Hosea Ballou

Excerpts from "A Treatise on Atonement"
Including excerpts from Part Ill, "Consequences of Atonement to Mankind" (1805)
and Preface from 5th, 1832 edition

PART III.—THE CONSEQUENCES OF
ATONEMENT TO MANKIND

CHAPTER 1.

’ THEIR UNIVERSALITY.

In this last inquiry, I must be a little more
lengthy than in either of the former, but I hope
not to be too tedious. What I shall contend for,
as the consequence of atonement, is the universal
holiness and happiness of mankind, in the final
issue of the Redeemer’s process.

Before I proceed to notice the direct proofs of
the doctrine of the final holiness and happiness of
all men, I shall notice some opposing doctrines and
arguments, and endeavor to obviate them by scrip-
ture and reason.

The first that I notice is found in a proposition
frequently stated by modern divines, thus, “ God,

in the great and infinite plan of moral
ua. AU government, consults the greatest possi-
the greatest ble good to the whole system; and in
goodtothe  ,rder for the greatest possible happiness

to be produced, it was necessary that
some of God’s rational creatures should be eternally
miserable. Agreeable to which all men cannot be
saved.” This is the only ground on which an ob-
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THEIR UNIVERSALITY

jection can be stated against universal holiness and
appiness, while we admit the existence of an Infi-
nite Supreme.

I cannot go into an examination of any authori-
ties on which the above statement is supposed to
stand; for I know of none. All I can do is to
examine the statement itself. It is argued, agree-
ably to this proposition, that the infinite and incon-
ceivable miseries of the wicked, in the world to
come, will enhance the happiness of the glorified in
heaven.

Against these statements I argue, if, in order for
the greatest possible happiness to exist, the greatest
possible misery must also exist, I wish
to reverse the subject. Then the propo- 343 =t
sition would stand thus, in order for the versed and
greatest possible evil to exist the greatest it weakness
possible good must exist. Then, if God,
in his universal plan, has produced as much good as
was possible, he has also produced as much evil as
possible, which renders the statement, that he con-
sulted the greatest possible evil, as just as that he
consulted the greatest possible good. Of course,
there is no more propriety in calling him good,
than there is in calling him bad!

If it be said I carry this evil, or misery, too far,
even beyond my opponent’s meaning, I will en-
deavor to show him, according to his
own statement, that I do not. He ::3;,.5‘;3
says, every degree of misery in hell will tion it in-

roduce many degrees of hapgmess in
Eeavcn; if so, if the wretched be not made as mis-~
erable as possible, the blessed cannot be made as
happy as possible ; if they are not made as happy
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as possible, they must experience some want; and,
of course, some misery themselves. On the other
hand, if the wretched be not as miserable as possi-
ble, they must have in possession some remaining
convenience. Then, neither the freatest possible
happiness, nor the greatest possible misery is pro-
duced.
Almighty God, being put to the necessity of
making some of his rational offspring eternally mis-
erable in ordir to make t ; ;est orever
145. This  happy, may be represente a parent
iy, wh}:)P}Ims t)én chilc?ren, but oz:ly Il)arovi-
sions enough to preserve the lives of five
until he could get more. In this awful dilemma
he sits down to consult the greatest possible good ;
says to himself, if 1 divide my provisions equally
among my children, all must surely starve to death;
but by neglecting five, I can save the lives of the
other five, which he finally concludes to do. But 1
ask the rational, I petition the reasonable, I request
the impartial, to guess the feelings of a father on
such an occasion! Before him are ten children, all
in the image of himself; he sees his own eyes roll
in their heads, hears his own voice on their tongues,
while his own blood frolics through their veins;
how could he make the division? how could he
decide on one for a victim? Would he not rather
give his own flesh to be their meat, and his own
blood to be their drink, and fervently pray for
plenty? But is the Almi%gty poor? Has he not
enough and to spare? hen the prodigal came
home, did the father turn away his brother so that
he might have a plenty for him? Is there not ful-
ness enough in God to satisfy the wants of all his
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