In some other threads recently I have been emphasizing a very curious and religiously unexpected notion, found in the New Testament, to the effect that God on the cross is atoning/reconciling and even propitiating us. This emphasis tends to focus on the unity of the Godhead, so that the Persons aren’t operating at cross-purposes (so to speak) to One Another: the New Testament never speaks of the Son “atoning” the Father, for example, much less “propitiating” the Father’s wrath, or anything else of that sort. (I have tried to open up a broader discussion in relation to some OT scripture, which is where this idea largely comes from; partly in relation to sacrificial practices, and partly in relation to one of the most famous Suffering Servant prophecies of Isaiah. But so far I’ve been unable to get much discussion going in detail on those topics yet. I’ll be getting back to those topics in those other threads eventually.)

In this thread, though, I’ve been emphasizing a distinction in the Persons to this effect: that God (both the Father and the Son) has the prime (though not sole) responsibilty for Jesus being up on that cross--and that authoritatively, the Father has more responsibility than the Son for this, because while the Son is acting in union of intention with the Father still He’s following the lead and instruction of the Father in doing so: being obedient to the Father in authoritative self-sacrifice for our sake.

Readers who take the time to read back through this thread (which I strongly recommend, though given the length I sure can’t blame anyone for not doing so {wry g} ) will note that my main thesis is that “the Myth of Redemptive Violence” cannot be entirely “trumped”, by universal reconciliation or any other theology, so long as the Father is acknowledged as having primary responsibility for the death of the Son on the cross. (A primary responsibility delegated to the Son as well. Which, I will reiterate, is not the same as denying the responsibilities of other persons in what happened; including, at the broadest scale, all of us as sinners.)

A comparison and contrast with my more recent comments against (at least one kind of) penal substitution theory may be worth making. Even back in this thread, I was trying (maybe a little too hard, in too much detail!) to make it clear that whatever else my understanding of theology entails, I am doing something exclusively different from penal substitution theory--or from the most commonly promoted forms of it anyway. I don’t accept for a moment, for example, that God’s (the Father’s, not the Son’s?) wrath against us necessarily required “a response of violence and punishment” from Him, that the Son volunteered to step in and bear in our place in order to fulfill the demands of the Father’s ‘justice’ (here basically meaning some kind of necessity of killing off evildoers and nothing more positive in principle) so that the Father could show mercy on us instead. Nor do I accept some more subtly varied versions of this idea.

I do accept (as I tried to explain to RanRan once or twice or four or five times elsewhere, again possibly in too much detail to be recognized as such) that God Himself, in and as the Son, shares our punishment with us: see my extensive comments in this thread,

 http://www.evangelicaluniversalist.com/forum/viewtopic.php?f=16&t=518
on the use of the term typically translated “propitiate” in the 1 John Epistle, where I arrive at this conclusion from an exegetical analysis of both uses of the term in 1 John and surrounding contexts.

The reason I don’t consider this cooperative act by the Persons of God, in our favor, to amount to “divine child abuse”, is that I don’t accept the theory that the fulfillment of justice amounts principally to a need to act in wrath against some object or another, like a thwarted egotist throwing needing to throw a tantrum (and if he can’t get one target he’ll accept an innocent victim instead or even himself.) When someone sacrifices himself out of true love for someone else, we don’t usually say that that person was “abusing himself” (in the unethical sense implied by the typical use of the phrase)--we consider it a beautiful and nobel heroic act. “It might be that for a good man someone might even dare to die,” St. Paul says in one of his epistles, but the Lord goes beyond even that for “while we were yet sinners Christ died for us.” And again, we would not normally consider the cooperation of two substantially distinct persons toward that end, to be the unethical “abuse” of one of those persons by the other. Why then would it be considered “abuse” when a singular substantial unity of Persons sacrifices Himself for our sake?!

I can imagine even some versions of penal substitution theory (though they still have a pauce notion of the primary enactment of justice) where this wouldn’t be considered abuse of one person by the other: in the Narnian Chronicles, C. S. Lewis (who weirdly enough was not at all a proponent of penal substitution in his non-fictional theology!) has Aslan taking a bullet (or knife rather) for Edmund, in order to fulfill the impersonal (and merely negative justice) of a cosmic law stating that traitors must be slain. In effect, the Emperor regretfully has to shoot Edmund, doesn’t want to, but the law is the law (Jadis, in a bit of fiction never explained by Lewis afterward because she was originally just intended to be a Satanic rogue angel of some sort, claims her right to be the executioner, mirroring some old speculation that the Angel of Death and Satan are in fact the same person); Aslan steps in front of the bullet and takes it for Edumund. It’s a noble and understandable sacrifice that avoids the charge of divine child abuse--mainly by disassociating the Father from the action, and keeping Him (and His intentions) off-screen! It also makes an impersonal law an adversary of God in a way, so that basically God defeats the law through love: a common theological interpretation, but not at all one I accept. It is not evil that is the main antagonist in the death of Aslan, but God’s own law; which really I have to consider ridiculous (and which Lewis in his clearer moments did as well.)

Even in the Aslan example, though, at no time does Lewis present the Father as having some fit of pique against His glory (or whatever) which demands Edmund’s death in order to calm Him down so that He can consider His justice satisfied--and which the Son bravely volunteers to take instead of Edmund. “I have to hit someone for what Edmund did,” the Emperor-Over-The-Sea doesn’t cry. “Here, hit me, Father! Don’t hit your little son Edmund! I’m big and I can take it!” Aslan doesn’t answer. Lewis (who may have simply written himself into a theologically oversimplified corner in a story meant to entertain a god-daughter) at least had sense enough not to go that route. But that’s the kind of thing that is decried by opponents of penal substitution theory (or the most common kinds anyway.) And rightly so, I think.

