And now for some more particular thoughts on Prof. De Young’s paper on the theology behind [i]The Shack[/i].

First, a reminder that I haven’t read the book. Prof. De Young (hereafter DY for convenience) makes many claims about the theology presented in the book, but I am in no position to evaluate how accurate he is in his analysis. I do know from experience that when writing a story with an orthodox non-modalistic theology, brief references to the economy of the Persons can be easily read as being modalistic--there isn’t any way around this without going into more detail than the scene at the time may warrant. DY’s paper indicates that the author of [i]The Shack[/i] (William Paul Young, hereafter WPY for convenience) goes into enough detail that he could have properly distinguished the Persons but (supposedly?) chose not to do so. Close readers of the novel may or may not disagree; I don’t know. [Hindsight note: DY’s charges about modalism seem mostly restricted to the notion that the Father suffered with the Son on the cross. The persons, as reported by DY, seem distinct from one another otherwise.]

I also know from experience that playing theological cards close to the vest, in terms of the plot, can easily result in looking as though I’m saying one thing when really I’m not. DY doesn’t describe WPY’s work in the novel this way, however. Similarly, [i]The Shack[/i] appears to be a standalone work which cannot be expected to feature further elucidation later as the plot progresses; or anyway, DY doesn’t treat the novel that way. Whether DY appeals to clear theological statements by WPY elsewhere outside his novel, remains to be seen. [Hindsight note: DY rarely quotes WPY on theological statements outside whatever is written in the novel.]

So, that having been said: I would not be in favor of promoting the idea of “mutual submission in the Godhead”, if that is supposed to mean that there is no distinctive ‘arche’ among the Persons. I [u]might[/u] however agree with a type of mutual submission of a dynamic (not egalitarian) sort between the Persons--though I have trouble coming up with any way in which the Father and the Son are submitting in love to the Spirit. Be that as it may, the key error to be avoided there is modalism; in that I agree with JY.

Consequently, I would be even more prepared to agree with JY in rejecting the idea that there is no subordination between the Persons of the Godhead (much less, or therefore, no subordination between derivative human persons!) I have also previously agreed, in a previous comment in this thread, that institutions (including “the state, the church and marriage”) are not inherently “diabolical” and should not be identified as such.

On the other hand, I am quite prepared to agree with the Father’s crucifixion with Christ, insofar as where one Person is in operation all Persons are in operation. Otherwise we would be promoting tri-theism, not monotheism. Also, otherwise the Son would not in fact be doing only as the Father does and would not be the express revelation of the Father. I certainly do agree with DY that this should not be taught as involving modalism; but precisely because I [u]do[/u] strongly affirm orthodox Christian theism, I am equally concerned not to drift into cosmological tri-theism or, worse, some kind of mere polytheism, in regard to the Persons of the Trinity. This avoidance requires recognizing and accepting that the Father cannot be divorced from participation with the action (and intentions!) of the Son on the cross. (Nor the Spirit, either, of course.) But, neither do I consider it proper to promote a theology where the distinction of the Persons is treated as being, at best, a convenient sham. Among other and more fundamental problems with this, such as tacitly denying the true and final ethicality of God, I would be drastically undercutting any grounded hope for universal salvation if I accepted modalism to be true!

(Not that this is particularly obvious; and it would take a lot of discussion for me to demonstrate it. But refer, for example, to my numbered arguments in the thread here at evangelicalunversalist.com, on “Why Orthodox Christian Theism is important for Universalism”.)

And, lastly (in regard to DY’s list of “points of theology that are distorted or improbable or debateable”, in the third full paragraph of p3 of his paper), I have no idea what “completing a circle of relationship with the three persons of the Godhead” is supposed to mean; so I have no way of evaluating whether this heads away from orthodox theology. I could see ways in which it might; and ways in which it might not.

I would agree, for example, if this is what DY means, that human persons are not intrinsically necessary in order for any two (or all three) of the Persons to complete their union of relationship: this I would consider to be counter-orthodox. (Among other things it would involve as a corollary either that the Trinity did not and/or could not exist without humans to interact with the Persons, or else that the Trinity is not the final Independent Fact of all reality.)

But, on the other hand, I do affirm (as a positive aseitist who takes seriously the active self-existence of God) that God cannot act to fulfill non-fair-togetherness between even human persons without acting in contravention (subordinate though that contravention might be--like a human sinner’s!) to His own self-existent reality.

It is interesting that DY would consider these errors (if these errors are being made by WPY) as being [u]less[/u] serious than the error of universal reconciliation (if that is an error). I, the hyper-orthodox theologian, would consider them to be far more fundamentally serious than a mistaken belief about universal reconciliation! But possibly DY considers u-r to be a more serious error, due to factors of the kind he is opposing, which I would agree with him (as noted in my previous comment) should be opposed. Even then, though, my opposition to them points back to what I consider to be more problematic errors about fundamental theology, above the question of universal reconciliation.

I mention this, though, because in my experience, opponents to universal reconciliation do end up having a curious tendency to sacrifice positions of orthodox theology in order to affirm non-universalism and disavow universalism. Which would certainly involve considering “universalism” to be more serious as a theological error than errors having to do with the constitution of the Godhead and the relations of God to subordinate reality! Whether DY will go that route in this paper, remains to be seen.

(I do not yet count his complaint about the Father sharing the crucifixion of the Son, since he was explicitly trying to avoid modalism and wasn’t directly trying to divorce the operations of the Father from the Son. But that would be an example of the sort of thing I mean; and I have seen nominally orthodox defenders of non-univeralism tacitly or explicitly arriving at such a thing in order to keep non-universalism as a doctrine. [Hindsight note: I don’t recall ever finding DY to schism between the intentions of the Father and the Son, fortunately.])

In regard to the last (and largest) paragraph of DY’s page 3: I certainly join with DY with rejecting the notion of dichotomizing God’s mercy vs. God’s justice, even in favor of mercy over justice. But DY’s subsequent critique of WPY fails badly at several places: not least because DY continues affirming the dichotomy of mercy versus justice! I don’t accept that when WPY does it (if in fact that’s what he’s doing--the quote would seem to indicate so, but the quote might be taken out of context, too); and I don’t accept the division when DY does it, either.

First, it seems specious to complain that an author, referencing James 2:13b, adds “because of love” when claiming that mercy triumphs over anything. (Over what exactly, will be discussed presently.) DY agrees that mercy is triumphing over something in JacEpist; and agrees that mercy ought to triumph over something. (Or boast over it, or be joyfully confident over it, or whatever.) DY thinks this is only supposed to be human mercy triumphing over something for the sake of other humans, and we’ll get to that in a minute; but my point here is that if this is not because of love, then what else is it supposed to be because of?! DY doesn’t bother to say. But then, why complain about the addition of the phrase?

Partly because of the followup, where in the next sentence JPY has a character add, “Would you prefer he [God] had chosen justice for everyone?” Assuming there was no further qualification from JPY that God doesn’t choose one [u]or[/u] the other for anyone, but rather acts to fulfill both for everyone, then yes, I’d complain about that, too. But then I wouldn’t switch the [u]same[/u] problem around the [u]other[/u] way. And it’s clear that this is what DY wants to do. His whole paragraph is set up to deny, in various ways, that God (even in His judgment) is showing and fulfilling love to His enemies. If God was doing that, then there would be continuing hope for their salvation!

Since DY mentions the wider context of this Jacobin verse, let’s take a look at it. St. James (in the material we now call chapter 1) has been concerned that his congregation should be doers of the word, and not hearers only. In this he contrasts vain rituals (specifically doctrinal profession--compare 1:26 to 2:18-19) with “ritual clean and undefiled with (or beside) God the Father”, namely visiting the bereaved and widowed in their affliction. From this he proceeds into what we call chapter 2, where (as DY rightly notes) James inveighs against Christians showing partiality to rich Christians over against poor ones, thus “becoming judges with wicked reasonings”. Instead, God chooses the poor of the world to be rich in faith and enjoyers of the allotment of the kingdom, while James’ congregation is dishonoring the poor ones!

“However (James continues), if you are discharging the royal law, according to the scripture, ‘you shall be loving your associate as yourself’, you are doing ideally. Yet if you are doing partiality, you are working sin, being exposed by the law as transgressors. For any who should be keeping the whole law, but who is tripping in one thing, has become liable for all. For the One Who is saying, ‘You should not be adultering”, said, ‘You should not be murdering’ also. So if you are not adultering but are murdering, you have become a transgressor of the law.

“Thus be speaking, and thus be doing: as those about to be judged though (or by) a law of freedom! For the judging is merciless to the one who does no mercy. Mercy exults upon (or onto) judging!”

St. James continues after this with more remonstrations against those who would merely bless the poor compared to those who actively help the poor, and (famously) points out that merely believing that God is One is no faithfulness: the demons believe this, too, and shudder!

Thus for the context.

DY correctly notes that the context is dealing with human partiality and that works of impartiality are a necessary evidence of a Christian’s faith. So far so good. But if James is talking about Christians showing mercy to those who are downtrodden, does this have nothing to do with God showing mercy to people at the cross?! DY would like us to think so, apparently on the ground that this isn’t the explicit topic of James’ discussion. (Indeed, Jesus isn’t mentioned at all per se by James, after the opening salutation.)

DY is also correct that there is much talk in this portion of EpistJames about judgment coming to people. If we must be picky about the wording, “justice” per se isn’t mentioned at all in this paragraph; judgment is.

So: who is this judgment coming upon?

Those who refuse to show mercy.

It is true that those who refuse to show mercy, shall not have mercy shown to them. Hopelessly and finally so, however? Then God would be guilty of that for which He is condemning the sinner!

