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OPENING STATEMENT BY GARY EALY 

I would like to welcome you to the first night of this four-night debate 

centering around the question of morality and how to make our moral deci
sions. 

The debate is being sponsored by the Student Organization on the 
campus of North Texas State University and Texas Woman's University, 
called Dawn, and overseen by the University Church of Christ. The faculty 
advisors for this organization are Harold Duncan and Gary Ealy. 

We want to thank you so much for coming and being here. We believe 
this debate is one of extreme importance. '\le appreciate your coming. 

Without taking up too much time, I'd like to thank a few people whom, I 
feel, I must thank. Certainly, I would like to thank both disputants in this 
debate for their agreement to come and to debate one another these four 
nights. I would like to thank the Elders at the University Church of Christ 
because it is by their approval that we are overseeing this debate. 

I would like to thank also the staff, the secretary, the Minister, and others 
who helped so much. 

The audience needs to pay very careful attention to this announcement 
made at this time. Due to the material of this debate being copyrighted, no 
private taping of this debate can be permitted. 

There are many factors involved that brought about that decision. And it's 
the judgment of all of those who are involved in this, that it would be in the 
best interest of this debate and those disputants in this debate, both of them, 
that no private taping be allowed. 

The proposition for the first two nights of this debate is "Resolved: 
Christian Theism (specifically as advanced by the New Testament) is superior 
to utilitarianism (specifically as advanced by Jeremy Bentham) as the basis for 
cvaluating human behavior." Dr. Thomas B. Warren will be affirming, and 
Dr. Joe E. Barnhart will be denying this proposition. 

The second two nights of this debate, Wednesday and Thursday eve
nings, the proposition reads as follows: "Resolved: Utilitarianism (specifically 
as advanced by Jeremy Bentham) is superior to Christian Theism (specifically 
as advanced by the New Testament) as the basis for evaluating human be
havior." Dr. Joe E. Barnhart will affirm, and Dr. Thomas B. '\larren will 
deny. 

Dr. Thomas B. Warren will be the affirmative speaker for the first two 
nights, as I have indicated. He is the Dean of the Graduate School and 
Professor of Philosophy and Christian Doctrine and Apologetics at Tennessee 
Bible College in Cookeville, Tennessee. He received a Ph. D. in Philosophy 
from Vanderbilt lJniversity in Nashville, Tennessee. His moderator for the 
debate is Dr. Roy Deaver, the Vice President of Tennessee Bible College. 

Dr. Joe E. Barnhart will be in the affirmative the second two nights. He is 
a Professor of Philosophy here at North Texas State University. He received 
his Doctorate, also in Philosophy, from Boston University. His moderator 
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tonight is Dr. Maxwell Slater, who is the head of the Philosophy Department 
here at North Texas State University. He received his Ph. D. degree in 
Philosophy at Southern Illinois University. 

We would like to ask and request that the audience refi'ain from both 
verbal responses and applause during this debate. The debate is an academic 
discussion from which all men ought to draw their conclusions based on the 
evidence. We are asking you to abide by that request and to try not to show 
your emotions or your feelings hy either verbal responses or by applause. 

Each night the affirmative speaker's moderator will open the discussion 
by reading the rules of conduct for the debate. So, after Dr. Deaver reads the 
rules ofconduct for the debate tonight, Dr. Warren will begin his afHrmative 
argument. AfteJ'Dr. 'Warren's second afHrmative, there will be a brief inter
mission, and then we will assume once again with the debate. "~~dnow, Dr. 
Deaver. 

DR. DEAVER: I want to join with Brother Ealy in expressing our 
gratitude and the gratitude of all of us for your presence tonight. I do that in 

1. 	 RFroLVED: Christian Theism (speci£ically as advanced by the New 
Testament) is superior to utilitarianism (specifically as advanced 

by J~""f Bm""-'ll '" "'" ""'~ 

B. Warren, inns 

2. 	 RFroLVED: Utilitarianism (speci£ically as advanced by Jeremy Bentham) 
is superior to Christian Theism (specifically as advanced by the New 
Testament) as the basis for evaluating hunan behavior. 

...~.<;, ~,J
J. E. Bamhart., affinns 

~ 
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order to emphasize the importance of your being here every night. \Vhat is 
done tomorrow night will be different not only from what is done tonight but 
what is done throughout the discussion. And so we do urge you to make your 
plans to be here for every session. I join with Brother Gary Ealy in emphasiz
ing that we regard this as a very important occasion. 

The proposition to be discussed tonight, as already indicated, is as fol
lows, number 200 on our chart, if you would like to keep in mind the number 
of it, the proposition is "Christian Theism (specifically as advanced by the 
New Testament) is superior to utilitarianism (specifically as advanced by 
Jeremy Bentham) as the basis for evaluating human behavior." 

I emphasize that that is the proposition tonight and tomorrow night. The 
debate will be about that proposition and about nothing else. That's the 
proposition. 

Now then, our chart 200-A, as indicated, at this time I want to read the 
rules for the conduct as related to the Warren-Barnhart debate. Here they are 
as signed by both of these men. 

1. The debate will be conducted on the campus of North Texas State 
University. 

2. The disputants in the debate will be Dr. J. E. Barnhart and Dr. Thomas 
B. Warren. 

3. Dr. Warren will be in the affirmative on the first two nights (November 
,3 and 4) of the debate and, therefore, Dr. Warren will be the first speaker on 
the first night and the second night. 

4. Dr. Barnhart will be in the affirmative on the last two nights (Novem
ber 5 and 6) and, therefore, will be the first speaker on the third and fourth 
nights of the discussion. 

5. The session each night will consist ofthree 20-minute speeches and one 
5-minute speech by each of the nvo disputants. These speeches are to be 
delivered alternately by the nvo disputants. 

6. The propositions to be discussed will be those which have been signed 
by the two disputants for this specific debate. 

7. Each disputant will have a moderator, and the two moderators will 
settle any point of order which might arise in the conduct of the debate. 

We stress again these rules, seven of them, they have been signed by Dr. 
Warren and by Dr. Barnhart. 

We would like you to keep in mind that the debate will be published and 
that, therefore, we are concerned not only about the audience which will be 
assembling here each evening, but also we must keep in mind the book which 
is to be produced. 

May we express that it is the responsibility of the affirmative speaker to 
present his case, which means simply setting out his position clearly, and, 
secondly, setting forth the evidence related to that position. 

It is the responsibility of the negative speaker to respond to the affirma
tive case, and to do so with negative material. 

v 



You recognize, of course, the importance of and, in fact, the necessity for 
the introduction of some general material, introductory material, and espe
cially the first night. Not all ofthe arguments will be made on the first night or 
on the third night when Dr. Barnhart is in the affirmative. 

The disputants will be exceedingly careful to call for the charts by num
ber. If we present chart number 200, and if Dr. Barnhart in his speaking 
knows that he will want to respond to chart number 200, then all he has to do is 
call for chart number 200, and then it will be presented. 

The proposition is to set out the extent and the limitations of the debate. 
Each disputant is obligated to be careful to stay on the proposition, whether it 
be Dr. Warren or Dr. Barnhalt. We urge them to be exceedingly careful to 
stay on the proposition assigned. 

Each disputant is to keep in mind that the negative speaker must respond 
to the affirmative case. It is not the prerogative of the negative speaker to 
present his affirmative case, but rather to respond to the affirmative case that 
has been made. 

Here, now, is Dr. Warren. 
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WARREN'S FIRST AFFIHMATIVE 

FIRST NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladii's and gentlemen. I assure you 
that it is a genuine pleasure for me to be involn·d in this discussion in the city 
of Denton, to have you with us, and to 1)(' a fellow disputant with Dr. 
Barnhart. While he and I have not been c\ost'sly associated, I ('('f"tainly regard 
him as a friend. And everything that I say in this debate willlw ill the light of 
that friendship. 

Of course, each of us will do our very best to press the position which he 
believes to be correct. The greatest person who ever trod this earth pressed 
his position as strongly as it could be pressed, but always in the spirit of 
genuine love for the person with whom he was tlealing. And I assure you that 
sueh is the case in my heart as far as Dr. Barnhart is concerned, even though I 
will do my very best to show what I conceive to be the truth to be true, and 
what I conceive to be false to he false. 

I shall begin by calling attention to the meaning of the terms involved in 
the proposition. Christian Theism is parenthetically explained in the proposi
tion specifically as advanced by the New Testament. That simply means the 
religious andlor ethical system advanced in the New Testament itself. I hold 
in my hand a copy ofthe New Testament. I am saying that the basic teaching as 
governs human behavior, as set forth in that book, is superior. As a matter of 
fact, I believe a stronger proposition than this proposition. I believe that this 
book is the book, that there is no other system known to man that can even 
really compare to it. But the proposition which we have signed in this 
discussion is, and in this debate I am obligated only to prove that the New 
Testament ethic is superior to that advanced by Jeremy Bentham, a philos
opher. And so you must understand that I will be arguing for the most part for 
a position which is "softer" or weaker than what I really believe. But it is the 
proposi.tion we have, and it is the one to which I will address myself. Dr. 
Barnhart and I had considerable correspondence in working out the proposi
tion. 

I have in my hand here a copy ofa newspaper which sets forth, I think in a 
very graphic way, a basic difference that will help you from the very beginning 
to see the difference between what I am affirming here tonight, and what Dr. 
Barnhart is doi.ng in denying this proposition. 

This appeared in The Tennessean, the morning newspaper of Nashville, 
Tennessee, October 29, 1980. The headline is: "Child 5, Allegedly Rapcd, 
Takes Stand." "As her mother wept nearby, the little girl told in a child's 
words yesterday how she had been raped by her habysitter's nephew, hurting 
her so badly that she walked crooked. Barely able to see over the railing of the 
witness stand, the little girl calmly pointed to him"-his name was given, of 
so-and-so address-" as the person who attacked her last ~'1arch 22nd, then 
gave her some money to buy candy at the store. Damage to the child's vaginal 

1 



area was so severe she was forced to undergo more than three hours of 
surgery." And there is much more to that. 

According to the teaching ofthe New Testament, this man was guilty ofa 
grievous wrong. But given the theory ofJeremy Bentham, as advanced by Dr. 
Barnhart, if this man experienced more pleasure than pain in raping this 
child, then for him this was a morally good act! Let that be before you all the 
way through this debate. There is no way Dr. Barnhart will ever avoid the 
force ofthat, save by some kind ofmisunderstanding or perversion of the basic 
doctrine of Jeremy Bentham. 

IIA C.RUCIAL GUEST/OM €'i.~) 


(lIe(/( 'filE BOK IAIF/lI)N1" 0'" I!'~(A ,/I!lIIE SrArFMSlr. 

(rfJ L~lIeA/J(JX SUIII( 1$ rfJ IIIDleArt! TNAr rN' 


srAr'MINT 1$ FAtSl): 


D filE Enll~AI. 'YSrEM DF "GUN." JJENrNAJ,fls 

AltJAl58IGIf:'AL AliI) THI/G IS JlElrllFIl. rmIIFI/o.ePiAU,. 


Now, I have some questions for Dr. Barnhart. First of all, chart number 
201. I would like for him to check the box in front of each true statement. To 
leave a box blank indicates that the statement is false. 

The first box: The ethical system of Jeremy Bentham is true. 
The second box: The ethical system of Jeremy Bentham is false. 
Third: The ethical system ofJeremy Bentham is nonsensical and thus is 

neither true nor false. 

Chart number 201-A further questions for Dr. Barnhart, three more: 

1. As relates to the problem of the existence of God (that is, the infinite 

God of the Bible), please cbeck the box in front of each true~statement. (To 
leave a box blank is to indicate that the statement is false): 1. Dr. Barnhart
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QUESTIONS FOP, DR. BARNHAnT --;:orl. NIGIIT,NOV. 3,1980 
1. 	 RELATES TO THE PROBLE~' :::IF THE EX1STEr.;CE OF GoD (I,Eu THE 

INFINITE GOD OF THE BIBLE)" °LEASE CHECK THE BOX IN FRONT OF 

EACH :rBJ.If lllli.t:1f!iI (To LEAV::: A BOX e.t..At:lK IS TO INDICAE. THAT 

ThE STATEMENT ,$ fbl._S.fJ: L BARNHART J - 

o KllilYi TrA.T (lOD ttQI EXiST. 

o J:ill.Q}i THAT N.Q QfiE. ~ THAT GOD OOU EX1ST. 

[J !\Nm! THAT GOD D.Qll EX I ST • 

o 	lill..Qtl THAT THE ~UEST I ON AS TO whETHER GO;) ~ OF! ::lQ.ES. f:{QI 

IS I'lliI f.Y£N ~ TG THE ~ROBLEM CF EVALUATiNG HUMA~ 

BEHAVIOR, 

2. 	 As .::;>EGAROS Y:~J PL?:ASE CHECK THE eox IN FRONT OF IRJ.lE-

STATEMENT (TO LEAVE A BOX fH.A!!K 1$ TO INDICATE THAT T-lE STATE

,",ENT IS ~): 


[J VALUE ;)ID 'OT EXIST BEFORE THE FIRST HUMAN BElNG. 


o 	VALUE EXISTED B;:;:FORE THE FIRST HUMAN BEINGS BUT NOT 

BEFO!{E THE F TRST SENn EN7' NON -HUMAN BE !NGS, 

o REA~ (OBJECTlVE) VALUE CA.'~ EX[ST WITHOUT GOD. 

o AT Ot.E TIME VALUE DID NOT EXIST, 

3. TR~E FALSE Ir YOU (SARf.!HAJ:n) HAD B~EN A so:..nIER DURiNG 

~f,i II., ANI) IF T4E tlAZIS CJ) '-JAD CAPTt;HEn YOU AND (2) HAD 

GIVEN YOU THE CbOle::: elF ElTH(q JOINING THeM IN THEiR EFFORTS 

TO EXTERMINATE: THE ,iEWS CR BEING MJRDERED~ T"iEN YOU CDARNHAR-;-) 

rlOUlD HAVE rlAJ THE OBJECT!VE MORAL OBLISATfON TO J:U.E.. RATHER 

THAN TO JO I N THEM 1 N THE MUR:JER CF ",EWI SH MEN, WOf4EN, AND 

REN (EVEN IF SL"CH JOINING WOULD HAVE BROUGHT YOU ONLY PLEASURE 

M.D N.Q EAl.fi AT ALL>. 

• Know that God does not exist, 
• Know that no one knows that God does exist, 
• Know that God does exist, 
• 	 Know that the question as to whether God doti,s or does not exist is not 

even relevant to the problem of evaluating human bebavior. 
2. As regards value, please check the box in front ofeach true statement. 

(To leave a box blank is to indicate that the statement is false): 
• Value did not exist before the first human being, 
• 	 Value existed before the first human beings but not before the first 

sentient non-human beings. 
• Real (objective) value can exist without God, 
• 	 At one time value did not exist. 
3. TRUEfFALSE (On the others he has to check the box or leave it blank. 

On this one he has only to circle either true or false.) True/False: Ifyou (Dr. 
Barnhart) had been a soldier during World War II, and if the Nazis (1) had 
captured you and (2) had given you the choice of either joining them in their 
efforts to exterminate the Jews or being murdered, then you (Dr. Barnhart) 
would have had the objective moral obligation to die rather than to join them 
in the murder of Jewish men, women, and children (even if such joining 
would have brought you only pleasure and no pain at all). 

We need the answers to those questions. 
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II Wiltll(I'O 1/./ rilE 8ALA/./~e.5 - H 
AND !=OI.lND WANrIN.s

- PAlilEL 5:'27 
Let's look at chart number 203. Those questions will help to focus the 

issue. In the Flew and Matson debate, Dr. Flew from England and Dr. 
Matson from the University of California, We answered questions before the 
speeches began each evening. But we do not have that agreement in this 
debate, so we do need those questions answered very quickly in his speeches. 

Notice here: the measure of truth. In this debate we are considering the 
weighing of Christianity vs. utilitarianism. Actually, or more specifically, 
what might be brought under the general umbrella of utilitarianism, psycho
logical hedonism; that is, hedonism related to pleasure that one ought and 
must do what will bring more pleasure over pain. 

And we shall show in this debate that utilitarianism, and more particularly 
that brand offered by Jeremy Bentham, will be weighed in the balances and 
found wanting, as indicated in Daniel 5:27, in a general principle of that 
matter. 

Chart number 206: "The basic problems of the various classic formula
tions ofutilitarianism." These are matters to which Dr. Barnhart needs to give 
attention to clarify his own specific viewpoint. 

I know what Bentham says about it. I am wondering ifhe (Barnhart) wiU 
stay with that view. 

In my debates with Dr. Flew and Dr. Matson-even though they botb 
signed atheistic propositions-they sought to gradually slip over into agnos
ticism. 
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I. TI+E. P~f!!"L.E/YI 01= pECIOIIICr ""HleH G()A!$E{!JUGI./C£S 

OF,AIJ AC.TIO;.) M2£ P!-6-/...SVAAI"I'";: 


,. Ac.rtJAl.. c.t)N$'UJ=NCES I OIC..
f. 1A/7'EtI-JDIii:D coIJSSI:S)U~, OR.

J. /2ATI()I..IAI.LY EXP.C.iABLE c,oAl5E<!;(IIEAlC45, OJ:?
4-. I-4EREI..Y POf;f;1I3,/...1i. GON($E6lJJENC£S. 

1L. 	 THE er<c&..s'1 OFOECIl)IAI& WIfC:TIfC:/l. pili 
CON5I!!tS<lJSA!CCS OPAA! AC.VCi/ol SHOt/L/) at! Af>t;6'SseD: 

,. Af!>50i...JJ17N..Y, CR-

t. /3Y CO,<.1PARISOI./ WIT'H rHe c,oAJSEQiiEM::15S 0.-= 

AVAIi-AP.,.I-t!:- AL-71iiIlZAlJI>.rIVl5i5. 

JD:. 	 'tHE Pti!oSL-t:,.,. 01'" D&':::IDINC, wHHH6ii!.. 061..1"".4111)'" 


.SHOlll.." /!IE Pl/il"-//.JIIOI 


I. Po:ilrlVsLY - I/.J r;~MS 01= nfE !1AX/lwfIZAnal 

OF' PldIIIA$J.!RE.I - l:IR
I.. IJE6'J.TIVEL.Y- II.J rE!2J..fS 0,.. rlls MINIMIZAII"1./ 

0,.. P/I.I/.J. 

Now, 	let us see if Dr. Barnhart will stay with Bentham's position. 
1. The problem ofdeciding which consequences ofan action are relevant: 
Does he mean only the actual consequences, i.e., what actually happens? 

Or, does he mean if a person tries to decide between doing this act, act 
number a or act b, is it only what was intended by him, what he wants to 
happen? Or is it what is the rationally expectable consequence, that is, ifhe 
figured it out logically he might expect this to happen or that to happen? Or is 
it merely possible consequences? 

He needs to let us know what he believes on that. \Ve cannot proceed 
properly until he tells us. 

2. The problem ofdeciding whether the consequences ofan action should 
be assessed: 

Absolutely. In other words, can I decide simply from the basis of the net 
pleasure over pain of this action, or must it be compared to some other action 
by comparison with the consequences of available alternatives. 

3. The problem of deciding whether obligation should be defined: 
Positively. That is, in terms of the maximation of pleasure? Or, negatively 

in terms of the minimization of pain? 
Which? Tell us that, Dr. Barnhart. 
Now, let us look at chart number 211-F. Here is the evaluation of the man 

who was a disciple ofJeremy Bentham. But as he studied further, J. S. Mill, a 
brilliant man, but who yet retained himself in the general field of utilitarian
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"Tile PIIILQfi,I)Pl/Y Fir ('
OAlL'f !=Oft. SWIIJE 

J.~M'LL 

/I 
.•. H41./J(IND J/HDFR. TIIF " ", A lJocr2111f MJOlI.rN'I ~I//.'I 

t;?OVfIiJlAl1cnJF illJIJ $()/I~lifI6AJ ()F SINfu4 ... , II 

/lfA~,.,es, PAIH ~II/) Ptf4fJ1~. II 
 - J. S.Mltl.; UrlLl rAAIAU/sM, 
-J'lI.fM,/8,1hIIAM J All II./T1J4 ((fna.,UIAICIN, M. '1'.: /),,1I8U'DA't 
1)d,r/~1I 7t> 'f1/G PPJA/('J/I/S OF AI/I) t(),f,ItJAIJ'I,I UN.) Jt)l PH/~ 

J./{)IlAl$ -4111) 1.C6KU:1'1tJ1I St)t)K;,S £t:>lrlDAI; If'l) P. .f.() 7 C. 
(CTUPIH CINj H. Y. ; baull.EtlAf' 
4J/f) ~PAvr, 11/(. J 1)o1.!JHIAJ 

BO()KS EDITlIJI./ I /91./)d J, 11. 

ism, as he looked at the doctrine of Jeremy Bentham he said, "It is a 
philosophy fit only for swine." It has therefore been refercred to often the "pig 
philosophy. " 

Notice under the "picture" ofBentham the statement from his book, " ... 
Mankind is under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and plea
sure." And Mr. Mill says it is "... a doctrine worthy only of swine." 

Now, let's look more carefully at chart number 207-A-l, "Sovereign 
Masters." I want you to look at this statement from his book, The I ntroducticJ/l 
to the Principles ofMorals and Legislation. Listen carefully. The issue in this 
debate is stated right here. 

"Mankind is governed by pain and pleasure. Nature has placed mankind 
under the governance of two sovereign masters." Notice: sovereign, chief, 
absolute ruler, pain and pleasure. There is no other consideration in making 
moral decisions. It seems incredible that anyone would ever believe this. But 
Dr. Barnhart believes it, and Jeremy Bentham believed it. "It is for them 
alone," nothing else, "to point out what we ought to do." Given this, the only 
moral obligation you have is to be governed by a net of pleasure over pain: not 
only what we ought to do, as well as to determine what we shall do! It not only 
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CHAPTER I. 
OF THE PRINCIPLE OF UTILITY. 

reten 0 a Jure elT em lfe: u ill rea I e W1 remam 
su I 0 I a e w I e. ~e principle of utili!y.1 recognises 
tliis sub eenon and assumes it for the foundation of that s
tem, the object of which is to rear e a ne 0 felici b the 
bends of reason and of law. Systems which attempt to ques
tion It, deal m sounds IDstead of sense, in caprice instead of 
reason, in darkness instead of light. 

But enough of metaphor and declamation: it is not by such 
means that moral science is to be improved. 

I. rinci Wi what. The principle of utility is the 
fou abon of the present work: it will be proper therefore at 
the outset to give an explicit and determinate account oi 
what is meant by it.J!x the principle.?_-Of-\ltility..-is .meant t. . 
·th.~t p.rinCiPJe Wh.."b _w"" ru"..~~or ~'ry ~tioo I
,wnarsoever, accoro1 to the ten~ which it~PP?E!.o 
;h~e to augment or iminishtne h.3'Eiuess::ur~~~ose 

I inte..I:~st IS in 9uestion~J".._~.~t is ~he same-=!itingjIHJther IIt
"WUfas;to p:!?mote or to oppose that happiness. I say of every 

Ffl()U: 	 J:!Jf Prtl.trAIlIIWS : 4i11 IAlrlZopl/tpiMI rtJn!' 
Plml(IPIEI e" I'1IJIUltS 4A/D LF61StlArlPP 

tells you what you ought to do; it tells you what you shall do. There is no other 
way you can act! You may pretend, you may deceive yourself into thinking 
you're acting in some other way, but Bentham says that you are only deceiving 
yourself when you do that. And all of your efforts to try to do something else 
only confirms the fact that you are under these two sovereign masters. On the 
one hand, the standard of right and wrong. Notice that, the standard of right 
and wrong. The standard of right and wrong-the one and only standard of 
right and wrong is pleasure and pain. On the other, the chain of causes and 
effect-what causes you to do what you do--(you never act otherwise) are 
fastened to their throne. "They govern us in all we do, in all we say, and all we 
think; every effort we can make to throw off our subjection, will serve but to 
demonstrate and confirm it. In words a man may pretend to abjure their 
empire"-you may pretend to get out of it, but what is really the case, 
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according to Bentham-"but in reality he will remain subject to it all the 
while." 

S0f"1E BASI C ELEr~ENTS OF THE BENTHArllBARNHART THEORY 

1, "NATURE" HAS PLACED EACH HUMAN BEING UNDER THE GOVERNANCE 

2, 

3, 

4, 

5, 

OF TWO SOVEREIGN MASTERS: (1) PAIN. AND (2) PLEASURE, 

IT IS FOR THESE TWO (PAIN AND PLEASURE) ALONE: 

(1) TO POINT OUT WHAT EACH PERSON OUGHT TO DO. - AND -

(2) TO DETERMINE WHAT EACH PERSON ~LLL DO, 

FASTENED TO THE ~ OF PLEASURE AND PAIN ARE: 

(1) THE STANDARD OF RIGHT AND WRONG; 

(2) THE CHAIN OF CAUSES AND EFFECTS, 

PLEASURE AND PAIN GOVERN EACH PERSON: 

(1) IN ALL HE DOES; 

(2) IN ALL HE SAYS; 

(3) IN ALL HE THINKS, 

tlo MAN CAN OVERCOME THEIR POWER OVER HIM--jT IS H1P.()SSll.L.E. 

FOR ANY PERSON TO GET OUT OF HIS SUBJECTION TO PLEASURE 

AND PAIN, 

Now, let's look at chart 204-A: Some basic elements of the Bentham! 
Barnhart theory. I put Dr. Barnhart's name there with Bentham because he 
is affirming it. Notice: 

1. Nature. What is "Nature?" Is it the physical universe? Is it nothing but 
non-living rocks and dirt? Is there no thinking thing involved in it? How did 
"Nature" place man under pleasure and pain? Let Dr. Barnhart describe how 
these two sovereign masters were being placed by nature over each human 
being. 

2. It is for these two (pain and pleasure) alone: 
(1) To point out what each person ought to do, and
(2) To determine what each person will do. 

3. Fastened to the throne of pleasure and pain are: 
(1) The standard of right and wrong; 
(2) The chain of causes and effects. 

4. Pleasure and pain govern each person. Notice carefully: 
(1) In all he does; 
(2) In all he says; 
(3) In all he thinks. 
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5. 	No man can overcome their power over him- it is impossible for any 
person to get out of his subjection to pleasure and pain. Bentham's 
position is: 

SOME B~SIC EL[:1E~ITS OF THE BEIITHAi'IIBARIIHI.RT THEORY 

5. (CONTINUED.) 

(1) A MAN MAY E.RfIT1lll. TO "ABJURE THEIR EMPIRE," 

(2) BUT--EVERY EFFORT HE MAKES TO THR0\1 OFF HIS SUBJECTION 

TO THEM (PLEASURE AND PAIN) WILL ONLY SERVE TO DEMON

STRATE THE FACT THAT HE li SUBJECT TO THEr1 (PLEASURE 

AND PAIN), 

(3) ANY SYSTnl WHICH ATTEr'1PTS TO EVEN QUESTION THE SUBJEC

TION OF EVERY HUt·jAN BEING TO PLEASURE AND PAIN; 

A. DEALS IN SOUNDS [NSTEAD OF ill2£) 


B, DEALS IN CAPRICE (A SUDDEN I'IHH1 OR FANCY) INSTEAD OF 


REASON; 

c, DEALS IN PARKNESS INSTEAD OF Ll...G.l::il. 

6, ~jo t·l0TIVE CAN BE EITHER GOOD OR EVIL (JPf.1L) 1')0) 101), 

7. l"iHEN A WORD IS SPOKEN OF AS BEING USED IN A GOOD SENSE) 

ALL THAT IS NECESSARILY MEANT IS THIS: THAT IN CONJUNCTION 

'filTH THE IDEA OF THE OBJECT IT IS PUT TO SIGNIFY J IT CONVEYS 

AN IDEA OF APPROBAI.lQli: THAT IS, OF A PLEASURE OR SATISFACTION, 

ENTERTAINED BY THE PERSON \~HO Et1PLOYS THE TERM AT THE THOUGHTS 

OF SUCH OBJECT. IN LIKE MANNEP, WHEN A WORD IS SPOKEN OF AS 

BEING USED IN A BAD SENSE, ALL THAT IS NECESSARILY MEANT IS 

THIS: THAT, IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE IDEA OF THE OBJECT IT IS 

PUT TO SIGNIFY, IT CONVEYS AN IDEA OF D..l...S.A£.EB....0BATION: THAT IS, 

OF A DISPLEASURE ENTERTAINED BY THE PERSON Imo EMPLOYS THE TERM 

AT THE THOUGHTS OF SUCH OBJECT. (lPf"1L 101). 

(1) You may pretend to do so-on chart 204-A-1. 
(2) But every effort you make to try to get out of it will only serve to 

demonstrate, that is, to prove the fact that you are subject to 
pleasure and pain. 

(3) Any system which attempts to even question the subjectivity of 
every human being to pleasure and pain: 

A. Deals in sounds instead of sense; 
B. 	 Deals in caprice (a sudden whim or fancy) instead of reason; 
C. Deals in darkness instead of light. 

6. And no motive-notice carefully-no motive, no intention of action 
can be either good or evil. This is determined only by the consequences of the 
act! You may intend to do well, but if the consequences turn out to bring pain, 
then you have been guilty of moral wrong. And you may intend to do wrong, 
but if the consequences turn out to bring pleasure, then you have done the 
morally right deed. 

I submit to you that this is as evil as any moral doctrine could be! 
7. When a word is spoken of as being used in a good sense, all that is 

necessarily meant is this: That in conjunction with the idea of the object it is 
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put to signify, it conveys an idea of approbation: that is, of approval of a 
pleasure or satisfaction, entertained by the person who employs the term at 
the thoughts of such an object. In like manner, when a word is spoken of as 
being used in a bad sense, all that is necessarily meant is this: that. in 
conjunction with the idea of the object it is put to signify, it conveys an idea of 
disapprobation: that is, of a displeasure entertained by the person who 
employs the term at the thoughts of such object. 

All right. Let's turn now to the first argument that I shall present. I ha\l" 
set before you now what Christian Theism is and what the psychological 
hedonism of Jeremy Bentham is. You must see that before you can see the 
sense of the argument which proves that one system is superior to the other. 

r:8.W. ARfSlIMEIJr AID. .1
USEf.JTHAM/&ARIJHARr TNE"/ff 
I!lAS eVIl... A~ t:AlJBE __H 

My first argument is this. Look at chart number 205. The Bentham! 
Barnhart theory is as evil as any ethical system can be. Now, I do not make that 
charge lightly. It gives me no pleasure to make it, but necessity has lW(,l1 laid 
upon me in the fact that I am in this discussion with these propositions, 
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v 
1/ anti II• MEANS 

MEAIJG 1/eiHttr. .. cr:.. " 

J MEAN6 "/1 ... -I~II". " 

Look at chart number 205-A. I will set forth an argument that will really 
be very simple but perhaps may look somewhat complicated. But I want you 
to notice the simple symbols that I shall be using sometimes to help you to see 
how the argument flows. 

A dot in the midst ofletters that will stand for statements or propositions; 
that little dot means simply our ordinary "and." That little v-looking thing, 
sometimes called a wedge, means "either/or." Between two statements we're 
saying, "Either this one is true or that one is true," or sometimes it means that 
both ofthem are ture. Sometimes it means one is true and the other oile is not. 
Then the little horseshoe on its side conveys the idea of "if ... then .. ," 
That's the sign of implication. 

r:s. W. AfJ.fi,IJMENr MD. J. 
SET our IfJ 6YHBDI.!C TEeH6 

/. (r· "-'J ) =' W 
2. r (SEE p~()()/: cn/CIlAR.TS l.(JS~E AUf) 2Q5-F} 

3. I"WJ [SEE PflI)()F(;uCIIAIlTS '2D;-I SERIES] 

4. r,"""J 2, 3 , CONJ. 

6. .~ IJ ~ 4, M. P. 
Let's look at chart 205-B. Now, here is the argument. I shall be involved, 

likely, for the rest of this evening in setting forth this argument. And I will be 
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proving-look at number five at the bottom. Therefore W-those three dots 
there indicate "therefore"-The W stands for the proposition that I am 
affirming, namely, that Christian Theism is superior to the doctrine ofJeremy 
Bentham. 

First of all, look at the first premise. There is a proposition that I am 
indicating by the letter 1. If it is the case that proposition I is true and 
proposition] is false, then my proposition W is true. Secondly, I is true. I will 
be under the obligation to prove that-not to merely assert it. Dr. Barnhart 
understands that and so do I, and I take it that you do. The third premise is 
that proposition] is false, I have the obligation to prove that-as I shall do in 
chart 205-1 series-just as I will prove I in chart 205-E and chart 205-F. In 
other words, I am now simply setting out the form of the argument so that you 
can follow what I am doing as I go through it, 

The fourth step is simply the logical move of recognizing that if you have 
two statements separately that are true, you may combine them into what we 
call a conjunctive statement. IfI is true, and if] is false, then it follows that the 
conjunction of I and not-J is also true. 

So from premises two and three we have our conjunction. Now, notice, 
back up to proposition number one. This is the antecedent (that which comes 
before the "horseshoe") is now affirmed in premise four. Now, when you have 
that situation-as 1 have indicated in the last point, number five from one and 
four, by the logical move Modus Ponens, you have the proofofproposition W. 
And that is the form ofargument which proves my proposition in this debate. 

Now let us look at 205-C. I now begin to show you the actual words, in 
English words, of the letters that have stood for the proposition. 
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TBW AR(;IIMfAlr NtiMfiSEft 1
TIll IfIllJf1IA"'IIMR"'lI.4II.r ,iiiii"i'iAS iFVlL 
A$ AllY FrJlIt:1JI 5Y$rFH C(II/tp 8E, rHI"'__ 

/. 11' @ Tf.lF eFNrIfAM/8/fRAlIIA/lT ETHICAl.- Sysn"if11<s4s E"Y/L AS 

,lA/V E'7i1/C.4t SYSTEM c~LP BE; AAll> /,c IT /:5 ..f-"<'$'" THAr(!) 

TilE' IfrHlcAt.. ~Y$rFM O~ '/1(£ IIFWTEsrA,4I£JVr 1:5 45. eVIL AS 

EI?IICAI. $Y5"'" c.OJiU> U, THE" (1\1, Cf/R/SPAJI l7IEJSA-( 
(SPecll'/CAtN AS 4l>"4J.I:;Ep 8Y i?f" NEW ri!'Sr4uENrj IS 

?IIf'EIZI?iZ. TO IIrlL-IT4J1.I4N!SAI (SPEOI'!t"4U r4.4/)"4A/c5> 

fN J5'R.Et-IY /3EItITIiAA1) 4S TlfFMSts rT>RIIf;V"'UlATlN(io 
lit/Mil/.! St:NA J'lo,e.. . 

'/.. 	 ® TIf,t' UI./TI<II/.1/ &l.RNH""Rr /f'I?IIC~1.. S7STIfH 15 AS eVILAS 

)./.!yeT1lJ:::AL SYSTEM c.ntLl) &if [P~"ON CIlAi<T 

3. 	 IT IS FALSE nfIlT 0 rile ETIt/CAt- SYSrE;,.f CF 1'7!, ;<JEW 

TE$TAMa/r IS AS .l!Fv'1? AS A"Y ('171""41. SYGTeM C&JVLD 
St [P~F Mak:JI<T 

+: 	 T#II$, 10m ® 77fE I!IEVTIIAU/eAJ!J.IH..,wEi?(JIOfL SYl>rEM 

/~~ EVII.4S AIJYEntICAi- SYSTEM G?//L/) St;; 4ub!r 
ISMI.SE TJl4T Q) T#lf EmIC4/. 5YST1!"1>/ OF nflF ~w T1!"Sn(

MFI.IT /SAS EVIl. LIS AI.IY Em/CAL tSYSTJ!fAl C"PL.1.>8.!f. 
0,3, c""NlIlVcn4ll] 

5. TI/tie&I'PIU, ® OIR/ST/AI! T#lflr>"f ('SP{!Clr/CALiY AS 40 j/,4IJcEl) 

BY TilE IJE"" TESt>W8.lr) IS St/PE'/:?I.tW. 7Z:> JI'rII.ITARIANIs,q 

(<f;PCCIFICALl-YAS ADV4.;C6!> BY JEREMY 85</THAJ..f)AS nil: 
BA$/5 rT>R. EVAl.IIATlw'& ifJIMAN' 8etAvloR, Ct,~ Hpl>J/S/bJ/EJ/S] 

The Bentham/Barnhart ethic is as evil as any ethical system could be. 
Now, notice on the chart-Number one: 

1. If I: the Bentham/Barnhart ethical system is as evil as any ethical 
system could be, and if it is false that], the ethical system of the New 
Testament is as evil as any ethical system could be-notice that I'm saying that 
if it is false that such is the case-then W, Christian Theism (specifically as 
advanced by the New Testament) is superior to utilitarianism (specifically as 
advanced by Jeremy Bentham) as the basis for evaluating human behavior. 

2. I is true, For this reason the Bentham/Barnhart ethical system is as evil 
as any ethical system could be; that is, anything that one can think of as being 
evil, one can-ifit brings pleasure to that person-regard it as good, It is good 
for him! Thus, anything one may call good-if it brings pain to him-it can be 
rightly called evil, given this doctrine. 

3, It is false that], the ethical system of the New Testament is as evil as 
any ethical system could be, 

4. Thus, both I, the Bentham/Barnhart ethical system, is as evil as any 
ethical system could be, and it is false that], the ethical system of the New 
Testament, is as evil as any ethical system could be is a true conjunction. 

(Time expired.) 

So, we'll continue this in our next speech, 
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BARNHART'S FIRST NEGATIVE 
FIRST NIGHT 

Across the street is Voertman's Book Store, and I have some books over 
there, if some of you are interested. I asked the proprietor to put them out. 
There is also a book called Biblical Christian Marriage. In case you have time, 
you might want to go straight across the street to Voertman's and look at it. 

I will not check this paper ofTam's. I will not agree, and specifically I told 
him I would not do that because I want to make my own debate. I noticed that 
Tom did not give an affirmative; he gave an attack on utilitarians. I'm going to 
give the attack on what remains ofTom' s view. I have to read what Tom's view 
is because I did not hear his view. His was mostly an attack, a negative. The 
negative is my position. But I will let that go by. 

By the way, may I express my pleasure) my hedonistic pleasure, at being 
here for this debate. It's going to be rough. Several friends and acquaintances 
asked, "Joe, why would you agree to speak to the group of the Church of 
Christ, especially the most extreme element? These people aren't interested 
in growing and developing in their knowledge like other human beings," I was 
told. "They are a ghetto all their own, convinced they have already under 
their belts all the important answers to all the important religious questions." 

"Oh?" I replied. "Are Church of Christ people no longer fellow human 
beings so that we should ignore them, leave them to feud among themselves? 
Can we learn nothing from them, and they nothing from us?" 

I would be the first to admit that of the Church of Christ preachers I have 
known personally, some, but not all, are perhaps the most narrow-minded 
human bcings I have encountered, so narrow that they could look through a 
kcyhole with both eyes. But I seriously doubt that the Church ofChrist has a 
monopoly on narrowness and insensitivity. And it has been my privilege to 
overcome some of my narrowness and to know a number ofChurch ofChrist 

. people-elders, professors, preachers, and those who pay the bills. Among 
them are to be counted some of the most open and interesting people I have 
met. It has become a rewarding and pleasant surprise for me. Much to the 
despair of Thomas Warren, the Church of Christ is a rainbow of beautiful 
diversity, an interesting group of my fellow human beings from whom I have 
learned much about human relationships and from whom I hope to learn more 
in the future. 

Some of us have high moral goals and views which we sometimes do not 
measure up to. Thomas Warren r,epresents the opposite case. His behavior is 
far superior to some of the vile and ruthless aspects of his philosophical 
position, which, I will try to show, is a network of perversity and obscenity. 
Tom asked to be allowed to begin with the negative in this debate, but I said, 
no, I want to. In reading through Tom's earlier debates, I noticed that he was 
largely on the attack, and spent little time explicating and defending his 
position in the affirmative manner. So we flipped a coin, and I won, (But I 
won't say it was divine providence.) 
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Tom has the first affirmative, and I had hoped that instead of going on the 
attack from the start, he would do as the affirmative is supposed to do, namely, 
outline and defend his position as it is in itself, rather than trying to knock over 
utilitarianism and thus presume that his own position has been established. 

I suggest there is a reason why Tom prefers to attack rather than defend. 
Very simply, his position is without defense. This is too mildly stated. What I 
want to say is, his position is morally vicious at the core, and it is time to expose 
it. To expose it to the sunlight is to find it offensive, an odious carcass, as I will 
try to show. 

Tom speaks often of objectivity and subjectivity. But his position is one 
of-I'm going to try to show it's surprisingly one of-atheism. There is a 
self-contradiction in his "Christian Theism." His atheism is of the most brutal 
form, and his "moral" scheme is subjectivity of the most degenerate form. To 
be sure, Tom drops the name 'God' at the twitch of the nose, but we recall that 
the German army has engraved on its belt buckles, "Gott Mit Uns"-God 
with us. Tom doesn't believe God was with the German army, and I will argue 
that Tom (the structural atheist) is indulging himself in equal blasphemy when 
he engraves the title 'God' on his depraved philosophy. 

Those of you who know me may find it surprising that I would speak so 
strongly and sharply about such a view, but I think you may agree when I have 
finished, that I have never spoken in opposition to a philosophical system that 
is so venal and sordid as the one which Thomas Warren claims to represent. 

Tom has written a great number of words about Hitler and the ~azis. Tom 
is, of course, quite different from Hitler in that Tom lacks Hitler's power to 
carry out his ideological violence on his fellow man. Furthennore, it may be 
that he would experience personal repulsion because he is firstly a moral man, 
repulsed at his own philosophical scheme if it were carried out in concrete and 
personal terms instead of abstract words. It is one thing to say that the vast 
majority of the human race of adults will be tortured and tormented endlessly 
because they did not subscribe to Tom's ideological tenets. It is another thing 
to say more concretely that Tom's grandfather or his brother is currently 
screaming in hell, and that Tom's only word of comfort is, "Grandad, you have 
what was coming to you. So take your torture and know that it is fully just." 

Some of you don't know-and will have a difficult time believing-that 
Tom Warren's position entails widespread mayhem and violence. To be sure, 
he and some of his associates rightly complain about violence and brutality on 
television and in the movies. But Tom's horror tale of violence and torture 
would make Marquis de Sade appear to be a mere apprentice in aggression 
toward our fellow human beings. 

Let me tell you of Tom's nefarious tale. As you know, George Handel 
wrote the unbelievably beautiful masterpiece "The Messiah" to honor his 
God as he perceived him. According to Tom's theology, however, at this 
moment-while YOu and I are here in this comfortable building-Handel is 
literally screami~g in agony in a cosmic ghetto which Tom insists is sustained 
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and underwritten by the energy of a Cosmic Being on whom Tom in his 
blasphemy bestows the sacred name ofeod: You recall the beautiful musical 
composition, "Jesu, Joy of Man's Desiring." The musician who wrote that 
chorale and hundreds of other unsurpassed musical compositions-Johann 
Sabastian Bach-is no longer playing the organ in his masterful way but rather 
is on the rack, being tortured day and night forever. This is Tom's theological 
ideology. You're beginning-just beginning-to see why I refer to it as base, 
venomous and degenerate at the core. 

To be sure, like the sorry sycophants serving in the courts of Stalin, Tom 
can rationalize all the pain and unsurpassed torment that his Cosmic Being 
underwrites and sustains. Stalin's apologists wrote books on top ofbooks to try 
to rationalize his brutality and savagery. Hitler had his henchmen who tried to 
justify the cruelty perpertrated on the Jews. And Tom, with a dance of 
incredible rationalization and mockery of decency and goodness, has written 
pages upon pages to make his Cosmic Stalin appear as the soul of morality. 
Indeed, carrying out this dance of perversity, Tom has gone to the limit by 
bestowing on sueh wretehedness such names as 'justice' and 'holiness.' 

Some of the apologists of Stalin eventually turned away from all attempts 
to justify the butcher's carnage, and many who once defended this alleged 
Cosmic Being that Tom claims to worship have given up their previous 
moekery of decency. I recommend a book entitled The God That Failed, 
written by some wbo once defended Stalin's malevolence but who later fled 
tbe courts of Stalin for a more excellent and noble way. The book offers an 
interesting study in the capacity ofhuman beings to rationalize and whitewash 
conspicuous evil. 

PHILOSOPHIES OF VIOLENCE 

NAZISM: 	 DESTROY OR ENSLAVE NON-ARYANS 

STALINISM: 	 DESTROY OR DOMINATE NON-COMMUNISTS 

WARREN ISM: 	 TORTURE ENDLESSLY ALL NON-CHURCH-OF-CHRIST 
INDIVIDUALS 

* * * 
NAZISM: 	 MURDERED SIX MILLION JEWS PLUS OTHERS 

STALINIS~l: 	 r~URDERED AT LEAST 40 NILLION PEOPLE 

HARRENISM: 	 THREATENS TO TORTURE HUNDREDS OF MILLIONS 
OF PEOPLE (FOR HUNDREDS OF MILLIONS OF 
YEARS) 
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Please note Figure I: Philosophies of Violence. Nazism: Destroy or en
slave Non-Aryans. Stalinism: Destroy or dominate non-communists. Warren
ism: Torture endlessly all who are not of the Church of Christ. 

Let me ask you, would you rather the little girl in Tennessee be raped or 
sent to hell? Tom would send to hell 99% of those raped. He worries over a 
rape case; I worry over both those raped and those presumably sent to hell. 

Nazism: Murdered six million Jews plus others. Stalinism: Murdered at 
least 40 million people, and probably more if the truth were known. Warren
ism: Threatens to torture hundreds of millions of people (for hundreds of 
millions of years). There's no comparison. That's the most evil and vile view I 
could imagine. If you can imagine one more vile your imagination is "supe
rior" to mine. 

But let us hear more of the tale of atrocity, which, hip-deep in his 
rationalization, Tom designates as retribution. The premises of Tom's view 
forces the conclusion that there is not a single deceased President of the 
United States who is not at this moment groaning in agony, begging for relief 
from unimaginable torture, all ofwhich is worse than being raped. Washing
ton, Lincoln, Jefferson-all are in hell. And if Reagan or Carter should die 
tonight, both of them, either of them, would be in hell, torture, worse than 
rape. The founders of the Salvation Army and the Red Cross, they're already 
in hell ifTom's ideological premises are to be believed. The founders of most 
hospitals and schools are also now in a condition which is so horrible that it is 
perhaps impossible for us to imagine. And Tom, in his intimidating oratory, 
insists that you, too, will suffer from this same torture unless you embrace his 
ideology. 

As with all connoisseurs of violence, Tom's version of religious liberty is 
liberty for him and his band only, not for those who honestly disagree with 
them. 

Indeed, some ofyou will have a difficult time believing what I am about to 
tell you because it sounds so heinous. If I have understood Tom's position
which I have studied carefully over the years-it entails that there can be no 
honest disagreement with his theology. Tom, you presumably think you can 
be honest in your heart and disagree strongly with me-honestly. But the 
question I have for you is this: On your view, is it possible for me and millions 
ofothers like me to honestly disagree in our hearts and mind 'with your view? 
Ifyou say Yes, then you seem to be strapped to the following conclusion: Your 
Cosmic Being-your Cosmic Sadist-would put on the rack all those who are 
honest in. their hearts and minds and in their religious conviction. 

But that is not all. That is not the worse of it. What option do you leave 
open? Shall all who honestly disagree with your view become dishonest in 
order to agree with you and thereby presumably save their spiritual necks and 
skins? Is that your version ofa gospel? Is that the consequence that spills forth 
from the lap of this so-called objective morality that you wish to spread 
throughout the world? 
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I hope you have as an answer something more advanced than what is 
called the "I-honestly-hit-the-tree" argument. According to it, even if Bill 
runs into a tree and does so honestly, the tree doesn't move aside. It knocks 
Bill down. Now, extending this argument, Tom thinks his Cosmic Being is 
there with some hard and heavy punishments to dish out to you who aren't 
able to see things the way Tom sees them. Your honesty counts for nothing. 
You're going to get crushed in the ideological machine. 

Now, this comparison between the tree, or the machine, and Tom's 
Cosmic Being is revealing. We clearly do not attribute morality to the tree. 
We don't designate it as morally good. It's just there. We don't worship it. We 
go around it. According to Tom, if the Cosmic Being mows you down because 
you honestly didn't think it was there, then that's too bad. You get stomped 
forever. 

But what can we say? Well, we can point out that the tree we ran into just 
didn't jump out of its roots and stomp on us until every bone in our bodies are 
broken and we ache forever and ever. Such viciousness and meanness and 
vindictiveness is reserved for Tom's invisible Cosmic Sadist. And Tom, like 
the apologists of Hitler, stands ready to tell you how wonderfully sane and 
good and just and holy and lovely all this brutality really is if only you had the 
faith to believe it. 

In the book, The God That Failed, Arthur Koestler, after he had finally 
given up defending the Soviet sadist, remarked, "Faith is capable of making 
you believe that a herring is a race horse." Or, in Tom's case, his faith can 
hocus pocus make him believe that his Cosmic Sadist, his Cosmic Stalin, is the 
essence oflove, the apex of moral objectivity, and the seat of holiness, justice 
and righteousness. Stalin and Hitler could have used your talents, Thomas. If 
today you can believe that this Cosmic Lunatic of yours is the loving Heavenly 
Father, then what's to prevent you from thinking tomorrow that your 
Heavenly Godfather is an agent of mercy instead ofthe thug and brutal savage 
he really appears to be in your OW'll scheme. 

To be sure, your Cosmic Godfather will be nice to his little family. Even 
Eichmann was supposed to have been a good father. But from God we rightly 
expect more than simply the projection of wholesale human vengeance under 
the guise of just retribution. 

Now, you Baptists, evangelicals, and Bible Church people in the audi
ence will be disappointed if you think you \vill find in Tom's position comfort 
for yourselves. For according to Tom, V. E. Howard, Johnny Ramsey, and 
others of this version of the Church of Christ, you will get your necks 
stretched, too. You haven't been immersed under the precise and exact 
conditions; so there's a noose for you. You must not think that I am being 
excessive in my descriptions when I say to you you will be hanged if you fail to 
come around to what Tom regards to be the infallible and inerrant revelation 
of heaven. In fact, your future will be so miserable, you would gladly exchange 
it for the option of having your hands tied behind you and your neck carrying 
your entire weight as you swing and gag in the wind, not for a year, but 
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forever. Now, if you can think up a more vicious view, you're better than I am, 
or worse. But what's even more immoral is Tom's blasphemous attempt to 
hide all this human rage and revenge under the name of God. 

According to Tom's view, virtually every Baptist, Catholic, Methodist, 
Disciple of Christ, Pentecostal, Buddhist, Muslim, Humanist, Hindu-you 
name it-will be choking or burning for eternity. Now, you may gasp, "What 
incredible hatred for the human racel" But Tom will tell you that it's nothing 
but his Cosmic Being's way of showing you how much he respects you and 
how much he regards your free will. Clearly, with love and justice of Tom 
Warren's type, you don't need hatred and vindictiveness. You already have it 
under the guise oflove. It's called loving you to death--or to endless torment, 
in this case. 

Tom's rationalizations remind us so much of the apologists of Hitler and 
Stalin. They, too, were intelligent men and women. And they, too, could 
speak their own perversity in symbolic logic--the same-as well as, Tom does 
it. And they felt they were justifying goodness. But some of them had a moral 
conversion, and you, too, if you grow weary of drinking from this foul sewer of 
Tom's ideology, you, too, can have a conversion by simply walking off and 
leaving it. You have no duty to defend atrocities. You have no moral ties to 
such wickedness. 

Ifyou total all the atrocities ofthe Soviet KGB, Stalin, the Nazis, Idi Amin 
the butcher, and all the earthly sadists, you would still not have a total to equal 
the torture and torment sustained by Tom's Cosmic Sadist. Are we to believe 
that this Cosmic Sadist is the objective foundation of human morality? This is 
shocking. Such a view belongs 'With the necrophiliacs-the lovers of death, 
the lovers of carnage and villainy. I suggest that this doctrine of hell is not a 
revelation of God at all, but is instead a revelation-a reflection-of deep
seated hatred and resentment coming from the hearfof us men and women 
when we are at our worst. 

Most of us in times of moral weakness would like to tell someone to go to 
hell and stay there. But when we become rational and morally strong again, 
we turn our backs on such savagery. Unfortunately, Tom's philosophy would 
take human meanness and crown it as a jeweled virtue, calling it justice and 
holiness. But, Tom, a dung heap is still a dung heap regardless ofwhether you 
sprinkle it with a teaspoon of your ideological talcum powder. An odious 
cesspool is still what it is. And no little bottle of theological Airwick is going to 
change that. 

I hope you can defend your position, Thomas, instead of going on the 
attack. I can understand why you are going on the attack; you have nothing to 
defend. 

The School of Music, the Department of Art, the teachers of literature 
and drama-all these might be interested in learning that according to Tom's 
X-rated theological script, over 99% of the great composers, artists, and 
writers are at present each stripped of their dignity and strapped in a casket 
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and buried alive, with no other person to communicate with in the darkness, 
with only seven inches left to brcathe where the rats crawl back and forth 
forever and cver. 

This will bc a hard debate. Thank you. 

20 




WARREN'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE 
FIRST NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. Well, I've 
heard a lot ofspeeches and debates, but I believe this one "takes the cake," as 
we say, as far as the complete absence of any responsc whatever to the 
affirmative speech, in spite of the efforts of the moderator in making clear 
what the responsibility of the negative speaker is. 

In spite ofthe fact that Dr. Barnhart has refused to answer questions, I am 
still going to give him some. It will be building up in your mind the fact that 
this man will not face up to his responsibility. What we talked about was 
writing answers to questions and handing them back before the speeches, as 
did Dr. Flew and Dr. Matson and I, which helps to get the discussion a "long 
ways down the road" the very first night. \Ve said nothing about our not being 
able to ask questions during our actual speeches. I noticed that he asked one, 
incidentally, and apparently he expects me to answer that, and I'll be glad to 
do it. Wc will sec ifhe will do this also. He does not have to do anything but 
just to answer them. He doesn't have to write anything-just come up here 
and answer them. 

1980QUESTI ONS FOR DR. BARimART--~10N. rH GHT, NOV. 3, 

PLEASE CIRCLE "TRUE" OR "FALSE" AS APPROPRIATE: 

4. TRUE FALSE IT IS AT LEAST POSSIBLE THAT HITLER (OR SOME 

OTHER INDIVIDUAL AMONG THE NAZIS) RECEIVED MORE PLEASURE 

THAN PAIN OUT OF THE MURDER OF SIX MILLION JEWISH MEN, 

\~OMEN, AND CHILDREN. 

5. TRUE FALSE IT IS AT LEAST POSSIBLE THAT THE ~JOBlIY 

Q.E I!:l.E. ~AZJJi RECE IVED MORE PLEASURE THAN PA I N OUT OF THE 

MURDER OF SIX MILLION JEI'iISH MEN, WOMEN, AND CHILDREN. 

6. TRUE FALSE IT IS AT LEAST POSSIBLE THAT THE MAJORITY 

Q.E THE GERMAN PEPPLE RECEIVED MORE PLEASURE THAN PAIN OUT 


OF THE MURDER OF SIX MILLION JEWISH MEN. WOMEN. AND CHILDREN. 


Now, I want to ask him on Chart 201-B the fourth true or false question. 
4. True or False. It is at least possible that Hitler (or some other individual 

among the Nazis) reeeived more pleasure than pain out of the murder of six 
million Jewish men, womcn and children. 
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Now, you see, he cannot answer that without getting in trouble. I just 
dare him to answer it! I dare him to answer any ofthe ones that I have already 
given him, or to answer this one! He knows that his doctrine means that if a 
majority of the people in this country-depending upon whether he accepts 
altruistic hedonism or egoistic hedonism, (just himself, it could be just him
self)--decided that they would receive pleasure from murdering all of the 
black people, or all of the Chinese, or all of the Germans in our nation, they 
were morally right, according to his doctrine! And then for him to get up here 
and show the "inutterable gall" to charge that somebody else was teaching an 
"incredible doctrine"! He cannot answer this question. I chaUenge you, Dr. 
Barnhart, to answer this question. 

5. True or False. Is it at least possible that the majority of the Nazis 
received more pleasure than pain out of the murder ofsix million Jewish men, 
women and children? 

Did they or didn't they? Is it possible or not? 
6. True or False. Is it at least possible that a majority of the German 

people, even outside the Nazi party, received more pleasure than pain out of 
the murder of six million Jewish men, women and children? 

And he did not answer questions having to do with what is truly crucial 
(where to put the emphasis). Is he talking about pleasure for self alone? or 
pleasure for others? 

Forz. "'~Ah1- ~AR""~~R:r
will", l""'N~~HoLlI.P e,!t:OIoKoIDtIPS> ---

llol MA!(IiJ6-.. t-fO/U.1- PUoISIC.... ? 

(CNICK At..1.. APPIlOPIZIAT7! 8"¥#SJ 
(lI.lFSflOAl7; 

o SeLF ALoAle 

0 OrllEit5 ,/J.wue 

0 f!>lit..F .;, oT'HEIlS 

0 c.oWEG/tI6A1C11S 

0 SHt:JQr-~C/)IIS~(¥UEIJCES 

0 LOA/(:t- /?JA/(irii GOII~IDiIFAR:'6 

0 AcrdAl Ctlllstd:lllF#Cf'S 

0 IAIreA/OEP COAl<;;£O/lFAI'Ci'$ 

0 PPSS ISlE- cewSF6IUE'tlk:5 

0 PIlO8ABLE D:JAl6Et:l)dFA/CFS 

0 ~OMPARAr/vE CCAI'EtflIIEAlcg 
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Let's look at chart number 201-C. That preceding chart was 201-B. 
Is it for others alone; self and others; consequences; short-range conse

quences; long-range consequences; actual consequences; intended conse
quences; possible consequences; probable consequences, or comparative 
consequences? 

He will not answer that question! He cannot and stay in this debate. 

W"'" WItt Ycd FfJUIMJ 
-CN~/sr Die 

BAII.IJIIAP.T? 

J""""':57 
J.I/II':44-# 
H18. 5: ,-q
T'ITJlS 1,,, 
R,<>"".II'n 

t!SAVE.O 

Let us now look at chart number 214. I indicated earlier that we were 
going to press each other's position rather strongly. But I believe that Dr. 
Barnhart has given about as strong a perversion of a position as I have ever 
heard. 

Dr. Barnhart has "attacked" by saying that I did not have the right to deal 
with the Bentham philosophy. Pray tell, how would I prove that Christian 
Theism is superior to the Bentham philosophy (psychological hedonism) 
without explaining psychological hedonism. That is absolutely incredible. 

I am proving my proposition by showing that his theory is as evil as any 
ethical system could be, while that is not the case with Christian Theism! 

N ext, he has attacked the Lord's church. He has attacked the Church of 
Christ by trying to picture us as some sort of self-righteous little clique that 
looks with glee at the possibility of eternal damnation for everyone. There is 
nothing that could be further from the truth. 
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Let us look at what the Bible teaches about this matter on chart number 
214. The Godhead has given us the sacred scriptures, the New Testament. It 
is this broad: all who will recognize, believe in, love and obey the Lord Jesus 
Christ will be saved without one exception! But those who disobey will be 
lost. 

It seems that Dr. Barnhart cannot even conceive of the infinite God as 
being infinite injustice as well as infinite in love. He has even failed to answer 
the question as to whether he believes in God or not, or whether he thinks 
ethics has anything at all to do with God. 

WI/OM v.!1U- fod 
FOLLOW?~ 
-CHRIS"

OR URIJIIAI<T:! 

Let us now look at chart number 213. The Bible plainly teaches there is 
one God; one Lord (that is, the Lord Jesus Christ); one Spirit (the Holy Spirit); 
one hope (the hope of life everlasting); one faith (that is, the body of doctrine 
whieh is the New Testament); one baptism (that act of obedience which brings 
the believer into Christ), and one body (which is the body of the saved, those 
purchased by the blood of Christ). 