But that is very much not what I believe: it isn’t what I find in scriptural testimony, it isn’t what I discover makes most logically coherent metaphysical sense, and it certainly is not what I try to teach. If anyone bothers to read back through this very thread, you’ll find me explicitly rejecting it in several ways.

That’s a summary (using some new approaches) of a bunch of things I wrote earlier in this thread, with some topical extensions to other discussions I’m currently engaged in elsewhere (and more recently so.) I do recommend reading at least my previous mega-post in this thread back here (http://www.evangelicaluniversalist.com/forum/viewtopic.php?f=12&t=291&st=0&sk=t&sd=a&start=20#p2634) before continuing on with the rest of my reply, but what I’ve written here may suffice for now.

TV: {{[I]t continues to be a great curiosity to me that I remain entirely convinced of the necessity and urgency of removing God as a candidate for cause of evil and suffering while you seem just as seriously convinced on the need to insist upon excusing God for His causing evil and suffering (especially that of His Son) and do so on the basis of intentionality -- among other things.}}

I am often accused by non-universalists (and by non-trinitarians for that matter) of “not taking Scripture seriously enough” and of just throwing away whatever I don’t want to admit the scriptures talk about. If I was arguing (with a sceptic perhaps) purely from the standpoint of metaphysical logic, I probably wouldn’t talk so much about God’s own responsibility for evil and suffering; though sooner or later that would still be in there, and would sooner or later come back around to an expectation that the 2nd Person would eventually come Incarnate (the Son, sent by the Father) to sacrifice Himself for our sakes in some fashion commensurate with our sins against God. For which suffering (at the very least) God would obviously be primarily responsible, too, since after all He’s voluntarily and authoritatively putting Himself in that position, and maybe helping to instigate it, for the sake of the people who are sinning against Him.

But since the scriptures talk a lot about God Himself being an authoritative cause not only of suffering but even of evil in a way (and far moreso than I’m personally comfortable with, by the way), then from the standpoint of an exegetical theology, yes I do have to insist on trying to include that somehow in the account. Ignoring all that material seems irresponsible of me at best.

TV: TV: {{why NOT see [violence in the Bible] as beautiful since you believe God orchestrated it?}}

As I think I stated (yet again), back near the top of the recent mega-post: I don’t believe I am obligated to consider absolutely all reports of God-commanded violence in the Bible to be actually commanded as such by God. But that may be beside the point, since I do think I have an obligation to at least seriously consider how much of the report of God’s commanding of such-n-such violence is accurate. So, granting that, why do I not typically see violence in the Bible as being beautiful or admirable?

The simplest answer may be that I believe I am supposed to care about the people getting mulched along the way, whether they are villains or collateral damage. No one can reasonably dispute that in Genesis 3 (regardless of how it might be interpreted otherwise) God authoritatively inflicts the death-penalty, in several ways, on Adam and Eve and (by extension) all other humans due to their own responsibility in their rebellion and Fall. But I don’t think anyone can reasonably dispute, either, that nowhere in scripture (OT or NT) does anyone, from God on down, consider that action by God to be beautiful or admirable per se. At best it’s a sad though necessary justice somehow. (The scene doesn’t even involve God’s wrath per se, though He’s pretty stern about what happened.) But death from sin is not the primary and positive goal of justice even there; it’s a negative and (even literally) transitory state. Positive justice seeks to reconcile the sinner back with God.

And the situations of butt-kicking violence in the Bible are rarely even so clean-cut as the (less wrathful and more sternfully sad) punishment of Adam and Eve (and the serpent). I’m saying this as someone who does outright admire and enjoy righteous avengement: I have never admired and enjoyed the Biblical narratives that way, whether or not God was taking a direct authoritative responsibility for their occurrence (which happens a lot). And on reflection, that’s probably because I remember enough story contexts to keep in mind that the wars and fighting are tragic conflicts between people who ought to have been cooperating with one another, and who are rarely (if ever) interested in being chivalrous to their opponents.

I can intellectually acknowledge and (in that way) admire the challenge of God in trying to herd a bunch of wild cats and teach them (fitfully because even small advances are often lost in subsequent generations) to be the kind of people who wouldn’t gleefully agree to fill the role of hateful adversary: a role they resent as being clearly evil (even though the Lord is sending it!) when the shoe is on the other foot and they’re the ones being punished by having an invading army sweep in and ruthlessly slaughter and loot and burn (not to say rape) everything in its path.

I much prefer the attitude of God in that famous verse from Isaiah where He wars without hatred (into “fair-togetherness” as RevJohn puts it), as a legitimate resort to enemies coming out against Him with thorns and thistles, and against the thorns and thistles--not against the enemies (except insofar as they insist on holding to the thorns and thistles), with the intention of leading them to be friends instead they way they should have been. That kind of chivalrous war is beautiful and admirable as any war can be (with all the qualifications possible to that statement!)--but even in Isaiah, that isn’t the kind of war YHWH ever seems to be waging, sending pagan vs. pagan or pagan vs. Jew or Jew vs. pagan or whatever. I’m inclined to infer that this is because of the material He has to work with: poor material which imagines itself as great simply because they’re successful (today!) at producing effective causes; impressed by mere power exertion. That’s very natural; but it isn’t very godly. Though it may be as close to being godly as those persons can currently get; which God charitably accepts as doing the best they can currently do (while hoping they can learn to do better). Which is hardly flattering to the winners, of course. But being who they currently are, they just can’t see it isn’t flattering to them. Not yet. (And when they can see a little way better, as often as not they stop up their ears and clog their hearts so as not to see any further!)

