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DISCUSSION OF UNIVERSALISM.

INTRODUCTORY CORRESPONDENCE.

UTICA, NOV.14,1836.

Dear Sr.

| HAVE recently received from Rev. G. W. Montgomery, of Auburn, N. Y. two
numbers of the Millennial Harbinger, containing the commencement and continuance of a
discussion, first between Mr. Spencer and yourself, and then between Mr. Montgomery and
yourself, on the meaning of the words gehenna, hades, aion, aionion, olem, akatal utos, and
other wordsin the original of the scriptures, together with certain texts, supposed to have an
important bearing in deciding the question whether the punishment of the wicked will be
limited or endlessin duration. Accompanying these numbers of the Harbinger isaletter from
Mr. Montgomery, in which he says he transfers the controversy on the part of the
Universalistsinto my handsfor continuance, thisbeing amutual agreement between yourself
and him, at an interview had in person in June last, for reasons which | need not here state,
and perfectly understood by both of you, he having made choice of me as his substitute. He
alsoinforms methat whenever the discussion was resumed, what has already been published
was to be copied by, and all the future discussion published in, some Universalist paper, as
well as the Harbinger. | propose, sir, to re-publish what has aready appeared in the
Harbinger, in the Evangelical Magazine and Gospel Advocate, published in this city, of
which | am one of the Editors, and of which there are circulated weekly about 7000 copies.
And after thediscussionisrenewed to insert thewhole of it on both sides; expecting you will
do the same in the Harbinger.

The particular object | haveinwritingyou thisletter, is, to ascertain whenit will best suit
your convenience to resume the discussion. As| have heard that you either had engaged, or
were about to do so, in adiscussion with a Catholic Bishop at Cincinnati—and not knowing
at what time that was to commence, or whether it would suit you to have both discussions
in progress at the same time, or whether you would prefer finishing oursfirst or letting it be
till after the other was disposed of, | would therefore consult your convenience in regard to
time. | suppose, however, that two or three controversies in progress at the same time with
different individuals of different denominations, isno uncommon, nor perhapsinconvenient
thing for you to get along with.- | do not care about commencing the publication in the
columns of the Magazine 8? Advocate till such time as that from which it can be regularly
continued onward, without any very long interval till finished. If you will beready to resume
the discussion immediately, as | hope you may—though it will take several weeksto get the
articles already published and my reply to your last before our readers in readiness for you
to respond—I will without further delay commence. Y ou will oblige us by an exchange of
papers, as we shall both doubtless like to see what is said by the other side during the



pending of the discussion.

Y our early answer to this, either by letter or In the pages of the Harbinger (if you send
it to us) will greatly oblige,

Dear sir,
Y our obt. servt.
D. SKINNER.
Rev. A. Campbell.

BETHANY, Nov. 29th, 1836.
DEAR SIR,

Y our favor of the 14th inst. wasreceived per our last mail, and | hasten to reply. lam
just now, asyou havelearned, engaged in avery important discussion of the Roman Catholic
claimsand pretensions, which will call mehenceto Cincinnati thefirst week of January next,
and will likely engross my whole attention to the first of February following.

Under these circumstances it would be injudicious to divert my attention to another
subject, and therefore | must postpone the discussion which you have proposed till after that
period.

Touching the propositions to which you allude on the part of Mr. Montgomery, | have
to observe, that, in addition to your name, he gave me those of Messrs. Balfour and Ballou
in Boston, and some others. | did not stop in Utica, owing to fatigue of much speaking. But
while in Boston | took occasion to intimate to Mr. Balfour (to whom | had an introduction
while visiting the book-stores for the purpose of purchasing his books) that 1 thought the
guestions at issue between him and other Christians had not yet been fully or fairly
discussed—that | had just read the discussion between Mr. Thomas of Philadelphia, and Dr.
E. S. Ely, and was more fully convinced that neither of these gentlemen met the exact
guestion fairly. Mr. Balfour observed that if | would write something on the subject, he
would reply toit. | remarked that | would prefer to have aviva voce discussion of the whole
matter, and then a publication, if necessary. He declined such adiscussion, on the ground of
his not being in favor of that species of controversy; and so the matter ended.

Now, sir, permit me to suggest to your consideration whether it would not be better to
have such aviva voce, face to face discussion of thereal subject at issue between us, and let
some stenographer giveit totheworld. Thiswould give more conviction, interest, and value
to the matter; and it would, coming from aneutral party, or amere stenographer, have more
influence with the whole community,

Onechief reason additional, prompting meto thiscourse, is, your paper isweekly—mine
is monthly; and we could not meet on equal footing, unless you were to suspend hostilities



for threeweeks at atime. Again, | may add that | could not, with propriety and justice to my
engagements, give more than 12 pages octavo to the controversy—that is, 6 pages, each, per
month.

However, | will do thisrather than fall short of adiscussion; but if, upon reflection, you
would agreeto meet mein Philadelphiaor some central city, next spring, and havethewhole
matter canvassed to a point, | should think it more likely to be useful, and we should soon
get through with the matter, and reach the end by a more certain, amore direct, and a more
practical course.

| know that in these written, far-off, long-gun discussions, there is much sailing and
generally along voyage before we get to port. | have received so favorable an impression of
your candor, ability, and erudition in all these matters, that | can the more freely
communicate with you on the ways and means. | shall now, with all respect for your good
sense and discretion, wait for an answer from you as soon as convenient. One reason of my
naming Philadelphia, in addition to its being about equidistant and abounding in good
accommodations, many Universalistsliving there, and having alarge meeting-house, | have
to attend in that city sometime next spring, in al probability (as you may learn from the
accompanying number of theHarbinger | send you) inatrial pending between Dr. Sleighand
myself.

An early answer upon all these points will be thankfully received by, dear sir,
Y our obt. servt.
A. CAMPBELL.

UTICA, Dec. 23,1836.

Dear Sr,

Y our favor of the 28th ult. in answer to mine of the 14th isjust received, for which you
have my thanks. Y our reasons for delaying the contemplated discussion till February next
are sufficient and satisfactory to me.

| wasawarethat Mr. Montgomery had mentioned other names of Universalist preachers
to you besides mine; but was informed that, provided you did not succeed in starting a
discussion while at Boston, either oral or written, then the aternative was that the written
discussion already commenced should be continued between you and myself, in yours and
some Universalist paper.

You now suggest, as another alternative, the holding of a viva voce discussion at
Philadelphia, and employing a stenographer to take it down for publication, &c. As one
reason for this preference you mention that, as our paper is weekly and yours monthly, we
could not meet on equal footing in awritten discussion, unless | were to suspend hostilities
for threeweeks at atime. This, sir, | should expect to do, provided | occupied as much space



in one number of our paper as you did in one number of yours; but as one number of yours
Is equal to three or four of ours, you could in a particular emergency, occupy much more
room in one number than it would be possible for me to do in one number of ours; so that |
should be under the necessity, did | occupy equal spacewithyou, of dividing my articles, and
filling two or more numbers of ours, (i. e. what was not necessarily occupied with other
matter) in reply to one number of yours. However, | do not apprehend that in general one
article and the rgoinder to it will occupy more than twelve pages of the Harbinger. In some
few instancesit may, and then it could be divided into two numbers, unless you could spare
more room than that at atime; and | should in such case have to divide it into still smaller
divisions.

| should agree with Mr. Balfour in preferring awritten to an oral discussion, inasmuch
astheformer isin my view the fairest method of eliciting truth, and would probably be the
freest from personalities, from passion, and from rash, hasty, and inconsiderate remarks; and
would certainly be most likely to obtain the trueimport and meaning of wordsin any critical
verbal investigations. It is true that each mode of discussion has its advantages and its
disadvantages. But for the above reasons, | shall decide, asyou have left the alternative with
me, in favor of the written discussion; and shall accordingly commence the publication of
the articles in the Harbinger in the columns of the Magazine and Advocate some time in
January, so that my reply to your last article will come out somewhere between the 1st and
middle of February.

If, however, after we have carried on the written discussion to our hearts' content, or to
our mutual satisfaction, you are still desirous of an oral discussion, | think | can safely
guaranty that you shall be gratified. | have no doubt that Mr. Thomas of Philadelphiawould
gladly meet you in public debate. If he will not, | think I can find one who will, and who
would at least be as acceptable to you and the public as myself. But if not, | will myself
consent to meet you at any time and place where we can mutually make it convenient.

Y ours with all due respect,

D. SKINNER.
Rev. A. Campbell.

P. S. After the publication of the discussion is commenced, | will, in order to facilitate
Its progress and prevent any unnecessary delay, send you the copy of my articles in proof
before the issuing of the paper, and wish you to send me yours in like manner. D. S.



MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.

Discussion of Universalism.

From the Magazine and Advocate of Feb. 10.

MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL .*

DEAR SIR—This controversy on the part of the Universalist, having by mutual agreement
between you and Mr. Montgomery, and his choice of a substitute, devolved upon me, | am
happy in finding the subject fairly open for discussion, and an opponent to contend with of
acknowledged talents and high reputation as a controversialist, and | can not but hope that
If our investigations are conducted with honesty and candor, good will result and the truth
be promoted thereby.

You say that in former volumes you have fully established all your premises and
conclusions on the subject of Universalismbut asyou do not inform uswhat those* premises
and conclusions’ are, we areleft in the dark concerning them. .Nevertheless, asthisdoctrine
continues to move on in its majesty, and is constantly accumulating strength in our land, |
console myself with the conviction that those “premises and conclusions’ were not such at
to annihilate the doctrine.

Y ou next say you shall dispose of what Mr. M. sayson Mark xvi. 16. in aremark or two.
After stating that he requires you to prove, in order to maintain your ground, “that a person
once an unbeliever, once condemned, must always remain an unbeliever, aways
condemned,” you deny that you are required to prove this; for you say, “I neither believe,
teach, nor affirm any such proposition.” Now, sir, this appearsto me very singular: for itis
certain that, if you “neither believe, teach, nor affirm any such proposition,” you can neither
believe, teach, nor affirm any thing from the text in opposition to Universalism: and you,
therefore, introduced the text in your reply to “ Spencer” for no other purpose but to throw
dust in the eyes of your readers and make them believe, while you did not believeit your self,
that this text was a formidable argument against the doctrine of the final holiness and
happiness of all men. No Universalist believesthat any individual of the human family will
be saved while he remains in unbelief and condemnation: and if you do not maintain that
unbelief and condemnation will endlessly remain, you can not maintain that the text stands
opposed to the doctrine of final universal salvation.

But what seems not alittle remarkable is, that, after indignantly disavowing your faith
in the proposition which Mr. M. required you to prove, you should proceed, asyou do, inan
indirect, round-about and equivocal manner to try to establish that, or what you intend your
readers shall understand as tantamount with that very proposition—i. e. you meant they
should so understand you if you had any definite meaning in that curious construction which



you give the text. After giving the text this equivocal construction you add: “But from this
you dissent and interpret as follows: He that hears and believes the gospel, and is baptized,
Is saved; and so continuing, will always be saved—Iliving, dying, and forever.— But he that
on hearing it disbelievesit, and rgjectsit, and so continues all hislife, is now condemned or
damned; but shall hereafter be eternally saved. Thisisyour interpretation if you dissent from
mine.” The above, sir, isentirely unworthy the head that edited or the pen that wroteit: and
| seriously regret to seeaman of your talents and standing attempt to fix upon your opponent
achargeof which you certainly knew or ought to have known, hewas not guilty. Neither Mr.
Montgomery, nor any other Universalist ever adduced this text as proof of the doctrine of
universal salvation. All he contended for was that the text did not prove endless misery, and
therefore was not at all to your purpose. Nor have you in the least invalidated his argument.
But you were doubtless aware that unless you could force him into an interpretation that
would make him appear ridiculous, your point was lost and your argument completely
nullified. But in attempting to evade the strength of his argument and to father an
Interpretation upon him which he never thought of, you appear to meto have stooped bel ow
the dignity of your station.

* See Millennia Harbinger for February, 1836, articleentitled * Everlasting Punishment.” Also,
last week’ s Magazine and Advocate.

Further on, you say, “ You will, however, have the believer and the unbeliever, during
thislifein opposite states, but in the same state hereafter;—presuming no doubt, that during
death, or after death, unbelieverswill all becomebelieversand obedient and good Christians.
This being out of the Record, is to me a new revelation, which because of a defect in the
evidence, | cannot believe.” Now, my good friend, as | am fully satisfied that the defect is
not in the evidence, but in the manner of your examining it, | will endeavor to correct your
misapprehension by calling up afew witnesses from the Record, which you have evidently
overlooked. The Record positively declares that God has promised with an oath, that all
nations, families and kindreds of the earth shall be blessed in Christ, the promised seed of
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. See Genesis xii. 13; xviii. 18; xxvi. 3, 4; xxviii. 14; Actsiii. 25;
Gal. iii. 8, 16; Heb. vi. 13,14. The Record declares that God’ s will, pleasure, and purpose,
are, that all men should be saved, come to the knowledge of the truth, and be gathered
together or beheaded in Christ; and that be worketn all things after the counsel of his own
will. 1 Tim. ii. 4: Eph. i. 9,10,11. The Record declares that “God hath spoken of the
restitution of all things, by the mouth of al his holy Prophets since the world began.” Acts
lii. 21. The Record declares that tire Father loveth the Son and hath given all thingsinto his
hands—the heathen for his inheritance and the uttermost parts of the earth for his
possession—and that all that the Father giveth him shall so cometo him as not to be cast out.
Psalm ii. 8; John iii. 35; vi. 37—39; xvii. 2. The Record declares that all the ends of the
world shall remember and turn unto the Lord, and all the kindreds of the nations shall
worship before him—that all nations whom God has made shall come and worship before



him and glorify his name. Psalm xxii. 27; Ixxxvi. 9. The Record also declares that Christ
gave himself aransom for all to be testified in due time—tasted death for every man—isa
propitiation for the sins of the whole world—is the Saviour of the world, the Lamb of God
which taketh away the sin of the world—that he shall not fail nor be discouraged—the
pleasure of the Lord shall prosper in his hand—he shall see of the travail of his soul and be
satisfied—shall reign till he hath subdued all things unto himself, and deliver up the kingdom
to God the Father that God may be all in all—that Christ hath the keys of death and hell—is
Lord both of the dead and living—that neither death, nor life, nor any other creature can
separate usfrom the love of God in him—that death shall be swallowed up in victory—tears
wiped from all faces, and every knee bow, and every tongue confessthat Jesus ChristisLord
to the glory of God the Father. 1 Tim. i. 6; Heb. ii. 9; 1 John ii.2; iv. 14; Johni. 29; iv. 42;
Isaiah xxv. 8; xlii.4; liii. 10, 11; Romans viii. 38,39; liv. 8, 9; 1 Cor. xv. 22,28; Philip, ii.
10,11; Rev. i. 18; xxi. 4.

Now, sir, asthese promises and hundreds of other similar onesin the Record clearly and
unequivocally assert the final subjection, obedience and happiness of all men, and the
annihilation of death and misery of every kind, the clear and irresistible conclusion is, that,
If the Record betrue, and these promisesare not fulfilled with regard to all men before death,
they must be after death—if not during this life, they must be in afuture. See Heb. ii. 8; 1
Peter iii. 18,19,20; iv. 6. And if these promises are all fulfilled in reference to the character
and mora condition of all men, | am inclined to the opinion that you will not then be
possessed of the spirit of the elder son in the parable, (Luke xv. 28,) and refuse to associate
with even Pharaoh, Nero, Caligula, Heliogabulus, Judas, V oltaire, and their companions, any
more than Ananias refused to associate with Saul of Tarsus, when it was told him, “Behold
he prayeth.”

In the two or three succeeding paragraphs of your reply to Mr. M. you make some
attempts at argument and some at witticism, whichintwo or threeinstances might with effect
be retorted upon yourself: but as they do not in my opinion at all affect the great leading
guestions at issue between us, | let them pass without remark.

| am glad that in your reply to Mr. Spencer, you so frankly conceded al that he
contended for in referenceto the meaning of thewords Sheol, Hades, and Gehenna, and gave
them up, as being in themselves insufficient to teach the doctrine of endless misery. Y ou
have finally fixed upon the word awn and its derivatives as the strong hold, the last resort,
or citadel to defend that dreadful doctrine. And | now come to consider what you say about
thisword and the other words adduced by Mr. M ontgomery as being much stronger, clearer,
and more unequivocal in defining endless duration than the word aion and its derivatives.

But | must here in common with Mr .M. and | think with every well informed biblical
and literary critic, express my utter surprise at the declarations you made in your reply to
“ Spencer”—(see Harbinger for October, 1835,) that “if the words olem, aionion,” etc.,
“applied to the destruction of the wicked, mean not duration without end, then have we no
wordsin human speech that certify usthat God, angels, or saints shall have duration without
end:” and that “there is no word in human language that expresses duration without end,
which is not applied to the future punishment of the wicked.” Had these assertions, so



entirely devoid of proof, proceeded from some rash, hair-brained youth, some theological
tyro, | should not have been so much surprised. But they are from one who hasthe reputation
of being a grave divine, agreat biblical critic, and the theological champion of the West!

After quoting Mr. M’ s language concerning Romansi. 23; Hebrews vii. 6; and 1 Cor.
xv.53; wherethephrasesincorruptible, endlesslife, incorruption, and immortality occur, and
hisquestion, “ Arethese words applied to the punishment of thewicked?’ you gay, “I answer
No, nor to the happiness of the righteous; nor to simple duration at all.— Two of them are
substantives, and therefore cannot be used asepithets, viz. immortality and incorruption: and
the other three apply to beings or material substances in reference to simple indissolubility;
not one of them could properly be applied to a simple state of being, or to happiness or
misery: for although the word “ endless’ might seem to be an exception, when the origina
word is considered it is not. It only figuratively signifies endless, as any one may see who
will examine either the etymological import or the common use of akatalutos in Greek
writers,”

The above, sir, very clearly evinces the fact, that when one false position is taken it
requires several more to sustain it; and after all, its foundation is but sand. | do marvel that
you should have made such assertions, entirely unaccompanied by any attempt at proof. The
word akatalutos is thus defined by Donnegan: “ Not loosened or destroyed indissoluble,
indestructible.” Grovedefinesit thus: “fr. aneg. and kataluo, to dissolve, indissoluble, firm,
stable, binding “ Now, sir, will you have the goodness to inform us, if the word akatal utos
signifiesfirm, stable, indissoluble, and indestructible, according to lexicographers, to what
else it can allude but to duration when applied to life, asin Heb. vii. 16? Evidently it can
allude to nothing else, or at all events, theidea of permanent durability isinseparable from
it. Thisisthe only text where the word occurs in the New Testament, and yet you say “itis
not applicable either to happiness, or to simple duration at all”!

Aphtharsia, which occurs 1 Cor. xv. 42,50,53,54, and in several other passages in the
New Testament, isdefined by Donnegan thus— mperishableness, immortality. Grovedefines
it thus.—Aphtharsia, from a, negative, and theiro to destroy, incorruptibility, incorruption,
immortality. Loveland, who for the most part follows Schleusner and Hedericusthus defines
it:—Incorruptibility, immortality, “corpus interritus expers.” The latter aso defines
aphthartos, which occurs Rom. i. 23; 1 Cor. ix. 25; xv. 52; 1 Tim. i. 17; 1 Peter i. 4,23; and
iii. 4; thus.—Incorruptible, undying, “ corruptions,, etinterritus, expers.” — Donneganthus:
Incorruptible, immortal, eternal. Loveland defines athanasia, which occurs 1 Cor. xv. 53,
51; and 1 Tim. vi. 16; thus.—Exemption from death or dissolution immortality.

Here we have eternal, your favorite term for endless, obviously in its most full and
unlimited extent of meaning, given as one of the definitions of aphthartos by a celebrated
and standard lexicographer. Akatalutos in the only place where it occurs in the New
Testament, istranslated endless, and can obviously signify nothing lessthan that; and yet you
affirm of all theforegoing Greek words that neither of them isapplied, or applicable, “to the
happiness of therighteous or to simpleduration at all” ! One of your reasonsfor that opinion
Issingular enough, indeed. Forsooth, “two of them are substantives, and therefore cannot be
used as epithets!” Suppose, sir, the Apostle had used the word eternity. By parity of



reasoning, that could not be applicable to duration at all, because it is a“ substantive, and
therefore cannot be used as an epithet!” Suppose (toillustrate the use of substantiveswithout
adjectives or epithets) | were to say to my friend, | am in a state of complete felicity. My
friend states my declaration to you, and undertakes to show that | am very happy: but you
laugh at him for entertaining such athought; for you tell him that asfelicityisa“ substantive,
it cannot therefore be used as an epithet,” and for this reason, is not at all applicable to
happiness! Now, sir, to me your reasoning in reply to Mr. M. appears precisely of this
character. For the denial that felicity is applicable to express happiness, because it is a
substantive and not an epithet, is no more illogical or ridiculous than is your denia that
aphtharsia and athanasia are applicable to duration, because they are substantives and
cannot be used as epithets, when it is clearly proved that the idea of perpetual duration is
necessarily included in the meaning of the words.

Can any enlightened person acquainted with the meaning of the terms employed, read
in 1 Cor. xv. St. Paul’ sdescription of the resurrection of the dead, to a state of glory, honor,
power, incor ruption, immortality, imperishableness, indissol ubility, indestructibility, &c. and
then honestly say he believes these terms have no applicability whatever, cither to the
HAPPINESS of the righteous, or to DURATION? The thing is impossible: What else could the
Apostle have had in view in the use of all these terms, but the complete HAPPINESS of the
resurrection state and the ENDLESS PERPETUITY thereof? Evidently these were the two most
PROMINENT POINTS at which he aimed. If the idea of happiness was not embraced in this
description, why does Paul exult in the prospect that this event would swallow up death in
victory? Is not the kingdom of God (which the Apostle defines to be RIGHTEOUSNESS,
PEACE, AND JOY IN THE HOLY SPIRIT) a kingdom Of HAPPINESS? He says, verse
50, “Flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God; neither doth corruption inherit
(APHTHARSIAN) incorruption,” a perfect parallelism in which he uses APHTHARSIAN as
synonymous with the kingdom of God; and yet according to you, the term isinapplicable to
HAPPINESS! What was Peter speaking of, 1st Epist. i. 4. but HAPPINESS, perfect in its nature
and ENDLESS in duration, when he speaks of “an inheritance incorruptible, (APHTHARTON,)
undefiled, (AMIANTON,) and unfading, (AMARANTON ) reserved in heaven for you”? Is not
the inheritance of which Peter speaks, “a state of being’? a state of HAPPINESS? and of
PERMANENT DURATION?M ost assuredly all three. And yet Mr. Campbell roundly assertsthat
“not one of them (the three terms including APHTHARTOS) could properly be applied to a
simple state of being, or to happiness or misery!” The more| reflect on this declaration, the
more | am astonished that it. should have ever been made by you. It was evidently made
when driven to amost distressing strait.

Y ou evidently saw the impossibility of fairly maintaining your position, and therefore
to invalidate the force of the word AKATALUTOS, you state that “it only FIGURATIVELY
signifiesENDLESS,” and attempt to makeyour readersbelievethat it doesnot legitimately and
naturally have thismeaning. And what is not alittle curious, you immediately proceed to the
consideration of AIONIOS, everlasting, your strong hold, and undertake to maintain that this
word can only be used in a LIMITED sense when used FIGURATIVELY, but that when “taken
initsfair and LITERAL import” it uniformly signifies ENDLESS!



This curious manoeuvre of yours, touching the LITERAL and FIGURATIVE meaning of
these words, is in my view calculated directly to mislead your readers, instead of
enlightening them with the true meaning of the words. For | maintain that the word
AKATALUTOS and the other Greek words above defined, are never in the New Testament
applied either LITERALLY Or FIGURATIVELY, to things and objects of a perishable nature or
limited duration; but uniformly to things and subjects of permanent and ENDLESSDURATION.
And | furthermoreaffirm that the Hebrew oLEM and Greek AION, AIONI0S, and their parallels,
are literally and far more frequently used to signify a LIMITED, or an INDEFINITE period of
time, than ENDLESS DURATION; and further, that they NEVER literally and strictly signify
ENDLESS DURATION in the Scriptures unless there is something in the NATURE OF THE
SUBJECT to which they are applied, which ABSOLUTELY REQUIRES and NECESSARILY FIXES
THISMEANING UPON THEM: and | call on you to disprove either of these assertions. Point me
to asingle passagein the Bible, if you can, where AKATALUTOS, APHTHARTOS, APHTHARSIA,
or ATHANASIA, are applied either to mere things of earth, or to a state or condition of
punishment, misery or unhappiness, or to any subject of limited duration. Point meif you
can, to a single text where aionios signifies endless, unless the nature of the subject
absolutely requires it. So much for your figurative and literal construction of those Greek
words. And yet you affirm that “thereis no word in human language that expresses duration
without end which isnot applied to the future punishment of thewicked!” Nevertheless, you
can find no stronger term by which to express the endless duration of punishment than the
Greek aionios, confessedly one of the most ambiguous words in all the Bible! Nay, to add
to your difficulties and embarrassment, you have not been able to adduce a single passage
from the Bible, where even thisword, ambiguousasit isin meaning, is clearly and obviously
applied to punishment in afuture state of being! But though asamatter of indulgence, | were
to grant that you might find a passage or two that spoke of aionian punishment, even in
another state of being, it would devolve on you, before such passages could avail you any
thing, to provethat therewas somethingin the nature of punishment that necessarily required
it to be endless in duration. But “this, give meleave to say with all emphasis, no living man
can do. | feed myself logically, grammatically, as well as theologically and religiously
compelled to affirm this proposition —that in reference to things mundane, or to things of
thislife,” andinreferenceto all punishment, consequent of the aberrationsand follies of men
inthislife, thewordsaionios, everlasting, etc. areused intheir strictly literal and legitimate,
but yet in alimited sense, from the very nature of the subjects to which they are applied.

Y our constant and overweening, yet fruitless efforts throughout your reply to Mr. M. to
makeit appear that olem, aionios, everlasting, etc., when used in their unfigurative, common
and literal sense, must necessarily signify endless, and whenever used in alimited sensemust
be used figuratively, clearly evinces how important you thought this point to the successful
maintenance of your ground, and yet you are unable to adduce a particle of evidencein favor
of thisassertion. But you seem over-anxiousto press Mr. M. into an acknowledgment of the
propriety of thisconstruction. And why? Because, asyou pretend, if thisisnot conceded, the
application of the termsto God, “will undeify our Creator and annihilate the universe!” Do
not be alarmed, my good sir, the Creator shall not be undeified, (nor do | intend he shall be
demonised,) nor theuniverseannihilated. | will freely grant you that God is self-existent, and



necessarily endless in his being, and that, entirely independent of the application to him of
the Greek aionios, or the English everlasting.

Suppose, sir, | hear a person speak of a great man and the great God; | say to him, Sir,
| suppose you use the word great only in afigurative sense when applied to the man, but in
astrictly literal sensewhen appliedto God. “ No,” sayshe, “I useit literally in both cases—I
do not use it figuratively in either of these or any similar case. The word when applied to
God, signifiesinfinitely great, not from the original and natural import of theword, but from
the necessity of the case, because we know God isinfinitely great, and in no sense can he be
considered finite or limited. But it is used literally, though in a comparative sense when
applied to man, and the word great (which takes its peculiar meaning from the nature of the
subject to which it is applied) is much more frequently applied to finite beings and things
thantotheinfinite Creator.” | start back in horror and exclaim, Alas! sir, you have*undeified
theCreator,” reduced himto alevel withamereman, and thereby “annihilated the universe!”
This, sir, would place me in precisely the condition in which your argument places you.

What, sir, have we no evidence of the endless perpetuity of God, angels, saints and
happiness, but what is derived from the force of this very equivocal and ambiguous word
aionios, which is applied to the priesthood of Aaron, to the covenant of circumcision, to the
possession of theland of Canaan, to aman’ slife-time, to the three days during which Jonah
was in the whale's belly, to hundreds of things which have had or from their nature must
have an end, and which the best of lexicographers say is“used to expressalimited time,” and
“seems to be much more frequently used for an indefinite than for an infinite time”? (See
Parkhurst.) Thanks be to God, my hope rests on a firmer and better foundation than this.

voL.|.—N. S.



For not only have we the Greek words applied to God and the future condition of
mankind, which | have before shown are never applied to earthly things or any thing of a
perishable nature or limited duration, by which to prove the endless existence of God and
happiness; but further weknow that as God is self-existent an independent of all other causes
and beings, he must necessarily exist ed eifinition, endlessly—no cause can operate to
destroy his existence. Heisthe | AM. In him life and happiness are without beginning and
must be without end; therefore, they are strictly eternal and endless in their nature, being
original and essential in God. Man isthe offspring, the child of God. God isthe Father of all
spirits. Christ isthe Mediator: in him islife; and thislifeisthelight of me’. Heisthe head
of every man, Y eare dead and your lifeis hid with Christ in God. Because he lives ye shall
live also. Man’s life and happiness will be strictly endless, because founded in and derived
from God. Christ says of men in their resurrection and bestified state, “Neither can they die
any more; for they are equal unto the angels, and are the children of God, being the children
of the resurrection.” Luke xx. 36. St. Paul speaks of a “kingdom which cannot be
moved’—asaleuton, immovable. Heb. xii. 28. St. Peter speaks of ‘an inheritance
incorruptible, undefiled, and that fadeth not away, reserved in heaven;” and of “acrown of
glory that fadeth not away.” 1 Pet. 1. 4; v. 4. Weread, Isaiah xlv. 17, “Isragl shall be saved
in the Lord with an everlasting salvation; ye shall not be ashamed nor confounded world
without end.” But where, sir, do we read that the punishment, of the wicked shall continue
world without end? Where do we find any thing tantamount in expressing duration, to those
words and phrases that are applied to the happiness of heaven? No where in the Bible. But
look, sir, to the following words of Paul, 2 Cor. iv. 17; where he out-does and goes if
possible beyond all which he had before said in regard to the happiness of the saints: “For
our present light affliction worketh for uskath hyper bolen el shyper bol en, aionion bar osoxes
katergazetai emin: a glory exceeding aionion to an excess.” Hereis an hyperbole upon an
hyperbole; beyond eternal; afar more (or excessively) exceeding aionion, weight of glory.
How entirely prostrated, sir, isyour reasoning here shown to be. For if, asyou say, aionion
when applied to things of another world, or “beyond the confines of timeand sense,” aways
and necessarily signifies endless;, how could its duration be exceeded, and that by an
extraordinary excess, as expressed in the text? It is evident that Paul did not consider it as
signifying endless; for what is endless can have nothing beyond it; and furthermore, when
he wants to express a greater duration than aionion, and still not express absolute eternity,
he uses the double plural tous aionous ton aionon, or ages of ages, which neither he, nor any
other scripture writer, would have done, had the word aion of itself or any of its derivatives
signified strictly endless.

Thus, sir, it is clearly demonstrated that the words aion, aionios, etc., do not of
themselves naturally express endless duration; and it devolves upon you to prove from the
natur e of the punishment itself, that it isand necessarily must be endlessin duration, before
aionios, when applied to punishment, can be alowed to have the signification of endless.
But. this, | have said, neither you nor any living man can do. Nay, more, | will volunteer, on
the other hand, to prove that punishment, from its very nature, must be limited and cannot
be endless in duration.



What is punishment? Had it abeginning? If so, when and where? Did it haveitsroot, its
fountain, its origin and being in God? Certainly not. It is not co-eternal with God.— It has
not its fountain and root in him, as have mankind, and as have life and happiness.— It isthe
effect or consequence of thefinite actions, of finite beings, in afinite space of time. It isthe
sad inheritance of the sins and frailties of frail mortals, for their departures from duty and
their violation of the revealed will and laws of God. Has God any pleasureinit? No, not the
least. Seelsaiah|v. 1, 2,3,7; lvii. 16—18; Lam. iii. 33; Ezek. xviii. 32; 2 Pet. iii. 9; 1 Tim. ii.
4. Then will he not perpetuate it to all eternity. He will finish sin, make an end of
transgression, (which, since the creation of man and contrary to his law, have sprung up to
mar the happiness of his children,) and reclaim all his alienated family, so that universal
holinessand consequent happinessshall at length prevail, which aloneaccord withthedivine
will and nature. There is no possible ground on which you can raise even a plausible
argument in favor of the endless perpetuity of punishment, unless with Zoroaster and other
heathen philosophers, you maintain that there are two Divinities, co-eval and co-eternal, the
one the author of all good and the other the author of all evil; and therefore, that, as evil is
of aslong standing as good, it will be co-eternal with it. But this you will never attempt

| may now vary and return your language thus. Were we to force the meaning of endless
upon theword aionios as applied to the punishment of the wicked, contrary to the obvious
design of God and all the inspired writers, (and endless misery should prove true,) if it did
not “undeify our Creator and annihilate the universe,” it would transform our Creator into
afiend of infinite cruelty, clothe heaven in sackcl oth and mour ning, and fill the univer sewith
sighs and tears—which would be a much more deplorable event.— But this can never be:
for God is God, and not man. Y our system of endless sin, and misery, and evil istherefore
completely prostrated, nor can its shattered fragmentsever be gathered up again; no, not even
by your own extraordinary rowers. The kingdom of darkness and death shall terminate, and
man universally be happy and free. And even you, yourself, will yet join with me in
celebrating the happy and glorious event. Amen.

The remark | made about your unfairness and disingeneusness in ascribing to your
opponent the ridiculous construction of Mark xvi. 16. which you did ascribe to him, and
which neither he nor any other Universalist ever thought of putting on the text, will apply
with equal propriety to what you say in your last paragraph but two, about Matt. xxv. 41. If
you, Sir, are incapable of conceiving how the protracted PUNISHMENT of the wicked can be
DISCIPLINARY and CORRECTIVE, and therefore ultimate in good, (though we never thought of
attempting to reclaim the devil by it, but calculated on his destruction; see Heb. ii. 14.) you
might possibly obtain some light on the subject by applying to some reformed convictsfrom
the Slate Penitentiaries.

| thank you for your “left hand compliment” to the Quakers and Universalists from the
writings of Thomas Paine, and beg leave still further “to amend the bill, by substituting”
Advocate of endless misery in place of Universalist. For full well am | satisfied the doctrine
of endless misery has made more deists and infidels than al the writings of Thomas Paine
twicetold. Robert Owen, your quondam opponent, his son Robert Dale, Paine, Carlisle, and
Taylor, and Frances Wright, and nearly all their coadjutors in Europe and America, were



brought up and nurtured in the faith of endless damnation. And what, sir, but that horrid
doctrine and the erroneous supposition that the Bible taught it, led them to reject the Bible
and with it the whole of Christianity. Robert Dale Owen says he was “brought up a
Presbyterian of the strictest sect,” and that “the doctrine of ENDLESS PUNISHMENT was the
first thing that staggered hisyoung credulity!” It isrelated of Lord Shaftsbury that on asking
Bishop Burnet if the doctrine of endless torment was actually taught in the Bible, and being
answered in the affirmative, he immediately replied, “I cannot embrace a system which
incul cates adoctrine so utterly opposed to all just ideas of the character of themerciful Ruler
of the universe.” And many a good and benevolent mind, permit me to say to you, sSir, has
come to the same determination. Taking it for granted, from the testimony of their religious
teachers, that the Bible teaches the horrid doctrine of endlesssin and woe, they at oncereject
thewholeasutterly unworthy of aGod of benevolence and wisdom. And thetransitionsfrom
the doctrine of endless misery to deism, are in my opinion as NINETY NINE to ONE when
compared with the number of those who go from Universalism to Deism; whileit isawell-
known fact that Universalism has reclaimed many an infidel to thefaith of the gospel, when
nothing else could have done it but God himself.

Let Christianity be stripped of all heathen dogmas, and all doctrines of human invention,
and especialy of the God-dishonoring and soul-withering system of endless sin and
suffering, which | have shown is no part of revelation, and stands directly opposed to the
Bible, and let the gospel be presented to man in its purity and divinity, as a system of
universal love and grace, worthy of aGod of infinitewisdom, and power, and goodness, and
it will, it must be received: yea, many an infidel will then be reclaimed, and with tears of
grateful joy will exclaim,

“ Should al the forms that men devise,
Assault my faith with treacherous art,
I’ll call them vanity and lies,
And bind the gospel to my heart.”
Y ours with all due respect,

D. SKINNER.
[Mr. Campbell’ sreturn from Cincinnati having been unexpectedly delayed, hisreply to
Mr. Skinner will not be in time for the present number.] R.
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MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER—NO. I.

Dear Sr,

After asilence of so many months, occasioned by circumstanceswell known toyou,
permit me to resume my pen:—

NONE of my readerswill accuse me of any effort on my part to provoke this controversy
with Universalistson their peculiar sectarianism. The proposed discussion with Mr. Skinner,
from his own showing, was transferred to him by Mr. Montgomery, of Auburn, New Y ork;
and Mr. Montgomery, on hisown responsibility, assumed the place of Mr. Spencer; and Mr.
Spencer simply addressed me one letter on a single query, without any proposition of a
discussion, which query | answered without the slightest intimation of having undertaken,
or being about to undertake, a debate on such questions. So the matter terminated, as |
supposed, to the satisfaction of Mr. Spencer, from whom | have never since heard.

From October, 1835, till February, 1836, there was a profound silence on the subject of
my reply to friend Spencer. In February we published Mr. Montgomery's letter, and replied
to hisqueriesin the same number. Silence again ensued, and continued till in Junelast, when
| had anintroductionto Mr. M. inthe house of brother Shepherd, of Auburn, when | received
from himwhat | understood to be a challenge on the subject of my reply to him of February,
1836. It was, indeed, with much apparent modesty couched in this question.—'Will you," said
Mr. Montgomery, 'publish letters from mein reply to you on the subject of Universalism?
or, 'Will you continue to publish letters from meif | continue to write on the subject of my
letter to you.' In one of these forms of expression | was addressed on that occasion; and | am
pleased to see that in Mr. M's letter to Mr. Skinner he has fully admitted it, in these
words.—'Brother Skinner June 29,1836.—Mr. Campbell is now here. It was to see
him that | delayed writing to you. | called upon him this morning to know whether he would
publish my letters, if | continued them. | did not at first allude to a substitute. He objected to
me on account of my youth.'

All men, of sense, to say nothing of sensibility, will, I doubt not, interpret thisas 1 then
did, into avery plain challenge to discuss the merits of Universalism, with Mr. Montgomery
on the pages of the Harbinger. | looked upon the young gentleman, in the bloom of 26, or
thereabout, as quite a promising Goliath, and upon the whole thought it safest to decline the
combat: yet, as one does not like to be called acoward, | got off honorably, telling him that
as | was going 'down East' to the regions of light, | would, when nigher the sun-rising, in
Boston, or somewhere thereabout, rather encounter some of the older giants, the Anakims
or Zamzummimsof Universalism; for if | killed him, these sons of Herculeswould say | only
killed a mere stripling, which would be unmanly and dishonorable. | very gravely, indeed,
inquired of my redoubtable friend the names of the mighty men in Boston, and he gave me
afull statement of their respective merits. But, sir, it may be gratifying to yourself, as well
as the public, to know that he represented Mr. Skinner, of Utica, to be as competent as the
best of them; nay, perhaps, 'a more ready writer than any of them." Of this, however, | will
not say much more, lest some might think that the fame which he gave me of yourself was




the cause of my passing Utica without a call,

But it has come to pass, that notwithstanding hiswriting to the constellation of Boston,
apprizing them of his communication with me, and my intimating to Mr. Balfour, whom he
represented as the most learned, if not the most gifted of them all, my willingnessto discuss
this subject, especially from the attitude in which Universalism stood since Dr. Ely and Mr.
Thomas had given a new volume on the subject; | received no invitation to discuss the
guestion, though, as| learned, most of these gentlemen heard me speak whilein Boston, and
perhaps allude to their dogmas. Having received no invitation, | gave none; for to offer
challenges is not my custom. Every public discussion which | have had on any religious
guestion, has been on an accepted challenge. On this occasion, then, | appear in my usual
attitude.

But now that | am beforethe public in defence of the sanctions of the gospel, of thebasis
of God's moral government and of all political government, against asystem of religiousand
moral belief which makes Satan ametaphor, hell afable, and punishment after death amere
bugbear, | trust | have found an honorable, talented, and learned disputant; a gentleman
indeed who will sustain that character to the end. As such, | will respect and address him.

He has, however, been too eager for the combat: for he has rushed into the arenawithout
asingle proposition, stipulation, or preliminary arrangement.

Were he asked, What are the propositions which we have agreed to discuss? What are
the rules of this discussion? How long isit to continue? Who is to open and close it? What
are the rules of evidence to be relied on? What the authorities to be admitted? &c. &c. |
cannot imagine what answers he would give. For my part | would respond, in general terms,
that | never had a stipulation with Mr. Spencer, or Mr. Montgomery, or Mr. Skinner, on any
one of these matters.

Certainly Mr. Skinner will admit that there ought to be some such previous
understanding, and that | ought to have at least half the contract or stipulations on these very
important points, if we intend that the public shall be benefitted by our labors. He might
spread the controversy over the whole face of the Atlantic, asin his letter published in our
last number, and the discussion might continue for years without any beneficial result.

If, indeed, awritten discussion had been duly proposed by 'Spencer' in 1835, or by Mr.
Montgomery in 1836, and if all the propositions and rules of discussion had been agreed
upon and published to the world, Mr, Skinner, in accepting the place of such parties to a
discussion in 1837, might have commenced, sans ceremonie, as he has done, and gone a-
head, as he seems disposed to do, asthough he were hasting out of cannot shot of the enemy.
But neither of these gentlemen were ever parties to a discussion with me, and consequently
Mr. Skinner, in taking their place, as he seems to wish to do, is without law, or rule, or
stipulation in the case; and had he not been rich in resources, he ought to have saved hisnine
columns, or ninefeet of argument, till we had got some point or proposition logically before
us at which to have aimed his artillery. At present he has lost much ammunition by not
waiting the arrival of his opponent. However, it has gone to our readers without comment,
and it is to them so much clear gain.



| will not, indeed, incur the censure of all literary men by beginning a debate without a
clear and definite understanding of the points at issue, and the rules of discussion. It will
serveno purposefor Mr. Skinner to wastetimein telling methat he prosecutes acontroversy
begun; for there was no controversy begun: nor that he continues to sustain a proposition
agreed upon; for there was no proposition agreed upon: and hence Mr. Spencer and Mr.
Montgomery write on different subjects; and Mr. Skinner has got alittle of every thingin
hisfirst letter. He may say, indeed, that | have agreed to have adiscussion on the peculiarities
of Universalism, and have accepted him as a disputant on the recommendation of Mr. M. as
a substitute letter-writer on something connected with the party; and he may say that |
proposed an oral, but that he preferred, and seized, instanter, on a written discussion of
something; and that | proposed certain considerations in my letter to him of the 29th
November, and that he answered them on the 23d December, as now published in both our
Magazines; and that, without again hearing from me, he commenced and published a very
long article while | was attending to a discussion which kept me from home for ten weeks,
and that he practically claims the right of beginning when, and where, and how he pleases;
and of continuing, ad infinitum, or otherwise, as he pleases. All this, and perhaps more, he
may say: but | say, and will stand to it, that we have not agreed upon the questions to be
discussed, nor upon the rules of the discussion, nor upon the evidences to be relied on, nor
upon the extent to which we shall prolong the investigation, and that these are essential
matterswith all logiciansand with all personswho aim at perspicuity, conviction, and public
utility. | shall, therefore, take upon me to show what questions | think may be embraced in
the contemplated discussion, and leave it with the gentleman to say whether any or all of
them shall be debated:—

1. Isthere any punishment for sin?

2. If any, isthat punishment present or future?
3. If future, isthat future before or after death?
4. If after death, isit temporary or eternal ?

Or, to embrace your views of the gospel in asingle question on which to concentrate all
the force of argument on both sides, perhaps you would prefer to affirm your gospel in one
proposition, viz.—

5. Iseternal life the ultimate destiny of all mankind?

An issue can be formed on your answer to any one of these questions.

Y ou may have a dispute about words or things. Y ou may affirm, if you please, that—

1. ThereisnowordinHebrew, Greek, Latin, or English, which, initsliteral and primary
sense, denotes duration without end; or that—

2. The nature of the substantive only can qualify the attribute, and not the attribute the
nature of the substantive! Thus whether God be eternal, or the saints forever happy, cannot
be proved from thewords eternal or forever; but from the nature of the substantive God, the
substantive saints, or the substantive happiness. This would seem to embrace one of those
points on which you feel most strong. Hence, that—



3. Unlessthere be something in the nature of misery which makeseternal mean duration
without end, no living person can prove that eternal, prefixed to misery, means misery
without end; and that “unless there be something in happiness which is of necessity endless,
asthereisin God, no epithet can be found which would certainly indicate it. Or,

4. Y ou may affirm that gehenna, Tartarus, sheol, oulem, hades, aioon, aioonos, aevum,
&c. &c. separate or together, afford no certainty whatever on the future destiny of man; and
thus we may have alogomachy most preposterous and uninteresting to ninety-nine of every
hundred of our readers. For debates of this sort afford to the weak party a great facility of
throwing dust in the eyes of the great mass, while they escape exposure in the panoply of
bold and confident assertion, which with many is more convincing than all the syllogisms
of logic or the whole syntax of reason.

If, then, you prefer adispute about words rather than things, you will select one or more
of these four propositions, or some of similar categories and predicaments; but if you go for
things, or for approaching the main point at once, meet me on such of thefirst four questions
as you may suppose will afford an issue, which you will ascertain by answering those
guestions with a Yes or No; or meet me on the fifth, which is, after all, the marrow and
fatness of Universalism.

Now for the evidence which may be introduced in the discussion: on which | beg leave
to suggest—

1. That afuture state being wholly a matter of revelation, no other witnesses than the
Apostles and Prophets, or the Spirit of God speaking in them, can be admitted as of any
authority.

2. That their testimony on the subject is complete in the Old and New Testaments,
especialy in the latter.

3. That the words of the Bible are to be subjected to the canons of criticism or laws of
language current in the commonwealth of letters; and that no new, or by-laws, other than
those to which all writings of the same antiquity are subjected, can be admitted in the
interpretation of any disputed word or sentence.

4. That King James' version shall be ultimate in every appeal to translations; or if the
gentleman choose, | will not object to the new and improved version on the basis of
Campbell, Macknight, and Doddridge.

And finally for the Rules of Discussion.—

1. Asthechallenge camefrom the Universalists, and asthey have opened thediscussion,
the propositions discussed shall be so framed as that Mr. Skinner take the affirmative, and
A. Campbell the negative. As for example, Mr, Skinner affirms that eternal life, according
to the scriptures, shall be the ultimate destiny of all mankind; and A. Campbell deniesit.

2. The respondent shall of course close the discussion.
3. Thedisputants shall occupy equal space in their respective periodicals.
4. No letter shall occupy more than six pages, burgeois, of the Millennial Harbinger.



5. Thediscussion shall not transcend twelve letters on each side.

6. The parties shall, as early as possible, in every month, forward to each other a proof-
sheet of their |etters.

7. The parties shall always confine themselves to the proposition under discussion, if
there bemorethan one, (which there ought not if possible) solong asit isagreed to prosecute
it.

Such, in our judgment, would be afair arrangement with reference to public edification;
and if our friend Mr. Skinner will assent toit, or propose any reasonable amendment, | shall
proceed forthwith to respond to him on any issue which he may form on the aforesaid
premises.

For the edification of our readers, and in evidence of the correctness of the views above
presented, | shall offer aremark or two on the communications of these three Universalists.

Mr. Spencer appears not as a disputant, but in the attitude of aquerist. His plan wasto
state his views of gehenna, aioon, aionos, olem, and aevum, as he had gleaned them from
various sources; and not finding in them as he reasoned * any punishment for sinners after
death,” he calls upon mein the following words.—*Now, sir, if the scriptures, both Jewish
and Christian, can furnish evidence to prove a punishment for sinners after death, do let me
have it; and if such punishment is established, then | want to know the nature of such
punishment in point of duration.’

In my reply to this query, discovering that Mr. Spencer was no very profound adept in
verbal criticism, and especially because | wished to state afew plain factsand reasons, | did
not dispute with him on the biblical import of those terms; but observed that ‘ all he had said
about gehenna and its correlates, and even more than he had said, may be admitted, and yet
eternal life and eternal death remain the immutable and invincible sanctions of God' s last
message to mankind, and all hisinferences and conclusions be repudiated by every believer
of the gospel asillogical and unscriptural.’

Mr. Skinner was then mistaken, when, in hisletter of February 10th, as published in our
March number, page 130, he represents me as ‘ giving up sheol, hades, gehenna, asbeing in
themselves insufficient to teach the doctrine of endless misery.’ | did not say so. Certainly
the gentleman can discriminate between admitting or conceding for the sake of argument, or
for saving of time or labor, the plea or hypothesis of a querist or an opponent, and admitting
that plea asincontrovertibly just and true. | trust, then, he will be more observant and acute
in future. | never did admit it; but | was pleased, for the sake of brevity and despatch, to
concede his hypothesis;, and because a debate about Greek and Hebrew words to the
multitude of readers is a most uninteresting matter—especialy when every thing can be
established without such alogomachy.

Mr. Montgomery appears to have been more attentive than Mr. Skinner to the
qualification of my concessions to Mr. Spencer; for he quotes a part of my reasons for the
concession, in the words following, to wit: ‘To the extent and application of Spencer’s
criticisms, and to the style of hisreasonings | might, perhaps, make some exceptions; but to



save time and labor, always with me a desideratum, | will concede the whole!” Does this
look like giving up the import of the terms of this controversy? Mr. Montgomery also first
appears not as a disputant, but as one praying for more light on the subject. His words are:
‘I therefore write to present my views on this subject, praying you to point out wherein you
deem meto bein error on the momentous question of scriptural knowledge.’

Mr. Spencer appears not in defence of Universalism, but asaquerist. Mr. Montgomery
defends Universalism against my remarks on Spencer’s inferences; but with him | had no
controversy about terms or inferences. If, however, | must go into an examination of the
terms, | shall show that the common translation is avery fair representation of the original,
and that by an English concordance it is quite possible fora mere English scholar to arrive
at as much certainty concerning the future destiny of all mankind, as from all the Hebrew,
Greek, and Latin Bibles and lexicons on earth.

As it would be incompatible to reply to your March letter to me, while as yet the
preliminaries are open and unsealed, and no proposition logically before us, | beg to enter
my caveat against one species of debating growing into esteem in some places.

The ad captandum style of controversy, a species of rhetoric for effect, is much in
fashion now-a-days in Rome—and Cincinnati. | had concluded that Roman Catholics had
got apatent for it in this country, but | see one of the editors of your paper has got ahand in
it someway or other, Speaking of myself, under date of the 3d February, in referenceto this
controversy, you say: ‘If he (myself) does succeed in putting down Universalism, at which
he aims, hewill accomplish agreat thing—athing, by the bye, which no other man has ever
yet succeeded in accomplishing.” | could find some other fine specimens of thisstylein your
letter of March, but | darenot touch them at present. Permit meto say of thisstroke of policy,
that the class that are caught by it are much in need of Universalism. What cause was ever
put down by asingle discussion, or by one or two efforts' ? Was corrupt Judaism—was any
system of idolatry or of false philosophy thus put down and destroyed by the Apostles? Has
Romanism, Mahometanism, or Infidelity been put down by all the efforts of a thousand
years! And what does this prove?—that Romanism, Mahometanism, or Scepticism is true
and righteous? or that those opposed to them arein error or imbecile? What else could you
mean by it!! Let us, then, have no more of this lure. They are silly birds that are caught in
suchasnare. | do not think that if the twelve Apostleswerewith usin disguise, and to debate
every day as Paul used to do, they could put down Romanism, Mahometanism, Paganism,
or any other erroneous or corrupt ismin twice seven years. Still they would do agreat dedl;
and we hope to do something for the truth, and to keep alive the ancient ‘ enmity between thy
seed and her seed,’ till the time when the saints shall possess the kingdom.

| professin the spirit of candor and of truth to discuss the points at issue, and | trust that
| shall be met in the same spirit and style. | regret that the preliminaries were not arranged
before you commenced. It is better, however, asthe case is, to await their acceptance, than
to put to sea without compass, or pilot, or port in view. | have no doubt but much time and
many words will be saved by a due regard to the oracles of reason, of logic, and of
experience, in the commencement. In order to expedite, as much as possible, the discussion,
| request either the acceptance of the rules proposed, or such amendments as may be



substituted, by return of mail, as| shall forward this communication to you by thefirst mail
in April.

