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AHoTauuA

Banepuin BanepueBuu KyseB. MpobnembT 3a aja v Teopusita 3a BTOPUS LIAHC
B aHrno-amepukaHckata dmnocodms Ha penuruata. MMpobnemsT 3a aja ce ABsIBa CbLUO
Taka n dunocodickn npobnem, CBbP3aH ¢ Teonornyeckata AOKTPUHA 3a BEYHOTO HakasaHue u
npencTaenssa oT cebe v BapuaLys Ha npobrema 3a 310T0. C HAKOM U3KMKOYEHNs TpaguLMOHHaTa
KOHLienuus 3a apa npeobnafasa B XPUCTUSHCKaTa MUCHIT OT BPEMETO Ha PAHHOTO XPUCTUSHCTBO
yak go XIX Bek. KaTo Usno, cbrnacHo Ta3u AOKTpUHA, Crief CMbpPTTa AyLINTE Ha HepaskasnnTe ce
rpeluHuLyM nonagat B aAa, KbaeTo 61BaT NOANOXKEHM Ha HakasaHue oT bykeaneH BeYeH OrbH. B
cTaTvsITa ce NpUBEXAAT Bb3paXKeHMs CPELLY TPaaWULIMOHHUS MOLEN Ha aAa W Ce pasrnexaat Herosu
anTepHaTueHK Bepcun. OcobeHo BHUMaHWe Ce OTAENS Ha TeopusTa 3a BTOPUS LAHC U HenHUTe
pasHOBMAHOCTY (eckannabMm). [okasaHo e, Ye cbrnacHo Bb3rneaunTe Ha eckanuctute (A. byxapes,
A. TInar n gp.), agbT ce pasbupa kaTo aBTOHOMHO MSCTO/CbCTOsHME, KOeTo bor cbagaea 3a Tesn,
KOUTO He xenasaT Aa obuiysat ¢ Hero. CbOTBETHO CbLUECTBOTO, HAMMPALLO Ce B aAa, MOXe No
BCAKO BPEME [a M3MEHM CBOETO ChCTOSIHME W ia Ce MPUCHEANHN KbM ChOBLHOCTTa Ha CnaceHuTe.
ABTOPBT aHanu3Mpa kak gageHata Teopust ce CbOTHAcs C KOHLenuusTa 3a metaduanyeckata
nubepTapnatHcka ceoboaa Ha BONATa, KOSTO Ce MpU3HaBa 0T NMPUBBLPXEHULMTE Ha TeoanLesTa Ha
ceobogHata Bons (P. CynHbepH, E. Ctamn).

ABTOPBT JocTura A0 M3BOAA, Y€ CbBPEMEHHWUTE PENMUrno3HO-PMocodckn pednekcuu,
pasBuBaLLY Ce B AUCKYPCa Ha XyMaHUCTUYHATA KYNTYpa, Ca CKIOHHM KbM paLMOHaneH Kputuymssbm,
KOWTO OTXBBPS TPAAULMOHHWS MOLEN Ha aaa Nno NPUYMHW OT MOPAITHO, NCUXOMOTMYECKO 1 TOMUKO-
chunocodckm xapakTtep. Tosa nopaxaa HeobxoauMocTTa OT TbPCEHETO Ha HOBW TEOPUM, NPU3BaHK
[a U3MEHSIT UNK Aa PeUHTEPNPETUPaT TpaauLMOHHaTa KOHLeNums 3a aga.

