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I 

Universal Salvation 

When souls have been ill-taught about God, the true God will not let them gaze too long upon 
the Moloch which men have set up to represent Him. He will turn away their minds from that 
which men call Him, and fill them with some of His own lovely thoughts or works, such as 
may by degrees prepare the way for a vision of the Father. 
 

       George MacDonald, Unspoken Sermons 
 

As readers of my Century of Ruminations will discover, I believe—and have always believed (ever 

since I began thinking about such things)—that “God intends all human beings to be saved” (1 

Timothy 2:4), and that whatever the omnipotent, omniscient, and omnibenevolent Source of all 

being intends to happen, whatever He desires to accomplish, will in fact necessarily happen. How 

could it not? I am, in a word, a universalist, someone who holds that even the morally and 

spiritually worst of men will not be subjected to eternal punishment after their death, but will 

instead undergo a purgative and recuperative process proportionate to their sinful thoughts and 

deeds in this life, and therefore of limited duration.  

While I believe there to be no compelling scriptural, theological, philosophical, or 

historical reasons to think otherwise—quite the contrary—this conviction of mine was not initially 

based upon argument so much as on intuition. My early sense of God’s loving Presence at once 

within and around me—the embracing inwardness (if you will permit me this paradox) of the One 

who is Love itself, something I’ve been blessed to feel since childhood—has made it impossible 

for me to suppose anything else could be true. And I mean “impossible” in as precise a sense as is 

possible! I can no more believe that God could have created even a single person while knowing 

(as He must have) that this person would suffer eternal conscious torment in a hell of His own 

devising—the dominant view in the western churches, both Catholic and Protestant, thanks among 

others to Augustine and Calvin—than I can believe that 2 + 2 = 5. 

This is not to say that there is no such thing as hell. The idea certainly appears in the Bible, 

as do any number of images and metaphors clearly meant to describe it and to instill a salubrious 
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fear in the hearts of the merely complacent. We find, among other ghastly pictures, a lake of fire 

and an outer darkness where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth. Confusing for many 

Christians is the fact that the fire and the punishment it is meant to inflict are nearly always 

described in English translations as “eternal” or “everlasting”, though this is quite clearly a case 

of mistranslation. In the Greek text of the New Testament, the adjective in question is aiōnion, 

which means lasting for the length of an aiōn, that is, an aeon or age. Such an age could be as short 

for the writers of Scripture as a given person’s own lifetime, or as long as something corresponding 

more closely to our English term aeon, and thus embracing perhaps thousands if not millions of 

years. Either way, however, neither the noun nor its derivative adjective would have necessarily 

signified something having no end at all—the only Biblical exception being when the term is 

applied to God Himself.1 

So, no: I do not wish to deny the existence of hell, only its eternality. Mine is a Patristic 

reading of the scriptural term and a Patristic understanding of the reality in question, especially as 

one finds them expressed by Saint Macrina the Younger (c. 330-379) and her brother Saint Gregory 

of Nyssa (335-394), doubtless the most explicit universalists among the canonized fathers and 

mothers of the Church.2 But they are by no means alone. Saints as prominent and influential as 

Gregory the Theologian (329-390) and Isaac of Nineveh (seventh-century) share this perspective, 

and one also finds it, though in a somewhat more muted and circumspect form, in that veritable 

giant among the fathers, Saint Maximos the Confessor (c. 580-662).3 All of them taught that there 

is a hell, that it is a harrowing state of existence we should try to avoid, but that it is purgative not 

punitive in character, finite in duration, and penultimate to an ultimate bliss for all.4 Saint Isaac is 