Very respectfully,
A. CAMPBELL.
i L L aulnd

Discussion of Univer salism.
No. I1I.
MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.

Dear Sr—AFTER s0 long a silence, which has been imposed on me from the
impossibility of my obtaining sight of your April letter till after my return from the South,
| resume my pen. | sincerely regret that you did not forward me a copy of your letter to
Virginia, agreeable to my request sent you from Richmond, or that if you did so, it never
reached me.*

| also regret as sincerely, to find, on the perusal of your April letter, that it is no reply,
nor even an attempt to reply to my last. | did hope, my dear sir, when | engaged in a
discussion of the all-important subject of controversy between us, that | had found an
honorable and high-minded opponent, who would stand forth with Christian candor and
manly boldness in defence of what he considers the truth and holy sanctions of the gospel of
Christ—onewho felt himself abovethoselittle quibbles, and stratagems, those bandyings of
words about challenges, and the substitution of new and multiform questions for debate,
unnecessary laws of evidence, rules of discussion, etc. etc., to the neglect of the main points
at issue. And I will still cherish the fond hope that what to me appears, in your letter now
before me, to be. a departure from the course of the honorable and high-minded Christian
controversialist, isonly an exception to your general character—that you will shortly return
from this strange digression, resume the discussion of the points on whichwe are already at
issue, and fairly, candidly, and fully investigate them pro bono publico. For | am fully
confident that all of our readers, and | believe most of yours, are much more desirous of, and
would be more essentially benefitted by seeing a thorough and candid discussion of the
points of difference between us, than by seeing an everlasting controversy ABOUT a
discussion.

* Onarrivingat New Y ork, | found acopy of Mr. C’sletter which had been mailed to Baltimore
(date not in the post mark) to the care of Rev. L. S. Everett, for me, and returned to New Y ork
between the 20th and 30th of April. But as | had made no request to have any letter addressed for
melater than March, and Mr. E, did not know whither to forward it at so late aseason, | did not get



it whilein Virginia

| have too often been disgusted with long controversies about a challenge, asto which
party had given it, when perhaps both parties had virtually, but neither verbally, given it.

Y ou make alabored effort to prove that you have been challenged by the Universalists;
but | think you do not succeed in the effort. For certainly | have not challenged
you—Spencer did not challenge you— and though you say Mr. Montgomery did, the proof
you give of it only shows that he modestly inquired of you, “ Will you continue to publish
letters from me, if | continue to write on the subject of my letter to you?” Suppose A. B. C.
and D. to meet in social mood at the house of C.—.. A. converses with C. awhile on the
subject of religion. He then retires, and B. resumes the conversation where A. left it. They
aresoon interrupted, and B. saysto C., | should be glad to converse longer on this subject for
mutual edification, if convenient, for | deem it of vast importance; but asit isinconvenient
for me, | would like to hear you and D. converse further on the points whereon you differ.
C. and D. both assent to the proposal. Now, in al this there would be no challenge given or
received, or requisite. It is a mutual agreement for a conversation on a particular subject.
Precisely so stands the case with usin my view.

| must however confess that, taking every thing into consideration, pertaining to this
matter, you occupy a somewhat singular position. Y ou first appear very anxious the subject
should be discussed—say to Mr. Montgomery, you have fully made up your mind to canvass
it— think justice was not done to it by Messrs. Ely and Thomas, and resolve if a fair
opportunity presents of getting glory in the controversy, to engage at once. But as Hainan of
old scorned to lay hands upon Mordecai alone, lest he should not by his death exterminate
the whole race, so the celebrated Mr. Campbell scorns to re-engage in the controversy with
an amiable young man “in the bloom of 25, or thereabout,” though he acknowledges him to
be “a promising Goliath.” He resolves on “encountering some of the older giants, the
Anakims, or Zamzummins of Universalism,” and to let “these sons of Hercules” know that
he could kill something more than a“stripling.” Well, he reaches the land of the giants, the
far-famed city of Boston, and there is introduced to one of these mighty men of
Universalism, preaches in the presence of most of them (perhaps they hear him allude to
their dogmas,) and is .very anxious to start a controversy with the mightiest of them all; but.
* * * ashenever challenges othersfor controversy, only accepts challenges when othersgive
them, he could only say to them, or him by his actions, “Come, gentlemen giants, you
Anakins and Zamzummins, just give me a challenge for a discussion—I’ll meet the stoutest
of youif you’ll only challengemetofight.” But, alas! no man challengeshim—hewaseither
not large enough to attract their notice, or else they were afraid of him and did not dare to
encounter so mighty a champion, or else they had not the bump of combativeness very
strongly developed! And Mr. C. returns to the shades of Bethany, without having won a
singlelaurel in battle with any Universalist, save the little one he picked up at Lockport, N.
Y.l

Having returned from the East without starting there any controversy with what he is



pleased to style the “ sons of Hercules,” it was expected that my friend Campbell would have
so good an appetite for the prosecution of the controversy already begun, asto need no other
stimulusto engage right heartily in it, but to be reminded of the engagement already entered
into with Mr. Montgomery.*

Accordingly, without allowing myself to doubt your intention to fulfil the agreement on
your part, | wrote you November 14, merely to remind you how | understood that agreement,
and to consult you about the time of re-publishing in our paper what was already before your
readers, and then continuing the discussion of the subject already under consideration. Y ou
replied November 29, tacitly admitted the correctness of my understanding of said
agreement, but offered another alternative, viz. an oral debate, (which some of my friends,
though | doubted it myself, supposed to be a stratagem to get rid of the discussion already
commenced,) leaving theacceptance of thealternativeoptional with me; and sayinginregard
to the time of resuming the discussion, that your attention would most likely be wholly
engrossed with the Catholic discussion till the first of February, and hence it would be
injudicious to divert your attention from it till after that period. | answered this, December
23, informing you that | chose to adhere to the engagement already entered into, rather than
accept of your proposed alternative, and should accordingly re-publish the articles from the
Harbinger, in season to follow them with “ myreply to your last article between thefirst and
middle of February. To this you made no objection, no reply. Accordingly on the 10th of
February, 1837, the 5th number of the Discussion, viz. my Reply to yours in the Harbinger
of February, 1836, was duly published. It was re-published in the Harbinger in March last:
and now, after waiting about three months from the date of that letter, | am permitted to see
your April No. of the Harbinger containing your last letter to me! And what do | see”? Why,
my opponent horror-smitten at my eagernessfor the debate, and at my entirewant of method,;
nay, even more, | have no proposition to discuss, and am “without law, or rule, or stipulation
in the case.” You would fain persuade our readers that | have “been too eager for the
combat,” have “gone a-head asthough | were hasting out of cannon shot of the enemy,” and
although I have “ spread the controversy over the whole face of the Atlantic,” and have “got
alittle of every thing” in my letter, yet | have only been beating the air, not knowing what
| wasabout, andin all that | have said, you cannot find asingle proposition to controvert, not
one on which you are at issue with me. Hence you very quaintly ask, “What are the
propositions which we have agreed to discuss| What are the rules of this discussion? How
longisit to continue? Whoisto open and closeit! What arethe rules of evidenceto berelied
on? What the authorities to be admitted? &c. &c.” But, my dear sir, permit me to query in
my turn. Why are these questions now propounded in the 6th letter of the discussion? Why
not proposed to Mr. M ontgomery when you agreed to continuethediscussion, only accepting
of me instead of him, as the defender of Universalism? If you forgot to put them then, why
not put them to me in your letter of November 29th? Or if you forgot it then, why not
propose them after you received mine of December 23d?in which | informed you | should
reply to your last, early in Feb-

* See “Remarks on the state of the Controversy,” and two short letters of Mr. M. relativeto it,
published in this paper of February 3, 1837, which Mr. C. has not seen fit to Publish in the




Harbinger.
VOL. |.—N. S.

ruary. But no, you never thought of these questions then, nor till after my reply had been
published, nor am | permitted to seethem till near three monthsfrom that time! Isit not fair,
then, to infer, and will not your readers naturally infer, that not until you read my letter of
February 10th, did you think of proposing any such questions?—that you then found, that in
order to reply to the arguments therein contained, hic labor est, hoc opus est—? And hence
that you had recourseto therusede guerrewhich your April letter exhibits, in order to divert
the attention of your readersfrom thereal points at issue between us] But, sir, “they aresilly
birds that are caught in such a snare.” And after the perusal of this specimen of your
controversial talents, and the first question which you gravely propose for opening the
discussion, viz. “Is there any punishment for sin,” | should expect you to be the last man in
Christendom to accuse your opponent of having recourse to the “ ad captandum style of
controversy.”

What, sir, no question at issue between usfor discussion! And yet you say you are now
“before the public in defence of the sanctions of the gospel, of the basis of God’'s moral
government, and of all political government, against a system of religious and moral belief
which makes salan a metaphor, hell afable, and punishment after death a mere bugbear!”
And pray, sir, what are those sanctions in defence of which you stand before the public?
(and, by theway, who isthe advocate of the * system of religious and moral belief” of which
you speak] for surely | know of no such system, and have seen nothing in this discussion thus
far, that savorsof itintheleast.) Do you suppose our readersare all perfectly purblind, when
you say, “neither of these gentlemen” (Spencer, Montgomery or myself) “were ever parties
to adiscussion with” yourself?—that “there was no controversy begun]” and that you “had
no controversy with” Mr. M. “about terms or inferences?” Why, realty, sir, did not Spencer
lay down certain premises and introduce certain terms, and hence draw conclusionsin favor
of Universalism, and did you not controvert at least his conclusions] Did not Mr. M.
controvert your arguments, and you hisagain in turn] And did | not formally reply again to
yours] and yet there was no controversy begun!!! Why, readlly, sir, are we to infer from
hence, that notwithstanding your pretended argumentsagainst these Universalists, youinfact
and mentally acceded to all they have said, and are yourself atrue Universalist? Very well,
then, come out honestly and own it, and let your readers “have no more of thislure” to lead
them back into a system which you do not believe yourself.

Asto your question, “ What arethe propositionswhich we have agreed to discuss?’ | will
shortly point out what propositions are already under discussion, my arguments on which
remain unanswered. “ Who is to open and closeit!” ft is already opened—how, when, and
by whom, you, and I, and our readers al know: and it will be closed by whom and at such
time as we shall hereafter agree. These are not necessary questions at this stage of the
controversy, though | have no objections to having them settled fairly at any time. Asto the
rules of the discussion, the evidence and authorities to be admitted, etc., | consider that
honorable controversialists need never be concerned about these, when they engage with



honorable opponents. If either party should at any time depart from the common rules of
courtesy and propriety, or attempt to bolster up his cause by inadmissible or disreputable
authority, the other party would not fail to take advantage of it and turn it against the
aggressor. The self-respect of each party ought to be a sufficient guarantee on these points.

But to show you that | am disposed to accommodate you in any thing and every thing
reasonable—to have distinct and well defined questions and propositions to discuss, and all
reasonable rules, regulations and limits fixed, | will proceed,

First, to the questions and propositions for discussion:—

1. Are sheol, hades, and gehenna, (separately or together) ever used in the Scriptures
to express a place or state of endless misery?

Although | had honestly supposed you had relinquished the affirmative of this question,
from the fact that you said, “To save time and labor, | will concede the whole,” (which
Spencer advanced concerning these words,) and though Mr. Montgomery appears to have
understood you in the sameway when he declares, “ It gave me much satisfaction to perceive
that you also was much pleased with it,” (Spencer’ s letter,) “because you admit the truth of
his quotation, simply excepting his inferences;” yet, as you have now taken back that
concession, which | am perfectly willing you should do, asyou appear to have moretimeand
labor to spare at present, you have now the affirmative of this question to sustain. | takethe
negative of course.

2. Dothewordsohm, aion, aionios, etc., when applied to the punishment of the wicked,
mean duration without end?Y ou have already taken the affirmative and | the negativeinthis
guestion,

3. Isthere“any word in human language that expresses duration without end, which is
not applied to the future punishment of the wicked,” or which can “certify us that God,
angels, or saints shall have duration without end]” 1 have already taken the affirmative and
you the negative of this question.

4. * Shall eterna life (meaning thereby endless holiness and happiness,) be, according
to the Scriptures, the ultimate destiny of all mankind? Here 1 have the affirmative and you
the negative. Thisquestion is already in discussion before our readers substantially, in your
statement that thisdoctrineis“out of the Record and to you anew revelation,” and my proof
by a multitude of witnesses adduced in my letter of February 10th, that is in the Record.

Thuswe have each of us, two affirmatives and two negativesto sustain, and thelaboring
oars are equally divided between us, as they should be. It is but fair and equal that each
should have an affirmative as well as a negative to defend. And this you will not object to,
unlessyour systemisasystem of negation and your faith consistsin unbelief, especially after
declaring that you are “ before the public in defence of the sanctions of the gospel,” etc. This
would be but fair and equal, even if achallenge had” been given, though | have shown that
none has been given on our side.

Secondly. As to the evidences admissible, | have no objections to the rules you
mentioned, except that | would prefer that neither of us should be denied the advantages



derivable from the subordinate lights of nature and reason, and the translations and
comments of men of acknowledged eminence and standing in the republic of letters.

Thirdlyandfinally, for the rules of discussion. | will not object to any of the seven rules
you propose except the first, which as you see above, is by the state of the controversy
somewhat modified, and the second and fifth, of which I will offer modifications or
substitutes, which | think all impartial judges will acknowledge to be fair and honorable. |
object to the rule that “the respondent, (meaning yourself,) shall close the discussion,” that
isunqualifiedly, by occupying six pages of the Harbinger after seeing my last letter, towhich
| shall be absolutely inhibited from replying. For it would not only be contrary to all rules of
forensic debate, but would give you great advantage, by affording you an opportunity of
introducing new and labored argumentsin anew field, to which you knew no reply could be
made, and thus afford a plausible pretext for claiming the victory from your last broadside,
when in fact the enemy had quit the field before it was fired. | propose therefore two
aternatives, each equally fair for both parties—take your choice. 1. After the stipulated
number of letters of equal length shall have been exchanged of the controversy proper, each
party shall write one of the same length in reviewing, summing up, and making the most he
canfor himself of the discussion, and thesetwo last |etters shall be published simultaneously
(thetime being before agreed upon) in our respective periodicals, neither of us seeing thelast
letter of his opponent till he has published his own. Or, 2. After the stipulated number of
letters of the controversy proper shall have been exchanged, the first writer shall occupy, in
review or reply, one-half the space of the last; the last shall then occupy one-half the space
of that; the other again one-half of that, and so on till the length of the lettersis reduced to
half, or a quarter of a page of the Harbinger, so that no labored argument on either side
should remain unnoticed.

In relation to your 5th rule, that the number of letters shall be limited to twelve on each
side, | would prefer it should not be limited to so small a number: nevertheless, if you insist
onit | will accede. | would prefer saying it shall not belest than twel ve nor mor e than twenty,
on each side: and either party shall have the privilege of closing the discussion at any
intermediate number by giving the other noticein oneletter that hisnext |etter shall terminate
the controversy proper, on his side.

Thus, sir, | dispose of the subject matter of your April letter. The work is fairly before
you. Gird yourself then to the task. Remember, sir, you have “the sanctions’ of your gospel
to defend, and “nine feet of argument” to refute, and that, too, “spread over the whole face
of the Atlantic.”

| am, my dear sir, in earnest in thisdiscussion. | do believeit to be animportant one, and
that, although feeble myself, my causeis strong, for truth ison my side. | hope you are also
in earnest in your declared resolution fully to canvass the subject. But, sir, you have a hard
task toperform. | really commiserateyour condition—not because you are destitute of talents
for thetask; for | know of no man that hastherequisitetalents, if you have them not. In most
of your former controversies, you have had greatly the advantage from the very ground you
occupied: for you have contended on the one hand with sour and intolerant bigots, whether
Protestant or Catholic, and on the other with cold and heartless sceptics, whose aim was to



prostrate the dearest hopes of humanity. Of courseyou had thelight of nature and revelation,
the voice of reason and humanity, the desires of all benevolent hearts and the prayers of all
good men and angels on your side. But, now all these are against you. Y ou have espoused
the cause of endless malevolence, sin and misery, against that of endless and universal
benevolence, holiness and happiness. Wonder not then if in fighting this battle, your arms
areinverted and turned against yourself. In consideration of this your unhappy condition, |
am willing to make every alowance that charity itself can suggest, and really hope your
courage will not flag till you have at least tried what can be done.

| shall send you a copy of this (in proof) seven or eight days before it will be published
In our paper, so as to afford you time to publish and answer it in your June number, which

| really hope will be done, and that, henceforth, nothing will retard the progress of the
discussion.

Y ours very sincerely,
D. SKINNER.



MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER.

Dear Sr—yYouRfavor reached meonly per mail of yesterday, and today, the 30th M ay,
| hand my reply to the compositor. Having delayed the June number more than one week, in
constant expectation of your reply, we are much behind our regular date, and are now hasting
to send you a proof of my letter by the mail of the 1st of June. We hope not to be again
detained by your ill health during the pending discussion. You need not have ‘seriously
regretted my not sending you a copy of my letter to Virginia agreeable [agreeably] to your
request,’ till you knew what we had done and what letters we had received from you. Mr.
Arny, my faithful clerk and deputy post-master, had mailed for you no less than three
numbers of the M. H., besides one proof-sheet of my letter. All your directionswere strictly
obeyed. Your last |etter received, requests, if before such a dateit should arrive here, that
acopy be sent you to Richmond: but your letter arrived not within the date prescribed—and
therefore there was no fault, unless in obeying your instructions not to send after said date.
So much for sincere regrets!

| have risen from the perusal of your epistle [No. 7.] with a higher esteem for your
understanding, if not for your courteousness. Y our compliance with my requests in stating
the propositions to be discussed; your acceding to the evidence to be relied on; and in the
main, your yielding to the rules to be observed, & c. showsthat in your own good sensethese
preliminary arrangements are both necessary and proper. True, indeed, you comply not the
most gracefully with these most reasonable requisitions. If you sincerely regarded these
matters which are as universal as religious controversy, as “little quibbles and stratagems,
those bandyings of words about challenges, new and multiform questions for debate,
unnecessary laws of evidence, rules of discussion,” &c. &c. why did you finally comeup to
all. these “little quibbles,” &c. and show that you felt that they were not what your words
represent them! | cannot, then, sincerely thank you for your very courteous apology for me
in making my demand ‘an exception to my general character’ of being “an honorable and
high-minded Christian controversialist.” | should sincerely regret for my reputation of being
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“an honorableand high-minded Christian controversialist” beforethe American community,
If these demands were to constitute “an exception to my general character.” No, indeed, |
have never undertaken, and, | think, shall never undertake, aformal discussion without form,
without the propositionsinwriting—therules of discussion, and theevidenceto berelied on.

Of apiecewith your querulous notes about quibbles, & c. areyour third, fourth, andfifth
paragraphs about challenges. Y ou admit that | did not give any challenge in this case, and
that Mr. Montgomery REQUESTED a discussion! and that you have accepted his place; and
therefore | do not care whether you call it invitation, suggestion, request, demand, or
challenge, so long as we understand whence it came and whither it aims. | choose to call it
achallenge, and you may, asyou are somewhat squeamish, call it “amodest request” on the



part of Mr. Montgomery.

| received the other day a letter from Mr. Spencer, stating that | rightly viewed and
represented his communication in my April letter to you; so that the challenge, or modest
inquiry for adiscussion, lies with Mr. Montgomery and the Universalists.

Your attempt at humor and wit in your strictures upon my gentle reprimand of Mr.
Montgomery’s ‘modest inquiry,” is unworthy of a grave notice; for you evidently feel that
it was uncalled for, and out of place. To such matters| will not reply. The pages of the past
volumes of the Harbinger and the Christian Baptist will show how the Universalists have
sought in years that are past to drag me into a controversy on their tenets.

You are still more unfortunate and unsuccessful in your attempt to apologize for your
having begun to write before | returned from the Cincinnati discussion, or had time to
respond to your letter of December 23d. Y ou were informed that | left home in December,
and in all courtesy | expected you would wait till you heard from me, or of my return from
the Roman Catholic discussion, beforeyou began the controversy. Equally impertinent to the
caseisyour question, Why did | not propose all the preliminariesto Mr. Montgomery? with
whom | had never concluded to have adiscussion, only on an alternative never anticipated.
In all these shiftings and writhings and subsequent concession of al that | demanded, you
only the more emphatically impress upon every man of sense your evident mortification in
having so informally, illogically, and lawlessly rushed into the arena. And yet you would do
yourself the injustice to appear as vaingloriously attributing my demand for rules of
discussion to the “horror-smiting” efficacy of your letter of February 10th.

If, indeed, my good friend, your letter had any thing to do with these propositions, | do
most sincerely assureyou that itsimpotency, rather than its potency—its headless, pointless,
wide-spreading declamation, rather than its logic or authority, would have suggested to me
the necessity of an attempt to control your wanderings by putting into your mouth the bits
of logic, and by throwing around your neck the reins of reason. For, sir, | “trust that | will
yet (if you are candid) convince even yourself that thereisnot in said letter asingle scripture
guoted in itstrue meaning; or asingle argument that will bear the line and plummet of sound
sense and logical discretion. | know, sir, how Universalists have generally managed their
cause: but, if the Lord will, it shall not be so done with me on the present occasion. There
must be something more solid than declamation, something more forcible than assertion,
something more convincing than ad captandum appeals to the passions and sinister bias of
ungodly men. But, sir, to conclude this point, all my discussions on important subjects are
appealed to in disproof of all your excusesfor yourself and your insinuations. My published
debates are ample proof that | never engage in adebate without some propositions and rules
of discussion. This fact alone dissipates all you have said on the “horror-smiting” impetus
of your first epistle according to your esteem of it.

Y ou say, “thediscussionisopened:” certainly not by me! | therefore cannot conceive on
what fair principle you object to my closing it. Do you expect to open and close it too! But,
no, you ingeniously say, neither shall closeit; and you offer two choicesto prevent either of
us from closing it. Oneisto let it flicker out, like the expiring wick, till it comes to half a



page of the Harbinger!—a monosyllable a-piecel— The last words on each side, Victory is
mine!! Do, then, let some other person shout it for you.

But, no, you will have each to write afinale, &c. to prevent—what! The bringing forth
new arguments in the last speech. | will remove the reason for your alternatives, and of
course you will not insist on such an unprecedented course. The rule is usua—it was
observed by Bishop Purcell, Romish though he were, and without any demand on my part,
savethereminding of himin my last speech of the oracle of reason and custom in such cases,
which is, that in the final address the respondent is not authorized to introduce new
arguments or new topics, | trust, then, thiswill be satisfactory to you, and that you will not
clam first the choice of a written rather than an oral discussion—the choice of the
propositions, and the choice of leading the way and of closing too!!! Thisis very honorable
to Universalism, truly! You have made me respondent in the two first propositions, and
yourself in the two last. | shall then expect that you conform to universal usagein all such
cases, and allow me to respond to the close of the two last propositions.

| will split the difference with you asto the number of |etters—say not less than twelve
nor more than sixteen; and that he that wishesto extend it to 16, shall intimate it at the close
of the 11th. We shall call yours now before methefirst, or if you will have it, yours of the
10th February shall be first. These important preliminaries being adjusted, and, as | hope,
satisfactorily, may | not add, with them shall terminate all those trifles, which indeed are
mere quibbles or manoeuvres to save appearances, alike unmanly and undignified, and
endeavor to interest our readers with matters more worthy of our pages and more deserving
of their attention. | shall, with these wishes and expectations, proceed to thetwo propositions
which you have sketched for me to affirm:—

1. You ask, “ Are sheol, hades, and gehenna, (separately or together) ever used in the
Scriptures to express a place or state of endless misery?’ Without the imputation of any
sinister design on your part to inveigle me by the verbiage of your first thesis, | must beg
leave to object to it as not fairly expressing any point at issue: for three reasons:

1st. You ask, “ Arethesethreewords, separately or together, used in Scriptureto express
a state of endless misery.” | answer, They are never used together at all for any purpose
whatever.

2d. They are noun-substantives; and if fairly rendered, cannot express both the adjective
endless and the substantive misery.

3d. In the third place, if the mere substantives sheol, hades, and gehenna, without any
adjunct, did mean endless misery, or eternal woe, they would be insusceptible of the prefix
aionios, or any other adjective signifying eternal: for surely aionios hades or aionios
gehenna, everlasting endless misery, would be too pleonastic for either Hebrew or Greek
prosel

But if | may be allowed to construct out of your materials a proposition which | can
logically and scripturally affirm, and on which, if you please, afair issue can be formed, |
submit the following thesis—Sheol, hades, and gehenna are sometimes used in sacred
Scripture to express a state of misery or punishment.



| shall not fatigue you or my readers with unnecessary proofs or long displays on any
point. Neither reason nor logic demandsit. A few instances, well selected and well sustained,
isall that | shall, in ordinary cases, allege.

The proof in the case of sheol and hades. Psalmix. 17. “Thewicked shall beturned into
hell (sheol) and all the nations that forget God.” The Septuagint of this passage is, “The
wicked shall be turned into hell (hades) and all the nations that forget God.” Mr. Balfour,
who gives his 64 sheols from the Old Testament, saysit isrendered by our translators three
times pit, twenty-nine times grape, and thirty-two times hell. Grant it all: he also admitsthat
hadesisthefair and full Greek representative of sheol. Of course whatever the one signifies
the other aso signifies. Thisis as generally true in this case, as perhapsin any other. Well,
then, in Psalm ix. 17. both hades and sheol represent not simply the grave, but hell or
punishment. Can any one of an unbiased judgment imagine that here it simply means the
grave? Then what is the difference between saying, “The wicked,” &c. and the righteous
shall be turned into hell and al the nations who remember God! This, on his hypothesis, is
as true as what David said!!

Prov. xxiii. 13, 14. “ Withhold not correction from thy child: for if thou beatest him with
the rod he shall not die. Thou shall beat him with the rod, and shall deliver his soul from
hell,” (sheol,) destruction or punishment, not simply the grave: for as dieth the worthless
youth so dieth the virtuous.

Luke xvi. 23. “The rich man died, and in hell (hades) he lifted up his eyes being in
torment.” Surely this is unequivocal proof that sheol, and hades its Greek representative,
sometimes indicate a state of misery or punishment, which is all that | affirm.

It would indeed be supremely absurd, and no scholar ever did affirm, that either sheol
or hades did necessarily signify endless misery; because sheol or hades is to be destroyed.
Thus speaks John: “ Death and hell (hades) were cast into the lake of fire: thisis the second
death.” Rev. xx,

Y ou ought, my dear sir, to have added to these two the word tartarus, translated hell by
the King' s authority, and have left cut gehenna for another category. It occurs but once; but
itisinsuch acontext as stereotypesitsmeaning. “If,” saysPeter, (2d epis. ii. 4.) “God spared
not the angels that sinned, but cast them down to hell, (tartarus) and delivered them into
chains of darkness, to be reserved unto judgment.” Tartarus, then, represents that prison in
hades in which Dives was tormented, and into which the wicked dead are “turned” where
they are confined to the judgment of the great day.

But gehenna is a part of the subject of your proposition, and of course included in the
predicate. Gehennaisapurely Hebrew word, compounded of Ge and Hinnom, the valley of
Hinnom, aplace near Jerusalem, sometimescalled Tophet, and fully described Jeremiah 19th
ch. and 7th ch. v. 29th to the end. All intelligent Christians, long before the days of
Universalism, knew that this valley was in the immediate vicinity of Jerusalem,; that “here
thechildren of Israel greatly sinned in the cruel and abominable sacrifices offered to theidol
god Moloch; that a constant fire was kept up in this place; and therefore no place could
convey to a Jew amorelively view of misery and wretchedness than the valley of Hinnom.



The torments inflicted in the valley of Hinnom, until the days of the Spanish Inquisition,
were the most cruel in the annals of time. Hence it was first conspicuous as a place of
temporal misery. Now if the future punishment of evil doers should be set forth in human
language, there was not, in all its wealth and fulness, any one term morefit to expressit than
theterm gehenna That it literally denoted a place of punishment, will not be controverted by
you, sir, any more than by Mr. Balfour; but that, like heaven, paradise, and many other
important word?, it began to be used figuratively as the doctrine of afuture life was opened
to the human understanding. That in the Scriptures it denotes future punishment, a
punishment very different from that in the valley of Hinnom, is, | think, very evident from
every place in which it is found in the New Testament: for in no case dots it refer to the
valley of Hinnom only as an illustration of a severer sentence, and this but once. But it is
only necessary to my purpose that | prove that it sometimes denotes a state of misery or of
punishment other than the literal flames of the valley of Hinnom. Of the twelve places in
whichitisfound in the New Testament, every one might be appealed to; but, as my method
IS, | will cite one or two. Scribes and Pharisees, “how can you escape the damnation of hell?
(gehenna)—certainly not the fire of Tophet, or of the literal Gehenna. Matth. xxiii. 33.
Again—*Fear not them,” saysthe Great Teacher, “fear, not them whokill thebody, and after
that have no morethat they can do; but fear him who when he haskilled the body, has power
to destroy both soul and body in hell,” (gehenna ) Matth. x. 28. also, Luke xii. 5. Does not
thisunguestionably denote future punishment? Hell, a Saxon word, beit observed, was once
as rich in meaning, as sheol, hades, tartarus, and gehenna; for all these words have been
translated by it. Hence hell signified once—the grave, the separate state, or the invisible
world, and future punishment. Since the conflicts about purgatory, it has, for nearly two
centuries, by the Protestant world, been exclusively appropriated to the place or state of
future punishment of wicked men. Thisbeing generally admitted by Universalists, | need not
dwell upon it. The context alone is therefore the sovereign arbiter of the precise import of
sheol, hades, and hell, in any given place. Gehenna and Tartarus are never used but to
denote punishment. They were two thousand years ago as firmly fixed to that sense, as the
word hell is now amongst the Christians of the present day. If | mistake not, Universalists
admit this; consequently sheol and its representative hades never did, in the estimation of
learned Christians, include more than that portion of the future state lying between the last
breath and the first blast of the archangel’s trumpet —the interval between death and
judgment, or the state bounded by these two events. Therefore, they include both Tartarus
and Paradise, the righteous and the wicked dead; and consequently only sometimes can they
represent punishment; and for one great reason assigned, never can signify eternal or endless
punishment. It is (he province and the power of other words, adjuncts, and phrasesto teach
punishment without end. And when we shall havedisposed of your three verbal propositions,
this will, we have little doubt, be apparent to our most candid readers.

It avails nothing for you or your party to reply that Gehenna was the name of a place
which once denoted temporal punishment or any inferior punishment, and for that reason
cannot represent misery of the most exquisite kind. This, | am aware, is avery fashionable
species of logic amongst Universalists; but it wants alike the authority of the Bible and the
laws of language. The Hebrew Shemim, the Greek Ouranos, and their English representative



heavens, have all aliteral and local meaning. They denote the regions of air, the expanse
sometimes railed firmament. Shall we thence affirm that in the universe there is no other
heaven than the air, or the sky, the azure vault, because the word heaven first of all had this
sense and no other! Isnot thisthe pith of the ten thousand columns written by your brethren
upon theword Gehenna! | will riot, however, anticipate you: but, to save our paper and time,
as well as the property of our readers, | will remind you and them, in confirmation of the
above important fact that speaks volumes, that the Persian word Paradise, once the name of
that garden of Eden planted by God for the home of our first parents, (and also the name of
the Persian Elysium,) continued not to be literally appropriated to that spot, any more than
Gehenna to the valley of Hinnom. In the beautiful and bold imagery of Eastern style, it was
soon transferred to the blissful abodes of happy spirits in the future world. So that Jesus
promised the penitent thief avisit with him to Paradise; and Paul, caught away into Paradise,
was so entranced that he never could tell whether he was in the body or out of the body till
the day of his death But this be remembered, that in Paradise he saw and heard things
unspeakable in all the tongues of earth. Query—Were the penitent thief and the entranced
Paul carried intothe Persian Paradise, or to Adam’ sgardenin Eden! Why, then, circumscribe
the word Gehenna to the valley of Hinnom!!!

Gehenna, then, like the words heaven and paradise, and many others, becameat length,
according to the universal law of language, the instituted sign and name of a state of future
punishment of the most terrific and appalling character—just as heaven and paradise in
process of time becametheinstituted namesand signsof futureand eternal bliss. Mr. Balfour
has in one volume given 254 pages on Gehenna. | can take his own logic and criticism, and
in half the number prove there is no heaven.

From the proof already offered, may | not then conclude that sheol and hades,
sometimes, and Gehenna and Tartarus generally, if not always, in the same style, denote
future punishment or misery, which is al that was proposed to be demonstrated in my first
proposition.

The 2d proposition which yon allege for me you have thus expressed: “ Do the words
olem, aion, aionios, &c. when applied to the punishment of the wicked, mean duration
without end?’

Even here you are too loose and illogical for my taste. | value my veracity at a higher
rate than to affirm the truth of any proposition that ends with and so forth, &c. | have indeed
heard of a person under oath, finishing his testimony with &c. &c. “and so forth, and so
forth;” but then he was not alimitarian, and of course his example could not be obligatory
upon mein this case. From the verbiage of your proposition | infer that yon admit, first, that
the wicked an; punished, and that this punishment is future; for in this proposition you only
deny that the words olem, aion, aionios, & c. when applied to the punishment of the wicked,
mean that their punishment shall endure without end. Y ou admit, moreover, and | am glad
to observeif, that there are other words which denote the punishment of the wicked besides
sheol, hades, gehenna; for you can no where find olem, aion, or aionos applied to sheol,
hades, or gehenna’! Y ou must then, on your own showing, affirm my first proposition, or
you must admit that there are oilier words than Tartarus and Gehenna, which express the.



punishment of the wicked; for, in the name of reason, why deny that olem, aion, and aionos,
“when applied to the punishment of the wicked,” mean endlessduration, if they are never so
applied! Now, sir, before | affirm or deny the second proposition, | request of you alist of
those passages where olem, aion, and aionos are. applied to the punishment of the wicked,
and then [ will undertake to show that in such places olem, aion, and aionos do mean
duration without end. Y ou certainly must be well acquainted with those passages where the
punishment of the wicked is defined by such words, as you inform the public that you are
prepared to show that in none of these passages do these words signify duration without end;
or, that the punishment of the wicked shall be endless. Y ou will please be very precisein
your enumeration of all those passages in which the punishment of thewicked is set forthin
other terms than sheol, hades, tartarus, gehenna, and especially those places where olem,
aion, and aionos are applied to these words, or those other words which express the
punishment of thewicked. Should you fail here, yourself and friendswill appear in rather an
unenviable attitude in the two propositions which you have agreed to negate and annull.

The concluding paragraphs of your epistlearereserved for another occasion. The sequel
will, perhaps, furnish the best comment upon them Confidence in one's self, or in the
goodness of one' s cause, and the swaggering style of gasconade, are weak logic and easily
rebutted. But, my good sir, the dignity of the cause which | espouse commands a dignified
defence, and therefore | cannot descend to the playfulness or frivolity of every smart and
piquant expression, which, in the exuberance of your fancy, you may deem amusing to your
readers.

Sinceyou have demanded the discussion of three propositionsabout words, and only one
uponthethingitself, I will aim at the utmost brevity in the support of those two propositions
which | affirm; so that we may be detained for as short a time as possible in the portico of
the discussion. | already perceive that your own scheme will comprehend all the points
suggested in my April letter.

Thiscommunication exceeds 6 pagesburgeois, becausewearestill on thepreliminaries,
and because you yet occupy in the Harbinger some pages in advance of me. When we are
equal in words or in space, and when the preliminaries (as | trust they will hein your next)
are approbated by you and finally concluded, we shall be circumscribed to the six pages
proposed; for reasons already suggested——With all due respect, &c.

A. CAMPBELL.



Discussion of Universalism.

No. I11.
PROPOSITIONS

To be discussed by D. SKINNER, of Utica, New York; and A. CAMPBELL, of Bethany, Va.
(Proposed by D. Skinner.)

I. Aresheol, hades, and gehenna, (separately or together) ever used in the Scripturesto
express a place or state of endless misery?

I1. Dothewordsolem, aion. aionios, & c. when applied to the punishment of thewicked,
mean duration without end?

[1l. Isthere any word in human language that expresses duration without end, which is
not applied to the future punishment of the wicked, or which can certify usthat God, angels,
or saints shall have duration without end?

IV Shall eternal life (meaning thereby endless holiness and happiness) be, according to
the Scriptures, the ultimate destiny of all mankind?

1st. If there must be four issuesformed in this discussion, to prevent all ambiguity lieit
remembered that A. Campbell affirmsthat, while sheol, hades, and gehenna, intheir original
import, only sometimes signify the punishment of the wicked; gehenna, by its adjuncts, or
as used by Jesus Christ, does denote the future interminable punishment of the Kicked.

2d. A. Campbell affirms that the whole force of the Hebrew word olemis found in the
Greek aion, and that same force is carried into the adjective aionios; which word, when
applied to the future state of both righteous and wicked, does denote duration without end.

3d. A. Campbell denies that there is in the Greek language any word which, in its
unfigurative and original force, denotes a simple state of duration without end, saveiou. and
that there is not any word which can certify usthat God, angels, or men, will live forever, if
aionios does not.

4th. A. Campbell denies that eternal life will be the destiny of all men.

EVIDENCE TO BE RELIED ON.

I. A future state being wholly a matter of revelation, whatever illustrations or
corroborations may be drawn from nature, society, or our own reasoning, no other witness
than the Apostles and Prophets, or the Spirit of God speaking in them, can he admitted as of
any authority.

[l. That astheir testimony on the subject is complete in the Old and New Testaments,



especially the latter—to these books, especially the latter, every appeal shall be made.

[1I. In this discussion the words of the Bible are to be subjected to the canons of
criticismor lawsof language current in tin; commonwealth of |etters; and no new or by-laws,
other than those to which all writings of the same antiquity are subjected, can lie admitted
in the interpretation of any disputed word or sentence.

V. That King James’ version shall he ultimate in every appeal to translations; or, if the
parties choose, the new version on the basis of Campbell, Macknight, and Doddridge.

RULES OF DISCUSSION.

|. The Univeralists having opened the discussion, D. Skinner shall continue to lead the
way, and A Campbell to respond to the close of the discussion.

I1. The disputants shall occupy equal space in their respective periodicals.
[11. No letter shall extend beyond six pages (burgeois) of the Millennial Harbinger.

IV. The discussion shall not transcend twenty letters each, from the first of Mr.
Skinner’s, February 10th, to the close The last letter, on each side, to be arecapitulation of
the arguments of each, and to be simultaneously printed in their respective periodicals.

V. Thepartiesshall, asearly aspossible, in every month, forward to each other aproof -
sheet of their |etters.

VI The parties shall always confine themselves to the proposition under discussion, so
long asit is agreed to prosecute it: or should they disagree on this point, not more than five
letters shall be devoted to any one proposition,

[Signed] A. CAMPBELL.
A. Campbell hereby submits to Mr Skinner the following proposition:—

After the discussion shall have been published in our respective periodicals and in the
periodical press, a copy-right for its future publication in the form of a volume shall be
tendered to the American and Foreign Bible Society, that the profits accruing from the sale
of the work may be consecrated to the distribution of the Word of Life at home and abroad.
And should they refuse, it shall betendered to the American Bible Society; and they refusing,
to any benevolent society in which the parties may agree.

MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.

1. Dear Sr—YOUR June letter has this day come to hand; and for the promptness with
which you have furnished mewith the proof, you will please accept my thanks. By your first
paragraph it appears that you were not in fault that | did not receive your April letter while



in Virginia; but the whole is to be charged to the extreme tardiness of the mails.

2—Inyour second paragraph you. seem to think mewanting in courteousness and grace
In my manner of acceding to your requisitions relative to the propositions to be discussed,
the evidence and rulesto be regarded in the discussion, &c., and you think such compliance
on my part evidence that | considered such preliminaries “both necessary and proper.” In
answer to this, my dear sir, | will simply remark that, as nearly one-half of your letter was
occupied with an unsuccessful attempt to show that you had been challenged, and with
expressions of astonishment or reproof that | had so hastily rushed into the arena of combat,
it did appear to me very much like quibbling and stratagem to evade the real subject of
controversy, and bandying of words about challenges, altogether unbecoming the honorable
and high-minded Christian controversialist. The requisition for the propositions for
discussion appeared to me both puerile and captious, for the reason that they had already
been on the carpet of investigation for months, nay, more than a year. And the rules of
evidence, and rules for the discussion, (excepting those proposed for fixing the length and
manner of closing it,) being in general unexceptionable, and such asall honorable Christian
controversialists would be likely to regard just as well without as with awritten agreement,
| considered entirely unnecessary to be obtruded into what ought to have been a part of the
discussion itself. And because | acceded to these, you consider it evidencethat | regarded all
you had said on those topics as “necessary and proper.” Y our logic here must be peculiar to
yourself.

3—Wewill not quarrel about any “attempts at humor and wit,” nor about your “gentle
reprimand of Mr. Montgomery’'s ‘modest inquiry.’” If you had thought such things
“unworthy of a grave notice” at an earlier day, or before the public had witnessed the
boastful pretensions on your part, it would have saved you from the mortification you now
evidently fedl.

4—One cannot but smile at your sixth paragraph, in which you speak of my
“unsuccessful attempt to apologize” and my “evident mortification in having so informally,
illogically, and lawlessly rushedintothearena.” Apologize?Sir, | apologize! for what?Why,
for having promptly fulfilled my promise, my positive engagement, and published, as| told
you | would in February, 1837, my reply to yoursin the Harbinger just one year before that,
viz. in February, 1836.—Wonderful precipitancy! Do you think you will ever be guilty of
such an act—the prompt fulfilling of an engagement with Universalists? | begin seriously to
doubt it, unless the “bits’ of truth can be put “into your mouth,” “the reins’ of constraint
“around your neck,” and the spurs of compulsion applied to your sides. No, sir, | have no
apology to make for promptly meeting my engagements, | informed you in November last,
that | would commence the publication of the discussion as soon as your convenience would
allow you to attend toit. Y ou answered in the same month that you would probably be absent
from home from the first of January to the first of February, but said nothing about any
preliminaries being necessary, other than the articles already before the public, | then
informed you when | would commence, and have kept my word; and not a syllable did |
receive from you notifying methat you would not be ready to respond immediately after the
first of February, though my February letter probably did not reach your place of residence



till past the middle of that month.

5—Your affected sneers at the “impotency” of my February letter, your calling it
“headl ess, pointless, wide-spreading declamation,” saying “thereisnot in said letter asingle
scripture quoted in its true meaning, or asingle argument that will bear the line and plummet
of sound sense and logical discretion,” may pass with our readers for what they are
worth—Dbare unsupported assertions. | suppose, however, you think them very “gracefully”
made, and with the climax of “courteousness.” It is, however, much more convenient for
some men to make assertions than to prove them. But, sir, “there must be something more
solid than declamation, more forcible than assertion, more convincing than ad captandum
appeals to the passions and sinister bios of ungodly men,” or, | may add, the prejudices of
thefollowers of a professed reformer, to whom and to whose opinions many of them are as
closely wedded as aRomanist ever wasto the Pope. Y ou promise hereafter to say something
towards convincing the public and even myself of the truth of your assertions. Well, sir, the
sooner the better, | pray you may at least attempt it without further delay.

6—Y our objectionsto both the alternatives | proposed for closing the discussion clearly
evinceyour unwillingnessto meet meon fair and equal grounds, and your apparent intention
of evading the discussion unless you can get decidedly the advantage in the arrangements of
it. Y ou attempt to ridicule the alternative of gradually reducing the lettersin length till they
comedown to half apageintheHarbinger, and call thisbut a“ monosyllablea-piece.” If, sir,
the Harbinger contains but two syllables to the page, it is a smaller concern than | had
hitherto regarded it. But why you should object to the other alternative, of closing it by a
simultaneous finale from each, | cannot conceive, unless it be for the purpose of getting
decidedly the advantage. Why should you object to it any more than you did to Bishop
Purcell’ s proposal for an appendix to the Catholic discussion? Can you not use six pages to
as good advantage as| can mine? Then it must either be from a deficiency of talents, or the
badness of your cause. Even this proposal of mine will be more advantages to you than to
me, because it will be allowing you twelve pages to my six, after the last of the controversy
proper.

7—In reply to your sophistical insinuation that | “claim first the choice of a written
rather than an oral discussion—then the choice of the propositions, and the choice of leading
the way, and of closing too,” | will simply remark, that the choice or alternative of an oral
discussion was not given metill after the agreement for awritten discussion had been entered
Into; the choice of the propositions was not mine, for they had been already under discussion
over a year; as to my “leading the way,” after the agreement for my continuing the
controversy had been entered into, | think it was very necessary somebody should do it, and
| am fully confident you never would have doneit; and asto closing it, | allow you quite as
large asharein that as| claim myself. Y ou must, | think, mean the reverse of what you say,
when you state that | have made you the respondent in the two first propositions and myself
in the two last. For | suppose he who has the negative of a given proposition, 13 respondent
to himwho hasthe affirmative. But as each of ushastwo affirmatives and two negatives, and
as | have shown that neither myself nor Mr. Montgomery challenged you to a controversy,
and moreover as my proposal still givesyou the last letter of the controversy proper, before



the finale from each, | do insist that no reasonable man can ask more of another than |
concede to you.

8—1 accede to your proposal concerning the number of letters, excepting that | would
have them begin and be numbered from the time you shall agree that the preliminaries are
settled—the next letter after which shall be called No. 1, or if you make no more demurring,
this letter shall be called No. 1. May | not then oven hope for this, and that already have
terminated, “all those trifles, which indeed are mere quibbles and manoeuvres to save
appearances, alike unmanly and undignified!” and that henceforth our readers will al be
edified “with matters more worthy of our pages and more deserving of their attention?’ |
most heartily respond your expressed wishes and hopes on this subject.

9—I now come to notice what you say upon the first two propositions for discussion.
But, really sir, | was not prepared to expect so sudden 9 relinquishment, or backing out on
your part, from thefirst proposition, and what | had been given to expect you regarded asone
of your strongest holds—oneof your most inaccessibleand invulnerablefastnesses. Y ou now
concede even more than | had ever before supposed or claimed that you had conceded, or
would concede. True, you do it in such away as to save appearances all you possibly can.
Y ou begin by complaining of my verbiage in wording the first proposition.

10—Y ou object first to the phrase “separately or together” which | had included in a
parenthesis, because you say of sheol, hades, and gehenna, “they are never used together at
al.” Very well, then leave out the parenthesis: | only added it for your benefit to giveyou the
wider scope, and allow you the privilege, if you could not prove your doctrine by one of the
words (sheol, hades, or gehenna,) in any one passage, of doing it by all those wordsin a
connected view of all the passages where they occur.

11—Y our second objection contains the broad concession before adverted to, viz—that
these words (sheol, hades, and gehenna,) “are noun-substantives; and if fairly rendered,
cannot express both the adj ective endless and substantive misery.” Of course, then, neither
word can express endless misery. Why, then, my dear sir, did you blame me in your April
letter for taking your concessionto* Spencer” asafrank and “ bona fide concession, or giving
up of these words, “as being in themselves insufficient to teach the doctrine of endless
misery?’ Y ou seemed to take great umbrage that | took that concession as in earnest, and
said it was not so intended, but was only made “to save time and labor.” | then gave you the
liberty of taking it back, and put the proposition in form for you to defend, what | supposed
to be, your view of the words. But behold, you have made the concession a second time, and
in still broader terms! Y ou have driven the nail through, and even clenched it on the other
side! Y ou now not only declare that these words, (rendered hell in our version of the Bible,)
“if fairly rendered, cannot express both the adjective endless and the substantive misery;”
but in a subsequent part of your letter you say “you can no where find olem, aion, or aionos,
[aionios] applied to sheol, hades, or gehennal!” Hear it, O ye heavens! Listen, O earth! Let
the world take knowledge of it! Let it berecorded in abook, and never forgotten'—The Rev.
Alexander Campbell states, in a set controversy with aUniversalist, that SHEOL, HADES,
and GEHENNA, IF FAIRLY RENDERED, CANNOT EXPRESSENDLESSMISERY OF
THEMSELVES, ORWITHOUT AN ADJUNCT;——AND THAT WE CAN NOWHERE



FIND OLEM, AION, or AIONIOS (hisfavorite termsfor expressing ENDLESS) APPLIED
TO SHEOL, HADES, OR GEHENNA!

12—Our labor, therefore, would seem by thisto be concluded so far as these words are
concerned. For you can never hereafter predicate the doctrine of endless misery from the
force of any or all of these words. Hence your third objection to my form of the question is
atogether gratuitous.

13—The proposition you are disposed to substitute for the one | proposed, is in ail
conscience, singular enough for a Partialist gravely to propose for discussion with a
Universalist! “ SHEOL,HADES,AND GEHENNA, ARE SOMETIMESUSED IN SACRED
SCRIPTURE TO EXPRESSA STATEOFMISERY ORPUNISHMENT.” Verily, sir, your
courage hasrisentoawonderful pitch. Y ou arenot afraid to take the affirmative of what may
amost be denominated a truism, a proposition which no enlighten-

VOoL. |.—N. s.

ed Universalist or Christian of any denomination ever questioned or doubted, for one
moment!

14—All your labor, sir, in attempting to prove the truth of the above proposition, is
entirely the work of supererogation. For | asfirmly believe Asyou do or can, that SHEOL,
HADES, AND GEHENNA ARE SOMETIMES USED IN SACRED SCRIPTURE TO
EXPRESS A STATE OF MISERY OR PUNISHMENT. It would be infidelity or madness
to affect to disbelieve it. And here | might in perfect justice to the subject leave the matter,
so far asthose words are concerned, and neither notice any of your proof texts, nor alow the
subject to be again broached during the pendency of this discussion, for you have conceded
al that | ask. But as amatter of courtesy to you and our readers, | will make afew remarks
on the words rendered hell, and the passages you quote containing them.

15—1st. The Hebrew sHeoL and Greek HADES, more properly signifies a STATE or
CONDITION than aPLACE. It signifies, first literally and commonly, the state or condition (or
If you please, the place) of the dead in general, irrespective of their goodness or badness,
their happinessor misery. Secondly, in afigurative sense, severejudgments, great afflictions,
sudden temporal destruction. Thirdly, inamoral and figurative sense, adistressing sense of
guilt, remorse of conscience, great mental anguish. In the second or third of the foregoing
senses, or perhaps both, does David use the word in Psalm ix. 17—*The wicked shall be
turned into hell and all the nations that forget God.” See and read from the 15th to the 20th
vergesinclusive, which showsthisto be hismailing. Inasimilar sensealsoisit usedin Prov.
xxiii. 14, and Luke xvi. 23, the other two passages you quote in which theword isfound. In
the third or last sense the Psalmist uses the word in Ps. Ixxxvi 13, and cxvi. 3—"Thou hast
delivered my soul from thelowest HELL'*— “Thepainsof HELL gat hold upon me.” Seealso
Jonah ii. 2.

16—Y ou say | ought to have added TARTARUStO the other two words. | saw no necessity



for it, inasmuch as the word occurs but ONCE in the whole Bible, and then in a passage of
very doubtful import: (2 Pet. ii. 4,) The caseis only a suppositions one, referred to, not for
the purpose of giving any new information, but to illustrate an argument of the Apostle. He
does not inform, nor can we ascertain who or what the “angels’ were to whom he refers.
Most likely he refers to some heathen tradition, some apocryphal book, or some fable or
story familiar to those whom he addressed, without either affirming or denying itstruth, for
the sake of illustrating and enforcing the fact that there was a righteous overruling
Providencethat would equitably reward the righteous and punish the guilty. But, sir, if there
had been an apparent necessity for including TARTARUSwith the other words, that necessity
Is now removed by your own concessions. For according to your own definition of it,
TARTARUS only represents a part OF HADES; and you say “HADESIis to be DESTROYED.” Of
course, TARTARUS will then exist no longer.

17—With your definition of the origin and primary meaning of GEHENNA, | fully concur.
But | do not agree with you that all intelligent Christians knew where gehenna was “long
before the days of Universalism,” for the very obvious reason that | consider the days of
Univeisalism coeval with the days of Christianity, and its doctrine identical with the latter.