That basically answers what Dr. Barnhart said. But let me hurriedly go 
through what he said. He said that Tom did not give an affirmative and had no 
right to attack the negative. That is absolutely false. I was in the midst of giving 
an affirmative argument which-from the way the propositions are written
entail that I must explain the theory of Bentham and show what is wrong with 
it. 
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He alleges that the Chureh of Christ is comprised of the most narrow
minded people in the world. It is, as a matter offact, as broad as God, as broad 
as the Bible, which emphasizes that God will save every person who responds 
to him properly. 

It is clear that Dr. Barnhart has no vision whatever of the heinousness of 
sin, or of what it means to live in rebellion to God; what it means to be guilty of 
sin. The Bible teaches in Romans 6:23: "The wages ofsin is death. But the gift 
ofGod is eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord." VVnat one actually earns 
by a life ofdisobedience is death, eternal death, that is in a sense ofseparation 
from God and everything that is good. And one gains the life everlasting not 
by earning it, but as a gift on the basis of one's loving obedience to God. The 
accusation that 1 am guilty of atheism is so absurd as to not even merit an 
answer. 

He claims that I like Hitler's power, and that I like Stalin's power. All of 
those claims are simply false. He has absolutely no basis for such an allegation. 
And he says that I am repulsed by my own doctrine. That charge is false. And 
he says that Johann Bach may be in hell. The Bible teaches, in Romans 6:23, 
that "The wages of sin is death." It does not matter how great a musician one 
may be during this life. Such ability has nothing to do with whether or not one 
is right with God. 

Al! of the rest that he had to say was simply along that line. And so, I have 
answered in principle everything that he said while he answered nothing that 
I said. He did not answer the questions. He did not even make an attempt to 
answer the argument that was presented to him. 
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Now, I continue with point four on chart number 205-C. I have already 
referred to that chart and have read premises one, two and three. Now, point 
four. 

4. Thus, both I, the Bentham/Barnhart ethical system is as evil as any 
ethical system could be, and it is false that J, the ethical system of the New 
Testament is as evil as any cthical system could be. (From premises two and 
three by conjunction.) 

Now, Dr. Barnhart will not escape the force ofthat by simply saying that I 
did not have the right to go on the attack against him. The proposition which 
he had a leading role in formulating, and which we have signed, necessarily 
entails that I do that. He will not for a moment lead me astray from affirming 
this proposition. 

The conclusion therefore to this argument is: 
5. Proposition W, Christian Theism (specifically as advanced by the New 

Testament) is superior to utilitarianism (specifically as advanced by Jeremy 
Bentham) as the basis for evaluating human behavior. That follows from 
premises one and four by the logical move "Modus Ponens." 
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Let us now look at chart 205-D. "The Bentham/Barnhart ethical system is 
as evil as it can be." And warn me a minute or so before I sit down, I want you 
to give me a couple of minutes; I want to look at the chart that he put on the 
screen. He did not have a number on it. Ifyou'll give me that chart, we will 
discuss it at that time, 

"The BenthamlBarnhart ethical system is as evil as it can be." Now that, 
as I told you before, is the case because anything you can think of-it doesn't 
matter if it is rape oflittle girls, or if it is forced homosexual acts oflittle boys 
followed by their murder, their torture, their murder-that is right ifit brings 
pleasure to the person who is doing it. And this man then has the "incredible 
gall" to attack someone as having an ethical system that is not adequate. 
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Let us look next at chart number 21O-F. "The Bentham/Barnhart ethical 
doctrine is as evil as any system can be." I really want this to stiek in your 
mind~I read from this newspaper a moment ago--the people who hold this 
theory would be saying to the man-if indeed he gets pleasure from this 
action-to torture her, rape her, murder her. It follows from the Bentham 
doctrine. And there is no way he ean escape the implication that lithe torture, 
rape and murder of the five-year-old girl brings more pleasure than pain to a 
man or to the majority of the people-then such acts would be morally right. 
To try to compare that with the exalted, perfect ethical system of the New 
Testament of holiness, righteousness, love, and purity is simply incredible. 

28 



JlIfUJ2.. 

/1" TII,7'tlllTVIfI'-I", AliI.) 1If1l.QJ)1'111I6 ", JFlIJlsN 
CllltP/UAJ R'~I/lr$ 1'11/ HAIIF NF4Y1,IIJF 1"HAJ/ Pi/HI 
rOil. ,(,HF MAVIJfC)1"'I ()F 71IF illiZI.!, rill'N $//("11 
"NltD Ii M4IAU 'l IJ/6/Ir! 

Chart number 21O-E. ''The Barnhart/Bentham ethieal system is as evil as 
any system eould be." Here is Hitler with the Jewish ehildren. ''Torture 
them." Here are the Nazis: "Torture them! Throw them into quick-lime
coated boxcars! Put them into the gas ovens!" If the torturing and murdering 
ofJewish ehildren results in more pleasure than pain for the majority of the 
Nazis, then sueh would be morally right!" 
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In fact, we look at chart 211-C-2. "Given the Bentham/Barnhart theory it 
is possible that Hitler was a much better man that this man is." I mean by that, 
a follower of the Bentham/Barnhart theory. I do not for a moment believe that 
Joe Barnhart actually practices what he teaches. If he did, he would be 
dangerous to be allowed in the streets. He would be dangerous to be let out 
anywhere. But it is possible that anyone who believes what he believes, and 
then acts in harmony with it, would be a worse man than Hitler ever thought 
about being. Because certainly you could not take Hitler's theory and make 
any and everything that is good to be evil, and any and everything that is evil 
to be good. This is the case because according to this theory-Barnhart's 
theory-any and every act which results in more pleasure than pain for the 
individual who does the act, is a good act! 
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CHAPTER I. 

OF THE PRINCIPLE OF UTILITY. 
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Remember the chart that I put on the screen which set out the words of 
Jeremy Bentham, that pleasure and pain are your absolute masters, your 
sovereign masters. They not only tell you what you ought to do, but they tell 
you what you shall do! You do not even have any choice about it. It is a 
complete rejection ofthe freedom of man. It is completely determinative: the 
only thing that happens in any and every situation of human decision is that of 
deciding for pleasure and against pain! There's no such thing as self-denial 
and self-sacrifice for the good of your children or of your wife, or of the 
community. It is all for yourself There is no way Dr. Barnhart can explain it 
otherwise. 
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Now, let's look again at chart number 205-E, as we continue the argument 

that I am giving you in estahlishing my proposition. Dr. Barnhart has said that 
I am not giving an argument, that I'm not defending my case, and that he 
doesn't blame me for not doing so because I do not have one. That is just false. 
I am proving my case. I am going through it logically, precisely. Now, look 
before we go to 205-E, look again at 205-D to show you where I am on this 
chart. Remember now, 205-B is the basic argument. You can see the whole 
argument here set out at once. I am now going to prove proposition I which is 
the second premise. 
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Proposition I-just leave this one up here. Proposition 205-E is seen in 
these symbols. Ifproposition I sub one (11)' and Proposition I sub two (12) are 
true, then proposition I is true. Proposition I sub one is true. And we'll be 
showing you the proof of that on Chart 205-G, and 205-G-1. Proposition 3: I 
sub two. The proof of I sub h\'o will be given on charts 205-H and 205-H-1. 
Then I sub one and I sub two is seen to be true by conjunction ofpropositions 
two and three, and, therefore, it follows that proposition I is true. And that 
will be the proof of the second premise that I have right here. 
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All right. So, let us look at chart 205-F. What I'm going to be doing here is 
proving Proposition I in my basic argument. We indicated to you that it would 
take some time to give this proof, but I am going through a precisely stated 
proposition, a precisely stated argument. All right. 

1. If I sub one is true, then any and everything which anyone may call 
good can-given the Bentham theory-be shown to be evil, and if I sub two, 
any and everything which anyone may call evil can-given the Bentham/ 
Barnhart theory-be shown to be good, then I, that is the Bentham/Barnhart 
ethical theory, is as evil as any ethical system can be. 

2. If I sub one is true, then any and everything which anyone may call 
good can-given the Bentham/Barnhart theory-be shown to be evil. This is 
the case because anything that brings more pain than pleasure is evil-it does 
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not matter what it is. The man who was accused in Chicago ofthe homosexual 
rape anc;l murder of those boys that he then buried under his house acted 
morally ifit brought him pleasure. It is right according to Barnhart's theory. 

3. I sub two. Any and everything which anyone may call evil can-given 
the Bentham/Barnhart ethical system-be shown to be good, and if a person 
spends his life in helping those who are in need-ifsuch brings him pain then 
such helping is evil. But rape, torture, murder ofone, ten, or ten thousand, or 
ten million; the murder of the millions in Germany, the murder ofmillions in 
Russia and Cambodia is all good, given Barnhart's theory, ifindeed it brings 
pleasure. 

4. Thus, both I sub one (II)' any and everything which anyone may call 
good can-given the Bentham/Barnhart theory-be shown to be evil, and I 
sub two (12)' any and everything which anyone may call evil can-given the 
Bentham/Barnhart theory-be shown to be good. That is simply a conjunction 
of those two propositions. And they, therefore, constitute the antecedent of 
the original proposition number one. And it therefore follows that Proposition 
I is true. Therefore, I have established the truthfulness ofProposition I, which 
was the second premise in the basic argument. 
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Let us, now look at Chart 20.5-G. Here we will be proving Proposition I 
su b 1, which was involved in the proposition, or in the argument which I have 
just shown you. 
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1. If Proposition I, sub 3 (13), according to the Bentham/Barnhart theory, 
any and everything which results in more pleasure than pain for any indi
vidual is-for that individual-good, and if I, sub 4 (14), according to the 
Bentham/Barnhart theory, it is even possible that any and everything (such as 
truth-telling, saving life, feeding the poor, and so forth) could result in more 
pain than pleasure for at least some individual, then II-for that individual it 
was wrong-and any and everything which anyone may call good can-given 
the Bentham/Barnhart theory-be shown to be evil. 

2. In the second premise I show-as I did on chart 207-A-that in 
Bentham's book, The Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legisla
tion, he did teach this doctrine. I have already shown this before. I have 
already discussed this, so I need not do it again. 

Let us now look at Dr. Barnhart's chart Figure 1. "Philosophies of 
Violence. Nazism: Destroy or enslave Non-Aryans." Now, this is a doctrine of 
Dr. Barnhart's. This is Benthamism. It brought pleasure to the Nazis to do it. 
They were not violating any law of Germany, and they were not under any 
other law, according to Dr. Barnhart. In fact, they were under only the law of 
pleasure and pain! And yet here he comes up here and calls it (Nazism) a 
"philosophy of violence." It is Benthamism and Barnhartism, pure and 
simple. 

Next, Stalinism: if it gives pleasure to Communists to destroy non
Communists, then it is good, morally' good-not only good, it is what they 
ought to do, and it is what they must do. Given Dr. Barnhart's theory, the 
Communists could not avoid murdering the Non-Communists. Now, let him 
deal with that! "Warrenism" has nothing whatever to do with that. 

The message ofthe New Testament pleads for men to recognize the will of 
God, the Creator of this world; that everything that exists-other than God 
himself-exists because ofGod, that he (God) loved the world so much that he 
gave his Son to die to give men the opportunity to live everlastingly with him. 
These truths are vitally connected to the heinousness of sin. The fact that 
Jesus Christ died on the cross for the sins of the world is not only the greatest 
declaration that God is, but is also the greatest declaration of our sins, of the 
enormity of our sins-that it requircd the death of the Son ofGod to provide 
man a way of it, that we cannot save ourselves, that only God can do it,' that 
God has the power to do it, that he wants to do it, that he will do it because of 
his love, but that it requires us to live in submission and obedience to him. 
God could not be God and submit himself to a mere man, such as is Joe 
Barnhart. 
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BARNHART'S SECOND NEGATIVE 
FIRST NIGHT 

Since my friend Tom Warren doesn't have the case apparently he wants to 
take, he prefers to misrepresent my own position. If you'll be here Wednes
day and Thursday you'll discover that I don't advocate all of these things he's 
talking about. It's the opposite. Apparently, he's trying to build a case by 
misrepresenting my position, and then somehow saying that now that you've 
found out my case, his will stand alone. If he did refute one position, that 
doesn't mean the other position isn't worthless. They may both be bad. But 
I'm going to show you-be here Wednesday and Thursday and you may find 
out. You're not going to learn anything about utilitarianism from Tom War
ren. Ifyou want to learn about church of Christ theologians, read their books. 
If you want to learn something about the Benthamite position, ask the 
Benthamite, read his works. Tom Warren wasn't instructive in this, I'm 
afraid. 

The School of Music, the Department ofArt, literature and drama will be 
interested to know that Tom's X-rated theological script-and this is to be 
taken not as poetry-that all these people, Shakespeare, Keats, all the great 
musicians will be buried alive, with no other person to communicate with in 
the darkness, and only seven inches of space between their faces and the lid of 
the casket-seven inches to allow the rats to roam over the body and face, and 
to chew on it, as the victim lies staring defenselessly into the eyes of the 
foul-breathed rodents. 

Now, some ofTom' s students may say, "I have never heard Tom describe 
hell in that way. You're exaggerating, Joe." 

Well, I wish I were. But Tom is here and he can tell us whether he thinks 
the hell he is preaching over the radio and elsewhere is (1) as bad as I have 
described, or (2) is not as bad, or (3) is worse. Kindly inform us, Tom, when 
your time comes to speak. Please, no pussyfooting. I will be very pleased to 
change and say that you don't mean what your ideological premises entail. Or 
if you choose to equivocate, I could give you one of your own self-serving 
lectures on the Excluded Middle. 

But I do know this about Tom. He was once asked whether, according to 
his version, hell was composed offire. I ask you, Tom, will the inmates ofyour 
version of hell be roasted in flames? Will all of those millions ofhumans whom 
you profess in stained-glass tones to love-will they become perpetual human 
shisk kabob if they fail to believe as you? Tom says if you don't believe, you go 
to hell, and that's the end of it. But what I'm trying to tell you is: all of the evil 
that he thinks might be entailed in hedonism, none of it is as evil and horrible 
as that which Tom claims is justice. So every time you hear Tom speak of the 
evil that he thinks is entailed in hedonism, his view is even worse. I'm going to 
show it in great detail. 

Tom once gave a rather hurried and ambiguous reply when he answered 
that hell is at least as intense as fire and brimstone. IfTom is indeed reluctant 
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to go into detail, we can understand, for it is literally an indication that he may 
not have the stomach for his own theology. I tried to suggest earlier that the 
people of his branch of the Church of Christ are in their behavior morally 
superior to their desolate and dismal theology. I do not confuse the people 
(with their rainbow of sensitivity)-I do not confuse them personally, or you 
personally, with the sordid doctrines ofdebauchery that Tom is always eager 
to say a few thousand words on behalf of. 

If Tom is serious about his philosophical premises, then he must admit 
that apparently only one percent-less than one percent-ofthe current adult 
population of the human race will escape this endless torment. If that is the 
case, we naturally ask who are the few who do escape this bleak future? The 
answer is the theological lawyers and the legalists. It is sometimes a fearful 
thing to fall into the hands of lawyers. It is even more fearful to fall into the 
hands of the theological lawyers, who think they know how to dot every i and 
cross every t, and can find every loophole, every proof text, to keep you out of 
the dungeon or to put you away. As a legalist, Tom seems to hold that only a 
microscopic few of even the theological lawyers are going to escape the 
everlasting prison. That, by the way, is supposed to be the foundation of 
ethics. 

Draw a line down a piece of notebook paper. Then placc a tiny dot 
anywhere on the line. That pin point, according to Tom's theology, represents 
that population of adults who will go to heaven along with Tom and V. E. 
Howard. The rest of the race of those from around eleven or twelve years of 
age and older "'ill be shipped off to the Cosmic concentration camp--worse 
than the Nazis' that Torn talked about-even if it entails divorcing most 
children from their parents-a divorce that seemingly doesn't strike Tom as 
immoral, although he says he's against marital divorces, and would like to 
debate J. D. Bales about it. 

Of course, Torn's position is a million times worse than the hideous Nazi 
atrocity. For his theology promises you the following: One day in the future, 
his Cosmic Being will dig up from the grave all those Jews who suffered 
incredible torture at the hands of Hitler and his hoodlums. And he will bring 
to judgment all those Jews so that he may cast them into outer darkness, 
where they will be tormented with a vengeance so vicious and hideous as to 
make Hitler's death camps appear anemic by comparison. 

Indeed, as indecent as the Nazis were, they had at least a residue of 
decency when they finally put their victims out of their misery rather than 
torment them without end. But such a residue of decency cannot be found in 
Tom's Cosmic Cat. He ,viII not let his human mice die, but will compel them 
to remain alive for no other reason than that they may receive an endless 
supply of torment. I say that Tom does not recognize the evilness. He claims 
that I don't recognize the evilness of sin. I say it's the reverse. 

The real villains of tlle world who have power over others will not only 
torture their victims, but they will sometimes tell them that the torture is 
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precisely what the victims themselves really want, that it is what they chose. 
l\eedless to say, any Vanderbilt University dissertation on free will coming 
from the mouth of the servant of villainy will not impress decent people, for 
talk of free will is only cheap cliches at best if the options to choose are lacking 
in moral integrity. Consider Stalin's so-called gift of freedom of choice: You 
can em brace his Communist ideology and refrain from speaking ou t against it, 
or you have the second option of being thrown into a slave camp. That was 
Stalin's version offreedom ofchoice. True, you had two options. But we may 
lay this down as a principle: freedom ofchoice can never rise above the quality 
of the alternatives that it offers. 

Clearly, these are various levels of freedom of choice. Stalin and Tom 
Warren, in their own ways, offer a low-level freedom of ehoice that is hardly 
worth the name. So, when Tom boasts that his view offers you freedom of 
choice, he has nothing to boast of. For millions of people, his options are 
these: either you can have your intellectual integrity (and pretend to agree 
with Tom's ideology) or you have the option of going through torment forever. 
"It's your ehoice, " Tom proclaims, just as Stalin says, "It's your choice, either 
agree with me or be slain." 

Consider the following: "It's your choice," a thug proclaims as he pokes a 
gun in your back "Your life or your money. " Naturally, you're not going to be 
elated about the thug's alternatives. You'·re going to give him your money, but 
you aren't going to be grateful unless you admire thugs. 

Tom's theology offers millions of people the option of either betraying 
their intelleetual and moral integrity, and thereby saving their residual hide 
or keeping their integrity and eompassion but suffering everlasting torment as 
the penalty. In short, Tom's Cosmie Despot offers us the option ofkissing his 
glorious feet and telling him what a joy it is to serve him, or being thrown into 
the eternal pit. The servants ofStalin had the same option, to stay in court and 
flatter him, or eut out and go to a death camp. 

Later, and if there is time, I will try to show why in concrete terms most 
people don't have the option to agree with Tom's position. Only in an abstract 
sense does Tom have the option to agree with me at this very moment. He 
ean't just will to agree with me if at the same time he honestly thinks fm 
wrong. By the same token, I just ean't will to agree with him when I honestly 
think he is wrong. But Tom tells me I'm going to suffer torment for that. And 
that's why I say Tom's philosophy is a philosophy of the buteher. 
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THE "GOSPEL" OF l'l.lIRRErII S~1 


IF YOU CAN'T AGREE WITH MY CURRENT RELIGIOUS VIEW, 

THEN TO HELL WITH YOU--LITERALLY. 


DEAR JEW, BAPTIST, METHODIST, HINDU, BUDDHIST, 
MUSLIM, AND VIRTUALLY EVERYONE ELSE: 

You ONE AND ALL DESERVE TO SUFFER EXCRUCIATING 
AGONY UNLESS YOU BELIEVE WHAT I NOW BELIEVE AND 
SEE THINGS AS I NOW SEE THEM. 

IN CHRISTIAN CHARITY, 

THOMAS B. HARREN 

L ... 


F i,tt.l"e 2
Please note Figure 2. "Warrenism's 'Merciful' Offer of Free Will: Ifyou 

cannot honestly agree with 'Varren's current views of religion, you have two 
options: (1) pretend to believe his views and thus be dishonest, or (2) remain 
honest but go to the torture chamber of the Cosmic Concentration Camp." 

\Ve are told that Tom's Cosmic Being can't stop the punishment dealt out 
to the vast majority of the human race in the next life once it has started. Why? 
Because there is something in this Cosmic Being that won't let him stop it. 
He's under the compulsion so overwhelming he cannot even want to stop 
tormenting his vietims. And what is this compulsion? Tom, again ready with 
his barrel ofwhitewash, calls it holiness. That's why I say Tom is blaspheming. 

When the same trait of sadism is found in Hitler and Stalin, we call it 
pathological. They are sociopaths; they are beings whose moral development 
has never come to full bloom. Tom's Cosmic Sociopath contains in himself a 
boiling volcano of rage which he releases with perpetual fury and wrath. But 
we are supposed to call it supreme justice. And apparently, there is no cure for 
such endless pathology. For despite Tom's contradictory statement that this 
Cosmic Being enjoys untainted and endless bliss, he nevertheless fails to 
overcome his raging and wrathful vengeance in all eternity. Indeed, in this 
fierce drama, the Cosmic Sociopath's rage is an endless craving that must be 
fed. And that, you know, is the whole point of an everlasting hell. It provides 
an endless supply of victims on which the Cosmic Sociopath feeds his insatia
ble rage. Tom with a heart of stone for the victims but a bleeding heart for the 
Cosmic Sadist, earns himselfa position of influence with the Cosmic Stalin by 
becoming his right-hand PH man, his press agent telling the public how very 
great and wonderful His Holiness is. Unfortunately, a Cosmic Sociopath is the 
last being in the universe to be trusted. Any Cosmic Sadist who can deny his 
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victims the request for at least the option to end their own lives rather than 
suffer the endless indignities that are inflicted upon them-any Cosmic Sadist 
who can underwrite cverlasting torment can just as readily break a so called 
promise with a theological lawyer likc Tom Warren. So, trusting in the 
Sociopath-even if he is the pcnect sociopath-is at best a naive venture. 

Tom 'Warren, the PR man for Cosmic Sadism, hasn't told us as yet how we 
are to condemn brutality and cruelty at the finite level and then make a 180 
degree turn to proclaim as holy and just the same brutality and cruelty 
practiced at tbe infinite level. I suggest that there is no qualitative differcnce 
between finite brutality and infinite brutality. I suggest further that the 
hidden aspect of Tom's ideology is the obsessive worship of raw power 
coupled with the Iust to be identified with such power. Those of you familiar 
with psychiatric studies of the craving for power will see something quite 
familiar in this ideology of brutality. 

There are hvo forms ofatheism that I wish now to examine. The first form 
not only lacks a God, but has no moral position worthy ofhuman commitment. 
\Ve may call it immoral or structural atheism. Usually, such a view falls into 
idolatry of some sort, idolizing something fundamentally unworthy of 
worship. Tom's atheism is ofthis sort. His own Cosmic Being, even ifit should 
exist, fails to measure up to the title ofC-od.' And therefore, even ifhe reveals 
to us himself, it still would not be a divine rcvelation. But since this version of 
atheism has no respect for the title of 'God' in the first place, it is quite 
prepared to throw it away on any Cosmic or finite Tom, Dick, or Harry that 
comes along. It is atheistic through and through. It is atheistic in its very 
structure. It is Structural Atheism. 

The second version of atheism is altogether different. It says, sadly and 
unfortunately, that no human being-no Being, no Cosmic Being-measures 
up to the sacred title of 'God'. This is not structural atheism, but is called 
Moral Atheism. Those who hold to it would gladly rejoice over a Creator 
whose existence and goodness are manifest. They hold to a humanistic view of 
morality, a morality worthy of human commitment. 

I wish to speak of a third view: Moral Theism. According to this view, 
there does exist a Creator who is so fully and thoroughly good that to him and 
him alone goes the sacred title 'God.' The ethical view of this theism is that of 
humanism. God is seen as the Creator and Sustainer of all the objective 
possibilities of human life, all the objective and subjective possibilities for the 
growth and development of human morality. Later, I will try to show that 
Jeremy Bentham's position ofhedonistic utilitarianism, as a moral philosophy 
of humanism, is quite compatible with either Moral Atheism or Moral The
ism. It is, of course, not compatible with Tom's form of atheism because the 
moral philosophy ofhis Structural Atheism is worthy of neither man nor God. 
Moral Theism and Moral Atheism disagree on some aspects of their philos
ophies, but they are together in their moral philosophy and in strong opposi
tion to Structural Atheism. 
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Communism, Nazism, and Warrenism are alike in one clear respect. 
Each has failed miserably to develop a moral philosophy with a sustaining 
commitment to human dignity. Even if Hitler, Stalin, and the sycophants of 
the Cosmic Sadist use the word 'dignity,' their deeds (or their promised 
deeds) show little sustained regard for human dignity. It is fair to say that 
Warrenism has not practiced wholesale evil. But, then, it hasn't had the 
power to do so, although it does promise eventually a world more evil and 
wretched than that of the Stalinists and the Nazis combined. 

1. 	 IMMORAL (STRUCTURAL) ATHEISM 

A. 	 THE CREATOR IS A COSMIC SOCIOPATH 
B. 	 THE STANDARD OF ETHICS IS ABSOLUTE MIGHT 

MAKES RIGHT 

2. 	 MORAL ISM 

A. THE UNIVERSE HAS NO CONSCIOUS CREATOR 
* 	B. THE STANDARD OF ETHICS IS MAXIMUM HAPPINESS 

FOR EVERYONE POSSIBLE 

3. 	 r10RAL THE ISM 

A. THE CREATOR IS MORAL AND THEREFORE IS GOD 
* 	B. STANDARD OF ETHICS IS MAXIMUM HAPPINESS 

FOR EVERYONE POSSIBLE 

Please note Figure 3: 
1. Immoral (Structural) Atheism, which is Warren's view. 

A. The Creator is a Cosmic Sociopath 
B. The standard of ethics is absolute might makes right, the worst 
form of evil you can imagine. That isn't utilitarianism, as I will show 
on Wednesday and Thursday. 

2. Moral Atheism 
A. The universe has unfortunately no creator, no conscious creator. 
B. The standard of ethics, however, is maximum happiness for 
everyone possible. That's the standard of the morality. 

3. Moral Theism 
A. The creator is moral and therefore is God. 
B. And the standard of ethics is maximum happiness for everyone 
possible. 
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Maximum happiness, by the way, is Bentham's view, the view that Tom 
says is the worst possible view. You ean make a decision on that. You don't 
need Tom or me to inform you of that point. 

Earlier I neglected to point out something that some ofyou may not know 
about the so-ealled gospel that Tom subseribes to. In many Churches ofChrist 
the hymn "Amazing Grace" is sung with feeling and eonviction. According to 
Tom's theological premises, the author of that hymn is in hell for his trouble. 
So are most of the Christian writers whose songs are sung in the Chureh of 
Christ. It is no wonder that instruments are forbidden; there isn't much to 
sing about. Poor Billy Graham thinks he is going to heaven by the graee of 
God. But Tom Warren is here to tell Billy that he's headed straight to hell to 
be tormented forever. James Robison with his "moral" crusade will be there 
too with Stalin, according to Tom's theory. And what has Billy done to deserve 
such a climax to his ministry? Well, says Brother Tom, Billy just didn't get 
baptized in the proper frame of mind. Mind you, Billy was immersed after his 
belief, confession, and repentance. He got the right mode, but the wrong 
proeedure. He didn't read Acts 2:38 properly. 

Now, it must be admitted that when Billy, a teenager, was baptized, he 
didn't know Aets 2:38 from a Colt 45. But that makes no difference to lawyer 
Tom. The law's the law, and the law book says you have to do the ceremony 
right in every minute detail, or the whole deal is off. 

Throughout history, societies have believed that their "god" or "gods" 
require the torment and blood-saerifice ofhuman flesh. Tom is an heir to this 
view. It is tragie enough that human beings find satisfaction in such acts of 
violence. It is doubly tragic when you read it into our theology. Thank you. 
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WARREN'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 
FIRST ~IGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. I'd like for 
us to look again at the proposition. Beeause I know from listening to Dr. 
Barnhart, you have no idea what in the world the proposition is that we are 
supposed to be discussing. 

This proposition says: "Resolved: Christian Theism (specifically as set 
forth in the New Testament) is superior to Utilitarianism (speeifically as 
advanced by Jeremy Bentham) as a means for evaluating human behavior." 

I am sure you have noticed that Dr. Barnhart pays absolutely no attention 
whatever to the speeeh that I made-even though it has been carefully 
formulated, logically, with one proposition following logically from another, 
so that the set of premises imply the conclusion. 

He has made no reply whatever, in two speeches, to the affirmative 
speeches. He has read a speech (that he had prepared before he even came) 
which obviously grew out of a very antagonistic feeling toward the Church of 
Christ! I have heard various men speak against the Church ofChrist. But I do 
not know that I have ever heard anyone speak with more vehemence than has 
he. And I do not say that with any ill feeling in my heart. It is rather a pity that 
he has so misunderstood the God of the Bible, and has so misunderstood the 
Bible itself. And has ascribed to himself the right ofdeciding what sin is, how 
terrible it is, and what punishment should result because of it. 

Dr. Barnhart, will you tell us, is it even possible that the infinite God 
described in the Bible exists? Is it even possible? lfit is possible, is it possible 
that the Bible is his word? If it is not, please tell us why it is not! Why is it not 
even possible that God exists? Why is it not even possible the Bible is the word 
of God? And if it is possible-if both of those are true-then what follows? 
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CHAPTER I. 

reten 0 a Jure elf em Ire: u m rea 1 e W1 remam 
su.EI 0 It ate w Ie. """e principle of uti1!!1_1 recognises
ffiii subJectIOn, and as~umes it for the foundatIon of that 's
tem, the ob' ect of which is to rear fhe fabric of felid b the 
lEn s 0 reasou and of law. Systems which attempt to ques· 
tion It, deal III soundS Illstead of sense, in caprice instead of 
reason, in darkness instead of light. 

But enough of metaphor and declamation: it is not by such 
means that moral science is to be improved. 

I. Tine; Ie utili what. The principle of utility is the 
fou ahon of the present work: it will be proper therefore at 
the outset to give an explicit and determinate account of 

What is meant by it.J3y the E!.lnc.ipl.e.=-d-Utility-is:~~/I' 
',l;h.J!..t principle which llEPf,O",\,.es or di,sap,prov~s 0,f ,every aCti,o,?
w"!ta'ftoever, according toth~en~ whic~ears .lo. 

!have to augment or diminish thelia ·lI!Ssol.~~ose 
I~~st J~~tion: o",-~~t is !he s'Ime..-thin~~ther I't
~mote or to oppose that happiness. I say of every 
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I should like for you to note chart number 207-A-1 on the "Sovereign 
Masters." This tells us again-and you are seeing it here in Bentham's own 
words-that mankind has been placed by nature under two sovereign mas
ters: pleasure and pain! They are in such control that they not only tell you 
what men ought to do, but what men shall do! Further, Bentham says that any 
sort of effort to avoid that only confirms the fact that men are under this 
sovereignty. 

Friends, whether Dr. Barnhart admits it or not, that says that any time a 
man gets pleasure out ofsomething it is morally right. This brute ofa man who 
Inutilated and tortured this little girl, that I read about earlier, did the morally 
right thing according to the doctrine of this man. And Adolf Hitler and his 
Nazi cohorts, in getting pleasure out of the destruction of the Jews, did the 
morally right thing. And any majority that would decide that they did not like 
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a certain minority, and would decide that they would receive pleasure in 
destroying them, would be morally right in doing so-and, as a matter offact, 
could not even refrain from doing it! They ought to do it, and they will do it! Of 
course, nobody really believes that, not even Joe Barnhart. But it is the 
doctrine that he has affirmed in this debate. 

An utterly useless enterprise, I grant you, but rm going to give him some 
more questions. 

8. True or False. It is morally right for an individual, state, or nation, to 
punish someone for doing a morally right act. 

You see--if a fellow gets pleasure out of rape and torture and murder of 
little children, then it is right! So, I want to know: is it right for any state to 
punish someone for doing a morally right act? Ofcourse, you have no idea that 
you are going to hear an answer to that, do you? 

9. True or False. It is morally right for an individual, state, or nation to 
punish someone for doing a morally wrong act, then does not show them how 
it could be a morally wrong act. 

10. True or False. An act is wrong if it results in a net gain of pain over 
pleasure. 

11. Tme or False. An act is right if it results in a net gain ofpleasure over 
pain. 

Now, let's put this chart on the board. It corresponds to his figure one that 
I did not quite finish a moment ago. I have slightly changed it to make it 
accurate. It was not accurate before; it is accurate now. Professor Barnhart 
here has completely misrepresented my position. "Barnhartism; destroy or 
enslaves Non-Aryans." Barnhart's position is; Ifit gives Nazis pleasure then it 
is right! They not only ought to do it, but they will do it! They cannot keep 
from doing it. 

And then in the next place: "Barnhartism: destroy, enslave or dominate 
Non-Communists." If one is a Communist, he ought to do it and he will do it. 
One cannot get away from that; he is under these two masters. 

Barnhartism: Murdered six million Jews plus others. Nazism; if Nazis had 
pleasure in such, then they ought to have done it and they had to do it. And 
then, Barnhartism: Murdered at least forty million people under the lead
ership ofStalin and other Communists. If the Communists hold that doctrine 
(Barnhartism) and get pleasure out ofit, then they ought to do it, and they will 
do it! 

Next, let us think about this idea ofpunishment. Ifwe had been debating 
the question, Is the punishment indicated in the Bible not justifiable with the 
existence of an infinite God, then he might have been somewhat on the 
subject. 

Let us think for a moment. Punishment is related to the will ofGod. There 
is the ideal will of God. It is the ideal will ofGod that no person should be lost. 
God is not willing that any should perish, but that all should come to repent
ance. (2 Peter 3:9.) And the idea that we as members of the church take some 
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sort of glee in someone's being lost is as great a perversion of a position as I 
have ever heard in my life. 

The circumstantial will of God is that in ·the circumstance of man's not 
having lived as God would ideally have had him to live, that is, above sin, 
involves God interceding in the human situation by the giving of his Son. 
Former atheist C. S. Lewis, in recognizing the foolishness of talking about 
evil, constantly saying there can be no God because the world is evil, sudden
ly realized that it made no sense to talk about real objective evil unless there is 
the ultimate good who is God! And this brought him out of atheism. And it 
ought to bring out Joe Barnhart. As to this "God" that Barnhart talked about, 
there at the last, on one of his charts, I asked him to tell us what he means by 
"God." Is it Henry Nelson Wieman's "God" of "creativity," of nothing but a 
force in nature? Is it Charles Hartshorne's God of "process"? Is it Alfred North 
Whitehead's "God"? What "God" is he? If one uses "God" without really 
meaning God at all, then he might as well call a house a tree. 

Barnhart's figure completely misrepresented my position. My position is 
the Biblical position that God loves the entire world! God does not want even 
one person to be lost, and neither do I. But we must also understand that God 
has an ultimate will. That ultimate will is: God will eternally bless everyone 
who responds to him in lOVing obedience. But, being the God that he is, 
infinite, not only in love, righteousness, and holiness, but injustice as well. 
He cannot, from the very nature of his being, accept sin or tolerate sin. The 
wages of sin is death. The Greek word opsonion refers to what one earns by 
what he does. And so there is the ultimate will of God which recognizes that 
God cannot tolerate sin. . 

As to the matter of punishment, I ask: why punishment? Punishment 
occurs for deterrence, to try to keep people from doing wrong. It occurs for 
rehabilitation, to help a person who has fallen into sin to return to God. It 
occurs because of retribution. And here is the basic fundamental idea in
volved in punishment. Does anyone deserve punishment, Dr. Barnhart? Will 
you please tell us? IfAdolf Hitler had lived so that he might have been put on 
trial, would he have deserved to be punished? please respond to something 
that I am saying in this discussion before we dose tonight. 

"Does hell"-Barnhart asks-"involve literal fire?" The Bible describes 
eternal punishment of the wicked in terms of darkness. It also describes it in 
terms ofa lake of fire. It is obvious that the Bible is telling us something of the 
intensity of hell in terms of human experience here upon this earth. Our 
experience of being burned is the most intense pain that we humans know. 
God is telling us that it is so terrible to be lost, to lose one's soul, to hear the 
words that damn one to everlasting banishment from God, that it would be 
wise to pay any price in order to avoid going there. Jesus made clear, in Mark 
9:43-47, that ifyour hand offends you, you should cut ifoff. Ifyour eye offends 
you, then pluck it out. Ifyour foot offends you, then"cut it off." It is better to 
enter into life without having these things than it is to be cast into hell-where 
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the worm dieth not and the fire is not quenched. All of this indicates the 
intensity of the punishment, the terrible consequence ofliving in rebellion
in sin-against the eternal justice of God. Just as heaven is surely not literally 
a perfect cube, with gates ofliteral pearls and with walls ofliteral jasper. This 
is figurative language that helps us to describe and understand the indescrib
able wonder ofheaven! I have no doubt that those who go there will feel as if 
they ought to cry out, "Lord, why did you not tell me how wonderful it is, then 
I would have lived better, perhaps have overcome many more of the tempta
tions of earth. " 

Of course, we must recognize that the punishment of hell is enormous. 
But Christ came to die so that men might not go there. And all that Barnhart 
has said in his two speeches-in his previously prepared documents which he 
has read here-had nothing whatever to do with what I have presented as an 
affirmative speaker. He makes no point whatever with his question about 
literal fire. 

Punishment involves retribution as well as deterrence and rehabilitation. 
But, given Dr. Barnhart's theory, there would be no place for any sort of 
punishment either in this life or in any after life, because, given Barnhart's 
theory, nobody can ever do anything wrongl You always do what pleasure 
indicates that you do: you ought to do it, and you will do it. But not even 
Barnhart really believes that. He knows that people commit murder. He 
knows they thus deserve punishment. Let him explain that fact in light of what 
he has done here. Let us look at his chart with his various kinds of atheism, 
Figure 3. 

1. 	 IMMORAL (STRUCTURAL) ATHEISM 

A. 	 THE CREATOR IS A COSMIC SOCIOPATH 
B. 	 THE STANDARD OF ETHICS IS ABSOLUTE MIGHT 

MAKES RIGHT 

2. 	 MORAL ,~THEISM 

A. THE UNIVERSE HAS NO CONSCIOUS CREATOR 
* B. THE STANDARD OF ETHICS IS MAXIMUM HAPPINESS 

FOR EVERYONE POSSIBLE 

3. 	 ~10RAL THE ISM 

A. THE CREATOR IS MORAL AND THEREFORE IS GOD 
* 	B, THE STANDARD OF ETHICS IS MAXIMUM HAPPINESS 

FOR EVERYONE POSSIBLE 

Now, he assigns me to an immoral structural atheism: (A) the creator is a 
Cosmic Sociopath, and (B) a standard of ethics is: absolute might makes 
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right-absolute might makes right. This is an absolute perversion-it is a 
travesty; it is a caricature of thc God of the Bible. The God of the Bible is 
self-existent. His very attributes flow from the fact that he is selfexistent, 
involving infinite love, infinite motive, infinite power, infinite holiness and 
righteousness, infinite justice. God created man: hc brought man into being 
by virtue of his own power. 

I challenge Dr. Barnhart to explain how man got here, other than by the 
creative power of God. He likes to use the word God, i. e., "god." Let's put a 
little"g" on that"god," right, Joe? What do you mean by "god"? Did man get 
here by God and his creative power or by evolution'? I say this man cannot 
explain his position without involving evolution, and he could not, ifhis very 
life depended on it, prove evolution. 

That [referring to what is on Barnhart's Figure 3 J is not the God of the 
Bible. That is not my position. Moral Atheism-Notice he says that his 
position is compatible both with moral atheism and moral theism. Why would 
he get up here and talk about God and then say it is compatible with atheism? 
Because I rather suspect that the "God" he is talking about, that he claims 
down at the bottom, "The Creator is moral and therefore is God, and the 
standard of ethics is maximum happiness for everyone possible," is likely the 
"God" of Henry Nelson Wieman or some such naturalistic theologian or 
philosopher. Did he explain? No. Let him do it! I challenge him to do it in his 
next speech. 

Let me, in my remaining time, take just a moment-a moment out of 
continuing through the basic argument that I am presenting, because of the 
fact that Dr. Barnhart has not paid one bit of attention to my course of 
argumentation-to present to you the fact that the basic approach to the life of 
every person in this world ought to be that of recognizing that Jesus Christ is 
the Son ofGod. John 1:1 says, "In the beginning was the Word, and the Word 
was with God, and the Word was God." And that word became flesh and dwelt 
among us Oohn 1:14). He is perfect in character. He is perfect in his teaching. 
He is perfect in his example. I Peter 2:21 indicates that he is our example. He 
left us an example, that wc should walk in his steps. 

Do you know what this debate is really about? It is an attack upon Jesus 
Christ by Joe Barnhart. It is really a debate between Jeremy Bentham plus Joe 
Barnhart and Jesus Christ. What he has said here tonight has been against 
Jesus Christ! And he has taken the foolish philosophy ofJere my Bentham, and 
rejected the exalted teachings of Jesus Christ. 

I submit to you that Jesus is perfect in character, the complex of mental 
and ethical traits marking a person. Consider, according to Philippians 2:5-8, 
"Have this mind in you which also was in Christ Jesus, who, existing in the 
form of God, counted not the being on an equality with God a thing to be 
grasped, but emptied himself." "Have the mind of Jesus Christ." Does that 
sound like somebody who is living in some kind of a "holocaustic atheism," 
sitting around with glee, wanting somebody to be lost? Paul in 2 Corinthians 
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8:9 referred to Christ, ", .. though he was rich ... ;" that is, that the word is 
pure spirit-one of the three persons of the Godhead-though he was rich, 
yet "for your sakes he became poor." He came to this earth in human flesh in 
order to die on the cross that we, through his shed blood, might have life 
everlasting. And the heart of everyone of you ought to be broken by the fact 
that you have sinned against him, that you have trodden under foot his mighty 
word. And if you have not obeyed him, then you ought to do so. 

"He became poor." Why? That we "might become rich." Rich how? Rich 
in our lives here on this earth, that we "may have life and have it abundantly," 
according to John 10:10. 

On one occasion the apostle Peter said to the Lord, "Look how much we 
have given up to follow you, what then shall be ours?" (Mark 10:28-30.) Jesus 
made clear that nobody made any sacrifice, in following him, greater than the 
blessing he receives. The life of Jesus Christ says: suffer pain, if you must, to 
do right. The doctrine of Bentham says: don't ever choose pain, It doesn't 
matter if you have to kill little children; it doesn't matter if you have to rape; 
you are to do whatever brings you pleasure! But Christ says, "Give up your 
life if necessary, be thou faithful unto death, and I will give unto thee the 
crown oflife." Jesus made clear to Peter, "There is not anyone who has made 
any sacrifice but what shall receive one hundred fold more now in this life and 
in the world to come eternal life. " 

I have read most of the so-called Great Books of the Western World. I 
have listened to the philosophers at various philosophical meetings. I have 
listened to men like Joe Barnhart. And I will tell you: to look at those books in 
comparison with the sacred word of God, the Bible, is like comparing garbage 
to a great and wonderful meal. And I say that in recognition of the fact that my 
terminal degree is in Philosophy. 

My friends, to compare the writings not only of men who showed much 
more brilliance than did Jeremy Bentham-men such as Plato, Aristotle, and 
others on down to our present time, of men who are recognized as giants in 
philosophy-I say to compare their writings with the writings (the teachings) 
of the Apostles and Prophets of Jesus Christ is simply incredible! 

Jesus was perfect in character. He lived above sin. Note Hebrews 4:15, 
"For we have not a high priest that cannot be touched with the feeling of our 
infirmities; but one that hath been in all points tempted like as we are yet 
without sin." He was characterized by humility; he even washed the feet of his 
disciples. He was obedient to God. He came not to do his own will, but the 
will of him that sent him. Apparently, Joe Barnhart is too hard-hearted at this 
point of his life to love and obey him-though I pray sincerely with all of my 
being that Joe will repent before his life is over. But Jesus came not to do his 
own will, but the will of him that sent him. 

Jesus said, in Matthew 7:21-23 "Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, 
Lord, shall enter the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my 
Father who is in heaven." But the will of God apparently means nothing, at 
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this point in his life, to Joe Barnhart. But it meant everything to Jesus Christ. 
And it ought to mean everything to you! 

Jesus is our perfect example in character. He never thought a wrong 
thought; he never said the wrong word. He never went to the wrong place. He 
never did the wrong act. He never made an unsound argument. He never 
taught a wrong lesson. He never had the wrong attitude toward any person or 
thing. He was in any and every way obedient to God's will. He was never 
disobedient. He never made a false statement. 

My friend, there is the perfect example to follow. That is what this debate 
is about! Is it Jeremy Bentham with his ridiculous embalmed body in the 
London museum with a wax face trying to appear immortal? Or the resur
rected Jesus Christ and the empty tomb after he was crucified for our sins, 
buried and raised from the dead the third day; made appearances here on 
earth to men who were willing to give their lives because ofthat resurrection? 
He ascended to heaven and was seated at the right-hand of God, and there 
became King of kings and Lord oflords, with all authority of heaven on earth, 
given the power, the right, to tell all men what to do in order to be saved. 

Thank you. And now may you hear Dr. Barnhart. 
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BARNHART'S THIRD NEGATIVE 
FIRST NIGHT 

To the question ofwhether to put a small" g" or a capital "G" when Tom 
refers to God, let me say this very clearly: To the Cosmic Being that he 
sincerely claims he worships I do not give a capital "G" or a small "g". I 
wouldn't use the word God. I don't think Tom's Cosmic Being, if he should 
exist, would earn the title of God. It is logically conceivable that a creator 
could be ruthless and savage. And that's precisely what r m charging. Tom has 
that being than which none worse can be conceived. 

I don't even think Jesus of Nazareth existed. Most of you can't conceive 
that because in your background you don't study these sort of things very 
much. (I used to be a Christian-even believed in baptism as essential to 
salvation. But Tom thinks that somehow a person cannot honestly believe 
there was no Jesus.) rve asked Tom a number of questions that haven't been 
answered. I must go on, however, to attack the affirmative. 

Free will and Islam: There are roughly 300 million believers in Islam 
around the world. Their scripture is the Quran, the most memorized book in 
all the world. Tom's position is that these 300 million will end up in everlasting 
torment. But, says Tom, they had their choice. So, to hell they must go unless 
they subscribe to what Tom thinks is true. Among the faithful ofIslam, are the 
theologians and students of the Islamic scripture who believe that people like 
Tom Warren are skeptics and unbelievers. And like all willful infidels, Tom 
will, of course, go to hell, where he will justly and rightly suffer without end. 
Why? Because he is an unbeliever. He had his choice but elected to deny the 
truth ofIslam. Right, Thomas? You don't believe, do you? You are a skeptic of 
the revelation of the Quran. In fact, Tom, you may be one of those Church of 
Christ preachers who says he doesn't accept the Quran as God's word even 
though he has never studied it. I've talked with more than one preacher who 
claims to have read the Quran, but upon cross-examination, reveal that they 
hadn't. If you haven't, Tom, then is that an indication that you are not even 
concerned? Are you so willfully disrespectful of the Creator, that you know
ingly refuse to read his divine revelation? 

Now, Tom, you may say, "I have read the Quran, but I don't believe the 
Quran is revelation." But the Islamic faithful will reply that you are stiff
necked and proud, rebelling against the Creator. 

So what are you going to say, Thomas? That you are just honestly 
convinced the Quran is not the infallible revelation that they think it is? Are 
you going to take my answer to you, and make it your answer to the Islamic 
believers? 

But suppose they patiently read to you, Tom, sections of your own 
dissertation on free will. And then they give you a long lecture on free choice. 
You have the free choice, they say, to accept Allah and his inspired Word. But 
rather than submit to divine authority, you, Thomas \Varren, exercise your 
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freedom to rebel against the Creator and his authority. You think you know 
better than your own Creator. In your willfulness, pride and arrogance, you 
turn your back on the one wbo loves you more than anyone. You are, 
therefore, an ingrate, Thomas, according to the Islamic religion. 

So, unfortunately, it is to hell for you, Tom, they say. After all, hell is what 
you have freely chosen, you'll have to admit that. The Creator gave you a 
choice. He gave you freedom to choose to accept his revelation in the Quran. 
But did you use it to choose the right path, the path to heaven? No, Thomas, 
you chose hell-deliberately, knowingly. So, since the Creator cannot toler
ate sinful disobedience and willfulness, by your own argument, you must take 
eternal punishment. And that will be perfect justice for you. It's your own 
choice, after all. Naturally, unbeliever that you are, you will make excuses, 
claiming that it is not a question of your willing to believe or not believe. You 
say you honestly can't believe the Islamic way, because you think it has holes 
in it, that it is wrong in many ways. 

But the Islamic believers will not be moved by your excuses. That is what 
they expected from infidels like yourself. They know how deceitful and 
wicked the skeptical human mind can be. After all, you find problems in the 
Quran only because you want to, because you begin with the problems that 
you bring with you. They charge you with setting your own mind against the 
glorious Creator and his glorious Quran. "But who are you?" they will ask. 
Indeed, they will even grant that you feel you have reasons for not believing in 
the Quran, just as I feel I have reasons for not believing in your position. But 
they don't give credence to your feelings, Tom. Your feelings are mere 
subjective status of your own mind and body. 

You see, now, Thomas, why I have not in this debate dwelt on your 
personality?-your ego, superego, id, or whatever trinity or duality you may 
be. What I have primarily argued against is your position, your view. The 
true-believer in Islam, however, seems to be caught in the trap of having to 
say that because you, Tom Warren, don't accept the Islamic faith, you must 
personally be self-centered and unwilling to believe the truth. And, I regret to 
say, Tom, this is the same trap that your own theology seems to have forced 
you into. 

Your own theology sometimes requires you to claim that a person like 
myself cannot honestly accept a position in contrast to your own. Like the 
Muslim believers, 300 million of them, you are compelled by your own 
theology to say that all who hear your position but do not agree with it, do so 
because they are morally inferior to yourself. 

My own position, by contrast, requires me to say only in general that 
those who don't agree with me simply don't see it the way I see it. But that 
does not entail of necessity that all these unbelievers, including Tom, are less 
honest intellectually than myself. I regard it as part of my discipline as a 
philosopher to remind myself of how ignorant I am of the private motives and 
complexities of my fellow human beings. If I attribute evil motives to my 
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opponents on the ground that they do not accept my position, then in a later 
and a more responsible moment I am obliged to correct my own weakness. 
And I will do the same, and ask the same of Tom. 

It is not always clear whether this option of self-correction is open to 
Tom's theology. You may wish, Tom, to give us your opinion on this matter. 

Since it is very difficult for some theologians to believe that anyone can 
sustain intellectual integrity while disagreeing with their position, they con
clude that all who disagree will simply go to hell. But as if this were not 
sufficiently vicious in its consequences, these theologians add that those who 
are flushed off into hell are not really flushed off at all. Rather they are, one 
and all, going there voluntarily-knowingly and willingly. On this I wish to 
make a comment. It is evil enough when a tyrant torments and tortures his 
victims. It is doubly evil to tell the victims that they are not really victims but 
are in fact torturing themselves. The tyrant compounds his evil when he puts 
words in the mouths of his victims, forcing them to say that they truly want to 
be made inmates ofhis hellish prison. Tom's theology may be compared to the 
Soviet Union's abuse of psychiatry. In the Soviet Union, intellectuals, poets, 
religious leaders, writers, and political dissenters are often carted off to 
so-called mental hospitals and forced to stay there despite their protest and 
desire to the contrary. And then, to add insult to injury, the secret police and 
other agents of the state announce that the new inmates have entered volun
tarily. What is crucial to understand is that the state agents who imprisoned 
the victims actually believe that it is a case of voluntary commitment-just as 
Tom believes that those who differ from him, do so voluntarily in order to 
commit sin, not out of intellectual integrity. Tom assumes intellectual integri
ty for himself, but not for his opponents. 

And how do the agents of the KGB, and the Russian system of psychiatry 
justify imprisoning dissenters? Simple. They say that they are only apparently 
forcing the victim out of his home and away from his family. Then they add 
that they are really doing this for the individual's good and that the govern
ment is doing what the individual would want if he knew better. 

Thomas Szasz in his book Schizophrenia points out that the distinction 
between voluntary and involuntary mental hospitalization is meaningless in 
the Soviet Union. I'm saying that with Tom the same distinction is meaning
less to him. He is going to force me, he believes, into an eterual concentration 
camp for being intellectually honest. He at this time can't conceive of my 
being intellectually honest. When he does, he still says--the concentration 
camp. 

You and I naturally wonder how the Soviet government hospitals can so 
freely classifY political dissenters as, say, schizophrenics, especially since they 
would be regarded as ordinary productive citizens in the U.S. The answer is 
quite simple. The Russian government has the power to classifY the indi
viduals the way the government wants to, just as Tom believes he has the 
power to classifY people the way he wants to. 
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Some religious groups wish to classify everyone outside their circle as 
"sinners deserving to be incarcerated forever." \Ve are fortunate in one 
essential respect, however. Tom Warren and his ideological comrades have 
no power to carry out the threat of their dictatorial classification scheme. They 
have their verbal threats. Someday, they threaten, the rest of us are going to 
be imprisoned and taken to the rack and tortured. The Soviets, unfortunately, 
do now have the power to carry out the threats of the tyrannical classification 
scheme against many who cannot subscribe honestly to the Soviet party line. 
Tom's party has now no such sweeping power. 

You recall that most ofthe New England puritans sailed to the new world 
to gain religious liberty-for themselves only. Tom professes to believe in 
religious liberty, but I will try to show that he means it largely for his group 
only. 

E. L. Doctorow says the following: In Japan in the 16th century, Chris
tians were winnowed out by having the entire population of a village walk 
across an image of Christ painted on rice paper and placed on the ground. 
Those who refused to step on Christ's face were immediately taken out of the 
procession and hanged upside down over a slow burning sulfur fire. This is 
one of the slowest and most painful forms of execution known to civilization: 
the victim's eyes hemorrhage and his flesh is slowly smoked. His blood boils, 
his brain roasts in its own juices. Death may come as late as the second week, 
without the victim's previous loss of consciousness. (Incidentally, Tom says 
hell is worse than that. lie says-I don't-that is what should be. Tom says 
that's justice. That's what I'm trying to refute.) 

Would that be religious tyranny? Most of us would say of course. But 
Thomas Warren threatens that if you don't surrender your own religious 
convictions and accept his, you will be tortured within sixty years or perhaps 
earlier. And he promises that the torment and the torture will be infinitely 
more violent than that which the Christians suffered in the sixteenth-century 
Japanese village. Indeed, those Christians who suffered then will be tor
mented again, since they were not real Christians, that is, not of the precise 
version as Tom's version. And so they will be tormented again-forever. 

At the root of religious bigotry and religious persecution is a deep-seated 
hatred of human beings as human beings. To be a human person is to be finite, 
which includes being limited and imperfect in knowledge and understanding. 
The assumption behind religious bigotry is the inability to tolerate the 
thought that good people can genuinely disagree about religious doctrines. At 
a Church of Christ conference on prophecy, I once heard one of Tom's 
friends-Johnny Ramsey-criticize the premillennial view of the so-called 
Second Coming. Johnny defended the amillennial view, although in good 
question-begging style he simply called it the New Testament view. 

After the various views were presented-including Alexander Camp
bell's postmillennial view-a Church of Christ member asked Johnny 
whether a person could hold to the premillennial view and still be a Christian. 
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Johnny was on the spot, and answered, "Well, I couldn't be a Christian and 
hold to premillennialism." 

But that was not the crucial question the Church of Christ person was 
asking. Only a few feet from Johnny Ramsey was another Church of Christ 
minister or preacher. This man was a premillennialist. So I'll ask Tom the 
question that Johnny hedged on. If the Church of Christ preacher is a 
premillennialist, will he go to hell if he doesn't accept what you personally 
interpret to be the New Testament view of the Second Coming? 

How far do you go with this demand for perfect agreement, Thomas? 
What is at stake here is the entire concept of what religion is about and how it 
relates to morality. Tom says, in effect, in order to avoid being zapped by the 
Creator, you have to believe he exists and you have to think that certain claims 
about him are true. If you don't get the proper number of claims perfectly 
straight, then to hell with you. And he means it literally. 

It is sometimes said that you ought to go to hell if you reject the sacrifice of 
Jesus on the cross. I wish to discuss this for a minute. First, many people 
cannot believe honestly that the putative stories of Jesus in the New Testa
ment are accurate. To be sure, this statement may shock some people and 
send them into a silent rage. "How dare anyone hold to opinions different 
from our own," some people say. Many Muslims have the same opinion, 
"How dare anyone question whether Mohammed was what he claimed to be!" 

Well, let's assume for only a moment that there was a Jesus who did come 
to earth to suffer and die. Staying strictly within that theological framework, 
one may still point out that the suffering of Jesus has been considerably 
exaggerated. According to this theological position, it became necessary for 
him to suffer in order to keep the system of creation intact. 

I submit that according to the premises of this theological view, the 
putative victims in hell make the real sacrifice that keeps the system intact. It 
is they who suffer for the rest. The alleged sacrifice ofJesus was, by compari
son, trivial and quite temporary-next to nothing. His death was a mere 
act-a pretense at being human, according to this theory. There are other 
theories, you understand. For, according to Tom's theological premises, 
Jesus knew infallibly that in only a matter ofhours he would be alive and back 
again with everything at his disposal. He lost nothing. The whole act was a 
feeble simulation at best. 

In order to learn what real suffering is, this particular Jesus of this 
particular theological view would have to learn it from our grandmothers, our 
friends, and relatives who presumably are now suffering in hell forever. By 
comparison, the suffering of Jesus was a mere shadow, playacting designed to 
give the Cosmic Sadist an excuse to unload his venom and wrath onto the 
greater portion of the human race. 

Tom assures us that his Cosmic Being can't allow the inmates of his 
Cosmic Concentration Camp to end their own lives. Why? Because the whole 
scheme of things requires their endless agony. Without it, the Cosmic Being 
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Himself would grow unhappy and lose his personal identity. So for the benefit 
of the Cosmic Being, those in hell become the perpetual sacrifice required to 
make life better for the Cosmic Being and his little uncaring, insensitive 
family. 

Now you can see why I regard the Church of Christ people on the whole 
to be morally superior to their theological position. 

In a time when Christians, Jews, Humanists, and others have a common 
moral enemy in the face of the Russian government, Thomas Warren contrib
utes flagrantly to spreading the vile philosophy that violence is just and right 
so long as it is perpetrated by supreme power. This philosophy of Greatest
Might-makes right, whatever it meant to Thrasymachus or Calvin, it is finally 
an argument of power. It leaks from Torn's poisonous pen in every book he 
writes. If the sacred name of God can be cast in the dirt to justify the most 
horrible crimes ever concocted by the vain imaginations of mortals, then 
nothing is sacred. IfGod is now portrayed as having surrendered to the worst 
that is in us, as human beings, then religion and morality have been defiled by 
the very ones who profess to be its supporters. Such treachery should be 
exposed. I here and now declare-along with millions of others-that we 
cannot surrender the supreme title of God to any cheap and vicious imitation. 
We would rather say that no being is worthy of the sacred title that is above all 
others, than to hand it over to a foul Cosmic Being hip-deep in blood and 
violence. We will not use the ideal of divinity to justify such horror. Thank 
you. 
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WARREN'S REJOINDER 
FIRST NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. Well, Dr. 
Barnhart told us that he didn't really intend to reply to the speech that I was 
making, and he has proved it in three speeches. That surely ought to be 
obvious to all of you. 

He's indicated his feeling that aTom," as he puts it, "and his cohorts have 
no power to earry out their threat," and isn't he thankful for that! Aren't you 
thankful that Dr. Barnhart doesn't have the power to carry out his doctrines. 
Because that would mean that ifhe could convince very many people to accept 
it, every one of them not only ought to do what would hring them pleasure 
over pain, but that they would do it! And that would mean that on every 
occasion, when they thought they could gain pleasure-whether it was hy the 
violation of women, or little girls, or forced homosexual acts, or murder, or 
some kind of sadistic or masochistic action-that would he not only what they 
ought to do hut what they tvill do. Aren't you glad that they don't have the 
power to do that! 

