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TIME FOR SOME ROBOST ATONEMENT 

Samuel Lebens 

Abstract: Atonement is the rectification of past sin. On a robust account of 
atonement, it has the power to retroactively delete our sins from history. In this 
paper, I defend the notion of robust atonement against various criticisms and lay bare 
the fundamental philosophical claims that we must employ if we want to take the 
Hebrew Bible at its word that atonement removes the sin from the sinner. 
 

According to the Hebrew Bible, God grants atonement to a penitent sinner when she fulfills the 

legal and ritual requirements incumbent upon her, such as sacrifices in the Tabernacle (and later, 

in the Temple in Jerusalem). Rabbinic Judaism understands that, with the Temple in ruins, 

atonement is possible without animal sacrifice, so long as all other Biblical and Rabbinic 

conditions on repentance have been satisfied.1 But what exactly is atonement? 

The English word literally means at-one-ment. Sins create a defect in the sinner’s relationship 

with God. Atonement is the process of restoring that relationship; becoming once again at one 

with God. The Biblical Hebrew word is  ַּכָּפָרה (kapparah). It literally means to cover over, to hide, 

or even to negate or obliterate. Kapparah looks to undo sin altogether. To make it, somehow, as 

if we never sinned. 

Here are three competing understandings of what atonement does to our sins: 

1. Future-oriented atonement: 

It removes the negative consequences of evil and sin from the point in time at which the 

atonement occurs and onwards. 

2. Weak past-oriented atonement: 
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In addition to its power to remove the consequences of sin, it has the power to change 

the past, but only by changing the significance or meaning of past events. 

3. Strong past-oriented atonement: 

Atonement can remove sins and evil from the past, such that it can no longer be said that 

the event of the sin or its consequences ever occurred. 

The etymology of the English word “atonement” might suggest the future-oriented model. There 

was a rupture in the relationship between a person and God. The person repented, made 

restitution towards any victims, if need be, and performed whatever rituals were required. From 

that point onwards, God and the person are reunited. God won’t hold the sin against her. There 

has been both forgiveness and rapprochement. 

Philosophers take it for granted that the past cannot be changed. There’s nothing that 

can be done about spilt milk. The spill was once a contingent matter, since it didn’t have to 

happen. But now that it’s in the past, it is necessarily the case that the milk was spilt—it cannot 

be changed.2 For that reason, there’s no point crying over it. But this general rule of thumb—that 

the past cannot be changed—admits of uncontroversial exceptions. 

In the 63rd minute of the F.A. cup final, in 2021, Youri Tielemans scored a goal for Leicester 

City against Chelsea. Was it the winning goal? Well, at that point in the match, it might not have 

been. Chelsea might have equalized, and then scored another goal to win the match. One fact 

about the past that (apparently) couldn’t be changed is that Tielemans scored a goal. But whether 

that goal would be the winning goal wasn’t decided until the final whistle. 
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The fact that Tielemans scored a goal in the 63rd minute would be categorized, by William 

of Ockham, as a hard fact about the past. That this goal was the winning goal, he would classify 

as a soft fact—until the whistle was blown, 27 minutes later, when it too transformed into a hard 

fact.3 The second model of atonement only requires that we change soft facts about the past. 

We can’t change the fact that the milk was spilt, but it might still be up to us whether that past 

event will be the cause of domestic unrest! 

In the Babylonian Talmud (Tractate Yoma 86b), Reish Lakish (3rd century) teaches: “Great 

is repentance, as [the penitent’s] intentional sins are counted for him as unwitting transgressions 

. . .” Since a person has repented for their sins, what used to be treated as an iniquity will now be 

treated, by God, as a mistake. The historical record hasn’t changed, but its interpretation has. 

Reish Lakish also taught: “Great is repentance, as one’s intentional sins are counted for 

him as merits . . .” The Talmud then worries: did Reish Lakish think that repentance would 

transform intentional sins into accidents or into meritorious deeds? It can’t be both! The Talmud 

concludes that there’s no conflict: the first statement speaks of repentance motivated by fear; 

the second of repentance motivated by love. Both teachings adopt our second model of 

atonement. Atonement can change the past, but only by changing how we relate to the past, and 

what the past means to us. 

But what about our third model? Does anybody entertain the idea that even hard facts 

about the past can be changed? Does anybody think that atonement has the power to make it 

the case that past sins didn’t happen at all? The Hebrew Bible sometimes suggests as much; 
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speaking on behalf of God, Isaiah proclaims (43:25): “I, even I, am He who erases your 

transgressions for my own sake, and I will not remember your sins.” 

As Amy Seymour points out, when the Hebrew Bible speaks of God “remembering” 

something, it sometimes merely means that He pays special attention to it. Accordingly, when 

God no longer remembers our sins, it doesn’t have to mean that they’re not there to be 

remembered; it just means that God no longer pays them special attention.4 But note that the 

Hebrew Bible says that God won’t remember our sins in the context of it saying that He “erases” 

them. Of course, this explicit talk of erasure could be a figure of speech, but the suggestion is that 

God won’t remember our sins because they won’t be there to remember. This isn’t a lone 

example. Isaiah elsewhere speaks of atonement in terms of God sweeping away transgressions 

like a cloud (44:22); Jeremiah, of a time in which people will search for “Israel’s iniquity, but it 

will not exist” and “Judah’s sins, but none shall be found” (50:20) ; Ezekiel, on behalf of God, says, 

“I will sprinkle clean water upon you, and you shall be clean: I will cleanse you from all your 

uncleanness and from all your idols” (36:25). Recall also the scapegoat, who carries the sins of 

Israel into the desert (Leviticus 16:22). The cumulative picture, especially given the etymology of 

kapparah, seems radical: the sins themselves are undone.5  

Of course, if philosophical reflection reveals that the third model of atonement makes no 

sense, then these Biblical passages should be read metaphorically, in terms of weak past-oriented 

or future-oriented atonement. But the Hebrew Bible leaves us with the impression that sin is 

something that stands to be obliterated, erased, swept away, washed off, or carried off into the 

wilderness by the power of atonement. 
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Following Biblical cues and some Hassidic texts, Tyron Goldschmidt and I tried, in a paper 

from 2017, to make sense of atonement on the strong past-oriented model, a model I would now 

call robust atonement.6 But our defense of robust atonement has been subject to criticisms. In 

what follows I present and finesse our position (speaking for myself, and not necessarily for 

Goldschmidt) in conversation with our critics. Robust atonement, I contend, remains a possibility 

and, as such, is worthy of our hope and prayers. 