At the risk of compounding scriptural references, this topic is very close to that of the parable of the unmerciful steward: an adopted servant of the king is shown mercy by the king and forgiven the monstrously huge transgression against the king. This servant then goes out and insists that someone who has transgressed much less against himself should be sent to be tortured in prison until he can repay what is owed.

The parable, to put it mildly, doesn’t end there. But the king, in his judgment against the unmerciful steward, does not leave the situation hopeless: the steward will be freed when he pays what is owed. A human king might demand the ten thousand talantons. But what would God consider the unmerciful servant still to owe?

Mercy on the other transgressor.

Admittedly, the unmerciful servant will not be released from the prison until he pays what he owes. But it is mercy that is rejoicing over the judgment; mercy that presides over judgment, demanding judgment. Mercy and justice have the same goals, toward the same ends, and do not show special partiality to one or the other side. Mercy seeks to show mercy to the unmerciful; but mercy must be unmerciful to the unmerciful until the unmerciful ones surrender their rebellion and agree to do mercy. Otherwise, mercy would not be seeking the fulfillment of mercy!--that God will be all in all.

DY correctly insists on the judgment against the unmerciful; and correctly notes that the merciful will not be judged as unmerciful.

I agree. And, so, I refuse to insist on [u]hopeless[/u] unmercy, even to the unmerciful. If I insisted on hopeless unmercy, then how could I myself [u]not[/u] be the unmerciful servant? God would then judge against [u]me![/u] And He would not be letting me free of that judgment, until I rendered up what was owed: mercy, not only to the deserving poor, but to sinners--that I may be perfect as our Father in heaven is perfect.

(May I add that this is far from being “an obscene scene of theological rape” as DY quotes approvingly from Gerstner?)

On page 6, I notice in some curiosity that DY allows that universal reconciliation can (and usually does, among orthodox Christians) involve recognizing future punishments, which of course would involve judgment against sin and sinners who insist upon their sinning. He states here, in footnote #2, that he is aiming at this kind of universalism, and not against the kind that denies judgment. And yet, on page 4, he includes a denial “of future judgment for anyone” as part of point (11). This is despite appearing to acknowledge in points (7) and maybe (8) that the universalism he is aiming against does include the punishment of sinners by God. And yet in his page 3 paragraph concerning WPY’s use of the “mercy triumphs over justice” phrase, DY would have us believe that WPY means “that God will not judge sin in the future” as a flat denial of any judgment going on in EpistJames. Or again, “this verse and the preceding verse make it very clear that God will judge in the future--[u]an idea that universal reconciliation denies.[/u]”

I wish YP would make up his mind whether he is going after only the universalists who deny any judgment, or the universalits who agree there is a wrath and punishment of God (on the unmerciful, for example)! This confusion has not been clarified or amended as of the May 2008 version of DY’s paper.

(The confusion may stem at least partially from claims made by DY’s friend, WPY. I have no way of knowing, at this time. If so, DY could improve his opposition by clarifying first that WPY tries to go both ways; and then by clarifying either that he is only going after universalists who deny any judgment against sin and punishment of sinners, or else that when he tags some universalists on this he of course is not tagging the rest of us about that.)

On page 7, DY tags certain universalists for having as part of what amounts to their creeds, that no adherent of their creed shall be required to subscribe to any particular religious belief or creed. DY implies that this means that they require their adherents to subscribe to this refusal to require any adherents to subscribe to any particular religious belief or creed. Setting aside the question of whether DY is accurately tagging a logical contradiction in the presentation of these universalists, it certainly wouldn’t apply to those people who insist that we ought to believe a particular doctrinal set (creedal trinitarianism) to be true; and who would also insist that people who accept that this should be believed to be true, should at least not turn around and deny those doctrines later. (In itself a rather different question from whether people who don’t believe doctrinal-set-X to be true should profess it to be true anyway; and from whether proper creedal belief is essential as a requirement to be saved from sin by God. I would deny either of those, the first in order to protect against mere convenience of belief, and the second in order to protect against the heresy of gnosticism.)

I agree with DY that universal reconciliation is not (in any of its forms) a minor doctrine: “It goes to the heart of evangelical faith—Who God is; what He accomplished at the cross; what sin is; how and when people are saved; what the nature of the judgment after death is; etc.” I do however disagree that UR is necessarily part of “that larger universalism that joined with rationalism and liberalism to undermine and almost destroy evangelical faith”. (Though I can hardly deny that the parties to whom DY is referring picked up UR and applied it in their own way and for their own purposes.) DY has already admitted earlier that the “universalists” who joined up with the “unitarians” to form one “denomination” in 1960, disavowed the Christian faith back in the 1820s. But these people, by definition, are not orthodox universalists and certainly aren’t “evangelical” universalists in the sense of being among the group of Christians broadly known as “evangelicals” in the 20th century.

On page 11, in regard to DY’s first bracket comment: frankly I would say that love being the supreme attribute of God above all others, is a central tenet of orthodox trinitarian theology. It’s constitutive of what sets ortho-trin (western or eastern versions either one) apart from any other theism (except of course for orthodox binitarian theism without reference yet to the Holy Spirit): that God, in God’s own intrinsic fundamental self-existence, is an eternally and actively coherent interpersonal relationship. I can see how this would be a problem for non-universalistic soteriologies, but to speak bluntly as an orthodox trinitarian theist: too bad. Trinitarians take the Biblical statement “God is love” seriously as a shorthand statement of the essence of our theology (and also as being grammatically parallel to some other important statements in that first epistle of St. John, such as “God is spirit”.) An equivalent statement in Hebrew without direct reference to “love” per se is the Shema proclamation “YHWH your God YHWH is AeCHaD”: a corporate unity.

Once that’s on the table, then yes: love must be the basis for all that God wills, and yes God cannot act apart from love. That’s why everyone agrees (and hopes for, in their own case at least!) that God can act apart from wrath: because God is not intrinsically wrath. Similarly, the precepts of trinitarian theism do necessarily mean that love and relationship among humans is only possible because we exist within the Trinity Who love and relate among themselves. (“In Him we live and move and have our being” as the Judeo-Christian scriptures routinely claim.)

Universalism, as DY appears to understand, follows necessarily from those predicates. But the predicates are simply a recognition of the active corporate unity of the living God in God’s own self-existence.

What does [u]not[/u] follow from those predicates, is the notion that because God is love He cannot act in holiness to punish or judge anyone in the future for whatever reason He deems fit. Once again DY makes a blanket claim involving universal reconciliation which earlier in his report he claimed [u]not[/u] to be aiming against, which he claimed WPY did not believe anyway: that universalists necessarily deny the judgment and punishment of God. This is flatly untrue, as DY himself elsewhere admits. But here he is again treating all UR as though it necessarily involves denying God’s judgment and punishment.

In regard to his second bracket notes on page 11: I agree that Jesus’ miracles should not be limited to His human nature, for much the same reasons as DY gives. (I also agree with C. S. Lewis, among other theologians, in recognizing that the miracles appear to be proper to Jesus’ humanity, too, not only His divinity.) However, there is a notable trinitarian position which I happen to strongly agree with, to the effect that Jesus did nothing apart from His Father and that in Him the Father is working. This is not to deny Jesus’ own self-conscious claims of being equal in nature with the Father, such that He can say that the honor, deeds and attributes proper to YHWH are proper to Himself personally (not merely proper to the Father). Jesus, as the divine and human Son, does do all His miracles in obedient trust to the Father. This is why Jesus would not even create bread from stones to save Himself from starving, unless He receives at least permission from the Father to do so.

Meanwhile, if trinitarian theism is true, then yes the whole Trinity must indeed have been operating in regard to the crucifixion of Jesus, unless there was either a schism in the two natures of Christ (as quasi-docetists claim) or unless there was a substantial schism in the Persons of the Trinity. Either of those positions is flatly heretical. But, paradoxically, it is scripturally evident (and metaphysically sound) that the Son, not the Father nor the Spirit, is the Person Who was incarnated.

This point is worth noting in order to avoid tri-theism (at best) if the Son operates independently of the Father (and the Spirit), but also to avoid modalism where the three Persons are not really distinct persons but only modes of God’s operation (like judge and king and husband, for example). DY is rightly concerned about avoiding modalism, but tri-theism (and several other such things) are also to be avoided.

DY, for example, repeats the point commonly accepted even by trinitarians that Jesus died “forsaken by the Father”. But in fact Jesus was [u]not[/u] forsaken by the Father; His quotation comes from the beginning of a Psalm where God has [u]not[/u] in fact forsaken David, initial appearances notwithstanding, and where David expects to be vindicated by God after all in front of his enemies. The whole point of the Psalm is to hold to one’s faith that God has [u]not[/u] abandoned us even if everything [u]seems[/u] to feel that way. Sadly, even trinitarians (who ought to know better) have tended to fail the test of this Psalm--a failure that non-trinitarians rightly complain would point to, at best, tri-theism if it was true. Not to trinitarian theism.

By this I don’t mean to be defending WPY if he is in fact teaching modalism. But specifically as a trinitarian theologian I can see that he [u]might[/u] be trying to teach some things implied by trinitarian theism, if not very aptly (whether that’s due to narrative restrictions or whatever).

In regard to DY’s third bracketed note for page 11: I agree that power is not contrary to relationship. I suspect WPY has in mind the notion that impersonal or counterpersonal power (or anyway power where relationship is irrelevant) is contrary is at least distinct from and inferior to relationship-powered power (so to speak!) That would be a convenient slurring in order to try to ground his point elsewhere, and it would certainly be a mistake.