                                                
1 We are confronted with a surprising juxtaposition of meanings at the conclusion of Romans. The term does mean 
“everlasting” in Romans 16:26, where Saint Paul speaks about “the command of the eternal God”—the command of 
the aiōníou Theoū in the Greek. On the other hand, aiōnion clearly has the more common, limited meaning in the 
immediately preceding verse. In Romans 16:25, the Apostle speaks of the “mystery” of the Gospel, which was kept 
secret (he says) “for long ages, but is now disclosed”. The phrase “long ages” is an English translation of the Greek 
chronois aiōniois, which literally means “the long-lasting times”. Obviously, Paul does not mean for us to think of 
these times or ages as eternal, for if they were, they would have no end, and the Gospel of which Paul is speaking 
would still be a secret and would have never been revealed. 
2 One of the most important sources is Gregory’s dialogue On the Soul and the Resurrection, composed shortly after 
the death of his brother, Saint Basil of Caesarea. Gregory presents himself as the student of “our sister and teacher”, 
Macrina, who consoles Gregory, in part, by presenting arguments for universal salvation.  
3 In her massive study The Christian Doctrine of Apokatastasis: A Critical Assessment from the New Testament to 
Eriugena (Brill, 2013), and more recently in A Larger Hope? Universal Salvation from Christian Beginnings to Julian 
of Norwich (Cascade Books, 2019), Ilaria L. E. Ramelli finds universalist tendencies, if not outright sympathies and 
even explicit declarations, in a surprisingly wide range of authoritative Christian figures. 
4 This understanding of “hell” is quite different from both the purgatory and the hell of Roman Catholic doctrine. 
Purgatory also involves a process of purification, of course, but for the Catholic, only those ultimately bound for 
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distinctive in stressing that it is not some separate “place”, but rather the way the unceasing, ever-

forgiving love of God feels to the ego which wants to be God.5  

 

 
 

I should add here a word about another Church father whose name almost always comes 

up in this context, namely Origen, upon whom these and other saints relied in their interpretation 

of Scripture, but whose teachings concerning the ultimate salvation or restoration (apokatastasis)6 

of all were nonetheless supposedly condemned at the Fifth Ecumenical Council in A.D. 553. 

Ironically, Origen’s universalist inclinations seem to have been the most tentatively expressed of 

all the Patristic writers. Anyone who reads him carefully can see very clearly that he was a 

dialectician. What he says on the subject of salvation is always cautious and exploratory, always 

with the aim of putting forward propositions for discussion, but without insisting on the dogmatic 

truth of any given eschatology, as did Nyssa and others. Nonetheless it was he, Origen, who was 

                                                
Heaven will pass through that state, not those destined for damnation; they will never experience anything except an 
eternal and purely punitive hell. 
5 It is a curious fact, largely unknown in most Catholic and Protestant circles, but the farther East one goes—first to 
the “Eastern” Orthodox churches, but then, even more notably, to the “Oriental” Orthodox Churches—the greater is 
Patristic (and indeed contemporary) openness to universalism. Saint Isaac is an especially interesting case, recognized 
as a saint, not only by the Assyrian Church of the East, to which he belonged, but by the Greek, Russian, and other 
Eastern Orthodox Churches as well. 
6 The term is Biblical. “Change your hearts and repent so that your sins might be expunged when the time of renewal 
comes from the presence of the Lord, so that He might send Jesus Christ, who was preached unto you, whom Heaven 
must hold until the time of that restoration [apokatastasis] of all things of which God has spoken through the mouth 
of His holy prophets ever since the world began” (Acts 3:19-21). 

“Origen Teaching 
the Saints” 
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condemned and anathematized by the Church, three hundred years after the poor man was tortured 

for his faith and died a confessor’s death—or rather (I’m obliged to use the word again) supposedly 

condemned. Most scholars of merit are now agreed: first, that the propositions attributed to Origen 

were probably extracted from the writings of Evagrios the Solitary (345-399), whose universalism 

was expressed in a less tentative, much bolder tone; and, second, that these propositions were not 

in fact debated or perhaps even mentioned at the Council itself, but attached to its canons (together 

with Origen’s name) when they were subsequently edited.7 The vagaries of history being what 

they are, however, many continue to think that Origen was a heretic, indeed a heresiarch (if not 

worse), and that the decrees of the Fifth Council make it impossible for an orthodox Christian to 

be a universalist.    