 

Robust Atonement 

One must distinguish robust atonement (which Goldschmidt and I initially called ultimate 

forgiveness) and robust eschatology (which we called no more evil). Robust atonement is simply 

this: 

Robust Atonement: The sins of the truly penitent will be erased; they will never have 

occurred. 

You can believe in robust atonement without believing in robust eschatology. Robust eschatology 

is the view that: 

Robust Eschatology: There will come a time when no evil or suffering will ever have 

occurred, all such events having been erased from history. 

To dismiss robust atonement just because you reject robust eschatology would be to throw the 

baby out with the bathwater. This is the reason why I’ve changed the names of these doctrines 

from ultimate forgiveness and no more evil to robust atonement and robust eschatology. These 
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new names clarify that the two doctrines are about two different topics: atonement (even in the 

here and now) and eschatology (only in the there and then). 

Currently, our question is this: can we make sense of robust atonement? The model that 

Goldschmidt and I proposed has three ingredients: 

1. a real past (e.g., either the growing block, falling branch, eternalism, or moving spotlight 

theory); and7 

2. a hypertime, which is a time-like dimension (in addition to time itself) over which we can 

measure changes that the timeline itself might undergo; and 

3. a hyper-presentistic hypertime, such that everything exists hyper-presently.8 

Some have wondered why all three of these ingredients are necessary.9 For that reason, it’s 

worth spelling out the motivation for each element. 

The first ingredient is motivated by badness in the past, and what it would mean to 

improve that badness.  What makes it bad that the past contains evil or sin? This is a difficult 

question for presentism, stemming from a more general difficulty about the truth of past-tense 

sentences. For example, what makes it true that a brontosaurus walked by this rock 150 million 

years ago? If you buy the first ingredient of our model, then you have an easy answer: what 

makes it the case that the brontosaurus walked by that rock at that time is that, in a very real 

sense, the brontosaurus is still walking by that rock at that time. That time, or that past event, 

still exists. A presentist will need a different answer. 
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The presentist could follow Dean Zimmerman’s suggestion and claim that the present 

itself instantiates what we might call a backward-looking property, the property of being such 

that 150 million years ago a brontosaurus walked by that rock.10 That property, held by the 

present, is what makes the claim about the brontosaurus true. Presentism has past tense 

sentences made true by the (perhaps backward-looking) properties held by the present, and not 

by things existing in the past, since nothing exists in the past. 

Return to our question: what makes it bad that the past contains bad events? All those who 

believe in the existence of past things can say that the events themselves still exist, and since the 

events still exist, their badness still exists. 

Jason Werbeloff raises a moving example: 

My grandmother was dying in hospital, and she was in immense pain. I asked one of 
the doctors whether he could do anything to alleviate her agony. . . . Instead of 
increasing painkillers, he said I should not worry about it because she will not 
remember the pain later. The elderly, he said, often have no memory of their 
experience in hospital. Meanwhile, I was watching her kick under the covers and 
writhe in pain. I remember thinking that it does not matter that she won’t remember 
this later. The mere fact that it is happening now is a problem.11 
 

This was my initial response to Werbeloff: 

What makes your grandmother’s past suffering such a terrible blight on the universe 
[even though she was destined to forget it] is that it is still there. If you could take a 
time machine back, you would see her still in the pain you saw her in. That pain did 
not go anywhere. The only thing that changes is that you are now somewhere else in 
time—you are now in the present, so you do not have to see it now.12 
 

What I said is true, but only on the assumption of certain ontologies of time. Presentism cannot 

endorse this account of what makes her past pain such a blight on the universe, since her pain 

would no longer exist if presentism were true. B-theoretic eternalism has the easiest time here, 
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since (on such an account) the past exists and is as present to those who are there as this moment 

is to us. All past horrors remain present to the people located in the times at which they 

transpired. 

If you’re an A-theorist and if you also believe in the existence of the past (which is what 

happens if you endorse the growing block, falling branch, or moving spotlight theories of time), 

then you have a problem. As David Braddon-Mitchell and Trenton Merricks explain, an 

intolerable skepticism emerges.13 If you believe, as the A-theorist must, in the existence of an 

objective present, then as each moment passes from present to past, my newly past temporal 

slice is left there in the past, wrongly thinking that it’s still in the present. In fact, I have many 

more past parts than present parts. So, how do I know that I’m in the present? This is an 

intolerable result. 

The best response for those who want to combine the A-theory with ontological commitment 

to the past is to endorse Peter Forrest’s Dead Past Hypothesis.14 On this view, past moments 

exist, but they’re somehow frozen, having lost much of what made them vivid and alive. There is 

no past consciousness, and there are no past activities. Those things only exist when present. The 

past exists like a series of photographs, or still-lifes, from which all consciousness has evaporated. 

But, if that’s right, then what I said to Werbeloff would need to be amended. In virtue of what is 

it bad that the past contains suffering, if past beings are no longer conscious of their pain? 

Of course, it could be that past evils have evil consequences that spill over into the present. 

For example, it’s a bad thing that Werbeloff has to carry those painful memories. But we have a 

sense that the badness of past evils is more significant than the possession of bad consequences 
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in the present. Even pains that have been entirely forgotten are a bad thing for the universe to 

contain. The A-theoretic believer in the past, even when lumbered with the dead past hypothesis, 

can still make sense of the significance of past evils. The idea that human bodies, even if they’re 

now unconscious, are still trapped in every gruesome scene of their history seems like a horrific 

ongoing assault on the dignity of the people whose bodies are still there. 

Finally, if you’re a presentist, you’ll say that what makes it bad for bad things to have 

happened in the past is simply that certain backward-looking properties are bad things for the 

present to hold. It’s a bad thing for the present to hold the backward-looking property of being 

such that Werbeloff’s grandmother suffered, even if she no longer exists. The present is worse 

off for instantiating such a property. 

To summarise, we have three suggestions as to what makes past bads bad: 

1. B-theoretic eternalism: past evils are still occurring in the past, and past people are still 

suffering in their midst. 

2. A-theoretic commitment to the existence of the past: the victims of past evils still exist 

and are still constituents of evil events, even if they’re no longer suffering or conscious. 

3. Presentism: the present would be better off if it didn’t instantiate negative backward-

looking properties. 

