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CAMINATION oF TIHE DhuCIHRINL
OF ENDLESS RUNISBMENT,,

THE DOCTRINE OPPOSED 'TO GOD,
. “ Godislove.” 1Johniv 8
[The charactar of God isthe foundativn.
all that is true in theory, and correct in
practico. o is the governor ¢* the uni-
prse and' tlto author of all trath. 1lence,
x‘ 5 government will sliaddw fuith his char
fictor, and his truth will harmonize with his
ture, from which it flows, as a stream
m the fountain, Ience again, his ne-
re is a perfect standard of truth, and’
thing can be true that stands opposed to
character. In two previous lectar.s 1
ve oxamined' the doctrine of cndless
Pisery, and attempted to show thatit is
ti-Christinn in spirit, and opposed to
onson, nature and experience, and thes
re offered as reasons why that doctrine,
féught to be rejected. I offer at this umo
s an additional reason for its rejection.
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cter of God.

# Tho. nature of God is set forth.in the
f brief language of the text. “ God is love i
£ He is not merely lovely, but ho is Zove it
jEself. Loveis the very essence of his na-
;f ture, and my-position is, that the doctrine in
3 question is diametrically and forover, hope-
% lessly,. and utterly irreconoilable-with the
’4 spirit of love, which is the nature of Gud.
i1t is- granted, that the most tender love
g may acquiesce in the infliction of pain and?}
% suffering.  Thus, the love ofita father muy !
# induce him to chastisc his child; but it
will bo.for the good of that child, and the
B same love that prompts the chastisement
fy of the.child at first, will'sternly forbid the
% infliction.of one stripe more than is neces-
{ sary to-securs:the good of the child. So
? thelove of God seeks the good of its ob-

Jects; and'is perfectly consistent with any,
¥ and all'punishments which.are intended for
& the good of those on wlom they are in-.
¢ flicted.. But boyondthatit cannot go-one-
line. Now the fict that punishment is
held to.be endless in duration; saying
nothing.of itsdegree; absolutely precludes
the possibility of its being designed! for, on
eventuating in, any good to its subjects.—
Such puvishment therefore; is utterly op-
posed touthe spirit of love. Itis notonly
improbable, but in the very noturs of the
case,absolutely impossible, that God should
inflict an cndless duration, of punishment
upon any being whorm ho- loves.. Love
cannot work ill to any of its objects, and
as the whola workings of the. doctrine of:
endiess misary are  ovil,and only ovil, and
that contipually,” so itis utterly-opposed to
all love for itssubjects. Thesquestion may
therefore bo- properly agitated whether
God does in raality love.all. the. human
family 2

Timt ho £ates nono of: them, is ovident,
for, hatzed  cannot dwell in aibeing whose
nature is love. In such a caso, Godwould
bedivided against himself; and a house divi-
ded against itself cannot stand. Wo may

truth, that God ducs woi hate any being

is.evidont from his nature that heloves all.
[Je.is omniprasent, filling the immensity of

| Can man fly from the presence of his
| Maker? Nay,

I beings. Fromlove no reel evil can flow §
3. Itis opposed to thie nature and char~; and as.endless misery is an infinite evil,

then safely assuma it asau unquestionable

that he Las imade.. Bt inuro than this, 1t

spacey In overy part of the oarth, its
wmountains and, valleys, its plains and hillg,
its oceans andt rivers, and its lonely wilds
and caves, Godris present ; andwhere God
15 there is Jovs, ¢ for Godis love.”” It is
therefore as impossible that God should
ceaso to be love, toany being, as that he
should cease to be present wath that being.

Saith the Psalmist, «1f I
ascend into heaven thou art there. If 1
make my bed in hell thou art there. If I
tako the wings of the morning and fly to
the uttarmost parts of the earth, even thero
shall thy hand held me and thy right-hand
load me.””  So then, God is present every-
i where, and as © God is love,” \herefore,
; love is present every where, and with all

therefore it is opposed to love, opposed to
God; and cannot be true.

Thus much of the nature of God; and
T now come to speak of his character and
attributes.  Strictly speaking the attributes
ot God are but different manifestations of
his nature.. We-might as well say, Love
is powerful, wise; good, merciful, just and.
true, as to say that these attributes belong
to God; for: «* Godas love,” and. thése are
his. attributes.. But, as custom, and usual|
modes.of. speech.have sanctioned the use
of tha terms ¢ Attributes of God,” I will
employ that phrase. Although the fact that
the doctrine of endless wmisery is opposed
to love, the very nature of God, is clear

proof that itis opposed to all Liis attributes, |:
yet, perhaps the argument will, ha more

clearly appreciated, if we carry it aut in

detail, by an examination. of the acknow-|.

ledged attributes of Deity..

I teke then what may be called the car-
dinal attributes, and attempt to show, that
the doctrine in question is opposcd to thom
one and all.
and Goodness,

Goodness would seek the best good. of
all ; Wisdom would devise a plan by which
that Goodness would carry outits wishes ;
and Power would.execute that plan.  The
rosult of the combined:action of these ot
iributes is eovidently the highest possible
good of all. Endicss misery would be
the greatest possible evil to alarge part,
and is therefore opposed to thése attributes
of Gbd.