18 —I agreewith you that generally, (though not always,) theword GEHENNA in the New
Testament is used not in its primary and literal, but in a figurative or metaphorical sense.
What that figurative senseis| think has been very clearly shown by Mr. Balfour in his First
Inquiry. You are careful, however, not to inform your readers of the sense in which he has
shown that our Saviour used the word: but you have set up your own unsupported
assumption that it figuratively set forth a place or state of future punishment—i. e. (as you
undoubtedly mean, ii you usethe phrasein its present popular sense) punishment in another
mate of being. Now, my good friend, although so far as this controversy and its results are
concerned, | would not have the least objection to conceding such adoctrine, yet as such a
conclusionisnot in our premises, and | do not choose to allow assumption to take the place
of arguments, nor assertion that of proof, | shall wholly object to that kind of procedure.

19—If mankind generally were liable to GEHENNA punishment in another state of being,
how will you account for the well-known fact that neither Christ nor his Apostles ever
preached gehennafire, or gehenna punishment, to any but Jews ?—that none of them ever
preached or lisped a syllable of it to Gentiles or authorized othersto do it?—that no Gentile
Is ever threatened with it in all the Scriptures? Mr. Balfour has not only admitted that the
word gehennaisused figuratively to express the most dreadful punishments, but hasactually
shown what those punishments were, viz, the woes that were to befall the Jewish nation at
the destruction of their city, their temple, their theocracy, etc., etc., when they were to
experience such tribulation as there had never been since the beginning of the world, and
such as there never should be after that time. Matt. xxiv. 21. Such woes as Moses had
predicted should come upon the children of Israel in case of their continued iniquity and
disregard of the laws of God. Deut. from ch. xxviii. 15, to xxxii. inclusive. See similar
punishmentsspoken of in Ezek. xxii. 18—22, and other parallel passages. Thefirst proof text
you quote, is, in connexion with its context, clearly indicative of this sense and use of
GEHENNA.



20—"Fill ye up then,” (says Christ, verses 31—36,) “the measure of your fathers. Ye
serpents, ye generation of vipers! how can ye escape the damnation of hell? Wherefore,
behold | send unto you prophets, and wise men, and scribes. and some of them ye shall kill
and crucify; and someof them shall ye scourgein your synagogues, and persecutethem from
city to city: THAT UPON YOU MAY COME ALL THE RIGHTEOUSBLOOD shed upon the earth, from
the blood of righteous Abel to the blood of Zacharias son of Barachias, whom ye slew
between the temple and the altar. VERILY | SAY UNTO YOU, ALL THESE THINGS SHALL COME
UPON THISGENERATION.” Add to the explicitness of the above language, thefact that the very
next verse commences the pathetic lamentation of Jesusover thedoomed city, “ O Jerusalem,
Jerusalem,” etc. and can any sane and enlightened mind doubt for one moment that by the
“damnation of hell” (GEHENNA,) our Saviour here intended to express the approaching
temporal woes of the Jews, and the desolation and destruction of their city?

21—The other passage you cite to prove your views, (Matt x. 28, withits parallel Luke
Xii. 5,) isprobably one of the most plausible onesfor your purposethat you could havefound
in the whole New Testament. But before it can be allowed as affording any proof of your
views, | wish you to answer afew questions concerning it. What is the being or power, the
disciplesof Christ (for they are the persons addressed) are exhorted to fear? Are you certain
it is God? Does not the context indicate adifferent power? Are not the disciples particularly
called “friends,” and after being exhorted to “fear him, which, after he hath killed, hath
power to cast into hell,”* are they not immediate!) exhorted to repose confidence and trust
in God” instead of being frightened at the thought of his power?—thus, “ Are not five
sparrows sold for two farthings, and not one of them is forgotten before God? But even the
very hairs of your head are all numbered. FEAR NOT, THEREFORE: ye are of more value than
many sparrows.” Might not the Saviour have intended that power (the Roman) that was to
be employed in the overthrow and destruction of Jerusalem?What is meant by theword soul
in Matthew? Luke does not use the word soul at all. Was he deficient in expressing our
Saviour’s meaning? or, is the word soul in Matthew used expletively, as in some other
passages? (See Maitt. ii. 20; vii.25; Rom. xiii. 1; 1 Pet. iii. 20; where it is used either
expletively, or else simply to express person,) and as is used the word body in various
places? (See Rom. vi. 6; vii. 24; Coal. ii. 11; and many other texts.)

22—Again, granting that the power to be feared was that of God himself, and also that
the soul was the surviving spirit or immortal part of man, (which you have made no effort
to prove,) what follows?Why, not necessarily the conclusion that any onewould actually be
destroyed in gehenna; but only that God had the power to destroy them, the same as he had
the power to raise up children to Abraham from the literal stones of the field. But suppose
him not only to possess the power, but actually to exercise it, and literally to destroy both
soul and body inthehell that you believein—What follows? Why, not endlessmisery surely,
not the preserving of the soul to endure ceasel esstorment, but the destr uction of the soul—of
course the cessation of its happiness and misery—and the annihilation or destruction of the
material body of flesh and bones in hell! Therefore, the text in this view would disprove,
instead of proving endless misery.

23—Y ou obj ect to the second proposition on account of the suffix “ and so forth.” Very



well, sir, then leave it off. | have no desire it should be there—it was only added for your
benefit, to give you the greater scope; though by it | only meant all the forms and variations
of aion—whether Hebrew, Greek, or English, substantive or adjective, singular or
plural—and | presume my readers all understood this to be my intention.

24—But of all the strange requisitions that | ever knew to be made by any reputable
theological controversialist, your demand is the strangest —that | should furnish you with
“alist of al those passages where olem, aion, and aionos, [aionios] are applied to the
punishment of the wicked,” before you can be prepared to “affirm or deny the second
proposition,” or “undertake to show that in such places olem, aion, and aionios do mean
duration without end!” Although you have heretofore affirmed it substantially and made an
effort to establishit! Verily, sir, anew erahas arrived in theological controversy, when the
respondent to a proposition has not only to negative the proposition and arguments of his
opponent, but is aso called upon to furnish all the materials and weapons in his power to
enable his opponent to sustain hisside, or the affirmative of the question! Y our earnest calls
fur mercy and help on this subject at the hand of your opponent, may possibly be construed
by someintoacry for quarter. | will not, however, soregard it. But, sir, it isnot my business
to doyour work for you. Y oursisthe affirmative of thisquestion—yoursthelabor of proving
it. It is not my business to furnish you with alist of passages where those words are found
and applied to the punishment of the wicked. If those passages are to your purpose, it isyour
businessto look them up and apply them; and may | not hope, kind sir, that you will soon be
about it?

Y ours, very respectfully,
D. SKINNER.

MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER.
JUNE 29th, 1837.

1. Mydear Sr—I HAVE prefixed to your last letter (date unknown) the propositions,
rules of discussion, and the evidenceto berelied on in the pending controversy. Y ou will see
that | have given up the whole matter of discord to your own dictation. | do this, sir, to avoid
printing in every letter somethree or four pages of matter, which, whatever we may think of
it, cannot but be regarded by our readers as more puerile and captious than edifying. With
regard to your aternative for my replying to your last letter, or closing the discussion which
Universalists began, you have now made it evident to all that you object not, as suggested
in your letter of May, through the fear of my introducing new arguments in the closing
address: for | have given you my pledge that nothing of the kind on my part was intended,
or should be attempted. As our readers cannot now doubt the true reason, | need not infer it
for them. Y et you have the courage to say, that my objecting to your alternative for the usual
mode of closing all discussions, istoyou a*“ clear proof of my unwillingness to meet you on
fair and equal grounds’! What singular visionisthat, towhichtwilight or darknessisbrighter



than day!

2. | will not spend time in replying to your constant imputations of timidity or
unfairness, or somesinister influence, ascontrolling or giving direction to all my movements
inreferenceto the vauntings, challengings, or “ modest requests’ of Universalists. Inall this,
you walk in the steps of the leaders of Romanism in this country; for, time after time, did
they boastingly say that the reason why | had for years paid no attention to them, wasthefulll
assurance | felt that their fortress was unassailable, and that | knew too well what strength
they could bring into the field, to think of hazarding a conflict on their grand peculiarities.
But, sir, the sequel has convinced them that rather the want of sufficient interest in their
causein thiscommunity till recently, and the want of arespectable advocate, was the secret
of all my cowardice and timidity.

3. Thereisanocther point in which | am sorry to see, or even toimaginethat | see, avery
striking analogy between your periodical and those of the Roman Catholics. Just about the
timethat | had achallenge from Bishop Purcell their prints began to create prejudices against
me, so that | might not have with the Romanists an impartial hearing. The most singular,
misshapen, and unjust views of my sentiments were held up for weeks to that community,
so that | might appear under the greatest disadvantage in opposing the swaggering
pretensions of the Man of Sin—the real “ Sea Serpent” that has been around our coasts for
some years,
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4. The following notice from a gentleman in New Y ork illustrates my meaning, and
givesanitem or two by way of proof:—* Haveyou ever seen Mr. Montgomery’ sletter to the
Universalist preacher with whom you had a short discussion at Lockport last June! It was
published in Mr. Skinner's paper of March 10th, 1837, just on the eve of your
correspondence with him, and was, without doubt, designed for effect. Mr. Potter of
Lockport, in hisreply to Mr. Montgomery, accuses you of having ‘lost sight of not only the
Christian character, but of the gentleman;’ of having given, at the time of that debate,
‘evidence of entire recklessness to all decency, religion, and TRUTH." In the same paper of
February 24th, 1837, you are accused by Mr. Grosh, one of the editors of the ‘ Advocate,” of
having ‘sinned against dignity and decency’ in your notice of Mr. Potter and his
congregation, and of having ‘violated truth for the sake of making himself [yourself] appear
greater than he [you] really is' [are.] | have no doubt but these pieces were published in the
‘Advocate’ inorder to destroy your reputation with the readers of that paper, and thus get an
advantage over you in your intended discussion with Mr. Skinner. If not, why did they make
their appearance in its columns at that period!”

5. In answer to my friend and correspondent, | must say, | did not read those piecesto
which he alludes: but had | read them, | should not at such a crisis have honored them with
areply. Yourself and brethren, sir, seem to have very great confidence either in your theory,
your learning, or your talents, when you imaginethat so many appalling and terrific attributes
belong to your defence of Universalism. If | thought | could dispossess you or your readers



of these hideous spectres that guard the avenues to your fortress, by simply telling the truth,
| would, sir, from the inmost recesses of my soul assure you, that, according to my modes
of thinking, your cause is incomparably the weakest cause in Christendom; and therefore |
promise myself no honor in this earthly world from the most ample refutation of each and
every of its pretensions. Its growing popularity and its able defendant which | havefoundin
you, sir, with the frequent challenges | have had to discussits merits, are my apology to this
agefor the attention which I am now to bestow upon it. Itsgrowing popul arity and the talents
of some of its champions, are, indeed, regarded by many as no weak proof of its claims for
Divineauthority. But, sir, may not infidelity itself rear its hideous front and vauntingly urge
the same pleain its defencel? | expect then, sir, from you better logic than this.

6. To put an end to al this manoeuvring and cavilling about preliminaries, | have
concluded to give you every thing you demand.—

1st. Y ou asked awritten rather than an oral discussion. | have conceded it.

2d. Y ou havewritten out and propounded four propositions, and asked meto accept them
in preference to any other questions, words, or sentences by me propounded. | have acceded
to them.

3d. You proposed to open the discussion on your part by writing on the subject as
propounded by Mr. Montgomery. | made no objection. And allow me emphatically to say,
had you in your first letter, as | had every reason to expect, offered the propositions, rules,
& c. which, before adebate commences are as universal as debating schools from the village
Lyceum up to the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge, you might have saved both the
patience of our readers and so many words about nothing. Y our last effort to placeit al to
the credit of your boldness and promptness in the faith, will occasion more smiles than
convictions among the discerning.

4th. Y ou have asked twenty letters, of six pages each, to deliver yourself on the subject.
Y ou have got them, counting from yours of February 10th to the close. Any excess of pages
which you now have will be regulated in the present number according to the computation
of my compositor. Having then, sir, nothing more about which to complain, I trust you will
henceforth devote all your strength to the question under discussion, according to the
preceding stipulations.

7. Your four propositions being now legitimately before us, itisin order for meto make
a few farther remarks on their illogical, clumsy, and unworkman-like organization and
arrangement. Thisis not so much the fault of my opponent, perhaps, as the hard destiny of
his subject. Indeed it is proof of the difficulties that surround him. The barrenness of the
genius of Universalism is more apparent in the hands of one of its master-spirits, than when
preached by the humblest of its advocates: for in the latter case we excuse the subject and
blame the advocate; while in the former we excuse the advocate and blame the subject. In
the present case we blame the soil rather than the cultivator.

8. Give me leave then, sir, to say, your propositions are most singularly illogical and
unfortunate: for if there be any point in any one of them, the other three are redundant—yes,
sir, asuseless asthree additional penswould be at thismoment in my ringers; or asthree new



tongues in your mouth when you arise to preach universal heaven. Suppose, for example, |
affirm and prove the first proposition as you have written it, that sheol, hades, or gehenna
Isused in scripture to express astate of “endless misery;” what comes of Universalism! Can
the other three propositions raise it from the dead!!

9. Again, if oleni, aion, and aionios, & c. “when applied to the punishment of the wicked
do mean duration without end,” of what use isthe first proposition? Does not this embrace
the whole question!! Why prove the same thing a second time under different terms! Y our
second proposition admitsthat olem, aion, and aionios, although not applied to sheol, hades,
and gehenna, are nevertheless applied to the punishment of the wicked; therefore you admit
there are other words, besides these three, indicative of that punishment. Why did you not,
then, put these words in the first proposition along with the aforesaid three?

10. And here it comes in my way to reply to the last paragraph of your letter now in
review. In all that you say of the 2d proposition, you evince how much you felt the dilemma
in which you placed yourself in the terms you have chosen. But, sir, you possess the happy
art of dispelling sorrow by a smile. Y ou represent me asimploring you for help to disprove
your second proposition, while | am exposing its singular concession—that neither the
nature nor duration of the punishment of the wicked is affected in the least by the decision
of thefirst proposition. That it makes void your first proposition by the supposition which
It avows— viz. that the punishment of the wicked is set forth under other terms than sheol,
hades, or gehenna. Of course, then, nothing depends upon the truth of your first
negation!—any morethanto deny that fainting, swooning, dying meanseternal death, proves
that no other words in human language can represent that idea. Y ou will not, my dear sir,
hazard the imputation of obtuseness of intellect by either doubting or denying this. This
being admitted, converts your smile into a laugh, and disposes of every word in your last
epistle on the second proposition, My request for you to enumerate those other words
declarative of the punishment of thewicked, which somewould call rather quizzing you, was
indeed intended to make you feel how you had committed yourself, and not to compel you
to dishonor your intellectual standing with the whole community by representing me as
imploring your assistance to prove my side of the question. | do not think that my opponent
ought to set so great a value upon his theory asto stupify himself, and spit upon his beard,
feigning himself obtuse, for the sake of escaping from the unfortunate predicament of
proposing for discussion two propositions that stultify each other. Truly, his average value
of theintellect of his readers is not exaggerated, when he furnishes them with such literary
repasts.

11. His 3d proposition is still more radically illogical and redundant: for if “ there are
words, or at least one word in human language that expresses duration without end, which
Is not applied to the future punishment of the wicked” if that word be also not applied to the
future happiness of the righteous—neither applied to the one nor the other— of what useis
such aproposition in thisdiscussion! But when he produces said word and provesit (which,
we think, he cannot do,) we shall more fully show its irrelevancy.

13. The fourth proposition stultifiesthe threefirst; for if he prove that “ eternal life will
be according to the scriptures the ultimate destiny of all mankind” of what use to disprove



the two firstl—of what use to prove the third? Mr. Skinner’ slogic reminds me of a certain
mystic theologian. His method after reading his text, usually was—" Brethren, my method
shall be, 1st. To explain to you what my text does not mean—and in the second place | shall
endeavor to show you what it does mean. In thefirst place, then, it doesnot literally mean—.
In the second place, it does not metaphorically mean— . In the third place, it does not
analogically mean— . But in the fourth place, it does literally mean— ,” &c. A sagacious
wag once interrupted his mystic reverence by observing—* Sir, the weather is cold, the day
Isshort, and the congregation isthin; please, then, explain to uswho are present what the text
does truly mean, and reserve its negative meanings for those who are absent, or for more
favorable circumstances.” So | would say to the champion of Universalisn—My dear sir,
provethat all men are to be eternally happy; reserve what you have to say on the other three
propositions to those to whom you fail to prove the fourth, or for the amusement of other
readers than mine.

13. Say not, sir, that | have compelled or caused you to take this course. The
propositions are your own manufacture, raw material and all. [ See again my first letter to
you, M. H. p. 178.] | there showed how many points might be made, and left you to select
or not, as you pleased. Y ou made no selection, but offered such propositions and in what
terms you pleased. You have then, sir, the unrivalled honor of their organization and
arrangement.

14. | do not, however, complain of the four propositions as being partial or more
favorable to you than to me. They are, indeed, too favorable to me; because, should | fail to
sustain my affirmatives, | have lost nothing as respects the claims of Universalism. Should
you also clearly sustain your third proposition, still | lose nothing; because, should you blot
ohm, aion, aionios, sheol, hades, and gehenna out of the Bible, and show that there are ten
wordsin Greek or Hebrew that signify duration without end, which are never applied to saint
or sinner, | have remaining other words and phrases from which | deduce invincible
arguments in proof that it shall not hereafter be with the wicked as with the righteous; that
to him who diesin hissins, posthumous, purgatorial, or future holiness and future happiness
are asimpossible asit isfor God to lie. But your liberality is not yet all told: Y ou have so
arranged matters, that should | prove any one of the affirmative propositions you have
tendered me, it isimpossible for you by the other three to make out your theory. | complain,
then, because you will have ustravel forty yearsin the wilderness on ajourney which might
have been performed in afew days, and not of any partiality to yourself in this arrangement.
You are, Sir, generous to a fault; and it is because | ask no favors, that | revolt at such
uncalled-for bounty and munificence at your hand.

15. | disposed of the first proposition in my last, even to your entire satisfaction. The
only thing that you do seem dissatisfied withis, the full satisfaction | have given you on that
point. | threw your proposition into my crucible; and when its alloy was purged you could
not but be pleased with it. But even then you rather blamed me for disentangling your net-
work. Or isit possible that you misconceived my object! It would seem so: for you speak of
me as having “surrendered an inaccessible and invulnerable fastness’—*the strongest hold”
—"“| have driven the nail through and clinched it on the other side.” And after much to the



same effect, you could contain no longer, but burst forth into the following sublime
apostrophic personification, or rather rhapsody:—* Hear it, O ye Heavens! Listen, O Earth!
Let the world take knowledge of it, let it be recorded in a book and never forgotten! The
Reverend Alexander Campbell states in a set controversy with the Rev. Mr. Skinner, a
Universalist, that the Hebrew Shemim, the Greek Ouranos, and the Persian Paradeisos, if
fairly rendered, cannot of themselves, or without an adjunct, express endless happiness; and
that we can no where find olem, aion, or aionios (his favorite term for expressing endless)
applied to Shemim, Ouranos, or Paradei sos—in English, heaven and paradise; and therefore
he has conceded there is no endless happiness, no eternal life for human kind!!!” | ask you,
sir, as an honest man, after reading this version or parody, or what you please to call it, of
your aforesaid rhapsody, to say whether so far as this proposition is concerned, if the
controversy were about the endless happiness of the saints, my version or imitation, &c.
would not be to ascruple as exactly in point as what you have written. | expect no less from
you than to say, that the Hebrew Shemim, translated sometimes air, sometimes heaven; and
the Greek Ouranos and the Latin Coelum, frequently translated the sensible air, the visible
sky, and only sometimes a state of bliss, and not necessarily alone, and without an adjunct,
endlessbliss, are exactly standing as hades, sheol, and gehenna in the proposition; and if the
guestion were about endless happiness asit is about endless punishment, my concession, as
you call it, would in the one case prove as much against the endless happiness of the
righteous as the endless punishment of the wicked. So much, sir, for what you have gained
by the first proposition.

16. | will now show what the truth gains from it. First, an explicit renunciation of that
grand dogma of Universalism, which is expressed in the words following, to wit:—

“In the sincere penitence and reformation of the offender, justice is satisfied and can
neither ask nor receivefarther punishment, either retrospectiveor prospective. Thesinner has
been punished according to the full demerit of the crime (in his case at least,) and all good
objects that could be obtained by punishment are already attained. Thus justice and mercy
meet together, righteousness and peace embrace each other,” &c.

17. Now as sheol, hades, and gehenna do sometimes represent the punishment of the
wicked, and never repentance nor reformation, the above allegation that repentance is the
only hell or state of punishment, isfully discarded. Though | do not feel rhapsodic nor elated
on obtaining this distinct renunciation of a doctrine so uncomplimentary to Christianity,
which presentsthe M essiah’ s appearance and mediation amere pageant, asplendid effort for
nothing, still 1 am pleased that my friend Skinner admits that the wicked are punished in
hades, sheol, and gehenna, extra the aforesaid popular dogma.

18. A second point is gained: these words sometimes signifying the punishment of the
wicked, it obliges us aways to ascertain the nature and extent of that punishment from the
words and phrases in connexion with them. Thus the adjuncts of Gehennamake it probable
that it was used by our Lord to represent not only punishment for sin, but future
punishment—punishment after death; and perhaps we might go farther and say, that, with
him, it meant sometimes by its adjuncts not only future, but everlasting punishment!! But
then you, sir, will say, or rather have said with the learned Mr. Balfour, or with Mr. Ballou,



“How will you account for the fact that Christ never preached gehennafire, or punishment
to any but the Jews!” A learned question, truly! Did Christ ever preach eternal life to the
Gentiles' ? What sage reflections do we sometimes meet with amongst the old sages of this
age! Jesus had no commission but to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. But we shall
hereafter see what he preached to the Jews and what the Apostles preached to the Gentiles.
They never mentioned Gehenna onceto the Gentiles, Mr. Balfour will say. Nor did they ever
mention Shemim, nor Paradise, nor Abraham’s bosom in any sermon to the Gentiles on
record!! What does all this prove! No more than that they always chose such words astheir
hearers understood as best suited to their ideas. Hence Peter once uses the Pagan word
Tartarus, because its meaning was well understood in al the Pagan world.

19. Youdid nat, sir, concede quite enough when you conceded in your letter before me
that Gehennaisgenerally takenfiguratively inthe New Testament | said always, and | repeat
it. Of thetwelve limesin which it isfound, it never meansaliteral punishment in the literal
valley of Hinnom. When you mention an exception it will be time enough to examineit.

20. But that it signifies the punishment of the wicked is conceded, and being generaly,
you say, used figuratively, it generally denotes a punishment of which the flames of Tophet
were but a type. Something worse than repentance, truly! But what, let me ask, are its
adjuncts! For this purpose we shall hear every passage in which it is found:— “ Whosoever
shall say, Thou fool, (to his brother,) shall be in danger of hell fire.” Matth. v. 22. “It is
profitablefor theethat oneof thy members should perish, and not that thy whole body should
becastinto hell.” Thisoccurstwice, Matth. v. 29 & 30. “Fear Him who has power to destroy
both soul and body in hell” Matth. x. 28. “It is better for thee to ENTER INTO LIFE with one
eye, rather than having two eyes, to be cast into hell fire,” “It is better for thee to eater into
life halt or maimed, rather than having two hands or two feet, to be cast into everlastingfire.”
Matth. xviii. 8, 9. “ And when the proselyte is made you make him two-fold more the child
of hell than yourselves.” Matth. xxiii. 15. “ Serpents! generation of vipers! how can you
escape the damnation of hell?” Matth. xxiii. 33. “Enter into life, rather than gointo hell, into
the fire that shall never be quenched, where their worm dieth not and their fire is not
guenched.” Mark ix. 43. “Enter halt into life, rather than to be cast into hell, into the fire that
shall never be quenched, where their worm dieth not and the fireisnot quenched.” Mark. ix.
45. “Enter into the kingdom of God with one eye, rather than to be cast into hell fire, where
the worm dieth not and their fireis not quenched; for every one shall be salted with fire, and
every sacrifice shall be salted with salt.” Mark ix. 48, 49. “Fear Him who. after he haskilled,
has power to cast into hell; yea, | say unto you, fear Him.” Lukexii. 5. “Thetongueis set on
fire of hell.” Jamesiii. 6.

21. Now, sir, these arethewords of an Asiatic, of aJew, of Jesus, the great Prophet, the
Messiah, the Lawgiver, who is able to sere and to destroy. In Eastern costume he spoke.
Through comparisons, similes, parables, and the most apposite, striking, and beautiful
Imagery, hecommunicated theknowledge of thingsspiritual, future, eternal, divine. Through
the temple, agrain of wheat deposited in the earth, and Jonahs deliverance from the sea, he
taught the destruction of hisbody and its resurrection again. Through the manna, the water
of Jacob’ swell, he set forth the bread and water of life—the strength and consolations of the



gospel. By life and death he taught salvation and condemnation; through Paradise and the
valley of Hinnom he set forth the joys of heaven and the future punishment of ungodly men.
Aswe explain one we explain all. We bring all these figuresinto one court, try them before
one and the same tribunal, and judge them by the same law. Such are the rules of
interpretation agreed on.

22. Can we, then, with all these promises before us, doubt that Gehenna is contrasted
with “life” and “the kingdom of God?’ By every law of language, then, it is a state opposite
to that to which it is contrasted. Good and evil, light and darkness, pleasure and pain, sweet
and bitter, &c. &c. are contrasts; soislife and death, heaven and hell, life and hell; soisthe
kingdom of God and hell. We have in the passages quoted the phrase Center into life” three
or four times contrasted with entering into Gehenna. Now | ask, whatever is meant by
entering into life, the very opposite of that isgoinginto, or being cast into Gehenna. If, then,
to “enter into life,” as all Christendom admits, is to enter into future and eternal bliss, to be
cast into hell isto be cast into eternal punishment, or into everlasting death.

23. But we have not only to consider its adjuncts by way of contrast, but by way of
substitution. Thus, in Matth. xviii. 8 & 9. gehenna is substituted for to pur to aionion, THE
EVERLASTING FIRE. To be cast into hell, and into the aionion pur, the everlasting fire, are, in
the style of Jesus, identical expressions, perfect equipolents. But this is not a solitary
expression, though then it were not to be explained away. It is the settled style of the
Messiah. Thus, to go info hell, and to go into the fire that shall never be quenched, areaso
identical; for in Mark ix. we have this phrase repeated three times. Gehenna, then, as
explained by its adjuncts, means, “fire, everlastingfire, fire that shall not be quenched;” and
thiseverlasting and unquenchablefireis by contrast explained to be the opposite of entering
into life, the kingdom of God, or eternal happiness. So, then, to say nothing of destroying
soul and body in hell, after the body is killed, which is so plain that even the ingenious Mr.
Skinner can find no way of evading it, except by asking, Whoishethat isableto destroy—it
IS obvious Jesus threatened by Gehenna an everlasting punishment to his enemies, who
should be salted with fire as sacrifices were preserved by salt.

24. Thus the punishment or damnation of hell was always preached by Jesus as future
punishment, punishment after death; a punishment contrasted with life, with the kingdom of
God, expressed by the strongest imagery, not merely by fire, but by aionion or “everlasting
fire,” “afire that shall never be quenched.”

25. It will avall little for you, my friend Mr. Skinner, to take the ground of Mr. Balfour,
and tell what the fire and worms of Hinnom anciently meant, or the salt of the sacrifices,; and
then assume that the destruction of the Jews at Jerusalem was meant, &c.; for we will then
show it matters hot what the manna, the rock of Horeb, the brazen serpent, the temple,
Jerusalem, Mount Zion, Paradise, the valley of Hinnom, the undying worm, and a thousand
other things, originally meant. That isone question; but what they becamefiguresof, or what
they in processof timecameto denote, isquite another question. The New Testament manna,
passover, circumcision, temple, Jerusalem, Mount Zion, Paradise, Gehenna, and the worm
that dieth not, you will never be able to show are the same as the Old Testament or first
things represented by these words. Why, then, make a special law in favor of Gehenna, the



word in debatel!!

26. The assumption that the destruction of Jerusalem and all your &c's thereunto
appended, constitute the gehenna or hell threatened by Jesus, scarcely deserves grave
consideration. Then Jesus said in vain to his blaspheming contemporaries, “ Serpents!
offspring of vipers! how can you escape [the punishment] the damnation of hell!” By dying
and being buried long before that day, they escaped the damnation of hell in the heaven of
Universalism!

27. To prevent the recurrence of anew speciesof logic, | select asampleor two from the
14th, 15th, 16th, and 17th paragraphs of your June letter:—

“The Hebrew sheol,” you say, “and Greek hades, more properly signifies [signify] a
stateor condition than aplace. It signifies[they signify] first literally and commonly the state
or condition (or if you please the place) of the dead in general, irrespective of their goodness
or badness, their happiness or misery.” Sofar | have already asserted. Here, then, thereisno
need of proof, for we agree. But you add, “ Secondly, in afigurative sense, severe judgments,
great afflictions, sudden temporal destruction. Thirdly, in amoral and figurative sense—a
distressing sense of guilt, remorse of conscience, great mental anguish.” Then, without a
single instance by way of proof or illustration, you proceed to prove your definition by the
case in debate. This is summary justice —the Lynch-law of Theology. For example, you
despatch Psalm ix. 17. and my other witnesses by assuming, without asingle proof, “that in
the second or third of the foregoing senses, or perhaps (yes, PERHAPSBOTH) does David use
theword hell,” &c. Psix. 17. ‘The wicked shall be turned into a distressing sense of guilt,
or perhaps into remorse of conscience, and all the nations that forget God'!!! A flaming
abolitionist in Vicksburg could as easily escape the vigilance of Judge Lynch, as your
humble servant from such ajudgment seat as you have erected, and such witnesses as you
have brought into court in this and many similar cases, both in your first and last letters to
me.

28. “The case of Tartarusis a suppositions one!” “to illustrate an argument!” “most
likely to refer to some heathen tradition,” “some apocryphal book,” *some fable or story”
about angels and Tartarus!! Thisis summary work of the same category.

29. “Universalism is co-eval with the days of Christianity”!!! | thought it was more
ancient. Thereisafablethat says, the Old Serpent was agraduatein that school; for hisfirst
sermon was from the text, “ Y ou shall not surely die,” or, Y ou will be eternally happy!

30. You will accept these as a mere specimen of the easy disposition of much that you
have written, which, for the want of room, and because not pertinent to the question, | suffer
in the meantime to pass toll-free.

31. | am now prepared to examine the second proposition, if you can only explainiit, or
show that it does not stultify the first. That olem, aion, and aionios do sometimes mean
endless duration | do affirm, and you dare not deny; and that as we ascertain from the
adjuncts that Gehenna in the lips of Jesus represents punishment after death, future and
eternal destruction from the presence of the Lord, so it may perhaps be made as evident that
these epithets prefixed to those words which you areyet to reveal, may, by their adjuncts, as



clearly indicate duration without end, as we have proved by an induction in every casein
which Gehenna is found, that it most certainly represents eternal death, if there be any
eternal life into which the ONE-EYED hearers of Jesus entered, through faith in him and
obedience to his will.

31. From the calculation of my compositor we are now equal in point of space. | have
numbered the paragraphs for the sake of easy and certain reference, and will henceforth
number our forty letters, commencing with yours of February 10th as No. I. | have signed
the stipulations and prefixed them to your June letter. Y ou will please present them to your
readers with both our signatures attached to them. The yet unanswered parts of Letter No.
I. will comein review under their proper heads. ——V ery benevolently and respectfully,

A. CAMPBELL.

P. S. We waited almost a month for the reply to our last; and unless the utmost despatch
Is observed by the parties, the discussion must be on hand along time. This|leaves Bethany
by the mail of July 6, it being the first proof we could in the present circumstances obtain.

A.C.

VOL.—N. S.




NUMBER I X.——VOLUME I.
BETHANY, VA. September, 1837.

Discussion of Universalism.

MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.
No. VII.
UTICA, July 18th, 1837.

1. My dear Sr—Y ours of June 29th has just come to hand. Accept my thanks that you
have now settled the preliminaries of thisdiscussion to our mutual satisfaction. Thelongand
wide digression concerning them, was not of my seeking; and its termination, therefore,
belonged to you. Y ou seem, in conceding simplejusticeto me, to grant it asamatter of great
grace and condescension on your part. Well, call it grace or justice, | am equally well
satisfied, as| am afraid of neither; and as Universalists are so seldom able to obtain any thing
approximating even-handed justice, from their opposing brethren, | am even thankful that
(however long delayed or bad the grace with which it is given) you have at last conceded it.
Inreferenceto your other remarksabout the preliminaries, and particularly about your having
“given up thewhole” to my “own dictation,” | would observe, that you seem to have greatly
atered your mind since your last letter. In that you said | had “acceded to the rules of
evidence” proposed by you “to be relied on, and in the main, yielded to the rules to be
observed,” and had “finally come up to all” your “little quibbles,” etc.

2—Inreply towhat you say inyour third, fourth, andfifth paragraphs, about the apparent
design of “destroying your reputation with the readers of this paper,” on the eve of the
commencement of this discussion, | will remark, that | never saw or knew any thing of the
articles mentioned by your New Y ork correspondent, as published in this paper of March
10th and February 24th, till after they were published. And had your correspondent quoted
the whole paragraph by Mr. Grosh, instead of taking garbled and disjointed extracts, you
would have seen that the article, instead of assailing your reputation, was actually written to
defend it from arecent assault made upon it by a cotemporary journal in Rochester, N. Y .,
which has nothing to do with this discussion.
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Thus, sir, you see you have not been so greatly dishonored in our columns after all. But your
modesty in disclaiming the expectation of any "honor in this earthly world, from the most
ample refutation of each and every" of the "pretensions’ of Universalism, is only equalled
by your affected contempt of the system. | shall leaveit to wiser headsthan mineto say what
you could justly be compared to, if, on trial, you should find your powers inadequate to
refute Universalism, which, you say, "is incomparably the weakest cause in Christendom."

2—In view of the above, and the serious difficulty you complain of in your seventh
paragraph, and similar difficultiesall along complained of,, since you commenced addressing
me, every master of sound logic and every skillful theological controversialist, must truly
commiserate your unhappy destiny. To see so great a master in logic and controversy— one
who is "logically and grammatically, as well as theologically and religiously," qualified to
"put into the mouths" of novices "the bits of logic," and to "throw around their necks the
reins of reason"—to appeal on all occasions to the "oracle of reason"—to keep constantly
"the canons of logic and philosophy in his eye"—to subject all matters "to the canons of
criticism and laws of language current in the common-wealth of letters"—to see such aman
linked in controversy with one embracing asystem, "the barrenness of whosegenius' issuch
as in the first place to induce him "informally, illogically, and lawlessly to rush into the
arena'—a system that has so stultified hisintellect, asto make him incapable of enduing any
thing but "headless, pointless, wide-spreading declamation," distinguished for nothing but
"its impotency,” and which contains "not a single argument that will bear the line and
plummet of sound sense and logical discretion"—all this, sir, is peculiarly calculated to
excite the sympathy and commiseration of great logicians. It is, forsooth, too bad!

4—In despite of the scintillations of your genius and system, so great still is the
obtuseness of my intellect that |1 can discover no more stultifying of each other in my
propositions than in yours. Take now the four questions you proposed in your April
letter:—" 1. Isthere any punishment for sin? 2. If any, isthat punishment present or future?
3. If future, isthat future before or after death! 4. If after death, isit temporary or eternal ?"'
Now, sir, 1 put it to your own conscience whether your second question does not stultify the
first! thethird the second! and whether the simple question, "Is eternal [endless] punishment
true!" would not have stultified all the preceding questions! See Rom. ii. 1. The merriment
introduced into your 12th paragraph about the "mystic theologian," istherefore at your own
expense.

5—In your 10th paragraph you appear exceedingly happy, aimost overjoyed, at the
wonderful concession | have made, viz. that the punishment of the wicked is set forth under
other termsthan sheol, hades, or gehenna. If, my dear sir, | had known this admission would
have pleased you so well, | would have madeit the very first paragraph 1 wrote to you—nay,
| would have furnished you with a number of instances in proof of its truth—I would have
referred you to thefirst punishment for sin recorded in the Bible, the expulsion of Adam and
Evefrom Paradise, to the sentences upon the serpent and upon Cain, the drowning of the old
world, the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, the plagues of Egypt, and hundreds of other
similar cases of punishment both individual and national, where not asyllable is said about
hell; but after al, such isthe obstinate obtuseness of my intellect, that | am utterly incapable



of perceiving what possible advantage you, or any one of your positions, could have derived
from such concession.

6—Y ou complain of me, not becausethe propositionsfor discussion areunfavorable, but
because they are too favorable to you—I am generous even to afault Very well, sir—make
the most you can of your vantage ground. | am contented. But, sir, if you fail to substantiate
your position relative to either of the first three propositions, so many of your strongest
rampartsfall. And if | prove the affirmative of the fourth, your whole system of endless sin
and misery falls.

7—Inreply to your 15th paragraph, | would simply ask, "Why, my dear sir, did you take
back with so much indignation the concession made in a former letter concerning sheol,
hades, and gehenna, as though the concession were likely to prove fatal to your cause, if in
fact it were a matter of no consequence?

8—Y our parody of my apostrophe, or what you are pleased to call my rhapsody, is a
perfectly futile attempt to shift the difficulty, in which yon are involved, over to my side of
the question. You ask 'were the controversy about the endless happiness of the saints,’
whether your 'version or imitation' would not be, 'to ascruple, asexactly in point aswhat you
[I] have written.' | answer unhesitatingly, No. Ana for this reason: neither the Hebrew
Shemim, the Greek Ouranos, nor the Persian Paradiseos, nor, | may add, the Latin Coelum,
nor English Heaven, is ever relied on by any Universalist, nor any other enlightened
Christian, asproof of 'theendless happiness of the saints.' The endless happiness of thesaints
Is attested in Scripture by avery different kind of proof. And how very few arethe instances
where the words shemim, ouranos, and heaven are used to designate either the place or state
of the endless happiness of the saints, compared to the vast number of instances where they
are used in avery different sense! How very different then the case you name. It isnot at all
in point.

9—Y our 16th and 17th paragraphs fairly 'stultify' me Were you dreaming, sir, or what
were you about when you penned that most outrageous perversion both of the language and
sentiment of the quoted dogma? When and where, sir, did you ever hear any intelligent
Universalist say that 'repentance is the only hell or state of punishment' or any thing
tantamount to it! Never, my dear sir, since God made you. Aswell might it be affirmed that
abirchtreeisholiness, because with abranch therefrom you have chastised your disobedient
child, and produced humility and reformation, which has resulted in confirmed holiness of
character. | do not wonder, sir, after delivering yourself of such a perversion, that you
involuntarily remarked, that you did 'not feel rhapsodic or elated,’ especially if you have any
conscience! What you say about M essiah's appearance and mediation being amere pageant,
would be measurably true were his appearance and mediation to be regarded in the light of
your system—asystem that represents him as coming to save an alienated and lapsed world,
and after much display find pretension, only succeeding in rescuing a small part of the
general wreck, and dooming therest to afar more hopel ess condition than hefound them in.
But Universal ism makes his mediation no pageant, but a triumphantly successful effort to
reconcile and save from sin and death a whale world of intelligent beings.



10—In your 18th paragraph you assume that it is ‘ probable’ [so you are reduced to a
mere PROBABILITY] that ‘gehenna was used by our Lord to represent PUNISHMENT AFTER
DEATH'—and ‘ perhaps’ [so here you are reduced to a mere POSSIBILITY of being right] ‘it
meant sometimes— [NOT ALWAYS] BY ITS ADJUNCTS [not by itself] EVERLASTING
PUNISHMENT!" Sir, is not that cause ‘incomparably weak’ that has nothing but bare
POSSIBILITY in its favor, and that based wholly on ASSUMPTION without the least particle of
proof, or any attempt at proof? In the quotation you pretend in this paragraph to make from
me, why do you not quote me fairly? Why garble my question to my disadvantage? My
language was, that ‘ Christ never preached gehenna punishment to any but Jews,” but that
‘neither Christ nor his Apostles ever’ did it—*that NONE of them ever preached or lisped a
syllable of it to Gentiles, or AUTHORIZED OTHERS TO DO IT.” Is there any thing in this
incompatible with the fact that Christ’ s personal ministry was limited to the house of Israel?
Moreover, did not Christ himself preach salvation for, if not to, the Gentiles? See Matt. viii.
11, 12, and xxi. 41—43, and Luke xiii. 28, 29. And did he not commission his Apostles to
preach salvation to Gentiles’ ?Mark xvi. 15, anditsparallels. “ Why then, | repeat, if Gentiles
were liable to GEHENNA FIRE Or PUNISHMENT, were they NEVER threatened with it? Could it
not have been explained to them aswell as You can now explain it to me’ ? That the Apostles
did not mention SHEMIM nor PARADISE, nor ABRAHAM' SBOSOM to the Gentiles, is evidence
that they did not regard them as any proof of immortal beatitude.

11—In reply to your 19th paragraph, | remark that if | erred in conceding too little in
regard to the figurative meaning of GEHENNA, | have erred in very good company. That the
word is used literally and in its primary sense in Matth. v. 22, appears to have been the
opinion of Drs. Parkhurst, Macknight, Rosenmuller, Heylen, Winne, Wakefield, and A.
Clarke. Seetheir notes, comments, and illustrations of the passage —end their opinion that
the punishment here threatened was BURNINGALIVEIN THELITERAL VALLEY OFHINNOM. The
above commentators happen to be on your side of the main question.

12—Y our 20th paragraph being mostly quotations from the Bible, | am highly pleased
with; and notwithstanding you take considerable pains to put in capitals and italics certain
words and phrases, | see very little prospect of your being able thereby to make out your
case. | would only inquirerelative to the last passage quoted, if your definition of GEHENNA
be correct, and it have the same meaning in all places, whether we are to understand James
as saying that the TONGUE of his brethren was SET ON FIRE OF ENDLESS MISERY, Of
EVERLASTING PUNISHMENT? Your 21st paragraph is a medley of truisms and assertions
without argument, requiring no other answer than will befound in reply to the preceding and
succeeding paragraph.

13— fully endorse all you say in your 22d paragraph, with all its ET CETERAS, ET
CETERAS, excepting only the last sentence; and cordially maintain that “GEHENNA is
contrasted with *LIFE" and *the kingdom of God, * &c. *And now | ask [assert that] whatever
IS meant by ENTERING INTO LIFE, the very opposite of that is going into, or being CAST INTO
GEHENNA," Areyou prepared to abidetheissue?That ‘life,” ‘enteringintolife,” * passingfrom
death untolife,” ‘ entering into the kingdom of God,” ‘ kingdom of heaven,” etc. do not in the
Scriptures generally signify future and eternal bliss, or entering into immortal beatitude, |



think must be obvious to the most superficial of biblical critics. “I am the bread of
life” — Thewordsthat | speak unto you, they are spirit and they arelife.” Johnvi. 35, 63. ‘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 UNTO LIFE.” John v. 24. ‘The
kingdom of God is come unto you.” Matt. xii. 28. ‘For ye shut up the kingdom of heaven
against men.” Matt xxiii. 13. Seealso Matt xi. 12, and xviii. 1, 4. Luke xvii. 20, 21. Johniiii.
30; xi.25; xvii. 3; xx. 31. Rom. xiv. 17. 1 John iii. 14; and parallels too numerous to name.
That these and similar phrases signify in general the gospel dispensation, Messiah’sreign,
the joy and peace of believers, and the privileges of faith and hope therein, I think even you
will not deny on further reflection. And so far from its being true that “all Christendom
admits' that they denote‘ futureand eternal bliss,” thelearned Dr. HAMMOND says—and with
him agree the learned LIGHTFOOT, KNATCHBULL, WYNNE, HEYLEN, the COMPILERS OF THE
DUTCHANNOTATIONS, POOLE’ SCONTINUATORS, and many other eminent critics on your side
of the house—that the * phrase BASILEIA TON OURANON, OF TOU THEOU, the KINGDOM OF
HEAVEN, Or OFGOD, signifiesinthe New Testament, the kingdom of Messias, or that the state
or condition which is a most lively image of that which we believe to be in heaven, and
therefore called by that name.” Now, sir, if, a you say, going into or being CAST INTO
GEHENNA, isthe very opposite of entering into the kingdom of God, entering into life, etc.,
as exhibited in the above quotations, it must mean, on your own premises, that mental and
moral darkness and perplexity which the rgjectors of the gospel experienced, and the woes
ami calamities that befell them in consequence thereof. They have seen the Gentiles sitting
down with Abraham and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of God, reclining in Abraham’s
bosom (or faith,) and they themselves thrust out into EVERLASTING PUNISHMENT for nearly
1300 yearssincethedestruction of their city—acondition ‘ thevery opposite’ of that of every
true believer. ‘ For we which have believed, DO ENTER INTO REST.” Heb. iv. 3.

14—What you say in paragraph 23d, about considering the ADJUNCTS of GEHENNA by
way of substitution, as well as contrast, will be sufficiently answered by a few scriptural
citations, where the same or still stronger phraseology is used respecting ‘EVERLASTING
FIRE—FIRE THAT SHALL NEVER BE QUENCHED,’ €efc., and evidently applied to mere temporal
things and punishments. ‘ The fire shall ever be burning upon the niter; it shall never go out.’
Lev.v. 13. ‘A fireiskindled in my wrath, and shall burn unto the lowest hell.” Deut. xxxii.
22. ‘It shal 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.’ Isa.
xxxiv. 10. ‘For their worm shall not die, neither shall their fire be quenched; and they shall
be an abhorring unto all flesh.” Isa. Ixvi. 31. Now, sir, | am confident you will not risk your
reputation, as a scholar or theologian, by affirming that either of these texts refers to any
thing beyond this state of being. Why, then, should you make an exception to the common
scriptural import of similar phraseology, when found in connexion with GEHENNA? IS this
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your ‘Lynch-law of Theology? If it be not aLynch-law, itis surely an ex post facto law, of
which the Scriptures and the Scripture writers knew nothing.

15—Theunsupported ASSERTIONSand swaggering ASSUMPTIONSof your 24th, 30th, and




31st paragraphs, so ludicrously interlarded with the petitio principii, or begging of the
guestion, together with your attempt at ridiculein your 28th, | need not notice. It issufficient
that | notice what bears the semblance of argument. Y our hypercritical corrections of my
grammar, asinthe commencement of your ‘ 27th paragraph, where aSINGULARVERB iSmade
to agree with ONE NOUN SINGULAR expressed in Two languages, and numerous other
examples of the samedispositioninyour letters, | shall hereafter pay no attention to, though
| have in afew instances followed your example, as a mere caveat to you.

16—When your 25th paragraph isreduced in ‘my crucible’ to itslegitimate QUANTUM,
and tried by the * canons of logic and philosophy,’ | find nothing of it—at least nothing that
Is applicable to this discussion.

17—What you say in the close of your 26th paragraph, is not true, if Jesus the true
Prophet spake truly, and authentic historians are to be believed. For instead of ‘ escaping the
punishment of gehennain the heaven of Universalism,” upon that generation of unbelieving
Jews came the righteous retributions which had been for ages accumulating, and they
endured the full measure of the DAMNATION OF HELL, OF GEHENNA PUNISHMENT. See Matt.
xXi. 41—A44; xxiii. 33, 36; xxiv. 15, 21, 34; Luke xiii. 28; and Josephus account of the
destruction of Jerusalem,

18—Inyour 27th paragraph, you speak of my ‘Lynch-law of theology.’ But, sir, | leave
it to our readers to say whether my definition of hades, and the use | made of the text, (the
subject of your complaint,) was any thing near as LYNCH-LIKE as your gross perversion and
mi srepresentation of my definition in that very paragraph. If the reader will consult again my
second and third definitions of sheol and hades, he will perceive that my version of Psalm
IX. 17. was, ‘The wicked shall experience severe judgments, great afflictions, sudden
temporal destruction,” and perhaps also ‘ adistressing sense of guilt, remorse of conscience,
great mental anguish.” Let us have, then, no more of this wilful perversion. You, sir, had
given your definition of hades, and then quoted Ps. ix. 17, not merely as an example of your
sense, but you attempted to make your readers believe that Universalists aways explained
sheol or hades in this text, to mean the grave. | gave my definition, and, to disabuse our
readers of that false imputation, cited and explained the same text and several others, in the
different senses in which the word sheol, or hades, was used. And you have made no effort
to prove my definition or version incorrect; but accuse mo of adopting the Lynch-law of
theology,” merely for disabusing our readers of your false insinuation!

19—That the fable you give in your 29th paragraph, is a spurious version, will appear
evident from these facts. that God said to Adam, ‘ The day thou eatest thereof thou shalt
surelydie.’ Theserpent saidto Eve, ‘Y eshall not surely die.” Now Universalists believe that
Adam did die the very death that was threatened, and on the very day of transgression. But
my good friend, Mr. Campbell, does not believeit. He Slinksthe death there threatened, was
denial death—that Adam not only did not die the threatened death THEN, but NEVER
wiLL—that though all mankind are threatened with it, they shall NOT all SURELY die—that
itiseven possiblefor all to escapeit, if they will. Hetherefore thinksthat God was mistaken,
and the serpent told the truth. So it appears that his ‘sooty majesty’ was not merely ‘a
graduate’ but Principal Professor in the school whence he and his brethren * of like precious



faith’ graduated. It istrue that Universalism was preached in the Garden, but by adifferent
Professor. It was preached in the declaration that ‘the seed of the woman should bruise the
serpent’s head.” 20—In your next | shall expect something bearing the semblance of proof
favor of your positions, or in answer to the arguments contained in my February letter. The
proof-sheet of thiswill be mailed for you on the 21st inst.

Very respectfully and sincerely yours,
D. SKINNER.

MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER.

No. VIII.
BETHANY, Va, August 1, 1837.

1. My dear Sr—YOURSs of the 18th ult. arrived yesterday. No thanks are due me for
settling preliminaries to “ mutual satisfaction.” That has not been done. Y ou may, indeed,
thank me for having given up every litigated point to your entire satisfaction. Y our thanks
would have been in order had you substituted my for “ mutual.”

2—Your 2d and 3d paragraphs have no bearing on the question before us. Y our 4th
admits the justice of my strictures on your four propositions, but you defend your
nullifications, &c. upon the ground that my four questions were objectionable on the same
score. Shrewd, indeed! To allow a person to select one out of five questions, is, in your
optics, identical with compelling him to discuss the whole. To be asked at table to partake
of any one of five dishes, is, in your reason, equivalent to be compelled to digest another
fivel To offer for selection four or five homogeneous propositions, and to constrain the
discussion of just so many heter ogeneous points are just the samething!! Having in the very
elements of your defence admitted all that | alleged in my general review of your positions,
| feel no necessity of farther demonstrating the entire dissimilarity of the case you urge to
protect you. Without farther comment, | fearlessly refer the review to all our readers.

3—You candidly allow (paragraph 6) that your first three propositions only reach the
ramparts, the mere outposts of the besieged city; and wisely say, “If | [you] prove the
affirmative of the fourth, my whole system of endless sin and misery falls.” Y es—if—if yon
prove the fourth! Aye, that isthe point: for this not proved, yourself being judge, your other
toilsarevain and useless. Hasten then, my dear sir, tothefourth. That isthe vital point—and
the affirmative is yours.

4—Thefirst point of interest bearing on the question before us, isin your 8th paragraph.
My parody upon your apostrophe you alegeisnot in point. Herewe areat issue; and itisan
important issue. The great point with your school on the first proposition is, that Gehenna



originally meant the Valley of Hinnom, as we have been told a thousand times: therefore it
cannot represent a slate of punishment after death in another world. This is your great
enthymeme. Syllogistically expressed, it would read in full—

3.— Whatever word has represented a place of physical misery in this life, cannot
represent a state of future misery after death.

But Gehenna has represented a place of physical misery in thislife:
Therefore, Gehenna cannot represent a state of future misery after death.