I would be most bothered by the truth of 1, and less bothered by the truth of 2, and least 

bothered by the truth of 3. 1 is obviously the worst. 2, I contend, is still worse than 3, because it 

involves the victims of past suffering still existing in the midst of evil events. But each answer is 
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sufficient for our purposes. We can understand on any given ontology of time why the existence 

of past bads is a bad thing. Accordingly, we can understand why a sinner might want for their sins 

not just to be forgiven but to be erased altogether. 

But, to cut a long story short, and as we shall see when we discuss the second ingredient, 

it turns out that we can only account for robust atonement by replacing past events with 

something very similar to a backward-looking property. It follows, if you’re a presentist, that 

robust atonement won’t be able to help you. All we’ll end up doing is replacing one sort of 

backward-looking property with another sort of backward-looking property, and it’s hard to see 

that this atonement would have made things better for the world. But, if you’re committed to 

any ontology—be it B-theoretic or A-theoretic—according to which the past exists, then we’re 

going to be able to make room for a real improvement because we’re going to be able to swap 

actual evil events in the past (be they alive or dead), for backward-looking properties. That will 

mark an improvement. But only if you’re not a presentist to begin with. That explains the first 

ingredient of the model—the rejections of presentism—and leads us nicely on to the second and 

third. 

The second ingredient is the belief in hyper-time. If I went back in time to stop you from 

spilling the milk that you spilt, and I succeeded, then it will turn out that you never spilt the milk 

to begin with, and therefore, if I succeeded in changing the past, it will turn out, paradoxically, 

that I didn’t change the past. Likewise, if God just wipes away my sins, making it such that I never 

sinned, then it turns out that God didn’t wipe anything away!  For this reason, it is widely believed 

that nobody, even God, can change hard facts about the past. But, if we introduce the belief in 

hypertime, we can escape the paradox. 
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If at hyper-time1, the timeline contains your spilling the milk, then Marty McFly or God 

could, at hyper-time2, go back in time and change things such that, at hyper-time3, it won’t be 

the case that you spilt the milk. Accordingly, if God wants to make it the case that you didn’t sin, 

He can change the past. It will still be true of hyper-history that you sinned. You sinned in the 

hyper-past. But it needn’t be true of the past, that you sinned. Accordingly, the second ingredient 

enables us to escape from the putative paradoxes of time travel. 

This is where the third ingredient of the model kicks in. On the adoption of hyper-

presentism, it won’t be the case that your merely hyper-past sins exist. Past events exist, on this 

model, but hyper-past events don’t. What makes it the case that atonement occurred is 

something about the hyper-present (since nothing exists outside of the hyper-present). The 

hyper-present timeline instantiates a hyper-backward-looking property such that its past hyper-

used to contain a sin, but the event of the sin itself has gone. In this way, the three ingredients 

of our model allow for atonement to erase sin altogether. A concrete evil event is replaced by a 

mere hyper-backward-looking property. You could call that property “the shadow of sin.” 

In the original paper, Goldschmidt and I tried something even more daring, with the 

introduction of a hierarchy of dimensions: hyper-hypertime, hyper-hyper-hypertime, and so on 

ad infinitum. The hope was that God could eliminate the sin from each dimension by shifting it 

up a level, and—by completing a supertask—end up with the sin leaving no shadow at all. But, 

for various reasons, some of which will come up later, I’ve come to think that this more audacious 

suggestion collapses under numerous pressures. 
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Every sin will leave a stain upon reality—a shadow—like when you erase pencil writing 

from a clean sheet of paper, the process will often leave a smudge on the page, even though the 

writing is gone. But I would much rather that the actual event of my sins were erased, leaving 

behind just a hyper-backward-looking property, than admitting that my sins are still there in the 

past.15 

The presentist can only have God swap backward-looking properties for hyper-backward-

looking properties. But, on the model I’ve presented—a model which rejects presentism—God 

can delete concrete events and replace them with properties, thereby improving the contours of 

reality. 

One more detail: you might ask, what happens to the physical event of your sin, in the past, 

once God has erased it? Goldschmidt and I offered two possibilities. The first possibility is that 

God simply deletes the event of your sin. He may even leave a strange you-shape gap in a certain 

region of spacetime. The second possibility is that He leaves the physical past to look exactly as 

it hyper-used to look. What He changes is only metaphysical. He takes the temporal part of you 

that performed the sin and attaches that temporal part (the one that hyper-used to belong to 

you) to a different being. In times of animal sacrifice, perhaps the temporal parts of you that 

sinned will be attached to the scapegoat, who carries your sins off into the wilderness. 

We can now state, more accurately, the two doctrines that we must keep separate one 

from the other. Criticisms of one needn’t always lead to criticism of the other: 

Robust Atonement: The sins of the truly penitent hyper-will be erased such that we 

hyper-will be able to truly say, in the hyper-future, that they never 
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occurred. They hyper-will have hyper-occurred, but it hyper-will be 

the case that they didn’t occur. That constitutes an improvement 

because certain concrete evil events hyper-will have been replaced 

with mere properties. 

Robust Eschatology: There will come a hyper-time in which it hyper-will be true to say that 

no evil or suffering ever occurred, all such events hyper-having been 

erased from history. In the hyper-future it hyper-will be true to say 

that such events hyper-occurred, but it hyper-will also be true to say 

that they didn’t occur. That constitutes an improvement because all 

concrete evil events hyper-will have been replaced with mere 

properties. 

It could be the case that, in one stage of hyper-history, God offers robust atonement only to the 

truly penitent, and that, at a later stage of hyper-history He rolls out a robust eschatology. It is, 

therefore, possible, to endorse both doctrines, but the two doctrines can also come apart. You 

can endorse robust atonement without endorsing robust eschatology. In what follows, I’ll have 

something to say about both doctrines, but my primary aim is to defend robust atonement. 