His last speech of twenty minutes, to which I only have five minutes for a 
reply to, really entails this idea: that if I hold that someone is lost, then I am 
challenging their free will, I am challenging their honesty. Ifa person does not 
agree with me, he says, then I ought to say that it makes no difference. Is it not 
strange that Dr. Barnhart has paid so little attention to that precept. Given his 
contention that everyone ought to agree with the person who honestly dis
agrees with him, Barnhart certainly ought not to call me the things that he has 
called me. And he ought not to castigate the things that I teach, or make the 
terrihle references which he has made against the Church of Christ. Because, 
Dr. Barnhart, I honestly do disagree '.vith you, I cannot remember in all of my 
life anything that I disagreed \\ith any more heartily, any more honestly, than 
I do with your doctrine. Therefore, why do you condemn me for it? All that 
you have said, you see, "goes by the board." Your whole attack has been, in 
effect, "How can you possibly say that someone who honestly disagrees with 
you is wrong, or ought to be condemned." I am honest' I do disagree with you! 
And yet you condemn me! Therefore, you have rejected your own doctrine! 

He mentions Islam. Think for a moment about the fact that the founder of 
Islam was a sinful man, He confessed to such on three occasions, at least. Ithas 
a degraded view of women; a man may have four wives and unlimited 
concubines at anyone time. It involves arbitrariness in the nature of Allah, 
and he alone is responsible for all evil and all good. It is destructive of free will 
and moral responsibility-what is to be will be. It lacks a universal character: 
all prayers must be learned in Arabic. 

Now, that is just a sample of what this has been. He asked me about truth, 
honesty. Jesus made clear, in John 7:17, that ifany man willeth to do his will, 
he shall know of the teaching whether it be of God. But there is more to it than 
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simply being free. Don't you let Dr. Barnhart deceive you into thinking that 
he has overthrown what I taught about free will. He has not touched top, side, 
edge, or bottom ofit. But the fact that you are free does not mean that you will 
necessarily learn the trnth. Freedom of will must be exercised properly. 

Let me, in the closing moments, turn to the fact that I was talking about 
Jesus Christ as our example. That he is pertect in his teachings. The last time I 
indicated he was pertect in his character. He respects human free will. He 
demands that we recognize it. He stresses human responsibility. He empha
sizes man's ability to think, to reason, to perceive, to understand. And that we 
are responsible for the conclusions that we make when we have examined the 
evidence. 

Dr. Barnhart would lead you to believe that all you have to do is just be 
honest and sincere, and it makes no difference what conclusions you clraw
unless you are a rnember ofthe Church ofChrist! Jesus recognizes man's need 
for evidence. He relates to what is best for man, for man individually, for man 
socially, for man temporally, for man eternally. It does not contain a single 
false statement or proposition. I challenge Dr. Barnhart to show it. I challenge 
him to find one tenet, one precept, of the moral teachings of Jesus Christ that 
is wrong. It does not contain a single unsound argument. I challenge him to 
find a single invalid or unsound argument in the New Testament. 

I invite you now to hear Dr. Barnhart for his closing speech. 
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BARNHART'S REJOINDER 
FIRST NIGHT 

If there were a Being called Jesus of Nazareth who believed that a 
watermelon is an apple, that wouldn't make it true. If Jesus of Nazareth 
believed in hell, I am arguing that's immoral. Tom asked me to try to argue or 
just to state what Jesus taught was immoral. Ifthere were a Jesus and ifhe did 
teach that there is a hell, then I'm going to say of course that's immoral. Just 
because Jesus, ifhe existed, teaches us something, that docs not in itself make 
it right. 

Tom seems to believe that the only consequence for one's beliefs is 
whether or not they're going to be punished. And that's why I tried to argue 
over and over, "Tom's theology seems to be preoccupied with punishment 
and torture, and has made it subservient to the principle of maximum happi
ness for everyone." 

I do hope that people can honestly disagree. Tom seems to hope-I think 
he does, he hasn't indicated, he has not spoken to this question very clearly. 
Tom seems to hope you can honestly disagree, but with the option of getting 
either everlasting joy or everlasting torture. 

There is, Tom says, free will, and there is something else. And what is 
that something else? To see things the way Tom sees them or perceives them? 
Apparently. Tom and I have not answered the basic question, "Can a Jew, 
because he can't believe what Tom believes, can he escape eternal torment?" 
Tom says thatthc Jew doesn't havc a right to his intellectual integlity. But I'm 
saying that a God who is omnipotent and omniscicnt and good, would not have 
such a terrible conclusion to the world which hc foresaw would come about. 
Can you think of a more pessimistic vicw? 

Most ofyour relatives in the past generations, most of them are right now 
presumably suffering agony, according to Church of Christ theology. We 
naturalists hold to something like this: Ifyou give in to violence long enough, 
you sin away your own moral sensitivity. You become brutalized. And that's 
why I would want to argue against all forms of violence. 

The last thing I want to show you is the perversion of Bentham's view tqat 
Tom has perpetrated. Tom hasn't made much of a defense, as you can see. 
He's been mostly attacking and claiming, with his theological magic, that an 
attack is somehow an affirmation! What I'm trying to say is, how can he defend 
his position? Do you realize that it is conceivable, in Tom's view, that every 
human being might have been lost in eternal torture? And, Tom will still call 
that a good world. Now, I say when you have a conclusion like that, there's 
something wrong at the core of the philosophy. You can use all of the 
teleological and moral arguments, and the cosmological argument, that Tom 
is going to be giving you. But after you "prove," with so-called proof, this 
Being, you still have the question: Is this alleged Being God? And I am 
arguing, no, it is not. I don't think Tom proved its existence, of course; but 
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even ifhe should, it would not be God. It is not that Being than whom none 
greater can be conceived. There would conceivably be a more perfect Being 
than Tom's candidate. 

What I want to argue is that Tom's doctrine is a by-product of the 
spoils-of-war philosophy. That's the theory that the victor has the right to do 
whatever he wants to the losers. Do you remember the Babylonians who 
blinded their captive, Zedekiah, immediately after they had murdered his 
sons before his very eyes? That's Tom's theology for you, .. ,Thank you very 
much. I appreciate your attention. 
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WARREN'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 
SECOND NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. I am cer
tainly happy to be here with you tonight to discuss the proposition which has 
already been read in your hearing. And in spite of the fact that Dr. Barnhart 
seems to have something of a special obsession in regard to the Church of 
Christ, I assure you that I hold him no ill-'Nil1. I wish him only well. There is 
not any right thing that I would not do to help him on any occasion. I wish him 
well with all of my heart, and 'Nish that he would see and accept the truth in 
regard to the God of the Bible and His Son, the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Dr. Barnhart has really had one thing to say in this debate: that is, that the 
Church of Christ is comprised of people who are somewhat religiously dis
torted because they believe in the God who will punish some people in helL 

He has, at least somewhat, left the impression that we are the only people 
in the world who believe in punishment after human life on earth is over. Of 
course, that simply is not true. There are some people, such as "Jehovah's 
Witnesses," Seventh Day Adventists, and others, that do not-even though 
they may profess to believe in the Bible-believe in eternal punishment. 

But many Protestant people, such as Baptists, Methodists, Presbyte
rians, Lutherans, and so forth, as well as Roman Catholics, certainly do 
believe in eternal punishment as strongly as do we. That does not mean that 
we agree with them on other religious doctrines. But it does mean that Dr. 
Barnhart is certainly greatly out ofline in seeking to leave the impression that 
there is a great difference between us and them on this matter (of punish
ment). 

I have been made to wonder if Dr. Barnhart has some sort of obsession
perhaps from some previous experience with some individual-against the 
Church of Christ. That, of course, I have no way of knowing. 

Let me spend just a few moments by way of review of Monday night, last 
evening. It will be important for us to keep in mind what has occurred. I gave 
Barnhart three sets of questions. I would like for these charts to be put on the 
screen to show that I have given these questions to him, and there has been no 
response to them whatever. Charts 201, 201-A, 201-B, 201-C, and 201-0. 
And I emphasize that Dr. Barnhart has not replied to even one of them. I do 
not recall, in all of my experience as a public disputant-which involves nearly 
forty discussions as the actual disputant himself, and many others (perhaps 
over one hundred) as a moderator and/or an assistant-a debate in which my 
opponent has given as little attention to what I said, as has he. 
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IIA C.RUCIAL QUEST/OJ.! €i..1) 
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JNFl::iITE GOD OF Tf-lE BIBLE), PLEAS:: CHECK THE BOX IN FRO:-lT OF 

EACH ~ ll8IfL1E1U (To !.5.AVE A BOX 1l..L.l:I.!iK IS TO [ND!CUE THAT 

THE STATEMPH 1 S .EAL.Sf,): [j BARNHART J-~ 
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OREAL (OBJECTlVe.) VALUE CAN EXIST WrThOUT GOD. 


D AT ONE TIME VALUE DID NOT EXIST, 
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TO EXTERMINATE THE JEWS OR BEING MW?DEREO J ThEN YOU OlARNHAqT) 
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AND liQ. £AIJ::t AT ALL). 
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QUESTI ONS FOR DR. MRrmART--~10N. III GHT, NOV. 3, 

PLEASE CIRCLE "TRUE" OR "FALSE" AS APPROPRIATE: 

4. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS AT LEAST POSSIBLE THAT HITLER (OR SOME 

OTHER INDIVIDUAL AMONG THE NAZIS) RECEIVED MORE PLEASURE 

THAN PAIN OUT OF THE MURDER OF SIX MILLION JEWISH MEN, 

WOl'lEN, AND CHILDREN. 

5. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS AT LEAST POSSIBLE THAT THE MAJORITY 

QE IliE. M.lLS RECE IVED MORE PLEASURE THAN PA I N OUT OF THE 

MURDER OF SIX MILLION JEWISH MEN, WOMEN, AND CHILDREN. 

6. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS AT LEAST POSSIBLE THAT THE MAJORITY 

QE Die GE~MAN PE~ RECEIVED MORE PLEASURE THAN PAIN OUT 

OF THE MURDER OF SIX MILLION JEWISH MEN, WOMEN, AND CHILDREN. 
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QUESTIONS FOR DR. BI'lRNHART--i'lON I NIGHL NOV I 3, 1980 

PLEASE CIRCLE HTRUEH OR uFALSEu AS APPROPRIATE: 

8. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS MORALLY RIGHT FOR AN INDIVIDUAL, STATE, 

OR NATION TO PUNISH SOMEONE FOR DOING A MORALLY RLruiI ACT. 

9. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS MORALLY RIGHT FOR AN INDIVIDUAL, STATE, 

OR NATION TO PUNISH SOMEONE FOR DOING A MORALLY WRO~ ACT. 

10. 	 TRUE FALSE AN ACT IS WRONG IF IT RESULTS IN A NET GAIN 

OF PAIN OVER PLEASURE. 

11. 	 TRUE FALSE AN ACT IS RIGHT IF IT RESULTS IN A NET GAIN 

OF PLEASURE OVER PAIN. 

I gave the basic argument which proves my proposition, Chart 218. Let us 
look at Chart number 218. The significance of this will be seen in the fact that 
Dr. Barnhart said that I was not giving an affirmative-which was an utter 
contradiction of the truth-and that all I was doing was attacking his position. 

WARREII'j 1"'AtrlG Pot<. 
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Note carefully the proposition. It involves a comparison-a comparison 
between two views, comparison of (1) Christian Theism, as set forth in the 
New Testament, and (2) the psychological hedonism, or Utilitarianism, as set 
forth in the works of Jeremy Bentham. 

How could I possibly show that one of these views is superior to the other 
without discussing both of them? How could I say that a Chevrolet is superior 
to a Ford and discuss only a Chevrolet and not say anything about the 
attributes of the Ford? That is absurd in the "nth degree!" Note, please, at the 
bottom of the chart, the argument which I used to prove this proposition, 
which I insist necessarily involved-and I discussed this-not only Christian 
Theism but also the psychological hedonism of}eremy Bentham. I used an 
argument which states this: that is, ·Where you have the conjunction of 
proposition I and it is false that proposition] implies W. The I stands for the 
proposition that "the ethical system of Jeremy Bentham is as evil as any ethical 
system could be." And the statement it is false that] stands for "it is false that 
Christian Theism is as evil as any ethical system could be." If those first two 
propositions are true-I'm saying here, by that little horse-shoe shaped 
thing-then it follows that W, which is the proposition, then "Christian 
Theism is superior as a means ofevaluating human behavior to the utilitarian
ism of Jeremy Bentham." 

Then I spent time in proving proposition I-this was where Dr. Barnhart 
said, "All he did was attack Jeremy Bentham." I wanted to prove that 
Bentham'sethical theory was as evil as it could be, and I proved it. What did 
he say in response to that? Not one word. He was as silent as the stars. 

And I then proved the next proposition, that Christian Theism-as a 
system of ethics-it is not as evil as any could be. Ofcourse, I believe a much 
stronger proposition than that, but this is the proposition that we agreed to 
discuss, and that is the proposition that we will discuss in this debate. I have 
proved it by my material on Jesus Christ. I will have a little more to say about 
that tonight in this first speech. 

Therefore, by the proper logical move I have shown that the conjunction 
of the 1:\\'0 propositions I and non-J is true. The conjunction of the 1:\vo is true, 
and therefore, the antecedent of that implicative proposition is true. Notice 
up in the premise 1, they constitute the antecedent of that first premise, and 
therefore, it follows that I have proved proposition W, which, [pointing to the 
top of the chart] is my proposition. So, I proved my proposition last evening. 
And Dr. Barnhart has come here tonight without having said one word about 
this affirmative argument while he spent all ofhis time in attacking the Lord's 
church, and speaking of God as a Cosmic Despot. ...It is difficult to imagine 
the kind ofblasphemy that came from the lips of Dr. Barnhart tonight, or that 
this University has on its staff a man who espouses a doctrine of ethics as evil as 
the human mind can imagine. 

Dr. Barnhart failed to pay any attention to that argument. He even 
denied that 1 have given an affirmative argument saying that all I had done was 
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to attack his position! This is false to the core! He spent his entire time 
speaking rudely and disparagingly hoth of me and of the entire Church of 
Christ, alleging that we loved and follow an immoral, despotic God-all 
because of the doctrine of hell. 
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(B€C4I1Sl' PffHISE 2 I.J FAiS'e) 

Let us turn now to chart number 220-C. Let us note Barnhart's bumbling 
and stumbling, set out in a logical manner. All he did was to get up here and 
talk about the Church of Christ being comprised of people who have been 
misled into believing in an immoral God. Did he try to set it out in a logical 
way? Nol Is this the usual practice of philosophers? No! Whereas in a class
room he no doubt uses logic-tries to set out his case in a logical way-in a 
public debate he has not done it. So I am going to do it for him. 

This is the way he ought to have gone about it. Look at premise number 
one [Chart 220-C]. This says in premise number one: 

1. If, in the case ofGod either it is false that God is infinite in benevolence, 
or it is false that he is infinite in power, then God-the God of the Bible
simply does not exist. 

2. The second premise says that if God wills evil to occur, then he is not 
infinite in benevolence. (This is the way that most philosophers who deal with 
"the problem of evil" go about it.) And, if he does not will it, then he is not 
infinite in power. 
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3. It is the case that either he wills it or he does not will it. This is obvious 
because of the law of excluded middle. Since it is precisely stated, the 
proposition is either true or false. And so since-by taking the two premises 
(two and three) together by the logical move known as constructive dilemma, 
it follows (fourth premise) that either God is deficient in benevolence or he is 
deficient in power, and therefore, (conclusion) it is false that God exists. 

This argument is valid. Any philosopher can set it out in a valid way; that 
isn't hard to do. One can set out a valid argument in which every premise is 
false and the conclusion is false. But in order for an argument to prove 
anything-in order for it to prove its conclusion, the argument has to be 
sound. And that means that all of its premises must be true, and then if it is 
valid its conclusion will be true also. 

But note this argument, while valid, is not sound, because premise two is 
false. It is simply not the case that if God willed to have brought into being a 
world in which man, through his own free moral agency, decided to do wrong, 
that this proves blameworthiness upon the part of God. 

Now, Dr. Barnhart, since you did not do it (set out your negative 
argument in a logical way), I did it for you. 

Next, we have some new material for Tuesday. Let us look at the ques
tions for Dr. Barnhart, and please give him a copy. I have no idea that he will 
answer these. He answered none last night. I do not think he will answer 
these tonight. I doubt that he will answer any during the entire discussion, 
but we will give them to him. They will be in the book anyway. 
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Chart 201-H. What is Barnhart's concept? He does not want to use the 
word "God," either with a capital G or a little g, He wants to use "Cosmic 
Being," if! understood him correctly. Now, let him tell us about this Cosmic 
Being. 

Check the box, Dr. Barnhart. Is he a personal being? Is he an intelligent 
being? A thinking being? loving being? A kind being? A being governed only 
by pleasure and pain? A non-personal being? Merely some sort offorce in 
nature? Is it merely "creativity" as per Henry Nelson Wieman's view? Is it a 
malevolent being? (An evil being?) A being which will not punish at all? Is it a 
being which will not inflict pain at all? Is it something else? If so, explain. 

Do you know why Dr. Barnhart will not answer any of those questions? 
Because he dares not. I challenge him to do it! 

Go back and answer the ones you missed last night, Dr. Barnhart. 
Dr. Flew and Dr. Matson tried it. They at least faced up to their 

responsibility. And in every case they "caught" themselves and defeated 
themselves by doing it. 
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DR. BARNHART STRONGLY AFFIRMS HIS HONESTY. 


rlHY DOESN'T HONESTY COI'IIPEL DR. 13AR:'JHART-

1. 	 To DEBATE A PROPOSITION WHICH HE SIGNED TO DEBATE? 

2. 	 To ANSWER QUESTIONS PRESENTED BY THE AFFI RNATlVE? 

3. 	 To SET OUT A PRECISELY STATED ARGU~lENT DESIGNED TO 

PROVE HIS CASE? 

4. 	 To POINT OUT THE ERRORS (?) IN THE PRECISELY STATED 

ARGUMENT OR ARGUMENTS SET OUT BY T.B.W.? 

5. 	 As A NEGATIVE SPEAKER, TO nRESPONDH TO THE AFFIRMATIVE? 

6. 	 To ASCRIBE HONESTY TO T.B.~i, AND TO RECOGNIZE THAT IF 

HE (T.B.W.) IS HONEST, THEN DR. BARNHART HAS NO GROUNDS 

UPON WHICH TO ATTACK OR CONDEMN T.B.W.? 

Chart 221. Questions for Dr. Barnhart. He has talked so much about his 
being honest, everybody being honest who disagrees with us and the Lord's 
Church. And therefore, we ought to simply accept that ifyou are honest that is 
all that matters. 

Why does not honesty compel Dr. Barnhart
1. To debate the proposition which he signed? Why did not hc really 

function in the negative last night and respond to the argument I gave him? 
2. 	Why didn't he answer questions presented by the affirmative? 
3. Why didn't he set out a precisely stated argument designed to prove his 

case? 
4. Why didn't he point out the errors in the precisely stated argument or 

arguments set out by me, if indeed there are errors there? 
5. 	Why didn't he, as a negative speaker, respond to the affirmative? 
6. Does he not ascribe honesty to mc? Does he not recognize that I am 

honest? If so, then-given his approach-Dr. Barnhart has no grounds upon 
which to attack and condemn as he has. 

If it works for him, why does it not work for us? If you are honest why 
cannot we be honest? And if we are honest-and if you say that you must 
respect others' honesty-then why would you make the attack upon us that 
you did last evening? 
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Next, we look at the New Testament. It reveals Jesus is the perfect 
example. 1 have already given you a great deal of that. Let us put on the screen 
chart 205-1 and Chart 205-1-1 and Chart 205-1-2 and 1-3, which we covered 
last evening, just to keep them in order in the book 

c~~.~~";:~~2:al==~~~~~~~=~ 

1. 	 IF ® THE ETH1CI\L SYSTEM 0, THE NEW iESTAMENT CAWWT 

lMPROVEt:J AS TO EITHER (1) THE PER$CN AND CHt>RACTER

lSTICS OF ITS SOURCE CHRiST) OR (2) THE 

A~w/:)R TENETS W,-1ICH CCMP,::nSE ITS CC~TENT (I.E\) THE 

SYSTEM OF JESUS), THEN:T f.jjJ,,5~ THAT (2) fHE i:.":-H;CAL 

SYSTEM OF THE ,'\EW TESTAMENT IS :::VIl AS A:iY ETr!ICAL SV$TEf"': 

COULD BE. 

2. 	® THE ETh I CAL SYSTE!'<i OF THE ~,::\'{ TESTA:'-1EN r CAN~.. CT BE J /'<'.PROVED 

AS Te EITHER (1) ThE PERSON AND CH!~RACTt:R1ST1CS OF ITS S;)URCE 

(JESuS CHRiST) OR (2) THE PRINCIP~ES Atm/Jq TENETS WHICH COM

PRISE Jis CONTENT (I.E., THE ETHICAL SYS1EM OF JESUS), 

3, 	 ThEREFORE) IT IS FALSE TriAT (:) THE ETHICAL SYSTE.''; OF THE 

~EW TESTAt1ENT EVIL AS ANY ETHICAL SYSTEM COULD BE, 

2, 	 K (NOlI G1AF(:-S 205-r-l THROUGH 205-I-7). 

3,:. ~J 

JESUS GHR.\~T 

AND rll~ CII~/$rIAllerN~ 

16 PER.FECT: 

/. IAI alAI<A(reli!. 

f. 11/ rEACIIIA/6 

3. IIJ IfEXAMPLEII 
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HE IS PERFECT--IN CHARAC~ER 

"Character: ~.. the complex of nental and ethi.cal traits 

marking a person ..• 

I. 	CONSIDER: According to Phil. 2:5-8, He-

1. 	Lived as a servant; 


Was characterized by humility; 


3. 	¥{as obedient. 

II. HE NEVER-

I. 	~ho~ght a wrong thought, 


Said t.he wrong word; 


3. 	Went to the wrong place; 

4. Perfor~ed a wrong act; 


5 ~ !1ade an unsound argument i 


6. 	Taught a I',··,rrong lesson, 

7. 	 Had the wrong attitude toward any person O~ thing; 

8. 	vias--in any way--disobedient to God! swill; 

9. 	Made a false statement. 

HIS 

2, 	 stresses human re~;ponsibility: 

Emphasizes man '5 nhili ty think, reason, to 

perceive, to :.mders"tand; 

4 • .Recogn.:'.-zes !!lan 's need for e'.ridence; 

-. what is bes.\: 

(1) individually; 


~ 2 i for nan 


(J) 	 for nar: te:nporally; 

(4) 	 £Or :nan eternally; 

6. not costain a false p,copo.si tion: 

7, Does not contain 

8. 	 Hclds do to 

9. 	 maD 

Gives to nan only satis[acLory sLandard c.por. which to 

rcake decisions 

11. Gives to af::al.rs 

blems) 

12. 	 Emphastzes the prope:: {righ"C and jJ.:st) relaLior.ship of mar. 

to 
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HE IS PERFECT--IN HIS TEACHING (CONT.) 

13. Upholds everything that is just and right and honorable 

and pure; 

14. Conde~~s every way; 

15. S tresses the value of every individual; 

16. Deals completely (thoroughly) with the problem of sin: 

its guilt, its practice, its consequences; 

17. Instructs men to take care of themselves (their minds 

and their bodies); 

18. While recognizing and respecting the need for and the value 

of material tC:"lings, instructs nen to put spiri tual things 

"first" in tC:"leir lives; 

19. Instructs men to be considerate, compassionate, and 

C:"lelpful. 

And now let us look at Chart 205-1-4, which is new material; that is, we 
pick up where we left off last evening. I was shovving that Jesus is perfect in his 
teaching, after showing that he is perfect in his character. Even though I 
really have already established that it is false that J-in that basic argument 
which I showed you earlier-that is, that Christian Theism is not as evil as it 
could be, and, therefore, is superior to the ethical system ofJeremy Bentham. 

I continue now to point out that Jesus is perfect in his teaching at point
13. He upholds everything that is just and right and honorable and pure. 
For instance, the example of one of his apostles-the Apostle Paul (Philip

pians 4:8). Whatsoever things are lovely, honorable, just, of good report, and 
so forth, think on these things. 

In contrast, Jeremy Bentham says motive or intention has nothing whatev
er to do with it: no motive can be good or bad. 

14. Jesus condemns every false way (Matthew 7:13-14). 
15. He stresses the value of every individual person (Matthew 11:28-30). 
16. He deals completely and thoroughly with the problem of sin-its 

guilt, its practice, its consequences. 
He came that we might have life and have it more abundantly (John 

10:10). 
17. He instructs men to take care ofthemselves- that is, both their minds 

and tbeir bodies, forbidding the works of the flesh (Galatians 5:19-21). And 
enjoins the fruits of the Spirit (Galatians 5:22-23). 

73 



18. While recognizing and respecting the need for and the value of 
material things, Jesus instructs men to put spiritual things first in their lives 
(Matthew 6:33-34). 

19. He instructs men to be considerate, compassionate, and helpful (1 
Corinthians 1.'3:1-10). 

Next, he is perfect as our example (1 Peter 2:21). He left us an example 
that we should walk in his steps. 

I have emphasized before that this debate is really Joe Barnhart in 
contrast to Jesus Christ. 

II. Jesus is our perfect example
1. 	In recognizing truth as being absolute; 
2. In being willing to suffer any pain in order to act in harmony with 

the truth, that is, with God's will; 
3. 	In practicing and in teaching love for all men: 

(1) For those who love you; 
(2) For those who do not love you: 
(3) For those who hate you; 
(4) For those who inflict pain upon you; 
(5) For those who speak scurrilously of you. 

4. In emphasizing that one's mission in life is to do God's will-not 
(1) Any mere man's will; 
(2) Not one's own will; 
(3) Or, someone else's will. 

5. 	In teaching us to strive to be perfect-to look toward a goal that 
we have not reached-to live above sin (Hebrews 4:15). 

6. 	In teaching that men are to be forgiving (Luke 23:34). 
7. 	 In teaching men (by precept and example) to be humble and 

unselfish (John 13:5-14). 
8. In teaching us (by precept and example) to be pure in mind, heart 

and in deed (Matthew 5:21,28). Whosoever looks upon a woman 
to lust after her has committed adultery with her already in his 
heart. And the man who hates another man is guilty of murder. 
Whereas, according to the doctrine of Barnhart and Bentham 
motives count for nothing; only consequences matter. 

9. 	 In being compassionate (Matthew 9:36): he was moved by the 
problems of the multitudes. 

10. 	In upholding the sanctity of marriage and the home (Matthew 
19:3-12). 

11. In helping us to understand the reasons for suffering and dying 
(John 3:16; Matthew 20:28, and other passages). 
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JEGUG CI/RIST 
OF IJA"ZAf<ErJl 

Look at Chart 205-1-7. Jesus of Nazareth, our example. The Apostle Paul, 
one of the great Christians of the 1st eentury said: "Be imitators of me as 1 am 
an imitator of Christ." And so Christ is our direct example, but also we can 
study the life of Paul and, as he imitated Christ, we are to imitate him. 
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HOW MA~ LEARAIS OFHI5 
PERFEc.r E1(AMPLE. (JESUS) 

J'"IJ 14;~' 
l';INb 

Chart 205-J. We notice again here now authority inherently resides in the 
Godhead. And through Christ and the Holy Spirit, to the Apostles and the 
New Testament prophets, who have given us the New Testament scriptures, 
according to Ephesians 3:5. This New Testament reveals Jesus Christ, his 
person, his will, his life, his perfect example for men (John 14:6-11). Jesus said: 
"He that hath seen me, hath seen the Father." Do what he did, and you will do 
what the great God of heaven would have you to do. 

The crucified Son of God is God's greatest declaration to man. 
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THE CI(UCIF/~O~oA/OF6fJ()- 6OD's 
,6rIlEATE'5r ,?ECLARAT'ltJl.lrOMAN 

GRE.;;TES? DECLARA':'ION: 

1. OF !UHSEL~ -- ,JOHN 14: f, • 

3. I";:';;'~"~~,TO SAVE HH!SE1F (W:::'::fiOUT 
3.0H. 11:5; EN!. 2:8,9. 

·1. OF GOD'S 1'1AN -- RON. 1:16, 

!1hTT. 28-30; 

6. 	 -- JOHN 3:16; ROl;!. 3:32; 8-9. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

cO. 	 10: 28. 

11. 	 ~~i~i#"~:~; l'lI::!AT HE HAS 
HEEL 9: 27; 

12. 	 GOD (E'T'ERNA~ LIFE) -- TITUS 1: 2; 

-- M..;;.'l"1'. : {;: 25; I PETER 

14. ':'HA,,!:' GOD yALU~ BACH PERSON -- ACTS 34; 15:9. 

As I discussed with you last evening, on Chart 205-L, we did not have the 
chart on the board, but we did discuss that material. I went through it 
specifically. 

Notice that he is God's greatest declaration. I mean Christ, the word, who 
left heaven with all that heaven means, to come to this low ground of sin and 
sorrow, taking upon himself flesh and blood as ordinary men, to live a life 
subject to temptation and, even so, he lived above sin. 

He is the greatest declaration which man has: 
1. 	Of God himself (John 14:6). 
2. Of man's sin your sin, my sin, Joe Barnhart's sin, in spite of the fact that 

he does not recognize it. 
3. 	Of man's inability to save himself (without the grace of God) (Romans 

6:23). The wages of sin is death. We all know we have done wrong. We 
all know that we ought to act in a certain way, but we also know we have 
not done such. And, if we are wise, we will know that there is no way 
out of it except by God's grace, by his lOVing gift of his Son, that he 
spared not the greatest possible thing he could do for us (Romans 8:32). 

4. OfGod's power to save lost man (Romans 1:16-17), The Gospel is God's 
power to save. 

5. Of God's offer to save lost man (Matthew 11:28-30). Jesus said, "Come 
unto me all you that labor and are heavy laden." 
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The doctrine ofJoe Barnhart is that if it brings pleasure let us say, for a 
white man-if the majority of a nation were white men, and it gives them 
pleasure to destroy the black people-then such action would be right! A 
repulsive doctrine that everyone of us surely cringes to even think about. 

Or, if it would be the case that it gave black people pleasure to murder 
white people, then it would be right for them to do such. I tell you again, this 
doctrine is as evil as has ever been devised by human minds. 

6. Of the reason for God's offer: his love. 
God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoev

er believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life. It is Jesus on 
the cross, the crucified, buried and resurrected Savior, that is God's greatest 
declaration of his offer. 

7. Of the fact has offered to save man-and continues to offer to do so. 
This very night, he would save Joe Barnhart ifJoe would simply come to 

believe in him, repent ofhis sins, and obey the gospel. Joe may ridicule that, 
but if he dies in a lost condition, I am sure the situation will be somewhat 
reversed. 

8. Ofthe fact that man is free; that is, it is God's great declaration that man 
is free to make up his own mind as to what he will do with his life. 

Dr. Barnhart is free while he is here on this earth. But it is the one and 
only life or time ofprobation that anyone ofus will have. Between the time we 
reach the age of accountability and the time that we go out through the door of 
death into eternity is the only time that we have in which to make up our 
minds as to how we will respond to God. That is what this world is all about: 
how we respond to God. 

It has been clear, so far, how he Goe) responds to God. It is certainly my 
sincere and loving prayer that he will not continue to live his life in that way, 
but that he will see Jesus Christ for what he really is. 

I now invite you to hear Dr. Barnhart. 
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BARNHART'S FIRST NEGATIVE 
SECOND NIGHT 

FIGURE A 

QUESTIONS FOR WARREN 

1. 	 SOME CHURCH OF CHRIST MINISTERS ARE PREMILLENNIALISTS. 
DOES THIS ENTAIL THEY WILL SUFFER ENDLESS TORTURE 
UNLESS THEY CONVERT TO WARREN'S VIEW OF THE MILLENNIUM? 

YES D No D 

2. 	 Is IT LOGICALLY POSSIBLE THAT ALL HUMAN BEINGS MIGHT 
HAVE MADE CHOICES LEADING TO ENDLESS TORTURE IN HELL? 

YES 0 No D 
3. 	 IF THE CREATOR HAD FOREKNOWN THAT ALL HIS HUMAN 

CREATURES WOULD HAVE MADE CHOICES LEADING TO AN 
ENDLESS AGONY MORE INTENSE THAN THE NAZI CONCENTRATION 
CAMPS, WOULD THE CREATOR HAVE BEEN MORAL IN CREATING 
SUCH A WORLD? 

YES 0 No D 

please observe Figure A, ifyou would. Tom can answer those questions if 
he wants. It isn't necessary. But they are questions that you may want to face 
sometime during the year, or next year. 

Here is the major point of this debate. I charge that Tom Warren's 
philosophy is one ofviolence that hides behind the sacred name of God. What 
he calls God, I don't call God at all. I'm going to present my question, but in 
my way, not Tom's way. I do not fabricate the conclusion derived from Tom's 
premises, the conclusion that billions of human beings (over 99% of the adult 
population) either are suffering or will suffer endless torture. 

Instead of meeting this charge, Tom fabricated-I repeat fabricated
that I hold that the Nazis were morally justified in tormenting 6 million Jews 
for several reasons and several years. Tom admits that on his premises, over 
99% of the population will suffer endless torment. Tom said the Creator not 
only is justified in underwriting this mass mayhem, he wouldn't be worth 
worshipping if he didn't underwrite it. 

Tom fabricates that I believe that it would be perfectly good and just if the 
majority of the population benefits from torturing the minority indefinitely. 
He seems to imply that this is immoral. But when the overwhelming majority 
of the population is tortured to benefit less than one percent of the race, then 
Tom makes a 180 degree turn around and says it is perfectly good and just. His 
only attempt at justifYing such atrocity is that the infinite goodness of God 
requires such torture. I have argued that an infinitely good God would not 
require a punishment that creates more suffering than that caused by the flaws 
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of the finite creatures in the first place. It is curious, that Tom's view selects 
the flaws of human beings and designates them as infinitely evil and therefore 
deserving of infinite punishment. The good characteristics of human beings 
are, however, designated by Tom as only finite in scope and therefore not 
deserving of infinite humane treatment. 

I am going to deal now in some details with conceptions of God. As you 
perhaps know, Tom is in agreement with Thomas Aquinas and John Calvin in 
holding that the Cosmic Being knows the future in infallible and infinite 
detail. But Tom's friend and fellow radio preacher, V. E. Howard, disagrees 
with that. True, both Howard and Warren claim to be reading the same Bible. 
But their sharp and crucial disagreement about the attributes of the Creator is 
con spicuous. So, now I have my question: Is it possible for your fellow Church 
of Christ preacher, V. E. Howard, to disagree honestly with you on this 
crucial issue? If there is some dishonesty between the two of you, who is it 
that's dishonest? 

By the way, I don't claim that ifTom disagrees with me, there's dishones
ty in his statement. We just disagree, honestly disagree. I just don't condemn 
him to hell. I don't think he should have to go to hell just for that. 

Tom says God in fact foreknows everything: V. E. Howard says not so. 
Each is trying to solve a problem inherent in his metaphysical scheme. Tom 
thinks that the surrender of the Creator's knowledge is a compromise of his 
power and perfection. V. E. Howard, however, is worried about evil thoughts 
existing somehow in the Creator's mind. Such thoughts might exist in my 
mind or Tom's or yours, but Mr. Howard said that he has a definition of divine 
perfection that does not permit the Creator to know certain evil thoughts or 
things. It is a question of the relativity of definitions of perfection between 
V. E. and Tom. Clearly, Tom and V. E. are entrapped in hermeneutical 
relativity. 

Furthermore, it would be interesting to know Tom's answer to the 
following: IfWarren and Howard could honestly disagree among themselves 
regarding the question of whether the Creator foreknows every detail of the 
future, then could Warren, the atheist, and some genuine theists honestly 
disagree about whether the Creator sustains hell? Tom Warren says he could 
not worship a God who did not keep hell thriving forever for Baptists, 
Methodists, and the like. But other theists say they could not worship a Being 
who allows hell to continue because this Being would not be God. It wouldn't 
measure up to the qualifications. 

Can these theists be honest in disagreeing with you, Tom, about the 
nature of the divine character? You may say that the issue is not one of divine 
revelation. Or you may say the issue is one of divine revelation, of what the 
Bible says. But before we can judge any revelation to be divine in the first 
place, we must have some test for determining whether the alleged source of 
the revelation is morally worthy ofheing labeled divine. The self-revelations 
of a Cosmic Hoodlum is hardly divine revelation. 

80 



Consider foreknowledge. Mr. Howard quotes Jeremiah 19:5 as a proof
text allowing him to say the Creator knows less than everything. Another 
Church of Christ preacher-T. W. Brents-agrees with Mr. Howard over 
against Warren. Referring to Jeremiah 7:31 and 32:25, Brents says with 
Howard that the Creator simply refused to foreknow certain things even 
though he could have known ifhe had wanted to. But apparently he did not 
want to. J. D. Bales tries to strike a compromise among the disagreeing 
brethren. Dr. Bales says, maybe. [See The Hub of the Bible.] 

Dr. Bales can see the point ofboth sides, but it is not clear what side he is 
on, which is understandable. It's a very complicated issue, as a fellow like Dr. 
Bales recognizes. My guess is that he is closer to Dr. Warren than to Howard 
and Brents. That remains to be seen. But the relativity of interpretation 
among Church of Christ preachers at this point is conspicuous. And it's not 
just on the premillennial issue. 

Turn to Romans 9:11. I will take the position that Paul holds not only to 
complete foreknowledge, but to complete predestination. Tom backs away 
from predestination because it conflicts, he believes, with his version of 
freedom of choice. What I wish to show here is that the Cosmic Sadist I have 
been referring to throughout the debate is so ruthless that he begins to turn 
Tom's stomach. 

Tom professes to believe every word of the Bible, which he takes to be an 
objective, nonrelative, and infallible revelation. But on this ninth chapter of 
Romans we can watch Tom reach deep down into his bag of contexts to pull out 
those contexts that might help him interpret this chapter so that it will fit with 
his preconceived notion of free will. Granted, Tom's notion of free will is 
obscure and ambiguous, still he thinks it cannot be squared with predestina
tion. 

Romans 9:10 says simply this: Isaac's wife Rebecca conceived children. 
Verse 11 comments on the two children, Jacob and Esau: 

Though they were not yet born and had done nothing either good or 
bad, in order that God's purpose of election might continue, not 
because of works but because of his call, she [Rebecca] was told, "The 
elder will serve the younger." As it is written, "Jacob I loved, but 
Esau I hated." 

What shall we say then? Is there injustice on God's part? 
We naturally wonder why Paul raises this question. Apparently, what he 

had just written about Jacob and Esau sounded terribly unfair or unjust. The 
Creator selected Jacob over Esau. Is that not unjust? Paul wants to raise the 
question. 

Paul's answer to his own question may surprise some people. Nowhere 
does he say that Jacob obeyed the Creator, that is, "obeyed the gospel," or 
lived up to the terms of the covenant. To the contrary, Paul's entire point is 
that the election of Jacob over Esau was simply the Creator's own personal 
preference. To be sure, that is raw subjectivism. But Paul does not worry 
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about that. Paul goes out of his way to insist that the election of Jacob over 
Esau took place before either child was even born. Why? Simple. Paul wants 

. to emphasize that the basis of the Creator's preference of Jacob had no 
objective basis at all. There was nothing outside the Creator's own private 
wish. The Creator loved Jacob and hated Esau. Why? Was it because Jacob 
was obedient and Esau was disobedient? Not at all. The boys had not even 
been born. And Paul wants this to be understood. 

But is the Creator unjust in hating Esau before the poor child was born? 
Now, Tom may want to soft-pedal the word 'hate' here in the ninth chapter of 
Romans. But a good rundown with the concordance will show us that the word 
hatred is not to be diluted. 

V. E. Howard realizes that his own theory offree will and his own theory 
ofdiluted foreknowledge seems to have come under attack by this 9th chapter 
of Romans. So, he, too, finds himself a context or two to save his own theories. 
It is interesting that sometimes the New Testament becomes the context for 
interpreting the Old Testament. But that won't help Mr. Howard. So he turns 
the telescope around and looks through the opposite end. Unable to take this 
New Testament passage at face value, he insists on looking at it only through 
the interpretive lenses of the Old Testament. What he comes up with is the 
following: Paul isn't really talking about Jacob and Esau, but rather about two 
nations. The Creator, therefore, elected to make one nation the servant of the 
other. 

Unfortunately, this answer is completely beside the point. The issue is 
one of whether there is predestination. To say that the Creator predeter
mined in advance to love one nation and to hate another does not refute 
predestination or predetermination. Ifanything, Mr. Howard has turned the 
flame up on the soup he has fallen into. For now he turns to tell us that the 
Creator predetermined to love many people and to hate certain others
before they were even born. The logic here is simple. Each nation is com
posed of people. And the Creator proposed to hate some and to love others 
regardless of any choice or act on their part. I don't know whether Tom agrees 
with Mr. Howard's exegesis here, but he is free to tell us himself how he 
escapes the doctrine of predestination taught in Romans 9. 

If you wish, look at Romans 9:14-16, you can follow the defense of 
predestination. Paul says: 

What shall we say then? Is there injustice on God's part? By no 
means! For he says to Moses, "I will have mercy on whom I will have 
mercy, and I will have compassion on whom I will have compassion." 
So it depends not on man's will or exertion, but on God's mercy. 
Now, that seems plain enough, doesn't it? The basis of the Creator's 

election or predestination is not human free will but the Creator's own 
unconditioned disposition. Well, we might ask, does the same hold true for 
the Creator's withholding his mercy? Is mercy entirely independent of human 
free will? Let's read verse 17: 
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For the scripture says to Pharaoh, "I have raised you up for the very 
purpose of showing my power in you, so that my name may be 
proclaimed in all the earth." 
Clearly, the Creator predestines some to serve as reflections of his mercy. 

He predestines others, however, not to reflect his mercy but rather his 
power. 

Let's read verse 18: 
So then he has mercy upon whom he wills, and he hardens the heart 
of whom he wills. 
There is no mention here of Pharaoh's having a real choice in the matter. 

The Creator had already made the choice to use Pharaoh. And in order to use 
him as a menial tool or vessel, the Creator had to harden Pharaoh's heart. 
Unlike Tom Warren, Paul takes the notion of providence seriously. There is 
none of Tom's wishy-washy talk about human free \\-ill. There is nothing here 
of Tom's convoluted epicycles ofthe Creator's three wills-ideal will, circum
stantial will, and ultimate will. Unlike Tom, the Apostle Paul doesn't picture 
the Creator as jumping about the universe trying to pick up the pieces and get 
things back in shape, although not in the original shape that the Creator 
intended. No, Paul's Creator knew what he was about, set up the precise 
means to get it, and will eventually get it exactly as he preconceived and 
predestined it. 

It is important here to see what the issue is. 1 am not taking sides in the 
difference between Tom and Paul here. Rather, I am simply showing how 
Tom backs away from a biblical passage when it contradicts his own precon
ceived speculations. Tom opposed the Muslim view because ofthe doctrine of 
predestination. It seems to me Paul was teaching predestination and Tom 
backed away from it. But why should I condemn Tom? I am interested only in 
showing you that he has certainly hightailed it away from this macabre passage 
in the ninth chapter ofRomans. Unfortunately, Tom runs from one graveyard 
into another. 

Let's return to Romans 9. You recall Paul's statement that the Creator 
could show mercy on whomever he chooses or he could harden the heart of 
whomever he wills. That's verse 18. Look at Paul's comment in verse 19: 

You say to me then, "Why does he [the Creator] still find fault, for 
who can resist his will?" 
What is the issue here? Simply this. Paul knows he has made it clear that 

no one can resist the Creator's will. No one can escape predestination. Paul 
realizes that a critic somewhere is going to object and say it's unfair for the 
Creator to find fault with people who do evil when the Creator willed them to 
do the evil. You recall that all this willing and predestination on the Creator's 
part is before the people are born. That is the whole point of verse 11. 

Well, is the Creator unfair? What answer will Paul give? Will he give Tom 
Warren's answer that people do have free will after all and that they can 
therefore choose to frustrate the Creator's will? Will Paul try to divide the 
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Creator's '\lill into three relativistic wills the way Tom does? Not at all. What, 
then, does Paul say? Surprising as it may appear to Arminians and other 
metaphysicians of free will, Paul here says absolutely nothing about human 
free will. If Paul were an Arminian or a Warrenite, it would have been the 
perfect place to say simply and clearly, "The Creator is.iust and fair because he 
gave you free will. And you can resist his will or you can follow it. It's all up to 
you. " 

But Paul doesn't say that or anything like that! Instead, in verse 20. he 
says bluntly: 

But who are you, a man, to answer back to God? 
In short, you don't have any power. So you don't have any leverage with 

the Creator. He's got you. He has the might. You have nothing. You want to 
talk about what's fair or just? Well, go ahead. But what you say will mean 
nothing unless you have power. Paul and Tom are alike in one point. They 
hold that the Creator has all the rights and you have none because he has the 
power and you are clay. Might makes right I This is the lowest form of 
morality-or lack of morality-ever dreamed up by any gang of human 
mortals. It is the mafia morality taken to its completion. 

By the way, 1'm distinguishing here between the people of the Church of 
Christ-I've consistently done this--and the point of view. I won't go into 
that. I think I've made it clear. 

Look at verses 20 and 21. Paul is answering a critic: 
But who are you, a man, to answer back to God? Will what is molded 
say back to its molder, "Why have you made me thus?" 
Ofcourse, you and 1 might ask, Why has the Creator created some people 

to receive his wrath and hatred, while others have been foreordained to 
receive his mercy? You and I might even ask, vVhat rights do we have? Don't 
we have any say in the matter? What about human dignity? 

Paul brushes this all aside by saying crudely, you are a piece of clay; 
therefore, the Creator can do what he wants with you. Period. Ifhe wants to 
treat some of you as worse than dirt, well, that's his business. It's his dignity 
and his glory he is concerned with. Not yours or mine. You have nothing to say 
about it. All the rights are the Creator's. The clay has none. Paul writes in 
verse 21: 

Has the potter no right over the clay, to make of the same lump one 
vessel for beauty and another for menial use? What if God, desiring to 
show his wrath and to make known his power, has endured \\lith 
much patience the vessels of wrath in order to make known the riches 
of his glory for the vessels of mercy, which he has prepared before
hand for glory .... 
There you have it. Did you notice that Paul insists that there is no 

difference in the material used! Everybody is made from the same lump of 
clay, so that no group of people can say it had any merit in it. The Creator 
wanted some people to play one part in his great drama, and he wanted others 
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to play another part. So before they were born, he simply selected some to 
play evil and thereby become the vessels ofhis wrath. The others he elected to 
reflect his mercy. To the former group he gave one script. To the latter 
another script, which includes giving them proper faith and whatever else is 
entailed in their part in the drama. The Creator writes the script. The clay is 
molded to play the parts according to his subjective preference. And that is 
Might Makes Right! 

It is necessary to move to Tom Warren's own view, which he erroneously 
believes to be in complete harmony with Paul's. By bringing forth his favorite 
set of contexts, like his favorite color of eye glasses, he is able to see this 
passage any color he wants. He can see his free will green, or whatever his 
preconceived philosophical presuppositions require. For every presupposi
tion, there is a large set ofcolored eye glasses to look through. That's for all of 
us. 

For the sake of pushing on to the next topic, we should keep in mind the 
overall theme of this debate. I have agreed to defend the position that Jeremy 
Bentham's ethical system is more adequate than Tom Warren's particular 
version of the New Testament. I have just exegeted a slice of Romans 9 and 
suggested that it is ruthless, macabre and gruesome. Tom stands more in the 
tradition ofArminius than Calvin in dealing with Romans 9. But I wish next to 
show that the proposition ofArminius and Warren in itself is not something on 
which to build an ethical framework. 

Thank you. 
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WARREN'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE 
SECOND NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. 
You have again seen a demonstration of Dr. Barnhart's unwillingness to 

address himself to the affirmative speech which was given just before his 
speech. And if there is any relationship between what he had to say and what I 
have said, it's very difficult to sce what it is. 

He has given me some questions, and-in contrast his refusal to answer 
my questions for him-I am going to respond to them. It will he interesting to 
see what he will do if indeed he ever does get around to answering any of the 
questions that I have asked him. I'll ask some more in each and every speech 
of this debate. They will be in the book. And it will be clear to every reader if 
he does not answer them. 

The first question he asks: 
1. Some Church of Christ ministers are premillenniaHsts. Does this 

entail they will suffer endless torture unless they convert to Warren's view of 
the millennium? 

I would like to modify that question just a bit to make clear that they will 
be lost if they do not accept the Bible's teaching, the Bible's view, on the 
kingdom. If they deny the present kingdom of Jesus, then they are denying 
who he is. Jesus made clear (John 8:24), "Except ye believe that I am he ye 
shall die in your sins." And to deny that Jesus beeame King on the day of 
Pentecost is, in fact, denying an essential, fundamental doctrine of the gospel 
of Jesus Christ. 

2. Is it logically possible that all human beings might have made choices 
leading to endless torture in hell? 

As a matter of fact, the Bible makes clear that some men will he saved. We 
have no way of knOWing exactly how many will be saved. Whenever the seed, 
which is the word ofGod, falls into a good and honest heart and bears fruit, in 
obedience, there will be a Christian, a member of the Lord's chureh-where 
ever there is a Bible; there doesn't have to be someone there to teach him. He 
can read and learn it for himself. 1, in fact, have baptized people who alre~dy 
knew the truth before they were taught orally by some one. Note, please, that 
logie does not give content. To ask if something is logically possible, is not to 
ask if it is factually possible. Surely Dr. Barnhart, as a student of philosophy, 
knows that. And so I would say that it is logically possible. but it is not 
Biblically possible. This is the case beeause the Bible makes clear that some 
men will be saved. Some will go away in everlasting punishment, and some 
will go away to everlasting life (Matthew 25:46). 

3. If the Creator had foreknown that all his human creatures would have 
made choiees leading to an endless agony more intense than the Nazi concen
tration camps, would the Creator have been moral in creating such a world? 

The book of Job makes dear that there is at least this fundamental 
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question that man has no platform from which to ask, and that is, Should have 
God created, or should he not have created? \Vhat platform would we stand 
on-to question him-granted the existence of an infinite God, to decide that 
he should not have created. There is nothing incompatible with the infinity of 
God if a free man freely decides against serving God. And so, again, I indicate 
to you that the Bible makes clear that some people will be saved. And the Book 
o£}ob deals with the problem of the great "problem of eviF'-that is, of human 
suffering, sin, etc., and questions-and sets out the question of God (actually 
an answer), "where were you when I did thus and so?" And, so, the answer to 
Barnhart's third question is, "yes." 

Dr. Barnhart spent some time, instead of responding to my speech, in 
talking about some alleged differences among members of the Church of 
Christ. Well, I would certainly be the first to recognize and admit that there 
are differences among members of the church. As a matter of fact, Jesus had 
twelve men about him, a little "college," as it were, training men, called 
apostles. And one of them, Judas, fell away. That is a pretty high percentage to 
fall away, even for the great master himself. Paul referred to Hymenaeus and 
Alexander who did him great harm. Paul referred to Demas who forsook him 
having loved the then "present world." Paul referred to the Church at Corinth 
as having a number of doctrinal errors. 

Jesus referred to a number of the seven churches of Asia as being involved 
in certain errors and he made clear that if they did not repent they would be 
lost. This is the significance of his removing their candlesticks. 

And so the matter of disagreement depends upon whether it is a matter of 
expendiency (or judgment) or whether it is a matter of something the Bible 
makes clear we must be right about! There isn't any difHculty in that. It 
reminds me of the kind of question that Dr. Matson asked me in regard to the 
Bible down in Tampa. 

Next, he discussed Jacob and Esau (Rom. 9)-"Jacob have I loved, but 
Esau I hated." The "loving" one less than the other in selection of the "head" 
of God's people. This election of Jacob had nothing whatever to do with 
personal salvation, but with the working out of God's plan. There is no 
pre-selection by God for men to be saved or to be lost. Every man makes his 
own decision freely. Jesus said, "Come unto me, all ye that labor and are 
heavy laden, and I will give you rest." That is in Matthew 11:28-30. 

In Mark 16:15-16 Jesus said, "Go ye into all the world and preach the 
gospel to every creature. He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved, but 
he that believeth not shall be damned." Everyone must make up his o\vn 
mind as to how he will respond to the gospel. 

There are two inviters: the devil and Christ. Joe Barnhart apparently is 
answering, so far, the invitation of the devil. The invitation of Christ is to go 
through the gates of obedience of the gospel to salvation, to be added to the 
church which he purchased with his own blood (Acts 20:28), to live a Godly 
and subjective life (i.e., in submission to his will), to go out into eternity 
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beginning to tbe end--of tbe coming ofChrist, to the crucifixion ofChrist, the 
great sacrifice of Christ, and all of the things that fit together, in such 
marvelous unity. You might as well imagine that there were forty archers out 
in the middle of the night. And all ofthem shoot out in the darkness, and hit a 
certain target right in the bullseye. It would be incredible to expect such a 
thing to happen. And the writing of the Bible is a much more marvelous thing 
than that. 

To have a symphony orchestra ready to play and have somebody to pass 
out sheets ofmusic. And then the orchestra plays together and makes wonder
ful music-and someone says, "Well, it was a mere accident!" 

Suppose you get the greatest scholars of this world today, get them 
together and let them confer \.\ith each other every day and let them write an 
encyclopedia. I will guarantee you they will contradict one another somehow. 

3. We come now to the third premise. We can know that the New 
Testament possesses property two: that is, that]esus was beyond mere human 
invention. 

I insist to you tonight that Jesus Christ is the greatest person this world 
has ever known. Not only is he great, he is so great that he is beyond human 
invention. He could not have simply been "thought up." You cannot invent 
anybody who can even compare with him. 

I offer this challenge to Dr. Barnhart: invent somebody who really even 
compares with Jesus Christ, who is as good, or who surpasses him. He is 
simply beyond human invention. I have discussed that in detail already; that 
has already been shown in the material that was presented earlier on other 
charts. 

4. The fourth premise: We can know that the New Testament possesses 
property three; that is it is all-sufficient. It is all-suflkient to meet the real 
needs of men. It won't show you how to fix your Cadillac, or to put new 
lightbulbs or fixtures in your house, but it does deal with the things that really 
matter! It is all-sufficient epistemologically, that is, in the matter of how we 
know things, and what we really need to know: rnetaphysically, what really is, 
ultimately. It is concerned with Cod, the universe, and man. It is all-sufficient 
socially in regard to the individual and the society in which he lives
including the home, the state, the nation, the government. It is all-sufficient 
psychologically; it shows one how to gain peace of mind. I have done much 
counseling in my life, not from the standpoint of psychology, but from the 
standpoint of simply taking the Bible and saying, "If you will learn to live 
according to this teaching, I will guarantee you that your life will be happy. 
You will be an integrated personality." 

All right. I invite you to hear Dr. Barnhart. 
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BARNHART'S SECOND NEGATIVE 
SECOND NIGHT 

To the question, "Can a person be both a Christian and a premillennial
ist?" Tom gave no direct answer. But I think his answer is, no. If I have 
misinterpreted him, he may correct me. You have, Tom, condemned still 
another group to hell. Ifyou keep chopping off, pretty soon you'll have far less 
than 1 percent in heaven, less than you started with. 

But let us now plunge deeper into the issue. Does Tom really believe in 
his doctrine of omnipotence or power, or does he set it forth and then take it 
away? Let's ask Tom a question. Is your Cosmic Being forced to create 
anything? Is he under any kind of pressure to create? Do you agree that the 
Creator has perfect freedom? I think you do. He is free either to create or not 
to create. Right? 

Let's go still deeper. If this Creator was free to create, where did he get 
his blueprints? That's right. Where did he get his ideas from which to choose 
the kind of world he wanted? Or was he locked into one plan only? Or did this 
Cosmic Being simply create willy nilly, with no plan at all, no forethought? 
Just wham-bam and that's it! 

I'm talking here about cosmic family planning and moral responsibility. 
You and I don't always have to be morally responsible just to create. But what 
about the Cosmic Creator? Did your Cosmic being produce by blind instinct 
like rabbits? Or did he care for his ehildren as much as you and I care for ours? 

Imagine the following. You and your spouse are able to produce ten 
children. You know, long before they are conceived, that seven ofthem will, if 
created, make choices leading to their suffering excruciating torment, with 
never any hope of relief from their abject and endless misery. Furthermore, 
you know infallibly, with no traee oferror, the follo\\':ing: Only three of the ten 
offspring will, if you should produce them, make choices leading to their 
lasting joy. What will you do as a responsible parent? 

The answer will largely depend on what your options are and whether 
you're a moral person. Ifyou're interested in the well-being and happIness of 
ehildren, instead of glorifying your own ego, you're going to think about the 
consequences of your creative action. You want to be responsible. You don't 
want to generate offspring recklessly by blind impulse or instinct. So you plan 
ahead. Family planning. I think most of you would agree that in our hypothet
ical case, you should birth to no more than three children-the three 
whose future is one of joy rather than endless and excruciating misery. 

But what about the seven children who would end in agony? Should they 
be given existence if it means incurable, hopeless, and endless agony for 
them? I think most of us, as decent people, would say it is our solemn 
responsibility to refrain from bringing those potential children into existence. 

If as Matthew 26:24 says, it were better for Judas had he not been born, 
then it would be better if the seven potential children had not been conceived 
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and brought into existence. Mormon theology, however, may take issue with 
this. 

Mormon theology-with its own floating premises--claims that bodiless 
souls already do exist in some theological hinterland. Hence, :Vlormon elders 
think it is a moral duty to have as many children as possible in order to provide 
bodily homes for the remaining souls lost in the hinterland. That is a basic 
reason why Mormons are reluctant to practice birth control and family plan
ning. Now, unlike the Mormons, Tom believes there are no bodiless human 
children out there in the hinterland. According to Tom, human persons don't 
exist until they come into flesh and blood existence on earth. The ten potential 
children we are now discussing are, for both Tom and myself, only imaginary. 
Hence, it cannot be said that these imaginary children are deprived of their 
free choices before they are conceived and born, for no such children exist to 
be deprived of anything. A person cannot hurt unless he exists to be hurt. 

According to Tom Warren's theory, the Creator is, first of all, omnipotent 
or all-powerful. This entails that before creation, he had the genuine option 
not to create at all, or to create only whomever he desired. No one existed 
alongside him to compel him to create either anyone or all of those imaginary 
persons in his mind. In the Creator's mind and before creation, persons are 
only possibilities. They are only candidates for taking on existence alongside 
the Creator. 

Secondly, according to Tom Warren's theory, the Creator knows every
thing about the future. He knows that if Jim were to be brought into existence, 
then Jim would end up in everlasting misery. The Creator, who is infallible, 
knows who would make choices leading to endless horror and who would 
make choices leading to endless happiness. 

The third attribute that Tom claims for the Creator is that of love and 
goodness. Unfortunately, Tom's own Cosmic Being fails utterly to live up to 
this claim, as I am trying to argue. Those who believe there is a God who is 
loving and good need not, however, faU off the cliff with Tom. Theism 
deserves a far better voice to represent it than Tom Warren's. He is, after all, a 
structural atheist. 

I propose, therefore, a way out for theism, a beautiful way that will allow 
believers to love, adore, and worship the Creator as truly God. This way is not 
difficult to understand, but it is surprisingly simple. The Creator who is loving 
will not bring into existence every possible or imaginary person who exists in 
the Creator's mind. Rather, a loving God, a responsible God, will be selective 
and rational, governed by his moral ideal of maximizing happiness. He will 
not produce out of whim and compulsion, but on purpose and for a moral 
reason. He will exercise his power wisely, creating only those whom he knows 
will, if created, make choices leading to their maximum possible happiness. 

Those whom he foresees as ending up in abject horror for eternity are 
simply not brought into existence in the first place. And if they don't exist, 
their freedom is not denied. 
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As a Heavenly Father, God is not a raw power, an undisciplined power, 
but rather uses his power to maximize happiness and goodness for all his 
ereatures instead ofa select token to soothe his own conscience. You and I are 
disturbed that so many people in Calcutta, India seem to be entirely cavalier 
and indifferent in spawning one offspring after another, as if they cared not at 
all that millions of infants will be emptied into conditions of incredible 
wretchedness and horror. 

Many of us would be even more disturbed if we thought the Creator were 
so morally insensitive and careless as to create his offspring with no effective 
means-effective means, not just token means, not just an abstract means, 
but a real effective means-to produce actual good consequences, not just on 
paper, not just in theory, but truly effective, not merely in words. 