If thore are any whasufier endless mise
ery, I take it that it willbe for one of two
reasens, ¢ either because God could not, or.
would not preventit. Besidesthese I can,
think of no. xeason for such suffering.—
Now,.if wo soy that ho would not pravent
it, wa limit his love aud impeach his goad-
nese, by making, him. voluntarily prefer
ovilio gpod, suffering. to happiness, for his
croaturcs. On thawother hand, if we say

These are; Power, Wisdom, |

by supposing lim incapable-of devising the
weans of securing the desired object ; his
power, in supposing himn unable to carry
out the plan when formed. So that, in
either case, the dectrine is most clearly
and unqucsuonub]y opposed to the atui-
butes of God.

I am aware that there are several ways
by which men attempt to avade the forco
of this reasoning; and' somo of these I
may perhaps with propriet;* bring before
you. Ona method is, by denying that the
best possible good of the universe requires
the eternal salvation of the whole human
race. Itissaid thatthere are innumsrable
worlds and systems.of worlds where God.
reigns, and that the greatsst good of the
whole system requires that an example

should be made of some, in.which the ter-

rible consequences of rebollion against:

others from v:olutmb g his holy laws. God
therefure chooses the greatest possible.
good of the universe, and saves all that
can be saved in the nature of things.. Now
if these premises were true, it would: in-
deed relieve the Divine Goodness of any
imputation, in the last act of the drama;
for oven infinite goodness cannot Le ex-
perted to perform impossibilities.

But-Iwould e glad to know by whom
and for what purpose this almighty “aature
of things® was made, whichso efféctually
circumscribes the operations of Dirine
Goodness. If God gave things their na-
ture, on purpose that thay should so c¢ir-
cumscribe the operations of his benevo-
lence, then the difficulty remeins where it
‘was, and his goodness is stll impeachad,
in the fact thathe intended.or forgsaw the
But if it be
said, that « in the nature of things” God
could:not prevent it although his goodness
would have prompted him so to do, still we
wasl; whence came this nature of things ?
Did it exist fortuitously and indepondont |
of God? And didhe find in ita power
avhich.was:an overmaich for his own wis.

‘evil,and did not prevent it.

dom;.and the strength of hisarm? If so,
you.indeed remove-the objection fiom his
;gocdness ;. but you lay it down at the door
of his wisdom or power. Surely infinite
wisdom.and.an almighty arm, seeking the
good of. all,.ought notto bo defeated in 1ts
plans crworks by a-theological or philoso-
{phical shadow,cailed “the nature-of things.”
I go back to.the time.when there wero no
things, with or without. a.nature, but God.
And I take it that when God made all
things he gave them a nature to please
himself, andi if afterwards he found
this naturo opposed - to the operations
of his bencvolence, tha fault is with his
wisdom, for he should-have known bettes.
than to give-things such.a nature.

Another mode of avciding the diffievlty
is, by eoptending that God is infnitly
gond, even to thpse who suffer endjese
miscry.. Rev. Asa Shinn,in a.rocent and

that he could not provent the evil, then we
impeach his wisdomor power . his wisdom

populanwork, enlarges upor: the subject af-
ter thofollowing mmne-,

God should be s0 clearly seen as to dator

1 ginve foam

meinory, and give the substance, not the
procisg- words of the argumont.

“ Infinite goodness does not necessarily
involve the idea thatall must be alike hap-
py ; but only that each individual shall be
as happy as he can.be mude, in view of
his nature and condition. Now happiness
is connectediwith holiness,and misory with
sin. The holy beng cannot be miserable,.
on the one hand, and on the other, the sin-
ful being cannot bo happy. Now here s
a large company of incorrigible sinners ;
Godicannot make them happy as such.—
To place them in heaven woald be of no.
usg; fur they would be miscrablo there. He
therefore sends them to hell,and even there
maukos them no more miserable than they
aro sinful. e therefure does all that can
be-done- for them, and this is all that even
infinite-goodness is required to dv.”

Such is the substance of the argument,
and I percsive that is becoming somewhat
popular. Specious as it may appear, it is
more plausible than solid. I am surpnsed
that so acute a reasoner as this author
shows himself to be, in many parts of his.
work, should have overlooked the import-
ant fact, that while be so earnestly labored
to relieve the infinite goodness of God:
from the slightest imputation, he was am.
ing a shaft direetly at his wisdom and.
powers

Granted if you please, for it is true, that
the sinner cannot be happy as a sianer,
and that the holy 1 heart cannotbe miser-
able; and then we will examine the argu-
ment: ere isa vast company of sinners,
and’ our author aifirms that God cannot
make them happy agsuch. Granted, but
did it never occur to him to ask, whether
God miglit not change the character of
these- sinners; and make them righteous ?
It strikes-me that the reformation of these
sinuers: would be no new thing under the
sun. I think 1 havo heard of a power that
.couid cleanse- from all iniquity, and if I
mistake not, heaven-itself is peopled with
those who were once sinners even as
these. And yet, here was the company of
sinners, and as sucly they conld not be hap-
py. The question was, what should infin-
ite govdnessdo withthem 2 The idea that
they might possibly be reformed never
seemed to enter his mind. He appears
rather to admit, that the cfivrts of God, in
all his wisdom and power, for their refor-
mation, had heen bafiled. The poor crea-
tures had proved too.much. for him, and as
hic could noi convest them he must needs
make avirtue of necessity, let them go to.
kell, and there make them as comforiable
as he could, all things onsidered. Now I
grant that thisaakes God.good, perfecly
so, if vou pleasa ; but itis asorry compli-
ment to his wisdom and power If God
could not convert them, very well 3 it was
kind.in.him to do tho next best thing. DBut
|xf he would not convert them, having the
j power ta.do so, then the difficulty lies pre~
aisely. where, 1t did. before, with his good-
nesS.

Bu* Yera~cmes annthor mode of evading,
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