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Abstract
This article is a reply to Karori Mbugua’'s artictdled “The Problem of Hell
Revisited: Towards a Gentler Theology of Helthéught and Practice: A Journal of
the Philosophical Association of Kenya, New Series, Vol.3 No.2, December 2011,
pp.93-103). The present article dows in any way seek to argue for or against the
existence of eternal damnation. Instead, it advatite view that while Mbugua raises
important philosophical issues around the questibneternal damnation, those
questions deserve a more incisive treatment thangMid accorded them. The article
further argues that as with all other matters touglon the way thingare rather than
the way theyought to be, the answer to the question as to whether or tevhal
damnation exists cannot be determined by our op#ie its existence or non-
existence is an objective fact. Consequently, gbijdners cannot revise the fact to
their liking; what they can do is to accept or cgjthe doctrine of eternal damnation
altogether on rational grounds, but with no asstedhat the objective fact is on their

chosen side.
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Introduction

The question as to whether or not there is liferafteath is of great concern to the
vast majority of humankind. This is evident in therious religious doctrines about
some form of life after death, including beliefeternal life in heaven, resurrection
and reincarnation (see Hick 1990, Chapters 10 &rd As Waterhouse observed
more than eighty years ago, “The belief that déathot the cessation of existence is
in some sense characteristic of every form of iahig..” (Waterhouse 1933, 215).

However, what is of even greater concern to matlyesioctrine of eternal damnation
for unrepentant sinners. It has generated conditierdebate since the advent of
Western modernity. Nevertheless, even prior to, tRmman Catholicism had already
introduced the doctrine of purgatory - a place asttorturous as “hell” but not as

blissful as “heaven”, and from where sinners coeldt into heaven after some
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“cleansing”, mainly facilitated by the prayers aindulgences of their living family
and friends. Some Protestants believe in annibiiggm, which holds that sinners will
not experience eternal conscious punishment, bllisufifer for a while and then be
caused to cease to exist. For example, as fardmt®27, Bertrand Russell noted that

belief in eternal damnation was already no longet pf English Christianity:

Belief in eternal hell fire was an essential itefirCaristian belief until
pretty recent times. In this country, ..., it ceagetie an essential item
because of a decision of the Privy Council, andhftbat decision the
Archbishop of Canterbury and the Archbishop of Ydiksented; but
in this country our religion is settled by Act ofaflament, and
therefore the Privy Council was able to overrideitiGraces and hell
was no longer necessary to a Christian (Russell)192

In his article titled “The Problem of Hell RevisiteTowards a Gentler Theology of
Hell”, Karori Mbugua asserts that the followers lobth Christianity and Islam
“believe that after the last judgment, all wrongdoers will be consigned to hell
to suffer everlasting punishment (with no room for escape), while non-sinners
will go to heaven to enjoy a life of everlasting happiness. This is what is
referred to as the traditional doctrine of hell” (Mbugua 2011, 94). For him, this
raises the question of how a loving God, as conceived by both religions, could
“condemn his own creation to a life of endless suffering for sins/crimes
committed in a finite duration of time”. He therefore sets out to argue that it is
time to abandon the traditional view of hell as a place of eternal torment, and
to replace it with a more human-friendly account of the sinner’s destiny
(Mbugua 2011, 94).

In the present article, | dwt in any way seek to argue for or against the extsteof
eternal damnation. Indeed, from a purely empirgtahdpoint, no human being can
verify or falsify claims about the existence ofretd damnation. The goal of this
article is therefore only to show that the phildsiopl concerns that Mgugua raised
and reflected upon are more intricate than he ptedethem. Furthermore, although
Mbugua focused on both the Islamic and what hes ¢aél “Christian” doctrines about
eternal damnation, | will restrict myself to phibgical reflections on the biblical
doctrine of eternal damnation. | avoid using themtéhell”, preferring to use the

compound term “eternal damnation” instead becadsthe way in which several
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terms in the original text of the Bible (chiefiieol, gehenna andhaides) are rendered

“hell” in English translations, thereby causing stamtial confusion.

| set out by briefly commenting on Mbugua’s presgion of the biblical doctrine of
eternal damnation. | then assess Mbugua’s treatneénseveral philosophical
guestions arising from the doctrine. The articleaiscontribution to the lively
contemporary discourse on eternal damnation uridartdy, among many others,
Cain (2002)Himma (2003) and Buckareff and Plug (2005).