TV: {{Given that you have insisted on God’s responsibility for all evil because of God’s intention to bring good from all of it...}}

I’m almost certain I’ve never once insisted on God’s responsibility for all evil on that ground: I don’t think I’ve ever said that God shares responsibility for all evil because of God’s intention to bring good from all of it. I think I recall my argument being constantly an ontological one: God shares in the responsibility for evil because of His necessary relationships with creation which includes His authoritative relationships. But since God is in fact righteous, not unrighteous, He doesn’t leave off His share of responsibility in evil--God doesn’t act irresponsibly--but rather commits to positively fulfilling justice by bringing all doers of injustice to be (or to be once again) just and righteous persons.

The difference is again in the intentions. Put bluntly, God allows sin because He loves sinners, but He doesn’t love them in virtue of their sin (which really would be a contradiction). The sin has to go; though temporally the best way for sinners to learn to abhor their sins in the long run may in some cases be to lock them into their sinning for a while. God is empowering even sinners in any case: there is no way to deny this without (implicitly if not explicitly) denying supernaturalistic theism (including ortho-trin) one way or another. Sinners abuse the grace of God, but the grace of God comes first--otherwise sinners (myself included when I’m sinning, God save me) would never continue existing at all, much less have power to operate sinfully. If God acted such that the sin of sinners who abuse His grace was the end of the matter, in various ways, then that would be ultimately contraventive to His own self-existent reality of righteousness. Acting with “longsuffering” on His part (as we quite well put it in English from Hebrew and, less often, in Greek) toward sinners, so that they may be saved from sin, is not ultimately contraventive to ultimate righteousness. It does though involve the sinners having (and most likely exploiting) the ability to be sinners in the meanwhile.

TV: {{Evidence of our disconnect continues with the story of the tares and the wheat and the enemy. Your comments appear to render the definition of the term “enemy” meaningless; if God willed it by simply permitting it, the “enemy” seems part of the plan all along and is thus NOT an enemy at all! Why then even have the term at all?}}

Because the person is acting against God as the enemy of God, from the standpoint of that person’s own intentions. He hardly needs to be a dualistic anti-God to do this, though! (On the contrary, an equal and opposite anti-God would be instantly cancelled by God in opposition at every point and vice versa, the result being that neither of them would effectually exist. Plus, they couldn’t exist, much less counter-operate against each other, without an overarching shared reality--and that turns out to be the real ‘God’, which if sentient is allowing the ostensible God and anti-God, or Michael and Satan, war against each other. But Michael may be very much in the right, and Satan very much in the wrong, in relation to God.)

But even from a shallower angle, it ought to be apparent that people in authority allow their enemies to do and even accomplish oppositional things all the time. Sometimes it’s because the protagonist just doesn’t have the power or knowledge to stop them; other times it’s because the protagonist has larger goals in mind, such that the enemy action has to be tolerated for now. (Or, it might even play into the hand of the protagonist by design and lead to the defeat of the enemy! We call that a “Xanatos Gambit” in story trope studies nowadays, by the way. Lewis has a good chess example in one of his books: “Yes, go ahead and take that rook. I might have thought you would know better than to do so, but by all means take it. For now I move thus, and thus--and it is mate in three more moves.” An omnipotent chess player could just take the short cut and shoot the opponent in the head before the enemy takes the rook, and not lose any pieces at all, even temporarily. But that wouldn’t be very charitable to the enemy.)

Anyway, if God out of love for the sinner allows the sinner to sin--and it was the fieldhands who slept in the parable, not the owner of the field--this hardly means that God is both good and evil; right and wrong; God and anti-God. It only means that God, being love, loves sinners; even though, being love, He hates their sin.

TV: {{It happened, therefore it must have been permitted.}}

Yep, pretty much; unless supernaturalistic theism (including ortho-trin) is false. {s}

It would be a tautology if the statement amounted to “It was permitted, therefore it was permitted.” The inference though is that, if supernat theism is true, then the happening was permitted. And the complexity of having real boys and girls, instead of mere puppets on a string, means that there’s a real risk that something may occur which is in one way the will of the Father but in another way is not the will of the Father. That distinction, in its own way, is at the heart of the distinction between supernaturalistic theism and naturalistic theism (or pantheism): it is the will of the Father than I exist as a not-God entity who can exercise the will God has given me, within the constraints as well as the opportunities provided to me. Even if I cooperate with God instead of rebelling against Him, the distinction remains: God’s will yet, in another way, not God’s will. That distinction doesn’t appear with my rebellion against God: my rebellion is an abuse of a distinction which already exists when God creates me as a derivative person.

TV: {{Again, how can you attempt to draw such an exquisitely fine distinction? How can you say this and at the same time assert that God orchestrates evil? (as you have with the killing of the Christ) One simply cannot have it both ways.}}

And yet, the scriptures do have it both ways, apparently by drawing such fine distinctions. I could just say “take it up with them”, though that would be the lazy way out! {wry g} Rather, I recognize the difficulty; but I do also try to deal with the data. God doesn’t seduce people to do evil, which is how I have to take that statement in context. But when persons other than God do seduce people into evil, even that happens within the permissive will of God. That doesn’t mean we shouldn’t oppose such seductions; but it does mean that we shouldn’t oppose the people themselves (except insofar, but only insofar, as they insist on doing such seductions.) Even then our opposition should be with a goal to leading them out of that choice and into a choice to do good instead. That’s what God is doing for them, and what He does for us as sinners, too, despite allow us to seduce other people ourselves sometimes.

Put more shortly: I have to draw such fine distinctions, because the situation really is that complicated--both in real life, and in scriptural testimony. I didn’t make the situation complex. I’m only trying to understand it, and to work along with God in regard to that complex situation which I didn’t invent.

(Again: I’m hardly just sheerly asserting that God had primary and authoritative responsibility in the death of Christ. I did bother to collate and append that document in my previous post for a reason, you know. {wry g})

In regard to Joseph: how does God escape the charge of seducing the brothers into doing that evil act? Probably by not sending them little whispers that they should go act evil-ly toward their brother! (Have you ever been seduced!?)

