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Abstract

Christian tradition speaks mainly of two possibtestpmortem human destinies. It holds
that those human beings who, in their earthly liasted according to God’s will and
accepted God’s love will be reconciled to Him irahen; whereas those who have acted
against God’s will and refused His love will be s@mned to the everlasting torments of
hell. The notion that hell is everlasting and asplace of unending suffering inevitably
gives rise to the following question for theistewhcould an omnipotent, all-good and all-
loving God allow anyone to suffer the torments el ffor eternity? The problem of hell is
arguably the most severe form of the problem of bgcause the evil found in hell is
eternal with no possibility for redemption. Thuse doctrine of hell gives rise to a specific
moral problem caused by the apparent incompatidilgtween God’s goodness and love
and everlasting torment in hell. There have beeera¢ attempts to shore up the doctrine
of hell in the face of this problem. ‘Particulag'stargue that the doctrine is morally
defensible and that some people will experiencenateorment in hell as a result of their
rejection of God. Others try to evade the problgntlaiming that a doctrine of hell is not
in fact taught in the scriptures (at least in raditional form), and that Christians are
therefore able to reject particularism and affitrattall human beings will be saved in the
end. Those who make this optimistic eschatologioslservation are known as

‘universalists’.

My thesis focuses on ‘universalists’ and, in panac, on three contemporary Christian
philosophers who defend universal salvation, namé&bhn Hick, Thomas Talbott and
Marilyn McCord Adams. All three maintain that Godtsve for His human creatures is
inconsistent with the claim that God does not @esr bring about their salvation. Their
accounts share common roots: they are founded amderstanding of God’s nature as
omnipotent love, and on an understanding of humeedbm, as well as on an account of
curative post-mortem punishment for sinners. Atkeéhphilosophers hold that God will
eventually succeed in reconciling all human beitmdHimself and so no one will be

damned in hell.

In this thesis, | argue that Hick, Talbott and Adafail in their attempts to make a
plausible case for universalism. One of the maiticems | consider is that there is
significant tension between their universalist acte and the value of human freedom.

The necessary correlation that they assume bet@eels love and the outcome of this



love does not recognize the capacity for each pefrgely to reject the offer of salvation.
Another criticism | consider is that their accoumts post-mortem punishment do not
guarantee either that salvation and reconciliatith God will be the outcome of a free
choice made out of love, or that all sinners witketually be saved. In bringing these three
universalist accounts into question, | examine tlotions of freedom of choice and

punishment as well as the relation between freecetand rationality.



The bells of hell will ring-a-ling-a-ling
For you, but not for me

The angels will all sing-a-ling-a-ling
For me, but not for you... [Traditional]
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Chapter One: Introduction

No other doctrine in the Christian tradition haptoaed the human imagination to the
extent that the doctrine of hell has. It has algarlsed one of the most heated debates
among theists. Hell occupied Christian thought ulgiwut the centuries and its influence
and significance is reflected not only in numertheological and philosophical works but
also in various works of art, literature and poefrige horrors of hell are vividly described
in Dante’sInferno and Milton’s Paradise Lostand the representations of hell found in
these classic works are suggestive about why maople feel unease when they think
about helf* The fate of Mohammed in hell, as it is presenteBante’sinferna, gives us a

gruesome picture of hell:

No cask stove in by cant or middle ever
So gaped as one | saw there, from the chin
Down to the fart-hole split as by a cleaver.
His tripes hung by his heels; the pluck and spleen
Showed with the liver and the sordid sack
That turns to dung the food it swallows in.
| stood and stared; he saw me and stared back;
Then with his hands wrenched open his own breast,
Crying: “See how | rend myself! What rack
Mangles Mahomet! Weeping without rest
Ali before me goes, his whole face slit
By one great stroke upward from chin to crest.
All these whom thou beholder in the pit
Were sowers of scandal, sowers of schism abroad
While they yet lived; therefore they now go split.
Back yonder stands a fiend, by whom we're scored
Thus cruelly; and over and over again
He puts us to edge of the sharp sword
As we crawl through our bitter round of pain;
For ere we come before him to be bruised
Anew, the gashed flesh reunites its grairf...”.

Dante’s description is true to the fact that wheangnpeople think about hell the first thing
that comes to mind is the eternal pains and torminth some will suffer. Hell is widely
imagined as the place of the wicked—as a place evterse who have refused God'’s love

receive unending punishment with no possibility efcape. The notion that hell is

! Dante Alighieri, The Divine Comedy. HellDorothy L. Sayers, trans. (Penguin, 1949). Johitiols
Paradise Lostvas originally published by Samuel Simmons in 1667
2 Alighieri (1949), Canto XXVIII.



everlasting implies that the human race is to bevier divided by a ‘great gulf.To any
person who places great value on the human pergooalthe unity of human race, the
thought of an eternal division and eternal tormantell may be an intolerable one. The
question that inevitably arises for theists is hamvall-powerful, all good and all-loving
God could allow anyone to be eternally punishetlgh. Could anyone deserve such fate?
How could any sin deserve an infinite punishmenit® Ihard to accept the fact that,
however terrible hell is, divine justice and loeggns there: but this is what the doctrine of

hell seems to require theists to believe.

1. The problem of hell

The doctrine was increasingly criticised and rejdovn moral grounds from the late™.8
century. Among the better-known criticisms andctgns of the doctrine are those of J. S.
Mill (1806—1879) and Bertrand Russell (1872—19Ra)l writes:

| say nothing of the moral difficulties and pervers involved in
revelation itself; though even in the Christiaritfythe Gospels, at least
in its ordinary interpretation, there are someaflagrant a character as
almost to outweigh all the beauty and benignity amafal greatness
which so eminently distinguish the sayings and atigr of Christ. The
recognition, for example, of the object of higheairship, in a being
who could make a Hell; and who could create cosatlgenerations of
human beings with the certain foreknowledge thatvhe creating them
for this fate. Is there any moral enormity whickhghtinot be justified by
imitation of such a Deity? And is it possible tameel such a one without
a frightful distortion of the standard of right amadong? Any other of
the outrages to the most ordinary justice and hutpwamvolved in the
common christian conception of the moral charactegod, sinks into
insignificance beside this dreadful idealizatiomackedness.

% The parable of Lazarus and Dives in Luke 16:19ilBstrates this division. According to the parable
Lazarus, a poor man dies and is carried by angefdtaham’s bosom. A rich man dies as well and goes
Hades where he is tormented. In his torment heslagkto heaven, sees Lazarus and Abraham, and makes
two requests which Abraham denies. Firstly, he estpia drop of water, but Abraham invokes the gyefit
between the blessed and the wicked. Secondly, dugests Abraham to send Lazarus to earth to warn his
brothers about the torments of the afterlife thaly @xperience if they continue being bad. But Atmen
denies this as well because Lazarus and Divesahedead. For more discussion see Alan E. Bernstem
Formation of Hell: Death and Retribution in the Aexet and Early Christian WorlddJCL Press, 1993), pp.
239-240. This parable emphasizes not only thatibéhescapable but also that there is no podsituli
spiritual development in hell. See Michael Wheeltzaven, Hell and the Victoriari€ambridge University
Press, 1990), p. 194.

“ John Stuart Mill, ‘Utility of Religion’, inThree Essays on Religi¢@osimo Classics, 2008), pp. 113-114.
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About a century later, Russell argues along sinlittes: ‘there is one serious defect to my
mind in Christ’s moral character, and that is thatbelieved in hell. | do not myself feel

that any person who is really profoundly humanelsglieve in everlasting punishment'.

Both philosophers’ comments point out a serioublera for the Christian doctrine of hell,
namely that it appears to be morally indefensiblhe problem of hell is arguably the
most severe form of the problem of evil becausé ievhell is eternal with no future
possibility for redemptiod.Before we continue, in order better to understdedproblem

of hell and the various approaches to it, it isem@nt to look first at the problem of evil.

The problem of evil is one of the most serious iclifities confronting traditional
Christianity, and it has been a focus of heatetbpbphical and theological discussions for
centuries. Epicurus was the first to formulate threblem of evil as a philosophical
dilemma (341-270 B. C.):

If God is perfectly good, He must want to abolishewil, if He is
ultimately powerful, He must be able to abolishealil. But evil exists;
therefore either God is not perfectly Good or Hend ultimately
powerful®

Later the problem received its classic formulailm®avid Hume’sDialogues Concerning

Natural Religiorwhen Philo says to Demea:

Epicurus’ old questions are yet unanswered. Is Héngvto prevent
evil, but not able? Then he is impotent. Is he amle not willing? Then
he is malevolent. Is he both able and willing? Wieethen is evil?

The problem of evil, however, took its contempor&éoym in 1955 in J. L. Mackie’s
famous article ‘Evil and Omnipotence’ where Mackigjues that the existence of evil is

logically incompatible with that of an omnipotemtcawholly good God® There seems to

® Bertrand Russell, ‘Why | am not Christian’, Russell on religion: selections from the writingBertrand
Russell(Louis I. Greenspan and Stefan Anderson, eds.ti&ige, 1999), p. 86.

® Most opponents of the doctrine of hell, such as¢hwho support universalism or annihilation, claivat
this is one of the main reasons why the doctrimikhbe abandoned.

" Michael L. Peterson and Raymond J. VanArrageus., ‘Is Eternal Damnation Compatible with the
Christian Concept of God?’, i€ontemporary debates of Philosophy of Relig{@mackwell Publishing,
2004), p. 271.

8 Quoted in John Hickevil and the God of LovgMacmillan, 1966), p. 5.

° David Hume, Dialogues Concerning Natural ReligiofRichard H. Popkin, ed., Hackett Publishing
Company, 1998), Part X, p. 63.

103, L. Mackie, ‘Evil and Omnipotenceilind 64, no. 254 (April, 1955), p. 209. The problemesfl which
Mackie presents is a ‘logical problem’. It is, feys, ‘the problem of clarifying and reconciling anmber of
beliefs’. Reprinted in Marilyn McCord Adams and RobMerrhew Adamsds, ‘J. L. Mackie: Evil and
Omnipotence’, inThe Problem Of Evi(Oxford University Press, 1990), pp. 25-37. Alge J. L. Mackie,
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be, he argues, some contradiction between theg®gitimns: ‘God is omnipotent; God is
wholly good; and yet evil exists:. However, the contradiction between these promositi
is not explicit and in order to make it explicitd@itional premises or quasi-logical rules
connecting the terms good, evil, and omnipotere’ meeded? These additional premises
are that a perfectly good being would always elatenevil as far as it can and that there
are no limits to what an omnipotent being can tiéollows, Mackie argues, that a wholly
good, omnipotent being eliminates evil completeig ghat the propositions that a wholly
good, omnipotent being exists, and that evil exiate incompatiblé®> So Mackie holds
that theism is ‘positively irrational’ since ‘partd the essential theological doctrine are
inconsistent with each othéf. The theist cannotconsistentlyadhere’ to all three
propositions, but in denying any of them he iseffect, denying the existence of God; at

least ‘God’ as traditionally conceiveQ.

Some philosophers have argued that God’s existerineompatible with some quantity or
certain types of evil. The existence of evil in therld, they claim, is evidence against
God'’s existence, or at least the existence of sointigese evils minimizes the possibility of
the existence of the God in which theists beliad@liam Rowe in his ‘The Problem of

Evil and Some Varieties of Atheism’ argues thatrehare instances of evil which are

pointless (unjustifiable) and so constitute goodience against God's existente.

Purported solutions to the problem of evil have rbgeoposed by various thinkers
throughout the late ZDcentury. Perhaps the most important proposed isnlub the
problem is the claim that evil is not to be asalite God but to the actions of human

‘The Problem of Evil’, inThe Miracle of Theism: Arguments for and against txistence of God
(Clarendon Press-Oxford, 1982), pp. 150-176. Fdetailed discussion of the problem of evil and wasi
responses see: Charles Taliaferro, ed., ‘The Proldé Evil and the Prospects of Good’, chap. 9 in
Contemporary Philosophy of ReligiofBlackwell Publishers, 1998). Kenneth Surifheology and the
Problem of Evil(Basil Blackwell, 1986). Michael L. Peterson, ethe Problem of Evil: Selected Readings
(University of Notre Dame Press, 1992). Kelly Jar@éerk ed., ‘God and Human Suffering’, Part Three i
Readings in the Philosophy of Religi(Broadview Press, 2000). Brian Davies, é€thjlosophy of Religion:
A Guide and Anthologyart V(Oxford University Press, 2000). Brian Davies, é@gd and Evil’, chap. 10
in An Introduction to the Philosophy of Religig@xford University Press, 2004).
1 Mackie (1955), p. 200.
2bid., pp. 200-201.
3 bid., p. 201.
*bid., p. 200.
13 |bid., p. 200.
'8 This problem is also known as the evidential peabbf evil. Difficulties in the logical problem eil led
to the formulation of the evidential problem. Walth Rowe argues that ‘There exist instances of saten
suffering which an omnipotent, omniscient beinglddwave prevented without thereby losing some great
good or permitting some evil equally bad or wor&a. omniscient, wholly good being would prevent the
occurrence of any intense suffering it could, usli#scould not do so without thereby losing someager
good or permitting some evil equally bad or wofBeere does not exist an omnipotent, omniscient,liwho
good being. See William Rowe, ‘The Problem of Ewhd Some Varieties of AtheismAmerican
Philosophical Quarterlyi6 (1979), p. 336. Also see Clark (2000), pp. 23¥~
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beings which God endowed with free will. Mackie amghtony Flew, writing
independently, argued, as Mackie put it, ‘if God mmade men such that in their free
choices they sometimes prefer what is good and sim@® what is evil, why could he not
have made men such that they always freely chdwsgaod?™’ Alvin Plantinga in his
The Nature of Necessitgplies to the charge made by Mackie and Flew dferdling
libertarian free wil"® I will say more about Plantinga’s argument in deapwo. There |
explain how libertarian free will assist theists—wansalists and non-universalists alike—

to respond to the problem of hell.

The problem of evil, however, differs from the pierh of hell in the following ways.
Firstly, Christianity gives a clear reason why &tdae of hell is supported in its tradition
and explains the purpose of the doctrine, wherdassti@anity remains largely silent on
why evils occur or how they serve God'’s divine msps-> Secondly, in defending God’s
goodness in response to the existence of evil nmhbaigts argue that either evil is a
necessary condition or can serve as means foragegrgood or that evil is a consequence
of a greater goo® In other words, God is promoting a greater good Homanity by
permitting the existence of evil. In contrast, rawd can be brought out of the evil of hell
since hell, according to traditional Christianity,eternal and the possibility of any future

YMackie (1955), p. 209. For a more detailed presiemaof Flew's argument see Antony Flew, ‘Divine
Omnipotence and Human Freedom’,New Essays in Philosophical Theologyntony Flew and Alasdair
Maclntyre, eds. (SCM Press Ltd, 1955), Ch. VIII.

'8 plantinga, as we will see in chapter two, argiles it is possible for God to create a world withef
human creatures that always choose to do rightbehdve well. However, God cannot create genuire fre
agents and then not permit them to bring about hesits. People must freely decide to act moraiig ghey
cannot do that if the fact that they act as theysdietermined by God. Plantinga has defendedpibsstion
over several decades. The most developed versipeasp inThe Nature of Necessi{Dxford Clarendon
Press, 1974b). See also Alvin Plantin@ad, Freedom and Evi{London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd,
1974).

19 Jonathan Kvanvig makes a similar point in his b@bk Problem of He{Oxford University Press, 1993),
p. 9.
2 Those who attempt to defend God’s goodness usatitly either a defence or a theodicy. Those wtierof
a defence do not search for the reasons why Godskvil to occur but attempt to propose a hypathet
scenario according to which the reality of God asnpatible with the reality of evil. Most notablefeleces
are the Augustinian Free Will Defence. See St AtigesThe City of GodDemetrius B. Zema and Gerald
G. Walsh, trans., Washington D.C.: Catholic Uniitgref America Press, 1950), XI, XII. St Augustir@n
Free Choice of the WijllThomas Williams, trans. (Indianapolis; Cambridgeckett Pub. Co., 1993). Saint
Augustine, The Enchiridion on Faith, Hope and LgvEhomas Hibbs, ed. (Regnery Publishing, 1961), XII
XII, XXVI, XXV and XI. St Augustine, The Confessions of Saint Augustifrel. Sheed, trans. Chapter Il
(London: Sheed and Ward, 1943). Alvin Plantinga'seFWill Defence in Alvin Plantinga, 1974a and 1874
On the Greater Good Defence see, Melville Y. Stewahe Greater Good Defenc@University of
Minnesota, 1983) and Keith E. Yandell, ‘The Greain@ Defence’Sophial3, n. 3 (Oct., 1974), pp. 1-16.
Those who propose a theodicy, attempt to justig/righteousness and justice of God in the faceactf df
evil. It is an attempt to resolve the problem oithfain the face of the existence of evil. Most rméa
theodicies are Swinburne’s Free Will Theodicy; Réghard SwinburneRrovidence and the Problem of Evil
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998). St Irenaeus’ tlwypdsee Eric Osbornyenaeus of LyongCambridge
University Press, 2001). John Hick’s ‘soul-makirtheodicy; See John Hiclgvil and the Love of God
(Palgrave Macmillan and Co Ltd., 1966) and JohnkH@eath and Eternal LifgWilliam Collins Sons,
1976).
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good is lost. As John Kvanvig observes ‘hell isapptly paradigmatic as an example of
truly pointless, gratuitous evif* There is no greater good to promote or to exféw. evil
that is found in hell is eternal and can neverdmeemed. Therefore, the doctrine of hell
gives rise to specific moral problems caused by dpparent incompatibility between
God'’s goodness and love and a doctrine of etenmgishment in heff?

L Kvanvig (1993), pp. 3-4

?2 Libertarians who suppose that God can guarantéeugaoutcomes, even when they depend in some way
on libertarian choices, commonly take the Molinigw, i.e. they suppose that God has knowledgéhef t
relevant counterfactuals of creaturely freedom. ther purposes of the thesis, | am going to seteatith
account of divine providence but a brief explanatif the accounts of God’s knowledge would be Usefu
The relevance of omniscience to the doctrine of isdkess apparent than the relevance of God’'s gessl
Theists and atheists are primarily concerned with aspect of omniscience, that is, divine forekeolge,
because the idea of God's foreknowledge has bemmhth to intensify the moral problem of hell. Seall&/
(1992), p. 33. The question of God’'s knowledgeeilsvant to the question of salvation and damnatinoe

it allows God to know what the outcome of eachvidlial life would be in every set of circumstanc8se
Lindsey (2003), p. 31. It has been argued thatafl @reated the earthly world with full awarenesat tihe
vast majority of people will be eternally damnecdgill this seems to make Him responsible for araHipg
evil. The criticism gains its force from the pauligr conception of God’s foreknowledge accordingvtach:
God has infallible foreknowledge of all events imtihg human choices. This is the traditional viefv o
foreknowledge. The claim that God has such knovdduts been challenged in two different ways. Fyirétl
has been argued that it is not obvious how Godheare knowledge of future events. And secondly & ha
been argued whether foreknowledge is compatiblb libertarian freedom (sort of freedom we haveuf o
actions are undetermined, and it is ‘up to us’ wdtatices to make). According to this view, God ksdwe
future including future human choices. He determiwto will act according to His will and so knowsav
will be saved. However, the main difficulty withishaccount of God’s knowledge is that it does resprve
human freedom. If a person has been determined dy {6 make certain choices, then he cannot do
otherwise and his choices are not free, at leataribertarian sense. From this it is obvioug ffhv@blems
arise for those who support a doctrine of hellif.&od foreknows that some will be damned foretleen he
looks like ‘the perfect conception of wickednesthea than the exemplification of perfect goodneSge
Walls (1992), p. 36.

Attempts to show that there is a compatibility begw God’s knowledge for all future events and hufrems
choices led Luis de Molina, a Jesuit Priest in188 century, to develop a theory of foreknowledge Hasre
the key idea of God’s ‘Middle Knowledge'. Molinallsait ‘Middle knowledge’ because it is between God
Natural Knowledge and His Free Knowledge. AccordiogMolina, ‘God’s natural knowledge is of
metaphysically necessary truths and is known bygrir to his decision to create’. See Walls (1992)37.
The content of this knowledge is essential to God ia does not depend on the free decisions ofwilis
God has knowledge of every contingent state ofiraffavhich could possibly obtain and ‘of what the
exemplification of the individual essence of angefrcreature could freely choose to do in any stetle &f
affairs that should be actual’. See Craig (1989}, 46. God's free knowledge is knowledge of all agmng
propositions that are in fact true in the actuatldv@nd it is logically posterior to the decisiohtbe divine

will to actualize a world. The content of such kihesdge is not essential to God, since He could loigeeeed

to actualize a different world. See Craig (1989)1p6. God's middle knowledge is knowledge of aliet
counterfactual propositions, including counterfatsuof creaturely freedom. God knows what any free
persons would do in any set of circumstances bectnis is how the person would freely choose. Guorb t
knows that ‘were He to actualize certain stateaffafirs, then certain other contingent states fafiisf would
obtain’. See Craig (1989), p. 176. Middle knowledge is likedural knowledge in that such knowledge does
not depend on any decision of the divine will; Gimks not determine which counterfactuals of creatur
freedom are true or false. However, unlike natkradwledge, whereas it is essential to God that &eh
middle knowledge, the content of His middle knovgeds not essential to Him. True counterfactuals of
freedom are contingently true. So middle knowledgelike free knowledge in that it pertains to
metaphysically contingent truths. The choices whigierson makes are free in a very strong senpergon

S could freely decide to refrain from A in circumstes C, so that different counterfactuals coultie=and

be known by God than those that are. This sugdhatswhat God knows depends on what choices free
persons would make on their own account. Molinarrify this account of Middle knowledge wishes to
preserve libertarian freedom. In order to make sesfsthe notion that God justly punishes or rewards
humans for the actions preservation of libertafiferdom is essential. Without libertarian freeditnseems
difficult to make sense of the fact that some pearke dammed in hell forever even if God wishesatze
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This problem is reinforced by the fact that in Mew Testament there are several passages
where Christ himself is presented as preachingfdtes of the wicked in hell. The later
Christian tradition came to hold that salvation ¢@nachieved only through Christ. Any
disbelief of or attempt to remove the doctrine frima Christian dogma would undermine
the very foundations of Christianity. So the dowtrcannot be so easily abandoned. Peter

Geach, for example, argues:

We cannot be Christians, followers of Christ, waraa even know what
it is to be a Christian unless the Gospels givieeast an approximately
correct account of Christ’s teaching. And if thespel account is even
approximately correct, then it is perfectly cleaatt according to that
teaching many men are irretrievably lost....It isslesear, | admit, that
the fate of the lost according to that teachindoide endless misery
rather then ultimate destruction. But universalismot a live option for
a Christiarf®

This is one of the main reasons why Christians caeasily abandoned the doctrine of

hell. They cannot eliminate the doctrine from tHaith and remain Christians. In view of

them all. In embracing Middle Knowledge Molina helthat we can maintain both human freedom and a
strong view of foreknowledge.

Nevertheless, Molinism does not provide an immedsatiution to the problem of evil and the problein o
hell. It has been argued that generally the assompitat God has middle knowledge may complicate th
theists efforts to deal with the problem of evilaonsequently with the problem of hell. The maiguanent
against this account is that it is plausible thatl@ould have created a world with free creaturks would
have always freely done right or a world in whielwér are damned. It has been argued that it asstinaies
the counterfactuals of freedom are true and thatl ®oows them. Contemporary critics of Middle
Knowledge such as Robert Adams doubt that any eoiactuals of freedom are true because he doeserot
who or what makes them true. Adams suggests alpedsasis for the truth of counterfactuals of freed
when those are about actual persons. This suggdstimade in a discussion of one of Molina’s favieur
theological proof-texts, the story of David in ttity of Keilah and Saul’s plans to besiege the titgapture
David. See Robert Merrihew Adams, ‘Middle Knowledged the Problem of Evil’, inAmerican
Philosophical Quarterlyl4, no. 2 (Apr., 1977), p.110. According to thergt David, knowing Saul’s plans
asked God whether in fact Saul would besiege ttyeacid whether he would be taken to Saul if he @idd
answered affirmatively to both questions and soi®&vacuated his men from Keilah and hid out in the
hills. Molina took this passage to show that Godwpropositions like the following to be true: ‘@)David
stayed in Keilah and Soul besieged the city, the nfeKeilah would surrender David to Saul’. See Ada
(21977), p. 110. This action according to Molinanat only counterfactually true and God knows faliibly

by middle knowledge but also it would have beee ffét had occurred. Adams doubts that this prajmos

is true and holds that something like (2) mightthee by virtue of correspondence with the charaatet
desires of the men. See Adams (1977), p. 111. HeswveAdams holds that neither Saul's intentions or
desires and the character of his men necessith&ddctions or interfered with their freedom oflwAn
agent, he says, acts freely if he is able to attobicharacter or against his desires. This mehat the
proposition which is actually true is not (2) bhetfollowing: ‘(6) if David staying in Keilah anda8l
besieged the city, the men of Keilah would probahiyrender David to Saul'. See Adams (1977), p.. 111
However, this attempt is not adequate, Adams dagsause ‘God knows infallibly what definitely would
happen, and not just what would probably happentat free creatures would be likely to do’. See ida
(2977), p. 111.

Molinism has received a lot of attention in paricuthrough Plantinga’s Free Will Defence. Planéng
several publications on the problem of evil defetits assumption that God has middle knowledge. He
assumes that some counterfactuals of human freetentrue and that God knows the truth of these
counterfactuals even though God has no control thean. See for example, Alvin Plantingehe Nature of
NecessityOxford Clarendon Press, 1974b).

% peter GeactProvidence and EviiCambridge University Press, 1977), pp. 123-124.



the charge of the doctrine being morally indefelesilChristians face a dilemma: either
accept that the doctrine of hell is morally indesible or reject the teachings of Christ in

the New Testament.

While during the 28 century the doctrine of hell was widely ignoreldere have been

some recent efforts to come into terms with it.eAtpts to avoid undermining the
Christian dogma itself led Christian philosophersdspond to the above dilemma in two
main ways: on the one hand, some have arguedndbalaictrine is morally defensible, and
on the other hand, others have argued that Chdsiat in fact teach the doctrine of hell at
least in its traditional form. In order to show tii@hrist did not teach eternal damnation
defenders of this position must give a persuasitegrative interpretation of the texts in
the New Testament; that is they have to explain Wigyrelevant texts which speak of

eternal damnation in hell do not in fact do so.

There are many different views on the doctrine el which are versions of the two
approaches to the dilemma outlined above. Theaegeneral agreement among Christian
philosophers in favour of those more traditiondeipretations that acknowledge that the
New Testament and Christ teach that at least s@opl® will experience unending misery
in hell as a result of their rejection of salvatf8rPhilosophers holding this view can be
called ‘particularists’. A minority of philosophersejects particularism and affirms
universalism, that is the view that all human beimgll be saved in the end. These latter
can be called ‘universalists’. My thesis focuses woniversalists: those Christian
philosophers who to defend universal salvation hatempted to show that Christ does

not in fact teach eternal damnation, at least adtalitionally understood.

In the following section, | explain the structuretbe thesis, outlining the theme of each
chapter and set the goal of the thesis. This Ilev@d by some definitions and distinctions
which are important to the argument of the thesr lay means of which | will highlight

the diversity of opinions about the doctrine.

24 Jerry Walls makes this observation in his ‘Eterdall and the Christian Concept of God’ in Michael
Peterson and Raymond J. VanArrageds.,Contemporary debates of Philosophy of Relig{Bfackwell
Publishing, 2004), p. 270.
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2. Goal of the thesis

In this thesis, | examine three contemporary usiakst views, that of John Hick, Thomas
Talbott and Marilyn McCord Adams and | argue thane of these three views succeeds in

defending universalism effectively.

Chapter two begins by providing some historicalkgasund to the doctrine of hell. In
order to understand why the doctrine has beenesoelly attacked it is necessary to begin
by tracing the development of Christian eschatoldyiat will follow is a brief survey of
contemporary defences of hell that will assistruanderstanding the increasing popularity
of universalism, as well as the consequent devebopnof contemporary defences of

universal salvation.

The core of the thesis is constituted by chapterset four and five. There | present and
criticize the universalistic views of Hick, Talbahd Adams respectively. We shall see
that all three accounts share a common root: ngnealgh account develops out of an
understanding of God’s omnipotent love and of theure of human freedom. All three

philosophers argue that if God is omnipotent Idwenthe necessarily desires the salvation
of all His human creatures. Universalism, therga isecessary consequence of their views

on the nature of God.

Hick argues that God is a God of love and his w@dtempurpose for humanity is to save it.
God'’s relation to all His human creatures is suwht tHe is able to fulfil His purpose.
There are two central themes in Hick’s theodicsstly, God’s purpose for humanity is a
‘soul-making’ one, and, secondly, human salvationcuss when there is real
transformation of the human being. Humanity's stbradepends upon its positive and
voluntary response to God. All ultimately achieaévation through a gradual, and at times
painful, curative and purgatorial process contigubeyond this life in other lives and
leading eventually to the transformation of thesperinto a child of God. Whether in this
life or a future one, and with God’s continuingwad work, every human being will
eventually achieve full consciousness of God angs thalvation. God will eventually

succeed in His purpose of winning all humans to $dithin faith and love.

Talbott likewise rejects the doctrine of eterndl imefavour of Christian universalism. He
argues that it is necessarily true that if Goches all-powerful and all-loving being which



Christianity affirms, then all human beings will baved in the en®. Talbott not only
thinks that the doctrine of universal salvatiomecessarily true but also claims that any
form of theism which includes a doctrine of unbééand unending suffering in hell and
denies God’s love is logically inconsistent. Hic@ant of universal salvation hinges on
three important ideas: (i) the identification of @@®nature with love; (ii) an understanding
of what constitutes a ‘fully informed’ and free at® in accepting or rejecting God; and
(i) the notion of post-mortem restorative punisgmhas ‘forcibly imposed punishment'.
Talbott holds that human creation is a process @deGod firstly, brings all His human
beings into being as independent and rational agentl secondly, brings them all to His
glory. An essential part to the redemptive proogkgreby God transforms His human
creatures into children of God is that humans egertheir moral freedom in the earthly
environment in which they are set. It seems, Talagues, epistemically possible that all
free persons would eventually turn to God in somgef amount of time after becoming
fully informed about the source of their suprem@giaess. Since God is the source of
supreme human happiness, He will seek to promoteecéssity this kind of happiness in
every single person, and He will bring all humamygs to the point where they voluntarily

submit their wills to Him.

Adams also argues that unbearable and unendingriswgffin hell is inconsistent with
God'’s love. Therefore, she holds that we shouldctegny views that hold that the reality
of God and the reality of hell are logically conmplt. She maintains that God loves
human beings and His love expresses itself in ld&rd not only to enter into personal
intimacy with them but also to unite with them. IBaling the eschatological conviction
that God’s love can be guaranteed to every pesgmnargues that every human being will
eventually achieve union with God and thus salvatibdams bases her account on two
distinctive ideas: (i) the category of horrendowdseand (ii) a particular theory of the
nature of God, the nature of human beings and e¢haionship between the two. She
claims that all human beings are vulnerable todmous evils and these evils can be
defeated only by God's love. Divine love can be rgateed only if God defeats
horrendous evils, not only within the context oé tivorld as a whole but also within the
framework of the individual participant’'s |if8.Eternal hell would be a horror that would
remain undefeated if God were to permit such a fatethe wicked. Since God loves

humans, He would not create persons within whoseslihorrendous evils remain

% Talbott's use of language suggests that he istabaffer us a logical problem of hell parallelNtackie’s
logical problem of hell. However, it turns out thhis is not in fact the case.

%6 Marilyn McCord Adams, ‘The Problem of Hell: A Piiem of Evil for Christians’, inReasoned Faith
Eleonore Stump, ed. (Cornell University Press, 598. 304.
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undefeated, whether in the earthly life or the fetlife. Therefore, God will save all
human beings in the end, there can be no hell place of eternal torment and thus a

doctrine that defends such a view should be rajecte

By way of summarizing, all three philosophers mamthat God’s love for His creation is
inconsistent with the claim that God does not visisave it. They argue that if God truly
loves a human being then He desires to save iif&wald truly loves all human beings then
His desire will be to save them all. If God is bysHhature love then God must love all
humans and desire their salvatfdrA second common aspect of all three accountsais th
they affirm libertarian freedorf They argue not only that God will succeed in sgati
humans beings but that each person’s salvationcaitie about freely. Finally, they hold
that since the worst of the sinners are not readgdoncile to God, they will receive post-
mortem curative punishment with the goal of restora These positions, however, are not
problem-free. Universalism in general, and thegsvsiin particular, raise questions about
God'’s nature and human nature, human freedom asitedsovereignty, and the character

of the post-mortem punishment as well as the utaleilsg of God’s victory over evil.

In this thesis, for the most part my concern wi# lith the question of whether
omnipotent love can guarantee universal salvatighowt violating human freedom, and
not directly with the question of whether God’s doand/or justice are consistent with
allowing some to be damnédl argue that Hick, Talbott and Adams fail in thaitempt to
defend universalism efficiently. | argue that itniet clear from their accounts how it is
possible for God to guarantee the salvation dfiathan beings. One of the main criticisms
| consider is that the necessary correlation tiait tuniversalist accounts assume between
God'’s love and the outcome of this love does nobgaize the capacity of each individual
to reject the offer of salvation. The problem facld Talbott and Adams and universalism
in general is that it is not clear whether a persath libertarian freedom would freely
accept God if God does not determine their choites;is a problem which leads many to
reject universalism. It seems that universalismsugcessful only by robbing human
persons of their freedom and consequently of @ngionomy. Moreover, Hick, Talbott and
Adams hold that all human beings and in particalaners will freely embrace salvation

2" These claims have been shared by many other @hsswvho are not universalists and they hprima
facie biblical support. See A. Robin and ChristopherRartridge, edsUniversal Salvation? The Current
Debate(Paternoster Press, 2003).

%8 As | have said in a previous section, those pbjibgrs who attempt to propose a solution to thélpro

of evil and consequently to the problem of hellethef a libertarian view of freedom.

29| would like to thank Dr. Mark Wynn and Dr. Chiisndsay for advising me to make it clear that foe t
most part in the thesis my concern will be with theestion of whether omnipotent love can guarantee
universal salvation without violating human freedom
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once they come to understand God and His love. Thderstanding will emerge from
restorative punishment. The problem with this clagnthat if humans have libertarian
freedom and the only way of correction availablesid is curative punishment it is not
obvious that all humans will accept God in faitld dove instead of out of fear or coercion;
moreover, there is no guarantee that all will cleomsbe saved. So the accounts they offer
on human freedom and nature as well as restonatimeshment do not rule out the fact that
some people will never reconcile to God. Their atds do not guarantee that all human

beings will be saved in the end.

After a detailed examination of these three unakssaccounts in chapter three, four and
five, in the last chapter, | give a summary of whas been argued in the thesis. There |
suggest some directions a universalist might takavbid the problems reviewed in this

thesis. | will not propose definitive answers t@gb problems but suggest that further
research is needed for a better understandingeahtportance of human freedom and the

nature of restorative punishment.

3. Some important definitions

Particularism

Christian particularism holds that only some hurbamgs will achieve salvation in God.
A person’s location either in hell or in heaven elggs only upon their relationship with
Christ.

Exclusivism and Inclusivism

Exclusivists tend to share two basic premises. Ating to the first premise, human
beings do not have the power to save themselvasitéetheir best efforts. Secondly,
gratuitously God has disclosed Himself in the pered Christ and it is through Christ
alone that a person can be reconciled to God. $hetiis maintain that while Christ brings
salvation into the world, God’s grace is extendedall His creation. Most inclusivists
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affirm the revelation which is to be found in thend religions, while still retaining the

importance of mission and the unique role of CHfist
Hell

The following classification of the popular viewshell is not exhaustive but will assist us
in drawing comparisons and contrasts, which withalus to evaluate the theories which
we shall examine in the following chapters. Thedittanal view of hell, which was

defended by Augustine shaped western Christiangthtothe other view is a variation on

the main theme of the traditional vié.

Traditional view of hell/According to the traditional view of hell, hell gsplace in which
the wicked suffer pain as a punishment from &odiraditionally it is portrayed as the
resting place of the devil and his followers. Hglthe fate of those who denied salvation in
Christ during their earthly lives and who therefdied in a state of sin. The punishment
and suffering which the damned will undergo in heill be for eternity. Two kinds of
punishment were traditionally believed to be resdrior the damnegoena damn{pain

of loss) anchoena sensu@ain of sense} The former is the emptiness and frustration that
results naturally from permanent loss of the vistdriGod and the latter is sensory pain
from the fire. Moreover, hell was thought to be thie of the vast majority of people.

Arminian view of hell Another view is what Thomas Talbott calls the Auian view of
hell** Arminians hold that a human being’s eternal dgsisnnot sealed at death but God
continues to offer grace even after death and & tis no end to the opportunity even for
the damned to receive salvation. Neverthelessestod has given human beings the
freedom of choice, it is possible that some of theithreject God’s grace forever and so
be separated from Him for eternity. C. S. LewifismThe Great DivorcandThe Problem

of Pain for example, does not reject the traditional €an claim that hell is a place of

%0 Alister E. McGrath, The Blackwell encyclopediarmbdern Christian thought (Oxford: Blackwell993),
pp. 413-415.

31 See St Augustine (1950), (1943) and (1961).

%2 Jonathan Kvanvig calls the traditional view oflh#he ‘Strong View of Hell’ and it breaks it intour
components: ‘(H1) The Anti-Universalism Thesis: $opeople are consigned to hell. (H2) The Existence
Thesis: Hell is a place where people exist, if thegy consigned there. (H3) The No Escape TheskxeTis
no possibility of leaving hell and nothing one @i change, or become in order to get out of belte one

is consigned there. (H4) The Retribution Thesise Justification for hell is retributive in naturbell being
constituted to mete out punishment to those whaesthly lives and behaviour warrant it’. See Kvanvig
(1993), p. 19.

% Geoffrey Rowell,Hell and the Victorians: A study of the nineteea#imtury theological controversies
concerning eternal punishment and the future(i@&ford: Clarendon Press, 1974), p. 23.

% Thomas TalbottThe Inescapable Love of G@dniversal Publishers, 1999). Jerry Walls calls thew the
modified orthodox view in hislell: the Logic of DamnatiofUniversity of Notre Dame Press, 1992), p. 13.
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eternal torment and misery but he denies the dhahGod is the tormentor in a direct or
indirect way®> Hell is a positive retributive punishment andts same time a self-chosen
condition. Permanent residence in hell is the tesfuhn individual's free choice to oppose
God and so the doors of hell are ‘locked from iesidhe punishment which the damned
undergo is not inflicted by God but it is constdtby being who they are. Their misery in

hell arises from the nature of their being, whatvisecalls ‘remains’.

This view has been endorsed by two contemporanpgdphers. Jerry Walls argues that
human freedom is an essential component of humi@amejavhich is the very nature which
makes it possible for human beings to respond td @ith love, trust and obedience or
reject him. The damned can receive grace in tlegldéét God gives to all humans ‘optimal
grace’, that is, the fullest opportunity to be savEven the damned can receive grace in
the afterlife but persist in denying God’s gracd are finally lost. Those who reject God'’s
love have made a decisive choice for evil, thamisettled choice to reject salvatin.
Wallls argues that ‘the choice of damnation is gdehte and persistent choice to embrace
evil and to reject salvatiori”. William Lane Craig argues that given the natur¢hef free
will of human beings some of them are utterly igexhable in the following sense: despite
God's best efforts to save human beings some pgrsealy and irrevocably reject him.
God wills all humans salvation, and ‘by the HolyirfBHe supplies sufficient grace for
their salvation®® While humans are entirely free to embrace thivas@n some reject
God's every effort to save them. In addition testbiaim, he argues that it is also possible
that in order for God to bring many people to sttrahe had to pay the price of seeing

the vast majority of them in hef.
Universalism

There are many different forms of universalism ibudomes in at least two main forms:
Pluralistic universalism and Christian universalishimis classification is not exhaustive

but will nonetheless enable us to draw a compangitimn the scope of the thesis and to

% C. S. Lewis,The Great DivorcdLondon: HarperCollins Publishers, 1946) and CL&wis, The Problem
of Pain(London: HarperCollins Publishers, 2002).
% See Walls, 1992.
3" Walls in Peterson (2004), p. 274.
% Wwilliam L. Craig, ‘No Other Name: A Middle Knowleg Perspective on the Exclusivity of Salvation
through Christ’, Faith and Philosophy 6 (1989)9p.This article can be found amww.leaderu.comThe
original pages are 172-188 but they are not obvinufie online version and so | nhumerate them & th
following way pp. 1-14.
% Craig holds that those who are lost suffer fromawhe calls ‘transworld damnation’. See Craig, 1989
Alvin Plantinga argues about what he calls ‘trandevalepravity’. See Plantinga, 1974a. Thomas Talbot
argues about what he calls ‘transworld reprobatiae Thomas Talbott, ‘Providence, Freedom, and Human
Destiny’, Religious Studie&6, no. 2 (Jun., 1990), p. 234.
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evaluate the theories which concern us. These twmd of universalism are usually
classified as ‘strong universalism’ and ‘weak unsadism’*° According to the former, it is

not only true but also necessarily true that evargnan being will end up in heaven: no
person can be finally lost. Clearly, if particutan is replaced by some version of
universalism then a way has to be found of justgyuniversalism. One strategy is to deny
Christ any saving power, thereby softening the wsiglst's claims and arguing that

Christianity is one of the many paths to salvati@nother strategy is to give a different
understanding of God’s nature and love. Pluralisversalists endorse the first view and

Christian universalists endorse the second view.

Pluralistic Universalism:Pluralistic universalism is the view that all humbeings are
eventually saved by whatever religious path is ofwethem. The different major world
religions such as Christianity, Buddhism, Hinduidstam and Judaism, are but different
paths to the same goal—salvation. Religious plemalifinds the traditional Christian
doctrine of salvation through Christ alone as ‘ursmionable® It argues that the
existence of a God who is all-loving and omnipotee¢ms incompatible with the claim
that those human beings who never hear Christhiegs or never accept the gospel of
salvation through Christ will be damned. It is wopointing out that universalism is not a
necessary part of the pluralistic view. Trevor Harites that, ‘[c]learly a conviction that
all mustultimately find salvation is helpfully bolstered bhe view that their empirical
refusal or failure to embrace faith in Jesus Chmskes no necessary difference to their
eternal destiny”? Therefore, pluralism and universalism are oftéie@whether pluralism

leads to universalism or vice versa.

The most well-known proponent of pluralistic unisaism is John Hick. In his earlier
writings, Hick’s universalism is closer to ‘a rélaly orthodox Christian theology?® His
belief in universal salvation emerged from his d&fin a ‘God of Love’, as we will see in
the chapter on Hick’s account. However, the faat thany human beings do not recognize
the God which he proclaimed led him to offer a weaand definite pluralistic

universalism. Hick considers various religions eaath its own sacred scriptures, spiritual

40 Kvanvig proposes two alternative main categorids universalism: ‘necessary’ and ‘contingent’
universalism. Contingent universalism holds th#t@ligh an individual could end up in hell, ‘as atteraof
contingent fact every human being will end up iaven’. See Kvanvig (1993), p. 74. Different peogilee
different meanings to what | have called strongversalism; see Parry (2003), p. >see Lindsey Hall,
Swinburne’s Hell and Hick’s UniversalisfAshgate, 2003), pp. 21-23.

“I william Lane Craig, ‘Politically Incorrect Salvati’, in Christian Apologetics in the Post-Modern World
P. Phillips and D. Ockholm, eds. (Downer’s Grove Ihter-Varsity, 1995), pp. 75-97.

2 Trevor Hart, ‘Universalism: Two Distinct Typesh Universalism and the doctrine of Helljgel M. de S.
Cameron, ed. (Paternoster Press, 1992), p. 7.

“3Hart (1992), pp. 7-8.
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practices, forms of religious experiences and stodconstitute different human responses
to the ultimate transcendent reality to which tladybear witness’ and to be equally valid
paths for salvatiof* Hick abandons the idea that Christianity is exgtly true in favour

of pluralism and he argues for what he calls aatie¢ absoluteness’ for it insteatiHe
argues that our view of the religions of the wodHould be theocentric and not
christocentric. Christianity is absolute only fohridtians whereas other world faiths are
likewise absolute for their own adherefftsBelief in Christ and acceptance of his
teachings is but one of the many ways to salvatidms statement marks a definite
moment in Hick’s universalism because it meant thak could no longer support the
uniqueness of Jesus Christ and thus his univemsa&s no longer compatible with
traditional Christian theology. Today, Hick regattie deity and incarnation of Christ as a
myth or metaphor and he no longer speaks of thmatke good of Christianity which is
God but of the Redf. Nonetheless, Hick’s universalism is not easilyssified. In this
thesis, we examine Hick’s earlier writings in whigis pluralistic approach is not yet fully

developed.

