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Prolegomenan

In his posthumosly publishedlectures on Christian doctrinf€l91213),
Ernst Troelschgavehis appraisal of the state of eatblogy in the wakef
the Scientific Revolutiorand the rise of modernhi st or i ci s-m: i
worldly can signify nothing other than the gradual emergence of the fruits of
the higher life, and an even deeper inner growth in a divine world of spirit.
The modern theologian says: The bureau of eschatology is generally closed
these days. This is because tHeas that undergird such eschatology have
| ost t hénitruth, motoab rasicheés of the buteaf eschatology were
closed for the modern theologiafor instance, the popularity of.N.
Dar bydés di s p ethesastained arguménsovdisaanatd forms
of millenarian nationalismkept the United States branch open through the
nineteenthand on into the twentieth centuryMoreover Tr oeolrt s ch
German branch of the bureau of esolagy was onlyclosed foremodding.
The doors would mpen far sooner and with greater forahan he
anticipated.

The first shots of the Great War were still ringing in the ears of the
European popation wheneschatology founds place safely inhe ceter of
new forms of Christian theologynd New Testament scholarshipthe mid
1920s,0ne representative dfalecticaltheologygave a freslappraisal of the
situaton iA Chri stianity that i's not w
eschatology has absol utGiéngthesnbsaqientn g
proliferation of eschatologicallicentered theology from Roman Catholic
personalism toProtestant theologies of hopge liberation theologyand
apocalygic theology, to name a féwit is no surprise that the twentieth
centuryhasbeemal | ed fithe cerndtury of escha

! Ernst TroeltschThe Christian Faithtrans. Garrett E. Paul (Minneapolis, MN:
Fortress Press, 1991), 38.

2 Karl Barth, The Epistle to th&@omanstrans. Ewyn C. Hoskyns (London: Oxford
University Press, 1933), 314. (translation altered.)

5Christoph Schw°bel, ALast Things Fir
Retrospéet Futiume as Godds Gift: Eedp!| or
David Ferguesson and Marcel Sarot (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 217.
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And yet, Troeltsch did get one thing righthe ideas undergirding
premodern eschatology have Idkeir roots and any attempt to replant them
camot go without contestEven theologians espsimg moretraditionalist
views ondeath, heaven, helhnd the afterlifecannot help butake into
account modern cosmol ogy, the naat ur
act, the existential aspeatsf Godoés wor k among us |
present and futureynamics of thekingdom of God Furthermore, though
esch#ology found itself at the front and center in twentieth century theology
and beyond there are as amy views on thescope and significance
eschatologys there are theologians.

This issue of thd®rinceton Theological Revieveflects this reality.

Not every author considers the end of physical life and corporeal resurrection
directly, but all deal withthéd end o or @A goal 0 owhilehumse
also looking forward with expectation and hdpetomorrow.

I n AOuTr Contempor ar y,0 Adnao bangbo w u
arguesfor a new interpretatioand critical correctiom f Bar t hdéds t h

time and eternityRd | ecti ng on the way in wf
second Adam relates to oomwn, Landgon argues h at Christds
resurrection and wunique temporalit

Aending ti meod pesitivecordpieton bf human lifeWhde
uncoveringp o s si bl e def isanthepology asst igatterne@®a@nr t h
his Christology Langdonal s o hi nts at possi bl e
theologyfor constructing anewresurrectiortheology

In the secondrticle, Daniel Pedersen, a PhD candidate at Princeton
Theological Seminary, emines fAPaul Tillich o n Eternal
demonstratingthe christocentric naturand universal scopeo f Ti Ll
modern understanding aternal salvation. For Tillich, eternal life is
preeminently concermewith Christand his universgbermeation of thidife
and the everyaly aspects ohistoricalexistence.

The following two articles &y A«
offer theologicalinterpretations of scripture with speci@inphasis on the
narrative shape and use of metapimointerpreting the coming kingdom of
God.l n AThe Resurrection of the Dea
Kotsko argues that the locus of action in the pestrrection accounts of the
gospels shifts from the ministry of Jesus to the ministry of his disciples
are pushed into the exigencifthe unknownthroughthe power of the Holy
Spirit. I n A Toward an Es OB &KReybHoneg in onotlie Ho
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ancient metaphorical significance of disappearance of the sea in Réy. 21:
He concludesvith someethical and theologicamplicationsfor Evangelical
churcles inNorth Americatoday.