The Bible on Eternal Damnation
Mbugua sets out by offering an outline of his ustlnding of the Christian, Judaist

and Islamic teachings about eternal damnationidibw, the doctrine is much more
developed in Christianity and Islam than in Judawhich viewsSheol as a holding
room prior to the resurrection (Mbugua 2011, 94-38pwever, my focus in this

article is on the biblical doctrine of eternal daation.

Mbugua’s account of the Christian doctrine of es¢rdestiny is by and large the
commonly held one, namely, that the dead individispirit goes to “heaven” or “hell”
to live there eternally, implying that the destwiythe individual is to live eternally as a
disembodied spirit. In contrast to such a view,Bitde teaches that at the end of time
the dead will risephysically and be judged to determine which of them will gnjo
eternal bliss, and which ones be relegated to @tetamnation (John 5:26-29, 1
Corinthians 15, 1 Thessalonians 4:13-18, Philippiar20-21, Revelation 20:11-15).
Furthermore, like many philosophers who addresgdtiwrine of eternal damnation,
Mbugua does not say anything about the biblicatritee of the new heaven and new
earth, with righteous humankind dwelling with Goul the new earth rather than in
the new heaven:

Then | saw a new heaven and a new earth; for theHeaven and the

first earth passed away, and there is no longersaay And | saw the

holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down out of heavem God, made

ready as a bride adorned for her husband. And tdhadoud voice

from the throne, saying, "Behold, the tabernacl&ofl is among men,

and He will dwell among them, and they shall be p#eple, and God

Himself will be among them, and He will wipe awayegey tear from
their eyes; and there will no longer be any detitere will no longer
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be any mourning, or crying, or pain; the first tjsrhave passed away."
And He who sits on the throne said, "Behold, | a@kimg all things
new " And He said, "Write, for these words are Hait and true”
Revelation 21:1-5, NASB).

In the next section, | examine Mbugua’s treatmeinthe philosophical questions

arising from the biblical doctrine of eternal dartioa.

The Biblical Doctrine of Eternal Damnation: Some Pliosophical

Concerns

The Retributive Defense and the Argument from Freéill

Mbugua first examines two arguments that he refei@s “Arguments in Defense of
Hell”. The first of the two arguments is “the réuiive defense”, which, he explains,
“looks at the past in order to determine what tardthe present” (mbugua 2011, 96).
He claims that from a retributivist point of viesinners ought to be punished because
all sin is an offence against God; and since Gadfisite, the degree of punishment
ought also to be infinite (Mbugua 2011, 96). Howewkere is no evidence of this
line of reasoning (that eternal damnation is basedGod's infinity) in the Bible.
Instead, the biblical doctrine of eternal damnats@ems to rest on the view that
morality is universal and timeless, so that mordpability cannot be limited to or by

space and time (see Romans 2:1-16).

Mbugua goes on to assert that an adequate theojystite (he probably means
“theory of punishment”) ought to seek to rehabiétancapacitate or deter actual or
potential offenders. Nevertheless, such a presoniphas a temporal rather than
eternal view: it focuses on the maintenance ofadd@rmony on the conviction that
rightness or wrongness is to be determined punelthe basis of consequences. This
is probably why he relies on the highly seculaeder Bentham to support his view.
On the other hand, the biblical perspective is thathuman person was created to

