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Th
e Q

u
aker U

n
iversalist Fello

w
sh

ip
 is an

 in
fo

rm
al g

ath
erin

g
 o

f

p
ersons w

ho cherish the sp
irit of universality that has alw

ays b
een intrinsic

to
 th

e Q
u

aker faith
. W

e ackn
o

w
led

g
e an

d
 resp

ect th
e d

iverse sp
iritu

al

exp
erien

ce o
f th

o
se w

ith
in

 o
u

r o
w

n
 m

eetin
g

s as w
ell as o

f th
e h

u
m

an

fam
ily w

o
rld

w
id

e; w
e are en

rich
ed

 b
y o

u
r co

n
versatio

n
 w

ith
 all w

h
o

search sincerely. O
ur m

ission includ
es p

ub
lishing

 and
 p

rovid
ing

 sp
eakers

an
d

 o
p

p
o

rtu
n

ities fo
r fello

w
sh

ip
 at reg

io
n

al an
d

 n
atio

n
al Q

u
aker

g
ath

erin
g

s.
U

n
iversalist Frien

d
s an
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U
F p
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p

h
let are p
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b
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a year an
d

 are availab
le free to

 o
n

-lin
e su

b
scrib

ers. Th
ese p

u
b

licatio
n

s

are availab
le as w

eb
 p

ag
es (H

TM
L) fo

r b
ro

w
sin

g
, eb

o
o

ks (PD
F) fo

r o
n

-

lin
e read

in
g

, an
d

 p
am

p
h

lets (b
o

o
ked

 PD
F) fo

r p
rin

tin
g

. V
isit o

u
r w

eb
site

at h
ttp

://w
w

w
.u

n
ive

rsalistfrie
n

d
s.o

rg
 to

 e
n

te
r a fre

e
 o

n
-lin

e

su
b

scrip
tio

n
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If yo
u

 w
ish

 to
 receive p

rin
ted

 co
p

ies o
f th

ese p
u

b
licatio

n
s b

y

reg
u

lar m
ail, sen

d
 an

 an
n

u
al su

b
scrip

tio
n

 fee o
f $12.00 to

 Q
U

F at o
u

r

m
ailin

g
 ad

d
ress b

elo
w

. Selected
 p

ast Q
U

F p
u

b
licatio

n
s are availab

le

free to
 o

u
r o

n
-lin

e su
b

scrib
ers. W

e w
ill sen

d
 availab

le p
rin

ted
 co

p
ies

o
f p

ast p
u

b
licatio

n
s u

p
o

n
 req

u
est an

d
 o

n
 p

aym
en

t o
f a fee.

W
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st th
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f o
u

r su
b

scrib
ers w

ill su
p

p
o
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u

r w
o
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tio
n

 to
 Q

U
F. Y

o
u

 can
 also

 co
n

trib
u

te

b
y sh

arin
g

 yo
u

r reflectio
n

s o
n

 o
u

r p
u

b
licatio

n
s an

d
 o

n
 yo

u
r o

w
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tio
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From
 The Editor

T
his issue of the U

niversalist F
riends provides a feast. I am

overjoyed to be able to print a letter from
 John Linton, now

aged 95, founder of the Q
uaker U

niversalist G
roup of B

ritain
and initiator our Q

uaker U
niversalist Fellow

ship here in N
orth

A
m

erica. In a follow
-up letter (I asked him

 to check m
y spelling

of nam
es), he em

phasizes his pleasure in m
eeting so m

any
w

onderful people during his trip here.
Last February, w

e published an article by Eric T
hom

pson
on the beginning of universalism

 in the H
ebrew

 Scriptures. In
this issue, Stephen Finlan provides a follow

-up. H
is article

begins w
ith the prophets and progresses to present Jesus as a

universalizing figure. T
he early Q

uakers w
ere, of course, great

readers of, and believers in, the B
ible. I plan an article on this

for the forthcom
ing issue.

M
y m

eetin
g S

teph
en

 is a fin
e exam

ple of th
e joys of

professional scholarship. M
y D

oing w
ithout A

dam
 and E

ve has a
chapter on the atonem

ent; Stephen w
rote a book titled Problem

s
w

ith A
tonem

ent and sent m
e a copy because he knew

 of m
y

in
terest in

 th
e subject. I read h

is book w
ith

 pleasure an
d

appreciation. In it he notes, “T
he true direction of the G

ospel
. . . is tow

ard universalism
.” “A

ha!” I said to m
yself, and w

rote
back in praise of his book and, at the end, solicited an article
for U

niversalist Friends, w
hich he gladly provided. Scholarship

offers th
e pleasure of th

ese sorts of frien
dly exch

an
ges, of

m
eeting new

 people, if only by sm
ail and em

ail. M
y thanks to

Stephen!
D

elightfully, letters arrived from
 nontheists about the G

od
each does not believe in, as I had requested in m

y last tw
o

editorials. I think I have O
s C

resson to thank, for I think he
posted a notice to the nontheist w

ebsite. In any case, I read
them

 w
ith great pleasure and have published them

 here. T
hey

seem
 to fall into tw

o categories, roughly speaking: those w
ho
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Th
e

 m
issio

n
 o

f Th
e Q

u
aker U

n
iversalist Fello

w
sh

ip
 is to

 fo
ster th

e
u

n
d

er-stan
d

in
g

 th
at w

ith
in

 everyo
n

e is a d
irectly accessib

le sp
iritu

al
lig

h
t th

at can
 lead

 p
eo

p
le to

 eq
u

ality, sim
p

licity, ju
stice, co

m
p

assio
n

an
d

 p
eace.

Q
U

F Steerin
g

 C
o

m
m

ittee, N
o

vem
b

er 2005

U
P

C
O

M
IN

G
Th

e Elizab
eth

 A
n

n
 B

o
g

ert M
em

o
rial Fu

n
d

 fo
r th

e Stu
d

y o
r Practice o

f
C

h
ristian

 M
ysticism

, ad
m

in
istered

 b
y Frien

d
s W

o
rld

 C
o

m
m

ittee fo
r

C
o

n
su

ltatio
n

, is o
fferin

g
 a g

ran
t o

f u
p

 to
 $1,000 fo

r p
ro

p
o

sals. Th
e

d
e

ad
lin

e
 is M

arch
 1

. G
ran

ts are
 g

ive
n

 an
n

u
ally. Em

ail q
u

e
rie

s to
m

u
ccid

em
@

verizo
n

.n
et. A

 b
ro

ch
u

re is availab
le fro

m
 Frien

d
s C

en
ter,

1506 R
ace Street, Ph

ilad
elp

h
ia, PA

 19102.