KntouoBum gymu: ag; npobnembT 3a 3N0TO; XPUCTUAHCTBO; CnaceHue

AHoTauis

Banepiit BanepiiioBuy Kyses. Mpobnema nekna i Teopii Apyroro WwaHcy B aHrmno-
amepuKaHcbKint ¢inocodii penirii. Mpobnema nekna € inocodcbkord npobnemoto, KoTpa
MoB’si3aHa 3 TEOONYHOK AOKTPUHOK BIYHOMO NOKapaHHS | CTAHOBUTL BriacHe BapiaLito npobnemu
3na. 3a JesKuMU BUHATKaMU TpaguuiiHa KOHLENLs nekna nepeBaxana B XPUCTUSIHCBbKIN AyMui
3 YaciB paHHbOro XpucTusHcTBa ax Ao XIX ctonitrs. Y 3aranbHuX pucax yctaneHa AOKTpUHA
npo 3arpobHe iCHyBaHHA BYWTb, LIO MiCNsi CMEPTi Ayl Hepo3KasHi MPiLUHMKM NOTPannsTb Y
Mekno, [ie BOHW 3a3HalTb MokapaHHs OyKBanbHWUM BiYHWM BOrHEM. Y CTaTTi pO3rfsiaaloThes
3anepeyeHHst NPOTM TpaZWLiiHOI MoZeni nekna Ta nogatoTbes anbTepHaTuBHI Teopii. Ocobnmea
yBara npuainseTbcs Teopii Apyroro WaHcy Ta ii pisHoBuZam (eckaniam). MMokasaHo, Lo 3rigHo 3
nornsgamm eckanictis (A. byxapes, A. lnar Ta iH.) Nekno BUTNyMavyeTbCs K aBTOHOMHE MicLe/
cTaH, kotpe bor cTBOproe Anst TuX, XTO He Oaxae cninkyeaHHs 3 HUM. BignosigHo, icToTa, Lo
nepebysae B nekri, Moxe Oyab-Konu 3MiHUTK CBIll CTaH i NPUEAHATMCS [0 CMINbHOTM CNACEHHMX.
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ABTOp AoOCTigXye, SK AaHa Teopis KOPEnKEeTbC 3 KOHLENLie MeTadinyHoi nibepTapiaHCbKoi
cBoboay Bori, WO BU3HAETLCA NpubivHMKamu Teoauuei ceobigHoi Boni (P. CiHGepH, E. Ctamn).

ABTOp [0XOAMTb BMCHOBKY, LIO CyyacHi penirinHo-chinocodebki  pedoriekcii, sk
PO3BMBAOTLCS B AMCKYPCI YMaHICTUYHOI KyNbTypW, CXWNbHI 4O paLjioHanbHOr0 KpUTULM3MY,
AKUA He CnpuiAMae TpaauuinHy Mogenb nekna 3 NpUYUH MoparibHOMo, NCUXONOMYHOro Ta Noriko-
tinocodcbkoro xapaktepy. Lie nopomkye HeoOXigHICTb NOLLYKY HOBKX TEOPIN, MOKIMKAHNX 3MIHWTK
abo peiHTepnpeTyBaTV TPAANLiAHY KOHLENLio nekna.

KntouoBi cnoBa: nekno; npobnema 3na; XpucTUSHCTBO; CaCiHHS

Abstract

Valery Kuzev. The problem of hell and the second chance theory in Anglo-American philoso-
phy of religion. Problem of hell is a philosophical problem related to theological doctrine of eternal
pun-ishment. Itis a variation of the problem of evil. With a few exceptions, the traditional concept of
hell has prevailed in Christian thought since the time of early Christianity and until the XIX century.
In general, this doctrine of afterlife teaches that after death the souls of sinners fall into hell, where
they punished by eter-nal fire. The article presents some objections to the traditional model of hell
and considers a number of al-ternative theories. The particular attention has been paid to The
Second Chance Theory and its varieties (escapism). Author of the article shows that such escapists
as A. Buckareff, A. Plug and others under-stood the hell as an autonomous place or state, which
God creates for those who do not want to communi-cate with him. Accordingly, the inhabitants
of hell may at any time change their status and join the commu-nity of the saved. The author
analyzes how this theory related to the concept of metaphysical libertarian free will, which admitted
by the supporters of free will theodicy (R. Swinburne, E. Stump).The author con-cludes that current
religious and philosophical reflection developing in the discourse of humanist culture tend to rational
criticism, which rejects the traditional model of hell for reasons of moral, psychological, log-ical and
philosophical nature. This creates a need for new theories, designed to amend or reinterpret the
traditional concept of hell.