live eternally, so that his/her choices in time traesseen from that perspective.
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Mbugua goes on to assert that punishing an indafideternally for offences
committed over a finite period of time is unjuss, ia violates the principle that the
punishment ought to fit the crime: “To justify etat punishment, the sinner must
have caused infinite harm” (Mbugua 2011, 97). Tpasition proceeds from the
assumption that only the consequentialist view ofatity has anything useful to say
about punishment. Indeed, Mbugua is using a comsgiglist argument to rebut a
retributivist one, and this seems to me to be irceht. The fact is that deontological
theories, with their emphasis on conscientiousnalsy say something important
about moral responsibility, namely, that while nilyrdesirable action often produces
beneficial consequences for its performer, one btgklo the right thing even when
there is no immediate benefit accruing to oneddie case of the moral exemplars,
that is, those who engage in acts purely for theefieof others and way beyond the
call of duty (supererogatory acts), is often citedhis regard (see Urmson 1958).
What is more, in the eighth chapter of fitse Problem of Evil, C.S. Lewis (1940)
proposes a rationale for the eternal punishmeattién performed in finite time:

Another objection turns on the apparent disproporbetween eternal

damnation and transitory sin. And if we think oEmity as a mere

prolongation of time, it is disproportionate. Buany would reject this

idea of eternity. If we think of time as a line hieh is a good image,

because the parts of time are successive and noftéltem can co-

exist; i.e., there is nwidth in time, only length - we probably ought to

think of eternity as a plane or even a solid. Tthgswhole reality of a

human being would be represented by a solid figlinat solid would

be mainly the work of God, acting through grace anadure, but

human free will would have contributed the base-hich we call

earthly life: and if you draw your base line askéwe whole solid will

be in the wrong place. The fact that life is short,in the symbol, that

we contribute only one little line to the whole qolex figure, might be

regarded as a Divine mercy. For if even the dravehthat little line,

left to our free will, is sometimes so badly dorseta spoil the whole,

how much worse a mess might we have made of theefi more had
been entrusted to us? ... (Lewis 1940).

The second argument in defense of eternal damnatiach Mbugua examines is that
from free will - the view that those who end upeiernal damnation do so out of their
own choice, that is, by their immoral actions tledgct to end up eternally damned.
Following Thomas Talbott, Marilyn McCord Adams add.. Mackie, Mbugua

contends that no one could choose eternal damnatidme/she could choose

otherwise, insisting that anyone who performs astithat would end him or her in
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eternal damnation must have an impaired free wiliclv a loving God ought to
override (Mbugua 2011, 97-98). Nevertheless, C.8wit replied to earlier
proponents of this view as follows:

...man has free will and ... all gifts to him are tHere two edged. ...

it follows directly that the Divine labour to redeghe world cannot be

certain of succeeding as regards every individoal. sSSome will not

be redeemed. .... If a game is played, it must bsiblesto lose it. If

the happiness of a creature lies in self surremdegne can make that

surrender but himself (though many can help hinmtke it) and he

may refuse. | would pay any price to be able totsatpfully “All will

be saved". But my reason retorts, “Without theili,var with it?" If |

say "Without their will" | at once perceive a cadiction; how can the

supreme voluntary act of self surrender be invayt If | say "With

their will", my reason replies "How if they will najive in? (Lewis

1940).

Mbugua goes as far as stating that “it is diffidalunderstand why God did not create
a world free of evil, so that humans could choasg what is good” (Mbugua 2011,
98). However, the assertion that God ought to hereated the world such that
humans only had good alternatives to choose frooaumres its own philosophical
worries, namely, how such a world would look liknd how meaningful human
choice would be. A world with only good choices lcbbe construed as a world with
no real choices, since God would have taken awagizaeable portion of what
constitutes meaningful choice, namely, the abiidychoose between desirable and

undesirable alternatives.

In addition, following T. Talbott, Mbugua assertsat if God foreknows which
persons will be irredeemable, he ought not to erélam in the first place (Mbugua
2011, 98). This objection assumes that every seckop would prefer never to have
existed than to have come into existence and toe hanade their choices.
Nevertheless, it is difficult to rule out the pdskly of some wicked persons
preferring to exist and to commit their wickednessl bear the eternal consequences

of their actions.