In regard to DY’s first bracketed note for page 12: I would frankly state that if a reader actually [u]does[/u] follow the verses of Rom 8:28ff out through, say chapter 11, we will find that St. Paul does not distinguish a different [u]end[/u] for the “non-elect”, even if in one way he distinguishes different purposes between the elect and the non-elect. But that is a whole other debate to be entered into.

In regard to DY’s second bracket of page 12: I suspect WPY is paraphrasing Heb 12:7ff (itself explicating Proverb 3:11-12), not John 3:16. But since DY bothers to mention Psalm 2, he might have noticed that the exhortation is certainly not to those with whom the Lord is “perpetually angry” (a term or idea that does not appear in Psalm 2), or else there would be no point to exhorting those judges and kings of the earth to kiss the face of the Son and find refuge in Him. There is a warning of wrath, but a promise of forgiveness for repentance, too.

Also, the NT does call those who (in the original context) are not God’s people, God’s people, and her who was not beloved “Beloved”, etc. (See for example that same swatch of Romans DY reffed earlier!--where St. Paul quotes Hosea among other OT prophets to this effect.) And when God so loves the whole cosmos in John 3:16, that still means the whole cosmos, including unbelievers. (If DY has a problem with that, he need not fix it on universalists; he can go debate Arminians instead.) And the Bible itself ends out the final chapter of RevJohn with the Spirit and the Bride exhorting those outside the city to drink freely of the river of life and enter the city--so becoming part of the Bride of the Lamb, by logical extension. (To this one might observe that the anger of the Lord is especially kindled by spiritual adultery--in effect all peoples [u]are[/u] the bride of God, which the OT itself recognizes on occasion, though giving an understandable pride of place to Israel as the Bride.)

In regard to DY’s third bracket note for page 12: I can certainly see why he thinks WPY is trying to teach that God does not punish sin (but rather lets sin punish itself instead). That would certainly be a serious error, though hardly one unique to universalists--I’ve seen Arminian and Calvinist soteriologists trying to do the same thing, on occasion. As I’ve noted earlier, if DY wants to aim against that notion, it’s certainly fine with me. But then he should be more clear that he’s aiming against those universalists (not to say various Arm and Calv theologians) who try to disassociate God (and/or Christ) from punishment of evil--and not against those universalists who [u]don’t[/u] try such disassociation.

That being said, since I do in fact happen to be familiar with Rom 1-5 (among other things), I also notice that God is especially hot to zorch those people who think lightly of the riches of God’s kindness and forebearance and patience, hastening to judge those other sinners over there as hopeless cases! (Rom 2:1-8. Which, incidentally, is also precisely the point of that quote from Isaiah in Rom 9:20-21--God is retorting back, in Isaiah, against those who would insist that God has abandoned to hopeless ruination the ones whom he has punished for sinning.) Punishment, yes; but our business is to be concerned with the punishment coming to us for our sins, not for whatever punishment (or not) is coming to those people over there for theirs.

In regard to DY’s first bracket note on page 13 (not counting overrun from a bracket note on page 12): frankly, I agree quite completely with it; perhaps with the provision that I would probably argue that a denial of hierarchy per se in the Godhead is in fact heretical. (It depends on what one means by ‘hierarchy’.)

Ditto his second and third bracket notes (both short).

In regard to his fourth bracket note: if DPY is schisming between “good and love” as one option and “justice or right” as the other, then of course I oppose that schism. Though I think that most people would probably not see any schism between “good” “just” and “right”. Be that as it may; I am certainly not going to accept the same schism from the other way around, even for the purpose of trying to apply them ‘equally’.

In regard to DY’s first bracket on page 14, where he writes, “No such promise [that all things work together for good] exists for those who do not love [God].” So, who is it among us, then, who loves God first, before God loves us? I am very familiar with Romans, too; and I don’t recall St. Paul ever teaching [u]that[/u] doctrine! But even if Calvinist soteriology is true, all things [u]are[/u] working together for good for [u]at least some of those[/u] who do not love God. That cannot be denied without either denying original sin (which DY will not do any more than I will) or else denying that any man is saved (for in that case we must first love God before God will work all things together for us, the sinners.) Or perhaps the teaching is supposed to be that some of us work hard enough to be good and then God will act to save us? This I deny. I suspect DY denies it, too. When he’s paying more attention to what he’s saying.

In regard to DY’s second bracket note, page 14: obviously the criticism here is toward those universalists who try to deny punishment, while also at other times acknowledging the punishment, perhaps. Not my problem; but also not what all universalists believe.

In regard to DY’s third bracket note of page 14: actually, the scene he quotes from Matt 25:46 features a verb in Greek that [u]could[/u] easily imply “after I have chastised you enough to force you to repent”. (Although I would deny that this is the precise gist of the use.) Meanwhile, it is not as though the penitent rebel on the cross ever says anything that most Christians would recognize as being enough of a ‘saving’ faith. (He doesn’t even call Jesus “Lord”!) Be that as it may. Chastisement is in fact routinely considered loving by OT and NT authors, in regard to the Lord’s chastisement of us.

In regard to DY’s fourth bracket note of page 14: obviously, biblical universalists aren’t rejecting Jesus for teaching the eternal suffering of those who reject Him, because we don’t think Jesus actually is teaching that (in the sense that DY and other advocates of hopelessness are talking about). But that’s an exegetical debate, not a debate of principle. Moreover, while trinitarians are as uncareful as anyone, sadly enough, about turning around and denying key portions of their own doctrine, like omnipresence (such as when non-universalist trinitarians interpret the scriptures to mean everlasting “separation” from God), ideally a trinitarian should be prepared to agree (with pretty much any other robust supernaturalistic theist) that it is utterly impossible to be separated from God and to continue on existing anyway. If that makes for problems with a non-universalistic judgment scheme, too bad: the option is annihilation or continuing omnipresence. Ironically, it is DY who is here trying to divorce God from the punishment of God! (Unless perhaps he is an annihilationist; though if so he hasn’t seemed to say so, so far...)

Meanwhile, properly formulated, universalism doesn’t deny that humans are free to exercise their will to choose to reject God. It does deny (so long as it remains at all in the class of coherent supernaturalistic theism) that humans are “free” to succeed in our rebellion and become like the Most High, self-sufficiently existing on our own (or even dependent on another Most High than God instead). We are free to shut our eyes and stop up our ears; God is free to both confirm that choice of ours for a time, acting Himself to make matters even worse for us, and also free to do this with an eye toward leading us to redemption (which is what the gist of the NT quotes from that famous Isaianic prophecy is about.) We are not and cannot be free of God’s actions toward saving us from sin. If it has been revealed that God will accomplish this someday, then so much the better!--any supposed threat to our freedom thereby will be no more or less a supposed threat than for some not-God agent’s freedom to be abrogated by a prophecy, eventually fulfilled, that God accomplished something else in the life of that agent. If there’s a problem there, it’s hardly a problem of universalism per se.

In regard to DY’s first major bracket note for page 15 (aside from a brief one noting that early church fathers similarly speak of evil as having “no actual existence”): it is somewhat surprising that DY attempts to divorce the seeking of independence from sin in WPY’s account of the Fall, since by DY’s own report WPY is talking in his novel about a “desire” and even a “lust” for independence that results, when acted upon, in a death and even a separation from God Who is Life. If WPY doesn’t use the term “pride”, then did DY misreport him using the term “lust”??

While I agree that leaving out mention of a tempter in the Garden produces an incomplete picture of the situation being presented by that story, even DY would seem to agree that the willful seeking of independence from God is what led to Satan’s downfall, too. The same principle is being applied, and WPY may be trying to get back beyond the concept of daffing blame off on someone else (as Adam and Eve both tried to do) instead of accepting responsibility for our own intentional transgressions. After all, we can’t be infinitely recusing back the question of “who or what led to the temptation of x”?

In regard to DY’s first and second bracket comments on page 16: I agree that some universalists have a habit of ignoring the dominion claims of God (including as Christ), whether in the past, the present or in the future. Not all universalists do this, though. Whereas, on the contrary, universalists are hardly the ones who have the most tendency to be “blinded” to the “obvious teaching” of Phil 3 that all things shall be subjected to Christ confessing Him as Lord! While such a thing may be the result of conquest by the One Who loves righteousness, it is as much a conquest of those who are saved as those who are not (if any are not); and the “confession” of Phil 3 is always used in the Old Testament in regard to the saving and redeeming acts of God. (Moreover, St. Paul affirms elsewhere that no one can confess the Lord as Christ except that they are led to do so by the Holy Spirit. Confession, per se, is always connected to salvation from sin and reconciliation under God.)

In regard to the third bracket note of p 16: I am not exactly sure what DY is complaining about (it might be something I would agree is viable, if I had more data.) But based on his summary information, I would suppose that WPY is being consistent here in his notion that “exercising power and rule” over a wife is tantamount to “playing God” in some very bad way. (I would suggest that WPY seems to be rather oversimplifying how “men” and “women” seek independence from God, which DY might agree with complaining about, too.)

In regard to the fourth bracket note of page 16: I agree (again) with DY that roles and authority among people are not inherently evil.

In regard to the sixth bracket note of page 16 (skipping a minor note reflecting 1 Cor 11): I haven’t read the book, of course, but I think most trinitarians would agree, if they thought about it for a minute, that Jesus’ life is not to be absolutely copied. We are not to claim the honor and worship due to God, for example! Or, on a more mundane level, if all of us were celibate, then we would not be fulfilling God’s own command to be fruitful and multiply. There have indeed been attempts in the past to slavishly copy the “life” of Christ and to present such copying (itself very incomplete anyway) as the highest life of a human against which no other life was to be regarded as comparable. It may be this sort of “copying” that WPY is speaking against. Or again, Jesus is not [u]merely[/u] “an example to copy”, either, but One Whom we are to submit to in our lives so that He may work in us. (Which itself is admittedly a serious problem for anyone trying to disassociate submission from authority, but even WPY isn’t altogether trying to do that from DY’s report.)

