beecomes of the « effects’” and ¢‘consequences” of a man's
sins? Suppose Tom Paine had repented and got religion
just before he died, what would have been done about pun-
ishing him throughout ‘¢ great duration”’ to compensate for
the * mischief done in a short time,” by writing his Infidel
book ?  You may ¢ look at the consequences that may fol-
low the conduct of one wicked man,” and you may reason or
imagine yourself into the belief that ¢ it is reasonable ” that
Grod should punish him for a ‘“ great duration,” or endlessly :
but alas! he repents before he dies, and goes to heaven !
‘Where are now your ‘‘consequences’ of his wickedness ?
They still remain. Where now is his punishment due for
- these ‘‘consequences?’’ O, pshaw! This is all I will
say. The balance of my time I give him.

MR. FRANKLIN'S CLOSING SPEECH.

I now rise before you to make my closing speech on the
important question now before us, after which I shall leave
the question for every man to decide for himself in this
great and intelligent community. I shall first pay a little
attention to Mr. Manford’s last speech, and then proceed to
recapitulate my argument, and place it before you in as clear
and forcible a manner as I can.

I cheerfully agree with the gentleman that he did not
know where to begin in his last speech, and so far as any
argument is concerned, his part of the debate would have
been about as strong if he had not began at all. He
says that he only asserts what you all know when he asserts
that I have only introduced one proof text. This will do
for a man who had talked as loudly about misrepresentation
as he has done, but any other mar could not talk so and be
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believed ; and it may be that he will not be believed by the
time I have finished my recapitulation, or even that he is
not belicved now. I bave introduced more than one half
dozen Scriptures to which he has attempted no reply what-
ever. In addition to this, a goodly number he has tried to
examine and failed. Yet he has the assurance to stand up
and face this audience and tell them that I have introduced
but one proof text, Matt. 25, which seems to pierce him s0
borribly, has proved invulnerable, and has terrified him so
that he can think of nothing else. But he tells you that he
has finally succeeded in bringing me to the point. That put
me in mind of the old astronomer who had watched the mo-
tions of the earth until it had performed its annual revolu-
tion, and reached the precise point where it had been just
one year before, when he exclaimed to those about him,
““ we have succeeded in bringing it to the point at last.”
Just 80 Mr. M. succeeded in bringing me to the point at last
when I came to it of my own accord. I know the meaning
of all that long parade. The object of it is merely to fill up
time, and not to get me any nearer to the point. He, in
truth, only dreaded it all the time, because he could not get
me off from the point.

Mr. M. still tries to escape discussion on the meaning of
the Greek word aionton, but there is no escape for him here.
I cannot let him off to another word ; yet I confess, that I
feel for him, for he is conscious that he must cheat this audi-
ence some way, and get them to take the definition of anoth-
er word, in the place of the word in dispute. Well, then,
what is the advantage in going to it? Why not give the
people honestly and candidly, the definition of aionion, and
not go off for the definition of another word? The reason
is at hand. You know the definition of that word is not the
game in our lexicon; and you want the people to take the
definition of aion, in the place of the definition of aionion,
for no other reason under heaven, only because you know it
is not the same. 'What reason have you given for wanting
the people to take the definition of aion in the place of the
definition of aionion ? None under the heavens, but your
bare assertion, that the two words have the same meaning;
and this assertion i3 not correct, or the lexicographers would
ha:?i defined both words alike, which you know they have
not done.
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The effort made by Mr. M. to escape the very word used
by our Lord, and impose the definition of another word on
this people, is one of the best evidences I have found, of
his consciousness that he must fail, if he cannot get clear
of the meaning of that word.

He tells you that he lays it down as & rule, that no
adjective can mean more than the noun from which it is
derived, and that I have not denied it. Well, I do deny
it most positively, and I say further, that it is no rule at
all, but simply his bare assertion. How has he proved it?
He has not proved it all; but simply asserted it. The fact
that the lexicons define two words differently, is cufficient
evidence that they have different meanings, with men who
regard evidence.

After all the gentleman’s long parade in quoting Dr. A.
Clarke, and telling what a great, learned, and good man
he was, he now represents him as dishonest, because he
decides against him ; and accuses him with doing it to sus-
tain his position. I told you I would prove his sincerity
in quoting Clarke. With him a man is great, learned, and
good, while he can pervert his language into the service to
prove Universalism, but the moment his language is quoted
against him, he is dishonest!! He says he does not take
the testimony of great men, only ¢ where they testify -
against themselves.”” That is, he does not take their testi-
mony only where they testify what they did not believe ! !

In his last speech, Mr. M. set off to give us a long list of
places where the word eternal is used in a limited sense;
but he simply did so to fill up his speech, for I have stated
that the word js frequently used in a limited sense. I have
also mentioned the fact that the word endless is used in a
limited sense, and so is the word perpetual and any other
word in human speech. But he tells us, that he doubts
whether the word means endless any place in the Bible.
Well, I can very soon remove all doubts on that point, in
the mind of every candid man present.. When we read of
« the everlasting God,” the word everlasting, expresses the
duration of the existence of God, and nothing else. The
word in that place is used in an unlimited sense, beyond a
doubt. When we read of ¢ everlasting life,”” * eternal
life,” &e., the word expresses unlimited duration. To avoid
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this, Univerealists have set off to prove that eternal or
everlasting life is in this world; but this avoids not the
difficulty ; for they dare not say it will end. The word
eternal, when applied to life, expresses its duration, and
means just the same as our Saviour did, when he said, « He
that believeth on me shall never die.”” Will eternal life
end? He dare not say it will. Well, what is the word
that expresses its duration? The Greek aionion, translated
everlasting. Everlasting life is unending life, beyond all
dispute. This, I showed in my last speech, on Matt. 25:
42; but the gentleman fouund it convenient to pass it by
silently, and made not one solitary remark upon it. I did
not succecd in * bringing him to the point.”

He calls upon me, to tell why we should not take the
primary meaning of the word atonion. I was just about
to ask him that very question. I just open my lexicon,
and turn over honestly to the very word used by our Lord,
and take the first and literal definition of the word, and
read it out to the people. Now I want to know why he
does not do the same. The reason is at hand. This
straight forward course will not sustain his position. He
must try to get you to take another word, and if that will
not do, you must not believe the lexicons, but take his
assertion, in opposition to them. But I spare him here,
for he feels his nakedness.