Torn, of course, insists that his Cosmic Being did consider the conse
quences. 'Whether this is the case or not, Torn's own ideological doctrines 
force us to conclude that this Cosmic Being did not give sufHcient and due 
regard for the consequences he foresaw, perhaps because he considered them 
only in the abstract. 

It 'will not do for Torn to argue that his omnipotent Creator was compelled 
to bring into existence everyone, regardless ofwhether they would end in joy 
or horror. For such a Creator would not be omnipotent. And Torn, we recall, 
says the Creator must be omnipotent. 

Tom's theory seems trapped in a dilemma: Either the Creator was com
pelled to produce everything, as if he were in no control of his own creativc 
impulse and enterprise, or the Creator exercised some principle of selection, 
as we might expect from a moral being. If, therefore, the Creator did exereise 
creative selection, then he had open to him the option to create only those 
who would freely choose alternatives leading eventually to endless joy and 
happiness. 

N ow, instead ofasking us to subscribe to the theory of the infallibility ofa 
book whose original autographs are all lost, many believing theists offer what 
might be called Moral or Structural Theism, in contrast to Torn's Structural 
Atheism. Structural Theism says there is a logic to theism, a logic more 
universal and secure than any precarious, backpedaling conjecture of an 
infallible book. Structural Theism offers the believer the opportunity ofsaving 
theism from the dismal and sordid conclusion to which Tom's theory has 
unfortunately brought us. 

Another point: Some theologians like Tom believe that they can produce 
rational arguments for belief in the Creator. But, they add, the Bible (or the 
Quran in the case of Islam) fills in the details, thereby enriching the general 
outline which the philosophical arguments provide. 

I suggest that an indiseriminate borro'vVing from the Bible and the Quran 
has generated much of the problem for theology of this sort. It may be that 
theism can stand quite well, perhaps even better, without the biblical notion 
of eternal punishment. Indeed, some theists hold that all the attempts over 
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the last centuries to defend the Bible as an infallible and inerrant divine 
revelation have done considerable harm to the cause of theism. In fact, 
according to many theists, the case for the infallible Bible is far convincing 
than the case for the existence of God. Better, they say, to free theism from 
the millstone of the conjecture of an infallible Bible than to pull theism into 
the quagmire of biblicism and legalism. 

Many theists contend there is a logic and structure to theism more 
universal and compelling than the endless flip flops required to defend the 
infallibility thesis and its doctrine ofendless torture. This is not to say that the 
Bible is void of all insight or 'Nithout leads of natural revelation and moral 
guidance. Rather, according to many theists, it is possible to hold that God 
reveals himself in earthen vessels and that the Bible is one such earthen 
vessel. Such theists go on to add that the Bible must not be turned into a paper 
pope, for such is the road to legalism and idolatry. Some Christians mistakenly 
think that God's Spirit cannot dwell in any human vessels that are less than 
perfect, which leads to the conclusion that believers must first reach the state 
of absolute perfection before they can become agents of goodness. 

It is a part of the so-called holiness mentality to demand that the Creator 
speak through a perfect book. For the Muslim, such a book is the Quran; for 
Tom, the Bible. Having demanded that his Creator reveal himself in this 
infallible document, Tom has, not surprisingly, convinccd himself that his 
demand has been met. I noticed recently the Muslims are putting out a book 
now on the scientific accuracy ofthe Quran. But with no falsification principle, 
you can harmonize any book. 

I suggest that any advantages that the theist might lose in cutting free of 
the theory of infallibility will be slight in comparison to the moral advantages 
gained in giving up certain traditional notions, including the notion of hell and 
everlasting vengeanee that has been mingled with the bitter gall of Tom's 
vague doctrine of retribUtion. 

We read in the newspaper a few years ago of a man who had raped an 
elderly woman and then kicked and beat her until she was senseless. Not long 
after that, the woman died. Tom wants to say-that is his premise, I can't 
believe Tom's heart would say this-his premise is that the man should be 
sent to suffer in hell forever. But what Tom has not wanted to publicize is a 
conelusion that his principles and premises demand. The conclusion is this. 
1'he same elderly woman who was raped and brutalized-a Presbyterian ifmy 
memory serves me well-will one day bc resurrected for the primary purpose 
of inflicting an even worse form of brutality upon her for the rest of her 
everlasting life. Tom's Cosmic Being will see to that. And Tom, \vith his 
grandiose and misleading talk ofobjective morality, tells us unashamedly that 
he personally would not worship and recognize a Being who declined to send 
that elderly Presbyterian woman to be tormented day and night forever. 

Tom, there is something deeply and profoundly obscene about your 
philosophy of violence. You say, if this Cosmic Being of yours didn't exist, 
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then there wouldn't be any reason for morality. I suggest that you have it 
turned' around. Here is a problem for you. Let's suppose you came to believe 
there were no hell, would you personally commit rape? Is that what keeps you 
from raping women old or young that you might take a fancy to? Thomas, 
please be specific. You don't need to give an answer to me, but to yourself. 

Tom and his fellow preachers like to point to Hitler and Stalin in order to 
build a case for eternal punishment for those two sadists. Then with a hop, 
skip, and jump through their theological fantasy island, they arrive at the 
sweeping conclusion that your next-door neighbors and mine, and most of 
your relatives and mine, are to be tormented along with Stalin and Hitler. 

I wish to criticize Tom's generalization. He uses Hitler and Stalin, instead 
of your grandmother or brothers, in his attempt to justify using violence in 
hell. I think this is telling. Tom knows that there is a clear distinction between 
us and international murderers. To classify mostofus with Hitler and Stalin in 
our actions requires considerable loss of moral sensitivity, as most of you 
know. 

Consider this: Tom's premises force the conclusion that if an hour before 
his death either Stalin or Hitler had made a confession and met a few other 
simple requirements, he would have gone to everlasting Heaven, while 
Winston Churchill would have g~ne to infinite torture, since Churchill did 
not join with the Church of Christ and its five-point program, but remained 
instead an Anglican to his death. So, by what procedure does Tom conclude 
that ordinary citizens like your relatives and mine are to be classified with 
Hitler and Stalin? I wish to go into this in some depth and to consult Tom's 
floating premises. 

In the nineteenth century, during the days of Alexander Campbell, a man 
named William ~1iller predicted the second coming of Christ, setting forth a 
precise place and date for the event. Believers gathered and waited for the 
appearance. Nothing happened. So, back to the Bible to do more calculations. 
A second revised prediction was made-precise and testable, giving specific 
time and place. Again, nothing happened. 

A friend of William Miller named Hiram Edson looked over the calcula
tions and concluded that Miller had been correct about the person and time of 
his prediction, but in error about the location or place. Edson declared, then, 
that the second return of Christ took place, not on earth, but in heaven. 
Naturally, it can't be tested. 

Now, this is exactly what Tom has done. If you want to know whether 
your grandparents or neighbors have done enough evil to deserve to be 
tormented day and night without relief forever, you won't detect all the evil 
impact out in the observable world. Rather, the putative evil has its impact in 
the ethereal world of floating premises, as denoted by Tom. 

In the case of Edson's ethereal inner sanctuary, nobody can test or 
observe whether the man makes any sense at all. Similarly, Tom's floating 
premise of the Cosmic Being's inner sanctum or ethereal holiness gives Tom 
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an infinite playground on which his wild horses of aggression and violence 
may romp and roam promiscuously, void of test or moral restraint. 

You want to know whether your grandmother or uncle deserves to be 
tormented forever, then read Tom's theological chart-and he will rank 
everyone under the sign of the Big Sinner. There are other versions of charts 
put out by other evangelists ready to give you the latest infallible documents 
hot off the floating premises. 

Well, I've got ten seconds, so that's all I have to say. Thank you for your 
attention. 
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WARREN'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 
SECOND NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. 
I am before you now for the last twenty minute speech that I will have this 

evening. This will be the last major speech that I will have in the affirmative, 
and then I will have only a five minute rejoinder. 

I would like for you to notice that I answered the questions which Dr. 
Barnhart posed to me. And without answering any of the questions that I gave 
to him, he didn't give any attention to more than one of the answers which I 
gave to his questions-as far as I can recall. 

As to his response to my answer to his first question, there was nothing to 
that. He said nothing really worthy of my paying much attention to. I'll try to 
get to you what little he did say just a little later. 

First, I would like to ask Dr. Barnhart, in all sincerity, if you could 
grant-I realize that, for you, this is a counter-factual hypothesis-for the 
sake ofargument you eould grant that God exists, that the Bible is the word of 
God, and that the Bible teaches that one must be baptized in order to be 
saved-then, would you believe that a person would have to be baptized in 
order to be saved? 

Dr. Barnhart, I'll give you that question without even hoping you will 
answer it, but at least maybe you ean have it as a "keepsake." 

Dr. Barnhart has had trouble with the word "God." It is hard to know 
what it means for him. I want to take just a moment-even though it is 
somewhat aside-to show you that philosophers ordinarily do not have that 
trouble. For instance, a theist, F. C. Copleston, a Catholic philosopher, said 
in the Russell-Copleston debate, "As to what we understand of the term 
'God,' I presume that we mean a supreme personal being distinct from the 
world and creator of the world." His opponent in that debate was an agnostic 
by the name of Bertrand Russell, an outstanding philosopher of this century, 
said that, "Yes, I accept this definition." And, on being asked if he would say 
that the non-existence of God can be proved, Russell replied, ";\[0, I cannot 
say that. My position is agnostic." 

But Dr. Barnhart knows a great deal more than Dr. Russell! He knows 
that the God of Dr. Copleston's proposition does not exist! 

Dr. Flew began by saying he knew that God did not exist. But he began to 
try to "flip over" and say that he didn't know whether he did or did not exist. 

There is an atheist who knows what the word God means-set out in a 
dictionary published in the Soviet Union by Marxist philosophers, atheistic 
philosophers: "God, an imaginary conception of a supernatural omnipotent 
being, which is supposed to have created the world and to be ruling it .... " 

Logical positivists are philosophers who hold that religious and moral 
statements are nonsensical-such statements are nothing but emotive or 
expressive ofone's personal feelings. Nevertheless, Professor A. J. Ayer knew 
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what the word "God" means. He said that there could be no way of proving 
that the existence of a God such as the God of Christianity, is even probable. 

:M2 En!. -iNttYflE..eE-T.4IVS; AIO EmPIRICAL 
FACTS f1/ITH WHICH TO ALLlftSe
IIYC'O/WPATIBlt.lTY IVITN 60D .<1 

-)l{ /Iffi' CIIAt..I..l!:NM lCI€../ITfle'IST To PRoYe 
TII-4T '</I/Y47T/</8t1Te OF Got:> /$ IVO'T 
ce?MI'Ar/BU' t</ITIIS(M1e ()Tt'lE'~ tTTTR/SVTe. 

Now, let us look at chart number I8-J. On Chart I8-J, I would like for you 
to look at the circle which indicates, in a rather rapid way, the various 
attributes of God. You will notice that as Professor Barnhart purports to 
explain to you the God of the Bible, he will mention the goodness, and love 
and mercy, and wisdom and power, but notice over there at the left just above 
the center, he never mentions justice and righteousness! 

The Bible teaches that God is not only good, he is not only infinite in 
goodness and mercy and kindness, not only infinite in existence, not only 
infinite in wisdom and knowledge, and presence, and holiness, but he is also 
infinite injustice. lnat is why we find the Apostle Paul, under the guidance of 
the Holy Spirit, saying in Romans 6:23: "For the wages of sin is death." As I 
discussed last evening, as one talks about punishment-and I pleaded with 
and hegged him to talk about punishment from this standpoint: does anyone 
deserve any punishment during earthly life? 

Counterfactual to Barnhart's view, if the infinite God existed, would Dr. 
Barnhart grant, for the sake of argument, that if the infinite God existed, and if 
indeed he is infinite injustice, could he punish man for even one minute after 
his life on earth is over? Dr. Flew said he could. I want to know if you say he 
eould! For one minute? Will you answer that? Just one minute? 
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Next, I want you to look at Chart 18-K. Atheists cannot determine the 
non-existence of God from the concept of God alone. So far, it is not really 
clear whether Dr. Barnhart is trying to do that or not. He never really sets out 
anything in logical precision. That is a strange thing for a philosopher-who 
spends much of his time in studying about logic and using it in his classroom. 

I submit to you that this cannot be done. That he cannot-looking at the 
charts (l8-J and 18-K) that I gave you just before-find a contradiction 
between the infinite justice of God and the infinite love of God! And ifhe has 
any point at all on this matter, it must be in that direction. But he has not even 
mentioned thefustice of God! I know that he cannot choose the upper part of 
this chart, to say that it is done from concept alone. Does he have it sort of 
reversed on the logical argument where he reasons from a mere concept to the 
non-existence of something that you obviously have not experienced? Ifso, can 
you reason from a mere concept to the existence ofsomething that you have not 
experienced? If you have any case at all, Joe, you are going to have to reason 
from some fact of evil to the concept of God and then reason from the 
com bination ofthat information to the non-existence ofGod! But, ifthere is no 
God, then there is no evil! 

I want you to note something in connection with thc Nazis and their 
condemnation. Dr. Barnhart, you are not going to run me off of that problem. 
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It is a problem for you from which you will never escape, neither you nor any 
other atheist. The Nazis were charged, not for violating the law of Germany 
(which they did not do), not for violating the law ofRussia (which they did not 
do), not for violating the law of England or the law of the United States. But 
according to a Justice on the United States Supreme Court (who was a 
prosecutor in the trial of the :r\azis) the Nazis were charged with violating a 
"higher law" which transcends the transient and the provincial. Thus, it had 
to be from law of God. 

THE! R DEFENSE 

1. 	 OUR SOCIETY HAD ITS OWN NEEDS & 
DESIRES. 

2. 	 OUR SOCIETY MADE ITS Of,N LAWS, 

BASED ON THOSE NEEDS AND 

DESIRES, 

3, OUR SOCIETY COMMANDED US TO 

EXTERMINATE THE JEWS, 

q, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN HRONG FOR US 

NOT TO HAVE OBEYED. 
5, Now YOU TRY TO CONDEMN US BY THE 

LAW OF AN AllEN SOCIETY--A VALUE 

SYSTE,~ WHICH HAD NOTHING TO DO 

WITH THE NAZIS, 

(CLAIMED AN EX fQSI El!.1:IJl LAW) 

THEIR PROSECUTION 

THEY APPEALED TO A HIGHE>; LAW WHICH 

"RI SES ABOVE THE PROVINCIAL AND 

TRANSC [ENT--'" --R. H. JACKSON, 

~~lliI.J:1.!;N~ 
:i:B..!AJ... ) 

Now, notice carefully on this chart, The people in Germany were not 
guilty of violating our law. Their defense was "We did not violate our own 
law," Therefore, upon what basis were they punished? I want to ask Dr. 
Barnhart: will you now have the integrity, will you have the courage to come 
up here and say that the Nazis should not have been punished at all, not even 
by one slap on the wrist? Should they have been punished by a slap on the 
wrist one time for the murders of those six million Jews? Ifso, what is the basis 
for that punishment since they did not violate the law ofGermany? If there is 
not a higher law, the law of the infinite God, then that was a travesty on 
justice. 
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\Ve notice on chart number 214, which sets out, the actual truth about 
God, that he is willing to save any and everybody! What Barnhart is trying to 
convince you of here tonight is a sort of guaranteed freedom, that God will 
select only the people who will be guaranteed to have eternal life. Ifa man is 
free, he must be free to do wrong! There is no such thing as being free to do 
right ifyou are not free to do wrong. He expects to have a guaranteed freedom 
which is self-contradictory, in its very nature. But notice that the Bible offers 
salvation to all men. The grace of God hath appeared bringing salvation to all 
men. (Titus 2:11.) 

The Bible plainly teaches that all who act in rebellion against God will be 
lost and that all who act in obedience to him will be saved! It is just that simple. 
Wherever the seed-which is the word of God (Ephesians 6: 17)-goes and 
there is a good and honest heart (the soil in which that seed falls) and 
something grows, it will be a child of God. If you plant an acorn seed in the 
ground, ifa bird flies over the land and drops an acorn in the ground, it will not 
be a bird that grows, it will be an oak tree. And ifthe seed ofGod falls into the 
heart ofa child ofthe devil, one who is not a child of God, and he responds to it 
correctly and obeys the gospel, then he will become a child of God. It is really 
just that simple. 

I must now continue to set out my affirmative argument so that it will have 
been presented in its entirety in my discussion. 
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I call your attcntion now to the point where I stopped on chart 220-B. I 
was pointing out, in premise four, that if we know that the New Testament 
possesses property three, that is, that of all-sufficiency, that it is all-sufficient 
epistemologically, metaphysically, socially, psychologically, morally, anthro
pologically, and in everything that has any real Significance to man. And 
neither Dr. Barnhart nor any of his associates--Dr anybody anywhere--can 
show otherwise. Members of the body of Christ will be willing to stand on the 
public platform and defend that proposition in any university in this world 
without the slightest fear that it could be overcome. 

Now, having proved those four basic constituent subpropositions, by the 
logical move called conjunction, we prove that the total conjunction-the 
compound proposition in premise six-is true from premises two, three, four 
and fJve. It follows therefore, in premise seven, the conclusion: we can know 
that the New Testament is the word of God! 

Now, knowing that the Kew Testament is the word of God, and knowing, 
as we have already seen, that the Kew Testament reveals Jesus Christ as a 
perfect example, we have already proved in previous speeches that Jesus 
Christ is man's perfect example. 
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'(1) 

PERFECT--IN CHAHACTER 

IICharacter: ~.' the complex of mental and ethical traits 

marking a person .•. 

I. CO~SIDER: According to P~il. 2:5-8, He-

I. Lived as a servar:t; 

2. ~'las characteri zed by humi2.i tYi 

3. t-vas obedient. 

II. HE NEVER-

Thought a wrong thought, 

2. Said the wrong· word; 

3. \\fent to the vlrong place; 

4. PerforJ:led a wrong act; 

5 ~ Made an ur:sound arg'Jment; 

6. Taught a wrong lesson; 

I. Had the wrong attit'Jde toward any .person or thing; 

8. 1';a5 --in any way--disobedient to God f S VIi :1; 


9~ ~1ade a false state:r::ent. 


:=0 

(1) 

(2) 

: 3) 

not YOu; 

:::=or 

hat!!. you. 

pain in orde= to 

L In 

1. 

3. ffieC1.: 

that lifO 

\Vil~--I!ot 

\vi=-l; 

(2} O~4n will, 

's 

be above 

s':n Bet, 4:15) i 

6. 

8. teachir:":f us 

:nind (heart; and in c1eed (Cf. 5:21,28) ; 
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HE IS PERFECT--AS OUR EXAMPLE (CaNT.) 

9. In being compassionate (Cf. Isa. 42:3; 14t. 9:36; I1t. 23:37); 

10. In upholding the sanctity of marriage and the home (Cf. Mt. 

5:31,32; 11t. 19:3-12); 

11. In helping us to understand the reasons for suffering and 

dying (Cf. Jno. 3:16; I1t. 20:28; Ht. 26:28; Rom. 5:8,9; Jno. 

10:11,15,17; Jno. 15:13; Heb. 2:9; 1 Thess. 5:10). 

In charts 205-1-2 and 205-1-5, 205-1-6, we now notice, in the next prem
ise, the proof of the fact that we can know that the New Testament teaches 
Christian ethics. This has shown in the character, the person,' the teaching, 
and the perfect example of Jesus Christ. This does set forth-in that example 
of Jesus, and in his apostles and prophets, in the charts that we showed 
you-the fact that we can know that the New Testament teaches Christian 
ethics and that, being the word of God, such is superior to all other ethical 
systems. And since Jesus' system is superior to all other ethical systems, it, 
therefore, is superior to the ethical system of Joe Barnhart and Jeremy 
Bentham. 

qUESTIONS FOR EARi'lrlART 

~UESDAY NOV, 4J 1980J 

1. IT I S I M."10RA,... TO BE ME'mER ANC B!?L: EVER I N THE 

CHURcd OF CI-':"I.:ST (AS IS 
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2. HITLER'S i"'l:RDE~iNG OF SIX MIL.ION JEWISH 

MEN~ WC,"1EN .. AN::! eH 1:"'DREN WOULD NOT HAVE 

WRONG IF HITLER HAD COMPOSED EVE~~ Qtlf 

PIECE ON THE ORDER OF BACH, HANDEL, 

BEEK 

MUSICAL 

BEETHOVEN, 

o 

3. GOD EXISTS AND IS INi::lNITE) L 

HART) KN::::W THAT THOUGH I-JE rs INFDIITE 

I-JE COuLD NOT EVEt\ PUN:SH MAN :N H:'LL 

:HE APPROPRiATE BOX(ES)): 

~lNUTE 

E, 

IN 

FOR 

BARN

JUS~~CE) 

(O-IEeK 

O:-4E HOUR 

ONE YEAR 

DONE 1>'1 ~L10N vEARS 

Next, let us look at the chart number 201-G. I promised that I would have 
some more questions for Dr. Barnhart, and here they are: 
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1. True or false. It is immoral to be a member and believer in the Church 
of Christ (as is Dr. Warren) even if one keeps his "intellectual integrity" by so 
doing. 

]\ow, Dr. Barnhart, that says that if I am honest-ifI really am honest and 
not just saying that I am-and if I am honestly and sincerely a member of the 
Church of Christ because I believe with all my heart that such is the right 
thing, am I guilty of the immorality with which you have charged me and ecery 
other member of the Church of Christ (which you have also charged)? 

2. True or false. Hitler's murdering of over six million Jewish men, 
women, and ehildren would not have been wrong if Hitler had composed 
even one musical piece on the order of Bach, Handel, and Beethoven. 

3. 	 Check the appropriate boxes: 
If God exists and is infinite, I, Joe E. Barnhart, know that though he is 

infinite in justiee, 'he could not even punish man in hcll for (check the 
appropriate box(es)); 

One minute 
o One hour 
D One year 


One million years 


1. 	 OF REPL'(lNG TO 71-1[; HE 

PREPARED SPECH, 

2. WARREN rlAD NO EXPU,IN DEF:CtE~K!ES 

OF THE BIB SYSTEM-':VEN FlO UGH THE "-RDPCSITION DEr<'AN1)ED 

IT. 

~. IJCN!ED E.X!SrEf.;CE GOD, 

DENIED fHE HISPIRlFtON or THE 

5. 	 DnHE!J HI STOR I C I1Y OF JES'JS. 

ICNOR::D THE ENO,,(MOUS- {f1P\.ICA.T10NS- OF THE BIB THEORY. 

7, CU\lMED JESUS rlAS ;i"W,cRAL. IN HIS TEACI-III-1G 01' HfL~. 

T;) 4:;,\. 

CHURCH ChiUST NARRGW-MIND:::n r~ /;, 

PS":ORA7lV!: SC'1SE. 

10, CALLED cH,:;H-rAt; DJCf\'CNE CDleus TO CORE. 

lL fl.C(;US:::n }!ARI1:EN OF ATHEISM A~r; SAiD TrlA- \lARRE'4 B,---ASP4EMEj) 

WHE~ HE "Gon" IN CCNf<ECTICN \~!Tl--l 7HE CHRIS"'!AN 

SYS7EM, 

12. 	 111'j~EP9ESnFE.J HARREN tJHEN HE 

POWER" AND (2) T--IAT 10M :S "11:£PL'LSt:D BY HIS OWN DDC'rRH1E," 

13, hUrLIt:D THAT A PERSON IS fOR EXAMPLE, A GREAT I",US;CIML 

SHOUL) WH 3E LOST Pi HE'--L, 


Ii.!, SAl!) -iJARRt:r. " ALL PAIN," 


15. 	 CO"'::;ARED (IN WARREN'S DEfH1SE OF THE r-jEW iESiA.l'lENT 

ETH1C,r..L SYSTEM)TG APOLOGISTS fOR ST,;~rN {Bf>.RNHAlU'S 

CHART, OF VI~lE!tCE"> FIG, D, 

Now, I want the series of chart 225-A. Barnhart's Blunders, Inconsisten
cies, Etc. of Monday Night. I do not have the blunders and inconsistencies 
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that Dr. Barnhart has committed tonight, but I do have 37 of them from last 
night. So, I'm going to read them rather rapidly. 

1. Instead of replying to the affirmative speech, he read a prepared 
speech. He kept it up tonight. 

2. He claimed that Warren had no right to explain the deficiencies of the 
Barnhart/Bentham system even though the proposition demanded it. 

3. He denied the existence of the God of the Bible. 
4. He denied the inspiration of the Bible. 
5. He denied the historicity of Jesus. And we will get to that later in this 

discussion, the Lord willing. 
6. He ignored the enormous implications of the Barnhart/Bentham 

theory. 
7. He claimed that Jesus was immoral in his tcaching, because of hell. 
8. He would not answer questions presented to him. 
9. He attacked the Church of Christ as narrow-minded in a pejorative 

sense. 
10. He called Christian doctrine odious to the core. 
11. He accused \Varren of Atheism and said that Warren blasphemed 

when he used "God" in connection with thc Christian system. 
12. He misrepresented "Warren when he said that (1) "Tom likes Hitler's 

power" and that Tom is "repulsed by his own doctrine." And that is false to the 
core. 

13. He implied that if a person is, for example, a great musician, he 
should not be lost in hell, 

14. He said that Warren "rationalizes all pain." That is false! 
15. He compared \-Varren (in Warren's defense of the New Testament 

ethical system) to the Apologists for Stalin (that is on Barnhart's chart, "Philo
sophies of Violence," Figure 1). 

16. Barnhart said he opposes rape-but in so doing he rejects Bentham. 
17. He implied that being president of the U.S.A. should preclude one 

from going to hell. 
18. He implied that if men are free (which contradicts the Bentham! 

Barnhart theory), then no one should say they are wrong. Yet, he is not willing 
to do this with Warren: he strongly condemns Warren even though Warren 
honestly disagrees with him. (Yet John 7: 17 says: "He that willeth to do his will 
shall know of the teaching, whether it be of God." And 2 Thess. 2: 10-12 
teaches that only men who are honest and sincere and obey the gospel will be 
saved.) 

19. Barnhart rejects the word "God" (God with a capital G) and "god" 
(with a little g) and insists on the expression "cosmic being." A rather strange 
procedure. And he has not to this good moment told us what he means by this 
Cosmic Being. How close is it to Henry Nelson Wieman's theory? How close 
is it to that of Charles Hartshorne? How close is it to that of Alfred North 
Whitehead? How close is it to just pure old nothing but rocks and dirt 
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THE U,S,,~ 

H:'ll, 

18, IHPLiED T>-j~T f1EN 

B/E THEORY), NO SHOULD SAY ARE. '>lRONG, 

NOT 'I?L:....ING TO DO ThIS WIT:'! WAHREN: 

rlONESTLY 

19. 3ARNHAR7 i'lORD "Goo" licon" AND INSISTS 

ON EXPRESSION "casr·\IC 

20, SET OUT THE ATT~f3UTES OF 

"COSMlC BEING"~ 1 ,F., 1£ \11~ TELL WHF.-:-rlER HE (JT) 

He. 

2:, WILL QuEST! QNS-YlNy7 HE CANNOT 
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23, "GoD" A "CJSM!C ST.t\LI~j," 

24. CrlARGES WARR::t, WiTH H1DWG A DOerR' 1NE UNDER 

iHE LOVE. 

SAYS B:LLY GRAHAM NOT A ISN'T IF-LIar 

O.3ED!EtC TO IN, 3:3--5). 

25. CHARGES CHuRCH CHR r 51 1</ [Th DEEc-- SEA TED riA "rqED 

eTHERS, 

existence, Dr. Barnhart? You have not told us whether it is a person or not a 
person! 

20, Yet, he will not set out the attributes of that "Cosmic Being"; i. e., he 
\vill not tell us whether that "Cosmic Being" is a personal being, infinite, 
finite, or non-personal, and so forth. 

21. He will not answer questions! why not? Because he cannot and stay in 
this debate! 

As David Hurne said that no man ever turned against reason until reason 
turned against him, So I have never seen a man turn against logic until he 
knew that his argument would not stand the light oflogic. I have never seen a 
man refuse to answer questions that did not know he could not answer them 
and stay in "the ballgame." 

22, He claims that Warren says that honesty stands for nothing. And that 
is as false as it could be. 

23. He claims that God equals a "Cosmic Stalin." 
Can you imagine a man daring to stand here and say that God Almighty is 

equal to a "Cosmic Stalin"-possibly as wicked a man who's ever lived? 
24. He charges Warren \\lith hiding a hideous doctrine under the cloak of 

love. 
25. He says that "Warren says Billy Graham is not a Christian." And I'll 

say this-ifhe has not been born ofwater and the Spirit he is not. 1 did not say 
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that. It is not my doctrine. Jesus said in John 3:5: "Except a man be born of 
water and Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven." And if Billy 
Graham were here tonight-I would be willing to debate him-ifyou can get 
him here-I'll guarantee to be here at the right time to meet him on that 
question. In fact, I would be willing to pay you something to get him here. 

26. He charges the Church of Christ with a deep-seated hatred of others. 
That is false to the core. 

27. 

BUT IS FALSE, 

23. 	 "-:,B.W, IS B:":TTER THAN "13 THEOLOGY," 

EARNHNH, 

CHARGED THAT THAt, 1% THE WORLDiS 

POPULATION !S 


A, J,:::', R4RNHAfH :<.NOW, 


B, :"l::ITHER DO I, 


3'), 	 FALSELY T,B,\'!, WITc1 DENYrf'<G FRECDO.11 CHOICE 

("HAVE GUN AT yeu;;: BACKS il ,) 
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TARSUS L:KED IN ALL GOO] CONSCieNCE ACTS 

23d), 
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35, 

NCH CONCERND THE 

ETERNA:. DIVORCE OF PA~_:f!,-;-S AND CHJ:"CREN, 

27. He claims that Warren misrepresented Bentham's position-but this 
is false. I read it right out of his book. 

\\'nat Barnhart wants to do is have you to take his statement of what 
Bentham's doctrine is, rather than taking the plain statement of Jeremy 
Bentham himself right out of his (Bentham's) book. 

28. He says "T.B.W.'s life is better than his theology." Well, I do not 
know of anybody whose life is not better than the theology of Joe Barnhart. 
Because if he lived according to his doctrine, he would be doing any and 
everything that brought him pleasure! And if it gave him pleasure to torture, 
rape, and murder little girls, he would be doing it. It would be the 11wrally 
right thing to do. And ifhe followed Bentham he not only ought to do it but be 
would do it! Now, what if everybody on this university campus adopted that 
doctrine? Let me tell you, you had better watch what yoti have here. 
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29. He charged that less than 1% or less of the world's population is 
saved. 

A. Joe Barnhart does not know that. 
B. Neither do 1. 

Wherever there is a Bible and man believes and obeys it, he will be saved. 
I've encountered men like that-men whom I did not have to teach one word. 
They had simply read the Bible, had learned what to do to be saved, and were 
baptized into Christ. 

30. He falsely charges me with denying freedom of choice, insisting that I 
have adopted the analogy of "having a gun at your backs." There is nothing in 
what I have ever said that has anything whatever to do with such a position. 

31. He falsely charges me with denying the moral integrity of those who 
disagree with me. That is not true! Saul of Tarsus lived in all good conscience 
until the day that he was speaking in Acts 23:1 after he had been a Christian for 
some time. And he had fought thc church with every ounce of his being, but 
he done it honestly. But the faet that he had done it honestly did not mean that 
he was saved. 

Of the people who crucified the Lord Jesus Christ by the hands of the 
Romans, the Apostle Peter said (in Acts 3:17): «I know that in ignorance ye did 
it." But ignorance was no substitute for the truth. There is no substitute for 
the truth. 

The Bible makes clear-in the life of Saul ofTarsus-that even though a 
man is sincere and zealous and religious, ifhe is sincerely and zealously wrong 
religiously, then he is lost, for he has not obeyed the gospel of Christ. 

Well, 1 have a few more of those. Maybe we will get them in the five 
minutes rejoinder. 
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BARNHART'S THIRD NEGATIVE 
SECOND NIGHT 

We know what Tom thinks on logic, but tbat Tom's personal opinion. And 
we know what that's worth, don't we, Thomas? It's a private subjected 
opinion. I don't agree with Tom, but that doesn't make me necessarily 
illogical. You need to grasp my connections more, Tom. 

Now to the question you asked, what if God revealed the Bible from 
heaven? I would deny that there's a heaven up there. Ifthere is a revelation of 
the doctrine ofhell, then the Being revealing it wouldn't be God. Hc would be 
too immoral. You hold that he is a Cosmic Being, but I deny that he is God. 
And I thought I was very clear about that, but apparently while you were 
teasing me or ignoring my questions, you were also day dreaming. 

I did not say that God equalled Stalin. My position was the opposite of 
that. I thought I made that clear. It's been my major point all through this 
debate, that God cannot be God unless he's beyond this wrath and violence of 
the type Tom talks about, and whitewashes in the name ofjustice. Apparent
ly, the type of justice Tom best conceives ofis infinite torture. But a good God 
doesn't indulge himself in infinite torture of his creatures or other beings. 

There is a crucial point about the conjecture of infinite torment that 
deserves to be exposed. Tom's argument, very simply, is this. Ifeither Hitler 
or Stalin deserves any finite amount of punishment on earth, then everyone 
outside the Church of Christ deserves to be punished infinitely in the next 
life. Where does Tom get this? From his floating premises. He gets the 
doctrine of the infinite punishment of everyone from the premises of infinite 
playground where the enraged imagination runs wild, lusting for violence 
unchecked and undisciplined. 

Most ofTom' s ideological talk proves, however, to be a way to talk about 
inflicting violence and mayhem on most of the human race and doing so in the 
name of morality. And that's what I call pornography. This pornography is 
kept in the cloak of sacred theology, carnage in the name of spirituality, 
obscenity perfected to the point of rottenness, moral rottenness. 

Let us ask, should Hitler and Stalin be tortured forever and ever? It is a 
question that Tom seems obsessed with. The answer depends on whether 
we're in an endless contest of the Hatfields and the McCoys. If Hitler does X 
amount of violence, then Tom's Cosmic Being is supposed to do X-plus 
amount of violence. Ifs the philosophy of "Overcome evil with more evill" 
"Let violence in the Hitlers and Stalins breed even more violence in the 
Cosmic Being." "If you can't lick'em, join'em." "Rape the rapist-that is, 
torment him endlessly so that rape would be an act ofmerey, by comparison." 

All your talk about rape, Tom, is air when compared to this violenee that 
you call justice. Does it not seem ironic, that in attempting to provide a moral 
philosophy that will allow us to judge the deeds of Hitler and Stalin to be bad, 
Tom Warren could come up with nothing better than a view that allows him to 
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justify evil a thousand times more hideous than that of Stalin and Hitler 
combined? And sad as it may be, like Hitler and Stalin, Tom insists on labeling 
conspicuolls evil as not evil or wickedness at all, but as the overflow of love 
itself. Torn, you sometimes urge your debating opponents to he converted to 
your position. But perhaps it is you needing to be converted. All of us need a 
moral conversion. And that's why I take a whole new religious frame of 
reference. That's what I'm trying to do here. By answering every point by 
point, you get a whole new frame of reference. 

I believe your own offer to others to become converted to your position is 
an ofFer to become perverted. I don't have time to go into this. I suggest that 
most people who believe in this doetrine ofhell do so in the abstract imperson
al way. They inherit this view, and it is not meant personally. 

Later on, if I have the time, I want to talk to you about an uncle of mine 
who is a member of the Chureh of Christ. And when he lost his brother, my 
father, he believed my father went to hell in agony. The uncle ofmine \vas in 
excrueiating agony because of the doctrine of hell. I think Theism can give you 
something better than Tom's Cosmic Atheism. 

Suppose I say to you, I will give you ten dollars to believe that this object 
before us, which is your hand, what you have been aceustomed to ealling your 
hand, is a small rabbit. Could you do it? ;\lote, I didn't say, Could you pretend 
to believe it? Can you at this moment truly believe this object before us is a 
gentle baby rabbit instead of your hand? I think we will agree most of us 
cannot. 

Now, suppose I offer you twenty dollars to exercise your free will to 
honestly and truly believe for four days that this object before us is a real 
rabbit. Conld you do it? I suspect you might say to me, it isn't a qnestion of 
free will or choosipg to believe versus choosing to be an unbeliever. Rather, it 
is a question of jt~dgment and you would likely say to me, "Look, Joe, my 
judgment leads me to say it's a hand, not a rabbit. I can't just choose to believe 
what I think is not the case." 

But suppose I begin to intimidate you personally. Well, if you bother to 
reply to me at all, you will inform me that you can't just will your beliefs. You 
must, instead, follow your own judgment, which responds to a reality beyond 
your will. 

But suppose I say, "Either cboose to believe that your hand is a rabbit or 
ehoose to be tortured." 

:Katurally, you're going to realize you cannot believe contrary to what 
your judgment directs, so you don't have that choice open to you. 

Similarly, I and millions of others can't will to believe the view that Tom 
embraces. That is not a true option for us. At best, it is only a verbal option, 
abstract, and not a real, concrete option within the circle of rationality as we 
perceive it. 

Tom has a very difficult time understanding that people perceive dif
ferently from him. Now, part of my perception is in my ignorance. I'm 
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impressed with my ignorance, and I'm also very impressed with Tom's 
ignorance. But somehow I'm to go to eternal torment because of my ignor
ance. Tom, however, has a different kind of ignorance. Naturally, you realize I 
can't really accept this. 

To be sure, Tom's judgment leads him, honestly, to think his theory is 
true. My judgment leads me to another position. Tom doesn't want to turn his 
judgment over to me, and I, of course, have no interest in surrendering my 
judgment to him or to anyone. Then how do Tom and I resolve our di~agree
ments? By inti.llidating and haranguing one another? By hurling threats of 
hell at one another? No, we offer rational discourse and argumentation. But 
suppose we still disagree. Does that mean that Tom is intellectually dishon
est, on his own ego trip so that he can't bring his intellect under discipline? 
This is possible. But it need not be the case for Tom, and it need not be the 
case for me. 

According to Tom's premises, if every adult on earth should die at this 
moment, over 99 percent of them would go to a place of unending torment. 
Tom argued somewhat against this, but he was not clear on this. He had some 
vague notion of a Hindu reading a Christian Bible that just might have been 
passed on to him by another Hindu. 

These unfortunate people, according to Tom, must suffer because they 
have beliefs that do not harmonize with the views expressed in the New 
Testament as Tom interprets it. Furthermore, some of these people will be 
tortured forever even though they honestly thought they were following the 
New Testament teachings. Tom, however, says they must hold to the proper 
interpretation in order to escape infinite torment-that what Tom believes 
is the proper interpretation of Acts 2:38. 

Tom is quick to claim that he himself is intellectually honest in his 
interpretation of the New Testament. He gave his passage, the third chapter 
oOohn, on being born of water and ofthe Spirit. Ofcourse, everybody knows 
what being born of water means. Or do they? It's a matter of honest disagree
ment. It doesn't necessarily mean baptism. If you ask me, I have no vested 
interest in this. I'm someone who is outside this whole position. vVhat does 
the passage really mean? And I'd have to say Ijust don't know. I know all the 
various interpretations. I know Tom's. I knew it when I was a kid. I grew up on 
it. But that raises a critical question about those who are intellectually honest 
but hold interpretations or views in conflict with Tom's. 

Indeed, Tom is faced with a serious moral dilemma which he has never 
been able to resolve. It is a dilemma regarding all these people who hold to 
views different from what he takes to be the true interpretation of the New 
Testament. The dilemma is as follows: Either all these people will suffer 
endless torment (even when they are intellectually honest in holding to their 
views) or it is impossible for them to hold to their views and at the same time 
remain intellectually honest. 

The second horn of this dilemma entails that on religious questions, at 
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least,it is logically impossible to be honestly mistaken or honestly in error. In 
short, those who, Tom insists, are in religious error are one and all intellec
tually dishonest. This entails further that Tom and his tiny group are the only 
truly intellectually honest people on earth. Do they have less ignorance? I 
don't think you believe that. Ifyou take a paper clip, how many statements can 
be made about this? A thousand, just to describe it. How many statements can 
you make about anything in the universe? The chances of falling in error on 
religious subjects and everything is very high. And that includes the theory of 
evolution. I think the theory of evolution will probably disappear some day 
along with the theory oftheism. A good argument for theism may still be in the 
making. rm working on it. But all of our theories are strictly finite. Even the 
theory of the infallible Bible is a finite human being's theory of the infallible 
Bible. 

What do you want to say about this, Tom: That you're ignorant? That I'm 
ignorant? Or you happen to be ignorant of the wrong thing? Well, is it a sin-is 
it infinite sin to be ignorant? That's the question. Am I immoral because my 
ignorance happens to be, in Tom's judgment, ofa different kind from his own? 
Now, I presume that Tom does not regard himself as infallible. Otherwise, he 
would be a Pope, or could have been. We don't need that any more than we 
need a Pope from Denton called Joe Barnhart. The world is bad off enough. 
See Figure 4. 

WARREi~ ISN ENTA I LS 

THERE CANNOT BE HONEST DISAGREEMENT IN INTERPRETING 

THE NEW TESTAMENT, IF J. D. BALES, V. E. HOWARD, F, F. 
BRUCE, OR ANYONE DIFFERS WITH TOM WARREN'S INTERPRETATION, 

THEN THEY ARE DISHONEST OR LESS MORAL THAN WARREN IN 

SOME RELEVANT WAY, 

TI'IO QUESTIONS: (1) Is TOM WARREN INFALLIBLE? 

(2) DOES TOM ADVOCATE A NE\,! J HOLI NESS I EP I STE}10LOGY? 

(THAT IS, MUST A PERSON ATTAIN A STATE OF EPISTEMOLOGICAL 
~TlON IN CERTAIN AREAS IF HE IS TO ESCAPE THE RACK?) 

But the point is-you see, the dilemma-you and I are finite human 
beings, and Tom is trying to say it's immoral to be/inite! You're damned if you 
do, literally, and damned if you don't. 

Now, I don't think most people want to intimidate people to hell, but I 
perceive that a lot of preachers do. And maybe a lot ofpreachers actually want 
to send people to helL To be sure, all of us want to do this when we get angry. 
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And I have the same kind of anger that you have. I don't perceive myself as 
different from you in that respect. What I'm trying to say is for us to give a 
theological approval of such overt violence as hell is immoral. The view is 
immoral. And then we are immoral to the degree that we participate in such 
violence. And I'm going to say this pointblank: ifI were to preach the doctrine 
of hell that Tom preaches I would be acting immorally. As if stealing your 
hubcaps. (And it's a temptation since I'm a college teacher and don't make 
much money but it's still immoral.) And I'm saying that ifI preach violence 
and sentence people with threats ofviolence, that's immoral. And if a Cosmic 
Being did it, it would be immoral. 

I'm trying to show you that there's a real opportunity for theism to 
develop itself. \Vhen you use the moral argument ofthe existence of God, you 
can really come up with a moral God who is a real creator, not someone who 
somehow pretends that what he foresaw and foreknew had no impact on him, 
and he just stood by blindly doing nothing about it. Now, that's gross irrespon
sibility. 

Tom missed the point again. Suppose the Creator '''1shes to use his 
foreknowledge to make the best possible world. He foresees that ifhe creates 
every potential member of the human race, everyone of them will eventually 
falter and sin. Faced with this outcome, the Creator must decide whether to 
create human beings at all or to leave them as mere possibilities in his mind. 
But then he foresees more of the picture and another possibility. There are 
two groups of these potential human beings. Those of the first group would, if 
created, eventually make choices leading to a restored, good, and happy life. 
To create them would be a morally good act. But suppose the Creator foresees 
further that the second group of people would, if created, make choices 
leading to endless and hopeless misery. To create them would be a cynical and 
malicious act. 

Of course, all these people exist only in the Creator's imagination at this 
stage. Nothing has yet been brought into reality. Therefore, if the Creator 
chooses to create only the people of the first group, he will not have robbed 
those of the second group of a freedom they never possessed in the first place. 
A non-existing being has only non-existing freedom, not real freedom. No one 
can steal the bricks from my mile-high castle (except as an air castle in my 
mind). Hence, a morally responsible Creator will create only those of the first 
group and leave uncreated the second group. 

But Tom insists on bringing eternal punishment into the picture. How he 
arrives at the notion that hell is a reflection ofdivine justice is a mystery to me. 
I think it is, rather, a lack of moral insight within his religious tradition. People 
might adjust to the doctrine of hell if it remains entirely in the abstract. But 
when they think of hell concretely-for real persons rather than abstract 
persons-then it becomes a hard dogma to accept. I can't accept it morally or 
intellectually. I'm clearly not going to sell out morally to a conjectured Cosmic 
Hitler. 
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'What 1 have to say next will sound very strange to most people outside the 
Church of Christ. Indeed, as strange as it may sound, a Church of Christ 
bulwark, Foy Wallace, once wrote of the Church of Christ radio preacher, V. 
E. Howard, "1 have becn among his listeners over the years and I have never 
heard him preaeh a syllable of error on any subjeet. ..." This is pretty close to 
saying that V. E. Howard has been infallible in everything he has preached, 
whieh is more popish than the pope. 

Now, I don't know whether Mr. Wallace felt that V. E. Howard ever 
spoke error at the dinner table, when presumably he was not preaching to 
anyone. (By the way, Tom ignored my questions of whether V. E. Howard 
was going to hell because he diflered from Tom's view of foreknowledge. Or 
am I the one who is supposed to be ignoring all of these questions?) 

If either Howard or Wallace were ever to speak even a slight error in 
religion, would they be at that point intellectually dishonest, that is, immoral? 
In short, there is no such thing as honest error in religion, Tom seems to 
imply. It's hard to nail him down on this-sometimes he says yes, and 
sometimes no. If any of you happens to disagree with Tom in any matter of 
faith or morality, his premises entail that since his views are true, you are at 
least ignorant <md maybe dishonest. 

What I want to do for you now is list some hymns. According to Tom's 
view, the good deed ofwriting a beautiful hymn will not guarantee you a place 
in heaven. But the putative evil deed of being baptized like a Presbyterian will 
guarantee you a place in hell. Apparently, good deeds carry only finite weight, 
whereas evil deeds carry infinite weight. All of these hymns were written by 
people now in hell, or will be soon, according to Tom's view: 

"I am Bound for the Promised Land" 
"Let the Lower Light Be Burning" 
"The Old Rugged Cross" 
"Must Jesus Bear the Cross Alone?" 
"Soon I'll be Done with the Troubles of the World." (He was mistaken, 

wasn't he?) 
"The Hallelujah Chorus" 
"Blessed Assurance" 
"Wonderful Grace of Jesus" 
"Fairest Lord Jesus" 
All of these beautiful hymns, according to Tom's theology, were written 

by believers who did not dot every i or cross every t in agreeing with his 
interpretation of Acts 2:38 and other passages. There are stilI other hymns 
whose writers are presumably now in hell: 

"Fairest Lord Jesus" 

"Jesus Is Tenderly Calling" 

"My Faith Looks up to Thee" 

"Blest Be the Tie" 

"Abide With Me" 
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"Nearer My God to Thee" 
"Take My Hand, Precious Lord" 
"The Love of God" 
'TIl Meet You in the Morning" (He was fooled?) 
"He Lives!" 
"What Will You Do With Jesus?" 
"How Great Thou Art" 
''I'd Rather Have Jesus" 
"The Holy City" 
"I Will Sing the Wonderous Story" 
"When We All Get to Heaven" 
"Jesus Paid it All" 
"My Anchor Holds" 
"Eventide" 
"Were You There When They Crucified My Lord?" 
"I Know That My Redeemer Lives" 
"Take Time to Be Holy" 
"That Will Be Glory" 
"Because" 
"Oh, Promise Me" 
"Always" 
"Rock of Ages" 
"Oh, How I Love Jesus" 
"Jesus Savior, Pilot Me" 
"Onward Christian Soldiers" 
"Beyond the Sunset" 
"Oh Master, Let Me Walk With Thee" 
"Jesus, Lover of My Soul" 
"How Firm a Foundation" 
\Vhen you sing one of these hymns do you believe the writers are now-as 

you sing these songs to the glory of God-do you believe that the writers are 
being tortured forever and ever? Thank you. 
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WARREN'S REJOINDER 
SECOND NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. 
I am here for the last five minutes of my part of this discussion tonight. 

Basically what we have had in this last twenty minute speech again is not a 
response to the affirmative argument that I presented. It involved absolutely 
no answering of any questions that I posed. It was rather an indication that to 
warn someone about hell is a form of intimidation. I deny that. In fact, such is 
simply the preaching of the sacred will of God. The Lord Jesus Christ himself 
did a great deal of warning about that. He emphasized that human life upon 
this earth was a matter of deciding what you were going to do with yourself in 
eternity. And Barnhart has also tried to leave the impression that urging men 
to believe and obey the truth is some form of narrow-mindedness. But the 
Bible insists that truth is different from error and that it is better to believe 
truth than it is to believe error. That, as a matter offact, it is even necessary to 
believe truth instead of error. But Dr. Barnhart discounts that. 

L OF RfPlY!NG TO THE AFF1R!1.SPEECh, dE READ A 

PI\EPt',~ED SP~ECH. 

2. 	 CLA:t',SD WAR~E~ HAD ';0 RIG1! TO EXPLAIN THE DEFiC!ENCIES 

TnE BIB SYSTE:~-EVEN THOUGH THE PRCPC$ ITiON DEMNH;ED 

IT, 


.::., DENIED THE EXISTENCE OF GOD, 


4. DENIED THE :'JSP1RATlON Or THE B!BLE. 

5. JEN:ED THE hISTOltlC1T¥ 8" JESUS. 

E. IGNO'{E:: ThE cNQR:1OUS IMPLlCATJ:)NS OF BIB THECRY, 

7. ClAH1ED WAS l'1t~OqA:" IN TfACrllNG BECAUSE OF HELL. 

S, WOULD ";OT ANSWER QUES7Im;S PRESE"NTED TO HIM, 

9. liTTACKED Tlit. CHLRCH l\S NARROw-MINDED IN A 

PEJORA""IVE SENSE. 

l!). CALLED CHRISTIA~ DOCTRINE ODIOUS TO THE CGRE. 

11. 	 P.CCUSE:: ~'!AHREN OF ATHEISM AND SAID TliAT WARREN BLASPHEMED 

Wn!::' >-iE uSED "Gon" HJ CONNECTfSN WITH TliE Cf-'RISTlAN 

SVSTEN, 

12. 	 M.lsREPRESENTED liARREN WHE'4 He SAJD T'iAT 0) "TOM LIKES HITLER'S 

"REPULSED 2'1 HlS own DOCTRIN::." 

13, hHI:...rED ! F A PERSON 1 S FOR EXfI"'PLE~ A 

liE 3HOULD ~CT B!: LOST fN nELL, 

14, SAID ;-iARREN " RAT~ONALlZES ALL PAIN," 

15, Co.~f'ARE:; ¥IARRE~ (IN WMiREN'S DEF£NS:: TYE I~EI</ TESTAP'.ENT 

ETHICAL SYSTEM)TO THE APOLOGIS~S FOR STAUN (BARt-HART'S 

SHARI) "PHilOSf'hES OF Vf0LfNCE"> 1), 

But now I want you to know that the matter of strict narrow-mind
edness-I want you to look at chart number 225-A, on which I show is a 
number of his blunders and inconsistencies and errors. 
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Number four, five and nine-will you please look at this. 
4. He denied the inspiration of the Bible. 
5. He denied the historicity of Jesus. 
9. He attacked the Church of Christ as narrow-minded in a pejorative 


sense. 

Now, stop and think about the fact that he is saying, "Tom says if you do 

not agree with him, then you're in really bad shape. You must be either 
ignorant or dumb." 

Now, Dr. Barnhart, I pleaded and pleaded with you to say what about 
those who disagree with you but who are honest. Wc honestly believe in the 
existence of the infinite God. We honestly believe in the inspiration of the 
Bible. We honestly believe in the historicity of Jesus. We honestly believe 
that the Church of Christ is the body of Christ, blood bought-that it is the 
body of the Savior-not some sect invented by man-but the entire body of 
Christ, including every person in the whole wide world who has believed and 
obeyed the gospel ofJesus Christ. Now, if that kind of person honestly rejects 
the doctrines that you have taught, then what is the result of it? 

You have said we have been odiously immoral to believe that. Now, what 
sort of punishment, will be ours because we have rejected your doctrine? Is 
there any result at all or does it make any difference whether one accepts what 
you say or not? 

Notice that Jesus says in John 8:32: "Ye shall know the truth, and the truth 

shall make you free." 


Friends, I have presented two basic arguments. In one, I have two basic 

sub-propositions proving the proposition which it was my responsibility to 


•prove. First, that the theory of Bentham and Barnhart is as evil as any ethical 
system could be. That the Christian system in the New Testament is not as evil 
as any could be. As a matter offact, it is perfect! My responsibility here is only 
to show that it is better or superior to his system. And I did that by showing 
that it was not as evil as it could be. Therefore, it follows that the Christian 
system is better than the Bentham system. 1 proved thatf 

I then did it in the second argument by proving if you can know that God 

exists; can know that the New Testament is the word of God; can know that the 

New Testament reveals Jesus as the perfect example; can know that the New 

Testament reveals the Christian ethic, and it is therefore superior to any other 

ethic, then it is, therefore, superior to the Bentham ethic. I proved all of that 

in a logically precise way by setting out the premises so as to justifY every 

movement logically. I therefore proved, without any doubt, the two argu

ments that I gave. Therefore, I proved the proposition which I affirmed in 

your hearing. And let us look at that proposition as we see it now. It says; 

Christian Theism (specifically as advanced by the New Testament) is superior 

to utilitarianism (that is, psychological hedonism, as set forth by Jeremy 

Bentham), as a means for evaluating human behavior. I believe with all of my 

heart, and surely-if you have listened carefully-you will agree that I have 
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proved it. You will also agree that it has not even been attacked. What has 
been attacked are members of the Church for believing the Bible, for believ
ing in God, for believing in Jesus Christ, for believing in the justice of God 
which warrants-even demands-the punishment, in the retributit;e sense, 
of those who live and die in sin. Paul says: "The wages of sin is death." The 
Greek word opsonion means "that which we earn by what we do." 

Dr. Bamhart seems simply not to have within his thinking the concept of 
retribution. 
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BARNHART'S REJOINDER 
SECOND NIGHT 

I want to say that narrow-mindedness-I think I said this the first few 
days, or the first few times I was up here-narrow-mindedness is not some
thing that is characteristic of the Church of Christ only. It's a characteristic of 
the human species. That includes me. I don't hold that if you believe some
thing strongly, that's going to make you narrow-minded. I'm here to talk 
strongly about my ideas. Tom really wants to picture me as someone really out 
to get you people, saying that I don't like you very much. I don't even know 
you; how can I like or dislike you? 

My real point is that narrow-mindedness is something that all of us have. 
But it's not what you believe that makes you narrow-minded. It's whether or 
not you're open to consider other points of view. 

Now, to the reason I read you those hymns. 
"\Vhen I Survey the Wondrous Cross" 
"Glorious Things of Thee are Spoken" 
"God Be With You 'Till We Meet Again." 
The reason I spoke to you about these hymn writers is this. You've got 

your feelings and the rest of your personality, and that pulls you apart, you 
see. And what I'm trying to offer you is an option to have a theological 
framework that will pull your intellect and your heart together so it won't be 
divided. The more you get divided the more you suffer from cognitive 
dissonance. That's what moves us toward being a psychopath. And that's not 
just you or me. All of us have these tendencies, you see. 

And I'm offering you the opportunity to try to be a more integrated 
personality. And I've learned a lot from Church ofChrist people. I've learned 
a lot from LeRoy Garrett, whose theological views are closer to Torn's than to 
mine. And who knows, I may even have learned something from Tom 
Warren. Maybe Tom has learned something from me. I hope so. 

I want to talk about something-when my father died, his brother, my 
uncle, had excruciating agony because, unlike myself, he believed that his 
brother, my father, had just slipped into eternal torment forever and ever. 
Now, what does that do to your fellow human beings? Do you just wipe them 
out? That makes their lives meaningless, mere figurines falling off the shelf 
They don't mean anything. 

Tom is always complaining that the theory of evolution dehumanizes us. 
But Tom's theories are even worse than that. You wouldn't treat an alley rat 
the way Tom's Cosmic Nazi is said to treat people in his eternal concentration 
camp called Hell. 

Tom claims to have a theory of human dignity. But it's a cruelty joke. r m 
not going to sacrifice the meaning of the lives of my relatives or commit 
treason against my relatives and friends for the sake of some abstract theolog
ical Cosmic Being. You see, 1've got a moral conviction on this as strong as 

126 



Tom's conviction. And I'm not going to be a traitor to human dignity. It's a 
moral sell-out to say these people deserve to be eternally tormented. That, 
Tom, answers most of the questions given on your written sheets. Tom, you 
have no divine revelation, just at best a Cosmic Being who doesn't measure up 
to being God. 

I talked to a woman once in my front yard, whose father was a member of 
the Church of Christ. When he was dying, he asked her-a member of the 
Church of God-to pray for him because he was afraid he was going to hell. 
And he had been baptized and had fulfilled all those "five points." But there 
was Galatians 5 hanging over his head. He had anger and strife and did a lot of 
other things that you and I do. And this poor man was just tortured. The last 
few hours of his life were torment. Why should people have to suffer that sort 
of thing? Life is hard enough without having this wall of theology, so-called 
theology, falling in on them and ruining their lives. And what rm pleading for 
is for humanity. Just let human beings be human. I'm not saying that we ought 
not to deal with criminals and crooks. I'm saying that Tom's fonn of punish
ment is not the answer. How do we control all crime? I don't know. Tom 
doesn't either. Every time your kids do wrong what do you do? Sock them in 
the teeth, put them in the oven and turn it on? No. You don't know sometimes 
what to do. Sometimes to punish them is wrong. It just doesn't bring about the 
development of their moral maturity. And what I'm saying is-well, I have 
already said it. 

Thank you very much, and I thoroughly enjoyed your patience. 
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BARNHART'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 
THIRD NIGHT 

I'm very pleased to be here. Or, I should say it gives me a great deal of 
pleasure to be here to present the pleasure principle and the ethics of 
consequences. 

I do appreciate the decency and the orderliness of the audience. That's 
one thing I've always admired about the Church of Christ when they are 
having a debate. Nobody gets up from the audience to put the speaker down. 
They give one a free access, which makes it so much easier for the speaker. 

In several of their writings, some (but not all) Church ofChrist preachers 
devote considerable time denouncing subjectivity and praising objectivity, 
revealing each his own personal aversion to subjectivity and his personal 
preference for objectivity. But these reactions are only subjective and private 
states ofhis mind, and according to Tom's own words, subjective states cannot 
be taken seriously as a statement about morality. 

Sometimes, however, Tom seems to want to go beyond giving merely his 
own private preferences, trying to make some arguments against subjectivity 
and for objectivity. When we analyze his arguments, we discover that he had 
unwittingly joined the side of the utilitarians or the consequentialists. His 
argument, stated simply, is that subjectivism or subjectivity is bad because of 
its undesirable consequences. He devotes numerous pages trying to show how 
subjectivity leads to evil consequences. 

N ow, whether or not he has succeeded in those pagcs is an open question, 
but the point is this: In order to attack subjectivity, he can do so only as a 
consequentialist, that is, as a utilitarian. 

Utilitarianism can be stated more positively. The claim that our actions 
and beliefs have consequences is common sense. But since the universe is 
filled with consequences, the crucial question for ethics and morality has to do 
with the reference point of eonsequenees. \Ve must, therefore, ask the 
question, "Consequences regarding what?" 

At this point we begin to see that consequences of a specifIcally moral 
import cannot be defined until the subjective factor is brought back into the 
picture. To say that something is bad because it produces bad consequences is 
to say eventually that it is undesirable, painful, or destructive of pleasure. 
Hence, we have hedonistic utilitarianism. 

Earlier in this debate, I promised to analyze the concepts of objectivity 
and subjectivity. Tom's own personal, subjective preference is to have a view 
that he can call objective. We can go beyond this, however, to ask ourselves 
what su bjeetivity and objeetivity are and what they have to do with a theory of 
ethics. Merely to drape ourselves in the word objectivity, as some do, is no 
substitute for careful analysis. 