In regard to DY’s first bracket note for page 17: when all people need to repent because God has appointed a day when He will judge the world with justice, certainly that is not distinct from either being offspring of God in some “general” sense (unless DY is trying to say that those who are only “general” offspring of God will not be judged and so do not need repentance) or from being the offspring of God in some “special” sense (unless DY is trying to say that the “elect” have no need of repentance). All people is all people: forcing a distinction between “elect” and hopelessly “non-elect” into the text ends up contradicting even various Calvinist doctrines by logical implication. (For those who, unlike DY, don’t have Acts 17 handy: St. Paul spends verses 25 through 29 declaring to the philosophers of the Mars Hill forum that the Lord God makes all people, gives breath to all, life to all, makes all people all across the face of the earth, specifying the seasons and dwelling bounds for all of them, affirms that all people surely grope for and even do find God, since God is most certainly not far from each of them, inhering them, for also we all live in Him and have our being, all of us then being inherently of God. In verses 30-31, St. Paul keeps right on using that same universal “all” reference in regard to God charging all mankind everywhere to repent, inasmuch as He assigns a day in which He will be judging all the inhabited earth in righteousness, tendering faith to all. I emphatically repeat: THERE IS NO DISTINCTION BEING MADE between the “all” of vv 17:25-29 (or even between vv 28-29, which is all DY refs) and the “all” of vv 30-31. If WPY is failing to point out such a distinction, it sure isn’t due to such a thing being “clearly” found in the Aeropagus sermon of Acts 17. (What is peculiar is that there are plenty of other texts DY might have appealed to for this example which, on the face of them anyway, might be said to make such a “clear” distinction. Why bother foisting it into Acts 17...??)

In regard to the first bracket note of page 18: I can sympathize with DY complaining that those who go to hell are not sent there by God in some arbitrary fashion. But Calvinist theologians, who explicitly deny that God shows “incomparable love” to the non-elect, may be who WPY is aiming at here. If there is a “terrible caricature of divine election”, they and their like-minded predecessors are who started it; emphasizing along the way that God’s directly active choice not to save some (indeed most) sinners from sin is not even based on the worthiness of the sinner as a sinner to be punished. (Or else setting up a double-standard of theology, where God punishes because the sinners are worthy of punishment but saves those unworthy of salvation.)

I would also point out that there is some contradiction in affirming that “it is not about performance” and then complaining that God’s salvation of sinners is not about what people do. In fact it [u]is[/u] about “performance” in some way, in subordinate cooperation with God. What keeps this from being a salvation-by-works theology is that God does not wait for us to do and be good first, but always is going to us to lead us into repentance and cooperation with Him. We don’t [u]make[/u] God save us, or appeal to some standard higher than Himself to which He Himself is obligated in turn. Nor do we have to: God incomparably loves and offers Himself to all, first and continually. (As indeed St. Paul states in that Acts 17 sermon DY bothered to mention!--among many other places.)

In regard to the third bracket note of page 18 (skipping over a minor second note): if there is “an explicit affirmation that judgment is unnecessary because Jesus in love has already borne it”, then DY didn’t make that very explicit in his summary. He does quote WPY’s book where the judge tells Mack that “judgment is not about destruction, but about setting things right”. That would be a statement of necessary judgment! And whereas DY hasn’t quoted WPY’s novel as saying that Jesus in love has already borne our judgment, I do recall DY trying to complain to us earlier that there is nothing in WPY’s novel about Jesus bearing the judgment of God. So, some clarification in this criticism seems required, at least.

(I have already commented on Ja 2:13 and its contexts earlier.)

In regard to the first full bracket note of page 19: it looked to me, from DY’s report, that WPY was also saying that justice is and will be fully served. Be that as it may, the people who talk most about “the elect” versus the “non-elect”, i.e. the Calvinists, would vociferously deny that mercy was in fact extended to all. They would also vociferously affirm, what I suppose DY would also care to affirm (at least in regard to his own assurance of salvation), that whomever God intends to save can trust God to keep at it until the salvation is accomplished.

In regard to the second bracket note of page 19: it is interesting that DY brings up Rom 11:22-23 and practically the whole Hebrews Epistle as examples that there are limitations to God’s mercy if disobedience and unbelief occur. The Rom verses explicitly talk about those who have been cut off being grafted back in again if they do not continue in their unbelief, “for God is able to graft them back in again”. In fact, the verses are a warning to those who consider themselves “grafted in” that they are not to be considering themselves superior to the ones who are currently cut off!--because God will cut [u]you[/u] off, too, for your lack of mercy, and just as quickly graft back in again the ones who have been cut off if they repent. As St. Paul concludes (before launching into a hymn of praise to God), “For just as you once were disobedient to God, but now have been shown mercy because of their disobedience, so these also now have been disobedient, in order that because of the mercy shown to you they also may now be shown mercy. For God has shut up all in disobedience that He might show mercy to all!” (11:30-32) This is what happens when prooftexts are adduced without contextual checking.

Similarly, all the verses adduced from Hebrews are aimed at those “who have once tasted of the heavenly gift and have been made partakers of the Holy Spirit and have tasted the good word of God”--and who have then fallen away. There is a sure and certain punishment coming to those who have done that, but the language indicates that the people described this way are the children of God if anyone is! When the Hebraist quotes Isaiah 26 in chp 10, the prophet is talking about an apparently hopeless situation where those who sinned despite knowing the truth have been devoured by fire, as fire will also devour other enemies of God oppressing these people; and have already been slain to the dust, punished and destroyed, as other enemies of God will be punished and destroyed. But though it is said that the dead shall not live and the departed spirits shall not rise, the dead and departed shall indeed rise again: if these who have been punished and repented, then also those. (Certainly, in any case, faithless Israel is the proper analog to the rebel Christians of Heb 10. But faithless, punished Israel learns repentance from her punishment and is brought to life again by God. “For when the earth has Thy judgments, the inhabitants of the world learn righteousness.” True, when the wicked is shown favor he does not learn righteousness but deals unjustly in the land of uprightneess. But that was Israel--who is now being shown punishment!)

DY’s reference to Heb 12:25-29 is even less of an example of hopelessness resulting from the judgment of God; but rather, it explicitly teaches, earlier in this chapter, that God disciplines those whom He loves, for a time, so that they may share His holiness, yielding the peaceful fruit of righteousness. That this refining process is meant by the concluding verses of the chapter (where our God is a consuming fire), is illustrated by the Hebraist’s reference to Haggai 2:6-7: YHWH of Hosts shall shake all the nations, and so they will come to the new Temple with the wealth of all nations--by this process YHWH of Hosts declares that He will fill His house with glory. (Compare with Rev 22:24-27, where the kings of the earth are bringing the glory of their wealth into the New Jerusalem, where nothing unclean and no abomination may enter but only those whose names are written in the Lambkin’s Book of Life. Yet everywhere else previously in RevJohn, the “kings of the earth” are the greatest and last remaining rebel villains!--including their last such appearance in Rev 19, where Jesus, in their destruction, will be [u]shepherding[/u] them with His rod of iron, exactly as we are to [u]hope[/u] for in regard to ourselves in Psalm 23.) Incidentally, Heb 9:27, which YP adduces, does not state that those who reject Christ in this life will experience judgment (true though that is), but to [u]all[/u] men it is appointed once to die and then the judgment. There is no distinction here; the all is inclusive.

Meanwhile, I join with YP in agreeing that all the world cries for this judgment to be what is right and holy as well as loving and merciful. But then, I do not turn around and make this out to mean that it will be by what is right and holy “alone”, just as YP refuses to make this mean that it will be by “love alone”. I take my affirmation of that “as well as” seriously, and I do not deny it later: the judging shall be right and holy as well as loving and merciful. The judging shall be loving and merciful as well as right and holy.

Or again, the judging shall be right and loving as well as holy and merciful. The judging shall be right and merciful as well as holy and loving.

In regard to the third bracket comment on page 19: lasting torment is certainly important to keep in the account (though the “punishment” being spoken of in Matt 25:46 is actually the agricultural cleaning which DY didn’t notice happening when he tried quoting Rom 11 earlier--a translation typically muffed in English, but illustrated well enough in Rom 11 I think.) And even though the parable of Lazarus and the Rich Man isn’t primarily about hades, I don’t join with some universalists in simply denigrating its warning either. (Neither would I quote it or any other parable as primary theological evidence for anything!)

Heb 6:3, incidentally, does not anywhere say that it is impossible [u]for God[/u] to renew them to repentance. (That would be very peculiar, since Hebrews elsewhere is very concerned with demonstrating that God leads to repentance those who turn away from Him--including with OT scriptural references to that effect, only some of which I have already discussed.) But DY must read that condition into the text (and notice that he emphatically does so more than once), in order to meet the Arminianistic doctrine, that salvation from sin is in some cases outright impossible with God (thus explaining why God decides to give up in saving some people from sin).