SU
B

M
ISSIO

N
S

W
e are seekin

g
 articles fro

m
 500 to

 3,000 w
o

rd
s. Th

ese m
ay b

e essays
o

n
 p

erso
n

al exp
erien

ce o
f arrival o

r m
atu

ratio
n

 in
 Q

u
aker u

n
iversalism

o
r o

f w
o

rsh
ip

 o
r th

ey m
ay b

e sch
o

larly w
o

rks fo
cu

sed
 o

n
 Q

u
aker

u
n

iversalism
, h

isto
ry, b

io
g

rap
h

y, so
cio

lo
g

y, scrip
tu

re, an
d

 th
eo

lo
g

y,
b

o
th

 C
h

ristian
 an

d
 n

o
n

-C
h

ristian
. W

e also
 w

elco
m

e b
o

o
k review

s,
p

o
etry, p

erso
n

al essays, an
d

 letters. U
se in

clu
sive lan

g
u

ag
e. P

lease
sen

d
 yo

u
r su

b
m

issio
n

s b
y U

.S. m
ail o

n
 d

iskette o
r C

D
 in

 W
O

R
D

 to
P

atricia W
illiam

s, P
.O

. B
o

x 6
9

, C
o

ve
sville

, V
A

 2
2

9
3

1
 o

r as W
O

R
D

attach
m

en
ts to

 em
ail to

 th
eo

lo
g

yau
th

o
r@

ao
l.co

m
. P

lease p
u

t U
F in

th
e su

b
ject lin

e. W
e d

o
 n

o
t accep

t an
o

n
ym

o
u

s su
b

m
issio

n
s w

ith
o

u
t

very g
o

o
d

 reaso
n

. D
ead

lin
e fo

r n
ext issu

e: Ju
n

e 1
5

.

do not w
ant to believe in an evil G

od, and those w
ho do not

w
ant to believe in a false G

od.
Susan R

ose is to be credited w
ith a correspondence w

ith
O

s that elicited a shorter letter than the one originally sent. It
is published here. It rem

inds us that som
e nontheists seem

 never
to have had a concept of G

od to reject. C
learly, m

y question
w

ill leave these nontheists cold.
M

y sym
path

ies are probably about equally divided
betw

een concern about belief in an evil G
od and a false G

od.
A

s a little girl, I decided that, if I w
ere to believe in G

od, it
w

ould be a good G
od. I’ve never changed m

y m
ind. Y

et, the
B

ible draw
s m

an
y portraits of G

od, som
e silly to us, som

e
jealous, som

e violent, som
e resem

bling a generous parent. M
any
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cam
e into being through him

” (John 1:3), then the Lordship of
Jesus is the actual cosm

ic basis for unification of the hum
an

race, his hum
an race.

T
h

us w
e see th

at Jesus is th
e focalization

 of th
e

universalizing m
essage: “G

od did not send the Son into the
w

orld to condem
n the w

orld, but in order that the w
orld m

ight
be saved through him

” (John 3:17). W
e should not surrender

verses like this to the fundam
entalists. Such sayings have nothing

to do w
ith dogm

atism
, but w

ith G
od’s saving designs for this

struggling hum
an race. If w

e are children of G
od, then let us

“grow
 up in every w

ay into him
 w

ho is the head, into C
hrist”

(Eph. 4:15).
A

lthough m
ost C

hristians only preserve tw
o or three of

the follow
ing, there is an essential and indissoluble link betw

een
ethics, depth of religious feeling, critical thinking, spiritual
progress, universalizing, and the concept of the cosm

ic C
hrist.
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people brought up in the country discovered in their teens
that they believed in tw

o G
ods, the good one of nature and

the bad one of the church. Indeed, m
any of us learned about

the evil G
od in church. So m

uch for C
hristian education!

A
s for false G

ods, no one believes in the true G
od, if there

is one. W
e can’t, for w

e cannot know
 G

od, as every theology
w

orth its salt and all the m
ystics inform

 us. W
e are stuck w

ith
our false, often anthropom

orphic, im
ages, our idols. C

ertainly,
D

avid B
oulton’s “m

ercy, pity, peace and love” (from
 the great

B
ritish m

ystic, W
illiam

 B
lake, as I recall) are m

ore than m
ost

of us can m
anage and sufficient for a life of goodness. M

y ow
n

experience is that they are certainly m
ore than I can m

anage.
B

ut, if I rem
em

ber to pray for help, I am
 answ

ered, helped, by
som

ething that seem
s to m

e to be not-m
e. T

hat I call G
od. (A

pam
phlet detailing central episodes m

y ow
n spiritual journey

is available on our w
ebsite.)

N
o sooner had the letters from

 nontheists begun to arrive
than Friends Journal published an article by G

il Johnston titled
“T

h
in

kin
g A

gain
 about G

od.” I received perm
ission

 to
republish it here. I think it w

ill speak to m
any of us.

O
s’s original letter expressed concern about our getting

into argum
ents and being rejected if w

e express our beliefs or
non-beliefs about G

od. Let’s hope not! A
s editor, I offer tw

o
prom

ises: I w
ill n

ot edit your letters w
ith

out your express
perm

ission, except, perhaps, for gram
m

ar and spelling, and I
w

ill not publish negative, argum
entative, rebuking letters. B

ut
if m

em
bers of the R

eligious Society of Friends—
and especially

w
e un

iversalists—
can

n
ot discuss G

od peaceably am
on

g
ourselves, w

e are in trouble.
So, please, let us continue the dialogue begun here. I am

interested, especially, in hearing from
 those w

hose G
od failed

to grow
 up w

ith them
 (so they gave up on G

od) as D
avid

B
oulton com

m
ents elsew

here, his G
od did. T

hen, also, from
those w

hose G
od did grow

 up (so they have a G
od they can

believe in). I think this could be a fascinating discussion that
could help us all increase in understanding of each other and
(dare I say it?) in m

ercy, pity, peace and love.