The gentleman has finally found an unanswerable argu-
ment. Endless punishment is impossible. But where is
the proof? Why, Mr. M. says, it is impossible. You
need not quote the words of Jesus, that *“all things are
possible with God,” for Mr. Manford has proved by one of
his infallible assertions that endless punishment is impossi-
ble. It cannot be, therefore, because it is impossible, and
it is impossible therefore, because it cannot be! That is
the way to prove things.

The word kolosis, translated punishment, means to chas-
tise, to punish for the object of reformation, he thinks.
That little chastisement that fell upon a million and a-half
of Jews, who washed the streets of Jerusalem, with their
blood, I suppose produced a great reformation in those
upon whom it fell] A sorer punishment than death with-
out mercy will be a chastisement that will follow some men
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into another world, for their reformation! Grand logic
this Universalian logic ! |

The gentleman took the trouble to tell you that I let the
expression, “ this generation,” pass silently. That is only
another of his blunders, in his confusion. I made a state-
ment of the proper meaning of this generation, and it stands
yet, untouched by Mr. M., except his bare assertion that
my statement was not correct. My statement was one that
I knew every man would find correct who would look into
a lexicon, and not consider it worth while to repeat it over
again. I stated that the first definition of the Greek word
genea, translated generation, Matt. 24:34, was family.
"This, Mr. M. positively denied. Well, I now say with my
lexicon before my eyes, that I was correct, as any man can
see, who will be at the trouble of looking. '

Mr. Manford now denies making God the author of sin,
only in one sense, and accuses me of misrepresenting him.
If I misrepresented him, I did it in quoting his own words;
but the truth of the matter is, I did not misrepresent him at
all; as you may see from his last speech. In one breath
he denies that God is the author of sin, and in the next
breath declares that he is the author of sin in some sense,
and tells that I believe the same. I deny it roundly; I
believe no such blasphemous nonsense. And I deny the
outrageous notion that God is respomsible for man’s sins.
He talks about the character of God, but what kind of a
character does he represent the Almighty as possessing?
‘Why God is the author of sin; yet he punishes man with
death without mercy; and even a sorer punishment than
death, without mercy for committing sin.  Yet he tells you
that he is good and his tender mercies are over all! As it
respects endless punishment, he has not proved that it is an
evil, and his asserting it over and over, eight or ten times
in a speech, does not prove it to be an evil. But he has
acknowledged on the other hand, the importance of know-
ing it, if the doctrine be true, that we may escape it. How
does he expect to escape it by knowingit? The idea is,
by being a good man—by obeying the gospel. In this, he
has virtually acknowledged, that the belief of the doctrine
of endless punishment would make him better, and all bet-
ter, in order to escape it. And that is the true state of the
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case. The doctrine of endless punishment has more power
in subduing rebellious spirits, without any of the other high
and holy considerations of the gospel, than all the Universa-
lism inthe world. This, Mr, Manford felt, when he spoke
of the importance of knowing it, if it be true.

Mr. Manford, it appears, can see no difference between that
man who repents— reforms his life, acknowledges his sinful-
ness and turps to God, and that man who continues an obdu-
rate and an impenitent sinner to the last. The effect of the
wicked conduct of the ome, he allows is going on in the
world equal with the other. Had Paine publicly and man-
fully confessed his error only one year before he died, it
would have stripped his infidel book of nine-tenths of its
power. And if Mr. Manford would give up his Universalism,
and do all he could the remainder of his life, to counteract
his former teaching, as some men have done, the effect of his
operations would be very different on the world, from wha

_it will, if he pursues his course on regularly until death.
And if he finds himself mistaken, as he certainly will, he
will find his condition vastly different when he will stand
before God. But I have already given more attention to
his last speech, than I intended. Without further ceremony,
1 shall proceed to review the argument.

1. Our proposition reads as follows: ¢ Do the Scriptures
teach that those who die in disobedience to the gospel, will
suffer endless punishment?’” This proposition I divided
into three, though greatly to the annoyance of Mr. Manford.
The first of these was that those who die in disobedience to
the gospel, will never be saved. The second was that they
will be punished after death. And the third was that the
punishment will be endless. Having thus marked out my
course, I proceeded to the infallible oracles of Gcd, beginning
with Matt. 7:13, 14, and its parallel, Luke 13:23, 29,
From these passages, it was shown that the very question our
Universalian friends are always talking about, was presented
to our Saviour in the following words: ‘ Lord, are there few
who shall be saved ?” In the place of informing those who
asked this question, that ail will be saved, the Lord proceed-
ed to charge them to ‘ strive to enter in at the strait gate,”
assuring them at the same time, that when once the Master
of the house shall have arisen up and shut to the door, they
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should stand without crying, Lord, Lord, open unto us, and
that he should order them to depart— they should not be
able to enter in.

Mr. M. contended that “the kingdom here,” meant the
church, and consequently, that some would strive to enter into
the church, but shall not be able. I showed that this could
not be, for the language of the Lord, relative to the church,
is, *“ whosoever will, let him come,” and ¢ he that cometh to
me, I will in nowise cast out.” The next quibble Mr.
M. made, was that if * the kingdom >’ meant heaven, then,
the wicked go to heaven, and are cast out. But I showed
that the wicked were to ¢ stand without the door, and knock,”
and it was from that position, without the door, they were to
be ¢ thrust out,” and that they had never been within, This
passage, Mr. M. has tried hard to answer, but has made a
most perfect failure. It still stands in all its force, testify-
ing that the wicked shall stand without the door, and knock,
crying, Lord, Lord, open unto us, and shall strive to enter in
but shall not be able. I have repeatedly called upon Mr. M,
to point out the kingdom on this earth, where persons strived
to enter in, and were not able. This, he has not, and he can-
not do. :

2. My second argument was drawn from several passages
which show the conditionality of eternal salvation. Some
of these I will repeat. Matt. 6: 19, the Lord commands us
to “lay up treasure in heaven.” Universalism teaches,
that all men shall have treasure in heaven, whether they
lay it up as commanded or not. 1 Tim. 6:17, 19, was re-
ferred to for the purpose of showing that man must do good
works, in order to secure a good foundation against the time
to come and® eternal life. But Uuniversalism teaches that
all men will have a good fpundation against the time to
come and eternal life, whether they do these good works
ornot. In Col. 83:1, we have a command to * seek those
things which are above, where Christ sitteth on the right
hand of God.” But if the doctrine of my friend - be true,
there is no force in such a command, for all men will have
those things which are above whether they seek for them or
not. ‘Rom. 2:7, was then referred to, as an evidence that
in order that we have glory, honor, immortality, and etcr-

nal life, we must seek for them. In order to escape
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the force of this passage, Mr. M. contended that * glory,
and honor, and immortality, and eternal life,”” are in this
world. In order to do this, he took the position that the
word translated immortality, is not the word thus translated
in other places. This, we admitted; but we showed that it
is the very word that is translated incorruptibility, some
four times in 1 Cor. 15, and if he brings the immortality of
Rom. 2, into this world, he algo, must bring the incorrup-
tion of 1 Cor. 15, into this world.