Keywords: hell; the problem of evil; Christianity; salvation

Introduction. The problem of hell is a philosophical problem related to the theological
doctrine of eternal punishment and is a variation of the problem of evil. For centuries, the image of
hell has filled millions of believers with fear. The traditional concept of hell is based on the following
basic assumptions: (H1) The Anti-Universalism Thesis: Some persons are consigned to hell; (H2)
The Existence Thesis: hell is a place where people exist, if they are consigned there; (H3) The
No Escape Thesis: There is no possibility of leaving hell; and (H4) The Retribution Thesis: The
justification for hell is retributive in nature (Kvanvig, 1993, p. 25). The above described model has
certain problematic aspects. The following statements have been accepted: (a) God exists, and He
is as absolutely good, omnipotent and omniscient; (b) at least some of His rational creations are
consigned to go to hell and stay there forever. The problem is that (b) seems inconsistent with the
fundamental attributes of the divine essence encompassed in (a).

The purpose of the article is to analyze the second chance theories of hell in contemporary
Anglo-American philosophy of religion. | will dwell on two of the most significant objections to the
traditional model. First, the “juridical objection” to the traditional model of hell lies in the fact that
there is an obvious discrepancy between the finite, limited evil that is committed by individuals, and
infinite punishment. Indeed, although an external observer cannot determine with absolute accuracy
the amount of evil caused by this or that person, and, therefore, cannot correlate it with the same
evidently determined punishment, it is clear that the amount of offence committed during a single
lifetime is disproportionate to further punishment that lasts forever.
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Let us consider the juridical argument for the doctrine of eternal punishment, best expressed
by Anselm of Canterbury (Cur Deus homo 1.7, 1.11). Because human beings have offended the
infinite majesty of God by committing sin, or have demonstrated in this way the rebellion of limited
will against the will of infinite Being, sin cannot be considered a limited action that deserves limited
punishment. Accordingly, the punishment for any sin must be eternal. This explanation derives from
the practice of feudal law. From this perspective, an appropriate punishment is primarily determined
by not only the severity of the offense, but by status of the person injured. The obvious drawback of
this theory, in my view, is that God as omnipotent Being cannot be harmed by anyone.

Second is the so-called “moral objection”. In the most general form it can be presented
as follows: the traditional doctrine of hell is inconsistent with the basic notions of love, justice and
mercy that are expected from human beings and especially from an omniperfect God (Adams,
1975, p. 433-447; Kvanvig, 1993, p. 27-28). It should be stressed that the problem of hell is not
a complication exclusively within the Christian philosophical or theological system; it is also the
marker by which external observers — atheists, agnostics or representatives of other religions —
assess the ethical value of Christianity. For example, Antony Flew noted (God and Philosophy,
1966) that when Christians “really believe that God created people with the full intention of torturing
some of them in hell forever, they might as well give up the effort to defend Christianity” (Cited
according to: Pinnock, 1996, p. 150). David Lewis, considering the traditional doctrine of hell, also
questions the concept of God’s goodness. When considering the problem of hell, many researchers
focus on evil that God cannot prevent; but there is also evil that is caused by God himself. Infernal
punishment, says Lewis, is infinite in time and is more powerful than any earthly suffering. So God,
in condemning people for such a huge torment, acts infinitely worse than the worst of tyrants did
(Lewis, 2007, p. 232). Thus, as we can see, the doctrine of hell puts the morality of both Christianity
and Christians under question.

