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" Eastern District of Pennsylvania, to wni :

Be it remembered, that on the twenty-fourth da& of Japuary, in
the forty-ninth year of the Independence of the United States of
America, A. D. 1825, WILLIAM LATTA M‘CALLA, of the
said District, hath deposited in this Office the Title of a Book, the
right whereof he emm s as Author, in the words following,

to wit:
« A Discussion of Universalism ; or a Defenee of Orthodoxy, against the
% Heresy of Universalism, as advocated by Mr. Abner Kneeland, in the Debate in
¢ the Universalist Church in Lombard-street, July, 1894, and in his various pablica-
* tions, as also, in those of Mr. Bullou and others. 'The profits of the impression
 to go te the Funds of the Young Men’s Domestic Missionary Society, composed
¢¢ of different denominations. By W. L. M‘Calla.”

In conformity to the Aot of the Congress of the United States, entitled, ¢ An
Act for the Encouragement of Learning, by securing the Copies of Maps,
Charts, and Books to the Authors and Proprietors of such Cupies, during
g'mel therein m:fntioneq ;”—bAnd also tt;)l (;)p Aot,ofili"ﬁfledé “ An Act for the

noouragement of Learning, by securing the ies 8,
to the Authors and Proprietors of such %opien during the times therein mention-
ed,” and extending the Benefits thereof to the Arts of designing, engraving, and
etching historical and other prints.” :

ALDWELL,

B n. C .
Clerk of the Eastern District of Pennsylvania.
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PREFACE.

SHORTLY after my arrival in this place, last May, infor-
mation was received from varions quarters, that Mr. Kneeland
had long been in the habit of defying the armies of the living
God, and of glorying in their silence as the effect of conscious:
guilt and error. Aware of my own weakness, but confiding in:
the Great Head of the Church, it was impossible to conceal my
desire that he would challenge me. A mutual friend gave him-
an intimation of my willingness to accept a personal invitation;:
but without effect. His general challenge was then made the
Found of a correspondence which terminated in a publiec con-

erence. This was not, by any means, intended to.sdpercede
the necessity of a printed defence, but to excite the public.at-
tention to such a work, and to make it more worthy of their pa-
tronage, a8 well as to silence the audacious boasting of this enemy
of and man. He soon betrayed a great anxiety to terminate
the debate. After several unsuccessful efforts, he cut it short by
virtually closing the door of is desk upon me. Sickness and the
heat of the city soon obliged me to retire to the country. This was
called a refreat, and it was boldly and publicly denied that the
doors of the church were shut upon me.  To settle these points,
an offer was made to resume the discussion, which offer he was
very far from accepting.  To retrieve their loss, a Universalist
preacher, a pretended stenogra})her, was employed to write the de-
bate in such a way as to transter the victory from one side to the
other. Although he at first promised verbal accuracy, he at last
professed to give the argument only: but this was as far be-
yond his capacity as it was contrardy to his wish. The performance
of his enterprise with fidelity and ability, would have been much
more gratifying to me and my friends than to him and his. Yet
every one conversant with such matters, knows that in such dis-
cussions, an argument is more diluted than it should be when
- committed to paper; and that it is not necessary to record repeated
refutations of the same error, which were made necessary in
debate, in order to meet the extemporaneous and reiterated effu-
sions of heretical sophistry. Although the employed stenogra-
pher professed to do justice to my argument, he has been guilty of
such omissions and interpolations, transpositions and alterations,
as were calculated to destroy it. 'While, for the sake of perspi-
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cuity and precision, I take the liberty of arranging and condens-
ing the matter of the discussion, in such a manner as is suitable
to written composition, the hearer will see that geal justice is
done to the argument on both sides. As my opponent has had a
full opportunity of ?e'alu'ng for himself, so, in revising and
correcting the work of his employed Reporter, he has had a full
opportunity of writing for himself. To copy all that he has pub-
lished, through his stenographer, for himself and for me, is not
my design. Any one who has read those drowsy pages will
reddily excuse me, and any one who ‘has not, may see a fair
specimen in the ¥iece signed Long-hand, published in the De-
mocratic Press, o
troductory Documents in this work. This is one of the least
important of many newspaper publications connected with this
controversy, with which it is thought proper to occupy the first
snrt of this volume. For reasons explained in the intro-
uctory documents, its bulk will also be increased by additional
matter both in confirmation and refutation; and the latter of
these shall now take the precedency, as the arguments of my

opponent are all before me, in what he calls ¢“as faithful a re-

Port as ever was made.”?

Sept. 22nd, and copied in No. 21, of the In- -
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INTRODUCTORY DOCUMENTS.