 

Criticisms 

Seymour wonders how robust atonement can plausibly be an upshot of God’s forgiveness when: 

arguably, the forgiveness itself will be erased, and not even God will see or know 
otherwise. For if there is a complete removal from reality of what was forgiven, it is 
difficult to see how the act of forgiveness could remain or even be intelligible—
forgiveness requires something which was forgiven.16 
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She has a good point, but only against a view that Goldschmidt and I don’t actually hold. Seymour 

is here attacking the view according to which God utilizes an infinite number of time-like 

dimensions (hypertime and hyper-hypertime, and so on ad infinitum) to remove all trace of what 

was forgiven from reality. But that’s not the view I’m defending in this paper, and even as 

Goldschmidt and I presented the hierarchical view, it was only presented as the least preferred 

of two options. On the only view defended in this paper, by contrast, what was forgiven does 

leave a trace on reality. The event of the sin itself will be removed, but a hyper-backward-looking 

property will be left in its place. Seymour continues her attack on the hyper-time hierarchy 

account: 

Consider: It seems reasonable to think inhabitants of heaven could wonder “What 
was I forgiven for?” But Lebens and Goldschmidt’s account seems in tension with any 
narrative the redeemed could tell in answer to such a question. Either God’s atoning 
act(s) remain in the domain of existence or they do not. If God’s atoning acts are 
eliminated by the supertask, then the atonement drops out of the story of union with 
God altogether, even to God. I wasn’t forgiven. No atonement occurred.17 
 

But the view that Goldschmidt and I always preferred, and the only view defended in this paper18 

contends that there is no supertask and that hyper-past sins do leave a trace upon reality in the 

form of a hyper-backward-looking property; the shadow of sin. To be fair, Seymour recognizes 

that Goldschmidt and I never truly endorsed the supertask option so much as explored it for its 

inherent interest. She continues: 

Lebens and Goldschmidt, however, endorse the other option, the view that sin and 
evil is gone, but God’s forgiveness and atoning acts remain. Herein lies the conceptual 
difficulty: You cannot be forgiven if you haven’t done anything wrong! And if there is 
no accidental necessity and my sin has been completely eliminated from reality, it 
simply is true that I have never done anything wrong, nor will I ever. My being 
forgiven, then, appears incoherent. 
Surely God would want for our experience to make sense—for us to have internal 
self-awareness about what has happened to us and why we find ourselves in the 
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position we are in. On Lebens and Goldschmidt’s view, if I ask, “What was I forgiven 
for?,” even God doesn’t know!19 
 

This critique doesn’t do justice to our view. If anything, it still seems like she’s criticizing the 

hierarchical view according to which hyper-past sins leave no trace whatsoever upon reality. But, 

on the view of robust atonement that I’m defending—and the view that Goldschmidt and I always 

preferred—the existence of the relevant hyper-backward-looking property will give us the ability 

truly to describe de dicto what was forgiven and to make it true that forgiveness and atonement 

actually occurred, or at least, hyper-occurred. Admittedly, we can no longer refer de re to the 

sins that we hyper-performed because, in the wake of atonement, they don’t exist. But we can 

speak truly about the course of hyper-history and describe de dictio the sins that were hyper-

forgiven and that hyper-no-longer exist.20 

You might even remember the sins that you hyper-performed. Perhaps the goat with a 

temporal part that looks like you and thinks that it is you, and did the sin, somehow leaves 

memories in your brain once your brain is returned to you. These memories hyper-will have been 

rendered false, because these memories suggest that you sinned, when it was actually a goat 

that did it. God might inform you that they’re false. But there’s no reason to think that you’ll be 

lacking any awareness of what’s happened to you, or that God will struggle to explain, de dicto, 

the course of hyper-history.21 

This leads us on nicely to one of the concerns that R. T. Mullins raises with robust 

atonement. He imagines Morag achieving atonement for her sins of summer 2012: 

Morag knows that God has changed the past. It would seem that knowing this 
involves remembering that she hyper-once did those things. Otherwise, her praise 
for God changing the past makes no sense. Morag knows that she did not perform 
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those sinful actions in the past because God changed the timeline. However, she also 
knows that it is [the] case that she did them in the hyper-past because God cannot 
change the hyper-past. I should think that if Morag felt shame for the sins she did in 
the summer of 2012 that she will also feel shame for the sins she did in the hyper-
summer of hyper-2012. Surely she must feel shame about her hyper-past. I’m 
tempted to say that Morag would feel hyper-shame at this point in hyper-time . . . 
what we are left with is little difference in Morag’s state of shame.22 
 

Perhaps God doesn’t remove the sins of the past to reduce your shame, but simply to reduce the 

amount of evil that exists in the past. Don’t confuse this with robust eschatology. I’m not here 

saying that God might want to remove all evil from the past. I’m saying that once a person has 

thoroughly disavowed a sinful episode, whatever reason God might have had for allowing the sin 

to take place might no longer hold. Accordingly, God might want to remove the sin from history, 

not to reduce anybody’s shame but just to make history a better place. He will have succeeded. 

Moreover, perhaps God will remove her false memory. God will know that atonement hyper-

happened. There’s no need for Morag to know at all. This will save her from all shame and hyper-

shame. 

Indeed, Rav Tzadok Hakohen of Lublin, one of the Hassidic pioneers of robust atonement, 

was of the opinion that atonement (unlike Divine forgiveness which shouldn’t be confused with 

atonement) might only come about as the sinner herself forgets that she ever committed the sin, 

and perhaps only when she has striven so hard to make amends with any victims of her sin, as to 

make it the case that they have all but forgotten about it too.23 On this account, the beneficiaries 

of atonement will never know that atonement has occurred. But that doesn’t undermine the 

goodness of atonement, or the fact that God will know that it occurred. God can keep track of 

hyper-history simply by paying attention to the hyper-backward-looking properties of the hyper-

present. 
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A second response would bite down on the bullet to discover that it’s not a bullet at all. 

Let’s imagine that God is motivated by the desire to alleviate Morag’s bad feelings, and that 

atonement doesn’t always come along with forgetting. Instead, God tells Morag that He’s 

removed the sinful episodes. The memories remain. But she rests assured that the memories are 

false. Will she now feel hyper-shame? Perhaps, but it’s not clear to me that hyper-shame is 

anywhere near as bad as shame, nor as bad as feelings of guilt. Would Morag still feel guilt, or 

hyper-guilt? 

Your hyper-past is not your past. It is as metaphysically formative of who you are as is 

your modal profile. No more, and no less. You could have been a serial killer. That’s part of your 

modal profile, but it doesn’t make sense to feel any guilt about it. So too, if you never sinned in 

the past, it doesn’t make sense to feel guilty about sinning in the hyper-past. If God leaves you 

with your memories intact, such that they become false memories in the hyper-wake of robust 

atonement, but if He then informs you that these memories are false, it wouldn’t make sense to 

feel any guilt. 

