degenerates either into self-congratulatory praises of human vain-glory or
into oppressive demands for better and greater deeds.”

In other words, it is of paramount importance that those of us who are:
believers live and breathe in the atmosphere of God-centeredness, of gospel-
centeredness. This will drive us to our knees in intercession, and incite us-
again and again to reform our lives, our churches, and, so far as we our able,
‘our world, in line with the Word of God. The alternative is that, whatever
genuine insight we pick up about evangelism in the world of pluralism and
postmodernism, all we really attempt to change is a few techniques.

E Final Reflections

A grain of sand'in an oyster produces a pearl; in the view of Hulmes,
agnosticism can similarly become an “irritant” that generates richer witness.®
In the same way, the worst features of pluralism may grind us down, or they
may become “irritants” which, in the providence of God, are used to recall the
church to a renewed emphasis on the gospel within the framework of the
Bible’s plot-line.

If many remain unconvinced, so be it. The Scots preacher James S.
Stewart was not perturbed that some people did not believe in mission. They -
 had no right to believe in mission, he reflected, since they did not believe in
Christ.* By contrast, the missionary statesman Stephen Neill wrote:

When a man, by constant contemplation of the Passion and
Resurrection of our Lord, finds himself so inflamed with love of God and
man that he cannot bear the thought of any man living and dying without
the knowledge of God, he may begin to bear the Cross of Christ. If, as he
bears it, this longing for the glory of God and for the salvation of all men
becormes so great that it fills all his thoughts and desires, then he has that one
thing without which no man can truly be a messenger of Christ.”

42. Miroslav Volf, “Worship as Adoration and Action: Reflections on a Christian Way of
Being-in-the-World,” Worship: Adoration and Action, 205-6.

43, Edward Hulmes, “The Irritant of Agnosticism,” Princeton Seminary Bulletin 6 (1985);
14-24.

44. T draw this example from Nigel M. de S. Cameron, “Perspectives on Religious
Pluralism,” Scottish Bulletin of Evangelical Theology 10/2 (1992): 79.

45, Stephen Neill, Out of Bondage (Edinburgh: Edinburgh House Press, n.d.), 135-~36.
Cited also in Hulmes, “The Trritant of Agnosticism,” 19.

Chapter 13

ON BANISHING THE

he final judgment is a difficult subject both because of its complexity
and because the subject is grisly. But for at Jeast three reasons, we must
say something about it in this book.

First, there is widespread perception that the expanding definition of
evangelicalism and the fragmentation within the camp is nicely (or painfully)
exemplified by the diversity of views on this subject, and in particular by the
rising number of self-confessed evangelicals who now publicly espouse some
form of annihilationism.

Second, in the handling of some of these theologians (though certainly
not all), some form of annihilationism or conditional immortality is linked to
their views on the final state of those who have never heard of Christ, to the
possibilities of post-death evangelism, and to a number of other matters that
obviously tie in to the central concerns of this volume. Strictly speaking, of
course, if one holds to universalism-—the view that eventually all the offspring
of Adam are saved, even if it takes a sojourn in hell to bring them to repen-
wance—then there is no need to appeal to annihilationism, for hell will even-
tually be emptied of human beings anyway. Those who hold this position do
ot read the relevant biblical texts as saying that punishment s ended by anni-
hilation, but as saying that the emphasis in Scripture on the love of God surely
forces us to conclude that God’s love will so triumph in the end that there will
be no one left for the fires of hell to consume.’

1. See, for instance, N. F. S. Ferr¢, The Christian Understanding of God (New York: Harper,
1951), 228-29; William Barclay, 4 Spiritual Autobiography (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975),
60-61.
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_ Third, 1n‘the minds of some evangelicals, recent developments in this doc-
trinal area signal a clear departure from Scripture, a lessening of biblical
authority, perhaps a denial of inerrancy; in the minds of others, the issue is:

cotirely hermeneutical, a matter of interpretation. For the former, pluralists

and relativism and postmodernism have softened up the exegetical firmness
Fhat once characterized evangelicalism; for the latter, conservatives are ignori-r-
ing how indebted they are to mere traditionalism, and are proving unwilling.
to be corrected by more careful exegesis, unwilling to recognize that 'fresﬁ

questions may call forth more light from God’s Holy Word. Thus, this doc

_trmal area becomes a test case for assessing the changing face of evangelical::
ism, quite apart from its obvious bearing on how we go about evangelism,”
)

construction of doctrine, and other similar important matters.

A. Introduction

Because this is only a brief discussion, certain elements of the topic will
be skipped over lightly or entirely ignored. .
(1) I do not intend to provide complex taxonomies of the various posi-

tions.’ For example, some hold that the unrepentant are instantly annihilated

at death. In this way, punishment is unending, but never experienced as con-

scious suffering. More commonly among evangelicals, it is held that the unre-
pentant suffer consciously for a while, and are then annihilated. In this view, -
punishment is unending, but the conscious suffering is temporary. Some spec:-"
ulaFe that there will be new opportunities to repent during this period of suf-’
fering; others deny it. Those who hold to the possibility usually do so by..r

drawing inferences from the love of God. They then divide as to whether

this ﬁl‘rther opportunity to repent will sooner or later be taken by all, thus
emptying h.ell. "The more conservative of those who espouse annihilation find -
such theories not only overly speculative, but impossible to sustain in the -

light of specific texts of Scripture.

Many “annihilationists” object to the term “annihilation,” holding thatit ;
puts the emphasis on the wrong place and betrays a platonic worldview. They "
are annihilationists in the sense that they hold that there is finally a cessation -
of existence, but they are uncomfortable with the term because it sounds to.

them as if God is destroying what would otherwise have endured forever—
an?l t’},us !:hey deny. They prefer an expression such as “conditional immor-
tality”—i.e., men and women are not “naturally” or constitutionally immor

tal, but become immortal under certain conditions. If they fail to meet those .

2. For some useful distinctions see Kendall S. Harmon, “The Case Against -

Condidonalism,” in Universalisi and the Doctrine of Hell, ed. Nigel M. d i
¥ s . .deS.C
Paternoster/Grand Rapids: Baker, 1992), 196—991.1- i sineron (Carll

 conditions, then inevitably their mortality prevails, and they are finally and
- completely destroyed.’ For our purposes we shall not usually distinguish
 between annihilationism and destruction that flows from conditional immor-

ality, for the two positions are alike in that they both deny that hell is a place

 of everlasting, conscious punishment. They do differ in their anthropology,
however, and this affects their approach to the intermediate state. I shall have
. to say something later about that. Moreover, the focus here will be on the

more conservative annihilationists, largely because if their position cannot

. be sustained, the further extrapolations have little chance of robust defense.

