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God Liable In Man’s Sin?

No doubt the “free will versus predestination” debate has been rag-
ing for as long as the New Covenant has been taught, and it’s a legit-
imate issue worth discussing and pondering. Many theological schol-
ars have written on the topic, and with “Free Will Vs. Ownership”
Stephen Jones has decided to join in the discussion with his own
very unique take.

As I hope to make evident  in this  rebuttal,  “unique” is  putting it
kindly. I will attempt to demonstrate Jones’ complete disregard for
Scripture and utter abandonment of logic.

Jones begins his treatise demonstrating that God is sovereign, and
governs even the smallest matters in both heaven and earth (Daniel
4:35). He does whatever he pleases with whatever He desires, be-
cause he is the creator, and thus, by default, Owner and Master (Job
9:12). Here, I think can be easily demonstrated, Jones and Scripture
are in agreement.

However, from this point Jones dives off into a tangent that even the
most Judaized churches wouldn’t dare approach.

Jones, having established in his booklet that God, as Creator, is abso-
lute owner and sovereign of all things, then claims that God, having
placed the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil in the Garden of
Eden,  and  having  not  placed  a  “fence”  (ie,  some  form of  guard
against Adam and Eve partaking of its fruit), is liable for Adam’s sin
and for the result that “in Adam all die”. In an attempt to prove his
point,  he  directs  the  reader  to  the  case  law of  Exodus  21:33-34,
which says:



And if a man shall open a pit, or if a man shall dig a pit, and
not cover it, and an ox or an ass fall therein; the owner of
the pit shall make it good, and give money unto the owner of
them; and the dead beast shall be his.

“By God’s own liability laws, then,” Jones concludes regarding the
Fall, “He is responsible. So what did God do about it? He sent his
only begotten Son who was lifted up on the cross in order to drag all
men to Himself. He paid for the sin of the whole world because all
of creation became subject to death through Adam’s fall. He bought
the dead ox. The ox is now His.”

Here is where Jones makes a complete break from basic logic and
hermeneutics.

If,  as  Jones  accurately  states,  God is  sovereign and owner  of  all
things, because he created all things, how then is God liable? Jones
has no problem laying ownership of the “pit” (the Tree) at God’s
feet, but conveniently neglects to acknowledge that, if God does in-
deed own all things, he must of necessity also own man, ie, Adam.

The case law of Exodus 21:33-34 is speaking of the pit digger being
responsible for another man’s property falling into said pit. If a man
digs a pit and his own ox or ass falls in, he suffers loss, but no liabil-
ity is incurred. God would be liable in Adam’s fall only – and I em-
phasize,  only – if someone other than Yahweh God Himself could
claim legitimate ownership over Adam. Is Jones now claiming that
Adam owned himself, or was owned by someone else besides God?
His book is interestingly devoid of any discussion of that question,
probably because he knew if he touched it his entire theory would be
instantly scuttled.



In early establishing God’s absolute ownership over all things, Jones
completely undermines and contradicts the assertion which occupies
the rest of the book. His argument is, because God is sovereign and
has total ownership, he has total liability. What nonsense! Human
tyrants have aspired to sovereignty for millennia for the precise rea-
son that sovereignty means no liability or accountability to anyone.

In making God “liable”, Jones asserts that God sinned against man,
and therefore owed man restitution. He says God is sovereign – but
not that sovereign.

Jones says, “The only way to absolve God of his sovereign liability
in the matter of Adam’s sin, the only way to clear His name, is for
God to reverse the effect of Adam’s sin completely.”

I had to read this statement multiple times to make sure I  hadn’t
imagined it.  God needs absolution? God needs his name cleared?
What  blatant  and  unabashed  blasphemy!  Never  mind  the  oxy-
moronic phrase of “sovereign liability”, as no such thing is possible.

Jones says, “[John Calvin’s] teaching was unbalanced and portrayed
God as a hard-hearted monster.”

And  yet  Jones’ teaching  portrays  man  as  independent  of  God  –
owner of himself – and God a sinner against all mankind. I’m not
sure this image is much better than Calvin’s.

As if his blasphemy hasn’t gone far enough, Jones portrays the sacri-
fice of Christ as atonement not only for our sin, but also for the sin
of  Almighty  God.  Perhaps Jones has  never  read such passages as
Habbakuk 1:13, which show that sin is so far outside God’s nature



that it is literally impossible for God to commit it, because how else
could Jones make such outlandish claims?