A further point needs to be mentioned before I move on, which is that a majority of 

Orthodox Christian authorities today, both scholars and clergy—among them respected hierarchs 

of the Church, including Metropolitan Kallistos Ware and Metropolitan Hilarion Alfeyev—may 

well be described as “hopeful”, if not confident, universalists. Dare we hope for the salvation of 

all? as Metropolitan Kallistos has asked in an article by that title; and his answer is yes: 

Universalism is without doubt an acceptable theologoumenon, that is, a pious opinion that in no 

way conflicts with Orthodox dogma, the Church having never unambiguously pronounced on the 

question. It’s certainly good to know, being myself an Orthodox Christian, that my intuitive 

confidence concerning this matter does not mean I’m a heretic! And it strengthens my sense that 

the scriptural, philosophical, and other arguments in defense of universalism—beautifully 

summarized in David Bentley Hart’s recently published book That All Shall Be Saved: Heaven, 

Hell, and Universal Salvation (Yale, 2019)—are irrefutable and should alone be enough (in the 

absence of intuition) to convince anyone who studies them carefully and without prejudice.  

There is no need to rehearse all the arguments and counterarguments here. I do feel I should 

say at least something, however, about a common objection to universalism based upon human 

                                                
7 In recent correspondence, the V. Revd. Professor John Anthony McGuckin, an archpriest of the Romanian Church, 
a member of the theology faculty at Oxford University, and one of the world’s most prolific and respected Orthodox 
scholars, assured me of this second point, adding that the editors in question seem to have had an anti-intellectualist 
distaste for raising speculative questions, especially along Origenian lines. What may have been considered and 
condemned were the efforts of later, sixth-century “Origenists” to link universal salvation with (a) the pre-existence 
of souls, an idea Origen did advance, but again in a strictly provisional, dialectical way, and (b) a number of quite 
outlandish notions having an obviously Gnostic provenance , as for example the claim that the resurrection body will 
at first be ethereal in substance and spherical in shape before giving way to a purely immaterial and spiritual mode of 
existence, even though Origen himself went to great lengths to repudiate Gnosticism as a dangerous heresy. 
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freedom. Yes, some will say, God does indeed desire to save everyone, as Scripture affirms (see 

again 1 Timothy 2:4). But at the same time, He is obliged, as it were, to respect the “free” decision 

of those who “choose” to reject His love and refuse to repent. Having bestowed the gift of “free” 

will upon every man, God cannot, or at any rate will not, override or undercut its deployment, even 

if this means the eternal damnation of those who remain obstinate in their rejection of Him. In 

short, He will not and would not save anyone against that person’s will; God persuades but never 

coerces. As I say, this is a common objection, today perhaps the most common of all, an objection 

shared, I am sorry to say—at least at one point in his life—by one of my own greatest theological 

heroes, C. S. Lewis—though, to his credit, Lewis did waffle a bit on this point. In his theodicy, 

The Problem of Pain, Lewis writes:  
 

I would pay any price to be able to say truthfully: “All will be saved.” But my 
reason retorts, “Without their will, or with it?” If I say, “Without their will”, I at 
once perceive a contradiction; how can the supreme voluntary act of self-surrender 
be involuntary? If I say, “With their will,” my reason replies, “How if they will not 
give in?”8  

 

As I say, Lewis wavered on this issue. The words I have quoted were first published in 

1940. Six years later, he concludes The Great Divorce: A Dream by imagining a dialogue between 

himself and the man whom he unabashedly called his Master, George MacDonald, who is now in 

Heaven and has come to meet Lewis, newly arrived. Lewis writes, “‘In your own books, Sir,’ said 

I, ‘you were a Universalist. You talked as if all men would be saved. And St Paul too.’” 