(2) I shall not devote space here to an evaluation of the recent works that
wreat the earliest or most extended discussions of hell that have come down

to us," essays and monographs that examine the place of hell in certain his-

torical epochs,’ treatments which for different purposes chart the decline in

- serious mention of hell in sermons and books today,® specialist treatments of

certain words,” or standard treatments of the subject from the past’ (though

3. E.g., D. A. Dean, Resurvection: His and Ours (Charlotte: Advent Christian General

Conference of America, 1977).
4. E.g., Alan E. Bernstein, The Formation of Hell: Death and Retribution in the Ancient and

B Larly Christian Worlds (I.ondon: Univ. College London Press, 1993); Martha Himmelfarb,

Tours of Hell: An Apocalyptic Form. in Jewish and Christian Literature (Philadelphia; Fortress
Press, 1983).

5. E.g., Frank Burch Brown, “The Beauty of Hell: Anselm on God’s Eternal Design,”
Fournal of Religion 73 (1993): 329-56; D. P. Walker, The Decline of Hell: Seventeenth-Century
Discussion of Eternal Torment (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1964); Philip C. Almond,

" Heqven and Hell in Enlightenment England (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1994);

Jonathan M. Butler, Softly and Tenderly Jesus I5 Calling: Heaven and Hell in American Revivalisim,
18701920 (Brooklyn: Carlson, 1991); and several of the essays in Cameron, Universafism and
the Doctrine of Hell.

6. E.g., Martin E. Marty, “Hell Disappeared. No One Noticed. A Civic Argument,”
Harvard Theological Review 78 (1985): 381-98; John Blanchard, Whatever Happened to Hell?
(Durham: Evangelical Press, 1993); Larry Dixon, “Warning 2 Wrath-Deserving World:
Evangelicals and the Overhaul of Hell,” Emmaus Journal 21 (1993): 7-21; Alan M. Linfield,
“Sheep and Goats: Current Evangelical Thought on the Nature of Hell and the Scope of
Salvation,” Vox Evangelica 24 (1994): 63-75; Howard Davies, “Judgement: The Doctrine Lost
to the Modern Pulpit,” Banner of Truth Magazine 36+ (January 1994): 13-18.

7.Tn addition to the standard lexica and theological dictionaries, 1 am thinking of recent
“essays such as Hans Scharen, “Gehenna in the Synoptics,” Biblivtheca Sacra 149 (1992): 304-

15, 454-70.

8. E.g., W. G.T. Shedd, The Doctrine of Endless Punishment (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth
Trust, 1986 [1855]). It is worth remembering his own historical awareness: “Take the doctrine
of eternal perdition, and the antithetic doctrine of eternal slavation, out of the Confessions of
Augustine; out of the Sermons of Chrysostom; out of the Imitation of 4 Kempis; out of

. Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s Progress; out of Jeremy Taylor’s Holy Living and Dying; out of Baxter’s
Saints’ Bverlasting Rest; and what is left?” (vii).



I fear these are largely unread by thos i .

e wh ilationi iall:

also(aVoid idiosyncratic interpre}::::ltions.9 © espouse annihiarionism). Tehall
3) I shall not here embark on the lar i

f the fate of those wh

o) Ishallnot he rger question of the fate of those who

e e ard the gospel. That subject I addressed in part 2, especially.

(4) Finally, T shall not address at an: i |

( lly, y length a number of i t i

thletlc questions about _how the Bible’ teaching on hell, howevgizrd:stt?gé -

relates to prd s sovereignty, foreknowledge, and omnipotence, and to human’

Espon'mblhty. This is not because the questions are unimportant, but becaus

dt(aiy will take us farther away from the first-order questions I am primaril :

]z; ressing in t.hIS chapter. Moreover, some of the relevant issues have already -

een b_neﬂy discussed earlier in this book (chaps. 5 and 6) and, from someyf-:

what different perspectives, by Simon Chan® and Paul Helm." E

B.The Case for Conditional Immortality

" lzecent ;vnters who have defended conditional immortality do not invari
?h y do so for the same reasons, or with the same degree of certainty.? Bu
eir principal arguments may be fairly summarized as follows:

9. E.g., David Pawson, The Road to Hell (London: Hodd

accepts tl}at hell an.’OlYES eternal self-conscious punishment, ilftsféﬁgfg tl?lr;i(flz 2?12‘)‘.0?"‘!50# :
cgnt_:mbutmn by pointing out that most of Jesus’ teaching on the subject is addressedlgtm;i

dlscqil(t)as:‘,FTI;m th.l:"i he infers various elements of a semi-Pelagian soteriology. o
" (199.4 S zoe_ I?;.;.glc of Hell: A Response to Annihilationism,” Evangelical Review of Tbeoloy
1989;.1. The Last Things: Death, Fudgment, Heaven, Heli (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth Trus
12. See, among others, the arguments of John Stott in Davi :
E‘Ts.rmtmlr: A Libeml—Emngelim[ Dighygne (London: Hodder & Siojgi'tilc}vgg;s) 3;1 f2j_c§1 ; f;::::t’
E’];h:ﬂl;rcl)glc I?If I-g—:ll: A Brief Rejoinder,” Evangelical Review of Theology 18 (1994,): 33—34;,Phil'i
. gd e Hughes, The True IWJﬂge: Tbe- Origin and Destiny of Man in Christ (Grand Rapids
erdmans, 1989), esp. 402—7 (reprinted in Evengel 10/2 [Summer 1992]: 10-12, fron Ii‘nch
th'e page references below are drawn); Clark H. Pinnock, “The Conditi'onal Vi,ew i .'1wF
Views on Hell, ed. William Crockett (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992) 135—66, md?tz;'
TESPONSES to ot}.mr contributors; idem, “The Destruction of the Fir;ally Im’pem'tcnt > é‘?ﬂw 2!
Tbeol;gtml Review .4 (1990): 243-59; Leroy Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Oz’u‘ Fntbr;‘r
ga; lington: Review al}d. Herald, 1965); Edward William Fudge, The Fire That Conm#zes‘
e Biblical Case for Conditional Frnmortality (Carlisle: Paternoster, 1994); Jonathan L. Kvanvi ;
The Problem of Hell (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1994); Step};en T. ’Davis “Uni.ver‘:;.rlz“g
Ig:ll., and the Fate of the Ignorant,” Modern Theology 6 (1990): 173-86; Ste,phcn H. Tra
rist and the Fudgment of God: Divine Retribution in the New Testament (London: Marshall

(1) A number o
(e.g., Phil. 3:19; 1 Thess.
ords involved suggests total destruction, i.e., cessation of existence.