Christian UniversalismChristian universalism is a position founded onuaderstanding

of God’s nature as a God of love. If God is whdtimately, he asserts Himself to be—
love—then all persons will be saved. It claims talhthuman beings will eventually come
to God through Christ. This position is expressed/arious views which all share two
features: (a) ‘the commitment to working within ar{Stian theological framework and (b)

the claim that all individuals will be saved thréuipe work of Christ®®

Hart points out that to support their case mosisiian universalists would appeal to a list

of factors which are claimed to be proper to theemlogic of the Christian gospel itself in

44 John Hick,The Fifth Dimension: An Exploration of the SpiritlRealm chap. 10 (Oxford: One World,
2004), p. 83.

> John Hick,The Myth of Christian Uniquene@isondon : SCM Press, 1988), p. 16.

“® Hart writes that Ernst Troeltsch in Hise Absolute Validity of Christianigiso argues for what Hick calls
relative absoluteness. His research into the listbChristianity led him to hold that Christianitylinked to
the particular social and cultural patterns withinich it has developed over the centuries; it ssaamt falls
with elements of the ancient and modern civilizasiomf Europe. Hart says that Troeltsch argues ‘that
Christianity is in any sense absolute, then ibi®sly for those belonging to the culture of Europer other
races in other temporal and spatial contexts, alegious traditions will serve in a similar wayBee Hart
(1992), pp. 5-6.

For more on Hick’s pluralism see John Hidky Interpretation of Religion: Human Responsesh® t
Transcenden(Palgrave, 1989) and John Hickye Myth of God Incarnaté ondon: SCM Press, 1993) and
John Hick, 1988.

“8 Parry (2003), p. xxi.
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order to support their cad®.They generally then proceed to a specific philbsca
consideration of what has been called ‘the omnipmeof divine love®® Understanding
God'’s love is very important for Christian univdrsas. Normally their discussion about
God’s omnipotent love takes place parallel to tliescussion of the logical problem of
evil. A similar parallelism may be identified inglphilosophical case for universalism. If
God were all-loving and omnipotent, He would haeser permitted anyone to remain in
hell for eternity. On the contrary, He would watitta be saved and He would be able to
save all. The Christian universalist must, therefalefine God’s omnipotence and love in
such a way that will permit him to conclude thatd&all save all eventually.

As | have explained, Christian universalists hdle tentral Christian conviction that God
is love. Since love is thought to be the very matifr God, they conclude that the ultimate
relationship between God and human beings mustnkeob love. Moreover, God must
ultimately have the final good of all His creatuiiesview. ! That is that no one will
remain unredeemed but all will be saved in the #mdugh Christ. Salvation is not for
some special group of elected people but it isalorUniversal salvation will inevitably

spring from God'’s nature.

It is important to understand that Christian unsadism is not a single view. Christian
universalists do not all share the same convict@nseveral matters such as the existence
of hell, the experience of the horrors of hell, &xelusivism or inclusivism of Christianity,
the nature of human freedom and the nature of porest in the afterlife. Walls, for
example, makes two further distinctions within Ghan universalism which he calls
‘convinced’ universalism and ‘hopeful universalisth’ According to ‘hopeful
universalism’, universalism finds support in sangs but it cannot be dogmatically
defended. According to ‘convinced universalism’e tidea of eternal punishment is
morally unacceptable and contrary to the teachihd@lrist. The difference between
‘convinced universalism’ and ‘hopeful universalish&s in the former’s certainty that the
universalist interpretation must be corrécMoreover, some universalists hold that one
must have conscious faith in Christ in order tosheed (exclusivists such as Talbott, for
example) whereas others (inclusivists) hold thahesane can be saved through Christ

9 Some of these factors would be: God’s naturevie Bnd so His relation to His human creatures shbel
one of love; the conviction that God must have timal good of all His creatures in view; the utter
unconditionality of the salvation wrought by Chrétt. See Hart (1992), p. 15.

*0|bid., p. 16.

*% |bid., pp. 15-16.

*2\Walls (1992), pp. 13-14.

*3 Some philosophers and theologians would classifjnHick as a hopeful universalist whereas others
would classify him as a convinced universalist.
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without having heard of Christ. The important ththgt should be emphasized here is that
universalists such as Talbott, Adams and Hick mffinat God is bound to love and would
save all human creatures because He is constrhingte nature of His being. Moreover,
they affirm that there may be a temporary staterafeath (more or less like the catholic
purgatory) which involves severe punishment. Thisdkof punishment is usually
understood in restorative terms instead of retieuterms and is a punishment that the

sinners will have to go through in order to acdgptist and thus achieve salvation.
Annihilation or Conditional Immortality

Conditionalism or conditional immortality emerged ane of the attempts to find a
mediating position between the extremes of uniVisrsa and eternal punishment.
According to the basic doctrine of conditionalisBnd created human beings mortal but
also with a capacity for immortality. At the falf Adam God passed a sentence of death
on human beings, but in His mercy did not put toieffect, so that, with the coming of
Christ, immortality might once again be offered toman beingsd? Those who lived
virtuous lives but who were not Christians are gdmbe given a post-mortem opportunity
to attain eternal life by responding in faith toriSh whereas those who did not respond
are unfit to receive immortality and so are anaitad.

Annihilation and conditional immortality are diffamt concepts that are closely linked with
whether or not a person believes in the immortabtythe soul. We can discern two
variations of conditionalists: firstly, those whoghasized the biblical language of the
‘second death’ and the value of retributive punishtras an ethical sanction, argued that
annihilation occurred after the wicked had beenighed. Secondly, those of the school
who were strongly influenced by Darwinism believadannihilation at death while the
saved survived® The most notable recent philosophers who argdiaviour of conditional
immortality are Jonathan Kvanvig and Richard Swmled® This view, although
preferable to the view that the damned will sufédernal torment in hell, has three

problems: Firstly, it is accused of lacking evidena New Testament. Secondly, its

> Rowell (1974), p. 181.

> These conditionalists objected to the label ‘aitaionist’ which, they considered, classified thewith
materialist non-believers in their understandingdefith. See, Rowell (1974), p. 197. Early advocates
conditionalism denied annihilationism. They argtieak the destruction of the earthly life may besefiéd in
two different ways; there may be two ‘deaths’. Thet death occurs when a person dies and the decon
death occurs at the Second Coming of Christ at#isé Judgement. Rowell (1974), p. 197 and p. 181.

%6 Contemporary defenders of conditional immortality annihilation are Jonathan Kvanvig and Richard
Swinburne. See Kvanvig, 1993 and Richard Swinbut®®8 and Richard SwinburnBesponsibility and
Atonemen{Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989).
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eschatology creates some difficulties, particulaiy respect of the doctrine of the
intermediate state between death and the Last thefge Thirdly, it does not give an

adequate response to the moral problem of hell.
Purgatory

It is important to mention purgatory since the intediate states which Hick, Talbott and
Adams talk about, are reminiscent of traditionahofc views of purgatory. We could say

that the accounts which they offer of the afterhfeve been influenced by the doctrine of

purgatory>’

The real change in the model of the afterlife camhen Augustine, in order to establish
hell, defined various categories of sinners and aimd grouped the dead into those who go
to heaven, hell and purgatof¥Purgatory was proposed as the place where veniahsy

be expurgated’ An important characteristic of purgatory is thhe tdeliverance of the
punishment in purgatory and the exact duratiort depend not only on God’s mercy but
also on the quantity and quality of sin remainiadgé purged and the intensity of prayers
and spiritual aid offered by the livir{§ Belief in purgatory not only offers a second ctenc
to attain eternal life but is also associated whthidea of individual responsibility and free
will.®* Human beings are judged for the sins they theraselare responsible for
committing and the suffering which they will be gdied to may resemble the tortures to

which the damned are subjected in fell.

" Jacques Le Goff traced the maturation from thecéttitury of the doctrine relating to some kind ridlt
after death to the general acceptance of beliplirgatory in the late 12th century and beyond. Begue Le
Goff, The Birth of PurgatoryArthur Goldhammer trans. (London: Scholar Pr&984).

%8 Le Goff (1984), p. 133 and pp. 221-222. Le Goffssthat St Augustine is called the father of pusgat
but those who have rightly been called the foundéthe doctrine of purgatory were Greek theologiarhe
foundations of the doctrine were elaborated by @lmand Origen which drew ‘in part on certain pagan
Greek philosophical and religious traditions angant on their own original reflection on the Bitdad on
Judeo-Christian Eschatology’. Le Goff (1984), pp-—53. However, the Greek Church never developed the
notion of purgatory as such even if their idea weoé without impact on Greek Christianity. The Geee
accept that there is an intermediate state andgbpegk of penalties. Le Goff (1984), p. 286.

% The term ‘venial sins’ came to common usage in 188 century and it means ‘worthy of venia’, of
pardon. The notion, says Le Goff, carried a ‘leg@ifitual connotation’. Le Goff (1984), p. 217.

% Pain can be lessened thanks to the prayers dfyartliving people who are authorized to intereeuth
God, provided that the person lived generally adgide and had made continuous ‘effort to improlve,the
performer of good works, and by the practice otipence’. Le Goff 1984, p. 69. See also p. 76 an292.
See also D. P. Walkefhe Decline of Hell: Seventeenth-Century DiscussiminEternal TormentLondon:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964), p. 60; Bernsi€a3), p. 317.

®1 e Goff (1984), p. 5.

%2 The theologian who gave the best account of pargatas Dante. Modern catholic theology distingaish
between the fire of hell which is punitive, theefiof purgatory which is expiatory and purifying ahe fire
of judgment which is probative and takes purgatorpe ‘state’ rather than a place. See Le Goff 4)98.
13 and pp. 43-44.
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In the early 12 century, the belief of the Christian Church abiiet fate of the dead was
that after the Last Judgement human beings wifldrenanently separated into two groups,
the blessed and the damned. Those who lived goddignous lives go to heaven straight
away and those who lived entirely bad lives godiyeto hell. Jacques Le Goff states that
the system of purgatory was inspired by the jutliptacedures and legal ideas associated
with the earthly world rather than with the nexheT12" century was a century of justice
in two respects: justice, as an ideal, was on@é@fcentury’s most important values, while
at the same time judicial practice was undergoimgsitlerable changé®.| will say more

on these changes in the second chapter of thestivbgre | explain how the doctrine of

hell came under attack.

Before we continue with the presentation and theareration of the universalist accounts
of Hick, Talbott and Adams | provide, in the nekiapter, a brief historical survey of the
doctrine of hell. This will help us to identify theain difficulties of the doctrine which

gave rise to the various modern philosophical meations of it that concern me in this

thesis.

% Ibid., p. 211.
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Chapter Two: Hell—a brief history

The preaching of the doctrine of hell was commannfisich of the 19 century as was a
literal understanding of hell as a place of firalaarment. However, by the end of the
century, the doctrine of hell was a major sourcecafitention among Christians. The
pattern of the 19 century debates about eschatology was determipedtiral attacks on
the doctrine of everlasting retributive punishmes, before | begin the examination of
the arguments which the universalists put forthregahe doctrine of hell, a brief survey
of the history of Christian eschatology will be pfell in order to trace its development and
understand how it gave birth to contemporary position the doctrine of héft.

1. Judeo-Christian development

Christian eschatology emerged out of the faith wfalsm, and the writings of the New
Testament on the Last Things (heaven, hell, daadljlalgement) reflected the tradition of
Jewish eschatology. During the New Testament peribd main eschatological faith
which dominated Judaism was the hoped for futureash individual and the community.
The basis of the faith in God’s future saving atgivnot only for Israel but also for all
humans through Israel, was centred on God’s defisiving acts in the pdStThis hope
led to the gradual development of two main beliefthe Jewish world. Firstly, there was
the development of ‘a sense of the responsibilitthe individual of his own actions’, and
secondly, ‘a growing conviction that the relatioipstvhich has been established between
God and the individual believer was such that Gadils maintain it even in the face of
death’® The belief that the future of each human beinfpisded in the continuance of
the covenant between God and His human beings aneonwer, the belief that those who
have suffered and died for God would be compengatadife beyond death, enforced the
hope of a future life. To the extent that the fatlife was closely connected with the
restoration of the moral balance, it led to theedepment of belief in the future life of the

¢ Eschatology means study of the end of human histothe end of things.

®Geoffrey Rowell,Hell and the Victorians: A study of the nineteeoéimtury theological controversies
concerning eternal punishment and the future (@ford: Clarendon Press, 1974), p. 18. God hasdsa
Israel before.

% Ibid, p. 18-19.
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wicked®” Whereas, those who follow God's will would receivewards for their
faithfulness and obedience in the life to comes¢heho acted against God’s will would

receive their just deserts there as well.

At the time of Christ, in Judaism there were twondltant conceptions of the afterlife: the
resurrection of the body and the immortality of #wl®® In one conception, after death
the departed spirits reside sheol.The Jewislsheol(Hebrew word for the infernal world
or ‘the unseen world’) is a place of darkness, adskwvy place similar to the Gredlades
References tgheoloccur often in the Old Testament and it is somedindentified with a
devouring monster or again it is sometimes desdrdsea gloomy city but never as a place
of torture® Therefore, the hope for a future life consistedtia belief that God would
raise the dead fromsheol The resurrected would be able to ‘share in amnatdife
bestowed by God, in a state in which their hisedrmommunity would be maintained but
in which their being would be transformé@’On the other conception, Hellenistic Judaism
conceived the future life in terms of the immottabf the soul. According to this tradition,
once a person dies the appropriate rewards ortdefeerhis or her earthly actions take
effect immediately! Early Christianity adopted both eschatologies smthe hope for the
future life in communion with God came to be diegttowards the Second Coming of
Christ.

The division of good and evil people is evidenthia Jewish apocalyptic texts, such as the
Book of Enoch. The conception and representatiothefdestiny of the blessed and the
wicked prefigures the traditional Christian coneaptof hell, nevertheless it does not
entail it. For example, in the first part of thed&oof Enoch, we read that Enoch wafted
away to ‘a place (a house) whose inhabitants &eediblazing fire’. He sees ‘a deep pit
near the heavenly columns of fire’ and ‘descendiolgmns of fire, columns whose height
and depth were immensurable’. He posits that ‘alfjpdgment will come, after which
some will be annihilated and others held to suffiethe bottom of another valley of fire
before the eyes of the righteous forever'. AgainPsalm 14, verses 10-13 we see the

future manifestation of God'’s justice with sevetmighment for the wicked: ‘Let burning

7 |bid, p. 19.

% |bid, p. 19.

% Jacques Le Goff says that the idea of the devgumianster has been taken from the Egyptians. Mereov
the idea of shedls a gloomy/dark city was an idea which prefigibaste. See Jacques Le Gdffe Birth
of Purgatory Arthur Goldhammer, trans. (London: Scholar Pr&884), p. 26.

O Rowell (1974), p. 20.

" Ibid, p. 20.
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coals fall upon [the wicked]! Let them be cast ipits, no more to rise”> The Christian
scriptures use many of the Jewish prophetic thestes they discuss the afterlife, and the
early Christian fathers claimed that the fate ef tinrighteous or very evil people would be
immediate, unending, physicahdretributive This is what has been called the traditional
Christian view of hell’®

The traditional view of hell was elaborated by S$ig@istine of Hippo in hig&nchiridion on
Faith, Hope and LoveandTheCity of God and by St Thomas Aquinas who was heavily
influenced by Augustine’s writing$. Four elements of Augustine’s system are worth
noting. Firstly, he takes the term ‘fire’ which msentioned in the scriptures to denote a
material fire which burns the bodies of the damnéttiout destroying then®. Secondly,

he argues that eternal damnation is likewise afe exhich cuts humans off from that
future city of God. Since the good—God—from whible tvicked are excluded is eternal,
so the punishment is eterr@lAugustine rejects the possibility of repentance obr
alternative advance and regression over the agesoPthe reason is that it would be an
insult to the blesset.Moreover, unlike in purgatory, in hell mitigation$ pain cannot be
obtained through the suffrages of the living. ThirdAugustine holds that the damned in
hell will be miserable and their bodies will catsem intense pain. He holds that the death
to which Adam subjected all human beings is a tWbéme. The first death separates the
body from the soul and happens when the individiies. The second death occurs with
the Resurrection and Last Judgement, after whiclhmeds fate can change. Both deaths
share one common aspect of suffering: ‘in both ltedhe soul suffers from its body

2 Alan E. BernsteinThe Formation of Hell: Death and Retribution in tAecient and Early Christian
Worlds(UCL Press, 1993), p. 170.

3 There were other approaches and doctrines. Acupridi one theory, the individual soul remained in a
state of prolonged animation, ‘slept’, until thestdudgement when the resurrection took place taneas
reunited with its body. The alternative theory izt ‘the soul remained conscious in the interntedstate’,
during which it was considered to experience aeffaste of its future destiny’. See Rowell (19742D.

™ See, St AugustinéThe Enchiridion on Faith, Hope and LovEhomas Hibbs, ed. (Regnery Publishing,
1961), St Augustine,The City of GodDemetrius B. Zema and Gerald G. Walsh, trggashington D.C.:
Catholic University of America Press, 1950). AnGnPegis, ed Basic writings of Saint Thomasquinas,
vol. 1 and vol. ANew York: Random House, c1945). A. M Fairweathek, and trans.Nature andgrace:
selections from the Summa Theologica of ThomasnAg(liondon;: SCM Press, 1954). Reginald Garrigou-
Lagrange Beatitude: a commentary on St. Thomas' Theolo@cmhma, la llae, qq.1-54.ondon : Herder,
1955).

> Fire signifies salvation through purification. Ausiine argued that there are two kinds of fire, an
everlasting fire in which the dammed burn foreved @ purgatorial fire. The hellish fire is oppodedhe
purgatorial fire which is extremely painful but redernal and it acts not at the time of the Ladgément but
between the time of death and the time of resumecFor detailed discussion on Augustine’s viewfios,
see Le Goff, 1984.

® Bernstein (1993), p. 319.

" D. P. Walker,The Decline of Hell: Seventeenth-Century Discussioh Eternal Tormen{London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964), p. 29.
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against its will'’® Finally, Augustine holds that after the Last Judgat there will only be
two groups the damned and the blessed. One olu#tiigations he gives to support his
claim is that part of the happiness of the blessdtl be enhanced by knowing the
condition of the damned. He argues that the bless@dnever be entirely free of euvil
because they would lose sight of the liberatiormfravhich they benefit. Only through
some knowledge of evil can the blessed appropyidteink God. However, this does not
suggest that the blessed will experience evil diypmtellectually ‘neither their own past
misery, not even the eternal misery of the damniidbe concealed from thenf® The
blessed can fully appreciate God’s actions firstly,knowing their own past pains and

sufferings and secondly, by knowing the conditibthe damned.

Aquinas argues along similar lines in favour oftbtite punishment for damnation and the
punishment of the senses. The harshness of punigluoes not from the quantity of sin
punished but from the situation of the person b@umgished. The sinners are punished for
sins which they have committed during their earthhes®® Aquinas explains that the
damned continue to commit evil acts by way of bespy but these acts are ‘due to the
obstinate perversity of their will which is part tifeir punishment and do not therefore

constitute demerif!

Final stages in the evolution of the accepted detgy of Western Christendom

established that after death human souls immegiatetiergo the particular judgement
they deserve and are assigned to heaven, hellrgagouy and remain there experiencing
pain or happiness until Christ's Second Comingth%& Second Coming, the resurrection
of the bodies would take place and humans woulddsggned either to heaven to enjoy
eternal happiness with God or to hell to sufferigiment which consisted both in the

deprivation of God and in positive tormént.

"8 Bernstein (1993), p. 317. Augustine holds thatnehs the first death forces an individual from bloely
against his will, the second holds him in the badginst his will.

bid., p. 331.

80 Walker (1964), p. 24. Walker calls this the mataitic view of hell.

81 See St AquinaSumma Theologia®art IIl, Q. 97, Art. 1 andumma Contra GentileRart IV, ch. 95.

8 Rowell (1974), p. 23.
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2. The strengths of the doctrine of hell

The doctrine of hell remained unchallenged for meenyturies and it was not until the™.9
century that it began to lose its hold. There angr imain theological and philosophical

reasons why the doctrine remained unchallengesddong®®

Firstly, the scriptural authority of the doctrinelell was extremely strong. There are two
crucial texts affirming, firstly, the eternity ol (in Matthew) and secondly, the lake of
fire and brimstone (in Revelatiofi).The fact that the doctrine was supported in thes Ne
Testament, where it was put into the mouth of Ghpsevented those who had doubts
about it from explicitly denying or modifying it.nHE New Testament writings present hell

as a place of unending suffering, ‘fire and brimstpand separation from Gdt:

Mathew 8:12

[W]hile the sons of the kingdom shall be throwroitihe outer darkness;
there men will weep and gnash their teeth.

Matthew 25:41

Then he will say to those at his left hand, ‘Degestn me, you cursed,
into eternal fire, prepared for the devil and mgeis...".

Matthew 25:46

And they will go away into eternal punishment, bl righteous into
eternal life.

Revelation 14:9-11

If any one worships the beast and its image, aodives a mark on his
forehead or in his hand, he also shall drink theewaf God’s wrath ...and
he shall be tormented with fire and brimstone m pinesence of the holy

8 | would like to say here that the reasons are Ipaiteological. People accepted the doctrine arig\ml

in it mainly because it was strongly supported lwy $criptures. We can say, however, that someeasieth
reasons are philosophical as well. We will see tiatconcepts of ‘deterrence’ and ‘fairness’ plagedle in
supporting the doctrine of hell.

8 with regard to the former it can be argued that‘@verlasting fire’ and ‘everlasting punishmeniti shot
necessarily mean that the torments of the damnaddwae eternal, since the Greek warichviog is often
used elsewhere not to mean infinite period of tirkewever, some have argued that this interpretasiomot
probable since Christ draws a parallel betweematdsliss awaiting the blessed and the eternitynisery
and pain awaiting the damned. ‘It can only standoiheone denies eternal life to the saved’. Se&kéWal
(1964), pp. 19-20.

% All quotations from the scripture throughout theedis are given fronThe New Testament in Four
Versions King James, Revised Standard, Phillips ModernliEmgNew English Bible (London and New
York: Collins’ Clear-Type Press, 1967) unless ottise stated. Also see Luke 3:9 and Revelation 12:9

25



angels and in the presence of the Lamb. And the&kembtheir torment
goes up for ever and ever; and they have no rest,od night, these
worshipers of the beast and its image, and whosaegeives the mark of
its name.

Revelation 20:12-15

[A]nd the dead were judged by what was writtenhia books, by what

they have done. And the sea gave up the deadDwedth and Hades gave
up the dead in them; and all were judged by whey tieve done. Then
Death and Hades were thrown into the lake of fifeis is the second

death, the lake of fire; and if any one’s hame watsfound written in the

book of life, he was thrown into the lake of fire.

Secondly, the doctrine of hell worked as a deterirethe earthly life. The idea was that
without a doctrine of hell people would behave withany moral constraints whatsoever
and society would collapse into chaos and anarthg.threat of eternal punishment was
‘the implicit sanction of both social morality anuissions to the heatheff The view that
there is a complete moral freezing at death andesther the damned nor the saved can
acquire merit or demerit would serve as a deteffert traditional justification for
preaching a doctrine of hell is that in holding oh&man beings the threat of hell God

must have had a moral purpose for them in the lgdifi.

Thirdly, the doctrine of hell is closely connectedth other doctrines of Christianity,
especially the doctrine of atonement. By removing tloctrine of hell, inevitably other
doctrines in the Christian tradition would have hadbe modified or rejected. The
doctrines and ideas of Redemption, the Fall, retivle justice and expiation by suffering
rest on the moral assumption that the bad consegaesf an action can be compensated
for by the suffering of the wrongdoer. Anyone whould attack the doctrine of hell could
justifiably be accused of also attacking other imgat Christian doctrines and ides.

8 Rowell (1974), p. 1.

87 The moral freezing at death came from the parableazarus and Dives. One of the main problems that
the parable faces is the question of translatitve duthorized version of the New Testament traes|tiat
Greek wordhadesas hell whereas the emphasis changes if it isratata that both Dives and Lazarus go to
Hades and remain there until the Second Coming lofsC Wheeler says that the wohell is used to
translate three different words in the New Testamiinstly, the Greek version dfartaruswhich refers to

an intermediate state previous to the Last Judgerserondly, the wortiadeswhich is equivalent to the
Hebrewsheolas a place both for the bad and the good, andwhkfers to an intermediate state of the souls
previous to judgement. Thirdly, the wogghennawhich refers to the common sewer of the city wehibe
bodies of the worst criminals were dumped, and tdiame to mean temporary punishment beyond the
grave. See Michael Wheeldfleaven, Hell and the Victorian&ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1990), pp. 194-195.

8 Walker (1964), p. 27.
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Finally, there was strong support for the view tpatt of the happiness of the blessed in
heaven consists in knowing that the damned areetated. This view had the support of
both St Augustine and St Thomas Aquinas. It is edginat the torments of the damned in
hell give the blessed joy because they manifests5adtice and hatred of sin and these

torments provide ‘a contrast which heightens theiareness of their own blis¥.

3. The eschatology of the 19" century

The doctrine of hell was not openly questioned luhe 17" century. Those who had
doubts about hell were cautious about publishimgy tthoughts on the doctrine because by
doing so they would challenge the moral princippeswhich society was founded and
thereby risk its collapse if their doubts becamdespread. In the f'7century, a growing
minority began to question the justice of eternaliphment in hell, but it was not until the
19" century that the doctrine is seriously challengiicthis time significant changes in the
Christian understanding of eschatology took pficehe idea that hell and heaven were
fixed states and the vast majority of humankindasmed to go to hell was incompatible
with a just and all-loving God and the doctrine wasallenged on ethical grounds.
Whereas hell was traditionally explained as an esgon of God'’s justice, it came to be

seen more as an injustice.

In the 19" century the doctrine of hell was becoming less lasd favoured on account of
the dominant philosophical concern with the valdeghe individual, the expectation of
progress, as well as developments in the realmenéliptheory or practicé.Much of the

opposition to the doctrine of hell was focused lba supposed duration, quality, finality

and purpose of the punishment.

The doctrine of hell was framed in terms of a lettive theory of punishment. The wicked
in hell receive their just deserts, with no podgipiof reformation. Hell as a future

possibility used to guarantee virtuous living iretipresent earthly life according to
Christian dogma. The doctrine was attacked on tbargl that after the Last Judgement,

hell could no longer be said to serve any deterpempose, since human beings would

8 |bid., p. 29. Walker calls this the ‘abominablady’.

% Walker points out that probably the reprinting k®of Origin in the late %and early 18 centuries on
restoration was one of the contributory factorshia criticism of the doctrine of hell. See Walk&B§4), p.
13.

I Nigel M. de S. Camerotyniversalism and the Doctrine of HéPaternoster Press, 1992), p. 100.
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already have been judged and assigned to heavéellorMoreover, the idea that the
purpose of retributive punishment in hell was teegpleasure to the blessed in heaven
through their knowledge that sinners suffer forintleil acts was becoming ‘distasteful
and hence obsolescerf.ln an age when people’s understanding of punishrmes
influenced by the deterrent and reformative theooé punishment of Jeremy Bentham
(1748-1832), the doctrine of post-mortem punishnveg challenged. On the one hand,
the insistence of the need of altering the intgnaitd duration of punishment became
pressing, and, on the other hand, Bentham’s piictpat the punishment should
correspond exactly in kind to the crime committed ghe traditional doctrine of hell under
intense pressuré. Thus, penal theories and practices that becamelgom the 18
century were in tension with the traditional Chastview of hell and the view of God’s

nature that supported it.

There were two main reasons given to support tharide of hell in light of these
criticisms. The first was to claim that eternal ginment in hell was a just retribution for
the enormity of the offence. The main idea was #idhuman sin is infinite in seriousness
because it is an offence against an Infinite Beiitgherefore merits infinite punishmetit.
However, this reply created an even more difficgituation for the defenders of the
doctrine, one that is still an issue even now. dswargued that not even the worst villains
have done an infinite amount of wrong in their lelgriives and so cannot deserve an

infinite punishmen®® There are two main arguments for this view.

Firstly, opponents of the doctrine of hell clainathf all sins deserve and receive infinite
punishment, it is impossible to assert gradatiopwfishments in proportion to the gravity
of evil acts. The defender of the doctrine of Imgleéds to show that eternal punishment is a
just punishment for the wicked; that is, the pumisht is proportionate to the wickedness
of their actsSecondly, if every sin deserves infinite punishmanntensity and duration,

then it is obvious that it is impossible for eaal ® be properly punished, since any one

92 Walker (1964), p. 43.

% Rowell (1974), p. 14.

 Augustine and Anselm support this kind of argumémselm thinks that it is ‘not fitting for God tlow
anything in his kingdom to slip unregulated’ andrsx to receive punishment. Without punishment,-non
sinners and sinners will be in the same positichiamwould seem that human sin is subject to na &ince
only God is subject to no law that would make Gesemble sinfulness. It will be a sign of failure®ad’s
side if he does not adhere to the principles digason which he built all creation and condemn shmers.
See Anselm of Canterbur§t Anselm: The Major Work8rian Davies and Gillian Rosemary Evans, eds.
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), p. 284.

% Recent philosophers have dealt with this probleahsas Jonathan Kvanvig in his bobke Problem of
Hell (Oxford University Press, 1993) and Marilyn McCokdams in her ‘Hell and the God of Justice’,
Religious Studie&l, no. 4 (Dec., 1974), pp. 433-447.
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sin of a wicked person ‘will fill his eternal lif@ith intense suffering and leave no room for

any more punishment for his other siffs’.

The second main reason given in support of therisecdf hell was the so-called ‘morally
dynamic’ view of hell according to which the damnedntinue sinning in hell and
therefore they continue to be justly punished. hiehin his Theodicyinitially supported
this view?’ Leibniz’s approach, however, was widely perceited have two main
disadvantages. Firstly, his approach diminishedntioeal weight of the earthly life as a
unique period of trial and, secondly, it openeddber to universal salvatiofi.The ability

to perform evil acts presupposes some free will iitdle damned have the freedom to
continue acting in evil ways this permits them @pent and be saved. It could be argued
that conditions in hell would encourage the wickedepent, and God would have to save

those who truly repent.

A further weakness of the doctrine was the fact thaeemed to entail that a very high
proportion of human beings will be damned in h€hristians became increasingly aware
of the huge number of people who would be consigodtkll, especially if an exclusivist
Christian theology was to be maintained, and soawe fattempted to defend this claim.
One of the better known responses in the currembgaphical debate is that of William
Lane Craig who argues that God, in order to brimgnany people as He can to salvation,
had to pay the price of seeing the vast majoritthem lost. The damned suffer from what
he callstransworld damnatiofi® However, as we will see in later sections, uniatsss

will argue that God’s love by definition would noérmit any human being to be lost.

Among the moderns, the most popular arguments fiendeng the doctrine of hell appeal

to human freedom. Since the™entury one notices systematic efforts to disohadgd

from the responsibility of punishment, and it haet argued that God does not condemn
the wicked in hell but they condemn themseft’8 he appeal to freedom has been a main
response to the problem of evil for as long asskee has been addressed, and it has been
the main reply to the charge of the moral indefeifiss of the doctrine of hell. The nature

of human freedom and its importance for answeitggptroblem of evil and, consequently,

% Walker (1964), p. 43.

" Q. W. Leibniz, Theodicy: Essays on the Goodness of God, the FreedddMan, and the Origin of Evil
(London Routledge and Kegan Paul Itd, 1951).

% Walker (1964), p. 25.

% For more see, William L. Craig, ‘No Other NameMiddle Knowledge Perspective on the Exclusivity of
Salvation through ChristFaith and Philosophy (1989), pp. 172-188.

1% 5ome of the most notable proponents of this viemG S. Lewis, Eleonore Stump and Jerry Walls.
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the problem of hell have received a considerableusnh of attention and detailed
explanation in analytic philosophy in the past f@@cades. However, the most influential
work in this regard came from Alvin Plantinga’s &er Will Defence™® Given the fact
that this argument has been widely discussed, ahetaaled presentation of the debate is
beyond the scope of this thesis, | will provide reeosummary of it here. The kind of
freedom that Plantinga suggests that human beiaggs lhas not only been used in arguing
in favour of a doctrine of hell but also it has baeed by many universalists to argue

against a doctrine of hell.

One of the most important aspects of Plantingagsiment is that he assumes a libertarian
view of freedom: that is, freedom which is not catilple with determinism. According to
libertarianism, if a person P was free with respea given action A, he/she has the power
to choose to do A or refrain from* A choice is truly free in the libertarian sensé it

not determined by preceding conditions or causekianwhich it is finally up to each
individual how he/she chooses on the matter. Lavem freedom is important not only for
morally significant choices but also for genuinespaal relationship. Those who affirm
this sort of freedom argue that without it humaasrot engage in real acts of love, trust,
loyalty and so on. God, according to Plantingay&ala world containing creatures that are
significantly free in this way. If God decides teeate a world in which human beings can
exercise their libertarian freedom then he mayhaste the option of creating a world free
of evil. If human beings are significantly freerggard to morally significant actions, then
it is possible that they will go wrong with respeot at least some of these actions.
Therefore, even if God is omnipotent He may notabée to create a world which has
creatures who have this kind of freedom but does comtain evil. Returning to the
doctrine of hell, Plantinga argues that those wia @p in hell are those who suffer from
what he calldransworld depravity If a human being suffers frotmnansworld depravity
then it was not within God’s power to create a @wa@ulch that this person has libertarian
freedom and always does the right thing. Therefdreyas not within God’s power to
create a world in which this person is significgritee but does no wrong. Those who end
up in hell suffer fromransworld depravity

Having briefly presented the historical backgrowidhe doctrine of hell and outlined its

development and the problems which it encountarewl turn to a very brief history of the

101 See Alvin PlantingaGod, Freedom and EvilLondon: George Allen and Unwin Ltd, 1974a); Alvin
Plantinga, ‘God, Possible Worlds and the ProblergwF, in Philosophy as it isTed Honderich and Myles
Burnyeat, eds. (Penguin Books, 1979).

192 plantinga (1974), p. 29.

30



origins of universalism. In the following sectidngive a brief survey of the development
of universalism and the main concepts which itstemporary proponents employ to
defend their accounts. This will make clearer onatvgrounds universalism has been

challenged by some and defended by others.

4. Rejecting the doctrine of hell in favour of universal salvation

We now take a brief look at the very early histofythe denial of the doctrine of hell. As
the doctrine came increasingly under attack, maceraore people began to question the
validity of the image of hell preached in the Bibliewas argued that there were passages
in the New Testament which favour the doctrine wilversal salvation; and so these were
quoted against those which appeared to suggesiabterment:®® Although universalism
gained ground in the late #@entury and during the 2@entury, it is not a new position. |
will focus in particular on the work of one indivdl who, according to many, is the father
of universalism in Christian thought. This parteufigure laid the foundations on which

contemporary versions of universalism are built.

4.1 Origen and restoration

In the early & century, Origen was the first to develop the therheniversal salvation in
his De Principiis'®* He defended the belief that all creation wouldngwally be restored
to God. Influenced by the teachings and ideas atolPthe Orphics and the Pythagoreans,
that the end should resemble the beginning, Orgggued that all human souls would need
to return to their original state before their f&lrigen holds that the human soul gradually
improves after death and, no matter how sinful ayrhave been during its earthly life,
‘eventually makes sufficient progress to be allowedeturn to the eternal contemplation
of God’, which Origen callecpokatastasir restoratiort’® One of the most important

aspects of Origen’s system is that it offers Clamsty a philosophy of punishment

103 5ee, for example, the Apocalypse of Paul; Roman8 | Corinthians XV, 22 and 28.

194 See OrigenQn first principles G.W. Butterworth, edGloucester, Mass.: Peter Smith, 1973).

195 | e Goff (1984), p. 55. Some have argued that thetrihe of apokatastasis understood as universal
salvation including the devil and the limited na&waf hell, is not clearly and consistently taugpiGrigen as

his only view of eschatology. Origen insisted im&oof his writings that the devil and his angels subject

to eternal punishment perhaps even annihilatioa.Gameron (1992), p. 42, p. 49 and p. 39.
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different from the one found in the tradition oktiNew Testament. Origen’s theory of
punishment is ‘reflexive without being retributiyés ‘corrective’.*°® Origen argues that

chastisement inflicted is not punishment but rativerans of education’ and salvation, it is
part of the process of purification. From this, g@n deduced the idea that ‘to punish’ is
synonymous with ‘to educate’ and that any chastes#rby God contributes to a person’s

salvation'®’ On this basis, Origen denied eternal damnation.

Origen’s eschatology is based on two principlessthy, the justice and goodness of an
omnipotent Creator and secondly, ‘the absolute Wikof every rational being*®® He
argues the humans are made in the image of Godhbutkeness of God is granted to
them only by their own efforts to imitate G&Y. Each human soul will return to its
original state through a ‘pedagogical process ofifipation’.*'® Using the Christian
principle that God’s actions are always good and pbwer is always and everywhere
effective, he argues that it is also effective @fl.l'Suffering can never be undeserved or be
contrary to the goodness and efficacy of God. Tihpanishment after death accords with
God'’s actions and His power, and if God gave freedo all rational creatures, then the
suffering which sinners will undergo ‘must contributo the final goal, which is the
restoration of the end to conformity with the bewimy’.*** In this view the degeneration of
the soul through neglect is a choice and simultasigoa punishment. In due course this
punishment—since it is inflicted by God and His gowever ceases to be effective—will
correct the fallen soul, and it will freely moveoiin neglect to reconciliation with God.
Once sinners have been corrected through punishntimemé would be no further need to
punish them. Accordingly, all human beings who jpmaished are cured and restored to

divine favour.

This process of pedagogical purification will, aatiog to Origen, happen over the course
of a limitless period of time and the changes Wdlrealized at different times in different
people'? For Origen punishment may be horribly painful hbe more severe the

punishment is, the more certain the salvatidriThe freedom which Origen ascribes to

rational creatures to choose to turn away from Guodto turn to God, ascribes

1% Bernstein (1993), p. 310.

1971 e Goff (1984), pp. 52-53.

1% Walker (1964), p. 12. The expression ‘rationabtuees’ includes the human soul which Origen places
an intermediate position between holy and wickedgys. See Bernstein (1993), p. 309.

199 cameron (1992), p. 53. By appealing to the frele afirational human beings, Origen attempts to/gol
the problem of the existence of evil and upholdjtistice and goodness of God.

101hid., p. 29.

1 Bernstein (1993), p. 312.

12 1hid., pp. 307-313.

13| e Goff (1984), p. 55.
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responsibility to each individual soul for its oete. Each human being plays a crucial
role in its own punishment. God punishes to chas@nto destroy, so punishment then
must heal; it must correct. Spiritual progress thames from increased punishment
eventually leads to a greater perfection and tmrason’'* The sinner will be gradually
educated by means of his own free wAlhokatastasisvill come through penitence.

Origen’s doctrine was officially condemned as hegttby the Council of Constantinople
in 5431 It was briefly revived in the®century by Scotus Erigena but it was not, as |
have said above, until the mid®™@entury that we can find explicit attacks on théaadox
doctrine of hell and conversely defences of théeebal universal salvation.

4.2 Contemporary universalist positions

Origen’s view on human free will and punishmentesedial, as well as his wish to keep
God clear of injustice and cruelty, find their madexpression in the universalism of John
Hick, Thomas Talbott and Marilyn McCord Adams adlwas a number of other thinkers.

So, the debate on the doctrine of hell and its lprab shifted from being a debate about
the nature of God's justice and the purpose oftraive punishment to become a debate

on the nature of human freedom and God’s omnipdoset

Recent universalists, including Hick, Talbott andafns, suppose that the wicked suffer
torments for a period of time instead of being saimmediately after deat® The
duration of punishment and suffering depends ot @adividual and often it is implied
that it will be for several thousand years. As veeénseen, it is common for universalists
to understand God'’s justice as restorative justice His punishments as correctivé.

114 Bernstein (1993), p. 310.

15 The first condemnation of Origen’s doctrine ofwersal salvation was by a Council held in Alexaadni
400 and the official condemnation was by the CduotiConstantinople in 543. The peculiar notionttha
made a heretic of Origen was that there is no sisneessentially incorrigible that he cannot ultieha
purified and allowed to enter into Paradise. Theiri@il of Constantinople was probably, says Walkiee,
author of fifteen anathemata, in which Origen’s tBestion of All Things is condemned. These official
condemnations settled the question for the Catholiour period. See Walker (1964), p. 21.

118 For a short historical survey on universalism &ehard J. Bauckham, ‘Universalism: a historical
survey’, Themelios}, no. 2 (Sept., 1978), pp. 47-54.

7 |n defence of this interpretation they hold tHaBod is love and loves all His human creatures tHes
actions are loving and this includes sending petipleell for a time. Walls, Lewis and Stump arghatthell

is a manifestation of God’s love. Lewis and Waligue that the doors of hell are closed from insitiee
damned would be saved if they wished but ‘theysarenuch in hatred of God that they are never (yajel
would choose to accept God’. See Robin A. Parry@nhdstopher H. Partridge, edslpiversal Salvation?
The Current DebatéPaternoster Press, 2003), p. xxviii.
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Universalist positions differ with regard to whaey say about the effects of the torment
and its nature (which may be both physical and algnfome hold that the torments in
temporary hell will be at least severe as beingbalive!*® By holding that punishment is
corrective rather than retributive in nature, thegid the challenge as to why any finite sin
requires eternal punishment. What is important abhdhe same time, curious is that most
universalists affirm a libertarian view of freedoirthe universalist’s claim that God will
save everyone without compromising their freedovegirise to one of the major problems
which universalism faces. Namely, that a clear cament to a libertarian view of
freedom demands that the possibility that not alll e saved is left open. | will explain

this point in the following chapters.

Universalism raises questions about the natureuofiadm freedom and God’s love and
sovereignty. Is God able to achieve his purposes@ssod love everyone? Can humans
freely resist God’s love forevet? It is because of the difficulty these questiorisador
universalism that many philosophers reje¢titin the following chapters, | argue that the
universalism of Hick, Talbott and Adams runs agbuwmn these questions. To these

accounts | now turn.

18 \walker (1964), p. 68.

119 Among the most serious objections to universalisenthat it is accused of trivialising or minimigithe
seriousness of sin, of denigrating the doctringusfification in faith, of impugning the righteowsss or
justice of God, of undermining Christian moralityf, denying final judgement and the reality of hafid
lacking foundation on Christian teachif@ge Cameron (1992), pp. 22—-27. Universalists goiatfinal unity

of love, which is the ultimate expression of God&ure and purposes for His human creatures. As, siic
can never be removed from the Christian hope. Nlesterss, Christians cannot refrain from takingaesiy

the consequences of evil actions because the destof atonement and redemption are essentialeto th
Christian faith.

120 Among the most notable ones are Jonathan KvarigS. Lewis, Eleonore Stump, Jerry Walls and
Richard Swinburne. See, Jonathan Kvanvige Problem of Hel(Oxford University Press, 1993) and
‘Heaven and Hell’, Chap. 71 iA Companion to Philosophy of ReligigRhilip L. Quinn and Charles
Taliaferro, eds., Oxford: Blackwell, 1997). C. Sewlis, The Great Divorce(London: HarperCollins
Publishers, 1946) an@ihe Problem of Pair{lLondon: HarperCollins Publishers, 2002). Eleon8tamp,
‘Dante’s Hell, Aquinas’s Moral Theory and the Lowé God’, Canadian Journal of Philosophi6, no. 2
(June, 1986), pp. 181-198; ‘Being and GoodnessapCH inBeing and Goodned$Scott MacDonald, ed.,
Cornell University Press, 1991); ‘Love, by All Aamats’, Proceedings and Addresses of the American
Philosophical Associatior80, no. 2 (Nov., 2006), pp. 25-43. Richard SwinleurResponsibility and
Atonemen{Oxford: Clarendon Press, 198®xovidence and the Problem of E{®xford: Clarendon Press,
1998).
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Chapter Three: John Hick’s Universalism

Introduction

John Hick rejects the doctrine of hell in favourusfiversalism®* He holds that God is a
loving God, a ‘God of love’, and His ultimate pugsofor humanity is to save it. God’s
relation to all created things is such that Hebie @o fulfil His purpose. It is morally and
practically certain that in unlimited time God wdltaw all human creatures to Himself and
thus will achieve universal salvatidff. Hick defends his universalist view by appealing to
a theodicy which is eschatological in character €harthly suffering and pain can only be
justified if God is going to bring to a good endegy individual personal life. Hick holds
this to be true, whether the good end is achienddis life or a future one and, because he
considers human life in an eschatological contexery human being will eventually
achieve full consciousness of God and thus salvaifiberefore, there can be no hell as a
place of unending punishment and thus a doctrinengnding punishment should be
rejected.