Interestingly enough, the real-life MacDonald, who was indeed very much a confident universalist, 

is here made to sound more cautious, as he admonishes Lewis. “‘Ye can know nothing of the end 

of all things, or nothing expressible in those terms. It may be, as the Lord said to the Lady Julian, 

that all will be well, and all will be well, and all manner of things will be well. But it’s ill talking 

of such questions.’ ‘Because they are too terrible, Sir?’ ‘No. Because all answers deceive.’”9 

However one reads this artfully ambiguous ending to the later book, it seems that Lewis was 

himself no longer quite as sure as he had been in The Problem of Pain that hell is eternal or that 

universalism is a heresy.  

                                                
8 The Problem of Pain (New York: Macmillan, 1978), 118-19. 
9 The Great Divorce: A Dream (New York: Harper Collins, 1973), 140. 
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Mind you, I myself agree—as did Origen and the other Patristic authors I have 

mentioned—that salvation requires synergeia or co-operation between man and God. It is not 

automatic, but depends upon our willing repentance and free acceptance of God’s help and 

forgiveness. But here’s the problem: What exactly do we mean when we talk about our will?  

Notice that in the paragraph preceding the quotation from Lewis, I have placed “free” and 

“choose” in quotation marks. I did so to get you thinking, if only subconsciously, about what 

freedom and choice really are. A first question the Christian must ask is whether God indeed gave 

us true freedom from the start, or bestowed instead the possibility of our becoming truly free. After 

all, our first human parents, according to the teaching of Saint Irenaeus (c. 130 - c. 202), were as 

yet intellectually and spiritually immature: Created in the image of God, and thus with the potential 

to become fully what God wished them to be, they had not as yet grown into His likeness, not yet 

actualized that potential, before the Fall occurred, a Fall occasioned precisely by their immaturity 

and childish ignorance.   

 But isn’t the same true of any fall—yours or mine, let alone the primordial Fall of Adam 

and Eve? In order for me to sin freely and thus responsibly—to make the “free” choice to sin—I 

must know what I am doing, and know that it is contrary to the law of God, contrary in fact to the 

very goodness that God Himself is. And yet, in the very instant of making such a “choice”, do I 

really know this? Am I fully conscious, or am I not also acting out of my own immaturity and 

childish ignorance? And if so, am I really accountable for what I have done, accountable enough 

to merit eternal punishment? The phrase I have used—“in the very instant of making such a 

‘choice’”—is crucial. After the fact, even a split second after the fact, my conscience may tell me 

that what I did was wrong. But in the very instant, I wasn’t acting from conscience. I had somehow 

placed my conscience on hold, and was taking the “good” to be whatever seemed to me good, 

perhaps the most pleasurable, what I thought was the right thing for me, just as a little child does. 

Is this real freedom, or rather an unthinking reaction to urges, inclinations, and other stimuli, 

whether within or around me? If I’m not myself in control, am I really choosing? Am I free in that 

moment, or a slave?  

 I find that Hart is especially helpful when countering the argument against universalism 

based upon freedom.10 The problem, he suggests, is two-fold. First of all, beginning in the early 

                                                
10 He makes telling points in this regard throughout That All Shall Be Saved, but especially in the “Fourth Meditation: 
What Is Freedom?” Needless to say, I am oversimplifying a much subtler line of reasoning in what follows. 
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modern period, people began to think about freedom as if it meant that, in choosing, we are 

obedient to no prior aim or intention, as if a choice were a purely spontaneous act. If this were true, 

Hart says, “no fruitful distinction could be made between personal agency and pure impersonal 

impulse”11—his umbrella term, if you will, for the urges, inclinations, and other stimuli I was just 

speaking of. But this is not in fact freedom. On the contrary, true freedom consists in my coming 

to flourish as the kind of being God made me to be, and I can be said to be truly choosing only 

when a given decision contributes, however indirectly, to that flourishing. Hart refers to this as the 