Patricia A
. W

illiam
s
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truth: “For this I w
as born, and for this I cam

e into the w
orld,

to testify to the truth” (John 18:37).
Jesus sounds like a prophet w

hen he says that covenant
ethics are the real proof of loyalty to G

od. O
ne has m

ade a
fatal m

istake to have focused on ritual m
inutiae “and have

neglected the w
eightier m

atters of the law
: justice and m

ercy
and faith” (M

att. 23:23; echoing M
ic. 6:8). Jesus alw

ays builds
upon the O

ld T
estam

ent. Each covenant grow
s out of, and

expands upon, the previous one.
Jesus heightens prophetic ideas, especially trusting G

od. If
a father w

ould not give a snake to his son w
ho asked for a fish,

neither w
ould G

od: “how
 m

uch m
ore w

ill your Father in heaven
give good things to those w

ho ask him
!” (M

att. 7:10-11). W
e

stand in the light of G
od’s love: “D

o not be afraid, little flock,
for it is your Father’s good pleasure to give you the kingdom

”
(Luke 12:32). T

here is no need to bargain w
ith G

od, “for the
Father him

self loves you” (John 16:27). Sincerity is the secret
of access to G

od: “B
lessed are the pure in heart, for they w

ill
see G

od” (M
att. 5:8). “T

hey shall all be taught by G
od” (John

6:45; Jesus is quoting Isa. 54:13).
In the Synoptic G

ospels, Jesus’ “kingdom
 of G

od” m
essage

centers on honesty and faith, not on his ow
n person, yet he

does say “if it is by the Spirit of G
od that I cast out dem

ons,
then the kingdom

 of G
od has com

e to you” (M
att. 12:28). In

the G
ospel of John, the person and the spirit of Jesus are central

to the m
essage. G

od draw
s people to Jesus: “N

o one can com
e

to m
e unless draw

n by the Father w
ho sent m

e” (John 6:44).
T

he scriptures “bear w
itness to m

e” (John 5:39 R
SV

), but this
point had already been m

ade in Luke 24:27, 44, so it w
ould

n
ot be correct com

pletely to detach
 th

e m
essage from

 its
proclaim

er.
T

h
us, C

h
ristology sh

ould n
ot be pitted again

st un
i-

versalism
. In fact, the N

ew
 T

estam
ent m

essage is that C
hrist is

the only hope for unification of the hum
an race. If it is through

C
hrist that G

od “created the w
orlds” (H

eb. 1:2), if “all things
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A Letter
fro

m
 Jo

h
n

 Lin
to

n
 to

 th
e ed

ito
r o

f th
e U

n
iversalist Frien

d
s:

D
ear Friend,

I th
ough

t you m
igh

t be in
terested in

 m
y m

em
ories of th

e
founding of the Q

uaker U
niversalist Fellow

ship. A
s you perhaps

know
, I founded both the Q

U
G

 [Q
uaker U

niversalist G
roup]

an
d th

e Q
U

F. T
h

e Q
U

G
 w

as foun
ded in

 L
on

don
 in

 1977
follow

ing a talk I gave to the Seekers entitled ‘Q
uakerism

 as
Forerun

n
er’. In

 1982, Judith
 A

rn
ess, an

 A
m

erican
 Frien

d,
invited m

e to com
e and publicise the universalist m

essage in
the States. She {laid on} an {extensive} tour starting in B

oston,
then traveling via C

hicago to the w
est coast, dow

n to Los
A

ngeles, across to the east coast and ending in Philadelphia. I
w

as of course already fam
iliar w

ith
 A

m
erica, h

avin
g been

em
ployed, w

ith m
y w

ife Erica, by both B
ritish and A

m
erican

Friends for six years as Q
IA

R
 [Q

uaker International A
ffairs

R
epresentative] in D

elhi.
I only vaguely rem

em
ber the M

eeting Friends laid on for
m

e in C
hicago. I stayed in the U

niversity H
otel, and attended

a concert given by the Sym
phony O

rchestra in the open, and
it {rained}! I found the m

useum
 show

ing how
 C

hicago cam
e

into being of great interest. In Seattle I stayed w
ith Jew

ish friends
I had m

et in O
xford. B

oth m
y w

ives w
ere Jew

ish. T
he first,

Zoye, w
as R

ussian Jew
ish, and the second, Erica, w

as G
erm

an
Jew

ish by origin. So I have alw
ays been happy w

ith Jew
ish

culture, though not w
ith their religion.

In San Francisco, I gave m
y talk in the M

eeting H
ouse,

w
hich has a view

 of the G
olden G

ate B
ridge. I w

as surprised,
an

d pleased, to see a statue of G
an

dh
i in

 th
e city, com

-
m

em
orating his visit. In C

larem
ont, I stayed w

ith Leonard and
M

artha {D
art}. T

hey, like m
e, had done a stint in India, so w

e
had that in com

m
on. I am

 still in touch w
ith M

artha. In Los
A

ngeles I stayed w
ith a Friend w

ho had a N
ew

 Y
ork Jew

ish
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ideas to old and fam
iliar w

ays of thinking. W
e alw

ays pour new
w

ine into old w
ineskins, but the new

 w
ine expands and bursts

open our containers (M
ark 2:22), our old w

ays of thinking.
A

nd so w
e m

ust seek the assistance of the “Spirit of truth [w
ho]

w
ill guide you into all the truth” (John 16:13); “his anointing

teaches you about all things” (1 John 2:27). T
his brings us to

the m
essage of Jesus.

U
n

iversalism
 o

f th
e G

o
sp

el

First w
e m

ust notice how
 Jesus show

s openness to G
entiles (Luke

7:2-9; 10:33; M
att. 15:22, 28; M

ark 3:8). N
ext w

e m
ust note

that Jesus resists the nationalistic M
essianism

 that his apostles
try to apply to him

, refusing an effort to m
ake him

 a king (John
6:15; cf. 18:36), and attacking the nationalistic idea of the
M

essiah as son of D
avid. T

he M
essiah cannot be D

avid’s son,
he says, because no father w

ould call his son “lord,” and D
avid

calls the M
essiah “lord” in Ps. 110:1 (M

att. 22:45; M
ark 12:37).

If w
e have a hard tim

e follow
ing this very M

iddle-Eastern logic,
w

e should recall w
hat his real purpose is: he w

ants people to
think of the M

essiah in a non-nationalistic w
ay. H

ow
ever, even

w
hen he m

akes this point in a purely religious w
ay, it evokes

outrage from
 nationalistically m

inded people. H
e points out

to his fellow
 tow

nsm
en in N

azareth that the only people w
ho

w
ere healed in the narratives of their favorite prophets, Elijah

and Elishah, w
ere foreigners (a Phoenician and a Syrian), and

he is attacked for this (Luke 4:26-29).
Instead of the nationalistic concepts of a royal M

essiah
crushing Judaea’s enem

ies, or a priestly M
essiah enforcing purity

rules and keeping a sharp separation betw
een Jew

s and G
entiles

(the M
essiah concepts found in the D

ead Sea Scrolls), Jesus
affirm

s a prophetic ideal, “proclaim
[ing] release to the captives”

(Luke 4:18, w
here he quotes Isa. 61:1 in order to announce his

ow
n m

ission). Like a prophet, Jesus’ w
hole purpose is to proclaim
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background, and w
ho objected to C

hristian Friends trying to
convert her!