There are two central themes in Hick’s theodicy:S$oul-making’ is the purpose of God
in making finite, immature persons endowed with egrde of genuine freedom and
independence over and against God and who arefdhereapable of entering into
personal relationship with Him and who are fashebtieough their own free insights and
responses into ‘children of GotfAnd (ii) salvation occurs when there is real
transformation of the human beiff§.Humanity’s salvation depends upon its positive and
voluntary response to God. God’s all-loving purpasenot be fulfilled without the
voluntary co-operation of human creatut&sHick holds that it is evident that this
transformation does not occur for each individumthie earthly life. God’s purpose will

never be fulfilled if evil still occurs so the readtion of God’s purpose will take place in

2L |n the introduction of the thesis, we see thatkHg classified as a Christian universalist in aily
writings but he was classified as a pluralist uréadist on account of his later writings. It isfabifilt to
isolate his exact point in one work but for thegmse of this thesis, the main writings | look iar@Evil and
the God of LovdgPalgrave Macmillan and Co Ltd., 1966a) dbeéath and Eternal Lif¢William Collins
Sons, 1976jn which his views about the afterlife and speéilig hell and universalism are evident.

122 3ohn Hick, ‘The Problem of Evil in the First ancsdt Things’,Journal of Theological StudieXIX
(1968b), pp. 600. http://jts.oxfordjournals.org/.

123 See Hick (1966a), p. 293, p. 313 and p. 317. &eelouglas R. GeivetEvil and the Evidence for God:
the Challenge of John Hick's Theodi®hiladelphia: Temple University Press, 199384¢and p. 160.

124 For Hick the idea of salvation is something whicinsforms people rather than which saves theissou
125 Hick (1976), p. 243.
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an afterlife if it is ever to be realized. He irduxes the notion of intermediate state or
states beyond death which provide possibilitiesedbrm and continuing transformation
for all those who have not yet attained GtiHick holds that if there is continued life
after death, and if God will never cease workindpiimging his human creatures into His
glory, it follows that God will eventually succeedHis purpose of winning all humans to

Himself in faith and love without having to ovemitlis human creatures’ freedom.

In this chapter, | argue that Hick’s account failsconvince us that all will be saved in the
end by focusing on his claim that God will achiaugversal salvation through the free
response of His human creatures. The chapter hapaws. In the first, | explain Hick’'s
main concepts of ‘soul-making’, human freedom, ségmic distance’ and his view of a
series of progressive lives after death. The exgtian of these concepts will assist us in
unfolding Hick’s theodicy and understanding its orance in rejecting the doctrine of
hell. This prepares the ground for the second pérthe chapter where | give four
arguments to defend my claim that Hick’'s univessaliis not defended adequately. My
conclusion is that Hick’'s arguments in favour ofwemsalism do not convince us that God
can guarantee the salvation of all human being$aara result he gives us no good reason
to accept his universalist thesis.

126 Hick holds that the perfecting of each individeaimes partly through suffering in the earthly lifhe
sanctifying process begins on earth and continoesrds its completion in future lives to come itufe
intermediate states which are similar to the stgteeh the Catholic doctrine of purgatory preachasthe
earthly life, human sanctification is still radigalncomplete. If salvation in its fullness involvehe actual
transformation of human character, according tkHids an observable fact that, even if this §fanmation
can take place in this world, it does not usually.
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Part |

1. Human freedom and soul-making

Hick holds that God has made human beings in suefayathat their nature necessarily
gravitates towards God. There is an int&os (ultimate goal) in human nature, a quest of
human beings’ whole being for their own proper gamad the basis for a human being’s
own ultimate good is a relationship with GBdHuman perfection or full humanization is
the telosto which human existence is directé@iHick’s theodicy requires that there will
be a final resolution to life, an enjoyment of agoon infinite good which will be seen by

human beings as justifying any finite sufferifg.

According to Hick, the divine purpose for humariiythat of ‘soul-making**° The goal of
‘soul-making’ requires God to make finite persortsovhave ‘a degree of genuine freedom
and autonomy in relation to God’ and who are theeefcapable of freely entering into
personal relationship with God in trust and I0VeFreedom of choice is expressed in
actions which influence the course of events inwloeld. However, it is not enough to
have the choice of freedom but it is important thatchoices which a person makes result
in significant changes in the environment he liveghis second feature of human freedom
is, according to Hick, human autonomy. God’s intamtis to lead human beings ‘from
humanBios, or the biological life of man, to that quality dbe or the personal life of
eternal worth, which we see in Chri$t.God'’s purpose is to create persons and in order to
achieve this He did not bring human beings intostexice as perfect beings, but as
imperfect and immature creatures that are onlyhat heginning of a long process of
development which will culminate in them becomirtge tperfect beings whom God

27 Hick (1976), p. 251.

128 |hid., p. 407.

129 Hick’s theodicy attempts to give a justificatioftbe evil in the world. This chapter does not fean the
problem of evil so | will not comment on it any ther. We will see later on, that evil is requiredthe
process of ‘soul-making’. The quality of human saiich God seeks to create could not be achievad ap
from the existence of evil. All evil will be justifd if what we find in the process of ‘soul-making’an
infinite good. It is clear that Hick rejects the gustinian approach on evil and hell. See Hick (E96p6. 377.
John Hick, ‘An Irenaean Theodicy’, Bncountering Evil: Live Options in Theodi¢$tephen T. Davis ed.,
London: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), pp550—

130 Hick (1966a)p. 295.

131 We will see later in this section that genuine honfreedom requires a degree of genuine autonamy. |
order for humans to have significant autonomy aret against God they have to be placed in an &pist
distance’ from God.

132 Hick (19664a), p. 293.
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intended to creat€® The process of ‘soul-making’ is not an infiniteogiobut the end of it
yields an infinite good which is the perfection amtlless joy of all finite personal it&’

This is what Hick calls salvation.

Two key features of Hick’s theodicy are his biolmaji conception of a two-stage human
creation and the concept of ‘epistemic distanceictviienders the use of human freedom
possible. According to Hick’s ‘soul-making’ theogjcdhe human developmental process
involves two stageS® The first stage is the evolutionary emergence@ho sapiengrom

the forms of organic life and as a result in aestd@tmoral imperfection. The second stage
is the gradual moral perfection and spiritualizatad human beings as ‘children of God’

through personal travail in a hostile environment.

The first stage in which humans are created throaghevolutionary process into
intelligent, social animals is, according to Hitke way God establishes the conditions
necessary for the realization of His divine purpd$iek holds that whereas the first stage
was easy for divine omnipotence, the second stdigineo creative process cannot be
performed directly by an omnipotent God ‘for perablife is essentially free and self-
directing’}*® Hick sees two aspects of the human self: as amardoas a person. As an
empirical ego, the self is formed by living withits historico-cultural settin®’ It is an
enclosed entity, self-centred and finite in natuvbich protects itself and its autonomy by
making cognitive choices in its awareness of theirenment**® As the individual self
becomes more perfect it becomes more and moresarpand less and less an ego. Hick
suggests that whereas the self as an empiricaf@ges boundaries limiting thus a true
personal life, the self as a person looks outwardafrelationship with other persons. Only

by becoming perfected does an individual becomesragoerson and less an ego and thus

133 bid., p. 292. See also Geivett (1993), p. 15Zkidi view that God’s purpose is to create persens i
different to the Augustinian view that God’s purpas to allow human beings freely to choose God.

134 1bid., p. 293; See also Geivett (1993), p. 206.

13 Hick re-expresses St Irenaeus’ concept of the stege human creation in modern terms. See Hick
(1966a), p. 217 and pp. 290-291 and Hit8&76), p. 38 and p. 45. For a detailed presematfdSt Irenaeus
theodicy see John Lawsomhe biblical theology of Saint Irenaesondon: Epworth Press, 1948); Eric
Osborn,Irenaeus of LyonsPart IV, chapter 10 and 11 (Cambridge UniverBitgss, 2001).

1% Hick (19664a), p. 291.

137 Hick (1976), pp. 407—414. Hick rejects the traditionhti€tian view of the human ego as immortal.

138 |bid., p. 51. Faith, in Hick’s view, is an actioferpretation. Since human interpretation is érind open

to error, it does not have an absolute knowledghefvorld. Hick holds that the world around upen to
various interpretations and choices and it is thigenness to various interpretations and choicets tha
characterize what Hick calls ‘cognitive freedomickKby ‘cognitive freedom’ or ‘epistemic distano@eans
that human beings recognition of something impartara particular situation is not compelled by fbece

of conception but it is a voluntary act of interatéon. For more on Hick’s view on faith see Johick;1
Faith and Knowledgé¢lthaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1968° edition).
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able to live in full communion with Gotd® Humans are regarded as moral personalities in
relationship with God. Natural evolution is the wiay God to bring humans into existence

but freedom is required for them to act as persbaalgs with respect to God.

Hick offers his own version of the traditional fredl defence!*® He commits himself to

two central themes of the traditional free-will ele€e. The first one concerns the concept
of divine omnipotence. Hick accepts the claim tBGaid’'s omnipotence does not suggest
that God can do anything, if ‘anything’ include® tlogically absurd or self-contradictory
e.g. a married man being a bachelor, or sayingXhad not X are true. The second one
concerns the necessary relationship/connection dagtwmoral freedom and human
personality. If human beings are to be capablentérang into a relationship with God
freely then they must have free will. Freedom apecsically moral freedom is an
essential element of what we know as personalalifé in order to be a person a human
being must be free to choose right or wrdfigAn omnipotent God cannot make a person
without freedom, because God’s purpose was to e€ngatsons so it was necessary that

they be created with moral freeddff.

139 Hick (1976), p. 460.

190 Sometimes Hick’s free will version is referredas ‘Hybrid free will' or ‘Quasi —free-will defenceSee
‘John Hick: All's Well That Ends Well’, irGod, Power and EvilDavid Ray Griffin, ed. (Westminster John
Knox Press, 2004), pp. 174-204 (p. 174).

1L Hick (19664a), p. 302.

142 Hick follows Plantinga’s free will defence but énmodified way. Philosophers such as L. Hall, JlIsyVa
W. Holten etc point out that Hick does not seeraridorse libertarianism or compatibilism fully botléws

a middle ground. He finds accounts of libertariegefwill more defensible than compatibilist acccuat
free will. He holds that a human being’s free atsi@re not equivalent to randomness and unpredittab
but that someone’s actions ‘are determined by Wis imner nature’. See Hick (1966a), p. 74. The aotof
freedom which he suggest includes the rejectioextérnal determinism and acts must not be detatbed

the agent because, he says, that ‘would be to edteédom with randomness of behaviour’. See Hick
(1966a), p. 311. So Hick argues, on the one hdnad,fteedom is not totally determined by one’s abtar
which is liable to change during the process ofigsieec making; and, on the other hand, he argues tha
freedom does not entail entirely random actions gletaly detached from the agent who acts. He
furthermore adds that ‘we are free beings canna@mitkat we are unconditioned, but that within thats

set by all conditioning circumstances of our peegrand environment we are nevertheless able self-
creatively to exercise a certain energy of our ovBge John Hick, ‘Freedom and the Irenaean Theodicy
Again’, Theological StudiexXI, no. 2 (1970b), pp. 420-421. Humans are ret&d and limited by the
nature of their beings and the environments. Ibaiating his claim, he gives the example of the &mm
gender and the time and place in which someoneris. e holds that humans do not normally objeat th
these factors hinder on their freedom, so althabgir freedom is genuine it is, however, limitedthg fact
that they are created. Although human actions ateemternally caused, they can be internally caused
although Hick holds that ‘internal influences am fully sufficient causes because character itsaif be
transformed by the process of decision’. See Lind2€03), p. 147. These reasons led some philossphe
such as Lindsey, to say that Hick's account of doee is not strong libertarian freedom but can be
categorized as a type of compatibilist freedomt asdognizes internal influences. Neverthelessk s we
have seen recognizes a third influence on actioe—gtfocess of action or decision itself—which will
categorize his account as a type of libertariaedioan.

Hick agrees with J. L. Mackie and Antony Flew tatd being omnipotent could have created human being
in such as way as to always freely act in a mom}.Wick says that even if it is logically possilthat God
could create humans so that they would alwaysyfraet rightly in relation to one another, it is hogically
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He proposes that human freedom should be conceivdimited creativity’>** He wishes
to hold that human beings must have a determinagranas existents in a natural world
order but if their nature includes moral freedonenththere must be something
undetermined about their moral character. Humamdseiare genuinely free with the
restricted freedom of created beings. Their freettoralves choices about how to respond
to the environment that they are given with thditsds that they have. They are never
absolutely free in an unrestricted sense becausg fiave been created with some
determined nature. Even if actions ensue from #ueira of human beings, there is an
element of unpredictability because the nature fvdmch the action proceeds is that of the
actual self alive in the moment of decisidhHumans have cognitive freedom—that is,
they have the freedom to be aware or not awareodf @ turn from moral imperfection to
moral perfection in virtue of choosing G68.Hick holds that ‘the concept of freedom as
creativity would make it possible to speak of Gedeadowing His creatures with genuine

though limited autonomy*®

However, according to Hick, this freedom is guaeedt only if human beings are at a
distance from God and his commitment to this cleiranother key feature of his theodicy.
Hick claims that there would be no point in cregtfiimite persons ‘unless they could be
endowed with a degree of genuine freedom and intkgee over against their Maker.
For only then could they be capable of authentisqeal relationship with hint*’ This
kind of distance which would make room for a degsé&éauman autonomy is what Hick
calls epistemic distancé® Free response to God’s love can be achieved onénvaumans
are created initially in a state which is not toknowing and loving God*® God's reality
and presence on His human creatures must not lbeecbbut He must be knowable only

by a mode of knowledge which involves a free peasoesponse from human beingSit

possible that God could constitute humans in sualayathat they freely responded to Himself in faithd
love. Hick thinks that it is logically possible f@od to create humans with perfect moral freedcowever,

it is not logically possible for God to create hurmawith perfect religions freedom. See Hick (1966n)
311-313. Moreover, Hick rejects views which holétttGod could have created human creatures in a
paradisal world on the ground that God’s purposthas human personality should be formed towards th
pattern of Christ. See Hick (1966a), p. 294. Initald, he argues that the view that there might be
instantaneous transition of imperfect human beingsperfect beings should be abandoned becawszuit
render the earthly travail of faith and moral effoeedless. See Geivett (1993), p. 210 and p. 383.

13 Hick (19664a), p. 312.

1“4 bid., p. 312.

15 Hick (1968b), p. 595.

16 Hick (1966), p. 313.

7 bid., p. 311.

148 |bid., p. 317. Hick holds that only by been pladedn ‘epistemic distance’, humans can have sicanit
autonomy in relation to their Creator.

149 Davis (2001), p. 43. Also see John Hick, ‘God,|Evid Mystery’,Religious Studie8, no. 2 (1968a), p.
540.

%0 See Hick (1966a), p. 317 and Hick (1968b), p. 596.
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is more profitable and valuable for a human beogé able to make his own choices and
avoid temptations and build up his goodness thrquegsonal experiences of moral effort.
Humans experience divine presence through faithcauhy this kind of faith-response can
secure the kind of freedom which is possible famhas in relation to God. The notion of
‘epistemic distance’ is proposed to show that hutmeings are religiously free to come to
God but are not compelled to know God. It is bywgry perfect in response to God that

they are morally free agen'ts-

Because of ‘epistemic distanddbmo sapiengvolved as self-centred creatures making it
inevitable that some human creatures would disténemselves from God. The human
beings’ self-centred alienation from God is neces&a the ‘soul-making’ which God has
in mind**? However, God will ensure that His purpose is bhdug full realization and He
will succeed in His purpose because ‘it is a treduwttion from God’s power and goodness
that in the end man will somehow be drawn freelppen himself to his Maket®® Hick
sees that the process of ‘soul-making’ makes stmg if we see this life as part of a
much larger existence in which that creative precamtinues to completion beyond this

world’. 1%

Before | continue to explain Hick’'s view of interdiate states after death there are a
number of worries which | wish to point out, wogigrhich | will address in the second
part of the chapter. Hick’s notion of ‘epistemictdince’ is essential in order to maintain
the human beings have genuine freedom of choicéhdnsecond part of the chapter, |
argue that he fails to preserve this notion inaaisount of intermediate states. Moreover, |
accept his claim that the process of ‘soul-makinguld not be possible without the
individual's free and responsible choice. Howevedp not think that by proposing that
there might be a life after death in which humamd® can be perfected, Hick shows that
the kind of genuine freedom he proposes is predeawel is essential for salvation. This

point will become clearer once we examine his viewthe afterlife.

31 5ee Hick (1966a), p. 308. See also Geivett (1993)92.

12 God is ontologically responsible for evil in thas decision to create human beings ‘was the psiraad
necessary precondition for the occurrence of elwilil is a necessary element for ‘soul-making’. Hoannot
attribute the existence of evil to human beingsabse he thinks that this would amount to postulatire
self-creation of evil ex-nihilo. See Hick (1966p),238 and p. 326.

133 Geivett (1993), p. 209.

134 John Hick, ‘Remarks’, ilReason and ReligiorStuart C. Brown, ed. (Cornell University Presg71), p.
127.

41



2. Soul-making does not cease at death

Hick holds that the given freedom of human beingtiés that some free agents will
become self-centred rather than God-centred. Taes@eople who, by the time of their
death, are not prepared to join God. Those who heteyet come into faith cannot
experience the fulfilment of the divine purposeisitlear then that, if God’s purpose is a
‘soul-making’ one, He must ensure that it holds dmel the present life and that it is
fulfilled for those who are not prepared to joind3a this life. If salvation in its fullness
involves the actual transformation of human cha&mcaccording to Hick, it is an
observable fact that it does not usually take pladéis world. Actual transformation can
take place in this world, but usually does not. ddacludes from this that there must be

further time beyond death in which the processenfgzting can continu€?

Hick distances himself from the traditional viewfsafterlife in hell, purgatory and heaven

and holds that a human being’s eternal destinyldhoat be decided on the state of one’s
nature/character at death. In the following sestidrexplain the reasons why Hick thinks
that hell and annihilation as the fates of the witlare not acceptable for a Christian

theodicy and why salvation is necessarily the ¢ditall human beings.

2.1 The fate of damned can be neither eternal hell nor annihilation

The theodicy to which Hick turns is one that seekgustify the existence of all evil by
appealing to an infinite good. Justification of #rastence of evil can only be found if the
end to which a human being’s soul-making is dirgdte an infinite good, ‘namely the
perfection and endless joy of all finite persorifa’ |*>® Hick holds that ‘if the justification

of evil within the creative process lies in theiliess and eternal good of the end-state to
which it leads, then the completeness of the joatibn must depend upon the
completeness, or universality, of the salvationiead’*®’ The fulfilment of God's

purpose must extend to all human beings.

This leads Hick to reject the doctrine of hell. #ebdicy, he says, which is eschatological

in character can be affirmed only by faith and hopthe fulfilment of God’s purpose for

135 Hick (1976), p. 455.
%6 Hick (1977), p. 128.
57 Davis (2001), p. 52.
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His human creatures; in an infinite good that remdeorthwhile all finite evils which
preceded it>® God's divine purpose must be universally fulfillbécause an evil that
persists for eternity would signify a definitiveiltae on God's part; God’'s divine
sovereignty would be shown to be limited. The doetrof hell assumes the eternal
existence of the damned’s evil nature and the exc&t of evil in the eternal suffering of
the damned, thus it cannot be accepted. Hick hbktseternal misery and torment without
any positive or reformative purpose excludes thesiality of any active development of
human character and this renders the misery andisin@f the damned pointleSs.
Sometimes Hick says that the images of hell shbeldaken seriously and its sufferings
should be given the importance they deserve. Regfdrang and misery should be feared
as a consequence of rejecting God. But he useetime'hell’ to name a temporary state,
or one of the stages in the afterlives, and he nstaleds it as consisting of purgatorial
experiences which are necessary to remedy impemeand compensate for sins

committed in the earthly lif&®°

Moreover, Hick holds that annihilation, according which the wicked ‘come by the
disintegrating effect of their own evil to embodys$ and less being until they cease to
exist’, cannot be permitted by God eith&.Even if the view escapes the criticism of the
eternal punishment view and thus also of the etavihview, it does not escape another
problem, ‘namely the eternal evil of God's failtoebring to a good end the finite personal
life he has created® God's divine purpose for His human creatures faillin the case of
those whose fate is annihilation because the ewithwvbrought them to this end ‘remains
eternally, unredeemed, not made to serve any eafegiood, and thus constitutes a

perpetual marring of the universg?®

Hick concludes that the only real alternative tdaetrine of hell and annihilation is a
doctrine of universal salvation. Remember that Higishes to defend human moral
freedom so he holds that the possibility of unigersalvation does not entail that the
choices which humans perform are unreal or witledetnal significance. He argues that it
Is not the case that people cannot damn themsduésather that the possibility of hell
will not be realized. He holds that it is ‘a trueddiction from God's power and goodness
that in the end that man will somehow be drawnlyréa open himself to his Maker’ and

138 Hick (1966a), p. 377 and Hick (1968b), p. 598.

%9 Hick (19664a), p. 377.

180 Hick (1976), p. 385.

181 Hick (1968b), p. 599.

162 hid., p. 599. For more on the arguments agaimeseternal punishment view see chapter two.
183 bid., p. 599.
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that in the end none are to be finally [B8tThose who have not attained their perfection
by the time of their death are drawn towards tpenfection in an existence which lies far

beyond our present lif&°

2.2 Further lives/intermediate states

Hick proposes that for those who by the time ofirttleeath have not attained full
transformation there might be some kind of contineristence in an environment
specially formed for humans in order to achieveirtfarther moral and spiritual
development. Influenced by the paraeschatology etiffions such as Buddhism and
Hinduism, Hick proposes an alternative fate afteatl, that of a series of progressive
afterlives, each bounded by something analogoumsrtio and death, lived in other worlds
in spaces other than that in which human beings a®i*® The ‘soul-making’ process
continues in another post-mortem intermediate statestates, until it ‘reaches its
completion in the infinite good of the common liehumanity within the life of God*®’

Perfection of human beings consists in a self-tranding state beyond separate ego

existenceé®® Those who die and have not yet attained perfectioninue further in time as

164 See Hick(1976), p. 22 and p. 408.
185 Hick holds that in most cases human beings sloalatiain immediately to the final heavenly stadaly
those who various religious traditions call ‘saintsbuddhas or arhats ¢ivan-muktashave fulfilled the
purpose of the temporal existence which is the gahdreation of perfect persons’. See Hick (19p6599.
1% Hick suggests something similar to that describettie Bardo Thédol. Bardo Thédar Tibetan Book of
Dead in English language comes from the tantrinditeof MahayanaBuddhism in Tibet. It describes the
Bardo state between death and rebirth and it outlinessdquence of experiences undergone by the soul or
conscious mind during the forty-nine days betweeatld and its return to the new body. At the monoént
death, when the ego ceases to be organically defatdhis world, its final transcending perfectisrpossible
and it might enter to its ultimate nature. Indivadkigo through three distinct stages after deathhé first
stage, the individual encounters the ultimate tealnd the individual will have to decide if he w&irio
abandon his ego-existence. If he abandons his xgterce then, according to Hindu thought, it atab a
realization of its identity with the one infinitené eternal Spirit or, according to Buddhism, uittdttains to
the perfect state of Nirvana. However, there arayntases in which the individual does not wishtiaralon
itself and it regains consciousness in a post-modage which is subjective or dream-like. Thia stage of
self-discovery. The experiences in the individuafind are subjective. There is a series of karthisions
which are formed by the individual’'s past actioBenevolent deities offer to the individual salvatiout if
the good which the individual has within him doex norrespond to them then he encounters evileggeiti
who represent the evil within him. These experisrtben make him realise that he must live againsatett
an appropriate birth. The third stage is when titgvidual is drawn to its next rebirth. See Hicl®T8), pp.
400-404 and pp. 414-415.
187 john Hick,Evil and the God of Lov¢Palgrave Macmillan, 2007 Reissue), p. 374. Hiejeats the
traditional view of the Christian heaven, hell apdrgatory but also the repeated reincarnation ef th
individual in the earthy life. See Hi¢k976), p. 456.
188 Hick (1976), p. 399. Hick’s approach can be criticisadtte ground that if all human beings go beyond
their separate ego existence then there is theignesf whether or not they will still be them, wduhey
still be persons or human beings. Hick’s replyhis is that the final state which he proposes wilude all
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distinct self-conscious egd® The right and wrong actions performed during thethgy
life lead to appropriately different experienceydra this world which provide infinite

possibilities for further spiritual growth and désgment*”°

Hick assumes that ‘the immediately post-mortem ehassubjective and dream-like and
that it can take either a sharply defined formeaing an imagination effectively
conditioned by a powerful religious culture, oréeerienced as a kind of continuation of
earthly life’*™* Two striking features, which Hick uses in forminathis view, are that the
mind of each individual creates its own post-mortgorld in accordance with its beliefs
and that this, théBardo state, is ‘solipsistic’/? Since most human beings in modern
societies are not as influenced by the teaching3hoistianity as they were in the past, this
leads Hick to hold that these individuals in theeaire of vivid and compelling religious
or other expectations would find the future worddbe more or less similar to the earthly
world. Their subjective post-mortem environment \dolobe based upon their memories of

the earthly world-"®

The Bardo state, however, is a transitional phase, says Hitkch sooner or later will
change through factors such as experience of highpositive realms or of boredom and
emptiness. It is going to be an experience of disfovery and of realization of what one
has become through the bad and good choices, wiéghhave acquired for themselves
during their earthly lives. When this experienceover for the individual, Hick assumes
that there will be a ‘transition to a further embodnt in another world in another
space™’ The next world will be a real spatial-temporal ieonment functioning in
accordance with its own laws, within which therdl Wwe real personal life and character
with pain and suffering to overcome, sacrifices anbievements. The present conscious-

self does not end but continues with some memothe@fimmediately past life, probably

of human beings in a perfected state of unity walkh other and with the Transcendent Reality. Irbjdcts
the notion of the immortal ego of traditional Weasteeligions but also he rejects the idea of comeple
personal extinction or absorption of traditionalstean religions. He holds that ‘since personalisy i
essentially outward-looking as a relationship teeotpersons...the perfected individual will have lmeean
entity without egoity, a living consciousness whishtransparent to the other consciousness inioaldb
which it lives in full community of love’. See Hiqd976), p. 460. At the end of ‘soul-making’ theiwidual
will maintain its individual identity, having lefbehind its ‘ego-aspect’ and having been filled withe
unselfish love which the New Testament caligpé. See Hick(1976), p. 464.
189 bid,, p. 399.
9 Hick (1966a), p. 385.
1 Hick (1976), p. 416.
172 1bid., p. 416.
13 bid., p. 416.
Y bid., p. 417.
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fading as the individual becomes a part of the seding life!” Hick holds that if the
future lives are few then they may all be rememibéxdt if they are many then they should
not be expected to be all clearly or fully remenglderWhen that life comes to an end
humans shall presumably again ‘die’ and undergdhemndransition, via anothéBardo
type experience, into another life or wotld.The progressive worlds are going to have
environments of more morally and spiritually petfemdes of existencg’ The duration
and extent of the soul-making process will be daeieed by each individual's character
and the degree afnsanctification (or imperfection) remaining to beeosome at the time
of death’’®

Hick holds that human beings can never escape Qodsbecause God has determined
the nature of the environments in which human tseewgercise their freedom, both in this
world and in other worlds to com& From this, he assumes that God’s love will never
cease until all human beings respond to His loveé goodness freely. However, the
process in which human beings come into realizatibrthe infinite good will not be
infinite in duration. Human beings will arrive &ieir own self-fulfilment in a right relation
to God, since this process depends upon the fachtiman beings have been created from
God for Himself**® Hick concludes that the outcome of ‘the soul-mgkisrocess will be
that of all human beings brought into the gloryGafd.

Even if Hick’s view is conceptually coherent asfisight, he does not show that salvation
Is guaranteed to all human beings. The main probléamh | will go on to examine in the

next part of the chapter, is that there is a sicguift tension between what Hick says here
and the idea that ‘soul-making’ and salvation reggigenuine free will. God can only save

all human creatures if he violates or ignores thdyiredled choices of some of them.

75 bid., p. 418; See also p. 42 and p. 421.
178 bid., p. 419.

Y7 bid., p. 463.

18 Hick (1966a), p. 383.

179 Hick (1968b), p. 600.

180 bid., p. 600.
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Part Il

Hick holds that God wants to save all human creatand that He will succeed in doing
so. Salvation will be attained through the freg@paese of each human being to God’s love.
It is obvious that Hick wants to hold that humaeefiiom is necessary for salvation, for if
eternal happiness were the only good that God waserned to actualize one could ask
Hick why God did not create everyone in heaven outhforcing them to undergo the
painful process of soul makind' If God were to create perfect beings in a twinklen
eye He, on the one hand, would be erasing the qaesees of human freedom, which
would lessen the value of any achievement on th&it, and on the other hand, human
beings would not really be perfect unless they ead this through free choices.
Attainment of the ultimate good should be througie tindividual's free response.
Universal salvation will be the ultimate outcomedase (i) human nature is created in a
way such that it always tends towards the ultingated and the ultimate good is God and
(ii) the process of salvation does not cease aintbment of death but will continue in
other spheres or worlds. Since human nature is rdtawards God then there will be a

time where all human beings will be united with God

| argue that his account fails to adequately shuav éveryone will be saved in the end. In

defending this claim | will maintain that:

1. The idea of intermediate lives as opportunities $advation diminishes the
importance of human autonomy. Although humans Hase will, they are not

genuinely free, as Hick claims.

2. The existence of the intermediate states doesxubtide the possibility that some

individuals might never attain perfection/salvation

181 As | have said in a previous footnote, Hick maimathat God would not create human beings in a way
that they would always freely choose the good. Ewein is logically possible for God to do so, i i
impossible to expect human beings to join God ithfand love if they do not have genuine freedoet ls
also remember that this is the question which bdckie and A. Flew ask theists when considering the
problem of evil. See chapter one, section 1.
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3. ltis not obvious that the afterlives are progressn character. If the afterlives are
not progressive then there is no guarantee that domman creatures will ever

choose God.

4. Hick's notion of ‘epistemic distance’ in relationittv human freedom of choice
presents some problems. If epistemic distance aessary for genuine autonomy
and freedom then the existence of Begdo state and the existence of the afterlives

undermines Hick’s notion of ‘epistemic distanceddruman freedom.

My arguments against Hick are grounded in the falhg analogy.

Imagine that you find yourself in an enormous laftyr. Either you can choose to remain
in the labyrinth or you can choose to take the petith leads to the exit and to a good
which is beyond your imagination. The exit leadsatgood you have never imagined—
eternal life, bliss and happiness—whereas if yazid#eto remain in the labyrinth you will
be subjected to different kinds of evils, deceptmal finally death. However, the journey
to the exit is not an easy one and the residentteeitabyrinth is not a pleasurable one. The
labyrinth has a security system (LSS from now ohjclv attempts with various warnings
or/and obstacles to persuade you to pursue thevgath leads to the exit. Moreover, it
attempts to make your journey to the exit as chglieg as possible in order to make sure
that you are ready for the exit. The LSS wills yegcape and so it decides to give you
several opportunities to escape the labyrinth. Wéregyou decide to remain in the labyrinth
or you cannot reach the exit for whatever reasogsisjuries, death etc., the LSS gives
you the opportunity to choose the exit by bringyog back to life; so every time you fail
to reach the exit you wake up and you find yourgelé different place in the labyrinth.
The same rules and outcomes apply. Whether yousehtmoremain in the labyrinth for a
second time or you choose the exit and you dierbeyou are free the LSS gives you
another chance and then another and then anottieyaun choose the exit. Depending on
your progress in your previous attempts, the LSE&reates you in a different place and

assigns you appropriate challenges and obstactegtocome.

The point of this hypothetical scenario is thatase take it to be analogous to Hick’s view
of earthly life and the intermediate afterlives. e have seen, Hick thinks that human
beings, through the exercise of their given freedoam choose good or evil. (In terms of
the labyrinth, there are two choices either renmraie labyrinth or choose the exit). God’s

purpose is a ‘soul-making’ one and this purposebmachieved only if human beings are
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placed in environments in which there are obstaales challenges to overcome. In the
labyrinth, you can choose using your given freeddhe warnings and obstacles that are
presented in the labyrinth are analogous to theah@d natural evil that we encounter in
our earthly lives which, according to Hick, helpranoral and spiritual development. The
exit of the labyrinth is analogous to reconciliatiwith God—the ultimate good and eternal
life—whereas the residence in the labyrinth is agalis to the earthly corruption, deceit, a
place in which vices triumph and death is the wtienfate. Moreover, the chances which
the LSS gives you to reach the exit in re-creatiog again and again is analogous to the
re-appearance of humans in intermediate statesthée earthly life until they develop a
perfect character and come into union with God.hwhiis analogy in mind, | now turn to

my arguments against Hick’s theory.

1. Human beings are not genuinely free in the future lives

The importance of freedom and autonomy is evidertick’s view. Freedom of choice
and autonomy are valuable to a person because dleyiecessary in order for the
transformation to perfection to occur and for unwith God to be realized. The genuine
freedom that Hick has in mind is expressed in astihich influence the course of events
in the world. It is not enough to have the freedah;choice; it is important that the
choices which a person makes result in significdr@nges in the environment he lives.
This second feature of human freedom is what Hiekschuman autonomy. As a
theodicist, Hick attempts to justify the evil inetlworld and its effects on each human
being and the environment they live in. This caty dre justified if he holds that each
person has the autonomy and freedom to changeotheecof things by choosing one way
or another. So a world with autonomous human bemgsworld where they are, firstly,
allowed to make evil choices, and secondly, arewadtl to make choices which issue in
evil acts and have evil consequences which havienpact in the environment in which
they live. | argue that if Hick claims that evergowill be saved in the end by appealing to
the notion of the intermediate afterlives then ke to abandon the view that human beings
have the kind of freedom and autonomy which is ifgant for their ‘soul-making’ and
the attainment of the infinite good.

Let us consider the analogy | have offered to titate my criticism against Hick. Imagine

that it is now your 28 time in the labyrinth. That would suggest thagihyour previous
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attempts either you have chosen to remain in thgrilsth or you have failed to reach the
exit. Now you decide to reach to the exit but by time you do so you die. The LSS once
more re-creates you to give you another chancall your reappearances in the labyrinth,
you were free to choose between the two optionsveder, did you choose to reappear in
the labyrinth for a second time, or for d"28r even 2% time? | am inclined to say that you
did not. Your reappearances in the labyrinth assallt of your failure to choose or reach
the exit, is not something that you have chosenyfmrself. Can you choose not to
reappear in the labyrinth? No, because you canmienthat choice. The LSS does. The
LSS chooses for you because it is the LSS whiatkghthat it would be better for you to
finally reach the exit and succeed in escaping ftoenlabyrinth. The LSS does not permit
you to retain the character which you have develodaring your residence in the

labyrinth, especially if that character is a vigane. It does not give you that choice.

While the above analogy allows freedom of choitegdanies autonomy because your
ultimate fate does not vary with the choices whyolm have made in the labyrinth. Hick
allows human beings to make free choices during éhxstence in the earthly life and the
post-mortem lives because union with God can omelyabhieved voluntarily. It is up to
humans whether or not they want to act in evil oodgways and so, we can argue that
freedom of choice is still significant in this sengdowever, the notion of intermediate
lives denies human autonomy because each indivedeigrnal fate is entirely independent
of the choices he/she makes and the beliefs andatiea which he/she adopts in his/her

earthly existence and post-mortem existence later o

While Hick's notion of intermediate states allowack agent to choose one thing over
another upon recognizing the value of the respectkioices, including the choices
appropriate for soul-making, it does not allow aumes to vary accordingly. It allows each
agent to act in such a way as to acquire an ewitather or a lesser good character but in
the end one cannot be what one has chosen to IseisTdvident since those who choose to
acquire vices and act upon them rather than updoeg are nevertheless going to be
placed in another environment meant for transfoonatHumans are allowed to do
whatever they like but with God, you have it thiay#®* Human beings do not choose to
progress from one future intermediate life to arotlso while the choosing of one act over

another may continue it is, nevertheless, a fremsing which lacks autonomy since one

182 Michael Murray proposes a similar argument todhe | offer in this section. However, his argumisnt
directed to a specific form of universalism—naiv@versalism—and not explicitly to Hick’'s accounees
Michael Murray, ‘Three Versions of UniversalismRaith and Philosophy16 (1999), pp. 55-68.
http://philpapers.org/
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transforms into a child of God whether one chodselse or not. In the end, if a person
chooses to cultivate a character which does natrdcwith God’s plans he will not be
allowed to become that sort of person. Hick's viefvintermediate states, therefore,

presents the following difficulties for him:

Firstly, Hick’s universalism is an attempt, as wavé seen, to justify all evil in the world,
natural and moral. The justification is based e \héw of human freedom of choice and
autonomy. People can change the course of eventsibyg their given freedom which is
important for their soul-making. If the eternaldaif each individual is independent of the
choices he has made in his earthly and/or interatedives then Hick’s universalism
seems to suggest that the earthly life and inteiaedvorlds and the evils and challenges
they contain are not significant, at least for theposes of ‘soul-making’. This would
suggest that all the challenges that human beiage to face and overcome by using their
given freedom and all the suffering and evil theyér to undergo in order to become

children of God were completely pointless.

Secondly, if an individual’'s reappearance in thienmediate worlds and consequently his
eternal fate is completely independent of the adice has made, then God blocks the
consequences of the free choices of evil indivisigald so He blocks their autonomy. If
human autonomy entails the freedom to act in eaysmvhich result in evil consequences
which in turn affect the course of things and tiie of the individual who makes them
(and others), by blocking the consequences, Gockblauman autonomy. If autonomy is
an essential feature of having genuine creaturediom then God ignores and diminishes
the value of the freedom which human beings arethwbaving. Therefore, universal

salvation is not the result of genuine freedom Hiak wants to maintain.

If Hick wishes to save the genuine freedom whietahcribes to human beings, that is the
ability to choose freely and be autonomous beirggwiitl have to permit their eternal fate
to be based on the choices and the character wheghcultivate for themselves. If he does
so then he will have to accept that there is noantae that all will achieve salvation since
in having genuine freedom humans will be allowectaory the character that they have
chosen for themselves in the lives to come; ordyenfited to retain that character and not
been re-created in another world. In additionh# individuals decide that they do not
wish to continue their existence in other worldsnth think it is reasonable to expect them
to ask their Creator to annihilate them. If freedisngenuine then Hick has to accept that
the above scenarios are possible.
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Nevertheless Hick could reply to my criticism iretfollowing way: he could argue that
those who offer this argument in attempting to stibat salvation is not the product of
free response to God’s will overlook the fact ttiet Christian doctrine of salvation offers
‘an alternative route to the universalist conclnsi§® Firstly, Hick, as we have seen, holds
that God has created human beings in a way thatrtagire has an inherently gravitation
towards God. There is an inn@los in human beings for relationship with God. Since
human beings have been created by God and thegriareged towards God there ‘is no
final opposition between God'’s saving will and duman nature acting in freedofi* He
holds that if human ordinary notion of freedom @npatible with humans having been
brought into existence by forces outside theireglthen it must be compatible with them
having brought into existence by the will of G8d Secondly, Hick has often argued that
God cannot be an infinitely powerful being who stimes intervenes miraculously on
earth in response to human prayers. If there werallgpowerful intervening being, Hick
argues, we would not think of him worthy of worshi strengthen his point he gives the
following example: Suppose, he says, there is ai@h and three of the people in it are
killed but one survives more or less unhurt. ‘latttone, believing in a miraculously
intervening deity, then thanks God for saving liex, khe's forgetting that if God decided
to save her, he must have decided at the samentn® save the other three. But if he
could if he wanted equally easily save everyonenfedl harm, why is there so much pain
and suffering in the world? This would be a crualtitrary God, and the only people who
could reasonably worship him would be the chosenvilaom he protects™®® God cannot
arbitrarily intervene in the world; events whichppan that we take to be unexplainable or
miraculous may in fact be laws of nature which werevnot familiar with before. So for
these reasons Hick could maintain that the lawaatfire can be seen as the actions of
God, so the difference between such laws and Gaadisns is not as striking as might first
appear. The fact that human beings have to go ghrawseries of progressive lives through
the process of rebirth and death might not undegrthie free nature of the agent’s choice
and in particular autonomy if this process is drthe plan God had for human creation
and their salvation.

To this reply we can say that Hick’'s account of lmnfreedom is still vulnerable to

criticism. One could argue that Hick’s account ofversalism seems to suggest that the

183 Hick (1976), p. 250. | would like to thank, aga®r Wynn and Dr Lindsay for pointing out that Hick
could have replied to my argument in this way.

184 Hick (1976), p. 254.

18 Hick (1976), p. 254.

18 gSee John Hick's personal website for his article woeligion, science and miracles.
http://www.johnhick.org.uk/article5.html.
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fate of human beings is predetermined from the nmirokcreation for salvatiotf’ If this

is the case then it is not obvious how his acc@minbmpatible with the freedom of choice
and genuine autonomy he wishes to defend. If peeabed nature diminishes genuine
freedom of choice and genuine autonomy then Hickotspeak of libertarian free will. It
would seem that Hick would have to defend a corbpesti account of freedom if he wants
to hold, one the one hand, that human nature depeemined to attain God and, on the
other hand, to show that humans can make genudeectioices. One way in which Hick
could strengthen his argument is by offering amant of God’s knowledge something
which surprisingly he does not do. Hick, in orderaffirm that universal salvation will be
the fate of all human beings, must at least ashattGod has foreknowledd® Without
this kind of foreknowledge not even God can know tlutcome of each individual's
salvation. The omission of an account of God’s kieolge makes Hick's account of

genuine freedom of choice and autonomy vulnerabtziticism.

Moreover, Hick’s reply is vulnerable to a furthenticism: if God has the power and
knowledge to predetermine all human beings’ natiare salvation why should God
postpone this fate to future environments instdaehtploying them in the present earthly
life? Why does the process of human soul-makingdak long as it does? Hick himself
admits that these are questions which we cannateansve ‘do not know why the time
scale of God’s dealings with us as it i€ If Hick wishes to show that human beings have
compatibilist freedom of choice and offer an acdoah God’'s knowledge which will
permit genuine freedom of choice, on the one ham] predetermined nature for
salvation, on the other hand, then Hick will haeeeixplain why the process of soul-
making has to be as long or why human beings havdeen created perfect in the first

place if God had the power and knowledge to do so.

2. Intermediate states and the possibility of choosing to do wrong

When Hick discusses the character of the aftendenolds that the next world will be a
real spatial-temporal environment functioning ircadance with its own laws, within

which there will be real personal life and charaetéh pain and suffering to overcome,

187 A few philosophers have argued in favour of thim. See, for example, Lindsey (2003), chaptend a
5.

18 As | have said in the introduction of the thefis the purposes of the thesis | set aside accairibévine
providence. For more details on different accoont§&sod’s knowledge see chapter 1, footnote 22.

189 Hick (1976), p. 259.
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sacrifices and achievemerité.In answering questions regarding the personatiiyesnd
memory of each individual in the lives to come loddk that the present conscious-self
continues existing in other new environments eveth wome fading memories. He
assumes that the fewer future lives someone hastre he will be able to remember
from his previous lives; whereas if they are mamntit should not be expected that they
will all be clearly or fully remembered. The indiial might have some memory of the
immediately past life but not of all past lives aese of the limits of human memory and
self-apprehension. Hick could say that when théhgalife of a human being comes to an
end and the ascent to another world and yet antfaesccurs and so on, the individual
might remember the events which have occurred srehrthly life or his immediate past
life. If this is the case, he will be able to ek situations and act in better ways in the
lives to come than he has in the past. In thisesene might also be able to avoid the
criticism that God blocks human autonomy.

| think that Hick’s claim that there might be memaf previous events in the lives to
come which would help each individual to make righbices and wish in the end the

infinite good, presents some serious problemsgdhgory. In particular,
a) Some individuals might choose salvation for themgroeasons.

b) Some individuals might use the afterlives to prgldheir residence in the after

world.