Jones goes on to prove the case for God’s sovereignty by discussing
the story of Joseph’s betrayal and sale into slavery by his brothers,
and his unjust imprisonment in Egypt. He says, “If God was ulti-
mately  responsible  for  the  actions  of  Joseph’s  brothers,  then  this
proves that God has not relinquished any of his authority.” Anyone
who holds to the sovereignty of God would not dispute this. How-
ever, the question arises: If God is liable for the sin of Adam, and
thus owed mankind restitution, is God liable for the kidnapping and
incarceration  of  Joseph?  And  if  so,  what  restitution  was  Joseph
owed?

Jones neglects this question as well.

He talks about the trials of Job, and how God “held himself account-
able” for Job’s ordeal. Accountable to whom? Does Jones even un-
derstand what sovereignty entails? And has Jones even read the book
of Job? Much of the book is Job complaining that he doesn’t deserve
this pain, and his friends insisting that he must have done something
to deserve it – and then God verbally smacks them all down by thun-
derously declaring that as Creator and Sovereign he is beyond ques-
tion or reproach. He can do whatever he wants, because it is his ex-
clusive right. He didn’t return Job’s flocks and herds and children
because he owed Job restitution, but because, besides being omnipo-
tent and sovereign, he is also gracious.

Quite  simply,  if  God  brought  about  Adam’s  sin,  due  to  his
sovereignty, then he has chosen to allow every car accident, every
lost wallet,  every stubbed toe, every war, and so on. This is true.
However, if he owed restitution due to the Tree, then he owes restitu-



tion to each and every one of us every single time something bad
happens, whether big or small. If we take Jones’ claims to their ulti-
mate logical conclusion, God becomes the transgressor, and man be-
comes the injured party. Jones somehow manages an amazing feat –
he uses the sovereignty of God to make God answerable for the sins
of all men. I hope Jones is speaking through ignorance, because the
alternative would make him a deliberate liar. Either way, he is spew-
ing blasphemy.

Universal Reconciliation

Jones pads his parade of ear-tickling tripe with advocacy of the Uni-
versal Reconciliation doctrine, which, in a nutshell, is the teaching
that all men will be granted forgiveness and life in the end, and none
will suffer eternal judgment.

Jones  adds  to  this  by  saying,  “God  is  liable  on  his  level  of
sovereignty for allowing Adam to sin when he could have prevented
it. As his justice dictates, he holds men liable only according to the
level of their authority. Likewise, he planned from the beginning to
take upon himself (in the person of Jesus Christ) the liability for the
sin of the whole world. His purpose, as planned from the beginning,
was to allow all men to fall, and then save all men through Christ –
but each in his own order.”

Basically, Jones claims that because God’s authority and sovereignty
are total, his responsibility for man’s sin is total, and therefore his
salvation of men must be total. It’s a really easy thing to listen to. It
sounds nice. But a spoonful of sugar helps a lot of poison go down.

Universal reconciliation builds on the lie the serpent told Eve: “You



shall not surely die.” It’s the same lie upon which a “hell” of eternal
torment is built. God said very specifically that if we sin, we DIE.
(Romans 6:23).
 
Jones promotes the UR nonsense by saying, “One of the primary
purposes of resurrection is to bring men into judgment and account-
ability to his ‘fiery law’, that they might ‘learn righteousness’. In
other words, the purpose of divine judgment in the ‘lake of fire’ is to
correct them, not to destroy them. It is to teach them the character of
God, who is ‘like a consuming fire’. It consumes ‘the flesh’.”

Balderdash!

When we read of the “lake of fire” in Revelation 20, we’re told quite
plainly in verse 14 that the lake is “the second death.” Death doesn’t
reform. It destroys.

In Matthew 13, Jesus tells the parable of the wheat and the tares. The
farmer allows the wheat and the tares to grow together until harvest,
but in verse 30 he says,

“Let both grow together until the harvest: and in the time of
harvest I will say to the reapers, Gather ye together first the
tares, and bind them in bundles to burn them: but gather
the wheat into my barn.”

Of course, we all know that burning the tares turns them into fine
wheat,  right? No? Funny,  I  thought fire  reformed. At least,  that’s
what Dr. Jones would have us believe.