(2) Even the imagery o
estroys. In other words, the
estruction it exacts: the Judge burns up
Matt. 3:12).

(3) The Greek word commonly rendered
roperly means “age.” Even if in some contexts this “age” may be endless,
vhy must we assume
take the harshest view?

(4) Even in passages
il life” and “eternal puni
therefore that the one last as long as
ment need not be construed as consistin,
E the wicked suffer conscious pain for a perio
- without hope of reprieve or restoration, th
said to be “eternal.”

(5) Surely an ete
what the Bible says a
Assuming that we take what
avoids such blatant and eterna

‘This particular point is hel
is Pinnock:

f biblical passages speak of the destruction of the wicked
5:3; 2 Thess. 1:9; 2 Peter 3:7). Fair exegesis of the

f fire suggests that which devours and utterly
focus of fire is not the pain that it causes, but the
the chaff with unquenchable fire

“forever” (0hav and cognates)
that this is the case in passages describing hell? Why

where the same word is used to describe both “eter-
shment” in parallel (e.g., Matt. 25:46), demanding
the other, the eternality of the punish-
g in self-conscious punishment. If
d of dime, and then are annihilated
eir punishment can still rightly be

rnal hell full of conscious torment is irreconcilable with
bout the love of God, even about the justice of God.
the Bible says seriously, surely any exegesis that
| cruelty is to be preferred to the traditional view.
d with various degrees of passion. At one end

Let me say at the outset that I consider the concept of hell as endless tor-
ment in body and mind an outrageous doctrine, a theological and moral
&riormity; a bad-doctrine of the tradition which needs to, beé chianged. How =
canr CliFistians possibly project a deity of sihi éruelty and vindictiveness-

P

‘whose ways include inflicing’ everlastifig torture upon his creatures, however

sinful they may have been. Sufely 4 God who would do such a thing js more
nefn‘ljf’ﬁlEE"S@Eﬁ:ﬁéﬁ-’-lik‘é:GEd;-—at—-least ‘by-any.ordinary moral standards 'y
and by the gospel.itself.......1Does the.one who told us to 16ve our enemies
iﬁféx?dﬁ@rezﬂg,vengemce_.on_his,own enemies for all eternity? As H. Kiing
ifpp?b’ﬁfiﬁt%@— asks, “What - would we.think of 4 humarn-being: wlhosatisfied his
hirsTfor Tevenge so implacably and insatiably?” . . [Elverlasting toris is
intolerable from-a moval point of view Becanse it makes God into 2 blood-
thirsty monster who maintains ag_q@;:l_gstiﬁrlgﬂégg_cbﬂij‘z_f_(_)_l; victims whom
He does fot eveil allow 6o die.” o

-~

gzzgﬁfllgggoicjlti 122{6);‘;:;1&?, Christian Hope and the Future (Downers Grove: InterVars
) ; John W, Wenham, “The Case for Conditi o
Universaism amd the Dactrine of Hell, 161_.91_Se or Conditional Immortality,” in Camer

Michael Green, Evangelism Through the Local Church (Nashville: Nelson,
“doctrine of such savagery” {73). }

13. Pinnock, “The Destruction of the Finally Impenitent,” 246--

47, 253. Similarly,
1992), writes of this



By contrast, John Stott, who like Pinnock defends conditional immortal- __

ity, does so with much more caution:

I'ind the concept [of eternal conscious punishment in_ hell] intolerable and do
not uiiderstand how people can live with it withomt either cauteTising thair
feelifigs or cracking-under ,ﬂ]t&_ls_t_t_q@g.ﬁ}}g.,Qur_emgdggﬁgljg_gﬂuctuatingg—un‘fe-
liable guide t truth and must not be exalted to the place of supremie ickior-
ityin determiningric As3 committed Evangelical, my questiom mst be—arid
is==not-whatdoesmy ezt tell me, but wiat does God’s word sag? = —

————————

an eternal hell of conscious torment is Jfair. No matter how grievous the
offence, no matter how wretched the sinner-—a Hitler, perhaps—is erernal
hell appropriate? Searing pain that goes on and on, for billions of years, and

then more billions of years, and never stops, because all of those billions of B

years are as a drop in the ocean?

(7) Does not the notion of a continuing hell with conscious suffering
Inmates jar against the image of the new heaven and the new earth, created

to reflect God’s glory and exto! his perfections? Would not an ongoing hell

mar heaven?

C. Biblical and Theological Responses

Without here attempting to list every passage and itemize every
metaphor, we should remind ourselves of representative terms and passages.
Sheol in the Old Testament and Hades in the New have roughly the same
semantc range and overtones. Although both words can refer in fairly neu-
tral ways to the abode of the dead, or stand in parallel to death itself, in some
contexts torment is in view. The rich man, for example, is in torment in Hades
when he glimpses the blessedness of Lazarus in heaven (Luke 16:2 3).
Revelation 20:10, 14 link Hades, the lake of fire, Satan, and suffering that
goes on day and night forever, The Abyss can be a synonym for Sheol (Pss.
71:20; 107:26; cf. Rom. 10:6-7); in the New Testament it is more commonly
linked with Satan or with the demonic. Tt is a prison for demons (Luke 8:3 1)
from which smoke rises (Rev. 9:2), a place whose ruler is Abaddon or

Apollyon (Rev. 9:11), usually identified with Satan (though some dispute the
identification). Gebenna occurs twelve times in the New Testament, all but
one (James 3:6) in the Gospels. The eleven gospel references offer five dis-
tinct sayings or pictures, once parallels are taken into account. The word itself
is transliterated from a Semitic expression referring to the “Valley of
Hinnom,”the burning dump outside of Jerusalem that would not only be