Just so certain, then, as the * glory, honor, immortality
and cternal life,” Rom. 2: 7, is in the future world, Univer-
salism is gone. No argument from any other part of the
Bible can save it. And if you put that which is indicated
by each of these terms in this life, I should like to know
what terms refer to the future state! I quoted the words:
¢¢ He that overcometh shall be clothed in white raiment ; and
I will not blqt out his name out of the book of life, but
I will confess his name before my Father, and before his
angels.” Rev. 3:5. In connection with this, I quoted the
words: *“ To him that overcometh, will I grant to sit with
me in my throne, even as I also overcame, and am set down
with my Father in his throme.” Rev. 3:21. This lan-
guage implies conditionsas strong asany language can, and as-
serts, to him who can and will appreciate the force of language
that he who does not overcome, shall not be clothed in white
raiment, and his name shall be blotted out of the book of
life, and I will not confess his name before my Father and
his angels, and he shall not sit down with me in my throne.
This passage, Mr. M. has not set aside and he cannot. It
was further shown, that the, Lord says, ‘“ He that believeth
not the Son shall not see life; but the wrath of-God abideth
on him.” John 3:386. This passage being true, my first
position is sustained beyond the possibility of a doubt. I
called your attention to Heb. 2: 2, 3; to show that there is
no escape from the punishment threatened in the gospel.
From Heb. 3:11, it was shown that God swore in his wrath
that the Israelites should not enter into his rest, in the
earthly Canaan; and at verse 1, chapter 4, the apostle com-
mands Christians to ‘* fear lest a promise being left us of en-
tering into his rest, any of -us should scem to come short of
it.” This rest remaining for the people of God, is that

\
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shadowed forth, by the entrance into the earthly Canaan,
and from the expression of the apostle it is clear that a man
may come short of it, or fail to enter into that rest. The
words of Paul were further quoted and relied upon, Heb. 6 :
4,6. “Tor itis impossible for those who were once en-
lightened, and have tasted the heavenly gift, and were made
partakers of the Holy Ghost, and have tasted the good word
of God, and the powers of the world to come, if they shall
fall away, to renew them again unto repentance ; seeing they
crucify to themselves the Son of God afresh, and put him to
an open shame.” On this very clear and explicit statement
of the apostle, he comments as follows: ¢ For the earth
that drinketh in the rain that cometh oft upon it, and bring-
eth forth herbs meet for them by whom it is dressed, re-
ceiveth blessing from God ; but that which beareth thorns
and briars, is rejected; whose end is to be burned.” This
passage received mno attehtion from Mr. M., for the very
good reason that he knows that when God declares a thing
to be impossible, it is no use to contend against it. But I
quoted the apostle further, Heb. 11: 26, 27, where he says,
* If we sin wilfully after we have received the knowledge of
the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for sin, but a
certain fearful looking for of judgment, and fiery indigna-
tion which shall devour the adversaries.” On this, it was
shown, the apostle gives his own comment, as follows: He
that despised Moses’ law, died without mercy under two or
three witnesses: of how much sorer punishment, suppose ye,
shall he be thought worthy, who hath trodden under foot
the Son of God, and hath counted the blood of the covenant
wherewith he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done
despite unto the spirit of grace 7’ This passage has receiv-
ed no attention from the gentleman, except his assertion that
there can be a sorer punishment than death without mercy
in this life. Heb. 12: 14, 17 was quoted to show that we
may fail of the grace of God, which passage my friend has
not attempted to harmonize with his theory. Jude 12 ver.
was quoted to show that some men are compared to trees
twice dead and plucked up by the roots. But this, too, has
been passed in silence by Mr. M. To conclude this branch
of the evidence, Rev. 22: 13, 19 was quoted to show that by
certain wicked conduct, a man’s part may be taken out -of

-
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the book of life and out of the things written in it, and the
plagues written in that book may be added to him.

Now I ask again, as I did once before on this point, in the
name of all reason, in view of the candor and faithfulness,
as well as the inflexibility of the Almighty, is it possible for
any man to be saved, who has refused to “lay up treasure
in heaven’ —refused to ‘seek those things which are
above,”” would not  follow peace with all men, and holiness,
without which no man shall see the Lord ”” — failed to * lay
up a good foundation against the time to come, that he may
lay hold on eternal life *” — positively refused to * fear lest
a promise being left us of entering into his rest, any of you
shouid seem to come short of it ” — who would not strive to
overcome as Jesus overcame, and thus sit down with him in
his Father’s throne — the man whom ¢ it is impossible to
renew again,” and who-has ¢ failed of the grace of God—
whose end is to be burned *’ — for * whom there remaineth
no more sacrifice for sin”” — *“ in whom God will have no
pleasure ’ — a *“ raging wave of the sea foaming outits own
shame ; twice dead and plucked up by the roots, for whom
is reserved the blackness of darkness forever ”” — for ¢ whom
nothing remains but a certain fearful looking for of judg-
ment and fiery indignation which shall devour the adversa-
ries "’ — whose ¢ part is taken out of the book of life, and
out of the hol'y city, and out of the things written in the
book of life,” who shall suffer a * sorer punishment than
death without mercy ”” — for whom there is no ¢ repentance,
though sought with tears,” and who shall stand without and
knock at the door, after the Master shall have risen up and
shut it to, and ery, Lord, Lord, open unto us, and to whom
the Lord will say, ‘“depart, ye workers of iniquity, I never
knew you’”’ — I say, is it possible that such can ever be
saved? If so, then human speech is incapable of express-
ing anything but salvation; for such language is just as far
from salvation as it can be. J

2. I quoted several passages in the second place, to show
certainly that God will punish man after death. As these
were quoted on the first proposition, and as my time is run-
ning near to a close, 1 shall simply refer to them. 2 Tim.
4: 1, speaks of the judgment of the dead. Acts 10:42, de- -
clares the same. The rich man and Lazarus were referred
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to for the same purpose. Rev. 21: 8, was adduced on the
same point, in connection with Rev. 20:12. Some other
passages were also quoted touching this point, all of which
stand in full force, not being the least impaired by anything
said by Mr. M,