6—Now, sir, answer me unequivocally, and say whether the above syllogism does not
state the point, to illustrate and prove which, the ten thousand pages written about Gehenna
have been published from Georgiato Maine. Be definite, and explicit too, on this question:
for herel do claim for thetruth adecided victory. Out of the lips of Universaliststhemselves
| refute these ten thousand pages, by showing that their syllogism and philology as fully
prove that the words shemim, ouranos, coelum, heaven, becausethey originally signified the
sensibleair andthevisible sky, cannot signify astate or place of future happinessafter death:
| say, the case is precisely similar. Take the Hebrew shemim and gehenna, or the Saxon
heaven and hell, and compare their history, and there are not two cases more parallel in
universal language. HELL has often denoted the vale of Hinnom, the pit, the grave, and
sometimes a state of punishment after death. HEAVEN in like manner has often denoted the
air, the region of the sun, moon, and stars; the blue ethereal, exaltation, and sometimes the
state of future happiness after death. Do you, Mr. Skinner, deny this! If so, say it distinctly.
If you do not deny it, then | ask you, Are not these two cases parallel? Compare the
following with the preceding syllogism:—

7—Whatever ward has represented a place of physical enjoyment in this life, cannot
represent a state of future enjoyment after death. But SHEMIM has represented a place of
physical enjoyment in thislife:

Therefore, SHEMIM cannot represent a state of future enjoyment after death.

8—Y ou may have ancther still more precise case, if thisoneisnot fully satisfactory. For
example—

Whatever word originally signified astate of limited and temporary suffering, can never
afterwards represent a state of unlimited and eternal suffering.

But Gehenna originally signified a state of limited and temporary suffering:
Therefore, Gehenna can never signify a, state of unlimited and eternal suffering.
Its counterpart is as follows.—

9—Whatever word originally signified a state of limited and temporary happiness, can
never afterwards represent a state of unlimited and eternal happiness.

But Paradise originally signified a state of limited and temporary enjoyment:

Therefore, Paradise can never afterwards represent a state of unlimited and eternal
happiness. But both Heaven and Paradise are so used in the New Testament.



Therefore all these Universalian syllogisms are equally fallacious and delusive.

10—On comparing these four syllogisms, then, ask how much has been gained to the
cause of Universalism from all the concessions of all the believersin future punishment; or
from all your writings and debates on sheol, hades, and gehenna. This, sir, | wish you to
remember is one of my outposts, which | cannot surrender till you bring forces of reason and
logicincomparably superior toall that have ever marshalled under your banners. Itis, indeed,
arampart in which | feel perfectly impregnable, and | wish to giveit conspicuity in theratio
of your effortstoslur it over. | fearlessly conclude, that asthe word heaven represents astate
of future happiness, so the term hell as undeniably represents a state of misery after death.
Sodoall thewordsin Hebrew, Greek, and Latin, which are now properly translated by them.

11—Andhere, sir, | am sorry to accuse you of shuffling in amost palpable manner. Y ou
change the point most dexterously. You say, “ Nether the Hebrew Shemim, the Greek
Ouranos, the Persian Paradiseos, nor, | may add, the Latin Coelum, nor the English Heaven,
Is ever relied on by any Universalist, nor any other enlightened Christian, as proof of the
endless happiness of the saints.” That is not the point. The question is not, * On what words
do Universdlistsrely;’ but, Do these words sometimes represent the future happiness of the
saints? You, my good sir, have admitted this; and this being by you admitted, is all that is
necessary to my parallelism. Why then did you, ingenious sir, change this point into a
guestion about what Universalistschoosetorely onin debate. By thus subtilely changing the
point, and by conceding that these words do sometimes mean a state of endless happiness,
in despite of their original or more common signification, you prove that you are sometimes
sufficiently acute; and, moreover, you establish, tomy full satisfaction, al that | havealleged
about Gehenna.

18—Permit me, sir, to correct your style of address. Y ou are so much accustomed to
speak of “wilful perversions’ and “outrageous perversions,” and to aswelling, declamatory,
and highly turgid and boastful manner, that you are not only sinning against human dignity,
but misinterpreting the proper language of decency and respect. | now allude to your 7th,
10th, and various other paragraphs, where you declaim on certain terms of modesty, almost
to an utter perversion of my meaning. Y ou say that | am “reduced to amere probability,” “to
abarepossibility,” “aperhaps,” that Gehennawasused by our Lord to represent punishment
after death. Because | did not inyour style, or inthat of “ HisHoliness,” say it certainly does
so signify, or | have proved it beyond all doubt to signify, &c. &c. but modestly said it is
possible, itisprobable, &c. But, sir, | think | have proved more than | allege in these words.
| wish my arguments to be always alittle stronger than my assertions. Yet if you require it
of me, | now say that | have fully proved,—

1st. That Gehennain the New Testament does not represent the valley of Hinnom; but

2d. That it is used by our Lord, not possibly nor probably, but certainly to represent a
state of future punishment after death. | assert now the more positively, because we have
seen al that you have been able to allege against it. And what isit? That, in the opinion of
certain interpreters, it once (Matth. v. 22.) refers to burning alive in the litera valley of
Hinnom. Then, sir, yourself being judge, we have it eleven times out of twelve the



representative not of the valley of Hinnom, but of something more terrible.

13—It 13 unnecessary for meto contend about Matth. v. 22 , asyou only urged it upon
mereauthority. But, sir, wereit necessary, | could show that you misinterpret the authorsyou
guote. Of thosethat | have now leisure to examine, not one of them authorize you or any one
elseto say that Jesusthreatened aliteral burningin thevalley of Hinnom. They only say that
he alluded to this valley, but meant a future and a different punishment. Y ou rely too much,
sir, upon Mr. Balfour. Jesus never threatened his disciples or his hearers with Jewish
punishments for disobedienceto hisinstructions. | have given, some dozen years since, the
substance of all these comments, in a note on this passage, in the first edition of my Family
Testament.

11—Your cordial admission that to “enter into life” is the contrast of being “cast into
hell,” and that to “enter into life”” is in Scripture style sometimes equivalent to entering
heaven or eternal happiness, goes far indeed to justify my remarks in my last letter on
Gehenna. But you will have to go a little farther on this point. Y ou take refuge from your
own concession that “ to enter into life” sometimes means to enter into future and eternal
bliss—“intoimmortal beatitude”’! by throwing agloriousambiguity around the phrase* enter
into life.” But, sir, | must allure you out of the smoke you have thrown around you. To talk
of life and of the bread of life, and of passing from death to life, in such a connexion, is
supremely rabbinical. Y ouwill have“enteringintolife” sometimesto mean entering into the
church! Y ou ask megravely am | prepared for theissue of my assertion—viz. “that whatever
Is meant by entering into life, the very opposite of that is going into, or being cast into
Gehenna?’ | answer, lam. But why do you immediately fly from the issue by introducing
phrasesin which theword life occurs; such as“bread of life,” “my words are spirit and life,”
&c. asif these had any thing to do with the contrast before us? Did Jesus contrast “the bread
of life" with the “everlasting fire,” or with “gehenna,” or being “cast into hell”!! You
abandon the issue the very moment you dare meto the conflict. | am prepared for the issue,
sir, and fearlessly assert that you cannot produce a single instance in the whole Bible where
the phrase in issue, viz. “ enter into life,” means to join the church, to become a citizen of
Christ’s kingdom on earth, or regeneration, or any change of state which happens in this
world. You need not parcel out these words and tell me what life sometimes means, what
enter means, and what into denotes. No, Mr. Skinner, thisis mere trifling. To be cast into
Gehenna is the phrase with which enter into life is contrasted.

15—Noonedeniesthat the phrases* kingdom of heaven,” “kingdom of God,” sometimes
mean the church of Christ or Christian institution. No person living, perhaps, has either said
or written more on this subject than your humble servant. But that to “enter into life” and to
“enter into the kingdom of God,” mean the church or Christian institution, in contrast with
entering into any other state, is as gratuitous an assumption as you can make. Jesus said to
arichyoungman, “If you would enter into life, keep the commandments”—*arich man shall
hardly enter into the kingdom of heaven”—*it is easier for acamel to go through the eye of
a needle than for a rich man to enter into the kingdom of God.” Do these phrases by any
concelvable interpretation mean entering into the church on earth!! If they cannot, in such
a connexion, how much less possible or probable that in the contrast with being cast into



Gehenna, or the everlasting fire where the worm dieth not, they mean admission into an
earthly institution!!

16—Among other delusive questions and assertions, you ask me, paragraph 12th, If
Gehenna havethefamemeaningin all places, bow rare we to understand James speaking of
the tongue? & c. Who says that either heaven or hell has the same meaning in al places!! Is
this, or isit not, ad captandum? | have then, sir, formed the issue. It is with me a strong
outpost. That life implies death, that eternal lifeimplies eternal death, that to enter into life
in contrast with being cast into hell, means the possession of as great a contrast as reason or
language knows: in oneword, sir, that in the preaching of Jesus, to be “cast into hell,” “into
the everlasting fire,” as certainly means endless punishment, as to “enter into life” or “into
the kingdom of God” does mean endless bliss; and that “to enter into life” does in no place
mean to enter into the church or kingdom of God on earth has been shown, sin! may be most
clearly seen by an induction of every passage where the phrase occurs. As | gave al the
places where Gehenna occurs, do you give all the places “where enter into life’ occurs.

17—I am much abused for an alleged “wilful perversion” of your favorite dogmawhich
| quoted in my last. | havenot, sir, wilfully perverted it. Y ou affirm that “justice can neither
ask nor receive farther punishment than sincere penitence and reformation.” Nay, you go
farther and say, that, in thisway, “the sinner has been punished according to the full demerit
of the crime,” &c. Now, sir, if hell and punishment aretwo names for the same state; and if
justice can demand no greater punishment than repentance, where is the mighty wilful
perversion of your dogma in regarding repentance as the only hell or the only state of
punishment. If in repentance “the sinner has been punished according to the full demerit of
thecrime,” where shall hefind a severer hell than in a penitential heart!! | contend then, sir,
that your words amply justify my conclusion. Here | might retort upon you with seven-fold
evidence. Why do you coin dogmas for me at themint at” your imagination! Where did you
learn that | think that “ Adam was threatened with eternal death,” &c. &c,? Thesearefictions
of your own manufacture.

18— protest against such a defence of yourself in any case as you exhibit in the 18th
paragraph. Y ou call my exposure of your phantastic or nameless ‘version’ of Psam ix. 17.,
“awilful perversion.’” | unequivocally and ex animo repel the charge. Except it be your own
wilful perversion of reason and truth, thereis no other perversion in the passage. Y ou again
say, ‘ Thewicked shall experienceseverejudgments, & c. and perhapsalso adistressing sense
of guilt, &c. Thusisyour hell with a perhaps in the middle of it! Let the reader examine
your 18th paragraph, and turn back to my 27th; and after comparing them, | venture to
predict he will hereafter understand your wilful perversion’ to mean your own signal and
unanswerable defeat. You talk about my making ‘no effort to prove your definition or
version to be incorrect’!!! My whole 27th paragraph is given as a perfect disproof of what
yourself did not so much as attempt to prove but by the ease in debate, as | there told you.
Hereafter | advise the reader to look for an unanswerable refutation of your speculation
whereyou talk of ‘wilful perversion.” Y ou will be surprised, sir, to find how soon we begin
to understand your style. Your 19th paragraph also proves a proposition not now in
debate—viz. That it is possible for a person to be ridiculous without being sublime. This,



indeed, you proved to a demonstration in the 21st paragraph of the preceding letter, when
you madethe Roman power ‘ Him that had power to destroy both soul and body inhell’! Yes,
reader, Mr. Skinner’ sversion of ‘ Fear not them that kill the body,’ is, ‘Might not the Saviour
have intended the Roman power? !!!

19—I have now touched upon all the important points before me, and have formed with
you two main issues. These two contain every thing of vital consequence to the discussion
of the first proposition. Y our 14th paragraph runs out into the second proposition, on the
words everlasting, endless, &c. Still, as the phrase the everlasting fire occurred as a
substitute for Gehenna in my quotations from the four gospels, | must observe that your
guotations from the Old Testament are not in point. Not one of them is of the genus, much
less of the species before us. “ A fire everburning upon the altar,” or a“smoke ascending
forever,” are as unlike to pur to aionion, {he everlasting fire, or to pur to asbeston, the
unguenchablefire, as the phrase “bread of life” differs from the phrase “enter into life,” or
asthe phrase “it istruth” differsfrom “it isthe truth,” or “heisalight of the world” differs
from “heisthe light of theworld.” “ The everlasting fire’ substituted by Jesus for the word
“hell,” is never found identified with any thing else but hell or future punishment. It is
defined by him as “ the everlasting fire prepared for the devil and his angels.” Matth. xxv.
41. You cannot produce a singleinstance in the whole New Testament wherein it is applied
to any thing temporal or limited! Take notice, | have given you the chance of anissue onthe
second proposition. My dear sir, there is the width of the poles between saying ‘ Thou art a
man,” and ‘Thou art the man’—between a fire that ever burns on my hearth, and ‘the
everlastingfire.” | beseech you to abandon your loose style of quoting scripture. No man ever
can arrive at the truth who interprets and applies words regardless of their adjuncts.

20—Universalists believe that ‘ Adam did die the very death threatened, on the very day
of transgression.” They believe many other strange things. | believe that Adam died at the
end of NINE HUNDRED AND THIRTY YEARS after his creation, and that this was threatened in
the words, ‘In the day thou eatest thereof DYING THOU SHALT DIE.” But of all these curious
mattersin their own place.

21—What the Apostles preached to the Gentileswill also appear in the sequel. That they
preached fearful vengeance, future punishment, punishment after death, everlasting ruin to
wicked men, to those who rejected the Messiah, isawfully certain. Yes, sir, you will assoon
guench the orb of day by your spittle, as quench the everlasting fire of Heaven's insulted
Majesty, by all your powers of reason and declamation

22—You admit there has been PUNISHMENT for sin—punishment issuing in the
destruction of sinners. Of these admissions, hereafter. Y ou passtoo lightly over many things
in my last epistle, No. VI. The 17th, 21st, 23d, 24th, 25th, 26th, 28th, and 31st paragraphs
have been either leaped over, or trod on as burning embers.

23—That the Scribes and Pharisees, addressed by Jesus as an offspring of vipers, were
cast into the hell of Jerusalem’ s destruction, is as baseless, wretched, miserable, blind, and
naked a get-off from adilemma, as, in my opinion, can be found in universal history. These
Scribes and Pharisees, so ripein wickedness, could not be “lessthan 40 or 50 years old when



Jesus was 33. They had seen their fourscore years and more before Titus, A. D. 70, besieged
the city; and if they did not escape that damnation of hell, must, in at least nine casesin ten,
have been raised from the dead!

24—Y our reply to thisletter, if it reach me not before the 22d inst., will not find me at
home. | shall be gone to Ohio for two weeks or more. In case it should not arrivein time, |
will leave a letter on the 2d proposition, to follow your next, and shall attend to your reply
to this on my return. Thiswill be forwarded in proof by our mail of the 3d instant.

In al benevolence, your friend,
A. CAMPBELL.

Discussion of Univer salism.
MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.
No. I X.

UTICA, N. Y. August 12, 1837.

Dear Sr—YOURsof the 1st inst. reached me yesterday. It is useless to waste moretime
about the vastness of your concessions.

2—Y ou admit that you had been wide from the question before us, when you say that
my ‘2d and 3d paragraphs, which directly met what you had written, had no bearing on the
guestion. | hope in future you will observe more strictly your own rule to keep to the
guestion.

3—You attempt to evade my retort of your own charge of the proposed questions
stultifying [nullifying you now have it] each other, is alame effort. Y ou pretend that your
guestions were all homogeneous; either of which would have been sufficient to cover the
ground of difference between us, but mine were heter ogeneous, compelling usto travel over
more ground than necessary. Is it possible you can be seriousin this! If your first question,
‘Is there any punishment for sin!’ had been settled in the affirmative, would you not then
have desired a discussion of your next, viz. ‘Is that punishment present or future? and BO
on with the third and fourth questions ? And yet you would persuade our readers that you
only meant to give me the option of selecting one out of four or five questions! Admirable
consistency!

4—If your strongest rampartsfall, you need not ‘lay the flattering unction to your soul,’
that your citadel will be spared. It will betime enough for meto advance further proof of my
fourth proposition, when you have disposed of that brought forward in my first letter, or done
any thing towards establishing the affirmative of your own side.



5—All you say in your 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, 8th, 9th, and 10th paragraphs, is wide of the
mark. Unfortunately for my learned and acute opponent, it is an entire misapprehension
(whether intentional or unintentional, 1 know not,) of the views and arguments of
Universalists generally, and certainly of my own. Certainly | have never argued, nor known
any Universalist to argue, that, because gehenna originally meant the valley of Hinnom,
thereforeit cannot represent a state of punishment after death inanother world. No, sir, such
are not the arguments of Universalists. And all your fine syllogisms, based on this
supposition, are, likethefragrance of aroseinthewilderness, wasted upon the desert air. We
say, sir, that gehennaoriginally and literally meant thevalley of Hinnom. Thisyou admit. We
further say, that in process of time, gehenna, or the valley of Hinnom, and tophet, another
term for the samething, were used in the Old Testament figuratively to set forth thetemporal
but severe judgments coming upon the Jews. The learned Schleusner, in his Lexicon, (and
with him agree the most eminent critics,) in voce gehenna, says, “ As a continua fire was
necessary to consume the substances, [carcasses of animalsand of desperate criminals,] lest
the air should be infected by putrefaction, and as there were always worms feeding on the
remaining fragments, [seelsa. Ixvi. 24.] it hence cameto passthat every kind of punishment,
and particularly every ignominious kind of death, was called by the name of gehenna.” He
refers to Matth. v. 22.—*SHALL BE IN DANGER OF A GEHENNA FIRE— i. €. he says, ‘SHALL
BE WORTHY OF AN IGNOMINIOUS DEATH.” See as confirmation of the justness of this
definition, Jer vii. 25. to the end, and viii. 1, 2, 3, and the whole of the 19th chapter of
Jeremiah. Also, Isaiah xxx. 27—33, and xxxi. 1—5. The reader is requested carefully to
examine all these places.

6—Such being the acknowledged meaning and uses of the VALLEY OF HINNOM, in the
Old Testament, what reason have we to suppose it was used in an entirely different sensein
the New? Would Jesus have used theterm in so very different asense from that in which the
Jews had been accustomed to understand it, (and it was never used in addressing Gentiles,)
without giving the least intimation that he had entirely changed its meaning from that in
which their ancient prophets used it.

7—Though Schleusner, Dr. George Campbell, and other advocates of the doctrine of
endless misery, assume that GEHENNA was afterwards used to designate the future
punishment of the wicked, or the state of the damned in the eternal world, it is only their
OPINION, unaccompanied by a particle of proof. They may assume or opine ever so
confidently, and you may assert ever so positively any doctrine or position you please, but
this to me and our readersisno proof. Y ou and they can prove as far as the Bible warrants,
the application of GEHENNA to severe tempora punishments; but beyond this you have no
warrant in the Bible to go. Asthe term was used in the Old Testament to designate, besides
the literal valley of Hinnom, the severe temporal judgments coming on the Jews, | maintain
that it was used by the Saviour in the New Testament in the same or a similar sense, to
designate the severetemporal judgments coming on the same nation. Therefore | do not say,
that because GEHENNA originally meant the VALLEY OF HINNOM, it cannot represent a state
of punishment after death in another world; but | Say Y OU HAVE BROUGHT NO PROOF
OF THELATTER. Give USthe proof, sir, and we believe; but not without. Or show that my



definition is incorrect, and | give it up. [See my June letter, published in your August
number, 19th and 20th paragraphs.]

8—The position you would establish by showing the fallacy of your peripatetic
syllogisms, reminds meof, and isabout aswell sustained, asthevisionary theory of Emanuel
Swedenborg. Swedenborg established his doctrine by CORRESPONDENCIES, you yours by
CONTRASTS; and though both are alike visionary and devoid of proof, the Baron's is
altogether the most beautiful and inviting. Y ou attempt to establish the doctrine of ENDLESS
MISERY on the ground that it is the exact opposite of the ENDLESSHAPPINESS!—Of ETERNAL
DEATH, not once mentioned in the Bible, on the ground that ETERNAL LIFE is mentioned!
About as consistent as the orthodox argument, that because there is a persona God, there
must be a personal devil. Of two days, oneis said to be hot and the other cold. It is proved
that the thermometer rose to 100 degrees of Fahrenheit on the hot day. It follows
syllogistically, and by contrast, that it must have sunk just 100 degrees below zero, on the
cold day!

9—I deny that the Hebrew sHEMIM, and Greek GEHENNA, are always used in opposite
or contrasted senses in scripture, or that the Saxon HEAVEN and HELL are always, or
generally, or even frequently, so used. True, they are so used Matt. xi. 23. & LukeXx. 15; but
you will not contend that in these places any thing more is meant, than temporal prosperity
and temporal adversity. There are agreat variety of sensesin which these Saxon words are
used in the Bible, but these different senses are by no means always opposites. HEAVEN (or
heavens) is used to signify the air, the visible sky, the heavenly bodies, temporal prosperity,
honor, exaltation, God himself, or his dominion and providence, spiritual enjoyment, and
sometimesthe place or state of endless happiness hereafter. HELL isused to signify thegrave,
the state of all the dead, adark, hidden or concealed state, temporal adversity or destruction,
mental condemnation, guilt, remorse of conscience, the valley of Hinnom, the judgments of
God on the Jewish nation and infidel persecuting opposers of hisgospel; but that it signifies
aplace of misery in the eternal world, you have not offered one particle of proof, nor do |
believe you can offer any. This strong rampart of error then falls for want of support; and |
therefore *do claim for the truth a decided victory’ here. And the greater ‘ conspicuity’ you
have sought to give this point of the debate, only serves to render your defeat the more
signal.

10—Y our 11th paragraph ismostly about amatter on which we do not differ essentially,
and which isnot in dispute between us, viz. the meaning of thewords rendered HEAVEN, &cC.
It is needless, therefore, to waste words about my ‘ shuffling’ or ‘ changing the point,” which
| certainly did not do. | have shown above, that you were not to the point, or rather that that
point was not to the question in dispute. The conclusion of your 11th paragraph, is a NON
SEQUITUR.

11—Onecan hardly avoid smiling on the perusal of your 12th paragraph. After accusing
me of a ‘highly turgid and boastful manner,” and of Winning against human dignity,” by
‘misinterpreting the language of decency and respect,” we have aformal declaration of your
extreme ‘modesty.” Reader, take notice, my friend Campbell is a very ‘modest’ man in
controversy. But unfortunately for him, his ARGUMENTS, instead of being ‘a little stronger



than his ASSERTIONS,” fall very far short of them. Indeed the latter, though the very
guintessence of modesty, are frequently found entirely unsupported and widely separated
from the former. In the same paragraph you assert that you have fully proved, ‘1st. that
GEHENNA in the New Testament does NOT represent the valley of Hinnom;’ and * 2d. that it
does' *’positively’ ‘represent astate of future punishment after death.” Very modest! In your
13th paragraph, you seem to think | misinterpret the authors | quote or refer to, relative to
Mate. v. 22. viz. Parkhurst, Macknight, Rosenmuller, Heylin, Wynne, Wakefield, and A.
Clarke. You appear dissatisfied with the authority | refer to. Well, my dear sir, | will
endeavor to suit you better now, so far asauthority is concerned. | now quotefrom anoteon
Matt. v. 22. found in the new version or translation of the New Testament, by Alexander
Campbell. ‘ Thefactis, that thealusionsinthisverseareall to humaninstitutionsor customs
among the Jews; and the Judges, the Sanhedrim, and the hell-fire here introduced, are ALL
HUMAN PUNISHMENTS."—* The following translation of this verseis expressive of the sense
of the original: *Whoever is vainly incensed against his brother, shall be obnoxious to the
sentence of the judges; (the court of twenty-three;) whoever shall say to his brother, (in the
way of contempt,) Shallow brains, shall be obnoxious to the Sanhedrim; and whoever shall
say, Apostate wretch, (the highest expression of malice,) shall be obnoxiousto the GEHENNA
OF FIRE,” or to being burned alive in the valley of Hinnom. This translation is in substance
approved by Adam Clarke, and other critics of respectability.’

12—Thus our readers may see how very differently my learned opponent talks and
writes when honestly endeavoring in his private study, to give the true sense of scripturein
anew version, and when engaged in a controversy with aUniversalist. | trust, my dear sir,
that you will not complain of this authority, and aso trust that we shall see no more
repetitions of your ‘modest’ assertionsthat you ‘ have fully proved that gehennain the New
Testament, does not represent the valley of Hinnom,” &c.

13—Y our 14th paragraph charges mewith admitting that the phrase Center intolife,’ is,
In scripture style, equivalent to entering into eternal happiness or immortal beatitude,
throwing the smoke of ambiguity around the phrase, and then immediately flying from the
issue formed with you on the subject. By re-examining my arguments, our readers will
perceivethat | have done neither. | have not admitted, and do not admit, that ‘ enter into life’
IS ever equivalent in scripture, to entering into immortal beatitude in the eternal world. So
far from seeking to obscure the meaning of the phrase, | studiously avoided all ambiguity,
athing, by the bye, of which | fear you will never be guilty, solong asadouble entendre will
serveyour purpose better. Y ou well knew that ‘heaven,” ‘kingdom of heaven,’” ‘eterna life,’
& c. were phrases which were vulgarly used and understood in a different sense from their
usual scriptural import, and that they would answer for you to play an ambiguous gamewith.

14—Inreply toyour 14th, 15th, and 16th paragraphs, | remark that the phrase * enter into
life' only occursin three passages in the New Testament, viz. Matt, xviii. 8, 9. and xix. 17.
and Mark ix. 43—47. and in all the three passages evidently means entering into the gospel
dispensation, or Christian institution, and nothing more or less, my learned opponent’s
modest assertion to the contrary notwithstanding. The only way of coming at the true
meaning of the phrase, is to collate fill the places where it occurs, with their respective



contexts, and compare them with other phrases as nearly resembling it as can be found. The
passages | cited ‘ hath everlasting life'—*is passed from death untolife.” Johnv. 24; Johniii.
14. ‘enter into rest,” Heb. iv. 3. and others of the same stamp—I do and will maintain are!
precisely synonymous with the phrase ‘enter into life,” Markix. 43, 45, 47, and its parallels.
Thisfact is confirmed by the Saviour, Matt. xix. 23, 24. where he gives as the true meaning
of enteringintolife, verse 17, thiscomment, * A rich man shall hardly enter into the kingdom
of heaven’—*for arich man to enter into the kingdom of God, evidently meaning, that the
rich could never enter the abodes of immortal blessedness, but that they would be the last,
or least likely of all, to expose themselves to reproach and enter the church of Christ in that
generation. This view is further confirmed by a valuable note of your own in the appendix
to your version of the New Testament. Y ou say on Matt. xi. 12. * The Scribes and Pharisees
claimed for themselves the chief places in this kingdom [of heaven] and were, by their
conduct, shutting this kingdom against men. Publicans and harlots, however, in opposition
to the influence and example of those men, received the doctrine of the Messiah, and thus,
asit were, invaded or took possession of that kingdom, from which the elders and doctors
[the rich men] excluded them. Finally, the Gentiles too, by their faith in the Messiah, and
their consequent boldness, took possession of thisheavenly kingdom.” Thus, sir, by your own
arguments, your own authority, and on your own premises, | have met you on theissue, and
aglorious defeat is yours.

15—In your 17th paragraph you again repeat your caricature of what you call my
Universalist ‘dogma.’ But, sir, until you see from my pen, or from some Universalist in
existence, the idea advanced that repentance and punishment, or repentance and hell are
synonymous, | beg of you for your own reputation never to be guilty of another such outrage.
Does not so great alogician as you profess to be, know the difference between cause and
effect?—between means and end? We do not regard repentance, either as hell, or as any
punishment at all; but it may be the result of just and fatherly punishment.

16— Onthe perusal of your 18th paragraph, | wanted to whisper inyour ear, ‘ Keep coal,
friend Campbell—keep cool! you will not only feel but do much better if you will.” You
again introduce herejour groundless charge of having a hell with a perhapsin the middle of
it. If the reader will again refer to my June letter, published in the Millennial Harbinger for
August, he will see there was no other perhaps than this: | gave three definitions of sheol,
and said theword was used Ps. ix. 17. in the 2d or 3d of those senses, or perhaps both. And,
sir, may not a man endure remor se of conscience or temporal destruction, separately? and
may he not endurethem |oth together ? Answer no, it you dare. | am glad you inform meyour
27th paragraph was given to disprove my position on this subject; for otherwise | should not
have known it. Try again, my good sir. On the closing part of your 18th paragraph | will
simply remark, that sneers are not arguments.

17—In your 19th paragraph you say, my ‘quotations from the Old Testament’ [relative
to the unquenchable fire, the ‘fire that shall never go out,” &c.] ‘are not in point,” and that
‘not one of them is of the genus much less of the speciesbeforeus.” | admit, sir, that not one
of them is of such a genus as to prove endless misery, though they are generally of the very
speciesof thetextsunder discussion, contai ning the same phraseology generally, andin some



Instances even stronger. ‘ Their worm shall not die, neither shall their fire be quenched? Isa.
Ixvi. 24. is quite as strong phraseology as ‘ the worm dieth not and the fire is not quenched,’

Mark ix, But the same thing substantially is meant by both. The phraseology concerning the
duration of the fire and the judgments of God, mentioned Isa. xxxiv. 10. isquite as strong as
the phrase everlasting fire, Matt. xviii. 8. and xxv. 41. And the very fact that the article the
(the Greek to) is prefixed to the phrase, confirms my views. It shows that, in the opinion of
Jesus, the Jews understood what was meant by the everlasting fire, theunquenchablefire, the
gehennaof fire, viz. the samethat their ancient prophets had so frequently mentioned. It was
adefinite subject familiar to them all; and hence his use of the definite article’ But if it had
been an entirely new subject, never before broached, or new language, never before used and
wholly unknown among the Jews, isit possible that the great Teacher of truth would have
used the definite article, and called it the everlasting fire, the gehennaof fire, &c., and never
explained what he meant by it? No, air, | cannot think it possible. And if the doctrine of
endless misery had never before been taught, (and certainly the Old Testament does not
containit,) how isit possible his disciples could have understood him to refer to so awful an
event, when he used, without any explanation whatever, the very language which the Jews
had always used and understood in a very different sense? Can you answer? | may just as
logically and more truly affirm, that ‘the everlasting fire substituted by Jesus for the word
hell, is never found identified with,” nor remotely hinting at, future punishment; as you do
that it is never used in any but that sense. | may then add that you have not and cannot
produce a single instance in the whole Bible, wherein it is applied to any thing beyond the
present state. And | will again add, that if you should, it would be nothing to your purpose}
for we are not discussing the question of futur e punishment, but of endless punishment. | wait
tor some evidence from you on the affirmative of the second proposition, before | attempt
further proof of the negative.

18—Y ou confirm my version of the ‘fable,” when you admit that you agree with the
serpent that Adam did ‘not surely die’ the threatened death ‘intheday’ of transgression, but
lived nine hundred and thirty years after his creation.

19—It will be time to reply to your arguments promised in your 21st paragraph when
they appear. | will not waste my *spittle’ to quench your sun till it rises. If | thought there
were any thing worthy of further noticein the paragraphsyou think | ‘ passtoo slightly over,’
| surely would attend to them. If they do really contain arguments of weight unanswered, our
readers, | doubt not, will see and give you credit therefor. But | assure you tint if you
deposited any ‘burning coals' therein, they must have gone out, however unquenchable or
everlasting they might have been; for | felt of them, and there was no warmth in them
whatever,

20—Y our 23d paragraph appears to be the offspring of spleen and petulency, or of
disappointed ambition in being wholly unable to gainsay the evidence adduced, that the
damnation of gehenna, Maitt, xxiii. meant the severe judgment and destruction that our
Saviour foretold the Jews should come upon them. However ‘ basel ess, wretched, miserable,
blind, and naked’ my arguments or opinion, | happen to have the company of thelearned and
orthodox Theophylact and Bishop Pearce on my side. If you were present at the calamities



that befell the Jews, at and just before the destruction of their city, perhaps you could tell
whether Jesus spake the truth in foretelling those woes, and how large a portion of that
generation had to be raised from the dead! | hope my dear friend will get in better humor
before he writes again.

In al kindness and friendship, | am yours,
D. SKINNER.

MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER.

No. X.
BETHANY, Va, August 22,1837.

My dear Sr—YOUR letter No. ix. not having yet arrived, and | being on the eve of
departing from home, as intimated in my last, in order that the discussion, may go forward
| proceed to offer a few reflections on the 2d proposition, the first having been as fully
discussed asit can well be without the second: for already have you been speculating upon
the words everlasting and forever, asthey are sometimes found in the sacred scriptures. See
your letter No. VII. p. 389.

2—The second proposition is thus drafted by yourself.—" Do the words olem, aion,
aionios, & c. when applied to the punishment of thewicked mean durationwithout end!” Y ou
deny—I affirm.

3—I ask, Why should they not! Why should they mean duration without end when
applied to the happiness of the righteous, and not duration without end when applied to the
punishment of the wicked? It cannot be from the force or meaning of the words themselves:
for if they at one time mean duration without end—if they fairly have that force and power
in any case, they may have it in another, unless there be something in the nature of the
substantive with which they are connected absolutely prohibitory of that signification. If it
Isadmitted (as| think it is by you, sir—nay, your own proposition declaresit,) that they do,
when applied to the happiness of the righteous, mean duration without end; it would be
whimsical in the extreme to ask for aspecial law limiting their meaning when applied to the
punishment of wicked men. Why in the name of reason should aion, for instance, when
applied to happiness mean endless, and when applied to punishment mean ending! Do, sir,
in the plenitude of your benevolence for us who believe in punishment after death, give us
your reasons, numerically arranged, why aionion bliss should be endless, and aionion misery
ending! The secret which you are about to disclose will be, of course, either in the
substantive or inthe adjective. If in the adjective, by what authority or by what secret charm,
or rather by what inspiration does it instantly mean endless duration when it isfollowed by
the word happiness, and as instantly mean limited duration when prefixed to the word
punishment! But if the meaning of the adjectiveisfound in the substantive, and if the reason



iIsnot initself, but initsassociate, why should we have any dispute about (he meaning of the
adjective, inasmuch asit isaperfect cypher without value! Thusif you put | beforeacypher,
it means 10; but if you put | behind a cypher, it means I-10th, while by itself it counts
nothing. Thus having no meaning in itself, its prefix or suffix gives it sense: so with you,
oleni, aion, aionios, when prefixed to happiness, mean endless millions; but prefixed or
suffixed to punishment, only mean parts of millions or ending millionths. Truly your logic,
aswell asyour, cause, is of asingular daring, and in
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Its aspirations to the clouds treads upon the hills and mountains of argument as though it
moved over the sandy plains of the desert. A mammoth would feel himself as much impeded
by a cobweb as a bold Universalist by all the laws of language.

4—Not so bold and courageous as you, sir, | argue that if olem, aion, aionios,
independent of the noun-substantive in construction, have any meaning when prefixed to
happiness, they have the same meaning when prefixed to punishment. In one word, when
Christ says, ‘ These shall go away into aionion punishment, and the righteous into aionion
life, the aionion meansaslong or as short in the one case asin the other. Eternal punishment
and eterna life are with me two eternals of equal dimensions. | ask you, then, sir, for what
reasons the one should be an ending and the other an endless eternal! Be kind enough, sir,
here also to enumerate your reasons, that | may count and weigh them!

5—1 could neither flatter nor provoke you to enumerate those other words which
represent future punishment, to which aionios or its fraternity have been prefixed. | shall
therefore have to do it myself. We have them—

1st. Aionios kolasis, everlasting punishment, Matth. xxv. 46.
2d. Aionion olethron, everlasting destruction, 2 Thess. i. 9.

3d. Aionioskrisis, everlasting damnation, or condemnation, Markiii. 29. Thisisdefined
to be the consequence of an unpardonable sin—a sin never to be forgiven.

4th. Aionion krima, everlasting judgment, or punishment, Hebrews vi. 2.

5th. Aionion pur, everlastingfire, Matth. xviii. 8: xxv. 41. “The everlasting fire prepared
for the devil and his angels.”

6—Here are no less than jive word? applied to the future state of wicked men, to which
aioniosisan adj ective. Wehave endless punishment, endlessdestruction, endlessdamnation,
endless judgment, endless fire. These are then to be superadded to your first three, sheol,
hades, gehenna, and to tartarus also. Thus your three have already, in my hands, become
nine—sheol, hades, gehenna, tartarus, kolasis, olethros, krisis, krima, pur. How logical,
then, is your first proposition which selects three out of nine!!

7—Wehaveaionios, endlessor everlasting, applied to Jive only out of the nine, because
two of them are Hebrew, and one of these (sheol) is not indeed in its nature aionios. But not
one of thewords in your second proposition has ever been found in construction with any of



the threetermsin your first proposition!!! | emphasize on the word aionios, because it is of
the three the only epithet that could be expected in the Greek Testament; because it has all
the pith and marrow of the Hebrew olem and the Greek aion in it; and because we have this
word applied to “life” forty-five timesin the New Testament. For while we have the phrase
“everlasting life” only oncein the Old Testament, we have aionios zoe (“eternal lite”) forty-
fivetimesin the New!

8—We have indeed aion with prepositions used ad verbally, as eis ton aiona, having
with averb the same power as aionios with asubstantive. Thisword, aion, in various forms
isfound one hundred and threetimesin the New Testament; and when relating to timealone,
or simple duration, is usually, if not always, rendered for ever, or with a negative particle
never.

9—This term has frequently in construction the force of an adjective, as when we say,
“The blackness of darknessis reserved for certain wicked personsfor ever,” it isequivalent
to‘ Eternal darknessawaitsthem.” Both Peter and Judethususethisphrase; so that thefuture
punishment of wicked men may with propriety be said to be exhibited under the figure of
eternal darkness, outer darkness, or the blackness of eternal darkness.

10—But | fear | shall soon tread on your toes; for | am here obliged to observe that the
only word that expresses simpleduration without end inthe New Testament isaion, theroots
of which are ael, and oon, being, always existing. The adjective formed from it, more
naturally than any other word in Greek, expresses the always being or duration of the
substantive with which it stands in construction. While other adnouns or epithets speak of
other qualities of the things defined, this word regards simple existence, being, or duration
alone. Thusimmortal, incorruptible, indissoluble, indestructible, imperishable, areassociated
with the elements of things, their peculiar organization, constitution, or composition; while
aionios, enduring, always being, has respect to their existence itself, or simple duration.
Immortal, incorruptible, indissoluble, indestructible, imperishable, denotetwo or moreideas,
and only figuratively and secondarily or inferentially express eternal being, whilethisepithet
regards simpleduration, and literally expresses endless existence. When speaking of deified
dead men, or of corruptible beasts and their images, an Apostle would say, “ The immortal
God” “theincorruptible God;” but when he speaks of God with regard to his eternal being,
asin Romans xvi. 26., he calls him the aionion, “the everlasting God.” Nay, indeed, when
he conceives of him in reference to mortal and corruptible creatures, and speaks of his
absolute eternity, he placesthisbeforeall other epithets, asin1 Tim. i. 17. “ Now to theKing
eternal, (aionios) immortal, invisible, theonly wise God, be honor,” & c. Thisplacesthetrue
meaning of this most |lofty of all adjectives, in its proper relation. For the self-existence, the
always being, the eternity of God, is, of all conceptions which we can form of him, the most
sublime. Incorruptible, indissoluble, immortal, &c. are taken from things of yesterday, asit
were; but this admirably corresponds with him whose incommunicable nameis| AM. Oon
istheliving or active participle of thissaid verb | AM: so that aion has the whole divinity in
It as respects the most lofty and sublime of al his names and attributes.

10—The rancor with which this adjective is assailed by all Universalian partizansisin
the ratio of its pre-eminence. | have here, sir, some recollections of your bold assertions



concerning thisword in your February letter, and shall therefore lay down my pen and see
what you have alleged against it.

11—I perceivefrom the perusal of said letter, that more than two-thirds of it consists of
criticisms and dissertations upon thewordsindicative of duration, or such asyou would have
the reader to regard in that light. These are tastefully interlarded with a few introductory
compliments to myself—such as, “ Your constant and overweening, yet fruitless efforts
throughout your reply to Mr. M.”—* Y ou are unableto adduce aparticle of evidencein favor
of this assertion”—*There is no possible ground on which you can raise even a plausible
argument in favor of the endless perpetuity of punishment”—* Your unfairness and
disingenuousness’—“The God-dishonoring and soul-withering system of endless
punishment”—" Y ou evidently saw theimpossibility of fairly maintaining your position, and
therefore to invalidate the force, &c. you state”—* Onefalse position requires several more
to sustain it” —"This declaration was evidently made when driven to a most distressing
strait,” &c. &c. Thereisone excuse, Mr. Skinner, for thisvery complimentary and debonair
introduction:—Y ou wished to try my nerves, and see how much I could bear while at the
threshold of the discussion. Perhaps, too, your indignation was at fever-heat because of my
exposition to Mr. Montgomery of the nakedness of your benevolent system in its attempts
to expel from the universe “ that horrid doctrine,” asyou cal it, that God will punish sin.

12—Y ouwill think that | am about to retaliate when | tell you that your dissertations on
Greek terms are more like an irony or a satire on criticism, than a sober, grave, and literary
inquiry into the meaning of words:. but, | assure you, sir, that there is no vengeance in this
declaration, but a desire to induce you to reconsider your reasonings, or rather your
hazardous and unauthorized assertions about the meaning of words.

13—In my letter to Mr. Montgomery, after quoting his language on the words
incorruptible, endless life, incorrupt ion, and immortality, with his question, “ Are these
words applied to the punishment of the wicked!” | answer, “No, nor to the happiness of the
righteous, nor to simple duration at al. Two of them are substantives, and therefore cannot
be used as epithets, viz. ‘immortality’ and ‘incorruption;’ and the other three apply to beings
or material substancesin reference to simpleindissolubility; not one of them could properly
be applied to a simple state of being, or to happiness or misery: for although the word
‘endless’ might seem to be an exception, when the original word is considered it is not. It
only figuratively signifies indies, as any one may see who will examine either the
etymol ogical import or thecommon use of akatalutosin Greek writers.” Thisanswer became
thetheme of your first letter, so far asmy letter to Mr. M. was concerned. Y our whole effort
IS an attempt to prove that these words are applied to the happiness of the righteous and to
simple duration. And, strange asit may appear, you have not adduced a single passage from
the Bible where the words immortal happiness, incorruptible happiness, endless life
happiness, immortality happiness, ever do occur; nor a single passage where immortal
duration, incorruptible duration, endless life duration, immortality duration, occur. But you
attempt to show that these words and their fraternities have respect to “the resurrection state
and the ENDLESS PERPETUITY thereof;” evidently, therefore, they must have some
applicability to happiness and ssmple duration!!! Thisisyour head and front and conclusion



philological in proof that these words do belong to happiness and simple duration.

11—Every word, then, that has respect to a state, will logically and grammatically
properly apply to the persons in that state. If | say of the married state, ‘It is a delightful,
blessed state,’ it is equivalent to saying that Mrs. Feminais a delightful, blessed wife, and
that Mr. Homoisadelightful and blessed husband! All thismay be; but it follows not, by any
rule or law of nature or of logic, that what may be true of a state, or person, or thing in the
concrete, or in a particular circumstance, is an attribute of any one of them. For this plain
reason, sir, there is not an atom of logic or philology in the five-sevenths of your February
epistle. You areall thewhilelaboring under thedelusion THAT WHAT MAY BETRUE OF
THREE, FIVE, OR SEVEN THINGS IN THE CONCRETE, IS TRUE OF EACH OF
THEM IN THE ABSTRACT. Thus Paul speaks of animmortal, indissoluble, imperishable,
incorruptible body, because that body may be happy; therefore he writes of immortal,
indissoluble, imperishable, incorruptible duration and happiness!!

15—But after describing the resurrection state, you ask, “ Can any enlightened person,”
&c. &c. “read Paul’ sdescription of astate of glory, honor, power, incorruption, immortality,
imperishableness, indissolubility, indestructibility, &c. and then honestly say he believes
these terms have no APPLICABILITY whatever to the happiness of the righteous or to
duration’?‘

16—" No applicability whatever.” What a subtle changing of the question, or what an
imposition on one’'s self and the community! “ No Applicability whatever”! That is not the
guestion in debate. Why, sir, | would not say that fearlessness, contentedness, peacefulness,
delightfulness, joyful ness, sociableness, communicativeness, have no applicability whatever
to the happiness of the righteous. But why do you talk of the happiness of the righteousin
the resurrection state, seeing you say there will then be no wicked in the universe!

17—To have no sort of applicability, direct or indirect, proximate or remote,
concomitant, precedent or subsequent, is one category; and whether any of these words can
be epithets of happinessor of duration—applicable to happiness or duration, isquite another
category. For example, we say that LONG, SHORT, PERPETUAL, & C. apply to duration; for they
make sense with that word: but who ever heard of incorruption duration, or indestructibility
duration? Besides, sir, there is in the word IMMORTALITY, and in all the others, an idea of
duration; and to apply them to duration would beto defineathing by itself!—as, for instance,
arosey rose, alily-looking lily, an opposing opponent. So ends this chapter of your logical
logic!

18—Y our comparison and affirmation that “felicity is applicable to express happiness’
Is out of the reach of criticism. Matters of criticism must always have something plausible
about them. To show that felicity is applicable to itself, and that one can make it an epithet
of bliss, is a shift which peculiarly belongs to Universalism. But, perhaps, you did not
perceive the sophism in proving from the words, “I am in a state of complete felicity,” that
you change the subject of comparison from the state to the person; end thence infer what
belongs to the one belongs to the other!!

19—Y ou proceed to the Greek language, and give us definitions of AKATALUTOS by



Donnegan and Grove in proof—of what?—That it expresses an attribute of duration or of
happiness! They define by the word eternal, everlasting, endless! Nay, indeed; but by the
words “not loosened or destroyed, indissoluble, indestructible, firm, stable, binding.” And
with their definitions you arguethat is one of the termsthat more than AIONIOS, or any other,
signifies eternal. Strange that your own authorities should not hive given asitsfirst, middle,
or last meaning, eternal, everlasting, or endless!! To help you, too, thisword occurs but once
in the New Testament. What a splendid subject of
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debate against AIONIOS, which occursin the New Testament SEVENTY-FIVE TIMES, translated
by the words ETERNAL, EVERLASTING, and FOREVER; and by no other!!

20—Y ou next define APTHARSIA, which isfound eight timesin the New Testament; and
most learnedly quote Donnegan, Grove, and Loveland as lexicographers, defining it,
“Imperishableness, immortality, incorruptibility, and incorruption;” and yet net once by the
words eternal, everlasting, forever, endless!!!

21—Then you submit APHTHARTOS, which occurs SEVEN times. Donnegan explains it,
INCORRUPTIBLE, IMMORTAL, ETERNAL. Here we have got the word ETERNAL for thefirst and
last timeinyour select terms, and hereit isthe THIRD and most figurative meaning according
to your authority.

22—"Last of al, thewoman died also’*! Y ou give us ATHANASIA, which occurs THREE
times, and which your Loveland defines® exemption from death or dissolution, immortality.”
“Which of these four terms you will put into your third proposition, when you undertake to
furnish “aword that expresses duration without end, not applied to the future punishment of
the wicked, or that assures us that God, angels, or saints shall have duration without end,”
| wist not; but | advise you to choose AKATALUTOS, because it occurs but once, and will
afford most ground for debate!

23—These four words are found in all the New Testament nineteen times, and your
authorities give us ETERNAL once as the third meaning of APHTHARTOS; but, unfortunately
for this single ETERNAL, APHTHARTOS, Paul places it after AIONIOS, and shows that in his
critical skill it differs from it most subordinately:—* Now unto the King eternal, AIONIOS,
immortal, APHTHARTOS, the only wise God,” &c. 1 Tim. i. 17. Thus, sir, the Apostle gives
the negative to your ONCE eternal against the SEVENTY-FIVE TIMES we find eternal,
everlasting, or forever, which, in the judgment of ALL TRANSLATORSand LEXICOGRAPHERS,
Is the true and proper meaning of AIONIOS. | say ALL translators and dictionary-makers, for
there is not one on earth that | have ever seen or heard of, that does not give ETERNAL or
EVERLASTING as the first and most natural literal and obvious meaning of AIONIOS. | have
now lying around me all the great authorities, Stokius, Schreevelius, Thesaures Graecae
Linguae, Robertson, Parkhurst, Greenfield, &c. &c. and all these superadded to your list,
give UNLIMITED DURATION, ETERNAL, EVERLASTING as the proper meaning of AIONIOS.

21—Eternal, endless, everlasting, &c. be it observed, like al other words, are used
figuratively. | often speak of my everlasting solace, my endless labors, my ceaseless cares,



& c. But who thence infers that these words have no higher signification with me, no proper
and unfigurative meaning, errs, as that person errs who would say because “everlasting” is
applied to an order of priesthood, to hills and mountains, &c. therefore, when applied to
things beyond time or after death, it means alimited time, or a short duration?

25—These are not the words that belong to time, only in a figurative sense. In their
literal sense they are only applicable to God and that world which is itself eternal. Hence
God, in both Testaments, iscalled the everlasting and the eternal God. Thefuture state of the
righteous is by Jesus called “eternal life,” and the future state of the wicked “everlasting
punishment.” But as yet we have only introduced this matter and offered afew reasons why
weallegethat AloNand AIONIOS, aswell astheir Hebrew and English representatives, should,
when they are used in reference to objects connected with another world, whatever these
objects may be, be uniformly understood in the sense of that world to which they belong. If
to the present world, they are used figuratively or in a part of their signification; but when
used asinrelation to the eternal or futureworld, they ought to be understood as the world to
which they belong is understood.

All which is respectfully submitted by your friend,
A. CAMPBELL.



Discussion of Univer salism.
MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.

No. X.
UTICA, N. Y. September 22, 1837.

MY DEAR SIR—Y ours of the 22d ult. has just arrived. | hasten to reply.

“2—I1 had fondly flattered myself, that how much soever you might be inclined to
exercise your ingenuity and tact in evading or attempting to invalidate the force of my
reasoning and arguments, that the game of pal pabl e sophism, open perversion, and downright
distortion of my language and meaning, had been given up, and would not again be
attempted by you—that if not the gravity and dignity of the Christian minister, at least the
decorum and affability of the gentleman, would have been maintained. Not only our
professions, and the position we occupy before the public, but the solemnity of the theme
under discussion, and the deep and thrilling importance of the subject, should demand
candor, honesty, and Christian fairness between us. It has been asource of deep regret to me,
and | know it has aso to the readers of both our papers, that there has been too little of the
open, fair, and generous spirit of the gospel in this discussion thusfar; and | am sorry to see
that the letter now before me makes apparently no nearer approximation to this spirit.

3—In your 3d and 4th paragraphs you demand why aion should mean endless when
applied to happiness, and ending when applied to punishment, and repeat the question in
various forms, as though I had given those definitions of aim. But this you knew that | had
never done. Because | deny that aim, when applied to punishment, means endless, does this
prove that | give ending asits definition? Because | say of a great man, he is not infinitely
great, does this convict me of saying he is alittle man? But worse than this: in your 11th
paragraph you accuse me and my system of “attemptsto expel from the universe ‘that horrid
system,” as you [I] call it, that God will punish sin!” Have | ever denied—have | not
uniformly maintained—and does not the very proposition under discussion, necessarily
suppose that God will punish sin?Isthis, my dear sir, Christian candor and fairness on your
part? | do fervently hope in future communications to have no further occasion to notice
these things.

4—Y our letter now before me, although it contains some arguments does not, in my
opinion, answer that part of my first letter relating to the subject, nor meet the merits of the
guestion at issue, and for the following reasons.—1. Y ou undertake to show that own must
mean naturaly and primarily endless duration from its radical derivation without any
attempt at proof, and | think without any possibility of proving, that either radix, or root,
from which it is derived is ever used in the New Testament to signify endless duration. 2.
Y ou assume or take for granted, that aionios, when applied to life in the New Testament,
uniformly, or very generally, signifies endless, which is not conceded, nor do | think it can
be proved. 3. Y ou assume without argument, and assert without proof, that the five passages
you quote where aioniosis applied to punishment, destruction, condemnation &c. all relate



“to thefuturestateof wicked mm” and mean“ endless punishment, endlessdestruction,” &c.;
whereas you have a great labor to perform before you will be able to make that appear. 4.
You have made no effort to prove from the nature of punishment itself, that it is, or
necessarily must be endless; but this must be done before so ambiguous a word as aionios
can be allowed any force towards establishing its endless duration. But this | am confident
you will not be able to do till your locks are greyer than | suppose them to be at present.