14. Edwards and Stott, Essentials, 314-15,

(6) Along the same lines, one must surely question whether the notion of &

obnoxious but would be doubly offensive to Jews because of its ability to deﬁle
all who entered it. This word then becomes a metaphor for hell, convesy-lznég
not only notions of suffering, destruction, and judgment (e.g., Matt. 5: . ,
29-30; 10:28; 18:9) but also of the archetypal source of ev'11 (hence t 3
Pharisees can be labeled “sons of Gehenna,” 23:1 5‘, as well as being senterzuée_
there, 23:33). Both body and soul are destroyed in Gehenna (Matt. 10:28 =
Lng{l" zc.cfi;se one should not restrict oneself tg isi)lazled words.;“tlfle lc\lTew
, ns of the certainty of final judgment and the dan-
;E:tg?ggzlrsgsf t(zdéy, “lggms. 2:5-9, 11, 161):?7\7‘7}1611 the Lord _,],esus is f‘i‘naﬂy
revealed from heaven “in blazing fire with his powerful angels,” he Wﬂ(l} pun-
ish those who do not know God and do not obey tl?e gospel of our L(;.r ]esttklls.
They will be punished with everlasti'ng destrucgon and”shut ?ut I‘(ifl; ; )e
presence of the Lord and from the majesty of his power” (2T 1es; 7= \
IHell is described as a place where “their worm does not die, ffmd the fireis no
quenched” (Mark 9:48), a place of outer darknef:s, characterized by dweepl}iﬁ
and gnashing of teeth” (Matt. 8:12). God’s searing holiness is bound up wi

* this wrath (Rom. 2:5-9; Rev. 14:9-11}: God is a “consuming fire” (Heb.

12:29), and one must be careful not to fall into his hands Vt-’hen he acts ig
'ucigrn:ant (Heb. 10:31). There is no escape from hell: there is a great, ﬁxed
]chasm (Luke 16:26), the door is shut (Matt. 25:10‘—'12’), and the condezlnng
are in “dungeons” and bound by “everlasting chains” (2 Peter 2:4; Jude )i.:
The lost “suffer the punishment of eternal fire” (fude 7)‘,‘ and beatings o
greater or lesser intensity (Luke 12:47-48). TheY suffer “everlasting fcon—
tempt” (Dan. 12:2). One of the most horrific series of scenes comes from
Revelation 14, to which I shall, regretfully, return. . L
ev%;eczlnages are diverse. They variously suggest exc.h}s%on, actual punish
ment, destruction, restraint. No one with the least se:ns;lttwtti;l ﬁgflbslthesedpaz;
' 3 N . . n
to preach and write about. But they are there in the Bible, an
Zilglesufiﬁzheypnot go away, but much of the most graphic language about 1‘;611
corzes from the Lord Jesus himself. How shall we undlersFand these tcelx.ts.
I offer six brief reflections, of varying degrees of significance, and in no
i der. N
Partétln)liriso ;ften argued that the meaning of some of thtla cr.n:lcal (?rr.eek words
deployed in the relevant passages favors the annihﬂatlom,:st position. Stotfct,
fo1P instance, argues that the verb dméiivm (“toddestroy ) a?ddlt;hic;gi? ﬂi
SmaeraL (¢ ion” derstood, in contexts de
noun GrAsto. (“destruction”) are best un . ) ext id
ition, i ‘When the verb “to destroy” is
dition, to refer to cessation of existence. _
frzrnslitive, it means “to kill [someone],” just as Herod wanted to kill the baby

15. Ibid., 315.



Jesus (Matt. 2:13). Jesus instructed his followers not to be frightened of thos ]

:12};0 Cl){;ile til,fl (l);uz(ii ]::iut cann]c))t tlill the soul. “Rather,” he insists. “ be afraid o
estroy both soul and body in hell” (M t.

1 des : . 10:
32;11'1‘1,?:;;11 ijt% (I;l:ﬁ 1133 }t; S?zplrwe c1l:he l?c)_dy of life, hell W(oulad see?nztso).bgtt%
deprivat ical an .spmtual life, that is, inction o;
V:;Iblg;: . ;I;he samlf”reasomng ap_phes to the middle, inu'alt?;;ti(::;néls(:?fn t}?

- 0 perish™ one can perish physically (e.g., Luke 15:17; 1 Cor. 10:9

or eternally in hell (e.g., John 3:16; Rom. 2:12; 1 Cor. 15:18: 2 Peter 3:0).3

)

6Ae0 :3;
PoG (1 Thess. 5:3; 2 Thess. 1:9), surely suggests uldmate cessation of ¥

existence. In Stott’s words, ¢ i
to Sléffer tﬁestruction are ir; faf(t:tviooutlfles:tigrzgz’l’%ge - Hpeople who are s
ut the ar i e
meanmas depgelrllréliint ;jl tt?ho hasty. The dréreio word-group has a range of
Lo s, depends g on e(.j context. ‘It can refer to the “lost” coin or son of
Cessau_on, dod é: Tuine V‘VI]‘ZECSkln of Matthew 9:17: in neither case is
Foames o of aiser e 1i1111 view. Smnlar{y, the ointment lavishly poured out on
deployed, with no ;)ug;jtli?;lpkt;ai ;Kg oty Lo he same noun s
_ 1o st : ointment goes out of exi '
lo\/lllzr;oi;i? zﬁ:(l)ln I}I)fle 'ar;d “destzuctlon” are contrast:egd (as in]ohli ;jclltsﬁtzl:cf ‘;l
o meana; ny infer tilbat destructflon” refers to cessation of exis,tenéé
o eans O mnore than mere existence. But is Christ doing no more
tha quahtating o ffl‘.: survival and extinction? “Rather, Christ is contrasting
oo quaative znd anrgé}llt ty}aes of existence, one involving a loving commu-
Towenld e ind ano er_fackmg it (a state of ‘ruin’).”® Stott’s conclusion’
Fact mot deoraama iSg e d pt;)ciple who are said to suffer destruction are in
e emoyed) memotr}? e, but useless 25 an argument, because it is
uorely tautol 5 ﬂla;tfyt‘ﬁ-aoz;?; A gse \fagho suffer dfstmction are destroyed. But it
assulléled his definition of “destru(s:ltliozl; flrf Shtlrsu g;t:i(;l;a;iase 0 exist Stott has
_ nc;:;t?irtgless l:1;:cus(£:)t?nscs:fso far_ demonstrates that the words in the New
o ecment for destru on, gund in the context of perdition, necessarily refer
g eternally ongoing. The only point so far is that they do not mil