The problem of hell is presented with a number of closely connected items — logical,
philosophical, ethical and theological — and becomes acute in the process of careful examination of
the doctrine of eternal punishment. A fundamental question that arises within the outlined discourse
is how to “solve” the problem of hell. One response to the problem of hell is annihilationism.
According to annihilationism, God just destroys the wicked souls, or allows them to die as a result
of sin. In contrast to annihilationism, universalism affirms that all mankind will, sooner or later, be
reconciled with God. J. Kvanvig points out that there are two branches of universalism — contingent
universalism and necessary universalism (Kvanvig, 1993, p. 74). The latter affirms that not only is
universal salvation possible, it will undoubtedly take place in reality, and furthermore the assumption
that anyone could end up in hell is impossible. Most Christian theologians who share universalistic
views hold to contingent universalism — although there is a risk that some people will end up in hell,
as a matter of fact nobody will.

Contingent universalism is connected with another hypothesis that will be the main subject
of my research. The matter concerns the Second Chance Theories (posthumous conversion
theories), or “SCTs”. According to SCTs, the verdict passed down to the sinful is not final, since
there is still a chance for them to turn to God or perform other necessary acts post mortem. In
line with advocates of the SCTs, human free will persists after death. God gives residents of hell a
never-ending afterlife so that they can continue to choose whether to accept or refuse God’s love.
Most SCTs belong to the so-called issuant conceptions of hell that are prevalent today in Anglo-
American philosophical theology and philosophy of religion. Many (but not all) of the issuantists
adopt the following propositions. The Less-than-Human Thesis: One natural consequence of a
person’s rejection of God is the loss of the goods with which God endows people. The loss of these
goods means the ultimate loss of humanity for the formerly human denizens of hell. The Fixed
Character Thesis: The formation of an evil character explains how people can chose to remain
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in hell. The Irrationality Thesis: Because of libertarian human freedom, God must allow people
to make irrational choices even if those irrational choices entail that they end up in hell. The Extra
Chance Theses: In order to counteract the possible disadvantages of religious luck, God provides
people with one or more postmortem opportunities to be saved (Baker, 2014, p. 124). The absolute
majority of issuantists accepts the Metaphysical Libertarian Human Freedom view and rejects the
Retribution Thesis. The main reason for staying in hell is not external divine force, but the desires
of a free being. Hell is seen as an autonomous (as far as it is possible within theism) place/state,
which God in His love creates for those who do not want to communicate with Him. The theory of
hell based only on the concept of God’s justice cannot offer a comprehensive solution. An adequate
conception of hell must flow from the same divine character from which heaven flows (Kvanvig, 1993,
p. 136). As R. Baker indicates, there are several varieties of SCT: theses, including the possibility of
escape or release from hell itself, some form of purgatory, or a restorative justice in which a person
is purified through a personal encounter with God on judgment day (Baker, 2014, p. 132-133).
The main point of difference is as follows. One or an infinite number of postmortem chances are
offered. Not all adherents of SCTs claim that the number of, or opportunities for, second chances
are unlimited. Some believe that after death a person will be given a second chance, but only
once. There are categories of people who during their earthly life had no real opportunity to choose
between two alternatives - to accept God or reject Him. This refers primarily to those who died in
infancy or early childhood until the age of reason (aetas discretionis), as well as insane persons. To
answer the question of how such individuals can be saved, Heinrich Klee (1800-1840) suggested
the lllumination Theory — at the moment of death the infant who have died without baptism is given
a sudden illumination which enables him or her to desire the baptism and as a result to be saved [or
not to be saved, if the proposal is rejected] (Vennari, 2006).