Let us return to the labyrinth scenario and add é&vary time you fail to choose the exit
and the LSS gives you another chance to do so goee memories of the immediately past
choice or choices and also you have some faint memof previous attempts in previous
lives. Also let us suppose, as Hick seems to cléiat, if you are in your Dattempt, for
example, you do not need to recall the first fifteéenes to know what it is best for you to
do since the last two or three attempts will sefffor that. As long as you have some
memory of the past then you are free to choose goedil or, in the case of the labyrinth,
the exit or to remain in the labyrinth, because yolli be able to compare and evaluate
previous attempts. Freedom of choice still playsgmificant role for salvation. | accept
that if you have memories of previous events, oHick's view, of previous lives, then
you can realise what is a better and more valuahtEce and be able to overcome

challenges in ways which you have never thoughbedbre. Someone could choose the

190 Hick (1976), p. 418.
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right path because, ultimately, he realizes th& the right path. | am free, for example,
when | refrain from putting my hand on the stovetlo@ basis of my memory that it hurts
to do so. The fact that human beings are taugbbfesthrough their life experiences does

not suggest that their choices thereafter arereet f

The problem here is not about whether or not hubmgings will be free in deciding to
choose God. Instead, it concerns whether or netwhké choose God for the right reasons
and whether or not, knowing that they will nevealle cease to exist, they will ever be

sufficiently motivated to accept God.

Recall again the labyrinth analogy. Let us say fimamy 100" reappearance in the
labyrinth | choose the path which leads to the. &is decision was made on the basis of
recalling previous experiences. | know that evenetl fail to reach the exit | return to the
labyrinth. Since | know that every time | returnttee labyrinth it is because | have to
choose the path which leads to the exit, | deadehbose the path which leads to the exit.
It is a better choice to follow the path which Isdd the exit than remain in the labyrinth.
It is a good thing to reach the exit but at the esaime it will be something | have to do. It

Is not the right reason to choose the exit. Howsdbes present a problem for Hick?

The analogy implies that if human beings act inoatance with God’s plan out of self-
interest, it contradicts Hick’s view according tdiieh human beings can be perfected only
through their faith and trust in God. If in everftealife 1 have memories of my past
afterlives and | know that if | do not choose tHemate good, and if | do not act in
accordance with God’s plan, | will have to moveatoother world or state, it is quite
possible that | will choose God’s plan since theraktive will be me inhabiting another
world. The reasons behind my decision to choosexitevill not be the right ones. People
do not always choose to do one thing rather thasthan for the right reasons. For
example, the reasons behind my decision to helpittteybrother finish his homework or
tidy up his room might be that | cannot stand lwastant moaning or my mother telling
him off all the time. Someone might say that thghtireasons for helping my brother
would be out of duty to help him or out of sisteildye and compassion. In the afterlives, it
might be the case that some human beings will éhgabsation out of self-interest e.g.,
they might be tired from dying repeatedly and be®gurrected in the intermediate worlds.
My choice will not be made for the right reasond but of self-interest and this is

something that Hick would want to avoid.
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In the labyrinth analogy, if | choose the exit fbe wrong reasons that would suggest that |
am not ready to attain salvation. If reconciliatimith God, according to Hick, can be

achieved only through faith and trust in God, thaé® have chosen the exit out of self-
interest will have to necessarily reappear in ago#iterlife. This would be because they
are not ready for salvation. It may be the casedbme people will never choose salvation
(or the exit) for the right reasons. They might @y see salvation or the labyrinth’s exit as
something that they have to do in order to stoprédappearances and if this is so then

some of them might never be saved.

The above point can be strengthened if we take @atosideration Hick’'s account of
human nature. Hick as we have seen endorses theelie approach of human creation. He
holds that human beings are created immature aitd.flThey begin the painful process of
soul-making and restoration in ignorance, livingairhostile environment. Through their
own interpretation of the world they come to trastl love God. Their vulnerability to evil
and suffering makes their journey to reconciliatadhthe more difficult so by the end of
their earthly lives most of humans are not tramefm into the beings God desires.
Salvation in its fullness involves the actual tfangation of human character and Hick
himself holds that ‘it is an observable fact thas tdoes not usually take place in the course
of our present earthly lifé®* The problem with Hick's view here is that the otiye
human beings are saved is when they have transfiormb@ children of God. If they are
not saved that would suggest that they are noepid yet and consequently this suggests
that they are still vulnerable to suffering andl.eMithey are still vulnerable to suffering
and evil then it is not obvious that they will clseoGod out of faith and trust. It seems that
they will have more or less the same nature whindy thad in their earthly lives. If the
kind of character they had in their earthly livad dot permit them recognizing God or
acting in ways which are praised by God then if/thave the same character and nature in
the lives to come then it is not obvious why or/&dv they would be capable in choosing

salvation for the right reasons.

Moreover, if human beings have freedom of choicg i&nthey are aware of the reasons
(either worked out the reasons or God informed jhasto why they reappear in new
worlds and they have memories of their previousdjvanother objection can be raised.
The objection | have in mind goes along these li&egppose certain individuals, knowing

that they will have as many opportunities in théufa as they require, decide to wait

191 Hick (1976), p. 455.
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indefinitely.*? It is may be the case that some individuals walglcide that reappearing in
other worlds is what they want to do for eternifythe worlds to come are similar to the
earthly one then it is acceptable to hold thatdlveitl be pleasures to experience, different
things to choose from and so on. Moreover, if yaow that death is not the final stage of
your existence and God will always give you oppwoitias to repent and become better,
you might find it beneficial not to act morally @very single world since whatever you do
you will eventually be saved. Who would not wantrenohances to achieve things he has
not succeeded in achieving, or wanting to know mareexperiencing more? It seems
logically possible that some individuals will canie to make the wrong choices for

eternity and thus never attain perfection.

Hick could reply to this by holding that since Ghbads created human beings for himself
and since human nature gravitates towards Goddtiena potentially infinite number of
lives all humans will freely achieve their natueald state. Nevertheless, Hick cannot argue
that universalism is a certainty. It is probablatthll human beings will be saved but
because of the vulnerable nature he ascribes tpleoemd the account of libertarian

freedom of choice he proposes, universal salvatammot be certain.

The fact that some people may continue to perfovihaets in knowing that no matter
what they do they will nevertheless be saved l¢adsnother problem. The choices that
humans will have in each intermediate life can leathe development of a bad character,
and so the successive lives can make a person wonssk say more on this in the next
section where | examine Hick’s claim that the rasds will be progressive in character.

To summarize my argument so far: Firstly, | argtieat Hick’s account of progressive
lives renders human freedom not as significanstdvation as Hick would like it to be. |
argued that even if human beings can make significhoices during their intermediate
lives nevertheless, their autonomy is crushed siheg eternal fate does not depend on
those free choices. So they are not genuinely fé@ece autonomy is essential for the
genuine freedom that Hick talks about, human beidgsnot have that freedom and

salvation is not the product of that freedom. Sdbgnl argued that the possibility of

192 2. D. Geivett stresses this point in arguing foother problem in Hick’s view (not about free wal |

do). He argues that the message of Christianitigasof urgency and finality. He worries that ibgressive
lives are what await human beings after their éatife then two problems come up. Firstly, thesethe
possibility that some of the human beings will extéheir reappearances as long as they want. Tikdee

no definite point where they will want reconcil@ti with God and we will have an infinite seriesligés.

Secondly, it is against the message of the sceptand the saints who speak of urgency to accepta@o
finality. See Geivett (1993), p. 222.
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having memories of previous lives in the lives tone presents the following problem for
Hick: human beings might choose salvation for theng reasons or might deliberately
prolong their residence in the intermediate stdt@sn inclined to hold that both reasons
(in sections 1.1. and 1.2.) that | offered so fgaiast Hick’'s account of intermediate states
should lead us to hold that there is no guararitaedalvation will be the fate all human

beings.

3. Can we speak of progressive lives?

God, according to Hick, gives the opportunity tarfain beings to grow in morality and
spirituality and attain perfection by inhabitingsaries of progressive lives lived in other
worlds. An essential factor for moral and spiritdelvelopment is the occurrence of pain
and suffering and the opportunity to choose betwgmrd and evil actions. A world which
contains challenges to be overcome and significaotces to be made is a better world
than one which does not. There are situations iiclwthe experience of some traumatic
event frees people and helps them to get in touitth neality ! Since the afterlives exist
with the express purpose of giving the opportufotytransformation, their environments
may be more challenging in order to ensure humangbesalvation. Hick holds that
afterlives may lived in environments that are samih structure and nature to the earthly
environment. However, if the afterlives exist foomal and spiritual growth and their
environments’ structure and nature is similar ® darthly one, | argue that it may be the
case that some people might never become bettptegpebey might always chose wrong
and always deny God's lové! Hick does not say if in the next lives there wbi
opportunities of refusal and diminishment. If paind suffering are important for moral
and spiritual development then they must occuh@intermediate afterlives. If freedom of
choice is important for human beings’ moral andigml development then there must be
good and bad things to choose from, there mustdne gnd suffering to overcome. If
humans are free to exercise their freedom of chafen in an environment which there

will be pain and suffering to overcome, there wagls the possibility that some human

193 Hick holds that divine grace operates in the darthorld in some way or another e.g. traumatic
experience makes people see things differently Hige(1976), pp. 250—259.

1% Davis points out this weakness of Hick’s theory e does not discuss it in length, something whigt
here. He asks if human beings are going to beessds they are in the earthly life, from evidentéaw
human beings behave now, surely we cannot have ot that they will change in the after lives. See
Davis (2001), p. 59. Moreover, he holds that evean agent reaches the age of moral and spiritual
responsibility (whatever this might be) he will metnain morally innocent for long. See Davis (20qi)36.
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beings will not choose to be reconciled to God ng atermediate life; and if this is the

case then Hick’s afterlives are not necessarilgmssive.

Let us look at a further modified version of théyenth scenario to illustrate my point.
Imagine that you find yourself in the labyrinth aypou have the choice either to remain
there or look for the exit. This is your first appance in the labyrinth and you choose to
remain there. However, after a while, you change yoind and you follow the path which
leads to the exit. Let us also suppose that bgfovemake it to the exit you die due to old
age. The LSS brings you back to life and you wakenua different part of the labyrinth
having again to choose between the two fates. Quymur time in the labyrinth, you
encounter different difficulties and different clemiges to the previous time you were in
the labyrinth. The same pattern continues for tb&t rfourteen reappearances in the
labyrinth. Most of your attempts so far to reach #éxit were unsuccessful. However, every
time that you reappear in the labyrinth you gettdseand better at dealing with the
different challenges and obstacles. Let us alspasthat on your f5attempt to reach
the exit, and having been extremely good in reiggi and evaluating good and bad
situations, something happens and you change ymd. A few meters before the exit you
are presented with a challenge that you have notusrtered before and your choice

results in your failure to reach the exit.

If human beings are free to choose between diftesgnations then there is always the
possibility that at some point on their way to &hat, or in Hick's case on their attainment
of salvation, they might change their mind or tlmeight act in a way which might not

reflect the quality of the lives which they haveated. In the case of the labyrinth, | think
it is quite possible that you will choose somethigeige over escaping the labyrinth.
Experience shows that different situations and &vean lead a human being to act in
bad/immoral ways and to rebel and to refuse Goithidfis possible in the earthly life, why

can it not be possible in the afterlives? If th&immment in the progressive lives is like
the earthly one, or similar to it, a person who heached a level close to moral and
spiritual perfection could choose bad over gooceré&twill be opportunities of refusal and
diminishment in an environment which would help themans’ moral and spiritual

growth. If it is important that the environment piges opportunities for human beings to
exercise their significant freedom, then therehis possibility that some of them will not
wish the ultimate good and will not be saved. Butywvould they choose something

different to the exit if they are so close to peti@n? What reason would there be for this?
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| have said in section 1.2 that those people whee Haarnt to evaluate good and bad
situations might come to a point where they wiltide to attain perfection/salvation or the
exit for the wrong reasons. Moreover, | have argihatl some would continue to act badly
if they know that they will reappear in future lazeThe choices that humans will have in
each intermediate life can lead to the developrakatbad character, and so the successive
lives can make a person worse. Consider the fatigveinalogy: The first time someone
has an affair might be difficult for him, he maefguilty and stressed. However, it makes
it easier for him to have more affairs in the fetuOnce he has had an affair—has done
something bad—at once it becomes easier to doamadn the intermediate lives if an
individual believes that it is not really that badting contrary to what it is good, it is
possible that next time he faces a similar chablehg would find it hard to resist the
temptation. Therefore, in this way successive ojpmities to do bad things might lead to a

person becoming worse.

This last point is closely connected with the filiett a main characteristic of human beings
is that they are prone to temptation. It might e tase that they want the ultimate good
but there is something else which they prefer. &@mple, returning to the labyrinthean
situation, it might be the case that the challewbeh you have to overcome is to refrain
from eating from a dining table which is right ot of you. By refraining from doing so
you show, firstly, that you obey and respect th&ksSJor God’s) warnings and commands,
and secondly, that you possess self-disciplineti(@sce) which, in the case of Christian
tradition, is a virtue. If however, after days addys of overcoming challenges and
obstacles you are hungry, you will find that thardir table with all its goods is quite an
attractive choice. In addition, if you know thaéth is really nothing to lose in eating from
that dinner table since you know that you will cobeek to the labyrinth (see criticism
1.2.), there will be nothing really to keep yourfr@ating it. If a person is free to exercise
his freedom of choice, then in an environment inciwhhere will be pain and suffering to
overcome, there is no guarantee that he will chdosee reconciled to God in any
intermediate life. Successive lives which inclu@denpand suffering do not guarantee that
the choices which each individual makes will bedois the good.

Knowing that something is good and knowing thatréhare good reasons to choose
something good over something bad does not nedgssatail that our choices will be
influenced by such knowledge and thus that we aliiays act in the right way. In the case
of the dinner table, my desire for food overrides tSS’s or God’s will. I do not claim

that knowledge of God’s plan or for what is a good valuable choice for us will have no
60



impact on our behaviour and character, but | thimk even then it is still possible for
human beings to rebel and refuse God’s love. Ma@eadv is a common feature in every
day life that people do not always do the rightighéven if they have enough good reasons
to do so. It is evident that people defy authorthere will always be those who do not
agree or who think that they know better. In theecaf the afterlives what would be
intriguing to those who find themselves in thesediis that they know that they can live
another life after this one. It may be the casé thay like the fact that they will live
another life; this leads them to think that itiisefto fail to be reconciled to God (or reach
for the exit).

Recall that in section 2, | have argued that thecdetion which Hick gives to human
beings’ nature is one which does not guaranteehiiatans will act well or according to
God’s plan in each and every situation in whichythied themselves. Since their salvation
can only be guaranteed once they are transfornteddhildren of God’ it is not obvious
that while in the process of transformation or soaking they will not choose something
less than what is best for them; especially if they still vulnerable to the temptations of

their imperfect environment and they carry an infgernature.

If Hick is not convinced so far, we can think ofaexples from the Judaeo-Christian
tradition which show that people, even if they wer€sod’s presence and knew what the
right thing to do was, exercised their free wilbatisobeyed neverthele§5.An example

to support my claim can be found in the Old Testanethe story of Moses and the water
from the rock!®® Moses was in the presence of God. As far as thptses hold, the
people in the Old Testament could talk to God, @od was present to those who believed
in him. This is the story: The people of Israeld@e thirsty while wandering in the desert
after their flight from Egypt. The people beganhtigg and grumbling with Moses, who
asked for help from God. God listened to his calll #old him to touch with his hand a
rock so that water would come out. But, as theystimes, Moses disobeyed God. He did
not touch the rock with his hand but with his stiakd after that we are informed that his
punishment was not to see the Promised Land. Ttample shows that even if human
beings have knowledge of God and know what thet tiging to do is, it is still possible
that some will disobey or act in bad ways becausedn beings exercise their freedom of

choice.

1% Hick holds that figures such as Mother Teresanor&aints even if closer to moral and spirituafgetion
are still vulnerable to temptations despite thiEiseness to God.
1% Old Testament, Exodus 17:1-7
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This brings us to my second point of criticism.idf the lives to come there is the
possibility of refusing God then it seems that radt lives will be progressive in

charactet”” The afterlives will not necessarily be progressifesome human beings do
not grow in morality and spirituality during oneogressive life but become worse then |
do not think that there is any good reason to tioéd their next life will be a progressive

one.

Let us return to the labyrinth scenario and suptbagon your 1% time in the labyrinth
you refused to find the exit and you have wokenfarpthe 18" time in the labyrinth.
According to Hick, the experiences which you widl through this time will be different
than last time. This is because he believes that dature) life is different than previous
lives because its content depends on your levelartl and spiritual progress which entail
that you require different experiences in eachrdife If during your 1%' reappearance in
the labyrinth you not only chose something else dlve exit but also made that choice on
reasons which were different than the reasons gtedan during your f4reappearance,
then | will assume that the life you will have inur 16" appearance in the labyrinth will
be a step back from the one which you have haddri§ time. This is because the good
character which you developed up to a point in 1% visit to the labyrinth was
‘destroyed’ when you refused to exit the labyrinfhe 16 time might be a life in which
you still have to progress into a child of God, the life you will live will not have the

character which your {5reappearance had. It will be a step back for you.

Extrapolating from the labyrinthean scenario, | Wwanhold that if some human beings do
not grow in morality and spirituality in one progséve life but become ‘worse’ or stay the
same because they make the wrong choices, then ribgt afterlife will not be a
progressive one. Reappearing in the labyrinth Ifar 18" time with a character which
represents a level of moral development which isasogreat as the one in the"ltfime
would suggest that it is not a progressive lifeefEhwill be no progress made by you
during your 1% reappearance, so it is not obvious how you? dappearance would be
progressive. If human beings have genuine freedmmchbose to perform different acts
then it is not obvious that they will choose Godthley choose not to act according to
God's will, then their next intermediate life wouhdt be at a level of moral development
as high as in their previous life so it cannot h@@gressive one. If it is not a progressive

one then there is no guarantee that there will bait when all will achieve salvation.

97 Hick says that progressively ‘higher’ worlds arerldls which are the environment of ever more myrall
and spiritually perfect modes of existence. Sek i®76), p. 463.
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4. Epistemic distance and genuine freedom

Hick holds that the ‘epistemic distance’ caused3my’s hiddenness is a required measure
for genuine human freedom. ‘Epistemic distance nigt distance in space but in
knowledge. In order for human beings to live as fimite persons in God’s presence, God
must not be evident to thelf In order to have significant autonomy in relationGod,
humans must be in epistemic distance from God. Bagls that God has made the world to
look ‘as if there were no God’. He maintains thidae' world must be to man, to some
extent at leastetsi deus non daretutas if there were no God”. God must be a hidden
God, veiled by His creatio®® God can make room for human freedom only if he is
hidden and at the same time ‘readily found by theke are willing to exist in the divine
presence?® The ‘soul-making’ process can only be realizedhis setting. The freedom
to choose to love God is guaranteed by the creafidtruman creatures which are prone to
suffering and pain but which also assures thatkiwece to love God will not be coerced in
any way. In a similar way, the freedom to make lntary cognitive choice to believe that
God exists is assured by the fact that the world lma interpreted without reference to
God.

Given Hick's ‘soul-making theodicy’, in which suffieg and pain are essential elements
for the transformation of human beings and thelvageon, and given Hick's notion of
‘epistemic distance’ as a required element for gemndfreedom and autonomy | propose

the following criticisms:

1. If God remains hidden in the lives to come, thegréhis no guarantee that people
will believe in His existence and consequently, quarantee that they will love

Him.

2. The Bardo state, which Hick presents, is one way for Godeweal himself to
human beings. That is, human beings can understandgh their experience of
the Bardo state that God, or something analogous i.e. agb&ith supreme power
and knowledge, exists. It seems that God doesamain hidden in the lives to

come.

198 John Hick,The Fifth Dimension: An Exploration of the SpiritiRealm(Oxford: One World, 2004), p. 43.
199 3ohn HickArguments for the Existence of Ggandon & Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1970), p. 318.
20 Hick (2004), pp. 43-44.
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Firstly, according to Hick, God is hidden in thethby life. Humans come to believe in
God’s existence and consequently come to love Hihy by willing to believe in God.
However, it is evident that humans have been adgatan environment with real pain and
suffering but this is not fact enough evidence @nown to justify belief in God. Most
human beings have not believed in God’s existendehave not acted according to God’s
will by the time of their death. The purpose of thigerlives, in Hick’s account, is to
provide this opportunity; to believe in God and eota love Him. | argue that if freedom
of choice is important and can be genuine only ad@emains hidden then God has to
remain hidden in their afterlives as well. Hick d¢®lthat it is the environment around us
and our cognitive freedom which help us interphetworld as a place of soul-making and
acknowledge that God exists and so believe in Hiohlave Him. If awareness of God’s
existence comes only through faith that He exiats this is the case in the afterlives then
there is no guarantee that anyone will come to {Bddith and love. If there is no more
evidence for God’s existence in the afterlives ttieare is in the earthly world, and if the
environment in the afterlives is similar to thetbbr environment, then it is not obvious
that the process of restoration which Hick has indwill ever be fulfilled or even begin
in the case of the worst of sinners. The afterlive$ not guarantee more success in
salvation for all than the earthly life. With noidance in the afterlife then it would seem
that the process that Hick has in mind will be esdland does not guarantee that all will

come to God in faith.

A person has genuine freedom, in Hick’s view, whenis able to understand, to choose
and decide between alternative courses of actioargued that to believe in God’s
existence presupposes that the individual knowd igaalternatives are and makes a free
choice to act. So how can people in the afterlik@sw what is morally appropriate and
how can they achieve salvation if God is hiddemftbem? An important aspect of Hick’s
account is that religious experience comes to thdse believe. Faith is required in order
to realize that you live a virtuous life in the peace of God. Oddly, as a person cannot
have a religious experience unless he alreadyJeslien the existence of God. It would
seem that the people in the afterlives would havbdlieve in the existence of God and
then the evidence will become obvidd§in the case of the worst sinners who have never

201 Robert Mesle makes a similar observation when éiam Hick's argument on God'’s hiddenness. He
argues that ‘[tJo say that we must first make teemkr moral commitment to love God and then theesde
will become obvious is simply to beg the question.geéxuinely free choice about faith must presupploae
we know what we are choosing for or against’. Sebd® Mesle, ‘Does God Hide from Us?: John Hick and
Process Theology on Faith, Freedom and Theodinygrnational Journal for Philosophy of Religidid,
No. 1/2, The Problem of Evil (Jul. - Sep., 1988)103.
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looked for God, the process of restoration mayawen start°> Moreover, in the case of
those who are in some sense virtuous but non-oelgiit is not obvious that the process of
restoration will ever come to an end even for thénthe process of restoration begins
once humans believe in God’s existence it is netrclthat restoration will come to
completion. Those human beings who will be reappgan other lives would be in the
same state as they were in their earthly livesyMmauld be ignorant of God’s existence in

an environment in which they have to find God thelwves.

Moreover, if the environments that the people wiild themselves in are of pain and
suffering, and with no evidence of God’s presehck, not see how they can learn to love
a God who not only does not give them any signdisfexistence but also lets them suffer
in order to achieve reconciliation. If from the begng the individual does not believe in
God'’s existence then the pain and suffering whielwfll have to suffer in order to begin
the process of restoration will not be experieregdomething which will lead to a greater
good—reconciliation with God. The pain and suffgrimill not be experienced differently
than the way it was experienced in the earthly difel the question will remain, why is

there so much evil in the world?

Secondly, Hick holds that every time human beings blefore they reappear in the next
world, they would go through thBardo state in which they are challenged in various
ways. The purpose of this state is mainly for s&dt:overy. Depending on their response
to these challenges, God relocates them in appttepworlds. We might say that the
Bardo state is one way for God to reveal Himself to harbaings. That is, human beings
can understand, through their experience oBthelo state that God, or something similar

i.e. a being with supreme power and knowledge t&xis

If human beings can recognize some, let us sayGad's characteristics during their
experiences in thBardo state and thus acknowledge God’s existence theeeiins that
God is not hidden in the sense that Hick wantsdia.hif they know that God exists in
some way or another then it would seem that theigenfreedom which Hick talks about
iIs not available anymore. The existence of Bedo state and the existence of the
afterlives undermine Hick’s notion of ‘epistemicstdince’. If there is no ‘epistemic

292 paul Helm asks Hick to explain how God cannot hewn by human beings while, on the one hand,
believing that all religious positions are partiasights into one infinite whole, and on the othemnd,
claiming that God cannot be definitely known by ang. Paul Helm, ‘Are they That Be Saved?’ in
Universalism and the Doctrine of HeNigel M. de S. Cameron, ed. (Carlisle: PaterrmoBress, 1992), p.
262.
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distance’ then, and if we also have in mind thatkHargues that ‘epistemic distance’ is a
necessary element for genuine human freedom, we ttaeonclude that God does not
leave any room for genuine human autonomy. If Gedeals himself to His human

creatures, making clear that He exists it seemisHleaviolates the same autonomy and
freedom which He gave them in the first place. Moe¥, we may say that only in the first
life, which is according to Hick the earthly lif§od is hidden, and so only in that initial

life do human beings have genuine freedom of ch@cee they begin to reappear in other
environments and worlds, the importance of thestgmic distance’ is undermined and
Hick’s notion of human freedom is at riék.

Furthermore, even if people would have knowledgs Bod exists this, nevertheless, is
not enough to achieve salvation. Hick argues thahdns not only have to believe in
God's existence but they also have to love Himrguad in section three, that human
beings can act against God’s will and are freehtmose something bad even if they have
good reasons not to. Even if God reveals Himselfuman beings in order to assist them,
let us say, in searching for Him it is not obvidbat they will come to love Him. Even if
humans have an awareness of God fromBihelo state and have freedom of choice this
does not entail that it is impossible that somé fuse God in every single life.

To summarize my arguments: Firstly, Hick’'s notioh ‘epistemic distance’ and his

account of God’s hiddenness present some intractatdblems for his account. God’s
hiddenness and ‘epistemic distance’ are importantgenuine human freedom. God is
hidden in the earthly life and it is up to humangoose whether or not to believe in Him
and love Him. Most humans die without ever know@&agd and His love and so God gives
more opportunities to make this happen in futuvedi If humans are to have genuine
freedom in the lives to come then God has to rerha&den. However, if in the afterlives

God remains hidden and the environment in which dnsrare set is an environment of
real and apparent suffering and pain similar to @ébhghly environment then there is no

guarantee that people will believe in God's existerand love Him. Secondly, the

203 | am aware that William Rowe has an objection Whises the same argument as me in ‘Paradox and
Promise—Hick’s solution to the Problem of Evil'. $diargument, contrary to mine, focuses on God’s
goodness. He argues against the possibility ofngagenuine freedom and that a notion of ‘epistemic
distance’ seems useless. He holds that God crelatingan beings in an ‘epistemic distance’ from Hioesl
not seem like the action of a good God. He agreasit God were present to His human beings they th
would be compelled to respond to Him. However, eifdmuman beings will have a very good reason to
respond to God, it would not compel them to do Heerefore, ‘epistemic distance’ is not necessary fo
genuine freedom and it is questionable what goodeived by the human beings’ state of ‘epistemic
distance’ from God. See William RowdParadox and Promise: Hick's Solution to the ProbleftEvil’, in
Problems in the Philosophy of Religion: CriticauBies of the Work of John HicK. Hewitt Jr., ed. (New
York: St. Martin's Press, 1991), p. 115.
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existence of th®ardo state and the existence of the afterlives, | grgndermine Hick’s
notion of freedom. The existence of tBardo state puts pressure on Hick’s notion of
‘epistemic distance’ and the importance of the amotof God’s hiddenness. If humans
know that God exists then the ‘epistemic distansecompromised and so the genuine
human freedom which God has supposedly given them.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, | argued that Hick fails to shdwatt salvation is guaranteed for each
individual life. Firstly, if Hick wishes to maintai that human beings have genuine
freedom, he will have to permit their eternal faddoe based on the choices they make and
the character which they cultivate for themselVeke does so, then he must concede that
there is no guarantee that some people will comé&dd in faith and trust. Secondly, I
argued that the possibility of having memories ofvpus lives in the lives to come
presents the following problem for Hick: human lgsimmight choose salvation for the
wrong reasons or might deliberately choose to pigliheir residence in the intermediate
states. Both of these reasons suggest that théhens is not guarantee that all will be
saved. Thirdly, since the intermediate afterlivexur in environments similar to the
earthly one there should be opportunities of disaliand refusal similar to these available
in the earthly life. If an individual can exercises freedom of choice in such an
environment then clearly there is no guarantee lbawill choose not to be reconciled to
God in any life, so Hick’s afterlives are not nexaady progressive. Finally, | argued that
reconciliation with God cannot be achieved if humao not exercise freedom which is
warranted by God’s hiddenness. On the other haldatson is not guaranteed if humans
have no awareness of God. | conclude that Hickt®aat of progressive afterlives makes

his universalism weak and leads us to reject it.

In the next chapter, | examine Thomas Talbott’'soant. Talbott, like Hick, argues that
God’s love demands that all will be reconciled tonHn the end. His rejection of the
doctrine of hell differs from Hick’s account in thiae argues that no one could make a free
and responsible choice to reject God’s love intlighthe eternal misery of hell. To this

account | now turn.
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Chapter Four: Thomas Talbott’s Universalism

Introduction

Thomas Talbott rejects the doctrine of eternal hellfavour of Christian necessary
universalisn?>* He argues that it is necessarily true that if @othe all-powerful and all-
loving being which Christianity affirms, then allilman beings will be saved in the end. It
is logically impossible that some people will, déspGod’s best efforts to save them,
freely and irrevocably reject God and thus sepata&mselves from God forever:

Talbott’s account of universal salvation hingesluree important concepts: (i) his concept
of God’s loving nature, (ii) his concept of freedaresponsible choice and (iii) his concept
of post-mortem punishment as ‘forcibly imposed ghment’. Talbott holds that human
creation is a process whereby God, firstly, briagsHis human beings into being as
independent and rational agents, and secondlyncdes all both to Himself and to each
other?®® An essential part to the whole redemptive proseissreby God transforms His
human creatures into children of God is that tHos®ans exercise their moral freedom—
that they choose freely one way or the other ineimironment in which they are placed.
All free persons will eventually turn to God in serfinite amount of time after becoming
fully informed about the source of their suprempgiaess. God is love and the source of
human happiness. In loving humans God wills fornthexactly what, at the most
fundamental level, they want for themsel¢®sAnd what they want is to experience
supreme happiness. Since God is the source ofreepgneman happiness, He will seek to
promote of necessity this kind of happiness in gw#ngle person and so will save all in

the end. Even the worst sinners will be reconcitedsod through post-mortem curative

204 Jerry Walls calls Talbott a ‘necessary universal@ee Jerry Walls, ‘A hell of a choice: reply Talbott’,
Religious Studied0, no. 2 (Jun., 2004), pp. 203—-204. Talbott atsctye term in later papers such as Thomas
Talbott, ‘Misery and Freedom: Reply to WallReligious Studied0, no. 2 (Jun., 2004), p. 217.

%5 Thomas TalbottThe Inescapable Love of Gdtniversal Publishers, 1999), p. 183; Talbott Tasm
‘Providence, Freedom, and Human DestiRgligious Studie®6, no. 2 (Jun., 1990), p. 227; William L.
Craig, ‘Talbott's Universalism Once Mor&gligious Studie®9, no. 4 (Dec., 1993), p. 500.

2% Thomas Talbott, ‘Universalism and the Supposedi@dd out Earthly Life: Reply to Michael Murray’,
Faith and Philosophy8, no. 1 (2001b), p. 6.

2" Thomas Talbott, ‘Craig on the Possibility of E@ramnation’ Religious Studie&8, no. 4 (Dec., 1992),

p. 500.
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punishment. God will bring all human beings to tpeint where they Voluntarily,

wholeheartedly, and joyfully submit [their] wills him’.?°®

In this chapter, | argue that Talbott’'s universalifails to convince us that all human
beings will be saved in the end by focusing on tfdis claims: that God will achieve
universal salvation through inflicting unbearableffering as a forcibly imposed
punishment, and that no one can freely reject Glod's. The chapter has two parts. In the
first one, | explain Talbott's main views of God&ving nature and his relationship with
His human beings, his concept of free and resptmslioice and his concept of ‘forcibly
imposed punishment’. This prepares the groundHersecond part of the chapter where |
give three arguments to show that Talbott's accooiicurative punishment and freedom
of choice are inadequate to show how salvatiouganteed to each and every individual

being and so give us no good reason to acceptilersalist thesis.

2% Talbott (2001b), p. 6.
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Part |

1. God’s relationship with His human creatures and human disobedience

The argument that Talbott proposes as to why iinigossible not to choose God arises
from his view of what makes a choice or decisioherent, and his view of God’s nature
and His relationship with His human creatures. Xplan why a decision freely to reject

God is incoherent and hence impossible, Talbo#rsfan account of what it might mean to
embrace an eternal destiny. According to Talbate &reely chooses an eternal destiny

only under the following three necessary conditions
(i) the choice must be ‘fully informed’
(i)  the agent has to have ‘a minimal degree of ratitynal

(i)  a person ‘never comes to regret the choice’ oneeptirson making the choice

gets what he want§?

A fully informed decision is defined as a decisiwwhich does not rest upon ‘ignorance’,
‘misinformation’ or ‘deception’ of any kind and wdh is not influenced by bondage to
unhealthy desires. A person freely chooses an atadestiny only if he has full

understanding of exactly what he chooses.

The second necessary condition of free choice mifamal degree of rationality on the
part of the one who acts freefi!° Talbott oddly enough does not give a clear accofint
what it means for someone to have a minimal degfeationality. This creates a problem

for his account which | examine in the second péthe chapter.

One freely chooses an eternal destiny if he neweares to regret the choice he has made at
some later timé! If someone comes to regret a choice—that is wigttiat he had never

made it in the first place—that would prove eittteat he ‘incorrectly assessed some aspect

299 Thomas Talbott, ‘Freedom, Damnation, and the Pdw@in with Impunity’,Religious Studie87, no. 4
(Dec., 2001a), p. 419.

10 Talbott (1999), p. 184; Also see Thomas TalbdBpd, Freedom and Human Agencyaith and
Philosophy26, no. 4 (Oct., 2009), pp. 390-391

1 Talbott (2001a), p. 419.
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of the choice when making it, in which case it was fully informed’ or the choice was
determined by some kind of compulsion in which daseas not truly freé*? In the case
where human free choices have unintended or umderesonsequences, and these
consequences are such that if they were foresearms® would have chosen otherwise,
then those consequences have not been freely emal5faSo Talbott holds that someone
freely embraces an eternal destiny and never camesgret the chosen destiny if he
pursues that destiny both in his original choicevali as later, he attains it at the end, and

possesses ‘full disclosure of truth about the magtfithat destiny*'*

After presenting the conditions for freely embracien eternal destiny, Talbott turns to
investigate what it would mean for someone to makee and fully informed decision to
reject God forever. Talbott distinguishes two sensewhich a person might reject God.
He holds that

[i]f a person refuses to be reconciled to God drel erson’s refusal
does not rest upon ignorance, or misinformationdeception of any
kind then, let us say that the person has naafidly informeddecision

to reject God; but if the person refuses to bemeibed to God and the
person’s refusatioesrest upon ignorance or deception of some kind,
then let us say that the person has madess than fully informed
decisionto reject God*®

Regarding the second sense of someone rejecting Tadlabtt argues that any decision to
reject God that arises from ignorance, misinfororgtdeception and bondage to unhealthy
desires is by definition not fully informed. Hentdee destiny apart from God is not freely
embraced’® These conditions are obstacles to free choicdndnception. If someone is
ignorant or deceived about the true consequencéssathoices then he cannot embrace
those consequences freely. If someone suffers &aeception which does not permit him
to see God’s true nature then he cannot rejedttieeGod freely*’ A person who rejects a
caricature of a god, instead of the true God armbsbs an eternal destiny without full

appreciation of what this destiny entails, doesfrestly embrace that destif? Finally, if

22 pid., p. 419.
213 Talbott distinguishes between free choices andr theintended outcomes, the latter of which by
definition, Talbott says, are not freely embraced anay even occur against one’s will. Moreovertha
case of someone who foresees the bad consequehbés actions as a ‘potential danger’ or a ‘praaitic
certainty’, but are nevertheless unintended, tipemishment...is not freely chosen but it is forcibhposed
against a person’s will'. See Talbott (2001a),418-419.
24 bid., p. 420.
215 Talbott (1999), p. 186. See also Talbott (19925Q9.
21 Talbott (2001a), p. 420.
2" Talbott (1999), p. 187.
8 Talbott (2001a), p. 419. This is what happens wirenis deceived about the true nature of God.
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someone is in bondage to unhealthy desires thisisndeat he is overwhelmed by these
desires so that they causally necessitate his etudithe object of desire and so he cannot
desire anything apart from those objects. Talb@ti@s that as long as human beings are
subject to these conditions—ignorance, misinforomti deception and bondage to
unhealthy desires—they will ‘undoubtedly misjuddeeit real wants and yearnings
repeatedly and especially the means of satisfyingmt?*® Ignorance, deception,
misinformation and bondage to unhealthy desiredeea less than fully informed decision

to reject God intelligible, but also render it Iésan fully free??°

Regarding the first sense of someone rejecting Gallhott argues that if a persanfully

informed, then there will be no coherent motive #ordecision to reject God. The
impossibility of someone having a coherent motive riejecting God forever gains its
force from Talbott’'s particular view of God’s mebgsical nature and His relationship

with His human creatures.

God is love and the ultimate source of human ha&gsinAs a loving creator, He seeks to
promote each human being’'s best interest. In lovingan beings, God wills for them
only what they, at the most fundamental level, Wall themselves. He wills for them that
they should experience ‘supreme happiness’, thair tlleepest yearnings should be
satisfied’ and that all their ‘needs should be mfigtSince what is best for human beings is
supreme happiness, and since God is the ultimateesof all human happiness it follows
that separation from God will only lead to misendasuffering. A person, says Talbott,
cannot reject the ultimate source of happinessaowithejecting his ‘deepest desires and
yearnings and without choosing perpetual misery s.wall’?*? Given that God is the
ultimate source of human happiness, it follows ey that nothing seems to qualify as a
motive for rejecting God, but also that anyone ipasition to make a fully informed
decision would have the strongest conceivable maiist to reject Go&> Once someone
sees clearly that God is the ultimate source ofdmimappiness and that separation from
God can bring only greater and greater misery lvgdife and into the lives of others, ‘an

intelligible motive for such rebellion no longereses possible??*

29 bid., p. 421.

220 Talbott (1999), p. 187.

22 Talbott (2001a), p. 421.

222 |bid., pp. 423-424.

% Talbott (1992), p. 501; Craig 1993, p. 501.
22 Talbott (1999), p. 186.
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Talbott argues that experience shows that humargbenay jeopardize some future good
in order to satisfy some present desire, espedfalhgey only have an abstract knowledge
of some possible danger lurking in the distantreit\s long as misery lies in the distant
future, someone can discount it or not assigndtappropriate weight. However, Talbott
holds that once intense misery ‘thrusts itself imtonediate consciousness, it becomes
harder and harder and finally impossible to ignéf2So a person in a state of prolonged
misery, such as the state the damned will expeziegmdell, would know all the relevant
facts about the source of human happiness and veotfiler from no more illusions about
his misery or its source. Knowing these things,wwald have no possible motive for
freely embracing a destiny apart from GG8A decision to embrace a destiny apart from
God cannot survive without regret once there has laefull disclosure of truth about that

chosen destin§?’

It is important to have in mind that Talbott, likeost universalists, affirms libertarian
freedom?*® A necessary condition to this kind of freedom,sags, is absolute clarity of

vision. Let me explain this notion. His view thatch person will come to embrace God
freely in the libertarian sense centres on a paddicview which he has on first-person
accounts of dramatic conversions. In order to hiséd the choice for reconciliation to God
is free in a non-deterministic way he argues fog fossibility of the right kind of

compulsion by which God would elicit from a sinraer act of submission full of love. He

describes the right kind of compulsion as:

[a] stunning revelation...one that provides cleariorisand compelling
evidence thereby altering one’s belief's in a perfectlytisaal way [and
which] does not compel behavior in the same way ttir@atening someone
with a sword might. A sword...provides no evidencetfe belief its wielder
seeks to influence and therefore has no powertéo slich a belief in some
rational way?*

Clarity of vision and understanding, or even a sing revelation of truth, removes every
reason for rejecting God and provides compelliragoas to accept God’s love. If someone

is fully informed, then he has clarity of visionaak what is in his best interest—that God

22 Talbott (2001a), p. 423. Talbott uses the termenyigor pain
22 pid., p. 423.
227 |bid., p. 420.
228 | jke John Hick, Talbott endorses a modified liaeiein view of freedom. Firstly, he argues agaihst t
standard libertarian analysis of freedom and tha &nalysis involves two crucial claims: (i) a g@1 S
performs an action A freely at some time t onlig #hould also be within S's power at t to refriom A at t.
And (i) it is within S's power at t to refrain im A at t only if refraining from A at t is psychaizally
possible for S at t. Secondly, he argues againsb#rer analysis implying that we do the right thiineely
only when acting wrongly remains a psychologicagibility. See Talbott (2001a), p. 426.
22 |pid., p. 427.
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Is the source of supreme happiness. One cannotntiade a fully informed decision to
reject God. If, however, while knowing what is b&sthim, he continually rejects his own
deepest desires and yearnings and chooses perpesaay for himself, he exhibits a kind
of irrationality which is incompatible with free alte?* If a fully informed person would
have the strongest conceivable motive not to refgmtl and the strongest conceivable
motive to be reconciled to God then a fully infodvaecision to reject God would have to
be irrational in a very strong sense, but also isjie®*! It is not possible that an

individual would make a fully informed but free d&on to reject God.

Talbott concludes that there is no coherent maiiveeject God. If a person is not fully
informed then he is no position to justifiably r&j¢éhe true God, and if he is fully informed
then he is incapable of rejecting God. In neitreecis a person free to reject the true God.
The idea of a person rejecting God forever ‘is dieépcoherent®®? Whereas a freely
embraced destiny in fellowship with God is quitesgible, a freely embraced destiny apart

from God seems not to be possible afHll.

Talbott’s argument that fully informed choice casver lead us to reject God, if correct, is
sufficient to defend the impossibility to someomrgecting God forever. Talbott also has
another argument in defending the logical imposgiof someone rejecting God forever

that | present in the following section.

2. No one can reject freely and irrevocably God forever

The logically impossibility of someone rejecting @lorever is defended by Talbott with a

two-fold thesis:

first, God loves all created persons only if iths intention to secure
blessedness—that is supreme worthwhile happinesseafth of them, and

230 Talbott (1992), pp. 501-502. See also Talbott 9).98. 184 and p. 186.
1 Talbott illustrates this point with the exampletbé stove. He holds that if ‘those freely choogimdpurn
themselves have a normal nervous system, experieroeal sensations of pain, and are rational endagh
qualify as free agents, then such a statement nrakesherent sense at all’. See Talbott (2001829.and
Talbott (1992), p. 501.
232 Talbott (1999), p. 189.
23 Talbott (2001a), p. 421.
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second, that the eternal misery of a single pemounld undermine the
blessedness of all others.

According to Talbott, blessedness or supremely hvdrtle happiness is the kind of
happiness that could survive a complete disclostireith about the universe. It is the kind
of happiness which cannot rest upon deception Ise faeliefs. It is also the kind of

happiness that one possesses only when one @iltd love for others.