Shame is something different. There’s a sense in which it’s appropriate to feel shame for 

your modal profile. It is, in a sense, shameful that I’m the sort of being that could have been a 

serial killer. You will remember your hyper-past sins more vividly, in a sense, than God will 

because God doesn’t have false memories. These false memories might cause you to carry a 

degree of shame. But not guilt. Moreover, the sort of shame we’re talking about here is basically 

just humility; not shame for what you did, but only for what you hyper-did; a recognition that 

there but for the grace of God go I. I could have been worse than I was. Thank God for atonement! 
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This shame isn’t crippling. It isn’t the shame of guilt but the hyper-shame that emerges from 

humility. 

Mullins has some more thorny criticisms in store for robust atonement. He writes: 

As I understand it, moments of time have their contents essentially. This is because a 
moment is a proposition-like entity that describes the way things are but could be 
subsequently otherwise. A moment cannot be altered, it can only be replaced. Any 
difference in content would be describing a different moment.24 
 

This is supposed to cause grave difficulties for robust atonement downstream. God can’t just edit 

a moment. He has to replace one moment for another, and this can’t be done without replacing 

every subsequent moment, since each moment places limitations upon what can occur 

subsequent to it. But why think that the content of a moment is essential to its identity? Mullins 

seeks to pump our intuitions on this front with a thought experiment. Consider: 

Summer 2012: There is a series of moments from the summer of 2012 in which Morag 
steals money from her neighbour. The neighbour is deeply upset with Morag, and 
spends many nights cursing her name. Morag’s rabbi discovers what she has done. 
He spends many days trying to convince her to return the money, and many nights 
praying that she will repent.25 
  

Mullins instructs us now to replace the sinful Morag stages with goat stages. Look what happens 

now:  

Summer 2012—Goat Edit: There is a series of moments from the summer of 2012 in 
which a goat steals money from her neighbour. The neighbour is deeply upset with 
Morag, and spends many nights cursing her name. Morag’s rabbi discovers what she 
has done. He spends many days trying to convince her to return the money, and many 
nights praying that she will repent.26 
  

The story no longer makes any sense. Further edits don’t seem to help. Consider the following:  

Summer 2012—Goat Edit, Take 2: There is a series of moments from the summer of 
2012 in which a goat steals money from her neighbour. The neighbour is deeply upset 
with the goat, and spends many nights cursing the goat’s name. Morag’s rabbi 
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discovers what the goat has done. He spends many days trying to convince the goat 
to return the money, and many nights praying that the goat will repent.27 
  

Mullins hopes that this sequence of edits will lead you to see how implausible it is to think that 

the series of moments that have emerged through all of these edits are “the very same moments 

as the originals.” Instead, Mullins claims “that these are numerically distinct moments of time. 

God cannot edit moments of time. Any editing to a timeline will have to involve God replacing 

multiple moments in a timeline.” Consider how much God will have to tinker with to make history 

coherent after he erases Morag’s sin: 

In the fall of 2012, the rabbi remembers praying for Morag during the summer. The 
neighbour remembers being deeply upset with Morag. Those memories will have to 
be replaced. As will anything connected to those memories. Any causal impact that 
the summer of 2012 has on subsequent moments will need to be edited by God. And 
the impact that those moments have on subsequent moments will need to be edited 
by God. Which, in turn, requires divine edits to the subsequent moments effected by 
those, and so on. These divine edits have become incredibly extensive, and I have 
only been considering one small section of the block of time. When one considers the 
edits that God will need to make in order to replace all past sinful person stages with 
goat stages, the entire timeline ceases to be recognizable in any sense. It would seem 
that God is not editing the timeline, but rather replacing it entirely.28 
 

The threat here is that robust atonement collapses into robust eschatology. God can’t edit one 

part of history for the better, without a complete rewrite! But I insist, we must keep robust 

atonement and robust eschatology apart. Here’s how. We need to edit the summer of 2012 in 

the following manner: 

Summer 2012—Goat Edit, Re-mix: There is a series of moments from the summer of 
2012 in which something which looks exactly like Morag, thinks it is Morag, but is 
actually a Morag-like temporal part of a goat, steals money from her neighbour. The 
neighbour is deeply upset with Morag, since she understandably thinks that it was 
Morag, rather than a goat, and spends many nights cursing Morag’s name. Morag’s 
rabbi discovers what the goat has done, but understandably draws the mistaken 
conclusion that it was Morag. He spends many days trying to convince the Morag-like 
temporal parts of this goat to return the money, thinking that he was speaking to 
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Morag, and many nights praying that Morag will repent. Even though the Rabbi was 
very much mistaken about what was going on, all the merit accrues to him that would 
have accrued to him had he been right, since he made no obvious epistemic error. 
Morag’s neighbor also can’t be ridiculed for having been angry with Morag all the 
while that it so obviously seemed like it had been Morag. Of course, the guilty Morag-
like temporal part of the goat hyper-used to belong to Morag herself, but because 
Morag hyper-paid the money back to her neighbor and hyper-made amends with her, 
and hyper-apologized to God, God hyper-erased her sins, transferring it to an 
unsuspecting goat, who, being a goat, didn’t really mind, which is why it’s hyper-now 
the case that the thieving Morag-like slice of reality belongs to a goat, and not to 
Morag. 
 

Nothing in the physical events of history had to be changed. All that changes is the metaphysics: 

which temporal parts belong to which objects. This allows for the changes to remain very local 

indeed. Moreover, I’m happy to add to the list of ingredients required by our model of 

atonement, a commitment to substantivalism about time. A moment of time, for a substantivalist 

(so long as she isn’t a supersubstantivalist), isn’t individuated by what’s going on in that 

moment—it is, rather, a placeholder for an event—a bare instant with its own haecceity. There’s 

no reason to think that a moment has changed its identity just because its contents have 

changed. No sequence of edits, however radical, will convince me otherwise. 