From the experiences gbastoral ministry and personal crisis,
KennethRoxburghearnestly reflecte n  iDy i ng Waély, Hriendse f o r
and the Communitg.With comfort, certainty, and hopen Godég, s uf
dying, and lifegiving presencén Jesus Christ, Roxburgh suggests that the

uncertainties of death and I|ife aft
loving with simplicity in the power of the resurrectidoday. Similarly, in
ATur n, Turoa, Mduenodon@®r &d East consi

Chri stds deat h awoddwhiahis searchimgot conafart inf o r
sterile predictability anfdr resignationin the face ohapless unpredictability.
The satisfaction of the ChristiaBast arguescomes onlyn the disruption of
t hi s wo rdedirfy $abits aral faithless acquiescencamore of the
sameo

In the final article, Princeton Theological Seminary PhD candidate
David Congdon critically revi®as C
Difference Heaven Makeslong withthe 28" anniversaryedition of J.T.
Robi ns ondls thec End, sGod Gongdon evaluates the historical
judgmentsand theological interpretations of Morse and Robinson while also
offering his own account of the theglioal and ethical significanaaf heaven
ina wérld come of age. 0

Altogether, the articles in this issue of tReinceton Theological
Reviewreflect both the centrality and multivalency of the doctrine of the last
things in contemporary Christian thegloand biblical interpretationThe
Christian who professes thatsiis $ Lord of this world cannot help bask
about all of existence even death once agaiwith the certainty ofaith. It
is our hope as editors of therinceton Theological Reviethat yas will
benefit from this issue as we critically consider what it means to witness to
Jesus as Lordver the beginningnd ending of our lives

Nathaniel A. Maddox
General Editor, MDiv. Middler
Princeton Theological Review
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OUR CONTEMPORARY FROM NOW UNTIL ETERNITY

CHRISTOLOGICAL RECAPITULATION OF TIME IN BART
ADRIAN LANGDON

How is the salvation accomplished b
and nowo? Or, to paraphrase Lessing
the contingent truths of history and the necessary truths of reasonBattrl
answers such gegons on time, but not by accepting the presuppositions of tl
so-called problem of faith and history. Rather he does so by articulating one of
most profound attempts in Christian history to relate the risen, ascended,
returning Christ to humannaporality. In so doing, Jesus Christ is not only viewec
as the Lord of the past and pregefitt h e n 0 & huwt of fhe eschdtological
future as well.

The aim of this article is twofoldirst, descriptively, | will suggest that
Barthos di s kdstwlegy iardntimme iCD IR rand IV/2 may be
coherently understood with the use of the concept of recapitufa@tond,
along the way we wil/| critically er
weaknessesTwo basic concerns need to be kepwiew. First, articulating the
time of Jesus Christ must protect the successive and proleptic nature of Je
history, with each episode in its sequential relation to the others. In other wol
one episode of Jestsstory is not to carry emphasis or mganthat is due
another. Second, Jeshistory must be soteriologically related to the time of
humanity. The contemporaneity of Jesus Christ must direct, condition, &
transform all other times on the way to the eschatBarth generally takes up
these wo concerns, though there are problems with his view that will be point
out. The paper will proceed episodically: the resurrection and forty day
ascension and heavenly session, and the eschatological completion of time. Be
this, however, a brief dcussion of recapitulation and time is necessary.

4 This selection, of course, is limited. Earlier sections ofGherch Dogmaticsn relation to
fulfilled time could have been used as well (see, for exan@ilel/2, 45ff and 111/1, 72ff, hereafter
Church Dogmatic abbreviated asCD). A fuller articulation would also use the concept of
anticipation, as Jestsstory is anticipated in pretemporal eternity, creation history, and the histol
of Israel. What is more fuller discussion of the Father as the creator of time and the Holy Spirit
the agent of ecclesial time would bring out

5 These two concerns arise from engagement with David Boadr t h  and Golicdld s
Narrative and the Theological Method of Karl Barth in t6aurch Dogmatics (New York: Peter
Lang, 1985); and Douglas Farrow, see esgcension and Ecclesia: On the Significance of the
Doctrine of the Ascension for Ecclesiology and Christian Cosgydi@rand Rapids, MIWm. B.
Eerdmans, 1999), 229ff.
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RECAPITULATION OF TIMES

The first theologian to mak eecapilatie n
was Irenaeus of Lyons (c. 1200 0 ) . I n his context,
term of Greek grammar and rhetoric
a nar ?while Irenmeus was likely trained in Greek rhetoric, his use of tf
term is maerially controlled by his theological concerns, using the biblica
narrative with special reference to the being and work of Jesus CAgsiohn
Lawson states, Irenaeus develops the doctrine that the activity of Jesus Christ
a fAgoing odvearg®atihne. 6gr o un

Jesus Christ went over the same ground as Adam, but in the reve
direction. He placed Himself in the same circumstances as Adam, and \
confronted with the same choices. At every point where Adam weakly yielde
slipping down to destructiorChrist heroically resisted, and at the cost of His
agony retrieved the disaster. . . . The benefits of this victory can pass to mank
because Christ was acting as the Champion of hunmanity.

| mportant to note in L awsledthe bogicd e
and movement ofetrieval and redirection Jesus Christ goes over the same
ground again as Adam, though resisting instead of yielding, and then become:
champion whose beneffts fAcan pass t

Like Irenaeus, the fulfillingime of Jesus Christ for Barth both retrieves
the true purpose of created time, as the locus of covenantal relations between
and humanity, and redirects all time and history on the way to the eschaton.
other times find their true meaning in the particdlar me Af i | | ed o
and activity of Jesus ChriStGiven the constraints of this paper, the focus will be
on this redirection of tm&Ti me fimay seem to move

;

% Robert Grantlrenaeus of LyongNew York: Routledge, 1997), 50.