Given the above conditions, Talbott argues thad lbgically impossible that God could
produce such happiness in some created personsutvttso producing it in all othef®

A loving creator would, of necessity, seek to preenthis kind of happiness in his loved
ones>*® Talbott holds that God’s love is inclusive. That it binds people’s interests
together. Blessedness in one person requires Hlesse in others and one person’s ruin
implies the ruin of otherS’ The choice of rejecting God forever would undemnthe
very possibility of supreme worthwhile happinesshida the one making the choice and in
everyone elsé®® The misery of those in hell would inevitably unaiéme that blessedness
of those in heaven. The more one is filled witheldor others, the unhappier one becomes
in knowing the unhappiness of his loved ones. dfltlessed know that their loved ones are
in hell afflicted with unbearable suffering, andokwthat God could have saved them but
did not, they can never be happy.To love God, says Talbott, would entail the bldsse
respecting God, but also approving of his actiams] being grateful for what he has done
for them and bringing their will into conformity thi his?*° If the blessed know that God
could have saved their loved ones but did not, thermedeemed cannot be truly happy in
the presence of God and so cannot truly love himusT necessarily, God would not create

a world in which some persons are damned and inhthiey freely reject God forevét:

234 Talbott (1992), p. 507.
2% |bid., p. 507.
23 Talbott (1999), p. 136. Talbott here agrees wittinBurne in ‘Heaven and Hell’ that happiness is not
something that leads to boredom or is the absehemmleasant sensation and it cannot arise frosefal
beliefs.
%7 |bid., p. 134.
238 |bid., pp. 198-199. What Talbott has in mind hisr¢he ‘irreparable harm’ done to the redeemed who
must suffer the agony of seeing their loved ones Wave rejected God's grace eternally damned. An al
powerful and all-loving God would not permit Hisrhan creatures to suffer irreparablgrm, that is, harm
that not even Omnipotence could ever repair or&amat at some later time.
39 Some philosophers, such as W. Craig and S. Kersimgae that it is not obvious that an individual (
this case the blessed in heaven) ought to suffemitely at the thought of others receiving thaifinite but
deserved suffering. | do not examine this argunetitis thesis. For more see S. Kershnar, ‘Theshige of
Hell’', International Journal for Philosophy of Religids8 (2005), p. 104. William L. Craig, ‘Talbott's
Universalism’,Religious Studie27, no. 3 (Sep., 1991), p. 305.
240 Talbott (1999), p. 140.
241 See Talbott (1992), p. 504. See also, Craig (199300 and Craig (1991), p. 305.
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Given the Christian understanding of God—that dfeeng who is all-wise, all powerful
and all-loving—Talbott maintains that ‘the very &def someone making a free and fully
informed decision to reject God forever, or of somefreely embracing an eternal destiny
apart from God, is deeply incoherent and thereftogically impossible?*? But a
universalist account is incomplete without an aotoof how the sinners will come to
repent for their evil actions and request recoatdn. Talbott, just like Hick, gives us an

account of what the next life holds for the sinn&wswvhich | turn now.

3. Punishment and the life to come

In the introduction of the thesis, we saw that mastersalists do not reject the idea of
unbearable suffering in the life to come. On thet@ry, they argue that most people will
go through temporary punishment in order to achsareation. Suffering from punishment
Is important for redemption since it educates aggtares the sinner’s moral character.
Talbott argues that hell might be a place of undger suffering; however, it would be a
merely temporary staf&’ His universalism gains force from a particulanwiee endorses
of hell as ‘forcibly imposed punishment’ for sinather than as a freely embraced
condition?** Hell, he argues, will beompelling evidenct change the sinners’ hearts. He
does not understand ‘unbearable suffering’ anctilidy imposed punishment’ in the same
way that they are understood in traditional accewfthell. He holds that the ‘good in even
the worst of sinners—the indestructible image ofdGoyou will—can itself become a
source of “unbearable suffering”® That is, a sinner's sorrow, remorse and guilt woul
become a source of unbearable torment for the isiand as long as these unforeseen and
unintended consequences of his evil actions ‘falflar God’s providential control and
occur entirely against' the sinner’s will, they are this sense, ‘forcibly imposed*
Talbott maintains that insofar God ‘uses a [perspsuffering as a means of correction, or
as a means of encouraging repentance’ we can atayh#h person has endured a ‘forcibly

imposed punishment’ for his evil actioff<.

242 Talbott (2001a), p. 421.
243 Talbott follows Hick when he says that hell is the continuation of the purgatorial sufferingstus life
and so we have no reason to reject the languagebefarable suffering. See Talbott (1999), p. 197.
244 Talbott (2001a), p. 417. Talbott offers this argurnagainst those who hold that hell is freely efmosuch
as C.S. Lewis, Eleonore Stumps and Jerry Walls.
245 Talbott (2004), p. 218.
4% |bid., p. 218
247 |bid., p. 218.
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Talbott follows John Hick’s account and holds tthe purpose of the earthly realm is that
of ‘soul-making’. It is evident then that the preseof ‘soul-making’ has not come to a
completion for some persons by the time of theatkdeand so they are not in a position to
accept God’s love and thus salvation. This leadboliato argue that since God is
omnipotent love, He will permit to those who haefused Him to continue to exist in
other environments and/or spiritual realms whegy tban start over and develop a new
and better character, and in which God can proyelgsremove their false beliefs. God
would place people in environments similar to tlaetldy one where they are subject to
illusion, deception, real harm and suffering ofemnporary kind, and where they are

required to take some responsibility for their aesi**®

Damnation, according to Talbott, is a process whetbe damned gradually learn from
experience the true meaning of separation from @t can change the sinners into
children of God by progressively making clear terththat making evil choices and having
a vicious character is ultimately not in their tieedf-interest. In order for this progressive
change in character to be guaranteed, God must #fle damned to experience the full
reality of what they have chosen, ‘however cleaewelation and however irresistible a
means of correction such experience might’6eA well chosen punishment, he holds,
may be the best means of communicating the impdieatof such rebellion insofar as
punishment expresses God’s continuing love andiviorg attitude?® Punishment and
forgiveness have the same object and goal—thatemnciliation. Once the damned
clearly understand, i.e. once they are, as Tathgt it, ‘fully informed’ that their suffering
is the result of their evil actions, and hence igilorance, deception and bondage to
unhealthy desires is removed, there can be nolgessiotive for continuing to do evil and
for rejecting God. Since motiveless choices areossfble, according to Talbott, the
damned can thus no longer continue to reject Gagkdaration from God is a horror that

no one rational enough to qualify as a free ageunldcpossibly prefer to the bliss of union

248 Talbott argues that God ‘can think in terms ofilion lifetimes, a billion different realms and werses
and sets of appearances, a billion ways (includinigillion different forms of deception) to prevethie
choices that other persons make from having thengvikind of influence upon a given choice that [the
sinner] makes’. God could engage in deception m&ans of correction and redemption if he had a lyora
sufficient reason. Talbott holds there might beriggal realms which have no physical connectiothvaur
universe and which could be especially tailored #oose whose cure requires a period of systematic
deception’. See Talbott (1992), pp. 506-507.

249 Talbott (2001a), p. 432.

250 Talbott (1999), p. 163. See also Thomas TalbBtinishment, Forgiveness, and Divine Justigeligious
Studies?9, no. 2 (Jun., 1993), p. 165.
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with God, ‘then the very idea of someone freely eamimg forever a life apart from God

expresses a logical impossibili§*

It is important to point out that Talbott claimsatithe more the damned cling to their
illusions the more severe will be the means andntbee painful the processes whereby
God shatters their illusions and frees them framf¥iThe intense misery and unhappiness
that their bad actions bring into their lives canve as a redemptive purpose because they
can provide in the end a compelling motive to répeargue in a following section, i.e.
Part Il, sec. 1, that Talbott in fact seems to eselthe kind of compulsion which he earlier
tried to avoid—that is compulsion ‘with a swordhi$ leads to a serious problem.

51 Talbott (2004), p. 220.
%2 Talbott (2001b), p. 7.
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Part Il

As we have seen, Talbott holds that God of negeg4litsave all human creatures and that
reconciliation with God will be gained through thhee response of human beings to God’s
love. It is logically impossible that despite Godiisst efforts to save all human beings,
there will be some that will freely and irrevocalgject him. Talbott argues that there is
no coherent motive for rejecting the ultimate seuo€ supreme happiness and, given the
relationship between God and His creatures, Gddisnlove and wisdom ensures that in
no possible world does a person reject him freehgver. In this part of the chapter, |
argue that even if there is a plausible case forewsalism, it is still possible that not all
will be saved based on the accounts Talbott oftershuman freedom of choice and
curative punishment. Talbott's account fails towhwow all human beings will achieve

salvation universalism fails and | give three arguis to defend my claim:

1. Unbearable suffering as forcibly imposed punishnads not guarantee that all

sinners will eventually repent and be reconcile®Gtal.

2. Talbott's argument is unsuccessful in showing thatdamned cannot freely reject

God. He mistakenly takes for granted that freeoastexclude irrational acts.

3. Salvation is not the result of human freedom simoman autonomy is thwarted.

1. Forcibly imposed punishment and the possibility of universal salvation

While Talbott rejects the idea of hell as eterriad, gives punishment a role in God’s
salvific dealings with human beings. He seems teeha mind a version of what is more
commonly called the therapeutic view of punishmegording to which ‘involuntary
suffering or coercing treatment is designed andiaidinated for the purpose of restoring
or rehabilitating the wrong doe?®> What is interesting here is that Talbott holds the
right kind of punishment—intense misery—can cure thorst sinner given the right
amount of time and lead him to accept God’s lovagiee that punishment can correct

233 Robert Holyer, ‘Justice and Mercy, A Reply to TramTalbott’,Religious Studie80, no. 3 (Sep., 1994),
p. 292. This kind of punishment is also commonlpwkn as remedial or restorative punishment.
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rebellion, but the main problem with Talbott's agnb is that it is not obvious that the

forcibly imposed punishment of unbearable tormenlf Wring about the damned’s

repentance and acceptance of God. | propose thgamants in support of this claim:

a.

It is not obvious that the ‘unbearable sufferinfjtle sinners in hell which Talbott
talks about will lead even the worst of the sinngrsaccept God’s lov&* The

description of the source of unbearable sufferiadtlde good—the indestructible
image of God—within each person’ is not enoughuargntee that the damned in
hell would not continue to reject God forever. Tdtbhas to hold that the
punishment is such as to make someone completedgratile and completely in

pain.

If Talbott modifies his account and takes ‘forciligposed punishment’ to be the
kind of punishment that makes someone complete§erable and completely in
pain, then Talbott would be endorsing the sort ahpulsion he has rejected as
inappropriate in the first plaé® This in turn will undermine his claim that
repentance and attainment of reconciliation undegiltbly imposed punishment are

free in a non-determined way.

Whether or not the punishment is truly unbearablecan induce genuine
repentance and reconciliation to God only if pumsht is seen as an act of a
loving God. Talbott’'s system does not guaranteé tthe damned will realize that

their punishment is an act of God'’s love.

Talbott has to show that the kind of punishmenhhs in mind, firstly, is guaranteed to

work so that the sinners will embrace God in faitidl love, and secondly, that this kind of

punishment does not invalidate human freedom. Itam® show this, he faces a dilemma:

one which makes his case for necessary universatisain less plausible. He would either

have to modify his account of unbearable sufferng forcibly imposed punishment or

give up his claim that there will be a point whatesinners will reconcile to Go@®

254 Jerry Walls makes this reply to Talbott. See Jerrwalls, ‘A Hell of a Dilemma: Rejoinder to Taltip
Religious Studie40, no. 2 (Jun., 2004b), p. 226. See also Ta(B6@4), p. 218.

2% Walls expresses this worry as well, and addsifiBalbott modifies his account he will underminis h
claim that God allows human beings the freedom twerever farther away from Him. | do not go inte th
latter claim. See Walls (2004b), p. 227.

#®Walls notices this dilemma as well. See Walls @9)0p. 226.
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a. If suffering is bearable then it is possible that some will resist God

In section three, we have seen that Talbott argiiasthe good in even the worst of
sinners—the indestructible image of God if you witlan itself become a source of
‘unbearable suffering’. So, for example, great euffg such as sorrow, guilt and remorse
which results from bad actions can be a sourcemtiéarable torment®’ The unbearable
suffering will be experienced as forcibly imposaghishment for someone as long as it
occurs under God’s providential control as a meahsorrection or as a means of
encouraging repentance and is against someone’s Tibott illustrates his point by
presenting the following case: suppose that a $botharried man has a frivolous affair
with a woman who, unbeknownst to him, has an uhstaérsonality. The woman’s fatal
attraction to the man drives her to murder his waifiel baby. The man’s ensuing sorrow,
guilt and remorse, or in Talbott’'s view the goothé indestructible image of God can
become a source of unbearable suffering to fithince the unintended consequences
were not freely chosen, the man’s suffering as anmmef correction is forcibly imposed
against his will. And this kind of suffering wilesve to correct or to encourage repentance.
However, the illustration that Talbott offers topéain how this kind of punishment would
lead the sinners to repent presents a seriousguofdr this account. | argue that it does
not guarantee that the wicked will be correctedepent. | offer two reasons in support of

my claim.

Firstly, it might be possible in the cases of therst sinners that the good within them—
the indestructible image of God—would not serve‘wasbearable suffering’. The case
which Talbott presents is not a worst case scemdrgosinner. The unfaithful husband who
still cares for his family and so feels sorrow guilt when he finds out what his lover has
done to them—Kkilled them—is not the same as the oésnurderers, rapists, paedophiles
and so on who may not have this kind of relatiopstith their victims, friends or family.
Someone can act in evil ways and feel no remoreatakhat he has done, whether or not
the bad result was foreseen or intended. For ex@ntpé man who kills his wife and
children because he finds out that his wife hasféair might feel no remorse or guilt if
this is indeed what he wants to do. A paedophdegkample, may love his children, in a
sick kind of way, but still feels no remorse orlgtor abusing them and messing up their
lives for years. These cases show that the sirdwrsot feel remorse, guilt or sorrow in

committing evil acts. | argue that the good / theestructible image of God is insufficient

%" Talbott (2004), p. 218.
28 |pid., p. 218.
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for these people to be caused unbearable guiltgrgniFalbott surprisingly maintains that
‘if the man in our example cared nothing for hifenand baby and had no worthwhile
desires at all, then neither would the murders Hmen a source of torment for hifi®. |
find this claim quite strange because he admits sbaneone who does not have these
kinds of feelings or the image of the good canmibfies unbearable misery. So it seems to
me that Talbott might have something else in minldenvit comes to the kind of
punishment the sinners will have to suffer in ortterepent and be reconciled to God. It
seems that suffering which comes from the indesbiecimage of God would not suffice
in bringing sinners (at least the worst kind) tpewet for their sins and so to be reconciled
to God. What he might have in mind is a kind of isament which would inevitably lead
all sinners to repent and accept God’s love. | gay more on this in the following section,
when | will suggest that Talbott would have to nigdiis account of unbearable suffering
in order to guarantee that all will be saved.

Secondly, it is possible that the person who comait evil act feels remorse, guilt and
sorrow, nevertheless, is able to switch off theselifigs. If the suffering is not truly

unbearable but is the kind which results from fegsiof remorse, guilt and so on, then it is
possible that the wicked will find a way to suppréisem and ignore theffi? Consider the

following case: a cannibal might feel bad aboulingl people in order to eat. But at the
same time he can rationalize his actions or evep saring about the pain his actions
cause to others by convincing himself that theraoghing else he can do about his
condition. He can convince himself that there avealernative options for him, that he is
doing nothing wrong and so it will be best if hetj@ccepts his condition no matter the

consequences. Hence feelings of remorse and guilldicease to affect him.

Of course, Talbott could say that this person itdeceived and self-deluded in thinking
that he does nothing wrong, and that there aretimer @lternatives to his condition and so
his choice is not really free. Based on what Tdlbays about what makes an action free
this would be true. However, the point | want tokendoere is not about the nature of the
action but about the nature of the punishment wHialbott argues that all sinners will
experience—painful emotions stemming from the itrdetible image of God. | argue that
it is possible that if the ‘forcibly imposed punisint’ is not punishment which makes

29 bid., p. 218.

60 Marilyn McCord Adams, as we will see in the folimg chapter, argues that the feelings of remorse,
sympathy etc. will lead even the worst sinnersejgent and ask for reconciliation. These feelingsydver,
contrary to what Talbott argues, will be the residithe direct experience of suffering and paire Skapter
five, Part I, section 1.
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someone completely miserable and completely in theen it is not obvious that the result
of such punishment would be repentance. If theesuif), which the sinners will undergo,
results from feelings of remorse, guilt, despaid @0 on, we can hold that some of the
wicked, if not all, will become numb to the evilgsef their actions and their
consequences. They could deal with the tormentuppressing the good that causes the

torment?®?

If the feelings the image of God produces areanstrong enough punishment
to break through one’s evil nature then Talbottsaant cannot guarantee that all sinners
will come to God. I will say more, in section thy@am the reasons and the possible motives
of why one would rather remain in hell forever traotept God. There | will be rejecting

Talbott’s position that the damned cannot makea étecision to prefer hell to heaven.

In the next section, | argue that Talbott's clamat @all sinners will reach a point where they
cannot but give in to God'’s love is convincing ib&will indeed inflict forcibly imposed
punishment that is more than just the sufferingolwiwould result from the indestructible
image of God. However, even if Talbott modifies laiscount in this way it still is

vulnerable to criticisms.

b. Unbearable suffering as forcibly imposed punishment

What follows from the above is that Talbott willMeato modify his account of unbearable
suffering or claim that not all sinners will reaatpoint where they will accept God’s love.
Talbott in his paper ‘Misery and Freedom: replyWalls’ explains that the expression
‘unbearable suffering’ in his account is the kinfl suiffering which ‘signifies intense
misery of a kind that undermines altogether anyaciyp for joy or happiness$®? If the
sinner totally misunderstands the source of higngiand moreover the source of supreme
happiness, and clings to his illusions despitestiféering they produce, his suffering will
become increasingly unbearable. This kind of urddgdarsuffering will lead the sinners to
request reconciliation from God in trust and loValbott's approach, however, is still

vulnerable to criticism even with this clarificatioof what is involved in unbearable

%1 Here | agree with Walls when he argues that tleesvarious ways in dealing with the torment and
suppressing the good that causes the tormentfanexample, may rationalize one’s actions or ceasmre
about the issues that are causing the pain. Hetbaysthis involves a certain degree of dishonesalf-
deception and suppression of one’s God given nauteit is a well known observation that one can
desensitize his conscience by repeatedly performiagisely those acts that caused one to feel guikgret

in the first place’. See Walls (2004b), p. 226.

%2 Talbott (2004), p. 219.
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suffering. He has to give good reasons for thinkimgt the punishment being increasing
misery, firstly, guarantees that the sinners withbeace God in faith and love, and
secondly, that this kind of punishment does nogliicate human freedom. | argue that if
he holds that misery in hell will be such as to smakmeone completely miserable and
completely in pain then:

(i) Talbott will have to endorse the sort of compuldi@nhas rejected as inappropriate

(i)  This in turn will undermine his claim that repentanand attainment of
reconciliation under ‘forcibly imposed punishmeanate free in a non-determined

way

Talbott distinguishes two kinds of compulsion tkadd can use to ensure that all human
beings will eventually be reconciled to Him. Thésethe kind of compulsion caused by
stunning revelation which provides ‘clear visiomida’compelling evidence’ thus helping
someone to change his beliefs in a perfectly ratisray and on the other hand, there is the
way of compelling someone’s behaviour with ‘theetiirof a sword’ which does not alter
someone’s belief in any rational w&j. He defends the first kind as the right kind of
compulsion and argues that the unbearable suffevimgh the damned will undergo in
hell serves as compelling evidence to help therageee what their best interest is, and
the truth about their actions and themselves. limportant here to point out that for
someone to have a clear vision is to have knowledgenly of the truths of the universe
but also knowledge of God. The damned must gairranmgful understanding of God as
the source of supreme happiness, and an undenstpatlithe relationship between God
and them. Human beings must be reconciled to Gddwvie, faith and trust. This is the
appropriate loving relationship for God and humaings to have. Without entering and
growing in this kind of relationship, there can be revelation of the truth. Once they
come to see what is best for them then they witluggely want to change themselves and

be reconciled to God.

From the above it is obvious that such understandimd knowledge of God can only be
attained willingly. It cannot be coerced or ‘implad’ by any kind of punishment if the

damned are to understand God as the source ofrsegrappiness. However, the kind of
punishment that Talbott argues in favour of invelwetense and unbearable suffering. If

the damned continue to sin and remain unrepentanttheir evil actions and their

23 Talbott (2001a), p. 427.
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consequences, then it seems that their misery wweddme utterly and truly unbearable.
If this is the case then it seems that Talbott eseothe second kind of compulsion. If the
compelling evidence which God uses to change tihendd’s beliefs is excruciating pain

which becomes more and more unbearable, we cathaafod does not use as a way of
compulsion the kind of revelation which Talbott eledls. God uses ‘the force of the sword’
to change people’s beliefs. If Talbott endorsesdbit of compulsion he has rejected as
inappropriatethen his claim that repentance and attainmentaafn@liation to God under

forcibly imposed punishment are free in a non-deteed way is false.

It is evident that human beings cannot physicatig psychologically bear intense misery
and suffering for a long time. They do not have flwsver or psychological ability to
endure constant misery and so under great preasdreain they ‘cracké®® For example,
consider cases of people who are captive to thengrad who suffer intense suffering,
eventually revealing their government’s militarycsats. These people are no longer able
to handle the pain, they give in to their enemysdnds; they conform to the will of their

torturer or, in other cases, become mad.

Returning to the case of the damned, if the dammedergo punishment which is
experienced as utter misery and suffering it issfiids that they will reach a point where
they would request salvation instead of damnatitowever, this kind of request or choice
will not be the appropriate kind of free choicee #ind that Talbott has in mirf§® Talbott
holds that those who will choose God will do sdaith, love, and trust. Reconciliation and
repentance comes about willingly and so Talbothoamold that the choice of accepting
God would be determined in any way. If, howevee, damned undergo increasing misery,
it is possible that their choice will be the resoiitcoercion. If God would inflict greater
and greater misery and physical pain on the danmeudder to change their beliefs this
will either coerce the damned to submit, or wilivéarthem mad and even further away
from God. The damned will be coerced in acceptingl @nd so choose salvation for the
wrong reasons. The sinner, being incapable of eémgluntense misery and excruciating
psychological and physical suffering for a longipérof time would at some point crack,
wish for this to end, and so request salvation.désision will be solely based on his wish

64| find that Walls uses the same explanation ireotd point out that intense misery will be someghi
which human beings due to their nature will notb& to bear for a long time. See Walls (2004a2286.

285 This problem is similar to the one we examinedHink’s account, that humans unable to handle their
reappearances in the afterlives would ask for reitiation to God but their request would be fordedthe
wrong reasons.
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to avoid further misery and pain. But this kindcokrcion would be something that Talbott

would want to avoid.

Talbott holds that human beings love God when tiespect and approve his actions, are
grateful for what he has done for them, and thélrasnforms to his will**® If the damned
repent so they can escape hell it is obvious thatrélationship between God and His
human creatures that Talbott has in mind is noieaeld. Firstly, it would suggest that they
did not approve God'’s actions. Secondly, it wouldgest that they are not grateful for the
intense misery they suffered. Thirdly, it would gagt that their will is not in conformity
with God’s will. From these we can say that the dadhdo not love God appropriately. If
the damned do not love God appropriately and cheasetion in order to avoid more
misery and suffering then it is obvious that theyndt choose God for the right reasons. If
they choose God for the wrong reasons, firstly,cae hold that they do not make a fully
informed and thus free and responsible choicedomn@le to God, and secondly, they are
not ready to be reconciled to God. Of a sinner wioold accept salvation for the wrong
reasons we can say that he accepts a caricatargad, instead of the true God. He hence
chooses an eternal destiny without full apprecnatdd what this destiny entails, and so
does not freely embrace this destiny. What follesvihat if the sinner does not accept the
true God, and so his request for salvation is #mult of a less than fully informed
decision, then he does not choose God fréél\lherefore, it is not obvious that the
‘forcibly imposed punishment’ that Talbott talkscaib will necessarily elicit a free choice
to accept God which is morally significant. If teener does not make a free choice to be
reconciled to God, obviously he is not ready fdwaton and God would not save him.
God would have to wait until the damned chooses Hinthe right reasons—something
that cannot be guaranteed if ‘forcibly imposed ghment’ can lead someone to request
salvation for the wrong reasons. If, however, Ttllbolds that God would reconcile to
Him even those who have chosen salvation for tlengrreasons, then we will be inclined
to say that Talbott goes contrary to his own cléwat reconciliation is achieved through

love, faith and trust in God.

From these above criticisms we can say that Talett either abandon his claim that
‘forcibly imposed punishment’ guarantees that all be saved in the end or his claim that

salvation will be the result of a freely embraces$tahy. In the next section, | focus on

26 Talbott (1999), p. 140.

7 Talbott as we have seen holds that if a persarsesfto be reconciled to God and the person’sakfus
doesrest upon ignorance, or deception of some kineln tthat person has maddess than fully informed
decisionto reject God. See Part |, section 1 in this abrapt
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Talbott's claim that ‘forcibly imposed punishmemn induce genuine repentance on
behalf of the damned. | argue that this genuinemtgmce can be guaranteed if punishment
is experienced as an act of a loving God, but Tlaibott’'s system cannot guarantee that

punishment will be experienced as an act of a pGod.

c. It is not obvious that the wicked will accept God’s love

Talbott holds that restoration and reconciliatioh s;nners can be achieved not only
through punishment but also through the sinner ntaimends for his wrong actions in a
way that would cancel out the bad consequencebaosktactions. He holds that a well-
chosen punishment may be the best means of comatimgican individual’s rebellion
against God insofar as the punishment expresse& @odtinuing love. Only when the
sinners recognize God as the ultimate being, aen tmly source of ultimate happiness,
through their suffering, will they begin to appr&e the meaning of their punishment and
the true nature of their evil deeds. They will thlea on the road to redemptiof?®

What is of importance here is Talbott’s claim tbaty when the damned recognize God as
the ultimate being and the source of their hapivei they appreciate their punishment
and change their hearts. | argue that punishmemtimduce genuine repentance and
requests for reconciliation to God providing thahighment is seen as an act of a loving
God, and also that the sinners are led to recoghizie wrong actions and make amends
for them. However, Talbott's system, as we haveuedg does not guarantee that the
damned will accept God’s love. It is possible tkaid would not be recognized as the
ultimate loving being by the damned, and, as shishactions will not be seen as acts of a
loving God. So the punishment which the damned rgudevould be experienced as a

hateful thing. Consequently there may be some ssnmko would not accept God.

Talbott holds that the damned in hell will not hamect experience of God. At least not in
the same way that the blessed will have. Absollagty can be achieved only through a
progressive response to God’s will in faith, trasd love. Absolute clarity comes when

human beings have responded to God’s ®ilWhen humans have this kind of vision then

%8 Talbott (1999), p. 176. See also pp. 157-158 anép.

%9 This is reminiscent of Hick’s account. The restioraprocess begins only when the individual bedi®in
God’s existence and loves God. Without some kinduiflance, the rehabilitation process would notirbheg
See chapter three, part Il, criticism four.
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they are capable of freely and happily accepting.Ghen God, we can imagine, makes
His first appearance in hell, of course some smmal be so bad that they will not be
fully informed about God’s nature and His intensdowards His human creatures. If the
sinners are not ‘sufficiently equipped’ to appréeithe true God and recognize him as the
source of their supreme happiness, then how wadwd damned know that they are
punished instead of hatefully hurt? The kind of ipbment which Talbott talks about
requires that the wicked person, firstly, accepesduthority of the one who punishes him,
and secondly, that he understands that what hevdsdwrong. If he does not accept the
authority of the one who punishes him and the bssloé his actions, then he would think

that he is unjustly hurt.

I will argue that the forcibly imposed punishmentieh the damned will have to suffer
could have the effect that Talbott argues for—ithkait could lead to knowledge of God'’s
nature and will, and consequently the repentancéhefsinners—only if the damned
recognize the following. Firstly, they will have tecognize God’s authoritative power—
that He is the ultimate being and that the intengeery they undergo is a form of remedial
punishment. Secondly, they will have to understdrad what they did was wrong. In one
of his papers however, Talbott says that eventénse misery can reveal that something
has gone terribly wrong, it cannot itself cancel bad consequences of bad choices. It can
reveal the true nature of separation, but it mayreeeal how to overcome that separation.
It can shatter illusions concerning true human seadd the conditions of human
happiness, but it cannot by itself teach humanstrtst God or to love Him
wholeheartedy’® In response to this, | am inclined to say thahwitt knowing God the

damned cannot appreciate their punishment and tamace amends for their evil acts.

Talbott contends that if God chooses to allow thnex ‘to experience the chosen
condition of being separated from every source whéin happiness, then the resulting
horror will at last shatter any illusion that someod is achievable apart from G&d".
However, it is not true that a punishment whiclridy unbearable will inevitably shatter
the illusions and deceptions which the damned hidxaeems that just the opposite would
be the case if the damned do not recognize Godteodty. And from what has been said
so far it is possible that the dammed will not ggaae the authority of God but might take
God’s actions to be unfair and believe that thefesufg they undergo is unjustly
distributed.

2’0 Talbott (2004), p. 224, footnote 12.
2 pid., p. 222.
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C.S. Lewis in hisThe Great Divorcgresents several stories which illustrate well ksl

of reaction towards God’s authoritative power. & use here to make my point clearer.
According to one of the stories, the travellertha story, witnesses the ghost of a man who
encounters his murderer. The murderer is not ihthuglhe has received the beatific vision
after he took responsibility for his actions, refgehfor his sins and asked to be reconciled
to God. The murderer is sent to guide and helgtiwest man and he asks the ghost man to
join him and together reconcile to God. The ghoahnphowever, replies: ‘It's all a clique,
all a bloody clique...I'd rather be damned than taaggng with you. | came here to get my
rights see? ...I did not come here to be treatesldi dog...?’* The ghost man (damned)
finds it unfair that his murderer received God'siific vision and he did not’® He finds

it insulting that his murderer was sent insteadarfieone else to help him in his journey to
reconciliation. Moreover, he finds it unfair thab&did not punish his murderer for taking
his life away. This particular member of the damnedn hell for persisting in not
recognizing God’s will and not forgiving his murder As long as the damned does not
recognize God’s love for those who have repentat leave been forgiven for even the
worst crimes, and as long as he does not love tiwheehave wronged him, then he can
never be reconciled to God.

The above story can help us maintain that the ddnweuld experience the intense
suffering and pain they undergo in hell as an ungml hateful thing in the following
circumstances. Firstly, they do not recognize Gaedtlee appropriate distributor of
punishment. Secondly, they do not realize that thxenishment is for their own good. And
thirdly, they do not recognize that the only wayeszape hell is by realizing the wrongness
of their actions. The damned cannot accept andivieedergiveness unless they take
responsibility for their evil acts, recognize Galtheir only source of happiness, and ask
for forgiveness. The process of reconciliation d¢regin only if the damned make a
conscious choice to recognize God as the ultimatel glt might be the case that some of
the damned would not wish to forget the sufferingd the unfair treatment they (or even
their loved ones) have received during their egdifé and so hold a grudge against God.
Instead of repenting, they might become angrier moce bitte’* If punishment is seen

22C. S. LewisThe Great DivorcéHarperCollins Publishers, 1946), p. 31.

213 ewis (1946), p. 31.

2" Walls holds that ‘there is nothing that makes saaksponse (repentance) inevitable. Rather thaente
he might be angry and embittered if he believes @ltmived the murder of his wife and boy as means of
punishment’. See Walls (2004b), p. 226. Also Leimisome of his stories, such as the story of théharo
and her son (pp. 89-94), and the story of the Tiage the Dwarf and the Lady (pp. 117-127) showes th
some of the damned will be bitter towards God aondld/rather remain in hell than be reconciled tenHif

the damned do not will joy and love then they walver attain it. In freely choosing one of the sedeadly
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as an act of a loving God then it can induce regerd. But if not it will only be
experienced as a hateful thing. And if it is expeced as a hateful thing then the damned
will not want their wills to conform to a God whs perceived to harm them. If, according
to Talbott, human beings have to be fully infornaed have to have a minimal degree of
rationality in order to be able to recognize Godighority and accept their punishment
then lack of these will prevent the damned from rapjting their punishment and

accepting God’s actions.

| agree with Walls when he maintains that the ntbeedamned move away from God by
not recognizing Him as the ultimate source of theppiness and love ‘the more [they]
harden their hearts and dull their consciencesmiie they rationalize their sinful actions,
the less they will be inclined to repent and beneiled to God?"” If they find God unfair

in His dealings with the blessed and the wickeds possible that the damned will refuse
more and more of the ways in which God attemptetoncile them to Him. The longer
they resist, the easier it may become for thenotdicue doing so. In this sense, the doors
of hell are locked from inside. In this sectiongdil not argue that Talbott’'s necessary
universalism is false but only that the negation usiiversalism is consistent. The
punishment model which Talbott offers does not goeee the salvation of all human
beings and in particular reconciliation to God whis made out of trust, faith and love in
God.

2. Why can we not freely reject God?

As we have seen, Talbott argues that a decisiogj@éat God has to be ‘fully informed’. In
other words, the decision cannot rest upon ign@adeception or bondage to unhealthy
desires. Given that God wills for His human creaguvhat they, at the most fundamental
level, will for themselves (that is supreme wortlilehhappiness), it follows that any
person in a position to make a fully informed deciswould have the strongest
conceivable motive not to reject reconciliationtwisod?*’® Someone who rejects what is
best for him—reconciliation to God—without any nmwatifor doing so, but having the

strongest conceivable motive for refraining fromclsua rejection, exhibits irrational

sins (pity, wrong love, fame, beauty, lust, wrathg damned may wish to remain in hell. See Lewgl€),

p. 109.

“S\Walls (2004b), pp. 226—227.

2% Talbott holds that God has the power and wisdomplace every person in a world in circumstances in
which they can make a fully informed and positieeidion to choose salvation.
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behavior. Irrationality is incompatible with frednaice. Someone who acts irrationally
does not act freely, and a decision to reject Gaubi free if it is irrational. In this section,
| argue that Talbott’'s argument is not successfighiowing that the damned cannot make a
free and irrevocable rejection of God. | think thia¢re are two problems with Talbott’s

argument:

a. Full disclosure of truth does not guarantee thatdimners will reconcile to God.
There is one case widely accepted in Christianttosdin which someone even in

the presence of God nevertheless rejected God.

b. Talbott does not sufficiently explain what ‘fullpformed’ and ‘a minimal degree
of rationality’ mean. They can both be interpretecduch a way that would either
make Talbott’s account unintelligible or would fercim to accept that some

sinners will freely reject God.

a. Full disclosure of truth does not guarantee that the sinners will reconcile with
God

Talbott argues that only those in heaven can aggeethe full horror of separation from
God since they have experienced God’s love andomisd he inhabitants of heaven find
themselves in the best and, as it seems, ultimatenetstances in which their decision to
accept God’s love and attain it for eternity do@$ rest upon deception, ignorance or
misinformation of any kind. So those who have aduperience of God and have received
the beatific vision can never turn away from GbdHowever, usually proponents of the
doctrine of hell who support libertarian free wilspond to Talbott’'s argument by saying
that there is one case widely accepted in Christralition in which someone has made a
fully informed decision to reject God—Sat&fi.| will use the case of Satan to argue that

Talbott’s view that no one can reject God once dedfull experience of Him is false.

We can suppose that Satan had made a fully infodeeision to reject God. Why suppose
that? Satan was in God’s presence and if we follalbbott’'s argument, someone who is in

God’s presence and has a full disclosure of trahnot be ignorant or deceived about

2" Talbott (2004), p. 222.
28 philosophers such as C. S. Lewis, William L. Cr&iponore Stump and others have argued that &atan
a controversial figure in Christian tradition.
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God's love, wisdom and intentions. Satan was planethis situation. If he was in the
presence of God and if he had a first hand expegieh God’s love then he would have the
strongest conceivable motive not to reject Godwde able to evaluate what is involved in
loving and trusting God and presumably knew thaidHhe source of supreme happiness.
Nevertheless, he did reject God.

Talbott’s reply is that Satan‘'s decision to rej€ad ‘hardly illustrates a fully informed’
decision?’® Satan still has many illusions which need to hettshed so Satan’s decision to
reject God was less than fully informed. Talbotres to hold that by definition no one
can ever make a fully informed decision to rejecdGAs we have seen he argues that
even if there is someone who would make a fullpinmfed decision to reject God, he
would exhibit an irrational behaviour and as suuh,decision to reject God would not be
free. Satan acted irrationally and not freely beeadoy rejecting God, Satan shows that he
was deluded and self-deceived about what it is foestim. Therefore, his fully informed
decision was in fact less than fully informed imttht rested upon some kind of deception

because only then he could have rejected God.

What is interesting about Talbott’s reply is thatdoes not say what kind of illusions the
ones Satan had are. His answer seems to implgveatin the presence of God some who
would have this kind of illusion would not accepvd> love. We can assume that these
illusions must be of a different kind than regularsions. Not even God'’s presence and
obvious love can remove them, at least not immeljiatThe problem that Talbott
encounters is that it is possible that some ofidraned will make a decision to reject God
even if they are placed in the best circumstantdisey have this kind of illusion. His
system does not guarantee that God will save atldmubeings in faith, trust and love.
Satan was in God’s presence and so had first hgmetience of God’s love and intentions.
If those who have a full disclosure of truth andknGod’s nature can nevertheless make,
as Talbott says, a less than fully informed deaistreject God, then there is no guarantee
that anyone from the damned will be reconciled twd®nce God has revealed his true
nature and intentiorf8° Even in God'’s presence, some of the damned willrecognize
Him as their source of supreme happiness. So thast be something which compels the
sinners even in God’s presence to turn away frord. Gavill come back to this in the

following section.

219 Talbott (1992), pp. 500-501.

80 This claim creates a problem for those who suppodbctrine of heaven. If it is possible that i@ th
presence of God people would still prefer not tworeile to him we may also say that even the btegse
heaven may not remain blessed for ever even iprd&ence of God
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In addition, if those who are in the presence ofd@oake a less than fully informed
decision to reject him then we can say that itosgible that some of the damned who have
no direct experience of God will never reconcileGod. Talbott argues that the worst of
the damned have no direct experience of God’'s lpge se since they have never
experienced this kind of love and so cannot apptedn full what they are missing by
rejecting God. The main way in which the worstué sinners will experience the lack of
the good in their residence in hell will be througk infliction of unbearable suffering and
‘forcibly imposed punishment’. Suffering and pumsint would compel them to
recognize that there can be nothing good apart fBmd and so continuous rebellion can
only result in greater misery. This reply, | arguegrevious sections, does not guarantee
that the damned will have a change of heart. |egghat Talbott’s account of unbearable
suffering and ‘forcibly imposed punishment’ doeg gaarantee that the damned will be
reconciled to God. One of the arguments offereslipporting this was that salvation is not
possible if the damned never know God completdlythéy do not realize that their
suffering is for their own good then there is n@@untee that they will accept God as the
source of their supreme happiness. Combining tlitis Walbott’s claim that the damned
have no direct experience of God it gives us antiaddl reason to hold that God might

not succeed in saving all sinners.

If those who experience God’s love and know of Gadtentions, such as Satan, can still
make a less than fully informed decision to re@od, then there is no guarantee that the
damned, who do not possess the same kind of renelas the blessed do, and so are less
than fully informed or are in complete ignorancel aeception, will ever accept God. If
those who are in the presence of God can still naaless than fully informed decision to
reject God, we can say that it is even more likkbdt the damned who have no knowledge
of God would never accept him. From what has beguoedl, it follows that if those who
have experienced God can nevertheless decide dot fdjm, there must be something
which leads some human beings (the worst of sijneneject God even when they have
all the information they need not to reject Him.the following section, | examine what
would compel some sinners to turn away from Godrddwer, | argue that the choice that

the damned will make to refuse God will be free.
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b. What does it mean for someone to have ‘a minimal degree of rationality’ and

be ‘fully informed’?

The main flaw in Talbott’'s account of choosing stimmey freely—in this case our eternal
destiny—Ilies in his understanding of what it is &choice to be free. He holds, as we have
seen, that someone can make a free choice ifyfite is ‘fully informed’, and secondly,

if he has ‘a minimal degree of rationality’. Talbat never clear about what it means to be
‘fully informed’ and what it means to have ‘a mirahtdegree of rationality’. The fact that
he does not explain this clearly leaves this imgdion to us and so it is possible to argue
that the damned make a free choice to reject Godhis section, | will look into two
interpretations of what it may mean to be ‘fulljdirmed’ and two interpretations of what
it may mean to have ‘a minimal degree of ratiogaliBoth may be interpreted in ways
which may force Talbott to reconsider the fact tted rejection of God may be freely

made.

Michael Murray in his ‘Three Versions of Universah’ explains very well two

possibilities of what it may mean for someone tdfbkk informed’. | will use this to make

my case against Talbott. For someone to be ‘fulfgrimed’ may mean, on the one hand,
that one knows all the relevant facts about thesdmt being made, and holds no relevant
false beliefs concerning that decision. On the ohand, it may mean that one knows all
the relevant facts about the decision being madeasiribes the proper weight to things
known. The latter, says Murray, entails that ore d@ditionally structured one’s desires so

that they properly reflect the importance of wisakmown?®*

Taking the first meaning of the term, we can saat ttne can be ‘fully-informed’ but
nevertheless reject God. For example, someone edmllip aware that eating lots of fried
food, excessive smoking, or lack of exercise caexieemely dangerous for one’s health,
and yet he can still freely choose to engage isdtaetivities. These are cases of what is
commonly known as weakness of will. The problensprtéed by theses cases is that even
if a person holds all and only true beliefs conaegrhis good, i.e., is ‘fully informed’, it
nevertheless does not entgiso factothat he will choose to act in accord with his true
d.282

goo This sense of ‘fully informed’ is the one assoethivith libertarian accounts of

free will, which most universalists, including Tath defend.

81 Michael Murray, ‘Three Versions of Universalisrraith and PhilosophyL6, no. 1 (1999), p. 10.
282 (i
Ibid., p. 11.
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Taking the second meaning of the term, we can tsatyit someone is ‘fully informed’ in
this sense then he cannot reject God freely. Soe@dro not only recognizes that the
ultimate human fulfilment consists in reconciliatiavith God but also structures his
desires accordingly will not ultimately reject G&d However, | would argue that someone
can be ‘fully informed’ in this sense only if heshalready achieved that state of perfection.
The moment that someone is ‘fully informed’ in teense is the moment where a person is
reconciled to God. It is the moment where the persames into communion with God.
When a person has his desires structured in sushyathis would suggest that he has
achieved that ‘level’ where he knows what is bestHim, and will act accordingly. For
example, we would not call someone a master ofrthdial arts unless he has reached the
mental and physical state corresponding to maatitlperfection. To be fully informed
would suggest that the person has reached a stgperfection. He cannot be ‘fully
informed’ in this sense and still be attemptinghb® reconciled to God. Being ‘fully
informed’, in this sense, is achieved once somdmseattained God. Therefore, from this
explanation, it seems to me that Talbott must hieédd humans are ‘fully informed’ in the

first sense.

Having presented the two interpretations of whahight mean to be ‘fully informed’ |
turn now to the interpretation of what it may mdéansomeone to have ‘a minimal degree
of rationality’. We can interpret ‘a minimal degregrationality’ in two ways. Firstly, we
may interpret ‘a minimal degree of rationality’ wbhat a person needs to qualify as a free
agent in Talbott's theological framewo® Secondly, we may interpret it outside

Talbott’s theological framework.

Let us consider the first interpretation. Talbotdsothat an essential element for free
choice is a minimal degree of rationality. ThisMisat an agent needs in order to qualify as
a free agent. If we presume that this is what Talbas in mind then we can say that as
long as choices are made within the framework bieaing the ultimate good, which is
God, we can speak of degrees of rationality. B thithe case, Talbott will have to explain
where that level is, and what the other levelsationality amount to. He will have to
explain where the line between minimal degree w@Etimnality and a minimal degree of
rationality is drawn, and hence when we can spédiee agency. For example, someone

can have a lesser degree of rationality and clistiree in some respect.

283 i

Ibid., p. 11.
84 Talbott offers a theological anthropology whichtisd to rationality and the understanding of human
nature.
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In addition, Talbott’s theological framework seetosimply that only those who choose
and act within this theological framework can basidered to perform free and rational
acts. This presents a problem for Talbott becais@adtount implies that those who act
outside this theological framework act in a norefamd irrational way. It implies that even
those who are religious but nonetheless do nodviothe Christian religion, or those who
live a moral life but do not have explicit faith @hrist, perform actions that are irrational
and thus not free. As we have mentioned, Talbo#t Ghristian exclusivist universalist.
Hence he holds that all human beings will be sawdg through explicit faith in Christ
and his teaching. Salvation will be the fate ofsénavho recognize God and accept Him
through Christ. It is obvious that there are magligious traditions which teach what the
ultimate good in each individual’s life should lb@ar example, non-monotheistic religions
such as Buddhism speak of Nirvana, a state of wiiperfect peace, whereas monotheistic
religions, such as Islam and Judaism speak of odcaion with Allah and Yahweh
respectively. | think that it is unintelligible twold that the choices of people who follow
different religious traditions are not rational ahdis not free. Moreover, there are people
who live virtuous and moral lives and who do natrédee to any religious tradition. Could
we say without sparking serious objections that ahpices these people make are
irrational and thus non-free? | would say no. Sedaems that if we accept the first
interpretation of what it means for someone to hfaveinimal degree of rationality’ we
can only apply this interpretation in Talbott’s dhegical framework because it cannot be

applied consistently out of this framework.