5—I will now go into an examination of the radical derivation and meaning of aion and
aionios. For | deem it useless to spend time about the Hebrew olem, it being by both of us
conceded that it is the exact synonym (at least scripturally) of these two Greek words Y ou
maintain that awn isthe only word in the Greek Testament which expresses simple duration
without end. If this be correct, | am confident that simple duration without end is not
expressed in the New Testament. Y our reason is, that it isderived from ael, always, and oon
being or existing—always existing.

6—Now as oon is nothing more nor less than the present participle being, fromeimi, to
be, it follows of course, that duration of being is not expressed by this root of won, and
therefore, whatever force the whole word may have in expressing duration, must be derived
entirely from the adverb ael, which we translate by always. An examination of all the
passagesinthe New Testament, whereaei occurs, will bethe best criterion by whichtojudge
of the meaning of thisroot of aim. It occurs eight times, as follows.—

7—Mark xvi. 8—* And the multitude, crying aloud, began to desire him to do as he had
ael (ever) done unto them:” i. e. uniformly since he (Pilate) had been governor. Acts vii,
51— Ye stiff-necked and uncircumcised in heart and ears, ye do ael (always') resist the
Holy Spirit; as your fathers did, so do ye:” i. e. ye do continually, habitually, resist, &c. ‘2
Cor. iv. 11—*For wewhich liveare ael (always) delivered unto death,” &c. i. e. constantly,
at all times, liable to death. 2 Cor. vi. 10—* As sorrowful, yet aei (always) rgjoicing;” i. e.
continually. Titus i. 12—"The Cretans are aei (always) liars:’” i. e. habitually. Heb. iii.
10—"They do ael (always) err in their hearts.” i. e. uniformly, habitually. 1 Peter iii,
14—"“Be ready aei (always) to give an answer to every man,” &c i. e. at all times,
continually. 2 Peter i. 12—. “ Wherefore | will not be negligent to put you aei (always) in
remembrance of these things:” i. e. constantly. These are all the places where ael occursin
the New Testament, and in not one of them does the word signify endlessly, or apply to any
period beyond this state of being. And if neither of the two roots signifies endlesdly, it is
useless to attempt to prove that aim has the radical meaning of endless duration. Judging
from itsradix, we should conclude the word was used to express, not endless being, as you
suppose, but continuity, or continuous being, without any necessary reference to duration:
and such is really the fact concerning it.

8—By an examination which | have just made of the Greek Testament,! find aion, the
substantive, thus formed from ad and oon, occurs one hundred and twenty-seven times,
(instead of only one hundred and threetimes, asyou haveit.) Itisrendered ever, seventy-one
times; never, seventimes; world, thirty-six times; worlds, twice; evermore, threetimes; ages,
twice; eternal, twice; world without end, once; course, once; and left untranslated twice. It
occurs in the singular number sixty-five times, and in the plural sixty-two times It is never
translated eter nity in the New Testament, and in most cases would make nonsenseif it were.



9—Supposewetry afew instances. Cal. i. 20—“The mystery which hath been hid from
the eternities (ainon) and from generations,” &c. Eph. ii. 7—"That in the eternities (ai0so)
to come, he might show,” &c. Eph. iii. 11—" According to the purpose of the eternities
(ainon,) &c. Eph. ii. 2—" According to the eternity (aiona) of this world.” Matt. xii.
32— Nether inthiseternity (aioni) nor thecoming.” xiii 22—" Andthe caresof thiseternity
(aionos,)” &c. Verses 39, 40—“The harvest isthe end of this eternity (aionos;) sowill it be
in the end of this eternity (aionos’) Rom. xii. 2—" And be not conformed to this eternity
[aioni.”] 1 Cor. ii. 6—" We speak—not the wisdom of this eternity [aionos,] nor of the
princes of this eternity [aionos.,”] 2 Tim. iv. 18—*“To whom be glory to the eternities of
eternities[tousaionastonaionon.” | Thisform of thedoubleplural, or plural twicerepested,
occurs twenty-one times, and is used as the most intensive form of the word, and is a
circumstance sufficient to prove that the word does not of itself radically, legitimately, or
properly imply endless duration. A proper eternity is one, undivided, indivisible,
unbeginning, unending, and can have no PARTS. The translators of the common version
evidently paid very little attention either to the number [whether singular or plural] or to the
form of theword, [whether substantive or adjective,] asthey frequently change the number,
and also render the substantive by an adj ective, and the adjective by a substantive. But could
they do this with aword radically signifying eternity!

10—The adjective aionios, formed from aion, occurs in the New Testament, according
to my enumeration, (and my enumeration agrees with Scarlett,) only seventy-one times,
(instead of seventy-five, asyou haveit,) andisrendered eter nal, forty-two times; everlasting,
twenty-five times; ever, once; and world, three times, (though you say, paragraph 19, it is
rendered by no other word than eternal, everlasting, and forever,) It is applied to zoe, life,
forty-four times; thriceto fire; thrice to times; (chronon aionon;) thrice to glory, and once
each to punishment, destruction, condemnation, judgment, things unseen, house, salvation,
redemption, spirit, inheritance, him, [meaning Onesimus,] habitation, God, consolation,
power, weight, covenant, kingdom, and gospel.

11—In Scarlett’ stranslation of the New Testament, the adjective aionion isretained, or
rendered aeonion. Thereason he givesfor this, is, “Because thereisno word in the English
language which fully expresses what that word in its original sense implies. Had it been
lawful to have coined a new word to express aionion in English, perhaps agical, or age-
lasting, would have been near it.” In further remarking on aionios, he says, “The word
expresses duration, or continuance; but it is sometimes of a short and sometimes of alonger
duration. Paul, writing to Philemon concerning Onesimus, says, ‘ Perhaps he was separated
for awhile that thou mightest have him aeonianly’ — This certainly could mean only during
the life of Onesimus. So also Jude (7) says, ‘ Sodom and Gomorrah were destroyed, and set
forth for an example, suffering the vengeance of aeonian fire? Though this fire lasted
upwards of 2000 years,” [or from the time of Abraham to the days of Philo Judaeus, in the
beginning of the second century,] it is now extinct.

12—"But,” continues Scarlett, “that AIONION does not mean ENDLESS Of ETERNAL, may
appear from considering that no adjective can have agreater force than the substantive from
which it is derived: thus BLACK cannot mean more than BLACKNESS; WHITE cannot mean
more than WHITENESS—if AION means AGE, and its plural AGES, (which none either will or



can deny,) then AIONION must mean AGE-LASTING, or duration to the AGE or AGESto which
the thing spoken of relates. That this is the meaning of the word in the Septuagint, will not
be disputed by any one that recollects the EVERLASTING covenant of circumcision, (Genesis
xvii. 13;) the EVERLASTING covenant of Priesthood, (Numb. xxv. 13;) the EVERLASTING
statute of the day of atonement, (Lev. xvi. 34,) &c. &c. The AIONION covenants, statutes, &cC.
arewaxed old and have vanished away. When the reader meetswith the phrase IONIAN GOD,
he will understand thereby that God reigns through all the AEONS or AGES, whether past,
present, or to come, and IONIAN SPIRIT is the SPIRIT OF GoOD, which has presided over the
churchin all AGESor AEONS.”

13—"AEONIAN LIFE, in the largest view of it, isthelife which GOD HATH GIVEN US
IN CHRIST, ACCORDING AS HE HATH CHOSEN US IN HIM BEFORE THE
FOUNDATION OF THE WORLD, (Eph.i. 4; 1John V. 11)) or thelife which is conveyed
from Christ to all the sons of men in the course of the AGESof hisreign. (Rom, v. 21; iv. 23.)
But initsmore
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confined sense, IONIAN LIFE is the life of the believer in the present, or MILLENNIAL AGE,
which is the peculiar portion of God's first-born or church, and which they alone enjoy."
(John v. 24; xvii. 3; Matt. xxv. 46.) "AEONIAN JUDGMENT, Heb. vi. 3, the Editor
[ Scarlett] thinksisthe judgment of the Aaronic AEON, or AGE, whichispast, under which the
priests gave judgment according to the law (Lev. xiii. 13; Numb. v. 15, 16; Exodus xxviii.
30.) IONIAN GOSPEL, is the good news of reconciliation to God, through Christ; which will
continue to be preached through the AEONS, until every creature, whether in heaven or
earth, visible or invisible, isreconciled to God. (Cal. i. 16—21.) And then the promulgation
of the gospel will cease. As there was a period when the AEONS began, so a period will
come when they will all have an end."

14—The AIONIOS ZOE (eternal, or everlasting life") of the gospel, amost always, if not
uniformly, signifiesthe CONTINUOUSSPIRITUAL LIFE Or JOY and PEACEwhich believersenjoy,
which pertains peculiarly to Messiah's kingdom. In not one instance in al the New
Testament, doesthe phrase necessarily, unequivocally, and exclusively apply totheimmortal
and endless state of glory hereafter. So much for your "loftiest of all adjectives."

15—From the foregoing facts and authority it clearly appears that AION, and AIONIOS,
neither RADICALLY, (or by the roots,) nor naturally, by their construction, nor scripturally,
nor commonly, by their usage? signify ENDLESSDURATION. That althoughintheir secondary,
or accommodated, or as you would call it, their FIGURATIVE SENSE, they MAY be applied to
subjects that are endless, and so signify endless when thus applied; yet whenever thisisthe
case, the subject necessarily fixes this modification of meaning to the words, and not they
tothesubject. That when appliedtolifeitself, they do not signify endlessduration, much less
then can they signify ENDLESS when applied to punishment, destruction, condemnation,
judgment, or fire, the only words you can find them connected with where you even pretend
that punishment is spoken of.

16—Y ou ask why these words should not mean duration without end, when applied to



punishment] This question, sir, is not for me to answer. The affirmative of the proposition
isyours. And as you ask why they should not, | ask why they should? Can you assign any
reason? Is there any thing in the NATURE of punishment which necessarily supposes it will
be endless] What is punishment—an end? or ameans] If it bean end, it was DESIGNED by the
Creator of man when he gave existence to our race; and will you seek to thwart the END
JEHOVAH HASIN VIEW] Is endless damnation, then, the chief end of man—the end for which
our race, or any portion thereof, was created? Y ou will not, you dare not affirm it. It would
be alibel on the character of God, transforming him into aworse than fiend. If punishment
be not an end, but ameansto an end, then it cannot, fromits very nature, be endless; it could
never accomplish the end which asameansit was designed to accomplish. Thelaboring oar,
sir, isin your hand— provethat PUNISHMENT Or MISERY ISNECESSARILY Or from itSNATURE
and DESIGN, ENDLESS, arid | yield. But as yet you have made no effort to prove this, or even
to prove that the passages of scripture you cite, where AIONION is connected with
punishment, &c. have any reference whatever to a future state of being.

17—A few passing remarks on someof your paragraphs, and | close. Y ou seemto desire
information towardsthe close of your 3d paragraph, whether the adj ective givesto, or derives
from, the substantive its meaning. Answer: In some cases both have a bearing in modifying
the meaning of each other—e. g. we speak of a wisE MAN and the wiSE GOD—a GOOD MAN
and the Goob Gob. We understand thewords wise and Goob in afinite or limited sense when
applied to man, but in an infinite or unlimited sense when applied to God: and yet we not
understand either a foolish man, or a foolish God; a bad man, or a bad God. AIONIOS in
construction with asubstantive, isto bo understood in asimilar way as wise and good in the
above instances. Y our 5th paragraph. As | have not been, so | do not design to be, "either
flattered or provoked" to do the business that properly belongs to you. If you add to the
testimony as you have in your 6th paragraph, where you speak of ENDLESS
PUNISHMENT, ENDLESS DESTRUCTION, ENDLESS DAMNATION, &C. as
though these were already proved, THREE will not only become NINE, but very soon NINETY -
NINE, in your hands. Y ou need not fear treading on my toes, (See your 10th paragraph.) If
you will only keep your feet off of divine truth, and forbear to tread the testimony of
scripture and candor under foot, | will not complain. Universalists have no "rancor" against
the adjective AIONIOS. It is perfectly harmless to us; and we are confident that long after the
merciless dogma of endless misery, which is now clinging to AIONION as its last plank of
hope, shall have sunk into the ocean of oblivion, the plank itself shall triumphantly ride
above the ocean for many a happy age.

18—Accept my thanks, kind sir, that you have not opened the vials of your "vengeance'
upon me for my "irony or satire or criticism." (See your 12th paragraph.) Such lenity is
worthy of all commendation. From your 13th to your 18th paragraph, inclusive, you labor
very assiduously to show that | have subtilely changed the question in debate, and imposed
on myself and the community, by assuming that what istrue of astatein the abstract, istrue
of each individual belonging to that state in the concrete. | deny the justice of this charge. |
have used no subtlety nor sophistry at al. | have simply stated the honest convictions of my
heart, and what | deemed fair conclusive reasoning and scriptural argument in the case; and
refer our readers again to my first letter for re-examination. Does not the great and infallible



Teacher declare, that "they which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world and the
resurrection from the dead, neither marry nor are given in marriage: neither can they die any
more: for they are equal unto the angels; and are the children of God, being the children of
theresurrection"? Does not Paul declarethat "all shall be made alivein Christ," and then tell
In WHAT MANNER they shall be raised, viz. in INCORRUPTION, GLORY, POWER, and
SPIRITUALITY] Will you say, sir, that what is true of one is not true of all in that glorious
state] Or will you say that any that are raised to incorruption, glory, power, and spirituality,
and arethe children of God, equal unto the angels, and can dieno more, will nevertheless be
miserable] Will you deny that all such will be PERFECTLY HAPPY, and ENDLESSLY HAPPY ?If
S0, then settle your account with the Bible, and not with me.

19— Inyour 10th and 17th paragraphs, you have (probably undesignedly) conceded two
important facts, viz. that "immortal, incorruptible, indissoluble, &c. denote two or more
ideas;” of course, then, they are altogether more copious in their meaning than aion or its
derivative aionios can be, yourself being judge: and also that there isin all these words an
ideaof duration, which, in your reply to Mr. Montgomery you were seemingly fain to deny.

20—What you say from your 19th to your 23d paragraph, inclusive, more properly
belongsto the third proposition than to the second. One question is enough at atime. | will,
therefore, only remark concerning your 19th and 20th paragraphs, that my own authorities
would not give as the definition of akatalutos, or aptharsia, any word so ambiguous or
indefinite as eternal or everlasting. The samereason might be offered why eternal isthe last
word employed to define aphthartos. | am alike indifferent to your affected sneers and
ridicule, and your kindly proffered advice in your 22d paragraph. Why do you infer,
paragraph 23, that Paul considered apthartos, 1 Tim. i. 17, subordinate to aionios? Why,
forsooth, because he places aiomos before apthartos in that verse! Verily, thisis a most
singular reason. But, sir, how do you know but what Paul began with the lowest epithet and
rose to the climax, increasing in sublimity as he advanced?If your reasoning be correct, then
Paul must have considered invisibleness a quality of the Divine Being, altogether more
important than wisdom; for after calling him the *eternal and immortal,” he calls him “the
invisible and only wise God!” This “shows that in his critical skill,” wise differs from
invisible‘ most subordinately!” | suppose, however, that the Apostlethrew in thesetermsjust
asthey happened to comeinto hismind, without reference to the greater or lesser importance
of the adjectives.

21—All the great authorities lying around you in such profusion— translators,
lexicographers, et cetera, who have given “eternal or everlasting as the first and most
natural, literal, and obvious meaning of aionios,” have, in my opinion, thereby evinced their
wisdom, and shown that they could render it by a word nearly, though not quite, as
ambiguous in the English Bible as aionios, was in the Greek. Had they rendered it by the
word endless instead of eternal or everlasting, | should have thought them all wiseacres
indeed. The unsupported assertions of your 25th paragraph, are of apiecewith much that you
have before written. However, as you say in it, you have “only introduced the matter,” |
fondly cherishthehopethat your future assertionswill be accompanied with acorresponding
weight of evidence.

22—Y ou will oblige me by sending the proof or copy of your next to Richmond, Va.,



whither | expect, to go to spend the winter, ere your next will have time to reach me here.
| am truly and most respectfully your friend,
D. SKINNER.

MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER.

No. XL
Sieam-Boat Coquette, Ohio River, Sept. 30, 1837.

OF one of the Caesars it has been truly said, that he sought the fame of victory and the
spoils of war more than the good of his country or of human kind. If, like him, you are not
too much enamored with the love of glory, you do yourself great injustice. We have not yet
discussed thefirst proposition, and already you have proclaimed about seven triumphs. Our
readerswill, | fear, begin to think that you are morein quest of victory than of truth. Dazzled
with the splendor of your conquests as with their number, you excel even Cesar in the
relation of them. Three wordstold his glory—two yours. He said, VENI, VIDI, VIClI, (I came,
| saw, | conquered.) But you still more heroically bay, viDI, vicl, (I saw, | conquered.) Itis
your glory, sir, to gain atriumph before you enter the field of battle. | know indeed some
cynical folks may say that you resemble not so much the Roman hero, asacertain American
chief, who, while he was on the retreat, was always reporting the victories lie had gained.

2—Connate with this your gasconade, as some hypercritics might call it, are the
elegancies of the following Universalian compliments. Of yourself and me in contrast you
very politely say, “I studiously avoid all ambiguity; athing, by the bye, of which | fear you
will never be guilty, so long as aDOUBLE ENTENDRE Will serve your purpose better”—“ You
well knew that certain words would answer for you to play an ambiguous game
with”—*Keep cool, friend Campbell—keep cool: you will not only feel but do much better;”
and why did you not add, ‘Don’t swear, don't lie, friend Campbell'’—*1 will not waste my
gpittle to quench your sun till it rises‘—*"1 hope my dear friend will get in better humor
before he writes again,” &c. &c. &c.

3—Thesg, sir, are afew, a sample of your Universalian nosegays from your letter No.
X. My readers will remember, as an excuse for me, that you were recommended to meas a
MOost GENTLEMANLY opponent— not only as the MAGNUS APOLLO, but also as the BEAU
IDEAL of an honorable Universalist disputant. They will therefore forgive me, and | Will
endeavor to give them a specimen of self-government.

4—Notwithstanding your seven triumphs, | am gratified to observe in your letter of
August, No. X., received while | was (as | am now) from home, that my syllogistic
parallelisms between the various acceptations of Paradise, Heaven, Hell, Shemim, and
Gehenna, have been by you unequivocally admitted. For this admission you may have as



many triumphs asyou make paragraphsinyour reply tothis. The concession s, that although
Shemim, Paradise, Heaven, Hell, Gehenna, all originally meant something earthly, local, and
passing away, they have actually become the figures of other states, and the names of them
too, and that they might even represent a future state of misery or bliss. Thisisall | asked.
But, strange to tell, now that | have sustained my first proposition, it is not one of the
arguments of Universalists; that, in one word, “ Universalists do not now argue that because
Gehenna originally meant the Valley of Hinnom, therefore it cannot represent a state of
punishment after death.” And what in the name of reason, mean the hundred volumes of
Universalists, proving that Gehenna originally meant the Valley of Hinnom, if they did not
thence argue that it could not in the New Testament mean a state of future and endless
punishment? or that it could not depart so far from its original meaning! And why do you
dwell so much upon the original meaning of this word!!

5—Our readers will judge between us here when | have quoted a few words from your
oracle Mr. Balfour:—"| have,” says he, “contended that the Jews could not understand our
Lord by ‘the damnation of hell’ to mean a place of eternal misery, because Gehenna had no
such
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meaning in the Old Testament.”* Again, to sustain himself on thisground, he says, “TheOld
Testament is the dictionary of the language of the New;” and therefore whatever Gehenna
meant in the Old it must mean in the New Testament. And yet you now affirm that
Universalists never denied that Gehenna might mean endless punishment, so far as its
origina signification is concerned!!

6—And why do you, par. 5 and 6, recall this concession, and again, for the tenth time,
tell usthat Gehenna originally meant the Valley of Hinnom; and ask, “ What reason have we
to supposeit wasused in an entirely different senseinthe New Testament?’ But asyou have
admitted my syllogistic arguments, letter VIII, p. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, you cannot now be indulged
with the re-occupancy of the fortress which you have abandoned, if not surrendered.

7—Yet | must say, that it is not an entirely different sense even from its Old Testament
acceptation, yourself being judge: for you say, “In process of time’—yes, | quote your
words, “in process of time Gehenna, and Tophet, another namefor the samething, were used
inthe Old Testament figur atively to set forth thetemporal but severe judgments coming upon
the Jews.” In process of timeit began to be used figuratively! Well, sofar so good. And upon
better testimony than your Balfour, we add, in process of timeit was used to represent future
and eternal punishment, asisfound in the apocryphal books of the Old Testament and in the
Jewish Targums. These writings, so far as the use of words or their current acceptation are
concerned, are of as much authority as dictionaries. The norma loquendi, or the particular
meaning of words in any given time, must be learned from the books of that time. Hence
some of our most learned writers have been at painsto show that during the interim between
Malachi and Matthew Levi, the word Gehenna was used figuratively to represent not only
future punishment, but future punishment in another state of existence. The *’process of
time” and the process of change which you mention, may, even upon the concessions of



Balfour, be continued on down to the New Testament.

8—In the New Testament, as | have aready shown, (though you seem not to have
noticed it,) thisis not the only term which in process of time has come to mean something
very different from its Old Testament or origina meaning. Did | not enumerate the words
Jerusalem, Mount Zion, Temple, Circumcision, Passover, Manna, Babylon, as well as
Garden or Paradise, Heaven, Hell, & c? And will you hazard the denial that these words have
meaning’ s in the New Testament which they never had in the Old?

9—After all, your couragerisesto concede, par. 7, still more unambiguously all that you
seemed just above desirousto recall. “Therefore,” you conclude, “1 do not say that because
Gehenna originally meant the Valley of Hinnom, it cannot represent a state of punishment
after death in another world.” Now, sir, stand to this. Let it befinal, and tell us no more about
the Valley of Hinnom.

10—But we are yet one step before you. We do not only say that in accordance with the
laws of language and the words Paradise, Heaven, Temple, Zion, Jerusalem, Babylon, &c.
&c., it may mean, but it does actually mean, in the New Testament, punishment after death

* Balfour’s Inquiry, p. 134, 173.

in another state of existence. And to present our proof in order—that Hell or Gehenna, inthe
Christian Scriptures represents a place or state of punishment after death, we argue.—

11—1st. From Matth. x. 28. where Christ taught his hearersto fear himthat after death,
“after he has killed the body,” has power to destroy both soul and body in hell: FEARHIM.”
Hell, then, indubitably denotes a state of future punishment after death.

12—2d. The Messiah again threatens punishment in hell to some of his contemporaries
as unavoidable: “ How can you escape the damnation of hell?” Matth. xxiii. 33.

13—3d. Jesus uses the words “ hell fire,” “unquenchable fire,” “everlasting fire,” as
substitutes for hell, or as equivalent to one another. Matth. xviii. 8, 9. Mark ix. 43, 44, 45.
Words, as well as things, that are equal to the same term, are equal to one another.

14—A4th. Hell isby Jesus contrasted with life; and to “go into hell” opposed to “entering
into life.” But to “enter into life” is by Jesus explained as equivalent to entering into heaven
or into eternal life after death. Therefore, to go into hell isthe opposite of going into heaven.
If heaven be everlasting bliss, hell is everlasting misery,

15—5th. But as the word Hell or Gehenna occurs twelve times in the New Testament,
and as it isimpossible to show that the Valley of Hinnom or any temporal punishment was
ever intended by any of them, they may in their various occurrences be regarded as so many
evidences of punishment after death in another state of existence.

16—Now we shall seewhat you have been ableto urge against these proofs. Withregard
to thefirst it is said, Perhaps—the person who had power to cast into hell after death was
some of the Roman Caesars—and the disciples of Christ and his hearers were commanded
supremely to fear Cesar, because he had power to destroy both soul and body in the
conflagration of Jerusalem! With regard to the second— Perhaps the “damnation of hell”



meant the conflagration of Jerusalem, with al its calamities, by the hand of Titus; and
perhaps some of the scribes and elders to whom Christ said, “ How can you escape the
punishment of hell,” lived forty years after Christ—perhaps they were present in the siege,
and perhaps they were burned in the Temple. In reference to the third—Perhaps the
“everlasting fire” substituted for “hell” by Jesus, (Matth. & Mark,) meant the sparks of
Hinnom or the transient flames of Jerusalem And with regard to the fourth, to enter into life
certainly meansto join the church—and contrasts certainly do not, mean contrasts, because
ahot day (which may sometimes be 100 degrees above zero,) when contrasted with a cold
day. does not mean 100 degrees below zero!!! This being your own logic, sir, | return ii
without any other comment than—Perhaps you may be mistaken in some one or all of these
hypothesesagainst facts. Weonly affirmthat athousand such hypotheseswould not disprove
one fact.

17—But with regard to thefifth proof, you quote anote from my Family Testament, with
avery triumphant air; and yet the said note on Matth. v. 22., does not provefor you any thing
that in this controversy | have denied. For the note does not say more than that the judges,
the council, and the hell firealluded to in the passage were all human punishments, and were
used by Christ asfiguresor illustrations of the averity of hisadministration as respected the
discrimination and punishment of offences! | request our readers to examine the whole note.
Andthisisall you haveto except out of the New Testament use of the word as possibly once
referring to your Valley of Hinnom!

18—But you will say you have made astronger effort against my fourth proof. Well, we
shall try it. To“enter intolife” you now affirm does never mean to enter into heaven; and this
Is your proof, that it always means to join the church. Summary logic! In your letter, No.
VII., par. 13, you do admit that sometimes “life, entering into life,” &c. mean in scripture
entering into future and eternal bliss. But in your last letter you recall this and affirm as
follows.—“1 have not admitted, and do not admit, that ‘enter into life' is ever equivalent in
scripture to entering into the immortal beatitude in the eternal world.” p. 13. What credit is
duethisassertion will appear by comparingit with the passage abovereferredto. Y our words
are—"“That life, entering into life, passing from death to life, entering into the kingdom of
God, kingdom of heaven, &c. do not in the Scriptures GENERALLY signify future and eternal
bliss or entering into immortal beatitude, | think must be obvious to the most superficia
biblical critics.” Now | ask every man of sense, whether the affirmation that aword generally
does not mean entering into life, is not an admission that it sometimes does so mean?
However, you now say it never does so signify. | will rest all the controversy on my proving
that it does so signify according to the best interpreters in the universe.

19—Inyour letter No. X., p. 14, your words are—*“In reply to your 14th, 15th, and 16th
paragraphs, | remark, that the phrase‘ enter into life only occurs in three passagesin the New
Testament; viz. Matth. xviii. 8 & 9: xix. 17. and Mark ix. 43, 47: and in all the three passages
evidently means entering into the gospel dispensation.” And what is your proof? Y ou say,
“The only way of coming at the true meaning of the phraseisto collate all the places where
it occurs, with their respective contexts, and compare them with other phrases as nearly
resembling it as can be found.” But you have not worked by your own rule. We shall try it.
Let thereader open Matthew xix , and carefully read from the 16th verseto theend. Thefacts



are.—

20—A rich man asks the Messiah what he should do “that he may have eterna life.”
Jesusreplies, “1f you would enter into life, keep the commandments.” Observe first to have
eternal life and to enter into lifein the style of the Great Teacher are equivalent. The young
man went off disobedient; upon which Jesus said, “ A rich man shall hardly enter into the
kingdom of God.” Thisasois made equivalent with “entering into life” or “having eterna
life.” Thedisciples, startled at the answer given to the young worldling, ask, “ What shall we
have that have left al for your sake?’ The answer, as stated by Matthew, Mark, and Luke,
IS, “ A hundred fold more in the present life, and in | fie world to come eternal life,” Now |
ask every unsophisticated mind, can there be any thing more plain than that Jesus used the
words “inherit eternal life” “ enter into life” “ enter into the kingdom of God” and “ receive
eternal lifeintheworld to come” as equivalent!! Compare Matth xix. 16—30. with Mark x.
17—30. and Luke xviii. 17—30. Matthew, Mark, and Luke all finish the same narrative in
thesamewords—" Heshall receivein theworld to comelife everlasting,” ascontrasted with
al that he receivesin the present life. Nothing, then, can be more evident than that to “enter
intolife,” to *’inherit eternal life,” to “enter into the kingdom of God,” and to “receivein the
world to come eternal life,” are used by Jesus as perfectly equivalent.

21— may, under another head of this controversy, enlarge much upon this subject. In
the mean time | will only add, that although all Christians are said to have life, and to have
eternal lifeabidinginthem, asa principleand aright, or gift under Christ; yet theinheriting,
entering into, or receiving life, or eterna life, is always regarded as future by the Apostles,
and so presented by them to the churches. For example: Paul says, (Rom. ii. 7.) “To them
who by patient continuance in well-doing seek for glory, honor, and immortality [he will
reward] eterna life.” He exhorts Timothy (1st ep. vi. 12.) “to fight the good fight of faith,
andtolay hold on eternal life.” Thishe calls“the prize of their high calling,” Phil iii. 14 And
of the rich Christians, who you say could not get into the kingdom of heaven on earth, he
says to Timothy, (1st ep. vi. 12.) “Charge the rich in this world to do good” &c. “that they
may lay hold of eternal life,” And of himself he says he “had not yet laid hold of the prize;”
but (Titusi. 2.) “in hope of eternal life | am a servant of God,” &c. “ What a man hath why
doth he yet hope for?” What say you, Mr. Skinner!!

20—My five proofsstanding firm and unscathed by all you havealleged, | shall only add
a sixth and dismiss this proposition. It is this—The word Gehenna, or Hell, in the New
Testament, can by no possibility of interpretation refer to any earthly punishment: for,
besides the reasons already given, neither Jesus nor his Apostles did at any time threaten
temporal, physical, or corporeal punishmentsto those who disobeyed the gospel; but, on the
contrary, said, * Of how much sorer punishment than even the temporal calamities and death
of the rebellious Jews, shall he be thought worthy who despises the gospel,” &c.

23—Perhaps by this time you will think that your last letter is sufficiently eviscerated
without my stopping to descant upon the impersonal devil in which you believe, or whether
you might not have chosen one of my four propositions rather than have heaped upon metwo
negatives and two affirmatives—to nullify and stultify each other; or to show how gratuitous
it wasfor you to deny propositionsthat | never affirmed—such as that heaven and hell were
always contrasted; and how inapposite your allusions to Baron Swedenborg's



correspondence, and to hot and cold days, &c. &c. But | must tell you that your language is
often too strong, and your assertions might at least not be quite so reckless asin the case of
sincere penitence being the only hell or punishment which Divine Justice can ask or receive:
for, sir, the passage quoted, paragraph 16, in my August letter, isevery word taken from your
own paper. | cannot here refer to the page, but think you will find it in the present volume
from p. 50 to 69).

24—1 have never noticed in your paper a copy of the propositions, rules of discussion,
& c. signed by your hand; nor have | heard from you touching the tendering of the copy-right
of our discussion to the Bible Society, & c. Pardon me for calling up these matters, if you
have attended to them. | have only seen one of your papers for two months. | hope you will
early despatch thereply to this, as| have been under the necessity of now writing two letters
out of place through my absence from home. | am now on my way to the annual meeting of
the College of Teachers, Cincinnati, and expect to be at home about the 18" of October——
Yours, &c.

A. CAMPBELL.



Discussion on Univer salism.
MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.
No. XI11.

RICHMOND, Va., November 13, 1837.

My dear Sr—YOUR letter No. 12, (If you haveit,) dated September 30th, in answer to
mine of August 12th, No. 9, (which you miscall No. 10,) only reached me on Saturday
evening, 11th inst., six weeks after its date! Whether it had been on a pilgrimage to Mecca,
or Jerusalem, or made an excursion among the Caesars, | know not; but certainly it has been
along timein reaching me.

2—It is useless to waste time and words in replying formally to your first two or three
paragraphs, about boasting of victories, gasconading, etc. If | have vaunted or swaggered
more than, or even as much as, yourself, over the “incomparably weakest of all causes”
espoused by an opponent—over his “headless, pointless, wide-spreading declamation” and
“Impotency,” or of the ability amply to refute “each and every of its pretensions,” etc. etc.,
| have only to say, “The Lord hare pity on me!” But | am perfectly willing to trust the
decision of this question to the good sense of our readers, believing they will render unto
Cesar the things that are Cesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s.”

3—I deeply regret the necessity imposed on meof pointing out to our readers, inthevery
first paragraph which you have written on the question in issue, (paragraph 4,) the grossest
perversions and misrepresentations, and following them up, exposing thelike perversionsin
several other parts of your letter. Y ou say | have“unequivocally admitted” your “syllogistic
parallelisms between the various acceptations of paradise, heaven, hell, shemim, and
gehenna’—that | have “conceded that these words might represent a future state of misery
or bliss,” &c. Thisisan egregious error. So far from “unequivocally admitting” them, | said
distinctly, that they were “all wide of the mark;” and went on to show that they were as
fallaciousasthe“visionary theory of Swedenborg.” Andalthough | admitted that heaven was
sometimes used to represent the “place or state of endless happiness hereafter,” yet of
gehennal said, “you can prove, as far as the Bible warrants, the application of it to severe
temporal punishments, but beyond this you have no warrant in the Bible to go: that it
signifies a place of misery in the eternal world, you have not offered one particle of proof,
nor do | believe you can offer any.”

4—In the same paragraph, after charging me with acknowledging that these words
“ might represent a future state of misery or bliss,” you add, “Thiswas all | asked.” Thisis
another error. So far from this being all you asked, you say, letter 8, paragraph 16, “I have
then, sir, formed theissue. It iswith meastrong outpost. That life implies death, that eternal
life implies eternal death—in one word, sir, that in the preaching of Jesus, to be ‘cast into
hell,” ‘intotheeverlastingfire,’” ascertainly meansendless punishment, asto ‘ enter intolife’
or ‘into the kingdom of God,” does mean endless bliss.” Thus, sir, you asked that these



phrases should be allowed to signify endless punishment and endless bliss.

5—In your 6th paragraph, you call Mr. Bafour my oracle. This is a mistake. |
acknowledge no man on earth to be my oracle. And if I mistake not, you have had recourse
to Mr. Balfour quite as often as | have, though | regret, to so little profit—for you
misrepresent him. Y ou affirm that he says, “whatever gehenna meant in the Old, it must
mean in the New Testament.” It istruethat he said, “the Old Testament is the dictionary of
the language of the New,” “and that “to the Old we must have constant recourse for the true
meaning of it.” But he did not say, “whatever gehennameant in the Old, it must mean in the
New Testament.” In the close of this paragraph you say, “ And yet you now affirm that
Universalists have never denied that gehenna might mean endless punishment, so far asits
original signification is concerned!!” This is another error. | have never made such an
affirmation. In your sixth paragraph you accuse me of recalling a concession, which in fact
| had never made, and you repeat the erroneous statement of the concession of your
syllogistic arguments, which | have above pointed out.

6—In your 16th paragraph you accuse me of maintaining that “‘to enter into life’
certainly means to join the church”—and that “contrasts certainly do not mean contrasts.”
These also are two more errors; for | have done neither. In your 18th paragraph you accuse
me of having admitted, in letter No. 7, that “enter into life'* does sometimes mean in
Scripture, entering into future and eternal bliss, and of recallingitin No. 9, and denying that
it ever does so signify. Thisis another error; for | never made that admission. What is your
proof that | did! Why, that | said in No. 7, “That life, entering into life, passing from death
to life, entering into the kingdom of God, kingdom of heaven, &c. do not in the Scriptures
generally signify future and eternal bliss, or entering into immortal beatitude, | think must
be obviousto the most superficial biblical critic.” Thus, because| say of five or moredistinct
phrases, they do not generally signify a particular thing, this is saying of one of them,
selected by my opponent out of the whole, that it does sometimes positively signify that
particular thing!! Is this the acumen, is this the candor of my learned opponent?

7—I shall pass by a number of similar errors, and for the present only notice one more,
viz., your perversion of the quoted “dogma,”’ as you call it, “of Universalism.” | find it on
the 38th page of the current volume of the Magazine and Advocate. It reads thus, the words
in brackets[ ] only being added: “In the sincere penitence and reformation [the end sought]
of the offender, justice is satisfied, and can neither ask nor receive further punishment, [as
ameansto theend which isalready attained,] either retrospective or prospective. The sinner
has been punished according to thefull demerit of the crime, in hiscaseat least, and all good
objects that could be obtained by punishment are already attained. Thus justice and mercy
meet together; righteousness and peace embrace each other.” These are my very words. Let
the reader candidly read them, and seeif he can discover one of those odious features which
your caricature, or perverted form of it, would fain present to him. Y ou represent me as
saying—" Repentance is the only hell, or state of punishment—*justice can neither ask nor
receive further punishment than sincer e penitence and refor mation” — “justice can demand
no greater punishment than repentance” & c. How different thisfromtheabove! Havel there
declared either penitence or reformation to be the only hell, or any hell at all; or the only
punishment, or any punishment at all; have | used either penitence or reformation, as



synonymous with either punishment or hell; or have | used theword hell at all! Do you deem
it possible for any candid man to suppose me, for one moment, to mean anything like your
distorted view of the matter? Y ou ought, sir, to blush and be ashamed of such an outrage,
instead of essaying again and again to justify yourself in it? If you can not blush yourself,
every friend you have on earth ought to blush for you: especially all those who have been
accustomed to regard you as the MAGNUS APOLLO, the BEAU IDEAL of an honorable an high-
minded controversialist. At all events, did | supposethat many more such errorsand outrages
as those above pointed out, would occur in your future letters—for no one acquainted with
your genius can attributethorn to ignorance—I should be disposed to take up with the advice
you give me, paragraph 2, and say to you, “ Don't 1-¢, friend Campbel|!”

8— | shall now attend to those parts of your letter that bear the semblance of sober
argument. You ask, “What, in the name of reason, mean the hundred volumes of
Universalists proving that Gehenna originally meant the valley of Hinnom, if they did not
thence argue that it could not, in the New Testament, mean a state of future and endless
punishment! or that it could not depart so far from its original meaning And why do you
dwell so much upon the original meaning of this word!” Answer—To give (though in
something less than a hundred volumes,) not only thetrue original and literal meaning of the
word, but also its figurative or secondary and accommodated sense or meaning— in short,
to show in what sense or sensesit was actually used by each and all of the Scripture writers,
and thus, by an appeal to the “living oracles’” make it apparent that no such sense as that of
aplace or state of endless misery was ever attached to the word by any sacred writer. In this
object | think | have abundantly succeeded.

9— Evidently sensible of thisfact, and unable to adduce any thing to sustain your view
of theword from the authentic records of truth, you resort, in your seventh paragraph, to the
Apocryphaand Targums! Alas, alas! that great city! How is she fallen! Had you forgotten,
my dear sir, that one of your own rulesfor this discussion was, that “no other witnesses than
the apostles and prophets, or the spirit of God speaking in them, can be admitted as of any
authority” ? And what assistance, pray, in determining the meaning of the word Gehenna,
could the Apocrypharender you, evenif its authority were admitted? for the word GEHENNA
does not once occur INALL THE APOCRY PHAL BOOKS' And canit befor onceimagined by any
enlightened and candid person that the Divine Teacher should have entirely departed from
the sense in which the ancient prophets and inspired writers used language, and adopted a
wholly new and different sense of theword, not Jewishinitsorigin, but derived wholly from
Chaldaic and Babylonish paraphrasts on these scriptures, and that, too, without the least
intimation of so doing!

10— | was not unaware that you had said the words Jerusalem, Mount Zion, Temple,
Circumcision, &c. & c. were sometimes used in the New Testament in senses different from
those attached to them in the Old— nor was | unapprised of the fact, that in those different
senses of those words the inspired writers had, themselves, fixed the meaning by signs
unequivocal and terms unambiguous; and that, too, without ever leaving the endlessweal or
woe of our race to be merely CONJECTURAL or INFERENTIAL from a particular word,
supposed to have asignification entirely different from any that had ever been given before
In the sacred writings, as you suppose to have been the case with Gehenna.



11— But you say, you have proof of your position even in the Christian Scriptures, and
from your tenth to your fifteenth paragraphs, inclusive, you attempt to bring forward that
proof. In reply to your five proofs, as you regard them, it is sufficient to say, relative to the
first, Matt. x. 28., that as you have not attempted to gainsay or refute what | said of it in my
Juneletter (properly No. 5,) paragraphs 21, 22, nor adduced any argument save assertionin
favor of your own view, | may, with equal plausibility, assert that the word Hell, then,
indubitably denotes, not eternal but temporal punishment. Relativeto your second text, M att.
xXiii. 33, it is sufficient to say that | proved in the aforesaid letter, paragraph 20, that the
damnation of Gehenna was used to denote the temporal woes coming upon that generation
of the Jews. Asto your third proof, | say, of the three equivalent phrases, which you say are
substituted for hell, that neither one nor all of them afford any evidence of your position. Of
your fourth, that as the “life” with which hell is contrasted, was evidently enjoyed in this
state of being, so the hell was evidently suffered in the same state. Of your fifth, that, asyou
yourself have proved in your Note on Matt, v. 22., hell fire does in one instance at least,
signify temporal punishment or destruction, and have nowhere shown that Gehenna
necessarily signifies any thing different from that, it cannot therefore be adduced as proof of
sufferings beyond the present life.

12—With reference to your sixteenth paragraph, | have only to say that “ perhaps’ the
statement of some “facts’ in proof of your position, instead of the use of irony and
misrepresentation, would have quite as much weight with people of sense and candor.

13—To save you from performing works of supererogation, or from laboring to no
effect, let me here once more remind you, that the question at issue between us, relative to
Gehenna, is not, whether it signifies FUTURE punishment in another state of being, but
whether it signifies a place or state of ENDLESS misery. Y ou appear not to understand the
guestion. To saveyou from therepetition of thelike blunders hereafter, let mefarther inform
you, that | am myself, and ever have been since my religious opinions were formed, afirm
believer inthedoctrineof future punishment. My faith in thisdoctrine has of ten been avowed
to my hearers and readers, both from the pulpit and the press. But | must say, were there no
argumentsinitsfavor but those you have adduced, | should not be avery firm believer init.
But the doctrine of endless misery, (dreadful ideal!) if true, must falsify the plainest
testimoniesof Scripture, transformtheDIVINITY into aFIEND, clothe heavenin sackcloth, and
fill the universe with sighs and tears. To prove this horrid doctrine, sir, is the task you have
assigned yourself, and that too from the word Gehenna! To your task then, my dear sir, and
linger not about questions not at issue between us.

14—I desire, aswell as yourself, that our readers may all see and examine the whole of
your note on Matt. v. 22. It will greatly confirm them in my views of Gehenna. In your
nineteenth and twentieth paragraphs, you attempt to show that | have not worked by my own
rule. You introduce Matt. xix. 16. to the end, Mark x. 17—30, Luke xviii. 17—30, in order
to show two things—1. That Christ meant, the same thing in these passages by the phrases,
“enter into life,” “inherit eternal life,” “enter into the kingdom of God,” and to “receivein
the world to come everlasting life;” and 2. That these expressions all relate to the future and
immortal state. Thefirst | grant, viz., that the phrases are here used as equivalents: but | deny
the second, viz,., that all or any of them in these passages, relate to the future and immortal



state of man.

15—Y ou are doubtless aware that the scriptural expressions, OLEM HAZEH, and OLEM
HABO, in Hebrew, OUTOSAION and AION MELLON, in Greek, and THISWORLD or AGE, and THE
WORLD Or AGE TO COME, in English, are often used to designate the MOSAIC DISPENSATION
Or AGE OF THELAW, and the GOSPEL DISPENSATION Of AGE OF THE MESSIAH (thefirst of which
was drawing to aclose, and the second about to open, when the { Saviour spake thelanguage
under consideration.) InthissenseDr. A. Clarke understandsthe expressionsin Matt. xii. 32.
But though these passages might be so understood, if such were their phraseology, yet the
language is not as favorable to your views even asthis. For although you say “the answer as
stated by Matthew, Mark, and Lukeis, ‘A hundred fold more in the PRESENT LIFE and in the
world to come eternal life,;’” | find you are mistaken. Neither of them uses the phrase,
“presentlife,” at al. Matthew hasneither “present life,” “world,” nor “time.” Mark and Luke
both have “the present time” (TO KAIRO TOUTO) and “the coming age (TO AIONI TO
ERCHOMENO.) That the texts and contexts relate not to the future and immortal state, appears
to have been the opinion of many eminent orthodox critics.

16—Gilpin, in paraphrasing thewords of Jesus, says, “ How amost impossibleisit, says
Jesus, turning to his disciples, for a rich man to become a sincere Christian.—It was
Impossible, hesaid, for any person, under theinfluence of such adisposition, (that of trusting
in riches,) to be amember of his kingdom. Pearce says, “A rich man shall hardly, i. e, not
without great difficulty, enter into the kingdom of heaven, i. e. become one of my disciples.”
Elsley says, “It may be read ‘will’ hardly enter; meaning that in the approaching time of
persecution, arich man will hardly be persuaded to be a disciple of Christ, which is here
called entering into the kingdom of heaven.” See Wall’s Critical Notes. Annot in loco.
Kenrick says, “The kingdom of heaven here means, as in several other parts of the
Evangelists, the body of Christians, To come into this kingdom, therefore, is to become a
disciple of Christ.” Rosenmuller says, “To enter into the kingdom of heaven isto join the
company of Jesus and become his follower,” &c. Scholia in loco. Our readers will thus
perceive, that many eminent critics on your side of the question about hell, agreewith mein
the meaning of these passages.

17—On your twenty-first paragraph, | remark, that the texts you quote form no
exceptions nor objections to my views, but rather go to confirm them. The exhortations to
“lay hold on eternal life” imply that it is within the reach of mankind. And as there, is
“nothing impossible with God, even therich may lay hold of it, though with more difficulty
than others. With reference to the last text you quote, Titusi. 2. | would only remark, that |
have never denied that “eternal life” might, in some instances, be used with reference to a
future state.

18—Having seenthat your five principal proofsthat Gehennapunishmentisinthefuture
state, are entirely powerless and irrelevant—in fact, that they are unsupported assumptions,
let us see what is your sixth and last proof. Why, forsooth, it isthis: “Gehennaor Hell inthe
New Testament, can by no possibility of interpretation, refer to any earthly punishment: for
besides the reasons aready given, neither Jesus
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nor his Apostles did at any time threaten temporal, physical, or corporeal punishments to
those who disobeyed the Gospel!” Thereader is now requested to read attentively Matt. xxi.
41—A44; xxii. 2—T7; xxiii. 35—31); xxiv, entire; Luke xxi. 30—26; Actsv. 1—10; Rom. xi.
17 —23; 1 Cor. xi. 30; 1 Tim. i. 19, 20, and numerous other paralel passages where Jesus
and his Apostles threatened the disobedient with severe temporal punishments, which were
actually executed upon them, and then say whether my learned opponent must not have been
dreaming when he penned his sixth argument. Death by civil wars, famine, pestilence, and
adistress so great asto cause mothersto kill and eat their own children, may well be called
a“ sorer punishment” than being stoned to death under the law.

19—Your letter is answered. Due attention was early paid, on my part, to the “rules of
discussion,” &c. and arequest made for you to copy my addendathereto as | had yours; but
| have not seen it done in the Harbinger.

Y ours truly, D. SKINNER.

MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER,

No. XIV.
BETHANY, Va. December 6th, 1837

Sr—youRsof the 13th ult. was received here last mail. Y our preceding letter also was
received since | last addressed you. | have therefore two letters to answer in thisone. | shall
briefly attend to the last first.

2—Your letter No. XIII. is little else than a series of accusations, denials, and
unsupported assertions. | havenever, inany oneinstance, either perverted or misrepresented
you, to my knowledge or belief. Y ou do not need to be perverted or misrepresented. | would
not ask, in any opponent, any thing more perverted or more vulnerable than your defence of
Universalism. It is, in my opinion, the grossest and most suicidal sophistry | ever read. |
again reiterate every thing you say | have misrepresented or perverted, and stand to every
declaration | have made. | leave our readers to settle those matters. | shall only apprise them
of your manner. Y ou did unequivocally admit my syllogismson thewords Paradise, Heaven,
Hell, &c.; at the sametime saying they “were wide of the mark.” Now you take these words,
‘wide of the mark,” &c. and the Baron Swedenborg’ s correspondences to prove that you did
not admit their truth! What a high regard you have for the common sense of our readers!
Does not a child know that to say an allegation is wide of the mark, when there is no other
objectiontoit other than itsalleged irrelevance or impertinence, isno denial of itstruth! Y ou
have never made an exception to the truth of those syllogisms. As to their relevancy our
readerswill decidefor themselves. Y ou have not even attempted to disprove them. | now say
you cannot detect in them the slightest error or irrelevancy.



3—A similar trick is discoverable in your 4th paragraph. There you substitute certain
phrases for the word Gehenna, &c. and say what | asked for these, | asked for the word
Gehenna by itself! In the 5th also you make me misrepresent Mr. Balfour. It isyou, Sir, that
misrepresent my quotation. You substitute my inference from his words, for the words
themselves, which | did directly quote from him!

4—Thisis only surpassed by your foisting two clauses into a dogma (par. 7.) to show
that | did not quote it fairly or comment on it truly! These you say “are my very words.”
They are not, pardon me, your “ very words’ guoted from the 38th page of your Magazine,
and do not express the sameidea; for you now confess you have inserted two clauses. They
are not, however, in my judgment, any better for being mended. To talk about Divine Justice
being satisfied with penitence and reformation, isplacing it below our legal justice. If aman
kill hisneighbor, and repent and amend hisways, this satisfiesthejustice of no human law!!!
Thereisnot, sir, acivilized court in any country that would sustain your doctrine, or say that
thisreformed wretch * has been punished according to thefull demerit of thecrime.” And this
being your only punishment for sin, | re-assert that your dogma makes repentance the only
punishment—the only hell.

5—It would seem from the recklessness of your assertions, accusations, and denials,
together with the coarseness of your vulgarity as expressed at the close of your seventh
paragraph, that you intended to browbeat me off the arena. This may be the best defence of
Universalism you can offer; but to get into a passion and rail with you is not the best
exposition of its folly and rueful consequences which | have to offer. If you are the
personification of the good sense, logic, and courtesy of Universalism, | wasin error in not
believing those who told methat | would never find agentlemanly defender of your system.
| shall henceforth, until you mend your manners, address you merely as the champion of
Universalism, without any of the usual compliments of personal respect.

6—Thereisnothing that demands any special noticetill your 18th paragraph. Y ou make
short work of my recapitulation of the acceptation of Gehenna, evading every point or
passing it with amere denial or assertion. It istruethat in your 13th paragraph you seem to
concede a great deal; but you will doubtless deny it, if | should hold you toit. Y ou say that
“the question at issue between us relative to Gehenna, is not whether it signifies future
punishment in another state of being, but whether it signifies a place or state of endless
misery; and you add, that since your religious opinions were formed (how long since you do
not affirm!) you are “afirm believer in the doctrine of future punishment.” It isthe first |
have heard of it, unless you mean by “future punishment” a day or two after the sin is
committed. Where have you, sir, published to the world that you believe in an after death
Gehenna, punishment, but not of endless duration? Name the book, if you please, or the
paper in which | shall find it thus written. You will excuse me for regarding this as
deceptionstill | seeit in print.

7—But you add, “the doctrine of endless misery,” [dreadful ideal] “if true, transforms
the Divinity into afiend! clothes heaven in sackcloth, and fills the universe with sighs and
tears. To prove this horrid doctrine, sir, isthe task you have assigned yourself.” What shall
we call this?—an anathema, ablasphemy, aflourish, abugbear, or aUniversalian argument!!
This, if there be any sensein it, isjust as applicable to your future punishment as mine: for



if the Deity made his own Son an offering for sin, and yet punishes those whom he pardons
only one hundred yearsin your Gehenna, no mortal can justify hisways. | dare not say what
you have said about transforming the Divinity. Forbid it, Heaven! | will quote the Messiah,
who said that “bethat isunjust in littleisunjust in much,” Of this, however, at another time.