Now, if the most clear and explicit language of the book
of God can establish any proposition that Jesus Christ ¢ shall
judge the quick and dead ”” — that ‘¢ Christ was ordained of
God to be the judge of quick and dead ” — that ‘‘ it is ap-
pointed unto men once to die, and after this the judgment ”
— that a ““man died and was buried; and in hell he lifted
up his eyes, being in torments’’ — that it is a ‘* doctrine of
lies, and strengthens the hands of the wicked, that he should
not return from his wicked way to promise him life’’ —
that ¢ the fearful, and unbelieving, and the abominable, and
murderers, and whoremongers, and sorcerers, and idolators,
and all liars, shall have their part in the lake that burns
with fire and brimstone ; which is the second death,” —
that ‘the dead, small and great, shall stand before God,
© o ¢ and be judged out of those things written in the
books, according to their works.”

8. On the duration of punishment, I quoted Matt. 25:
46. < These shall go away into everlasting punishment;
but the righteous into life eternal.” On this point, I show-
ed that the same Greek word, atonion, which expresses the
duration of punishment, also expresses duration of life, and
that the life and punishment both belong to the same state.
This Mr. M. admitted. I then proceeded to give a defini-
tion of the Greek word aionion, which was found to be ‘‘un-
limited as to duration.” This Mr. M. has attempted to
meet in no way only to escape to aion in the place of aiont-
on. But for this he has given no good reason. His course
has been to assert that the two words mean the same, but for
this assertion he has given no reason but his own bare asser-
tion that the adjective can have no other meaning than the
noun; but this is proved false by the lexicons, which give
different meanings to these words. But Greek lexicons are
no authority compared with his bare assertion! But I reli-
ed not alone on the lexicons, but referred to Heb. 7: 16, 17,
where Paul justifies himself for saying Christ was made a
priest ¢ after the power of an endless life,” by quoting the
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words of David — “ Thou art a priest forever.” In this
passage he makes the words ¢ endless”’ and ““ forever” the
same in meaning. But here Mr. M. thought he saw where
1 had done the same in substance as he had done in going to
another word, because the Greek word in this passage is
aionia and not aionton ; but if he will look into his lexicon
he will see that aionia is defined with aionton, and conse-
quently the definition is just the same, but he goes to anoth-
er word with another definition. I am aware that it is hard
to rob him of this his only attempt to escape, but truth re-
quires that it should be donme. I also have referred to 2
Cor. 4: 6, to show that Paul defines the' things which are
seen, temporal, and the things which are not seen, eternal.
Then I contend that those temporal punishments that Mr.
M. speaks of are not the punishments the Saviour speaks of
in my proof-text, for it is eternal punishment and not tem-
ral. This he has not deigned to notice, but has filled up
s time in telling you that I have only offered one proof-
text. As I before observed, he has taken the position that
the “eternal life’” in Matt. 25 : 46, is contemporary with the
¢« everlasting punishment,”” and that both are in this world,
but he dare not say that eternal life will ever end, or that it
is not endless. I have showed that the same word, in the
lips of the same speaker, in the same sentence, is used to ex-
press the duration both of the life and punishment. This
word must be used the same in both places in this sentcnce,
beyond all dispute, and that it expresses the duration of the
life, and that that life is endless, cannot be denied by any
man living. Just so certain then as the duration of the life
mentioned in this passage is endless, the punishment is end-
less. The very same word, then, that expresses the duration
of the life of the righteous also expresses the duration of the
punishment of the wicked. Indeed, the same word is used
to express the duration of the existence of God, and that it
does not mean endless here no man who has any regard for
truth, can affirm. The effort that Mr. M. attempted to
make by showing that the same word is used sometimes in a
limited sense, can be made relative to any word in human
- specch. The word endless is used in the Scripture in a
limited sense, but who would attempt to get its proper mean-
ing from such a use ?
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I then referred to the use of the words forever and ever, as
found in Revelations. In doing this, I showed that these
words express the duration of the lifc of God, the life of Christ,
and the praises of God with the reign of Christ. The only ef-
fort Mr. M. made here was to try to show that the reign of
Christ would come to an®end, and consequently that the
word could not mean endless.  But beyond all dispute,
when it is applied to the duration of the life of God, it
means endless. . Still further, I showed from Isa. 9:7, that
“¢ of the increase of his government there shall be no end,”
and the reason assigned for this statement just below, is that
he shall sit upon the ¢ throne of David forever.” To this I
will just add the words of Daniel, Dan. 7:14; ¢ His do-
minion is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass
away, and his kingdom that which shall not be destroyed.””
If this is to be relied on, there is an end to the gentleman’s
quibble. The same words then, in the same book, from the
pen of the same man, in reference to the same state, that the
Spirit of God used to express the duration of the life of God,
are used to express the duration of the punishment of the
wicked. I ask again, then, by what rule does any man ad-
mit those words to mean uulimited duration in ten places in
the same book, in reference to the same state, used by the
@ame man, and then deny that it has the same meaning in the
three places where it applies to punishment ? Certainly by
no rule or law of language whatever, only a determination to
bave the discussion in a certain way.

That the soul and body of man may be destroyed in hell
after death, where the worm dieth not and the fire is not
quenched, where he will suffer eternal punishment, and be
tormented forever and ever, is just as certain as that the Bi-
ble is a revelation from God. Whoever shall be the misera-
ble victims of this fierce vengeance of God, most certainly
will be without anything to ground a hope of escape upon.
I ask, then, what language the Almighty could have used to
express the duration of the punishment of the wicked, that
would have been more forcible than that to which I have re-
ferred ? I do not know any way that endless punishment
could have been expressed more clearly, than it is expressed
in the Bible.

Beloved neighbors, you have now heard us present what
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we have to say on this great question, You have heard Mr.
M. acknowledge the superiority of the importance of know-
ing it, if I am right, and you have heard him admit how
much less the importance of knowing it, if he is right. The
reason why he admits it to be so important to know it, if I
am right, is, that we may obey the gospel and thus escape
punishment; and on the other hand, the reason why it is of
so little importance to know it, if he is right, is that it will
pot make any one any better if he does know it.
. You have seen the close places Mr. M. has been in, in
this discussion ; and that in many instances he would not
acknowledge that he believed plain passages of Scripture.
Indeed, he could not, without giving up his theory. You
must now decide for yourselves, and my prayer is, that you
may decide in such a way as you will be satisfied in life,
in death, and in the morning of the resurrection.