Furthermore, following S. Kershnar, Mbugua objdotshe free will argument on the
basis that “going by it [the free will defense], @Goears some responsibility if he sets

up the levels of well-being that a person receivem his or her choices” (Mbugua
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2011, 98). In other words, God is responsible fawvihg created the world in such a
way that certain kinds of actions produce certaimd& of consequences, so that the
sinner ought not to be blamed for operating asrtehe does in this world. However,
this argument seems to boil down to one of theiptsvones, namely, that God ought
to have created a world with only good options h@ase from, in which case my

earlier answer applies to this second formulatibthe same objection.

Moreover, Mbugua points to the charge that freé wgélf is a misnoma because no
created being can be really free since it is netdause of itself; instead, the creator
determines what kind of beings to create, andencise of humans, this includes the
state of their minds (which, presumably, determities kinds of decisions they
make). Thus since humans are not the cause of dgirexistence, they cannot be
fully responsible for their sins (Mbugua 2011, 98).inklthis observation ought to be
taken seriously because a creature is, by defimigabject to its creator. For example,
when God creates humankind without wings, he pdaduheir choice as to whether
or not to fly. Nevertheless, the objection presiggsothat God is unable to create
humans whose freedom is meaningful, albeit limibgdtheir creature-status: why
should this be too difficult for him? Since accoglito the Bible God is both
omnipotent and omniscient, | see no reason whyhbald be unable to create beings
who can freely choose between alternative coursiesaation with attendant

consequences.

Argument from Injustice and Argument from the Incompartibility of
“Hell” and “Heaven”

Mbugua then examines two arguments against etataaination, namely, the
“argument from injustice” and the “argument frome tincompartibility of hell and

heaven”.

On the argument from injustice, Mbugua argues:

Hell as traditionally understood involves infinisaiffering, and such
suffering is unjust since no finite sin deservelnite punishment.
Because humans are finite, they can only comminitefnumber of
sins, yet hell is an infinite punishment. Eternahighment is therefore
‘overkill’. .... In sum, consigning sinners to hellowid be barbarous
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vengeance, since no sin can deserve an infinitauatrad punishment
(Mbugua 2011, 99).

However, the argument above is based on the assmtpat there is a correlation
between time and moral responsibility, so thatéimnoral wrongdoing deserves finite
punishment, and infinite moral wrongdoing (if it eepossible) infinite punishment.
The problem with this assumption is that it is idifft to demonstrate the correlation
between time and moral value. For example, an iddal can perform one single
action at a specific point in time (finite time) iwwh has far-reaching ramifications.
Thus a person who deliberately poisons the watgplgof a large city can negatively
affect not only the immediate consumers of the wduet their descendants as well. If
the poison is the kind that causes harmful mutatiarthe immediate consumers with
devastating results to them and to their desceadantountless generations, the fact
that the action was performed within finite time uke pale into insignificance
compared to the ongoing harm arising from the pessamalicious action.
Consequently, to argue that since it only tookpeeson a quarter of an hour to poison
the water he/she ought to be punished for a quaftan hour would be awkward

indeed.

Besides, an examination of the alleged correlabetween time and moral value
would require a drawn out discussion between pbgbsrs of time and moral
philosophers, with no assurance of a definitivewansat the conclusion of the
venture. On the one hand, philosophers of time seekderstand the nature of time,
the relationship between time and mind, and whyethe time instead of no time,
among several other questions (Markosian 2014; Rowudd.). On the other hand,
moral philosophers investigate the principles bycwho determine the rightness or
wrongness of human action and the virtuousnesscwusness of human character,
as well as the meaning of moral judgments and quad®©duor 2009, 16-23). Indeed,
it seems to me that we have a reasonably adequoatelédge of the functioning of
morality, but a very limited appreciation of tinf@onsequently, it is strange to assume

that the two are related.