8—Beforenoticing your new argument, par. 18. | should remark onyour 15th paragraph,
that you seem to have got an advantage of mein the phrase present time, | quoted it, “ Shall
receive a hundred fold morein the present life, and in the world to come eternal life,” You
glory in this correction. | quoted from memory, in a steam-boat cabin full of passengers
talking round me, having with me a Greek Testament to which | did not always ook, for my
memory in those mattersis generally faithful. And it seems| committed several other errors
of which you have convicted me: | mistook or miscounted the proper number of our letters,
putting XL for X1l and X. for I1X., &c, &c. Y et, after all, the difference between “ahundred
fold moreinthispresent time” and in “thispresent life,” goesbut ashort way in proving your
alegation. But you wish to haveit read ‘a hundred fold more in the Jewish age, and in the
Christian age eternal life!!!"” Thisistoo ridiculous for a grave reply.

9—Yousaythat Dr. A. Clarke and other critics admit that sometimes melloon aioon and
outos aioon meant the two dispensations. Y ou might have quoted the New Version aso in
your favor in that case. But, sir, you cannot produce one critic out of your ranks (and | never
read of one in them) that ever taught that in these passages it means any thing else than the
present life and the future. All your critics quoted weperverted if you intended thorn to favor
your ideas on this passage: FOR NOT ONE OF THEM SUPPORTS YOUR GLOSS.

10—I comenow totheonly point in thisletter that isnew. My 6th argument in proof that
Gehennaor Hell cannot refer to any temporal punishment in the New Testament acceptation
of it, is drawn from the fact that neither Jesus nor his Apostles did at any time threaten
temporal, physical, or corporeal punishment to those who disobeyed the gospel. And how
Is this very weighty argument met? You prescribe the reading of certain scriptures
concerning the calamities coming on the Jewish people for their accumulated crimes; the
case of Ananias and Sapphira; the chastisement of the Corinthians for abusing the Lord’s
supper; and Paul’ sdelivering Hymeneus and Philetusto Satan for their contumacy!! Andthis
is the proof that the Lord and his Apostles did threaten? bodily punishment or temporal
sorrows in the Valley of Hinnom or some other place, to those who would not obey the
gospel! Not one of these reach within a thousand miles of the point Temporal punishments
and chastisements are very common matters in the divine administration from the days of
Cain down to the present time. But al the intelligent know that temporal rewards and
temporal punishments, temporal blessingsand cursingsin the basket, store, family, field, and
persons of the Jews, were the sanctions of that dispensation. But under the gospel age there
are no such sanctions—not riches, wealth, health, nor prosperity for obeying; not poverty,
sickness, or temporal calamities for disobeying the gospel. Christ’ s sanctions are, “ He that
believeth not shall be condemned”—not cursed with blasting, mildew, or locusts, or the
Valley of Hinnom—They that “obey not the gospel shall be punished with an everlasting
destruction from the presence of the Lord”—not with the loss of health, wealth, goods, or
chattels. “Behold, you despisers, and wonder and perish,” was Paul’ sfinale— “Be converted
that your sins may be blotted out,” was Peter’s argument. In no case was any temporal



inducement or threatening urged as areason of obeying the gospel. | will only add, that your
evading theantithesis of “entering into lifeand being cast into hell, into the everlasting fire,”
leaves on record against you one of the most immutable and general laws of language—viz.
the words on both sides of an antithesis are taken in the same extent of meaning. From all
which, | ask, may we not conclude, that my six argumentsin proof that Gehenna, inits New
Testament associations, and antithesis with future bliss and eternal life, does most certainly
and unanswerably mean future and everlasting punishment, all remainin pristinevigor: you
having now assailed formally only one of them, and that evidently without perceiving the
point of it? So endeth the first proposition.

11—Your letter No. XL (miscalled No. X.) is upon aioon and aioonios. Your first
assumption, par. 6, onthissubject, is, that aioon, compounded of ael, always, and oon, being,
cannot mean endless duration; because that oon by itself signifies not duration, but being;
and aei signifiesnot “endlessly,” but “continuity”! Y ou quote eight places (par. 7.) wheread
occurs in the New Testament; and | appeal to the reader whether ael does not in every one
of them mean duration endless as the subject with which it is connected. “ Y ou do always
(act) resist the Holy Spirit;” “ Alwaysrejoicing;” “They do always err;” “Be always ready,”
&c. &c. The Scotch or English word aye, always, is thisword ael anglicised. Now if there
beany word that necessarily and essentially represents endlessduration, It istheword aioon,
always being.

12—Y ou say you find aioon the substantive 127 times; while | count it only 103 times
in the New Testament. | count the phrases where it occurs—you count the word although it
should occur twicein one clause of asentence. Thisexplainsthedifference. Fiveof your 127
are spurious, but for this | care not. You add, “It is translated by the word *ever’ 71 times,
and by theword ‘never’ 7 times.” Thisisamistake: aioon is never translated never. There
IS a negative particle with it. Y ou ought to have said, it is translated in the New Testament
78 times ever, three times evermore, twice eternal, and world without end once—384 times
equivalent to eternal; and “world 36 times, worlds twice, ages twice, course once,” and left
untranslated twice.” Very particular indeed! Mind, then, it isnever translated once alimited
time, or a part of any given duration; but oft all occasions extends to the full limits of the
subject.

13—Y ou al'so say you count aionios seventy-onetimes, and that it istranslated ‘ eternal’
forty-two limes, ‘everlasting’ twenty-fivetimes, ‘ever’ once, and ‘world’ threetimes. | have
not time to contest your enumeration; it is sufficiently accurate for my purpose—only that
itisnever, by itself, translated world. “Before theworld was,” pro chronon aionion, isfrom
eternity.

14—But, sir, your manoeuvre (par. 8) in substituting eternity or eternitiesfor aioon, is
too preposterous for a school-boy, Certainly you intended that for your special friends, who
know as much of criticism
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as of the philosopher’ s stone. But now, with your own dataas to the number of occurrences
and the common version of them, | have to submit afew facts and reasonings. And first of



aioon;—

15—Thisword occurs, you say, 127 times. Now of these referring to God, or Christ, to
his own being, perfections, and praises, we have it rendered 36 times ‘' forever’ or ‘forever
and ever’—such as Rev. x. 6. “ Swear by him that liveth forever and ever.” Rom. ix. 5. “God
over al, blessed forever.” xi. 36. “To whom be glory forever.” Rev. i. 18. “Behold I live
forever and ever.” | formerly noted these at 22, because in 15 of these phrases the word
occurstwice; but on your count | now put them down 36. Now, sir, if in this case thisword
does not denote endless duration, no word can do it, or rather there is no such thing!

16—But in reference to the future state of the righteous, we have this same phrase or
word translated forever and ever in the following instances.—John vi. 51. “If any one eat of
thisbread heshall liveforever.” viii. 51. “If any one keep my word he shall never see death.”
X. 28. “They shall never perish.” “ Hethat doeth the will of God abideth forever.” 1 Johnii.
17: vi. 58: viii. 52: xi. 26: 2 Cor. ix. 9: Rev. xxii. 5. Of this sort there are ten occurrences.
Besidesthese, it istranslated 38 limes ‘ever,’ ‘forever,” and ‘forever and ever”—making in
al 84 times.

17—In reference to the punishment of the wicked, it occurs eight times in five
passages—2 Peter. “To whom isreserved the blackness of darknessforever.” Jude, ver. 13:
Rev. xiv. 11: xix. 13: xxi. 10. “ And they shall be tormented continually, forever and ever;”
or, asyou say, for eternities of eternities.

18—Now, waiving the figurative uses of this word, we have got it thirty-six times
applied to God and Christ, to their glory and praise; ten times to the future state of the
righteous, and eight times to the future state of the wicked. | ask, then, by what rule or law
of language— what canon of criticism, or for what reason do you conclude that when it is
applied to God, to his perfections, to his praise, to the righteous portion of our race in the
future state, if should always signify endless, forever and ever, in the most unlimited sense;
and not have the same signification when applied to thefuture state of thewicked, but always
in their case mean ending or for a limited tune!! | put this question with the utmost
confidence that it never can be, because it never was, satisfactorily answered by any
Universalist.

19—But | have not half done with aioon yet. | have lying before me the Septuagint
version of the Old Testament and the Hebrew Bible itself, and proceed to state a few facts
for which I hold myself responsible:—

1st. Wefind olemor oulm, in some of its variations, more than three hundred, say three
hundred and ten times, in the Hebrew Old Testament. In al these instances, with
comparatively avery few exceptions, it isused to express unlimited timeor aperiod without
end.

2d. | find also that in the Septuagint aioon in some of itsflexionsisfound morethan 320
times, from 320 to 328. In more than three hundred of these it represents the Hebrew oulm,
and, as yourself admit, it fairly representsit.

3d. | was about to state that this word, as well as aionios, frequently occurs in the
Apocryphal books; but by an interpretation of our rules of discussion, which | never



contemplated, even in criticism you preclude these writings! Be it so, then. | argue nothing
from this fact.

4th. Of some 18 or 20 cases at most, in which the word aioon in the Septuagint
represents any other word than culm, it is a word or a phrase which is synonymous with
oulm, or where the Septuagint differs from the common Hebrew text. Now be it observed,
that there is no word of such frequent occurrence in the sacred dialect of more definite, of
less figurative, or of more ascertainable import, than aioon.

5th. For of the 320 timesinwhichitisfound inthe Old Testament, itistranslated ‘ ever,’
‘forever,’” and ‘forever and ever,” and ‘evermore,” about 290 times! Even in the Psalms of
David we have it more than eighty times in such acceptations as, “The Lord shall endure
forever.” ix. 7.—"Thou hast made him most blessed forever.” xxi. 6.—“The Lord is King
forever.” xxix. 10,—“Thy throne, 0 God, is forever and ever.” xlv. 6. &c., &c.—" All the
workersof iniquity shall be destroyed forever and ever.” ix. 2, 7.—"* Hissaints are preserved
forever.” xxxvii. 28.—"TheLord knoweth the paths of theupright, and their inheritance shall
be forever.” xxxvii. 18. | might greatly multiply these; for if | were to take your way of
counting theword in all the phrasesinwhich it occurs, | know not but | should be able to add
a hundred more such occurrences in the Old Testament.

20—To all thisit will be excepted, no doubt, that thisword in the Old Testament, asin
the New, isused catachrestically, and inapart of its signification applied to hills, mountains,
covenants, priesthood, the land of Judea, &c. Grant it, for thisis common to all wordsin
every language. We use the words eternal, endless, forever, in the same catachrestic style
every day: ‘Youeverlastingtalker;” ‘Heisan endlessdeclaimer;’ ‘ Sheisaperpetual tattler;’
‘Heisan endlesstroubleto me;’ ‘Heisforever seeking hisown honor.’ | could fill pages of
such common phrases. And would you not say that he who thence infersthat thisisthe true
and proper use of theword; and that we mean no more by it when wetalk of God’ sexistence,
of heaven, of future happiness, is, to say the least of him, no very profound linguist and
logician—we only add, and of future misery too!

21—To proceed in the same inductive style with aioonios: All the learned know, and
many of the unlearned have heard, that from aioon, always being, eternity, forever, comes
aioonios, eternal, everlasting. We have the word eter nity only once in the common version;
Is. lvii. 15. “The Holy Onewho inhabiteth eternity.” Hereitisaioon in the Septuagint. They
might, indeed, have rendered the same sort of phrase Micah v. 12.) by the same word; for it
isnot only olemin the Hebrew, but aioon in the Septuagint: “ Whose goings forth have been
of old from everlasting”—literally, from the days of eternity.

22—Y ou have conceded enough formson aionios. Y ou say, out of the seventy-onetimes
in which you find it [some of which are, by the way, spurious readings] in the New
Testament, it isin the common version forty-two times translated eternal, and twenty-five
times everlasting, and once ewer, leaving but three occurrences to dispute about. | venture
to say you cannot find another adjective of the same construction in the whole New
Testament, that is so uniformly rendered by one word in all languages, as this is by the
strongest word for endless duration. To confirm this | will only add that | find it more than
ninety times in the Septuagint of the Old Testament, and only seven times representing any



other word than olemin some of itsforms! in English rendered asin the New Testament, by
eternal, everlasting, forever.

23—What need have we, then, of farther witness? Look first at the general fact: The
words aioon, aioonios, occur in the Greek Old and New Testament some six hundred and
eighteen times, of which extraordinary sum they are properly and literally translated in the
common version FIVE HUNDRED AND EIGHT TIMESBY THE STRONGEST TERMS
IN HUMAN SPEECH INDICATIVE OF ENDLESS DURATION—such as ‘eternal,’
‘everlasting,’” ‘forever;’ and, inthejudgment of the most numerous and learned critics, might
aswell in many of the others have been asliterally translated by the samewords. Then look,
In the second place, at the special fact: These said terms occur in the New Testament alone,
referring to the continuance of the happiness of the righteous, sixty-one times; and to the
continuance of the punishment of the wicked fifteen times, translated ‘ eternal,” ‘ everlasting,’
‘forever.” Now from the general fact, and this still more striking special fact, | emphatically,
and withintenseinterest, demand why—for what reason—by what law of language or canon
of criticism, shall the duration of the happiness of the righteous and of the misery of the
wicked be asdifferent astime and eternity, when they are thus so often, and in such various
circumstances, set forth by the very samewords! On the answer to this question must always
hang the fate of Universalism, so far as the meaning of these words is concerned. | hope,
then, thisquestion will not be again, slurred over, but beclearly, fully, and rationally met and
answered.

24—A specimen or two of the puerile evasions of their force, as a warning against
similar manoeuvring in future, will now be selected from your letter of September 22,
paragraph 9. After your array of the figurative use of the word aioon, age, or world, under
theliteral representative of it, eternity, you make thefollowing grave objections.— Because
we havethe plural of thesewords used for the singular, and the plural twicerepeated, as ous
aioonas toon aioonoon, used as the most intensive form of the word; you say, “thisis a
circumstance sufficient to prove that the word does not of itself, radically, legitimately, or
properly imply endless duration.” A profound objection, truly I Anew law of criticism! A
single Clarice into the Hebrew style, into the Bible language, will thoroughly scatter this
mist. But | wish all our readers to understand your learned objection, and shall state it again
in more familiar style. Because we have the phrases “ages of ages,” “eternity of eternities,”
“forever and ever,” to represent endless duration; therefore in the singular number, and
without repetition, the words ‘age,” ‘eternity.’ ‘forever,” cannot mean the same thing; but
must mean less in the singular than in the plural, and less when once than when twice used
in the same phrase. A few examples of Hebrew or biblical usage will settlethis point. If our
readers understood Hebrew, | would request them to read Psalms xvii 6,7,8: Ixi. 5: cxlv.13:
Isai. xlv. 15: 2 Chroniclesvi. 2., where they will find olemin the plural signifying just what
olemin the singular means. | would tell them to examine the words God, wisdom, dwelling,
thewicked, Creator, &c. in the Hebrew, and see whether in the singular and plural formsin.
which they are frequently found, they have a different signification. Or if they understood
Greek, | wood refer them to Sabbaton and Sabbata, to onranos and ouranoi, the singular and
plural of Sabbath and Heaven, so frequent in the New Testament, which mean the samein
both numbers. But as they do not all read these, | will only invite them to examine in the
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common version such phrases as “the holy of holies,” “a servant of servants,” “the heaven
of heavens,” &c. to see whether this intensive form of expression made the words holy,
heaven, servant in the singular to mean something less than holy, heaven, servant
scripturally, etymologically, and properly! But if the plural form or arepetition chancresthe
meaning of words, we are still sustained in the question in debate, if not in behalf of the
righteous, at |east as respects the doom of the wicked; for we aretold that “the smoke of their
torment ascendeth forever and ever,” and “all the workers of iniquity shall be destroyed
forever and ever”!! for ages of ages, for eternities of eternities; and if this expresses not
duration without end, language can never express an idea certainly and unequivocally.

25—To sum up this branch of the argument: We have, from your own display of ael,
always, and oon, being, shown that no word etymolygically or radically, can more naturally
signify endless being or endless duration. 2. That ever, forever, evermore, and eternal, are
Its most common versions in both Testaments. Y ou have examined the New and conceded
this. | have examined both Old and New, and if it is disputed | will reinforceit; but | think
you will not demand this. 3. When applied to God’ s being, you admit it means endless. 4.
Also, when applied to hisglory, it means duration without end. 5. Also, when applied to the
praises to be offered to him. And, 5. Y ou also admit that when it is applied to the future
happiness of the righteous, it means endless. Now for your reasonswhy it signifiesalimited
time, an ending period when expressive of the continuance of the punishment of the wicked.

26—Our readers will doubtless remember that we told them long since that the English
Bible enables any honest person of common sense to settle this matter as satisfactorily to
himself as though he possessed the most perfect knowledge of Hebrew, Greek, and Latin—
because, although the Hebrews, Greeks, and Romans believed and taught future and eternal
punishment, their words, like our own ‘eternal,” ‘everlasting,” ‘forever,” &c. were used
sometimesfiguratively in reference to present things* —just as the most sacred words, God,
Lord, Saviour. Redeemer, &c. &c. arewith us. Thereisnot, then, asingle atom of relevance
or propriety in all this Universalian talking about gehenna, hades, aioon, aioonios, &c. It is
all fog to the eves of their readers. But asthey choose this untoward way, we shall givethem
messes of it to satiety.

27—My last |etter, written onthe Ohio, fell short of the stipulated length about one page.
| am yet some words, if not arguments behind, if my compositor rightly informs me.
Meanwhile, sir, be assured that | will henceforth omit to notice any paragraph you write in
which there is any expression so grossly vulgar, undignified, and coarse, as in some
paragraphs of your last communication. | shall set down such uncourteousness as an
indication of your conscious want of argument. |

* | never saw a Patent from any American Land Office that did not end with these
words—*His heirs and assigns forever” . Does this prove that Americans have no other
“forever” than such as a Deed or Patent conveys!

have found some decent and veritable gentlemen among the Universalian laity; but such
folks among their clergy are rare commodities.

28—Unless you can forward your replies in manuscript before you send them to Utica,



it will be impossible, | judge, to receive them here in time for a monthly exchange.
A. CAMPBELL.
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Discussion of Univer salism.
MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.

No. XV.
RICHMOND, Va,, December 21, 1837.

My dear Sr—YoOURsof the 6th instant cameto hand last evening. | an quite sorry tofind
my good friend in such ill humor. But, really, | know of no remedy, if you are angry at
having your perversions and misrepresentations pointed out, but for you to break off from
your sins by righteousness, and from your transgressions by adopting acandid and honorable
style towards your opponent. And although you are determined henceforth to withhold from
me “the usual compliments of personal respect,” | am not so much grieved thereby as to
cease bestowing them on you, in hopes of producing in you a salutary reformation.—From
present appearances, “1 was in error in not believing those who told me | would never find
a gentlemanly” opponent of Universal ism in you. Still, I do not wholly despair. One
favorable symptom is, your confession, that “to get into apassion and rail” at me, is not the
“best way. Who knows but the next step may be a practical lesson from the same text?

2. Though you say you “reiterate and stand to every thing” that | say you have
misrepresented, like Goldsmith'’s village schoolmaster,

“ For € en though vanquish’d he could argue still;”

yet, as you have not told when, where, nor how | ever made the concessions yon say | did,
respecting your syllogisms, &c.. | am content to have pointed out the misrepresentations, and
willing to leave the decision of the whole matter to the judgment of our readers, whom |
request to review my last, and all therereferred to. Their good sensewill dotherest. Because
| did not attempt to analyze and disprove each of your syllogisms, you conclude | “could not
detect in them the dlightest error or irrelevancy.” Were you to assert that the Rocky
M ountains were composed of saw-dust, | should deem it sufficient to say, that has nothing
to do with our discussion, without attempting to show what they were composed of.

3. The phrases introduced in brackets, into the perverted “dogma,” were sufficiently
marked, and you appear angry at them, only because they preclude the possibility of future
perversion. But you say, “To talk about Divine justice being satisfied with penitence and
reformation, isplacing it below our legal justice.” No, sir, begging your pardon, itisplacing
it far above. If our legal justice and its administrators, could invariably and certainly effect
penitence and reformation in their subjects, and could know certainly when they were
genuine kind sincere, would capital punishment ever beinflicted! I trow not. Human justice



often fails in producing repentance and reformation. Human tribunals know not when
professed repentance is sincere, and hence sometimes deem the public safety to require
capital punishment. Not sowith Divinejustice. That can see, and know, and reform the heart,
and never be deceived.

4 In your 6th paragraph you complain of my making short work of your “recapitulation
of the acceptations of gehenna.” The work. my dear sir, might well be short: for there was
nothing to reply to but the quotation of a few texts, all of which, or their parallels, | had
before explained, which explanations you had not set aside. Y ou accompany the quotations
with several unsupported assertions: but assertions are not arguments. In compliance with
your request, | refer you to the Magazine and Advocate, of September 3,1836, for an article
from my pen, of six or seven columns, in which | argue future punishment. But because |
believe and argue future punishment, does it hence follow, as you intimate, that | must
“believein after death gehenna punishment;” ? Would it follow that | must believe in after
death Sate’s prison punishment? or in post mortem bastinado punishment? Not at all.
Though | believein post mortem punishment, and would very willingly believe that gehenna
referred to that punishment, if the Bible, taught it, yet | say you have not proved so much as
this, much less proved from it the horrid doctrine of endless misery.

5. Accompanied with a number of doleful exclamations at my supposed temerity, you
seem to think, paragraph 7, that future limited punishment would derogate as much from the
Divine character, as endless. But can you be serious in such an idea? Any limited
punishment, whether here or hereafter, that is emendatory, salutary, and results in the
reformation and good of the punished, is not only compatible with, but an evidence of.
Divine goodness. But endless punishment must be an unmixed and infinite evil, vindictive,
unmerciful, and malignant. If God “ made his own Son an offering for sin,” to redeem and
save the world from its bondage, will he, nevertheless, perpetuate sin and misery to all
eternity? Impossible.

6. Topronounce, asin your 8th and 9th paragraphs, a position “too ridiculous for grave
reply,” and to say the authors quoted in proof of it, “are perverted” although fairly and
literally quoted, is doubtless much easier than to fairly meet and refute the arguments. | am
willing our readers should judge and decide whether the authors whom 1 fairly quoted,
support my gloss or not.

7. Inyour 10th paragraph, you seem virtually to concede, but yet verbally deny, the fact
soclearly proved by the scriptures| referred to, that temporal and physical punishmentswere
both threatened by Christ and his A postles, and executed under the Gospel dispensation. Y ou
appear in great difficulty to know which way to turn, but finally attempt to crawl out by
assuming that these punishments were merely the sanctions of the Jewish dispensation!
Really, Sir, did the Jewish law point out the punishment of Ananias and Sapphira? Did that
threaten bodily sickness and death to the Corinthians, for abusing the Lord’ s supper? Was
it the law of Moses merely that Paul followed when he delivered Hymeneus and Alexander
[not Philetus] to Satan, that they might learn not to blaspheme” ?and especially when, “inthe
name of our Lord Jesus Christ,” he directed to deliver the incestuous Corinthian “to Satan
for the destruction of the flesh, that the spirit might be saved in the day of the Lord
Jesus.”—1. Cor. v: 5. Verily you must presume greatly on the credulity of our readers, to



suppose you can make them believe al this.

8. The truth is, temporal punishments, as well as rewards, were in existence and
employed, in the Divine administration, long before, and independent of, both the Mosaic
and Christian dispensations—coeval with the existence of our race—and recognized and
more fully explained by both of those dispensations. These facts being indisputable, our
readers can judge whether my quotations and arguments “reached within a thousand miles
of the point,” and whether your former assertion is not a point-blank contradiction of the
Bible. Temporal punishmentsbeing, then, indubitably threatened totransgressors, intheNew
Testament, and even gehenna fire (by your own showing in your note on Matt, v: 21) being
threatened as a temporal punishment, is there any thing so very absurd in supposing that
where gehenna occurs in other similar passages, the same thing is meant, or something
analogous to it? But what analogy is there between temporal punishments inflicted for a
benevolent purpose, and endless punishment, malignant in character, and utterly destitute
of all goodness?

9. The “everlasting destruction” mentioned in one of your quotations, was a temporal
destruction, long since executed on the transgressors mentioned, and which followed them
for ages. | deny no sanctions which the Gospel reveals. The last struggle you make on the
first proposition, isfaint indeed—afeeble effort to sustain your sense of gehenna, merely by
the antithesis which it sometimes forms to heaven! Your doctrine of antithesis, if fully
carried out, would send David and Jonah, and many others, both to an endless hell and an
endless heaven.” They were oncein hell, and you doubtless believe they are now in heaven.
If oneis endless, why must not the other be! It would make corruptible crowns endless, if
incorruptible ones are, because they are used antithetically! 1 Cor. ix: 26. It would makevice
and virtueequal in duration, because opposed in character. And, indeed, it seemsto beyour
principal am to eternize and immortalize sin, unless | will allow that holiness will cometo
an end! | see no way for you to avoid the adoption of Zoroaster’s theory, and allow two
Gods, the one good and the other bad, both alike self-existent and co-eternal! But | believe
that asevil had abeginning, so it will cometo an end. And thus has cometo an end your first
proposition. Amen.

10. | proceed now to notice what you say on the second proposition. Y ou adopt a
curious manoeuvre, paragraph 11, to evade the force of my argument on the radical
derivation and meaning of AION, from AEI, always, and OON, being. Y ou “appeal to the reader
whether AEI does not, in every” passage cited, “ mean duration ENDLESS as the subject with
which it isconnected!” ENDLESS as the subject, etc. Ah, there' sthe point! For it iSNOT ONCE
connected with an ENDLESS SUBJECT. In every instance where it occurs in the New
Testament, it expresses, and applies only to, temporal or limited duration. Is it not strange,
Sir, if it naturally and literally mean ENDLESSLY, that it is never so used in the New
Testament?

11. You areplaced in asingular dilemma. Y ou maintain that AION and AIONIOS, “in their
LITERAL sense, are only applicable to God and that world which isitself eternal;” and that
they belong, and are applicable to, time only in a FIGURATIVE, METAPHORICAL, Of
INFERENTIAL sensel Seeyour letter to Mr. Montgomery, and numbers 10 and 14, to HIP. And
yet the word AEI, the only root that impartsto these words the idea of perpetuity of duration,



ISEIGHT TIMES used in the New Testament, in reference to TIME, or the present state, and is
USED IN NO OTHER SENSE! Verily, the public must form an exalted opinion of your philology
and exegetical skill!

12. 1t may not only be conceded that AEl, (always,) but also that AION and AIONIOS mean
duration as endless asthe subjectswith which they are conducted. And thusvirtually, though
reluctantly and indirectly, you are at last compelled to allow, what we have al along
contended for, that the precise sense of these words isto be gathered from the connectionin
which they arefound, and that the subject they are applied to, givesimportant modifications
to the meaning of the adverb, the substantive, and the adjective. Thusit devolves upon you
to prove, and | again, for the THIRD time, call on you to prove, from the NATURE AND OBJECT
OF PUNISHMENT ITSELF, that it must be endless. For this must be done before either of these
words can afford you the least aid in the support of your dark theory of endless we.

13. You present our readers with an onerous mass of your lucubrations on. the words
AION and AIONIOS, which will prove, in the main, as useless to your cause, as you intimate
our whole logomachy will he uninteresting to our readers. | shall save myself the trouble of
writing, and them the task of reading, aformal reply to all you say; but shall notice all that
has any weight or bearing on the subject in dispute. It seems we are nearly enough agreed
about the number of occurrences of these words in the New Testament. | shall not dispute
your account of the number of timesthey occur in the Old. For | have not time (wishing to
send thisimmediately to the printer) to collate their occurrences in the Septuagint, nor that
of oULEM inthe Hebrew. Nor isit at all necessary. Y ou have conceded amply enough for my
purpose, without this labor.

14. We are not in dispute whether AION and AIONIOS are ever used to signify endless
duration. | not only concede, but argue, that when applied to God and his perfections, they
necessarily have this meaning— and that from the very nature of the subject. And were you
to find them 6000 instead of 600 times, in their various forms and flexions, in the Old and
New Testaments, and out. of that number, 5900 times applied to God and his perfections, yet
if, inthe other hundred, they were applied to avariety of things of short duration, and which
from their nature could not be endless, you would not have gained one step towards
establishing endless punishment from the force of them, unless you proved by something
else, that punishment must be endless.

15. Y ou are quite too prone to assume, without any attempt to prove, that the texts you
guote, relate to the FUTURE STATE. You assume that the future state of the righteous is
referred to in the nine texts cited in
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your 16th paragraph; whereas it is not certain that EITHER of them has any such reference.
The mgority of them evidently refer to the SPIRITUAL LIFE of the believer under the Gospel
dispensation, without any referenceto the endless perpetuity of happinessinthefuture state:
the same as John iii: 36; v: 24, 25; xvii: 3; and their parallels. So, aso, with the five texts
referred to in your 17th paragraph, you assume that they all relate to the FUTURE STATE OF
THEWICKED, which isnot conceded with regard to EITHER of them. And until you make some



effort to prove that they have that reference, they are utterly useless to you and your cause;
and, let me add, equally so even if you do prove that reference, until you can show
punishment to be endless, by some stronger term than AION and AIONIOS.

16. Y ou assert, paragraphs 11) and:32, that “thereisnoword of such frequent occurrence
in the sacred dialect, of mere definite or ascertainable import than AloN,” and that | “can not
find another adjective of the same construction in the whole New Testament, that is so
uniformly rendered by one word in all languages, as this (aionios) is by the strongest word
for endless duration.” And paragraph 23, you say, AlONIOSin the Old and New Testaments,
is “properly and literaly translated FIVE HUNDRED AND EIGHT TIMES BY THE
STRONGEST TERMSIN HUMAN SPEECH INDICATIVE OF ENDLESSDURATION”!
Onthesedeclarations| remark, in thefirst place, that EVERLASTING, ETERNAL, FOREVER, €tC.
are NOT the “strongest terms in human speech (nor in the English language) indicative of
endlessduration.” TheWord ENDLESSItself, ismuch stronger, more emphatical and definite.
Why did not our translators useit? Evidently because they knew AloNniOoswould not bear it.
In the next place, [ask, are not the words Cod, Christ, man, woman, faith, hope, charity,
peace, mercy, truth, and indeed, almost every substantive that occurs in the Bible, of more
fixed, uniform, or definite import than AION? Has the meaning of any of them ever been as
much disputed about? The phrase “ same construction” above, was very artfully inserted; for
| know of no adjective, of the SAME CONSTRUCTION AS AIONIOS. | have not time now to
examine many adjectives of any kind. But | have just glanced at two—the two first that
happened to comeinto my mind. | find soPHOsoccursinthe Greek New Testament TWENTY -
Twotimes, andinevery instanceistranslated wise. Nobody can mistakeits meaning. KALOS,
KALON, OCCUrSNINETY-NINETIMES, and isrendered GOOD in almost every instance. In afew
places it is rendered GOODLY, MEET, WORTHY, and HONEST; but in these places it MEANS
GOoD, and might have been so rendered uniformly, with propriety. There can be no dispute
about its meaning. Isit so with AIONIOS? | allow that its meaning is easily ascertained by
its subjects and connexion? . But then its meaning varies exceedingly in different places,
even by your own showing, paragraph 20, and note to your 26th.

17.Y ou take much pains, paragraph 24, to parry my argument drawn from the use of the
double plural, or the most intensive forms of AION, against its signifying, necessarily, an
absolute eternity. Y ou wish our readers understood the Hebrew—how readily you could
convince them by the use of cULEM! And yet, in some of the texts referred to, OULEM does
not occur! Perhaps your references are wrong. Well, no matter. For what you have said on
the use of English words and phrases, will help me quite as much. And pray, Sir, does not
“servant of servants' does not a person more degraded, or of lower rank, than an ordinary
servant? Does not “ holy of holies” signify more holy than common? Does not “heaven of
heavens’ signify ahigher state of exaltation than simply the word heaven? But Sir, arethere
common eternities and intensive eternities? i. e. longer than common eternities? | ask, then,
again, if the double plural (tout aionaston aionon) does not imply alonger period, naturally
than simply aion? But even in the double plural, or most intensive form, of aion, it is
sometimes applied to more temporal things and periods. Isa. xxxiv: 10 —“It shall not be
guenched, night nor day; the smoke thereof shall go up forever: from generation to
generation, it shall lie waste; none shall passthrough it forever and ever.” Of the class, and



evidently borrowing its phraseology from this very text, is Rev. xiv: 11— “The smoke of
their torment ascendeth up forever and ever,” etc., and its parallel, Rev. xx: 10. For, that
these dl relateto time, is evident from the fact that timeis here divided and marked by “day
and night.”

18. To sum up, then, the amount of this investigation thus far, on both sides, it is
evident—1. That aion and aionios often signify endless duration, especially when applied to
god and his perfections, which subjects necessarily fix this meaning upon them. 2. That
where the subject does not determine the exact meaning, they signify along but indefinite
period, (whenrelatingtoduration at all.) Parkhurst, an orthodox and standard lexicographer,
(and with him agree all the best |exicographers) says of aion, that it ‘ seemsto be much more
frequently used for an indefinite than for a finite time.” 3. That they sometimes signify
spiritual and continuous, without reference to duration, as in John iii: but tempora or
confined to time, (as even you admit) as when applied to hills, mountains, covenants,
priesthood, possessions of lands, servants, etc., and as | have shown above, even when used
in their most intensive form, the double plural. 5. That they are sometimes used to signify
avery short period when that seemslong, asin the case of Jonah, (ii: 6) where he callsthree
days “forever.” And permit me here to ask, may not the punishment of the wicked be
sometimes connected, in Scripture, with thesewords, for thisvery reason—that it must seem
very long, even longer than it really is? and thus these words would not necessarily, evenin
their most intensive forms, signify endless.

19. Having now answered your letter in every particular, except our repeated calls for
my reasonsfor not allowing aion and aioniosto signify endless, when applied to punishment,
| proceed to give some of those reasons. You having failed to prove the affirmative, |
proceed, though properly the labor does not belong to me, to provethenegative. My reasons,
then, are—1. That endless punishment would be useless It can be of no possible advantage
to any being in the universe—to God, angels, saints, devils, or the damned. The only
supposable advantages any beings can derive from anything must be either pleasure, honor,
or profit. But neither of these can accrue to any being in the universe, from endless torment.
2. It is not only useless, but absolutely pernicious. It must of course be pernicious to the
sufferers themselves: it must also be pernicious to the happiness of saints, angels, and all
benevolent beings that know it; especialy if they are fit for heaven, possesses the spirit of
the Gospel, and “love their neighbors as themselves.” It must be pernicious in its example
and influence over all mora beings, exhibiting in the Father of all, the spirit of infinite
malignity and revenge insatiable! 3 It is highly dishonorable to God. It supposes that he
could not prevent it, or that he would not; and theref ore makes him either weak or malignant.
4. 1t stands directly opposed to the infinite benevolence of God. If God be benevolent to all,
heisinfinitely so, unchangeably so, endlessly so. Therefore heis, and eternally will be, good
to every being he has created. Endless misery necessarily deniesthis. 3. It is opposed to the
mercy of God, for the same reason that it is opposed to his goodness. God'’ s tender mercies
areover all hisworks; but they cannot be, if any suffer “endless misery. 6. It is opposed to
the wisdom of God. As it is opposed to his honor, benevolence, and mercy, we may
reasonably suppose his wisdom would have provided means of preventing so great a
misfortune to himself and his creatures, if it had foreseen and could have prevented it. If it



did not foresee, or if it could not devise meansto prevent it, hiswisdom could not beinfinite.
7. Itisopposed to the power of God. Not only would his power, if omnipotent, prevent such
adoom of his children, for the honor of his other attributes, but as he has reveded it as his
will that all should be saved, it must be because he can not effect hiswill, if any are endlessly
miserable. 8. It stands equally opposed to thejustice of God. Manisa“finitebeinginall his
attributes and powers—all his actions are necessarily finite and limited. The justice of God
then, would heviolated by theinfliction of infinite and endless penaltiestor finiteand limited
transgressions. 9. It is opposed to the veracity of God. For he has declared that he will not
contend forever, nor be always wroth; and that he will not cast off forever,— Isa. lvii: 16;
Lam. iii: 31. 10. It is opposed to the general voice of revelation, and to numerous positive
declarations of the Biblein favor of thefinal salvation of all men, as| shall show on the last
proposition. Therefore, endless punishment can not be true.

20. In conclusion, can you assign as many and strong reasons why endless punishment
must be true? If | count correctly, you have occupied more room than | have, exclusive of
this letter.* Suppose you publish two, in succession, without waiting for my answer, if you
are so anxious to progress with the matter. | will answer without delay, and shall be willing
to do the same with you, when | come to have the affirmative. | would trust my manuscripts
and proof-reading to you, had you shown a disposition to treat the

* About one column and a third more of our paper. -A. F. C.

with fairness and honesty; but as the matter now stands, | must be excused for wishing to
have them first put in type by afriend. The mail goes from here to Utica, by steam, in from
three to five days.

Yours, in al kindness, D. SKINNER.

MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER.

No. XVI.
BETHANY, Va. January 15th, 1837.

Sr—THIS morning, by our regular mails, yours from Richmond, of the 21st ult., came
to hand. My last of the 6th December, it stems, reached you, and was considered by you, and
your reply written in fifteen daysfrom itsdate. while yours hasbeen one month, lacking only
six days, in making its appearance here from the time it was written. These 25 days added
to the 15, make 40 as the shortest interval between our dates; ami still worse, it now only
wants two days of two months since you wrote the preceding letter to me. It is dated
November 13. And now you very politely tell me it must be so; that your friend, from his
peculiar and exclusive honesty, | suppose, shall first print them; for you dare not permit me
to have your manuscript! And so, nolens volens, you will give mesix letters per annum and
prolong the controversy sometwo yearsfrom thisdate. A very honest and profitable scheme,



truly, for your Magazine, and such other Universalian papers as raised the wind and took
subscribers during the war!

2—1I begin to think that | have equal right to be heard on this subject, and to say what
shall be; and | now tell you that the present volume of the Harbinger must close the
discussion, unless you furnish a letter every month in proper time for its pages. My
contemplated absence from home, to say nothing of decorum, or a decent respect to my
readers, imposes upon me this duty. | therefore timously inform you that you are not at
liberty to trifle with us as you please. We shall now see what interest you feel in conducting
this discussion to its proper close according to our agreement. On the present principle of
courtesy to public opinion, you may next go to Cuba, or the south of France, and thence
despatch us two letters per annum!

3—Were it allowable to form an opinion from your last two letters, this will be to you
avery fortunate aternative; for you seem to have got pretty well through with argument.
Your first long letter, written before the preliminaries were agreed on, seems to have
exhausted your resources. Y ou then proved all your propositions, and disproved all minein
the lump!

4—Y ou unceasingly tell us, indeed, of my “assumptions’ and “assertions;” of your
having “ proved” this and that, and of my having “proved nothing;” until, as a matter of
course, we now expect to see these words once or twice on every page. Y our compositors,
one might presume, will have found it economical to keep these words always set up ready
for along paragraph. Y ou tell us so often of your good nature and of our “ill humor,” that |
begin to doubt whether you have any humor, or whether you are not a Universalian
ossification of thetype of Clark, of Museum reputation, who lived some time after his eyes
and ears and outward flesh were converted into bone.

5—I regret to noticein your last farther indications of the same unfortunate weaknesses
heretof ore complained of. The perversions and misrepresentations scattered over the face of
this letter, | shall briefly notice, as a caution to our readers. Y ou represent me, par. 7, as
assuming that “temporal punishmentswere mer ely the sanctions of the Jewish dispensation.”
Thisisnot fact. You next bring up the case of Ananias and Sapphira, the Corinthians, &c.
against a position which | never held. My words are, “ Neither Jesus nor his Apostles did at
any time threaten temporal, physical, or corporeal punishment in those who disobeyed the
gospel. These are not sanctions of the gospel.” And you urge these cases as though they
proved that such punishments were held forth as sanctions of the gospel. Such incidents are
common to all dispensations. Hence my 6th argument in proof, that Gehennain the lips of
Jesus, did not mean temporal punishment when he spoke of an after death destruction of
body and soul in hell, or of the disobedient being cast into hell, the everlasting fire—remains
in all its strength.

6—In paragraph 8th you say that, by my own showing, Matth. v. 22., “Gehennafireis
threatened by Jesus as atemporal punishment as a sanction of the gospel.” Y ou refer to my
note on Matth. v. 22. Thisis not fact. | never said so. In that note | only say that “Jesus
alluded” tothisand other punishmentsto convey certaininstructionsto hisdisciples. | appeal
to the whole note taken together. Will you lay it before your readers!



7—1 will only add another sample. Our readers must examine for themselves. In
paragraph 12 you say | am “at last reluctantly compelled” (by your gigantic force, |
presume,) “to allow that the precise sense of these words is to be gathered from the
connexion in which they are found.” This is an unequivocal misrepresentation. All my
regular readersknow that many years since, and again and again, | have published thisasone
of the cardinal rules of interpretation of all words.

8—Beforel call up the grand concession in your epistle, | will notice other two or three
minor points. You assert, par. 9, that the “everlasting destruction” mentioned in one of my
guotations, 2 Thess. i. 9. was a “tempora destruction long since executed on the
transgressorsmentioned.” Thisisno assumption, nor assertion; but agood logical argument!!
| call thisaminor point; but not the argument which | shall yet, all things concurring, draw
from it. Beforeyou, sir, will prove that “the everlasting destruction” here spoken of is past,
the English language will cease to be spoken—grammar, logic, history, and the Bible will
have disappeared among men—and Atheism will have trained the ascendant.

9—The doctrine of antithesis is also availed in the same paragraph. My doctrine of
antithesisisthat of the schools. It isthis: “Thewords on both sides of an antithesis aretaken
in the same extent of meaning.” And my argument fromit is, that as Gehenna, or Hell, is by
the Saviour placed in antithesis with eternal life; and everlasting punishment placed in
antithesiswith everlastinglife, thewordshell and everlasting liferepresent two statesequally
endless; or, if you please, that the word everlasting is of equal extent of meaning on, bath
sides of the, antithesis. Matth. xxv. 46.—These shall go away into everlasting life, and these
into everlasting punishment. 10—Instead of examining the doctrine of antithesis, or of
exposing any misapplication of it in this case, you are pleased with the assertion, “It would
send David and Jonah both to an endless hell and endless heaven.” Astonishing logic! In
what antithesis are these two persons, or these two hells, found in the Bible? Again you
assert, “It would make corruptible crowns endless! It would make virtue and vice equal in
duration, because opposed in character!” Thereis not afreshman pupil in any school could
speak more unintelligently than you have here done. Isit afact that you do not comprehend
the doctrine of antithesis' ? or do you feign ignorance, and speak thus foolishly for effect”?
Produce an antithesis, and exemplity your objections if you can. Y on cannot. | will offer to
your consideration some two or three, on which Uuiversalists in former times often spoke
with rapture as fine antitheses, but without understanding the passages.—

11—“By the offence of one, judgment came upon all men to condemnation; even so by
the righteousness of One, thefree gift cameupon all men unto justification of life.” | ask, “Is
not the “all men’* on the one side of the same extent with the “all men” on the other side?

Again—"For as by one man’'s disobedience the many were made sinners; so by the
obedience of One, the many shall be made righteous.”

Again—"By a man came death; by a man came also the resurrection of the dead. For as
in (or by) Adamall die; even soin (or by) Christ shall all be madealive.” The questionis not
now about the meaning of these passages; but whether the terms in antithesis are taken, in
the same extent of interpretation? For you have opposed the doctrine of antitheses, and it is
for the doctrine | now contend. “These shall go away into aioonion punishment, and the



righteous into aioonion or everlasting life.” This| call an antithesis. Or, “It is better to enter
into life with one eye, than having two eyes to be cast into gehenna,, or the everlasting fire.”
These antitheses | contend are perfect; and the terms must be of equal extent on both sides.

12—Your letter now under consideration leaves my last standing gect in unbroken
strength. | strongly suspected it was invulnerable on your part. | am now confident of it. On
the wordsin dispute, | will henceforth regard it asafinal settlement of the whole question.
| boast not of my reasoning in the matter; but of the strength of the facts and documents
therein displayed and arranged, and of the evidence and weight of theinference deduced and
submitted to you and my readers. Y our conclusions and treatment of it now authorize meto
say, that | do most candidly and sincerely believe it to be, by yourself or any other
Universalist, wholly unanswerable. If you reply that you do not think so. the sequel will show
that you have acted so. | shall attempt to make this matter clearly apparent.

13—After avery feeble and erroneous critique upon aioon, you prepare for the avowal.
Y ou make ael the adverb, the root, and the participle oon the adjunct. This no scholar can
admit; for being the participle from theverb | am, isitself theroot of eternity, as| AM isthe
name of Him that inhabiteth eternity. The word oon, without any adjunct, adverb or
adj ective, means without beginning or end; so that aei prefixed only makes a substantive of
simple duration without regard to person or thing. It isthe participle of the substantive verb
which indicates absolute existence; | say, after a powerless attempt to annihilate the
significance of the only word in the Greek language that in both its parts, always and being,
represents endless duration, you make the grand concession that YOUR THEOLOGY iS YOUR
PHILOLOGY; or, in other words, you practically, and in fact declare, that your own
conceptions of what is becoming, is the sovereign arbiter and interpreter of scripture
language!!

14—My last epistle has, it seems, abundantly satisfied you on the words of my second
proposition. Y ou haveat last got Hebrew and Greek references and criticismsto satiety. Y ou
unequivocally tell me that were | ‘to find aioon, aioonios, and olem 6000 times in their
various forms and flexions in the Old Testament and the New, and out of that number 5900
times applied to God and his perfections,” (and | supposeto the happiness of the saints also;)
“yet if in the other hundred they were applied to a variety of things of short duration, and
which from their nature could not be endless, | would not have gained one step towards
establishing endless punishment from the force of them; UNLESS | PROVED BY
SOMETHING ELSE THAT PUNISHMENT MUST BE ENDLESS.” — So endeth the
second proposition.

15—Markitwell. | havevirtually—nay, | have almost in the sameratios, donewhat you
have said; and you tell me it avails nothing, for | must prove eternal punishment by
something else than by the meaning of these words. This consummates all that | said from
the beginning. Y et this concession reflects no great honor on your wisdom and sincerity in
constraining a controversy about words which you now say if they were found 59 times to
mean endless duration for once any thing else, you would not, on such a demonstration,
admit there was any thing gained, unless | could prove the point from some other source of
reasoning than the words of Inspiration. Why, then, did you not tell usthis at first, and save
so much labor!—?



16—I cannot, however, but congratulate myself, even now in the midst of all the toils
you have heaped upon me, and of all the hard things you have said to me, that | have so soon
got through with the drudgery of proving my second proposition | did not, indeed, flatter
myself that at so early aperiod | could extort, from you so full aconcession in fact. | never
did, in any of my discussions, promise myself the pleasure of converting my opponent,
infidel or professor, or of even constraining him to admit that | proved asingle position; and
less, an advocate of adoctrine so palatable to sinners as that of Universal ism; and still less
in the case of an opponent so bold and reckless as yourself. | cannot but regard it as a
singular proof of what | before said of the peculiar impotency of the cause you plead, and of
the little honor I could promise myself from the fullest refutation of it.

17—1I conjectured, indeed, that all this was in your heart from the beginning: for |
iImagined that your objection to eternal punishment arose not from the lack of evidenceinthe
words gehenna, olem, or aioonios, &c., but from its supposed incongruity with, or
contradiction of, you're a priori theory of the nature of sin, the divine benevolence, or the
good of the universe. In some cases | have reason to think opposition to this tremendous
consequence of sin, arises from heart-burnings against the notion of punishment. Some of
this class having turned Universalists, have been known, on finding its foundations giving
way, to turn sceptics, and even to become like Abner Kneeland, antitheists, atheists, or
pantheists.

18—If you, sir, with al your virtue, would stakefifty-nineto one, or fifty-nine hundred
to one hundred on your theory against fact, or on your theology against philology, what shall
we think of the daring efforts of less virtuous persons! Y ou must know that the words God,
Lord, heaven, salvation, life, death, &c. & c. areoften, very often, used figuratively; and that
thereisnot an adjective, | mean acompound adjective, one of the same construction, of such
frequent occurrenceinthe Bible, moreuniformly rendered by one word than aioonios; (your
Inapposite and uncompounded kal os and sophos fully proved what you bought to disprove
by them;) yet you would risk 5900 to 100 for your opinion against fact!!!

19—The reason why you made this candid concession, nor the value and extent of it, |
presume does not yet appear to all. That it may be understood in its cause and tendencies, |
request our readers to reconsider paragraphs 10, 18, 19, 20, 23, and 25, of my last |etter to
you, and your notices of these paragraphs. He may then see the delusion, may | call it! of
your species of Universalism. It admits that God is aioonios—that his perfections are
aioonios—that his praiseis aioonios— that the happiness of therighteousis aioonios—arid
that the punishment of thewickedisaioonios; yet that thefour first are endless, and thelatter
momentary, though all expressed in Hebrew, Greek, and English by the same word!

20—Why this inconsistency? | besought you, sir, two or three times not to slur this
matter again; | laid it before you time after time, in itslength and breadth, until in your 19th
paragraph you make the grand avowa—you disclose the secret. The thing of endless
punishment cannot be proved to you by any rules of language or philology; for you say: 1.
“Itisuseless’ —2. “ Absolutely pernicious’ —3. “ Dishonorable to God' ‘—4. *“ Opposed to
infinite benevolence” —5. “To mercy’—6. “To wisdom’—7. “To power” —8. “To
justice’ —9. “To the veracity of God”—10. “To the general voice of revelation”
“Therefore,” you say, “endless punishment cannot betrue.” Thisisthetriumph of theology



over philology!

21—It is not yet in order for me to follow you into your philosophical ambush; but |
have no doubt your philosophy will be found as superficial and as palpably at fault as your
philology. | would not be surprized (mind | state it now) if when we get upon those points,
you would flee again to the mountains of philology as affording more shade than the fertile
plains of your philosophy. At present the matter stands thus.—Mr. Skinner thinks that
everlasting punishment is usel ess, pernicious, dishonorable, unwise, unmerciful, unjust, &c,
&c. Therefore, though everlasting, and eternal, and endless were found in the Bible 5900
timesin all their force, and one hundred times only in a part of it, he would balance; yes,
overbalance the difference, and annihilate the force of these words by one single“ | think.”

22—Will it avail any thing with you, sir, to reflect upon the ground assumed in this
avowal?'Y ou have assumed that universal language possesses no word which could eternize
asubject unless the subject be in its own nature eternal without it. Y ou go so far asto allege
that the word aioonios, when applied to God, could not by itsown power or meaning, assure
us of his eternity, unless we found other reasonsin himself giving to it that meaning. So of
the happiness of the righteous. Not finding these reasons in your philosophy of punishment,
the word aioonios, or everlasting, prefixed to it, means momentary, or limited; just because
you think it “useless, pernicious, unjust,” &c. &c. In your philology al adjectives are
cyphers. A cypher placed after 9 means 90; but placed before 1, it means |-10th of a unit.

23—Again, asthereis no special law passed in the commonwealth of lettersin favor of
aioonios, it must be by virtue of the common law of adjectives and epithets that it has no
meaning of itsown. Thismust betrue of all adjectives. They all, on your theory of language,
derive their meaning from the substantives with which they stand. In your new grammar, “ A
substantiveisaword added to an adjective to express some quality belongingtoit, or togive
it a peculiar meaning.” Thus happiness eternal, means endless; and punishment eternal,
means momentary.

24—Asyou are safely moored, | will tell you where | may be found: Where | bade Mr.
Montgomery adieu. All nouns and adjectives have aliteral or common, and afigurative or
less common meaning. Words that belong to the body, when applied to the mind are used
figuratively; wordsthat belong to the mind, when applied to the body must also be used only
inapart of their signification; wordsthat belong to thingstemporal, when applied to subjects
in another state are used figuratively, in more or less than their common signification; and
words that pertain to eternity or to another state of being, when applied to thingsin time or
on earth, areused in less than their common signification. Thisuniversal and immutable law
of language, not madefor any special case, explains satisfactorily that when | say, ‘Heisan
endless talker, an eternal trouble, an everlasting nuisance,” | use these words figuratively,
and not in their proper signification.

25—Y ou have said you believe in punishment after death, in another state of being, and
have referred meto a document that | never saw. Will your co-editor please send me a copy
of said future punishment? | am pleased to find, on your testimony, that you believe “in
future post mortem punishment.” | trust it isnot in what some call absolute destruction—the
everlasting punishment of afew of my acquaintance, who affect to think that Nero, Caligula,



and Judas Iscariot will be doomed to the eternal destiny of a dove or alamb! for surely if
absolute destruction be everlasting punishment, the greatest wretch that ever lived and the
most innocent lamb go into the same everlasting punishment.