Tom and I agree that subjectivity has to do with desires, but he thinks we 
cannot build ethics on desires, whereas I hold that without desires ethics 
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would be pointless and impossible. Suppose someone asks us which wing of 
the eagle is more important-the right or the left-ifthe eagle is to fly? I think 
we agree that the question is deceptive, since both wings are necessary. 
Analogously, ethics or morality cannot fly without both the wing of subjectiv
ity and the wing ofobjectivity. Moral rules and laws devoid ofany connection 
with subjective human desires and wants is like a wing that has been detached 
from the body. Desires and moral rules work in interaction with each other, 
the way two wings work together to lift the entire body. I think some 
preachers (but not all) failed to understand this point in their attacks against 
subjectivity. 

Subjective desire without objectivity is chaos, but objectivity without 
subjectivity is empty and meaningless form. If moral rules and laws are not 
rooted in our subjective desires, they become a relativistic and legalistic 
realm oftheir own, each law setting forth its own claim for its own sake, having 
no reference beyond itself, and therefore having no objective meaning. In 
fact, without some dependence on human desire, moral law is void ofobjectiv
ity. This Tom has often failed to grasp, which is why he seems able to justifY 
blatant disregard of human dignity. 

It is important to see that objectivity comes into being only where there is 
interaction, where the tension of subjective desires produces the possibility 
for objectivity. Just as the music of the violin does not exist apart from the 
strings in tension, so morally relevant objectivity exists only as the tension of 
desires brings it into existence. 

Let me state this more concretely. Take a good football game, say, the 
Cowboys and the Eagles. If we were to take Tom's theory of ethics seriously, 
we might think we could not have a football game until a Cosmic Being first 
sets down the rules and laws of the game. In reality, however, the rules and 
regulations developed with no special supernatural revelation at all. And it is a 
bit far-fetched to suggest that football rules are simply a direct reflection of the 
image of the Creator in man. 

Are the rules and regulations of the game merely subjective simply 
because they were not divinely revealed? Do they have no validity? I think it 
is conspicuous that the nIles and laws of the game are valid. Indeed, it seems 
accurate to say that the players and those involved in the game actually desire 
and want the rules, regulations and laws. The rules and laws emerged out of 
subjective desire and are supported by subjective desire in relationship to the 
objective forces of nature. 

Once the game rules are formulated and recognized, they become objec
tive social realities. The fact that they have intimate connection with human 
desire or human want does not render their objectivity invalid. To the 
contrary, their objectivity is enhanced just because they have such strong 
support from the subjective depths of everyone concerned and involved. 

Even those players caught violating the rules will tell us that they support 
the rules and the appropriate penalty. Of course, it would be absurd to knife 
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or shoot a quarterback as the penalty for infraction of the rules for that would 
change the nature of the game from football to something close to mayhem
which is what Tom Warren wants to do with religion. 

Returning to the issue of subjectivity and objectivity, we can see that the 
objective game rules both depend on subjective desire and at the same time 
serve to restrain certain subjective desires. And that's not a contradiction. 
Rather, it is what makes rules of conduct legitimated and valid, a point which 
some in their personal contempt for subjectivity have never been able to see 
clearly. Rules of justice are legitimate only if they are informed and shaped by 
the subjective depths of the participants involved rather than handed down by 
anyone who has the power to force himself on others. And that's the root of the 
democratic principle of the rule-of the people by and for the people. 

F'i 3Uol'"e 5 
In Figure 5 you will see a half-circle. In your opinion, is the half-circle 

concave, or is it convex? vVhich? Suppose I try to insist that you choose one 
answer only. Either concave or convex-but not both. Doubtless, you will 
think that my demand is the expression of a false dilemma. You can correctly 
call the half-circle both concave and convex. It is both, depending on your 
purpose. But suppose I should try to bully you or intimidate you by demand
ing that you choose between concave and convex. Suppose I ask, "\Vell, what 
is this half-circle really? I mean really, truly and ultimately!" 

Well, ifyou should bother to respond to my bad manners, you might say, 
"Look, Joe, you are still trapped in a false dilemma. Ifyou want to stay in your 
own self-constructed trap, that's your business. But I can see the semi-circle 
as both concave and convex." 

risv. '" e , 
Let's consider Figure 6. vVhat do you see? Unless you have encountered 

this already in a psychology or philosophy textbook, most of you will see only 
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one thing. If you see tw(}---Congratulations! In a few seconds you will bc able 
to see two things even though there is only one figure on the screen. 

You might wish to write down now on a piece of paper or in your mind 
what you now see. There is no exclusively wrong answer. So don't be shy. 

r m going to show you Figure 7 on the screen. What do you For some 
of you, the original figure will have changed in some respects to be not one, 
but two things that you now see. The added drawings around it provide a kind 
of interpretive context causing you to see the large figure as now a rabbit. 

Fr? 
\ 

<E . 
~~9 
Fis""e a 


But look at Figure 8. (J take no pride in the art.) Here the context is 
different, so that some of you will now see something you hadn't seen before. 
It's the same large figure that you encountered previously. But now you see it 
as something else or as something more. Those of you who saw it previously as 
a rabbit only, are now able to see it in addition as a duck. It is both duck and 
rabbit. 
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f'i 31Are. 9 
Just for fun, I'll give you Figur~ 9. I just barely have the kind of I.Q. to 

handle all ofthese. On the top, you may see one or perhaps two things. When 
I first encountered it years ago, I saw two things. But when I first encountered 
the lower figure, I recognized only one. It took me a long time-with a little 
coaxing from my students-before I could see two people in the lower figure. 

But back to the top figure. Can you see two faces? Those of you for whom 
the darkest area stands out will see two profiles facing each other. The rest will 
see a goblet. In the lower figure there is an older woman and a younger. The 
left eye of the older woman is the left ear of the younger, and the nose of the 
older is the chin and left cheek of the younger. I'm going to shut off this 
projector because you'll get interested in the picture and miss my argument. 

My fundamental point is that even though something may be interpreted 
in more than one way, both ways may be corrcct. For example, when you 
consider them in one way, human desires are something subjective--really 
subjective. But in another way, they are equally objective, just as a semi
circle can be really both concave and convex. That's a start in developing my 
positive case. I'll try tonight to give it more depth. 

I read Tom's denouncing of subjectivity. But we can understand its 
critical place in ethics. First, you can understand that the words subjective 
and subjectivity spring from the word subject. Desires belong to an individual 
subject. And they are unique to him. Your desires are uniquely yours and 
mine are uniquely mine. That is partially what makes each of us special. 
Human dignity or respect for individuality begins in simple recognition that 
you are one subject with your desires, while I am another subject with mine. 
That is the first step of morality. At the same time, the individual's desires are 
to be seen as truly objective realities. That is to say, in recognizing your 
desires as genuinely there, I acknowledge them as objects of my cognition and 
perhaps my interest. 

By the same token, my desires are to you genuinely objective facts of 
reality. Furthermore, they are objective facts to any Cosmic Being that might 
exist. They are not delusions or figments ofthe imagination. Even if you and I 
should wish to eliminate each other's desires, we must first admit that such 
desires are there as objective realities. Indeed, if subjective desires did not 
exist as objective facts in the world, there would be no need for moral 
guidelines and regulations to deal with them. 
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Let's consider this furthcr. Torn acknowledges that the Creator or Cosmic 
Subject has unique desires of his own. If subjectivity is defined in terms of 
desire, then subjectivity is to be found in any Creator who is personal. An 
impersonal creator would, of course, have no desires and thus would feel no 
satisfaction or frustration. 

The Bible seems to portray a Creator who not only has his own subjective 
desires unique to himself, but experiences satisfaction and even anger and 
grief at the frustration of his personal subjective desires. 

The history of theology has undergone considerable debate as to whether 
the putative Creator could have desires of his own. Some theologians have 
argued that to the Creator desires and wants and wishes is to make him or 
her too human, too anthropomorphic. Others argue, however, that without 
this subjective the Creator would not be personal at all, but an 
impersonal force. Still other theologians have tried to strike a compromise by 
holding that the Creator wills but does not desire anything. This last tactic is 
mainly verbal and without substance, a substitution of a synonym for thought. 
It is, in addition, in conflict with much of the biblical view of a personal 
Creator. In any case, even the experience of the Creator having his own will 
either satisfied or disappointed does not affect the argument that the Creator's 
personal would be subjective phenomenon to be regarded by us as 
an objective reality-if any such Creator exists. By the same token, your 
desires and mine must be regarded as objective realities to the Creator. The 
beginning point of all morality is the acknowledgement of the desires of 
others. In such an acknowledgemcnt objectivity and subjectivity are already 
united as the concave and the convex of the same reality. 

The rock-bottom of all morality is to recognize that other living beings 
have desires. This is the fundamental objective soil out of which moral laws 
and rules will grow. 

Thomas Warren has written several pages on the need to establish the 
high moral law that is not subjective and relative. Unfortunately, he has failed 
to see that his own call for the highest law (so called) is a manifestation of his 
own subjective desire. That is not, however, to condemn it, but rather to put it 
in proper perspective. Indeed, anyone who wishes to have any law recognized 
as valid must show how it pays, respect to the desires and wants of those 
affected by the law. 

Law for its own sake is empty, void of moral meaning. One version of 
Buddism seems to recommend as the supreme law or goal the extinguishing of 
all desires. Some Christians corne close to this. 

It is ironic, however, that the. , , , I have to quit. 
Thank you very much. 
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WARREN'S FIRST NEGATIVE 
THIRD NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. 
It is a real pleasure for me to be before you again tonight to respond to the 

speech to which you have just listened, which was purportedly an affirmation 
of the proposition which was read in your hearing. Actually, I heard no 
statement of that proposition in Dr. Barnhart's speech. I heard no effort to 
define the terms involved. I heard no effort to show that the psychological 
hedonism of Jeremy Bentham was superior to the ethical system of the New 
Testament. 

What I did hear was a discussion of the fact that both illusory perception 
and veridical perception are possible. That is about all that speech amounted 
to-in its discussion of subjectivity and objectivity. 

As I look through my notes on his speech, I see very little to respond to. I 
will respond to that little, however-in contrast to the way Dr. Barnhart has 
done. He has not once responded to any affirmative speech that I made in two 
nights. But now I want to repeat the questions which I gave him before. I 
understand that he said that he did not want to answer them because they 
were offered by me when I was in the affirmative. Now I want to give them 
again, while I am in the negative. 

IIA CRUCIAL QUEST/OJ.! €'i.0 

(1/6(1( rNE Bol' IAI /#Il/)I/r ()J:. /!'"UA rllull S",rFM£IIr. 

(rfJ L#.f.VEAIJ(JK "".NIl( IS r() 1111)1&.4'" rNAr rNt: 


S7Ar''''''INT'IS FAlSI): 


o "-It ifni/eAt. SYGrBl-f 01= Je.eeHY 8e.mlllM ISl7AtGii· 

DillE E "'I(,AI... SYSrEH OF "GUM'( 6~UrHAJ.( IS 

AltJA/59/GICiI4L AN/) rlli/~ IS JlGlrNFIl. rllllG#t:JIZFtAlSF. 


Let's have questions on chart number 201. Dr. Barnhart, all of the 
questions are now being asked by me in the negative. You are now in the 
responsible position of answering everyone of these, which have stacked up 
on you now for two nights. 
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Chart 201, you have a copy of that already. Chart 201-A, you have a copy 
of that. Chart 201-B, you have a copy of that. I expect an answer to everyone 
of these. Chart 201-C I expect an answer to the questions there. Chart 
201-D, I expect an answer to those questions. Chart 201-G, I expect an 
answer to those. Chart 201-H, 1 expect an answer to those. Chart 201-1, 1 
expect an answer to those. 221 Chart. I expect an answer to those. You have 
not asked me any questions to which I did not respond! 

I. 	 As RELATES TO THE PROBLEM OF THE EXI STENCE OF GOD (I. E, J THE 

iNFINITE GOD OF THE BIBLE), CHECK THE BOX IN FRONT OF 

EACH IEl!f illTI.t1t1iI CO i...EAVE A BOX aL.A:-1K IS TO INDIcATE THAT 

THE STATS!'1ENT .EAl..S.f.): L BARN:-!ART~--

o Iilimi TI-IAT GOD DOES IDrr EXIST. 

o Kt!Q.\i THAT tiQ Qtlf. ~ THAT GO) EXIST, 

o Kllilli THAT GOD I.lQESl EXIST. 

o 	Illi.Q!i r,AT THE QUEST; 0'4 TO WH=:THE~ GOD ilR.E..S.. O~ :2.Qf.S. N.QI 

liQl. fYfli B.E..I.....E.Y. THE P!'<'GELE.'1 OF EVALUATING HUMAN 

BEHAViOR. 

2, 	 .48 REGARDS PLEASE cH:;CK THE BOX IN FRONT OF EACh I!'li!f. 

STATEr-iE'lT (TO LEAVE A BOX lll.81:!J( IS TO INDICATE THAT THE STATE

I-IEI\ T 1: S EAL£EJ: 

o VALUE OlD NOT EXIST BErO~E THE FIRST r:U!1AN BEING. 

o VALUE EXISTED BEFORE THE FIRST HU,~AN BEINGS BU NOT 

BEFORE THE F:,»:ST f'lOr~-HUMAN BEINGS. 

OREAL (OB"':ECTlVE) VA:,.UE CAN EXIST WIT~CUT GOD. 

D AT CNE TJME VALUE DlD NOT EX1ST. 

3. 	 TRUE FALSE iF YOU (BARNHART) HAD BEEN A 2CLDl~R DURING 

h'il II.. AND IF THE :~AZIS (1) HAD CAPTURED YOU AND (2) HJ\D 

GIVEN 	 YOU THS CHOICE OF EITHER JOINING THEM IN To-lEL't EFFORTS 

EXTE»:t"JNATE THE JEw'S OR BEING ,~U~!)ERED~ THH YOU (BARNHART) 

..:OULD HAVE '"JAD THE OBJECT1VE I~ORAL OBLIGATiON TO RATI->ER 


TH.tIN TO JOI~ THEM IN THE ~URDER OF JEW13H MEN, WOMEf'I) AND CHIL:J


REN {EVEN IF SUCH JOrNI~G WOULD HAVE BROUGHT YCU ONLY PLEASURE 


AND Nll fA..!lt AT ALL), 
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QUESTI ONS FOR DR. BARNHART --~10N. rH GHL NOV. 3) 

PLEASE CIRCLE "TRUE" OR "FALSE" AS APPROPRIATE: 

4. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS AT LEAST POSSIBLE THAT HITLER (OR SOME 

OTHER INDIVIDUAL AMONG THE NAZIS) RECEIVED MORE PLEASURE 

THAN PAIN OUT OF THE MURDER OF SIX MILLION JEWISH MEN) 

WOMEN) AND CHILDREN. 

5. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS AT LEAST POSSIBLE THAT THE MAJORITY 

Q£ IliE. NAZJ..S. RECEIVED MORE PLEASURE THAN PAIN OUT OF THE 

MURDER OF SIX MILLION JEWISH MEN) WOMEN) AND CHILDREN. 

6. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS AT LEAST POSSIBLE THAT THE MAJORITY 

QE IHI G~RMLL~ PEOtLf RECEIVED MORE PLEASURE THAN PAIN OUT 

OF THE MURDER OF SIX MILLION JEWISH MEN) WOMEN) AND CHILDREN. 

Foe- ~~~M-e.ARJ.J~~r
WHI'" l'MIIJ6'<&~HoLl"P P.J!~IOfNP ~---. 
IU"ij.ICILI6-,jIt. ....OIt6.I- PIl(:.16I(:)~? 'ZOI-C 

(cpeCK AL.L. APPI20Pf2IA17!i 1!fJ(J¥4'SJ 
(ll1fST!OAl7: 

0 	 SeLF At-OAIE' 

0 OTIIEI!!S AWNe 

0 fi,lit-F .t orHeltS 

0 	 CQIJ<[;E(luJ6'1./CIPS 

0 SI/()/li. J!AJJM: CClIseQUFl/aS 

0 LOA/c<-I?NJ(7g CCJ/<J!i/i(;VlIWa:s 

o 	AcrllAt COIISlfIfJPFiVCl'S 

o 	111171<1"11> caA/gQl/FAlces 

o 	POSS/6LE awSFd1UIi'A.fC6 

o 	Pfi'l:)8J.&€ C't:JA/S#tWfl.ICI'S 

o 	(!OMPAI<ArtVIi CCAlf.EQlllfI./C/5 
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1980QUESTIONS FOR DR. MRNHART--mN. NIGHL NOV. 3) 

PLEASE CIRCLE -TRUE- OR -FALSE- AS APPROPRIATE: 


8. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS MORALLY RIGHT FOR AN INDIVIDUAL) STATE) 

OR NATION TO PUNISH SOMEONE FOR DOING A MORALLY RIGH-I ACT. 

9. 	 TRUE FALSE IT IS MORALLY RIGHT FOR AN INDIVIDUAL) STATE) 

OR NATION TO PUNISH SOMEONE FOR DOING A MORALLY WRQN~ ACT. 

10. 	 TRUE FALSE AN ACT IS WRONG IF IT RESULTS IN A NET GAIN 

OF PAIN OVER PLEASURE. 

11. 	 TRUE FALSE AN ACT IS RIGHT IF IT RESULTS IN A NET GAIN 

OF PLEASURE OVER PAIN. 

TuESDAY, NOV, ll, 1980 

1. 	 IT J S 1f!4',!;)RAL TO BE A ~1!:,'lBER ANJ BEll EVER I N THE 

CYUiKH C.-JRiST (AS IS DR. WA;;;;;:EN) EVEN IF 

Q'l/E KEEPS HIS "lNTELL!::CTUAL INTEGRITY/! BY SO 

SO DOING, 

2. 	 HITLER'S MUR[lERING OVER SIX MILLION JEwiSH 

rJlEN~ WO"1EN .. ,1,ND CHILDr;:EN 'tIOU:"'O NOT HAVE BEEN 

\1RONG :;:- HITLER HAD CO~l?OSED EV:;:N Q~ f-IUSIC!'L 

PiECE ON TrE ORDER OF BACH J HANDEL) OR Bt,ETHOYEN. 

3, 	 IF GO!: EXISTS AND IS INF!fiITEJ L ,JOE E, BAF:N

i-<ARL K'iOW THAT THOIJGH IS INF[NI7E IN JUSTICE) 

HE COULD NOT EVEN PIN 1SH MAN I N riEL:... FOR (CHECK 

THE AFPRO?RlATE BOX(ES))' 

D ONE ,"'1I NOTE 

D ONE HOUR 

ONE YEAR 

eNE l"'ilLLION vEARS 
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AIJ l~reu.I6-6J./1' 81!1A/6' 

A rHMI/(//J(]r Se'IN& 

o 	A LlJlllfJ() 86111/6

o 	 A I<I/JO SE'IA/l? 

o 	AIJt/l/r;, C:lD,RNI!/),WI.Y
BY PLeASURE ~ PANJ 

o 	 AlIol./-PftScIIAL BElN& 
MEflflV $lJI.fE SfJl'lrOF FoReto 14/IIA1'UU 


'tREATIY''PI 11 


o 	 AMAlif(JLfAlr BE/lib' 

o 	A IfIA/rr JJ)1I1(1I1fJ1I.' A/,r P"~/SN A7 AU. 

o 	ABflJ/b 1IJ#llli MJI'-I."'IIf' INFtUr PlJIII 41' AU. 

SOMfrN/NfT 61.S6 (6XPIAIII) 

vlHAT IS "NATURE" ACCaRDI NG TO BARNHART IBEiHHAr~ ? 

IMPLJ P. 17 

QUESTIONS FOR BARNHART 

TUESDAY J Nov, 4J 1980 

IJ (J. E, BARNHART) SAY THAT NATURE IS: 

ONLY THE ENTIRE PHYSICAL UNIVERSE. 

[] ONLY MATTER BUT NOT THE ENTIRE PHYSICAL UNIVERSE. 

[] MATTER PLUS SOME FINITE PERSONAL BEING. 

[] ~1ATTER PLUS THE INFINITE BEING. 

[] SOMETHING WHICH IS UNDER THE GOVERNANCE OF TWO 

SOVEREIGN MASTERS:PLEASURE AND PAIN. 

[] SOt1ETHING ELSE (EXPLAI 
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DR. BARNHART STRONGLY AFFI Rr~S HIS HONESTY. 

WHY 	 DOESN I T HONESTY COrlPEL DR. BAR:'lHART-
I. 	 To DEBATE A PROPOSITION WHICH HE SIGNED TO DEBATE? 

2. 	 To ANSWER QUESTIONS PRESENTED BY THE AFFIRMATIVE? 

3. 	 To SET OUT A PRECISELY STATED ARGUMENT DESIGNED TO 

PROVE HIS CASE? 

4. 	 To POINT OUT THE ERRORS (?) IN THE PRECISELY STATED 

ARGUMENT OR ARGUMENTS SET OUT BY T.B.W.? 

5. 	 As A NEGATIVE SPEAKER. TO "RESPOND" TO THE AFFIRMATIVE? 

6. 	 To ASCRIBE HONESTY TO T.B.W. AND TO RECOGNIZE THAT IF 

HE (T.B.W.) IS HONEST. THEN DR. BARNHART HAS NO GROUNDS 

UPON WHICH TO ATTACK OR CONDEMN T.n.W.? 

NOTE: ON TUESDAY NIGHT, HE <B.~RNHART) ADMITED THAT AT LEAST 

SOME PUNISHMENT (HERE ON EARTH) IS JUSTIFIED, tlOH--SINCE HE 

HA.S 1f,~'ADE SO ,"1UCH" OF jHE MATTER OF PUNISHMENT; LET US PURSUE 

1HI S MATTER FURTHER, 

L 	 CH"CK THE BOX IN FRONT OF EACH PERSON (OR GROUF) WHO 

DE.SJ;1iYU TO BE AND .:l!::I!l!!J.D BE PUNISHED BY CIY:c GOVERNMENT: 

WOTE: TO LEAVE A BoX IlJ.JIllK IS TO INDICATE THAT ?UN:SHMENT 

NE :THER DESERVED NOR SHOULD BE NOR SHOULD HAVE BEEN AD

P,]NISTERED) , 

(1) 	 D TORTURE, RAPE, ,tURDER OF A 5-YEAR GIRL! 

(2) 	 D MURDER OF 6,~00,000 JEWS BY HIT:'ER AN;) THE onER 

11AZI S; 

(3) 	 D HO~.OSEXUAL RAPE, TORTUilE, MURDER OF 8-YEAR OLD BOYS. 

2. THE DEGREE AND/OR LENGTH OF PUN [SHMENT--DUR I NG EARTHLY Ll FE: 

(1) 	 D HtPRI SONMENT cOR AT LEAST 1 YEAR FOR (ll ABOVE; 

(2) 	 0 I.~PRISON~,ENT FOR AT cEAST 1 YEAR FOR (2) ABOVE; 

(3) 	 DIMPRISONMENT FOR AT cLAST 1 YEAR cOR (3) ABOVE) 

(4) 	 DEXECUTlO:, FOR (ll ABOVE; 

(5) 	 0 EXECUTION FOR (2) ABOVE; 

(6) 	 0 EXECUTION FOR (3) ABOVE. 

NOTE: 	 THIS CHART IS CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE. 
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And, now for tonight, I have another set of questions for you, on Chart 
20l-K. My assistant will give you a copy of it. I will take the time to read it. 

Note: On Tuesday night, he (Dr. Barnhart) admitted that at least some 
punishment (here on earth) is justified. That is a veri) Significant admission! 
Now-Since he has"made so much" of the matter of punishment-in fact, for 
two nights he has attacked the doctrine taught, by us as members of the 
Church of Christ, almost completely on the basis of punishment. Since he has 
"made so much" ofthat-he attacked the church, even referring to us as being 
odious, and so forth-the matter of punishment, let us pursue this matter 
further. 

Without much hope of your doing so-though surely you will now face up 
to your responsibility of giving some sort of response to this--I call upon you 
(on Chart 201-K): 

1. To check the box in front of each person or group who deserves to be 
and should be punished by civil government. (Note: to leave a box blank is to 
indicate that punishment neither is deserved nor should be nor should have 
been administered.) 

(1) Torture, rape, murder of a 5-ycar-old girl; 

I read the account of that in the newspaper on the first night. 

(2) The murder of 6,000,000 Jews by Hitler and the other Nazis; 
(3) The homosexual rape, torture, and murder of 8-year-old boys-a 

notorious case recently in our nation. Let him tell us whether or not those 
persons deserr;e in this life, any sort of punishment by the civil government. 

2. The degree andlor length of the punishment during earthly life: 
Does he deserve: 
(1) Imprisonment for at least one year for (1) above; that is, the one 

represented by the first question; 
(2) Imprisonment for at least one year for (2) above; 
(3) Imprisonment for at least one year for (.3) above; 
(4) Execution for (1) above; 
Is it conceivable that such punishment is compatible with the infinite 

God? Let Dr. Barnhart say whether that is conceivable or not. 
(5) Execution for (2); 
(6) Execution for (3); 
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BARrJHART PUNISHME~T (CONT.) 

3. 	 THE DEGREE AND/OR LENGTH OF PUNISHMENT--AFTER EARTHLY LIFE 

IS OVER. 

(1) 	 [] AT LEAST ONE MINUTE IN HELL FOR (1) ABOVE; 

(2) 	 [] FOR EVER; FOR (2) ABOVE; 


[] AT LEAST ONE YEAR FOR (3) ABOVE. 


Note: The Chart is continued on 201-K-1. 
3. The degree and/or length of punishment-after earthly life is over. 
Let us grant that this is a counter-factual hypothesis from his viewpoint. 

Let him answer from that viewpoint as to whether: 
If there is an infinite God, ifhe does have a law given to man, and if these 

men have committed these kinds of actrpcities, and they die in utter impeni
tence, in rebellion against God, if it is even possibly conceivable that this 
could "fit" with the infinite God, that they should be punished: 

(1) 	At least for one minute in hell; 
(2) 	 Forever, for (2) above; 
(3) At least one year for (3) above. 

Now, let us note question number 2 on chart 201-L. 
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!lOV. 5nUESTlOtIS FOR DR. BARNII.~RT--HED. NIGHT, 

(PLEASE CHECK IN FRO~T OF EACH TRUE STATEMENT, 

~;OTE; TO LE.l,VE A BOX iiL.At:l..K IS iNDiCATE THAT THE STATEMENT 

TRUE. ) 

iF !N A NATiGI\ WHiCH CO"',?;'{[SED FO~ Tf-lE 

MOST PART CF i'lHITE PEOPLE, THE MAJORIP' DF THE 

tl.li!1£ pEOPLE (WHICH IS A I¥\A,JORiTY OF THE NATiON) 

RECEIVE MORE PLEASURE THAN .e..e.th 11>: AND! 

O~ MJR]JERING ~ PEOPLE) Tf-<EN !T wOULf) BE 

0!JJ!1iU.l-=1mL FOR l.tilllYJJ1L'AL_S. IN THAT S"',ALL 

GROUP CF "H ITE PEOPLE TQ TORTURE AND/OR MURDER 

BLAtl( PECPLE, 

IF IN A NATION WHiCH 1S C)~PRJSED FOR THE MOSTD 
PART Of fii.AC~ PEOPLE; THE ~.AJ()RITY :::F THE IiLAkK 

(\~H1C:H (5 A MAJOR;ry CF THE NATIN,) 

MORC THAN PAIN IN TORTUR:NG ANDloR 

~ P;;:OPLEj THEN 1T WOULD BE ~£UHU.J.~ 

3...l.!ii:::rr FOR lliJLIlLllJ18U 1N THAT SMALL GROUP 8p 

(IF YO) 'lOT CHECK EmER BOX, rLE~,sE EXP,-A I N 

YOUR A'ISWER 

(Please check the box in front ofeach true statement. Note: To leave a box 
blank is to indicate that the statement is true.) 

D Ifa nation which is comprised for the most part ofwhite people, and the 
majority of the white people (which is a majority of the nation)-that is, it 
would be the most pleasure for the greatest number ofpeople-receives more 
pleasure than pain in torturing and/or murdering black people, then it would 
be morally right for individuals in that small group ofwhite people to torture 
and/or murder black people. (I mean by this that the majority of the white 
PCOItJ.e from that nation, which would be the majority of the nation.) 

Then, on the other hand: 
If in a nation which is comprised for the most part ofblack people, the 

majority of the black people (which is a majority of the nation) receive much 
more pleasure than pain in torturing and/or murdering white people, then it 
would be morally right for individuals in that small group--I mean by that the 
majority of people in the nation of black people-to torture and/or murder 
white people. 

Now, Dr. Barnhart, you have your work cut out for you in the answering 
of questions. You let two nights of questions go by on the supposition that it 
was not your responsibility while you were in the negative to do so. But now 
we have brought them up for you. And I am in the negative. I am repeating 
the old ones for you also and giving you some new ones. 
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Before I get to my material tonight-my negative material-I will look at 
his speech. He has talked about subjectivity and objectivity. My friends, the 
New Testament is the objective standard of the eternal God! It does not 
change upon the whims and fancy of man. It does not change just because I 
think I need something or because I desire it. 

Dr. Flew got into this problem, and he did not extricate himself from it. 
Sometimes our desires and our needs conflict. I may be walking by and see a 
house burning and see a child in a fourth-story window. I realize that I ought 
to try to save that child, but I desired to run away to save my life, to keep 
myself in safety. But the action here recognizes that there is something which 
I ought to do, which has nothing whatever to do with my desires about it. I 
know that I ought to do it, that I ought to risk my life for the child. There is 
something more to this problem than a mere subjective feeling. 

Barnhart holds thaf objectivism joins utilitarians re consequences and, so, 
to attack subjectivism one must become a utilitarian, in that he holds the 
consequences to be the Significant factor. 

We must recognize that in situations which require moral decisions, 
there is a motive-the reason why one does a certain thing-as well as the 
consequences of it. The Bible recognizes that we must do a thing for the right 
reason and, then the right consequences will result. Ifyou do the right thing 
in the sight of God, you will have that life which is abundant-richly abun
dant-you will receive one hundred-fold more in this life and in the world to 
come eternal life as Jesus taught (Matt. 10:28). To imply that we are not 
concerned about consequences is an incredible misrepresentation! But it is 
not merely consequences. You see, there is the difference. Dr. Barnhart's 
position is that it does not matter what motive one may have--a motive can be 
. neither good nor bad, according to Jeremy Bentham. Ifyou do it with a "good" 
motive and the consequences turn out "bad," then it is an immoral act. But if 
you do it with "bad" motives and it turns out to have "good" consequences, 
then it is a good thing. But, you see, the Bible puts motives and consequences 
together. It not only recognizes what you do, but the reason why you do it. 
And, so, I deny that anyone must hold to the utilitarian psychological hedon
ism that Dr. Barnhart sets forth in this debate. 

Subjectivity has to do with desires, and I do not deny desires. I do not 
deny that an eagle needs two wings to fly. I do not deny that moral rules are 
necessary. He has said, "Tom fails to recognize this need for balance." My 
friends, he has not even got within"shouting distance" ofbalance in regard to 
desire and consequences. 

Jesus said: If a man looks on a woman with lust after her, he has commit
ted adultery with her already in his heart (Matthew 5:28). 

It is a sin to have the wrong motive, and it is a sin to do the wrong act! And 
wrong acts have wrong consequences. And football games must have rules. 
Football games, of course, are things that are invented by men. The rules are 
arbitrary. And yet Barnhart tried to compare that to the will of Almighty God. 
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If football players decided they wanted to have a football field five miles 
long and three miles wide, they could do so_ Who would have the right to say 
they could not? Suppose the National Football League decided they would 
change its rules. And suppose they said a team had to gain thirty yards to make 
a first down. Or that a team has only two downs to make a first down. That is 
purely arbitrary. But Jesus said: "Ye shall know the truth and the truth will 
make you free" (John 8:32). And neither Joe Barnhart nor anybody else in this 
world has any right to change a word of it. 

In 1st Peter 4:11, the Bible says, "If any man speak, let him speak as the 
oracles of God." 

Now, I turn to all of these things about the ducks and rabbits. If I am a 
long distance away from an object and I look over and see something white and 
say, "That is a cow," or "It's a pile of snow," and if as I get close to it, I can tell it 
is a house, then I realize that I have just been guilty of illusory perception! 
Now, surely Joe does not think that any of us hold (1) that you can not ever 
think that you are seeing something when you are not or (2) that when you see 
it better you can not then verifY that you are seeing it as it really is. 

Now, everyone of those drawings up there on his chart, Figures 5,6, that 
he gave was either a duck or a rabbit. He is supposed to qualify as a philos
opher, to teach logic, they all teach the laws ofthought (the law of identity, the 
law of excluded middle, the law of contradiction)-and know that you cannot 
"get off the ground," so far as even ~hinking about thinking, without recogniz
ing that the law of contradiction and the law of excluded middle are true. 

Let me tell you this [holding up object in hand] what I am holding in my 
hand either is a rabbit or it is not a rabbit. It so happens that it is not a rabbit. 
Everything in the world either is a duck or it is not a duck. And everything in 
the world either is a rabbit or it is not a rabbit. It does not matter how you draw 
it or how"cute" it is. It may appear from one angle to be a rabbit and it turns 
out, later on, that you can see that it is a duck. 

Let me tell you this, my friends. Everything in the world either is a rock 
or it is not a rock. Evcryone in the world either is Joe Barnhart or he is not. 
And that may be a matter of sadness or gladness, but it's still true. 

Everyone in the world either is in this auditorium or he is not. Every 
object either has a certain property or it does not. Every precisely stated 
proposition is either true or false. I challenge you, Dr. Barnhart, to deny that. 

Now, that covers what he had to say. All that he had to say about "the 
Cosmic Being" is absolutely irrelevant to this point. He has not even told us 
what he means by such. Is a "Cosmic Being" a person? Does it have a mind? 
Does it think? Does it have purposes? Does it love? Hate? Or, is it like the 
"creativity" of Henry Nelson Wieman? 

I studied under Henry Nelson Wieman, formerly a professor at the 
University of Chicago, as well as Dr. W. E. Garrison, also from that very 
noted school. And Dr. Wieman talked about "God, "God," "God," "God" all 
the time. He was "God intoxicated." But then I found out he did not even 
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believe in God! He believed in a "force in nature," I have been pleading for 
Dr. Barnhart to tell us whether this "Cosmic Being" which he talks about is 
something merely in nature, or is it something transcendent of, or other 
than-somehow different from-physical nature, 'VeIl, that covers every
thing that he said. I have covered his speech item by item, statement by 
statement, and question by question-which, as you know, is in sharp
extremely sharp-contrast to the efforts of my opponent. 

I.S. W. AfJ.f,UMENr ND, J. 
S6T our IAI SYH8fJl/C TG~H5 

2. r l.SEE p~(}()I: cnJClliJllT5 1.05-EAliI) 2D5-pJ 

3. ,.."J [SEE P/UDF (;~CIIARTS tfJ'S-I SEIlIES] 

4. r·~J 2,3, CONJ. 

6. .~ rJ ,,4, M.P. 
N ext, I want to remind you ofwhat I did in my two affirmative speeches. I 

set out argument number one on chart 205-8. I showed that if[ and -J then 
W. It was a proposition affirming that the doctrine espoused by Jeremy 
Bentham and Joe Barnhart is as evil as any ethical system can be, because no 
matter what you can call "good," if it results in pain, then it is evil, I can show 
you that it is evil. 

Given the BIB theory, if a thing brings pain-no matter if you think it is 
good-it is evil! But anything that brings pleasure-no matter if you think it is 
evil-then it is good. Therefore, as the prophet said in Isaiah 5: There were 
people who called good evil, and evil good. And everything in the world can 
be twisted around that way, according to the doctrine of Joe Barnhart. 

Then I proved proposition I in second premise. And then in the third 
premise I proved that Christian Ethics is not as evil as any could be, As a 
matter of fact, Christian Ethics is perfect, but I am not obligated to prove that 
in this discussion, And, therefore, by conjunction I put those 1\'10 propositions 
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together and showed that I have proved the antecedent of premise number 
one, and that therefore it follows, by logical move known as modus ponens, 
that my proposition, which is represented by a W, is true. This means, 
therefore, that Chlistian Ethics is superior to the ethical system of Jeremy 
Bentham. 
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I set forth another argument, chart 220, which shows that if one can know 
that God exists, and know that the New Testament is the word of God, and 
know that the New Testament reveals Jesus Christ as the perfect example, 
and know that the New Testament teaches Christian Ethics, then one can 
know that Christian Ethics is superior to the ethics of Jeremy Bentham. I 
proved each one of those elements in the antecedent, therefore, I proved the 
entire antecedent. Therefore, it follows that Christian Ethics is superior to 
any other ethical system. And if it is superior to any other ethical system, then 
it is certainly superior to the one of Jeremy Bentham. 

Now friends, what I did was prove my own proposition. What has he done 
with his? Absolutely nothing. I want to call your attention now to the goodness 
and severity of God, as well as the basic concept of God on Chart I8-J. 
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When we look at God, considering only God hefore he created the world, 
before he created the physical universe, we look at the various attributes of 
God: power, eternality, wisdom, presence, holiness, goodness, love, mercy, 
justice, righteousness, and, perhaps, other attributes that I have not men
tioned here. 

You know that when Dr. Barnhart talks about the God of the Bible, he 
talks about his being loving, and goodness, and kind. And this simply does not 
fit, he alleges, with the presence of evil in the world. And it certainly does not 
fit, Barnhart says, with the idea ofeternal punishment. But he has nothing to 
say about justice. The Bible teaches that the wages ofsin is death! That means 
that you receive what you deserve. There are degrees of punishment. I am 
going to discuss that in some detail tonight. But you must understand that Joe 
Barnhart cannot, taking these attributes of God, show that any of them is 
contradictory of any other. And that has been his total effort up to this 
moment, that is, in his responding to the Christian Ethics set forth in the New 
Testament. 
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In Chart 18-K, we set before you the problem of trying to deduce the 
non-existence of the God of the Bible by the concept of God alone. And the 
only way you can do that is to show that there is self-contradiction among the 
various attributes of God-which he cannot do! He cannot even "get off the 
ground" to do it unless he has some empirical facts-such as evil in this world 
or evil in the world to come. But a thing can be evil only if there is some 
ultimate standard by which to measure it! And, so, the only way he can be 
right is to be wrong. Because, if there is objective evil, then there must be the 
ultimate good, who is God. And, if there is no God, then there can be no evil. 
And, if there is no evil, then he can have no argument. 

Let us now look, in the closing moments, at Chart 36-Y. "The goodness 
and severity of God in relation to the atheist's argument from evil." In the 
general text, Romans 11:22, Paul said, "Behold the goodness and severity of 
God." You're not looking at the God of the Bible, with your talk about being 
"invalid" and "eagles flying with only one \ving," 

When you consider the God of the Bible and talk about only the goodness 
and love of God you have got a "one-winged eagle." But, there is not only the 
goodness, but there is also the severity of God! I have noticed that most 
philosophers seem to have a mental block; they simply cannot grasp the idea 
that God is infinite in justice as well as in love. 

My friends, why can they not understand that? Notice carefully Deut. 
11:26-28. '] set before you this day a blessing and a curse ..."-a blessing if 
you hear and follow God, but a curse if you do not. I would be glad to say, I 
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would be under the necessity to say, that if God allowed and tolerated sin as 
Joe Barnhart says we teach then he could not be God, And there would be no 
God, and-if he were-he would not be worthy of our worship. But because 
he is holy, righteous, and good, and cannot tolerate evil, then he is the great 
God of the universe. 

Matt. 7: 13, 14 makes clear to everyone ofus that someday we will pass out 
through the door of death and then someday we will stand before the great 
God of Heaven, and his Son, Jesus Christ, and give an account for the deeds 
done in the body, And how I wish with all of my heart that Joe Barnhart-as 
well as everybody who holds the doctrine that he does-{;ould recognize that 
fact and turn away from the evil doctrine of Jeremy Bentham, and turn to 
Jesus Christ, the mighty son of God, and to the love that he showed, even for 
him, in dying for him on the cross. I plead for him to turn aside from the 
degrading-absolutely evil~-doctrine of Jeremy Bentham, 

Let us look at the goodness~the infinite goodness-ofGod, who loves all 
men. He certainly loves Joe Barnhart; Christ died for Joe. He died that he 
might be saved, He wants all to be saved (II Pet. 3:9, 10). God is not willing 
that any should perish, but that all should come to repentance. John 3: 16: God 
so loved the world-that is everybodY in it, black, red, white, whatever, 
everybody-there is no respect ofpersons with God. The answer to the racial 
question in this world is for men to seriously take to heart the teachings of the 
Bible. 

Peter said, in Acts 10:34; "I perceive that God is no respecter of persons, 
hut in every nation he that feareth him and worketl1 righteousness, is accept
able to him." 
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BARNHART'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE 
THIRD NIGHT 

I don't want to waste a lot of time on this, but I forgot to tell you and Tom 
apparently forgot to tell you that he had a chance to send his questions to me, 
and he knew this, long before I prepared my debate. I'm not one who likes to 
have questions stuck under my nose when rm supposed to be listening to 
somebody, and then I'm supposed to get on my feet in twenty minutes and 
appear to be thinking. Some people can do this. I don't speak well on my feet. 
Tom doesn't either, but apparently he doesn't know that yet. Tom did have 
the opportunity to submit all of his questions to me, and I to him, so that it 
would be fair. And then we could have analyzed these questions and worked 
them into our speech. But Tom "forgot" to do that. So, why did he decline my 
offer to exchange questions mutually with him? Why? I think because he 
wanted a special kind ofdebating technique. Ifyou notice, he's spent a lot of 
his time in the affirmative haranguing me because I'm not answering his 
questions. And I told him ahead oftime that I wasn't going to do it; that wasn't 
going to be my style. 

Now, perhaps I should have told you that earlier. I let him keep on doing 
it, and I think Tom was a little too smart for himself and he ate up his 
affirmative time by giving questions rather than an affirmative argument! But 
I was also too smart for myself because it deprived me of the opportunity of 
giving a response to what might have been Tom's affirmative position. But I 
don't think Tom can blame me for that. He should have gone ahead and made 
it instead of trying to develop the technique in that affirmative period oftime, 
denouncing me for not doing what I told him I wasn't going to do and was not 
obligated to do. 

Let me speak about adultery of the heart, to change the subject. That is 
the motive-and the important thing to know is the difference between (1) the 
act and (2) adultery in terms of human motivation. Tom holds that adultery is 
grounds for divoree. But is adultery in the heart adultery or not? How about 
the law of excluded middle on that? Is it adultery or not? Is it grounds for 
divorce or not? If it is, then unless you're dead everyone of you has grounds 
for divorce. And that includes Jimmy Carter. Right? Okay. 

Now, obviously you've got adultery, and it's locked in the heart and 
nobody can see it except Tom's Cosmic Being. (I don't call him God, you see. 
He isn't good enough. He has to measure up instead of our simply giving to 
this Being the title of God, unless he deserves it.) 

Tom has been talking "God, God, God!" As have L I've been listening, 
and finally I said, "Well, Tom doesn't believe in God; it's this Cosmic Creep, 
this Butcher." And then Tom tacks a little word justice on the back of mayhem 
and violence. And I'm supposed to stand in fear of this and listen to the 
pontifical oratory. But it doesn't work, Tom. You're going to have to get on the 
stick and make an argument. Pontifical oratory doesn't work. I grew up with 
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preachers like you, Tom. (We ate them for breakfast and spit the seeds out for 
lunch.) And you ask me why it took so long to spit the seeds out. Well, have 
you ever tried to digest a Church of Christ preacher? It takes a few hours to do 
it. All right. We']] wax an elephant here and get back to the issue. 

I don't want to get diverted from my specific debate because that has been 
Tom's tactic, don't you see. And I've avoided it up until now. He doesn't want 
me to make my point, you see, but I'm going to make it anyway. 

It's still true (despite Tom's talk of excluded middle) that desire is both 
subjective and objective. Tom says he didn't hear anything in my previous 
debate, and that's neither here nor there. But you don't have to be like Tom. 
Is Tom a pope? Ifhe doesn't hear, you don't have to hear? You have a brain of 
your own? Of course you do. IfTom doesn't hear it, you can hear it And I'm 
talking to you. Tom, enjoy yourself. Snooze on. 

Some Buddhists say, let's eliminate all desire. And then it comes up that 
they develop a desire to eliminate all desire. And then they smile and realize 
they have caught themselves in a contradiction. It's a way of recognizing that 
it's impossible to be human without subjective desires. Therefore, desires are 
significant aspects of every living person. 

Let us try to set forth the general framework in speaking of objectivity and 
subjectivity, which Tom didn't discuss too much. (That's his problem, not 
mine. I don't even demand he do it. I'm not even interested. I've already read 
his books. And he showed us last night, apparently, he didn't have time to 
prepare for this debate; he's had to rehash his previous book he gave on the 
theory of evolution. I know Tom has been busy, but he could have done his 
homework.) 

There is considerable misunderstanding of utilitarian hedonism, and I'm 
going to try to give an intrepretation of it. Very simply, hedonism is a 
philosophy of pleasure, and that in itself tells us little, although it is a start. 
Suppose someone tells you that you may take a trip to Hawaii or heaven if you 
like, provided you experience no pleasure while you're there. You will 
doubtless wonder what would be the point of going there if you can't enj oy the 
trip. Without hedonism, there would be no point or meaning to our moral 
decisions. It is in anticipation of pleasure that we do this or that. This needs 
careful attention. 

Descriptive hedonism is the thesis that individuals have a fundamental 
two-pronged concern: (1) to gain pleasure and (2) to avoid displeasure. And 
that's what that passage that Tom's been showing you from Bentham's book is 
about. Bentham does not guarantee that we shall always be successful in our 
endeavors to gain pleasure and avoid displeasure, because life is complex, and 
we are not infallible. Still, we are drawn to what we take to be sources of 
pleasure and we are repelled by what we take to be sources of displeasure. 
Much of our work as parents lies in trying to train our children over the years 
to gain a common sense to see that often the most stable and enduring sources 
of pleasure are gained only by discipline and hard work, while some of the 
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quick roads to easy pleasure serve in the long-run to bring disaster or years of 
unhappiness. 

Now, to the Hedonistic Utilitarianism ofJeremy Bentham, orconscquen
tialism. Ifwe ask ourselves what is a good book for the study ofanatomy, we 
don't go to the N ewTestament, we go to Gray's Anatomy or something else. If 
we want to understand the systematie rules and guidelines for writing Englisb 
prose, we don't go to the New Testament. We turn to Peter Kathan's book, 
The Nervous System or Popper's book, The Self and Its Brain, if we want to 
understand the brain. The Bible, the Quran or the Upanishads are only of 
minor importance for such a study. To be sure, a noted Islamic scholar has 
written a book to demonstrate that the Quran is without any seientific error. 
And this is what Tom is trying to do with the Bible. And I was interested in it 
several years ago myself. But a blank sheet of paper is without any error; it's 
infallible. 

We don't ordinarily consult the Book of Mormon, the Bible, or the Quran 
as a systematic and developed treatise on physics, chemistry, ethical theory, 
medicine, automobile repair, topology, or on any ofa thousand other areas of 
inquiry. 

Unlike the New Testament writers, Jeremy Bentham sets out to offer a 
systematic treatment of the theory of ethics. And in that sense, his work was 
superior to the New Testament. Jeremy Bentham devoted almost all of his 
adult years developing a theory ofethics. And there is room for improving his 
ethics. See, I don't hold that it's infallible. I don't even suggest it. But it stands 
today as one of the major live options of systematic moral philosophy. 

Let us suppose, Thomas, there is a commandment, "Thou shalt kill and 
rape." If an omnipotent Cosmic Being had given sueh a commandment, 
should it be obeyed as a moral imperative? Bentham says, no. If were 
such a Creator who commanded wholesale killing of an entire country
including the children, women, and the aged-it would not be a moral 
command just because the Creator had issued it. If the Creator should say, 
"Thou shalt brutalize children," would you regard it as a moral command 
solely because the all-powerful Creator commanded it? If you would, your 
moral principle would be "Might Makes Right!" And that's what I'm 
opposing. 

Oceasionally we read ofa parent who abuses his child and claims that God 
told him to do the deed. But we know this didn't happen hecause our 
definition of God prohibits that. God must be good or he's not God. 

Unlike Tom, many people doubt that the biblical story of Yahweh's 
commanding Joshua to slaughter an entire population was really a divine 
command. Tom thinks it was. If the incident happened at all, it was because 
Joshua only thought it was a divine command to exterminate an entire 
population-including the children and the elderly. 

It is curious that while Tom protests against Hitler's extermination of the 
Jews, he approves of Joshua's extermination of every person of an entire 
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country solely because there is superior power behind the command. Such 
self-contradiction however is not a stranger to Tom Warren. 

The beauty of Bentham's hedonistic utilitarianism is that it provides a 
rational framework for helping us make moral judgments. It does not leave 
morality to the discretion of those having the power to maul and claw those 
without the means to defend themselves. I can explain. Would stealing be 
wrong just because a Creator says it is wrong? Is that what makes it wrong? Is 
the Creator's personal proclamation the ground of morality? Tom seems 
sometimes to think so. He opposes divorce except in cases of desertion by a 
non-Christian spouse or the spouse's act of adultery. But suppose the Creator 
had commanded divorce every seven years. 'Would divorce suddenly be 
moral, while those who remain married are to be counted as wicked? 

Many of us will agree that if God is good, he cannot issue a law or a rule 
without good reason behind it. If this is the case, then any Cosmic Being who 
gave rules \vithout good reason behind them would, strictly speaking, not be 
God, but a pretender-like Tom's Cosmic Nazi. 

Either the Creator has good reason for his rules or he hasn't. Ifhe hasn't, 
he is either ignorant, irrational, or arbitrary. This would perhaps be sufficient 
to render him not God, since God by defInition must be rational and good. 

In order for a Cosmic Being to be judged good, he must measure up to 
moral expectation. The standard or ideal of moral expectation cannot be 
defined as his own behavior, for that would be a circular argument leading into 
arbitrariness. To claim that the Creator is good by nature is mere prattle and 
bluster until the Creator's nature--expressed in his behavior-measures up 
to moral expectation. Presumably, a,ny Creator or Cosmic Being would have 
his own nature. That's a simple truism. But it is conceivable that his nature 
might be evil or morally deficient. IfTom, or I, or anyone else asserts that a 
particular Cosmic Being's nature is morally good, we are required to make an 
independent argument for our assertion and not just use the word "God, God, 
God" all the time. We must show that the Cosmic Being does in reality 
measure up to an independent moral ideal of goodness. Ifwe fail to meet this 
challenge, we have nothing but "Omnipotence Makes Rightl Absolute power 
is absolutely right." I think that's Tom's position. That's the only way he's 
going to justify his atrocity he calls hell. Make him justify such a wicked thing. 

Let's move further toward discovering what the moral ideal or standard 
might be. I will propose to look into this-Qr look at this from the view of 
hedonistic utilitarianism or hedonistic consequentialism. 

For background, I will introduce you briefly to the three versions of 
hedonism. 

1. Cyrenaic hedonism says that you are likely to be dead tomorrow. So 
gain pleasure today. Don't worry about the pain and displeasure of tomorrow. 
You know when you're raising a teenager it seems like Cyrenaic hedonism 
sometimes. You have to try to explain the consequences. This is the principle 
of liberalism gone wild and reckless, throwing an caution to the wind. 
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An argument against Cyrenaic hedonism is that since you and I will likely 
be alive tomorrow, we will have to pay for today's recklessness tomorrow and 
perhaps even during the rest ofour days. Suppose you have poison ivy or the 
chicken pox. You']] have to admit that scratching it gives you immediate 
pleasure. But you try to discipline yourself not to indulge in this particular 
pleasure. This is precisely what you teach your children. And it isn't because 
you are against pleasure per se that you try to discipline your children. Not at 
all. Rather, you restrain yourself and your children just because you wish to 
gain future pleasure and avoid pain in the near future. Most of us learn from 
hard-won experience that if we fail sometimes to restrain ourselves today, we 
will be deprived ofgreater pleasure in later days and years. Indeed, instead of 
giving us long-term pleasure, our unrestrained scratching will lead to infec
tion and the severe pain that accompanies it for days, perhaps years to come. 

2. The second version of hedonism is Epicureanism. Whereas Cyrenaic 
hedonism throws caution to the wind, the Epicurean sometimes becomes 
severly cautious, forgetting that life offers adventure in the search for new 
sources of pleasure and joy. Epicureanism is the conservative principle 
turned stale. Straining to avoid pain and displeasure at all cost, the Epicurean 
often forgets to cultivate his sources of positive pleasure. Of course, no one 
can take Epicureanism to the excess that I have suggested because there is a 
powerful lure to the positive pleasure that Bentham was talking about. It is a 
part of our essential biological constitution. In fact, the ascetic who tries to 
turn self-denial into an entire way of life can do so only if he turns such 
self-denial into a source of pleasure for himself. 

I know a man who will josh a few of his fellow Baptists sometimes when 
they become too pious and dreary. He tells them that they have perfected 
drabness to the point that it has become for them a source of pride and glory, 
making themselves objects of curiosity-all of which provide them a new 
source of pleasure. 

Epicurus himself warned against getting married because, he said, mar
riage will bring YOIl pain. And my wife knows that-I've been married 
twenty-seven years, and maybe to my wife we've been married a hundred 
years. This reminds us of the Apostle Paul, who warned that ifyou marry, you 
will have troubles, and Paul says he would spare YOIl that. Bllt marriage also is 
a source ofwonderful and intense enduring pleasure for many of us, and some 
of us are prepared to take the great risk because of the great joy anticipated. 
We do not wish to be reckless, on the other hand. That's why we have to be 
careful when we were married. Nevertheless, some adventures are worth the 
calculated risk. 

3. The third version of hedonism is Utilitarian hedonism or Hedonistic 
utilitarianism. I will focus primarily on Jeremy Bentham's explication. Hedo
nistic utilitarianism appears to be the most balanced of the three views of 
hedonism. In the Hrst place, it says that most of us are likely to be alive for a 
number of years. And since we want pleasure for those years, we must learn 
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self-control. You may have noticed by now that one of the advantages of 
utilitarianism is that it offers a rationale and guideline for self~discipline. 

When our children are small we discipline them firmly and gently because 
they lack the ability to anticipate the consequences of their behavior. When 
they grow older, they learn to look down the path, and ahead, anticipating 
what the consequences might be. In light of their growing wisdom and 
understanding, they learn to make their own judgments and their own 
decisions. We parents know how slow and painful this ever-growing process 
sometimes can be. 

You can see why utilitarianism is often referred to as consequentialism. 
Now, Tom is going to tell you that he didn't get a thing from any of this, and I 
believe him. But you don't have to be the same way. 

Thank you very much. 
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WARREN'S SECOND NEGATIVE 
THIRD NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. 
It's a real pleasure for me to be back before you for the second speech of 

mine for this evening, and to respond to the speech which Dr. Barnhart has 
just made in your hearing. 

It appeared to me that perhaps Joe got just a little angry. But I hope that 
was not the case, because he thinks pain is evil, so that would mean that he has 
fallen into evil. Ifreally that was the case then I certainly hope that he does not 
do so any more during this debate. 

He has talked about the submission of questions. I can only say my 
understanding of it is this: that just as Dr. Flew and I, and Dr. Matson and I, 
wrote out questions and handed them to each other and answered them 
bcfore the oral debate started each night-that is, before any speaking was 
done-so that we would have the answers to be used in the first speech. This 
procedure had the effect of getting the de bate a "long ways down the road" on 
the very first night. And to avoid doing that here, is really to slow up things. As 
to any man who feels that he knows the answers to the questions that are going 
to be asked, I do not understand why he would have the slightest hesitancy 
about it. 

Further, my understanding of the matter is that there was to be no 
restriction whatever on our asking questions during our speeches here. I 
would suppose, Dr. Barnhart, if you would have a debate department here at 
North Texas, that they would surely let you know that each speaker has the 
right to conduct his own speech within basic principles and guidelines that he 
v;r}shes. And it is my wish to present questions during my speeches. And if it is 
your wish to pay no attention to them, then that is your responsibility, and the 
audience will have to make up its own mind about the reason why you refuse 
to answer. 

I recall he brought up the idea that the question ofGod really had nothing 
to do with it. But I think he's not quite as astute as Jean Paul Sartre, who said if 
there is no God, then anything is permitted. He (Sartre), is an atheist
perhaps not exactly the same "brand" as Dr. Barnhart, but he is an atheist. 
And he rightly recognizes that if there is no God, then anything is permitted! 
And that really is where you wind up with this theory of Jeremy Bentham. 

So, he says that the way I have been using questions is a "debating 
technique." But, Dr. Barnhart, it is a debating responsibility! 

"Is adultery in the heart a ground for divorce?" No, it is not. I have done 
considerable study-in fact, I spent about three weeks in the library in 
determining the use of the word-porneia. It is used in Matthew 19:9. 
According to Greek scholars it requires. the physical act of fornication. If I 
understand him correctly, he charges me with holding that divorce is accept
able to God, and both on the ground of desertion and ofunfaithfulness. And I 
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deny that. I do not know where he got that idea. I do not agree that desertion 
alone is a sufficient ground. 

He charges that I do not believe in God. That absolutely is false. He says 
that he "eats Church of Christ preachers"-I do not like that expression very 
well-"for breakfast and spits them out by lunch." And he wonders why it 
takes so long. "Perhaps," he says, "it is because of the toughness of such." 

He says that the Buddhists say that their desire is desire itself, and I don't 
know what exactly he means by that-what sort of point he wants to make. Let 
him clarify it, and I will reply. 

He says I should have done my homework. Dr. Barnhart, I hare done my 
homework. It has been, I think, manifested here as to who has done his 
homework and who has not. 

"Descriptive hedonism"-a twofold concern, is gaining pleasure and 
avoiding pain. And that is exactly what I pointed out to you before. You have 
not been willing to discuss your own proposition. You have not been willing to 
put it up here [on the screen], take up the proposition; define and explain it. 

II 

Q
'5oed I'D ~;J:::::, 
~ilE£.e Do nfC:blC;rJJ? 

~LAreR~------

Now, let's look at Chart 211-C-3. We look on the left side and you see a 
Benthamite. And he suggests, "Let's debate Bentham's ethic." The Christian 
says, "Sure! I'd love to! Where do we sign?" And so they both sign. And then 
later we have the Benthamite saying, "And now-for my further attack upon 
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what the Church of Christ teaches ... " And the Christian says, "Hey! You 
signed the proposition. Why not discuss the proposition." The Benthamite 
says, "Oh, yes, I signed this proposition, but that was just to get you to debate 
me so I could make this attack on the Church ofChrist and call it scurrilous, 
odious, and so on." And so the Christian responds, ''1'm merely asking you a 
question. rm merely asking . I'm not making accusations as to your motives." 
Of course, according to Bentham no motive can be either good or bad. 

I can read .it for you right here on page 100 of this book of Dr. Bentham's 
material. So the Christian says, "Is it the case that your real motive allowed 
you to avoid discussing the proposition signed? And is your pleasure all that 
counts?" 

CHAPTER 1. 

OF THE PRINCIPLE OF UTILITY. 

I. Mankind overned b ain and leasure. Nature has 
rna n ind under .!he governance of two sovereign mas· .plae 

lers, pam and pkasu~ It is for them alon<UQj:>olt\'r'tut wh_ili 
~fo do, as well as to ~~at we shall do. On 7'" \ 

e one ~a the stanaarctOf right and wrong, o~e oth,:, . 
thecnrun of causes--and effects, ar~ fa~tened to their throne, I. 
T!iefgc;\:em us in all we do, in all we ~ay, in_lllI wethIilF . 
every eHort we can make to throw off our sub'eetion, will 
serv~~4erI!.2!l~tr?~_ana conimi. n war s man rna' 

retcn 0 a Jure elI em lIe; u III rea ltv e WI remam 
~ 0 It ate w I e. ~e principle ot uWity.' recognises 
this subJectIOn, and assumes it for the foundatiOn of that s
tern, the object of which is to rear t1ie-.a~~. felicitv b . the 
~nds of reason and of law. Systems which attempt to ques
tion It, deaT 1Il sounC!Sii1Sfead of sense, in caprice instead of 
reason, in darkness instead of light. 

But enough of metaphor and declamation: it is not by SUch 
means that moral science is to be improved. 