If we stand back from this theological frameworldaonsider the goals to which human
actions are directed, goals which are differenth® ultimate goal which Talbott talks
about, it would be incorrect to hold that actiorfsak are not directed towards the ultimate
end—the Christian God—are irrational and thus nmee.f If we step away from this
framework and see how philosophers have explaiagdnality, we get different views
that take different approaches as to what it meansct rationally and freely. In what
follows, I look into some approaches of rationathgt are relevant to my argument against
Talbott.

Here | briefly present three views of rationalify) instrumental rationality: a person is
required by rationally to take the means that &wessary to achieve a given end. An agent
is open to rational criticism to the extend hesfaib exhibit this kind of instrumental
consistency. (i) Maximizing rationality: the ratial act for a person to take is one that

would optimally advance the agent's complete segrafs. A person acts rationally to the
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extent he does what is likely to bring about thstIstate of affairs given those ends. This
depends both on his preferences over the resudtsntay be brought about through his
actions and his beliefs about the probability afse result$® And (iii) the satisficing

model of rationality: a given action can be ratiom&en when the agent acknowledges that
an alternative action would bring about a more able state of affairs. In some cases it
seems that perfectly rational agents appear tolémsed with states of affairs that are
‘good enough’ from their viewpoint of their aimsdadesires, even when they know that

the alternatives which are available to them preraiiigher returf®

All the above accounts of rationality suggest ttaditonal deliberation is concerned with
matters of value—with what it would be desirabledi. It is quite evident that basic
human aims in life are rather unclear. People wantevelop good relationships with the
people they love; they want success, loyalty, gbedith, etc. Human beings as rational
agents have the ability to judge some ends as goadorth pursuing, and hence value
them, even though satisfying them may result insmerable unpleasantness for
themselve$®’ An agent is free when his deliberation is sensitiv his own judgments
about what is good/best for him in the circumstaneen one acts upon a judgment. Let
us consider an example to make the point clearx Mants to be a rock star. He finds the
life of a musician in a rock band quite excitindielparties, the fans, the money and the
travelling are things that he wants to have anéebes that by achieving them he will be
happy. Let us suppose that Alex knows or has solee that by pursuing that kind of life
he would have to give up other things, such asngaa family of his own and all that
comes with that, such as love, trust, friendstogalty etc. Nevertheless, Alex decides to
pursue the life of a rock star. In this case, atiogy to instrumental rationality, Alex wants
to have the life of a rock star and so takes thanmaecessary to achieve that end and so
he acts rationally. According to the satisficing dab of rationality, Alex’s action is
rational even when he knows that an alternativeaatould bring about a more valuable
state of affairs. If we take the maximizing theofyex’s action could still be the rational
one to take. It depends both on his preferencestheeresults that may be brought about
through his actions, and his beliefs about the @ity of those result&® If, on the other

%85 The view of maximizing rationality has influencéde development of decision theory and rational
choice. Jay Wallace, R., ‘Practical Reasdriig Stanford Encyclopedia of PhilosopEgward N. Zalta ed.,
Summer 2009 Editionhttp://plato.stanford.edu/.

288 |pid.

287 Timothy O'Connor, ‘Free Will'’The Stanford Encyclopedia of PhilosoplBd{ard N. Zalta ed Winter
2010 Edition) http://plato.stanford.edul/.

28 | would like to point out that this approach ist mharacteristic of those working in a theologicahtext.
Like Talbott, great figures of theology and philpky such as Augustine, argued that a person cdineaty
only if he is free from lower desires and only desithe ultimate Good (God, Nirvana, perfectiom, et
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hand, any decision to refrain from having a famigetting married, having strong
friendships and the like, would be contrary to wisatvorth pursuing when considered
from Alex’s view on any of these accounts then Adedecision will be considered as
irrational?®® By contrast, by itself Alex knowing that what heooses—that is the career
and the life of a musician—is not the most valudbieg, this does not necessarily suggest
that he acts irrationally and so non-fre&§1 would like to strengthen this claim with the

following additional case/example.

Now, compare the above case with the following:xAkants to become a rock star and he
takes the necessary steps in achieving this gaaleMer, he commits himself to a ten-year
contract. Once his contract is expired, he woulatwa settle down, have a family, and
experience all those things he would have missée ihad decided to follow a career in
music for all the years of his life. | propose tle@se in order to permit us to make a
distinction between two kinds of acts that both em#onal and free but that differ in

degree. We can say that rationality comes in dsgrethink we could say that Alex’s

action in the second case has a different degreatiohality than his action in the first

case. We can say that in this case, Alex’s acgsamare rational than in the case which |
presented above. Here he accepts that the lifero€lastar is worth pursuing but at the
same time, he knows that a marriage life is wotttsping as well. So he acts in a way that

would satisfy both ends.

The above cases of deliberate actions, howeveditiezent from the following cases: (i)
cases in which the agent deliberately choosesttasalse does but is motivated to do so by
a compulsive, controlling sort of desire. In casash as that of OCD, drug and alcohol
addictions, and strange psychological conditions,agent who is vulnerable to these not
only displays an irrational behaviour but we casoasay that his actions are not free.
Consider the following cases: Someone who suffens fOCD, for example, and needs to
turn on and off the light before he leaves the bob®th exhibits an irrational behaviour
and does not act freely. He cannot willingly stamself from performing these actions. Or
imagine a case of a woman who has a strange psgibal condition or addiction and she
keeps buying herself yellow shoes which she willanevear. These cases show that these
people suffer from a kind of compulsion that resdireir actions irrational and non-free.

depending on the religion each person follows).iddividual acts freely only if he has the ability ¢thoose
the True and the Good.

89 Even on the satisficing theory, there is a diffieee between ‘contrary to what is worth pursuingd an
‘worth pursuing but not as much as anything else’.

29|t needs to be that Alex accepts that the roakliéais less valuable in his own view.
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And: (ii) cases in which an agent’s psychologyesly externally manipulated by another
agent, for example, through a brain implant, sheth the agent is caused to make a choice,
and act on it, which he previously was not inclinecchoose. In both cases, the agent is

neither acting rationally nor freely.

Talbott seems to suggest that someone who doesanetthe kind of minimal degree of
rationality which he proposes, cannot act freelpriecisely the same way as someone who
suffers from one of the above conditions. HoweW@m what it has been argued above,
people judge what is good and what is bad for theoording to what they value to be the
best thing for them in every case. Their judgmdrd thing A being better than a thing B,
requires that they have a kind of imagination amidrmation which would help them
make a decision. For example, in the case of AMd&x has certain preferences and he
makes a choice in light of those preferences. Alegs exhibit an irrational behaviour in
the way that Talbott presents things, but intultiwee do not think Alex is irration&*

Talbott is not sufficiently clear on what form ddtionality he bases his argument on. He
holds that a free choice is one that is ‘fully imfeed’ and the person who makes it has ‘a
minimal degree of rationality’. If we interpret ffy informed’ in the first sense | have
explained above and ‘a minimal degree of ratiogalin the second sense | have also
explained above we can say that someone can ckoosething which is not the best thing
for him and at the same time his choice will bellyfunformed’, rational and free.
Someone can know all the relevant information hedeeto know and holds no relevant
false beliefs concerning the decision, and yetgorabt what would be the most valuable
thing for him to do whilst at the same time exhiigtthe kind of rationality that is enough

to say they acted freely.

In the same way we can say that the damned’s cloicamain in hell is irrational on one
level and rational and free on another; it hasoits, as Walls says, ‘twisted sort of
logic’.?°? Talbott claims that some of the sinners, probaéyworst of their kind will not
have a real conception of God’s nature and lovethisdeads me to hold that these sinners
in hell will not be ‘fully informed’ in the secondense presented above. Even if God
makes Himself and His love present to the dammadgesof the damned might still choose

1 Some philosophers such as Kvanvig, Holten and 8\&tjue that it is not the case that freedom reguir
the absence of desires. Most humans are bounddedines, intuitions, goals, etc. More on this sa®athan
Kvanvig, The Problem of Hel(Oxford University Press, 1993), pp. 81-83. Jékglls, Hell: the Logic of
Damnation(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1992)131. Wilko Van Holten, ‘Hell and the
Goodness of GodReligious Studie85, no. 1 (Mar., 1999), p. 49.

22 Walls (2004a), p. 212.
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hell in the same way that if, for example, | off@u the opportunity to attend a philosophy
class and give a brief explanation of what it igoilwed doing philosophy, you would
rather spend your time in a pub. People value whdie best end for them according to

what they regard to be good for them in each cistance.

Someone could say that adopting a strong notiobeaig fully informed (according to
which one is aware of all the relevant facts andgtts them appropriately) and a non-
theological notion of minimal degree of rationalff any of the three varieties mentioned
above) can plausibly deliver Talbott's conclusf@hThis however can be rejected by
returning to the Satan example. | have arguederptievious section that Satan had a full
disclosure of truth since he was in God’s presemzkeso could have not been ignorant or
deceived about God’s love, wisdom and intentiohkelwas in the presence of God and if
he had a first hand experience of God’s love thercan say that he was fully informed in
a strong theological sense. Nevertheless, he ghdtr&od. | have said above that an agent
exhibits a minimal degree of rationality, accordtognstrumental rationality, if a person is
required to take the means that are necessaryhievaca given end. He possesses a
minimal degree of rationality, according to maximg rationality, if he acts in a way that
would optimally advance his complete set of endsedding on his preferences over the
results that may be brought about through his asteind his beliefs about the probability
of those results. And he possesses a minimal degfre@ationality, according to the
satisficing model of rationality, if he acknowledgthat an alternative action would bring
about a more valuable state of affairs. We coulklim® that Satan while being fully
informed about the source of ultimate happiness @udl's nature he nevertheless

preferred something else e.g., self-autonomy.

We can say that even if God makes Himself and ¢lie pbresent to the damned and some
of the damned have a real conception of God's eatund love and so will be ‘fully
informed’ in a strong theological sense it mayl dtié the case that they will prefer
something different. Again we can say that the @hod remain in hell is irrational on one
level and rational and free on another; it hasous ‘twisted sort of logic’. Recall for
example, C. S. Lewis’s stories in hitie Great Divorcé™ | agree with Lewis when he
states that hell is creaturely rebellion againstd.Gohe damned are, in one sense,

successful rebels to the end and so the doors Ibfate locked on thenside®®® The

293 | would like to thank Dr Wynn and Dr Lindsay fooipting out this possible reply to my argument.
2% see chapter four, section 1.c, p. 91.
2% C. S. LewisThe Problem of PaifHarperCollins Publishers, 2002), p. 130.
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damned have the opportunity to escape hell butneoever does because there is always
something which they prefer to the ultimate good drappiness, and they insist on
pursuing it even at the price of eternal miserye damned have the chance to change their
minds and reconcile with God, but in fact mostleér, if not, all may prefer their self-
autonomy. Milton’s Satan is a paradigmatic exangbleuch a decision.

And what | should be, all but less than he
Whom thunder hath made greater? Here at
least We shall be free; th’ Almighty hath
not built Here for his envy, will not drive us
hence: Here we may reign secure; and, in
my choice, To reign is worth ambition,
though in Hell: Better to reign in Hell than
serve in Heavef®

The desire for self-autonomy might be enough taisefGod's love and supreme
happiness. In Craig’s words, the damned find theepto pay—'bowing the knee to
God'—too high?®’ Or in Lewis’s view, the damned are not interestedvhat they could
have; they are happy with what they are and hawe. damned choose some ends as
‘good’, even if satisfying them may result in catesiable unpleasantness for themselves.

They do not wish to abandon their selves and sprém@ain in hell.

Moreover, it seems to me that Talbott ignores agrotategory of people, the category
which consist of people who are genuinely evilrduee that some people act in evil ways
and persist in their evils actions out of mere withess. It might be the case that some
people are just wicked. They act in evil ways fastthe sake of acting in evil ways. Even
if someone knows that God is the ultimate sourchagpiness and joy someone’s moral
character might be such that he would want to r@lsdl for the sake of rebelling. For
example, consider the case of a man who knowshikdamily loves him; he knows that it
is wrong to wind them up and psychologically bulhem. Nevertheless, he continues
doing so just for the sake of doing it. Talbottlviive to accept that it is conceivable that
some people are genuinely evil and they act inwaifs just for the sake of acting in evil
ways. If this is the case then we can say that peciple act freely in rejecting God. The
damned in hell, or a least, some may say, the wabitsie sinners, may have all the relevant
information they need about the source of theireme happiness. They may not be self-
deluded and may be aware of the consequencesiofatiti®ns. But they may continue to

2% Quoted in Craig (1991), p. 301.
27 |bid., p. 301.
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rebel and act in evil ways just so they can friastfaod’s plans. In this sense, their actions

are free.

To summarize my arguments thus far: firstly, | havgued that it is possible that some of
the sinners even in the presence of God will stdke either a fully-informed or less than
fully-informed decision to reject God. The reastwetind the decision of rejecting God’s
love led me to my second argument. | have arguadThlbott is not sufficiently clear as
to what it means for someone to be ‘fully informextid to have ‘a minimal degree of
rationality’. If we interpret them in a theologicabntext, Talbott will have to hold that all
other actions that are not directed towards thesGdéin God are irrational and not free. If
we interpret them in a non-theological context ©#ltwould have to accept that some
people can refuse God and still make a choice wisichtional (to some degree) and free.
If we interpret ‘fully informed’ in a strong theadaal sense and ‘a minimal degree of
rationality’ in a non-theological sense then agaéalbott will have to accept that some
people may be fully informed about God neverthetefisse while making a choice which
is rational and free. Self-autonomy and pure wiclesd may be reasons for rejecting God.
So the account of freedom of choice which Talbdters does not guarantee that all
human beings will ever freely reconcile to God.

In the following section, | argue that Talbott'sewi of future afterlives encounters the
same problem as Hick’s account does; that is,dba of future afterlives as opportunities

for salvation diminishes the importance of humatoaomy.

3. Future afterlives and the possibility of human autonomy

Talbot holds that God has the power and wisdom adkwith each human being and
undermine over time every possible motive that endru being might have for rejecting
Him.?*® He argues that God can think in terms of a billidetimes, a billion different
realms and universes and sets of appearancedjom blays to prevent the choices that
other persons make from having the wrong kind @iiémce upon a given choice that a
person make%® There will be environments specifically createdsimch a way that

humans can choose freely, experience the conseggi@icheir free choices, and finally

2% Talbott (1990), p. 237.
2 Talbott (1992), p. 507.
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learn from experience that God is their ultimaterse of happiness. God will permit those
who have refused Him by the time of their deatkhdntinue to exist in other environments
and/or spiritual realms, where they can start aret develop a new and better character,

and in which God can progressively remove thesdddeliefs.

Talbott’s account is vulnerable to the same catitias Hick’s accourif® The problem
with this view, as in Hick’s view, is that evenTalbott allows for freedom of choice in
each new created environment, it nevertheless dihres human autonomy. Recall the
labyrinth analogy | presented earlier in chapteeehImagine that it is now your 2@ime

in the labyrinth. That would suggest that in aluygrevious attempts either you have
chosen to remain in the labyrinth or you have thile reach the exit. You decide to reach
to the exit but by the time you do so you die. T/ once more re-creates you to give
you another chance. In all your re-appearanceblanabyrinth, you were free to choose
between the two options. However, did you chooseetappear in the labyrinth for a
second time or for a J0or even a 21time? As | have argued before, you did not. Your
reappearances in the labyrinth as a result of falure to choose or reach the exit, are not
something that you have chosen for yourself. Can glooose not to reappear in the
labyrinth? No, because you cannot make that ch®. 0SS does. The LSS chooses for you
because it is the LSS which thinks that it wouldble¢ter for you to finally reach the exit
and succeed in escaping from the labyrinth. The O8&s not permit you to retain the
character which you have developed during yourdsssie in the labyrinth, especially if
that character is a vicious one. It does not gime that choice.

The main problem here is that whereas you haveldreeof choice during your residence
in the labyrinth, and you can choose to either iarttgere or follow the path that leads to
the exit, nevertheless your autonomy is compleighored. Like Hick, Talbott would
allow human beings to make free choices during tbeistence in the earthly life and in
the billions lives to come because union with Gaoh @nly be achieved voluntarily.
However, the ‘billion lifetimes, billion differentealms and universes and sets of
appearances’ which God can think of to save alldnsrdenies human autonomy because
each individual's eternal fate is entirely indepemidof the choices he makes and the
beliefs and character which he adopts in his eadkistence and post-mortem existences

later on.

30 see chapter three, criticism 2
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Applying this to the case of the damned, evenafdamned are free to act according to the
character which they develop for themselves in datlre life, they are not free in the
sense that they cannot ultimately keep the char#ui¢ they have chosen for themselves.
God blocks the consequences of their actions amllitocks their autonomy. Autonomy is
an essential feature of having genuine creaturelydom according to libertarians such as
Talbott. And if it is an essential feature then Géy blocking the consequences of
people’s actions, diminishes the value of the fomedwhich human beings have.
Therefore, universal salvation will not be the fesi the kind of libertarian freedom
which Talbott wants to maintain. If Talbott wants maintain libertarian freedom of
choice, he will have to permit their eternal faidoe based on the choices and the character
which they cultivate for themselves in their eagrthle and consequently in the lives to
come. If he does so then he will have to accdg, Hick, that there is no guarantee that all
will achieve salvation, since to have significameddom humans must be allowed to carry
the character that they choose for themselvesatiths to come; or be permitted to retain

that character and not be re-created in anothddwor
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Conclusion

In this chapter, | argued that the negation of @l universalism is not inconsistent.
Talbott’s accounts of human freedom of choice amatove punishment fail to adequately
show that salvation is the ultimate fate of all lmmmbeings. Firstly, his account of
unbearable suffering as ‘forcibly imposed punishthéoes not guarantee that the damned
will repent and accept God'’s love. | argued th#tesi Talbott can modify his account of
‘forcibly imposed punishment’ or he can give up tigim that all sinners must eventually
reach a point where they can resist God no furttidre modifies his account in such a
way as to claim that the intense misery the danumetérgo is truly unbearable he will be
endorsing the sort of compulsion which he has tege@s inappropriate. Moreover, by
accepting this kind of compulsion, he would undemnhis claim that repentance and
reconciliation to God is not determined in any wagcondly, | argued that his argument is
not successful in showing that the damned cann&eradree and irrevocable rejection of
God. The case of Satan’s rebellion shows thatdisitlosure of truth does not guarantee
that the sinners will reconcile to God. Moreovealbbtt does not sufficiently explain what
‘fully-informed’ and what ‘a minimal degree of ratiality’ is. Both may be interpreted in
ways which may force Talbott to reconsider the that the rejection of God may be freely
made. Finally, | argued that his view that therdl Wwe future lives for further moral
development encounters the same problem as Hicksuat; that is, human autonomy is
diminished and consequently the kind of libertafi@® choice which he has in mind does

not play the significant role it should in humaivation.

In the next chapter, | examine Marilyn McCord Adarascount. Adams, like Hick and
Talbott, argues that God’s love demands that dlllvei reconciled to him in the end. Her
rejection of the doctrine of hell differs from Hiskand Talbott’s account in that she argues
that human beings’ freedom is impaired to such greethat God would not hold them
fully responsible for their earthly actions andlswould not condemn anyone to eternal
hell. Moreover, she argues that the horrors of &r&lsuch as to deprive the damned of any

positive meaning in their lives, and God’s goodneseald not allow this to happen.
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Chapter Five: Marilyn McCord Adams’ Universalism

Introduction

Marilyn McCord Adams attempts to define God’s natand His relationship with His
human creatures in such a manner conductive tarfgpttat salvation is the inevitable fate
of all His human creatures. She holds that God doweman beings and His love is
expressed in His desire not only to enter into gaak relationship with them but also to
unite with thent°* Like John Hick, she endorses the eschatologicaiction that God'’s
love can be vouched safely to every human being,she argues that every human being
will eventually achieve union with God and thusvasibn. Therefore, there can be no hell
as a place of eternal torment and thus a docthaé defends such a view should be
rejected.

Adams bases her account on two distinctive idepthd category of horrendous evils and
(i) a particular theory of the nature of God, thature of human beings, and their
relationship. She claims that all human beingsvateerable to horrendous evils due to
their limited nature and the environment which tiréabit. Horrendous evils are such that
theyprima faciedeprive human lives of the possibility of positsignificance and seem to
make it impossible for the horror-participants’ds/to be great goods to them on the
whole. Only God, given the nature of His goodness) defeat them. Divine love and
goodness can be guaranteed to each individual ib@pd defeats horrendous evils not
only within the context of the world as a whole algo within the framework of each
individual's life3°? Defeating horrendous evil at the individual lewsuld involve God
compensating individuals for their participation imorrendous evils with positive
experiences, and a demonstration of how the elvdg participated in may be shown to
have purpose and meanitig Therefore, the eternal horror of hell, if it exidt would be a
horror that would forever remain undefeated and ldvdrustrate God’s purpose for His
human creatures. To hold this is contrary to hemwvof the nature of God as love. The

latter, she argues compels us to accept that Glbdave all human beings in the end.

%91 Marilyn McCord Adams,Horrendous Evils and the Goodness of Ggtthaca and London: Cornell
University Press, 1999), p. 165; Marilyn McCord Aug Christ and Horrors: The Coherence of Christology
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006) 9. 3

%92 Marilyn McCord Adams, ‘The Problem of Hell: A Piiem of Evil for Christians’, inrReasoned Faith
Eleonore Stump, ed., (Cornell University Press,38)9p. 304.

303 Adams (2006), pp. 44-47.
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This chapter has two parts. In the first part, ine Adams’ view of the human condition.
| focus on explaining her concepts of meaning-mgkand impaired freedom as well as
her account of the category of horrendous evilge @&xplanation of Adams’ concepts will
allow the elucidation of her account and an undedihg of its role in rejecting the
doctrine of hell, as well as a proper examinatidn her arguments in favour of
universalisnt®* This prepares the ground for the second part @fcttapter where | give
two arguments against Adams’ universalism. My fasgument will focus on Adams’
concept of meaning-making, her concept of empatioaipacity and her account of human
vulnerability to horrors. | will argue that the nedof curative punishment that she
proposes does not guarantee that all sinners witldved. My second argument will focus
on Adams’ view that all sinners will come to recit@¢o God freely. | will show by means
of a particular case of horrendous evil that pgoréton in post-mortem horrors damages
decision-making capacity in such a way that fregicgis not possible and so there is no
guarantee that all sinners will be saved in the d&hdconclusion will be that Adams fails

to effectively show how salvation is guaranteeddoh individual person.

304 Marilyn McCord Adams’ writings inHorrendous Evils and the Goodness of Godl particularly in
Christ and Horrorsfocus on the development of a view of the problefrevil which is based on the
Christian Tradition, as she says, which turns afs@y what philosophers of religion often call “tasted-
standard” theism’ (p. 3). The argument she propgsesupposes Chalcedonian Christology (p. 53). She
holds that God’s purposes for human creation assiri@lative’ and ‘unitive’. God not only brings alito
human beings so that they do their best to asdariife nature of God but also God desires to bedinvith
his material creation and he does so by enterirtharform of a single man—Christ. The incarnatisays
Adams, ‘is conditionally necessary on God’s decigio create this world and realize such aims’ §0)1
The Incarnation is the most important part in Adaagproach to the problem of evil, for she arguest t
only through Christ the horrors of the earthly Mdl be ultimately defeated (p. 47). Christ defeabrror-
participation in three horror-defeat stages.Stmpe-lhorror-defeat’, says Adams ‘God establishes diogla
of organic unity between the person’s horror pgréiton and his/her intimate, personal and oveyaditific
relationship with God’ (p. 66). Divine horror paipation and divine identification with human vutability
turns human horror participation into occasion efgpnal intimacy with God (p. 51). lIistage-Ilhorror-
defeat’ God heals and enables the horror parti€pameaning-making capacities so that he can resegn
and appreciate some of the positive significana de@wn inStage | (p. 48, p. 66). Finally, inStage-ll|
horror-defeat’ God recreates our relation to theenia@ world so that we are no longer radicallynarable
to horrors. God shares human horrors and defeats through Christ. Christ's human nature allows bm
be a horror participant. He shares human vulnétaid horrors by crucifixion (p. 41). Christ defséStage |
horrors on the Calvary and at the same time, His-anortem career denotes the defeat of Stage |Saage
Il (p. 68). It will be beyond the scope of thietis to examine in detail Adams’ Christology and tthapter
is not dealing with her Christology (All page numbare taken from Adams, 2006).
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Part |

1. The human condition

Adams holds that God loves all human beings and lths love is expressed in His
purpose of creating persons; that is, agents whaaording to reason, have free-will, and
who are capable of entering into a personal relahgp and, ultimately, union with God.
393 |n order for God to achieve His purpose He did lmiig human beings into existence
as perfect beings but rather as finite beings \intited capacities. Moreover, God created
them in a material world of real and apparent starc which they exercise their given
nature and search for Him. Adams’ understandinthefhuman condition develops from
her view that humans have been created to be ‘mganakers’—personal creatures who
seek and find meaning in the world around them andhe Creator who grounds
existence® Adams maintains that the capacity for ‘meaning-imgk is personal
activity.>*” She argues that a good life is one that has mgaaird purpose. An
individual’s life experiences, on the one hand, banome organized around some goal or
idea that he aims at and, on the other hand, maymioéded and expended by the
individual or collective schemes of othef®.So an individual’s life can be assessed in
relation both to his own goals, ideals and choiees] to the ‘aims, tastes, values and
preferences of others® The external point of view is not sufficient far mdividual’s life

to be a great good to him on the whole but theviddal himself must value, and actually
enjoy, ‘his relations to enough goods and to gotlst are great enougft® An
individual’s life will have positive value for hinf he eventually structures and arranges
his experiences in life, and recognizes patterrdistfibution of goods and ills around self-

transcendent goals or ideals and relationshipshthaalues™ In addition, on the basis of

305 Adams (1999), p. 165; Also see Adams (2006), p. 39

3% A, K. Anderson, ‘Marilyn McCord Adams, Christ ahtbrrors: The Coherence of Christology’ (Current
Issues in Theology, No. 4), Book Revielmternational Journal for Philosophy of Religid¥ (2008), p.
163.

307 Adams (2006), p. 195.

308 Adams (1999), p. 145.

39 pbid., p. 145

310pid., p. 145

11 |bid., p. 146. Adams approach on meaning-makinglead us think that if the person is really to mak
meaning then he has to produce some values, inyahaa seems valuable from their perspective, fadl t
exemplifies coherency, purpose and self-transcanydelRor example, Alex makes meaning if he helps
elderly people who are in need, he thinks thas ijaod to help people who are in need and he lledpa
because he wants to help (purpose and self-tradenew). As for coherency, his meaning making is
coherent so long as it all fits with the rest of hife. That is, he does not help people who aneeied during
the week and then goes out torturing old peopléuioon the weekends.
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that, he finds reasons to think that his life hasijve meaning. So, we can say that
meaning-making is the production or gaining of obje value which is also deemed
valuable from the perspective of the person pradyuar gaining the value. Humans use
this capacity to recognize and appropriate positinaning and purpose in their lives and
in the world. The capacity for ‘meaning-making’ a necessary condition for human
happiness. Since God is the source of human hagmpitieen the capacity for meaning-

making is necessary for entering into personaticeiahip with God and union with Him.

However, the difficulty with this goal, says Adamis, that is it ‘prima facie self-
defeating**? Humans’ finite nature and the material world inieththis nature evolves
frustrates and/or destroys our meaning-making dgpakdams explains the shape of the
capacity for meaning-making and human vulnerability horrors by proposing a

developmental picture of human agency.

According to Adams, humans begin their lives intates of immaturity, weakness and
ignorance. Their development as physical and pdggieal beings is the ‘interactive
product’ of human nature and its environment. Husngain knowledge of themselves, of
others and of the world with difficulty over a lopgriod of time, and through interaction
with others who are in the same conditions of immat, weakness and ignorance as they
are, as well as through their living environmenticihis a place of real and apparent
scarcity and inhospitality. Thus, human beings, &t®allowed to exercise their reasoning
and will, and thus act according to their nature,radically vulnerable to evils. From early
childhood, humans are confronted with certain typlesvil that are overwhelming. They
attempt to understand and make progress with éxétence by adopting strategies which
due to their limitations are imperfect at best. lmans continue to enact imperfect
strategies their perception and behaviour beconmsrtéd to such a degree that they
arrive in adulthood in a state, which Adams cditepaired freedom®'® Thus, acting with
the confines of impaired freedom, people inevitatdyse suffering to themselves and to

others.

312 Adams (2006), p. 39.

313 Adams (1999), p. 37; Also see Adams 1993, p. &i8, says Adams, cannot be identified with moral
wrong-doing but it signifies ‘some sort of improgy [or fundamental obstacle] in the relation betae
created persons and God'. It is a ‘dysfunction thaterivative from the metaphysical mismatches Gasl
set up in his creation’. See Marilyn McCord Adansin as Uncleannesskhilosophical Perspectives and
Philosophy of Religioi1991), p. 7. Human radical vulnerability to suiffig and evils, says Adams, does not
have its origin in misused created freedom butdsrsequence of their given nature and the envieorim
which they are set. With this argument, Adams tsjdefences of the doctrine of hell which hold thaman
beings have the freedom freely to reject God. Addefends libertarian freedom of choice but withie t
limits of created agency.
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Such suffering, says Adams, comes in small, medinchlarge doses but always with an
educational purpose. From toothaches to tearsgehrbibs to broken relationships, such
pain teaches people about themselves and the wamdexample, by touching a hot stove
we are burnt, or by eating too many sweets ouhtast damaged. Likewise, much of the
suffering and pain that results from natural disashelps people to discover new ways to
deals with them and overcome them. Pain and soffesays Adams, ‘are the mother of
invention that discovers ways of protecting humadki.. and of overcoming and/or
working around various harm$* Humans use their capacity for meaning-makingrd fi
purpose in their lives and to create positive megiior the evils’ existence. Evils can be
seen to be productive of a greater good and in naayg, says Adams, they can trigger a
‘meaningful growth experiencé> However, different situations arise from the vukige
state which people are in that may cause much reuffeto them and others and
consequently damage or destroy their capacity feanming-making*°

Adams argues that there are evils in the world eoelndous that humans can barely
comprehend them and consequently cannot ‘meaniggfgiow’ as a result of

experiencing them. Some kinds of suffering are @wifrc that they decimate human lives
in a way that makes their occurrence seem impassjustify, and it certain that no good

could come of them. Adams calls these evils ‘hatoers evils’ and defines them as:

Evils the participation in (the doing or suffering) which constitutes
prima faciereason to doubt whether the participant’s lifelddgiven
their inclusion in it) have positive meaning fontther on the whol&"’

In the category of horrendous evils, she includes:

[T]he rape of a woman and axing off of her armsycphs-physical
torture whose ultimate goal is the disintegratioh personality,
schizophrenia, or severe clinical depression, dmiizing one’s own
offspring, child abuse of the sort described bynl¥@aramazov, parental
incest, participation in the Nazi death camps, gkplosion of nuclear

314 Marilyn McCord AdamsWhy Creating Human Beings in a World Like This Sekike a Very Bad Idea
Kellogg Lecture (2008), p. 2.

5 bid., p. 2.

316 Adams (1993a), p. 313.

317 Adams (2006), p. 32. Also, see Marilyn McCord AdartiProblems of evil: More advice for Christian
Philosophers’Faith and Philosophys (1988), pp. 134-136 and pp. 140-141. Marilyn MadCAdams,
‘Neglected Values, Shrunken Agents, Happy Endidgseply to Rogers’Faith and Philosophyl9 (2002b),
p. 214. Marilyn McCord Adams ‘Horrendous Evils atie Goodness of God’, ifthe Problem of Evil
Marilyn McCord Adams and Robert Merrhew Adams, gf@xford: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 211.
Marilyn McCord Adams, ‘Evil and the God-Who-DoestNimg-In-Particular’, inReligion and Morality D.

Z. Phillips, ed., (Basingstoke: Macmillan Press98)9 p. 113. Marilyn McCord Adams, ‘Horrors in
Theological Context’Scottish Journal of Theolodb, no.4 (2002a), pp. 468—-469.
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bombs over populated areas, being the acciderdabannwitting agent
in the disfigurement or death of those one loves 1

Participation in horrendous evils, according to #da overwhelms meaning-making
capacity giving to both participants and onlookergna faciereason to believe that the
participant’s life is marred by horrors and therelgprived of the possibility of positive

personal meaning}?

As | have said, the explanation of Adams’ conceptsecessary in order to examine her
arguments in favour of universalism. Her argumesnts based on these concepts of
meaning-making, impaired freedom and the categdriraorendous evils and to these

arguments | now turn.

2. Two arguments for universalism

Adams’ first argument focuses on human impaire@doen and responsibility and her
second argument focuses on her claim that helldvgivie conclusive reason that our lives

have no positive meaning.

Let us begin with the first argument. Adams argia@s humans are not competent enough
to bear responsibility for their and others’ etémh@stiny based on the choices which they
have made in their earthly life. Her argument antin her discussion of the extent of the
humans’ ability to cause horrendous evils relatweheir capacity to conceive of such

evils. She begins by making the following obsewadi

First, she maintains that it is obvious that ‘itcsmparatively easy for human beings to
cause (at least be salient members of causal chedding to) horrendous evil¥° To

illustrate this point, she considers the case efltiving father who accidentally runs over
his son. Human life, Adams maintains, is full offemdous evils. Accidents, coincidences

318 Adams (2006, p. 33). Also see Adams (1999), par) Adams (1990), pp. 211-212. Horrendous evils do
not necessarily involve ‘outrageous injustices’reifesome evils do involve injustices towards théatims,
according to Adams. This is because not all horiovelve injustices, i.e., the enthusiastic pareuio
innocently but non-negligently runs over his somds¢ guilty of any injustice or a mother eating tiead
baby’s corpse: justice cannot tell us what is si dlaout that horror. Furthermore, ‘horrendous éeasinot
be defined in terms of ‘cold-bloodedness, becaufsgls to be comprehensive’ and again fails tbuslwhat
is so bad about that horror. See Adams (1999)9 an@l Adams (2006), p. 34.
319 Adams (2002a), pp. 468-491 and Adams (1999), 4®-151.
320 Adams (1999), p. 36.
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and humanly unforeseeable consequences can makeresgonsible behaviour, never

mind minor negligence, have horrendous consequéfices

Second, she maintains that it is obvious that aivitual’'s capacity to cause suffering
(horrendous and otherwise) radically and inevitabigeeds his ability to experiencét.
Adams claims that an individual can bring aboutsemuences so devastatingly evil that
the individual himself cannot experience them, \Wkethis inability is due to the quantity,

or the intense quality of the evil involved. Shetes:

Many examples make this clear as to quantity: fxaingple, on the
traditional doctrine of the fall, Adam experiencg® individual’s worth

of ignorance and difficulty, but his sin brought @n his many
descendents; Hitler organized a holocaust of mi#ljesmall numbers of
government leaders, scientists, and military parsbhrought about the
atomic explosions over Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Wwike for quality,

it is probably true that, for example, a childlesale soldier cannot
experience anything like enough to the sufferingaomother whose
child is murdered before her ey&s.

Adams argues that where suffering is concerned;ciygacity to conceive follows [the]
capacity to experience, in such a way that we daadequately conceive what we cannot
adequately experiencé? Just as a person who has always been blind can &dot of
descriptive knowledge of colours, he cannot bectlyeacquainted with them; he cannot,
that is, knowwhat it is like to experience colour. Humans who have never espeesd
such sufferings are unable to comprehend what likes to suffer them. Only direct
experience of horrors is enough to help humansegpde what it would be like to suffer a
particular horror. Any theoretical knowledge abdwirrors is insufficient to explain to
humans who lack the relevant experience how babisoare. Even if, Adams says, Hitler
had enough descriptive knowledge to be in a peositm know that his actions had
horrendous consequences, the lack of those expesesstarving to death, burning, and
so on—Ileft him unable fully to appreciate just hbad his actions were. Moreover, the
childless soldier does not have the psychologieglcity to experience anything similar

enough to what a mother experiences seeing, fangbea her child decapitated before her

%21 Adams (2008), p. 3.

322 ndams (1993a), p. 309.
323 |bid, p. 309.

324 Adams (1999), p. 36.
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eyes. These cases lead Adams to conclude thatbdity &0 cause horrors exceeds our
ability to understand theft>

What is important in Adams’ argument is her claihattlack of harmful experience
deprives someone ‘of the capacity empatheticallgriter into’ what it would be like to
suffer a particular harm, even if detailed abstdescriptive knowledge of such harm is
available®®® The development of this empathetic capacity isiaifor a person in order to
be able to appreciate the horrendous nature ofiarrais capacity can be developed only
if the person has direct experience of the suftetimt another one undergoes. This is
important to remember because, as we will see greceed, Adams will use this to hold
that the horror perpetrators will only achieve a#ibn once they develop this capacity.

Adams’ approach has some serious problems howetéeh | examine in part Il.

Adams holds that a person canrfolly grasp’ how bad the evils are of which he has had
no experiencé’’ The capacity to empathize is important not only doperson to assess
what is bad about suffering but also for the asesess of the degree of the agent’s moral
responsibility. A person’s responsibility, Adamgaes, is diminished in proportion to his
unavoidable inability to conceive of the relevantmensions of the action and its
consequences. Humans cannot be fully to blameofoething to the extent that they know
not what they dd? In other words, given human beings’ nature andainegl freedom
some dimensions of horrendous evil are inevitabhdequately conceivable by human
beings and so they are not fully responsible fefrtlbexistence. Human beings cannot be
held fully responsible for bringing about horrend@vils.

Adams argues that since God created human beingsand inevitably vulnerable to
horrors in an environment of hostility and of liedt resources which consequently,
increases their vulnerability to horrors, He woulat only be primarily responsible, but
highly culpable for humans’ vulnerability to horsdf® Given that God is primarily
responsible for human vulnerability to horrorgsiHis responsibility to make good out of
it and save all humans in the end. God would beldrutrusting His human creatures,
whose nature is limited and freedom is impairedhheir eternal destines. The horrors of
hell are so horrible that it will be difficult fdruman beings to conceive clearly. So, God

325 Adams (1993a), pp. 309-310.
326 Adams (1999), p. 36.

327 Adams (2006), p. 35.

328 Adams (1999), p. 38.

329 bid., p. 39.
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would not make it the consequence of their badagsiHumans cannot begin to grasp the
reality of ante-mortem horrors that they have nqtegienced, so it is impossible for them

to conceive the torments of hell and everlastinasation from God>° As Adams’ states,

[D]Jamnation is a horror that exceeds our conceptoaters. For even if
we could experience for a finite period of time soaspect of hell's
torments (e.g., the burning of the fire, deep degpom, or consuming
hatred) or heaven’s bliss (e.g., St. Teresa’'s joyglmpse of the
Godhead), we are unavoidably unable to experieheg tumulative
effect in advance and so unable more than supatjicio appreciate

what is involved in either. It follows that humageats are unavoidably

unable to exercise their free choice with fully opses.. 3"

Thus, if those who choose the horrors of hell camearly conceive what is involved in
choosing hell then God should not hold them resptasdor that choice. God would be
cruel to punish the sinners with hell since theyndoknow what hell is. This leads Adams
to conclude that the damned do not really choofierMhen they reject God in their earthly
life, because they do not have a clear idea whatshike. So in this sense, human beings
do not choose hell with ‘fully open eyes'. It ibus, false to assume that God separates the
blessed from the damned based on their ante-mamenal performances and choices.
God would be cruel in setting created persons ¢mmdi relative to which they are
unlikely to succeed® Therefore, Adams concludes, it is His responsjbtth save all in

the end and let no one perish in hell.

The second argument which Adams offers is the voilg. She holds that hell is a
paradigmatic horror which ‘offers not mergdyima faciebut conclusive reason to believe
that the life of the damned cannot be a great goothem on the wholé®® If earthly
horrendous evils are such that they deprive hunoriee capacity to gain any positive
meaning and hence lead them to consider their &gasot worth living, then hell, which is
a place of eternal horror and evil, would be a @ladthin one’s life good is defeated by
evils forever. An everlasting torment in hell in iaim the perpetrators of horrendous evils
get their personal deserts would necessarily ifietise nature of evil and horrors, and
God'’s purpose for His human creatures will be defdaEternal punishment in hell would
be ultimately negative, giving conclusive reasorhtmnan beings to doubt whether their

lives could have any positive meaning overall armid bring about ‘a total dismantling

330 Adams (2006), p. 229.
%31 Adams (1993a), p. 310.
%32 |bid., p. 311.

333 |bid., p. 304.
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of personality’®** Thus, Adams maintains, the eternal horrors of hellld inevitably
defeat any positive meaning-making on behalf of pleeson who suffers its infernal

torment.

Adams continues by suggesting that God’s love amaigess is shown not only in creating

persons who can act according to their naturealsatthat God’s love requires all humans

coming into union with him: a state of ultimate payess. This happiness, however, cannot
be guaranteed unless God restores the positiveingeaiithin each individual’s life. As

she states:

God is good to a created pergoiff God guarantees tp a life that is a
great good t@ on the whole, and one in whighs participation in deep
and horrendous evils (if any) is defeated withia tontext op’s life.3*°

God’s goodness means that He needs to repair thringemaking capacity and He needs
to do that by defeating horrors. God’s goodnessathels that He makes everything good,
I.e. individuals and the world as a whole, someahntonsistent with an eternal hell.

Adams argues that many evils challenge the worthuofians as persons but in ways that

nonetheless can be made good by humans. As shs, stat

Failures in friendship can be overcome by the aféeh party’s
forgiveness and/or by the offender's showing dead aourageous
loyalty thereafter. Human courts can vindicate dgedlareputations.
Work achievements can receive fresh appreciatiy@asgals. Injured
athletes can sometimes be restored to health andgaid medals.
Heroic others accept permanent disabilities andi@ethemselves to
encouraging the differently abl&tf

These kinds of evils do not destroy the human dapfar meaning-making but are dealt
with in ways that either preserve or enhance tlsitipe meaning of the lives of those who
participate in thent:’ Horrendous evils are such that cannot be compedat in the
above way because they consume human meaning-mstkuagures to such a degree that

334 Adams (1999), p. 47.
335 Adams (1993a), p. 304.
336 Adams (2008), p. 3.
337 Adams (2008), p. 3.
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they prima faciedestroy the positive meaning of the participafhfss positive meaning

that can be restored only by the ultimate good—&dd.

In summarizing her arguments Adams, firstly, argtles human beings do not have
enough competency to bear responsibility, throdngir town beliefs and choices, for their
own and others’ destiny. Horrendous evils are itaéy inadequately conceivable by
human beings and so they are not fully responédsleringing them about. Since they are
not fully responsible, God would not place thenmhéil to suffer eternally. Secondly, she
argues that the horrors of hell would give conslegieason to believe that the life of the
damned cannot be a great good to them on the whof&od’'s goodness demands the
restoration of all human beings’ meaning-makingacity by defeating horrors, then God
will not permit the destruction of the positive mewsy of any horror-participant’s life,

including the worst sinners.