16. Thid.
17. Ibid., 316.

18. I llIlOthy R. Phlh[]s “I IEH. A ]nis[{)l” i R 1 ?(,'jlﬂgb i\i() l Ei’dﬂ 0. jiJen ‘
3 . C 1
glca eﬂect[on, T}J
Owﬁ-" jbe the qf‘ Ibﬂfe II ,JO Hﬂ?)e Neve.? Jieﬂ? d, ed. K’»llllanl -\". CI Ocker.'t alld |alfIles G

Sigountos (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1991), 51 n. 8.
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age,
punishment, it is widely recognized that the argume
“age” in que
heaven and the new earth. The parallelism found in some verses such as

Matthew 25:46 (“Then [the goats] will go away to ezernal punishment, but the

righteous to eternal life
argue that the adjective oddéviog in the relevant passages refers to the result

of the action and not to the action itself. Indeed,

Although a few critics have argued that the word often rendered “for-

ever”—viz., o6V and its cognate adjective oi@viog—properly means simply

» and therefore that “aional” punishment simply does not mean eternal
nt does not work. The

stion may be cternal, as it clearly is with respect to the new

"} is decisive.” Therefore it is far more common to

when the adjective . . . is used in Greek with nouns of action it has reference
to the resuis of the action, not the process. Thus the phrase “gverlasting pun-
ishment” is comparable to ... “everlasting salvation.” ... No one supposes
that we are .. . being saved forever. We were ... saved once and for all by

Christ with eternal results.”

Thus eternal punishment occurs once and for all, but has “eternal” results.
As common as the argument is, even some annihilationists acknowledge
that it is very weak,? and several others have roundly challenged it.” The crit-
ical question is whether the adjective ciidvioc, even when applied to salvation,
refers only to the once-for-all work of Christ and its results. Can the redeemed
in heaven not say that they are being saved by Christ, but only that they have
been saved by Christ? In any case, “galvation” itself has a broad semantic
range; it can refer to the ongoing blessedness introduced by the consumma-
ton—and if this is the case, one must at least ask if “cternal punishment”
likewise refers to ongoing punishment. More importantly, Harris agrees with
Sasse, to the effect that oidviog more commonly has temporal/eternal over-
tones, rather than qualitative force. And even when it has the latter, the tem-

poral sense is rarely forfeited.”
Similar results obtain for other disputed words.

19. This verse merits closer attention: see below.
20. Basil F. C. Atkinson, Life and Immuortality (Taunton: Goodman, 1962), 101 {empha-

sis his). See especially the extended argument in Fudge, The Fire That Consumes, 37-50, 194~

96.

21. E.g., Stephen IT. Travis, Christian Hope and the Future (IDowners Grove: InterVarsity
Press, 1980), 133-36; John W, Wenham, The Enigma of Evil (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1985), 34—41.

22. E.g., Philips,
Conditionalism,” 205-6.

23. Murray J. Harris,
Sasse, “ollaov,” Theological Dictionary af
ed. Geoffrey D. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,

“Hell; A Christological Reflection,” $1-52; Harmon, “The Case Against

Raised Immortal (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983), 182-83; cf. H.
the New Testament, vol. 1, ed. Gerhard Kittel, trans. and

1964): 198-208.




(2) More important perhaps than the individual words are the graphi§ :

images of hell themselves. Fire consumes: “the main function of fire is not to

cause pain, but to secure destruction, as all the world’ incinerators bear wit:
ness.” John the Baptist pictures the sovere]
with unquenchable fire” (Matt, 3:12): the fire may be unquenchable, but the
chaff certainly isn’t fire resistant. If hell is the place where “their worm does
not die, and the fire is not quenched” (Mark 9:48; cf. Isa. 66:24), it is not nec:
essary to conjure up the kind of vengeance depicted by Judith (and later many:
Christians), who pictures God putting “fire and worms in their flesh” so that
“they shall weep and feel their pain for ever” (Judith 16:17). Jesus simply says-
that the worm will not die and the fire will not be quenched—i.e., their:
destruction is implacable, “until presumably their work of destruction is
‘done.™ Even the use of “Gehenna” supports this view: the garbage is finall
burned up.

But there are several weaknesses to this argument. Most interpreters rec-
ognize that there is a substantial metaphorical element in the Bible’s deserip--
tions of hell. This does not mean that hell itself is merely metaphorical: one -
must not infer from the fact that someone thinks that many of the descrip-
tions of hell are metaphorical and not literal the conclusion that hell itself is
not literal. Hell is real; the question is how far the descriptions of it are to be .
taken literally. Normally, we do not think of unquenchable fire and worms
coexisting: the former will devour the latter as easily as they will consume -

people. It is hard to imagine how a lake of fire coexists with utter darkness.
And if one is cast into a lake of fire, what need of chaing?

Inevitably, this means that the metaphors need interpreting. Virtually all
sides (except those who, like Jehovah’s Witmesses, think of instantaneous
anmihilation at death) acknowledge that the least that is at stake is suffering.
I'am reluctant to say that none of this suffering is physical in some sense,
when the Bible speaks of the resurrection of the unjust (e.g., John 5:28-29).
But the argument of Stott and others is that the natural inference from the
language of fire is that it totally consumes what it burns, that the natural
inference from the worms (probably maggots) is that total corruption accom-
panies their work until there is nothing left to be destroyed. But one must at
least ask if there is anything in the text that encourages this reading of the
language, or, alternatively, if there are elements that point away from such

inferences. For example, if the worms do not die, what keeps them alive once
they have devoured all the people? The question is ugly and silly, precisely
because it is demanding a concrete and this-worldly answer to the use of lan-

24, John Stott in Edwards and Stott, Essentinls, 316.
25. Ibid., 317.
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28. Thid., 300.