I. rinci Ie uti/it· what. The principle of utility is the 
fou ahon of the present work: it \Ioill be proper therefore at 
the out,et to give an explicit and dctenninate account of 

what is meant by it. jjy the Erinciple-2 ..oLutility-.is meant ~I 
.~.~:1.t p.rinCiPle Wh.iCl:..3P.iJr.ove.s or diS..'l.P1:'Eov..e.s 01 every actiO.n If 
wnafSoever, accorain[J,o the tendenS)' which it appears to 

; hijeTiliiUgillent or d!!ninish !he h:ppiriCS'S'':':(lftli~jl~ity~~ose I 
,--inte2'.~st IS in questl~!.n...:" ()r~...'.,:!lat is the same..::thing-jn iJther 'IIt
-wuT'ar,to p~omote or to oppo~ that happiness. I say of every I 

rlt.ol-l: 	 !!!I"mtrAIlIIUII: AAlINrRfJDl/t'TlNi n"'~ 
paWl/PUt 01" "'~AtS AliI> LFfn$lArlI'JN 

Let's put up on the screen a photographic reproduction of Bentham's 
statement which really shows you, not what Joe says, but what Bentham 
says--not what Joe said he said, but what Bentham actually said. Now, let's 
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look at it. I challenge you to follow me in this: 
"Nature has placed mankind under the governance"-that means the 

rule" "of two sovereign masters." That means they have absolute control 
over you. Has he ever told you who or what "Nature" is? I have asked him and 
asked him and asked him! Is it a personal being? Is it only the physical 
universe? What is it? Whatever it is, "Nature" has done this. 

Nature has placed mankind-that means every individual-under the 
governance of, the absolute rule of. Talk about a despot! Joe, you've got the 
despot! The absolute goverance of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. 
It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine 
what we shall do! 

Now, he indicated a moment ago-as he tried to explain it-that some
times we make mistakes; sometimes we don't really follow those rules. But 
that is not what Bentham says. He says that it is these two masters of 
governance, and it is for them alone, and nothing else is in the picturel Does 
the word "alone" mean "that and nothing else"? The gaining of pleasure and 
avoiding of pain is the one and only thing involved in the ethical system that 
Barnhart is supposed to be defending. Has he set out a single logical argu
ment? Has he said, "This is true; this is true, this is true, therefore the 
Benthamite theory is superior to Christian Ethics"? You know that he has not! 
You know he just sort oftalks and rambles in circles. He is up here-that is, he 
ought to be up here-to defend this statement which is now on the screen 
before you. 

"It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do." What ought you to 
do according to this man? You ought to do that thing which brings you 
pleasure! What if you men tonight have such a disposition that raping a 
child-for example, the five-year-old girl that I read about-would bring you 
pleasure and no pain---or little pain-at all, what does]oe Barnhart say you 
ought to do? He says you ought to do that (rape)! And that you not only ought 
to do it but you will do it! I tell you, this is a dangerous doctrine to be taught on 
this university campus. Not only "what we ought to do as well as determine 
what we shall do." What does that mean in plain and simple language? It is on 
the screen there before you. It came out of this book [holding up Bentham's 
book]. It was written by Jeremy Bentham. 

"On the one hand the standard ..."-we talk about the standard. Joe 
regards this as the standard, not merely a standard, but the standard of right 
and wrong". . . on the other the chain of causes and effects, are fastened to 
their throne." The chain of things that cause you-that make you do it! And 
later on Bentham says-and if Barnhart wants to deny it, I'll read it for him 
and put it on the screen for him-he says that every man who tries to do 
something else than act according to the dictates of these two sovereign 
masters in every effort that he makes, only serves to confirm that he really is 
acting under these sovereign masters. In fact, it is right here OIl the next 
statement. "They govern us in all we do ... "-not merely some of it, but all 
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we do--" ... in all we say, in all we think." You cannot think, say, or do 
anything that is not under the governance of this desire for pleasure and the 
avoidance of pain. 

There is, according to this doctrine, no such thing as a loving mother 
willing to suffer pain for the welfare ofher child. She will think only ofher own 
pleasure! I rather suspect he's going to try to pitch this on altruistic hedonism, 
and you will see the problems that he gets into there. But I want you to see 
what this man is here saying. 

"They govern us in aU we do, in all we say, in all we think: every effort we 
can make to throw off our subjection, will serve but to demonstrate and 
confirm it." Now, that says-this is what Jeremy Bentham says to Joe Barn
hart. "Sir, you may try every way you please, you may run here, you may run 
there, you may try to break your chains, but everything you do on this earth 
serves to prove that you are under the domination of it." 

[ -rilE i;&OI<>TIC HEDONI;'" 
0" JEJl.liHy BENrHAM 

. . 

TH I S Docr~WE f't..AIN~ y IMP/..leS rllAr A M4/./ 15 
MOI/VAnr:o o,,~y "-"D CDMPL/£n!t.y BY !f!§ '2:t:'!i 
P/.EM!WI2E. f' /. ,., fi,Y THE. ManVIl TO <7AI'" HIS ~ 
PLIJ!ASJlIiiJE, ~ THAr C)p ar"'ER:;. 

Let us look at Chart 207-A. Joe, this is the way to give a negative to a 
non-existent affirmative. I am having to make the affirmative for you, and I am 
also responding to it. 

"Nature"-right at the top of the screen-I want you to notice the 
question, "What is Nature?" Let us see if he tells us in his next speech. 
"Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign masters, 
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pain and pleasure." Notice, pleasure is a ruler or master. Pain is a ruler or 
master. 

Why do I speak with the deep sincerity with which I am speaking to you? 
Because this university, as other universities, is dominating many men with 
this kind of thinking. As I attend philosophical meetings, I usually hear men 
speaking in terms of utilitarianism. It is a very popular theory among philos
ophers. But, my friends, there is not a word of truth to it, not the brand of it 
that Joe Barnhart is teaching. 

There is an element ofpleasure in Christian life. Anyone who says that the 
Christian life is not concerned about pleasure simply does not know what he is 
talking about. But notice here: all this theory is about is the gaining of 
pleasure, the avoidance of pain in each individual human being's life. 

This doctrine implies that a man is motivated only and completely by his 
own pleasure, that is, by the motive to gain his own pleasure and not that of 
others. 

I grant you that Bentham, in other places, tends to talk about doing 
something that will result in the pleasure of others. But this is self
contradiction. And we will explain that, if indeed Joe goes into it in order to 
explain it a little further. 

rll~ 6t/t//)A/,;!"'SS AtVl) SEJ/t!'RlrY 
o~ C;()j)" /A/ RELA7?(?;1/ 7Z'J rtf&! 36- y
Arl/Psrs IIA£GtM1EtVr /ifM1 E~ 

GFAltFRAL. ?CPs: RaH, /1-'22/Dt!"v7: //:2'-.28; 
MA'T"T. 7:/.1, #. 
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Now, let us go back to my chart 36-Y from which I was discussing the 

goodness and severity of God. I point out to you, first of all, the goodness of 

161 

._-_.._-----



God-that "God is not willing that any should perish but that all should come 
to repentance" (II Peter 3:9, 10). God so loved the world that he gave his only 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have 
eternal life" Gohn 3:16). 

Then, in the second place I show that God is also severe, according to 
Romans 11:22. There is the infinite love of God, the infinite benevolence, 
goodness and mercy of God. There is the infinite justice, holiness and righ
teousness of God, which means that he cannot tolerate sin. 

A17RI B tifFS 
OF" __----~~~O~~--------*A~G-;PT /~CeJ#JPAT1$~& t(//T# 
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Look at chart 36-Y -1. There is absolutely no contradiction between the 
goodness and the love of God. l\ow, let's look at eternal punishment. This is 
the thing that has driven Dr. Barnhart all through this discussion. 
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All right. I want to get this Chart 260 in as a negative argument. It will 
"wind up" down at the bottom. Even though it is a rather complicated and 
extended argument, it proves that what Dr. Barnhart is affirming is false. 

Notice the top of the page. So that I would not have to have page after 
oa[~e--to write out all of this argument-I have set it out in symbols. And you 
can follow along with me; I will explain it to you. 

The expression GI stands for: "God is infinite." GIJ means: "God is infinite 
in justice." means: "God can tolerate sin." GCPs means: "God can 
punish sin." GPSD means: "God ean punish sin deterrently," GPSRI means: 
"God will punish sin rehabitatively." GPSfu means: "God can punish sin 
retributatively." GPSE means: "God can punish sin eternally," that is, in hell. 
G1AA means: "God is infinite in all attributes." A GCCOA means: "The attributes 
of God can contradiet one another," GB·J means: "God is infinite in both 
benevolence and justiee." And GB'PSE means: "God is infinite in benevolence 
and can punish sin eternally." And, finally, B D means: "Dr. Barnhart's 
doctrine is true." Ofcourse, I am going to prove that his doctrine is false. But 
that is what that symbol stands for, And you see down at the bottom of the 
chart, at Premise 19 I have that little tilde in front ofBD, which indicates it is 
false that Dr. Barnhart's doctrine is true. 

Let us now look at the first premise. This means that if God is infinite
just follow me now as I read-look at premise one: If it is true that God is 
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infinite, then it follows that God is infinite in justice. This is quite obvious. 
This is an extension of all attributes. Justice is one of his attributes, and he is 
infinite in justice. 

Premise I-A states that God is infinite. This is a form ofproof that I have 
already set out in previous arguments during the preceding two nights. 

Premise 2: IfGod is infinite in justice, then it is false that God can tolerate 
sin. 

Premise 3: Ifit is false that God can tolerate sin, then God can punish sin. 
Premise 4: If it is the case that God can punish sin, then it follows [three 

things in a conjunctive statement]: God can punish sin deterrently, that is, to 
keep men from falling into sin in the first place. And, then, God can punish sin 
rehabilitatively trying to bring them out of it once they have fallen into it. 
And, then God can punish sin retributively that is, giving them what they 
deserve: the wages of sin is death. 

I have asked Dr. Barnhart about this. I have given him these questions. 
He has said that he is not going to answer them he does not think 
rapidly on his feet. Dr. Barnhart, if you can't think rapidly enough to answer 
that question, then you do not need to be in this debate. 

Premise .5: If God is infinite in justice, then God can punish sin. 
Premise 6: God is infinite in justice. 
Therefore, Premise 7: God can punish sin. It, therefore, follows-from 

premises four and seven, by modus ponens-that God can punish sin both 
eternally and rehabilitatively and-most important of all, for what is really the 
crucial issue in this debate-God can punish men retributiDely, that is, 
according to what man deserves. Paul said, in Romans 6:23, that the wages of 
sin is death. That means what one earns. The basic fundamental thing in 
punishment is retribution, although there are other things involved. There
fore, it follows, from Premise 8, that God can punish men retributively, 
(Premisc 9). Then, if God can punish sin retributively, then God can pUll ish 
sin eternally. That is obvious. (Premise 10.) 

Premise 11: IfGod is infinite, then God is infinite in all attributes. That is 
obvious. 

Premise l1~A: Therefore, God is infinite in all attributes. This follows 
from Premises I-A and 11 by modus ponens. 

Premise 12: IfGod is infinite in all attributes, then it is false to say that the 
attributes ofGod can tradict one another, as Dr. Barnhart has affirmed in your 
hearing. Obvious. 

Premise 13: If it is false that the attributes of God can contradict one 
another, then it is false that it is false that God is infinite in both benevolenee 
and justice; that is, God is both infinitely good and infinitely just. 

Premise 14: It follows from Premises 1.3 and 12-A, by modus ponens, that 
it is false that it is false that God is infinite in both benevolence and justice. 
Therefore, by double negation-you have that it is false that it is false-that 
means it is true! 
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Premise 15: So it is true that God is infinite in both benevolence and 
justice~from Premise 14 by double negation. 

Premise 16: If God is infinite both in benevolence and justice, then it 
follows that God is benevolent and can punish sin eternally. Obvious. 

Premise 17: Therefore, it follows from Premises 16 and 15, by modus 
ponens, that God is infinite in benevolence and that he can punish men 
eternallv. 

Pre~ise 18: If it is the case that God is infinite in benevolence, and can 
punish men eternally, then it follows that Dr. Barnhart's doctrine is false. His 
whole theory is based upon the idea that there is inherent contradiction 
between the infinite benevolence ofGod and the punishing of man forever as 
an element of the justice of God. 

It therefore follows that it is false that Barnhart's doctrine is true, from 
Premises 1 to 17, by modus ponens. 

My friends, I plead with you tonight to do what you ought to do about 
these matters; that is, to seek the highest good. Do not be misled by the 
hedonist philosophy. I plead with you to be what you ought to be; to know 
what you ought to know-to know God, the great eternal God; to love what 
you ought to love-to love God, hJs Son Jesus Christ, and his Word; to think 
what yOu ought to think-the pure, the lovely; the honorable; to learn the will 
of God, and to do it-to do what you ought to do, to do the will of God; to give 
what you ought to give-to give of yourself to God, and your means for the 
promulgation of his truth; to be satisfied with whatever you have-to be 
thankful for it; to be dissatisfied with what you are-striving always to im
prove, to be more like the perfect example of Jesus Christ; and to value the 
present moment and to get your life right with God if indeed it is not already 
right. 

My friends, I plead with you to accept Christ and his word and to reject 
the ungodly doctrine of Jeremy Bentham. 
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BARNHART'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 
THIRD NIGHT 

Tom is concerned about my being angry. Well, that's righteous indigna
tion, Tom. Tom, if you want to get angry, get with the right individual. I don't 
think anger necessarily is a sin or evil. If! let it out on you or you let it out on 
me, then that's a different case. But I take my anger seriously, and that's a 
motive. Sometimes it leads to hostility, but it's got to be checked. I think I 
checked mine. It doesn't hurt anybody; maybe Tom's feelings, but he'll 
conquer that. 

Okay. Tom knew in advance that I was not going to ask any question on 
the spur of the moment. He can harp, complain and gripe all he wants to. The 
reason he's so frustrated is that I got to make my debate without being 
dominated by his battle plan, you see. And he can't take it. Because he's got to 
make his own affirmative without my help, he has to paint his own picture, 
and then compare the two. And he couldn't paint his picture because basically 
what he likes to do is attack. And he couldn't establish his own position 
without trying to do the negative to begin with. 

Now, Tom said a very interesting thing. He said ofcourse Christians are 
concerned with pleasure. That suggests they are hedonists already, governed 
by pleasure. I want to talk about that'interesting little passage from Bentham 
and give you the Barnhart interpretation. 

We have Tom's fine interpretation. I'll give you my interpretation, and 
then you can give your own. We may both be wrong. 

Bentham is saying as a human being you are concerned with getting 
pleasure, that you're predisposed to go for what you think is going to give you 
pleasure, and to move away from what you think or take will give pain. That is 
your preliminary condition. That's your automatic response. And that's a 
natural predisposition, whether you think nature itself contains this element 
of its own, or there is special creation. I think you know what nature is without 
having to go into a whole philosophical scheme of it. That's another debate 
which I would be interested in doing, by the way, if! got paid enough Il)oney. 
But I'm not a missionary and money is a source of pleasure. Public speaking is 
not all that pleasurable, not enough for me to do it without pay. 

Now, I did not say you people are odious. I said this doctrine of hell is 
odious. And even if I had said you were odious, that shouldn't close your 
mind. But, I think that's what Tom wants you to do. 

Tom talks about God as being infinite injustice. I'm going to take that for 
his "affirmative" here. I'm saying he thinks infinite justice includes brutality. I 
don't know how much punishment to give everybody in the universe, you 
don't either, and Tom doesn't know either in every situation. I'm ignorant as 
Tom is. That's compelling ignorance for both of us. But just because I don't 
know everything, it doesn't mean that I can go ahead and talk about brutality 
in an infinite way, and then commit to blasphemy. Tom ends up calling 
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infinite brutality an attribute of God. I'm saying it is not an attribute. You call 
it justice. I call it brutality poorly disguised as benevolence. 

God is benevolent, you say; but according to your argument, Tom, he can 
perpetrate brutality beyond all the brutality that the creatures have ever 
produced. And that's a "cure" worse than the disease. 

Why should the deity's deeds prove to be worse than all the sin of the 
creatures? (Tom thinks I can't speak as rapidly on my feet as he does, but I'm 
not greatly impressed with him either. Along with that, I am aware ofsome of 
my other imperfections. I am now going to get to my more systematic debate.) 

All Bentham is saying is you are going to pursue what you think is 
pleasure-you're going to be concerned with what you take to be pleasure. 
And you're going to be repelled initially by what you take to be pain. 
Whenever someone says come to heaven instead of hell, that's an appeal to 
hedonism. Now, I don't think there is a hell. But those who appeal to heaven 
are hedonists in their appeal, you see. That's all Bentham is trying to say. 
That's inescapable; that's part of human nature. 

Now, Bentham did not say that he could predict what specifically will give 
you pain, and what specifically will give you pleasure. That's open. There is 
where the issue offreedom of choice and option and all that sort ofthing come 
in. Tom misunderstood that. Bentham didn't say that you're going to have to 
go out and rape somebody. I don't think Tom deliberately misunderstood 
that, although I can't look into Tom's mind. But maybe he just sees it in his 
particular way. I'm not going to send him to hell, however, even ifI had the 
power to do that. I hope I never have that kind of power. I might get angry. 

You can see why utilitarianism is often referred to as consequentialism. 
Bentham adds further that the consequences anticipated must be in terms of 
pleasure and displeasure. That is why it's called hedonistic utilitarianism. 

Here I must point out the great difference between the theological 
lawyers or legalists, on the one hand, and the hedonistic utilitarians, on the 
other. Legalists like Tom Warren keep asking for the highest law. Once they 
have found what they think is the highest law, they believe they have arrived 
at the foundation of ethics. But Bentham wishes to go deeper, much deeper 
than law itself. For him, the sabbath is made for man, and not man for the 
sabbath. Legalists like Tom Warren have turned morality upside down. 
Indeed, how can we determine when one putative moral law is higher than 
another? Tom, unable to help us with this question, simply declares his own 
personal preference, but that's not enough. 

Bentham's theory shows that moral rules and regulations are practical 
instruments for enriching social interaction. The goal of ethics and moral rules 
is not to work out a scheme so you can say, "Well, now we can justify sending 
some off to eternal punishment and the rest off to eternal glory." That is not 
the purpose of the ethical system for us. Moral rules do not exist to provide 
fundamentalist and evangelical theologians or humanists a smokescreen for 
releasing their private revenge onto their fellow men and women. Indeed, 
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such ruthlessness and vindictiveness-even when cloaked in the name ofCod 
and love-must itself come under m6ral judgment and restraint. 

Bentham's theory of ethics is so much a part ofcommon scnse that we are 
prone to take it for granted. Let's suppose we desire to travel to Dallas, forty 
miles down the highway. Ifwe want the freedom to carry out this subjective 
desire, then sooner or later we are going to have to develop public rules and 
regulations. Notice that the rules have a direct human fUnction and have as 
their aim the advancement of freedom, not an excuse to punish, It's the 
advancement of freedom. And I think this is part of the way you think too. 

Behind the rules and laws stands an objective and universal starting 
point. Some of the critics of utilitarianism have failed entirely to grasp this 
crucial point, and in doing so they have confused Bentham's view with what I 
would call Ungrounded Relativism. 

According to Ungrounded Relativism, if any local society should contain 
rulcs having absolutely no respect for human dignity, those rules may never
theless be regarded as morally valid for that local society. Utilitarianism by 
contrast, provides the objective and universal ground for criticizing such a 
view. Before showing how this criticism comes into play, I should point out 
that far from being able to offer a rational criticism ofUngrounded Relativism, 
Torn Warren spins his own version ofrelativism. It states simply that whatev
er the Cosmic Being asserts as moral is moraljust because the Being wills it. 
This is relativism at its worst because it implies that nOlnatter what the 
Cosmic Being preaches as moral, it will be defined as moraL Period, This 
Cosmic Being is a society wholly unto himself. 

Tom has tried to deny this, of course. But as I have already shown, he 
failed to demonstrate how he is able to deny it without retraeting some of his 
own theological premises. His appeal to any Creator's nature is pointless until 
he shows on independent grounds that this Creator is morally good, Just to 
have the power to say what is good is not what I'm talking about. 

A student of Bentham's Utilitarianism can criticize Relativism by calling 
attention to an objective fact: Persons are beings with feelings who can suffer 
pain and experience pleasure. That is the objective and subjective starting 
point of all ethics. Respect for personal dignity has its root at once in both 
objectivity and subjectivity. Objectivity provides universality; subjectivity 
provides content and point to the moral commitment. 

Children-when they get older-want to know why such and sueh should 
be done, and you can start giving explanations, and they can understand. In 
order to recognize someone morally we must first reeognize him cognitively as 
an objective reality having feelings ofhis or her own, as an agent drawn toward 
what he takes to be sources of pleasure and repelled by what he or she takes to 
be a souree of displeasure, I'll show you later how it gets more complicated. 

In criticism of Ungrounded Relativism, students of Bentham point out 
that moral laws and rules themselves are subject to judgment according to 
their initial respect for human dignity. In eontrast to Ungrounded Relativism, 
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Bentham's utilitarianism judges some practices to be morally inferior to 
others, This is not to say that the society that receives an overall lower moral 
rating is void of all morality, A society in which racism thrives, for example, 
will measure lower than perhaps some other societies, But even in racist 
societies and groups, there exists a seed ofmorality that might be cultivated so 
that racism can be overthrown, 

Let me be specific, Floyd Rose, a Church ofChrist black man, told ofhow 
he and Marshall Keeble prohibited from staying in homes of white brethren 
during the days of special church meetings, He told about a rope through the 
middle aisle to separate the blacks from the whites and told how a black 
preacber took the confessions of the blacks who came down, a white preacher 
did the same for the whites, 

The Cburches of Christ had a miserable record in their treatment of tbe 
segregation question, They were not a shining example of moral leadership, 
But this is no time for self-righteousness on my part-neither were most other 
groups shining examples, The churches of Christ, like other groups, were 
simply a part of the time, But my point is that the seedbed ofmorality already 
existed in the Churches of Christ as in most of the other groups, too, What 
Martin Luther King and similar blacks did in effect was to articulate this with 
splendid clarity, making us angry sometimes, He articulated that blacks, like 
whites, are human beings and have feelings, and they suffer pain and hope for 
enjoyment and pleasure because they, too, are persons, 

When Floyd Rose in 1969 stood before a Church ofChrist audience to tell 
how he and other blacks had been treated by their own Church of Christ 
people, some in the church wept, 

The seedbed of morality was already alive in those Church of Christ 
people, and they watered the seed with their OW'll tears of compassion and 
sorrow, The Church ofChrist people were already committed to basic human 
morality, of respecting the dignity ofother persons, Floyd Rose served only to 
give them an opportunity to let their commitment grow to the full bloom, And 
in this debate, in my limited way, I have already perceived that a rich seedbed 
of morality exists in your lives and your hearts, My criticism of your Church of 
Christ segregationist doctrine of hell has been simply an appeal to your own 
deeper moral commitment. 

My hope is that my criticism of past racism in the Churches of Christ did 
not come off as self-righteousness against your doctrine of segregation; for I 
am sure that for many of you, though not all, the seedbed of morality and 
concern for other people is in practice richer and far more cultivated than my 
own, Indeed, we need one another to inspire and encourage us to develop 
morally, whatever our theological or philosophical position is, 

We have a lot in common, I think that even though we differ on a lot of 
things, we still have a lot in common, And we can work with each other on 
moral grounds, even when we differ so much on the metaphysical grounds, 

If we had no desires and wants, no anticipation of pleasure, then killing 
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would be neither here nor there. According to Bentham, just because we are 
intelligent creatures and hedonists, we have developed and refined our moral 
laws against killing and injuring the bodies of others. We have refined that law 
over the years, sometimes better, sometimes worse. 

Now, to some objections to hedonistic utilitarianism, even though Tom 
did not send any objections which I asked for in advance in order to prepare 
for them. People, long before Tom and I were born, had already made 
profound objections, and I want to deal with a few of them. There are some 
500 of them; I'm not going to be able to deal with even half of them. 

Objection 1: Isn't it to our advantage to steal? Won't stealing add to our 
supply of pleasure? So, isn't stealing a good practice? 

Response: If there were absolutely no advantages in terms of pleasure to 
be gained from stealing, it is unlikely that we would need rules and regula
tions to restrain the practice. But the public disadvantages outweigh the 
advantages. Even professional thieves can see that their private thievery 
would not be profitable unless most people refrained from stealing. Thieves 
are parasites on those who produce and conserve the material and social goods 
of life. A parasite cannot survive if his host society begins to behave as the 
parasite, Ifeveryone were a bum or a thief, there would be little to steal--or to 
enjoy as hedonists, 

It is an ironic but objective fact of social existence that thieves have a 
strong vested interest in preventing stealing from spreading, Church ofChrist 
minister, Joe Barnett of Lubbock, notes that white-collar crime-mostly 
stealing-adds ten percent to the cost of commodities. This costs all of us, 
Strange as it may seem, a dedicated thief should be one of the strongest 
supporters oflaws to regulate stealing, Without such laws, he could not even 
eat what he has stolen, Furthermore, people on whom the thiefdepend would 
be discouraged from producing and creating goods if stealing became a 
general way of life. 

It is an objective truth that without considerable control of stealing, no 
society could maintain itself. And without society, the individual with his 
concern for his pleasure would suffer severely, The individual without society 
would lose an essential source of pleasure in his attempt to gain pleasure and 
avoid natural harm. 

Objection 2: Society seems to require a certain degree oflying in order to 
survive, But does that mean that lying is sometimes moral? 

Response: According to the Bible, Esther not only lied but committed 
adultery to save her people from being cruelly destroyed, Rehab the harlot 
both lied and committed at least treason against her own country in order to 
save her family. She and Sarah are the only two women mentioned in the 
Hebrews Chapter 11 Hall of Faith, Abraham gave less than a forthright 
answer to Isaac in order not to upset the boy on their way to the mountain, The 
Creator presumably lied to Abraham by giving him a command which he later 
revoked, indicating he didn't mean it in the first place, The Creator also put a 
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lying spirit in the mouth of certain prophets, according to the Old Testament. 
Jephthah made a vow to Yahweh, so the biblical story goes-am lout of 

time? Okay. I'll get to Jephthah later. 
Thank you. 
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WARREN'S THIRD NEGATIVE 
THIIW NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, gentlemen moderators, ladies and gentlemen. 
I was certainly glad to hear Joe say a moment ago that he was not angry, 

but just righteously indignant. Certainly there is a place to be righteously 
indignant, and I am certainly happy that such was the ease with him, because 
he certainly had me "fooled" for a moment. But I assure you, Joe, it does not 
bother me at all. I have debated with some fellows who really did get angry, 
really did ugly, sure enough, but that does not bother me. J am simply 
here to preach Jesus Christ and him crucifIed, for you as well as everybody 
else. 
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You know, there has been quite a bit said-I wanted to get this material in 
earlier, but I am going to it in so it will be included in the book-I want to 
call it, on this Chart 251, Dr. Barnhart's "5-point plan for heaven." You know, 
hc had so much to say about poetry and songs. One can either just compose 
two hymns, one psalm, or two spiritual songs, or five poems and we'll have an 
assurance of heaven. According to Joe, God certainly would be unjust to send 
you into any kind of punishment if you did any of those things. 
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1. 	 RESOLVED: Christian Theism (specifically as advanced by the New 
Test:arJ:ent) is superior to utilitarianism (specifically as advanced 

~J~mo&n~~~'w.~ 

B. Warren. inns 

2. 	 RESOLVED: Utilitarianism (specifically as advanced by Jeremy Bentham) 

is superior to Christian Theism (specifically as advanced by the New 

Test:arJ:ent) as the basis for evaluating hunan behavior. 


-~.~, &.J.J 
J. E. Barnhart. affims 

~ 
Now, I want to look again at the proposition [pointing to chart on screen]. 

I want you to look at the statement from Professor Bentham. I want you to 
know that this is the proposition which he is supposed to be affirming-that is, 
the theory that he is supposed to be defending. If you were listening to him 
you certainly did not have any idea that his proposition had much relationship 
to what was said by the man who is supposed to be defending it. We spent a lot 
of time in working out the proposition. He wanted to affirm just "humanism," 
just the general term "humanism." I asked him ifhe was talking about, say, 
humanists such as the Russians (the devotees of the Marxist Communism). 
No, that would not do. So, then he wanted to affirm "Utilitarianism." I said 
that won't do because there are certainly differences in various "brands" of 
Utilitarianism. John Stuart Mills called the Utilitarianism of Jeremy Bentham 
a "pig philosophy." He said it was fit only for swine. And he was a disciple of 
Bentham at one timel But, as he studied it more, he really saw that even 
though Bentham didn't say, "Now, go out and rape people," or "Go out and 
kill Japanese people if you get pleasure out of it," the implication of such is 
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there. Do you understand implication? Implication means that if one proposi
tion implies another one, then the first proposition can not be true and the 
second proposition be false. 

What I'm saying to you is that while Joedid not say, "All of you men go out 
and rape every woman you want," the implication is there-if it brings you 
pleasure. Ifit brings you pain then you will want to avoid all of the women. Ifit 
brings you pleasure to have "sexual intercourse" with men--or as near as you 
can get to it-instead ofwomen, then do that. But if such brings you pain, then 
lcave the num alone. And if it brings you pain-well-leave the women alone. 
If it brings you pleasure to destroy certain people-as it did Hitler with the 
Jews-then do that. Given this doctrine, I submit to you there is absolutely 
nothing wrong. If indeed the Nazis got pleasure out of throwing those Jews 
into the box cars coated with quick-lime-if it gave them pleasure-then it 
was right~ 

I want to read this for you again. The difference is: the New Testament 
condemns such! And while I deplore every case of a failure to recognize that 
every human being on this earth is as precious in the sight of God as any other 
without regard to color of the skin, I do have to admit that there have been 
occasions in which members of the Church of Christ-as well, as I suppose, 
every other religious group--who have been guilty of racism. And it is wrong 
in every case! I certainly know that the Bible teaches, in Acts 10:34, "I 
perceive that God is no respecter of Pfrsons, And that Greek word is a 
compound Greek word which means that God is not a "face-receiver," That 
means that God does not receive you on the basis of whether your face is 
white, brown, or yellow, or red. He doesn't receive you on the basis of 
whether you are poor, rich, educated or illiterate. He doesn't receive you on 
the basis of whether you're from America, or Africa, Asia, et al. He receives 
you on this basis: Jesus said in Matthews 7:21, "Not everyone who says to me, 
Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom ofheaven , but he that doeth the will 
of my Father." God loves everybody and wants everybody to be saved. But 
being infinite in justice-as he is in mercy and goodness-he cannot, from the 
very nature of his Being, tolerate sin. If you live your life on this earth doing 
those things that you know you ought not to do and which are contrary to the 
will ofGod, you will not be saved, and that's in harmony with the infinite love 
of God. 

Notice that Bentham says, "Nature ... "-What did he tell you as to what 
"nature" is? He was as "silent as the stars." Go outside and listen to the stars, 
with your bare ears and, see how much you hear. You will hear as much there 
as you have from Joe Barnhart about what "Nature" is. Is it a person?" Is it just 
a physical universe? Just a part of the physical universe, or what? Does it ha-ce 
thoughts? Does it have intentions? Does it lo-ce? Does it think? Does it hate? 
What is it? How does "nature" get the power to do this? Did "nature" create 
man? Or, was it by evolution? I pleaded with him to tell us that. He will not do 
it. 
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Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign 
masters, pain and pleasure, governed by them alone. But, Barnhart inti
mated, "Oh, well, sometimes men are not under their mastery." That is not 
what Bentham says. Barnhart and Bentham are miles apart on this point if that 
is the position he is going to take. 

He is rejecting his own proposition. I have not as yet seen one of these 
men who would not do such. It is for them alone to point out what he ought to 
do. The drive-the moral motivation-behind every act is pleasure and that 
alone. Therefore, there is no basis for punishing a man, a giant ofa man who so 
mutilates little girls that they require three hours of surgery, if he gets 
pleasure out of doing such. 

Next, he says that as our children get older we will teach them. Yes, Joe, 
you will teach them according to Bentham and Barnhart! If it feels good, do 
it!-that is what you have being taught here on the campus of North Texas 
State University! I hope and pray that it is confined to one professor. 

"It is for them [pleasure and pain] alone to point out what we ought to do 
as well as what we shall do." Ifa man espouses this doctrine, he not only ought 
to do it, but he will do it. He has told us that we Christians live above our 
theology. That is false. We live under it. Everyone of us, Joe, lives inferior to 
the theology we hold. For, we all hold that our example-our pelfect exam
ple-is Jesus Christ! He left us an example that we should walk in his steps (I 
Peter 2:21). But I John 1:8-10 makes clear that ifanyone ofus says he does not 
commit at least isolated acts of sin, he lies and the truth is not in him. 

Our model--our ethics model-is the perfect example, the Son of God 
who died on the Cross of Cavalry for our sins. And he shows everyone of us, 
"Walk in the steps in which I have walked"-knowing that we are dust, 
knowing our frame, knowing we are weak. But, in his mercy, he offered his 
blood to cleanse us from our sins. We all know that we ought to act a certain 
way. We all know we have not done so. And, there is not any way to get out of 
it except by the blood of Christ. I plead with you to recognize that, and to 
reject this ungodly doctrine which has been set before you. 

Would you have your daughter go out with a young man who avows the 
doctrine of this man-that is, if he is really convinced that pleasure is the 
guiding thing: "If you get more pleasure out of an act than pain, then do it." 
Will you get more pleasure by having sexual intercourse with a certain young 
lady than by not having it? Ifso, then you ought to do it and you cannot refrain 
from doing it; that is, you shall do it. That is what Bentham said. 

Now, I want Joe Barnhart to come up here, take this statement, analyze it 
word by word and quit telling me what he thought Bentham ought to have 
said. IfJoe wants to take it back, I wish he would. Joe, if you want to say, 
"Well, I signed a proposition that is not true, and I am not going to defend it," 
then I wish you would do it! And you will not find a better friend in the world 
than 1. I can shake hands with you and say, "Joe, if there's anything I can do to 
help you, I will do it." But may God help you to reject this ungodly doctrine: 
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"IfitJeels good, then do it"! I'll tell you one thing-if] had anything to do with 
it-no daughter ofmine would ever go wi~h anybody who holds that doctrine. 

Now, I want to show you a principle at work in this matter of segregation, 
which he brought up a moment ago. I want to say more about that, because I 
feel very deeply about the fact that there has been-I suppose among every 
religious group--at least some failure to recognize the truth on this. I say 
without any fear of successful contradiction, that the solution to the racial 
problem in this country, and around the world, is the basic principle set forth 
in Acts 10:34. When the Apostle Peter said, "I perceive that God is no 
respecter of persons"-God is not a face-receiver-"but in every nation he 
that feareth him and worketh righteollsness is acceptable unto him." 

1HE 5eeo I~ rilE 
t../Of2...D OFGroO 

WIIATWllL 6'P.D1J 
Fio"-f rHEA CORAl ~ 
-,AIJ 041( 772EE/-------. 

Let us have Chart 212-1. Wherever the seed of God-which is the word of 
God-goes, and a good and honest heart receives it (notice the bird flying over 
and the acorn which falls into "the good ground" [the bird represents, 
analogically, someone who is teaching the word of God; the acorn represents 
the word ofGod, Eph. 6: 17]). The good ground represents a good and honest 
heart. Friends, if something grows from that acorn, it will not be a bird! It will 
be an oak tree! When any person preaches the gospel of Christ, and another 
person, with a good and honest heart reccives it, what will grow-in the sight 
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of God? It will not be a devotee of me. It will not be a Warrenite or a Jonesite 
or a Smithite. It will simply be a Christian. So wherever the word of God 
grows, wherever people take it seriously, understand it, and follow it, then 
there will be no racial segregation or hard feelings against those of different 
races, as we have had in the past in our nation. 

IMMORAL OR ~10RAL OR 
SELFISH HEDONISM UTI LI TAR IAN HEDON ISM 

(BENTH,~WS VIEW) 

1. HAPPINESS FOR ONESELF 1. HAPPINESS FOR ONESELF. 

QNLY. 

2. 	 DISREGARD THE HAPPINESS 2. REGARD FOR THE HAPPINESS 

OF OTHERS, OF OTHERS. 

IQM 	CONFUSES BENTHAM'S JOE HAS EXPOUNDED SOME OF 

UTILITARIANISM HEDONISM WITH BENTHM1 / S UTILITARIANISM AND 
EITHER SELFISH HEDONISM OR WILL ELABORATE FURTHER IN THE 
SHORT-TERM CVRENIAC HEDONISM. DEBATE. 
MUCH OF TOM/s CRITICSM HAS, 
THEREFORE, BEEN DIRECTED AT 
THE WRONG TARGET. HE NEEDS 
TO FIND THE PROPER TARGET. 

I want to take some time tonight just to look at Professor Barnhart's ch.ut 
on the kinds of hedonism. Figure 10, I believe it is. I'll have to look at it this 
way [turning to face the screen]. Let me look at it so you can hear me over the 
microphone. 

Cyrenaic Hedonism. Now, the central leader ofCyrenaic Hedonism was 
Aristippus. He said you should take any pleasure you can get-take it in a 
physical way-just as soon as you can get it, take whatever brings you the 
quickest pleasure, with the greatest intensity, for the longest duration. and so 
forth. It sounds just exactly like Jeremy Bentham-though Bentham has not 
made it out quite so hideously. But when you understand the implications llf 

Bentham, there you'll find Aristippus, in principle. 
Now, Epicureans recognized a difference in holding that there is ,\ 

difference in the quality of pleasure. Now, surely a man that holds a Ph. D. 
Degree in Philosophy from Boston University knows that Cyrenaic Hedonism 
is a quantitative hedonism. And guess whose hedonism we're talking about 
tonight is a quantitative hedonism. Jeremy Bentham's. That first Ol\t'. li~ht 

there [pointing to the screen]. Cyrenaic Hedonism is very, very clost' to that 
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of Jeremy Bentham. But that of the Epicureans is close to that ofJohn Stuart 
Mill, because Mill recognized the difference between mere quantity and 
quality. You see, Bentham says there is no such thing as a different kind 
(quality) of a pleasure; it is only the amount ofpleasure: that is, do that thing 
which gives you the greatest amount of pleasure just as quickly as you can, as 
intensely as you can get it, and as long as you can get it. And that is why Mill 
turned away from it. He called it "fit only for swine. " He told the truth about 
it. And the hedonism of Aristippus is also fit only for swine. 

John Stuart Mill's utilitarianism will not stand the test either, but it 
certainly is a step up from the ungodly, hideous doctrine that has been taught 
by Jeremy Bentham and espoused by Joe Barnhart. And for Joe to try to 
switch now, and to make that doctrine into something else is simply a 
misrepresentation of the facts. 

PIE. E&oll!:1rtc. HEf)CA//SM 
0/& JEIlSMY 8&NrHA;.( 

THIS [)OCT!UI.//! pI..AW"Y IMPL.IE5 nIilTAMAi./ 15 
HOT'lV471!!:O 0#'-'1:' AWe> C"MPLi!irEl.Y' BY t!f.§ f2Y:!t! 
PI.JiI>.$I.IRS f I. E., 8Y THE. MCVVI' 7"''' lirA'" HIS EJt£!I 
PLIilA5JJIU', ~ rHAT ~'" orH/!!'S. 

N'ow if Dr. Barnhart will please look at that statement and explain the 
words in it: explain what "nature" is; explain what "governance" is; explain 
what "sovereign masters" means; explain what pleasure is; what pain is; what 
"alone" means, and so forth. Now, that's his job! 

He said, "Tom came here without having done his homework." What do 
you think? 

I want to look at some more of his blunders. I gave you a list last night of 
the blunders and inconsistencies and so forth, that Dr. Barnhart committed 
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Monday night. I read them to you last night. I had 37 of them, I only got to 3l. 
I'll read through those and then a number more that I have tonight. 

From last night: 
32. He claims the only choices of those who honestly disagree with 

\Varren are: 
A. To pretend to agree with him. 
B. Or, go to a "cosmic concentration camp." 

I have explained that enough for you to know that is false to the core. 
33. He arrogantly credits himself with the wisdom to know what to do 

about sin-and that without God. Jeremiah the Prophet said, "The way of 
man is not within himself." Dr. Barnhart would not know what to do about sin 
without the revelation of God. He cannot know what one sin-what even one 
sin warrants as punishment. The Bible makes clear the heinousness of sin and 
what it cost to get us out of sin: the gift by God of his Son. "God so loved the 
world that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth on him 
should not perish"-not perish according to what he deserves, but that by the 
gift of God, he might be saved. We see what the infinite God-who loved man 
so much that he gave his Son-that is, we can see what sin means by seeing 
that Christ died that we might live with God. If in rebellion you go out the 
door of death into eternity-that is, rebellious against God,-then you must 
suffer forever. But as to the degree of punishment by God, I will explain later 
on as I have indicated to you. 

34. He charges "It is a fearful thing to fall into the hands of lawyers, 
judges and legalists," Dr. Barnhart, only the law breakers need to fear 
lawyers and judges. 

35. He charged Torn Warren with being overly concerned about tempor
al marital divorce but not concerned about the eternal divorce of parents and 
children. I do not know where you got that idea. There is nothing in this world 
I am any more concerned about than the eternal separation of anybody from 
some other or from God. 

36. By implication Barnhart denied the objectivity of moral law-and yet 
he, by implication, affirms objectivity of moral law in his charges against me. 
He has not required that I agree with him. Because, he says, he is honest, and 
honestly disagrees with me, I should not hold that against him but simply say, 
"Whatever you believe is all right." But then when I honestly disagree with 
him he comes up and calls my doctrine "odious." Oh, yes he did, he called it 
odious! And called me a "structural atheist"! He referred to me as an atheist, 
and in the light of the teaching of the Bible and of my beliefs about it, such is 
simply incredible. 
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AJDITlON!lL BLUN~ERS, CONTR~DICTlO:IS, 

TRW A\jD BEL: ;:;VD THE CALV1N-

FORLORDJ\lATION~ A.Ni1 THIS ASSUMPTION 15 

14) AS :r ThESE PASSAGES RELATED S P~RSONAL SALV{l,TlOI'L 

AND "7d18 NOT /,,1 ALL! 

IGNORer: It'W/OR DiSRE

GARD:::D HUl'{il.J1 FRE£-WtLL~ WHiCH IS NOT THE AT ALL, 

JERE. 18:1-10, 

D, 	 B.t;RNHART l\RGUES AS tF J3W BEliEVES THAi IIEVERYONE WHO DIS

AGREES i'i!T'i ME Is GOlr..G HELl;/I l*:rEREAS" THE TRt;E 

LOST, 

). BARNHART MADE ?REQUEN. Rf:FERENC£ TO HIS "INTELLECTUAL HDNESTy,1/ 

BUT r.Q ATTENTION TO THE FACT TrlAT PLAIN HONESTY \,IOULD 

COMPEL H,M: (JJ Te DES ATE THE DROPOS~TIDN WHICri '-IE SIGii£D 70 

'EBATE; (2) :0 f\NS\~ER QU::ST~ONS PRESENTED HIM THE 

F!R~V\TIV;: OuT A STATE['; ARGJMENl 

:JESiGNED 10 PROVE f11S (ll) PGINT OUT THE ERRGRS(?) T)I; 

THE PRSCISELY STAiE;) AR(:WI;EN";S SFT OUT BY T911'f; (5) A NEGA

TIVE TO "RESPOND" TJ T'iE AFFlFiMAT!VE; (6) TO ASCR13E 

Further blunders by Dr. Barnhart; Chart 226-A: 
1. Barnhart argued as if I accepted and believed the Calvinistic view of 

God's foreordination, and this assumption is false. 
2. He dealt with passages in Romans 9 (especially verses 13 and 14) as if 

these passages related to one's personal salvation, and this is not the case at all! 
3. He argued as if the Romans 9 passages ignored and/or disregarded 

human free-will, which is not the case at all. Compare Jer. 18:1-10, with 
parallel p~ssages. 

4. He argued as if I believe that "everyone who disagrees with me is 
going to hell," whereas, the true basic position is that everyone who refuses or 
fails to obey God's teaching, not mine, but God's teaching (as revealed to us in 
the New Testament), will be lost. 

Now, in the few moments that I have left I want to begin to say something 
along the line of the quality of the love of God. 

I want you to understand-if you do not understand anything else in this 
discussion, I want you to understand the love of God-that the love ofGod is 
universal. It does not matter what your life has been, how "black" it has been, 
God loves everybody-"God so loved the world"! You may have been guilty of 
every sin that might be written in the black book of sins, but God loves you 
tonight. And he gave his Son to die for you. 
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God's love is tenacious. It will not "let go" during the trials and tribula
tions of life. 

It is protective-that is, it protects you from harm (Isaiah 31:5). As a bird 
flutters, trying to draw someone away from the nest of her babies-to try to 
distract their attention-so God's attention is always over us, always with us. 

Further, God's love is a providing love. It provides us with what we need. 
"The Lord is my shepherd; I shall not want." God is a gracious host who 
prepares a feast for us in the time of our greatest needs. 

God's love is an understanding love. He understands our weaknesses. He 
understands, as a father understands his two or three year old son. My son 
now is thirty years of age. 

All right. Thank you. 
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BARNHART'S REJOINDER 
THIRD NIGHT 

Well, I'm glad Tom has decided that I think of his views as odious rather 
than him. I'm glad to see that distinction finally being made, Thomas. 

Thomas has pointed out that I deny that the Bible is divine revelation, 
whereas he holds it is divine revelation. Merely to point this out, however, is 
not an argument, certainly not a refutation of my position. In order to refute 
someone's view, we must do more than note its disagreement with our own. 

Another point: Tom claims that the predestination passage of Romans 9 
entirely excludes the factor ofsalvation. Presumably) the Creator predestined 
everything else about and in each person's life. But where did Tom get this 
exegesis? How does he justifY this arbitrary way of compartmentalizing the 
several aspects of the individual's life? Apparently, he is draWing on a passage 
from his favorite scripture: First Thomas. First Thomas 3:15. 

Let me point out something else. Tom wants to know why I haven't made 
clear the passage from Bentham that Tom has been projecting on the screen. 
But that is precisely what I have been doing all along-making it clear, taking 
my time, doing it gradually and systematically. Tom has, in my judgment, 
misunderstood what I have been doing in my affirmative. (Of course, he 
apparently thinks I have misunderstood Bentham, and I don't know how you 
can-without reading Bentham-resolve that problem for yourselves. Natur
ally, it isn't my business to do that for you. I don't get paid to convince 
anybody ofanything. You didn't hire me to do that. And it doesn't interest me. 
I'll present to you what I feel is Bentham's interpretation, and Tom is free to 
do the same.) 

Bentham wrote hundreds of pages. I'm trying to give a summary or 
digest. I don't want a debate simply about what Bentham meant because it is 
very likely that Tom and I are going to come up disagreeing on it anyway. 

I wanted to give what I think Bentham means, develop it for you, and set 
it out. Even if it weren't Bentham's view, and it turned out I was wrong in 
interpreting Bentham, you still would have another point of view to consider 
with open-mindedness. But the real question for you is, does what I hav.e 
presented make any sense to you, is it plausible? And if it does and is, well 
then maybe it's better than Bentham's view. 

Tom keeps dropping the word 'God' here and there, but rm trying to 
show that Tom is an atheist. He has attributed to the Cosmic Being a 
consciousness. He's a conscious being who is a creator who mayor may not be 
good. In Tom's case he's not sufficiently good to be worshipped as God. Now, 
I don't think this Being exists. But ifhe did he still wouldn't qualify to be God, 
a God that means something. I'd rather this sacred title of"God" not be given 
to anyone than to bestow it on a Cosmic Hoodlum. 

Now, did I say all theology is rotten to the core? No. I'm saying the 
doctrine ofhell is the perversion of theology. And to call hell justice is wicked 
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and sinful or whatever word you want to use. It's immoral. But obviously you 
have other parts of your theology that can be developed, parts which can 
enrich me. I can enrich you and we can go do it this way: Tom is trying to say 
you have to take the whole thing or nothing. And I'm trying to say you don't. 
Just because you inherit it, and the screws have been put on you sometimes to 
take it all-or-nothing, that doesn't mean you have to agree to every part of it. 

You and I know that Alexander Campbell was one of the most decent 
human beings that ever lived. But his view on hell was immoral. There were a 
lot of things that Alexander Campbell and I could have worked together on. 

Thank you. 
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WARREN'S REJOINDER 

THIRD NIGHT 


Dr. Barnhart, ladies and gentlemen .. 
I have pleaded with Dr. Barnhart to take up the statement in the work of 

Jeremy Bentham, take up the words and explain them one by one, and explain 
to us how that statement can possibly mean what he has explained it to mean. 
And, in my judgment, it is impossible for him to do that. I want to make clear 
what I said a moment ago when I said that I would not want anyone, any young 
lady, involved in an association with those who really espouse Bentham's 
doctrine. I do not believe that Joe Barnhart really believes what Bentham 
said. But if someone really did believe it and acted in harmony with it, I want 
you to understand what he would do. He would feel that he not only ought to 
but would do anything that brings pleasure-and that would mean anything 
sexually immoral, torture or rape, homosexual acts, or whatever-(I'm not 
saying that he would do that; I have no idea that he would, nor that anyone 
close to him would, or that his students who listen to him would). But if they 
do truly espouse his doctrine, then they would. Surely all of you can under
stand the difference there. 

I want to make it clear that I am not saying anything against him personal
ly or against anyone who has any connection with him, but against the 
doctrine he has espoused. 

But let me now close my part of this discussion tonight by continuing with 
what I was saying about the love of God. 

The only God who exists-incidentally, Dr. Barnhart did not really 
explain that a moment ago when he said that by "Cosmic Being" he means the 
Creator. I remember the first class I had under Henry Nelson 'Wieman, who 
is a naturalist theologian. He talked constantly about "God." And when we 
pressed him on it, finally we heard him use the word "creativity." "Creativity" 
is "God," he said. And by that he meant what? Some personal being with 
thinking, with intelligence, with purpose, who loved, who loved righteous
ness and hates evil? No! Not at all! He meant only some force in nature! And 
when the interactions of physical forces result in something "good," then that 
is good! 

I pleaded with Dr. Barnhart to make clear whether that is what he means. 
He has not done so. I challenge him to tell us what the word "nature" means in 
that statement that we have from Bentham in the opening statement of the 
Introduction to Principles of Morals and Legislation. And until he does that, 
my friend, he is not really talking about the doctrine of Bentham, he's talking 
about something that he has invented. 

Now, we notice that the love of God-as I have said already-is universal, 
it is tenacious, it is protective, it is providing, it is understanding, and, 
further, it is non-forgetful. 

"Can a mother forget her sucking child?" we are asked. "Yea, they may 
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forget." But it happens so seldom, we hardly notice it. However, oncc in a 
while a mother who brought her child into the world will forget it. God says 
they may forget it, but he contrasts even that small possibility with his own 
when he says, "But I sball never forget thee, thou art written and engraven on 
the palms of my hands." 

Can you imagine tonight the analogy-that, of course, God is not physi
cal-He does not have hands upon which he writes literally-but we can 
write on our own hands. Your name is ever before God. The very hairs ofyour 
head are numbered. He knows what is in your mind before you think it. He 
knows the words before you think them. "There is not a word on my tongue 
but, 10, thou knoweth it altogether." God's love is non-forgetful! God's love is 
timely with his provisions. Thou preparcst a table before me in the presence 
of mine enemy." 

God's love is indestructible. He uses the analogy ofa man whose wife has 
been unfaithful. And, as his people have been unfaithful, yet he loves them
and, if, on the basis of their repentance, they "come back home," he will 
forgive them. 

The greatest thing that could happen to any of us is to understand not only 
the existence ofGod, but the love of God. Jesus said that ifhewere "lifted up," 
he would draw all men unto him. It is the power of insight into the crucified 
Savior, as C. S. Lewis, a one-time atheist, recognized. It is simply absurdly 
foolish to talk about evil and not recognize the ultimate good, who is God. All 
you can mean otherwise-if there is no God-is to say "I don't like some
thing," such as saying, "I don't like spinach, but I do like orange sherbet." 
That is pure subjectivity, a matter of taste. But, my friends, the truth of God is 
objective! It is just what it is. The Bjble taught what it taught before I was ever 
born, before I ever read it, and it has not been changed because I have read it 
and drawn conclusions about it. It still teaches just what it has always taught. 

May God bless and keep you is my sincere prayer. 
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BARNHART'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 
FOURTH NIGHT 

1. 

IMMORAL OR 
SELFISH HEDONISM 

HAPPINESS FOR ONESELF 
ONt Y. 

I. 

~10RAL OR 
UTILITARIAN HEDONISM 

<BENTHAW S VI EW) 

HAPPINESS FOR ONESELF. 

2. DISREGARD THE HAPPINESS 
OF OTHERS. 

2. REGARD FOR THE HAPPINESS 
OF OTHERS. 

IQM CONFUSES BENTHAM'S HAS EXPOUNDED SOME OF 
UTILITARIANISM HEDONISM WITH BENTHAM'S UTILITARIANISM AND 
EITHER SELFISH HEDONISM OR WILL ELABORATE FURTHER IN THE 
SHORT-TERM CYRENIAC HEDONISM. DEBATE. 
MUCH OF TOM'S CRITICSM HAS, 
THEREFORE, BEEN DIRECTED AT 
THE WRONG TARGET. HE NEEDS 
TO FIND THE PROPER TARGET. 

This is Figure Number 10. 
I want to say that I have enjoyed-since this is the last day-meeting 

some ofyou personally. Sometimes I feel like the missionary who went to the 
Congo tribe where everyone believed in witchcraft. (If you won't call me a 
Christian, I won't call you a believer in witchcraft. It's just a comparison.) And 
after they tried to communicate with each other, each shook his head and 
walked away. They couldn't believe that they were just two ships passing in 
the fog, 

I teach a course in Epistemology. And one of the problems we deal with 
is, Can we understand a primitive tribe? I was talking to our Cultural Anthro
pologist here from Tennessee Bible College, and there was a suggestion that 
we were all-you and I-were somewhat like two primitive tribes with a 
different set of categories. It's very difficult for us to understand each other 
without enormous discipline. And probably in some cascs it's impossible. But 
there is a possibility at least for growth. 

Last night I noted some differences between Cyrenaic Hedonism and 
Bentham's Utilitarian Hedonism. Not having done his homework, Tom 
bluffed through this trying to say the two views were the same, but they 
aren't. Bentham himself makes this clear. Ifyou're interested, you can consult 
Fenn's Encyclopedia of Morals, etc. 
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Referring to Aristippus, the Encyclopedia says, "He maintained that the 
supreme good in life and what makes man happy is pleasure ofthe moment." 
(Italics added.) Despite what Tom claimed, this is Aristippus' view, as many 
ethics textbooks will show. It isn't Bentham's view, as I'm going to try to show. 

In the often-used textbook. Ethics For Today (Fifth Edition), Titus and 
Keaton write that the Cyrenaic Aristippus held, "One need seek only his own 
pleasure." By contrast, Bentham, the writers go on to say, holds that "an 
action conforms to the principle of utility [that is, utilitarianism] when it tends 
to increase the happiness of the individual concerned and the community . ... 
\Vhen Bentham mentions the community, he has in mind the sum of the 
interests of the several members of the community." (Italics added.) 

In the textbook. System of Ethics and Value Theory, Sahakian writes, 
"Epicurus differed from other ancient hedonists such as Aristippus and the 
Cyrenaics whose prime objective was to seek and enjoy the pleasures of the 
moment before the opportunity slipped by. They lived by the code: 'Eat, 
drink and be merry, for tomorrow we die.' The Cyrenaies strongly advocated 
that one seize pleasure as quickly as possible." 

I pointed out last evening that Bentham's special contribution to hedon
ism was two-fold: (I) to extend net pleasure or happiness as widely as possible 
and (2) to consider future as well as present pleasure. 

Tom is quite mistaken on another point. It was not John Stuart Mill who 
referred to Bentham's philosophy as the pig philosophy. That was Karl Marx, 
a philosopher ofviolence rather than a philosopher ofpleasure. It is a mistake 
to think that Mill forsook Bentham's position. In fact, he set out to defend 
general Utilitarianism against the charge that it is an ethical system "worthy 
only of swine." It is not Bentham's view that Mill is trying to oppose. You can 
see that in Mill's Utilitarianism, Chapter 2. It is true Mill did make an 
amendment or revision ofBentham's view. But before he offered his revision, 
Mill wrote plainly that Utilitarianism can dispose of this charge raised against 
it, that it is a pig philosophy. Both Bentham and Mill were quite aware that 
human beings had access to sources of pleasure, numerous sources of plea
sure, not open to pigs or other creatures. 

Tom is in still another error to say that Bentham says, "If it feels good, just 
do it." "Or if something gives you pleasure, do it regardless ofwho it hurts or 
what the consequences are." Last evening when I pOinted out Tom's irre
sponsible misinterpretation of Bentham, he finally shifted. He shifted from 
saying that Bentham advocated rape, murder and the like, to making the 
weaker claim that these evils are only implied in Bentham's philosophy. I 
don't think that's the case either, but at least we are coming closer together on 
that point. And later I'll try to show you that there are Utilitarianism passages 
in the New Testament. 

Tom turned to look at me last evening to ask whether I knew what the 
words 'implied' or 'implication' meant. Now, it was not a question apparently 
designed to gain information, since he certainly knew that I was quite aware of 
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what implication was. I suggest the question served, one, as a smokescreen for 
his shift, and two, as a way oftrying to put down his opponent. That's the name 
of Torn's game, of course, you could give me several other examples. 

To he sure, some of you like a good battle of words, if not wits. Some of 
you may say that Torn and I together make a full wit sometimes. This staged 
battle is designed to help you feel that evil has been trounced. I understood 
the nature of this ritual before I stepped into this arena. I understood quite 
well what it would be for many of the audience: I would be serving as their 
symbol of evil, a kind of bull on the stage, with champion matador Torn 
Warren charging forth to demolish the bull. And if you will allow me to be 
intimidating-Torn would be shooting the bull in this case, which would be 
quite appropriate. 

Now, in a real scholarly debate you wouldn't say something like that. But 
that's the name ofthe game here; we've got two or three games going, and you 
understand that. 

So let's step outside this particular game for a moment, this particular 
ritual game r m talking about, and look at it to see what we can learn. You and I 
know that those of you who carne primarily to see this ritual ofconfirmation 
played out will leave having been confirmed that evil has in some sense been 
thoroughly thrashed. Good students of cultural anthropology could point this 
out to us clearly because they see this ritual in other tribes besides their own. I 
have had people come up to me, asking me to clobber ole Tom, and I said, 
"Well, you know, this is supposed to be a debate. If he can see his own 
aggression, I can see some of my 'righteous indignation' coming out." 

A friend from another state wrote me a letter and asked me why in the 
world would I volunteer to become a sacrificial lamb for such a ritual? Why 
would I put up with Torn Warren's inane haranguing and not-too-subtle 
tactics ofput-down and intimidation? My answer was, first, it couldn't do me 
any real harm. I've known Tom for years. And as a student of social and 
ritualistic roles of religion, I would find the experience exceedingly interest
ing. And I have. Second, my participation doesn't prevent me from giving old 
matador Torn a jab in the ribs now and then just to let him know that most 
people could play the game of "put down" if they felt it to be necessary. Most 
philosophers don't find it necessary. In fact, I just read a paper at a philosophy 
meeting last week. The man had sent me a copy of his paper in advance. He 
invited that sort of thing. (None of Tom's "strategy" sort of thing, you know, 
sneaking up on each other, haranguing and the like.) The man and I already 
knew how ignorant we were. We didn't even have to debate that point. I 
learned a lot from this fellow's paper, and I think he learned something from 
me. We didn't have to keep our guard up at night in our argument. 