The other concern that Mullins raises has to do with the identity, not of moments, but of 

persons over time and hypertime. He notes that Hud Hudson endorses a perdurantist account of 

the identity of persons over time, and an endurantist account of the identity of persons over 

hypertime. In virtue of what are the temporal stages of a person fused together into one 

perduring spacetime worm? On Hudson’s theory, the stages of a person have psychological 

continuity, and are immanently causally related.29 It follows, for Hudson, that any temporal gaps 

between parts of the worm would violate the gen-identity relation, especially if intervening 

temporal parts of some goat are immanently causally related to and psychologically continuous 
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with the parts of the person immediately before and after the gap, and thus persistence would 

not obtain.30 

The removal of person stages from Morag from the summer of 2012 will create a toxic goat-

filled gap. This gap “breaks any gen-identity relation between the Morag stage before the 

summer and the Morag stage after the summer.”31 As Mullins points out: 

This has several untoward consequences. To start, take the fusion of Morag stages 
from her birth to before the summer break of 2012. This will be a unique person. 
Also, take the fusion of Morag stages from after summer break and on into the 
eschaton. This Morag will be a completely different person from the pre-summer 
break Morag. There is no sense in which this pre-summer Morag enjoys the 
resurrection because she only persists up until the summer of 2012.32 

 
Robust atonement would be undermined by this objection if we were bound to accept Hudson’s 

theory of the identity of persons over time. But we’re not. Goldschmidt and I did talk about the 

removal of temporal parts, as if we were perdurantists, but we also spelled out, in our original 

article, that this—as far as we were concerned—was merely a façon de parler. Our account of 

robust atonement is compatible with people enduring through time. Just because a person can’t 

be wholly in two places at one time, there’s no reason to think that a person can’t be wholly 

located in two times. All of me is there in the past, and all of me is here in the present. It’s just 

that the properties that attach to me—all of me—at one point in time, might not attach to me at 

other points in time. Moreover, the properties that attach to me at a certain point of time might 

not attach to me at that very point in time, in the hyper-future. In the hyper-future, those 

properties might attach to a goat! Perdurantism isn’t required. But, if you want to adopt a 

perdurantist account of personal identity over time, you can, so long as you don’t adopt Hudson’s 
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version of it, since his version won’t tolerate gaps between temporal stages (especially not goat-

filled gaps). As Goldschmidt and I once said in response to this worry of Mullins: 

For example, the stages might be of the same person [even across a temporal gap] in 
virtue of being connected to the same soul. . .  or even in virtue of God’s thinking of 
them as the same person. . .33 
 

This final suggestion, that God’s intentions can fuse person-parts together, inspired by Jonathan 

Edwards,34 would seemingly allow for peculiarly arbitrary arrangements such that the childhood 

of Ryan Mullins could be melded onto the adulthood of Samuel Lebens to give rise to one life by 

Divine fiat. Surely this is absurd. But there are solid reasons for thinking that minds are peculiarly 

involved in mereological fusion.35 Accordingly, it’s far from absurd for the theist to think that 

God’s mind really is involved in fusing mereological wholes together. Perhaps His decisions as to 

what to fuse and when are constrained by certain aesthetic, ethical, or other considerations that 

prevent Him from creating gerrymandered monsters. But Morag, with a gap (even a goat-filled 

gap) in the summer of 2012 occasioned by God’s gracious decision, in the hyper-past, to grant 

her atonement, isn’t a gerrymandered monster at all. Indeed, any number of theories of personal 

identity over time would be compatible with robust atonement.36 

To summarise, robust atonement is coherent. Criticisms to the contrary have failed to 

undermine it, so long as you endorse a philosophy of time and hypertime with the following five 

ingredients: 

1. a real past; 

2. a hypertime; 

3. a hyper-presentistic hypertime; 
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4. substantivalism about time; and 

5. a theory of personal identity over time that allows for temporal gaps (even of the goat-

filled variety). 

I’m not sure that any of these ingredients should be endorsed, but it’s also not clear to me that 

they shouldn’t. Accordingly, nothing has been said to establish the incoherence or falsity of 

robust atonement. I would argue that an appreciation of the Hebrew Bible, and Hebrew 

etymology should lead us, all other things being equal, to a robust picture of atonement. Our five 

ingredients allow for that. 

It’s also worth noting that the coherence of robust atonement and its claim to being the 

native theory of the Hebrew Bible will pose something of a challenge to some Christian 

philosophers. As Seymour points out, a desideratum for a Christian theory of atonement is to 

show how the death of Jesus on the Cross was necessary for the complete and final atonement 

of human sin.37 Richard Swinburne thinks that even before the birth and life of Jesus, our priors 

should have been calibrated so as to expect that God would one day become incarnate so as to 

atone for our sins. The thought is that our sins create some sort of debt to God, and that nothing 

short of God’s self-sacrifice on our behalf could repay that debt, since everything else that we 

have is already owed to God.38 

But, if you’re armed with a Hebrew notion of atonement, I would urge, your expectations 

should be very different. When God decides to wipe away our sins, in virtue of our penitence, of 

our having done all we can do to redress and assuage the victims of our wrongdoing, and in 

virtue— when appropriate—of the performance of certain rituals, He wipes the sins away 
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altogether such that there hyper-will never have been a debt to repay. On this picture, the 

sacrifice of God is unnecessary and not at all to be expected. A Christian can adopt a robust 

account of atonement but will then need a different account of the atonement to Seymour and 

Swinburne: probably one in which the sacrifice of Jesus was sufficient but not necessary for 

atonement, and certainly one according to which no notion of debt-repayment is required. 

In what remains of this paper, I want to raise a number of concerns that have been raised 

with the notion of robust eschatology. I will try to offer responses to these concerns, but my main 

aim is to show that even if these concerns are devastating, they do not undermine robust 

atonement at all. 

 

Robust Eschatology 

Robust eschatology can be seen as an improvement upon the free will defense as a response to 

the problem of evil. On the free will defense, God allows temporary evils to exist merely so as to 

provide for the freedom of wicked people to inflict suffering on themselves and others. On the 

eschatology provided by Goldschmidt and me, by contrast, God allows such evils to exist, but 

only hyper-temporarily, such that one hyper-day, they never will have existed at all. Free will isn’t 

worth even the temporary pain and suffering of innocent individuals. But it might be worth their 

hyper-temporary pain, if God can guarantee that one hyper-day, it never will have happened. 

Mike Leigh is a film director with an interesting method. He gathers actors together and 

gets them to improvise scenes before he writes a script. The scenes he likes he keeps. Scenes he 

doesn’t like, he gets them to redo. Eventually, he goes away and writes a script, salvaging all of 
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the good things that the actors came up with, but shaping the whole into a cohesive story. 

According to robust eschatology, we’re still in the midst of just such a process. The eschatological 

promise is that in the end of hyper-days every action that we perform will have been our free 

choice, or—at the very least, scripted by God in conversation with choices that we freely hyper-

made in the hyper-past—but no bad choices will have been made at all. No evil will ever have 

been enacted. Unsurprisingly, there are some worrying criticisms that people have raised with 

this eschatology.  