Mbugua goes on to explain that medieval thinkechsas Augustine of Hippo and

Thomas Aquinas contended that infinite punishmentdffences against God are
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justified on the basis that the correct punishmiit an offence ought to be
proportional to the status of the wronged individ(Mbugua 2011, 99). It will be
recalled that he had earlier presented this vietlhoumit indicating its source, and that |
had noted that it has no basis in the text of tilbeBMbugua’s own assessment of the
view of the medieval thinkers whom he cites is thatinfinite, omnipotent being
cannot be infinitely harmed by finite action, argdsaich infinite punishment for finite
sins is unjustified. This rebuttal seems to meaeehsome merit on the grounds that it
avoids anthropomorphism - the erroneous thought ttie infinite God experiences

and views life exactly as we human beings do, ithatreating God in our own image.

On the argument from the incompartibility of hefidaheaven, Mbugua explains that
it can be traced back to the nineteenth centuriopbpher and founder of modern
theology, Friedrich Schleiermacher. He tells ug #wrording to Schleiermacher, the
damnation of even a single person would make itossible for the inhabitants of
heaven to experience eternal bliss (Mbugua 2010). Ilo the answer sometimes
given that God will cause the inhabitants of heat@rforget their loved ones in
“hell”, Mbugua asserts that given that God doesearajage in deception, he cannot
possibly conceal the suffering of the damned in fiem the inhabitants of heaven
(Mbugua 2011, 100). However, it is erroneous toedsthat any time a person
withholds information he or she is engaging in giom. Many moral philosophers
would agree that intentionality is crucial in detéming the moral worth of an action.
Thus if | withheld some information in order to pgot someone else from physical or
emotional harm, | would not be morally culpablestead, my action would be
morally justifiable because my intention would et to mislead but rather to avoid

causing harm.

Mbugua and others of his persuasion that the existef eternal damnation would of
necessity marr eternal bliss should consider ailplesalternative explanation. In at
least one place in the Bible, the “new heavens .andew earth” (eternal bliss) is
described as a place “where righteousness dwellPgter 3:13, NASB). The idea
here is of a place characterised by righteousrikas,is, where righteousness holds
sway. Suppose some people are totally unwillingit@ up their evil ways; suppose
further that God’s omnibenevolence allowed thero ietiernal bliss: would they not

marr that very bliss by being a nuisance to those gut to righteousness? According
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to the tenor of biblical doctrine, God’s infiniteve is not his only attribute - he is also
infinitely rational, and as such cannot succumtihi® irrationality of allowing euvil

people to destroy the eternal bliss on the bashifnfinite love. Or does Mbugua
and those of his persuasion require God to compeartitise paradise into a place for

those sold out to evil and those sold out to rightmess?

Nevertheless, to Mbugua’s credit, he dismissesvibe that if God allowed even a
single person to go into eternal damnation, he jEmetause of his omnibenevolence,
would suffer infinite pain. Following L. Ahluwalighe points out that God cannot
suffer since he is pure actuality and changelessyat a God who suffered would be
subject to change (Mbugua 2011, 100).

Mbugua then focuses specifically on the argumesmhfGod’s love, citing John Hick
who contended that the doctrine of eternal damnaditributes to God an insatiable
cruelty, and can only be the product of sinful itnagion (Mbugua 2011, 100). C.S.

Lewis responded to earlier proponents of this v@swollows:

Picture to yourself a man who has risen to wealthp@wer by a
continued course of treachery and cruelty, by atptp for purely
selfish ends the noble motions of his victims, ling the while at
their simplicity; who, having thus attained succegses it for the
gratification of lust and hatred and finally pawsth the last rag of
honour among thieves by betraying his own accorapland jeering at
their last moments of bewildered disillusionmentipfose, further,
that he does all this, not (as we like to imagitoeinented by remorse
or even misgiving, but eating like a schoolboy asteeping like a
healthy infant - a jolly, ruddy-cheeked man, witha@u care in the
world, unshakably confident to the very end thaalme has found the
answer to the riddle of life, that God and manfams whom he has
got the better of, that his way of life is uttedyccessful, satisfactory,
unassailable. .... Supposing hél not be converted, what destiny in
the eternal world can you regard as proper for h@a? you really
desire that such a mam@maining what he is (and he must be able to do
that if he has free will) should be confirmed fagevun his present
happiness - should continue, for all eternity, ¢operfectly convinced
that the laugh is on his side? And if you cannggard this as tolerable,
is it only your wickedness - only spite - that pFats you from doing
so? Or do you find that conflict between Justicd &fercy, ..., now
actually at work in your own mind, and feeling vemuch as if it came
to you from above, not from below? You are movethyoa desire for
the wretched creature's pain as such, but by yéthical demand that,
soon or late, the right should be asserted, ....darse, it is better for
the creature itself, even if it never becomes gabodt it should know
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itself a failure, a mistake. Even mercy can hasdigh to such a man
his eternal, contented continuance in such ghaktyon.