Redemption from horrors says Adams, involves tleevery and appropriation of positive
personal meaning from the worst that human beindfers be or do. Horror defeating
power is meaning-restoring pow&r. The horrors experienced in the earthly life ark he
enough and so the world to come will be horror-fidemans, says Adams, can hope for
some form of post-mortem balancing of horrors seflein the earthly life. God will
compensate all His human creatures for what the hidergone with love. He will be
obvious and present as soon as possible afteotinerkparticipant’s death and will explain
to each individual that all the suffering and p#imat he has experienced occurred to
prepare him for the moment of reconciliation. Hoaewedemption, according to Adams,

338 Adams (1999), pp. 30-31. In order to defend thecept of God’s goodness and show that it demareds th
salvation of all human beings, Adams distinguish@e dimensions of divine goodness in relation to
creation: (i) ‘producer of global goods’ and (ijoodness to or love of individual created persoB&ie
contrasts two dimensions of ‘overbalance/defeat eofl by good on the global scale’ and ‘the
overbalance/defeat of evil by good within the cahtef an individual person’s life’. She assertsttha
package of merely created goods could ‘balancearffdefeat’ participation in horrors. God’'s goodeeo
an individual is not obvious only by defending Digigoodness as the producer of global goods, dhen
nature of horrendous evils. She rejects: (i) Glamdroaches: Alvin Plantinga holds that Divine guess is
evaluated in relation to God’s role as produceglobal goods. God goodness is expressed in thedvagrh
whole. According to this approach, it is certaigpistemically possible that the world has a maxinal
perfect ordering as a whole and still includes fallsome human beings. (ii) Metaphysical goodn€ss is
good to all human beings simply by bringing thero iaxistence and that the value of existence sagsas
‘any disvalue constituted by deprivations of itslibeing’. The most notable defender of this view is
Augustine. And (iii) conditional goodness to crehigersons: divine goodness to created human beings
depends upon human'’s free response to God'’s willl @ill guarantee to each individual person thatlifée
is a great good to him on the whole and in the ®xdept through some fault of their own’. Notable
defenders of this view are Richard Swinburne, EbeerStump, William L. Craig and Jerry Walls. Alsees
Adams ‘God and Evil: Polarities of a Problen®Philosophical Studies: An International Journal for
Philosophy in the Analytic Traditio®9, no. 2/3, (Mar., 1993b), pp. 170-173.
339 Adams (1999), p. 81.
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will come through a long and difficult process damito earthly psychotherag{® God's
horror defeating power will include effects whicie loutside and go beyond any that
created powers could produce and this will occuthenit his actions interfering with
human freedoni?* Whether someone is a horror perpetrator or suffgile determine the

appropriate method of redemption.

In the case of the horror-sufferers, God will plateem in new and nourishing
environments where He will help them to recovemfrborror participation by helping
them recognizing their horrendous earthly experssras points of identification with the
crucified God®* The horror-sufferers in recognizing that in thsirffering they have

shared this experience with Christ will be gladhef experience and so not wish it away.

In the case of the worst horror perpetrators, Gddphace them in environments where
God will help them to recover from horror partidipa, as well; however, Adams does not
exclude the possibility of terrible suffering fonet purposes of rehabilitatidf The
process of letting go and the enjoyment of somgtmaw can sometimes be a painful
process, says Adams, and so this will be a promfegainful rehabilitation for most of the
sinners.3** Horror perpetrators can only obtain beatitudeh#yt develop an empathetic
capacity to suffer with those whom they torturetbtiyh severe, although curative, post-

mortem trials.

The process of reconciliation will continue until Buman beings come to union with God
in faith and love. Since God loves all His humamgs and His purpose is to bring all to

His glory, ultimately, Adams maintains, all will lsaved

340 Adams view on this diverges from Hick’s. Partidipa in horrors, in Hick’s view, can be integratedo
that overall development which gives meaning tanalividual’s life. Horror participation can be takéo be
‘educational’ and this gives positive meaning fooaror-participant’s life. However, Adams holdsttharror
participation is ‘pedagogically inept’ as a fireskon because it can damage an individual to suehtehat
further ante-mortem progress from self-centerednesSod centeredness would be virtually impossible.
Moreover, according to Adams, delay in gratificatio another life would de-emphasize the importasfce
the earthly life ‘leaving the impression that it wid have been better skipped by those whose sgiritu
development was significantly set back through ipigstion in horrors’. See Adams (1999), p. 53 and
Adams (2006), p. 240.

31 pdams follows ‘classical theology in crediting Gadth the power to create things other than Gad
nihilo, as well as the power to reduce them to nothimgarder for God to defeat horrors or reverse hsgro
it would require power which will override natudalws and would include power to produsgpranatural
effects. See Adams (1999), p. 84.

%2 As | have said in a footnote 4, at the beginnifighe chapter, Adams offers a Christology which
emphasizes the unity of human and Divine in theerson Christ who suffered and died for all humams
the cross. She holds that ‘God in Christ crucifdacels the curse of human vulnerability to hotrd3se
Adams (1999), p. 166.

343 Adams rejects views which hold that the damnetidih suffer retributive punishment. For more on her
arguments against post-mortem retributive punistireea Marilyn McCord Adams, ‘Hell and the God of
Justice’,Religious Studie$l, no. 4 (Dec., 1974), pp. 433—-447.

344 Adams (2002a), p. 476.
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Even if Adams’ view seems conceptually coherenfirat sight, |1 will now demonstrate
that her account is inadequate in convincing uscttiept universalism. The main problems

that | scrutinize focus on her account of restoeatpunishment after death. To this

examination | now turn.
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Part Il

Adams, as we have seen, holds that God createsnisumaa world in which they can
experience and discover things and make positivening of it all. Humans seek and find
meaning in the world around them by assigning p@swignificance to events that occur
in their lives and the lives of others. Howevernan nature and the environment in which
it is set makes humans vulnerable to horrors. Thiges them to think that there is no
future good and no hope in their lives and this ages their meaning-making capacity to
such an extent that their freedom is impaired. Gabodness necessarily requires that
God will be good to each created person by guagargeo him a life that is a great good
to him on the whole, and one in which his partitgrain deep and horrendous evils is
defeated within the context of his life. Eternahdation is a destiny that God will not
permit since the eternal horrors of hell are ofnrsamature that they will give conclusive
reason to believe that the life of the damned chifeoa great good to them. Adams,
however, permits the occurrence of post-mortemtmgrgunishment. She holds that some
of the worst horror-perpetrators may have to unalétgyrible suffering’ in the course of
developing an empathetic capacity to suffer wittosth whom they torturetfan
developing empathetic capacity, the horror-perpetsawill realize the horrendous nature
of their actions and that will in turn lead theradly to repent and freely to be reconciled to
God. In this part of the chapter, | argue that Adaactcount is weak in defending the
claim that all will be saved in the end because cwgative punishment model does not

guarantee that all horror-perpetrators will achieas@nciliation. | will maintain that:

1. The meaning-making of some horror-perpetratorsaamabed in such a way that
it cannot be guaranteed that the curative punishmich they will have to

undergo would help them in reconciling to God;

2. Adams’ argument is unsuccessful in showing thaththieor-perpetrators will be
able to make a free choice to accept God’s lovecandequently be reconciled to

him.

33 bid., p. 476.
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1. Horrendous evils and meaning-making

While Adams rejects the eternal punishment of ek permits the occurrence of post-
mortem curative punishment for the horror-perpetsatlf understanding horrors requires
experience in kind, and comprehensive empathepaaity is a genuine human end, then
post-mortem suffering would be usefiit.She holds that

Since the cure for horrors is the making of positmeaning, and the
restoration to the horror participant of the cafyjadb make positive

meanings; and since the process of letting go ef dld and groping

towards the new is and can be a painful procekbpsaior participants can

expect to undergo painful rehabilitation. But wlesttone is a horror

perpetrator or victim will make a big difference ttee concrete steps and
stages of rehabilitation, as well as to the paldicshape of the positive
meaning that can be made. Can we even begin tanm#ge excruciating

process involved in Hitler's developing an empatheapacity to suffer

with those whom he torturetf?

The horror-perpetrators will have to undergo, inaAw’ words, ‘painful rehabilitation’,
‘terrible suffering’, ‘severe post-mortem trial& the course of developing an empathetic
capacity to suffer with those whom they tortuf&tin developing empathetic capacity, the
horror-perpetrators will conceive how horrendousast to produce evils and this will lead
them to freely repent and freely reconcile with Gédlams seems to hold that direct
experience of a painful experience necessarily rg¢e® empathetic capacity. It is not
obvious, however, that the post-mortem pain anéegnfy which the horror-perpetrators
will have to experience will generate the empathetipacity which Adams has in mind.
The meaning-making of some horror-perpetratorsamated in such a way that it cannot
be guaranteed that the curative punishment whiel will have to undergo would help

them in reconciling with God.

What is interesting in Adams’ account is that theacity to empathize can be developed
only if someone has the exact experience of paithasone who originally suffered it.
Adams holds that lack of direct experience of dipalar horror deprives someone from
this empathetic capacity. Since the horror-perpatrdoes not have a direct experience of
the horror he inflicts on his victim(s), he is ipedle of appreciating the horrendous nature
of his actions and cannot evaluate horrendous asisuch. It is not enough for the horror-

perpetrator to identify imaginatively with his vitts painful situation; that is, it is not

346 Adams (1993b), pp. 326-327.
%7 ndams (2002a), p. 476.
%8 |bid., p. 476.

121



enough just to have the ability to imagine whavauld be like for the other to experience
pain, sorrow, and so on. Empathetic capacity isessary for a person to assess what it
would be like to suffer a particular harm and hoad lit would be to produce it. Only by
directly experiencing the horrors he inflicted ois kictims, can the horror-perpetrator
develop an empathetic capacity and so appreciat@édhrendous nature of his actiof.
Once this capacity is developed, the horror-peapetrwill appreciate the horrendous
nature of his actions and this will lead him toeepfor his actions and ask for union with
God. So, for example, Hitler would have to direakperience the horrors he inflicted on
his victims in order to fully conceive the horremdmature of his actions, empathize with

his victims and so come to union with God.

It is worth noting that Adams does not explain wiatvould be for someone to have, in
this case Hitler, a direct experience of the hariwe inflicted. Following Adams’ claim, if
Hitler was to appreciate the horrors which he hifict®d and develop the empathetic
capacity it may require that he experiences théesafathese evils, the quantity and the
quality of these evils. We can say that there @meways in which Hitler could experience
the evils he inflicted. Firstly, we could say thditler will have to experience each and
every person’s experience. So for example, it meguire that he had the background
experience of his victims—e.g. had grown up inw&iske community, been persecuted for
years, etc., and then shipped off to a concentratgomp to be tortured and then executed.
Secondly, she can say that Hitler may need to expax the holocaust in a holistic way.
Both approaches however, face problems. In thedase, Hitler by experiencing the evils
which each individual suffered would be unable &t the whole experience of the
holocaust, that is, he would not conceive the soélée horror of the holocaust on the

whole. In the second case, we can say that only Gachpable of having a holistic

%9 Adams puts little emphasis on the distinction kmetw the horror-sufferers and the horror-perpesator
when it comes to their vulnerability to horrors. n$o philosophers point this out. See, for example,
Katherine, A. Rogers, ‘The Abolition of sin: A Resyse to Adams in the Augustinian Tradition’, Raith

and Philosophyl9, no. 1 (Jan., 2002), pp. 69-84. Daniel Ambtidi|, Meaning and Meaning-MakersArs
Disputandi 10 (2010), pp. 38—49. Adams seems to maintain tioatendous evils cannot be declared
horrendous by someone who does not experiencedirestly. For example, someone who merely observes
or studies a horrendous evil such as nuclear verogde, child abuse, and severe mental illnesaédss
nevertheless not directly affected by it, cannatogive the horrendous nature of such evils. Simceamnot
conceive it, he cannot appreciate how bad it weldo produce it or suffer it. Therefore, he care@luate
horrendous evils as such because he would be ineapficonceiving of said evils. Nevertheless, songe
could say that | can declare ‘that is a horrendmuil without fully understanding it Moreover, anye who
has experienced intense pain can grasp enough effeat an intense-pain causing event would have on
someone else. Pain caused by something you hawriemped is still pain, and surely nearly everyone
knows what pain is. The rest is just a calculatibar example, | cannot grasp all of classical logic
mathematics all at once, but that does not meanltda not understand classical logic or mathersatic
Adams could object that pain cannot be quantifiethis way—'chopped up’ into segments and counted—
but then she will be defending a substantial thabisut pain and anyone who wants to deny that igatio
some extent ‘countable’ at least he has some veodotto make their case.
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experience of the holocaust. It would seem impdsdily definition that Hitler would be
capable of having this kind of experience. Adammai@s silent on how exactly a horror-

perpetrator such as Hitler will experience the diarhe inflicted.

Setting this aside, the main difficulty with Adanmeccount is that it is not obvious that
directly experiencing pain generates empathetitingg® The vulnerability of Adams’
account lies in the fact that she does not distsighetween having an empathetic capacity
from having the actual experience of empathy orahmgtic concern. Let us explain these
two. Human beings have the capacity for empathyat T$, they have the capacity to
understand the emotional state of another persamnisvin pain, distress and so on, they
have the capacity to understand the perspectivanaoither's feelings. To have an
empathetic concern is to respond to a person’sspead emotional state of sorrow, pain,
distress etc by experiencing feelings of similart.sdo develop the full capacity of
empathy and empathetic concern suggests that yowtdonly understand that someone is
in pain, distress and the like, but also you hanpathetic feelings for this person and you

act on these feeling®?

Adams seems to endorse this approach as to whmeans to develop an empathetic
capacity. It is not enough for the horror-perpetrao identify imaginatively with his
victim’'s painful situation; rather, the horror-petmtor needs to develop an empathic
concern. The empathic concern cannot be produckdbgrthe ability to imagine what it
would be like for the other to experience painf@er and so on, but it can be developed
only if the horror-perpetrator has the exact sampegence of that pain. This direct
experience would lead the horror-perpetrators, raicg to Adams, to experience
empathetic feelings. That is, it will lead them erercise empathetic feelings, such as
compassion, tenderness and the like. Once thiscitgpes developed, the horror-
perpetrator would understand how horrendous hisratvere and how they affected his

victim(s) and he will want to repent and come tooreciliation with God.

The flaw in Adams’ account lies in the fact thae shkes for granted that direct experience
of pain necessarily generates empathetic feelingenopathetic concern. This direct
experience would lead, Adams claims, the horropgieators to develop feelings of
compassion, tenderness and the like. Moreover, asisemes that if they have these

%50 For more see John Doris and Stephen Stich, ‘M@sgichology: Empirical ApproachesThe Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophygdward N. Zalta, ed(Winter 2008 Editiojy http://plato.stanford.edu/. Also
Karsten Stueber, ‘EmpathyThe Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosoplsdward N. Zalta, edFall 2008
Edition) http://plato.stanford.edu/
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feelings they will act on them in such a way thatyt would repent for their actions and
ask for union with God. | argue that direct expeci of pain does not necessarily generate
empathetic feelings. We can say that people mag k@ capacity to empathize but they
still do not develop empathetic feelings, nor deytkexperience empathy. In the case of the
horror-perpetrators it is not obvious that theylwdkevelop this empathetic capacity
because, as | am about to argue, they have thgacitg for meaning-making damaged in a
way that prevents this development. Adams seenigntwre two categories of meaning-
makers. Those who use meaning-making for theirsegitds and those who have a
genuinely evil nature. | argue that the people Wwhlong to these two categories have their
meaning-making damaged or corrupted in way thavems them from developing

empathetic feelings.

Adams claims that direct participation in horroeverely damages or even destroys the
capacity for meaning-making. Those who experiericectly horrendous evils have their
capacity for meaning-making either severely damaigeduch a way that they cannot
conceive how these evils can be overcome; or destrin a way that they are no longer
capable of finding any positive meaning in thefie &ind in the world in which they live!
From this we can say that since the horror-perfmtdoes not have a direct experience of
the horror he inflicts on his victim(s), he is ipedle of appreciating the horrendous nature
of his actions and cannot evaluate horrendous asilsuch Therefore, we can say that his
meaning-making is affected differently than thattibé victim. So in what way is his

meaning-making corrupted?

Firstly, we can say that the meaning-making of sofrthe horror-perpetrators is damaged
because of their life choices and desires. Somehperpetrators use meaning-making to
justify their evil acts in a way that damages thepacity for meaning-making. Consider
the following case: Alex knows that killing or taring Ben is bad. His aim in killing or
torturing Ben is to silence him. In doing so, hewdoprevent him from giving information
about him to others who want to harm him. His gedb save himself and he reasons that
the best way to do that is by making sure that ®#ihnot give him up. Here we have a
case in which the horror-perpetrator has specibalg and acts to fulfil them. He judges
that the best way to save his own life is by silegdis victim at any cost. Contrary to that

of the horror-victims, a horror-perpetrator’s capaéor meaning-making is damaged or

%1 Adams does not sufficiently explain how the hoerpetrator's meaning-making is damaged or
destroyed. It seems that she suggests that albmparticipators have their meaning-making capacity
damaged and some times destroyed in the same vgayar about to show this cannot be the case. Adams
failure to make this distinction explicit makes laecount vulnerable to my criticism.
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corrupted (as Adams would probably agree) becalte ahoices he makes, the values he
has and his unwillingness to abandon his falsefséfi> What he takes to be valuable and
the reasons he uses to justify this, is what léa@skind of twisted and corrupted meaning-
making. If the horror-perpetrator’'s meaning-makiagcorrupted by acting in evil ways,
then he will continue making bad meaning. In camtig to make bad meaning he cannot
conceive of the suffering he inflicts on his victimthe right way. If he cannot experience
the suffering and pain which he inflicts in thehtigvay, then he cannot accept that he has
done wrong properly. And since he cannot accefthitbdas done wrong properly he will

continue having corrupted meaning-making.

Secondly, Adams does not consider cases whererkgarpetrators are genuinely evil. In
the chapter on Talbott, | argued that Talbott igisathe category which consists of people
who are genuinely evil. It seems that Adams igndinés category as well. | argued that
some people act in evil ways and persist in thalraetions out of mere wickedness. They
act in evil ways just for the sake of acting inlevays or just because they enjoy acting in
evil ways. They know that what they do is wrong dnalt their victims experience pain
and suffering, nevertheless, they continue doingat example, consider cases in which
someone enjoys bullying and psychologically marapag others for his own amusement.
People who belong to this category take pleasutiearpain and suffering of others or they
are gratified through the infliction of pain andrhiliation. Or there are cases where the
horror-perpetrator knows that his victim is in paimd suffering, nevertheless, he continues
to inflict pain just for the sake of inflicting pai Adams will have to accept that it is
conceivable that some people are genuinely evilthed act in evil ways just for the sake

of acting in evil ways.

With the help of these two categories | will argbat even if the horror-perpetrators have
the capacity to empathize by experiencing direttil horrendous evils which they have
inflicted on their victims this, however, does moitail that they will experience empathy.
If some horror-perpetrators’ nature carries thigdkof twisted meaning-making or if some
horror-perpetrators’ nature is genuinely evil itnist obvious that they will develop the

capacity to empathize. If they do not develop tlapacity, it is difficult to see how they

would repent for their actions and ask for forgiess If they do not develop this capacity

%2 Remember that the horror-victim’'s capacity for mieg-making is damaged in such a way that they
cannot conceive how evils can be overcome; anddipacity is destroyed in such a way that they are n
longer capable of finding any positive value inithiée and in the world they live in.
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then they cannot reconcile to God. If some of thedr-perpetrators do not reconcile to

God, Adams’ universalism fails.

From what we said above about Adams’ view of emgtathcapacity, recall that on her
view it is required that the horror-perpetrator éian actual experience of empathy in
order to repent. He has to have empathetic feebhgempassion, tenderness and the like.
These feelings, | argue cannot be simply genefayedirect experience of horrors. In the
case of the first category of horror-perpetratdisirt corrupted meaning-making may
prevent this development because they have vaaondsonflicting desires. As | have said
these people are ones who continue to make wroramimg because they have already
corrupted their meaning-making through their cheiaed desires. If they carry this kind of
nature in the afterlife, it is not obvious thatyheill abandon their beliefs and not resist
experiencing empathy. For example, in order to tstdad what his victim suffered Alex
would have to be tortured and maybe killed in samitircumstances. However, if Alex
thinks that what he did during his earthy life viastified and that acting differently would
have cost him his life, he may not develop empatteelings for his victims. He may not
be willing to abandon his beliefs even if he camlemstand that his victim went through
excruciating pain. He will interpret the sufferimghis own maladapted way and so it need
not lead to empathy. Since his beliefs and desiresseverely corrupted we may say that
there is no guarantee that he will empathize withuictim. In the case of the horror-
perpetrators who have a genuinely evil natures ikven more difficult to see how they
would develop empathetic feelings for their victintsseems quite possible that a horror-
perpetrator who inflicted pain on his victim just the sake of inflicting pain or because it

amused him would not develop feelings of compassion

Having empathetic feelings, and acting upon thexgquires that a person already has his
capacity for meaning-making in a working order. Trheaning-making capacity of the
horror-perpetrators is not enabled in a way thdit parmit the exercise of these feelings.
Actual experience of empathy can be prevented byhitrror-perpetrators’ damaged or
corrupted meaning-making. For a person to be abliedl compassion requires that the
person who acts in such a manner has already edtaievel of morality and spirituality
that will permit this. This would imply, in Adamaccount, that the person has his capacity
for meaning-making already restored to some exteiorror-perpetrator whose meaning-
making capacity has been restored and feels pemha&oenpassion for his victims will
allow us to say, and probably Adams will agree,t thawill be conceptually and

psychologically impossible for him to continue agtiin evil ways and not repent.
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Repentance will be assured. However, if some hqreopetrators retain this nature and
their twisted meaning-making into the life to cothen there is no guarantee that they will
develop the capacity to empathize. Their insistemceheir evil choices and corrupted
desires and beliefs prevents the development ob#ngocapacity. The horror-perpetrators
are in such a state of damaged meaning-making whigfevents them from exercising
their empathetic capacity. If they do not develbjs tcapacity, which is essential in the
case of the horror-perpetrators for reconciliatiogy will not be reconciled to God, and if

they do not, then Adams’ universalism fails.

Adams could reply to the above criticism by claigwthat, at the moment of death, God
makes Himself present to all human beings and imfothem that He loves them. She
argues that one may think that God would have tkengre that His human creatures
know that He loves them and that ‘many misundedstays of Divine intentions will have

to be cleared up™® She holds that we should expect nothing less than God would

make sure to ‘break through’ as soon as possibée tife horror-participants’ death and be
so obvious and present as to convince at least domgenents of themselves of the

following general truths:

That love is, was, and always will be God’s meanihgt beloved by
God is who we are, have been, and always will bat horrors never
were and never will be final; that God was neveoafrom our horror-
participation, neither was, is, nor ever shall beokin relation to us,
because we are created for mutual indwelling; that is powerful
enough and resourceful enough to make the plotslveesso that
everything will be right>*

She furthermore maintains that:

Even the horror-perpetrators will be able to foegiiemselves knowing
that their evil acts did not separate them fromltwe of a God who
identified with them on the cross. They will alse bhssured by the
knowledge that God has compensated their victimsnallly they will
be amazed and comforted by Divine resourcefulnessforte horrors
to make positive contributions to God’s redempfilen >>°

353 Adams (2006), p. 239.
%4 bid., p. 240.
%35 Adams (1999), p. 167. Adams argues that by vidfuendowing horrors with a good aspect, God makes
the victims’ experience so meaningful that they ldooot wish it away. This enables the perpetrator t
accept his participation in horrors as part of adgand worthwhile life. Present participation inrfoos is
already meaningful because they are partially doise of the most meaningful relationship of allhe
Incarnation, she says, already endows participatiomorrors with a good aspect that makes way lieirt
defeat, ‘even if participants do not yet recogroz@ppropriate this dimension of meaning'.
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The horror-perpetrators thus, having cognitive aontvith the Divine love would assist
them in thinking that suffering horrendous evils fem objective good-making asp&t.
That is, the horror-perpetrators will know the w@as for their punishment and that God
has a place for all in His kingdom. Adams maintdingt once the horror-perpetrators
accept these truths and the reasons for their lponaist then the process of enabling and
healing their meaning-making capacity will begirdawo, consequently, will the process of
reconciliation to God. However, even with this gepldams’ account does not escape my

criticism.

Even if God informs the horror-perpetrators of #ierementioned truths and reasons for
their experience of punishment, that does not guieeathe salvation of all horror-

perpetrators. | do not deny that if God informs hloeror-perpetrators of His existence and
His purpose for them that this would affect somah&m, and assist in their first steps
towards the healing process and to reconciliafMevertheless, the problem with Adams’

reply lies in this: the fact that God informs tharfor-perpetrators about His presence and
His purposes does not necessarily entail that wityaccept these truths and the reasons

for their punishment and consequently accept Glods.

Firstly, in the case of the worst villains who @enuinely evil it is not obvious that God
would successfully convince some fragments (whatthis may be) of themselves of the
aforementioned general truths. It may be the caasedven if they know that God loves
them and it is best for them to be reconciled tonHthe character which they have
acquired for themselves may be such that theywalt to refuse God just for the sake of
refusing Him. Adams claims that the horror-pergens will forgive themselves for
committing horrendous evils. But this can only hexppf the horror-perpetrators accept
that they did something really bad. In the castho$e who are evil it may be the case that
they will persevere in their evil nature and finalneasons to forgive themselves because in
their view they are fine as they are and they sanwith the evils they have committed in
their earthly life. In short, it is—to say at leadinlikely that an individual who is
genuinely evil would be impressed by God’s preseacd so begin the rehabilitation
process. It may well be that some of the horropeeators have all the relevant
information they need about the source of theireg happiness and they may also be
aware of the consequences of their actions. Howéwey may still continue to refuse God

and act in evil ways just so that they can frust@od’s plans. So the fact that their victims

%% bid., p. 162.
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are compensated or that God has ways to redeerartiavould be of no importance to

them.

Moreover, at least in the case of the horror-pegpets, it seems clear that information is
not meant to be what does the work in Adams’ cuegpiunishment model; this is the role
played by experiences of horrors. In the case ef whrst sinners, the ones who are
genuinely evil, we can say that if, on the one haddd’s presence does not affect them
and if, on the other hand, their meaning-making/@mnés the development of empathetic
feelings then it is not obvious how these horrappiators would come to repent and be
reconciled to God.

Secondly, if some of the horror-perpetrators haveeserely damaged capacity for
meaning-making, and if direct experience of hordasages or destroys meaning-making,
then it is not obvious how the horror-perpetraterdl accept the reasons for their
punishment and come to make positive meaning froeir tsuffering. Consequently, it
seems legitimate to ask: how can they accept GadttDexperience of horrendous evils
destroys the meaning-making of the one who suffieesn. In the case of the horror-
perpetrator this would suggest that it would destis meaning-making in the same way
as it destroyed the capacity of meaning-making isfyvictim(s). Moreover, as we have
seen, Adams holds that direct experience of homescvils destroys meaning-making
capacities in such a way as to lead the victimuestjon whether his life is worth living.
So the horror-perpetrator through experiencing disrrmay question whether his
punishment has any positive meaning because dergperience of horrors destroys

meaning-making.

The horror-perpetrators may natceptthe reasons for their punishment, or they may not
understandthe reasons for their punishment. Someone cateeetilat the suffering he
undergoes is for his own good if he already hasiteaning-making capacity restored, let
us say, in some fashion. To enjoy a meaningful eepee of the divine love through the
medium of punishment, an individual’'s meaning-mgkoapacities need to be in good
working order. That is, they must be able to acesot understand the reasons behind their
experience of pain and suffering and also they rbasable to value their experiences in
such a way as to find it good. The fact that therdreperpetrators, firstly, will not have
their capacity for meaning-making healed and embated secondly, will have to undergo
excruciating punishment in order to empathize whhir victims’ suffering, makes it
difficult to see how they will have a meaningfulpexience of God and thus accept the
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reasons for their punishment and be convincedGloaltloves them. The horror-perpetrator
not only has to conceive the full extent of therbndous nature of his evil acts and their
seriousness by directly experiencing these evilsaalmo he has to recognize the reasons for
his punishment and through it the experience ofulienate good—God. If the worst of
the horror-perpetrators have their meaning-makewgeely damaged or destroyed, and if
infliction of horror destroys meaning-making, thiems not obvious how they would come
to recognize God as a loving Creator, accept fnnishment and reconcile with Him. It
seems that they will not accept or understand ¢lasans for their punishment. If they do
not accept the reasons for their punishment ddieetio corrupted nature and the experience
of pain, they may experience their suffering asiajust and hateful thing. If the wicked do
not have their meaning-making capacity enabledheraded, then there is no guarantee that

they will be convinced of God’s love.

Thus, there is an inconsistency in Adams positidre horror-perpetrators would have to
have their meaning-making capacities in good waykorder to be able to have a
meaningful experience of the divine love but alspegience of divine love is required for
the healing of meaning-making. Damaged or destrayedning-making, on the one hand,
and participation in horrendous evils, on the othend, are supposed to prevent this sort
of experience of the divine. If the horror-perptira do not have this kind of experience
which is required for enabling and healing meamnimaking and also have to experience
the pain and suffering which they have caused, tineme is no guarantee that their
meaning-making capacity will not remain damagedestroyed. If their meaning-making
capacity is severely damaged or destroyed, thehdher-perpetrators may not accept the
reasons for their punishment and would experieheehibrrendous evils and pain as an
unjust and hateful thing. This may lead to evenerdamaging of human meaning-making
in such a way that it seems plausible that soméhefsinners will be driven away from

God and thus not be saved in the end.

Adams could reply to this criticism in two ways.€eShould maintain, firstly, that God
would repair severely damaged or destroyed meamiakjng capacities. God could
restore the horror-perpetrators’ meaning-makingcies in such that they could become
convinced of the aforementioned truths and be tbfeel compassion and thus be able to
repent for their evil actions. However, the questi® not whether God could do this, but
whether he could do so without altering their peadibies by miraculous transformation.

Secondly, she could maintain that God can contiaffering many opportunities for
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restoration and reconciliation in many lives to eoand so there will be a time in the

distant future when all will be saved.

Let us begin with the first approach. Let us rementhat Adams’ universalism is based
on her confidence in the restoration of sinnersanmeg-making capacities. This kind of
restoration is a personal task; that is, it is apghte individual to recognize and assign
positive meaning to his sufferings and to his li¥éeaning-making is a process which
begins from ‘inside’ the individual and it is nairsething which can be achieved through
instant transformation of character. As we have seart I, Adams holds that the horror-
perpetrators’ meaning-making capacity will be eedbénd healed through a long and
difficult process, not instantaneously. The damoadnot accept and receive forgiveness
unless they take responsibility for their evil agescognize God as their only source of
happiness and ask for forgiveness. The procesgaainciliation can begin, first, if the
horror-perpetrators develop their empathetic capaand second, if they make a
conscious choice to accept the reasons for theiispment and recognize God as the
ultimate good. From this we can say that Adams etoansistently hold that God would
alter the worst sinners’ personalities by miracsltnansformation. | argued that the worst
sinners not only display a critically damaged megnmaking capacity but also that their
nature is fixed in such a way that they cannotaherwise. If the horror-perpetrators
display the kind of character which damages orrdgstthe capacity for meaning-making,
and if God cannot achieve this restoration with@adically changing their personality,
then we can maintain that it is not guaranteedtti@horror-perpetrators (at least the worst
kind) will be saved. However, if Adams resorts lte tlaim that for some there will be a
mysterious instant transformation, then she wouldd &e required to explain why this
transformation did not take place earlier (probatblying the horror-perpetrators’ earthly
lives) or why God created evil people who cannotehtheir meaning-making capacity

restored without divine intervention in the firsage.

Moreover, as we have seen, Adams holds that vudilgyato horrendous evils impairs

human freedom. An individual's freedom can be nestoonce his capacity for meaning-
making is enabled and healed through a meaningf#reence of God. Nevertheless, the
horror-perpetrators will have to directly experiertbe horrors which they have inflicted
on their victims in order to develop an empatheéipacity, which in turn will enable their
meaning-making and lead them to request reconoitiavith God. Reconciliation with

God will be the outcome of free surrender to Gomlik and love. The horror-perpetrator

chooses God freely after recognizing and assigthegpositive meaning of his curative
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punishment and accepting God’s love. From thisrag#a can see that Adams cannot
consistently accept the possibility of instant sfanmation of character because she would
thereby be diminishing the importance of freedomclobice in her account of what is

involved in accepting God.

Alternatively, Adams could reply to my criticism crhold that the future lives of the
horror-perpetrators will be as many as are requicedthe restoration of their horror-
perpetrators’ meaning-making capacities. She mamitaas we have seen, that God in
reconstituting the fragmented self of the horromeé&ators would engage in a long and
arduous process rather than to complete the taakhwinkling of-an-eyé>’ Such a reply
would be unsatisfactory, however, because Adantshaikls that horrors on earth are hell
enough so God will not prolong these in the livessome. If some horror-perpetrators’
meaning-making is severely damaged or destroyed, @od would have to prolong their
residence in the afterlives until they become c¢bitdof God. However, if continuation and
meaning-making restoration requires the direct B&pee of the horrors which the horror-
perpetrators have inflicted on their victims, afidhie horror-perpetrators capacity for
meaning-making is destroyed, then it would sugdkat the afterlives of the horror-
participants would consist of more horror than tleairthly lives. If the wicked have their
meaning-making capacities damaged or destroyedfahd suffering they undergo is of
an excruciating nature, then it may be the caskitistead of developing an empathetic
capacity and accepting God'’s love they would becamgry and would not easily, or at
all, develop regret for the things that they havaed And if more horror experience leads
to greater damage of human meaning-making capthatythere is no guarantee that some

of the wicked will never come to God.

In the following section | return to the subject fofe will. |1 argue that experience of
horrendous evils diminishes human free will in sachvay that the victim of horrors
cannot freely come to God. | examine a particwaetof horrendous evil—depression—
which is especially relevant to my argument fate@tmonstrates that, in at least some cases,
suffering diminishes free will. | support this cfaiby introducing the concepts of
decisional capacity and consent and also by fogusim a particular view of mental
disorders taken from Carl Elliot.

%57 Adams (2006), p. 239.
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2. Human freedom and reconciliation

In this section, | argue against Adams’ claim thHthorror-perpetrators will come to
reconcile to God freely. Adams, as we have seeldshbat reconciliation with God will
be the outcome of free surrender to God’s will éee. The horror-perpetrator chooses
God freely after recognizing the positive meanihgis curative punishment and accepting
God’s love. | examine a type of horrendous evil—+dspion—and | show that direct
experiences of such an evil impairs its victims petence and decisional capacity and so
diminishes his free will. This example of somethmgny people experience should cause

us to view Adams’ claims with extreme scepticism.

Let us begin with defining decisional capacity. oghly, decisional capacity can be
defined as the ability to make decisions. For thgpses of our discussion in this section,
the notion of decisional capacity will be limited health care contexts and particularly
those cases of depression where decisions to dorieeror refuse treatment are
concerned>® So, in this case, decisional capacity can be défithe ability of health care
subjects to make their own health care decisittist.will use Elliott's argument that
severely depressed patients may not be compet@angent and so cannot be considered
accountable for their decisions, to argue that sbarsor-perpetrators lack the competence
to consent and so cannot make a free choice tocéedo God.

Three conditions are typically said to determine ¥alidity of an individual’'s consent. It
must be properly informed, free of coercion and itigividual must have the ability to
make the particular decision. The latter condii®sometimes referred to as ‘competence’
on the ground that what is at issue is ‘the abtiityperform a task’. And it is sometimes
referred to as ‘capacity’ since the task in questiovolves the capacity to make a
decision®*® What one counts, however, as competence to cousgends on what one
counts as the capacities relevant to the task mstepn. Decisional capacity is often
divided into four or five sub-capacities. These #&t¢ understanding: the ability to
understand the facts involved in the decision ihabout to be made; (2) appreciation: the
ability to appreciate the nature and significantéhe decision that one is faced with; (3)

reasoning: the ability to reason and manipulat@rméation rationally is crucial for

%38 Questions of this kind of capacity often extendbtber contexts such as the capacity to stand tial

make decisions related to finances. See Louis @hdyl ‘Decision-Making Capacity’The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophfzdward N. Zalta, edFall 2008 Editior), http://plato.stanford.edu/.
359 |1hi
Ibid.
%9 |bid.
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understanding and appreciating the issue in aideci@) choice: the ability to express or
communicate an intended decision; and (5) the gegse of values and goals: decisional
capacity requires ‘a conception of what is goodchese weighing the risks and benefits of

various alternative choices requires valdes.

Adams holds that humans have impaired freedom kecad their nature and the
environment in which they live, and as such canmetfully responsible for their evil
actions. She holds that someone can choose Godfwithopen eyes’ once his freedom is
repaired and he knows all the relevant informatibout his actions and its consequences.
Taking into consideration the above conditionsdecisional capacity we can say that an
individual makes an informed decision once he laéert in all the relevant information
and weighed it according to his goa3ié.Let us see how Adams’ approach of freely
choosing God looks when set alongside the abovenglaFirstly, we can say that an
individual takes in the relevant information in kving that God is love and that his
punishment is necessary in order to develop inthilad of God. Secondly, he weighs this
information according to his goals and valueshis tase, he would value God’s love and
the good from his punishment to be the best passibbicome for him. Finally, knowing all
the relevant information and recognizing what mately best for him he would make a

free choice to accept God.

Adams, as we have seen, holds that experiencingeraous evils damages meaning-
making. An individual’s freedom can be restoredeohts capacity for meaning-making is
enabled and healed through a meaningful experiefiteGod. Nevertheless, the horror-
perpetrators will have to directly experience tloertrs which they have inflicted on their
victims in order to develop an empathetic capadityr. example, if someone manipulated
his partner into such a degree that it led himtbedtepression, then the horror-perpetrator
will have to have direct experience of that painl suffering and consequently he will
have to become depressed to be able to evaluaperprahe horrendous nature of his
actions and their consequences. Adams classifipesgon as a horrendous evil. As a
horrendous evil depression will have to be direakperienced by those who have
produced it in their victims. In my view, this pegds a serious obstacle to Adams’ account
of free response to God’s love and of the procdsselabilitating punishment. The

361 i

Ibid.
%2 carl Elliot, ‘Caring About Risks: Are Severely Dregsed Patients Competent to Consent to Research?’
Archives of General Psychiat®4, no. 22 (1997), pp. 113-116. http://ovidspsidaom/. The article was
accessed online and its pages were not numbered.
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problem is that in cases where the horror-perpmtiads to suffer depression he will be

incompetent to consent to the process of restoraina so cannot choose God freely.

Elliott's work on severely depressed patients’ cetepce in consenting to or refusing
treatment will assist me in showing that the hoperpetrators who directly experience
depression are incapable of making a free choieetept God for which they can be held
accountable for. Elliott challenges the claim tdapression leaves intact the ability to
reason, to deliberate, to compare and evaluatenalus that depression may well impair
someone’s competence to consent to treatment, asd importantly, it can impair his
ability ‘to evaluate risks and benefif§® From this he argues that depression is a disorder
that impairs an individual’'s mental abilities sutttat ‘he is not a morally responsible
agent’ even if he shows competeriteA person who suffers from depression can make
decisions but usually we would not hold him accabté for his actions. Why is that?
Elliot thinks that an individual’s intellectual dity is not the only thing that is relevant to
decision-making: his emotional state can also affiexcdecision. For example, the criminal
law in some jurisdictions recognizes so-calledn@s of passion’. Those who perform
crimes under severe emotional stress and mentasges such as schizophrenia or
multiple personality syndrome usually are not jutlidgelly accountable for their actions.
Moreover, it is not hard to see that when we agryaor sad or in despair, we act in ways

which do not reflect our character. Elliot saystha

In emotional extremes, we value, think, and behalierently-
sometimes so differently that we might later bedigliat the decisions
we have made are not decisions for which we cahdb& completely
and unproblematically responsibife.

The important part of this is that he holds thaassessments of competence one must take
into account the emotional factors surrounding @silen. He argues that there are cases in
which the patient understands the effects of treatmnevertheless may ‘still fail to

appreciate fully just how the treatment would affeis health*®° As we have seen earlier,

%83 |bid.

%4 However, it is evident that people sometimes maéeisions which are considered highly irrational by
others. So a theory of decisional capacity musivalfor the fact that individuals can make this kiof
decisions. An example that is often used to illtstithis decision is the refusal of life-savingisfusion due

to doctrinal religious reasons. See Charland, 2008 suggests that even if an individual is corapein
making a decision, he knows all the relevant fatisut the task in-hand he can nevertheless beatulap
unreasonable. However, because ‘we recognize tpatson generally has the right to make even urtsoun
decisions, a judgement about competence ensurésvtiwever decision a person makes, it is truly his
decision: a decision for which he can finally bédheccountable’. See Elliot, 1997.

%5 Elliot, 1997.

%% |bid.

135



decisional capacity involves the capacity to bedblappreciate the consequences of your
choices, it ‘involves a deeper comprehension of Hwevdecisions will affect’ your lifé®’

A depressed persomay have his cognitive, rational decision-makibdies so disrupted
that, for example, he can convince himself that hisagitun will never change and may
refuse treatment on the ‘unrealistic belief thawiil not help him’3®® On the other hand,
there are patients whose cognitive reasoning poasexsntact but their ability to weigh

risks and benefits is compromised. As Elliot statieis is,

the depressed patient who is capable of understgradli the facts about
his illness and the research protocol in whichserirolling, and who
appreciates the risks and the broader implicatafriee protocol on his
life, but who, as a result of his illness, is nobtivated to take those
risks into account in the same way as the ress3tfu

Severely depressed patients are not in the begigpo® make important decisions about
their welfare, particularly ‘given the sense of blgssness and worthlessness’ that
characterizes theif® It seems reasonable, says Elliott, to worry akibeir decision-

making.

Elliott concludes that, firstly, an individual wisoiffers from depression has values, beliefs,
desires, and dispositions that are dramaticallfediht from when he is healthy to the
extent that it is unclear whether the decisionsmakes are ‘authentically’ hi§! The
individual who suffers from depression is in suclmantal state that his behaviour and
choices do not seem to be truly his. Secondly, rebvelepressed patients do not display
the minimal degree of self-interest (concern fagittown well-being) that is ordinarily
found in other people and are not best positioogddge their own interests. A severely
depressed person would fail to consider his interes deciding whether to consent to

treatment, and so we cannot really say that thisgmeis accountable for consenting to it.

In the light of these, consider again Adams’ cldimat all horror-perpetrators will freely

accept God’s love. Adams argues that the horrgogisators can only begin to appreciate
the horrors which they have inflicted on their nts if they have direct experience of
these horrors. In having both direct experiencehef horrors and knowledge of God’s

purposes for them, they would be able to undersganatifully appreciate the significance
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of the decisions that they are faced with, andgisineir reasoning they will value what is
good and pursue it. However, in cases in whichdrgoerpetrators have to experience
depression in order to empathize with their victinnso problems arise for Adams’

account.

Firstly, since the horror-perpetrators will expede depression their meaning-making
might be damaged in such a way that they cannaigreze anything good from their
experience. | have argued earlier that in the oéslee horror-perpetrators, their meaning-
making will not only be damaged from the horrorsickhthey will have to experience
(post-mortem) but also it is already damaged fromrtdeployment of evil for meaning-
making in their earthly lives. If they cannot accépod’s love and their punishment
because of their evil nature, and if being a viabihdepression can lead someone to fail to
appreciate how God’s ways would affect his lifeisithot then obvious how the horror-
perpetrator's meaning-making can be healed andleshals seen above, the horror-
perpetrator may convince himself that his situatiati never change, and may refuse

God’s love on the false belief that nothing thatd@an do can help with his situation.

Secondly, and most importantly, we have seen thwt ve involved in reasoning about a
particular course of action and reaching a decissomeighing the risks, benefits and
consequences of proposed optidffsPatients who suffer from depression are not able t
value risks and benefits in the way people who akosnffer from this mental disorder can.
If depression impairs an individual's capacity &ixe into consideration his own welfare
and so value his experience, it is not obvious tiogvhorror-perpetrator would come to
value the experience given by God. The horror-geapmr may be able to understand all
the facts about his illness, that is, the horresdoature of this evil and the purpose of
suffering this horror. He may also be able to apipte the benefits, the risks, and the
broader implications of suffering this evil. Thaf he may be able to appreciate the risk of
not choosing God—misery and pain and he may be tabéppreciate the benefit of the
curative punishment and God’s love. However, agslt of suffering depression, he
would not be motivated to take those risks and filsn@to account in the same way the
rest of us would. Since the horror-perpetrator \@dag in some cases severely depressed,
he would fail to consider his interests given tease of hopelessness and worthlessness

that would characterize him.

372 Charland, 2008.
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Depression, in the case of horror-perpetratorsattan their values, desires and beliefs and
thereby impair their decision-making capacity iclsa way that we cannot hold that they
freely accept God. When a person finds himself gtade of depression he cannot see any
positive meaning in his life. He ceases to havdsgaad he can no longer imagine himself
being in a better state than the one he alreadlg fimmself. Consequently, this affects his
perception of future possibilities. Since he has fatre goals and sees no positive
meaning in his life, all possibilities cease todignificant. The most important aspect of
depression is not only that the subject does reotsg future good in his life but that he is
unable to do so. This aspect of depression dimasisinee will. The question which
inevitably arises is whether he can be considembumtable for his decision, that is,
whether ‘his’ decision is truly his. Since the axatlons which inform decision-making are
caused and imposed by the disease, they will natubieentically chosen by the victitft

If the decisions the horror-perpetrator makes atdmly his, then Adams cannot hold that
the horror-perpetrators will make a free choicedooncile to God for which he can be
held accountable. Moreover, if severely depressmbhperpetrators are incompetent to
consent and are placed in a situation in whichr tthecisional capacity remains impaired,
there is no guarantee that they will not becomeswadnan they already are. Exposure to a
situation in which they are incompetent to recogrilee horrendous nature of their actions

and God'’s love would give them more reasons totiurethe latter.