I gather that the point to Joseph’s revelation is that one way or another God was going to get Joseph into position in Egypt to save his own family and a bunch of other people besides. The choices of the brother were their contribution: God could have loved them less and treated them as puppets instead. But He didn’t. He at least authoritatively permitted them to do it; He might have even (temporarily) railroaded them on their chosen course (though I don’t recall any details revealing that this is what happened). Had they chosen something else, God would have gotten Joseph to Egypt some other way--and not a way necessarily involving sin as a contribution from anyone else involved. But, that’s how the brothers (or most of them) wanted it, so God worked with that. Ditto with the seduction attempts of Potiphar’s wife (since we’re speaking of seductions. {G!}) God makes use of it; and I’m sure He would have preferred she not do it. Had Joseph fell, God would have made use of that. Had he stayed but talked her out of it, God would have worked with that. Had she resisted her urgers (or her own seducers perhaps), God would have made use of that. The subsequent story details would have been different, of course; but one way or another God was going to get His own intentions done, too, while allowing His children, good bad and mixed, to make contributions to the shape of the story according to the power and derivative authority He gave them as His children.

Thus I agree, actually: it’s “important to observe here that surely Joseph is not saying that there was NO other way God could have accomplished His desires and ends.” But God was still authoritatively involved in what happened (unless Joseph was just flat wrong, or maybe lying to help his brothers feel better about it). I’m not ignoring that part, either. {s}

TV: {{Why then the need to talk about Joseph’s statement as confirmation that this was the ONLY way God could have placed Joseph in Egypt at this critical time?}}

?!?!? I’m pretty sure (having read back through this thread myself recently {wry g} ) that I never talked about his statement as confirmation that this was the ONLY way God could have gotten Joseph there. I only talked about his statement as testimony that God in some way had primary authoritative responsibility for how it happened.

It might in fact be worth asking why, between the two of us, you are the only one insisting that if God had authoritative responsibility for what happened with Joseph then that must have been “the ONLY way” and “NO other way” (with all-caps emphasis even) that God could have accomplished His goals. Because I sure never have said that (with or without all-caps emphasis. {G!} ) True, I don’t think I ever said otherwise either; but that’s because my topical focus was somewhere else: namely, on considering God’s own authoritative responsibility for what happened.

I don’t mean that as a merely oppositional challenge, by the way. I only mean that what you’re opposing in what I believe, isn’t in fact what I believe (in this case at least). I would hope that that was reassuring, actually. {s}

Be that as it may, I have to point out again: while it’s true that this concept does exist in an important way in Joseph’s own accounting of what happened concerning him...

TV: {{THEIR evil was taken by this very resourceful God and something better was created from it.}}

...and even though Joseph never says (and I certainly never said) that God “needed” the evil acts of the brothers in order to reach His own goals...

...nevertheless: Joseph also emphatically states, as being a real and important factor--so important that he appeals to it as the ground of reconciliation between both himself and his brothers, and among the other brothers themselves (some of whom, probably Reuban and/or Benjamin, appear angry at the other brothers for what happened--

--that God did this deed. It is so important for Joseph to strongly emphasizes this, that he states his brothers didn’t do that deed.

It isn’t that Joseph doesn’t acknowledge they did the deed, nor that Joseph doesn’t understand that what they did was evil. But for purposes of reconciliation among them, he wants them to consider the deed done by God instead of by them.

Technically, it could be said that Joseph goes too far in his emphasis: they did do that deed too. (Though again, he does remind them later that they did do this deed.) But the relational logic of his appeal relies totally on them accepting that God did that deed, and (indeed!) had primary authority in it. He’s trying to get them away from hating each other, and to trust that he doesn’t in fact hate them either, by having them focus not only on what God made of their actions but on God’s own responsibility for their actions.

And yes, that concept can be (and historically often has been) abused. It’s possible we see some abuse of it by various OT characters; indeed, if the counter-denunciations in the prophets later are to be believed, we certainly see some abuse of the principle, whereby people try to whiff away their own culpability for crimes they themselves committed (or want to commit) by claiming it is God’s will they commit the crimes. Ironically, God does take authoritative responsibility, even for sending them to commit those crimes!--but then sooner or later He punishes the impenitent doers of iniquity for having done so. (Those who managed to read back further in this thread, to re-establish context for reply, may remember me mentioning the tyrant Cyrus: far from the only such sinner sent with God’s authoritative permission, and even instigation in some ways (certainly with God’s empowerment to do so) in scripture.)

But the abuse of the principle doesn’t abolish the reality (much less the proper use) of the principle. If the brothers had tried to make the appeal you brought up (“Hey -- don’t blame us; we were merely helping God make sure YOU got to that place in Egypt where HE could use you to bless US!”) they would have still been to blame; as in fact they still were to blame (ethically speaking), due their own intentions of what happened. But the story isn’t that they convinced Joseph to have mercy on them by this appeal. The story is that Joseph has mercy on them, and wants them to have mercy on each other; and he appeals to this principle in their favor, for that purpose. (I’m sure it helps that he can see, from his testing, that they are no longer willing in principle to sacrifice their brother for their own sake.)