In regard to the fourth bracket note of page 19: I have said already that love, as an attribute, is specially related to orthodox trinitarian theism. God does not stop being Holy, and does not stop being Light, including toward not-God creations of His. But YP must sooner or later have God stop being Love toward those who are hopelessly condemned. Again, YP may affirm that one attribute is not to be exalted over another; but that does not go very far as a statement, if one attribute (love) is withdrawn from an object while another attribute (justice, or holiness, or whatever) is ostensibly still being done toward that object. I and other universalists affirm that God is still loving those who are in hell, with incomparable love, being intrinsically love Himself. (Even some Arminianists do their best to affirm this, such as C. S. Lewis.) Perhaps YP does, too, but he’s gone 19 pages so far with plenty of opportunity to do so--and hasn’t done so yet.

In regard to the first bracket note of page 20: I personally wouldn’t say that God’s love overrode God’s justice at the cross. (I would be pretty careful about making statements, in a directly theological work, that might be misconstrued to mean that Christ was either not God or else was some totally separate Goddy-type entity on the cross, too, by the way. Whatever “justice” was “applied to the person of Christ” on the cross was applied by God Himself to God Himself.) Be that as it may. DY has previously claimed that “universal reconciliation” (as a blanket term) asserts that God has already applied all justice to Christ on the cross. Now he claims that “this is not what universal reconciliation asserts”. It might be better to focus on one category of UR, then, rather than try to bring up a blanket argument against it. (This note is also another case where DY has to reverse himself again and admit that “universal reconciliation” does in fact strongly involve the judgment of God, including in hell.)

Be that as it may: it isn’t only “universalist ministers of Boston in 1878” who announce that so long as one unbeliever remains in hell then God’s love has failed. DY himself has just said as much when he tried to read the impossibility of God saving the sinner, despite God’s love, into Heb 6:3! (And so the Calvinists retort, no, no, God’s love hasn’t failed: [u]He never even intended to love those sinners[/u], with “saving love” or whatever, at all!)

Is God being unjust to those in hell, however, if He never (or never more) acts to save them from their sin? It depends on what one means by justice. Personally, I prefer the Biblical definition: fair-togetherness. (The Greek compound word we typically translate as “righteousness”.) If the sinner is not acting to fulfill fair-togetherness with and toward God, is he being unjust? I know of no theist anywhere (Christian or non-Christian) who would deny it. If God is not acting to fulfill fair-togetherness with and toward the sinner, is He being unjust? [u]Now[/u] the denials come in--from non-universalists. God is indeed acting to fulfill fair-togetherness with that person by either never acting to fulfill fair-togetherness with him or else ceasing to do so (for whatever reason)! Or, God is fulfilling fair-togetherness by focusing only the “fairness” with the person and absolutely voiding the togetherness! Or, no, wait, “righteousness” does not mean “fair-togetherness” after all! (But aside from the Greek term meaning, of course, exactly that, I note that the concept fits in exclusively well with orthodox trinitarian theism, or at least binitarianism.)

In regard to the second bracket note of page 20: nothing new here, as I have already agreed that institutions, including churches, are neither inherently evil nor necessarily exclusively man-made. (Though I say this in proportion to the degree in which an institution promotes fair-togetherness between persons under God! Y’know, “righteousness”...)

In regard to the first bracket note of page 21: it doesn’t sound very strange to [u]me[/u] to have Jesus say that He “joins people in their transformation into his brothers and sisters”--that’s simply another way of talking about the corporate body of Christ. Also, I cannot tell if DY is complaining about the notion that God (including Christ) goes to us first, transforming us (including by the Spirit). That’s a notion very deeply rooted in the doctrine of salvation by grace, for excellent scriptural (and ontologically metaphysical) reasons. If the scriptures indeed speak anywhere of us coming to Christ first and then being transformed by the Spirit, it is odd for DY to focus on this. I recall learning from Scripture that no one comes to the Father but by the Son, and no one comes to the Son but by the Spirit. The reciprocal relation does not begin with [u]us.[/u] (I also recall that the good shepherd goes out after the ones who have insisted on their own way or who have lost their way, to bring them home.)

The idea of Jesus traveling “any road to find you” may reflect universalism, but it reflects core scriptural teaching first. It is interesting, though, that DY seems ready to disavow the whole idea of Christ seeking [u]us[/u], on the ground that this smacks too much of the idea of universalism!

In regard to the first bracket note of page 22: WPY is probably reffing scripture like Col 2:19-20, where reconciliation has in fact already been accomplished by God on the cross--insofar as God’s side of things goes, He has already made peace with even “things in the heavens” that require making peace with. The concept that we have to [u]first[/u] believe and [u]then[/u] God will make peace with us through the Messiah, was certainly popular in Jesus’ day (the whole point to the Pharisee party was to lead Israel to be faithful to God for even one day, so that God would then send the Messiah to save them!) But “while we were still helpless, at the right time Christ died for the ungodly. For one will hardly die for even a righteous man, though perhaps for a good man someone would even dare to die. But God demonstrates His own love toward us, in that while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us. How much more, then, having now been justified in His blood, we shall be saved from the wrath through Him. For if while we were enemies we were reconciled to god through the death of His Son, so much more, having been reconciled, shall we be saved in His life!” (Rom 5:6-10)

There is no question that [u]for at least some people[/u] love first reconciles with them and then opens the way for them to discover and accept this reconciliation. Calvinists would say that this is only meant for some people. Arminians and orthodox Universalists insist that this is for all people. Or, Arminians say this until the implications of saying this start to look like universalism; at which time, in order to keep the doctrine of hopelessness they may start to claim that we have to go to God first before He will do anything to save us, much less actually reconcile with us. (Oddly, I’ve seen Calvinists go this way, too, on occasion--in order to oppose universalism. Not often, but more often than I would have expected otherwise, all things considered.)

Incidentally, Col 1:19-23 has nothing to say about God not being reconciled with unbelievers. Verse 23 does have something to say about those backsliders who afterward refuse reconciliation with God after all, but that doesn’t mean God has not already reconciled Himself with them on His own part. Reconciliation is not [u]completed[/u] until (by tautology) reconciliation is completed. But God has done, and does do, His part, faithfully to us. (To be fair, most Arminians in my experience have no problem understanding and accepting this.)

I do agree, however, that for “Papa” to break off the discussion with an ad hom argument is unfortunate and theologically disappointing. If, that is, the topic is never taken up again.

In regard to the first bracket note of page 23: actually, the scriptures themselves feature very many people who grew, lived and died with God and with the Spirit, who never had Scripture. (And even some of those who nominally had Scripture are rarely if ever shown interacting with it.) The scriptures are helpful, and essential for understanding some things (usually to do with history, including the history of God’s revelation through and to Israel), but to say that “one’s relationship with God or with the Spirit can [i]only[/i] grow as Scripture is read” is to say that people like Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, and Moses (for most of his life), as well as their relatives, had no basis of relationship with God or at least never grew in their relationship with Him. Even the legendary prophets Elijah and Elisha had hardly any overt connection to ‘scripture’.

That being said, obviously rules and principles are important (especially the latter, but also the former), and shouldn’t be simply daffed aside. Neither should they be substituted for living relationships, either, though: a key complaint from God in the OT prophets, and a key theme of Jesus and the apostles in the NT.

Skipping over the plot-comment in the second bracket and moving on in regard to the third bracket note of page 23: basically I agree with DY’s comment, but I also recall many comments from St. Paul to the effect (even though not in such words) that we cannot clean ourselves with the Law.

Incidentally, WPY (on his page 203) appears to be picking up a few statements of St. Paul (especially in 1 Cor) that would seem to say that all things are lawful; statements which flatly contradict the gist and content of St. Paul’s writings everywhere else. This is evidence that those statements are quotations from people in Paul’s congregations that Paul is writing [u]about[/u] (and typically [u]against[/u].) It certainly isn’t WPY’s fault that he is following many centuries of interpretive tradition on this, though.

I mention this because one might have supposed that DY would comment on this himself. But oddly, his last bracket note for page 23 has nothing to say about this at all, but instead goes off on what seems to be a tangent, back to chiding WPY for avoiding and/or denying the notion of God and Christ as Judge. Nothing in DY’s own paragraph summary leading into this bracket comment, however, mentions this topic. (Perhaps this is an editing gaffe on DY’s part, though.) As to the notion of all people accepting and [u]confessing[/u] Christ as Lord, being a pointer toward the salvation of all people, I have discussed this in some detail already and could do so in even more detail.

In regard to the first bracket-note of page 24: I pretty much entirely agree there on the theological points. I might quibble somewhat technically over whether we are expected to obey [u]commands[/u] or more primarily to obey [u]The Commander[/u]; but the latter would include the former. One of those commands is to love our enemies, though, that we may be perfect as our Father in heaven is perfect.

In regard to the first bracket on page 25: frankly, WPY appears to be illustrating certain scriptures (OT and NT) where whatever else is happening no one is separated from God, but all are confessing Christ as Lord. Those scriptural pictures have none of the “balance” that DY is looking for: all are subjected to Christ and Christ subjects Himself and those in Him to His Father. It would be more than a little schismatic for Christ to “subject” Himself to the Father in the sense that DY (and non-universalists) picture hopelessly unsaved rebels being subjected to Christ! But even if that was true, the whole totality of creation is still present in subjection to Christ. There may be darkness now in hades (or “the gloom” of Tartarus as some NT texts put it), but hades is slated for destruction in the lake of fire--and whatever else may be said about being salted by the everlasting fire of Gehenna, “darkness” wouldn’t make much sense as a characteristic of it! Whatever darkness is there, is only due to the intransigence of squinting one’s self shut against the Light.

In regard to the second (very short) bracketnote of page 25: well, yes, the “path (or way) of reconciliation” would be “another hint of Paul’s universalism”, I agree. But I’m thinking of St. Paul, not WPY! (WPY was probably thinking of St. Paul, too, who is practically the only New Testament author to use the term we translate “conciliation” or “reconciliation”.)