.... The demand that God should forgive such a mafevie remains
what he is, is based on a confusion between condamd forgiving.
To condone an evil is simply to ignore it, to tréas if it were good.
But forgiveness needs to be accepted as well a&sedffif it is to be
complete: and a man who admits no guilt can acneptorgiveness
(Lewis 1940).

However, about two centuries earlier, David Humd bantended that most human
beings do not act in the extreme of virtue or vemthat there is no basis for making
the afterlife absolute through eternal bliss andrretl damnation (Hume 1954).
Nevertheless, Hume’s position disregards the lablioctrine that to God motives are
infinitely more important than actual actions (Mettv 5:21-28), that is, “God sees
not as man sees, for man looks at the outward agpes but the LORD looks at the
heart” (1 Samuel 16:7b, NASB). Consequently, “evesy who looks at a woman
with lust for her has already committed adulteryhwier in his heart” (Matthew 5:28,

NASB) and “Everyone who hates his brother is a rategd (1 John 3:15a, NASB).

Thus people who we might deem to be relatively mhonapright could, from the

point of view of divine omniscience, be reprobates.

Mbugua also cites A. Buckareef and A. Plug, whaiarthat given God's all-loving
character, it would be most rational for him to éan open door policy towards the
inhabitants of “hell”, making it possible for theto escape on the basis that His
divine mercy requires that he be infinitely patiith sinners (Mbugua 2011, 100-
101). Nevertheless, God’'s omniscience should endbie to give adequate
opportunities for repentance on earth, thereby eend unnecessary the giving of
further chances in the afterlife. As Lewis obseruead slightly different context, “...
a master [teacher] often knows, when boys and padmnot, that it is really useless
to send a boy in for a certain examination agaimalky must come some time, and it
does not require a very robust faith to believe dmniscience knows when” (Lewis
1940).
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Belief in Eternal Damnation as Deterrence?

Mbugua then comes to a section on “Belief in HeallaaDeterrence to Sin”. In a
previous section he had asserted that “unlesstiabitants of hell are given a chance
to escape, there can be no heaven if by heaven ean ra place of eternal bliss”
(Mbugua 2011, 99). Now he restates his view thay & very nature, eternal
punishment would neither act as deterrence noravibueform the offender. Unless
there is a possibility of escaping from hell ..., ratd punishment would be
meaningless” (Mbugua 2011, 101). However, humandsedo not have the power to
determine what happens with regard to eternal ddomany more than they do the
power to determine which direction the sun risesmir If inescapable eternal
damnation exists, humans simply have to come togexith it; if it does not, they

can take a deep sigh of relief.

Besides, | find it surprising that immediately afis assertion concerning the need to
insert an “escape clause” into the doctrine ofretedamnation, Mbugua contends
that “even if belief in hell is not true, it hasacial value in helping to deter potential
sinners from sinning. Perhaps it should even bewaged since it helps to regulate
and sustain the moral foundation of society” (Mbad®011, 101). In other words,
Mbugua is asserting that the doctrine of eternahrd#ion is a convenient tool for
manipulating members of society into leading mgrafright lives. This, in my view,