Mullins raises the worries that stages of the victims of pain, suffering, and injustice, get 

deleted and redrafted whereas what they really needed was healing and justice.39 Relatedly, the 

worry has been raised that this eschatology would justify quietism in the face of injustice, or even 

sadism. Quietism, because we can rest assured that however bad things might be, they’ll be 

redrafted by the hyper-time we arrive in the eschaton. Why bother fighting injustice? Sadism, 

because, in the memorable words of Mark Oppenheimer: “you get to lead whatever life you like, 

rape and murder as many children as you want, but in the end, it won’t matter because we will 

just edit out all the bits that are not G-rated.”40 

The first point I want to make clear is that these concerns don’t at all apply to robust 

atonement. Robust atonement is only granted to people who have sincerely repented, sought to 

redress any harm they caused, and transformed their character, to be worthy of atonement. 

Somebody who lives a terrible life in the hope that they’ll repent at the very end, and undo all 

the harm, is all the less likely to succeed, since true repentance is harder to achieve the more 

perverted and corrupted the character of the sinner has become. So, once again, even if these 
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concerns leave you rejecting robust eschatology, they shouldn’t undermine commitment to 

robust atonement. 

But, for the record, I don’t think that this concern is devastating for robust eschatology. In 

response to Mullins, Goldschmidt and I have already insisted that “deletion need not result in the 

person stages of the victim being deleted.” Instead, those “stages will no longer be victimized, 

and thus no longer [be] in need of healing and justice.”41 What’s more, we pointed out that God 

might well heal the victims and mete out justice to the perpetrators in one stage of hyper-history, 

before deleting the evil, the victimhood, and the punishment, at a later stage in hyper-history.42 

As I have put it elsewhere, “A hyper temporary hell could still last for an eternity, just not a hyper 

eternity.”43 This should provide people with plenty of incentive not to give into quietism or, God 

forbid, sadism. 

Mark Oppenheimer worries that even if we have an incentive not to descend into sadism, 

God Himself, on a robust conception of eschatology, comes out looking like a sadist. This is how 

he puts the concern: 

Imagine this: we have a brilliant director who makes family-friendly films. In every 
movie, people do compassionate, loving things, and nothing bad ever happens. 
There is no suffering or pain for any of the characters. It is a perfectly G-rated film. 
When we ask how the movie was made, we find out that the director used the 
Mike Leigh approach—he says, do whatever you like, chop up some kids, we’ll put 
in some volcanoes and earthquakes, and we will have some mass slaughter. Then 
I will just cut everything that does not get the G-rating. What is filmed is the 
horrible triple-X movie—filled with so much pain and suffering and despair. The 
final product, however, is like a Disney movie—so beautiful. 
The question is: If we think about the moral assessment of this director, then we 
could conclude that this person is the epitome of evil, a monster.44 
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The first point that I need to highlight is that this concern, however pressing it may be, attacks 

robust eschatology, but not robust atonement. Accordingly, sympathy with this critique 

shouldn’t provide readers with any reason to jettison the doctrine of robust atonement. 

For what it’s worth, I don’t think that this worry should undermine our hope for robust 

eschatology either. After all, the God that I’m describing is importantly unlike Mike Leigh. This 

God has a power that Mike Leigh doesn’t have. God can make it the case that the horrific scenes 

were never even shot. In the end of hyper-days, it hyper-will be the case that those scenes did 

not happen, even though they hyper-will leave an imprint on the content of the final film in virtue 

of hyper-backward-looking properties. Moreover, we’re not actors, and our life isn’t a film. That’s 

why it’s so important for history to be an expression of the free will of the autonomous beings 

that God created. But it isn’t important to viewers of a Mike Leigh film, and certainly not in the 

way that it’s important to God’s creatures, that his films be an expression of the free will of the 

actors. The sadistic God concern only attacks robust eschatology, not robust atonement, and 

even then, the concern can be answered.  

Werbeloff raises an important concern about human freedom: 

Let’s say I choose not to fast on Yom Kippur—the Jewish Day of Atonement. I haven’t 
fasted on Yom Kippur for several years. But I hyper-will-have-fasted on Yom Kippur 
because God will rewrite history until I fast. When He rewrites, I think an evil has 
occurred. I have made that ‘wrong’ choice of not fasting, and in censoring that choice, 
I believe God has committed an evil since there is something good about allowing us 
to perform even a wrong action… If we push the editing idea, what is effectively 
happening is the editor removes all swear words from a manuscript against the 
author’s wishes. The swear words in the manuscript add authenticity, and it seems 
like you commit an evil when you remove something authentic.45 
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Once again, it’s crucial to note that this concern attacks only robust eschatology, according to 

which all of our evil actions will be edited whether we consent, through repenting of them, or 

not. This concern doesn’t, therefore, attach to the doctrine of robust atonement because robust 

atonement is only offered to the penitent. 

I think it’s hard to make the claim, against robust eschatology, that the agents in the final 

cut of hyper-history lack free will. Without looking into the hyper-future, there is no way that 

even God Himself could have known, at the start of hyper-history, what choices people would be 

making in the final stage of hyper-time. Our hyper-future, just like our future, is up to nobody but 

us, even if we keep getting told to reshoot certain scenes until we come up with something that 

God doesn’t hate! But Werbeloff’s concern, I think, is deeper than that. His concern is that his 

autonomy won’t have been respected by this process as a whole, even if, at each stage, he’s free 

to do as he pleases. 

Perhaps God will leave the sins of the unrepentant on the historical record, so long as 

those sins don’t have any victims other than God. Werbeloff doesn’t harm anybody (perhaps 

other than himself) by eating on Yom Kippur. Accordingly, no harm is done to anybody (other 

than perhaps to Werbeloff), by God’s leaving his illicit eating on the historical record, in deference 

to his autonomy. When we’re talking about crimes that have other victims, then respect for the 

sinner’s autonomy might rightly be outweighed by our concern for the victims of the crime. 

Alternatively, perhaps it could be argued that if a sinner was truly to understand the severity of 

her sins, she would concede to the process of Divine censorship, and by the hyper-end, she hyper-

will freely offer thanks for living in a world without sin. 
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One final worry is that, unlike robust atonement (which has plenty of Biblical warrant), 

robust eschatology goes further than (and therefore contradicts) the eschatological promise 

offered by the Hebrew Bible. Multiple prophets proclaim that certain sins will not be forgiven 

and will not be forgotten, even in the end of days (see e.g., Isaiah 66:24 and Amos 8:7). Don’t 

such verses, on the assumption of the Bible’s authority, undermine robust eschatology? 