Jesus says further in Matthew 10:28, “And fear not them which kill
the body, but are not able to kill the soul: but rather fear him which
is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.”

The word “hell” in this case is loosely translated (at best) from the
Greek word gahenna. It’s a reference to the Valley of Hinnom out-
side Jerusalem. In ancient days it was a location where people sacri-
ficed children to such idols as Molech.  King Josiah defiled it  (II
Kings 23:10), and it was afterward turned into a place where the in-
habitants of Jerusalem burned their trash and tossed other rubbish. It
was filled with rot and maggots and flames that constantly fed on the
waste.

Christ referred to gahenna again in Mark 9:42-48 as the place where
the wicked sinners will be cast, describing it as a place “where their
worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched”.

Of course, we all know that the inhabitants fed their refuse to the
maggots and the fires of Hinnom so they could come back later and
find their trash refined to fine gold, right? No? Funny, I thought fire
improved things, rather than destroyed them forever. At least, that’s
what Dr. Jones would have us believe.

Psalm 37:20 – But the wicked shall perish, and the enemies
of Yahweh shall be as the fat of lambs: they shall consume;
into smoke shall they consume away. – Psalm 37:20

I’ve grilled meat. The fat burns up and vanishes forever, exactly as
David describes. There’s no coming back from that kind of burning.
There’s nothing purifying or correcting about it. David and Christ
nowhere say that just the flesh of the wicked will be burned up and



the wicked himself will be saved. No, in every case the wicked them-
selves will be destroyed forever.

Ah, Jones says, but “The term ‘eternal’ in the bible is aionian, which
means ‘pertaining to an eon, or an age.’ Judgment is age-abiding, not
‘eternal’ as such, and this is  verified by checking Young’s Literal
Translation of the Bible, by Dr. Robert Young, the author of Young’s
Concordance.”

Here Jones is being downright dishonest, as anyone who takes the
time to examine his claims can easily discover. Yes, Young’s Literal
Translation does indeed say “age-during”. There is no disputing that.
However, once again, he doesn’t follow through to its logical con-
clusion.

Christ says in Mark 3:28-29 – 

“Verily I say unto you, All sins shall be forgiven unto the
sons of men, and blasphemies wherewith soever they shall
blaspheme: But he that shall  blaspheme against  the Holy
Ghost  hath never forgiveness,  but  is  in danger of  eternal
[YLT, age-during] damnation.”

If “eternal” refers to a temporary punishment that only lasts for a
specific period, how do Christ’s words here make an iota of sense?
How can a person never be forgiven, but only be subjected to a tem-
porary, refining torment which ends with reconciliation, ie, forgive-
ness? It’s literally impossible. Jones turns the words of Christ in this
passage into utter nonsense.

Jude speaks of the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah in Jude 7 de-



scribing them as “set forth for an example, suffering the vengeance
of eternal [YLT, age-during] fire.”

Sure, the fires that destroyed those evil cities have long gone out, but
the effects have proven permanent. The inhabitants weren’t reformed
or purified. They were burned away, never to return again.

For, behold, the day cometh, that shall burn as an oven; and
all the proud, yea, and all that do wickedly, shall be stubble:
and the day that cometh shall burn them up, saith Yahweh
of hosts, that it shall leave them neither root nor branch. –
Malachi 4:1

Furthermore, if the damnation brought on by sin is simply a tempo-
rary situation, then why do we read promise after promise of eternal
[YLT, age-during] life for the righteous?

Jesus says in the YLT translation of Matthew 25:41 and 46,

“Then shall he say also to those on the left hand, Go ye from
me, the cursed, to the fire, the age-during, that hath been
prepared for the Devil and his messengers… And these shall
go away to punishment age-during, but the righteous to life
age-during.”

Let’s take a couple of seconds to employ just a minimum of logic. If
the damnation of the wicked, the cursed, is only temporary (assum-
ing Jones’ interpretation of “age-during” is accurate), the righteous
are rewarded with an equally temporary life.

So in the end, by Jones’ definition, the wicked receive truly eternal
life, and the righteous ultimately have death to anticipate.



So much for “wide is the gate, and broad is the way that leadeth to
destruction  (Gr,  apoleia,  utter  waste,  ruin,  destruction)  and many
there be which go in thereat.” (Matthew 7:13-14) Sounds like the
righteous remnant will  be destroyed, and the multitudinous rebels
will enjoy everlasting life!