"Ibid., 5253.

8 John LawsonThe Biblical Theology of Saint Irenae@iondon: Epworth Press, 1948), 143.
° Ibid., 144145,

10 Similarly Douglas Farrow states that Il renae!
forced the logic oftransformationas well as otheadship @&scension and Ecclesi®6. (ltalics
added. ) . Oor , in temporal b thoughsquie distinedeare throuytrt

together in Christ, and that the cofbfdl58)ct b

"Barth considers recapitulation and ti me
wills and accomplishes and reveals #rmakephalaisislso wills and accomplishes and reveals the
6ful fill ment of the times.o6 It is with the
o U 9 tleeaindividual times of individual created thidgare not cancelled or destroyed but
fulfilled. None of these times moved into the void. They all moved towards this goal, this event,
therefore thiCOIRAB9.i cul ar ti meo (

2For Barth, the Sonds mediating history r
fellowship with God, and in so doing heals fallen time; G&dll/2, 71ff.
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actually movi ngCDfllif20459). {Theifull rareative of tlasus (
history constitutes this redirection.

RESURRECTION AND EASTER TIME
The first episode of Christds cont
proleptic time of the forty days. While Barth often uses language that sugges
finality during the forty days suitable only for the eschaton (especiallZDn
l1I/2), he nevertheless argues that it is a proleptic episode, anticipating ascen
time and the finaparousia and sees it in sequential relation to the other episod
of Jesushistoly . But we must not negl ect
concerns. This includes not only defending the resurrection as an event in his
but also critiquing the soalled modern problem of faith and history.

In 111/2, when relating Jesus Christ &lotted time, individual time from
birth to death, Barth views the resurrection and forty days as the beginning ¢
fisecond historyo beEDIt/n dal )l & thé first plase,
he argues, contra Bultmann and others, that therreegion is an event that
occurred in a particular time and place, and that the resurrection and forty days
really Eastehistoryand Eastetime Belief in the resurrection was not the product
of apostolic preachi ng, ectionwhiclwarretelyh
created and fashioned this faith and preaching, embraced this time, the time o
f orty COIHZ, 44R). Barth defends the historicity of the resurrection agai
in 1IV/1, stating that it is an event in time and space, anoa¢sod, and thus
historical (CD 1V/1, 333-342). It is of course different than the cross in that ther:
is no direct account of its occurrence; there is the sign of the empty tomb and
appearances of the risen Jesus to the disciples. As such, it canvieived as
historical in the same way as the cross, and in relation to the criteria of moo
historical research it is clearly not historic@l¥ IV/1, 334-36). Since it is an act
of God beyond human observation and agency, moreover, it can be terme
isagao or @Al egend, 0 anaGDdvVglp3B6. t o t he

After critiquing Bultmann in Ill/2, Barth explains the significance of the
resurrection for the time of Jesus. While Barth notes this as the time of the r
Jesus? his emphasis lies ane on thevere Deusf Chalcedod the resurrection is
the unveiling of Jesus Christ as GddHe st at e smantJasast wasfi

13 Also important for Barth here is that the resurrected One is the basic epistemolog
presupposition of the first Christianiswadamu
and act s, are regarded in the light of thi
(CD /2, 442).

¥ This is evidenced in the ardbcetic fine print discussions; s€® 1V/1, 441, 448, and 455.

15 This is commensurate witB a r t h & s CDfI/b where heiviaws the resurrection of Jesus
Chri st as the fAunveilingo of the second p
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manifested among them in the modeGddd CD III/2, 448). While previously
his deity had been v ehe presencedof God i itha
presence of the man Jesus was no longer a paradox. . . . but He was now w
and unequivocally a®€OIll2 449e Baotlt cttihugs:
AThere takes place for [t he determal p
manifestation of God himself. God Himself, the object and ground of their fait
was present as t he man CDI#/3, 449). lwsafa thip r
reason that in the NT the title Kfyriosis applied to Jesu€Q Ill/2, 450).

The | anguage Barth uses to descr
mani festation of Godo) surely canno
the Church are to be seen in their successive integrity. As Ford comments on
sectonniThe distortion i S that the ¢«
resurrection appearances does not
unique fulfilment and completeness, a manifestation of eternity in time. Th
have more theiolgadvachen ohedsendr e,
promi se as™Bfaurltfhidlsl neenstc.roi pti on, the
days as but one episode of the Son recapitulating time.