In regard to the third bracket note of page 25: it looks to me like the murderer in the story [u]is[/u] being held accountable by God to both the father of the murdered girl and to God Himself. Justice (‘fairness’ in NT Greek) is served by the fulfillment of righteousness (or ‘fair-togetherness’ in NT Greek). Being willing to forgive the murderer doesn’t mean that the murderer will accept the forgiveness and reconcile, of course; which may be what WPY means by having the Father remark that forgiveness does not in itself “establish relationships” and that “only some choose relationship”. (Since WPY will take up this “oddity” soon, I’ll comment further there.)

However, this position doesn’t in the least abrogate the affirmation that government has been established by God to punish evil (even the pagan and, worse, idolatrously self-deifying Roman government of St. Paul’s day!) I would say rather, though, that laws instruct on how [u]persons[/u] (not laws themselves) are to deal with the unjust one who do evil acts. (To borrow from DY’s own ref, 1 Tim 1:8, “we know that the Law is good, if one uses it lawfully.”) I’m sure DY wouldn’t be disagreeing with that, but I’m also sure St. Paul (not to say Jesus) would want us to keep focus on the Spirit behind the law, Who gives the law (and the Law).

That being said, I agree with DY that God’s forgiveness of us depends on our forgiving others. In fact, that’s one of the most practical reasons for me to be a universalist! Even so, fair-togetherness hasn’t been fulfilled yet until there is reconciliation between persons under God, either. Maybe that’s what WPY was trying to illustrate. But admittedly a more proper focus would be on the requirement on our part to forgive our enemies; which, if we do not do, [u]we[/u] will be in trouble with God about.

In regard to DY’s second bracket note of page 26 (skipping over the first one on a related topic): obviously I agree that anger is the right response from God, too. But, just as obviously, I can agree with that and still believe that God’s anger is contingent on His love for the person and has reconciliation with the person ultimately in view.

In regard to the third bracket note of page 26: frankly, I consider it tautological that the punishment of God is punitive (duh). It can still be that, and also corrective and redeeming. Since sin corrupts, it shouldn’t be strange that murder is called “corruption”; and the concept of sin being corruption is certainly not foreign to the NT.

Insofar as “burning away corruption” goes, WPY is probably borrowing from the end of Heb 12, as well as from Mark 9:49-50, where Jesus explains the purpose of the everlasting fire of Gehenna which He has just been talking about. It should be noted that there is no escape from the fire at the end of Mark 9!--for anyone, ever. That would in fact be counterproductive (and, insofar as our God [u]is[/u] Himself the consuming fire, it wouldn’t be ontologically possible anyway.)

It seems exceedingly (even excessively!) peculiar, that DY can aver that the justice and punishment of the fires of hell is “classic universalism”, and then to turn around one sentence later and declare unequivocally that “universal reconciliation has no place for justice and punishment, for suffering the consequences of one’s evil deeds”--right before acknowledging again [u]in the very same sentence[/u] that “universalism” does affirm punishment from God. (On the evidence of that flipflop alone, one might take DY’s concluding statement for this bracket, that “there is absolutely no word in Scripture” affirming universalistic punishment or an opportunity to repent after death, with a grain of salt. So to speak.)

In regard to the fourth bracket note of page 26: DY professes not to understand why X-person who, although already forgiven of his sin by God, does not even yet desire a close relationship with God, is not thought of as having just a close relationship with God as those who actually desire it. This seems to me like a very peculiar question to ask, but possibly DY does not understand or perhaps believe that an interpersonal relationship, to be fulfilled, requires at least two people to be acting toward fulfilling that relationship. In any case, I don’t find it remotely hard to understand why someone who does not yet even desire to foster a relationship with someone else, doesn’t yet have as close a relationship with that someone as he might otherwise have.

Meanwhile, thank God that we all have a relationship with God, by God’s grace, before we even know God ourselves--much moreso before we are saved from sin! If God did not act to be in relationship with us first, not only would we have no hope of being saved from sin, and not only would we not even have consciousness of our sin, we wouldn’t even be existing!

Calvinists and Arminians (and their non-Protestant analogues) both are perfectly ready to agree with this as being biblical teaching and as being properly coherent and accurate metaphysics--until it looks like it starts impinging on their non-universalism (or so I’ve frequently noted over the years).

Yes, there are universalists around who deny what DY mentions next (in his fifth bracket note for this page), that reconciliation doesn’t become effective or operative until the sinner believes and receives the offered gift of forgiveness. Which I (and other universalists, apparently including WPY--which DY is actually complaining about!) agree [u]with[/u] DY about.

But, at the risk of sounding obvious: this teaching absolutely affirms and requires that God is offering an forgiveness already accomplished on His side of the relationship. In any case, it seems unclear (at best) to be complaining in one breath that WPY acknowledges that reconciliation isn’t accomplished until the sinner receives the forgiveness, and then to be complaining as though such universalists are teaching instead that no reception on the part of the sinner is necessary in order for the forgiveness to be altogether completed. Perhaps both kinds of universalists may be properly critiqued, but conflating between them is neither fair nor helpful--only misleading (at best).

Again, if Arminians or Calvinists were discussing among themselves (or even perhaps with each other) whether God’s forgiveness is “actual” or “only potential”, there would be nearly total agreement, as far as I can tell, that God’s forgiveness is both already actual (from His standpoint, in the sense that God already is going and has gone the distance necessary to forgive us) [u]and also[/u] potential (from the human standpoint, in the sense that as temporal, linear agents those of us who are saved, whoever we are, exist at times when we have not yet ourselves for whatever reason, blameless or not on our part, accepted the forgiveness of God.) This already/not-yet concept is also broadly agreed to by Arminians and Calvinists both in regard to the resurrection: obviously until we receive our glorified bodies free from sin, we are (by tautology) not yet free in our bodies from sin. Nevertheless, God is already at work in us, as Christians, and [u]before[/u] we are Christians, too, leading us to this completion: in [u]that[/u] sense, we are “already” as saved as we are going to be and need no further salvation.

I repeat that Arms and Calvs would broadly agree with this in regard to those who will be saved, regardless of disagreements between them about the scope of God’s intentions for who will and will not be saved. So, why is this compound already/not-yet notion suddenly a stumbling block which makes no sense, to be derided and rejected as such, when speaking of universalism?! It can hardly be because the result is now contradictory to the principles involved!--on the contrary, the complaint of the non-universalist, by definition, is that the result goes [u]too[/u] far!

In any case, while a Calvinist might not say (pleading non sequitur) that the destiny of those who are eventually saved is reversed having once begun (since they are destined to be saved which God will surely accomplish--though even a Calvinist might describe their potential destiny otherwise by comparison), an Arminian would certainly say that the destiny of the unsaved can and for at least some people will be reversed by God after having once begun. Moreover, a strict Arminian will acknowledge (on Biblical evidence no less!) that the destiny of the saved might be reversed again and again back and forth until the final result is arrived at. (I mention this because although sometimes DY seems to be taking a Calvinistic contra-Arminian position, but most of the time seems to be taking an Arminianistic contra-Calvinist position on soteriology. So, which is it here? Whichever looks at the moment like a good enough stick to beat the universalist with??)

In regard to the first bracket note of page 27: earlier DY had quoted WPY, or at least represented him as trying to say, that forgiveness does not [u]by itself[/u] establish relationship. (By “establish” WPY appears to mean something more like complete.) DY goes on to agree that the forgiveness of God does not by itself complete (or, apparently for DY, even initially establish) a relationship with the sinner. So... in order to keep from agreeing with WPY, DY now seems to present WPY as saying flatly without qualification that forgiveness does not establish relationship? (Allowing DY to retort that when the sinner accepts the forgiveness then the relationship is certainly established, to say the least.)

My comments in regard to the second bracket note of p 27 would be substantially similar as recent comments, too. With the observation that DY does seem to try, at the end of this paragraph, to correct himself back out of his increasing insistence that the relationship does not even start until the sinner accepts forgiveness; since that notion is contradictory on the face of it: God has to have established a relationship with the sinner already in order to give forgiveness to be accepted by the sinner. As DY rightly notes, “Perhaps the issue is that of firming up the relationship, of strengthening it, of appropriating it more and more, rather than the Christian’s entering into [the relationship] subsequent to becoming a Christian.”

So, why all the kvetching about this relationship starting, on God’s part, before the salvation (or even the repentence) of the sinner, when a universalist acknowledges that this is how it works?!

But the kvetching picks right back up again in the next bracket note of page 27! Now, insofar as DY is critiquing the insistence by some universalists (including, by DY’s report anyway, WPY) that God does not force Himself on us in any way, I agree that this is one way or another an inconsistent presentation. (Though only if the qualifier “in any way” is insisted upon.) But “evangelicals” (by which DY apparently means Arminians here) are obviously willing to agree (as even DY does, though apparently grudgingly so) that God has already forgiven the people He ends up saving [u]without[/u] that forgiveness necessarily eliminating the “freedom of the individual to choose to reject Christ and go to judgment”. The only difference is that the saved person is no longer rejecting Christ, which the saved person was also “free” to do before repenting and doing the other thing instead.

Obviously, then, the problem (if there is a problem) [u]isn’t[/u] really with God already forgiving someone, or even (on strictly Arminian grounds) already forgiving [u]everyone[/u]. (Calvs would deny that, but would at least agree with Arminians that God has already forgiven those whom He does intend to save, whoever those are.) And DY, notably, doesn’t call God’s actions to save us “coersion” when they succeed under an Arminian soteriology, even when God has to persist at it in order to succeed rather than (temporally speaking) trying once with the lightest possible effort and then giving up on us when (as might be usually expected, and as we typically find in experience) that doesn’t work!