§3 “The Case Against Conditionalism,” 213 {emphasis his)
. So Froom, The Conditionalist Faith of Our Fathers, 1:2 98,.301 409

- sccond death. If anyone’s name was not found written in the book of life, he
i s thrown into the lake of fire.” Stott points out that verse 10 “refers not

only to the devil, but to ‘the beast and the false prophet.””* The beast and the

i false prophet, and for that matter the harlot of Reveladon 17-18, “are not
¢ individual people but symbols of the world in its varied hostility to God. In the
: nature of the case they cannot experience pain” (318). For that matter, neither

* can “death and Hades” which follow the others into the lake of fire. Thus “the

most natural way to understand the reality behind the imagery is that ulti-

3 mately all enmity and resistance to God will be destroyed” (318).

Tt is disagreeable to differ with John Stott when he interprets Scripture,
for ordinarily his exegesis is a model of clarity and sanity and has often been
an inspiration for my own work. But I have to say that this really will not do.
(a) In my view the beast and the false prophet are best thought of as recurring
individuals, culminating in supreme manifestations of their type, rather than
mere symbols that cannot experience pain. (b) More importantly, Stott does
1ot comment on the devil’s pain. Even if Stott were right in his reading of the
beast and the false prophet, the devil is cast into the lake of fire with them,
and the torment “day and night for ever and ever” is bis experience. Stott
does not side with those who depersonalize the devil. Thus Satan (cf. Rev.
12:9) constitutes at least one sentient being who is clearly pictured as suffer-
ing conscious torment forever. We may not feel as much sympathy for him
as for fellow human beings, and we may cheerfully insist he is more evil than
any human being, but even so, it is hard to see how the arguments deployed
against the notion of eternal conscious suffering of sinful human beings would
be any less cogent against the devil. Conversely, if this text demonstrates that
there cannot be a sound argument in principle against the eternal suffering
of a sentient being, it is difficult to see why humans should be a special case.”
(¢) Stott does not mention verse 15: “If anyone’s name [not just the beast and
the false prophet, or even the devil himself] was not found written in the book

31. Edwards and Stott, Essentials, 318. Other annihilationists follow a similar tack.

32. Incidentally, this sort of passage also stands against the universalism of, among oth-
ers, Madeleine L’Engle, The Trrational Season (New York: Seabury Press, 1977), 97: “I know a
nunb ighly sensitive and intelligent people in my own communion who consider as.a.

heresy my, faith that God’s loving concern for his creation will outlast all our willflness and
pride. No matter how many eons it fakes, lie will notrest until all of creation, includiog Sdtan,
5 Teconciled to hir, until there is.no.creature whio cannot return his look of love with a joy-

Tal response of love. . .. ] cannot believe that God wants punishment 1o go-on interminably any

‘morethun does aloving’ pﬁiréﬁt. The entire purpose of loving punishment is to teach, and it
lasts only as long as is needed for the lesson. And the lesson is-alway love:’ "Regreutably; I.'Engle
pays little attention to what the Bible actually says, but simply expounds what she can and can-
not believe. On the notion of punishment as exchusively remedial, see below.




of lite, he was thrown into the lake of fire.” In this context, why should it be
thought that they would be consumed when the same fire does not manage
to consume the devil, but only to torment him “day and night for ever and

ever”? Again in the next chapter, we are told that the

where the to

In this passage total destruction, thoroughgoing annihilation, is in view?®

The third critical passage is Matthew 25:46, at the end of the parable of
latter “will go away to eternal punishment, but .

the sheep and the goats. The
the righteous to eternal life.” Pinnock comments,

Jesus does not define the nature
He just says there will be two d
interpret it to mean either eve
destruction. The text allows for
the finality of the judgment itse

of eternal life or eternal death in this text.
estinies and leaves it there, One is free to
rlasting conscious torment or irreversible
both possibilities and only teaches explicitly
If, not its nature. Therefore, one’s interpre-
tation of this verse in respect to our subject here will depend upon other
considerations. In the light of what has been said so far, I think it is better
and wiser to read the text as teaching annihilation.*

But this is close to wishful thinking. We have scen that annihilationists -

take one of two approaches to CAdv/oidviog, the “eternal” word-group. Some
argue that it refers exclusively to a limited period, an “age,” failing to recog-
nize that the “final age” is open-ended. Matthew can use ¢idv both in a ter.
poral sense and in an eternal sense,-even within one verse (12:32).% The
adjective oidvioc, however, Matthew uses only for what is eternal ®* Here
there can be little doubt, since “eternal life” and “eternal punishment” are in
parallel. So most annihilationists argue, like Pinnock, that the punishment is
indeed eternal, but that this might mean only that the wicked have been
destroyed in the sense of annihilated, and that this annihilation is irreversible.

But note: (2) One must take into account verse 41 where the Lord says to those

on his left, “Depart from me, you who are cursed, into the eternal fire prepared
for the devil and his angels.” As Harmon points out, annihilatonists again

33. Cf. also John Piper, Let the Nations Be Glad! Th
Rapids: Baker, 1993), 125-26.

34. “The Destruction of the Finally Impenitent,” 256.

35. See the useful discussion in Scot McKnight, “Eternal Consequences or Eternal
Consciousness?” in Crockett and Sigountos, Through No Fauir of Their Own? 151--57,

36. McKnight rightly points out that it js methodologically unhelpful to find in this pas-
sage some notion more typical of gnother author, e.g., “eternal life” understood as “qualita-

tvely new life” in the Fourth Gospel (ibid., 152, n. 14). Cf. also the earlier discussion in this
chapter.
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40. Gerald Bray, “Hell: ,
(Summer 1992); 23 ¥, “Hell: Eternal Punishment or Total Annihilation?” Eoungel 1012

41, « i i
‘The Destruction of the Finally Impenitent,” 247

(points we shall explore below), then Pinnock’s objection falls to the ground.
If it was ever justly being meted out, then Pinnock should not cast his ques-
tion as if to imply that any display of justice contradicts the command to love

one’s enemies.
(¢) Pinnock forcefully reacts against any “
hell by treating the language metaphorically. He wants the language to be

harsh, literal, and unbending precisely because he thinks that only then will
the doctrine be seen for the savage thing it is, and this will turn the church
toward annihilationism. He fails to see that annihilationism itself might be
seen as a “softening” of hell, or that his tentative suggestion of post-death
evangelism, based on a doubtful exegesis of 1 Peter 3:19-20,” might be taken

the same way.
Crockett’s response is telling:

softening” of the doctrine of

ﬁ@@;ﬁ":ﬁéfﬁys,.takesthc hell out of hell and amounts to nothing-more
than an attempt to weasel out of an uncomfortable doctrine. But to say. that
the metaphorical view takes the hell out of hell is 4n ‘emotional trick that
begs the guestion, and T think Pinnock knows that. He starts with the
assumption that hell must be interpreted as a literal fire and that any change
from-thiit takes the hell out of hell. On this reckoning, Jude takes the hell out
of hell'because in verses 7 and 137he talks about hell as being both eternal
fire and-tlie blackest darkriess . clearly rrietaphorical expressions. . .. Jesus
alsd Takes the hell out of hell because he uses opposing images of fire and
Jdarkniess to describe the final place of retribution. The truth is that these
incompatible images were never intended to be literal, but were metaphors
to describe the awful place we call hell. You cannot take the hell out of hell
if the hell you describe is true to the intentions of the biblical authors. If
Pinnock objects to the metaphorical view, he must do so by showing why the
metaphors should be understood as literal expressions, not by throwing out

clichés for emotive effect.”