Yet why does Barth constr uestionthat s
Barth moves beyond the literary function of the forty days is only descriptive
would argue that the veilingnveilingimparting schema is combined here with
Chalcedonian ontologyére Deusto alter the NT narrativE. In this view, the
resurection is the unveiling of the identity of Jesus as the Son of God, and t
unveiling must have the sense of finality because the unveiling is identified w
vere DeusBut by identifying the moment of unveiling in revelation solely with
the fully Godof Chalcedon, Barth imposes an interpretation of the forty days n
suggested by the narrative. Colin C
that is revealed and the God who reveals this helps to explain this critique:

[Wihile it is undoubtedlytrue that God identifies himself
through the action of the Spirit to be the Father of our Lord Jesus

Christ, the focus of that action . . . is the salvation brought by Jesus of

resurrection of Jesus Christ with unveiling, especially as it initiates theeselftion of ésus
Christ, by the Spirit, to believers. S&awson,The Resurrection in Karl BartfAldershot, UK:
Ashgate, 2007) For Dawsondés discussion of 111/ 2 se

¥Ford Barth and,8®mddés Story

YBarthos discus £€DIHuseothis schenvadol agueifoo the-sdliglation of
God as Father, Son, and Hol y Sunveiling dialec@icnseeB :
Bruce McCormack,K a r | Barthos Critically Realistic
Developmentl 9091936 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), 280, 274, and 322 8 . On B
view of revelation as a tr i umhe CanbreigetCongpanien td
Karl Barth, 37-56.
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Nazareth.The centre is not divine sétfentification but divine saving

action Thus it is preferable to say that revelation is first of all a

function of that divine action by which the redemption of the creation

is achieved in such a way that human blindness and ignorance are als
removed-®

So while f#fAthere stae msurredian tist froen ard
epistemological point of view, the revelatory evpat excellenceconfirming as
it does the revelations of the pre)
and as such an anti clpssamson hefn , f i t
description of resurrection time as the final fulfillment of eternity in time i
unwarranted if its proleptic function is to be preserved.

The resurrection and its relation to time are taken up aga@DirVv/1
with a different emphas. In 1V/1 not only does the resurrection inaugurate a ne'
history, as in 1ll/2, but the emphatic language of final fulfillment is absent. Tt
unveiling function of the resurrection shifts to the atonement achieved on the cr
and not me r eityyas thee Son 6 God (kgistetology follows
soteriology). This enables Barth to appreciate the proleptic nature of 1
resurrection and forty days and view it in its successive relation to other episo
of Jesushistory.

The most focused discussion whé inCD IV/1 is found in discussing the
resurrectiondéds relation to the <cro
While the primary concern is to explain how the resurrection appropriates
reconciliation completed on the cross to humaffithe secondary concern is the
problem of faith and history, the distance betw&mistus pro nobis tunand
Christus pro nobis nun¢CD IV/1, 287)? The usual attempts to overcome this
problem include mediation in not only existential religious experiencen as
Bultmann and Herrmann, but also in recollection through tradition and scriptu
which can be assumed to refer to Roman Catholicism and forms of Protestan
(CD IV/1, 2878 8 ) . Such attempts to bridge
critiqued by Bath as forms of what may be termed pseudntemporaneity.

18 Colin Gunton,A Brief Theology of Revelation: The 1993 Widf Lectures(London: T&T
Clark,1995), 111. (ltalics imriginal.)

pid., 116.
0®As he puts it: fAThere is a great gulf be
in this supremely perfect word are summoned to regard ourselves as thede ioom He i s

(CDIV/1, 286).

2Here Barth notes Lessingds dictum that t
reason and the contingent truths of hista®p(l V/ 1, 287) . One can al
Aintensive, although for the mosGDIMlaix)tn thisu i
section.
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According to Barth, this modern problem and its religious counterparts he
Amore the character of a technical
t heol ogi c &D IV/fa, 28 The distancé between Jesus Christ and th
rest of humanity is in reality a hz¢
God for man, on t he ChIV/h&930)% nather wogda, i
Lessingo6s pr odhumanityingts femteme.of si nf u

But how is Jesus Christ contemporaneous with each human in their tim
First, Barth reiterates that Jesus Christ was the one representative on the cros
that there has occurred a real objective alteration of the situation between God
humanity CD IV/1, 289). Second, the transition into the anthropological sphe
is enabled by the resurrection. The resurrection is the event and occurrence
inaugurates the second history of Jesus Christ beyond that of death. For Barth,
contempraneity is found in Jesus Christ, the living Savior, and not the pseuc
contemporaneity of human recollection or experience (though mediation does |
a role during ascension time).