There is another aspect of the issue. As we know, many people (e.g., those who lived before
Christ, those who have never heard of Christian teaching, and so on) could not know about the
gospel message. Since God is considered completely fair, He could not allow these people to be
lost forever just because they had bad religious luck. Therefore, God gives them a postmortem
opportunity to make a final decision. Stephen Davis, Jerry L. Walls and some others contemporary
philosophers of religion develop this proposal. The advocates of the postmortem evangelization view
think God'’s love cannot be limited by the time of our earthly life. If knowledge of Jesus did not occur
before death, it must occur after death. This conclusion is based on some New Testament texts (John
3:18, 1 Pet. 3:18-4:6) and doctrine of Christ's descent into hell. Many proponents of postmortem
evangelization (Donald Bloesch, Stephen Davis) think that this possibility of escaping hell will be
provided, not for all people, but only for the unevangelized — those who have never heard the gospel
in its fullness. According to Steven Davis: “Some who hear the gospel hear it in such a way that they
are psychologically unable to respond positively. Perhaps they heard the gospel for the first and only
time from a fool or a bigot or a scoundrel. Or perhaps they were caused to be prejudiced against
Christianity by skeptical parents or teachers. Whatever the reason, | believe it would be unjust of God
to condemn those who did indeed hear the good news but were unable to respond positively” (Steven
Davis, “Universalism, Hell, and the Fate of the Ignorant”, cited according to: Sanders, 2005).

On the contrary, A. Buckareff and A. Plug adhere to the thesis that God gives everyone an
endless number of postmortem chances. In their opinion, God being patient and loving parent never
ceases to desire to have His estranged child return and be forgiven. Therefore, He provides an
infinite number of possibilities for repentance and salvation (Buckareff et al, 2005, p. 44).

Next | will mainly consider the theory of escapism suggested by Buckareff and Plug, as it
is, in my opinion, the most significant among the SCTs. As the authors of this theory write: “The
escapist view of hell can be captured in the following two theses: (E1) Hell exists and might be
populated for eternity; and (E2) If there are any denizens of hell, then they, at any time, have
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the ability to accept God’s grace and leave hell and enter heaven” (Buckareff et al, 2005, p. 46).
Buckareff and Plug throw out the suggestion that the residents of hell are wantons. They believe,
a person must have both freedom and moral responsibility in hell with the possibility of the person
coming to a point of repentance and being released from hell.

One of the main points of discussion between the supporters of the traditional model of
hell, advocates of The Fixed Character Thesis and adherents of SCTs is the question of whether
it is possible to change one’s choice after death. According to the traditional model, conversion
(metanoia) is possible only in this life. The choice made during one’s earthly life completely and
irreversibly determines one’s eternal destiny. There are various explanations of why repentance
(that is, one changing one’s decision) is impossible in hell. Many think that the inability to change
one’s choice after death results from factors external to the person. For example, some believe that
God limits or destroys a person’s ability to make free choices (Theophylact of Ohrid, Commentary
on the Gospel of Matthew, 22). The other view is that the freedom of the will of a resident of hell
is damaged by some actions the subject performed. In other words, after death the will of the
unrepentant sinner becomes fully determined by improper actions she performed during her lifetime.
This position is typical for many issuantists who accept The Fixed Character Thesis. | will present
some arguments these scholars use and consider how their arguments relate to the basic thesis of
issuantism, namely the doctrine of libertarian freedom.

One who constantly resists good desires, says R. Swinburne, gradually transforms into a
person in whom these desires no longer occur. She becomes prisoner of her depraved passion and
no longer has the ability to choose to resist it (Swinburne, 1989, p. 181). Some other philosophers
of religion endorse such views, e.g. C. Lewis and E. Stump (Lewis, 2009, p. 128-130; Stump, 1986,
p. 196). Let's call these views the “character setting view” (CSV). It should be emphasized that
many thinkers accepting CSV, combine it with The Less-than-Human Thesis. Swinburne believes
residents of hell — that is, those who constantly resists good desires and have become totally
depraved - can no longer be regarded as human beings. They turned themselves into something
less than human (Swinburne, 1983, p. 48-49).