The subjects we have discussed, have been before me
some twelve years, and I know that I have looked at them
with candor ; and look upon it as my duty, now that we are
about to close the debate, to assure you that I am happy in
thus having made this effort in defence of truth and right- -
eousness ; and, although I have received the most insulting
language, I have tried to keep in the spirit of my Master,
and not return railing for railing. é

Gentlemen, moderators, you have my most grateful
thanks for the respectful and dignified manner you have
presided in this discusgion. And you, my fellow-citizens,
have my most sincere tKanks for your patient attention.

My prayer to the Giver of all good is, that this discussion
may be the means, under God, of enlightening mankind and
promoting righteousness in the earth. To the great mame
of God, through Jesus Christ, be the honor and power ever-
lasting. Amen.

MR. MANFORD’S CLOSING REPLY.

The gentleman tells us that he has introduced more than
one proof-text. I again tell him, what every one in the
congregation knows to be correct, that he has produced only
one proof-text on the proposition before us tc-day, and that
- is Matt. 25:46. That is the only passage he has cited
that relates to the duration of punishment, the subject of
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our present discussion. The other texts he has read say
nothing about the duration of punishment, and therefore are
not proof-texts. If his views of them all are correct, they
would not come within a thousand miles of proving that any
of mankind will suffer endless misery. It is perfect folly,
then, to call them proof-texts. Every one knows that they
are not. He promised in the beginning to do the very best
he could for his eause ; and he thought he could do it ample
jsutice, as he has studied it faithfully twelve years. . His
ardent and laborious studies by day and by night, for
twelve long years, accompanied by the laudable aspiration
to do something great, has armed him, he thinks, with one
evidence that the God of heaven will torment a portion of
his own offspring, without mercy and without end! With.
out doubt the gentleman has done the best he could ; and
if he could have mustered one more proof of his darling
theme, he would gladly have done so. You must not,
therefore, blame this advocate of endless woe, for not doing
better. But as the good Book is so barren of this principal
item of Partialism, I hope the gentleman hereafter will
think and preach less of the devil and his kingdom, and
more of Christ and his kingdom. The Bible is full of
Christ and of heaven, but, according to Mr. Franklin, the
eternal kingdom of darkness, as the doom of men, is only
once spoken of, .

But the gentleman is more successful than St. Paul was,
an Apostle of Christ. He studied the Gospel some thirty
years, and it is a fact, that he never spoke of hell but once,
and then declared that it should be destroyed. If any one
doubts this, let him read the Apostle’s sermons and epistles,
and he will be convinced that I speak the truth. Still he
affirms that he had ¢ ndt shunned to declare ALL the counsel
of God.” Acts 20:27. Perhaps Mr. F., when he shall
have studied the Revelation of God as long and as faith-
fully as St. Paul did, he will have learned that the doctrine
of endless torments compose no part of God’s counsel.

¢¢ A little learning is & dangerous thing ;
Drink deep, or taste not the Pierean spring.’’
But I have already shown that my friend’s sole proof-
text falls far short of sustaining his proposition. Testimony
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on testimony has been presented, proving beyond the shadow
of a doubt, that the word everlasting does not signify end-
less duration; and you all know how weak and contcmpti-
ble have been his quibbles; for it would be a prostitution
of language and common sense, to call his insipid talk on
that subject arguments. The course he has pursued on this
subject is worthy only of his creed. :

He says, with effrontery truly astonishing, that I have
¢ tried to escape discussion on the meaning of the Greek
word aionion,” rendered everlasting. He knows, as well as
he knows I am now speaking, that there is not one word of
truth in that remark. I have proved, over and over, that
the term everlasting does not mean endless duration. I

roved this from Watts, Macknight, and others. In my

t speech I cited many passages from the Bible, demon-
strating that the word signifies limited duration of time.
Trying to escape! Does the man think you are all dumb ?
The gentleman says that lexicons define aion and aionion
differently ; but in that he is much mistaken. I will give
therdprima.ry signification that several lexicons give those
words :

Donnegan. — Aion — time. _Aionion — long duration.

Pickering. — Avon — an age. _Aionion — long duration.

Schrevelins. — Aton — an age. Atonion — long duration.

Hinks. — Afon — a period of time. _Aionion — lasting.

Gliles. — Avon— time. Aionton — lasting.

Lutz. — Aion — an age. Aionion — durable.

There, all these authors define these terms exactly alike.
Their definitions vary only in words, not in meaning; and
not one of them give endless duration as the proper mean-
ing of either of these terms.

He reiterates his stupid assertion, that a noun and the ad-
jective derived from it, are two different words! If he would
give the science of grammar a little attention, he would be
heartily ashamed of that assertion. Every one who makes
any just pretension to letters knows that an adjective is only
a modification of a noun; the same used in another form. I
sometimes think my ears deceive me when I understand him
to assert that adjectives are not derived from nouns. Every
school-boy and school-girl knows better than that. I can sce
some of them nodding assent to what I say. Dr. Franklin,
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you had better leave this pulpit, set at their feet, and learn
of them. Open any grammar, and you will find it written,
that ¢ adjectives are derived from nouns.” As they are de-
rived from nouns, they, of course, get all their meaning from
the nouns whence derived. For your own credit deny this
no longer.

It does seem to me that there can be no longer any doubt
concerning the primary meaning of the word everlasting, with
those whose minds are influenced by testimony, for that is
all on one side — all proves that that word properly signifies
limited duration, not endless.