For example, in expounding the meaning of the resurrection in iterelat
to the cross Barth begins to unfold a more nuanced view of resurrection and t
(CD IV/1, 309-333). While assuming the alteration of the human situation on tl
cross, in which there is a new creation and ultineitesfor human existence and
time, the resurrection is the unveiling of the atonement made thewck
inaugurates the further history of the crucified and living Sa@ I1v/1, 311-
12, cf. 316).This is articulated with reference to the twofplarousiaof the forty
days and the final eschaton, along with the interim time of the ChG@RH\/1,
333). Barth sees this as the crux of the subsection, which is concerned with
transition from the ontic to the noetic.

To reflect on this transition Bartlgain takes up the problem of time, now

i ssuing the christological response
allotted time] He became and is the Lord of all time, eternal as God Himself
eternal, and t her €DIY/L, 81l3)pTheresarredtionirereals
AHIi s eternal bei ng -daanyd bteh enrge feovreer yH
(ibid.). As the one mediator bet wee
once and for all o (ibid.) . adhistory lawas ,

history in His time to become as such eternal higtahe history of God with the
men of all times, and therefore taking place here and now as it did then. He is
i ving SV,

2The genuineness of Lessingds problem ar
ourselveglike Adam and Eve in the garden of Eden) from Jesus Christ as He makes Himself pre:
and medi at esCHV/m298)l f t o uso (

BLater in reflecting on the resurrectionb
(CD IV/1, 342-346), theongoing recapitulating history of Jesus Christ is resta@&ll{/1, 343). It
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In the discussion of the resaction and time in 1V, then, there is little
indication that the resurrection is the fulfilment of eternity in time, as found |
[1I/2. The emphasis of the unveiling function of the resurrection shifts to tl
atoning work of the cross and not the idgntif Jesus Christ as the Son of God,
the focus is more soteriological rather than epistemological. There seems tc
more attention to the narrative sequence of the cross and resurrection (and t
seen shortly, the ascension and eschaton), and not @h#teedonian identity of
Jesus Christ agere Deus

ASCENSION AND HEAVENLY SESSION
The ascension and heavenly session
activity to the community mediated by the Holy Spirit, especially in worc
sacramentsand other spiritual gifts. In comparison to the resurrection and for
days, however, the ascension and heavenly session receive sparse treatment.
is even a tendency for Barth to deny the ascension as an event. The result is
Barth uses the diadéic of visibleinvisible to describe the christological mediation
during the heavenly session and not presamsencé? Despite these issues,
Barthoés description of the ascensi
separate episode and its proleptiature is noted, though the soteriological
importance of it is downplayed. Thus it is fair to say that Barth has :
underdeveloped theology of the ascension and heavenly session in both 111/2
in IV/1.

Barthoés treat ment ooundinlkwe placescfistnis i
the discussion of the ASecond Histo
and, second, in discussing Jesus Christ in relation to the present. In the
discussion, Barth gives an exposition of the ascension headcéncept of
fappoi nt ed s Bindgssséthtion to the forty days. In a fine print
exposition, Barth views the ascension, along with the empty tombigas of
resurrection tdiJmes:usfdt e sap p arastiesigne
oft he Resurrected, n o CD It/2y 453) RTbesemptyr tamd t

and ascensi on, moreover , fimar k t he
empty tomb, and at the other end the ascension . . . they are both indicated r:
than describedt he one as an i ntroductCDdlf,
452) . He al so adds that some gospe

concr et €DIW2 453)t WUndo@btedly Barth is correct in suggesting tha

is suggested that the |ife of Jesus Chri st
which is also continuous in time. And that means that God, and we t@tdéo with the Crucified
only as the Resurrected, with the one event of His death, only as it has the continuing form of
I i fC®0//1,(343344).

%For criticism of this #fi nkscendiobandEcgesia5o# n c
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the empty tomb is a sighut surely he is mistaken to deny that the ascension is
event in Jesuhistory?®> Even his description of the ascension does not suppc
this claim.

Nevertheless, while Barguggestshat the ascension is only a sign he still
describeghe ascension an event in Jesthstory. He begins by describing the
ascension as Jesus6 disappearance i
t he i naccessi bl e and i ncompr €bDalRs i
453)2?® When Jesus ascended @ Eritefed t side of the created world which
was provisionally i nacC®HR,i4™). But aadiyd
this disappearance is not descri be
Ahi dden presence, O evi denc age off douds |
surrounding the ascension story (Acts 10 11/2, 454)2" Barth also points to
the unique role and identity of-watdh e
side of the universe, sharing His throne, existing and acting in the mode of G
and therefore to be remembered as s
One who exists i n t(CD,illlg, 464). Wimat i morea thel
proleptic function of the ascension is noted as well:

He reveals Himself not only as the Onbanaccording to Mt. 28:20

will be with them in this heavenly mode of existence all the days,
even to the consummation (0gs3Uyze
who will come again to usher in this consummation. The ascension is
the proleptic sign of th@arousia pointing to the Son of Man who