So it isn’t coercion for God to continue seeking our salvation; and it isn’t coercion for God to succeed in saving us; and it isn’t coercion for God to succeed in saving us after persistently acting to do so. A prophetic revelation that God succeeds in saving at least [u]some[/u] people (which even Arminians would agree happens, unless they have rejected orthodox Christian theism to the degree of abandoning an affirmation of the omniscience of God in favor of merely knowing all possibilities and perhaps even probabilities) would also not be coercion, as far as I can make out from what DY would agree to. So, why is it not coercion for God to succeed after persistence in saving [u]some[/u] people (which success is revealed in advance), yet it [u]is[/u] necessarily coercion for God to succeed after persistence in saving [u]everyone[/u], especially if that success is revealed in advance?

Admittedly, some notions of salvation could be considered “coercion”. But they would be just as possible or not under Arminianism or Calvinism. Universalists are no more committed necessarily to those kinds of coercion (though some universalists do in fact explicitly hold to them as such) than Arms or Calvs (though some Calvs and even Arms do in fact explicitly hold to them as such). The hope and trust for success no more requires coercion in one case than it does in the others, regardless of the scope of effort (all intended according to Arms, some according to Calvs) or success (all who are intended according to Calvs, some according to Arms).

In regard to the final bracket note of page 27: DY has already admitted earlier that the unsaved are still children of God in at least some sense, and has agreed more recently that at least some of the unsaved have no desire for a relationship with God. So in fact there are (despite DY’s insistence otherwise) “some children of God who desire relationship with God and others who don’t”. Which, not surprisingly, [u]is[/u] a distinction frequently referenced in the Bible, both NT and OT--but especially in the OT in regard to rebellious Israel. Israel’s example is very important because their case voids the total distinction that DY tries to foist between the “elect” and the non-elect: St. Paul in Rom 11 is very emphatic that those of Israel who have stumbled have not stumbled hopelessly, and that the calling of God is irrevocable; thus he expects God to save all Israel eventually, including those who have “stumbled over the stumbling stone” in rejecting Christ! Until then, God has kept a remnant of Israel faithful to Himself through the Messiah--and [u]that[/u] is what the “election” is about. Beyond this, what goes for Israel goes in the larger scale for the Gentiles, which is also St. Paul’s point throughout much of the Romans epistle.

It isn’t “Paul Young’s view” that “makes all people elect or chosen”, even those in hell. It’s St. Paul’s view!--following that of Christ and of the OT prophets, who expected God to restore even those of Israel who had died in punishment. Also St. John’s view, in the final chapter of RevJohn, where those sinners still outside the New Jerusalem are exhorted, in hope, to wash themselves clean in the river of life flowing out of the never closed gates, and so obtain permission to enter and eat of the tree of life, the leaves of which are for the healing of the nations.

In regard to DY’s first full bracket note of page 29 (skipping over a plot commentary note from p 28): I agree with the critique that if any subordination destroys relationship, then no one (least of all penitent sinners) can be having a relationship with God in Phil 2:10-1; if WPY is so gung-ho against subordination, then he has theologically refuted himself by trying to appeal to texts like Phil 2 for hope in all confessing Christ as Lord. But, just as obviously, there is nothing in this to be said against those universalists (like myself) who do not consider subordination to be intrinsically relationship-destroying.

To reiterate a previous point of mine, however: DY is correct that mere belief is not necessarily indicative of even penitence, much less of salvation--one could point to some very challenging statements of Jesus on this in regard to nominally obvious “Christians” (as well as St. James’ clever retort concerning how even demons believe the Shema, which DY mentions). But the only times the term “confession” is ever used in the OT or NT either one, in the way DY insists it must mean in some NT texts--as mere admission of a fact--are in those verses where the implication would obviously be universalism if the meaning was applied as it is applied everywhere else the term is used! In short, the only reason why the technical term “confession” must mean something [u]less[/u] in those verses than it does elsewhere, is to avoid universalism. But then the problem becomes, that in those NT refs where DY (and other non-universalists) have to have the term mean something less to avoid universalism, [u]there is no distinction[/u] between the use of the term for one category of people and for another category. The term is applied, in each of those references, [u]to the whole group in total.[/u] If DY insists that it [u]only[/u] means affirmation of a fact in those verses, then it [u]only[/u] means affirmation of a fact [u]for the whole included group[/u] to which it applies. Which as DY himself is well aware, would be key evidence that such a person is actually unsaved! Even the demons believe the Shema: and tremble. Mere profession counts for nothing, and maybe (as hypocrisy) for less than nothing. But only mere profession can be in view for all creation, in those verses where DY wishes to avoid what would otherwise be clear testimony to universalism.

Ironically, if WPY is refuting himself in appealing to such verses, due to an insistence on subordination always destroying relationships, DY is refuting himself in appealing to such verses, due to an insistence on the term usage only meaning mere subordination.

Thus ends my commentary on DY’s bracket notes. DY spends the next few pages generally summarizing the pros and cons of [i]The Shack[/i] (in his estimate), all of which I’ve commented on already.

Since DY afterward lists “the troubling elements that reflect Paul’s universalism”, I’ll make a brief statement on the list myself. The material in quotes represents DY’s statement about WPY’s content; for purposes of my own commentary, I’m setting aside the question of whether this is accurate representation of WPY’s content, though, and taking the statements as-is. The parenthetical materials are my comments on each position.

1.) “God was co-crucified with Jesus.” (Could be modalistic, or otherwise heretical, but not necessarily. Certainly it is orthodox to affirm that “God” was crucified as Jesus; and there are orthodox ways to affirm that all three Persons, Father and Holy Spirit as well as Son, shared in the crucifixion of the Son. Indeed, trying to claim absolutely otherwise instantly introduces a heresy of schism in the substance instead!)

2.) “Love defines God.” (This is a technical question of essentiality, somewhat obscured by the fact that people tend to think of ‘justice’ as meaning ‘wrath’. Thus even though no orthodox Christian would dare say that ‘wrath’ defines God, non-universalists often end up meaning this anyway while trying to avoid admitting that God’s wrath must be contingent on God’s love. In any case, the coherent interrelationship of distinct Persons in a single essential substance is what distinguishes trinitarian (or at least binitarian) orthodoxy from any other supernaturalistic theism, including the heretical kinds of theism that DY rightly wishes to avoid. That’s a more technically complex way of stating “God [u]is[/u] love.” Trying to get around or out of that position, is tantamount to trying to get around or out of orthodox trinitarianism. Christians who oppose the “orthodox” party have that option, in a way; but not those who are supposed to be affirming trinitarian orthodoxy.)

3.) “God cannot act apart from love.” (This is simply a corollary from the truth of trinitarian (or even binitarian) theism. The fact that it must also therefore apply to God’s wrath, may be “troubling” for non-universalism; but as an orthodox trinitarian universalist it certainly is no problem for me! DY shortly afterward seems to admit explicitly that this element is biblically correct (“Several of these statements above are biblically correct, for example 2, 3, 4, etc.”), but that doesn’t stop him from trying, like almost all non-universalists, to present some actions of God as being done apart from love to the object of the action.)

4.) “Jesus died for the whole world.” (DY oddly lists this as one of the “troubling” elements, despite affirming elsewhere that it is true. I certainly also affirm that it is true; and I affirm that it is troubling for non-universalists! (Calvinists found it so troubling that they decided to deny it!))

5.) “Power violates relationship.” (While I might quibble with element (1), depending on what is meant by it, this is the first element that I would agree with DY in rejecting. I would of course agree that any power directed toward violating relationships violates relationships, but I do not agree that all power violates relationships.)

6.) “The whole human race is at the center of God’s love purpose; God loves all his children the same, even the ones with whom he is angry.” (Aside from being testified to in various NT and OT texts, though mostly NT, this is again simply a corollary of the truth of trinitarian universalism. I wouldn’t necessarily phrase the first clause as put here, since it might be misunderstood to mean that humanity is the center of God’s own existence; but otherwise I could only deny this by tacitly or explicitly denying the truth of trinitarian theism.)

7.) “God does not punish people for sin.” (This is the second element that I agree with DY in rejecting.)

8.) “There is no hierarchy in the Trinity; it is a circle of mutual submission and relationship.” (This is the third element that I would reject.)

9.) God will use every human choice for “ultimate good and the most loving outcome.” (Even most Arminians and Calvinists, in their own way, agree with this!! In fact, I typically only find them denying it when trying to deny universalism. But even though Calvs, Arms and Kaths have different ideas of what constitutes “the most loving outcome”, I still think I’d have to fairly admit that the other two groups are affirming the idea in principle.)

10.) “Because of love Jesus has never acted in his capacity as ‘Lord and King’ to take control of his world.” (Not yet anyway. And admittedly there are kinds of control that would not count as loving--Arms and Calvs certainly agree with this, when (which is typical, though not always the case for Arminians) they don’t consider the control of those in hell by God to be loving toward them. But I agree with DY that the biblical picture is of God putting down rebellions, despite longsuffering patience otherwise. I would say, biblically, He is doing this for sake of love and “fair-togetherness”, and with those ends in view. Some Calvinists and Arminians might even agree with that. Just not with those ends in view toward certain people.)

11.) “Submission is not about authority and it is not about obedience; it is all about relationships of love and respect.” (I agree with DY in rejecting the false category exclusion here; though we reject it in very different ways. DY, like most non-universalists, believes that sometimes submission is not about the fulfillment of relationships of love and respect. I believe that relationships of love and respect are exactly what God is aiming for, as a human sinner might [u]not[/u] be aiming, in the submission and obedience to His authority.)