He admits that the word everlasting is ¢ frequently used
in a limited sense.”” How does he know it is not used in
that sense in the passage before us — ‘“ these shall go away
into everlasting punishment.” I have proved that to be its
signification in that text, from a variety of testimony, most
of which he has paid no atfention to. But he thinks because
the Bible speaks of the ‘everlasting Father,” everlasting
sometimes signifies endless duration. If it does bear that
meaning in such connection, it does not follow that it means
endless when applied to punishment. But I do not rely on
that ambiguous term to prove the endless existence of God,
but on expressions that admit of no limitation. For example
— Paul says: ¢ And changed the glory of the incorruptible
God into an image made like to corruptible men, and to
beasts, and to birds, and creeping things.” Rom. 1:29.
Here the nature of God is contrasted with the nature of
earthly beings. They are corruptible, but he is incorrup-
tible. ¢ Of old thou has laid the foundation of the earth,
and the heavens are the work of thy hands. They shall
perish, but thou shalt endure: Yea, all of them shall wax
old like a garment; as a vesture shalt thou change them, and
they shall change: but thou art the same, and thy years
shall have no end.” Ps. 102:27. Here the existence and
character of the heavens and earth are contrasted with those
of the Almighty. They shall  change” and *wax old,”
“but thou art the same ;" ¢ they shall perish, but thou shalt
endure ;” ¢ thy years shall have no end.” By such language
do the Scriptures teach the unchangability and endless ex-
istence of God. But the Bible no where says that the suffer-
ings of men will have no end, but it does say that the
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* wickedness of the wicked shall come to an end,’” and con-
sequently their sufferings also will end. Neither should we
rely on the term in question to prove the endless existence of
the soul.

The Bible employs other terms to teach that truth. “An
inheritance incorruptible and undefiled, and that fadeth not
away, reserved in heaven for you” 1 Peter 1:4. Butno
where do the sacred writers assert that the life of the damned
in hell will be incorruptible, and that their miseries will not
fade away. These terms, applied to the existence of God and
to the life of the soul, admit of no limitation. But this can
not be said of the word everlasting, and therefore it being
applied to beings that are endless in their nature, is no evi-
dence at all that the word means endless. Mr. Franklin
ought to be logician enough to know this.

In regard to *‘everlasting life,” I have proved, I think to
the satisfaction of all present, that it is the life of the gospel
kingdom, of the gospel age, and is consequently enjoyed on
carth. Jesus says, ** he that believeth on me hath everlasting
life.” On the other hand the punishment spoken of in Matt.
25 : 46, is the terrible tribulation and fiery indignation that
heaven has awarded to the house of Israel. They have suf-
fered those judgments many ages, but we are assured that
““ when the fulness of the Gentiles shall have come, in all
Israel shall be saved.” Then the punishment will end.

Yes, endless punishment is impossible. God cannot inflict
it, for he is Love. It is said to be impossible for God to
lie, because he is a God of truth; so it is impossible for him
to torment a portion of his own offspring without mercy and
without end, because he is a God of Love. A devil might
do so, but the Creator of the universe cannot.

He tells us what he has said to-day about ‘this genera-
tion” in Matthew 24. Now, be it known, that there has
nothing been said to-day on that subject. Day before yes-
terday, when we were discussing the first proposition, that

hrase was under consideration, and he was driven from eve-

'y position he took on it by the force of testimony. He feels
sore about the way he was ¢ used up,” and I refer you to
what was said on that subject then, as a sufficient refutation
of his last assertion.

All his trash about my contending that God is the author
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of sin I have stopped to consider once or twice, and shall
spend no more time on that subject. His creed makes God
the author of endless sinning and endless suffering.  Accor-
ding to it, God made the prison of damnation he contends
for, created its devils and sustains their lives, and will
plunge in to that den of every abomination a large part of
mankind, where they must sin and suffer endlessly! He
will not permit the devils or the damned souls to cease sin-
ning and learn to do well ; but they must sin and suffer as
long as God’s throne shall stand ! If this is not blasphemy,
what is it? And if any characters deserve all the horrors
of such a hell it is those who thus slander the God of Heav-
en. May God forgive Mr. Franklin for thus falsely charg-
ing him! Father, forgive him, for he knows not what he
does! To cap the climax of absurdities, he has the bold-
ness to say that enduring, endless punishment, would not be
an evil! Good heavens! What can be an evil, then? If
endless sinning, endless weeping, and endless suffering would
not be an evil, what is or can be an evil? He is the first
man that ever I heard say that endless punishment would
not be an evil. He must be snsane/

* Endless woe has a good tendency !” What an absurdity !
I never thought or admitted such a falsity. A belief in
that cruel dogma has caused more sin and suffering than all
other causes combined. It is the parent of countless abom-
inations, being an infinite abomination itself.

¢¢ Had I a hundred mouths, & hundred tongues,
A voice of brass, and adamantine lungs ;
Not half its frigiltful scenes could I disclose,
Repeat its crimes, or count its dreadful woes.”’

It is built on the worst of passions—selfishness, retalia-
tion, cruelty, revenge ; and it fosters those evil passions, and
a great many more, in the human heart. When the sun
covers the earth with a mantle of darkness; when ice scalds
and fire freezes; when copious showers parch the ground,
then may the doctrine of endless sin and damnation produce
love and virtue. If it is true of course we should know it,
and for the same reason that we should know that a serpent
lays in our path, or that there are murderers in our house.
If Universalism is true, we should know it, for the same
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reason that we should know that dear friends are alive, when
we supposed they were dead, or that a prodigal has returned,
when we supposed he was past redemption; or that great
blessings are in store for us here, when we thought that tears
and sorrow were our only doom.

Mr. Franklin informed us that part of his first proof-text
was, ‘ Are there few that shall be saved ?”” and he told us
that he got this from the ‘‘infallible oracles of God.” I
will inform the gentleman that that passage is taken from
the fallible oracles of Partialism—from the same volume
where the following scraps may be found: ‘“ If you die in
your sins, where God and his Christ are you' cannot come.
God out of Christ is a consuming fire. As the tree falls so
it shall lie. No self-murderer shall enter the kingdom of
God. As death leaves us, g0 judgment finds us. There is
no change after death. Total depravity, triune God, trinity,
original sin, endless hell, eternal hell, endless suffering, un-
pardonable sin, endless punishment, endless misery, endless
death, eternal death, death that never dies.”