“classical” understanding of freedom, the way human freedom was understood from ancient times 

until the late medieval period. Part of his counterargument is worth quoting at some length:  
 

To be fully free is to be joined to that end for which our natures were originally 
framed, and for which, in the deepest reaches of our souls, we ceaselessly yearn. 
Whatever separates us from that end, even if it be our own power of choice, is a 
form of bondage to the irrational. We are not free because we can choose, but only 
when we have chosen well. And to choose well we must ever more clearly see the 
‘sun of the Good’ (to employ the lovely Platonic metaphor), and to see more clearly 
yet we must continue to choose well; the more emancipated from illusion and 
caprice, and the more our will is informed by and responds to the Good, the more 
perfect our vision becomes, and the less there is really to choose…. For anyone to 
be free, there must be a real correspondence between his or her mind and the 
structure of reality, and a rational cognizance on his or her part of what constitutes 
either the fulfillment or the ruin of a human soul. Where this cognizance is absent 
in a soul, there can only be aimlessness in the will, the indeterminacy of the 
unmoored victim of circumstance, which is the worst imaginable slavery to the 
accidental and the mindless. If then there is such a thing as eternal perdition as the 
result of an eternal refusal of repentance, it must also be the result of an eternal 
ignorance, and therefore has nothing really to do with freedom at all. So, no: Not 
only is an eternal rejection of God unlikely; it is a logically vacuous idea.12  

 
Hart’s language and argumentation here are more philosophical than theological, and a bit 

technical at that. But the essential point he is making is in fact a fairly simple one, and fully 

confirmed by the words of our Lord in the Scriptures themselves: “Everyone committing sin is a 

                                                
11 That All Shall Be Saved, 172. “An absolutely libertarian act,” as he points out elsewhere in the book, would therefore 
be indistinguishable from “sheer chance, or a mindless organic or mechanical impulse”, no more “‘free’ in fact than 
an earthquake or embolism” (79). An earthquake, needless to say, doesn’t know what it’s doing and is therefore not 
responsible for the damage it causes. No one can “blame” it, and certainly not “damn” it! 
12 That All Shall Be Saved, 173, 178. My italics. 
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slave to sin” (John 8:34). Obviously, a slave isn’t free, and if you’re not free, you’re not culpable, 

nor therefore deserving of punishment. Or again, and more poignantly, these words from the Cross: 

“Father, forgive them, for they do not know what they are doing” (Luke 23:34). Not, or not yet, 

cognizant of the true Good, but having “chosen” instead what only seemed to them good, those 

responsible for Christ’s crucifixion—Caiaphas, Herod, Pilate, even Judas, together with the 

nameless rabble—cannot be said to have knowingly undertaken the evil they committed, and are 

thus no more deserving of eternal torment than any other ignorant slave.  

 Hart’s second point in this context has to do with the nature of God. Those who reject 

universalism on the grounds that it fails to honor human freedom have mistakenly painted a picture 

in which God is simply one more “entity” in the universe alongside all the other entities—more 

imposing, more ancient, more powerful, sure—but still just some thing. Instead of “choosing” this 

thing, and living lives in obedient conformity to it, those whom God justifiably damns are those 

who have chosen some other thing and made it their god. But this, says Hart, is a purely 

“mythological” image of who or what God actually is. Christian tradition insists on the contrary 

that God is not simply “a” being, but Being itself—or even, in the teaching of Saint Dionysius the 

Areopagite (c. 500), the One beyond Being, the One in whom “we live and move and have our 

being” (Acts 17:28). Moreover, and perhaps more to the point, He is not simply good, but 

Goodness itself. Notice that I have continued to place “choosing” in quotation marks in order to 

remind us, again, that true freedom isn’t choice; on the contrary, true freedom overcomes and 

transcends our need to choose. But even assuming that “free will” and “choice” were genuine 

aspects of freedom, God is not the sort of “thing” that could ever be an object of choice, nor 

therefore of rejection. Insofar as we are always seeking, always desiring, what seems to us good, 

albeit “through a glass darkly” (1 Corinthians 13:12), we are in fact always seeking God, however 

many mistakes we make along the way. To quote Hart again: 
 