O
n m

y w
ay to the east coast I stayed at D

enver, C
olorado,

th
e ‘m

ile-h
igh

 city’, w
h

ere it w
as sn

ow
in

g in
 M

arch
. M

y
m

em
ories of the east coast are disappointingly vague, though I

clearly recall stays in A
tlanta, G

eorgia, and H
igh Point, N

orth
C

arolina. In the latter m
y host w

as M
el Zuck, w

hich m
ade m

e
realize for the first tim

e that I w
as in a foreign country!

M
y talk ‘Q

uakerism
 as Forerunner’ w

as never published
in the B

ritish ‘Friend’. B
ut it w

as published, w
ith beautiful

illustrations, in your ‘Friends Journal,’ issue dated O
ctober 15,

1979. [It also appears in the Q
uaker U

niversalist R
eader N

um
ber 1.]

Y
our Friend sincerely (now

 aged 95!)
John Linton
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even as w
e seek to continue advancing. W

e grow
 from

 our past,
as w

ell as grow
ing aw

ay from
 it. N

eglect of either half of this
truth leads to im

balance, to alienation from
 one’s ow

n history,
or to n

arrow
-m

in
ded slavery to con

ven
tion

. W
e m

ust
rem

em
ber “the rock from

 w
hich you w

ere hew
n” (Isa. 51:1)—

our spiritual heritage—
but also recognize that G

od w
ill use

hum
an agents to proclaim

 new
 revelation: “new

 things I now
declare” (Isa. 42:9).

A
re believers ready to hear the new

 things? “I am
 doing a

new
 thing; now

 it springs forth, do you not perceive it?” (Isa.
43:19 R

SV
). Jerem

iah, Ezekiel, and Second Isaiah re-shape the
covenant in term

s of people receiving a new
 heart or a new

spirit (Jer. 24:7; Ezek. 11:19; 36:26; 39:29; Isa. 44:3; 59:21),
even calling it a “new

 covenant” (Jer. 31:31-34) or an “eternal
covenant” (Jer. 32:39-40), reaching to “the ends of the earth”
(Isa. 49:6; 52:10). T

he N
ew

 T
estam

ent expands upon these
concepts; in fact, “new

 testam
ent” m

eans new
 covenant (2 C

or.
3:6; H

eb. 10:16). It w
as m

arked w
ith the outpouring of a new

spirit, and its goal is “to gather into one the dispersed children
of G

od” (John 11:52).
T

he B
ible affirm

s that new
 truth w

ill be revealed, and w
e

need to be ready for expanded revelation. W
e saw

 that there is
a lin

k betw
een

 th
e deepen

in
g of eth

ical in
sigh

t an
d th

e
expanding of the concept of the availability of salvation. So
also is there a link betw

een universalizing and anticipation of
new

 revelation. B
readth and depth go together. T

he sincere
search for G

od is alw
ays rew

arded: “W
hen you search for m

e,
you w

ill find m
e; if you seek m

e w
ith all your heart” (Jer. 29:13).

T
h

ough
 often

 subject to setbacks an
d to cruel reversals,

advancing truth w
ill eventually trium

ph: “the glory of the LO
R

D
shall be revealed, and all people shall see it together” (Isa.
40:5).G

od alw
ays seeks to deepen and expand the revelation of

truth, but w
e hum

ans (including the biblical authors) only
perceive a part of the m

essage. W
e adapt and dom

esticate new
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Letters from
 Non-theists

G
o

d
 is ab

sen
t

fro
m

 O
s C

resso
n

M
y religion centers on life as w

e see, feel and hear it, as a
naturalist describes it. Events know

n through the senses are
glorious, m

ystifying and sufficient, for m
e! I proceed w

ithout
levels w

e never observe and w
ithout religious w

ords such as
G

od, theism
 and spirituality, and psychological w

ords such as
m

ind, consciousness, self and w
ill. T

hese can be translated into
physical term

s, or sim
ply om

itted. G
od is absent for m

e w
hether

as a personality, or a nonphysical pow
er that influences physical

events, or a m
etaphor w

hich I find unnecessary and easily
m

isunderstood.
In freshm

an C
hem

istry at Earlham
 C

ollege 45 years ago
w

e w
ere each given a black box w

ith som
ething in it and told

to try every physical test im
aginable and then to describe a

m
odel that w

ould function like the contents of the box, but
not to open it. I felt like one of the slaves chained in Plato’s
cave, staring at shadow

s on the w
all created by people and

objects in the sunlight behind their heads. I knew
 that m

ost
Q

uakers agreed w
ith the point of the venerable, 2500-year-

old allegory. For instance, H
ow

ard B
rinton w

rote (Friends for
350 Years, p. 37 ): “A

s T
ruth and Substance, (the Light) shines

dow
n from

 a w
orld higher than our w

orld of D
eceit and Shadow

,
and guides us up tow

ard itself.”
If I w

ere chained in such a cave I w
ould try looking over

m
y shoulder and studying w

hat is there, expecting to find the
sam

e sensible substance as the w
all and shadow

s and m
e. W

hat
I couldn’t see, still being som

ew
hat chained, w

ould show
 itself

through its effects or w
ould not be know

n at all. T
his is enough

for m
e. I behave as Q

uakers do even though there is nothing of
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gather all nations and tongues” (Isa. 66:18). G
od w

ill even
take som

e of these foreigners “as priests and as Levites” (Isa.
66:21). A

 m
ore cautious and conservative editor of Isaiah 66

felt the need to “correct” these statem
ents w

ith nationalistic
statem

ents; Israel w
ill receive the loot of nations (66:20), and

“your race and your nam
e (shall) endure” (66:22, the N

A
B

translation). It is im
portant to note that both view

points, the
universalizing and the m

ore nationalistic, are allow
ed to stand

in the text. T
here is no harm

onization, just a co-existence, of
the tw

o view
s. T

he nationalistic view
point has surrounded the

universalizing view
point, but not deleted it.

O
ne aspect of nationalism

 in the ancient w
orld is a strong

affirm
ation of cult, including sacrificial cult, so it is not surprising

to see that universalism
 som

etim
es goes along w

ith an anti-
cultic m

essage. Som
e sayings reduce the im

portance of the ritual
system

: “to obey is better than sacrifice” (1 Sam
. 15:22). O

thers
attack the system

; w
itness the anti-sacrificial barb in Isa. 66:3:

“W
hoever slaughters an ox is like one w

ho kills a hum
an being;

w
hoever sacrifices a lam

b, like one w
ho breaks a dog’s neck.”