No. 1.
THE CHALLENGE.

In the Philadelphia edition of Buck’s Theological Die-
tionary, by Edwin T. Scott, 1823, Mr. Kneeland, under
the article Universalists, boasts that several works written
by himself and Mr. Ballou, ‘ have never been answered.”
He was also in the habit of giving challenges from the pul-
pit, and he and his followers were in the practice of boasting
that they were not accepted. In a. note attached to his 8th
Lecture, he says, ¢ at each &mblication, the learned clergy
have been respectfully called upon to shew wherein these
statements are incorrect. They bave not seen fit to do it;
and it is believed, for this good reason, because they know
the statements are true. As, therefore, the most important
Tacts contained in this Lecture have been more than thirteen
years before the public, and yet remain uncontroverted, they
" now come forth with this additional evidence of their truth,
Because it is fair to presume (the facts here stated being so
important in themselves to the cause of religion) that if they
could have been contradicted, with any colour of evidence,
they would have been before this time.” The following are
extracts from the preface to his Lectures, viz. * The work

has had an opportunity to be fully tested by public opinion; .

and notwithstanding the substance of the eighth Lecture
(which is the most important of any in point of doctrine,)
has been before the public nearly twenty years, and it is
now more than five years since this work was first publish-
ed, yet no one has attempted to point out a single error, in
relation to the facts as herein stated, or.to shew that any of
the arguments are either unfounded or inconclusive. This
is considered as a silent acknowledgement, that in the
. opinion of the clergy generally, the work is unanswerable :
otherwise, being so often and so respectfully called upon to
consider-the doctrine and arguments here advanced, and
point out the errors, if there be any, it is difficult to account
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for their silence on this subject.” ** He therefore once more
respectfully invites and intreats the clergy of other denomi-
nations, or some one of them, the more learned the better,

- to discuss this important subject with him, and to point out
to him and the public, the supposed errors of the following
work.”

No. 2.
‘THE ACCEPTANCE.
MR. KNEELAND,

It is said that the Universalists have two Churches in the
city, and there is a report in circulation that permission has
been asked and obtained for me to preach in one of them.

If I ever gave leave to any of my friends to make this re- -

quest for me, (which is quite probable,) it was done inad-
vertently. But as it was granted, I take this opportunity
* of acknowledging the favour, and of informing you, or your
friends through you, that for the present, the acceptance of.
it is declined. ‘This is done, not from.a belief that it is un-
lawful to preach our distinguishing doctrines insuch a place,
butb ecause I prefer coming iu contact with you, in a man-*
ner which has hitherto been more agreeable to your own
wishes. I am informed that you have discussed the most
promiinent question in your creed with several laymen, and
that you have, privately and publicly, given verbal and writ-
ten invitations to the clergy in generﬁ. to defend their faith
in public debate. This general invitation was published,

perhaps, in the first edition of your * Lectures on the doc- - -

trine of Universal Benevolence,” in 1819, You tell us that
this was not noticed, In the preface of your 2d edition, in
the present year, you inform us, that « this is considered as
a silent acknowledgment that, in the opinion of the clergy
generally, the work is unanswerable : otherwise, being so
often and so respectfully called upon to consider the doc-

trine and arguments here advanced, and point out the er- -

rors, if there be any, it is difficult to account for their silence
on this subject.”” Subsequently, in page 198, you inform
us in a note, that your principles were published in New
Hampshire, in 1805, and New-York, 1816. ¢ And ateach
publication the learned clergy have been respectfilly called.
upon to shew wherein these statements are incorrect. They



vii

have not seen fit to do it, and it is believed, for this
reason,because they know the statements are true.” Ac-

cordingly, in the preface of this 2d edition, ¢ The author,” -

“once more, respectfully invites and entreats the clergy of
other denominations, or some one of them, the more learned
the better, to discuss this important subject with him ; and
to point out to him and the public, the supposed errors of
the following work.” .

When your friends witness your great anxiety to submit
your sentiments to unlimited investization by word or
‘writing, in private or in public, they admire and praise your
candour and magnanimity, in proportion as they condemn
our reluctance to encounter you. It is to be hoped that we
shall not now change sides, and that a willingness on our
part shall not cool your ardour for the contest. If God
spare my life, it appears probable that I sha}l labour for some
time in the city. Without any claims to superior learning,
I do, after prayer and mature deliberation, feel disposed to
comply with your reasonable requisition, and to gratify
your repeated and urgent entreaties for a public discussion.
That this may be prosecuted to advantage, it should be done
in an orderly manner, according to a plan previously ar-
ranged. If you agree to such a measure, I should be glad,
if, in your answer to this letter, you would give me the pre-
cise point which you mean to defend, in opposition to the

-absolute eternity of the sinner’s future punishment. Do you .

plead for the annihilation of the wicked, as the Destruction-
ists do ? Do you believe in their restoration to heaven after
being punished in hell ? And if so, do you believe this pun-
ishment to be gratuitous, disciplinary, penitentiary, or sa-
tisfactory? Or do you believe that they are all, without going
to hell, saved at death, or at the general resurrection, after
receiving condign punishment on earth, or after receiving,
not a condign, but a gratuitous, a penitentiary, or a disci-
plinary punishment ? 1t is hoped that your answer, as soon

as convenient, will prepare the way for a speedy meeting.