TV: {{So too those whom, according to Christ, committed GREAT sin against Him when they gave Him up to be crucified; “Hey -- here we are. Agents of God’s grace. Can’t blame us! You Know it ‘had’ to happen, so don’t blame us.”}}

And yet St. Paul, in Romans 11 (with pickups from previous chapters), appeals to exactly this when asking and expecting Gentiles to stop thinking less of Jewish Christians--and to stop expecting God to hopelessly damn non-Jewish Christians. And yet again, his appeal is also based on Christians realizing they are just as much to blame in the death of Christ (and sin in general) as pagans and non-Christian Jews; similarly, that Jewish Christians and Gentile Christians shouldn’t treat themselves as religiously superior to one another, for exactly the same reason. (One of the reasons why there are so many varying interpretations of St. Paul there, is that his presentation is more topically complex than interpreters are taking account of. {wry g} )

St. Paul doesn’t have any problem (in Romans or elsewhere) affirming both that sinners acted against God in murdering God and also that God has authoritative priority of responsibility in His own self-sacrifice (the voluntary sacrifice of the Son sent by the Father). Jesus has no problem (in GosJohn for example, but in the Synoptics, too) affirming both that sinners are acting in rebellion by trying to kill Him, and also that He Himself has ultimate authority (and the Son in obedience to the Father) in what’s happening with His death, which He outright insists on claiming to be His own action. (“I have authority to lay down my life, and I have authority to take it up again. No one takes My life from My hand.”)

Affirming both propositions (which the OT also commonly does, in its own way), is not the same as “trying to distance God” from the things that God Himself (and His prophets and apostles) insist, in our scriptures anyway, that He has the right to somehow authoritatively cause.

On the contrary: I have occasionally noted before (probably in this thread earlier, too, if I recall correctly) that God’s authoritative cooperation even with doers of iniquity, in their season, is focused and ultimately exemplified by what happens in the crucifixion.

TV: {{This places me then in the position of not being an “ultimate theist” unless I accept the paradigm I openly admit I reject. Oh well.}}

You may have meant that as a joke; but from a technical standpoint I think it’s worth asking what it is that you reject and accept in regard to God’s reality including His relationship with the natural system and persons within that system.

Do you believe, for example, when you “come to the idea that there really is a category of action and choice which is apart from God -- completely apart from God”, that there is some entity that can act unjustly in some way that there is absolutely nothing God could have done to stop that action?

If so, then we have more fundamental theological disagreements to be discussing. {s} Because if supernaturalistic theism (including ortho-trin) is true, such an entity does not and cannot exist.

But if you believe there is not some entity which can act against God such that there is absolutely nothing God could do to prevent that action from happening, then that has other corollary implications: one of which is that the unjustly-acting entity must be doing so within the permission of God, in at least some real ways. And those ways ought to be considered, delineated, and discussed in conjunction with other doctrines we believe to be true. (Or in disjunction from other doctrines we believe to be true, if we discover there’s a principle disjunction somewhere--which will require an alteration or extension of doctrines we are willing to believe are true.)

Or as I said previously (to which you were replying): “there are corollaries to saying that something happens entirely apart from the will of God. They're much the same corollaries we bring up when a traditional damnationist wants to claim that someone continues existing in hell entirely separated and apart from God.”

In answer to which you wrote:

TV: {{I will not, cannot, conflate God and enemy; too confusing and contradictory. And utterly unworkable in the realm of relationship; that very realm in which God seeks to engage us.}}

But acknowledging God’s authority over God’s enemies, is not the same as conflating God and enemy. At the same time, recognizing that there are enemies of God under God’s authority does make things more complex--exactly “in the realm of relationship”, especially in personal relationship--than “There is, simply, God’s way, and other than God’s way. That’s it.”

God’s way involves, among other things, personal and authoritative relationships in love, even with God’s enemies. Loving the sinner, hating the sin. (If supernaturalistic theism, and especially ortho-trin theism, is true.)

TV: {{This theme is so oft repeated in scripture that I’m rather astonished  to find myself needing to repeat it here.}}

Maybe that’s because there was in fact no need to repeat it: I’ve been talking about rebellion against God, and so against the way of God, all the time. {wry g}

But I’ve also been talking all the time about other themes so-oft-repeated-in-scripture. And on the balance, I’m inclined to think that those themes (which, to say the least, you’ve hardly been repeating) are the ones you’re rather astonished about the constant repetition of. {s}

Up until just recently, for example, I would have been the one to come up with an incident of this sort (which I know I’ve thought about mentioning though I don’t think I’ve done so yet):

TV: {{The people demanded a king -- against God’s explicit wishes; yet God helps them pick the very king He does not want them to have.}}

Yep. And not only once, but twice: first with Saul, and then with David.

Both aspects of the story are emphasized: “it was God’s will both for them TO have a king and NOT to have a king”, as you put it. Except that you also think that this “would be a contradiction in its most blatant form.” “It would be utterly incoherent of God to claim to not want them to have a king, all the while working with them to have a king.”

Well, okay there are various options then:

1.) There is a misreport (of one or another kind) in the story about God either willing or not willing for them to have a king.

2.) God does in fact cooperate with people, out of love for them, even when they go against God’s explicit wishes, and He does so authoritatively, and He takes responsibility for doing so. How far He cooperates with them, and in what ways, is another matter. And His cooperation may have the eventual goal in mind, that the people going against His wishes will learn (the hard way if they refuse to learn the easier way) that they should have done the other thing instead.

The reason this can end up not being ultimately contradictive (and I agree that you should reject it, not only if it is so, but even if you honestly perceive it to be so), is because the permission of sin itself helps fulfill--though not in the way God would have more preferred--coherence with God’s own self-existent action: an action of acting in love and fair-togetherness between persons. The derivative sinner isn’t doing so; but God, fulfilling love to the sinner, is doing so in allowing the sinner to be a real boy or girl instead of only a puppet: to make contributive choices to the shape of God’s history. Those choice may be evil choices; by God’s grace the sinner has the power to do so, and by God’s grace the sinner does not blip out of existence by acting in contravention to the very grace of God by which the sinner exists as a person at all. Moreover, though God may temporarily permit sin (out of love for the sinner, not out of love for injustice), He is also going to act toward reconciling the sinner and restoring that person to being a doer of righteousness instead of a doer of iniquity.