[God] remains forever the encompassing final object that motivates and makes 
actual every choice, the Good that makes the will free in the first place. Even an act 
of apostasy, then, traced back to its most primordial impulse, is motivated by a 
desire for God…. You cannot reject God except defectively, by having failed to 
recognize Him as the primordial object of your deepest longings, the very source 
of their activity. We cannot choose between Him and some other end in an absolute 
sense; we can choose only between better and worse approaches to His 
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transcendence… To reject God is still, however obscurely and uncomprehendingly, 
to seek God.13 

 
Whatever good I desire, however noble or base, is indirectly a desire for the ultimate Good, for 

God. Whatever my “choice”, I am in fact choosing God. There is no escaping Him, finally—not 

for me, thank Heavens, nor for anyone else! 

 
II 

 
The Speculations 

  

If you are really going to think about spirit, instead of just talking about it, you have got to do 
something like turning your idea of space inside out. 
 

        Owen Barfield, Worlds Apart 

 
These, then, are the “scholarly” thoughts—I suppose that’s what I should call them, given the 

overweening plethora of footnotes packed into this little paper thus far!—which I have come to 

regard, after a lifetime of reading and study, as providing philosophical and other support for my 

early intuitions; just a few of the reasons which have helped to confirm an aging theologian in his 

ever-since-boyhood sense of God’s loving, ever-merciful Presence, what I called at the outset His 

“embracing inwardness”. This, in short, is why I’m a universalist, convinced that all men and 

women will eventually be saved. 

                                                
13 That All Shall Be Saved, 185. 
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But “eventually” is a large word! Or rather, more precisely, it refers to something—some 

span of time, perhaps14—that could in some cases, doubtless mine among them, be ever so large, 

quite extended, indeed. What are we to suppose comes between? In other words, what comes 

immediately after we die, but before we might reasonably expect to begin experiencing in its 

fulness the blessed, blissful life which we universalists expect us all to enjoy? For nothing is so 

evident, at least as I see it—nothing more susceptible to empirical confirmation—than that people 

leave this world in a whole range of states of readiness, some considerably more prepared than 

others, having done more to actualize the image as likeness. I know for myself that I’m going to 

require a good deal of further work before I can be said to have truly grown to “mature manhood, 

to the measure of the stature of the fulness of Christ” (Ephesians 4:13) and can hope to “partake” 

of “the divine nature” (2 Peter 1:4). So, what do you suppose will happen to me, and what will I 

be expected to do—with God’s help, of course—when it comes to my many sins and deficiencies? 

What happens in the “between”? 

 In the opening paragraph of this paper, I spoke of a “purgative and recuperative process 

proportionate to [our] thoughts and deeds in this life”. This, as I’ve tried to make clear, is my 

understanding, my Patristic understanding, of “hell”, an understanding thankfully shared by many 

of my fellow Orthodox. Labeling the process “proportionate” means, of course, that it cannot be 

eternal. There is, after all, only a certain number of thoughts and deeds that can be compressed 

into a finite life on this planet. Even if all of them were unimaginably heinous—pick your favorite 

villain: Hitler comes to mind for many of us—it makes no sense to suppose that their just 

recompense could be of an infinite duration. Nor, of course, were it infinite and thus everlasting, 

could it in any way be considered recuperative or therapeutic. It could only be punitive—eternal, 

conscious torment, having no aim except the inflicting of unending pain, and altogether unworthy 

of the God who is Love.  