Som
e openly m

ock sacrifice; a psalm
ist has G

od saying “If I
w

ere hungry, I w
ould not tell you” (Ps. 50:12; cf. M

ic. 6:6-7).
R

ituals h
ave a boun

dary-form
in

g fun
ction

, sh
uttin

g out
outsiders, so the critique of cult is also a w

ay of criticizing
tribalism

. Spiritualizing attitudes tow
ard cult, then, have both

an ethical and a social dim
ension.

P
rogress in

 religious con
ceptualization

 m
oves in

 an
eth

icizin
g an

d un
iversalizin

g direction
. S

piritual loyalties
becom

e deeper (eth
ically an

d person
ally) an

d broader
(extending across social boundaries).

P
ro

g
ressive R

evelatio
n

A
 un

iversalizin
g im

pulse h
as alw

ays been
 presen

t in
 th

e
advancing revelation of truth in the biblical tradition. T

his
should lead us to respect our spiritual heritage and to affirm

 it,
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the O
ther in m

y personal religious life. B
rinton did not like this

approach (p. 32): “T
he w

orld of appearance and the w
orld of

reality . . . are different. D
eceit arises w

hen appearance takes
the place of reality in

stead of bein
g a gen

uin
e an

d sin
cere

expression of it.”  H
appily, the Q

uakers in the three m
eetings I

have belonged to as an adult haven’t cared about all this. W
e

have sought and found a love that overcom
es these differences.

Th
e G

o
d

s I d
o

n
’t b

elieve in
fro

m
 D

avid
 B

o
u

lto
n

T
he gods I don’t believe in are the gods supposed to exist

independently of the hum
an creative im

agination, the gods
supposed to be facts rather than instrum

ental fictions. T
he gods

I believe in
 an

d trust are th
ose un

derstood as im
agin

ed
projections of m

ercy, pity, peace and (above all) love. T
hese

gods, of course, are atheists

A
n

th
rop

om
orp

h
ic G

od
s

fro
m

 R
o

sem
ary K

. C
o

ffey

In the play Inherit the W
ind (about the trial of T

ennessee public
sch

ool teach
er S

copes for teach
in

g about evolution
), th

e
C

larence D
arrow

 character says som
ething like this: “T

hey’ve
got it all w

rong. It’s not that G
od created m

an in his ow
n im

age.
It’s the other w

ay around.”
N

o w
onder our usual concept of G

od incorporates such
hum

an qualities! T
hey m

ay be good (kindness, pity, forgiveness)
or bad (vengefulness, assigning people to eternal dam

nation,
returning evil for evil), but for m

illennia the Suprem
e B

eing
has basically been a ”super” hum

an being. 
W

e have quite enough on our plate dealing w
ith other

h
um

an
s. I see n

o n
eed to brin

g a “super” h
um

an
 in

to th
e

equation.
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w
ith Y

ahw
eh, the G

od of Israel. T
he covenant principles involve

not just loyalty to Y
ahw

eh, but personal em
bodim

ent of justice,
truth, kindness (Isa. 5:7; 58:6; Jer. 7:6; 22:16), and know

ledge
of G

od (Isa. 11:9; H
osea 4:1-8). “Show

 kindness and m
ercy to

one another; do not oppress the w
idow

, the orphan, the alien,
or the poor” (Zech. 7:9-10).

H
eightened ethical aw

areness goes hand in hand w
ith an

in
tern

alizin
g of th

e coven
an

t: G
od w

ill establish
 a “n

ew
covenant” w

ritten on the heart (Jer. 31:31-33), and w
ill replace

hard-heartedness w
ith tender-heartedness (Ezek. 36:26). A

long
w

ith a deepening of the covenant goes the expansion of its
social scope. If ethics m

atter m
ore than ritual practice or ethnic

identity, it is a logical next step to say that G
od w

ill honor
th

ese values w
h

en
ever G

en
tiles m

an
ifest th

em
. A

m
os h

ad
suggested that Ethiopians, A

ram
eans, and Israelites w

ere all
the sam

e to G
od (9:7), but this w

as m
ore a provocative rem

ark
than a proposal for action.

B
ut everyth

in
g ch

an
ged after 587 B

.C
.E

., w
h

en
 th

e
B

abylonian Exile began. T
hat is the year in w

hich B
abylon re-

conquered Judah, destroyed Solom
on’s T

em
ple, and deported

Judah’s upper classes to B
abylon. For several generations in

B
abylon

, th
e Jew

s foun
d th

em
selves livin

g in
 in

tim
ate

association w
ith G

entiles, and it becam
e a real possibility to

teach their neighbors about the one G
od—

to act “as a light to
the nations, that m

y salvation m
ay reach to the end of the

earth” (Isa. 49:6). T
his is the centerpiece of Second Isaiah’s

m
essage. If the Jew

s could becom
e real servants and m

outhpieces
of the A

lm
ighty, then “kings shall see and stand up,” and G

od
“shall startle m

any nations” (49:7; 52:15).
T

hese notions are expanded after the return to Judah from
exile, for in

stan
ce in

 Z
ech

ariah
: “M

an
y n

ation
s sh

all join
them

selves to the LO
R

D
 on that day, and shall be m

y people”
(2:11); “M

any peoples and strong nations shall com
e to seek

the LO
R

D
 of hosts” (8:22); and in T

hird Isaiah: “N
ations shall

com
e to your light” (60:3). G

od prom
ises: “I am

 com
ing to
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Th
e G

o
d

 I d
o

n
’t b

elieve in
 is d

efin
itely a fath

er-fig
u

re.
fro

m
 D

avid
 N

ich
o

lls

I left him
 behind, or so I thought, m

ore than thirty years ago. It
didn’t seem

 hard to do: I recall neither a sense of great loss nor
of liberation, just another part of grow

ing up, and not by far
th

e m
ost troublesom

e. I guess I m
ust h

ave just been
acknow

ledging som
ething that had really happened already.

T
he guy in the sky w

as surely a childish thing, and I had to
m

ove on.
I didn’t think I w

as com
m

itting m
yself to a lifetim

e of
unbelief, m

ore that I hadn’t yet understood w
hat those grow

n-
ups that I adm

ired and had faith believed in. N
o hard feelings,

then, an am
icable separation. I’d leave him

 alone and he, m
e.

I’d be free to find other, grow
n-up gods, or none, as m

y journey
took m

e.
So w

ho broke the settlem
ent? I’m

 not sure really. I adm
it

I seem
ed to have to go back now

 and then to give him
 a kick.