In short, Jones’ attempt to make “age-during” mean “temporary” is
ludicrous at best. If we are to take all the many uses of the word in
Scripture into account, we find aionian, or age-during, is more accu-
rately defined as “lasting from age to age”. It is consistent with the
word’s Biblical usage.

Jones also tries to wrest the Word and claim that I Corinthians 15:2
(“For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ shall all be made alive”)
states that no one will face eternal death. Rather than pit this state-
ment against the passages which clearly and irrefutably teach the de-
struction of the wicked, we must rather find harmony between them.

Paul in this passage is speaking to Christians who were concerned
about  the  resurrection,  seemingly  afraid  that  those  who had  died
wouldn’t  share  in  the  transformation enjoyed by those  who were
alive at Christ’s return. Paul is assuring them that “all” – the dead
and the living – would receive their incorruptible bodies.

But if we want to focus on “in Adam all die”, and that all men die
because of Adam’s sin, note that the descendants of Adam are the
ones who die, without exception… therefore, in the same way, those
who are of Christ are the ones who live, without exception.

After all, Christ himself says, “Many are called, but few are chosen.”
(Matthew 20:16 and 22:14). What does it mean to  not be chosen?



Does it mean you get a rain check on eternal life? According to Isa-
iah, it means you’ve been cast away (Isaiah 41:9) – rejected, tossed
aside, disregarded. Christ said in Luke 9:23-25 –  

And he said to them all, If any man will come after me, let
him deny himself, and take up his cross daily, and follow
me.  For  whosoever  will  save  his  life  shall  lose  it:  but
whosoever will lose his life for my sake, the same shall save
it.  For  what  is  a  man  advantaged,  if  he  gain  the  whole
world, and lose himself, or be cast away?

It’s evident that being “cast away” indicates losing your life. Christ
is warning that if we don’t make him and his kingdom the absolute
focus of our lives, no matter the cost, we will lose the very lives we
sought to preserve. If, however, we freely give up this life for the
sake of the kingdom, we will gain back life abundantly. This cer-
tainly doesn’t comport with the UR teachings. So whom are we go-
ing to believe?

Universal reconciliation cheapens God’s grace, and its proponents fit
exactly with Jude 4, which warns of “certain men crept in unawares,
who  were  before  of  old  ordained  to  this  condemnation,  ungodly
men, turning the grace of our God into lasciviousness, and denying
the only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ.” If Jones and other
UR proponents are correct, then ultimately there’s no reason to re-
pent, no reason to seek salvation, because in the end we’re all going
to be living forever anyway. Thereby, the grace of God is turned into
lasciviousness and Christ’s sacrifice loses significance. It’s insulting
to our Savior, besides outright unbiblical.

The false doctrine of “Once Saved Always Saved” at least requires
that one be saved first. Universal Reconciliation removes the abso-



lute need of salvation. According to UR, the only benefit of obedi-
ence is the avoidance of a harder road to eternal life. The doctrine
tries to redefine terms such as “death”, “eternal”, and “destruction”
in an attempt to make the Word say something it most certainly does
not say, and counts on its adherents to never do their own study.

Furthermore, while Jesus did indeed purchase the world through his
sacrifice, he did not sacrifice himself for the sake of every living hu-
man being.  Christ  did  not  come “to  save  all  mankind”,  as  Jones
claims. In fact, God has raised up some vessels for glory and some
he has raised up specifically for destruction, as an honest reading of
Romans 9 makes abundantly clear.

Jones, in an attempt to give his doctrine legitimacy, marries divine
sovereignty to the doctrine of UR, and in the process makes God a
sinner, cheapens salvation, and wrests the Word in a laughable and
ridiculous manner.

This is probably to be expected of a man who claims direct revela-
tion from God and has in the past issued a litany of “prophecies”
which have spectacularly failed. Such a man has no regard for the
Word and is more interested in tickling ears. In a Biblical society,
Jones’ ilk would be stoned for the twofold crime of blasphemy and
false prophecy (Deuteronomy 13:1-5, Leviticus 24:15-16).

I hope for his sake and for the sake of those whom he’s led astray
with his falsehoods that Stephen Jones repents and admits his mis-
taken, dangerous, and outright wicked doctrines. In the meantime,
may  his  books  and  teachings  wither  and  crumble,  and  his  lying
mouth be stopped.
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