 Given not merely my advancing age but the fact that I’m suffering from a terminal illness, 

as hinted above in my title, it should come as no surprise to readers of this article that I’ve been 

spending a good deal of time and expending a considerable amount of mental and spiritual energy 

pondering this “proportionate process” and asking myself any number of (perhaps) unanswerable 

questions. The illness? Lung cancer, already deemed “Stage IV” when it was first diagnosed, since 

                                                
14 Whatever “time” may mean, if anything, in the intermediate realm, in our continuing life after life. This question 
will be considered more fully below.  
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it had metastasized to several bones before being detected. And yet, here I still am, nearly two and 

a half years later. Some of my family and friends, a physician among them, like to call it a miracle. 

I’m hesitant to invoke so lofty a term; as far as I’m concerned, it could be the result of divine 

intervention, but it could also simply be the unfolding of a natural process. But I have certainly 

wondered many times, not how, but why—why I’m not merely alive at this point, but still able to 

pray and to ponder, to ruminate and to write. 

One answer, of course, and doubtless the best, is that God in His goodness, in the Goodness 

He is, is generously giving me more time to prepare, helping me even now to do some much needed 

growing up and thus, perchance, shortening my “time” in the intermediate state. But perhaps it’s 

also because He wants me to share a few of my reflections before I die. An arrogant notion, you 

may say, and well it may be. But maybe, just maybe, it’s because He knows that my words will 

now have considerably more existential and personal weight (at least for some readers) than they 

did when, as a university professor of theology and religious thought, I was merely talking about 

“views of the afterlife” based on what I had read in some books and was not myself under sentence 

of a perhaps imminent death. As I now tell people with some regularity, I’ve been blessed with a 

“wake-up call”. We all know, with Hamlet, that “there’s a special providence in the fall of a 

sparrow; if it be now, ’tis not to come, if it be not to come, it will be now; if it be not now, yet it 

will come. The readiness is all” (Act V, Scene 2). We all know, in other words, that we’re all going 

to die. Even so, when we’re still strong and healthy, as I myself was until that unexpected 

diagnosis, it’s unbelievably easy to play the fool and forget—forget our mortality and, as a 

consequence, forget to get ready. If nothing else, maybe this little paper of mine can serve as a 

bracing reminder, whether its concluding “speculations” concerning what’s next for me (and for 

you) turn out to have any relation to the reality at issue or not.  

In any case, whatever your reservations as to my qualifications for this difficult job—and 

I wouldn’t blame you if they’re rather considerable—I hope you will allow me at least to pose a 

few questions. Yes, I’m going to suggest a few answers as well, as my title intimates, but I do so 

in no way dogmatically, but rather, like Origen, with an implicit invitation that you deliberate with 

me, pondering together the journey all of us will one day be obliged to take, I in all likelihood a 

little sooner than you. As I’ve explained at some length, I have no doubts whatsoever as to where 

we’ll end up, my childhood intuitions having been repeatedly confirmed by disciplined thought 

and unanswerable arguments. But in opening this new door, I admit that it’s fallible thought and 
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inconclusive arguments and extrapolations that I’ll have to rely on. Oh, I’ve had a few 

presentiments and intimations, too—brought about, no doubt, by the grace-driven pressure of 

knowing that I probably have little time left—but they haven’t been nearly as clear or undeniable 

as those described at the start of this paper concerning the salvation of all.  

Which is why I’ve been soliciting some conversational company. During my decades as a 

teacher, I found any number of times that a serious question often allowed me to find, deep down 

inside myself, an answer which, until that very moment, I didn’t know that I knew. It took a 

student’s puzzlement to catalyze a clarity I didn’t know I possessed—and likely didn’t possess 

until God took mercy on us both! With that experience in mind, I’ve been inviting my family and 

a few close friends to become my co-workers, asking them: 
 

What question concerning the intermediate state would you wish to have answered, were 
it possible, before your own death?  

 
What follows will therefore be a combination of my own questions, those I’ve wrestled and 

continue to wrestle with most, and questions that have been put to me by others—together (of 

course) with my “speculations” as to what the answers might be.  

 

 

To be concluded if the good Lord grants 

the author sufficient time 
 