So what actually happens to the free will of the damned, according to these thinkers? It seems
to me thatin Lewis’s system the fixed choice for evil the damned constantly make is constituted by the
changes that occur with them on the ontological level. Lewis’s world-view was influenced significantly
by the neo-Platonism of Plotinus. This philosophical system regards God as a pure Being, the true
source of life and goodness. Only God is perfect and only the existence of God is a complete and
perfect good. The Cosmos has a hierarchical composition. Creatures standing in close proximity to
God are more spiritual and real, and vice versa. At the very last step of the ontological scale there is
primal matter. Lewis in line with this thinking, supposing those rational beings that stubbornly refused
to follow God and moved further away from Him were becoming less good and less real. Their
physical and mental structure is destroyed so much, that “a damned soul is nearly nothing” (Lewis,
Great Divorce, 1946, cited according to Baker, 2014, p. 63-64). Although the damned souls may
wish to get out of hell, this will never happen, because their wills are too weak and evil. Swinburne
highlights key points somewhat differently. He agrees with Lewis that a person is capable of losing
her soul, that is, of destroying the very essence of human nature. However, he is more focused on
the issue of the disappearances of the intelligence and free will of the damned: “The man who has
blinded himself to the goodness of things is no longer an agent, one who chooses what to do in the
light of beliefs about its worth. ... The man has ‘lost his soul” (Swinburne, 1989, p. 177).

Thus, under this approach, people have libertarian freedom in order to be morally responsible.
If the person makes bad choices for a long time, he forms a vicious character. For a person who
has formed a vicious character, it becomes increasingly difficult to make good choices. Ultimately,
he can reach a point where a choice for good will become virtually impossible. Such people make
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up the population of hell.

The CSV involves some problematic aspects. The question arises, what happens after death
to those people who die before their characters are totally fixed? To my mind the issue of free will
in character tracing theory is the most open to criticism. Swinburne, like several other supporters of
CSV, holds that man is free in the sense that metaphysical libertarian freedom presupposes. But this
theory leads to the assumption that libertarian freedom is not a necessary feature of a human being.
In fact, according to Swinburne, a person can use libertarian freedom only until his character is fully
fixed. After this process is complete, the person no longer has libertarian freedom. The inhabitants
of hell have lost their ability to make free choices, turning themselves into a kind of unreasonable
animal, but the inhabitants of heaven also do not possess free will in the libertarian sense. Swinburne
writes that although the inhabitants of heaven retain their free will their choice will lie only among a
range of equally good actions. “Having no desires for the bad, they inevitably (italics mine — V. K.)
pursue only what they (correctly) believe to be good” (Swinburne, 1989, p. 190). There is a strong
temptation to conclude from the above that libertarian freedom is no more than an intermediate step
to a kind of qualitatively «better» dimension of freedom, since this is a kind of freedom the inhabitants
of heaven actually have. Consequently, this calls the value of libertarian freedom in question.

Swinburne himself does not make such a conclusion. On the contrary, the concept of
libertarian freedom is at the centre of Swinburne’s theodicy of hell. But if free will is such a great
benefit, for the realization of which God allows to exist so many manifestations of evil, then why
does this freedom appear to be so weak that it destroys as a result some (maybe numerous) acts
of wrong choice? From this it may follow that God has transmitted some hidden defect to human
nature. Proponents of CSV probably believe that the true realization of freedom necessarily implies
that if a person trespasses upon this ability for a long time (i.e., makes a conscious choice in favor
of evil), he destroys himself and his freedom. This state of affairs, they think, is logically necessary;
even an omnipotent God cannot build the world differently, just as He cannot create a triangle with
four corners. However, it seems to me it is not a self-evident conclusion. C.P. Ragland offers one of
the possible solutions to this dilemma (Ragland, 2009, p. 217).