Not necessarily. These verses could be talking about a small class of exceptions. We’ve 

already had reason to concede that there might be some exceptions, such as those sins that both 

(a) had no victims, and (b) whose agents were unrepentant. God might leave those sins for-hyper-

ever, if only in deference to the autonomy of the sinner. This would only be a minor revision to 

our robust eschatology. 

Alternatively, these verses might be relating only to one period of hyper-history. Over the 

course of hyper-history, there might be multiple ends of days. In the hyper-earlier ends of days, 

some sins might remain in the past, and some sinners might endure eternal punishment, as 

described in the Bible. But in hyper-later ends of days, there may be no sins to remember and no 

sinners to punish. Once again, we have a worry that attaches to robust eschatology. The worry 

can, as we have seen, be addressed in a number of ways, but we must note that it doesn’t attach 

to robust atonement since the sins that remain forever, in these Biblical verses, are presumably 

the sins of the unrepentant; of those who didn’t receive atonement. In fact, robust atonement 

allows for the most straightforward reading of the Hebrew Bible’s account of atonement.  

Robust atonement, it seems, stands up robustly in the face of its critics. It deserves 

attention from Christian and Jewish scholars alike (and, presumably, from Muslim theologians 
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too, despite their slightly different relationship with the Hebrew Bible). The best concern one can 

raise against it is the inherent implausibility of hypertime. Natalja Deng thinks that hypertime is 

only open to people with an “anything goes” attitude in metaphysics.46 Bradford Skow claims 

that hypertime “is crazy.”47 R. T. Mullins calls it “implausible.”48 But if you believe in an 

omnipotent God, the implausible can become quite believable, especially if He tells you that, “I, 

even I, am He who erases your transgressions for my own sake, and I will not remember your 

sins” (Isaiah 43:25).49 

University of Haifa 
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Notes 

1 There are solid reasons for thinking that the Hebrew Bible itself accords atonement to people 

even when the Temple isn’t standing. Indeed, the Temple was destroyed for 70 years before the 

return to Israel of Ezra and Nechemia, and the Temple was in ruins throughout the Books of 

Esther and Daniel, and yet the people seem to have been granted atonement in that time; if only 

because God allowed them to return to build the Temple again. If animal sacrifices aren’t 

necessary for atonement when the Temple is in ruins, but if they are necessary when the Temple 

is standing, and if that means that atonement is harder to achieve when the Temple is standing 

then when it’s in ruins, doesn’t it follow that having the Temple makes things worse for the Jews? 
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There are multiple ways to answer this question. One example: perhaps atonement is harder to 

achieve when the Temple stands, but other benefits of having the Temple, and of having the 

Temple as (among other things) a vehicle for our atonement, makes the trade off more than 

worth it. But having noticed the existence of this question, I leave it to one side. 

2 The necessity at issue is the so-called “accidental necessity of the past.” 

3 For more on Ockham’s distinction, see Hoffman and Rosenkrantz, “Hard and Soft Facts,” and 

Todd, “Soft facts and ontological dependence.” 

4 Seymour, “Time and the Nature of the Atonement,” p. 188. 

5 An anonymous reviewer claims that “a literal understanding of God’s erasing past sins . . . [is] 

an implausible reading of the Hebrew literature.” We don’t take Isaiah literally when he talks 

about mountains breaking forth into shouts of joys, and trees clapping their hands (Isaiah 55), so 

why take him literally when he talks of God erasing our sins? Admittedly, it’s a difficult issue to 

provide a rule for knowing when to take Biblical speech literally, and when to take it figuratively. 

But my claim is that the abundance of Biblical data treating sins as being undone generates a 

prima facie case for taking such talk literally, if doing so doesn’t collapse into incoherence or 

absurdity. In fact, the reviewer accepts my conclusion that, as far as the Bible is concerned, the 

sins of the penitent are literally undone. “But,” he/she continues, “being ‘undone’ still admits of 

what the author terms weak-past oriented atonement where the meaning or significance of sins 

is changed, not their existence in time.” I accept that weak-past oriented atonement does a 

better job than future-oriented atonement at accommodating the Biblical data. But the 

etymology of the Hebrew word “ ַּכָּפָרה” suggests something stronger still. Metaphorical readings 
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are always an option. But why opt for a metaphorical reading when philosophical opposition to 

the literal meaning turns out to be ill-founded? 

6 Lebens and Goldschmidt, “The Promise of a New Past.” 

7 Goldschmidt and I tied our model to the moving spotlight, but this was an inessential feature of 

our proposal, as I later acknowledged (see Lebens, Principles of Judaism, p. 269). 

8 An anonymous reviewer worries that there might be something incoherent about the 

combination of the denial of presentism about time and the endorsement of hyper-presentism 

about hyper-time. He/She writes, “I would think that whatever the right temporal ontology is, 

it’s right because of something having to do with the nature of temporality (understood broadly 

enough to include any time-like dimension).” He/She notes, in passing, that a number of 

philosophers claim that, whichever temporal ontology happens to be true, it would be true 

necessarily. He/She goes on to conclude that, “either time and hyper-time should have the same 

temporal ontology, or ‘hyper-time’ is a misnomer, and it’s not really a temporal dimension at all.” 

I actually address this concern in The Principles of Judaism (pp. 62–63). There I argue that, even 

if presentism is necessarily true of time, there seems to be no reason why there couldn’t have 

been a world without time, but with a different dimension in its place: not time, but shmime. This 

shmime-dimension could be just like time, other than for the fact that it is accurately described 

by, say, the growing block theory. And thus, I argued, there’s still a sense, in which each theory 

of “time” describes a real possibility. And thus, since each temporal ontology describes a real 

possibility, I see no reason why God couldn’t have mixed-and-matched in order to make room 

for robust atonement. At worst, I’d have to accept that the time-line is temporal and that the 

hypertime-line is shmemporal. So be it. 
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9 See Faul, “Can God Promise Us a New Past?”  

10 Zimmerman, “The Privileged Present.” 

11 Werbeloff and Oppenheimer, Conversations about God and the Problem of Evil, p. 50. 
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God’s forgiveness is in the hyper-past, then hasn’t the view rendered God’s forgiveness less 
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implausible theory of identity by Divine fiat. One consideration behind this concern is that the 

theory in question doesn’t merely have to bridge temporal gaps, but it has to be indifferent to 

“the lack of any immanent causal connection” between two stages of the same person. I admit 

that this issue requires more work. That is to say, a theory of robust atonement should ultimately 
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reviewer’s concern that only Divine fiat could do the job. The theory can’t demand immanent 
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