A
nd he still bellow

ed his jealous com
m

andm
ent. I should have

been able to treat all gods, and goddesses, as equals now
, but

som
eh

ow
 couldn

’t. A
n

d all th
e an

th
ropom

orph
ization

s,
grounds-of-being, ultim

ate-concerns, infinite personhoods and
reasonable hypotheses? Idols! of the intellect if not of w

ood
an

d ston
e. A

n
yw

ay, h
ow

 could you love a reason
able

hypothesis? It w
asn’t G

od, w
hatever it w

as.
So I w

ent back and tried to m
ake it up w

ith him
. I’d grow

n
up (a bit) and he w

ould have to. I tried to persuade him
: a

functional fiction’s a fine thing to be! B
ut it w

ouldn’t w
ash.

T
hat’s a different god, the go-w

ith-a-story, not the sam
e one

grow
n up.
T

he only w
ay to be true to the G

od I don’t believe in
(and som

ehow
 I have to be) is to reject them

 all. M
en and

gods are not different kinds of being: there are m
en and w

om
en;

there are no gods and goddesses.
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Universalism
 In The Bible

b
y Step

h
en

 Fin
lan

“U
niversalism

” can refer either to the concept of the extension
of salvation to all ethnic groups, or to the notion that each and
every individual person (even the rebel angels) w

ill eventually
be saved. T

he form
er m

eaning involves a breakthrough in social
vision, seeing salvation extending m

uch further than one’s ow
n

group. T
he latter m

eaning em
bodies an eschatological vision

w
herein G

od w
ill eventually succeed in reaching and saving

every individual. (“Eschatology” has to do w
ith “end things,”

w
ith G

od’s final ordering of all things on this w
orld and the

n
ext.) O

f course, both
 ideas h

ave social, spiritual, an
d

esch
atological sign

ifican
ce. T

h
is paper w

ill focus on
 th

e
em

ergen
ce of un

iversalism
 w

ith
in

 th
e biblical tradition

,
especially in

 th
e H

ebrew
 proph

ets. T
h

is in
volves th

e first
(“social”) concept, but certainly has eschatological im

plications
as w

ell.
T

he idea that the know
ledge of G

od could be extended
to all ethnic groups em

erges w
ith particular force in Isaiah 40-

66, w
hich scholars refer to as Second Isaiah (chapters 40-55)

and T
hird Isaiah (chapters 56-66). It takes on even deeper

(yet m
ore con

crete) sign
ifican

ce in
 th

e N
ew

 T
estam

en
t.

Prophetic universalism
 is expanded by Jesus and the apostles.

Th
e Pro

p
h

etic Id
eals

U
n

iversalism
 is a logical developm

en
t from

 th
e proph

etic
ideals. Early prophets like A

m
os and H

osea teach that G
od

values honest loyalty and just behavior m
ore highly than ethnic

identity or ritual fastidiousness. “I desire steadfast love and not
sacrifice” (H

osea 6:6; I use N
R

SV
 unless otherw

ise noted). In
fact, ethical values are fundam

ental to the Israelite religion,
w

hich is founded in the concept of a covenant (agreem
ent)
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T
he good new

s is, just because G
od isn’t real it doesn’t

m
ean that nothing else is. T

he daisies are, and love can be.

M
y G

o
d

 is a G
o

d
 o

f ju
stice (an

d
 m

ercy)
fro

m
 B

o
w

en
 A

lp
ern

T
he crux is this: is the universe just? Is it in fact true that “the

m
oral arc of the universe is long, but it bends tow

ard justice”?
A

re the righteous rew
arded and the unrighteous punished? T

his
need not require that individual villains be torm

ented w
ithout

end. A
fter all, m

y G
od is a G

od of love as w
ell as justice. B

ut,
if the jackboots of the pow

erful are going to stam
p on the faces

of the pow
erless forever, then any “G

od” that m
ight exist is

not the G
od of Jesus and the prophets, is not the G

od I w
as

taught not to have any other “G
od’s before.

N
ow

, I w
ould like as m

uch as anyone to believe in a just
un

iverse. I w
ould like to believe th

e little ch
ild dyin

g of
leukem

ia w
ill experience happiness in another w

orld. I w
ould

like to believe that K
ate W

inslet w
ill be reunited in death w

ith
Leonardo D

iC
aprio. I w

ould like to believe that m
y friend w

ho
w

as incarcerated for 28 years for a crim
e he did not com

m
it

w
ill be rein

carn
ated in

to a bein
g w

h
o could en

joy a
com

pensating am
ount of pleasure. I w

ould like to believe a
president w

ho starts a w
ar for short-term

 political advantage
w

ill experience pain com
m

ensurate w
ith the pain he caused. I

w
ould like to be confident that one day the w

orld w
ould reach

a point w
here hum

an beings w
ill not w

illfully ignore, avoid,
chastise, abuse, exploit, m

aim
, kill, torture each other.

I w
ould like to, but I cannot. I refuse to be reassured. I

w
ill try as hard as I can to stare into the face of an am

oral
universe.

W
hat little justice there is in the w

orld w
as created by

people like you and m
e. If the K

ingdom
 of G

od is to be built,
w

e w
ill have to build it w

ithout H
im

.
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victim
s of a h

urrican
e, th

e refugees in
 th

e w
ake of an

earthquake, the stranded survivors of a tsunam
i, the hom

eless
m

an on a park bench. I am
 blessed in a w

ay that m
ust not be

taken for granted in having a door to open, a roof over m
y

head, w
indow

s to let in the light, a space to call hom
e—

a space,
that is, w

here I feel safe, protected, and grounded, a space w
here

I can sim
ply feel free to be w

ho I am
. T

his is a feeling not
unlike that w

hich one has upon entering a m
eetinghouse. W

hat
I’m

 saying is that such a feeling as this is an intangible som
ething

that is m
ore than bricks and m

ortar. I m
ay call it the spirit of

the place, but the w
ord “spirit” hardly does it justice. In a sense,

this feeling of w
ell-being can be seen as a gift of grace, som

ething
w

e didn’t create, but have received over and above our ow
n

deserving.
T

h
en

, w
e m

ove from
 th

e m
etaph

or of th
e h

ouse, th
e

m
eetinghouse, or the tem

ple, and speak m
ore directly of the

inner space that is one’s ow
n consciousness. I have a sim

ilar
feeling in this case, a feeling of discovering som

ething larger
than m

yself. W
ords fail m

e as I try to say how
 best to speak of

it. A
 still, sm

all voice? A
n inner light? A

 spirit? A
 presence?