One more objection to the CSV is that in the models of hell which include this thesis, there is
a disproportion between the suffering that the damned experience and their misdeeds. Swinburne
recognizes that the residents of hell feel some suffering — in particular, suffering that results from a
lack of psychic integration (Swinburne, 1989, p. 182). For the damned, whose character developed
into totally corrupt one, this suffering will never end. However, the difficulty lies in the fact that the
damned, since their character became completely fixed, are already deprived of the ability to choose
anything. Their free will having been eliminated, they are no longer free or morally responsible for
their actions. They were morally responsible before their character had finally been fixed as evil.
During the time they were free and morally responsible, they committed some finite number of evil
deeds. Because sins must be considered a limited action, which presupposes limited suffering,
God, being just, cannot allow the damned to suffer forever. The argument that they continue in sin is
not applicable here, since if the totally corrupted continue to sin in hell, they are responsible for this
no more than animals or insane people.

Another discussion point can be set out with the help of such an analogy. Swinburne
mentions Nazi butchers as an example of totally corrupted (Swinburne, 1989, p. 178). Suppose
however, that some are able to repent of their numerous crimes after death. The CSV presupposes
a certain point of no return — in the continuum of human existence there is a moment after which we
cannot put events in another scenario. Let us assume that Goebbels’s character was not irrevocably
approved in evil. He did not lose completely the human qualities such as reason and free will, so he
could repent and was saved from hell. But his associate Mengele has passed the line that separates
the fully fixed evil character from the not fully fixed. He destroyed his reason and ability to make free
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choices and so will remain forever in hell.

In our example, the degree of viciousness of Goebbels and Mengele was similar, although
not absolutely equal. Goebbels was very close to the point of no return, but did not reach it, whereas
Mengele, on the other hand, crossed the line. But God, being kind and loving, wants to give Mengele
a chance for salvation also. How can He offer this chance to Mengele? It seems that in line with
the general issuant thesis, God has to shift the point of no return. This means that creating human
nature, God had to make it more “firm” in order to human character could be fixed in evil after more
acts of bad choice than it happens now. In this case, Mengele (possibly) will escape hell also.
However, in this case Alois Brunner, who (possibly) has established himself in evil little more than
Mengele, will not be saved.

Thus CSV, in my opinion, is contrary to the freedom of will in the libertarian sense. True
freedom requires that deep ego stand above one’s nature, i.e., above empirical character. So, one
may acquire some specific streaks, but also he may reject them again, without being identical with
those traits.

Although the SCT theory seems to solve the problem of hell, it is contrary to some of the
basic principles of Christian doctrine, therefore, it is unlikely to be adopted in Christianity as a real
alternative to the traditional concept, at least until these principles are considered as invariable
points of faith.

Firs of all | am talking about the question of an eschatological finality. Kvanvig writes:
“This view of hell is not connected to Christianity in any significant way. In particular, it fails to be
compatible with the eschatological dimensions of Christianity. Traditional Christian faith expects a
final consummation of all things. This picture of hell is more akin to views that posit a cyclical or
cylindrical order of events with no final consummation. A final consummation requires some account
of what could or would happen to those who ultimately reject God. Because this account ignores
this eschatological dimension of Christianity, it cannot be judged to be an acceptable solution to
the problem of hell” (Kvanvig, 1993, p. 73). Thus, if the residents of hell can have a second chance
and decide to choose God, then why don't the residents of heaven? That is, if it is possible for the
residents of hell to leave, then it likewise seems possible for the residents of heaven to leave and
thereby reject God. The theory ought to respond to this objection. If the escapist holds that the
residents of heaven are free to leave, then his/her view faces other problems.

Conclusion. Within contemporary Christian philosophy of religion there are powerful trends
toward rethinking traditional teachings on the matter of hell, postmortem punishment and destiny of
the human soul. Modern philosophical theories developed in the context of humanistic culture tend
to reject the traditional model of hell for moral, psychological, logical, and philosophical reasons.
This creates a need to find new theories of hell.

According to issuantists, the traditional model of hell is incongruous with the idea of justice
and it is contrary to ethical considerations. It also contradicts the nature of God as loving and
merciful. The SCT avoids the most problematic issues of the traditional concept of hell. However, it
does not meet the eschatological doctrine of Christianity and most likely will not get approval at an
official level.
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