26—I hope you have not found a Protestant Purgatory; though you speak a good deal
like it—about punishment leading men to repentance, whoseicy heartsthelove of God could
not melt: these, you believe with Bishop Purcell and the Pope, may be melted in the penal
fines of Purgatory. | am anxious to learn your theory of future punishment. Excuse me for
my unbelief. | think when it comesto be examined it will be found to be rather alunar hoax.

27—Lastly, | am now ready to hear from you on the third proposition. Y our grand
avowal and concession, and your having introduced ten arguments philosophical and
theological, will, | have no doubt, be fully satisfactory to our readers that enough is already
said on that subject. Besides, | wish now to get at the naked question; for | think we have
document enough on that solemn subject to satisfy every can
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did a person under heaven. Y ou ran no doubt despatch your proposition about the apax
legomenon, or theword that isfound oncein the Greek Testament, inone letter; though you
can have five if you please— Meanwhile. | forewarn you that | will not, after your
concessions, have much more of alogomachy. From words to things we must ascend.

Controversially yours,
A. CAMPBELL.

Discussion of Univer salism.
MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.

No. XVII.

RICHMOND, Va, Jan. 27, 1838.

My dear Sr—I HATEjust received yours of the 15th inst. And although you may regard
measa“ Universdlian ossification,” | am free to acknowledge that) would sooner be without
“any humor” than to be alwaysin bad humor. | am, however, not so devoid of feeling as not
to commiserate your unhappy condition,
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2. 1t must indeed be exceedingly vexatious to have this discussion delayed so long, and
to reflect that most of the delay has been occasioned by yourself—to know that “the
Magazine and such other Universalist papersastook subscribersduringthewar,” aregaining
patronage by means of it, and that you cannot reap the same advantage—(what can be the
reason? are Universalists better satisfied with the discussion thus far than your readers?—)
to be assured that your opponent will not accept of assumptionsfor arguments, nor assertions
for proof of your positions —to be compelled to produce bona fide proof of endless misery
when noneisto be had—is doubtless all very perplexing. | pity, but cannot help you, | will,
however, do what | can to restore the equilibrium of your temper, if an early copy of this
letter and these assurances can do it. | will, for once, send you my manuscript direct to
Bethany, reserving a copy for Utica. | entreat you, my dear friend, not to be too much cast
down. You know the old adage, “ The darkest time is just before day.”

3. Thelast sentence in your 3d paragraph shows that the truth may be told in the form
of asneer. | am willing our readers should judge of the misrepresentation complained of in
your 5th paragraph. If you did not assert that temporal rewards and punishments were the
sanctions of the Jewish dispensation, and not of the gospel, then language has no meaning.
And if | did not disprove your assertion, and show that temporal punishments were
threatened and executed under the gospel, as well as the law, then nothing has been proved
or disproved on either side. (And for temporal rewards under the gospel, see Mark x. 30.)
But you say these were not the sanctions of the gospel. What then were they? They were
threatened by, and executed under, the preachers of the gospel. But you may say it was not
for disobeying the gospel. What then was it for? It was for great sins. and were not these
(yea, al sin,) in disobedience of the gospel? Thus, sir, the foundation of your boasted 6th
argument about Gehenna being wholly taken away, the argument itself has evaporated with
the other five that preceded it.

4. It isamusing to see you writhing under your own Note on Matth. v. 22., and your
fruitless efforts to evade the force of its positive statements about Gehenna. But, sir, look at
your own language Y ou say in your Note, “The Judges, the Sanhedrim, and the HELL FIRE,
here introduced, ARE all human punishments,” &c. And now you deny that you said any
thing more than that an allusion was made to human punishments, &c. | need say no more
on this subject till you have refuted your own note. It is as positive in my favor as language
can be. If the only misrepresentation you accuse me of in your 7th paragraph consisted in
representing you as conceding a point which you have for years contended for, it must be
obvious that | have not used you half as bad as you use yourself. For you positively
misrepresent and contradict yourself point blank, as on Matth. v. 22.

5. It will betimeto consider your 8th paragraph when you have made an effort to prove
that 2 Thess. i. 9. relates, not to time, but to eternity. | have never denied nor opposed the
doctrine of antithesis, as you accuse me of doing in paragraphs 9, 10, 11. It is only your
abuse of antithesisand contracts, and your extravagant assumptionswith regard to them and
their applications, that | have opposed. Seeyour Letter V1. p. 15, 21, 22, 25, and Letter VIII.,
p. 7 to 11, and frequent subsequent attempts to make out an endless hell, because hell was
the opposite of heaven, and the word heaven sometimes (though as | have shown not
generally) signifies a state of endless happiness. It was with reference to your whole course



on thissubject that | made the remark that you would send David and Jonah and many others
both to an endless hell and an endless heaven.

6. The rule, which you say is that of the schools, “ The words on both sides of an
antithesis must be taken in the same extent of meaning” isundoubtedly correct, asagenera
rule, though there are sometimes exceptions or modifications with reference to some of the
minor, if not the major, terms employed in. an antithesis. (And for proof that aioniosis used
both in alimited and unlimited sense, in the same text, | refer you to Heb. iii. 6. and Rom.
xvi. 25, 26.) But | do not need the benefit of any such exceptions, or even modifications, in
the case now before us. For | contend that neither the everlasting punishment nor the
everlasting life, Matth. xxv. 46., expresses the immortal and endless condition of the sinner
or the saint; and that entering into life and being cast into hell, Mark ix. 43—A47., expresses
simply entering into the faith and obedience of the gospel, on the one hand, and the dreadf ul
woes, calamities, and destruction that came upon the unbelieving Jews, on the other. The
contexts of both passages, and especially the latter, obviously suggest this view.

7. That the eterna life mentioned Matth. xxv. 46., is not the endless beatitude of
immortality, is deduced, not only from the context and general scope of the passage, but
especialy from considering that it is the reward of good works. No number or amount of
good works can justly merit an infinite and endless reward; and by parity of reasoning, no
number or magnitude of sins that a finite being commits, in alimited time, can demerit an
infinite punishment. M oreover, thevery word hererendered punishment (kolasin) forbidsthe
idea of its being endless. Amputatio arborum luxurantium is one of the definitions, and a
very common sense of it. And its meaning in the text and other similar ones, is obviously
correction, or chastisement for the good of the punished; in accordance with the scripture
truth that God punishes his children “for their profit that they may be partakers of his
holiness,” and that the correction may “ afterward yield the peaceable fruits of righteousness
to them who are exercised thereby.” But endless torment could neither “profit” the sufferer,
nor yield any after “fruits of righteousness.” The punishments of the wicked and the rewards
of the righteous, as such, must both come to an end.

8. Both parts of your two Favorite antitheses may hence be allowed “the same extent
of meaning,” without any detriment to my side of this argument. And if | am not much
mistaken, you will yet find your doctrine of antithesis recoiling on your system with an
irresistible force in regard to the three texts you quote in the beginning of your 11th
paragraph, and other similar texts.

9. | regard your affected criticism on the derivation of aion, p. 13, as a powerless effort
to dust the eyes of your readers, in order to help you out of difficulty. In your first critique
on thisword (Letter X.) you alowed it to have two roots, ael and oon. As| have shown that
ael, the only root that could impart to it any idea of duration, is not once used to express
endless perpetuity, you have now changed your mind and concluded that it has but oneroot,
and that is oon! Admirable consistency! And this oon “isitself theroot of eternity, as| AM
Isthe name of Him that inhabiteth eternity” Morewonderful still! The present participle of
aword in alanguage not then known, was madetheroot of eternity, becausethe Deity, inthe
Hebrew language styled himself thel AM!! Mirabiledictu! Surely you deserveamedal. Y ou
have also discovered that oon of itself absolutely “ means without beginning or end,” |



suppose because theword itself does not say any thing about beginning and ending. Y ou are,
however, mistaken in supposing | wish to annihilate the signification of aioon—it has quite
too important senses attached to it to allow me to indulge in such a desire,

10. Y ou seem to have wrought yourself up at one time into such an ecstacy in view of
your wonderful achievements, the “unbroken strength” of your last previous letter, the
marvelous “strength of the facts and documents therein displayed and arranged,” the vast
concessions you think | have made, &c. &c., that you entirely overlook a considerable
portion of my letter, and very important portionstoo: see my pp. 15, 17, 18, and 19. But you
sink back again very soon into your sullen and murmuring temper, complain of the toils
heaped upon you, of the“drudgery” you haveto performto proveyour propositions, ask why
| did not make such and such avowals before and save you “so much labor,” &c. &c. If, my
dear sir, you can find comfort enough to pay you for al your trouble, you ought to be
content, seeing you are doing so well with the argument in your own opinion.

11. You say | have made the grand concession that my THEOLOGY iS MY PHILOLOGY.
Though such is not the fact, yet | would sooner have it so than, like my learned opponent,
make my philology my theology. Perhaps you might read Cal. ii. 8. with profit. Y ou charge
roewith saying | would make no allowance for the proof of any given point unlessthat point
were proved from some other source of reasoning than the words of inspiration. This, sir, is
an error. | have made no such declaration, nor any thing equivalent to it. | bow to the
authority of inspiration with unreserved deference. All that | have said or argued on this
subject amounts to this only, that | cannot admit so horrid and God-dishonoring a doctrine
asthat of endless misery on the mere force of the ambiguous words aion and aionios, when
these words, by the consent of al critics, yourself among them, are frequently applied to
things and times that have had, or from their very nature, must have, an end: and whilel, at
the same time, gave ten very weighty reasons why these words must be used in a limited
sense when applied to punishment, which reasons you have not attempted to invalidate.

12. Inanswer to your 17th paragraph, | remark that my objectionsto endless punishment
were founded, not only on itsincompatibility with the character and attributes of God, such
as all Christians and all enlightened theists acknowledge belong to him, and as set forth in
my ten obj ections to endless misery, but also on the entire absence of all proof of itstruthin
reason and revelation, and its opposition to the desires and prayers of all good and holy
beings.

13. | have no “heartburnings against the notion of punishment,” if that punishment be
benevolent and salutary: but take away these attributes from it, clothe it with fiend-like
cruelty and merciless vengeance, makeit malignant in character and endlessin duration, and
well may it occasion heartburnings, yea, and heart breakingstoo, in all that sincerely believe
it. | ask, sir, can you view it with joy and satisfaction? Can you delight in its contemplation?
Can you pray for it? Can you believe it for yourself without becoming crazy? No, my dear
sir, neither you nor any mortal living can do it. Thetruth is, those who professto believethe
doctrine seldom or never believeit for themselves, or their intimatefriends. The only person
| ever saw that fully believed it for herself, was a lady, and she was then, and had been for
years, in the agonies of despair and the ravings of madness in consequence of it.



14. Y our mention of Abner Kneeland's case is quite as unfortunate for yourself as for
me; for hewasonce, likeyourself, aBaptist. Andif hisBaptist orthodoxy could not savehim
from heresy, need you wonder that his heresy did not save him in his dotage from atheism,
or monomania? Where have | said or intimated that | would stake fifty-nine to one, or that
| would stake anything at all, on my *’theory against fact,” or on my “opinion against fact”?
Y ou know, sir, | have made no such statement, nor any thing to warrant such a conclusion.
| would, however, if it were necessary, stake fifty-nine to one on an argument founded in
reason and philosophy, supported by the holy Scriptures and proved by numerous facts,
against a“ mere philological conjecture unsupported by a single proof: and such, permit me
tosay, do | reward your conjecture—for you can give no proof—that aionios means endless
when applied to punishment.

1.3. Again, | do not by any means admit that the proportion of times in which aion and
aionios signify endless duration, is as 5900 to 100 where they are used in a limited sense.
Nay, | do not admit that they are used to signify endless duration in one half of their
occurrences in the scriptures, nor even in one half of the instances in which you have set
them down as signifying it. We have the authority of lexicographers quite as learned and
quite as orthodox as yourself, for assuring usthat they are used muck more frequently for an
indefinite than for an infinite time. In your 19th paragraph you attempt to show our readers
the great “value and extent” of my “candid concession.” | shall offset your illustration by a
parody on it, which will at least show our readers the extent of your (“delusion, may | call
it?” or) consistency.

16. Y ou admit that hills and to mountains are aionios—that the possessions of Israel in
Canaan are aionios—that the covenant of circumcision is aionios—that the priesthood of
Aaron is aionios—that the servant was to serve his master els ton aiona—that Jonah wasin
the whale' sbelly eiston aiona—that the land of Idumeawasto lie waste eis tous aionas ton
aionon—that deeds of land run for ever—and that the punishment of the wicked was to be
aionios, or eiston aiona; yet you maintain that the first nine are only temporary and limited,
and the last one endlessin duration, though all are expressed in Hebrew, Greek, and English
by the samewords! Why thisinconsistency? Why thisspecial exceptioninfavor of the sense
of endless to aion and aionios when applied to punishment? | have besought you time after
time, and now again beseech you to give your reasonsfor this strange and arbitrary sense of
the words when applied to punishment. It seems
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you have no reasons to give but your own philological conjecture, and that the thing of
endless punishment must be sustained at all hazards for the reputation of your orthodoxy!
This is the triumph of individual and conjectural philology over rational and scriptural
theol ogy!

17. Was your conjecture, p. 21, that | shall hereafter “flee again to the mountains of
philology as affording more shade than the fertile plains of my philosophy,” intended to
cover your retreat from a field where you found more reasons against your doctrine of
endless we than yon knew how to cope with? Am |, with all our readers, left to suppose that



my friend Campbell “thinks” endless misery very useful, very salutary, very honorable to
God, very benevolent, merciful, wise, just, &c.? If you think so, what are your reasons? My
arguments, sir, rest not upon “one single | think.” You say | “have assumed that universa
language possesses no word which could eternize a subject unless the subject be in its own
nature eternal without it. Thisispositively untrue. And, sir, did you not know it to be so?Did
you not know that the third proposition of which | take the affirmative, denies it? Equally
untrueare your assertionsthat in my “philology all adjectivesare cyphers,” that “ aionioshas
no meaning of its own,” and your intimation that | require a new Grammar, interchanging
the positions and definitions of substantives and adjectives. Such misrepresentations,
witticisms, irony, and sarcasm, | cannot but regard, my dear sir. as entirely unbecoming the
dignity of your profession, unworthy of yourself, and undeserving of any further noticefrom
me. | will only refer the reader to my last letter, p. 18, and my Letter No. XI. pp. 11 to 17
inclusive, for my definitions of aion, &c.

18. You seem to exult occasionally in having given me “ Hebrew and Greek references
and criticismsto satiety.” In referenceto this, I will only remark that a much smaller amount
than you have given would have abundantly satisfied, had they been to the point, or gonein
theleast to establish the truth of your second proposition; but asthey madeno approximation
tothat point, alarger, or any supposable quantum of the same sort, would have been useless.
For the same reason, your repetition, p. 24, of the ground you took with Mr. Montgomery is
irrelevant and out of place. In all you have advanced from beginning to end, no reasons have
been assigned why aion and aionios, when applied to punishment, must signify endless
duration.

19. Your feverish anxiety, conjectures, and speculations about my views of future
punishment, your disposition before you know what they are, to brand them with the name
Purgatory, &c. &c. are mistimed and out of place. Wait patiently till you see them, and then
disprove them if you can. You need have no apprehensions that they will be found to
embrace what some call absolute destruction; altho’ both myself and many of our readers
were at one time seriously apprehensive that you would attempt to shelter your doctrine of
endless punishment under; that form. | am heartily glad such is not your aim.

20. | now proceed to the third proposition, viz. “Is there any word in human language
that expresses duration without end, which is not applied to the future punishment of the
wicked, or which can certify usthat God, angels, or saints shall have duration without end?’
And I: hereremark, that | need say but little, indeed | am not bound to say any thing, by way
of argument, till you have answered what | said—and which remains unanswered—in my
first letter. To that letter, particularly, paragraphs 11 to 16 inclusive, and p. 20, (especially
what is said on 2 Cor. iv. 17.) | refer you and our readers for unanswered and, | believe,
unanswerable arguments in favor of the affirmative of this proposition.

21. Inmy first letter | gave four wordswith their definitions, viz. akatal utos, aphtharsia,
aphthartos, and athanasia, which are applied to, or used in connexion with, God, life, the
immortal beatitude of heaven, &c. &c. and never used in the New Testament in a limited
sense nor applied to any subject of a perishable nature or limited duration. Y ou attempted,
Letter No X , to turn the subject, or what | had said upon it, into ridicule; but you have not
denied, and | think you will not deny, asingle material statement | made, or argument | drew



from the above words and their use. My Letter No. X. sufficiently answered all you said by
way of ridicule. | demand a candid answer to my arguments, oar a concession that they are
unanswerable.

22. Y ou. yourself conceded that in all of thosewordstheideaof durationwasembraced;
and as you made no attempt to provethat they ever were, or could properly be applied to any
finite or limited time, or any thing of a mere earthly nature, | take it for granted that you do
not calculate to do it. Indeed, | do not see any motive you can have for attempting it. For
whatever may be the fate of your favorite aion and aionios, | cannot suppose you doubt the
endless existence of God, angels, saints, or happiness, or that you would be unwilling to
alow that either of the four words | gave should signify endless duration when connected
with them. | have all along supposed, and still suppose, that you wished to make some show
of argument against these words more for the sake of enhancing the value and importance
of aion and aioniosin proving endless duration, than because you really objected totheidea
of endless being attached to the others.

23. Tothefour words previously named, | might add, were it necessary to strengthen
my argument, the word aidios, perpetual, which is applied to God, and the word aperantos,
endless, infinite, boundless, also used in the New Testament, and ask, in referenceto all six
of them, why neither of them is ever used in connexion with sin, punishment, or misery of
any kind, if the latter were regarded by the inspired writers as really endless in
duration?—why no other or stronger term than aionios—aterm you acknowledge is often
used in alimited sense— was applied to punishment, when so many others unequivocally
stronger and lessambiguouswere at hand’ ? | pausefor areply. If inyour reply you can offer
nothing new, or more to the point on the first three propositions, than what you have
furnished, | shall proceed without delay to the fourth. | hope your answer to this will be
forthcoming without delay. Yoursin sincerity,

D. SKINNER.

MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER.

NO. XVIII.

BETHANY, Va. February 8th, 1838.
MR. SKINNER:

Sr—THIS morning yours of the 27th tilt, was received; and | am thankful for the
promptness with which you have this time replied. | see that you are susceptible of
conviction and correction, on somepointsat least. Thereisalso asmall improvement in your
style and temper; and | flatter myself that, asthereisyet considerable room for amendment,
you will continue to improve.

2—L ikethe house of Saul, your cause waxesweaker and weaker: for certainly thisisthe
tamest epistle you have yet written. | might ask your greatest admirers what point you have



even attempted to provein the first 15 paragraphs. Y ou did not even lay my note on Matth,
v. 22. before your readers, and show that you quoted it in its connexion. Y ou assert, | grant,
with great strength; but then we now understand your most violent assertionsto occur either
in the absence of the appearance of argument or in the ratio of its weakness.

3—Y our explanation of your former objectionsto antithesis, and your late acquiescence
inthe doctrine, isaproof of what may be achieved by taking afavorite sectarian text or two,
and showing: how the doctrinein question affects them. | was not disappointed in the means
which | employed to constrain the concession.

4—But now that you admit my doctrine of antithesis, you attempt a new project. Y ou
seek to make the everlasting life to which the everlasting punishment is opposed in the
antithesis, a temporal life. And thus you make the Saviour, in effect, say—' These shall go
away intotemporal life, and these shall go away into temporal punishment.” Thisistoogross,
| should think, for the major part of even your brother Universalists. | am willing, however,
tolet the publicjudge how much the truth has gained by my bringing you over to the doctrine
of antithesis, through the bribe of your three Universalian texts, by which I commended it
to your favorable regard. In due time these texts will be shown to have no friendly aspect to
the doctrine you espouse. “To enter into life,” and “to be cast into hell,” in antithesis, you
now, in substance, gloss asfollows.—“To enter into life” isto believe and be justified—*to
be cast into hell” is to disbelieve and be condemned to the siege of Jerusalem!!

5—The word kolasis punishment you think precludes the idea of endless, because of a
certain acceptation of it. This is about as sagacious as the alegation that the word liquid
cannot apply to fire, because it is sometimes applied to air and water!

6—The assumption that all punishments are for the reformation of the subjects of them,
Is unsupported and unsupportable. If they were so designed, certainly they have most
generally failed; elsetherecords of human kindinthe Bible, and out of it, arenot to berelied
on. The sequel may show this.

7—Y our 9th paragraph asserts avery great mistake. | have not said that oon is the only
root of aioon. | have said that con is the root of eternity. Read my Letter X. and my last
again. Nay, in my last | say that aioon “in both its parts, ael and oon, always and being,
signifies endless duration!” Why do you not fairly quote my words' ?

8—The conclusion of your 14th paragraph, after such aflourish in the beginning of it,
isreally amusing. You say | give no proof that. aioonios means endless when applied to
punishment. If | had, of course you would have abandoned Universalism! But it would be
impossible to prove that to you; for although it sometimes signifies endless when applied to
God, to heaven, tofuturebliss—it never can signify endless when applied to punishment: for,
with you, all punishments end in reformation; and if they do not, they are unjust, cruel,
useless, & c.— and therefore we have done with all such arguments, yourself beingjudge, In
this remark you only corroborate the grand concession already made, and you need not now
attempt to deny it or explain it away. Permit me, however, to parody your parody, and to
show how much wind isin it.

9—You admit that hills are everlasting—that Israel’s possession of Canaan was
everlasting—that the covenant of circumcision waseverlasting—that Aaron’ spriesthood was



everlasting—that theland of Idumeawasto lie waste to everlasting—that Deeds of land are
everlasting—and that heaven and happiness are to be everlasting; yet you maintain that the
firstsix everlastingsarelimited, and thelatter unlimited and endless, though all areexpressed
in Hebrew, Greek, and English in the same words! Why this inconsistency? Say. Mr.
Skinner, why?

10— find that my predictions are already beginning to be fulfilled. Y ou are for again
getting into the mountains of philology. But, sit, since you have said that could | offer 59 to
linfavor of my philology against yours, (for that is certainly your meaning,) yon would hold
on to your theory because of your ten weighty arguments drawn from your theology,! shall
not labor this ground over and over again. Y our philology on your third proposition must
indeed be examined, and then | will proceed to your philosophy and theology, for | seethese
are strewed profusely through your letter before me, which isasingular compound of these
heterogeneous substances. In the following strictures on your third proposition you will see
how kindly | dispose of the chicanery of your 17th paragraph.

11—This new proposition is a logical rarity: for why in the name of reason, open a
discussion of six or sixty words, that yourself affirms are never applied to punishment; and
| affirm are never applied to happiness; and one of them excepted, the others never but by
implication import duration. No Greek writers, sacred or profane, ever used any of these
words (aeidios excepted) to denote duration, simpleduration at all. But we shall allegeafew
facts concerning them,

12—Of these words akatalutos is first on the list. It is rendered in Greek Lexicons
generally indissoluble, asits etymology imports. Wm. Tyndal translated it once endless, and
was followed by other translators, It was never applied to God, heaven, hell—to happiness
or misery—or to any state. It isfound but once in the New Testament. It can only beliterally
applied to something compound, as life; but yet it is not found applied to the life of
Christians on earth or heaven by any inspired writer, What a splendid display of critical
ingenuity in producing this as a word which might have been used by the Holy Spirit, if he
had intended to give us a definite and unpervertible view of future punishment—a word
which initsliteral import cannot possibly apply to happiness or misery!!

13—Aptharsia stands second OR the list of words which necessarily and immutably
signifies endless or everlasting. Thisword isfound oncein Rom. ii. 7.; four timesin 1 Cor.
Xv. 42—54.; once in Eph. vi. 24.; and Titus i. 10. and ii, 7.; in al eight times—never
translated endlessor everlasting by any writer sacred or profane. Incorruptibility isits proper
meaning, whether in doctrine, sentiment, (Eph. vi. 34.) or in body. It is never by any writer
applied to God or angels, to happiness or misery, to reward or punishment, and is
distinguished from eternal life by Paul, Rom. ii. 7.!!

14—Aphthartos stands next. It isfound Rom. i. 23; 1 Cor. ix. 25.; xv.52.; 1 Tim.i. 17.:
1 Pet. i. 4, 23,; iii. 4., rendered by the translators of the Bible once immortal and six times
incorruptible—never applied to a state, to happiness, or misery. It is applied to God, but
contradistinguished from eternal: ‘’"Now to the King eternal, immortal,” aioonios,
aphthartos.

15—Athanasiaisthelast of thefirst class of wordsthat necessarily and immutably mean



endless! It is found three times in the New Testament: 1 Cor. xv. 53, 51.; | Tim. vi. 16.,
rendered immortality, Thisword isnever applied to God, angels, happiness, misery, heaven,
or hell. It is never rendered endless, everlasting, &c.

16—To these you have added two other terms in your last |letter— aperantos, which
occursonce, 1 Tim. i. 4., literally unlimited, endlessin space, not in time. It isnever applied
to God, angels, spirits, heaven, hell, happiness, misery, &c.

17—But to finish your rare collection of literary curiosities, you also introduce aeidios,
translated both eternal and everlasting, for it occursbut twice. | giveyou great credit for this
last. Y ou areright for oncein saying that this word does signify absolutely eternal or endless
duration. It is applied to God, Rom. i. 20., and certainly he is absolutely eternal, without
beginning and without ending. It is also applied Jude, 6th verse, to the chains in which the
fallen angelsare held bound, and certainly these are absol utely endless; and thereforel return
you my sincerethanks—first, for conceding that the punishment of fallen angelsisabsolutely
endless; and as wicked men are to share with the devil and his angels in their future
punishment, | cannot but thank you a second time for giving up the whole controversy, and
admitting that the punishment of wicked men is thus set forth by a word which absolutely
and immutably signifies endless. But | must thank you still more emphatically athird time
for a greater concession: for you have now settled the controversy and given up the whole
matter of aioon as denoting absolutely and immutably endless duration; for observe al the
learned world, without a single exception, declare that whatever of duration isin the word
aeidios, it derivesit all from ad, always, from which all say itisformed. Mr. Skinner’ s root
of aeioon, which heretofore in his hands signified only limited duration; with more
intelligence you now say it denotes perpetual endless duration. So endeth your proof of this
third proposition.

18—This is really a greater triumph of the truth than | promised myself in this
discussion. | have only one thing to hope, that you, sir, will not appear to your readers to
have fallen into a pit by accident; or to have in an oversight suffered the truth to gain a
momentary triumph. Confirm, sir, your candor now by holding up aeidiosto beaword fairly
and immutably expressive of duration without end: for it is applied to God and to the chains
that confine thefallen angels under darknessto the judgment of thegreat day, whichiscalled
by Paul (Heb. vi) “eternal judgment.”

19—Having now, as | honestly and humbly conceive, fully and conclusively disposed
of all your philology on thefirst, second, and third propositions, | can fearlessly leave them
to the candid and impartial consideration of our readers, and will forthwith proceed to your
philosophy. | have always been assured of the fact that your philosophy, or rather you'rea
priori hypothesis on the nature and design of punishment, together with your conceptions of
what isfitting and worthy of the character which you have adopted for the Supreme Being,
and not philology, or the sayings of the Bible, arethereal causes of your Universalism. Y our
critiquesupon thewordsin disputewere got up rather for obviating thedifficultiesintheway
of your theory, than for establishing it. Y our cavils against the Mexicans arose from your
passion for Texas: for had you not coveted the latter, you would never have thought of a
guarrel with the former—of course, then, | design athorough exposition of you're a priori
theory of what ought to be done with the wicked.



20— own that you have the popular side of the question. One can hardly contend for
endless punishment, how devoted soever to the truth and will of God, without appearing
malevolent: nor can one scarcely contend against it, without the appearance of superior
benevolence. Of this | need not, however, inform you. The copious and frequent
denunciations of “the horrid doctrine,” “the soul-chilling, the diabolical doctrine of endless
misery,” &c. &c. which appear inyour epistles, areindubitable evidencethat you understand
the multitude and the proper game to play in prepossessing it in your favor.

21—Y ou delight in expatiating upon the benevolence and mercy, and philanthropy of
God, and in showing how irreconcilable with these conceptions of yours are the withering
and cruel doctrines of interminable woe. But, sir, | go for the truth first, and for the epithets
of that truth afterwards. Experience and much reflection have taught me how often we are
deceived in what is most expedient and fitting the divine character; and how dangerousit is
to affix epithetsto persons and things whose pretensions we ought to examine. | never could
rationally hope to obtain from you a candid hearing after | saw you call my views “horrible”
doctrine?. This slate of mind is wholly incompatible with the discovery of truth. You
resemble the Captain that first commanded Paul to be whipped, and afterwards asked what
he had done. You denounce the doctrine, and then ask for its evidence. With such a
preparation of heart it isimpossible that you could discover thetruth. | shall not imitate you,
but calmly and dispassionately examine, one by one, your ten theological arguments. And
let me assure you that | should greatly rejoiceif you could persuade meto think with you on
this matter: for really if | could regard the ultimate holiness and happiness of all mankind as
apart of the divine scheme, and every way practicable and consonant with God’ s glory and
the supreme bliss of the pure and virtuous portions of the universe, | would espouse it and
promulge it with the fulness of joy to the utmost extent of my means.

22—You assert first that endless punishment would be useless. It can be of no
supposable advantage to any being in the universe, &c. | have often said that one good
philosophical argument is enough on any subject, for one good argument never can be
overthrown. Now, sir, if | thought you knew the whole universe, that you had traveled over
infinite space, and lived through eternity, and knew what was good for every creature in
every part of it, then indeed your assertion (for argument it is not) would be entitled to very
grave consideration. But in the absence of this knowledge and experience, your dogmais of
no more authority than that of the child who says burning mountains on earth, and volcanoes
In the ocean, icy mountains in the polar regions, and burning deserts between the tropics,
blazing stars in the heavens, meteoric stones above the clouds—Iions, tigers, and hyenas
among the beasts—hawks and vultures among the birds— serpents among reptiles—and
vegetable and mineral poisons among plants and metals, are all useless things, and afford
“neither honor, pleasure, nor profit to God, angels, or men.” Thereisas much modesty, as
much good sense, logic, philosophy, and religion in Will Five-Y ear-Old’ s objection as in
yours. Every thing is useless to him that does not know the use of it: And seeing thereisa
multitude of things called evils against which we are fighting, the utility of which we know
not, isit, | ask, either modest or veracious to say that future and eternal evils are useless,
because we cannot explain them? Again, our inability to see or point out the use of any thing,
never can be aleged philosophically either against thething itself or its utility, for the wisest



man in the world would have to say that more than half of all the ten thousand physical evils
in the universe are useless, because he cannot point out the use of the smallest half of them.

23—But, sir, | have one argument on this subject, and, if it be agood one, it is enough.
We commonly say that all that can be known of thefutureislearned from the present and the
past. Hence a wise mail said, “ The past and the present for the future.” Well now what
deposeth past history of human and angelic existence, and what says the present? We must
answer that the history of angels and men has been the history of sin and of
punishment—not, indeed, that all intelligences have sinned; but some of all have sinned and
been punished. Now this punishment is useful, else folly isdirectly charged upon the moral
Governor of the universe. Now as punishment has been, and still is useful, it is most
philosophical to conclude that it may be always useful. For should a period arrive when
punishment shall not be useful, that time will be contrary to all human history and human
experience.

24—And let me add that the utility of punishment is not to be estimated by the
reformation of the subject of it, for this but seldom happens. The punishment of sinnersis,
according to the Holy Spirit, “set forth for an example”’ to secure others from rebellion or
apostacy. And herein, perhaps, its capital utility will be found to consist, At all events, we
have the data of God’s past and present government in proof of the utility of punishment.
And in the absence of scripture testimony and universal experience—nay, contrary to both,
to affirm that a period may arrive when punishment will be of no use to any being in the
universe, to say the least, exhibits a decree of boldness and reckless daring more to be
reprobated than approved, more to be eschewed than admired. But the utility of future and
eternal punishment may perhaps still appear more clear as we proceed to examine the other
nine assertions by which you have so gallantly repudiated all the canons of criticism and the
statutes of philology.

25—I had here just finished my letter, but my compositor informs me thereis yet more
room. | will then confirm the joy you acknowledge you received from ascertaining that | am
‘not a destructionist. | will give you one reason for this, and with me one good reason is
enough: | opine that one good argument would sink afleet of a hundred sail freighted with
hypotheses. Well, now, for thisone argument: | only premisethat spiritsareimmortal. Jesus
IS my authority. He says angels cannot die; and angels are spirits. If you ask me for the
positive proof that angels cannot die, | refer you to Luke xx. 36: “ Neither can they die
anymore; for they are equal unto the angels’ —immortals. Now | am prepared to state my
argument: The Supreme Judge will say to wicked men, “ Depart, you cursed, into everlasting
fire prepared for the devil and his angels.” Now as wicked men are to he cast into the same
firewith the devil and his angels, they are of course to partake of the same punishment; and
asthiseverlasting fire cannot annihilate or utterly destroy thedevil and his angels, so neither
can it destroy those who are doomed to share his punishment. They are equal unto angels;
therefore, neither can they die anymore.

26—Because | make no greater display, | would caution you not to presumethat | have
not many other argumentsin waiting: but | do not think that the occasion calls for more than
one. And hasit not occurred to you that thisis rather afour-sided argument, and that one of
its sides looks very hard against your speculation. For if the devil and his angels were only



doomed to thevalley of Hinnom or the siege of Jerusalem, their everlasting fireis quenched,
and they are all either dead or again walking up and down in the earth. But | know the power
of your crucible: it can impersonate (give meleave to invent for you a new word) the devil,
convert him into a metaphor and his angels into shadows, and thus free yourself from any
difficulties in the case.

27—But yet there is another side of my argument that you cannot so easily dispose of.
If this impersonal devil and his angels could have been annihilated, would it riot, on the
principle of your “ ten weighty arguments,” have been wiser for Omnipotenceto have hilled
him at the beginning of the campaign, and not to have suffered him to trouble our world and
fill it with sin and misery, than thus at the end of the drama, to put him to the pain of eternal
annihilation?

28—I shall, al things concurring, fully canvass your “ten weighty arguments’
philosophic in my next.

Controversially yours,
A. CAMPBELL.



Discussion of Univer salism.
MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.

No. XI X.

RICHMOND, Va., Feb. 26, 1838.
My dear S,

| AM happy to perceive by yours of the 8thinst. which hasjust arrived, (being, by the by,
along timein reaching here from its dates) that you are getting in much better humor. Y ou
seem indeed quite joyful and happy, and one would suppose every thing was going on
entirely to your mind. Indeed it would be inferred from some parts of your letter, that you
had not only proved both of your propositions, and disproved mine, but that | had fully
conceded thefact and goneover to your side of theissue. Well, any way to get good-natured,
| am content.

2—If you can see no point that | attempted to establishin the first 15 paragraphs of my
last letter, | am perfectly willing to leave the matter to the decision of our readers, requesting
them to read again and see. If there were no point in them, it must have been for want of
point in yours, of which they are the refutation. Y ou say | did not lay your note on Matt. v.
22. before our readers. Why should 1?1 had previously made a liberal extract from it, and,
| contend, gavethegist of thewhole. Y ou say | did not, and that the whole would wear avery
different aspect. Why then do you not lay it before our readers, instead of asking me again
to occupy my portion of space with what you say is to benefit you? What a truly liberal
policy!

3—Y ou charge mewith making the Saviour say, “ These shall go away intotemporal life
and these shall go away into tempora punishment,” and then say this is too gross even for
my brother Universalists! Did |, sir, ever give the word temporal as either of the definitions
of aionios? No, you know | had not. Why then misrepresent me? Why not take at least one
of the definitions | had given! Thisyou were bound to do in representing my views. But this
would not make me appear “ gross’ enough to answer your purpose. My views of the other
antithetical text must also undergo a similar distortion in order to discredit them with your
readers.

4—I| contend that the definition | gave of kolasin, Matth. xxv. 46., instead of being
merely “a certain acceptation” or casual occurrence, is its common acceptation, and your
attempt to evadeitsforcein this senseis about asrational asit would be to deny that water
Is liquid because it may sometimes be congealed by frost. | have never said that “all
punishments are for the reformation of the subjects of them.” So far from this being afact,
the Apostle assures usthat earthly fathers sometimes correct or punishfor their pleasure; but
at the same time he assures us that God does it “for our profit, that we may be partakers of
his holiness.” Because earthly fathers and human instruments sometimes fail in producing
beneficial results, it does not follow that God will fail in producing these desired results. See
Isa xlii. 4., lvii. 16— 18.; Lam. iii. 31—33—Hos. v. 14, 15.



5. | certainly did not intend to misrepresent you in the Sth paragraph of my last. | really
supposed you meant to maintain that oon was the principal or only root of aion, and that ael
was only an adjunct. And | am willing thereader, after again looking at your 13th paragraph,
should say whether your language did not warrant such a supposition.

6—Y our 9th paragraph, or parody on my parody, isreally aphilological curiosity. Y ou
ask why | allow hills, possession, covenant, priesthood, desolation, and deeds, to be of
limited duration, and maintain that heaven and happinesswill be of endless duration, though
the duration of all is expressed by the same word, (everlasting) in Hebrew, Greek, and
English? Answer 1. The duration of all isnot expressed by the same word in either of those
languages. | know no text where aionios, or everlasting, is applied either to heaven or
happiness. 2. If they were thus applied it would not be the only or main reliance to prove the
endless perpetuity of heaven and happiness. Other and less
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ambiguous terms are applied to, and all allow, while none dispute, the latter. 3. In this
discussion you have attempted to prove endless punishment merely by the force of aionios,
the very word in dispute, which you and all acknowledgeisoften used in alimited sense, as
in the first six subjects of your parody; and you have no other or stronger term limn thisto
apply, and can give no other reason under heaven in favor of endless misery! “Why this
inconsistency? Say,” Mr. Campbell, “why!”

7—Y our next great effort is on the third proposition. And here | wish | could give you
credit for as much candor and fairness as | can for ingenuity and evasive tact. Y ou refer to
al the passages in the New Testament where the six words | adduced in favor of the
affirmative of thisproposition, occur; but you quote none of them. Y ou make several remarks
relative to them, which | think directly calculated to mislead and deceive the reader. And it
requires a great stretch of charity to believe you did not intend to mislead them. Y ou say
neither of these six wordsisever used (aidiosexcepted) “to denoteduration, simpleduration,
at all.” Well, whether used to express simple duration or not, you yourself acknowledge that
fiveof them embracethe* idea of duration.” Y ou say, (letter x. p. 18.) of thefirst four words,
“Thereisin all of them an. idea of duration, and to apply them [as epithets | suppose you
mean| to duration would be to define athing by itself, as arosey rose, a lily-looking lily.”
Now whether these words are used to express simple duration, or duration in connexion with
something else, it mattersnot. They are applicableto, or express duration—that is sufficient
for my purpose. And you, sir, have never attempted to prove, nor do | think you will, that the
duration of which these words expresstheidea, is ever alimited duration. Endless duration
then is expressed by five of these words, yourself being judge.

8—You say of akatulutos, “Wm. Tyndale translated it once endless, and was followed
by other translators” Y es, and among others by my learned friend Mr. Campbell, without a
syllable of misgiving from his pen onthe subject. But you say “it can only beliterally applied
to something compound.” Do you mean to say that life is a compound? What are its
component parts? Suppose, sir, akatalutos had been applied to the misery of the wicked in
the New Testament, would you not have argued from it in this discussion that misery must



be endless because it was akatal utos, with as little scruple as you have translated it endless
in Heb. vii. 16.? Does not the phrase zoe akatalutos, imply nearly, if not quite, the same as
the word athanasia?

9—Y ou attempt adouble game of evasion with aptharsia and athansia. Y ou say neither
of themistranslated endless or everlasting Wonderful indeed! Why not? Becausetheformer
are substantives and the latter adjectives; but you dare not deny that the sense of the latter
Isincluded in the sense of the former. Again; you say neither of them is applied to God or
angels, heaven or happiness| am surprized at your recklessness. Had you forgotten, dear sir,
that the Apostle has said of God, 1 Tim. vi. 16, “who only hath immortality,” [i. e. original
and underived] athanasia? Thusit is applied to God, not indeed as an epithet, or adjective,
for the plain reason that it is a substantive, but as an attribute essentially and exclusively his
own. And though these words, for the same reason, are not applied as epithets to heaven or
happiness, yet the connexionsin which they arefound clearly show that they embrace, often
If not always, in themselves the idea of happiness. The glory, honor, power, incorruption,
immortality, imperishableness, indissolubility, indestructibility, & c. ascribed inthe scriptures
to the subjects of the resurrection, certainly express in full both endless perpetuity and
perfection of happiness. At all events, | do not desire greater, or more durable bliss.

10—Is not the inheritance, 1 Pet. i. 4., a state of happiness?if so, why say apthartosis
not applied either to state or to happiness? How did you ascertain that aperantos, defined
endless, infinity boundless, hasthismeaning only in referenceto space and not to time? The
words by which lexicographers define it apply as well to one as the other. And | doubt not,
had the sacred writers applied aperantos to punishment, you would have zealously argued
its endless duration from the very appropriateness of the word used.

11. But of al the splendid triumphs you have gained since the commencement of this
discussion, and all the fatal concessions | have made, none seems to have filled you with
such perfect ecstacy asthat noticed in your 17th and 18th pars., for which you so repeatedly
and heartily thank me. Y our joy seems so complete that | ailmost regret the necessity that
compels meto break the spell with which you arebound and show you the pit into which you
havefallen, through the very intoxication which your imaginary triumph produced. But what
IS the ground or occasion of your great triumph? Why, this, that | have introduced aidios
(which you misspell in order to make it appear to be derived from your favorite ael) as a
word signifying absolutely endless. Here you agree with me, and say | am “right for oncein
saying that this word does signify absolutely eternal or endless duration.” Very well, then
your third proposition is settled. | have proved the affirmative, and you joyfully concede the
fact, that there is at least one word besides your favorite aionios, in the Greek, that does
absolutely signify endless, that thisword is sufficient to certify us of the endless duration of
God, or any other subject to which it is applied.

12—This question being settled, there is no need of further discussing the six words
above, asfar asthe third proposition is concerned. | am as anxious asyou are that there may
be no backing out from the ground whereon we now stand. | also hope you may not appear
to your readersto have been taken by surprize For | certainly made use of no bribery, asyou
profess to have done. | had no idea that however artful alure | might hold out, you could be
induced to concede the whole as you have done. But so it is; you have actually swallowed



the naked hook.

13—But, alasfor me! in establishing thethird proposition | haveyielded up all that | had
before contended for on the second, where | had hitherto so successfully maintained my
ground, and have enabled you to establish your doctrine of endless punishment by the same
aidios! Well, let us seethen. In thefirst place you make asmall mistake in saying that aidios
isby all thelearned world allowed to be derived from aei. There are somerespectable critics
who supposeit to be derived from ades (hades,) which isderived from a, negative, andidein,
to see; and hence, among other definitions, they give hidden, invisible, unseen, unknown. So
thereisadisagreement asto the derivation of aidios. But wewill not have along controversy
about the origin of the word: whatever its derivation may he, or whether it be radical, we
both agree that its scriptural meaning is endless.

14—Well, doesthisword prove punishment to be endless, as you seem to think! No, for
itisnot applied to punishment at all. Nor isit applied even to the state of punishment. What
then?Why to the chainsonly with which the wicked messengers were bound under darkness
unto (not after nor during) the judgment of the great day. Jude 6. What were these chains'?
| presume you do not consider them as chains of iron, nor literally as chains of any other
material substance. What then? Is it not reasonable to conclude these chains were the
purposes of God, which are changeless and endless, in which the wicked me firmly held
during his pleasure, in any condition that he chooses, until he sees fit to change their state
and condition? Thus Paul speaks, Eph. iii. 10, 11., of God’s having made known by the
church his* manifold wisdom, according to the eternal purpose which he purposed in Christ
Jesus.” Now though his pur posewas absol utely eter nal and changeless, yet its manifestation
took place only at aparticular period. See‘2 Tim. i.i. 9, 10. And thus, though the purpose
of God was eternal or endless, in which the wicked were securely held, they were not to be
confined under darkness necessarily any longer than unto the judgment of the great day,
whatever day that might be,

15—* Having now, as | honestly and humbly conceive, fully and conclusively disposed
of al your philology on thefirst, second, and third propositions, | can fearlessly leave them
to the candid and impartia consideration of our readers,” and proceed to consider what you
have said in attempting to refute my arguments against endless punishment. You are
mistaken in supposing that | first adopted my views from self-interest, prejudice, or
prepossession, and then resolved to admit no evidence or argument that went against a
favoritetheory. | was brought up under the constant preaching of endless punishment. | never
heard asermon in oppositiontoit till | had nearly reached the age of manhood, and then but
very seldom for many years. |. however, early resolved to “proveall things and hold fast that
which, is good.”

16—TheBiblewas my principal guide. After athorough and careful investigation of its
teachings, | became fully satisfied that it did not teach the doctrine of endless punishment,
and on the other hand that it did clearly teach the final salvation of al mankind. On
comparing these views with the voice of nature and reason, | was happily confirmed by
finding a complete and perfect harmony between nature and revelation. And from that day
to this, | have been compelled to regard endless misery as an odious and horrible
doctrine—asastigmaon thedivinecharacter, and useless and pernicious among men, though



| highly respect and esteem many of its sincere believers and advocates.

17—You confess that “one can hardly contend for endless punishment, without
appearing malevolent: nor can one scarcely contend against it, without the appearance of
superior benevolence’ True, Sir, very true. Y ou never uttered amore obvioustruth. And why
Isit so? Because God has enstampt hisimpressupon the soul, and imparted to the conscience
and common senseof all men theimpression that punishment, endlessin duration, vindictive
in character, and productive of no good to the sufferer, must be malignant. Y ou assure me
that you should greatly rejoiceif | could persuade you to think with me on this subject. Yes,
my dear sir, | know you would. Andif you “could regard the ultimate holiness and happiness
of all mankind as a part of the divine scheme, every way practicable and consonant with
God's glory, &c. you would espouse and promulge it with the fulness of joy to the utmost
extent of your means.” Thisdeclarationisworthy of yourself and the philanthropy you claim.
Give place, my dear sir, to such impressions on your heart, and may God increase and
strengthen them. For although | cannot hope that my feeble talents are adequate to the task
of convincing you, especially whilewe stand in the attitude of opponents, yet God is ableto
convinceyou, and | believe hewill doit in hisown good time. And hence my prayer for that
event is offered up in unwavering faith.

18—In your 22d, 23d, and 24th paragraphs you attempt to refute my argument against
endless punishment based on its uselessness. Y ou think, to giveforceto thisargument | must
know the whole universe and live through eternity. Nay, that the argument against the
existence of volcanoes, icy mountains, burning deserts, lions, tigers, hawks, serpents,
vegetable and mineral poisons, & c. which you put into the mouth of Will Five-Year-Old, is
just as weighty as my argument. | think very differently. For all the evils mentioned by your
favorite protege are of a limited and temporary character. Furthermore, we are able to
conceive how good may result from those temporaty evils— nay, we have often witnessed
good resulting from many of them. So far as we do comprehend the object and design of
these things, they are all seen to result in something good. If there be any whose object we
do not fully understand, it is at least reasonable to suppose that it isin harmony with what
we understand, and therefore good on the whole. But why arethese evils often seen to result
in good? Answer, for the very reason that they are temporary and limited. But endless
punishment isafinal evil, alimitless, boundless evil, beyond which no good can result; for
it will never end.

19—But again, you urge, we can only judge of the future by the past and present: and
asthe past and present exhibit sin and punishment, they will continue to exist hereafter and
forever. If thisargument be good, it will provethat, as man inherits abody of flesh and blood
here, he will inherit one hereafter and forever. As he experiences natural birth, marries,
procreates his species, and dies, in this world; so must he do the same in the next, and
forever. If the ceremonial law of Moseswas ever of any use, it must continue in force to all
eternity. If it is necessary for a father to chastise his son at al, it is necessary he should
continueto do it aslong astie lives!

20—But punishment is often “ set forth for an example, to secure others from rebellion
and apostacy.” Yes, truly, such is often the ease in this world; but, my dear sir, if such
examples should be necessary hereafter, or in other words, if the saints in glory cannot be



restrained from rebellion and apostacy without the spectacle of endless damnation before
thelr eyes, it is certain they cannot be very holy, nor much in love with God and heaven, nor
very happy, unless they have the disposition of friends. And I, for one, could never covet
either their society or their condition.
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21—I admit the force of your argument, par, 25, in favor of the immortality of human
and angelic, spirits. | am a firm believer in the immortality of man, not as original, but
derived and dependent. (See 1 Tim, i. 1C,; John xiv. 19.; Acts xvii 28.; 2 Cor. xiii. 4.) And
with tome of your writingswhich | have seen on the subject | anwell pleased. But you seem
to have forgotten that the word angels does not necessarily designate cither the nature or
character, but frequently the office of those beings to whom it is applied, and simply
signifies messengers, being often applied to men in the flesh as well as to celestial spirits.
Your lugging in Matt. xxv. 41.. is therefore wholly useless to your cause, unless you can
prove four things—1. That the devil and his angels there mentioned are disembodied spirits;
2. that thefireis of endless duration; 3 that they are to remain and be endlessly tormented in
it; and 4. that human spiritsareto be tormented with them to all eternity. But neither of these
being proved, or proveable, your “four-sided argument” isseen to be asword with four sides,
but no edge—it looks four ways, but cuts neither.

22—Y ou ascribe to my “crucible” some powers that it does not possess; nevertheless,
| doubt your ability to break it. But you wish to know why it would not have been wiser in
Omnipotence to have killed the devil in the beginning, and not suffered him to trouble our
world, &c. | will answer by asking two other questions equally as wise. Why did not God
createusall adults, without subjecting usto the weaknesses, wants, and sufferings of infancy
and childhood Why did he not place us al in heaven and glory at once, without subjecting
usto the imperfections and sufferings of mortal life at all? Now, sir, | have the happinessto
believe all these temporary evilswill be overruled for final good; and that all that bears the
name of evil, including the devil himself, whether personal or impersonal, shall at last be
destroyed and succeeded by good, infinite and endless good, far superior 10 what otherwise
would he experienced by the human family. See Heb. ii. 14, 15.; 1 Johniiii. 8.

In my next, all things concurring, | shall proceed to the consideration of the fourth
proposition.

Yoursin al kindness,
D. SKINNER.

MR. CAMPBELL TO MR. SKINNER.
No. XX.



BETHANY, Va. March 9th, 1838.

MR. SKINNER:

Sr—LAST night yours of the *26th ult. arrived here after the short passage of ten days.
As usua you dilate upon my humor. Y ou figure better as a humorist, than asalogician. As
| haveto dowith you in thelatter character, and not in the former, you will please excuse my
unceremoniousness in returning such compliments. Y our style, if not your temper, isindeed
improving; but much as | may sympathize with you, neither your prayers for me, nor your
great good humor can justify mein withholding afull exposure of your unenviable posture,
and the singular imbecility of your present communication. And yet | could wish that its
impotency was its most reprehensible attribute; for if | do not greatly err, the sequel will
show that there may be something more discreditableto your causethan amerefailureinthe
departments of facts reason, and evidence.

2. Inthefirst six paragraphs there are but three assertions worthy of a single remark.
Y ou say | do charge you with making the Saviour say, “These shall go away into temporal
punishment.” Certainty | do; for with meevery thingiseither temporal or eternal as respects
duration. Do you now deny this! It is, sir, the just sentence of your lately admitted doctrine
of antithesis. They must go away into either the one or the other. Y ou say not into endless,
consequently into ending; not into eternal, but into temporal punishment. So Paul contrasts
when he says, “The things that are seen are temporal, but the things unseen are eternal.”

3. Inyour defence of your theory of punishment, of which we shall speak in its proper
place, you confound chastisements and punishments, and quote Paul and the Prophets
speaking of God’ sworshipping people, asthough what issaid of themistrue of fallen angels
and wicked men! The words “for our profit” with you apply to all wicked angels and men!