I don’t think it is very unconventional to claim that God acts to save sinners from sin, and to bring a good final result out of evil that has been done--you yourself agree with that. But the fact is that God authoritatively permitted the sinner to sin, and even empowered the sinner to do so. Or else, something other than supernaturalistic theism is true. (But then there are huge other problems more technically insurmountable, I would say, than an explanation grounded on the love of God even for sinners, despite their being sinners.)

I think it is almost not-as-unconventional to say that God not only ‘directs’ ‘channels’ ‘orchestrates’ ‘influences’ the person who has already resolved to do evil, but actually wants to make compatibilistic use of their already-self-determined evil characters and intentions. (As you yourself also seem to agree: “He takes evil that WE have created and allows it to flourish” for various ultimately righteous reasons, for example “so that its true nation is revealed”.) But those sinners didn’t just catch God by surprise doing something He had no knowledge about and was completely unable to prevent happening, after which He makes the best of the situation that He can. God actively empowered them with the ability to make that choice, and God chose not to withdraw His empowerment at the moment between their final intention to act and their outside action. On the contrary, insofar as they continued to sin, He was still actively continuing to empower them. Or else, something other than supernaturalistic theism is true. (But then there are huge other problems more technically insurmountable, I would say, than an explanation grounded on the love of God even for sinners, despite their being sinners.)

No, God does not lead people who have not already chosen to do evil into doing evil: I never have once said that, and nothing I’ve ever written logically involves this as a corollary. Much less does He simply make good (or perhaps neutral) people do evil.

But He is authoritatively responsible when people choose to do evil: and He doesn’t only take responsibility for that after the fact. God is the one primarily and authoritatively responsible for God ‘orchestrating’ (as you agreed He does) the already resolved/determined evil intentions/plans of persons/nations in such a way as to allow them to flourish. God is the one primarily and authoritatively responsible for God making compatibilistic (or any other) use of the already determined evil characters and intentions of sinners in such cases. God is also the one primarily and authoritatively responsible for God making and empowering people so that they can choose whether to do good or to do evil, even though God doesn’t make that core choice for them. And God is the one who is primarily and authoritatively responsible for empowering them and keeping them in existence while they are doing the evil.

This is not technically the same as God determining them to be evil (at least from the outset, though you seem to be willing to agree that God may railroad them along that line for a time once they’ve made that choice themselves!) You’re clearly against that idea, and I completely agree that you ought to be against that idea. I wish you could understand that I am, and always have been, against that idea, too. In that sense, I also deny “that God initiates or creates evil”. But I affirm that God not only creates people who become evildoers but sustains them. And without them making their choices, there wouldn’t be evil. Why do they exist?--why do they have the ability to do this?--why do they continue to exist in using their abilities that way? God has the highest authoritative responsibility for all that.

God, though He doesn’t do evil Himself, has His own active responsibility for the existence of evil. I think He would in fact be doing evil if He didn’t acknowledge (and even take) His own responsibility for the occurrence of evil.

TV: {{That God is deeply entwined and enmeshed and engaged in our affairs for the purpose of redeeming us simply need not be mistaken for His wanting or needing or causing either our predicament or our evil acts in the first place.}}

I quite agree with both halves of that sentence. {s!} And I’m sorry you think I’ve been trying to claim or argue, on purpose or by accident, that God causes (much moreso needs) our predicament or our evil acts in the first place. I have been claiming that God has His own primary responsibility, as God, for our evil; but there’s a distinction of infinite importance between those two concepts.

I have avoided including the word ‘violence’ for several pages now, because I don’t consider all violence to be evil, to be unrighteous--I don’t believe all violence is directed toward fulfilling non-fair-togetherness (either unfair togetherness or non-togetherness at all). Whether God disciplines someone lightly or heavily, some kind of ‘violence’ (very strictly speaking) is being done by God to the person; but not for that purpose. (Not to annihilate them out of existence, to give perhaps the ultimate conceptual example of acting to fulfill non-fair-togetherness toward a person.)

And the scriptures, from beginning to end, do commonly talk about God initiating and creating violence--for His own purposes. But occasionally they also talk about Him initiating and creating violence, for His own purposes, by means of authoritatively sending persons (or even non-personal entities) who have little-to-no intention of fulfilling righteousness in their actions against their fellow-brothers and sisters. (Consider a previous example of mine again: Cyrus the Messiah of God Most High, a pagan tyrant who does not even know YHWH.)

TV: {{Since you insist God exerts His will via the evil actions of sinful men, the mans intentionality is irrelevant; thus his violence against his wife must be considered possibly intentioned for good by God!}}

Incidentally, when you wrote the quote to which I was replying in the previous post, I thought you were comparing God doing violence to someone, to a man abusing his wife--which in my defense seems predicated by your appeal to the temptation of the abused wife to be “mature” and accept that her husband really does “love” her (which seems an analogical comparison to God doing violence to someone, based on your prior context)--and so I replied along that line: whether or not we can be sure about the intentions of the man, we can be sure about the intentions of God.

I didn’t realize you were asking how we could ever possibly try to help the wife and judge against the man as evil, if we believed God was supporting his actions in any way. Or I would have answered along that line instead.

But, since you have now clarified that this was what you were asking about, I will answer: you have read imperfectly. {wry g} Aside from pointing out that, if this was really a problem, it would be just as much a problem for your own agreement about God’s fostering of evildoers in their evil, for a time, for various righteous reasons of God’s own; I will also mention that I have often emphasized (including before this post) that when God actively makes use of evil people and their deeds for larger scale good, even when He fosters them for a time thereby, He still expects those people to be judged and opposed as evil. Including to the death, where appropriate.