N
one of these is quite right, but the reality is there nevertheless.

It’s as though m
y body and m

y m
ind, m

y consciousness, and
m

y unconscious self as w
ell—

all these together do not add up
to all there is inside. T

hey don’t account for the sense of being
inw

ardly cared for, upheld, guided, som
etim

es even driven,
corrected, grounded, and set at peace. If G

od is the nam
e for

w
hatever it is that m

akes these gifts available, then so be it.
For m

e this is the w
ay that the w

ord G
od com

es to refer to
som

ething m
anifestly real. I refer to a reality that w

ill never be
easily understood or put into w

ords in theologies, creeds, or
philosophies. A

nd even though children m
ay know

 instinctively
w

hat all of this m
eans, it m

ay take us a w
hole lifetim

e to learn
how

 to find the right w
ords to describe it. [N

ote: Friends Journal
w

ebsite can be found at w
w

w
.friendsjournal.org]
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Th
e G

o
d

 I d
o

n
’t b

elieve in
fro

m
 W

illiam
 B

. Lin
d

ley

A
s a subscriber to the N

ontheist Friends em
ail list, I accept the

invitation to discuss the subject above. I am
 not a Q

uaker, but
m

y grandfather Lindley w
as (until he m

arried a Presbyterian),
and the fam

ily as a Q
uaker fam

ily dates back at least to 1653,
w

here Isaac Lindley is m
entioned in T

he Sufferings of the People
C

alled Q
uakers. I live across the street from

 the La Jolla Friends
M

eeting and som
etim

es attend there.
A

n atheist friend of m
ine, w

hen asked w
hether he believed

in G
od, w

ould reply: “W
hich G

od?” Since there are m
any G

od-
m

odels and ideas on how
 the w

ord should be used, I consider
this a good question indeed. I shall m

ake a short list of som
e of

the G
ods I don’t believe in, m

odels that in traditional C
hristian

theology are accepted as aspects of the one and only G
od w

hom
C

hristians w
orship.

1. T
he fellow

 w
ho show

ed M
oses his backside on the top

of M
t. Sinai (Exodus 33:23). T

his m
ay be the m

ost hum
orous

of all and m
ay be called “T

he M
oon over M

t. Sinai” as an echo
of the song “T

he M
oon over M

iam
i”. Prudish people m

ay insist
that the areas below

 G
od’s w

aist w
ere cloud-covered, but the

B
ible is silent on this question. T

he K
ing Jam

es V
ersion has

“…
thou shalt see m

y back parts”, w
hich sounds pretty inclusive.

(G
eorge W

. Foote, an English freethinker, published during
the 1880s a cartoon depicting this verse. H

e ended up in prison.)
A

 question for theologians of the B
iblical inerrancy persuasion:

given M
oses’ request in verse 18, D

id G
od show

 M
oses his glory

or not?2. T
he fellow

 w
ho ordered H

is C
hosen People to m

urder
babies at their m

other’s breast. If this sounds like hyperbole to
you, I recom

m
end that you give I Sam

uel 15:3 a good look. If
you read the chapter as a w

hole, you w
ill find that som

e of
K

ing Saul’s soldiers disobeyed G
od, not in refusing to m

urder
babies, but rather in sparing som

e of the livestock (v. 9). G
od
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N
ear the beginning of m

eeting one m
orning a Friend spoke,

saying that despite continuing efforts, she w
as still not able to

com
e to a clear understanding of G

od. It seem
ed this question

could not go unansw
ered, so tow

ard the end of the m
eeting I

gathered m
y thoughts together and tried to say som

ething,
though I confess to feeling very aw

ed by the task. H
ere is a

sum
m

ary of w
hat w

as said, plus a few
 other things—

perhaps
m

ore im
portant things—

that w
eren’t.

Q
uakers, unlike m

any others w
ho believe in and w

orship
G

od as som
ething external to them

selves, have alw
ays pointed

inw
ard and found G

od as an inner reality. T
his is not to say

that Q
uakers have alw

ays agreed on how
 best to understand

this inner reality. Frequently, w
e talk about G

od as a Light
W

ithin, or as an Inner V
oice, or as a Spirit. O

f these w
ords, the

one that com
es m

ost naturally to m
e is Spirit, and yet even

Spirit—
w

ith its suggestion of disem
bodied, ghostlike beings—

does not quite fill the need. W
hen I try to understand w

hat
G

od m
eans to m

e as an inner reality, I generally find it necessary
to resort to im

ages and m
etaphors. Paul, in w

riting to the
C

orinthians, did the sam
e thing w

hen he told them
, “Y

ou are
G

od’s field, G
od’s building.” “Y

ou are G
od’s tem

ple.” “G
od’s

spirit dw
ells in you.” I som

etim
es like to use the m

etaphor of a
house, that is, m

y body as a house, m
y ow

n consciousness as a
special kind of space. I am

 not content to think of G
od as an

occasional visitor w
ho occupies the guestroom

 on Sunday.
Instead, G

od becom
es the spirit inhabiting this space.

W
hat does it feel like, then, to discover G

od w
ithin this

personal space? I can only answ
er this question against the

backdrop of im
ages of those deprived of such a space—

the
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punished K
ing Saul for this (v. 23). D

ennis M
cK

insey, author
of B

iblical E
rrancy, once debated a fundam

entalist preacher on
radio. H

e asked the preacher: “If you w
ere in K

ing Saul’s arm
y

that day, w
ould you obey the com

m
and of verse 3?” A

fter som
e

angry hesitation, he said (on the air), “Y
es, I w

ould.” H
e refused

ever to debate M
cK

insey again.
3. T

h
e G

od of D
euteron

om
y 28. A

s in
 I S

am
uel 15,

obedience to the Lord w
as considered a m

uch higher virtue
than good deeds. V

erses 1-14 describe the blessings that w
ill

be conferred if one is strictly obedient; if one is otherw
ise, verses

15-68 (end of chapter) provide a long series of “curses,” or
h

orrible th
in

gs th
at G

od w
ill person

ally bestow
 on

 th
e

disobedien
t 

on
e. 