4. Thethird assertion,” In this discussion,” you say, | “have attempted to prove endless
punishment merely by the force of atonies, and can give no other reason under heaven in
favor of endless misery.” | merely reply that this is a double error in fact—an assertion as
baseless and as truthless as your assumption of post mortem purgatorial punishment, as
detailed in your standard No. for September, 1636, thankfully received here the other day,
(of which in its proper place.) With what regard to truth could you say | “have no other
reason under heaven in favor of endless misery”? Such is your finale of the two first
propositions.

5. You then resume the proof of your first affirmative or the third proposition, and
continue for nine paragraphs the attempt to repair its breaches. Your efforts on this
proposition have sealed your reputation for all your distinguishing excellencies as a
controversialist, and more fully show the reasonswhy your brethren have put you under the
saddle in their team. | must therefore request our readers to read over and over your letter,
from par. 7 to par. 15 inclusive, and to ponder diligently what | say upon it.

6. In paragraph 7 you charge me of aningenious and evasive course in examining your
words indicative of absolute interminable duration: for that is the purpose for which you



produce them; and yet you do not make a single specification of evasion or ingenuity in the
case. | affirm that time, eter nity, and duration are substantive ideas; and that but one of your
wordsisever foundin any book applied to the substantiveideas of time, eternity, or duration.
Thisisevasion! Thisisingenuity! And what isyour affirmation in the proposition, but that
thereisa word in human language that signifies duration without end, never applied to the
future punishment of thewicked? Thisisyour proposition. Well, now, whereistheingenuity
and the evasion in affirming and proving that five of your words are never used in the sacred
scriptures in reference to ssmple duration at all, whether of time or eternity! Isit evasive to
keep to the very terms of your proposition! In all logical truth and propriety every word you
have adduced is an evasion of your own proposition; for not one of thetermsisfound in the
Bible asan epithet of duration. Again, though you enter upon this subject in amighty bluster
about ingenuity and evasion, and with a threatening aspect, what misapplication, or
misstatement, or deception have you adduced? Not one: | say again, not one. Y ou even only
attempt it in asingle instance, and in that you humble your own understanding to the dust.

7. 1 said in my last that neither aptharsia nor athanasiaisever applied to God or angels,
heaven or happiness. Y ou add, “I am surprised at your recklessness;” and say, “ Had you
forgotten that the Apostle has said of God, ‘Who only hath immortality!”” If you were,
indeed, astonished at my recklessness, | am truly so at your assumed stupidity. Why, sir, is
it possible that you confound a person’ s possessionswith hisattributes of character! Isevery
item of your property an attribute of your character! or is every adjective applicable to you
that is applicable to your property! Should | say of you, ‘that you only have a certain
mystery,” will that authorize any one to say that | called you a mysterious character, or
applied to you the word mystery! Do you, sir, apply theword earth to the Lord, because you
read “The earth isthe Lord’s” I!! Thisisthe sum total of all your specifications of evasion,
ingenuity, recklessness, &c. &c. &c. on my whole exposure of the sophistry of the proof of
your third proposition by a class of words not one of which is ever applied to duration, to
heaven, or to happiness, in the sacred Scriptures, and, | believe, in no other volume.

8. But you say | concede “that Jive of them embrace theidea of duration.” Why did you
not quote my words? | said of the whole six—" One of them excepted, the others never but
by implication import duration.” If you thus pervert my words, | cannot wonder at your
freedom with the dead Apostles. As in some of them is found the idea of corruption, of
distance, (as aperantos,) of divisibility, and of mortality, soistheideaof duration foundin
them. Theseideasarejust as much in these words as duration; and you might aswell say that
either they or their contrariesindicate absolute corruption, distance, divisibility, or mortality,
asthat they necessarily signify indefinite duration. Even taketheir negativesin composition,
and | ask, canyou say immortal, indivisible, uncorrupt, frontierless, or borderless (aperantos)
duration! There is no affinity or congruity between such epithets and ssimple duration.
Indissoluble, immortal, incorruptible, & ¢. apply to thingsthat are compound. Our present life
Is partly animal, intellectual, spiritual. Our nature is now partly corruptible, divisible, and
mortal. Hence such compound terms asimmortal, incorruptible, indivisible, &c. are applied
to afuture state.

9. If you, sir, had looked your Dictionary, you would not have asked me, unlessfor some
of your readers, why aperantos refers to space and not to time. Recollect, too, that your



proposition isto adduce aword literally signifying absolute duration, which the Holy Spirit
might have applied to the punishment of the wicked had he wished to have communicated
such anidea. Well, then, let ustry it; for you have proved the proposition and found such a
word. These shall go away into—immortal, incorruptible, indivisible, borderless
punishment!!— Thisis your proof.

10. “Not all of it,” you say, “for | gave you the word aidios, which you have misspelled
aeidios in order to deduce it from aei, aways; whereas | and other learned men deduce it
from hades, invisible,” &c. Such is your strong proof: for this word aidios, you say, is
applied to God denoting his absolute eternity. | thanked you thrice for your candor on your
producing thisword; but, alasfor thefrailty of your candor! Itisall gone. And hereiswhere
| think you have sealed your reputation for both learning and candor. It ishere, | fear, there
Is something more reprehensible than sheer imbecility.

11. Sir, isit afact that you cannot read Greek, much less understand it! If not, why do
you commit yourself in this way and produce the impression upon all scholars that you are
wholly destitute of even an elementary knowledge of the language? There is not a Greek
scholar on earth that would say | had misspelled aeidios when | spelled aeioon alongside of
it to show that both words, aioon and aidios, sprung from the same root and are formed in
the same manner. Please read again my 19th paragraph, and see how | have spelled these
words. Open your Greenfield, Parkhurst, Schrevellius, Robertson, Stokius, or any other
Greek Lexiconin America, and see whether they do not all spell both words alike and derive
them both from one root.

12. Why do you not give the name of some lexicographer that has derived the word
aidiosfrom ades? Y ou say, “ There are somerespectable critics who supposeit to be derived
from ades.” Why did you not name them? | believe, sir—nay, | am sure, you cannot name
one! Y ou will now have to sustain your veracity and your learning at the sametime. | pray
you, then, give us your respectable critics, chapter and verse—your Dictionary authority.

13. Itisasimpossible for any one skilled in Greek to imagine that aidios comes from
hades, as it is to derive eternity from the word invisible. It is, | say, impossible, for five
reasons. 1st. Thefirst letter of each bears always a different spiritus or mark—aidios hasthe
lenis, and adees, written in English hadees, has the asper. 2d. Thereisnoi in hadees, and
thereisani inaidioswith asyneresisalways over it. 3d. In hadesthereisthelong e, written
doubleee, whichisnot in aidios. 4th. They are both compound derivativewords, and the one
cannot be derived from the other. They are just of as different families as the word endless
and theword invisible. How in the name of reason, sir, can you derive absol ute eternity from
thewordinvisible! Andinthe 5th place, all Dictionariesin theworld, certainly all that | have
seen, derive aidios and aioon from aei.

14. Mr. Skinner, your pretensions to Greek literature and a critical knowledge of those
words concerning which you have scraped together from other smatterers such afarago, is
forever gone. | suspected it on several occasi ons before—aswhen youintroduced kolasisyou
always write it in the wrong case, besides other blunders which a scholar could not make;
but | was determined to give you cord enough—and now, sir, see how you swing.

15. Y ou have now finished the controversy on the philology of Universalism, as| before



said, in favor of the truth, far beyond all that | expected. Y ou have said flint aidios is that
word which signifies absolute endless duration; that had it been prefixed to punishment, it
would have made it absolutely endless and interminable. In thus deciding you have refuted
yourself and all your efforts to explain away both ael and aeioon; for it is incontrovertibly
certain that aeidios derives al its endless duration from act, and that aioonios and aidios are
branches from the same root.

16. You havethen, sir, sustained my proof of thefirst two propositions, by sealing my
facts and reasonings upon those long disputed words; and you have in another way
established all my positions in contending for the absolute eternity indicated by this word;
for itisapplied to the punishment of the wicked and to God, and to nothing elsein the Bible.
The everlasting chains of darkness have now, in your plastic hands, been converted into
God'’ s purposes; but this still helpsthe truth; for all his purposes are eternal and immutable!
You now appear to have lost your sagacity at every point: for you add, par. 11, by my
admitting this word to mean endless duration, | have swallowed the naked hook—(what
stupidity!) and sustained your third proposition! How canthisbe, inasmuch asthisvery word
Is applied to the chains of darkness or prison that confines wicked angels—a prison which,
while it holds them fast to the day of “eternal judgment,” secures them for ever.

17. It is not my province here to descant upon all your wayward fancies—nor is it
necessary. But surely your honorable alusion to the eternal counsels of God, under the
appropriate imagery of “the chains of darkness,”” will secure to you some distinction
amongst your brethren. But | shall hasten to your ten weighty arguments begun to be
examined in my last letter. Y our effort at philosophy—your defence of your first argument
on the usel essness of endless punishment, seemsto be, that becausewe can seethe usefulness
of some evils, and cannot see the usefulness of endless punishment, therefore it is useless.
Of thislogic we shall have occasion to speak more fully; but first we shall finish our begun
review of your philosophy.

18. You assert that eternal punishment is® pernicious’ to the whole universe. “It must
be pernicious to the happiness of saints, angels, and all benevolent beings that know it.” It
exhibitstoo, inthe“ Father of all the spirit of infinite malignity and revenge insatiable.” So
you affirm—and that isyour proof. Query—Isthe present punishment of sinand your “future
punishment” per niciousto the happiness of saints and angels and all benevolent beingswho
now know it or shall hereafter know it! Y ou dare not say it is. How then can you affirm that
the mere continuance or increase of it will be so? If temporal reasons and causesjustify your
present and future punishment, may not eternal reasons and causes justify an increase and
continuanceof it for ever? How far you and the heavenly hosts differ on the subject of divine
punishment for sins, and how differently you and they conceive of condign and suitable
judgment, may be learned from the beginning of the 19th chapter of the Apocalypse. Y ou
regard it as an exhibition of ‘infinite malignity and insatiable revenge;” while they sing as
follows: “ Alleluial Salvation, and glory, and honor, and power to the Lord our God! Trueand
righteous are his judgments, [punishments;] for he has punished the Great Whore that did
corrupt the earth with her fornication, and has avenged the blood of his servants at her hand.
And again they said, Alleluial and the smoke of her torment rose up for ever and ever.”
Thus, sir, you see how far you and the heavenly intelligences differ about this pernicious



thing.

19. But you say it isdishonorableto God also. It supposesthat he could not or would not
prevent it. If there be any sense in this, of which | am very doubtful, your admissions
dishonor God infinitely more. Y ou admit that sin exists, and sinis the cause of punishment,
Now God could not or would not, as respects past, present, and future punishment, prevent
sin.

20. You assert also that future punishment is opposed to the benevolence, mercy,
wisdom, power, and justice of God These are your 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, and eighth weighty
arguments. It is as easy to transfix these five weighty arguments with one shaft, at onetime,
as to take them in single file: for they all rest upon a common fallacy. Sin and present
sufferings are as much opposed to these perfections of God, on your own reasoning, as
endless punishment. The whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain in consequence of
the permission of moral evil. Whenever you reconcile this to infinite benevolence, mercy,
wisdom, power, and justice, | will by your own arguments reconcile eternal punishment to
al the same perfections of the Deity. For if you assume that the end in view justifies the
permission of the endurance of moral evil, with all its pains and agonies, for seven or ten
thousand years; | have only to assume that similar or greater ends in view may justify
perpetual suffering and punishment. The principle is the same. The difference is only in
degrees. If the Creator could have created and blessed moral agents without sin or
punishment, would he not have done it? And if this has hitherto been impossible, on what
principle or fact in philosophy can any one infer that it may at some future period be
possible!

21. To my mind, sir, there is no argument, no sense, no philosophy in your ten
arguments. God cannot do every thing that he has power to do. or that he has mercy to do.
He can only do what all his perfections, guided by infinite and eternal wisdom, say is
consistent with his whole nature. He can show mercy, and he can punish sin; but he cannot
do the one or the other in any way that is not in unison with all his perfections. Well, now,
Godisimmutableinall hisexcellencies. Y et he permitsbin, punishment, and death; and who
can say that what is now may not hereafter be; and that what isjust and right and benevolent
in time, may not be just and right and benevolent to eternity!

22. Y our theory, sir, isthe most baseless conceit in the universe. It has not a single fact
nor argument to support it. It is the superlative of the weak and beggarly elements of
assumption. Y our hypothesisiswithout, fact, without philosophy, without analogy, aswell
aswithout Bible authority.———-L et us take a parable from the brutal creation. Look at
yonder boundless plain: see how many beasts of burden sheep, cattle, and domestic animals
of every species are oppressed and’ tortured by human hands, or by a thousand accidents.
Add to these all the wild beasts of every species that have been lacerated, torn, and bruised
by one another. Seethe millions of birds, beasts, and reptiles—not to invade the inhabitants
of rivers, lakes, seas, oceans, the animal culae that people every thing that grows. Hear, sir,
the myriads of groans, shrieks, and agoniesthat rend the heavens and melt the stony heart of
man. Who could endure for asingle day to look on all the writhings, wrestings, distortions,
convolutions of thiscongregated massof sinlesssufferers! Who, sir, could endureto hear and
see so much misery for an hour without melting into sympathy! And do you not believe that



God, who is infinite in mercy and benevolence, whose goodness is boundless and
unsearchable, has had all this groaning and travailing creation before his mind, not only for
six thousand years, but from the dateless records of a past eternity, and that in full sight of
it he called all those beingsinto existence, and permitted these bufferings for reasonsto man
or angel, perhaps, for ever inscrutable; but to his mind perfectly wise, just, benevolent, and
merciful in reference to aboundless whole, an infinite system, which his eye alone surveys
and understands. | ask you then, sir, to show how you can reconcile thiswith your idealism,
you're a-priori reasonings, your hypothetical divinity? If God, in all his power, wisdom,
justice, mercy, and benevolence, did give birth to such a system and allot such sufferingsto
sinless and unsinning brutes, may he not, | ask, for ever punish wicked men and spirits, by
whose rebellion all these miseries, groans, and agonies have diffused themselves over the
face of animated nature, and cast at least atemporary gloom over universal being.

23. If farther evidence be yet wanting in demonstration of the quicksands on which your
temple of reason stands, | would inquire whether from your own reasonings on the power,
wisdom, goodness, justice, benevolence, and compassion of the Creator, could you fling
yourself back before sin and sorrow were conceived or born, you could have expected or
inferred from all the perfections of the Deity that he could possibly have originated such a
mixed system of good and evil as now obtains, as far as known to us through the whole
rational creation?Fromwhat attribute or excellency of the Almighty Father could you, before
the event of sin and punishment occurred, have inferred the probability of the catastrophes
of angels and men! | am bold to say, sir, you never could, from any premises or a-priori
reasonings in reach of human faculties, have anticipated such events. How then, sir, let me
compassionately and benevolently ask you, dare you, from the empty storehouses of your
ephemeral experience, memory, and reason— from your little horizon—fromthedeep valley
covered with the mists of multifarious ignorance in which you stand, presume to say that a
state of endless misery for wicked agents is useless, pernicious, dishonorable to God,
malevolent, unmerciful, unwise unjust, and impotent on the part of God; when, upon your
own philosophy, present sin and suffering—nay, the origination of a mixed system of good
and evil, is equally to be reprobated as useless, pernicious, dishonorable, &c?

24. But to cap your climax of unfounded reasoning, you add that the eternal punishment
of wicked meniscontrary to the veracity of God. Thisisyour ninth weighty argument. Y our
proof?—Y ou say, “For he hasdeclared that hewill not contend forever, nor be alwayswroth,
[with a certain people | trow,] and that he will not cast off for ever” | thank you tor this
proof; for it proves that when you please for ever and always, your aei and aion, do signify
endless. Your only proof for this weighty argument is a positive disproof of all your
reasonings upon aei and aioon; for here you rely upon it three times as certainly intimating
without end. God, you say, will not contend— without end, or for ever!!! Never was there
on earth a system more suicidal than your Universalism. It is always knocking out its own
brains upon its own reasonings and upon its own verbal criticisms. It will not wait for the
sentence of the law.

25. Your tenth argument is the whole Bible—the voice of all revelation! Eternal
punishment of the devil and his angels, and wicked men, is contrary to the voice of
revelation. If this be so, your nine arguments were foolishness, yourself being judge. They



are no part of revelation. You have given us nine arguments, and then the voice of al
revelation! What alogician! Y our tenth supersedesthe nine, and doomsthem not to be apart
of the voice of revelation. Lest | should seem to sport with your frailties, or rather those of
your system, | shall hear you once more, as you promise, on the fourth proposition.

Controversially yours,
A. CAMPBELL.

st 3 K

Discussion of Universalism.
MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.

No. XXI.
RICHMOND, Va., March 21, 1838.
Dear Sr,

YOURS of the 9th inst. reached melast evening after aten or eleven days' journey. Itis
related of acertain kind of fish, that it emits after it adark substance, filling the surrounding
waters with blackness, thereby to elude its pursuers. But | am in hopes the superincumbent
darkness proceeding from the emissions of your pen will yield to the light which afew plain
facts in the ease will be able to produce. | shall not, however, follow the example of my
illustrious opponent by seeming “to sport with hisfrailties,” and by charging himwith “ sheer
imbecility,” “singular impotency,” “assumed stupidity,” “truthless assertions,” “wayward
fancies,” “total destitution of even an elementary knowledge of language,” &c. &c. These
and similar charges are all, no doubt, vastly polite, especially in a MAGNUS APOLLO of
theologians and critics, and will serve greatly to enhance his honor and glory in having
entered the lists with such an opponent! But as | aspire at no such high honors, you must
pardon me for not bandying such phraseology nor returning such compliments.

2. | have no doubt our readers, as well as mysdlf, are desirous that we should “ascend
from words to things,” and leave, as soon as possible, a logomachy in the discussion of
whichthegreat literary opulence of my opponent compels him to assumela grande hauteaur
du mepris exhibited in your last. | should scarcely have returned to say any thing further on
the second and third propositions, had not your last exhibited uncommon ardor and assurance
in defence of positions | deem wholly untenable. A few passing remarks on some of your
statements and the exhibition of two or three important facts bearing on those two
propositions, | think, will soon set the matter at rest.

3. You say, par. 3, | “confound chastisements and punishments.” | think these are
scripturally synonymous. But if not, it is certain, if Paul speakstruly, that “all are partakers
of chastisements,” and if the Deity is not wofully disappointed in the results proposed, they
shall finally cause all to be “partakers of his holiness’ and “yield the peaceable fruits of
righteousness.” See Heb. xii. 6—11.



4. In saying you had attempted to prove endless punishment merely by the force of
aionios, and that you had no other reason to give, | meant to be understood relative to the
second proposition, i. e. the discussion about aionios, on which we were then engaged. And
| can now think of no argument you adduced in favor of endless punishment but the very
word in dispute. Y ou made no attempt to show from the nature of punishment, that it must
be endless. What other argument did you adduce?

5. The mode you adopt, par. 7, to sustain former evasions and denials relative to
aptharsia and athanasia, issingular enough. Y ou assumethat immortality isnot an attribute
of God, essentially and necessarily pertaining to his being and person, but is a sort of
commodity which he has laid up as a possession, to which he can have access, and make
such use, as occasion may require! Verily, my learned opponent is growing wiser in the
mysteries of his mysterious theology every day he lives!

6. It isamusing to witness your efforts to evade the force of your own concessions, par.
8, relative to akatalutos, apthartos, aptharsia, athanasia, aperantos, and aidios. After
admitting “that five of them unbrace the idea of duration” you wish to neutralize that
concession by adding, of the six, “ One of them excepted, they never but by implication,
import duration.” Very well, if they import it by implication, it is sufficient to sustain my
proposition, inasmuch asyou have not shown, and cannot show, that the duration they imply
iseven alimited duration. Y et for availing myself of the concession, you indignantly charge
mewith perverting your words! Strange perversionthis, of aconcession which, inattempting
to evade, you do but confirm! Y ou attempt to ridicule the idea of duration being attached to
those words which you confess imply duration!!

7. But to put aveto on all further evasion of your concession, or denial of my position,
| now inform you that there is something more than an implication of duration in several of
thosewords, and shall givemy authority. Robinson, oneof your own favoritelexicographers,
and’ in all conscience orthodox enough for any one, unless he be athorough Catholic, gives
per petuity as one of the definitions of aptharsia. He also says of apthartos, it is “spoken of
things imperishable, enduring. 1 Cor. ix. 25.; 1 Pet. i. 4, 23, and iii. 4.”

8. So far from being convinced by looking into dictionaries that operantos refers to
space only and not to time, amuch fuller conviction of the oppositeistheresult. Jonesin his
Lexicon, (London ed. 1825,) which comprises the substance of Damm, Sturze, Schleusner,
and Schweighaluser, gives* endless, boundless,” as the definitions of aperantos. It is here
derived from a, priv., and peraino, to carry to an end, terminate, finish, execute, accomplish.
Perasmos, the corresponding substantive, signifies conclusion, end. Eccl. iv. 8. Robinson
definesaperantos, “ unlimited;” Loveland, “endless, boundless, excessive.” | might multiply
authorities, but it is useless.

9. With all these facts staring us in the face, how strange the obstinacy that can still
persist in denying the propriety of connecting any of these words with duration, or with
punishment, if the Scripture writers had intended to represent the latter as endless! Would it
be absurd, sir, to talk of akatalutos, aperantos, &c. punishment, when you translate the
former, and the best lexicographers definethelatter, endless? The only absurdity in the case
would be the monstrous ideathat punishment itself could by any possibility be endless. And



| am fully satisfied that the grand reason why none of theinspired writers ever applied either
of themto, or connected them with punishment, wasthat they did not choose to represent the
|atter as endless.

10. | now proceed to a further notice of aidios. | did not, as you say, derive it from
hades; but merely said some respectable critics so deriveit. | made the remark because you
so confidently affirmed that all the learned world were agreed that it was derived from ael.
You now say L cannot name an exception. | mention the name of Nathaniel Scarlett, of
London, who in conjunction with Mr. Creighton, a learned clergyman of the Church of
England, gave a new trandation of the New Testament in 1798, which was highly
commended both by the Critical Review and the Monthly Review cotemporary therewith.
SeeaNoteon aidiosin that version; also anote of similar import in Kneeland' s Translation,
published in Philadelphia, 1822. |, however, concede that a majority of critics are with you
as to the derivation of aidios, and | have no disposition for a controversy about that, when
we are agreed as to the meaning of the word—that it signifies endless.

11. Butwhilel concedethat aidiosisderivedin part fromad”, | shall be obliged to cross
your path in another very important pointy where you say, “it isincontrovertibly certain that
aidios derives all its endless duration from aei.” For it has another and very important root,
which | must thank you for putting mein the way of examining alittle more critically. Itis
dins, which Jones’ Lexicon defines thus: “Dios divine, (fr. Zeus,) divine in nature,
incorruptible as salt is said to be, I1. i. 214, pure, serene, Od. t. 540, divine in power, vast,
Immense, mighty, formidable, m. 104.—venerable, noble, dia gunaikon, divine of women.
Zeus, gen. dios, accus. dia and zena, Jupiter, a poetic name for the high and pure air, from
aHebrew word signifying to command— in Arabic to shine—and is pronounced theia, and
in Persian zee, of the same origin as theos [God] or the principle of light.”

12. Thus, sir, we see that quite as important aroot as aidios has, is the very name of
God. It isthisthat gives it a much stronger import of endless than aion has: for while the
second root of aion simply denotes being, the second root of aidios denotesthe divine being.
It signifies not only endless, but divine in nature. This also beautifully confirms the
explanation | before gave of Jude6., that the chainsthere spoken of werethedivine counsels,
or the endless and changel ess purpose of God But you think this explanation only “helpsthe
truth.” | think so too: but it is atruth very different from the theory you attempt to sustain
Recollect these wicked beings were to be held in these endless and divine chains only until
“the judgment of the great day.” Do you imagine, sir, that because it was God'’s eternal
pur pose that his Son should diefor sinnersat thetimehewas crucified, that therefore his Son
must eternally die?

13. In no passage of Scriptureisaidios applied to punishment, though | think it would
have been, had the Divine Spirit intended to teach endless misery. Hence by your own
admission that it unequivocally signifies endless, and my more ample proof, my third
proposition is triumphantly sustained in both of its aternatives. In proof of the second
aternative contained in it, viz. aword that could “certify usthat God, angels, or saints shall
have duration without end,” | will now add to the six words already adduced, the four
following, athanatos, immortal, not subject to death, and akeratos, akerasios, and akerios,
pure, imperishable, not subject to decay, undecaying; thus making ten in all. Do you wish



more?

14. Likeadrowning man catching at straws, you still feebly but vainly attempt to sustain
your second proposition. No matter if revelation itself isoverthrown, if you can successfully
oppose Universalism, the truth of which yourself are constrained to pray for! How reckless!
Areyou not aware, sir, that the position you assumein paragraph 24, makes as much against
the Bible itself as it does against Universalism? If the Bible declare in one place that God
will punish or cast off forever, and in another that he will not cast off for ever, what must we
conclude’? Why, certainly, one of two things, either that the Bible contradicts itself, or that
the phrase, for ever, isused in different senses, or extent of meaning, in the two passages. |
take the latter ground: inasmuch as we know that God does reject, or cast off sinnersfor a
season, denominated for ever, or for an age; and when in other and different connexions, he
says he will not cast off for ever, this phrase being sometimes used to express endless
duration, I understand it in these cases in the latter sense. But you seem to take the opposite
Around, and, asa Christian, turn suicide and would destroy the Bible itself, the fountain of
your faith, for the sake of destroying Universalism!!

15. Onething more respectingaion and aionios. In my first letter | showed that Paul (2
Cor. iv. 17.) spoke of a glory “EXCEEDING AIONION BY AN EXCESS——A FAR
MORE (or EXCESSIVELY) EXCEEDING AIONIAN WEIGHT OF GLORY.” | asked if
aionios naturally and necessarily signified endless, how it could be exceeded, and that by an
extraordinary excess. The question you have never attempted to answer. | now add to this
thethreefollowing cases from the Septuagint, Exod. xv. 18. “TheLord shall reign” tou aiona
kai ep’ aiona, kai eti, fromaion to aion, and FARTHER. Dan xii. 3. “ And they that turn many
torighteousnessasthestars,” eistonsaionaskai eti, through theaions, AND FARTHER. Micah
iv. 5. “And we will walk in the name of Jehovah our God,” EIS TON AIONA KAI
EPEKEINA, THROUGH THE AION, AND BEYOND IT.

These facts, with what has before been said, ought to settle FINALLY the second
proposition in the negative, unless you can offer something in favor of the affirmative from
the NATURE OR DESIGN OF PUNISHMENT ITSELF.

16. Inreference to your 14th paragraph | will only remark, that | wrote KOLASISin the
form that it bears in the ACCUSATIVE case instead of the NOMINATIVE, for no other reason
than because it occurred in that case in the passage whereon we were disputing, Matt. xxv.
46. and some of our readers who are not Greek scholars, have the Greek and English on the
same page of thelr Testament, side by side; and to speak of the word in the very form in
which it occurred would be more satisfactory to them. And in carefully reading through the
Greek Testament in course, somewhat of the Septuagint, and such few other Greek works as
have fallen under my notice, | have never found any law of language or etiquette that forbid
such a course. Will my very learned opponent direct me to one?

17. | now come to notice your pretended reply to my ten arguments against endless
punishment. On reading it | confess | could not avoid thinking of THE MOUNTAIN IN LABOR.
I will not imitate your illustrious example by calling it “the superlative of the weak,
beggarly,” &c. &c. But really | am astonished that a man of your acknowledged talents and
acumen could not seethat no part of it touches, or even approximateswithin hailing distance



of my arguments. The whole of it, from your 17th to your 23d paragraph inclusive, is. based
on the false assumption that temporal sufferings and disciplinary punishments are of the
same character, and to be regarded in the same light, as endless sufferings and endless
punishment.

18. The amount of the whole is this, If TEMPORAL sufferings and LIMITED punishment
for sin are not incompatible with the happiness of saints, angels, and holy beingsthat witness
them, and with theHONOR. BENEVOLENCE, MERCY , WISDOM, POWER, and JUSTICE
of God, HOW Call ENDLESs sufferings and punishments be incompatible therewith’? |
answer, the one is but a means, the other an end; the one finite, the other infinite; the one
limited, the other unlimited; the one merciful, the other unmerciful; the one apainful journey
to ahappy and glorious termination, the other an interminablejourney of pain and we, never
ceasing, ever increasing, without the least possible good to any being in the universe. Here
areradical andinfinitedifferences between thetwo. Y ou might aswell ask, if itiscompatible
withthe character of agood earthly father, and the happiness of himself and family, to punish
adisobedient son to reclaim and make him happy, why isit not equally sofor himto lacerate,
bruise, and mangle his body, and make him as miserable as lies in his power, aslong as he
lives, and to protract his life merely to torment him!

19. The case you cite from the 19th chapter of the Apocalypse is nothing to your
purpose. For the language of thanksgiving and exultation is not used with reference to the
sufferers of endless misery, that subject not being named, nor to the individual sufferers of
even temporary misery, but with reference to the downfall of Babylon, the overthrow of a
corrupt, overgrown, and wicked power. But should such language ever occur in scripture
relative to individual sufferings, | should regard it as evidence that the holy beings using it
saw the end of the miseries and the good resulting prospectively therefrom, whether there
were any thing said concerning that end or not, in such passage, knowing that other texts do
speak of the good resulting from such punishments.

20. In reference to your parable of the brute creation, | remark, that much as the
thousands of animals of all species may suffer from man, or from each other, or from any and
all causes, they still lovelife, cling toit, and doubtless, on the whole, enjoy much more than
they suffer. The notes of joy among them are more numerous than the notes of pain, and this
proves a benevolent God gave them being. We must all suffer death sooner or later, and
doubtless endure quite as much in its agonies as the generality of brutes, whether they die of
sickness, old age, or are devoured by each other; and yet we esteem life ablessing, and cling
toit, maugreall itstroubles; and for one, | bless God for itsgift: and if bruteswere not dumb,
so would they. But did | believe endless misery my doom, | could not bless God for life—it
would be a curse instead of a blessing. | have never, like yourself, discovered that the
rebellion of wicked men and spirits had any thing to do with the miseries or condition of the
brute creation, either in changing the TEETH and STOMACHS of lions and tigers from
HERBIVOROUS t0 CARNIVOROUS, their HOOFS to CLAWS, or any other similar disastrous
change. Will you afford me alittle lighten the subject?

21. In answer to the “compassionate” queries in your 23d paragraph, | will say, that,
though | probably should not have anticipated, beforehand, precisely such a system asthis,
in all respects, for want of wisdom to see clearly al its bearings and results, yet | should!



much sooner have anticipated such an one as the present than one of in finiteand endless sin
and misery. Nay, | should have anticipated any and every other system sooner than the latter.
And so | think would God and every other benevolent being. When God had finished the
creation he pronounced ail he had made “very good.” And | believe all he ever created was,
and is, and eternally will be, “very good,” asit respects the final ultimatum, in reference to
which the declaration was doubtless made.

22. You will pardon me for not replying to your rigmarole commencing your 22d and
filling your 25th paragraph, | shall now, sans ceremonie, proceed to the proof of the fourth
proposition, viz. “ Shdl eternal life (meaning thereby endless holiness and happiness) be,
according to the scriptures, the ultimate destiny of all mankind?’

23. Before producing the direct scripture proofs of this proposition, | shall adduce some
arguments in its favor A PRIORI, drawn from the acknowledged attributes of God, which
attributes the Bible clearly ascribes to him. And as you have made some objections to A
PRIORI arguments on the ground of human ignorance of what will, or may be, from what God
acknowledgedly is, | shall preface these arguments with afew remarks.

24. We all do, and are obliged, whether we will own it or not, to reason A PRIORI
concerning God and what he does or will do. We appeal to the infidel in behalf of
Christianity, on the ground that he perceives, even in nature, evidence of natural and moral
perfections in God exactly harmonizing with the voice of revelation—that the scriptures
accord with the best and noblest conceptions of God, and must therefore betrue, divine, and
have originated with him. We all reason, A PRIORI, against M ahomedanism and Heathenism,
that they cannot be true, for they are incompatible with the divine perfections. There are
ideas of God too, that are common and universal among all enlightened people of every sect
and clime.—All acknowledge him to be infinite in wisdom, power, goodness, &c., and all
attach the same ideas to these individual words. It isimpossible for any one to understand
wisdom to mean folly, power to mean weakness, or goodness to mean badness, or any thing
equivalent therewith.

25. Moreover, all attach the very same ideas to these words when applied to God that
they do when applied to man, with thisdifference only, that in the latter they arefinite, in the
former infinite—they are the same in kind, differing only in degree. If it were not so, we
could have no just ideas of God, and the Bible must have been given to decelve, instead of
to enlighten man.

26. Now it isconceded by all that God isthe BEST of all possible beings, and will DOTHE
BEST of all possible things. But what is the beet of all possible things ? | contend it is the
greatest good of his whole creation, and that this must consist of the greatest amount of
ultimate happiness to all the parts thereof. Well, now suppose he were the worst of all
possible beings, and would do the worst of all possible things—what would he be likely to
do? Why, we suppose he would produce the greatest possible amount of we and misery
eternally, throughout hiswhole creation, by making every part thereof assinful and wretched
as possible. If we suppose him to be a medium between the best and worst possible being,
we might either suppose hewould place all his creaturesin amedium condition, neither very
happy nor very miserable, or else make apart of them endlessly holy and happy, (if that were



possible,) and the other part endlessly sinful and miserable. The last is the result of your
theory; the first (or the result of the greatest possible good) is mine. Which is true’? One
guestion more: Was “ Old Cloot” himself, as Burns calls him, bad as he is supposed to be,
ever accused of doing any thing ASBAD as creating sentient beings on purposeto render them
endlessly miserable! What woRsE thing could the WORST POSSIBLE BEING POSSIBLY DO?

Yoursin al benevolence,
D. SKINNER.



Mr. Campbell to Mr. Skinner.

No. XXII.
BETHANY, Va. April 6th, 1838

Sr—oN my return from Pittsburg, | found to-day your epistle of the 21st ult. on my
table, received here on the 5th inst. Y ou begin with the cuttle-fish, the best type in nature of
your present politics. When pursued by afish of prey, thiscunninglittle fellow hides himself
in his own black ichor, and, by darkening the water, escapes the eye of his pursuer. You,
however, cannot so easily conceal yourself at this crisis, having solicited so much attention
to your Greek erudition. The eyes of all our readers are now upon you to see how you will
get out of the unenviable posture in which you were placed in my last review.

2—They saw you, the mighty champion of Universalism, who had undertaken a
discussion of al the Greek and Hebrew words that come within speaking distance of the
future state—who had undertaken to show that neither olem nor ael, nor any word derived
from them, could signify endless duration—who had undertaken to adduce some word that
does necessarily import endless, which had it been employed by the Holy Spiritin reference
to punishment, would certainly have madeit absolutely endless: | say, they saw you by one
fell swoop pull down your own edifice, the work of so many letters, affirming that aidios
does mean absol ute eternity; and then, to save yourself from the reprobation of all men, your
own party included, when you weretold that thisword was another form of aei, you pretend
that by some respectable criticsit was derived from hades. This outrage upon language and
etymology compelled meto adopt measures which | had hoped to have avoided. In order to
fix the eyes of your friends more immoveably upon you, | unequivocally put both your
veracity and your literary pretensions on the same pillory that they might see your
resources—that you might be roused to defend yourself from considerations that would stir
up every man of sensibly to his best efforts. For one entire month you have stood there, an
object of solicitude—all eyes gazing upon you to see how you would descend. Although |
think you have as hard aface and as stout a heart as any person | have met with, still | must
confess | felt some curiosity myself to see how you would escape from that proud eminence
on which you were stationed. Y our apparent carelessness and complaisant tameness now
displayed, fully intimate your own convictions of the strength of the battlementsthat environ
you, while your dexterity in manoeuvring shows how deeply and successfully you have
studied the arts of evasion.

3—Y our friends now see how much confidence isdueto your criticisms and assertions.
Y ou said that “there are some respectable critics who suppose it to be derived from ades
(hades,) which is derived from a, negative, and idien, to see; and hence among other
definitions, they give hidden, invisible, unseen, unknown” These are your words, par. 2.,
letter xix. | asked you, letter xx. par. 12., “why you did not give the name of some
lexicographer who had so derived and explained aidios.” | called for chapter and verse. | also
said, “l am sure, sir, you cannot nameone.” Thusdid | put myself in your power, that every
one might see what is the literary and moral worth of your argu-
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ments. Now what isyour defence? Who are the lexicographers ? Where are the “respectable
critics”? Where the page, chapter, and verse on which they have thus derived and explained
aidios? Y ou have not given one. Y ou have named an obscure Universalist and an Atheist,
and yet you have not quoted their words. Now, sir, are these your respectable critics! | have
thelir criticism lying before me, and | positively affirm it isnot as you. represent it. It isjust
as true as your assertion that Scarlett and Kneeland are of similar import—that neither of
them derives aidios from hades!! They go no farther than to say, “it may have the same
etymology as ades.” They do not say it has!!! And if they did, they are no better authority
than yourself. These are your respectable critics! There is not a Dictionary nor a scholar
under the broad heavens that does derive AIDIOS from ADES, Mr. Skinner himself being
deponent in the case! | do not wonder that you “have no disposition for a controversy about
this word.” And yet your veracity and literary pretensions are suspended upon it in the
presence of the whole community!

4—But you now concede! (what atimousconcession!) that aidiosisderivedin part from
ael, and proceed to derive the tail of it from dios, divine!! Thisisasplendid demonstration
of Solomon’ sproverb, that “the way of transgressorsishard.” Thisisstill morefatal to your
literature than your asking me fora rule for quoting words in the nominative case. My rule
isall the Dictionaries and Grammarsinthewideworld! But you haveturned critic upon dios,
and quote Jones definition of dios. But, sir, does Mr. Jones—does any critic—any
Dictionary derive aidios from aei and dios. or from dios, divine. No, sir! No learned man
could do such a thing. Dios, sir, is the root of no word in the Greek language. It is an
adjective derived from Zeus, dios, Jupiter. As Jove comes from Jupiter, so diositself comes
from. Zeus. A school-boy might derivediosfrom the obsolete Do, which sometimessignifies
to run swiftly; and hence aidios would be forever running!!! This might be in boyhood a
pardonable blunder, infinitely more plausible than your derivation. Y our pretending to find
aroot for the adjective termination of aidios, is like finding a root for orum in the word
puerorum, the genitive plural of puer; or for finding a meaning for ternus in. the word
sempiternus, the mere adjective form of semper, always. Soisios, or causa euphoniae dios
in the word aidios. If you understand all this, you will learn that there is but one idea, one
root in aidios, and that is the simple adjective form of it. But, sir, you know your readers
cannot generally understand these and your other assertions about words. But there is one
thing | intend they shall understand; and that is, that you can produce no authority for these
assertions; and that they are unsound in philosophy, untaught inlanguage, and untrueinfact;
that you are positively coining at your own mint, without any license on earth, words to suit
your own purpose. Have you, sir, been so long practised in works of this kind as to cast off
all fear of detection and exposure!

5—The new batch of words which you introduce to mend your position, are as ex post
facto since your late intimation about going on to the fourth proposition, as they are
irrelevant to the subject in debate. Y ou might as well summon athousand as ten such words
from the Greek Dictionaries. Like the braggart who boasts of his thousands when he cannot



show a pistareen, you talk of ten words when you cannot show one in proof of your third
proposition that does not sustain the affirmative of the second, Ael indeed signifies endless
whether inaioon or aidios; for whatever forceit hasintheoneit hasintheother: yet because
of oon, being, in the former, (for it isareal compound,) aioon is positively moreindicative
of absolute eternity than aidios

6—Y our escape from the second fatal leap on “casting off forever.” Paragraph 14 is
equally halt and blind. Y ou prove that punishment cannot be endless because God says he
will not contend endlessly, or without end; showing that aei, endlessly, means without end
when you please. The wit of your 14th paragraph is disposed of by a single remark—that
God isnot said to cast off forever; and not to cast off forever the same persons. Y ou assume
that the objects are the same, and that the difference is in forever: but this, like all your
assumptions, is one-sided; for some he will cast off forever, and others he will not cast off
forever; as we shall abundantly show under your fourth proposition.

7—There are some things so exceedingly puerile in your present communication as to
preclude the merit of exposition. Such are your remarks upon immortality, par. 5., and on
implication, par. 6., on perpetuity, par. 7., and on aperantos, par. 8. Thislast word, derived
from a, negative, and peras, boundary, signifies, in respect of place, without limit; and is
therefore but figuratively used for duration. Pera, peras, and peran are used by the best
Greek writers amost exclusively with regard to place. Let any one who doubts, examine
Stokiusonthesewords. Y our assertions upon Greek words, you must now perceive, can have
no credit with your friends or the community, and therefore you had better try thingsawhile,
asyou say you are now “desirous to rise from wordsto things.” If you had taken my advice
at the beginning, you would never have been in such amiserable plight asthat in which you
now stand. But the school of experience is the cheapest school that certain gentlemen can
find.

8—Pardon me for omitting to notice some of the beauties of your interpretations; such
as that on Jude 6., which represents the everlasting chains of darkness which confine the
fallen angels, to be “the divine counsels,” such as those which confine the elect angels, the
choicest spiritsin the universe. “Everlasting chains of darkness’ and “everlasting love” are
thus beautifully identified so far as the divine counsels are concerned.

9—1I say, pardon me for passing by all these beauties, and for not answering such wise
guestions as that you ask on 2 Cor. iv. 17., about something that exceeds eternal—"a far
more exceeding and eternal weight of glory”—as if this Hebrew superlative, “ afar more
exceeding,” appliedto “eternal” as an epithet of an epithet: for to expose these beauties, and
to answer these questions, would only be a new exposure of the same errors and blunders
aready noted: for let me assure you that while eternal here applies to weight, the phrase “a
far more exceeding” cannot syntactically apply to aionion. No person that understands the
structure of the sentence could possibly ask such a question.

10— regret the pedantic appearance which you have compelled me to Assume. Our
readers are al witnesses that it has been forced upon me. They cannot forget that from the
beginning | alleged that there was no necessity for such a logomachy—that any English
scholar could decidethismatter aswell asthe most learned. Y our party, sir, likeyourself, are



constantly dabbling in Greek and Hebrew, as if they were adepts in those languages, or as
if they could furnish better arguments from dead languages than from a living tongue, or
from the common translation. This | have now shown to be unequivocal pedantry, and that
it is the want, rather than the possession, of a thorough acquaintance with those languages
that impels you to this foolish course.

11—Modern Universalism is quite quadrupedantic. Its four classic legs are philology,
theology, philosophy, and prophecy. The philological leg has, to say the least, been broken,
and the creature limps. The theological is already severely wounded. This limb is chiefly
occupied with the perfections of Deity, called benevolence and mercy. The philosophical
stands upon the position, that all punishment is remedial, curative, and salutary for the
subject—that it must cease from the very nature of the case—for it is of right and of
necessity designed for the reformation of the transgressor. The prophetic leg movesthrough
al that is foretold of the future destinies of mankind in the declarations, promises, and
threatenings of the Bible. It is remarkable that you have “ ten words’ for the toes of your
philological foot, and that you have also ten arguments for the theological extremity.

12—Y our ten theological arguments have been reviewed, and now it becomes our duty
to examine how far my exposition of them has been disposed of. This will not be a very
seriousaffair. After your elegant allusion to the mountaininlabor, and my immense distance
from your “hailing” point, and my “false assumption,” &c. &c. in par. 18 you proceed to
rebuild what | then called your philosophy, or your philosophictheology.* Y our defence now
Is—that temporal suffering, or limited punishment, differsfrom eternal asmeansdiffer from
the end. To use your own figure, “the one is a painful journey to a happy and glorious
termination—the other an interminable journey of pain and woe, never ceasing, ever
increasing, without the least possible good to any being in the universe.” Thisisal easily
said, and thisisyour defence. Thetwo pointsin thispart of the debate are here unequivocally
assumed. The first, that all limited punishments end in perfect holiness and happiness,
because so designed; the second, that eternal punishment must be without the least possible
good to any being in the universe. Neither of these assumptions can be proved by any living
man, and therefore you wisely never attempt it; but after areinforcement of five assertions,
you hobble off on the a priori toes of your prophetic leg. What a shrewd and logical and
sagacious opponent | have found in you. sir, the Goliah of Universalianism! Y our scheme
isnow fully developed. | understand it perfectly. Y ou put the philological leg foremost, then
the theological, then the philosophic, and finally you stand upon the prophetic. Y ou prove
your philology by your theology, and then you prove your theology by your philosophy, and
then your philosophy isto be proved by your scriptural declarations, and these are again to
be proved by your philology. This is your everlasting circle. Like the fabled Sisyphus,
grandfather of Ulysses, you have to roll this immense stone up hill forever.

* | now see your rely more upon a new leg purely philosophic and therefore for
distraction | will henceforth regard your ten arguments before me as theological.

The lad who said the heavens rested upon the earth, and the earth rested upon the back of a



large tortoise, and the tortoise rested upon nothing, was certainly the beau ideal of your
dialectics! Your plan being now fully developed, | can anticipate you to the end of the
chapter.

13—My exposition of your ten arguments is met by the single assertion that all
punishment is for the reformation of the subject of it, and that all temporal sufferings are
means to the end holiness and happiness. The elements of this assumption shall be arranged
and labelled in due season. But | wish our readers to survey your defence of your ten
speculativetheological arguments. Y our whole defenceisfound from par. 18to 22inclusive.

14—The 18th contains your five naked assertions. Y our 19th assumes that the angels
rejoice in heaven on seeing God take vengeance on his enemies and those of his people,
because these judgments end in their reformation; for which you have not oneword to offer
from Genesis to the final Amen. Y our 20th justifies all the nameless and countless miseries
of the unoffending brutal creation, on the ground that still they cling to life as a choice of
evils! Gloriousvindication of Eternal Providence! Y oursisthetheology of Mr. Compromise,
who proposed settling hisaccountswith the Deity on striking abalance between hisgood and
evil actions! Your 21st concedes that from, you're a priori reasonings on the divine
perfections, you could not have anticipated the present mixed system, and affirms that still
less could you have anticipated an eternally mixed system. Y ou never seemed to have read
these words—‘He that is unjust in the least is aso unjust in the much,” and so of every
perfection of the Deity. He that causes one unnecessary pang, and he that causes amillion,
differ not in kind, but in degrees; as he that steals afarthing, and he that steals ten thousand
talents, are dishonest only in different ratios. Not having observed this principle, you think
that it isall just, merciful, and benevolent to punish a defaulter for ten thousand moons or
years, (for you believein indefinite post mortem punishment)—but unjust, unmerciful, &c.
to punish him forever! And to perfect your system of contradictions, you will have it, that,
without any anticipation of sin, God planned a system of suffering in the brutal creation by
furnishing lions, tigers, vultures, eagles, &c. &c. with instruments of torture. Read again,
benevolent sir, your paragraphs 20 and 21, and ponder upon the character which you have
drawn for the Creator, as arranging a suffering creation without any justifiable cause.

15—Your last effortisan a priori preface to your lifting your fourth limb—your direct
scriptural proof. Thisapriori or hypothetical philosophy isgenerally consummate nonsense.
It is peculiarly soin theological inquiries. A person would as soon make a cable of sand as
prove even the being of God from a priori reasonings. From what cause could any one
descend to the being, the nature, or the character of God! The very proposition, sir, to
approach the scriptures’ by apriori reasonings, is begging the whole question. It is sending
the Bible a-begging to the school of Plato or Aristotle, or infinitely more humiliating, to the
school of every sectarian scrap-Doctor.

16—Wise men, like Bacon, Newton, Locke, and all the authors of
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true science, reason a posteriori, not apriori, in eliciting truth, fact, and law. | am apupil in
their school, and thereforelook from and through nature up toits Author—you, apupil in the



school of Aristotle, look from the Author down to nature. Y ou start from hypothesis—I from
fact. Y ou begin with what ought to be—I with what is. | reason from the things that are, to
those that shall be—you, from the things that ought to be (as you think,) to the things that
must hereafter be. How different, then, must be our conclusions. Y ou have put this label
upon your own philosophy by your own fingers. Re-consider, sir, your four last paragraphs.

17—You'reapriori system of the universe, or your beau ideal of agodlike universe, is,
that it must ultimately be without sin and sorrow. If | had drunk as deeply as you at the
Castalian fount, | would have built an a priori system better than yours; for | would have had
a universe in which sin and suffering had never been known. Not a leaf would have ever
withered; no wasting breath would have ever blown; not a murmur nor a sigh would have
ever been heard; but everlasting verdure, bloom, and beauty—unfading youth, undecaying
vigor, eternal peace, serenity, and love; unspeakable joy and bliss would, without palling or
satiety, have pervaded all. But you assumethe best of all possiblethingsto be auniverse that
after many thousand yearswill cometo such aperfection asto reformitself and be ultimately
and eternally (aei) happy.

18—But | must omit your fine allusion to Burns and your pious strictures upon it, and
request our readers to examine your reply to my pars. 19, 20, and 21, and see how
handsomely you have dodged the whole matter, and evaded a discussion upon the very pith
of your ten arguments. My 20th and 21st paragraphs you practically acknowledge to be
unanswerable. Y our failure there is complete, and shows the foundation on which you rest.

19—Your philosophy now rises full-orbed. It is that punishment cures sin—that
punishment is the means and holiness the end. Christ has then died in vain; the Devil is
getting better; the Jews are more holy now than they were 2000 years ago; Penitentiaries, if
they have punishment severe enough and long enough, cannot fail to sanctify all the
murderers and miscreants within their walls; for Nature' slaws are universal. A few yearsin
your post mortem Purgatory will save more than the sacrifice of Christ. If the Creator, then,
would occasionally rain fire and brimstone on al the cities, as on Sodom and Gomorrah,
instead of giving them rain from heaven and fruitful seasons—instead of filling their hearts
with food and gladness, he would have acted more wisely than by showing forth his
goodness and love; for, according to your reason, the wrath of God, rather than his love,
leadeth men to reformation; for “all punishments are chastisements,” and “all chastisements
are punishments;” and all men and demons are partakers of these reforminginstitutions, &c.
&cC.

20—This single cluster from your vine | present as a pledge of what may be the vintage
when your philosophy is ripe, and the time for gathering the grapes has fully arrived.

Sympathetically and controversialy yours,
A. CAMPBELL.

et § Stinee

Discussion of Universalism.



MR. SKINNER TO MR. CAMPBELL.
No. XXI1I1

RICHMOND, Va., April 21, 1838.

Dear Sr—youRsof the 6thinst. hasjust reached me. If pedantry, contumely, bombast,
and ridicule constitute argument, thenisyour letter very argumentative; if not, itisdecidedly
theweakest production | have yet seen from your pen. Y ou are quite mistaken if you suppose
by such a course you will be able to drive me from the equilibrium of my temper and the
sober argumentative course | have marked out for myself in this discussion. | began it, and
| pray God to enable me to finish it, under a deep sense of its solemn and thrilling
importance. Embracing, asit does, the eternal destinies of aworld, | am at alossto conceive
how a man like you, professing to believe in the awful doctrine of infinite and endless we,
can adopt the style and exhibit the spirit of your last letter.

2—Y ou say you areapupil in the school of Bacon, Newton, Locke, & c. What apity you
had not imbibed a little of the true dignity, charity, mildness and meekness of those
illustrious men! Y ou have aright, however, to choose your own course. And perhaps, as
arguments failed you, you could think of no better substitute than that you have adopted.
From this consideration, | freely forgive, and pray God to forgive al the hard and bitter
things you have said against me. But you must excuse me for not following your example
in this, and even for not replying at all to much of your fanfaronade. A few paragraphs will
dispose of all that is entitled to serious notice in your last.

3—In the first place, | never derived aidios from hades, nor did level give it as my
opinion it was so derived; nor did | ever state that any lexicographer so derived it. | merely
stated that “some respectable critics supposed it to be so derived.” (It isnot necessary aman
should he alexicographer in order to be arespectablecritic.) Y ou gave metheliedirect, and
said | could not name one. | gave the names of two, who while they say most lexicon writers
derive ades (hades) from a, negative, and idein, to see, and therefore it signifiesinvisible,
unseen &c. also say “ aidios may have the same etymology as ades.” and of course they
suppose it may be derived from the same: for etymology signifies “de