This is not to deny that some speculations as to what precise reality lies
behind the metaphorical language have gone too far. One thinks, for instance,
of Lewis’s suggestion that just as heaven makes human beings (as we now
hell, like fire that burns wood into ash

think of them) more than human, so
that is no longer wood, but only remains, makes a human into something Jess

42. A Wideness in God’s Mercy (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992), 169, 172. Similarly, cf.
» Modern Theology 6

Stephen T. Davis, “Universalism, Hell, and the Fate of the Ignorant,

(1990): 183.

43, William V. Crockett, “Response,” in Four Views on Hell, 172-73.



than human, an “ex-man” or “damned ghost.”* I suppose this is possible, but
it certainly leaves the texts a long way behind. More satisfactory (though I
remain uncertain of some of its arguments) is the classic treatment by Robert
Anderson,” praised by Spurgeon as the best treatment of the subject. But my
pointis that hell may be very different from the depictions of many medieval
imaginations. John Donne is more modern:

When all is done, the hell of hells, the torment of torments, is the everlast-
ing absence of God, and the everlasting impossibility of returning to his
presence. ... [T]o fall out of the hands of the living God, is a horror beyond
our expression, beyond our imagination. ... What Tophet is not Paradise,
what Brimstone is not Amber, what gnashing is not a comfort, what gnaw-
ing of the worme is not a tickling, what torment is not a marriage bed to
this damnation, to be secluded eternally, eternally, eternally from the sight
of God?*

(f) It is vital that we reflect on how the Bible’s teaching about hell is
related to its teaching about God. The earlier chapters that began to paint
a biblical theology (chaps. 5 and 6) insisted that God is both holy and lov-
ing; that he is sovereign and yet personal; that the good news of Jesus Christ
cannot properly be understood if one neglects to hold together these polar-
ities. In reading the annihilationist literature, one sometimes gains the
impression that all who hold to the traditional view of hell ignore everything
else the Bible says. Doubtless some do. But most of us, I think, remember
Jesus’ tearful words over Jerusalem (Luke 19:41-44) and his compassion for
the daughters of Jerusalem (Luke 23:28-31). We remember Paul’s
heartrending cry for the conversion of his fellow-Jews (Rom. 9:2-3; 10:1),
Jeremiah’s tears for the slain of his people (Jer. 9:1; cf. 13:17; 14:17), and
Jude’s frank exhortation to “snatch others from the fire and save them” Jude
23). Here Stott sounds exactly the right note: “I long that we could in some
small way stand in the tearful tradition of Jeremiah, Jesus and Paul. I want
to see more tears among us. I think we need to repent of our nonchalance,
our hard-heartedness.”

(4) That the retributive judgment of hell is fair “rests upon this corre-
spondence between enormity and severity.” In the ancient pagan world,

44. See, for example, C. S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain (New York: Macmillan, 1943), 113-
14.

45. Human Destiny: After Death—What? (London: Pickering & Inglis, 1913).

46, Sermons IV, 86. .

47. Edwards and Stott, Essentials, 313.

48. Daniel P. Fuller, The Unity of the Bible: Unfolding God’s Plan for Humanity (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1992), 192.

many judges made their decisions while keeping in mind the social status of
the person being judged. If this is tied in our minds to the notion that pun-
ishment is primarily remedial, we shall begin to think that we might get off
before the bar of God’s justice provided we can be represented by a first-class
English. QC. But such an attitude overlooks how central retributive punish-
ment is in the Bible. At stake 1s the issue of justice. If we do not get this mat-
ter straight, it will radically atfect how we view the cross, and thus the gospel.

The Bible’s concern to assure us that the punishment of hell is fair is tied
to the rather common biblical insistence that there are degrees of punish-
ment there. That is presupposed, for instance, not only by Jesus’ explicit
words about some being beaten with more blows and some with fewer blows
(Luke 12:47-48), but also by his insistence that God even takes into account
how some guilty sinners, like those of Sodom, might have acted under dif-
ferent circumstances (Matt. 11:20-24). They are not thereby excused. What
is clear is that for Jesus to talk about the final day being “more bearable” for
some than for others, on the basis of how much light each has received (cf.
also Rom. 1-2), presupposes not only that justice will be done, but that it will
be seen to be done. Similarly, some are treated more severely for consciously
trampling under foot the Son of God (Heb. 10:26-29).%

What is hard to prove, but seems to me probable, is that one reason why
the conscious punishment of hell is ongoing is because sin is ongoing. Even
some annihilationists recognize that this is an important consideration. Thus
Stott questions whether “‘eternal conscious torment’ is compatible with the
biblical revelation of divine justice, unless perbaps (as bas been argued) the impen-
itence of the lost also continues throughout eternity.” There is surely at least one
passage that hints at this reality. In the last chapter of the Bible, the inter-
preting angel says to John, “Do not seal up the words of the prophecy of this
book, because the time is near. Let him who does wrong continue to do
wrong; let him who is vile continue to be vile; let him who does right continue
to do right; and let him who is holy continue to be holy” (Rev. 22:10-11}. Of
course, the primary emphasis here is on the time from “now” wntil judgment:
there is a kind of realized judgment, within time, that sometimes takes place.
Nevertheless the parallelism is telling. If the holy and those who do right
continue to be holy and to do right, i anticipation of the perfect boliness and
rightness to be lived and practiced throughout all eternity, should we not also con-
clude that the vile continue their vileness & anticipation of the vileness they will
live and practice throughout all eternity? Moreover, does not Revelation 16:21
provide a portrait of those who are being punished and who curse God?