BIn a revi ew of ThAAsdensiowin Ban BagfiBenjaniin Myers criticizes the
idea of the ascension as a spatial event .
ascended physical body seems rather problematic. | wonder whetierinttelligibled either
scientifically or theologically to speak of the risen Jesus as though he were simply removed fc
di fferent s pFaith anda Thedlogyc afit A nodnr?edw (Bur ge s s : The
blog entry by Ben Myers, 30 Januar, http://faiththeology.blogspot.com/2007/01/andrew
burgessascensiofin-karl-barth.html. He then appeals to Barth for his case. Yet cannot the ascens
be seen as both a spatiemporal event and a theological statement? If the ascension is deaied ¢
spati al event does this not mean that Bart!l
statements must adhere to a modern worl dvi
be totally accurate. For a defensf the historicity of e ascension see FarroAscension and
Ecclesia 15 f ; and for an attempt to deal wi t h
Edwin Chr. van DrielJncarnation Anyway: Arguments for Supralapsarian Christol@ggw York:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 167 ff.

®Hecontinuesiso that, although it is not God F
correspondence to his glory, which is veiled from man, and cannot be disclosed except on
i ni t i(CDtli2yv483).

27 The visiblefinvisible distinction rather than the presence/absence distinction will becor
important when Barth defines tparousiafurther inCD IV.

(14



will finally and visibly emerge from the concealment of His heavenly
existence and come on the clouds of heaven (Mt. 24:30) (ibid.).

While Barth suggests the ascension is merely a sign, he does seem to gi
postive content. The resurrected Jesus Christ disappeared to thedebdide of
creation and is now hidden and present to his followers. The ascension
indicates that he will come again ushering in the escBbatons its proleptic
nature. Perhaps the ticism that may be brought against Barth in this passage
the failure to differentiate between the empty tomb and the ascension. Both r
be signs of the resurrected one, but the empty tomb is a spatial location whe
the ascension is something thappans to Jesus; it is an event in Jdsstory.

Barth also takes up the ascension in Ill/2 when discussing Jesus Ct
and the present. Here he gives this episode in -Jéstasy fuller content with
reference to the gift of the Holy Spirit and the sawmental life of the church.
Ascension time or the heavenly session is time for the activity of the risen &
hidden Lord by his Holy Spirit. Bar
man Jesus is really Emli/2, 467).8Barth arguasdhatn
the transcendent and hidden presence of the exalted man Jesus is the founc
for the life of the church. The time and history of the church is lived in tf
presence of the ascended One, who is truly Lord over all time. Followingrhis
church is to make known to the world the reconciliation completed in the crc
and resurrection@D | 1 | / 2, 467) . Jesus Chri st ¢
however, from the contemporaneity of other humans. His presence is
immediate but medied through the work of the Holy Spirit, which includes
preaching, sacraments, and other spiritual gifts, though it is not limited to thi
(CD 112, 467-468). Although there is minimal development héféBarth does
present an ascension and ecclesiaétan filled with the activity of Christ by his
Spiritd in word, sacrament, and other spiritual gifts. So in the present time, t
time of the community before the eschaton, Jesus is contemporaneous by the
of the Holy Spirit.

A discussion of the asceans in connection to the resurrection is found in
06The Verdict of the Fathero6 in 1V/]1
Christ Lord of time, Barth provides a fine print section on the intercession

28 While Barth is developing a theology of ascension here, oddly the fine print séwiion
provides exegetical support focuses al most
conversion, for example, is likened and grouped with the forty day appearances and is followed
discussion of the Emmaus road encoun@b (l1/2, 470-72). One might expect a discussion of
Hebrews instead, as in IV/Eor a discussion of ascension in the NT as well as NT references to t
ascension and a brief diagram of the structure of Hebrews in appendix A see Pagemsion and
Ecclesia 275 f.
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ascension time. Here he reflects on a nunaféNT passages, eventually focusing
on Hebrews, which includes statements on Jesus as the eternal high priest
makes intercession for the Church (Heb. 725)his is summed up in the

tempor al |l anguage of Heb. 13d8:f oHe
The intercessi on, in fact, i s relat
does the atonement made then and th
(Cbl1 v/ 1, 314)) . The answer Il ies in

eternity and therefore today now, at this very hour, our active and effecti
Representative and Advocate before God and therefore the real basis of
justifi cat CWL, 214315). 50 ratkedthab being caught up in the
problem of the necessary thgt of reason and the contingent truths of history
believers are to realize the reality of their present moment under GBIidV(1,
315). The human response is not to be preoccupied with questions of how Chri
made relevant, byuetr riant htehlre t @R INGE Il fr
15). Though he does not provide a more detailed exposition of the intercess
activity, it is evident Barth holds it as a basic dogmatic presuppo&ition.