If God permits this kind of horrendous evil to beperienced by some of the horror-
perpetrators then it is not clear how the wickespe's meaning-making capacities can be
restored since experience of depression diminiahgspossibility of finding any positive
meaning in one’s life. If the horror-perpetratorganing-making capacity is distorted
because of the infliction of this particular homdens evil, then not only he will be unable
to find some good in his suffering, but also hsefwill would be diminished because he
does not have the kind of meaning-making capaditichvwill allow him to decide how to
respond well to this suffering. It may be the ctw there will be some cases in which the
horror-perpetrators not only have their meaningimalkcapacities severely damaged but
also have their free will diminished in such a @egthat it is not clear how some of them
will make positive meaning of their suffering anahte to reconcile to God freely. And if
some of the damned are not capable of exercisieig fiee will then we can say that not

all will achieve salvation through free response] ao Adams’ universalism fails.

3 bid.
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Conclusion

In this chapter, | argued that Adams’ argument&wour of universalism fail to show how
salvation can be guaranteed to each individualoperdsargued that her account of curative
post-mortem punishment does not guarantee thdtoatbr-perpetrators will be saved. |
defended this claim, firstly, by arguing that direzperience of pain does not necessarily
generate the empathetic capacity that Adams defandsso it is not obvious that all
horror-perpetrators will develop such a capacityrirdy the rehabilitation process.
Moreover, | argued that if, on the one hand, therdreperpetrators’ meaning-making
capacity is damaged or destroyed and, on the btedl, the suffering of horrors destroys
meaning-making, then it is not guaranteed that th#lyrecognize the curative nature of
their punishment and God’s love. From these, | bated that it is not obvious that all
horror-perpetrators will achieve salvation. Secgndiifocused on Adams’ view that all
horror-perpetrators will reconcile with God freelyargued using the key example of
depression that the model of curative punishmeattgdhe proposes does not guarantee that

all horror-perpetrators will freely reconcile to &o
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Chapter Six: Conclusion

1. The thesis in summary

| began this thesis with a discussion of the nat@itbe doctrine of hell and an explanation
of the problem which hell creates for the Christiahgion. | focused particularly on the
claim that the doctrine is morally indefensible.eTproblem of hell arises once someone
affirms a traditional conception of God, a beingows omnipotent and all loving, together
with a commitment to an eschatological picture ofmlan lives and history. The problem
of hell creates a dilemma for the Christian theieb would have to either accept that the
doctrine of hell is morally indefensible or rejettte teachings of Christ in the New
Testament.

Attempts to avoid undermining Christianity itsedfdl Christians to respond to the above
dilemma in two main ways: on the one hand, some laagued that the doctrine is morally
defensible and have offered various alternativeoaets of hell’s nature and different

interpretations of what it is involved in someor®asing hell. On the other hand, others
have argued that Christ did not in fact teach tbetrthe of hell, at least in its traditional

form. In order to show this, a persuasive alteugainterpretation of the key texts in the
New Testament is required to show that those texteh appear to speak of eternal
damnation in hell do not in fact do so. As | haxplained, this is one strategy deployed in

defence of universalism.

In the second chapter of the thesis, | providedef historical background of the doctrine
of hell in order to trace its development in thst lEew centuries and to identify the main
problems and criticisms against it. From there lppe out the key arguments which
universalists offer against the doctrine. These fatexded in an understanding of the
doctrine of God and of God'’s nature, in particuthe idea that God is a God of love. |
considered the universalist accounts of John Hitlgmas Talbott and Marilyn McCord
Adams because | take these to be the most integestintemporary approaches to the
doctrine of hell and to the problem of hell. Howeve argue that even if universal
salvation is an idea that most of us would wankeiaolorse, the arguments that these
philosophers offer in supporting their accountsndd show that salvation is the fate of all
human beings. Our examination of the problem ofversalism has yielded some
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important conclusions with respect to the accowotssidered—it is now time to review

these conclusions.

John Hick rejects the doctrine of hell in favourGiiristian universalism, at least, this is his
approach in his early writings. He defines God'siraas love and argues that the ultimate
purpose for humanity is to be saved. The relatignshat God has with His human
creatures is such that God will be able to fulfis Fdurpose. His universalism is defended
by an appeal to a theodicy which is eschatologisatharacter. All earthly evil and
suffering can be justified if God reconciles allkimself. In chapter three, we saw that
Hick’s theodicy is characterized by two centralnies: ‘soul-making’ and ‘progressive
lives’ after death. Each individual’'s salvation dads on its voluntary response to God’s
love. God’s purpose cannot be achieved withoutvbkeintary co-operation of human
creatures. Hick argues that most human beingsaireeady to follow God by the time of
their death and, in order for God to fulfil His pose, He has to give them further
opportunities for development. If God’'s plan to atee fully developed persons is to
succeed, then He will have to guarantee its suctfetbere is a continuous life after death
that provides possibilities for reformation and toning transformation for all those who
have not yet attained God, it follows that God veMentually succeed in His purpose of
winning all humans to Himself in faith and love.el'hmportant part of Hick’s account is
that all humans will be saved in the end, withoatdGaving to override the significant

freedom which He has given them.

In chapter three, | argued that Hick’s argument&avour of universalism fail to convince
us in accepting that all will be saved in the efge problems that his account faces focus
mainly on his view that humans have genuine freedamd on his notion of progressive
afterlives. For Hick freedom does not only consishiumans being free to act in evil ways
but also that they are autonomous in such a waythlea actions affect their lives and the
environment in which they live. In response to Hifikstly, | argued that if he wishes to
maintain that human beings have genuine freedomijilhbave to permit their eternal fate
to be based on the choices they make and the tbavaaich they cultivate for themselves
during their earthly lives and later on in theiteglives. If he does so, then he must
concede that there is no guarantee that all peeplecome to God in faith and trust.
Secondly, | argued that his notion of progressivesl does not guarantee that all will be
saved in the end. The nature of the future worltl$ @nvironments, as he has described
them, gives us good reasons to hold that it is iplesgshat some of the sinners will

deliberately continue either to sin or choose salaaor reasons which are not compatible
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with God’s plan for salvation. Thirdly, since theveeonments in the afterlives are similar
to the earthly one there should be opportunitiedisimissal and refusal similar to these
available in the earthly life. If a person can ei®F his freedom of choice in such an
environment then there is no guarantee that hetrolghose not to be reconciled to God in
any life, so Hick’'s afterlives are not necessaplpgressive. Finally, | argued that the
notions of ‘epistemic distance’ and ‘God’s hiddessiavhich Hick deploys in an attempt

to secure human freedom are both compromised iviéws of the progressive afterlives.

The following chapter focused on Thomas Talbottscant. Talbott rejects the doctrine of
eternal hell in favour of Christian universalismnacessary universalism. He argues that it
is not only true but it is necessarily true thagmgvhuman being will end up in heaven; it is
impossible that any of God’s human creatures valdamned. No one, despite God’s best
efforts, could freely and irrevocably reject Goddathus separate himself from God
forever. Talbott's account, as we have seen, hirggeshree important ideas: (i) the
identification of God’s nature with love; (ii) amderstanding of what constitutes a ‘fully
informed’ and free choice in accepting or rejectidgd; and (iii) the notion of restorative
punishment after death as ‘forcibly imposed punishth Human creation is, firstly, a
process whereby God brings all human beings intogbas independent rational agents
who can exercise their moral freedom and chooselyfrene-way or another in the
environment in which they are set. Secondly, & isgrocess whereby God transforms His
human creatures into children of God and reconeile® Himself and to each other. Since
God is love, and also the source of human happitssvill seek to promote this kind of
happiness in every human being in such a way tmag will voluntarily and joyfully
submit their wills to Him. Talbott’'s thesis gainsrée with three arguments. Firstly, he
argues that it is incoherent and logically impoksiftor someone to make a free and
irrevocable choice to reject God. There is no cehiemotive to reject God. Someone who
has the best motive to embrace God’s love, butrtiesiess rejects Him, exhibits the kind
of irrational act which is incompatible with fredaice. If a person is not ‘fully informed’
then he is no position to reject the true God, dnide is ‘fully informed’ then he is
incapable of rejecting God. Secondly, God would permit the damned to be lost forever
because the happiness of the blessed depends bagpmess of the damned. Thirdly, he
argues that the kind of punishment that sinnerkhaiVe to experience in temporary hell

will be such that it will help them to repent foreir sins and be reconciled to God.

The main problems in Talbott’'s account are centnedhis view of restorative punishment

and what it means to make a free choice to acaemject God. Against Talbott | argued
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that his account of unbearable suffering as ‘fdycitmposed punishment’ does not
guarantee that the damned will repent and accepts@ove. Either he would have to
modify his account of ‘forcibly imposed punishmewnt he would have to give up his
claim that all sinners must eventually reach a fpeimere they can resist God no further. If
he modifies his account in a way that permits honclaim that the intense misery the
damned undergo is truly unbearable, he will therebdorsing the sort of compulsion—
threat with a sword—he has rejected as inapprapridbreover, if he accepts that ‘threat
with a sword’ may be the kind of punishment whiaimsrs will experience, he would then
undermine his claim that repentance and reconoifiavith God is not determined in any
way. Secondly, | have argued against his claimribatne can make a free choice to reject
God. | proposed a case widely accepted by Christatition—Satan’s rebellion—to show
that, even if a sinner has full disclosure of truths nevertheless not obvious that he will
be reconciled to God. Talbott’'s argument becomes evore problematic because he does
not sufficiently explain what ‘fully-informed’ meanHe also fails to explain his notion of
‘a minimal degree of rationality’. These omissigrermit us to ask Talbott to reconsider
the force of his objection to the claim that thgecgon of God may be freely made.
Finally, | have argued that his account encountieessame problem as Hick’s account;
that is, human autonomy is diminished and consdtuéree choice does not play a

significant role in human salvation.

The third universalist account | examined, in ckagive, was that of Marilyn McCord
Adams. Adams rejects the doctrine of eternal mefiavour of Christian universalism. In
endorsing the eschatological conviction that Gdok® can be guaranteed safely to every
human being, she argues that every individual evi#ntually achieve union with God and
thus salvation. She bases her account on two distnideas: the category of horrendous
evils, and, an account of God’s nature and huma&m&aShe argues that all human beings
are vulnerable to horrendous evils and that thigniobvious fact. Horrendous evils are
such that those who experience them have their imgamaking capacity destroyed and
their lives are thus deprived from any positive meg. The recovery from such
horrendous evil can be achieved only by somethimqesnely good, and this supreme
good is God. Divine love and goodness can be gtesdrto each individual only if God
defeats horrendous evils, not only within the centaf the world as a whole but also
within the framework of the individual participastife3’* The latter defeat would involve

God giving to horror-participants lives that wenea good to them on the whole and

374 Marilyn McCord Adams, ‘The Problem of Hell: A Piem of Evil for Christians’, inRReasoned Faith,
Eleonore Stump, ed. (Cornell University Press, 898. 304.
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within which horrors were made meaningt{i.God would not permit some of His human
beings to be eternally damned in hell since thenaténorror of hell would be a horror that
would remain undefeated. Since God loves His hugraatures, He would not create
persons within whose lives horrendous evils renuaidefeated, whether in the earthly life
or the future life. Therefore, God will save allnhan beings in the end.

In my analysis of Adams’ view, | argued that shiésfeo convince us accept her arguments
in favor of universalism because her account o&itve post-mortem punishment does not
guarantee that all horror-perpetrators will be dgavEirstly, | held that the horror-
perpetrators’ meaning-making capacities are damageadlifferent way than are those of
the horror-sufferers. The distinction between thesegroups of meaning-makers, and my
explanation of how the horrendous evils affectlibeor-perpetrators, led me to argue that
IS not obvious that the excruciating pain that trh@ror-perpetrators would have to
experience will help them to develop the capacdyempathize. In some cases, the
meaning-making capacities of the worst of the simrege so damaged that it would be
difficult to see how they could even make senstheir suffering. Secondly, her view that
reconciliation with God will come about freely aft¢the worst of the sinners have
experienced the same pain and suffering that theg Inflicted on their victims is not well
defended. | maintained that there is no guararitaedll sinners will freely choose God
given that some of them will not be able to do swes their meaning-making capacities
will be too severely damaged. | argued using thedsample of depression that the model
of curative punishment that she proposes does matagtee that all horror-perpetrators

will freely reconcile to God.

As we have seen, the three accounts of universalsrsidered here face similar problems.
They raise questions about divine and human natbee nature of human freedom in
relation to God’s omnipotent love, and the nature success of post-mortem punishment.
Hick and Talbott have to explain how human autonargreserved in the lives to come in
order to show that libertarian human freedom isartgmt for each individual’'s salvation.
Adams, on the other hand, has to show that the ddrmmhell will be able, despite the
horrendous evils which they will experience, fretdyaccept God’'s love. Moreover, the
accounts which all three philosophers propose effiterlife punishment do not guarantee
either that all will choose to reconcile to Godtloat their choice for reconciliation will be

the product of love, faith and trust.

375 Marilyn McCord AdamsChrist and Horrors: The Coherence of Christologyambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006), pp. 44—47.
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The result of my analysis of these universalistoaots in the last three chapters is to
reveal the key weaknesses at their heart. The wesaks began to emerge when |
examined the positions of each individual philosapNow | argue that these weaknesses
are problems for all defenders of universalism.yIfagally undermine the plausibility of
all universalist views. In the following sectiongcdnsider again some of the most serious
problems for universalism. | then suggest an adtitra approach to the doctrine of hell—
one which might be able to avoid the problems sygten this thesis—but only at the cost

of giving up universalism’s key claim: that all Wie saved in the end.

2. Problems universalism must solve

The main problems that universalists must resotwgcern: (a) the notion of libertarian
freedom; (b) the nature of the afterlife worlds) {lee notion of curative punishment; (d)

interpretation and translation of key scripturait$e and (e) the nature of God as love.

a. Libertarian view

Most universalists, if not all, affirm a kind obkrtarian freedom of choice. Libertarian
freedom is thought to be important not only for allyr significant choices but also for

genuine personal relationships. Taking libertafraedom seriously universalists hold that
all will reconcile with God freely in trust, faithnd love. | have argued throughout the
three core chapters of the thesis that universatiahnot consistently hold this view of
freedom and at the same time affirm universal $@maln supporting universal salvation

they are committed to the claim that whatever hutpaings do, they will, nevertheless,
enjoy fellowship with God. Universalists will hate find a way to argue that God does
not rob His human creatures of their freedom wihike attempts to reconcile them to

Himself.

It might seem that one way for the universalisavtoid this difficulty would be to hold that
people do not have libertarian freedom but compatidfreedom. Compatibilism holds
that free will is compatible with some degree ofusa determinism. However, if

libertarian freedom were to be denied, and univVistsawere to hold that freedom and
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determinism are compatible, then things would na& éntirely trouble free for
universalism. If God has given human beings corbpti freedom then, following John
Mackie, one could ask: why did God not create hwsniarsuch a way as to always choose
good in their earthly lives? Moreover, if it were®God’s power to create a world in which
human beings are free to choose the good in thaeihlg life and consequently are free to
choose God instead of hell then someone would wontg God did not create all human
beings in heaven in the first place. Furthermarexplaining why God did not create all in
a heavenly state from the beginning, a universaligiht say that it is because it is more
important for humans to develop a good characterthfemselves through overcoming
difficulties and challenges. For these reasonsjarsalism cannot support a compatibilist

view of freedom but require a libertarian view.

There is a tension if not a contradiction in affingnboth the certainty of universalism, on
the one hand, and a libertarian view of freedom,tlen other. A clear commitment to
libertarian freedom leaves open the possibilityt that all will be saved. If universalists
hold onto a libertarian view of freedom, then thveill be forced to admit the possibility

that some of the damned will continue refusing Gdadve.

b. Nature of the afterlife and intermediate worlds

Universalists hold that God will not cease helppepple and guiding them in the life to
come. Most human beings die without ever knowingl.GbGod’s plan is to save all then
He will give to sinners more opportunities in fugthlives to continue their moral
development and find and love God. Of the univestalconsidered in this thesis, only
Hick attempts to give a detailed account of what mlext worlds will consists in. Other
universalists, may shy away from providing detait®ut this in order to avoid further
questions which would inevitably arise about meramgl personal identit§/° They affirm
that the environments in the next worlds will betsuhat they will compel the sinners
freely to join God through some kind of curativenmiment for the sins which they have
committed in their earthly lives. Moreover, the gomments of the future lives will be

designed to nourish all humans and help them toamsinto children of God.

378 For more on this see Ducasse CThe Belief in a Life After DeattCharles C Thomas Publisher), 1961.
Paul BadhamChristian Beliefs about Life After DeatfThe Macmillan Press, 1976dmmortality, Paul
Edwards, ed. (New York: Macmillan, 1992). Terencen&hum, Survival and Disembodied Existence
(Routledge and Kegan Paul, New York: Humanities®r&970).
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The main problem with this characterization of tiext worlds is that it portrays them as
far too similar to the current earthly environmeértiese future environments will be places
with challenges to overcome through pain and sufferlf this is the nature of the
environments in the afterlives, and if humans higneekind of libertarian freedom which
universalists affirm, then universalists will hateeaccept that there is the possibility that
salvation will not be every single person’s eterfsie. There are two reasons for this:
Firstly, there is no guarantee that some sinnelisrefrain from committing evils acts.
Knowing that they can continue existing and knowthgt whatever they do they will
eventually be saved might give them more reasom®ntinue doing what they are doing,
acting in ways contrary to God’s will. Secondlythalugh it may be the case that in the
presence of severe punishment and challenges t@amwe some of the sinners would
decide to join God, their decision would be basedheir wish to escape punishment and
not on feelings of trust and love towards God.

The universalist would have to give a better actainvhat would be different in the
afterlife environments which would lead even thestginners to act in good ways, repent
and be reconciled to God. They would have to erpldiat element the next worlds have
that would necessarily lead sinners to come to Gtk suggestion could be that God
would be obvious in the afterlives thus making sina all humans know that He exists
and that it is best for them to follow Him. Howey#hris reply would create a problem for
universalists as we have seen in Hick’'s accounthdfy want to hold onto a libertarian
view of human freedom then they cannot claim that @ill be obvious. The only way
that humans can make free and autonomous choitfeSasl and His purpose for creation
are not obvious to thefi! Moreover, a question that inevitably emerges fifisone claims
that God would be obvious in the post-mortem Imesild be why God has been hidden in
this current life. Why did God wait until the ocoemce of the post-mortem lives to reveal
himself? If human freedom is essential in the daitfe, and if it remains essential in the
lives to come, God would have to remain hidden fidim human beings in their future

lives, in the same way as He has been hidden fnem in their earthly life.

On the other hand, if universalists hold that Gedidden in the lives to come another
problem comes up. | have argued that the worsh@fstnners would not have a different
nature in the afterlives than the one which theyeha their earthly lives. Their perception
of what is good would be twisted, and if instamingformation of character is off the table

for universalists, this distorted nature would laeried into the immediate future life. If

377 0n the distinction between freedom and autonomg chapter three, part I, section 1.
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their nature is severely corrupted, and if the emment in which they would have to
exercise this nature is similar to the earthly arel if God remains hidden, it is difficult to
see how the worst kind of sinners would come toeustdnd God’s love and thus repent
for their crimes. So it is not obvious how the war$ the sinners would ever begin the

process of restoration and achieve salvation.

Another task for universalist positions then woble to give a more detailed or careful
presentation of the nature of the afterlives. Tosdothey may have to give arguments
regarding human memory and personal identity. Hawnewffering and examining
arguments of that sort may well lead to problenst @re even more difficult to solve
because arguments about human memory and persendity after death are themselves
highly contentious. Another approach, that someehaied, is to give some detail about
what kind of experiences the damned would havéénlives to come and to explain the
kind of punishment that would take place. Neverhg] as we see in the next section, this

strategy also fails.

c. Curative punishment

As we have seen, universalists do not deny that timegght be some kind of punishment in
the afterlife and some of them have argued thaptheshment might be as severe as the
pains and suffering someone would have been &flietith on the traditional view of hell.
What makes the universalist's view different frame traditional account of punishment in
hell is that they hold that the punishment inflitis not retributive in nature but curative.
Pain they argue, following Origen, cures. The n@iwblem with this view is that it is not
obvious that pain cures and if pain does not duee universal salvation is not guaranteed.
There must be some arguments or evidence whichdaesibblish the curative efficacy of
pain and punishment. Here | suggest the more obutungs that universalists would have
to show if their arguments are to guarantee samafir all human beings. Firstly, they
will have to explain how the worst sinners will cerno realize that their punishment is for
their own good. Secondly, it has to be shown teaese physical and mental punishment
lead to moral amendment. Thirdly, universalistseh&wy show that the character which

emerges from severe punishment can be legitimasglgd virtuous.
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Let us begin with the first point. It seems thaiversalists fail to show how the villain in
the lives to come is in a mental state such thatldvpermit him to understand the reasons
behind his punishment. The sinners, as | haveaaige, carry their evil nature with them
into the next lives. If they did not recognize whas good for them and which actions it
would have been good to perform during their egdifé, and also, have a twisted idea of
what is good and what is bad then it seems likbejt they would not understand the
reasons behind their punishment and so experi¢asea hateful thing. But perhaps a more
important point relevant to the whole process dftartive punishment is that the
legislator who aims to cure the worst villains, tims case God, would have to be
recognized as such. The sinner has to have soraeofdée nature of the person or entity
that inflicts the pain and suffering. That is, Goals to be recognized as the appropriate
distributor of punishment. The curative processpohishment would only begin if the
sinner accepts the punishment which is inflictedhon by accepting firstly, the reasons
for him been punished and realizing the wrongndédsisoactions and, secondly, that the
person who punishes him is the appropriate digtribaf punishment. Universalists then
will have to give a better account of what makehket case that the sinners will realize that

their punishment is for their own good and that Gaes them.

Secondly, even if we did agree that it is generafigessary, and so acceptable, to inflict
cruel punishment on the worst kind of villainswibuld still be difficult to argue or affirm
that severe physical pain and/or the mental suifsrof remorse and of feelings of guilt in
themselves lead to moral amendment. There is ldtdebt that prolonged suffering
interferes with a person’s life-in-action. If theurpshment in the afterlives will be
excruciating and its duration will last accordimgthe needs of each sinner, we may argue
that the punishment might be harsh and in suchgaedethat would produce a neurotic
state in which the person who experiences the gathsuffering can no longer see any
future possibilities for chang®® In short, the case that severe physical or mental

punishment leads to moral amendment is yet to lema

Thirdly, another more radical method of attackihg walue of curative punishment as a
punishment which deters the damned from contintorgin and compels them to repent is
to argue that the resultant behaviour may notitegiely be called good or virtuous. An

attitude that is arrived at through the coerciomxdruciating punishment would not be as

378 While discussing Adams account in chapter fivéféred an argument against her claim that all sisne
will come to embrace God freely. | argued that &ses of severe forms of depression it is not olsvibat
the victim of such in her own words, ‘horrendous®would be able to exercise its freedom. Seeptdra
five, part Il, section 2.
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worthwhile as an attitude which has been formedingily. So virtue induced as a result of
such excruciating punishment would seem to be utnyaf the name. | have argued in all
three chapters that even if the curative punishmaith the damned will have to undergo
may bring about repentance, their repentance wbaldinlikely to be genuine. Fear or
boredom might be the reasons behind the sinnepgntance, and if this is the case,
repentance is not made through love, faith and iru§od. If the reasons for obeying God
are fear of punishment or hope for reward and tish ¥o evade punishment, | argue that it
adds nothing to the moral value of good conductthencontrary the damned have been
put in a position in which it is even more difficib attain a pure love and submission to

God's will 2"®

Even granted that the damned must be reformedicis excruciating suffering necessary
and inevitable? To answer this question positivelyversalists have to demonstrate that
the kind of punishment which they envisage wouldehthe required curative effects.

Unless they provide substantial grounds to conviansethat punishment remedies the
sinners’ disorder of the character, then therenigood reason to accept a curative theory

of punishment.

d. The interpretation and translation of particular texts in the scriptures

In the second chapter of the thesis, | pointedtbat one of the main reasons why the
doctrine of hell remained unchallenged for so lamgl why a Christian could not easily
refrain from believing it is the hard-to-deny fattat the doctrine is preached in the
scriptures. Someone could, of course, say that what the scriptures should have no
bearing on the philosophical debate about thedatnners. But this arguments cuts both
ways. We have seen that those who support univ@rsalo base their arguments on
particular interpretations of the scriptures. Foaraple, one of the main arguments which
they proposed in favour of universalism is basedhaninterpretation of the Greek word
aioviog. They argue that the Greek adjectivéviog, that is translated in English Bibles as
‘eternal’ or ‘everlasting’, literally means ‘agedring’. It has been claimed that this word

need not mean eternal or unending and, in factethee passages in the scriptures which

379 For example, Aristotle and Spinoza have denied moyal value to actions performed through fear.
Moreover, Walker says that the only thinker thaplegal this principle to the doctrine of hell was
Shaftesbury. See D. P. Walkdihe Decline of Hell: Seventeenth-Century DiscussioihEternal Torment
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1964), pp. 187-1
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speak of a mystery which is ‘age enduring’ and Wwhian come to an end. So punishment

in hell can be taken to be ‘age enduring’ and nertnal>®°

| suggest that a further investigation into thenstation and interpretation of these
passages may be promising in shedding light on velnetiniversalism is definitively
preached in the scriptures. Defenders of univemsalvould have to demonstrate that the
claim that all will be saved in the end is cleahgre in the text. This seems unpromising
though as the evidence so far available in favduiniversalism is not as strong as the
evidence in favour of a doctrine of hell. Futureearch will also have to investigate why
the early Christian fathers did not include thetdaesent of Paul and other testaments
(which are categorized as, what is known as, apbeyin the main teaching of Christian
religion3®! The Testament of Paul, for example, provides tieatgr amount of passages
which support universal salvation. If this invesatign into the translation and
interpretation of the Christian texts is ultimateiyfruitful then defenders of universalism
will have to support their position by argumentsichhreject the doctrine of hell on
philosophical and moral grounds; such an approast,have argued in previous chapters,

does not succeed.

e. Is universal salvation necessarily an expression of God’s love?

Universalism maintains that God’s love for His ¢i@a is inconsistent with the claim that
God does not wish to save all of it. The arguments$es on two claims: that if God truly
loves a human being then He desires to save itjfa@dd truly loves all human beings
then His desire will be to save them all. If GodisHis nature love, then God must love
all humans and desire their salvation. Universaliamnot begin to support the salvation of
all human beings unless it defines God’s love gséhterms. If God’s nature is not in fact

the one that universalists propose then their agguiroes not hold.

There has been a sustained attempt throughout ¢h&urees from many Christian
philosophers and theologians to reconcile a doetoh hell with God’s loving nature.

Aquinas has made one of the most well known attertgptreconcile God’s love with a

%80 5ee for example, Thomas Talbdthe Inescapable Love of G@dniversal Publishers, 1999), p. 86.

%1 For more see Alan E. Bernsteifhe Formation of Hell: Death and Retribution in tAacient and Early
Christian Worlds(UCL Press, 1993). Jacques Le Gdffie Birth of PurgatoryArthur Goldhammer, trans.,
(London: Scholar Press, 1984). Robin A. Parry ahddbpher H. Partridge, ed$lniversal Salvation? The
Current DebatgPaternoster Press, 2003).
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doctrine of hell, and it has been recently modifiedi developed by Eleonore Stuffip.
Philosophers in this tradition argue that hell #fof’om God’s love. Stump, for example,
holds that by properly defining God’s goodness w&r reconcile it with the doctrine of
hell. The key point is that God’s loving nature dsndefined in such a way that would not
be inconsistent with a doctrine of hell. So thevarsalist would have to not only define
God'’s love in such a way as to exclude the possiloF eternal hell but also give better
accounts of the nature of curative punishment amdam freedom, as well as of God’s

omnipotent love.

3. A different approach to the doctrine of hell

Up to this point, this final chapter has focused amrief summary of what has been
discussed in the earlier chapters of this thesigadrticular, | have summarized the main
positions of John Hick, Thomas Talbott and MariMeCord Adams. | sketched out the
main difficulties that their accounts present amihfed out that they each face similar
problems; these problems focus for the most pathem accounts of the nature of curative
punishment and human freedom. From there | arghatthese are problems which all
universalist positions have to deal with. Abovdistinguished five problems which, in my
view, make universalism a weak position to defend &have considered and rejected
several ways in which the universalist could defaisdposition. The possible approaches
which the universalist might adopt to solve thebpems reviewed here cannot be endorsed
without compromising further other claims to whicdmiversalists are committed. To
conclude this thesis, | do not attempt to offemegument in favour of the doctrine of hell.
To do so would require a thesis on its own. Instéaddicate how one might defend the
claim that hell is compatible with a loving God aheé further claim that it is a self-chosen
condition. In doing this, while drawing on the soppof other non-universalists, |
introduce some of my own ideas about the naturéhefsuffering in hell and human

freedom.

%82 See Eleonore Stump, ‘Dante’s Hell, Aquinas’ MoFakory, and the Love of GodGanadian Journal of
Philosophy 16, n. 2 (1986), pp. 181-198. Eleonore Stump, 4,0y All Accounts’, Proceedings and
Addresses of the American Philosophical Associai@nno. 2 (2006), pp. 25-43. Eleonore StuAxplinas

(Routledge, 2003). Eleonore Stump, ‘Suffering, Tdiep, and Defense, iWandering in Darkness -
Narrative and the Problem of Sufferin@xford: Oxford University Press, 2010). Eleond®@®mp and

Kretzmann Norman, ‘Being and Goodness’, Being and GoodnessScott MacDonald, ed. (Cornell
University, 1991), pp. 98-128.
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Any understanding of hell must begin with an untierding of the nature of God and
show how hell issues from God’s nature. On thisipdiagree among others with Jonathan
Kvanvig, Eleonore Stump, C. S. Lewis and Jerry ¥adllhristianity holds that God created
the world and human beings out of love. Creatios wat something that God had to do,
but was the result of His goodness. So when digayske relationship of God with His
human creatures the most important thing we hawensider, as most theists claim, is His
goodness. His love and goodness are the charadicters the basis of which Christian
tradition explains why God created human beingsd’§Sgoodness and His love towards
human beings are displayed not only in creationdism in salvation. Christianity hopes
for the salvation of all humans and the ultimateniph of God’s purpose. However, the
hope of the salvation of all people combined withlactrine of eternal hell inevitably
compromises God’s goodness and love. | would likédld that God’s attitude towards
human beings is that of love and that hell is goression of God’s love. | am inclined to
say that the doctrine of hell is concerned with ulienate nature and consequences of an
individual's actions and decisions and the relatidrthose actions and decisions to the
nature and the purposes of GB8dWe might say that those who defend a doctrineetif h
are really defending something else: namely, asbbiew of human freedom.

| follow the Biblical and theological convictiondahGod freely creates persons in His own
image so that one day they may freely choose aofifiellowship and love with Hini®*
God loves human beings by allowing them to be ierddpnt and rational agents who can
choose to unite with God using their given freed@&mce humans have such a nature, they
have the capacity to enjoy, as Talbott puts itreope happiness through a relationship
with God. A life apart from God would deprive anyrhan being of access to this kind of
happiness. Nevertheless, the fact that God has diuenan beings the freedom of choice
does not guarantee that they will all choose reiiation with God. Human freedom can
only be fulfilled in love and obedience in God. Hoxer, within the finite nature and
environment in which humans have been set by Gy, tan also resist and cling to the
bondage of unhealthy desires. Thus, an individda whooses a life apart from God and
denies the personhood that has been given to hif@day also denies God. Those who
support universal salvation and those who supp@tGhristian dogma of hell hold that

salvation is a personal and ‘relational phenomen®rif love is understood in terms of the

%83 Rowell makes this point as well. See, Geoffrey Biwell and the Victorians: A study of the nineteenth-
century theological controversies concerning etérpanishment and the future lif@xford: Clarendon
Press, 1974), p. 219.

%84 Hick, Talbott and Adams hold the same view.

35 Nigel M. de S. Camerotyniversalism and the Doctrine of HéPaternoster Press, 1992), p. 31.
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relationship between God and His human creatures od’'s omnipotent love cannot
only not force a person to be reconciled to Himddsb it cannot guarantee the success of
the relationship. Loss of heaven and the absencé&ad would be the inevitable

consequence of the willed rejection of God'’s love.

If human freedom was not important and autonomy imagnificant in the interactions

between God and human beings, then we could hatd3bd would have a good reason to
override His human creatures’ freedom if what asvéiiiem without this intervention is

eternal damnation. In the course of examining Hiok Talbott's accounts on freedom, |
have argued that God cannot override human freealothso we cannot conclude that
freedom and autonomy are of little significance.attemains then is to give an account of
hell that not only shows God’s love towards thensms but also recognizes the
significance of human freedom. Since the capadifye@dom and autonomy is important,

we should accept that an individual could chooserdsdion.

In the introduction of the thesis, | said that hslltraditionally conceived as a place of
excruciating physical punishment. It has been pactias a place of unending fire ‘where
there will be weeping and gnashing of teéffiBy giving a different account of the misery
in hell, we could perhaps avoid the criticism thatl is a place of retributive punishment
and arbitrary torture. | will do so with the helptbe views of other philosophers such as
Lewis, Stump, Walls and Kvanvig while trying to yt@as close as possible to the doctrine

of hell which traditional Christianity— both Eastesind Western—preaches.

Hell was portrayed through the writings of St Aujus and St Aquinas as a place of
excruciating physical suffering. However, in latienes, hell was also portrayed as a place
or state of spiritual misery. Several writers, sashDante and Milton, depicted hell as a
fire which burns on the inside rather than the idetof all sinners’ soul®’ Virgil, for

example, in Dante’s Hell says to one of the blaspds:

“O Capaneus, since thy proud insolence

Will not be quenched, thy pains shall be the
more;

No torment save thine own hot rage could be
A fitting cautery to thy rabid soré®

%% Matthew 8:12 and 18:9.
%7 See chapter one on the different kinds of fireakbAugustine talks about.
%8 Dante Alighieri, The Divine Comedy. HelDorothy L. Sayers, trans. (Penguin Books Ltd49)9 Canto
XIV, pp. 157-58.
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Since the misery of hell is presented as sometinigh begins from the human heart or
character, Walls and Lewis argued that the miséryeti stands in clear continuity with
our earthly experiences. We can thus hold thakitie of misery experienced in hell is the
natural consequences of living a life of wickednasd evil and allowing vicious feelings
and emotions to shape one’s charatteC. S. Lewis endorses and defends this view.
Lewis believes that every moral choice human beigke moves them one-step closer to
heaven or hell. Hell and heaven begin on earthutitrahe free choices that humans make.
Hell is only a state of mind. By ‘state of mind’e Imeans that hell is experienced from
within. It is not just a place, but it is somethititat sinners create for themselves. The
wicked person does not wish to surrender himseltal’s will but to something else.
Lewis characterizes this as ‘self-absorption’,aesin which the damned makes the best of
what he finds there, and what he finds outsidestystem of self-giving is heff® For
example, when Lewis describes hellTihe Great Divorcehe says that the sinners create
for themselves houses and cities to protect them fthe constant rain (in Hell) just by
thinking about them. However, they never find pebeeause the houses cannot keep the

rain out>*!

In addition to this notion of hell as the naturahsequence of human evil actions, hell is
also sometimes taken to be a place where the mawatypain that sinners suffer is the
result of the actions of the other damned. Stumkesa case for this, holding that hell is a
place provided by God for the damned in which thag still act and will in accordance
with their evil nature. On this view, hell is nopkce of punishment inflicted by God but it
is ‘the condition to which the soul reduces itdBifa stubborn determination to evil, and in
which it suffers the torment of its own perversio#ié The pains and suffering imposed on
the damned are not imposed by God, but are thét @stihose who surround them in hell
and what they do to themselves. Moreover, Walldd$idhat the damned will inflict

physical pain on one another. He writes that ‘thokese characters have been shaped by

39 Jerry Walls (1992), p. 143.
390 C. S. LewisThe Problem of Pair{London: HarperCollins Publishers, 2002), p. 168wis says that
‘Every state of mind, left to itself, every shutjfimp of the creature within the dungeon of its anind-is in
the end hell’. See LewiShe Great DivorcgLondon: HarperCollins Publishers, 1946), p. 76r further
study of Lewis’ view see C. S. Lewidere Christianity(London: Fontana Books, 1955), C. S. Lewis,
Christian reflections, Walter Hooper, ed. (LondBites, 1967), Jerry RooE.S. Lewis and a problem of evil:
An Investigation of a Pervasive ThefRéckwick Publications, 2009).
391 | ewis (1946), p. 10.
392 plighieri (1974), p. 68.
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violence may continue to feed on violence in hdélgain it is simply the natural

consequence of violence to engender further vieletic

However, as we have seen, hell is not only widetarded as a place pbena sensydt is
also thought to be a place pbena damniHell is a place where God is absent. It seems
that the real unutterable horror is that the damae=l left alone. Lewis, for instance,
describes hell as like the cold and dark of outrspsice. It is a place where in a final and

total separation people are eternally starved afSpresencé®

We might say that hell results from human self-eesdness and the interaction of the
damned with each other. By interaction | mean theess’ dealings with other sinners
who have more or less the same character as thvey Neybe the harm that they would
undergo would be mental rather than physical. &uison with others who have the same
nature as them would make them realize that tlsen® ifuture good and, at the same time,
provide them with the false belief that they canobange their hellish situation. The
misery that they suffer is one that emerges from tamned’s incapacity to open
themselves to God's lov&> The damned are in eternal misery because theystdre
covetous, proud, and lovelesknd does not inflict hell on the damned but itngart the
absence of any action by God. In N. BerdyaeVv’s woh@ll is a state in which the wicked
are powerless ‘to come out of themselves; it &ae of ‘absolute self-centredness, dark
and evil isolation, i.e. final inability to lové®® Hell is eternal misery due to the nature that
sinners have freely shaped for themselves. | awidle Lewis that hell is creaturely
rebellion against God. The damned have the opptyttm escape hell but no one ever
does because there is always something which ttedgrto joy and reality and they insist
on pursuing it even at the price of misery. Lewiéds that the damned are, in one sense,
successful rebels to the end; the doors of hellamleed on thenside®®” They are not even
close to self-abandonment and they enjoy forever llorrible freedom they have

demanded, and are therefore self-ensldved.

393 Walls (1992), p. 152.

394 | ewis holds that there are not second chancesdgteh. See Lewis (2002), p. 126.

39 The horror in hell may come from bitterness of oese and hopeless self-condemnation. If hell is the
final place of the damned then the remorse whichein a life with no possible future is differéhan the
remorse as it is experienced in life. St. Augustia@ that the soul in hell is tortured by sterégentance.
The damned would hesitate to follow God. See Stustige, The city of God(Demetrius B. Zema and
Gerald G. Walsh, trans., Washington D.C.: Cathdhiversity of America Press, 1950), XXI.

3% As cited in Rowell (1974), p. 218.

397 ewis (2002), p. 130.

3% |bid., p. 130.
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We might conjecture that the damned have been rap ilovolved in their state of self-
deception that they have become evil or self-detktyy naturé® Since the damned in
hell act contrary to the nature which God has pdanfor them, and God is absent from
their lives, we might say that the damned are mgtimore than what Dante and Lewis
describe as ‘shades’. In hell the damned are ngtmore than a ‘shade’ or a ‘ghost’. Each

lacks noteworthy substance. Lewis says:

To enter Heaven is to become more human than yeu sicceeded in
being on earth; to enter hell is to be banishecthflflumanity. What is
cast (or casts itself) into hell is not a man:dt‘iemains’. To be a
complete man means to have the passions obedight twill and the
will offered to God: to have been a man—to be amex or ‘damned
ghost'—would presumably mean to consist of willedtf centred in its
self and passions utterly uncontrolled by the .

On this view, a damned soul is nearly nothingsithe ultimate unreality of being. The
wicked are not persons; they have become the sichwthey have chosen. Hell is a place
where human potential is dried up, there are ohlysts. Their ghostly nature is the result
of their self-absorption. Heaven is the real waidl hell is the ‘shadowlands’, as Lewis
says, where everything is immaterial and in flukeTshades which are in hell are self-
obsessed and self-referenfidll.By rejecting God, the damned come to the placerevhe
they no longer have a self to give, and this pladeell. Stepping away from God, and a
community with God, their humanity is drasticallgmissed. They have surrendered their
will completely to their base desires and chosetisdesly against union with God. As
Lewis says, the characteristic of lost souls iilthrejection of everything that is not
simply themselves'?

We might further conjecture that God'’s love is shaw sinners by permitting them to act
according to their nature. If human freedom andomaomy are significant, God will
consider the sinners’ freely chosen actions and thermit them to damn themselves.

Violating their freedom and bringing them to hismyl without their consent, would be to

39 3. Walls (1992) and J. Kvanvig (1993) argue thiatepis what motivates the damned to reject GogdoAl
see Charles Seymouk Theodicy of Hel(Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2000), C. Seymoum ‘Choosing
Hell’, Religious Studie83, no. 3 (Sep., 1997), pp. 249-266. C. Seymdte|l,’ Justice and Freedom’,
International Journal for Philosophy of Religi@r3, no. 2 (April, 1998), pp. 69-86.
40 pid., p. 127-128.
%1 |n most of Lewis’s literary work, we see that thieked are always presented in the same way. Theg h
a tendency to set aside morality for the sake iifyithey have no respect for the sanctity of faimbife, and
they do not accept reality as they find it but prefemaining undeveloped, remaining shadows. The
unredeemed characters are self-centred and salishhey have always an excuse by which they attéomp
cover the truth about themselves. See Lewis (1946)39-41.
402 | ewis (2002), p. 125.
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violate the personhood which He gave them in th&t fplace. The damned would be
deceived in hell but this self-deception is sonmmghihich is self-inflicted. And if the

damned are self-deceived they can only begin tbeeass of restoration by deciding for
themselves to change their mind and follow Godo Indt deny that there may be the
possibility that some sinners after a long peribtme would come to repent for their sins
if they still have freedom in hell. However, forethvorst sinners this may be something
that would never occur since their views of goodyrha so severely damaged that they

would not be able to act in any other way thanvhg they are already acting.

| do not claim to have argued for the view of tmitlined here. | have merely given some
indication of how a doctrine of hell could be mamenpatible with belief in an all-loving

God. Of course, | think that a doctrine of hell dam better defended if its proponents
assume that all humans have libertarian freedoohoice that God would never override.
A full defence of the doctrine would require stroagguments as to why most of the

sinners would rather remain in hell than choodestoeconciled to God.

4. Conclusion

In this thesis, | have attempted to show that usalést accounts do not give us adequate
grounds to reject a traditional Christian doctrafiénell. | began by setting out the doctrine
of hell and examined briefly its development throube centuries. | then identified the
main reasons behind the move for its abandonmanthéapters three, four and five, |
presented and examined three universalists positibimere, | have shown that each fails
adequately to defend the claim that God will sdl/baman beings. | have also shown that
each fails to give us compelling grounds to rejbet view that some people will reject
God'’s love for eternity. | argued that the mainkgems faced by universalist accounts of
John Hick, Thomas Talbott and Marilyn McCord Adalnesin their views of post-mortem
curative punishment and human freedom. In thisl foheapter, | have summarized five
main problems that every universalist would havédge to respond to while defending
his account. As | have shown, the three accoungnaed here all fail to respond

adequately to these problems.

The debate between universalists and defenderbeotraditional doctrine of hell has

recently heated up again after centuries of inagtiWevertheless, many issues demand
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further scrutiny—particularly, issues around theasl of curative punishment and human
freedom. Accepting a doctrine of universal salvatnounts to a denial of the seriousness
of human choices. We cannot affirm the seriousmédsuman choices and at the same
time consistently hope for the salvation of all lamrbeings and the fulfilment of God’s
purposes. The Christian God wills the salvatiomlbHis human creatures, and Christians
rightly hope for everyone’s salvation. However, lakave demonstrated, universalist

accounts are inadequate to establish that salviatiommanity’s only eternal fate.
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