is itself morally inadmissible because it entadseption. Besides, such a strategy for
social control opens wide the door for a malevoldigue to keep on improvising
deceptive measures in the name of promoting sdwamony while in reality
pursuing its own selfish goals. Such a strategyose&p society to deceptions
reminiscent of the stories that Moses the tame mrat@d about “Sugarcandy
Mountain” in George Orwell’'sAnimal Farm (Orwell 1945) and those about “the
beasty” in William Golding’sLord of the Flies (Golding 1954), all of which merely
served to hoodwink their hearers, thereby rendetirgm incapable of acting to
change their miserable circumstances here on e@fttat is more, moral growth
entails an increase in critical thinking and coestibusness, both of which cause fear
to recede (Oduor 2009, 13-15). Consequently, Mbsgu@posal to use the doctrine
of eternal damnation to scare people into behawvimgorally acceptable ways despite

his conviction that the doctrine is not defensitrterational and moral grounds would
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stunt such growth, and the action thus produceddvoat be genuinely moral even

though it might coincide with moral action.

Thus if Mbugua is convinced that the doctrine @real damnation is false, the right
thing for him to do is to reject it altogether &kers such as David Hume (1954),
Bertrand Russell (1927) and John Hick (1996) haseedmore on Hume and Russell
below): Mbugua’s proposal to sustain “the moralrdation of society” through an

allegedly implausible doctrine of eternal damnai®objectionable on moral grounds
not only because it is deceptive, but also bec#uisepaternalistic (treats adults as
though they were minors for whom decisions had ¢onade because they were

incapable of taking personal moral responsibility).

A recurrent feature of Mbugua’s article is his agpé conviction that the doctrine of
eternal damnation is one which humans can revied @vise as they please.
Consider the following paragraph at the beginnifdnis section titled “Towards a
Gentler Theology of Hell”:

... the traditional understanding of hell as a plateternal torment is
no longer tenable. It is not only morally repugnahtis also unjust

because no sin deserves infinite punishment. Ticisine of hell as a
never-ending torture chamber needs to be modifideijustice of hell

is to be defended. Alternatively, the idea of helll need to be

discarded altogether. However, | should not be toed to be

advocating a version of annihilationism - the dioetrthat sinners will

be caused to cease to exist. Offering the inhatsitainhell a chance to
escape would perhaps be the best solution to treeh@lb paradox.

Because God is infinitely patient, the opportusifier sinners to repent
should also be infinite (...). What is more, assunithat the

inhabitants of heaven will have a free will, similapportunities to

repent ought to be extended to them, since them® iguarantee that
they will not yield to temptation (Mbugua 2011, 1002).

Mbugua later asserts that “One could also acknayeetthe existence of hell, but
argue that the amount of suffering that sinnerseuyal is not intense enough to
preclude the possibility of happiness. Effectivitis would entail that we abandon
the torture-chamber view of hell” (Mbugua 2011, 102

However, as | earlier indicated, the question awhether or not eternal damnation
exists, and, if it does, how fair it is, is not dieebe settled as we wish because it has

to do with objective facts: if it exists, it existegardless of our knowledge and/or



Eternal Damnation: A Reply to Karori Mbugua’s “Gent ler Theology of Hell” 137

acceptance of it; similarly, if it does not exigt,does not exist regardless of our
knowledge and/or acceptance of it. Consequentijogdphers cannot revise the facts
to their liking; what they can do is to accept@ject the doctrine of eternal damnation
altogether on rational grounds, but with no assteahat the objective fact is on their

chosen side.

Furthermore, going by the second to last quotaioove, Mbugua thinks that there is
the possibility that those who are in eternal blssuld yield to temptation.

Nevertheless, according to biblical doctrine, hadis shall attain physical and moral
perfection at the resurrection (Philippians 3:20-2Lorinthians 15:52; 1 John 3:2).

Consequently, such conjecture is inadmissible withe biblical framework.