12.) “The Triune God is in submission to humans to form a ‘circle of relationship’.” (In the sense that the Son, representing the Father, does not come to be served but to serve, that’s obviously true. However, it’s dynamically true: the authority to serve is greater than the authority to be served, and should be submitted to for proper coherence in relationships. Trying to pretend that the authority as such doesn’t exist, ends up perverting the relationship as surely as trying to make the authority to be served greater than (or worse, and more normally, even exclusive to) the authority ot be served.)

13.) “God loves all his children the same forever.” (This is element (6) extended. I might not agree with “the same”, depending on what is meant by that; but obviously Calvs are going to deny “the same” in the sense of intending saving action toward some children, and most Arms are going to deny “forever” in the case of those who end up hopelessly damned. Some Arminianistic theologians, like C. S. Lewis, would try to affirm that God is still loving the hopelessly damned as much as He possibly can, given their condition.)

14.) “Mercy triumphs over justice because of love.” (I would deny that justice per se is being triumphed over by mercy, as I would deny that there is any schism of purpose between mercy and justice. DY and I would consider the “over justice” to be a misquote, too, though for somewhat different reasons. The “because of love” I consider to be blatantly obvious where mercy triumphs over anything (such as sin), whether it happens to be stated as such right that moment in the text or not. I also consider it to be a proper statement of description concerning any action of the Triune God Who Himself is love.)

15.) “God will not judge anyone, having done judgment at the cross.” (I agree with DY in rejecting this position.)

16.) “There is not [sic?] eternal torment or punishment.” (I certainly affirm the wrath of God, and that any torment or punishment into the age to come is coming from God, and that there is certainly punishment on the way, at least some of which may be described as ‘torment’. Obviously I don’t believe that this punishment is hopelessly endless. I do believe it will continue until sinners are led to repentence and to the giving up of the final farthing. I do not believe there is any way for impenitent sinners to escape the punishment; and that even penitent sinners are not ‘escaping’ the punishment in any way!)

17.) “No institutions have ever been created by God or Jesus. They are all false.” (I agree with DY in rejecting this position.)

18.) “Jesus joins people on their multiple roads to God in their transformation into children of God.” (I could agree with this, if it is also being affirmed that Jesus must do so in order for the road to actually lead to God. The good shepherd goes out after even the hundredth sheep. If the statement is intended in a way that implies or explicitly requires that all religous ideas are equally true about God, I definitely reject that. I have no problem agreeing with even many non-universalists, such as Lewis, that God acts in other religions to lead people to salvation.)

19.) “God purposes every thing he does as an expression of his love.” (This merely element (3) restated positively instead of negatively.)

20.) “God is fully reconciled to the whole world apart from requiring faith.” (In the sense that God has already done, and already does do, everything on His part toward this goal, I agree. So do Arms, when they bother to think about it. Calvs would deny the “whole world” part, but would affirm that this is true in regard to the limited number God intends to even act toward saving from sin. We don’t have to go to God first for Him to reconcile to us. We do, however, have to accept that reconciliation for the interpersonal relationship between us and God to be fulfilled; and again, I am agreeing with Arms and Calvs both on this.)

21.) “In Jesus God has forgiven all humans for their sins against him, but only some choose relationship.” (A Calvinist would disagree with the “all” part, probably; but an Arminian ought to be specifically agreeing with this! The distinction between the Arminian and a universalist who agrees with the Arminian on this, is that one party thinks God will give up eventually on at least some who don’t choose relationship, and one party thinks, like the Calvinist, that God won’t give up on anyone He intends to save.)

22.) “Love burns from people every vestige of corruption.” (Arms and Calvs typically agree with this, too, when they bother to think about it. And I am unaware of any Arms or Calvs who think sin [u]isn’t[/u] corruption!--but Arms and Calvs also both agree that we are saved from other corruptions as well, eventually, than those which are, or result from, our particular intentional sins.)

23.) “Everyone will confess that Jesus  is Lord of all (without mention of faith.)” (Actually, it is DY and other non-universalits who strenuously try to claim that at least some people will confess that Jesus is Lord of all without faith! Christian universalists, including myself, typically aver that this confession by all creation involves faithful subordination to Christ as Lord, as the Son Himself faithfully submits to the Father.)

Skipping past a few pages of further questions that could be asked about the method of the novel:

DY asks, “How is it honoring God, and entering deeply into relationship with him, if we shirk the righteousness of his Son and his being our King?” Whatever WPY may be doing, I (and many other Christian universalists) are not shirking Jesus being our King of King and Lord of Lords. Neither am I shirking the righteousness of the Son; on the contrary, I affirm even (as in RevJohn 19) that the Son wages war in fair-togetherness.

The problem here is that I consider righteousness, both by scriptural testimony and by metaphysical logic as a corollary to trinitarian theism (what theologians, including DY, call special and general revelation), to be fair-togetherness. That means, when I affirm Psalm 62:11-12, that God is (as DY puts it, even in his own emphasis) “both [u]strong[/u] and [u]loving[/u] when he [u]judges[/u] the ungodly and the godly”, I don’t turn around and try to deny that God is loving when He judges the ungodly, any more than I would deny that God is strong in judging the godly. Similarly, I wouldn’t translate “shepherding” as “ruling” in Rev 19, even when the ones being “shepherded” are the final rebel kings of the earth whose bodies Christ is about to scatter to the birds of the air. I affirm both the strength and the love, and I do not consider love and holiness to be two distinct attributes such that one is set aside for the other. (Admittedly, I [u]might[/u] consider it proper to do that, if I [u]wasn’t[/u] an orthodox trintiarian theist. But I am.)

Again, DY (and most non-universalists) consider Micah 6:8 to testify to a “wonderful balance” between justice and mercy. At the risk of sounding obvious, though, an unmerciful justice is just as “unbalanced” (and tends historically against the humility the verse also calls for) as an unjust mercy. Who are the ones being wonderfully balanced, then?--those who consider justice and mercy to be two opposites that one can be set aside for the other, or those who consider justice (‘fairness’ in Hebrew and Greek) and mercy to both be acts of love toward the object of justice and mercy?

Yet again, when DY appeals to 1 John 3:23, that “this is [God’s] precept: that we should be believing in the name of His Son Jesus Christ, and may be loving one another in accord as He gives us a precept”--whatever “balance” is being represented by this claim, it is [u]not[/u] a balance between an unloving justice and... what? An unjust love?! The kind of balance DY is looking for in this verse doesn’t exist. (It doesn’t even exist in DY’s paraphrase, that to know Jesus “is to obey his commands to believe the truth and to love others.” Adducing 1 John 5:20, while fine for helping to understand 3:23, gives DY no help at finding such an oppositional ‘balance’ either.)

Skipping over a few more anticipated questions (none of which I would ask of DY--where I think he is being unfair, I have already noted above, and he isn’t expecting questions about my actual critiques):

I think it is ironic that DY affirms the importance of the Trinity in relation to the doctrine of God being love, in terms that I myself could not improve upon. But what is ironic about this, is that when DY affirms that their rejection of God being love entails their rejection of trinitarianism and vice versa, he does not notice that in rejecting the position that God must necessarily be loving and acting toward fair-togetherness with everyone, even those whom He is angry toward, including after death and in the age to come--DY is putting himself in exactly the position of the Muslims. (Of whose relationship with God DY has a predictably low opinion.)

In passing, I am not sure what point DY is trying to make on page 36 when, assuming that universal reconciliation is false teaching, he stresses that WPY became a more loving person while (or by) embracing false teaching. Is he calling this conclusion into question? He doesn’t expressly say so. But then, he answers his own question which he appears to defer shortly afterward: “can bad theology produce good living?” Maybe what DY is trying to say is, yes, even bad theology can produce better living (relatively speaking), but it would be better to get better living from the Bible and from good theology. (His final “serious question that every reader should ask before recommending the book” could be read as rhetorically implying this.)

Skipping over DY’s final anticipated question (which I wouldn’t bother to ask either):

I can actually sympathize with DY’s critique of someone self-refutingly falling into the same error he excoriates in others. I am not myself convinced, even from DY’s report (regardless of its accuracy), that WPY is actually committing the sin of independence that WPY himself recognizes to be a sin. Even by DY’s report, WPY doesn’t consider himself to be operating independently of Christ, and even by DY’s report I don’t see that WPY thinks he is creating his own view of how love and holiness or justice relate. (And obviously, I don’t agree that teaching and hoping for universal reconciliation is going against scriptural revelation, much less against God Himself.)

I do find, however, in my own experience, that some Christian universalists (and WPY may be one such) neglect scriptural teaching about deference to authority, and the judgment and wrath of God. This certainly does no good in presenting universalism as a biblical doctrine.

In conclusion: I wish DY had been more consistent in his own criticisms. DY knows very well that there are universalists who [u]do[/u] affirm the punishment and wrath of God. But he seems unable to decide whether to go after those universalists, or to go after the ones who [u]don’t[/u] affirm such things. At this time, it looks to me like his desire to try to argue against universalism broadly leads him to conflate between those two branches. Similarly, there are times when DY is clearly straw-manning even WPY, the last time of which is at the top of page 38 when DY tries to imply that WPY’s presentation has no care for truth; does not consider God to be light, faithful and just; and denies that Jesus alone is the way, the truth and the life, through Whom alone anyone comes to the Father. DY himself, however, has presented WPY earlier as affirming [u]all[/u] these things in the narrative of [u]The Shack[/u]. DY, here and elsewhere, could have made all his critiques without also trying to make readers forget what they had already read about WPY’s story from DY himself.
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