I live here in the South, where once upon a time the point to the Ku Klux Klan was that if some man beat his wife or child, that man would soon receive a visit and a single warning: stop it now, or she’s going to be looking for a new husband. Period. (And until then we’ll provide for her and the child.) I have trouble even having that minimal amount of patience for anyone who mistreats a woman or a child. Ever.

But what I had better remember, before loading up the gun to go take care of that problem, is that if I insist on doing so hatefully and without regard to the fact that even that man is beloved by God, then I’m the one setting myself up to be judged against by God--even if He basically sends me to go do it anyway.

And my reference to the Klan was not chosen by accident (though the anecdote is borrowed from my grandfather’s father’s recollection of the Klan visiting his own father one night to get permission to go through his field in approach to the offending neighbor’s house.) Because even if few of us remember today how the Klan got started, we all ought to know what they eventually and grievously became. And that was absolutely because of an insistence on hate in action, not love for their enemies (even in opposition).

As to what I would say to the beaten wife:

1.) Unless I’ve been convicted by miraculous evidence to be a prophet, which I haven’t, I am damned well not going to opine about whether God specifically sent that man to punish her thereby. I won’t even bring up the topic. If she brings it up, the most I’ll say is, “Okay, that may be true; and I admire you for self-critically considering that it might be true. BUT!”

2.) Abusing a woman is wrong. Period. (Yes, even if God sends him to punish her thereby for some reason--if she insists on bringing up that option.)

3.) God will be looking to bring some kind of good out of this; and she should be looking to cooperate with that. But abusing a woman is still wrong. Period.

4.) If she feels angry at God for allowing this, I don’t blame her. God did allow it, and even chose to keep empowering the man while doing it. Even though abusing a woman is wrong, period.

5.) God allows her to do evil things, too. Even though they’re still wrong, and she shouldn’t do them.

6.) That’s because God loves her and refuses to treat her as only a puppet. Even when she makes the choice to do evil things, small or large.

7.) And that’s true of the man who abused her, too.

8.) And God Himself pays for that man’s abuse of God’s grace, on the cross.

9.) But if the man is impenitent about what he has done, there’s a reckoning coming for that. Precisely because God loves him and refuses to treat him as only being a puppet who can be simply rebuilt or reprogrammed or twitched in some other way.

10.) It’s okay to join in cooperating with God on that reckoning, and even to celebrate it as righteous avengement.

11.) But remember that God loves that man, too. So try not to hate him. You can fight him, you can help execute him, you can even kill him in self-defense (or in defense of the defenseless) if necessary. But try to remember that God is going to be acting to reconcile you together, sooner or later, one way or another. If there must be punishment before then, at least let that man see what true righteousness is. But remember that the Lord will not show mercy on us, if we refuse to give mercy to transgressors.

After which we can talk about options for her getting away from him, so long as he is in this condition. During which I’ll stifle my impulse to call up some friends and go take care of the problem right now, with terminal prejudice. (Because we live in a lawful state where there are supposed to be appointed authorities to arrest and prosecute criminals, not least so that personal grudges, regardless of how well-deserved they might be, can be minimized in favor of the rights of the accused--not only if he turns out to be innocent but even if he’s guilty.)

TV: {{This strikes a direct contradiction with what seems to obviously be the bibles protracted protest against violence, injustice, and evils of all manner and stripe. }}

The Bible certainly has protracted protests against injustice and evils of all manner and stripe. But if you think it can be accurately described as having a protracted protest against all manner and stripe of violence, then I’d have to say you’re either conveniently skipping over vast chunks of material (perhaps in protest against them) or else you’re reading something other than the collection of scrolls from Genesis to RevJohn. {wry g} The God-sanctioned and God-enacted violence as protest against all manner of injustice and evils starts (by cultural implication in the Hebrew) during creation in Genesis chapter 1, and continues on through at least RevJohn 21:8. Not continuously so, true, but references to it shouldn’t be that hard to find. {eyeroll!}

TV: {{Moving forward then, part of my puzzlement arises from these three comments taken from various places in your commentary and observations:}}

Okay, in the first instance I’m talking about the difference between God specially hardening the hearts of certain people confirming them for a time in their choices, and God not specially hardening their hearts. I may not have put it very well, but that was the immediate topical context (if you’ll go back and look). In a broader sense, I would and do still affirm that by keeping them in existence and empowering them while they’re doing the evil thing, God is still in fact “cooperating with them in bringing the incidents about”. But not in the very specific way of railroading them for a while along the path they themselves had already chosen--which was the particular topic I was talking about at the moment.

The second quote you referenced is actually commensurate with the first, once the immediate context for my first quote is kept in mind: I don’t consider the situation described in the second half of my first quote to be happening entirely apart from the will of God. (Though if that quote is excerpted without reference to the context, it can look as though I might be trying to say that.)

The third comment has to do with the possibility, which I acknowledge, that some cases of testimony about God directly authorizing x-case of violence might be misunderstanding or worse on the part of the author reporting the testimony or the character claiming such testimony. The immediate context of that comment, however, was a contrast between my acknowledgement (and frankly my suspicion) of that possibility, and the claim of Christ and His apostles that God (both Father and Son) is authoritatively responsible for the death of Christ on the cross. If the authors misunderstood things that badly and pervasively, it doesn’t reflect well on an estimation of their accuracy elsewhere; and if Jesus Himself misunderstood things so badly, in regard to His own relationship and authority with the Father (of all things!), that’s a serious problem for accepting Christ’s authority and identity claims at all: this would be a grave misunderstanding on His part about the most principle relationships (not an educated guess made by Him in lieu of the Father having revealed anything more particular to Him, for example.) I’m a Christian, not a ProphetSamuelitian. (Or a Bibliotian, for that matter.) {wry g}

That’s one reason why I believe I have to take the New Testament claims about God’s authoritative responsibility for His self-sacrifice on the cross far less agnostically than I frankly feel obliged to take claims being made in pretty typical Ancient Near Middle Eastern royal chronicle hyperbole, when those claims happen--even though I still believe I’m required to respect those claims, too. What Christ (and even His apostles) claims to be true about the relation of the Son to the Father and of both to humanity, is just more important religiously than what King Saul (who was comically pitiable as a prophet anyway) or even that other “Jesus” guy in the OT (i.e. Joshua) thinks God wants him (or other people) to do.