Most philosophers don't have to engage in intimidating and haranguing. I 
wouldn't myself unless I made some money for the service, and in addition, 
gained a unique opportunity-arid I consider it a privilege as well as an 
opportunity-to meet you people to learn more about this very important 
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ritual ofconfirmation, which I think is a characteristic not only of people like 
you, burof all people. We like to be confirmed in our belief~. And I, too, like 
to see a drama in which evil is somehow destroyed, a catharsis in the Greek 
sense ofdrama. And I think this may be what some ofyou are here for, but that 
might not be all. There's the duck and the rabbit figure. (Incidentally, Tom's 
critiql1e of my duck/rabbit figure reminds me of the fellow who, when he read 
the story of the father and the prodigal son, became lost in the question, 
"What color of shoes did the father and the son have on?" He got lost in that. 
Tom missed the whole point of the duck and rabbit.) Well, there's a rabbit side 
to this meeting tonight: it isn't just the duck. 

Another reason for taking this golden opportunity to participate in this 
interesting experience is this: I was convinced that you Church of Christ 
people deserve to have another view presented to you in a more or less 
orderly way. Despite the side-show of fireworks and put-down tactics to 
endure (and also to have to indulge in in order to keep from being abused too 
much), I have been able to oiler you some leads-I hope I have-and some 
ideas for many ofyou to think about over the months and years. After all, these 
are the kinds of problems we don't set up in a matador contest for four days, or 
even years. I've only been working~)l1 some of these for thirty years. I have a 
picture ofmyself at the age of eleven, standing in my front yard, with a Bible in 
my hand. I was probably working 'With the 9th Chaper ofRomans at that time. 
And rm still working on it. 

I was especially concerned that my material become useful to you when 
it's set down in book form so you can read it, and you can follow it. 

Tom, with knee-jerk predictability, will continue to tell you that I have 
said not only nothing, but "absolutely nothing." But I have known Thomas a 
number ofyears, and have learned that he is prone to excess in his claims. It's 
a lack of self-discipline in his eager rush to demolish the symbol of evil
symbolically. Under more philosophical and scbolarly conditions, my own 
excess in this debate-and some ofyou after the meeting have been very good 
to point out some of my excesses-would not, in other conditions, be so 
flamboyant, and they would certainly be more controlled. 

In fact, when presenting.papers at meetings ofthe American Academy of 
Religion m the Southern Philosophical Society, I would not indulge in such 
excess, nor would Tom, although Tom doesn't read papers at these meetings. 
It isn't because the groups don't permit criticism ofviews like mine. Tom just 
isn't up to this discipline. 

There are many excellent criticisms of Utilitarianism, but without the 
tactics of intimidation, bullying, and haranguing. In fact, at the University of 
Texas last month an excellent paper, an ingenious paper, was given in criti
cism of Utilitarianism without any of Tom's characteristic theatrics and his
trionics. Nobody even gave me an altar call at the University of Texas. 

It's time to point out how I regard the New Testament-I'm going to back 
away from some of my excess. You See the danger of this kind of debate for 
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people like Tom and me. \Ve get carried away with our own eloquence 
because we want to compensate, believing too much of our excess. 

I regard the New Testament to be not all evil, although some parties 
apparently thought I did. I have studied it for many years, and studied fifty 
semester hours of Greek because I was once going to teach the New Testa
ment in Greek, until I decided I didn't want to conjugate my life away. 

To see the Bible and the New Testament as entirely evil would be silly. 
Now, that, by the way, is one of those put-down words, you see. It would be 
silly-as silly as Tom claiming that Bentham's entire view is evil. Indeed, 
there are pro-utilitarian arguments within the New Testament. For example, 
the beautiful passage, "The Sabbath was made for man, not man for the 
Sabbath." That's probably the first succinct Utilitarian passage I ever read as a 
boy. 

Ideally, moral laws and rules are utilitarian or instrumental, serving to 
enrich human life. These rules are themselves to be evaluated by the broadest 
moral ideal of maximum happiness for every individual possible. Anything 
short ofthis is to be challenged when possible. This is not to say that our failure 
either to be perfect or to believe in what most of us can not sincerely believe in 
is deserving of infinite torture. Such a notion of so-called retribution has no 
place in Utilitarianism. 

Tom asked honestly a good question about retribution. And philosophers 
have discussed retribution for centuries. I have indicated that from my point 
ofview it is a fancy word for mayhem and violenee perpetrated-as an excuse 
to perpetrate violence-on your relatives, neighbors, friends and enemies. 

I hope Tom is not so naive-and I don't think he is-as to suffer the 
delusion that he has addressed all the points that I have raised in these papers 
that I presented to him. There wouldn't even be time to answer them all. But 
he has given you perhaps some preliminary indication of the direction that he 
might take if he wants to pursue his view further. I, of course, recommend 
your reading his books. Gary and I are going to team up now to get some more 
ofTom' s books in the library. I was shoeked; we don't have a single one of his 
books in the library, but we're going to work on that. My opinion is Tom's best 
book is Have Atheists Proved There Is No God? There's almost no haranguing 
of anybody in that book. That's probably because he was at that time coming 
more out ofan academic environment in which that sort ofthing is more or less 
kept down. 

Tom has been giving you some directions as to how his thinking has 
developed, and I tried to do that also. But briefly, I want to show you how I 
would play the intimidation game with Tom ifI were to take it as seriously as 
Tom. I can't keep a straight face in doing it and I keep wondering why my halo 
keeps falling down when I try. But Tom thinks of Jesus as the perfect 
incarnation of morality. Now, I'll shift in my intimidating voice. 

1. Has he in this auditorium proved the deity of Christ? No!!! 
Well, that just about scared me. 
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2. Has he proved even the existence of Jesus? Nol 
3. Has he proved the infallibility of the Bible? Not even close. 
That's called a dramatic pause. 
4. Has he discussed even the Golden Rule at all? You would think in a 

debate like this you would expect him to. I should have put it on a screen and 
called his attention to it like he did that passage on Bentham, four or five 
times. Every time he said something, I could reply, no that's not quite right, 
and pretty soon it would be Thursday. 

5. Has he discussed the Sermon on the Mount? No, 
6. Has he exegeted the story of Joshua in whieh Jehovah told the soldier 

to slaughter everyone in the nation? No, 
Well, that's only a start, I've got a few other questions, How about lOOP 

200? 300? 7,OOO? But the point is, in order to play the intimidating game, one 
must always ignore the few questions the guy deals with and say you need to 
deal with the others. You always win that way, Except one guy plays it, and 
the next guy plays it, and we all lose because we can see it gets corny, 

I'll give you another question. Tom speaks ofproving this and that. Well, 
has Tom told us which theory of proof? No. Which test of proof? No, And if you 
have a theory of proof how would you prove that theory of proof, and so on. 
We could be here all night and day, Tom wants me to explain nature, That's 
all, just nature. Everything in nature? Nature as a whole? 

Thank you. 
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WARREN'S FIRST NEGATIVE 
FOCRTH NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, lady moderator and gentleman moderator, ladies and 
gentlemen. 

It is a pleasure to be befi:lre you for the last evening of this discussion. And 
it is a pleasure to have Mrs. Barnhart with us tonight to serve as her husband's 
moderator. And we certainly wish her well, in spite of the atrocious doctrine 
of her husband. It is dimcult to imagine how she has tolerated such a 
bifurcation in his life and doctrine all of this time. 

I recall so well how Dr. Antony Flew, from England, and Dr. Wallace 
Matson, fi-om the UniverSity of California at Berkeley, complimented mem
bers of the Lord's Church and their demeanor in such public discussions. And 
I appreciate that. And even last evening after what appeared to me to be quite 
uncalled for-as Dr. Barnhart would put it " ... serving as a matador" and 
"haranguing tactics" and so forth-told us that he was really just talking about 
what we taught. Well, it was obvious tonight he was not speaking about what I 
taught-or he was not talking about what I was teaching-but he was talking 
about me. I do not recall any more colorful description of a debater that he has 
given of me here tonight. But I think most of you who know me know that 
there is no truth whatever to that description. 

IMMORAL OR ~10RAL OR 
SELFISH HEDONISM UTILITARIAN HEDONISM 

<BENTHAH'S VIE\~) 

1. HAPPINESS FOR ONESELF 1. HAPP INESS FOR ONESELF. 
QNLY. 

2. 	 DISREGARD THE HAPPINESS 2. REGARD FOR THE HAPPINESS 
OF OTHERS. OF OTHERS. 

InM 	CONFUSES BENTHAM'S HAS EXPOUNDED SOME OF 
UTILITARIANISM HEDONISM WITH BENTHAM'S UTILITARIANISM AND 
EITHER SELFISH HEDONISM OR WILL ELABORATE FURTHER IN THE 
SHORT-TERM CYRENIAC HEDONISM. DEBATE. 
MUCH OF TOM'S CRITICSM HAS, 
THEREFORE, BEEN DIRECTED AT 
THE 	 WRONG TARGET. HE NEEDS 
TO FIND THE PROPER TARGET. 

Now, I want to look at Figure 10, that he had. And I might even ask him 
for this. It is a contrast, very sharply, to bis procedure. As you see, ifyou have 
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not been here before, if you will get the book, you will see how very many 
charts I have presented in this debate, and how he has not discussed them. I 
have discussed everyone that he has presented. 

On his Figure 10 he has "Immoral or Selfish Hedonism, Moral or Utilita
rian Hedonism, Bentham's View," and tries to suggest that I have misrepre
sented the position of Bentham. I have pleaded with him to take up this 
statement word by word, sentence by sentence and explain it. This is the 
fourth night now, and he still has not done it! He is under obligation to affirm 
the proposition which was read in your hearing; he has not done that! He does 
not seem to understand the procedure that is involved in proving such a 
matter. 

CHAPTER I. 

OF THE PRINCIPLE OF UTILITY. 

FlZoM: 	 !1:!1 Pnt/TAIlIA"S : 4~ IAlr/lDDII~TlNI nrw, 
PllIA/(IPIF' of 1'10RAtS -'lAID LF(;JSlArl()AI 

Let us look at my Chart number 207-A-1. The fact that Dr. Barnhart 
complains about my pointing out his failures will in no way deter me from 
doing it. As he continues in this failure, I will continue to point it out. 
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I want to read for you again-and I have not said that everybody who 
believes that they are a psychological Hedonist, as is or was Jeremy Bentham, 
is going to rush out and rape every woman or little girl that he sees-but I am 
saying that if a man honestly and sincerely believes it and acted in harmony 
with it, he would take every woman that he wanted, and from whom he 
thought that he would get pleasure. And I am giving you the proofof it as I 
have given before. 

"Mankind is governed by pain and pleasure. Nature has placed mankind 
under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. It is for 
them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine what we 
shall do." 

You see, it says here that every person is governed by these two things 
alone! They are absolute masters in your life. There is nothing else that will 
determine what you do other than sheer pleasure. And let him not deceive 
you, Jeremy Bentham was a quantitative Hedonist! That means that he 
referred not to any kinds of pleasure, but only to the amount of pleasure. That 
is why it is called a "pig philosophy." 

"It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do as well as to 
determine what we shall do. On the one hand, the standard of right and 
wrong"-that's the pleasure and pain-"on the other the ehain of causes and 
effects.... " Notice further, "They govern us in all we do, in all we say, in all 
we think: every effort we can make to throw ofl' our subjection, will serve but 
to demonstrate and confirm it." 

He made a reference to a young lady who is a member of the Church of 
Christ who may be going with his son. That has absolutely no referenee to this 
whatever. I made no attack on him personally or his son. I have no intention of 
doing so. What I am saying, is that ifanybody believes and acts in harmony 
with the doctrine that I have just read, then he will take any woman that he 
wishes, provided he thinks he can get away with it. It says that is what he 
ought to do and what he tcill do! 
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Now, let's look at what we find in Bentham's Hedonism, Chart207-E. We 
have, as a matter offact, a logical contradiction between egoism and altruism. 
Philosophers recognize that in this statement here he is dealing with an 
egoistic approach. Later on he contradicts himself by trying to bring in the 
idea that you do that which will bring the greatest pleasure for the greatest 
number of people. And, so, on this chart I am simply indicating the antago
nism, the contradiction between egoism and altruism. You simply cannot 
have both of them. Ifyou affirm that one is to do what he holds will bring the 
greatest pleasure to himself, that is not the same thing and cannot be the same 
thing as saying I will do what will bring greatest pleasure to the greatest 
number of people. 

So, let Joe explain upon what basis, let him give the rationale as to why 
he, as a psychological Hedonist, honors the domination-the psychological 
domination-which "nature," which has constituted him, forces him to 
accept. Why should he ever decide to do what would bring pleasure to 
somebody else instead of to himself? 
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How CAl-CIlLArE THE 
AMOUNr OF PUiA'6U/tJ!. 
Ri5tJLTIN6 FR.OM All AGl'/ew'?• 

Look at Chart 207-F. The only way you can decide, under this pleasure 
principle "do it if it hrings you pleasure"-is to have some kind of 
hedonic calculus. Barnhart has not even talked about that! You would think 
that anybody would want to explain it-with the great scholarship that he 
seems to claim for himself and of the lack of it for me. But he has not even 
talked about it. Notice [pointing to chart], here is a man. He must decide 
between Action X and Action Y. Notice the little sections or units ofpleasure. 
How can you decide units ofpleasure? How would you decide which is going 
to bring you the greatest pleasure~ Let us say, for example. the sexual love 
between a man and woman (husband and wife who love each other dearly) or 
on a bright autumn day gliding in a canoe down the river, looking at all the 
beautiful colors of the trees. Even in the same activity-let us say sexual 
activity-there is the impossibility of really gathering the information to allow 
you-with your hedonic calculus-to accurately measure the pleasure be
hveen those two activities. Whether lying on your back and looking at the sky, 
or reading Plato, or working some mathematical formula, or inventing some 
new mathematics, or reading the Bible, or being involved in prayer. I "U)~I'.~;"L. 
you simply cannot do it. The sum, not only for himself, he has to decide 
whether it's for himself right now or for an hour from now-for the short-range 
of life, or the long-range of life, o. the good of all people now living, or for 
people who are going to be living from now on. 
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I/e w 7"0 J)ECIDG PAltI; 
PUASUIU AfFCcTI,(/& 
A P€ASAIJr It..! T18eT? 

ll~Ertc~ f'~r_ 
e· "Pq"q A.O. 

A:r 'lJ),ooo F6cT 
Gt$\I.,4:fl(),J,HJ 
A CA.\Jf.: lfJ n~f 
~IJJAl.J..~"S. 

Let's look at Chart number 222. "How to Decide Pain/Pleasure Affecting 
a Peasant in Tibet?" Now, Joe has shifted away from this psychological, 
egoistic hedonism to say that you must decide which gives pleasure to the 
greatest number of people, and intimated-as I understood it-for the long
range oflife. That means that he has to be able to decide-ifone does action X 
over action V-whether it would result not only in more pleasure for the 
people of the United States or Texas or Oklahoma or wherever, not now, but 
for a peasant in the Himalaya tdountains in Tibet 3,000 years from now. I 
submit to you that this is one of the most ridiculous doctrines that was ever 
invented. 
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FROM Ol'leA~"rlli!SP-ME NOT/VI!: 
A~O i=ROM 

EVERY KIIo/O 01= MorN£. 

'I'rIlE 
Ac.rIOl..l 
£Ewm; 
IAlMOI<E 
pU;4S1.iRE 
THJNPA/" 

(IPHL) /01 (1,6) 

l"'rlfE 
ACT/t)fJ 
RES/JI.T!> 
iN Nf~if 

PAiNT'iIA 
PUAs/'/R 

IF TilE 
,AC.Tit».! 
t:(e$llLT5 
/JJ rilE 
$O/VIE 
AMClfl,/TCF 
Pt..i!A5iJIN' 
,;'I.I&> PAl~ 

Notice carefully Chart 207-G, "Motives Per Bentham/Barnhart Theory." 
From one and the same motive and from every kind of motive this doctrine 
teaches that there is absolutely no such thing as a good or a bad motif]e! 

Notice, from the same motive you can have actions that are good, actions 
that are bad, and actions that are indifferent . If the action results in more 
pleasure than pain then it is good. If it results in more pain than pleasure it is 
evil. If the action results in the same amount of pleasure and pain then it is 
indifferent. 

Now, that has answered, and more than answered, his Figure 10 Chart. 
And, so, I want to read it to you before I leave this point. This is a book written 
by Professor William S. Sahakian, in commenting on Bentham's doctrine. 
And under the paragraph entitled "Pig Philosophy," he points out that John 
Stuart Mill has this to say: "Now, such a theory oflife excites in many minds 
... inveterate dislike. To suppose that life has ... no higher end than 
pleasure-no better and nobler object of desire and pursuit-they designate 
it as utterly mean and groveling; as a doctrine worthy only ofswine to whom 
the followers of Epicurus were ... contemptuously likened; and modern 
holders of the doctrine"-and there he refers to the Bentham theory-Hare 
occasionally made the subject of equally polite comparisons." So he doesn't 
get out of the swine theory-the philosophy fit only for swine-by the effort 
that he has made. 
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Now, let me take just a moment to remind you of what I have done 
already in this discussion. In Chart 205-B, I have set forth an argument which 
proves that the Bentham doctrine is as evil as it could be, but that is false, that 
such is the case with Christianity and, therefore, I have proved my doctrine. I 
did this by proving proposition I, by proving, then, that proposition J is false, 
and making the conjunct between the two, and therefore, showing by straight 
logical procedure that W, my proposition, is true. 

I.8. tAL AIJ.(bIlMEAlr AI". J. 
SIr our I~ SY""'fJl./t' TE~H5 

3. ,-wJ 

2,3, CONJ. 

,,4, M.P. 
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1. KCES4t>E' ';)k CES&' 08f/DUS 

8. k(ESACES ",OS' Je/(ltrOFCH4M"J 

q. :. K. CF"SS6 
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I< )JTTr:£ - 1>#81 cAJ/ K!.IOUI mAr I#E UFi<JrESTA~t'1/T ~J ('HllmlAiI IJ7I/(J 

J( CEsSE --lHfIj CAAJIt'JlMJ r;-lt;rI!HJ(JSTI4JJrnm:s IS SJtPEeltJA. TJJ8E-Ji/'NAMt, Hl1i(' 

K cF5AoE5_11~J./CAtJK)jt>tJmArCRl2.lJr/A<4I' tnf/CS IS S4pEGfo4./?,4l.li6l"!lEO,k! 
&'JfIfAL .JrsrE,tV', 

In Chart 220 I showed that ifyou can know that God exists, and know that 
the New Testament is the word of God, and know that the New Testament 
reveals Jesus as the perfect example, and that the New Testament reveals 
Christian ethics, then you can know that Christian ethics is superior to 
Bentham's ethics. I cannot take the time to go through that again. But that has 
established. again, the falsity of the Bentham doctrine and the truthfulness of 
the Christian ethic. 
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Then in Chart 260, as a negative argument, I went through a 19-step 
argument, showing clearly every step to be valid, one calling for the other, 
showing what the symbols mean at the top of the page. And down at the 
bottom, we have the conclusion: ''Therefore, it is false that Bentham's doc
trine is true." That has already been discussed in detail. And I urge you to 
study the book when it comes out. 

Now, Barnhart has made the charge against the historicity of Jesus. We 
have the bold assertion from Dr. Joe Barnhart that Jesus Christ never even 
tread upon this earth. I do not believe that I have ever heard more blasphe
mous statements from the lips of anyone than I have from him during this 
discussion. It bothered him not at all to plainly and simply declare that there is 
no God; that the Bible is not his word-it is nothing but human doctrine; and 
that Jesus Christ never lived. 
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BAR~flART'S STUDIES OF THE EXISTENCE OF JESIJS 

DR, B.A_RNHART SI,;GGESTEr:: THAT !;: THOSE OF HIS l".:JNDAY 

fl/IGH' AUDiENCE HAD STUDIED TrE QUESrION OF 

H:STOR1CAl :::XISTEr.CE OF JESUS; AS rE HAD} THEY WOULD 

KNOW fHAT THERE ,"to EV1DENCE THAT JESUS EVER EXTSTED. 

OR, BARNHART'S IrSTUO:ESfl 01'1 THIS QUESTION ~AY BE FOUND 

fN XI! HIS BOOK R~lJJiLQl'L_8l!1-L1J:tE_jJi&LL.Et.;»~ 

OF PHl LQSPHY (1975), PE. 239-261. 

HIS CRITICAL PROCEDURE FOR EVALUATL"lG THE HISiCRICAL 

EVIDENCE (N.T. DOCUMEN1ATION OF THE LlFE AND 1['1[$ 

OF OF NAZARET:'! IS WHOLLY lRRESPONS1BU'::, 

:NCONSlSlENT, AND UJl.ACCEPTABLE ;::OR MAK1NG (LAlHS 

TO SCHO:"'ARLY H:STORICAL RSSJ;:ARCH, 41S INVESTIGAT:VE 

PROCEtURE ASSU.'1ES AN aumit):-H· REJi:CTfON T:;E 

~n DOCUMEN:S (THE 12S: l:"'10NY THOSE CLOSEST TO 

THE R'=LEVANT HfS:ORICAL DATA Cl!NCE~tdNG JESUS) AS 

HI STOR I CALL '{ ,RUST'rlORTHY WHE.. E GRAN:; NG UNCUEST

ING ~I STOR I CA:'" TRUSTWORn~ P'iESS TO ,JEWI SH ANC PAGAN 

LI:ERATURE CONTEMPOi\ARY WlTrl THE NT WRITINGS. SUCH 

AN INCGIIISISTENCY BEllES AJI;Y SEMBLANCE HAVI~~G 

HOf>.E$TLY "STUDI::D THE QUESTiON" OF THE rllSTORlCAL 

EXISTENCE OF JESUS. 

Let's look at Chart number 235, "Dr. Barnhart's Studies of the Existence 
of Jesus." "Dr. Barnhart suggested that if those ofhis Monday night audience 
had studied the question of the historical existence of Jesus, as he-the great 
Bible scholar and historian that he is-had, then they would know that there is 
no evidence that Jesus ever existed." 

"Dr. Barnhart's 'studies' on this question may be found in Chapter XII of 
his book Religion and the Challenge of Philosophy (1975)." 

"His critical procedure for evaluating the historical evidence (New Testa
ment documentation of the life and times of Jesus of Nazareth) is wholly 
irresponsible, inconsistent, and unacceptable for one making claims to schol
arly historical research. His investigative procedure assumes an outright 
rejection of the New Testament documents (the testimony of those closest to 
the relevant historical data concerning Jesus) as historically trustworthy while 
granting unquestioning historical trustworthiness to Jewish and Pagan litera
ture contemporary with the New Testament writings. Such an inconsistency 
belies any semblance ofhaving honestly 'studied the question' ofthe historical 
existence of Jesus." 

There is further evidence substantiating the historicity of Jesus. 
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EVIDEN SUBSTANTI ATING Til E H I STOR ICITY OF JESUS@I)-!> 
I. 	~10ST AUTHOR ITAT IVE SOURCES: NT Ll TERATURE -SYNOPT I C GOSPELS 

A. 	 THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS MAY BE DATED IN 35-45 YEARS 


FOLLOWING THE HISTORICAL EVENTS THEY DOCUMENT. 


B. 	 THE MANUSCRIPT ATTESTATION OF THESE DOCUMENTS 


(MANUSCRIPT COPIES OF THE AUTOGRAPHS) ARE MORE 


SUBSTANTIAL THAN THE MANUSCRIPT ATTESTATION OF ANY 


OTHER WRITINGS OF ANCIENT TIMES: 4,800 MSS IN GREEK; 


8,000 MSS IN LATIN; 1,O~O MSS IN OTHER LANGUAGES 


EQUAL 80~ MSS UNDERLYING THE TEXT OF THE NT. 


C, 	 THE NT DOCUMENTATION OF THE LIFE AND TEACHINGS OF 


JESUS OF NAZARETH, AS A HISTORICAL PERSONALITY, IS 


r~ORE HISTORICALLY RELEVANT AND RELIABLE THAN THE 


DOCUMENTATION OF ANY OTHER EVENT OR PERSONALITY 


OF ANCIENT HISTORY. 


"1. 	 Most Authoritative Sources: New Testament Literature-Synoptic 
Gospels 
A. 	 The synoptic gospels may be dated in 35-45 years following the 

historical events they document. 
B. 	 The manuscript attestation of these documents (manuscript 

copies of the autographs) are more substantial than the manu
seript attestation of any other writings of ancient times: 4,800 
manuscripts in Greek; 8,000 manuscripts in Latin; 1,000 manu
scripts in other languages equal 13,800 manuscripts underlying 
the tcxt of the New Testament." 

But Dr. Barnhart-the great historian of the world-with a wave of his 
hand, simply wiped it out, even though those who are professional historians 
recognize the historicity of Jesus. 

"C. 	The New Testament documentation of the life and teaehings of 
Jesus of Nazareth, as a historical personality, is more historically 
relevant and reliable than the documentation ofany other event 
or personality of ancient history." 

I have many more pages here. Let Dr. Barnhart come back and challenge 
again the historicity of Jesus. But I have more to say about that just a little 
later. 
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Now, I want to get to the matter of eternal punishment. If there's 
anything at all in issue in this whole diseussion it has been Dr. Barnhart's 
attack upon me as a person, and upon what I teach, and upon the Church of 
Christ in general, upon the point of eternal punishment. 

He has called me atheist because I believe in a God who is not only 
intlnite in goodness, but also intlnite in justice. 

~ EVIl. AN)!tJ(tI€,€€-TIII/S; AlaEml'/Rlc~L 
FACTS f1/ITH WHICH TO 4LL I?(flf' 
III(C'OMPATIBIt.lTY fYITh' 60b .~I 

~ PIE C!llit. t.€N6(f TltE'.fiTfle'IST To PR()Vc 
TI-I4r ;tIKI,4TTRltJtlTe OF' 6'OL) /S If/C>T
COMPA"f'IBLo!' AlITII$'fM-l.! t'JTHE.e /f-TT'RlI!lVTe. 

Let us look at Chart 18-J . We. see here the various attributes of God-and 
some others that I have not listed. But there is absolutely no contradiction 
between the infinite love, goodness, and mercy of God and his justice and 
righteousness. It is no more the case that God can fail to love a person-no 
matter how sinful he may be-than that he could tolerate that person's sins as 
he comes before Him in judgment! 
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Now let us look at Chart lS-K. I have pointed out repeatedly that Dr. 
Barnhart surely has not made the effort on this-no matter what he says about 
it. Dr. Barnhart, you are not going to stop me, from pointing out your failures, 
by your scurrilous remarks. You cannot determine the non-existence of God 
by reasoning merely from the concept of God. This cannot be done. If it is to 
be done at all, it must be done by the use of some fact ofevil. And if there is 
evil in the world, that means there is some ultimate good bywhich to evaluate 
it. Ifthere is no God, then there is no evil. As John Paul Sartre said, "Ifthere is 
no God, everything is permitted." That is the principal way to look at it, and 
not the way that Dr. Barnhart does. And if there is evil in this world, it is 
compatible with the existence of God. And if there is punishment by God in 
the afterlife, that would not be evil upon the part of God. It is right to punish 
those who live and die in sin. And Dr. Barnhart has no way ofknOWing what 
sin ought to be punished, how it ought to be punished, or the extent of it. 
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Let us look at Chart 84-K as we look at the atheist. Dr. Barnhart has 
identified himself as an atheist, and I have no hesitancy in branding him that 
way as well. I still think he's a devotee of Henry Nelson Wieman, though I 
cannot for the life of me persuade him to tell us whether he is or is not. I 
studied under that man for two years, and Joe sounds so much like him. I want 
him to identify himself as to whether he does or does not agree with Wieman. 
Surely he needs to say "yes" or "no"-that he does or does not. 

Now, "The atheist admits defeat in regard to eternal punishment." 
"1. If the atheist grants that God (who is infinite in justice) can justly 

punish a wicked man for some length of time, say X, after this life is- over
[you must remember now that Dr. Barnhart, last evening, admitted that a 
man could punish his child in this life, and that is out of harmony with the 
implication of Bentham's doctrine, because, given his doctrine, you will 
always do what you ought to do, that is, to do that which will bring pleasure. 
At any rate, ifyou grant punishment for this life, upon what ground will you 
contend that God will be unjust in punishing at least a "little bit" in the life to 
come] .-And so, I continue: "If the atheist grants that God (who is infinite in 
justice) can justly punish a wicked man for some length of time, say X, after 
this life is over, then the atheist grants that God (who is infinite in justice) can 
justly punish a wicked man for that length oftime plus one minute (that is, the 
length of time X plus one minute.) 

206 



2. "If the atheist grants that God-[and I am asking him this question
he has not actually granted it as yet-but I am asking him to commit himself as 
to the second premise on this argument ofChart 84-K.] Will you grant or will 
you not grant that God (who is infinite in justice) can justly punish a wicked 
man for some length of time, say X, after this life is over? Can it be for one 
second, one minute, one hour, one day, a week, a month, a year, how long? 
And if you deny each and all, upon what ground do you do it, when you grant 
that punishment can he right in this life? 

3. Therefore, if you grant "yes" on any point, then you grant that God 
(who is infinite in justice) can justly punish a wicked man for that length of 
time plus one minute (that is, the length of time admitted plus one minute.) 

And this is just a way ofgranting that God can punish man eternally, for he 
can find no way of stopping that time once he admits it. 

[)£GREts OF R£WAR'f) AUf) 
Pt/it/ISIIAI£/vT 

*' 14'111 j)cGREES ()F RcWARJ) AA/.D 
,ofI#ISII-#$'#T .p 
/. 17' IS .If/sr 
z. 17' IS 818L.1 c.At. 

* {T IS /fiST 
/. III1A1AA/ ~"'I+'S R£C()GtVlz£ rllAr 

5a4'1,s- C£MI&'S' A/ltE PfS'tFlf Y/AIG Or 
lfJoRE ;OtIMS/I/HE#/ 7"'#,4# pr/lfR 
CR/!#1PS.
(I) ONe jII#P ~A?t11lrs A CRlAtE ¥" 

PASSltW /4?eS iVPT RECe;tI'E AS' 

/HtlCII ('t¥f r/iE ry,;:'&) PvA/I.!'f//#£'A/T

TIIAr tWt!' l)(;ES 1V,I,i) (!,p~~/rs 

A f'ffAfFtJtr/f.r@ CRIME. 
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AtV EIGllr YEAR Pi!) C#IL. f). 

Now, let's set before us Chart 84-F, a very important matter regarding 
punishment, the various degrees of reward and punishment. 

The wages ofsin is death. When a man hires a man he pays him according 
to what he deserves. I pointed out the deterrent element, the rehabilitative 
element, and the retributive element involved in punishment. The basic, 
fundamental idea in punishment is certainly retributive. This country is 
"paying" for the fact that, while it is still seeing the first two, it has largely lost 
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sight of the retributive element. But, friends, the Bible makes clear that even 
one sin is sufficient that God, the holy God of Heaven, will not be able to 
tolerate you in His presence when this life is over, and-ii'om the very nature 
of God and sin, the sinner must be separated from Him once and f()rever 
more. 

"\Vhy degrees of reward and punishment? 
I. It is just. 
2. It is Biblical. 

"It is Just. 

"1. Human laws recognize that some crimes are deserving of punishment 

than other crimes. 
"2. One who commits a crime of passion does not receive as much (or the 

type of) punishment that one does who commits a premeditated crime." 
But, given the doctrine of Dr. Barnhart, motive has nothing whatever to 

do with it. That is an incredibly evil doctrine! 
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BARNHART'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE 
FOURTH NIGHT 

I'm sorry to keep you waiting, Tom. I find it exceedingly difficult to get 
Tom to explain why one sin can get you everlasting torture, while-and that's 
supposed to be divine justice-while one good deed won't help you a bit for 
the next life. If you can see then the need for everlasting life instead of 
punishment, you can use the same logic. But then apparently that's not Tom's 
logic. 

The quotation, Tom, that you gave from Sahakian on John Stuart Mill, if 
you'll read that again you'll see that Mill is quoting someone else. That's not 
Mill's own view. I looked it up again the second chapter of Utilitarianism by 
Mill, and that is not :Mill's view. 

You want to know whether I follow Wieman's view. I'm really kind of a 
Barnhartite. And that's why I don't have many disciples. I wouldn't have 
disciples anyhow. One out of the twelve will get you in the end. I'm impressed 
with H. N. ''\Tieman. You apparently don't know Karl Popper's view of 
ereativity any better than I do, but I'm greatly impressed with Popper's view. 
And I'm impressed with \Vieman's view more than you are. I could be snide 
and say you haven't learned any more about him today than you had the day 
when you were a student. But that's not much of an argument. It's called a 
\'\Tarrenism. 

Let's take selfishness. I don't hold there is any altruism. You see, the 
point ofethics is to help ourselves get along in the world. The problem with 
Tom has been this: He thinks the purpose of ethics apparently is to determine 
whether or not we're going to get zapped in an endless hell. And that's why his 
tribe, or his way of thinking, is so different from mine. For me, ethics is just a 
practical way for human beings to get along with each other. It's like medi
cine, and the fact that we're not going to be infallible in all our decisions 
doesn't deter us from going ahead and making up our mind and making some 
mistakes and still trying to get along in the world. We all start as selfish little 
kids. But it's not a violation of the law ofexcluded middle that we grow out of 
this selfishness. And the way we do it is, we find that the little selfwe are as a 
child offers us not enough pleasure; it's too painful to be all that confined. And 
we start growing and developing and find friendships. But the very nature and 
logic offriendship is to have commitment and loyality, to be cared for, and to 
care for, other people. You see, what Bentham and Mill are trying to say is, 
we're the kind ofbeing that finds a source ofpleasure in friendship, the kind of 
pleasure we can't find anywhere else. Now, as hedonists, we are govemed by 
our concern to gain pleasure over displcasure. As hedonists, we discover that 
friendship enriches us. And therefore it follows that selfishness develops into 
a broader self-interest, which takes in the interests of others. Take my 
brother, for example. Last night he called, wanting to know how I was doing in 
the debate. He was sharing with me, which enriched him and it certainly 
enriched me. 
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Now, if we're real egotistic, well, we're going to eat dried up prunes, like 
Ayn Rand in The Virtue of Selfishness. Well, that's not Bentham's view. 
Bentham and Mill are both trying to say that there is an expansion to the self; 
we grow and develop and marry, for example. It is a form of self-interest. 
Didn't Paul (or Eph. 5) say that if a man does not hate his o\VIl flesh, he is going 
to love his wife? The self actually grows through interaction with other people, 
but with this interaction it becomes objectively necessary to have rules and 
regulations. And if you don't, then you're going to lose out in an enormous 
source of pleasure. 

For some reason Torn can't understand that. And I'm saying Torn is a very 
intelligent man. And I've met a lot of Church ofChrist preachers who have a 
high intelligence, but I have never met a stupid Church of Christ preacher. 
And Torn is not stupid at all. He's a very smart man. He knows that. But why 
can't he see what I have spelled out? 

Well, he probably told you all that I can't see things that are real clear to 
Torn. One of the advantages ofa debate, you see, is to pull us out ofour little 
shells and help us to grow. It's painful. I don't like my views trampled on, and 
1 have to blush for a while and say, "I hadn't thought ofthat. "That's why we're 
here to debate. You try not to call people names, try not to harangue each 
other, because it interferes with our opportunity to learn. Ifwe reinforce each 
other for changing or modil}ring our position, improving, and saying, "Well, I 
haven't thought about that; I haven't thought about this," then we encourage 
each other. That gives us pleasure, and it increases the opportunity to learn. 

Now, let me develop a point here. It is true that I don't know how to 
calculate the pleasure of three hundred years from now. The Benthamite is 
going to admit our ignorance, our stupidity. We don't have to worry about 
that, since ignorance has no absolute cure. But there are some things we 
know. Three hundred years from now if we're going to have human rela
tionships, we will have to have certain kinds of rules and regulations. One of 
which, I tried to point out last night, is moral control over deception and lies in 
order to survive socially, that is, to cope within the community. Ifwe don't 
survive within the community, then as individuals we're going to be nothing 
without it. As a member of no social group, our hands would be dragging the 
ground; we wouldn't even have a language, 

Now, the big point of this, in the Bible you have people lying, but that's 
the exception. Even among animals there has to be some communication. 
Even a community of animals can't survive without the elimination of con
siderable deception. Let me spend more time on this. There are baboons 
which will act responsibly when they're attacked by a leopard. No one baboon 
can handle a leopard. The first baboon will start attacking the leopard, and 
then the second baboon will follow, allowing the first to hightail it. And then a 
third baboon will corne pick up his cue and start charging the leopard, trying 
to distract him, or else that baboon that started first or second is going to get 
clobbered. So they all have to count on that second baboon to do his moral 
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duty, you see. And ifhe doesn't do it, another baboon will quickly pick up thc 
cue, and then another, and another. After a while, when it's all over, the 
leopard puts his tail between his legs and goes away. Then the baboons gather 
around that one bahoon that was irresponsible and start squalling at him. And 
that's even in the animal kingdom. 

Now, if you are a theist of a certain kind, a real theist, not an atheist like 
Tom-I want to make that clear to you, Tom. That's not an attack on you, but 
on your view. Some theists say that this way of the bahoons is the way God 
builds certain structures for socialization. Even animals have the capacity for 
socializing. This way, for a real theist, could be viewed as the handiwork of 
God. A real theist might even hold to evolution of a certain kind, divine
natural evolution. 

Well-being in the community depends on a general disposition of com
munity members to refrain from giving misleading information or deceptive 
statements. That's practical morality. And that's what I'm trying to say
morality is not divine revelation, it's a practical matter that develops over the 
centuries. 

Any society, says Professor Pojman, fares better if its individuals have 
built up the habit and disposition to refrain from giving what they believe to 
be misleading information. The habit of truth-telling is to our mutual self
interest. What rm trying to argue here is there is a lot of self-interest in 
morality. Tom seems to think-I'm not sure-that morality is against our 
self-interest. I'm holding that ifwe're going to live on a long haul, it is better to 
be involved in a society which is highly moral in its structure. I don't mean 
moralistically, but morally. You know what I'm talking about. 

The Church of Christ minister Joe Barnett agrees with Albert Ellis, a 
psychologist, that the weakening of self-honesty is the root of virtually every 
psychological problem. And a hedonist can see this. 

Now, Joe and Albert may be overstating their case here, but it's clearly 
worth considering. The philosophy of utilitarianism or consequentialism 
stresses that there could be no legitimate exceptions or exemptions to the rule 
against lying unless there were, in the first place, sllch a rule in the first place. 
More concretely, it is a curious fact that lying would not work unless people 
were generally honest in their words. Societies have a general rule against 
lying, not because some Cosmic Being decreed it, but more practically 
because there is a profound and objective need to control lying and deception. 
Imagine what life would be if we had wholesale lying! Ifyou don't have enough 
truth-telling, you couldn't even have lying. 

This flow ofdependable communication is as objectively-not subjective
ly, but objectively-necessary to keep society going as the flow of electricity is 
necessary to keep an electric clock running or an electric fan running. The 
flow of dependable communication is the electricity to keep a society going. 
'Without considerable restraint on deception and misinformation, no society 
could feed, clothe, and defend itself against the numerous hostile forccs of 
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nature. 
Another objection to utilitarianism: Ifan act is right or wrong because of 

its consequences, then does it follow that the satisfaction of every desire 
would be justified if it had no harmful consequences? Aren't the satisfactions 
of some desires evil just in themselves alone? 

My response is: Strictly speaking, the satisfaction of a desire per se 
doesn't have to be justified at all, in itself. What we require to be justified is 
not the satisfaction of a desire, but interference in our lives and the destruc
tion ofour sources of pleasure, especially our life, liberty, and property. Rape 
and murder-now, we know why rape and murder are wrong; it's not just 
because somebody decreed it to be wrong. We know why they are bad
because rape and murder interfere. They are unjustifiably interruptions into 
our overall pleasure and joy. Intercourse between consenting people, when 
it's pleasureable, isn't rape. 

Ifall our desires could be satisfied without their coming into conflict with 
one another, there would be no need for moral rules and regulations. Now, I 
don't hold to the doctrine of original sin, but there is original conflict. And 
that's how morality gets born, to mediate our conflict. 

Deception in contracts and agreements, killing and stealing are ordinarily 
evil because they tend to destroy the very fabric of society, without which we 
would satisfY virtually none of our desires. The Original Conflict of desires 
makes it objectively necessary that some desires be sacrificed to others. That 
is the root of tragedy and it's the second step ofmorality, which we try to teach 
our children. 

Now, let me talk about the image of God in humanity. In a way it's 
unimportant whether I believe in God or not. The real question is, can you 
produce a view ofGod.or concept ofGod that is intellectually respectable and 
morally sensitive? 

Let me offer you an opportunity to consider a theory of God that can be 
morally worthy ofour worship. Professor David Baumgardt, a noted Bentham 
scholar, points out that hedonistic utilitarianism is compatible with either 
belief in a God of goodness or belief in a naturalistic worldview. Indeed, God 
as the supreme exemplification ofgoodness and creativity would want for each 
and all his creatures maximum possible pleasure or happiness, which is the 
utilitarian ideal, the most general ofall moral standards. Some theists who are 
utilitarians have gone so far as to suggest that the Ten Commandments are in 
efiect utilitarian rules which God had given in order to help guide mankind 
toward happiness. According to these theists, the Ten Commandments, 
written on the hearts of men and women everywhere, are a part of the image 
of God in man. 

Other theists, however, offer a somewhat modified version of this. 
According to their revised version-and this is the view I would be more 
prone to accept if I were a theist-according to this view, we reflect God's 
image in our imperfect way, first of all, by having a positive and natural 
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concern of maximizing our own happiness, or pleasure. 
Second, we reflect the divine capacity for compassion, for identifying 

with others in their concern for happiness. That means we're social beings. 
Third, unlike the other creatures of the earth, we have a remarkably de
veloped capacity for collectively constructing for ourselves moral guidelines 
and social regulations in a variety of circumstances and traditions. This is not 
to say they are infallible: nevertheless, they can be practical. Medicine is not 
infallible, but we don't throw it away. 

According to these theists, God does not inject moral rules into us any 
more than he injects rules for handling traffic or playing games. Rather, he 
creates us for a natural environment and creates us as social creatures with the 
amazing ability to formulate, improve, and devise our own rules. Even if 
there were a diVinely given command, "Thou shalt \10t steal," the fact remains 
that human intelligence and sensitivity would be required to refine this rule in 
changing concrete situations. For example, at present we are trying to decide 
whether progressive income tax is a form of stealing, or whether the failure to 
make tax truly progressive is a form ofstealing. And what the answer to that is, 
I don't know. r m not smart enough to resolve that question. But it's a form of 
revision and improvement on the regulations against stealing. The Libertar
ian Party,. for example, says that virtually all taxes are a form of stealing. 

Let me give you another example of how our moral guidelines still require 
facts and information to help us in making a moral decision. You may be facing 
this qucstion already. Your mother or mother-in-law will need to go into a 
retirement home or come and live with you. Yes, it makes a lot of sense to 
cleave to yourselves when you leave home. On the other hand, you have to 
take into consideration, now that you've been married for years, the subjec
tive desires of each person, that is, the pleasure and pain of each person 
concerned in this decision. Now, it's true that utilitarianism doesn't tell us 
specifically what to do now about people three hundred years in the future. 
But I don't consider that a good criticism. 

Now, you have to consider subjective desires of other people, and there 
are objective facts to take into consideration. (This is a new way oflooking at 
objectivity, you sec. I'm not trying to give you Tom's view, but this is another 
way oflooking at it.) There are objective facts and resources. Your money, the 
kind of home you have, the kind of job you have-all are objective factors 
involved in your life for making this practical moral decision about your 
mother. So making moral decisions often take a lot more than a few simple 
rules to follow, and I believe you and I are in agreement on this. And I think 
Tom would agree. 

According to most theists, only human beings (who are created in the 
image of God) are able even to formulate such a moral question as this in the 
first place, to say nothing of devising ways to resolve it. The image of God in 
mankind, therefore, is viewed not as internal moral rnles, but rather as the 
potential for creative personal relationships and creative evaluations. This 
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potential includes that of recognizing and respecting others as persons and 
developing detailed laws and guidelines for carrying out that respect. There 
is, of course, a certain logic or structure to social relationships, setting forth 
objective limitations and objective possibilities. Thank you. 
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WARREN'S SECOND NEGATIVE 
FOURTH NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, moderators, ladies and gentlemen. 
It might be hard to believe, but Joe and I really have a lot of"fun" in these 

between-session periods, when we can really be ourselves without having to 
worry about the argument. I find that in most occasions he is a very likeable 
person, in spite of all of these things that he says about us when he is up here at 
the microphone. I rather suspect ifhe would come to Tennessee and visit with 
us, we could have a lot offun together down there. Fall Creek Falls has a most 
beautiful golf course down there. And we would enjoy that a lot-ifI could get 
into the sunshine, which I can't. 

I want to notice a few things that he did in the second speech, as kindly as 
I know how. Dr. Barnhart, it seems to me, has shifted away from the very 
strong attack on the Church of Christ, on what we teach, and on gospel 
preachers. Remember his statement, how he "eats up Church of Christ 
preachers," as he put it, "for breakfast and spits them out at lunch." He is now 
picturing himself as the university scholar who is interested in being 
academic, and, in a very quiet and calm voice, to present these matters of 
great academic concern. But it still remains that Professor Bentham taught 
what he taught. And I would like to have that Chart that has his statement on 
it. I forget the number for a moment. 

rUE Er::,o/~nc HE{)()NISH 
OF"- JE/l.liMY 8e-NrHAM 
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He still says that mankind is placed under two sovereign masters, plea
sure and pain. That they are the only means that guide you. There is no way 
you can get out of it. All of your effort to avoid it only serves to confirm that you 
are involved in it. 

Then the second thing that he did was to address himself to Bentham and 
hedonism, going through various books, I suppose, ofvarious men who have 
given objections to hedonism, and replied that while at the same time he's in 
the state of having presented no sound argument, he really has not tried to 
present, in logical form, a sound argument for the proposition which he signed 
to affirm in this debate-that the Utilitarianism, the particular' brand of 
Jeremy Bentham, which is psychological hedonism, the combination of egois
tic and altruistic hedonism, which constitutes a contradiction: one completely 
selfish (based only on self), and the other contradiction to that, having to do 
with concern for the community, whether it is the race, the state, the nation, 
or even the world-or the majority of mankind. 

I have dealt with that in showing that it is impossible for him to set out the 
hedonic calculus by which he can even make. such an effort. And the action 
involved-ifhe is going the way he apparently is-then he cannot decide what 
is the right or wrong thing to do until he knows what effect it is going to have 
on a peasant in Mghanistan ten years from now, or in Russia, or wherever. 
And he has not answered my proof. He has not answered my negative 
argument, that psychological hedonism is false, and that it is as evil as it can 
be. 

He has "little to do" to be referring to "canned objections" to hedonism 
when he has paid no attention to what his opponent in this discussion has been 
giving to him in precise logical form. 

Now, Dr. Barnhart I speak with sincerity, and perhaps even a little louder 
than you do. But that does not mean I am angry at you, or anybody, or that I 
am going to picture myself any sort of a great intellectual power or that I feel 
that way at all. It simply means that I do feel very strongly about these 
matters, and that as a servant and soldier of Jesus Christ, it is right
altogether right-for me to have that sort of feeling. As I read Matthew 
Chapter 23 and the rebuke by Jesus Christ of the Pharisees; the preaching of 
Stephen in Acts 7 where he says to the Jews, "You stiff-necked and uncircum
cised in heart and mind, you do always resist the Holy Spirit," and yet he 
loved them so much that, even as they stoned his life's blood from him, he 
prayed to the Lord "Lay not this sin to their charge." Jesus prayed on the 
cross, "Father, forgive them, for they know not what they do." 

Now, the reference to Barnhart and the 1952 volume on Bentham I think 
he referred to. It is still the case no matter what he said about it that Mill 
writes clearly in opposition to the position of Bentham as a philosophy fit for 
swine. Mill started out as a student-a disciple--ofBentham, but he rejected 
it because of Bentham's quantitative hedonism. Quantitative hedonism 
means that there is no such thing as different kinds of pleasure. One pleasure 
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is as good as another. Playing a simple little game is as good as writing a great 
poem, or writing a great theological discourse. It makes no difference as long 
as you get pleasure out of it and avoid pain-then it is great! 

I believe that that takes care of everything that he said that merits any 
attention whatever, other than to say that belief in God does not matter if you 
have a God who is compatible with moral contradiction. Now, that simply 
amounts to an atheistic subjective position. He has identified himself as an 
atheist, and now he clearly espouses the subjective position. His doctrine 
implies subjectivity or subjectivism, and subjectivism implies contradiction. 
If! hold to subjectivism in ethics, that means that ifI have a viewpoint and you 
contradict it, your view is just as good as mine-you have no objective 
standard by which to compare the two. And, therefore, that subjectivity 
implies, let us say, X and not X, or it implies that X is true that X is false. But, 
according to the law of contradiction, every contradiction, cvery logical 
contradiction is false. Therefore, it is false that X and not X. And when you 
have the denial of the consequent ofan implicative statement, you have then 
the denial of the antecedent. And that makes subjectivism false. And since 
that is a consequent of the first statement, that means that atheism is false. 
And so, Dr. Barnhart's position is simply indefensible. 
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Now, I want to take up again where I left off a moment ago, in discussing 
the degrees of reward and punishment on Chart 84-F. I was showing you that 
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punishing sin is in harmony with the real God. It is just; it is biblical. It is just 
that we, in making human laws, recognize that some crimes are more deserv
ing of more severe punishment than others. We do not give the same 
punishment to someone who may spit on the sidcwalk-as some cities have a 
law against it-that we would to someone who crudely murdered someone, or 
who tortured and raped a little child. 

We recognize the difference ofintention. But Dr. Barnhart would say that 
a doctor who, immediately after a baby was born, would simply choke the 
child and because he gets pleasure out ofchoking newborn babies to death-I 
am talking about it being givcn that he really believes and understands 
Bentham's theory-that there would be no difference, morally speaking, 
between that and a person who accidentally dropped a newborn baby and 
killed it. The consequence in each case is the same, the death of the child. The 
motives, the intentions, in this case are exactly contrary to one another. But, 
Bentham says, on page 100 of his book, that motive can be neither good nor 
bad. I want to take the time to read the exact statement to you. It says here, 
near the bottom of the page: "It follows therefore immediately and incontest
ibly that there is no such thing as any sort ofmotive that is in itself a bad one." 
Motives can be neither good nor bad. You see, it relates only to the conse
quence. If the consequence is good, it does not matter what the intention was. 
You can have a malicious motive, You can intend a bad thing to c'Ome about, 
but if a good thing should happen in spite of your malicious motive, then your 
action is good. But if you intend a good thing and the consequence is bad, then 
it is a bad, or morally evil, thing. And, so, we recognize this in our humon 
laws. And so human laws recognize that a child, when he steals a box of candy, 
is not to be punished as is the man who murders someone with a premedita
tion. Just so, it is simply not the case that God is going to punish everyone the 
same. It is important for you to understand this in order for you to understand 
eternal punishment! 

Ifhuman laws (drafted by men with their human weaknesses and faults) 
make a distinction as to punishment, then how much more is the perfect 
lawgiver and judge of all the earth able to recognize degrees not only of 
punishment but also of reward. And I will not take the time to give the 
passages for that in the Bible because my time is running out, and there are 
some matters to which I simply must get. 

Now, as to the matter that Barnhart referred to last evening-re the 
charges oflying and murder and so forth-which he alleged are upheld in the 
Bible. I do not have the time to take up each point. One can go to the Bible and 
just say, "Well, what about this case, this case, this case, this case ... ?" I will 
answer enough to show you how all of these can be answered. 
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DID GOD UE (OR ErIGAGE IiI ilECEPIlON) AND 

AB 'lAHAM TO r1JlRIlER MIS SON IN GEN, 22: 1-19 

COMMAND ._-_.. 

l,\\UE::A P~E~,E:JIATED AN;) r1ALICIOUS FALSEHOOD. 

2,'\DECEPTlON::ATTEMPT TO DECEIVE, LEA;) ASTRAY OR LEAD INTO 

E.~ROR • 

3,11r':URDER"'TO TAKE ONE'S LIFE W1TH MALICIOUSNESS AND 

AFORETHOUGHT OR PRE:1ED! ATED :1ALlCE. 

• IN THE C~~GOD-Lo...!'~l:1. IN GEN. 22:1-19, VIE 

HAVE NONE OF THESE; RATHER, THE LANGUAGE OF GOD HERE, 

(AS IS CLEAR FROt~ THE H1r1EilIATE AND RE~,OTE CONTEXT, 

e", Ro,~. 4:13-22; HEB. 1(:17-19) IS TO BE UNDERSTOOD 

AS "TESTlNG LANGUAGE", THE INTENT AND/OR PURPOSE 

OF WHAT GO;) SAID TO ABRAHAM IS ESSENTIAL TO A CORRECT 

EXEGESIS OF THE CONVERSATl ON. 

"I WILL KILL YCUR SON," OR 

"I WILL ALLOW YOU TO KI lL YOUR SON" AND THEN NOT DONE 

IT, THE ACCUSATION OF LYJI~G AND/OR "DECEPTION" MAY 

BE ,JUSTIFIED. THIS IS NOT, HOWEVER, WHAT OCCURRED IN 

GEN. 22: 1-19. 

In Chart 236, "Did God lie (or engage in deeeption) and eommand 
Abraham to murder his son in Gen. 22:1-19?" Let us notice carefully to prove 
by definition: 

1. "Lie"-a premediated and malicious falsehood. 
2, "Deception"-attempt to deceive, lead astray or lead into error. 
3. "Murder"-to take one's life with malicious and aforethought or pre

mediated malice. 
In the command of God to Abraham in Gen, 22;1-19, we have none of 

these; rather, the language of God here (as is dear from the immediate and 
remote context, compare Romans 4:13-22, which makes dear that Abraham's 
way was not that of showing unbeliefbut he was fully persuaded that what God 
had promise...] he would also perform; and Heb, 11:17-19 where he said that 
Abraham accounted that the Father was able to raise him from the dead) is 

. understood to be "testing language." The intent and/or purpose of what God 
said to Abraham is essential to a eorrect exegesis of the conversation. 

Had God said to Abraham, "I will kill your son," or "I will allow you to kill 
your son" and then had not done it, the accusation oflying and/or "deception" 
may be justified. This is not, however, what occurred in Gen. 22:1-19. 
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THE JESTRUCT10,'J THE CANAANITES. 

1. nils JES-:-RUCTJOti 

ABCM!'lATIONS I'IH;CH THEY HAVE VC:1E JNTO THEIR GODS," 
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IMMORAL. 
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Then, we turn to Chart 236-A, "God's destruction of the Canaanites." 
Barnhart accuses God of being bloodthirsty when he ordered the destruction 
ofthe Canaanites," and compared him to Hitler and his murder ofthe Jews. If 
ever there was a blasphemous mistake made, there is one. 

1. Barnhart ignores the reason given for this destruction (i.e., "That they 
teach you not to do after their abominations which they have done unto their 
gods" (Deut. 20:18). 

2. The only way Barnhart can accuse God of wrong is to be equal with 
God. 

3. The Canaanites were grossly immoral. The justice of God demands 
punishment for sin. 

Romans 6:23: "The wages ofsin is death." And, from Romans 3:23-27, it is 
clear that God had to show, or demonstrate his righteousness because of the 
passing over of sin done aforetime. And only the blood of animals had been 
offered as sacrifice. There is a necessity ofthe offering of the blood of Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God. 

Apart from the shedding of blood there is no remission of sin (Heb. 9:22). 
And the blood of animals cannot take away sin (Heb. 11:4); but the blood of 
Christ can do so. And, friends, I plead with you, with all of the love of my 
heart, to recognize that your eternal salvation depends upon the blood of 
Jesus Christ. 

4. One would have to be omniscient to know that what happened to the 
children was not the best thing that could have happened in their situation. 
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The alternative. here would appear to be that thay would grow to adulthood 
and become malignant blights in the society of men as were their parents. 

5. Punishment here may be interpreted deterrently and retributively
that is,-in recognition of what this nation has earned. 

On one occasion God said "the iniquity of the Amorites is not yet full," 
and he would not let those people be destroyed at that time. When it became 
clear that their iniquity was full-that they were past redemption, then this 
occurred. 

6. Punishment was deserved by the Canaanites, whereas it was not in the 
case of the Holocaust-that is, the Nazis and the Jews--only a vendetta by 
Hitler and tlle Nazis. 

Now, let us get on the screen as rapidly as possible some material that I 
have talked about before, on goodness and severity: Chart 36-Y, "The good
ness and severity ofCod. "I have discussed the goodness ofCod. He is good to 
everybody. Ifyou will only repent and come to him through Jesus Christ you 
shall be saved no matter how you have lived. The severity of Cod-he will 
punish you if you die in sin. 
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On Chart 36-Y-l, I show there is no contradiction between the infinite 
love of God and the justice of God. 
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THEIR DEFENSE 

1. 	 OUR SOC I ETV HAD ITS OWN ~EEDS & 
DESIRES, 

2, 	 OUR SOCIETY ,"ADE ITS OWN LAWS, 

MSED ON THOSE NE EDS AND 

DESIRES, 

3, 8UR SOCIETY CWMANDED US T~ 
EXTERM I NATE THE JEWS. 

4, 	 IT WOULD HAVE BEEN I:RONG FOR US 

NOT TO HAVE OBEYED, 

5, 	 Now YOU TRY CONDH'N US BY THE 

LAW OF AN All EN SOC I ETY--A VALUE 

SYSTE~, WHICH HAD NOTHING TO OJ 

WITH THE NAZIS. 

(CLAIMED AN ~ l'Qll ~lQ. LAW) 

THEIR PROSECUTlO~ 

THEY A?PEALED TO A HIGHER LAW WHICH 

"RISES AB~VE THE PROVINCIAL AND 

TRANSCIENT--" --R, H, JACKSON, 

~~ lli IJ:J.E. '~UREMBERG 
IfuAL,) 

Chart 68-K. I discussed this: the Nazis tried to defend themselves on the 
basis that they had obeyed their own law, that is, German law, whereas they 
were condemned on the basis that they violated a higher law, which had to be 
the law of the infinite, eternal God, 
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Chart 68·M. If there can be moral progress and moral degeneration. 
there must be an ultimate standard, something more than mere pleasure or 
pain. And it is clear that the Nazis were not guilty of merely violating their 
own law, and that there was moral degeneration in the German nation prior to 
the time before the rise of the Nazis, when they were so cruel as to coat 
boxcars with quick-lime and to put men, women and children in there and 
then put the cars on sidings until they died horribly. 
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GERMAN'!' 
And then on Chart 68-N, we have another chart explaining that basic 

idea. I wanted those charts in the book since I have already discussed that 
material without asking for the charts. 
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Now, I want to discuss with you Chart 207-C, which is another negative 
argument proving that Dr. Barnhart is wrong in his afl'irmation. Although, 
sincerely, I have little or no hope that he will pay any attention to this-he 
would rather readsamc-ubjections·that hereadfr-om somebodis·bBokthan to-··· .. · 

refer to what I have given. I used this basic approach with both Dr. Flew and 
Matson, showing there is an "atheistic box" here and you cannot get through 
the things that he must get through. He cannot know the things which he 
must know in order to know that his theory is true. 

Now, look in the middle ofthis series ofconcentric rooms or boxes. In the 
middle are Bentham and Barnhart, and they cannot out of it. They can't 
even get out of the first one! 

The first "room" is that they can give no prooffor psychological hedonism. 
Have you heard him give any logical argument for it? Have you heard him say, 
"Here is the first premise, here is the second premise, here is the third 
premise, and therefore, all of this warrants the following conclusion"? You 
have not! Of all the men on the faculty of this university, which would you 
expect to give a logically precise argument, one that he would prove to be 
valid, and then prove it to be sound? It would be a man from the Philosophy 
Department. But Joe hasn't even pretended to. He has simply "talked 
around" in general circles about somebody raising some objections to hedon· 
ism in a "canned" way and then replying to that. He ca.nnot offer the proof! 
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'Olat is the first box, that means that he cannot get out ofthat. It really doesn't 
matter, since he can't get out of the first one, but I will point out others to you 
anyway. Ifyou were hoxed into a room with no windows or doors in it and if 
you were trying to get to the outside-which he is trying to do in order to 
prove the proposition which he is supposed to be affirming-then you would 
have to go through all of these walls. But Barnhart cannot get through even 
the first one. 