O
n

e 
of 

th
e 

m
ore 

touch
in

g 
item

s 
is

dingleberries and K
aposi’s Sarcom

a (or som
ething m

uch like
it) in one verse (v. 27). If G

od is love (I John 4:8), then w
e

m
ight call D

euteronom
y 28:15-68 “tough love”. T

ougher than
that of any parent I know

 or have ever heard of.
T

he three above are taken from
 the G

od of the B
ible, and

m
any liberal or m

oderate C
hristians reject this G

od. T
hose

w
ho w

ant to accept the authority of the B
ible w

ork hard not to
read or know

 about the verses above. T
hose w

ho reject the
B

ible’s authority here are far too quiet about it. T
oo bad. T

his
leaves the biblical inerrantists free to affirm

 this G
od, w

arts
an

d all, an
d try to im

pose H
im

 [editor: see section
 4] on

A
m

erica. I’m
 happy to see that this effort is failing, at least at

the C
ongressional level. T

he struggle isn’t over yet, though. I
offer tw

o oxym
oronic m

odels of G
od, w

idely believed, I think,
am

ong C
hristians. T

hese m
odels claim

 that G
od has certain

properties that in fact contradict one another.
4. T

h
e m

ale person
 w

h
o in

ven
ted gen

der. G
od is

com
m

only accepted as a m
ale person (for T

rinitarians, three
m

ale persons); at the sam
e tim

e, these sam
e people believe

that H
e created everything, and in creating people and (other)

anim
als, H

e m
ust have invented gender. H

ow
 can you be the

sam
e yesterday, today, and forever (m

ale) and at the sam
e
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is the result of hum
an error, and is the cause of our suffering.

T
his is also false, at least as a blanket statem

ent. O
nly som

e
suffering is the result of hum

an error. A
 person dying of cancer,

or afflicted w
ith a severe disability, or starving because they

w
ere born in fam

ine, suffers at the hand of G
od(1), and if w

e
seek to relieve this suffering, it w

ill have to be in the nam
e of

G
od(2), not G

od(1). W
hich is to say, w

e m
ust respond w

ith
the best of our flaw

ed hum
an selves. T

hat of G
od(2) m

ust seek
to overcom

e that of G
od(1), even though the irresistible pow

er
of G

od(1) m
eans w

e w
ill often, and ultim

ately, fail.
In a sense, I m

ust adm
it, all of this is false. G

od(2) exists
w

ithin G
od(1), cannot exist outside of it. T

here is a grand and
com

plete unity at the deepest level of existence, but that unity
is not consonant w

ith goodness. W
hen w

e fail to distinguish
betw

een truth (that w
hich is the case) and goodness (hard to

define, but a good start w
ould be, active com

passion for all
living creatures), w

e cannot rightly discern either.
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tim
e invent the concept of m

ale and fem
ale as a w

ay of dividing
organic life for sexual reproduction?

5. T
he om

nipotent and om
nibenevolent creator of this

universe. T
his incoherence is know

n am
ong theologians as “the

problem
 of evil”. A

n ancient G
reek philosopher called attention

to it. T
he fact that theologians are still w

orking on it is a pretty
fair indication that it is insoluble (oxym

orons usually are, but
you have to recognize them

 as such before you give up).
W

ell, that’s it for starters. I haven’t addressed the various
interesting w

ays that the w
ord “G

od” has been used in m
ore

recent tim
es: A

lflred N
orth W

hitehead and his process theology,
pantheists (G

od is everything), panentheists (G
od is everything

and then som
e), and so forth. A

lso there is the charm
ing claim

of T
illich that G

od is the ground of being. It appears that T
illich

has rem
oved G

od from
 the province of the astronom

ers and
turned H

im
 over to the geologists. T

here are m
any G

od-m
odels

out there that are also w
orthy of not being believed in. M

aybe
I can get to a few

 of them
 before D

ecem
ber 15.

Tw
o

 G
o

d
s at least

Jam
es R

iem
erm

an
n

If I am
 to speak of G

od at all, even m
etaphorically, I find I

m
ust speak of tw

o gods. T
his m

ay be the reason I tend not to
speak of G

od. B
oth gods speak to m

e as m
etaphors, but I have

difficulty calling them
 by the sam

e nam
e.

I am
 not saying that the w

orld is tw
o, nor that the truth is.

T
he w

orld is w
hat it is, and cares nothing for our distinctions.

It is often paradoxical, but it is not dual.
R

ather, I find that any theology centrally concerned w
ith

values m
ust split the w

orld in tw
o, though theologians typically

go to great lengths to deny that any split has taken place. T
his

is w
hat they call the “problem

 of evil.”
First—

an
d n

eedin
g to be n

am
ed first—

is th
e god of

creation, of G
enesis, of the B

ook of Job, of the all-creating and
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all-destroyin
g cosm

ic dan
ce of S

h
iva. T

h
is god, h

ereafter
referred to as G

od(1), can rightly be described as creative,
pow

erful, generous, and also horrifying, indifferent at best and
brutal at w

orst. O
ut of G

od(1) em
erged life, w

hich can only
continue as long as it devours itself, literally. V

iolence, death,
disease and suffering are not occasional flukes w

hen life gets
out of balan

ce, but cen
tral aspects of th

e w
ay life w

orks,
particularly in its m

ost highly evolved form
s.

G
od(1), the first god to be portrayed in the B

ible, is a
personification of the w

ay the w
orld presents itself to us, in all

its fierceness and glory. It is not nice; in fact I w
ould not go so

far as to say it is good, though it m
ight be said to contain niceness

and goodness. A
s Job learned, it is not w

ise to conceive of
G

od(1) as just, as such a god has bigger fish to fry. Job’s story is
not a m

orality tale, but a w
isdom

 tale, in w
hich the hero (Job,

not G
od) learns to accept w

illingly the w
orld as it is, and not as

his hum
an sense of justice tells him

 it should be. Justice is real
and im

portant, even m
ore so are love and com

passion, but
none are qualities of concern to G

od(1). I m
ake this claim

 out
of m

y life’s experience in the w
orld.

G
od(1) serves m

agnificently as a m
etaphor for the natural

w
orld as relating to our incessant but ultim

ately insufficient
efforts to understand it. A

s a m
odel for how

 to treat one another,
how

ever, it falls seriously short. T
o treat m

y fellow
 creatures as

G
od(1) treats m

e w
ould not be living up to the light w

ithin
m

e. T
hat light—

call it C
hrist, B

uddha, love, com
passion, the

living presence—
is not G

od(1). Enter G
od(2).

C
onfusing these tw

o gods is not just a harm
less theological

technicality, but also a serious and fundam
ental error in m

ost
th

eology, providin
g justification

s for great cruelty an
d

insensitivity to suffering in the w
orld and in religious practice.

In the liberal C
hristian tradition w

e are taught that G
od

is love, that G
od is good, and that G

od is the ground of all
being. T

he logical conclusion is that everything is good and
lovely. T

his is false. W
e are also taught that there is sin, w

hich