After making clear the christological basis of contempotgndarth
moves to the anthropological sphere. Here it is the time of the community t
corresponds to the reality of the crucified, risen, and ascended Christ. -
beginning of this time occurs with the end of the forty days in the ascension. As
lll/2, the ascension is viewed as a sign. But the focus here is not the ascensi
the signification of the end of t he
the right hand of God, to eternal life and rule; of this transition to a preser
which iset er nall and therefore embraces
form of his parousia whi ch i s characterized
longer, or not yet again, directly revealed and visible and audible and percept
(as He had been) eithero t he di sci pl es, tICBIV/d,0on
318). And as in 1ll/2, this intercession time of his invisible presence nee
mediation in the corresponding time of the community. While Barth earli
rejected proclamation, tradition, and recolie@stas mediation in IV/1, if they are

2 These include Rom. 8:34 ff; 1 John 2:1ff; the high priestly prayer of John 17, and Heb. 4:
5:6, 6:20, 7:17, 7:24, 8:1, 9:12, and 10:14, 19.

30 Despite this brief exposition of the intercession, the structural probl€@Dd¥ as a whole
in relationto thetriplex munusstill remains. That is, following a Chalcedonian logic rather than the
descent and ascent of the Godn, the role of High Priest corresponds to the descent of God, Kir
to the ascent of man, and Prophet to the -@adh. Jesus Christsahigh priest in this schema is
reserved for the cross and a full exposition of the ascended high priesthood is undevelo
According to Thomas Torrance, after he pointed out the lack of exposition of ascension activit
CD IV to Barth in their last conversation, Barth suggested that Torrance rewrite p&f Iof to
supplement this! Se&arl Barth, Biblical and Evangelical Theologia(Edinburgh: T&T Clark,
1991), 13335; Farrow Karl Barth on the Ascensigi41-143.
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understood as the human effort to bridge the historical horizons of present
past, he now views them under the mediating work of the Holy S@IDtIY/1,
318)3' The work of the ascended Lord by the Spirit necegsarcludes these
forms of mediation. Within this time of the community, moreover, there is tt
human response of repenting, believing, and accepting the altered situa
between God and humanity. This provides the basisendof the community
(CDIVI1, 31719, cf. 345).

THE ESCHATOLOGICAL COMPLETION OF TIME:
HINTS, PROBLEMS, AND SUGGESTIONS
For Barth, the recapitulating history of the incarnate Son culminates in the fi
returrd or, as Barth prefers the final unveiligf the Son in glory to judgthe
living and the dead. This will mean his visible, immediate, and universal preser
There are numerous indications of this in the discussions of time bei
examined?

In 11/2, for example, Barth discusses Jesus Christ in relation to t
eschatologial future. He makes clear that his being in time is not confined to tl
past but includes fia beiCbhll/2,i48b). lotkieg f
from the Easter time of the NT community, Barth peers ahead to Jesus Chris
the Judge, Consummat@nd new Creator. In this section, however, there is littl
exposition of what this final eschaton entails but focuses on Jesus Christ as
foundation of Christian hope and the proleptic nature of the ecclesial time bef
the final, general, and uniwal revelation of Jesus Chris€CD I1l/2, 492).
Although what the apostles and their community witnessed was nothing shor
the conclusive, definitive, and general revelation of the glory of Jesus Christ in
resurrection, t hior ifsglInempes eyo @O 1lifZ toh
4878 8 ) . And while Jesusd resurrectio
two separate events, they are already one event for the resurrected One becal
who wasis he who willcome®® Therefore the Chrisdin is not to think of the last
things without thinking of the last One. The final resurrection, judgmen

31In a note on scripture, in particular, Barth argues that the believer cannot expect to look at
texts assembled by the NT community as typical historical sources since they are the instrume
the living Lord as he reveals who he is to the commui@® (V/1, 320). For a description of this
mediation, with a focus on scripture, see Andrew BurgBss,Ascension in Karl BartfAldershot,
UK: Ashgate, 2004). For such a bibliology see John Webistiay, Scripture: A Dogmatic Sketch
(Cambridge: Cambridge Urevsity Press, 2003).

32 Unfortunately, the fine print discussion supporting gestporality inCD 11/1 (631ff.) is
mor e concerned wi t h Barthos reading of a
Reformation, though it is full of important biblicayphic material and valuable in this way.

BFor fAhim they are a singl e ev e nparousiads Elis r
parousiai s t he compl etion and CGDUIV2f490).] ment of th
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restoration, and perfection of eternal life are predicates of his return. T
christological focus is repeated in 1V/1, though there is more empisagiaced
on the final, irrevocable, and universal nature of his unveiled pres€mcé/(1,
326).* There is ample evidence, then, for what might be called the eschatolog
filling and fulfilling of time.