The second wall is that he has no proof for anyone of the three actions. 
And that means that whether to the self alone or to others alone or to 
both-others and yourself-or whether it is for the self only now, or others 
only now, or the self in the long-run, or others in the long-run. And, if the 
long-run and the world last a million years; he would have to know what would 
be the results-as pertains to the whole population that ever lived on earth 
from the time he made every decision he made until some peasant in Afghan
istan or Russia, or the southern or central part of Africa made his decision: 
That is absolutely impossible for him to do! There is the inconsistency of 
egoism and altmism,as lihowedyoH on Charts 207-E and 207 -H~hereate 
the hideous implications of the Bentham/Barnhart theory that he does not 
want to accept I showed you that, given that theory, a man not only ought to 
have, but will have, any woman he wants if he thinks it is going to bring 
pleasure. 

III3ARIJII~r Vs. SARA/HARr (Zo;V 

~ 
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CAHII,' ~1I, BE CDRREer 

And then the final box of superiority of the New Testament over the 
Bentham ethics, Jesus is the perfect example. He is perfect in character, 
perfect in teaching, and perfect as an example, as again we note the fact that 
the Bentham theory. is as evil as any could be, and Jesus' system is as good as 
any could be. 
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THE BE;nHArllB,~R:IHART ETIl IC,~L SYSTEr'1 IS 

BEc'~USE IT Ir1PLIES FALSE DOCTRINE. 

THE ARGU;1ENT SET OUT: 

1. 	 IF (£) THE BIB ETHICAL SYSTEr~ IMPLIES FALSE DOCTRINE, THEN 

~ THE BIB ETHICAL SYSTEM IS FALSE. 

2. ct) THE BIB ETHICAL SYSTEM IMPLIES ~~~Kl. 

3. THEREFORE} THE BIB ETHICAL SYSTEM IS EALS(. 

1. F ) G oavlo/./s 

2. F 

3. :. G (THE ETHICAL SYSTEM OF BIB IS FALSE). 

Let us look next at Chart 210-A. This is another negative argument. This is 
at least the third or fourth one that I have given. Instead of paying attention to 
mine, Barnhart has been reading "canned" arguments out of some book. 

"The Bentham/Barnhart ethical system is false because it implies false 
doctrine." 

The first premise: 
1. If F-Notice, now, this is the precise logical way, and Dr. Barnhart 

knows it. He knows as much about this as I or any other philosopher does. 
Maybe he knows more about this than I do. He certainly knows that he ought 
to be doing this, but he is not doing it. Dr. Flew did not do it. Dr. Matson did 
not do it. vVhy do these men do it in their classrooms, with their students, but 
they will not do it when they are on a polemic platform for debate. 

Here is the first premise: 
1. IfF, the Bentham/Barnhart ethical system implies false doctrine, then 

G, the BenthamlBarnhart ethical system is false. 
That is true because every doctrine which implies a false doctrine is false. 

And here is a philosopher that-irrationally-did not notice that truth. 
2. F is true. The Bentham/Barnhart ethical system implies false doctrine. 
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3. Therefore, G, the Bentham/Barnhart ethical system, is false. 
Down below you see that the first premise is obvious. And the second 

premise-the proofwill have to be given on Chart 210-B and others, but I will 
have to do that my next speech. 

Now, I invite you, kindly and sincerely, to listen to what Dr. Barnhart has 
to say. 
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BARNHART'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 
FOURTH NIGHT 

TYPES OF HEDONISM 
I. CYRENAIC HEDONISM 

2. EPICUREAN HEDONISM 

3, UTI LI TAR IAN HEDON lSI" 

THE SELFISH HEDONISM OF HMREN'S VIEW 

IF EVERY PERSON BUT TOM WARREN SHOULD END UP IN 
ETE~NAL DAMNATION, THAT WOULD STILL BE A NICE WORLD 
TO HAVE CREATED. AWARREN PRAYER: 

GOD BLESS ME, MY WIFE 
BROTHER ROY DEAVER AND HIS WIFE-

US FOUR 
No MORE. 

At~EN 

OOPS. 
THE OTHER THREE FELL 

GONE TO HELL-
BUT FORBEAR DEJECTION 

ALL IS STILL PERFECTION. 

Note Figures 11 and 12. I'll expound on these two later. 
Well, if Tom Warren's teaching is false, then apparently mine is true, 

except you and I know it might not be. A third theory might be truer. So much 
for Tom's abuse of symbolic logic. He's upset because I won't teach his 
particular way. 

Tom hasn't even given a theory of prooflet alone defend it. But I don't 
want to intimidate him. 
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Now, to the concept ofmotive. Is motive good or bad? The motive alone is 
not good or bad. It depends on what you do with it. And also the whole 
concept of motive in our kind of open society is very complex. For example, 
premeditated murder. I'm trying to propose a theory that maybe we ought to 
do away with the whole concept of motive in court. I thought that you could 
both lie and be well-motivated. It would still be a lie. And that's what 
bothered me. I'm not the only one to say it; Bentham says it, too. 

It appears to me that Tom was trying to say that you can randomly drop 
babies on their head if you're a Benthamite. This is nonsense, ofcourse. Tom 
actually admits that his Cosmic Being ordered Joshua to slaughter the entire 
infant population of one country. This is not a matter of drawing a conclusion 
from premises. Tom admits it outright. Why such brutality? For rehabilita
tion? Is it retribution for the infant's sin? What's the deal here? Jehovah is no 
better than Herod, the butcher of children. 

And inside this box belongs Tom Warren, the atheist. I'm outside the box, 
Tom. I'm glad to note that your view ofthe Cosmic Being is subjectiVism. And 
according to your own argument that's atheism. I agree with you, although 
I've heard better arguments for your atheism than that one. 

Now, let me go on and show you how moral laws and regulations develop 
in America, India, or anywhere. There is a moral law in India to respect the 
sacred cow. Now, you would think any Texan ought to know that that's an 
inappropriate law. With all of those hungry people in Calcutta, they ought to 
eat those cows, we say. 

But consider the following. What I'm trying to show is that there is some 
practicality to morality. Morality just doesn't drop in out of the blue. Under 
the periodic duress of droughts in India caused by failures of monsoon rains, 
the individual farmer's love of cattle translated directly into love of human life, 
not by symbols but by practice. Cattle had to be treated almost like human 
beings in some respects. If Indian farmers should devour their cattle, they 
would soon thereafter be devouring one another. Even now, monsoon farm
ers who yield to the temptation to slaughter their cattle will seal their own 
doom. Never thereafter ablc to plow when the rains finally do come, these 
impulsive farmers must sell their farms and move to the dreaded city of 
Calcutta or some other city. 

But there is more. Cows in India are useful in numerous other ways. They 
are village scavengers, eating stubble, grass and scraps instead of devouring 
food that humans would eat. The cow gives milk, but more importantly she is a 
factory for producing oxen necessary to agriculture. In emergencies, the cow 
can even be used to pull the plow. Clearly the so-called sacredness of the cow 
is an economic function of the large number of Indian farmers who have for 
years relied on drought-resistant cattle to survive the dry season. 

Basically, the cattle in India convert items oflittle direct human value into 
products of immediate utility. India probably makes much more efficient use 
of cattle than the United States does. And, I might add, cow dung in India has 
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created an entire profession ofdung collectors, who profitably sell the dung to 
housewives. Dried dung has many uses. You can put it in the walls, believe it 
or not, as plaster. Not only that-another one of the uses is fuel, a very slow 
burning fuel, clean, long-lasting flame that doesn't scorch the food. 

I hope this gives you some idea as to why in India farmers tend to regard it 
as immoral to slaugbter cattle. It would be a disaster to the farm economy. If 
we want to see a real sacred cow, however, we might look, not at India's 
pastures, but inside our garages for the gas guzzlers on four wheels. 

Now, according to the Old Testament, pork was taboo. But in the New 
Testament the taboo is seemingly lifted. Now, does this mean the Creator 
changed his mind? Is he a shifting relativist, subjectivist, on again, off again? 
According to Acts 10, all kinds of animals, reptiles and birds appeared on a 
great sheet, and Peter was commanded to kill and eat. But to this day, despite 
this alleged revelation from heaven, there are various kinds of animals, 
reptiles, and birds that you and I won't eat. They aren't unclean, at least not 
according to Acts 10. Does Acts 10 include rats and skunks? Sometimes the 
line between morals, mores, and customs is not easy to draw; and theology 
doesn't help us much here. If you are interested in the Old Testament 
prohibition of pork, let me suggest an interesting book by Marvin Harris 
entitled Cannibals and Kings (Random House). You recall in Galatians 1 and 
2, Paul and the folks at the Jerusalem Church got into a dispute over dietary 
rules and regulations. Churches today still debate as to whether an inherited 
custom is a divine moral law or just a custom-for example, the prohibition of 
women from speaking in church, greeting the brethren with a holy kiss, or 
drinking Welch's grape juice from one container or from many. Are these the 
sacred cows? r m trying to give a Utilitarian option as to what religion might 
be, but I'm not going to have time. 

Another objection ofTtilitarianism, canned or otherwise, it doesn't make 
any difference: "Ifmoral living includes such ingredients as desires and wants, 
then shouldn't the moral life include a measure ofdesired murder and rape as 
well as a measure of helpful cooperation? But isn't that absurd?" That's the 
objection. 

Now the response: Morality has as its goal the maximizing of satisfaction of 
desire for each individual. That entails that some desires, like weeds, will 
need to be uprooted if possible. Some desires are so destructive in their 
consequences that they render widespread happiness and freedom impossi
ble. Better therefore to uproot or restrain our traits of sadism and revenge 
instead of feeding them. We have seen already what a horrible and brutal 
monster develops when a Cosmic Being does not restrain his own desire for 
violence. 

One of the attributes of Tom's putative Cosmic Being is vengeance and 
sadism. Tom argued that this attribute-which he whitewashed as holiness
should be mixed and mingled with other attributes to make for the proper 
balance. But in human beings we think it morally required that sadism in the 
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individual be constrained, not fed or allowed to pol ute the other attributes. 
Vengeance, sadism, and violence toward others are evil just because they 
tend to be disruptive of the harmony and halance ofthe intense, constructive 
feelings. That is what makes sadism evil, whether in a Cosmic Being or in 
finite creatures such as ourselves. 

Now, I want to make something crystal clear. Some of you young men in 
the seminary and school were asking me about this. Either the Creator 
commands simply because he commands, or he purports to have reasons for 
his commands, reasons that are more than random utterances. Ifthe first horn 
of this dilemma is accepted, the Creator is arbitrary and irrational, which is to 
say he might just as easily command you to rape your neighbors and torture 
their children even if you didn't want to do such evil. If the second horn of the 
dilemma is accepted, then the Creator is a utilitarian whose commands are not 
their own objective grounds (which would be a vicious circle), but rather have 
their ohjective grounds heyond the commands themselves. 

If the first horn is accepted, then to say "God is good" is merely to say he 
carries out his own arbitrary commands. But ifthis is the case, we would have 
no more moral obligation to obey his commands than we would have in 
obeying Stalin's commands. Some preachers assure us that if we don't obey 
the commands of the Creator, we will be justly punished. But on this horn of 
the dilemma, the ground for moral judgment would be nothing other than this 
Creator's power or arbitrary will. Punishment would therefore be neither just 
nor unjust. All punishment wonld be of the same value or disvalue because 
there would be no objective moral standard. There would be only the 
Creator's arbitrary will. Having more might and power than Stalin, this 
alleged Creator could torture with a fierceness infinitely more severe than 
Stalin's. 

To escape the horror of this dilemma, we might argue that the Creator's 
commands flow hom his good character, or nature. But this double-think 
Orwellian shift won't work, as I will now show. Either we have independent 
reason to say the character ofthis Cosmic Being is good or we don't. Ifwe don't 
then it is a purely subjective and arbitrary claim inside Tom's box. 

Tom \Varren declares the Creator (as he conceives of him) to be of good 
character. But since Thomas Warren is not himself the sole ground of moral~ 
ity, we must look for a further avenue. And we find it. Sometimes, Tom 
attempts to show that the Creator's character or nature is manifest in his 
alleged deeds; that is, he is good because of the good consequences of his 
deeds. But this is to become, once again, a utilitarian. You can't have it both 
ways. Either the consequences are good or not. 

D nfortunately, in Tom's picture of the scheme of things the Creator has 
bungled the job-that is, if you took that scheme seriously-and he has lost 
most ofhis human creation despite his alleged omniscience and omnipotence. 
And to cap it off, the incompetent Creator, unable to face the hideous 
consequences of his own bungling, becomes consumed in blind wrath, blam
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ing his own failure entirely on his finite human creatures, casting them upon 
the rack to be tortured endlessly. Then, as if that were not sufficiently 
immoral, this putative Cosmic Being, showing that he lacks the courage to 
shoulder the cosmic moral responsibility equal to his power, proceeds to 
proclaim his activity to be sterling justice and his failures to be just cause to 
praise him without reservation. And I call that blasphemy. You can see that 
Tom and I'greatly differ. 

To be sure, there is no sound reason to accept any ofthis theological house 
ofhorrors to be more than a fiction; but ifit were true, we would have not only 
Tom's atheism, but a ruthless and evil Cosmic Being who thinks so little of the 
sacred Title of God that he would bestow that title upon his own unworthy 
self. It is a sad commentary that Tom Warren's attempt to employ the 
traditional moral argument for the existence of God rises no higher than his 
dubious arguments for the existence of that Being than which none worse can 
be conceived. Both the moral argument and the ontological argument descrve 
a better conclusion to their labors. 

Now, why could there not bc a second chance in the next life, if there is 
one. I really don't have time to develop this for you. Let us ask, "\Vby should 
the Creator cut off his offer of grace even after death?" Is it just an arbitrary 
declaration? Is there no reason behind it? Is the Creator forced to make a 
cut-off date because he has to catch up with his mail? Is he a Cosmic 
Bureaucrat? Jesus is said to have recommended that you and I stand ready to 
forgive seventy times seventy. And that's not just to be taken literally. The 
statement means the doors of forgiveness are always open. rm saying that any 
cut-off of divine forgiveness would seem to be arbitrary if there were ever a 
possibility that the individual would eventually ask honestly for forgiveness 
and meet the requirements for receiving salvation under these kinds of 
conditions that I have specified. 

In order to escape this charge of arbitrariness, however, some Church of 
Christ apologists have replied as follows: In his omniscience, the Creator 
foresaw that those who would not accept salvation in the present life would not 
accept it in the next life either. Why, therefore, should the offer be extended 
endlessly when it will be rejected endlessly? To keep ofiering it, knowing it 
will be repeatedly rejected, the Creator would be play-acting, pretending, 
playing make-believe. 

But to this ingenious reply, we might speak as follows: True, it would be 
mere play-acting for the Creator to keep offering what he knows will be 
rejected time after time. But it is also play-acting to offer it on earth even once 
if the Creator knows absolutely that it would be rejected endlessly. If it is 
make-believe to offer this putative salvation endlessly in the next life if the 
Creator knows it will never be accepted, then it is make-believe to offer it 
even once in the present life in the first place! 

I have no objection to the doctrine of universalism. That doesn't bother 
me at all. It enriches the view of God. 
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Obviollsly, the all-knowing Creator cannot offer this so-called salvation 
just to see whether a person will accept it-as a kind oftest. The omnipotent is 
supposed to know the answer already, so what's the point of offering it at all as 
a test? I suggest that Arminians like Tom have mixed their theories, some
times writing as if the Creator did not know everything in advance. The 
shadow ofV. E. Howard returns. (Incidentally, Tom has never answered the 
question, "Can someone hold to v. E. Howard's view of omniscience-which 
is clearly different from Tom's view-and still be a Christian?") 

Also, I think the so-called offer of salvation to those whom the Creator 
absolutely knows will reject it serves as a way of trying to make an irresponsi
ble Creator appear responsible. It is a way of passing the buck from the 
Creator to his finite human creatures. 

But let's go still further into this matter. Suppose the Creator had known 
absolutely and in advance-before creation-that all but one of his human 
creatures would end in eternal misery. Every last one of thcm except Tom 
Warren would suffer endless and unremitting misery. I'll ask you, Tom, how 
do you feel about this? In this situation, would you have wanted to be created 
at all if that would be the condition? Would you have wanted a lease on 
life-along with your fellow human beings-ifyou had known that you alone 
would end up in heaven, the rest of humanity in hell? Your wife, your 
children, all your friends, and everyone else on earth would eventually make 
choices leading to ceaseless torment. Would you choose to be created or to 
continue living under those abysmal conditions? I don't think you would. And 
I would decline the ofier, too. I would decline the offer oflife because of the 
excruciating pain, I want to add. The price-the everlasting agony of my 
fellow human beings-would not be worth my solitary happiness. If it would 
be happiness at all. I would 'consider it immoral of me to ask that the whole 
scheme be maintained just to give me this solitary happiness. And it would be 
even more immoral for the Cosmic Being to develop such a system in the first 
place. ~1y point has been strengthened if the Creator-or especially the 
Creator-should plan ahead. Let's press forward. 

According to the premises of Thomas Warren's theory, if the Creator had 
looked ahead and foreseen that absolutely everyone of his human creatures 
would make choices leading to everlasting misery, the Creator would still have 
created them one and all. Why? I think that is the central question. 

I hope by now you can see where the argument has been leading. You 
recall that Bentham's utilitarian ideal is maximum happiness for every indi
vidual possible. If it would have been irresponsible and immoral for an 
omnipotent and omniscient Creator to produce a race of human persons 
whom he knew in advance would one and all end their lives in hopeless agony, 
then it would have been immoral for him to create a condition in which 
ninety-nine percent of his human creatures would fall into hopeless agony. 
Indeed, I have argued that a thoroughly good Creato:rwho is both omnipotent 
and omniscient would create only those persons whom he knew would make 
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choices leading to lasting joy and happiness. A Creator who is good and 
loving, but somewhat limited in power and foreknowledge, might create 
conditions in which he could not bring everyone to lasting joy. But then you 
could have annihilation, and I could take that. That would be very good 
fortune to have lived in the first place. That would be sheer grace. And I'd pay 
tribute to such a Creator, and rd be glad to sing praise, not to earn any favors, 
but because of sheer joy-like singing in the Grand Canyon. In this case, 
some might gain a measure of joy, others eventually losing all consciousness 
forever rather than retaining consciousness solely for the purpose of being 
tortured forever and ever under the guise of retribution (which is violence). 

Tom's alleged Creator is supposed to be omnipotent and omniscient. 
Because he is ruthless and evil, he \\'i11 leave ninety-nine percent of the 
human race to be tormented without hope of relief. In short, since he is 
hideously irresponsible and evil, he can scarcely be the standard and ideal of 
all morality. 

I must, of course, apologize to a variety ofChristi<ms who view the New 
Testament in a different way from the way Tom did in this debate. I am 
focusing exclusively on Tom's view. Some of you have been getting on to me 
about that, and all I can do is apolo$ize. There are other views and ways of 
seeing the Bible. 

Okay. I'll be back. Thank you. 
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WARREN'S THIRD NEGATIVE 
FOURTH NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart, moderators, ladies and gentlemen. 
I am glad to be before you for the last full speech oftwenty minutes. I will 

be before you for the discussion that rcmains only for this speech and the 
five-minute speech. 

Isn't it amazing that finally, in his last twenty-minute speech, he did make 
some effort at offering an argument? It is really sad, isn't it, that all that he did 
in the debate has been anticipated and answered. Everything that he has tried 
to offer as an argument had already been anticipated and answered. 

Dr. Barnhart still reads his prepared speeches. I do not believe that I 
have ever even attended, much less been a part ofa discussion in which a man 
had all of his speeches written before the debate even started! This means he 
certainly was not planning to reply to anything his opponent said. 

I still do not understand-sometimes it is hard for me to understand Dr. 
Barnhart because he reads down below the mierophone. I can't understand 
him. Maybe it would be in order for me to ask him-since it is my last 
speech-do you or do you not believe in Wieman's "God"? 

DR. BARNHART: Are you asking me to change the rules of this debate? 
DR. WARREN: No. I just thought maybe you might like everybody to 

know what God you are talking about. 
DR. BARNHART: You and 1 can stand there and have a dialogue acouple 

of minutes if you want to. 
DR. WARREN: No. I don't think we need to get into that kind of thing. 
If you do not believe in Wieman's "God," and are not willing to say so, 

then that's all right. But Wieman's God is something in nature. And, while 
studying under him, I listened for about three or four weeks, to just "God," 
"God," "God," Creator," "Creator" all the time. But he meant nothing except 
some physical force in nature! And when that works in such a way as to bring 
about something which he called "good," that was "creativity." That is what 
Wieman called "God." He could even refer to conscience. And so Dr. 
Barnhart has done that kind of thing tonight, and several nights, and it still is 
not clear whether he believes in a personal God or not. :Maybe he will tell us in 
his five-minute speech. 

He asked, "Why not a second chance?" Well, why not a hundred 
chances? Why not a million chances? Why not a billion chances? Barnhart is 
never satisfied with the way God has it. He must have something of a God 
complex! He wants to rework the world, and wants to invent another world, to 
invent the basis upon which God will judge, and what should happen. 
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Now, let us look at his effort in trying to make God arbitrary. This involves 
Chart 34-A and 34-B and 34-C. First, this is really borrowed from Plato's 
Euthyphro. And 1 want you to look at this alleged dilemma set out by atheists. 
They claim that you must choose between either "X is right because God 
commanded X," or "God commanded X because X is right." 

Second, the basic response to this is: 
1. It is not true that the above is a true dilemma-it does not set out all of 

the alternatives. Note what follows. 
2. 	 It is true that: 

(I) Everything that is right is commanded or instructed by God. 
(2) 	 Everything God commands is right. 

3. 	 But-it is also true that: 
(1) 	 God is not under some law to which he must be subservient. 
(2) 	 God does not give arbitrary commands (instructions), as atheists 

allege. 
4. 	 And it is also true that: 

(1) 	 God is infinite in all attributes. 
(2) 	 God is the self..existent ultimate good. 
(3) 	 Goodness flows from the very nature of God. 
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Next, Chart 34-B: 
(4) 	 God always acts in harmony with his own infinite goodness and 

knowledge. 
That's what you mean by saying that God is omni-benevolent: that he 

always acts in harmony with his own infinite goodness and knowledge. 
Third, look at this graphic, diagramatic way of showing the truth of this 

matter. 
Notice point number (1). Here you have God under some law. That would 

mean the law is above God. 
The second way has the law being right because God arbitrarily gave it. 
Neither one ofthose is correct. One (1) is wrong because it places God in a 

subservient position. Two (2) is wrong because it has God giving purely 
arbitrary commands or instructions. The third one is right. Notice how we 
have the flow from God to the law. The third (3) is right because it recognizes 
that goodness flows from the very nature ofthe self-existent and ultimate God. 
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fllAIV '1I/ICOPAlS plf' A IItMUII 41/114, r#!?Y 
@[ClJIITRAPIc.rt),..fy ~PA'4t JVP6A1Pff.f AI",y 
&7"11 B.r mt/{j 

J.. ', IT /S "AtSE 7"JIA7 @[Go/) /)O~S /VOT ;!!,rIS7j 
--;wP 71IA7"'@[VAt.tl6 PIt) N"r $)'/$1" U"e"R,:f 

'1'/lt" r'lRS1" 1/1//4,41/ B.!/)/tij. 

And so on Chart 34-C: 
Pari: I-Atheists' claim to know: 
L That God does not exist, as Dr. Matson claimed. 
2. That value did not exist before the first human being, as in the case of 

Dr. Flew. 
But note the implications of the above atheistic propositions: 
1. IfA [God does not exist] and if B [Value did not exist before the first 

human being], then C [moral judgments are nothing more than functions of a 
human mind (that is, they are purely subjective, nothing but human inven
tions)]-And-ifI have understood him correctly, that is what Dr. Barnhart's 
view is. 

2. If C [moral judgments are nothing more than functions of a human 
mind], then D [contradictory moral judgments may both be true]' 

And that is what he said is his doctrine. 
3. Therefore, it is false that A { [God does not exist] and that B [Value did 

not exist before the first human being]}, Value existed eternally with God. 
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Let us turn now to Chart number 237. Joe had quite a bit to say about my 
alleged "imbalance." Bear in mind that he charged the Lord's people, the 
Church of Christ, with this kind of imbalance. But notice that he charges us 
with being like an eagle flying with only one wing. It is not that we have a 
bifurcation (with exclusivity), between deontology or teleology. We do not 
hold to a deontology which says that only motive counts, that it does not 
matter about the results. We do not hold to a teleology which says that only 
the consequences count. The Bible takes both into account. You must have the 
right motive. "If any man loves not the Lord, let him be anathema" (1 Cor. 
16:22), and it is only the man who does the will ofGod out ofthat good motive, 
that will be saved (Matt. 7:21-23). Good motives and good deeds will lead to 
life everlasting (Galatians 6:7-9). But evil motives and evil deeds will lead to 
everlasting punishment (Galatians 6:7-9: Romans 6:23). 

Now, baek to the point which I was making earlier in regard to the 
implications of false doctrine by Barnhart's doctrine. Any doctrine that implies 
a false doctrine is false itself Look at Chart 210-A. I had that on the screen a 
moment ago. And I will put it up now just to get it in the book so that it is 
followed by 210-B. 
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TilE BE;nHAfllBI\R~mART ETH IC,~L SYSTEn IS 


E~E BECAUSE IT H1PLIES FALSE DOCTRI NE. 


THE ARGUi1ENT SET OUT: 

1. 	 IF CD THE BIB ETHICAL SYSTEI1 IMPLIES FALSE DOCTRINE; THEN 

® THE BIB ETHICAL SYSTEM IS FA~. 

2. ® THE BIB ETHICAL SYSTEM HlP_LIES FA~ DOCTIliNE. 

3. 	 THEREFORE; THE BIB ETHICAL SYSTEM IS FALIT. 

1. F :) G 06V10/'/S 
') FL_ • PROOFOU CJl4RTS 2.IO-B) :J..Io~B-1) :110- B- 2.. 

3. G (THE ETHICAL SYSTEM OF BIB IS FALSE), 

THE BEliTiWI!BilR:HIART ETH1 CAL SYSTEi: 

QIj.Ll'rHE 

QJJlitiL rN EVERY TO DO TFjAT <-.jHICH Wll... L BRING MOR~ 

TO ':.lllS£J.£ AND (3) TI-lA r lliEJ:. PERSON 

(rildJ DO ,'IHAT \<JJLL BRl~G H:f/t ;"DRE PLEj\SURE THAN PATNJ IJ::LE.ri THE 

BIB '::TH!CAL HWL;ES TPE FOLLOWING ;:fiLSE D.Q~.riE2: 

(Au OF FOLLOWlt4G ARE F.A,LSE JOCnlNES TAUGHT BY THE BIB 

:;-TH/CAL SYSTrM) 

1. 	 IT JS I"lPOSSIBLE FeR ANY r"1AN TO DO EVE!\ ONF. TH!NG W-IICH HE 

0UGJi[ run TO DO, 

2. 	 IT IS 1I1POSSIBLE ANY ,~lAti TO TO DC! WFA T HE QJLGl::lI TO DO, 

3. 	 IS l"-1POSS!ELE FOR ANY rc !SE t"'OR,A.:..L Y EV! L. 

IT IS FALSE TO SAY Tf-IAT IN :"1Ui{l)ERINS MILLlO~S OF ,"'lEN, 

110r<1EN} ,\ND CrlILDR5:N THE r·lAZIS \1i:RE GUTL-;-Y OF RE,A,L (OBJECTrVE) 

~10~AL \'iReNe, 

5, 	 IT IS L'1POSSIB:...E FOR ANY RACIS:- GROl:P~ IN t1CRDERING BLACK 

PEOPLL BE GGILTY OF MClRAL WRONG, 

I TIS TO SAY ThA; A:-./Y PERSON EE G:JILTY OF p.CflNG 

FROi1 }\N EVIL NOTIVE, 

7, 	 !T {muLl.:: BE WRO~,jG CEt~SUR.E OR CONDENN ANYO"JE FOR HAVlt~S 

DONE A MORALLY EVIL :CEED. 
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Let us look now at some of the false implications of this doctrine. Any 
doctrine that implies a false doctrine is itselffalse. I have already proved my 
view-in three or four other ways-that the doctrine that Barnhart affirms is 
false. Here is another: 

Since the Bentham/Barnhart ethical system teaches (1) that pleasure is 
the only good and pain is the only evil-(that is the absolute truth ofthe matter 
of what Bentham teaches, my friends!), (2) that every person ought, in every 
case, to do that act which will bring more pleasure than pain to himselfand (3) 
that every person shall (will) do what will bring him more pleasure than pain, 
then the Bentham/Barnhart ethical system implies the following false doc
trines: (All of the following are false doctrines taught by the Bentham/Barn
hart ethical system.) 

1. It is impossiblc for any man to do even one thing which he ought not to 
do. 

Notice that Bentham says that you are under these two sovereign masters 
and wcre placed there by "nature." And you must do as they indicatc. You 
ought to do it and you shall do it, so you can never do anything that is not right! 

2. It is impossible for any man to fail to do what he ought to do . 
.3. It is impossible for any act to be morally evil. 
4. It is false to say that in murdering millions ofJewish men, women and 

children the Nazis were guilty of rpal (objective) moral wrong. 
Bear in mind that I am not saying that he explicitly said these things. 

What I am saying is that what he did say implicitly is implied by those explicit 
statements. 

5. It is impossible for any racist group, in murdering black people, to be 
guilty of moral wrong, given his theory. 

6. It is false to say that any person could be gUilty of acting from an evil 
motive. 

There is simply no such thing as an evil motive, given his theory. Can you 
imagine my coming into court and ignoring motive? It would simply destroy 
the whole judicial system of this or any other nation if should we subscribe to 
such a view. 

7. It would be wrong to censure or condemn anyone for having done a 
morally evil deed. 

Now, there's much more to that list, but I am going to have to go on to 
something else and get into a summation of some ofthe blunders, inconsisten
cies, self-contradictions and so forth of my good friend, Joe Barnhart. 
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ADmTlO'lAL BLUNDERS, CO~TRADICTIOr1S",. ETC. 

5, CONT1NUED. 

HONESTY TO TBW~ AND RECOGN:ZE 7HAT IF TBW :S I::iQ.l:<.E.SL THEN 

HE (BARNHART) HAS NO G~OUNGS UPON WHICh TO ATTACK CR CONDEMN 

TB)i. 

6. HE ARGuES THE B1BI.E DOCTRINE OF HELL IS CONTRAJICTCRY 

TO CONCEPT OF HU"'1AN FRH-WILL--THAT IS LIKE "HAVING 

A GUN HELD '~OUR BACK,I/ HE THes DE:1:)NSTRATES HIS FAILURE 

UNDERSTM,D TH£ RELATIOJl.SHIP OF "PUNISHMENT/' TO THE "JUSTICE" 

OF GOD, 

7. liE (BARNHART) STATED THiH IF It JESUS HAZARETH N HAD 

EVER LIVED (Wi-ilCH BARNHART DE!\12S)~ AND IF HE HAD TAUGHT 

THAT WERE IS SUCl~ A THING AS \:.I..ELl,..~ THAT HE (3ARNHART) WOULD 

~OT BELIEVE IT, rmlE: IIJUST 3ECAUSE JESUS TEACI-<ES SO:-'lETHr:~G 

DOES'I'T ~iA,E IT 7RUC" (~loN, '.JIGhT) LAST 1'1INUTES), 

BUT; HE (BARNHART) HAS t,EVER SET OL'T THE (OR A) RATIONALE 

BY WHICH ~ DECIDES WHETHER OR t,07 A. T ..CNG IS TRUE OR FA~SE, 

8. HE TO Uf\DERSTAND THAT THE NEW ESTAMEt';T ETH I C CIHE 

D1SMQEEMENTS IN M.ATTEqS OF -1UMAN 

JUDGMEf\T .. OPINlON, .",ND!OR EXPED:ENCY, 

HE COf>iSTANTl Y CRIT:CIlES THE DIELE DOCTRINE OF hEll) BUT--!N 

DISCUSSING PI'\REN7S DEAL:NG WITH THEIR CIlL_DREN CAST 5 r~,INU7~Sj 

TUES. 'HGHT) HE AJt-HTTED THE 'iECESSlTv FOR PUN1SHo'iENL 

I am taking up now "With Chart 226-B, where I left off last evening. Now, 
these have to do with blunders and inconsistencies which have been commit
ted by Barnhart on previous nights. I'll try to get-notice how many pages I 
have-I'll do my best to get through this list, the most blunders and inconsis
tencies in any debate in which I have ever been connected as disputant, 
moderator, or assistant. 

6. He argues that the Bible doctrine of hell is contradictory to the 
concept of human free-will-that it is like "having a gun held to your back. " 
He thus demonstrates his failure to understand the relationship of "punish
ment" to the "justice of God," 

7, He states that even if "Jesus of Nazareth" had ever lived (w}1ich he 
denies) and ifhe Gesus) had taught that there is such a thing as hell, that he 
(Barnhart) would not believe it. Note: "Just because Jesus teaches something 
doesn't make it true," as he said it. 

In spite of the fact that the infinite God-the God who gave us the 
Bible--and the Son of God who died on the cross for us-it makes no 
difference to Joe, as to whatever he might say and as what he did say, 

But he (Barnhart) has never set out the (or a) rationale by which he 
decides whether or not a thing is true or false, 

8. He fails to understand that the .New Testament ethic (the Christian 
ethic) allows for disagreements in matters of human judgment, opinion, 
and/or expediency. 
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9. He constantly criticizes the Biblical doctrine of hell, but-in discuss
ing parents dealing with their children (the last five minutes Tuesday night)
he admitted the necessity for punishment. 

He cannot admit any punishment at all without facing up to the fact of the 
possibility of eternal punishment. And he has not, to this moment, given any 
reason why he can stop with there being one minute of eternal punishment; or 
if he allows that, why he cannot allow eternal punishment. 

ADDITIONAL BLUNDERS, CONTRADICTIONS; ..• ETC. 


10. HE ARGUES THAT THE CONCEPT OF "HELL" PROVES "NO GOD;" AND 

THAT, THEREFORE; IT IS [YlL FOR ONE TO HOLD TO THE CONCEPT 

OF "HELL," 

BUT; HE FAILS TO RECOGNIZE THAT IF THERE IS "NO GOD" 

On Chart 226-C: 
10. He argues that the concept of "hell" proves "no God," and that, 

therefore, it is evil for one to hold to the concept of "hell. " 
But he fails to recognize that if there is "no God," there is no such thing as 

moral evil! And, therefore, he would have no objective moral evil to argue 
about if there is no God. 

This, as I pointed out to you, was the foolishness that C. S. Lewis came to 
see about the whole matter of Atheism. 
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THAT THE Cf-lR1STJAN ETHIC IS N8T 

,tilTH .suBJE.CTIVITY AI,D 05JECTlVl;'{, 

ANJ 

THE NEED OF 

ETHICS, ) 

AND 

3, BAEf~HART THAT SLBJECTIvE '1UtAAfIi FCUNC.A.

TlOt, OF (T3'i/ HAS ::XP~A:NED CtmIS7:AN 

ETHIC AN UNCHANCEABLE OB,JEcTtVE STANDARD" THE t\jEW 

TESTMENT) , 

4. ~N HIS (FIGURES 5~6J7)3} AND 9) DR, BARN~ARi'·--lfli 

5, BARNHART 

CHANGEABLE 

\'I'>.NCS 

!VITY AND CO~HEcXT--AcTUAU.Y UHO TH:: 

AN:;) VE~::;)ICAL US;l ::>:-

SGrlE PERCEPT J ONS 

THAT THE "COSMIC BE.tNG" IS 

7ESTAf'lENT ;~ACHE5 

::nAN:?Ef'.BLE) , 

6. BARNHART TO GI \IE A CLEAR AND 

TION AS THE SPECIFIC ATTRIBUTES HIS "COSMIC BUNG,II 

HIS IS COi'iPARABLE TO THAT OF 

;HEOLO:':IAN 

On Chart 227: 
1. Barnhart charged that the Christian ethic is not in balance with 

subjectivity and objectivity. 
And I showed you that all through this discussion that this is a false 

contention. 
2. He alleged that the Christian ethic involves only deontology and 

misses the need for both teleology and deontology. I stressed that for you in a 
chart a moment ago, using an eagle with both wings, representing deontology 
and teleology. 

3. Barnhart alleged that subjective human desire is the foundation of 
objectivity, (\Varren has explained that the Christian ethic involves an un
changeable objective standard, the New Testament.) 

4. On his charts (Figures 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9), Dr, Barnhart-in discussing 
subjectivity and context-actually got into the problem of "illusory and verid
ical perception." (Warren explained that at least some perceptions can be 
verified.) 

\Ve can know, that we see what we think we see. 1 know I am looking at, 
and having the tactile (touching) perception of this microphone. 

5. Barnhart suggested that the "Cosmic Being" is subject to changeable 
desires, thus giving arbitrariness to his commands (whereas, the New Testa
men t teaches that God is unchangeable). 
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His will is absolute even though it is attainable by a finite human being. 
6. Barnhart has refused to give a clear and precise explanation as to the 

specific attributes of his alleged so-called "Cosmic Being." His language is 
comparable, however, to that of such a naturalistic theologian as Henry 
Nclson Wieman. Such language is woefully inadequate. 

BlUIIDERS, INCONS ISTENClES, COfHRADI ell 01'15, ETC, 

7, 	 liE USES TER~lS 'rlHICH ARE CLEARLY CRUCI.~L TO HIS EFFOHT TO 

SET FORTH HIS CASE, AND YET REFUSES TO DISCUSS OR TO DE

FINE THESE TERMS, CHOOSING RATHER (1) TO IGNORE THIS 

OBLIGATION ALTOGETHER, OR (2) TO SAY "I'LL TAKE THAT UP 

lonER, " 

8, 	 BARNHART SAYS: "WHETHER OR NOT THERE IS A GOD IS'WT THE 

lSSUE," WE ASK: ~~HYJ THEN .. ::lID HE BRING UP THE ,rvJATTER? 

THE FACT IS THAT PHiLOSOPHE"S ADMIT THAT THE "EXISTENCE OF 

GOD" IS CRUCIAL TO MORALITY, CF, SARTRE, 

S. 	 BARNHART CALLED THE ASKING AND ANSWERING OF QUESTIONS A 

11E1l.l D£.I\IlI~ TACTIC, THE TRUTH IS THAT ASKING AND ANSWERING 

QUESTIONS IS ESSE!;TIAL TO 'ROPER DEBATING, A~D ASKI.~G AND 

ANSWERING QllESTIO.~S IS INHERENT IN THE RESPONSIBIUTlES OF 

THE DEBATORS. 

D. 	HE CHARGED THAT TBW IS AN "ATHEIST" BECAUSE H= (TBW) BELIEVES 

THAT THE fum OF THE JUDAEO-CHRISTIAN HERITAGE WILL PUNISH 

MANY OTHER PEOPLE WHO ALSO BEll EVE IN THE flliQ OF THE JUDAEO

CHRISTIAN HERITAGE, AND THUS HE (TBi1l DOES NOT BELIEVE IN IJJlI1. 

G:lD. nBH HAS STRESSED THAT THE GOJ OF THE BIBLE '.ILL PUNISH 

ANY AND ALL PERSONS WHO REFUSE OR FAIL TO BE OBEDIENT TO IllS 
WILL. ) 

7. He uses terms which are clearly crucial to his effort to set forth his 
case, and yet refuses to discuss or to define these terms, choosing rather (1) to 
ignore this obligation altogether, or (2) to say "I'll take that up later." 

8. Barnhart says: "Whether or not there is a God is not the issue." We 
ask: Why, then did he bring up the matter? The fact of the matter is that even 
philosophers admit that the "existence of God" is crucial. 

I have heard many philosophers say that"the God question" is, in fact, the 
question facing mankind-even men who deny the existence of God admit 
this, 

9. Barnhart calls the asking and answering of questions a "mere debate 
tactic." The truth is that asking and answering questions is essential to a 
proper debate, and, in fact, is one of the most crucial and valuable matters for 
focusing an issue. And answering and asking questions is inherent in the 
responsibilities of the debaters. 
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10. He eharged that Warren is an "atheist" because he (\Varren) believes 
that the God of the Judaeo-Christian heritage will punish many other people 
who also believe in the God of the Judaeo-Christian heritage-incidentally, 
Dr. Barnhart, have you ever heard me say that it is not possible that I would be 
lost? Any person is in the situation which involves the possibility of turning 
away and loving the world and evil-fleshly pleasure-more than loving God. 
I am in that danger every day of my life. I must try to live in prayerful concern 
that I live faithful unto God. It is possible for me to live seeking only pleasure 
and being self-righteous, which I certainly do not intend at all. It is a 
conviction on your part, apparently, that you can judge my motivation. 

(I have stressed that the God of the Bible will punish any and all persons 
who refuse or fail to be obedient to his will, and that he will save every person 
who ""'ill be obedient.) 

There is not any single force or any combination of forces that could keep 
God from punishing the ",,'icked or blessing the righteous. Joe Barnhart does 
not have the power, nor does anyone who stands Mth him-or the whole 
world, if they stand with him-to keep that from happening. 

BLU1:DERS. PICOHSISTEIiCIES, COIHRADICTl ONS, ETC, 

11, HE A:..LfGED THAT TB;.J f.lAD ?RESE~nED r;:J AFFiRMATIV:;: ARGUM£l\.TS 

FOR HIS CASE} WHEQ.EAS ,HE nUTH IS THAT TBH HAS PRESENTED 

AN ABUNDANCE OF A~F I RMAT l VE MATER r.ll,L, 

12. BARNHART; IN HIS FiG, tlEIJ PRESENTED UTlL:TAR!AN HE[;ONtS:-: 

AS OPPOS2D TO F~ HEDON1SM AND gfCU"l:EANISf1 HeDONISM) 

ANt IN THIS PR~SENTATICN HE J2MONSTRATEJ:; hIS OWN SERIOUS 

MISUNDERSTANDIr-iG CF THE NATl:RE OF HEDONlSM. 

}3. 	 !3ARNI-IART SAiD THAT PEGPLE ARE URIYfJi BY WHAT THEY "TAKE TO 

BE PLEASURE. II H::: THUS (1) GIVES UP UTiLITARIAN ET-iTeS, AND 

(2) ESP:JUSES DEOt.TOLOGICAL Err-ncs, THIS r'1EMS SIMPLY THAT 

HE CAN NO LONGER SAY Tr:AT £ili.~~ ALONE DEERMINE TI-I;: 

MO:\.l\UTV C~ AN ACTI8N, 3UT RATHER THAT ltH.&lU (OR MOTIVE) 

ALSO ?LAVS A PART, 

!4. BARNHART CLAIMED THAT Goals lNSTRUCTlCN (TO JOSHUA) TO 

DESTROY W I eKED NATIONS CANAAN WAS EXACTLY ANALOGOUS 

TO t1;TLER'S INSTRUCTIONS Te DESTROY THE JE\~S. HE THJS OVER

LOOKS OR REJECTS THE PRINCiPLE or: DIvINE JUSrrCE IN DEAliNG 

WITh W1CKE;)NESS (WhETHER I'WivIDUALS Oq NATIONS), 

15, 	 BARNHART ARGUED THAT JEREMY BENTHAM HAS SET OuT ~ 

ETHiC.. AN;) THAT--THEREFORE--lT IS S!l£ERLQR TO THE r~, 1. ETHiC. 

YET~ HE (BARNrlART) ~,AS NOT SHOwN BENTHAM'S ETHlCAL SYST:::M TO 

BE EITHER (I) SYSTEMATIC) OR (2) CONSISTENT, 

II. He alleged that Warren had presented no affirmative arguments for 
his case, whereas the truth is that I have presented an abundance of affIrma
tive material. 
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And I have showed you tonight--on the charts-the two basic arguments 
that I set out while in the affirmative, and the one that I set out, while in the 
negative. And I have given more tonight. 

IMMORAL OR 

SELFISH HEDONISM 


1, HAPPINESS FOR ONESELF 
ONLY, 

2. DISREGARD THE HAPPINESS 
OF OTHERS, 

~ CONFUSES BENTHAM'S 
UTILITARIANISM HEDONISM WITH 
EITHER SELFISH HEDONISM OR 
SHORT-TERM CYRENIAC HEDONISM. 
MUCH OF TOM'S CRITICSM HAS, 
THEREFORE, BEEN DIRECTED AT 
THE WRONG TARGET, HE NEEDS 
TO FIND THE PROPER TARGET. 

~10RAL OR 

UTILITARIAN HEDGrlISM 


(BEiHHAWS VIEW) 


1, 	 HAPPINESS FOR ONESELF, 

2, 	 REGARD FOR THE HAPPINESS 
OF OTHERS, 

~ HAS EXPOUNDED SOME OF 
BENTHAM'S UTILITARIANISM AND 
WILL ELABORATE FURTHER IN THE 
DEBATE. 

12. Barnhart, in his Fig. # 10, presented Utilitarian hedonism as 
opposed to Cyrenaic hedonism and Epicurean hedonism, and in this pre
sentation he demonstrated his own serious misunderstanding of the doctrine 
of Jeremy Bentham. 

13. Barnhart said that people are driven by what they "take to be 
pleasure." In other words, just what they consider to be pleasure-they have 
an opinion about the matter. He thus in a very real sense (1) gives up 
utilitarian ethics, and (2) espouses deontological ethics in that he bases 
ethics-at least in part--on a person's motivation or intention. This means 
simply that he can no longer say that consequences alone-as Bentham 
does-determine the morality of an action, but rather that intent (or motive) 
also plays a part. 

And that is an absolute denial of the doctrine of Jeremy Bentham. 
14. Barnhart claimed that God's instruction (to Joshua) to destroy the 

wicked nations of Canaan was exactly analogous to Hitler's instructions to 
destroy the Jews. He thus overlooks or rejects the principle ofdivine justice in 
dealing with wickedpess (whether individuals or nations). And I gave you 
several charts and discussed that. 
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15. Barnhart argued that Jeremy Bentham has set out a systematic ethic, 
and that-therefore--it is superior to the New Testament ethic. Yet, he 
(Barnhart) has not shown Bentham's ethical system to be either (1) systematic 
or (2) consistent. 

"E-&OISM AND A I..TRJ.lISM" 
- ,J. E.. 8A1lWI/Al?r; MOJlTH TEXAS 

STArf IJIJIVe~SI1Y 

UTI LI TJ~RI AIlS Pl 
IN OUR L.ONG AND INVOLVED TREATMENT OF SELFISH

NESS} ALTRUISM} AND SELF-LOVE} WE HAVE NOT 

·PROVED" AN AIR TIGHT CASE FOR UTILITARIANSIM} 

WHICH IS THE IDEAL OF MAXIMUM HAPPINESS FOR 

EVERY INDIVIDUAL. THERE IS NO WAY TO JUSTIFY 

THIS UTILITARIAN IDEAL AS AN IDEAL FOR EVERYONE. 

PII.OJtt - '!sOllTIiWESrJtJIIRIiAL 0' PlIll.dSOPII'l'1 
WINTte I If1to ) pp lOB; /0'1. 

And I would like for you to note something on Chart 207-K, in regard to 
egoism and altruism and utilitarianism. This is from the Southwest Journal of 
Philosophy. Winter, 1976, pages 108 and 109. And referring to his treatment 
of this matter, Barnhart says: "In our long and involved treatment of selfish
ness, altruism, and self-love, we have not 'proved' an airtight case for utilitar
ianism, which is the ideal of maximum happiness for every individual. There 
is no way to justifY this utilitarian ideal as an ideal for everyone." 

Christianity is the ideal ethic for everyone: I proved this. But he has not 
proved his case, and even admits that the utilitarian ideal cannot be justified 
as an ideal situation for everyone. Thus he gives up his case. 
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BLUNDERS, IiKOi,SISTE!ICIES, CONTRADICTIONS, ETC. 

16, HE (B.C,RN~ART) CHARGES THAT TRW BEliEVES THAT "MIGHT MAKES 

RIGHT." TBW SEll EVES THAT fiQ.o. IS 8.l..GliL AND THAT ALL AUTH

ORITY RESIDES IN II u." , 
17. BARNHART REFUSEr:; TO RESPOND TO THE QUESTIONS: Is IT ~ 

~-. 

THAT GOD EXISTS? 

7HAT THE 3IBlE IS THE WORD OF ~OD? 

Tl1AT JES:JS IS THE SON OF GoO? 

THAT t1EN MUST LOVE AND OBf'( CHRIST IN ORDER 

TO BE SAVED? 

THAT THE CHRISTIAN ETHICAL SYSTEM IS FROM THE 

INFINlTE AND SELF-EXlSTENT GoO? 

18. BARNHART OFFERED AS AN EXPLANATION FOR HIS DEBATE ~, 

HIS DESIRE TO PLACE sor~E,~!NG lli.EBillJli!i BEFORE THE AU~I

ENCE. BUT~ HIS eRO-E.-QSlllW (WHICH HE SIGNED) OBLIGATES HI'" 

TO TRY TO PROVE THAT THE ETHICAL SYSTEM OF JEREMY BEIHHAM 

IS A BETTER ETHICAL SYSTEM THAN rs THE NEW TESTAMENT ETHICAL 

SYSTEM. 

19, IT IS CLEAR 0) THAT BARNSART DOES NOT LIKE THE PRO?OSlT!O~ 

WHICH HE AFroIRMED, AND (2) THAT HE DOES NOT WANT TO J1SCUSS 

THE ONE WHfCH HE DENIED, 

dE (BARNHART) UTTERLY DENIED THE BENTHAM THEORY "I'iHEN HE SAID 

THAT MEN [lli N.QI Al..!!A!5.. SLJCCEED IN CHOOSING THE ACTION wH1CH 

wILL BR f NG PLEASURE. 

16. He (Barnhart) charges that Warren believes that "might makes 
right." No-Warren believes that God is right, and that all authority in
herently resides in him, as the self-existing, eternal Creator of the world and 
of that all exists other than himself. 

17. 	 Barnhart refused to respond to the questions: Is it even possible
That God exists? 
That the Bible is the word of God? 
That Jesus Christ is the Son of God? 
That men must love and obey Christ in order to be saved? 
That the Christian ethical system is from the infinite and self-existent 

God? 
Some of those questions he later has come on to answer and say that he 

does not believe that Jesus Christ even existed, and holds that the Bible is not 
the word of God, and he does not believe the God of the Bible does exist . 
.From that standpoint, I have to confess that he has, therefore, clarified 
himself clearly as an atheist, insofar as the Biblical God is concerned. And it 
seems clear to me that he has espoused the God of Henry Nelson Wieman. 
That may be wrong. He is free to correct me in the next speech, ifhe likes. 

18. Barnhart offered as an explanation for his debate approach, his desire 
to place something interesting before the audience. But, hi8 proposition 
(which he signed) obligates him to try to prove that the ethical system of 
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Jeremy Bentham is a better ethical system than is the New Testament ethical 
system. 

We are not here just to "sort of talk around," as philosophers do at their 
professional society meetings. Each of us has affirmed his proposition, saying, 
in effect, that he knows that his proposition is true. And each one of us 
obligated himself to do it. I think you know that I have done my very best, by 
setting out logical arguments, to do that with my own proposition while he has 
failed to do so. 

19. It is clear (1) that Barnhart does not like the proposition which he 
affirmed, and (2) that he does not want to discuss the one which he denied. 

20. He (Barnhart) utterly denied the Bentham theory when he said that 
men do not always succeed in choosing the action which will bring pleasure. 

co~r~R4D IenONS, ETC.3LUIIDERS, mO~iS ISTE~ICI ES, 

AJULTERY AND (2) DESERTlON ARE SCRIFTUR. GROU'E)S FQ"l: 

DIVORCE, TB\~ DOES NQI B.EJ,..IEVE THAT THERE CAN BE 

ruRAL DIVORCE AN;:; REMARRIAGE lPON ·"lIE GROUNDS OF DESER

TION Ai..ON~, 

22. BAReNART CHA,GEe: "is A H!::DONIST," THE RES?QNSE IS: 

TB\'~ BELIEVES IN PLEAsuRE--PLEASURE THAT IS ACCCRD

ING TO GODIS WORD, I .3ELlEVE THE SERt10"l ON PiE MOt.;'H,1I 

23. 	 BARNHART 

RESPONDED 3Y EXPLATNl\lG T~AT NAN LOES NOT KNOfl--M.I\\j IN 

NG TO KNOW--WHAT OUGHT TO BE THE RESULT OF EVEN 

ONE SIN. 
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rNTO THE D::SCUSSfON, 

NOT RELEVANT J AND AR~ 

LEGALIST/I iN HIS (lBH's) 8001(, 
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21. He (Barnhart) charged Warren with believing that both (1) adultery 
and (2) desertion are scriptural grounds for divorce. But Warren does not 
believe that there can be scriptural divorce and remarriage upon the grounds 
of desertion alone. 

22. Barnhart charged: "Tom is a hedonist." TIle response is: "Yes, War
ren believes in pleasure as the Bible sets it out-pleasure that is according to 
God's word. I do believe with all my heart in the Sermon on the Mount." 

I believe that people who follow it will be, as Jesus said, blessed! 
Now, I invite you to hear Dr. Barnhart for the last five-minute speech. 
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BARNHART'S 'REJOINDER 
FOURTH NIGHT 

I've got five minutes. Except for being diverted, I did a fine job, Tom, a 
very fine job. I refuted your position. All of your arguments, or your notes, 
washed out in terms of showing your Cosmic Being to be God. 

And by the way, I did not say I know Bentham's theory to be true, for I 
have a theory of knowledge that's not the same as yours, Tom. But we 
corresponded about that question of knowledge. We had already decided the 
proposition of the debate. We had already hashed that out. I don't think you 
know your view, but that's a whole view of epistemology which I can't get into. 

Tom has kept firing the word "God! God! God!" But that doesn't impress 
me-apparently no more than Wieman impressed him. 

Now, let me summarize what I'm trying to say. Morality is not law at rock 
bottom. Here is a major difference between Tom and me. It is not simply law 
first. It is the conditions first and then the need for laws. Once the law starts, 
the rules and the regulations develop--and there are many of them, about 
sacred cows and other things. And there will continue to be new regulations 
because conditions change. There are complications and new moral ques
tions; and I'm trying to argue that morality is a development of human 
conditions plus the predisposition-I want to make this clear-the predis
position to move toward that which a person takes to be a source of pleasure 
and away from that which a person takes to be a source of pain. And I interpret 
that to be what Bentham is saying. That's what I call psychological hedonism. 
And it grows and develops into ethical and moral hedonism. 

Now, Tom says my view implies atrocity, and I conclude in summary that 
Tom's view has explicit atrocity which he rationalizes and whitewashes. Tom 
is clearly an atheist. I hold that there is no God, as far as I know, which is not 
very much. Limited "knowledge" is something Tom and I share in common. 
But I at least have this: I have a vision of a possibility that there might be a 
God, and that such a God would be moral, and I could relate to him. But to 
Tom's Cosmic wretch, no thanks. I will not sell out my morality to save my 
neck because of the absolute pain I would suffer in such a sellout. That would 
be like becoming another person. I could conceive of this possibility: if there 
were a "heaven," Tom with his compassion would organize in heaven (we 
would hope) to get things changed to throw help to people in hell, to get for 
them another chance-another and another and another. And, see, that 
doesn't bother me if life keeps going and going and going because this 
conceives of God's love as infinite. And he just keeps on going until he wins all 
back to himself. If you can't win them all, then maybe annihilation. It would 
be a tragedy, but it would still be far superior, filT superior, to this utterly 
incredible evil that Tom's theory of hell projects. 

With regard to punishment: I don't want to get in the position of claiming 
that I know what kind of punishment ought to go to everybody under all 
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conditions. And Torn, of course, doesn't know either. But utilitarianism gives 
you aframework for talking about punishment without raw retribution. There 
is a purpose to punishment. There is a goal for punishment.. And, of course, 
you have degrees ofpunishment depending upon what the moral goals might 
be. Just as in medicine we're still working out solutions for human sickness 
and making life better, we're still working on questions of punishment. We 
don't know whether someone who commits armed robbery should spend 
twenty years in prison. We simply don't know that. And you don't have it from 
divine revelation. What I'm trying to talk about is a practical morality, not 
something that just exists in theological textbooks. 

The death ofJesus on the cross has been brought up quite a bit. I want to 
recommend a book, DidJesus Exist? C. A. Wells. My time is up. Sorry about 
that. Thank you. rm glad I got to meet some of you. I hope to meet more of 
you after the hour. 
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WARREN'S REJOINDER 
FOURTH NIGHT 

Dr. Barnhart says that he recognizes the essentiality of punishment, but 
that he doesn't know what punishment should be given! This is indeed a great 
admission that the theory of Bentham is false because-according to Bent
ham's theory-under these two sovereign masters, pleasure and pain, they 
will guide you and make you do things because of your natural constitution
what you ought to do and you shall do. 

In my closing remarks I want to call your attention to the fact that the 
great God of heaven has certain rights in regard to man in the world. 

According to Luke 13;69, which sets out the parable of the fig tree, there 
are eertain things that we should learn. 

First of all, we learn that God has the right of ownership. He is the God 
who ereated the world. The universe belongs to him. Every person belongs to 
him. Evil has never created a single blade of grass. So God has the right of 
ownership. We are his. I do not mean in the sense of spiritualsonship but all of 
us belong to God. 

And secondly, there is a right of expectation. Just as a man planted a tree 
in his vineyard, and it was owned by him. He had a right to expect fruit from it. 
And so it is with man's expectations from plants. You get the right kind offruit 
from a plant that grows correctly. God's expectation for man is manhood. And 
Jesus Christ is the perfect manhood. He is our perfect example. That is what 
God expeets everyone of us to be striving for, to be transformed from glory to 
glory to be more like him with every passing day, as Paul wrote in the second 
Corinthian letter. We must be sinless, and we can be so only by the blood of 
Christ. Ifwe go into the judgment with sin against us, we will be lost. But we 
can go there without any sin against us only by the power of the saving blood of 
Christ. As Jesus made clear that where sin abounds, grace even more 
abounds. You cannot sin terribly enough that the blood of Christ cannot 
forgive you. So there is the right of God of expectation. 

Third is the right of God of intercession. When God has expected of us 
that we live as Jesus-the perfect example-did, and we have failed to do so, 
as we all do, then God has the right of intercession. Just as the vine dresser 
said, "Let me dig about the tree because there is no fruit on it; let me work 
about it and fertilize it and let us see ifit will bear fruit. And, then, int will not, 
then we will cut it down." 

And so it is in the world of man. God had the right to intercede and he did. 
God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever 
believeth on him should not perish but have everlasting life (John 3;16). And, 
as Paul says (Titus 2;11), "The grace of God has appeared bringing salvation to 
all men." Jesus said, "Come unto me, all ye that labor and are heavy laden and 
I 'Will give you rest." That invitation is not mine; it is the invitation of Jesus 
Christ. It is his purpose. God interceded in the world to save us from our own 
wrongs. 
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Fourth, God has the right of condition. Dr. Barnhart does not have the 
right to philosophize and say, "Well, God should do so and so," just as people 
said to Christ, "Ifyou will come down from the cross, then we will believe on 
you." Dr. Barnhart, God is not going to submit himselfto you, but God has 
the right of demanding conditions, and therefore, all the authority belongs to 
him. All the authority was given unto Christ. Jesus said, "All authority hath 
been given unto me in heaven and on earth." That does not leave any for you, 
Joe, or for me. And the only alternative that we have is to recognize the 
authority of God through Christ, his apostles and prophets who gave us the 
New Testament. 

And finally, God has the right of disposition. The owner of the tree in the 
vinyard has the right ofcuUing it down because it did not bear fruit. And ifwe 
do not bear the fruit of Jesus Christ-of the living of a Christian life-God has 
the right of disposition. And that dispositon will be-if we live our lives in 
rebellion of God-as stated in Matthew 25:46: "And these shall go away into 
eternal punishment," according to what they deserve. They will be punished 
according to their deeds, as it were. The wages of sin is death. But, on the 
other hand, those who faithfully stand and do not forsake the blood of' Jesus 
Christ (who washed away their sins and made them clean from sin before God) 
will hear the words "well done, thou good and faithful servant" enter thou into 
the joy of thy Lord. 

The most practical ethics, the most practical way, the way of evaluating 
human behavior is Jesus Christ, the Son of God, perfect in character, perfect 
in teaching, and perfect as our example. He left us an example that we should 
walk in his steps. 

And it is my prayer for all of you and for all men everywhere that such will 
be the case with you. 
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