W.L. M‘CALLA.
Philadelphia, 69, North Third-street. July 2,1824.
Mr. Abner Kneeland.

: No. 3.
Mr. M¢CaLLA,

Your letter of July 2d was received during my absence.
I returmed from New York last evening, and embrace the
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first epportunity this morning to reply. You are under an
entire mistake, sir, in supposing that I have * privately and
publicly given verbal and written invitations to the clergy
in genenﬁ to defend their faith in public debate.” I have

gever solicited a public debate with any man, either clergy-.
_man or layman, unless what 1 have written in the preface to

the second edition to my lectures can be so construed. And
even there the discussion is limited to the supposed errors of
that work ; at the same time nothing is said about a public
debate. My ideas are before the public, in print, and if any
important errors are contained in them, I expect they will

. be pointed out to me and the public in thesame way ; namely,

from the press. That I have discussed some important doc-
trinal points with laymen, in a society instituted for that
purpose, is true ; and I wish to have it distinctly understood,
that while I have never solicited a public debate with any
man, I have never declined one, and should I now come in
“contact” with a clergyman, in this way, it would not be
the first time. What 1 have solicited, is to have the suppos-
ed errors of my Lectures pointed out: If that is to be the
subject, the discussion must be limited to what is there
written. .

Should the subject of the Lectures be waived, (to which I
have no objection,) I should come to the main question at
once, namely, Does the law of God require that sin, com-
mitted here in time, and in this state of mortality, should be
punished in eternity, or beyond death, meaning to be under-
stood by that term, a dissolution of this mortal existence ?
1shall deny the existence of any such law, and consequent-
ly of any such punishment. Hence we should have no occasi-
onto discuss either the nature or the duration of punishment,
unless the fact can first be proved. I shall contend, how-
ever, that no punishment, as comingfrom God will be incom-
patible with infinite and divine love te the individual that is

punished. " " A. KNEELAND.
Philadelphia, $1 South Second st. July 7, 1824,
Mr. W. L. M‘Calla.
" "No. 4.

Mr. KNEELAND,
Yours of yesterday has- been duly received. You inform
me that you have * never solicited a public debate with any

_man,” though you * have neyer declined one;” and that you

’
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have, before now, come in contact, in this way, both with the
laity and the clergy. As you profess a willingness to do the
same again, we will leave the community to judge whether all
that you bave said and done, and’ written and published,
will amount to an invitation or not. )
As we have soon agreed to meet, the preliminary regula-

tions need mot occasion much delay. I would propose the
following.

Rules of conference adopted and signed this day of

1824, in the city of Philadelphia, by Abner Knee-
land and W. L. MCalla. Duplicates given to the parties.

1. The proposition for discussion shall be as follows, viz,
Is the future punishment of the wicked absolutely eternal ?
or is it- only a temporal punishment in this world, for their
good, and to be succeeded by eternal happiness after death ?

2. Each speaker shall be entitled to an alternate address
of thirty minutes, and no longer, unless the other party waive
his right. '

3. The discussion shall be moderated by three men, each
of the parties choosing one, and these two a third, who shall
be considered the President of the Beach.

4. The discussion shall (God willing,) commence on the

- inst. at the Church, at half past 9 o’clock, A.
M. and continue, if necessary until noon. It shall, if neces-
sary, be resumed at 4, and continned until balf after 6, and so
on from day to day until both parties are satisfied.

8. The debate shall be opened and closed by one party in
the forenoon and another in the afternoon. And in case of -
a continuance, the parly who relinquished this privilege on
the morning. of the first day, shall, if requiring it, enjoy it on
the morning of the second ; and so on.

————

The only difficulty likely to occur in the consideration of
the above rules is in the first of them, which settles the sub-_
Jject of discussion. In your letter you propose a question
for debate, without which you say * we should have no occa-
sion to discuss either the nature or the duration of punish-
ment.” To this I answer that the duration of punishment is
the very point in question between us, and the ouly ome on
: B




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