The question in the Bible is, ‘““Are there few that &e
saved ? "’ not “ shall be;” and we all know that according to
the Bcriptures, Christians enjoy a present salvation, — are
now saved. By grace ye are saved,” ‘ To us who are
saved,” and similar expressions, abound in the Bible. But
Mr. F. cap think of nothing but a salvation from an endless
hell, an angry God, and the clutches of an almighty devil.
Well, let us see how he got along with the balance of his
first proof-text. He doné wonders according to his account;
and well he might after such a hopeful beginning. He told
us that the “kingdom”’ out of which some would be thrust
was heaven; I replied, that if he was correct, the wicked
Jews — the porsecutors and murderers of Christ, would go to
heaven in all their sins, and after remaining there awhile,
would be cast out; for Jesus says, *‘ There shall-be weeping
and gnashing of teeth, when ye (the wicked Jews) shall see
Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets, in the
kingdom of God, and ye yourselves thrust out.” Luke 15:
28. Listen, O earth,/ and hear his reply. ¢ They would
stand outside the doar, and from that position be thrust out
of the kingdom!!!” Was not that a bright idea! But
how in the world could the Jews be thrust out of the king-
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dom if they were never in it? I took the ground, as every
reasonable person must, that the kingdom was not heaven,
but that kingdom of which the Bible so frequently speaks,
that is erected in the earth. The Jews were once in that
kingdom, but it was taken from them and given to the Gen-
tiles, and the door is now shut to the ancient people of God.
Mr. F. flatly contradicts the Bible, for he says the kingdom
was never taken from the Jews, and that they can all now
enter it] The Bible teaches exactly the reverse.

He says he quoted several passages that speak of the con-
ditions on which heaven is to be obtained. I showed that
not one of them refers to the future state, but to the privi-
leges and blessings of the gospel kingdom. He even con-
tended, according to his last speech, that immortal life is
conditional! He cited these words, * Seek for glory,
honor, immortality.” Rom. 2. He contended that this
refers to the future state, and that no one could be immortal
there without seeking for it here! This is his faith accord-
ing to his last speech: The soul of no one is naturally im-
mortal, and no one will ever be immortal without first
seeking for it. Consequently, all who do not seek for im-
mortality will continue mortal, and therefore will not suffer
endlessly. If the.gentleman believes what he said on that
subject, he is a disbeliever in endless punishment. He con-
tends that all who seek for immortality will be saved, and
none others, and hence it follows from his premises, that
the balance of mankind, including infants, idiots, pagans,
all the wicked, whodo not seek for it will not be immortal
but mortal, and consequently will not live endlessly in
heaven or hell, but be annihilated. I charge Mr. Franklin
with believing in the doctrine of annihilation. Perhaps he
believed in endless punishment when this discussion com-
menced ; but he has now renounced it and advocates the
annihilation of part of mankind. He is progressing, for it
would be far better to annihilate those that cannot be saved,
than to torment them without relief and without end. I
hope Mr. Franklin will grow in grace, till he come to a
knowledge of the whole truth.

In regard to the word immortality, I have showed that
"the original is several times translated sincerity ; and that it
bears that siguification in this passage; but he was careful
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not to notice this in his recapitulation, If he had done so,
it would bave saved many words; but then it would have
upset all he wanted to say. .

In Mr. F.’s last speech, we had a first rate specimen of
scrap preaching. lde reminded me of the gentleman who
tried to prove from the Bible that it was right to commit
self-murder. Said he, “It is said that Judas went and
hanged himself; and in another place it is written, ¢« Go
thou and do likewise ”’ — therefore, we are commanded to
kill ourselves.” These quotations just as clearly prove that
self-murder is a divine command, as do those half sentences
from the Bible that Mr. Franklin put together, from all
parts of the Scriptures, prove the endless damnation of half
of mankind. If I may be allowed the liberty he takes
with the Bible, I can prove it is right to commit every
abomination ever thought of ; but this is not the way to
read or understand that blessed volume, and those who take
such liberties with it, shamefully abuse it. I repeat, not
one of those passages he half quotes, relate, in any way
whatever, to the proposition before us.

His boasting of what he has done, reminds me of a cer-
tain phrenological lecturer. He said, * There are but three
truly great men in the United States. One of them is
Daniel Webster, of Boston ; the second is Henry Clay, of
Kentucky, and modesty forbids that I mention the third.”
8o Mr. F. don’t like to tell us in so many words that he is
a great man, but be certainly is an astonishing genius if he
did half that he boasted of having accomplished.

He told us what he had done with Matthew 25:46; but
he forgot to add that he totally failed to show that that
passage sustains his proposition, and that his only
proof-text. He says, I ‘attempted to meet him in no way
to escape- to alon in the place of aionies.”” There is not
only no sense or syntax in this sentence, but the idea in-
tended is false in every particular. He can have no regard
for a truthful reputation, so it seems to me, or he would not
have made that false assertion. Every ome of you know
that I proved,

1. That atonion signifies limited duration ; because it is
derived from a noun bearing that meaning. - ’

2. Because many lexicons give it that definition.
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8. Beocause several orthodox writers so define it.

4. Because that is its common meaning in the Bible.

I dwelt on each of these evidences, and yet Mr. Franklin
says I said nothing about that word, but escaped to another !
He will wish that sentence had never dropped from his lips.
But he went to atona to get the meaning of aionion, and
hence did exactly what he condemned me for doing! He
says they are both one word, but no more so than aion and
aionion are, 38 he would not deny if he knew more about
language. As he has simply repeated his old assertion
about forever in Heb. 7, without replying to what I have
said, I refer you to my remarks on that subject. If he could
have replied he undoubtedly would have done so.

All his reasoning in favor of everlasting, meaning endless
duration, in Matthew 25, I will apply to the Levitical priest-
hood, for that is called an ever]asting priesthood, and proves
just as clearly that it is in force now, and will be to all
eternity, as he has proved that punishment will be endless.
I will quote his words with the necessary alteration to suit
the subject, and demonstrate, if there is truth in his argu-
ment that the priesthood of Aaron isendless. ¢ The priest-
hood is thus spoken of in Exod. 40:15. * For this
anointing shall surely be an everlasting priesthood.” ¢ Here
the Almighty affirms that the Levitical priesthood should be
an everlasting priesthood, and cverlasting is taken from the
same original word that eternal is, in Matthew 25:46,
where Jesus says some should have ‘‘ eternal life.” Now it
follows that if everlasting, when applied to that priesthood,
means limited duration, it must bear the very same signifi-
cation when applied to life in Matthew 25. 'The same word
is used to express the duration of the priesthood and the
life. This word must be used in the same sense in both
places, beyond all dispute; and that it expresses the dura-
tion of the life, and that that life is endless, cannot be
denied by any living man. Just so certain then, as the
duration of the life in Matthew is cndless, the priesthood is
also endless. The very same word then, that expresses the
duration of the life, also expresses the duration of the
priesthood. Indeed the same word is used to express the
duration of the existence of God, and thatit does not
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mean endless here, no man who has any regard for truth
will affirm.”