Relatedly, having worked out the metaphysical logic in other regards, even if I wasn’t (or wasn’t yet) convinced of the NT’s accuracy on this topic, or had never even heard of the NT and its claims, I still would be looking for God to Incarnate Himself and to sacrifice Himself in some violent fashion, in cooperation with rebels against Him, for their sake and in love to them (at many levels.) I would just be looking around for any good evidence that this has happened already. When the NT, in the process of providing good 1st century histiographic features, makes similar religious claims, then yep I’m going to be vastly prepared to believe that and to consider it more important by proportion than what some typical ANME historical chronicle tropes are saying elsewhere in that collection of scrolls.

There’s also a principle difference in character between God authoritatively sacrificing Himself for the sake of other people (especially for the people busy murdering Him), and God ordering other people to go kill other people for His sake--or even God claiming responsibility (before or after the fact) for doing violence to those other people for His sake. It isn’t that I think those latter claims couldn’t possibly be true--obiviously I think they can be possibly true under certain provisions. But not only is the quality difference is hugely more important in the former case, the latter case looks dangerously open to convenient misinterpretation in favor of the people doing the violence and reaping the rewards of doing so. The latter is something I have less problem believing people could invent for themselves--which by the way is why I said I’m more impressed with OT claims along this line which are less than flattering for the victors. The former, I have much more problem believing anyone would selfishly invent. (A moral genius might invent it, perhaps; but a moral genius, as a moral genius, would be proportionately less likely to pass it off as history while stressing the importance of it being a historical event.)

TV: {{On to my concerns about the barriers to relationship that violence naturally brings, I suggest they have been dismissed too casually. For example, I offered the idea, per 1 John, that love casts out fear; here, fear is portrayed as in opposition to love. But you then reply [also quoting an extremely famous scripture] that the fear of God is the beginning of WISDOM?}}

I wasn’t talking about an emotion either in regard to fear or to love; but although I regard that as significant, you might not perhaps.

At any rate, I thought I went on to talk about that saying from 1 John in respect to some (of the many other) Biblical sayings, NT and OT, exhorting us to fear the Lord. My sum of the matter, respecting both lines of scriptural testimony (and not even yet accounting for a simple numinous appreciation of God, though I would otherwise include that, too), was: “Until we are perfect in love, we who are unjust sinners do well to fear God!” Which is simply the second half of the verse you quoted, except put the other way around--as the context back to verse 17 suggests we should. When we are perfected in love, we may have boldness in the day of the judging; because those who are perfected in love need no chastening.

When someone has no Godly wisdom at all, then even “the unpleasant emotion caused by the belief that someone or something is dangerous, likely to cause pain, or a threat”, can be a beginning of wisdom for them. But fear cannot be the completion of wisdom for anyone. (Except maybe numinous ‘fear’, but that isn’t at all about an assessment of whether the object of the fear is likely to cause pain or be a threat. My numinous appreciation of the one whom I love the most in the world under God, like my numinous appreciation of God, is an expression of my uttermost love for them.)

TV: {{Your accounting of the Atonement, to my eye, seems little more than God saving us from Himself; and killing Himself to accomplish this.}}

No offense taken. {s!} But you sure have read me imperfectly again. Where have I ever once stated that the Atonement involves God saving us from Himself!? (On the contrary, while I might not have explicitly denied that in this thread, I have certainly done so in others! The thread “Saved from what...?” is the first example off the top of my head--a thread with some topical relation to this one, that I haven’t checked in on in a while, and which I plan to be catching up on soon...)

I have stated that God sacrifices Himself toward saving us from sin. But I have never once considered that the same as saving us from Himself. You have confused me with someone preaching that Christ died to ‘atone’ or ‘propitiate’ God’s wrath or God’s justice or something--and Lord knows, I have no idea how you ever got that idea from me of all people.

TV: {{Your multiple references to the notion that this is all somehow OK because Jesus “paid” places far far too much pressure onto what is a very very limited metaphor touching only on legal and marketplace images and ignoring the more serious need to accommodate the relational, sonship, transformation metaphors.}}

That might be a valid criticism, in a way--though I think first you had better more accurately aim at what I’m actually claiming about the atonement! {lol!}

But in fact, I am only making the vaguest reference to legal penalty paying (not to marketplace imagery at all) when I use the phrase; and I don’t think I have ever used it in context of mere legal penalty paying. When I talk about Christ paying for our sins on the cross, I am always talking about a relational solidarity with both the doers and the victims of injustice: God doesn’t inflict our situation upon us from on high and tell us to get used to it or else. He shares it with us, to the uttermost extent.

(If I was talking about Christ paying our ransom, I’d be making a far more direct metaphorical use of a culturally prevalent legal custom freeing slaves to be inheriting sons and daughters of the family. But I always try to explain the context of that, in case people haven’t heard of it before; and I don’t think I’ve used that metaphor in this thread yet.)

TV: {{so, believing I have addressed the major points of your wonderfully long reply, I’ll again take a seat. Along with thanks for your generosity of time taken to reply.}}

Many dittos! {s!}

(Omg, 26 pages of reply... sorry. {s} This is why it takes me so long to catch up on threads. {G!} )