49, Cf. Ajith Fernando, Crucizd Questions About Hell (Eastbourne: Kingsway, 1991), 33--35.
50. Edwards and Stott, Essentials, 319 (emphasis mine).
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these reflections are, T suspect they go a long way to providing a rationale for
the eternal nature of hell and its torments,”

(5) The argument for what is sometimes called “mortalism? is filled-with
pitfalls. Over against the view that human beings are intrinsically immortal (a
view that is sometimes charged with being over

ly dependent on Greek
thought), some have argued that human beings this side of the Fall are all

mortal, but that the redeemed gain immortality. Thus if the wicked die and
cease their existence, whether immediately upon death or after appropriate
punishment, strictly speaking they are not being “annihilated” but merely
cxperiencing the inevitable result of their fallenness and sin, apart from

redeeming grace. This, it is argued, is a truly Hebraic and biblical view of
human beings.

The arguments are comp
note the following:
(a) Even if there were no sense in which human beings are constitution-
immortal, the annihilationist position would not therefore necessarily be
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51. Henri Blocher, “Everlasting Punishment and the Problem of Evil
Universalisnz and the Doctrine of Hell, 283-312.

52. At the same time, T would argue that we human beings are poorly placed to assess the
enormity of our own sin. One nust not firmly conclude (as many annihilationists do) that pun-
ishment must be finite because we are finite and our actions are finite. Is the magnitudé of our
sin established by our own status, or by the degree of offense against the sovereign, transcen-
dent God? Cf. Piper, Lez the Nations Be Glad! 127- “The essential thing is that degrees of blame-
worthiness come not from how long you offend di gnity, but from how high the dignity is that
you offend.” The point is well established by Jonathan Edwards, Works (Edinburgh: Banner
of Truth Trust, repr. 1974, 1:669.

33. See Eryl Davies, 4n Angry God

? What the Bible Says About Wrarh, Final Judgement and
Hell (Bridgend: Evangelical Press of Wales, 1992}, chap. 9.
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substantiated. For John 5:28-29, as we have seen, speaks of the resurrection
of the just and of the unjust. One must wr_estlef with What purpose t.he iattnlar
serves. Perhaps the resurrection (I;f 1:1'1‘:;:1 unjust (1js to tilel; 7;21%@! bodies again
ihilationists argue), but the texts do not say so. .
o r?lj)n%l?: Isléfilct dichotom}gg e)tween Greek thou.ght and Hebrew thought is
now rightly dismissed by most scholars as far too 1j1g1d. For example, the eg);)s&
tle Paul, when he reflects on his experience of being caught up into the Clr
heaven, is quite unsure whether it was in his body or out of his quy 2 Oﬁ
12:1-10). The least that this uncertainty presupposes is that Paul Isnotata
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his triumphant Son, upholding all thing.s by his powerful word. In g her
words, however “immortal” we are, we live and move and have_o_urd eing
because God sanctions it, not because we have achieved some semi-indepen-
den%ﬁi some such framework, I perceive no de”cisive argument agamstg
properly articulated view of human “immortality,” and much to commenm.\
e l(cfl)()aali/lany annihilationists have argued that the continuing emstencebclnf’:f \t
sin and punishment would mar the joy of heaven, or !)e,tray. an u}rigcce%'ia t E
cosmological dualism, or signal the sad fact that Christ’s triumph is still no i
COH}Izlizt%r from clear that any of this is con'vincing. "‘[Vﬂhile evil that lremmm ;
unpunished does detract from God’s glory in the universe, we 1must ? lio 1:ecs:: ,
ognize that when God punishes evil and triumphs over it, Fhe g.?lrg of his %:ee |
tice, righteousness and power to triumph over all opposition W.ll le si;n ce
Rom. 9:17, 22-24). The depth of the riches of God’s mercy will also then
revealed.” As Packer puts it:
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D. Concluding Reflections

Despite the sincerity of their motives, one wonders mo i
what.e'xtent _the growing popularity of various forms of annl_.i?litll;ii%fﬁlslnt:l zrfg
conditional immortality are a reflection of this age of pluralism. It is gettin
harder and h.ard.er to be faithful to the “hard” lines of Scripture. Andgin thig
way, evall.gellcal{sm itself may contribute to the gagging of God.b silenci X
the severity of his warnings and by minimizing the awfulness of tﬁe umsI}lf
ment 1‘:‘haF justly awaits those untouched by his redeeming grace New%i in i
right: “It is one of the weaknesses of a great deal of contemporaq-r Christiijnjt;

that we d j ibili
ﬁnaux;rtlsoszuxsldot speak of the last judgement and of the possibility of being

“THIs 1S MY
FATHER’S WORLD”:
CONTEXTUALIZATION AND
(GLOBALIZATION

he questions raised in current discussion about contextualization and

globalization are so complex that a thorough investigation would

require a book at least the size of this one. Fortunately, my aims in this
brief chapter are modest. My purpose is twofold: first, to indicate some of
the ways in which current debates over contextualization and globalization are
intimately tied to the themes of this book and are illumined by placing them
in this broader context; and second, to suggest some ways in which post-
modernism and pluralism, rightly constrained, can strengthen evangelical
mission, theology, and proper contextualization.

A. Definitions and Fundamentals

Frequently in this book T have used the word cw/ture without bothering to
define it, for the contexts made the meaning clear enough. Now it will be
helpful to be a little more precise. Anthropologists used to define culture as
“all learned behavior which is socially acquired, that is, the material and non-
material traits which are passed on from one generation to another.” More
recently the emphasis has shifted from learned behavior to the communica-
tion and symbolism of all behavior, learned and unlearned: culture is “a sig-
nifying system through which . . . a social order is communicated, reproduced,
experienced, and explored.” In other words, each social order communicates

1. Eugene A. Nida, Customs, Culture and Christianity (London: Tyndale Press, 1954), 28.
2. Raymond Williams, The Sociology of Culture (New York: Schocken Books, 1982), 13

(emphasis his).

36. Lesslie Newbigin, “Confessing Christ in a Multi-Religion Society,” Scottish Bufletin

of Evangelical Theology 12 (1994): 130—
g ogy 12 ( ): 130-31. 537