+ The offset that Mr. Manford attempts to make by show-
ing that the same word is used sometimesin a limited
sense, can be made relative to any word in human speech.
The word endless is used in the Scriptures in a limited
sense ; but who would attempt to get its proper meaning
from such a use ! To show that everlasting means endless
when applied to the old priesthood, I referred to the use of
the words forever and ever, as found in Revelations. In
doing this I showed that those words express the duration
of the life of God, the life of Christ, and the reign of
Christ. The only effort Mr. M. made here was to try to
show that-the reign of Christ would come to an end, and
consequently that forever and everlasting do not mean end-
less, and therefore, that the Mosaic priesthood should come
to an end, although God affirmed it was everlasting. I will
just add the words of Daniel. Dan. 7: 14: ¢ His dominion
is an everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away,
and his kingdom shall not be destroyed.’ If this is
to be relied on, there is an end to the gentleman’s
quibble. The same word, then, in the same book, that tke
spirit of God used to express the duration of the old priest-
hood, is also used to express the duration of the life of God,
and therefore if the priesthood will end, the existence of
God will also end! I defy miortal man to avoid the con-
clusion. I ask by what rule does any man admit that a
word in one place means unlimited duration, and in the
other limited duration? Certainly by no rule orlaw of
language whatever ; but it is only a determination to have
the decision in a certain way. All who say that the
Mosaic priesthood is abolished disbelieve the Bible, the
plain declaration of the Almighty, and are infidels at heart,
for he has informed us in the most positive terms that it
should be an EVERLASTING PRIESTHOOD ; and God does not
say one thing and mean another. I hope Mr. Manford will
repent of his sins, no longer charge God with deception,
and spend the balance of his days in counteracting his
former teaching, as some men have done before him. But
if he should be obstinate and persist in his wicked course
till death, he will surely find at the judgment seat that he

\
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was greatly mistaken, that everlasting means endless when
applied to the priesthood of Aaron as well as when applied
to the life in Matthew 25.”’

There, 1 appeal to every one if Mr. Franklin’s reasoni
in favor of cverlasting means endless duration when applizﬁ
to punishment, does mnot apply with equal force to that
word when applied to the old priesthood. They are the
same words in both places. If Mr. F. is right concerning
everlasting, Christ was an ¢mpostor, because he professed to
abolish the everlasting pricsthood of Aaron, which he did
not do, if everlasting signifies endless duration. I can
prove that Jonah is now in the whale, that the hills and
mountains will stand endlessly, that the Jewish temple is
now standing on Mount Zion, that the servant will serve
bis master through all time and eternity, that the Jews are
now in Judea and will remain there to all eternity, that the
Jewish passover should be observed now and henceforth
through all coming time, by the very same process of
reasoning that Mr. Franklin has tried to prove that the
punishment will be endless. But cverlasting, he admits,
means limited duration when applied to the priesthood,
temple, hills, &c.; and so do I; and I also contend it
means the same when applied to punishment; and Mr.
Franklin would do the same did not his creed interdict it.

A few words and I will close. There are some almost in-
finite differences between. the faith of my friend and the
faith of which I am an humble advocate. The one is con-
trary S0 the better feelings of our nature, and seems to the
reasoning mind an infinite absurdity. The other fulfils the
most enlarged desires of the purest and most benevolent
souls, and fully reconciles all the ways of God to man;
removing all doubts which the present existence of evil may
have thrown around the goodness of God. The one
engenders superstition, bigotry, and intolerance, and fills
the mind with gloomy doubts, and forebodings, and de-
structive fears. The other has no affinity with superstition
and cannot exist with it. It teaches that all men are
brethren, and that all have a common Father; hence, it is
entirely opposed to everything like bigotry or intolerance ;
it dispels all doubts, bids all our forebodings cease, and
effectually destroys every tormenting fear. The one has
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had for its strongest advocates the fiercest despots, the most
savage and cruel tyrants, and the most furious and unrelent-
ing bigots that have ever disgraced the earth. The other
has never had any such votaries, and could not have from
the nature of the doctrine itself. The one teachés; First,
Either that God had a bad and cruel design in creating
man, and that that design will most certainly be accomplish-
ed. Or secondly, That He had a benevolent design, but
will not be able to accomplish it. Or thirdly, That He had
no design whatever. The other teaches that God had a
great and good design in creating man, and that His designs
cannot be frustrated ; for * He doeth his will in the army
of Heaven, and among the inhabitants of the earth, and
none can stay his hand, or say unto Him, What doest
?fh?ﬁ ?” And what ¢ His soul desireth, even that He
oe ."

Of one it may be truly said that it were better if it should
prove false than true! Of the other this could not be said
with any semblance of truth. The one fosters and cherishes
the spirit of partiality, cruelty, and retaliation. The other
inculcates the spirit of universal love, kindness, and forgive-
Dess, as its crowning principles.

The one sharpens the sting of death. The other takes
away the sting of death.

The one acknowledges Christ to be the Saviour only of
those that believe. The other that He is the ¢ Saviour of all
men, especially of those that believe ; >’ and that Christ could
not be an ‘especial ’ Saviour, unless he was the Saviour of
all. The one teaches that endless sighs and groans shall
forever ascend from the caverns of horror and the regions of
black despair. The other teaches that ‘‘every creature
which is in Heaven, and on the earth, and under the earth,
and such as are in the sea, and all that are in them,”” shall
be * heard saying, Blessing and honor, and glory, and power,
be unto Him that sitteth upon the throne, and unto the Lamb
forever and ever.” )

The one teaches that the Devil shall be the king forever,
and that nine-tenths of all rational intelligences shall be his
subjects. The other teaches that the Devil and all his

K:l:]‘{:.l fl;zlilll?g destroyed, and that God, who is Love, ghall
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The one runs the line of endless separation between fam-
ilies and friends, fathers and sons, mothers and daughters.
The other teaches that all shall meet again — that the links
of affection shall again be united in one golden chain, which
shall bind all hearts in one universal bond of love.

The one teaches that Christ will never be able to accom-
plish his mission. The other teaches that ¢ Ho shall see of
the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfied.” It teaches
also that Christ shall reign ‘‘ until he hath put all enemies
under his feet,”” and that ¢ the last enemy that shall be de-
stroyed is death.” ¢ Then shall come to pass the saying, O
death, where is thy sting! O grave where is thy victory 2’
Then shall all the ransomed of the Lord return and come
unto heavenly Zion with songs and everlasting joys upon
their heads; they shall obtain joy and gladness, and sorrow
and sighing shall flee away. Amzx.
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