Some of Mbugua’s objections to the doctrine ofregedamnation are in the tradition
of, among others, David Humd{11-1776) and Bertrand Russell (1872-
1970) In “Of the Immortality of the Soul”, Hume (1954) \aahces metaphysical,

moral and physical arguments against the existehaa afterlife, and by implication,
eternal bliss and eternal damnation. Part of hisapig/sical argument is that if the
mind is a substance, we should expect it to hawe pioperties that all other
substances have, among which are the charactedktuisintegration: since the
physical substance (the body) disintegrates areslds identity at death, there is no
reason why the mind should not go through similaintegration. With regard to his
physical argumentation against belief in the eris¢eof an afterlife, part of what
Hume does is to attempt a rebuttal of the widell vMeew that because the mind is
immaterial it is also immortal. He contends that experiences indicate that our
thought and consciousness depend on our physitdénge, so that the death of the

body must imply the death of the mind.

Of greatest relevance to the present article avend®s moral arguments against
immortality, since, as is evident from our refleais thus far, the doctrine of eternal
damnation has moral implications. On the view tiware is an afterlife so that the
good can be rewarded and the wicked punished, Hum@n the Immortality of the
Soul” (Hume 1954), contends that we cannot infed’&qustice from the world,

presumably because we cannot infer perfection fraperfection. Indeed, more than
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two centuries before Mbugua, Hume had contendet ith@od metes out infinite
punishment for offences committed in time and whightheir very nature are finite,
God is omni-vindictive. Similarly, contended Humewould be unjust for God to
give infinite rewards for morally desirable actigmsrformed in finite time. What is
more, Hume had already asserted that punishmertowtitan opportunity for
reformation ought not to be endorsed by a perfect. G

Similarly, according to Bertrand Russell in his “Wham not a Christian” (Russell
1927), Christ taught several highly commendablegki However, “There is one very
serious defect to my mind in Christ's moral chagcind that is that He believed in
hell. I do not myself feel that any person thateially profoundly humane can believe
in everlasting punishment” (Russell 1927). Afterapious review of biblical passages
in which Christ spoke about eternal damnation, Blliseclares: “I must say that |
think all this doctrine, that heflre is a punishment for sin, is a doctrine of dtydt

is a doctrine that put cruelty into the world, ayal’e the world generations of cruel
torture; and the Christ of the Gospels, if you dotdke Him as his chroniclers
represent Him, would certainly have to be considgpartly responsible for that”
(Russell 1927).

Conclusion
Mbugua concludes that the doctrine of eternal daimmaannot be reconciled with an
account of God as just, loving and all good:
We need to modify our theology of hell by taking dZo character
seriously. His infinite mercy and patience shouldtirate him to
always give a chance to sinners to escape fromahnellbe reconciled

to him. The other alternative would be to rejeat ttoctrine of hell
altogether (Mbugua 2011, 102).

However, it is apparent that the option of revisihg doctrine of eternal damnation is
not viable because it is not in our power to deteenthe nature of reality, natural or
supernatural. This being so, the only two realisfitions are to accept or reject the
belief altogether on rational grounds, while begrim mind that the objective
existence or non-existence of eternal damnatiompgs facto, independent of our

preferences. It is also apparent that the discnssioeternal damnation would get a



Eternal Damnation: A Reply to Karori Mbugua’s “Gent ler Theology of Hell” 139

more thorough treatment if discussants made theitapt distinction between the
biblical doctrine on the subject and the diversetdioes that have arisen in various
religious traditions such as Roman Catholicism,sgitzal Protestantism, liberal
Protestantism, and Seventh Day Adventism, amongrstlirailure to do this exposes
discussants to a very real danger of committingstih@vman’s fallacy - coming up

with their own versions of the doctrine which thdiien dismiss through

argumentation while believing that they have resigoito the doctrine as it is held by

various religious groups.

All'in all, the foregoing reflections indicate thadne of the objections against eternal
damnation that Mbugua raises, all of which havenlraésed in one way or another by
other scholars, is immune to rebuttal. This doesin any way imply that eternal

damnation exists; but it does point to the dandgg@resuming that those thinkers who
are against the doctrine of eternal damnation hasequately demonstrated its

irrationality.
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