Yet inconsistencies arise when Barth actuadiflects on the nature of
time in the final consummation. The tension is seen when comparing the previ
passages with his brief discussion of the eternal preservation of all times in Il
Here Barth wants to make the point that the limited time oh eaeature is
eternally preserved in Godoés I|ife.
creature, this does not mean the allotted time of the creature is lost to the ete
God. In the final eschaton and the completion of history the lifeeotteature is
preserved by Godbds eternity. For €
created existence and states that (
remains. He explains this in negative and positive terms. Negatively, the etel
preservation of the creature means t

creature is a Atransitory speck of
Positively, t hen, the creat ([CDHR/3 BY.an
No times will escape the eternal preservationof Ge®d( | | / 3, 90) .

recapitulates all timés all that was, is, and will be.

Yet Barth also states that time and history will end. This includes not or
time in general, it h e ardastaad will ey willoily
have ICBI#/8, 80), but also time as thexistenzfornmof the creature, time
experienced as the succession of past, present and future and allotted time
states that the creatur e ibraliedistencen And
since the creature itself will not be there, time which is the form of existence
the creature wiDIII/3Z, 8) The keason théd gives for this
termination is the sufficiency of time and history as such. He arguedhhat

l'imited time of hi story and indiuvi
creature and the human resporSB (11/3, 89).
Whil e one may appreciate Bartho:

death without resorting to the immortality of the lsau his insistence that what is
preserved is the particular allotted lives that were actually lived (there is

34 Despite hinting at the final judgment and resurrection of the dead, Barth still insists that
difference between the penultimate and ultimzdeousiais one of manifesting what has occurred
on the cross. Though Barth hints at the eschatological jutlgmesurrection, and the salvation of
non-human creation in general, this does not include, in his view, an alter&bnV(1, 328).
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escapism heré},the termination of temporality altogether is question@bfehat

is in fact what Barth is suggestifitit is unclear how hmans could exist, even in
the state of glorification in the eschaton, without some form of temporali§DIn
I1l/2, Barth defines human nature msago dej ensouled bodies, and existence in
time. How can humanity exist if this univerdatistenzforms taken away? While
allotted time, with its definite beginning and end is transformed, it is unclear wt
glorified existence in the eschaton, including resurrected embodiment, would Ic
like without some form of temporalify/.

The physicist and theologiaiohn Polkinghorne, for example, calls into
guestion eschatological views that atemporalize human existence.
eschatological existence is to be a new or transformed creation, and not
destruction of nature as s uch destihyh €
beyond death will no more be atemporal than it will be disembodied, though, ol
agai n, there wild| al so be a di mens

®Eberhard J¢ngel explains this idea of t
in Death: the riddle ad the mysterytrans. by lain Nicol and Ute Nicol (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1974), 120.

38 Could it be that Barth is being misread hevé€ could also point to the earlier woBkedq
published in German in 1935, where Barth briefly discussetiatological existence, seeming to
give human temporality more place: AResurr e
carnal existence, our heaven and earth as theatre of revolt, our time as time of Pontius Pilate, wi
dissolved and ltanged into an existence, into a heaven and earth, into a timeacéwith God
without conflict, of that peace which, hidden from our eyes in the flesh of Christ, is already
realGredy . drans. by Robert McAfee BBmwihi62), (68.e:
Here Barth suggests an eschatological time of final peace. Yet he is quite cautious in describing
eternal Il'i fe might l ook |i ke: ifwe €é have n
either positively or negatively abothe time of that God with Whom we shall live in unbroken
peace in eternal i fe. We can spare oursel:
the decisive feature of eternal life: that it is eternal in its being lived in the unveiled liGiatdoind
in so far participating in Godds own |ifeo

"There are perhaps different reasons for
view. Concerning internal dogmatic components, Edwin Chr. van Driel connects this problem
Bart hds doctr i Da Nichtigeldhdsttd thentgndeacy & .Barth of what van Driel
t er ms ficreational entropyo, whi ch i mplies
ont ol ogi cal IncaenatiersAywhayy Argumests fer Suppkarian Christology (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 123. He suggests this causes the rejection of human age
and t hus ti me, in t he eschaton since Isu
i 0 ver ag abetween tieeCeeatar and theature; but it is exactly such overagainstness whict
gives space for creationds entropy. Only if
but i s incorporated in the divine |-dofneatic i
compnents of Barthds construction, he did n
spacetime continuum of the cosmos. If time as the form of existence of the creature ceases to ¢
then it is also implied that the movement of the cosmoseseas well. But to suggest this seems too
radical a discontinuity between present existence and the eschatological one.
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world to come is not just a prolong
new time altogether, possessing %t
Eschatological time, therefore, will have a different quality arising from th
eschatological glorification of the creature and creation in the eternal fellowsl
with God®

CONCLUSION

The basic anatomy of Barthoés vi ew,
Jesus Christ is the living One and thus contemporaneous with all subseq
times. He lived an allotted life like all others but his resurrection inaugurates
new aml eternal history in which, as the Gown, he is contemporary and present
in all subsequent times, although his presence and activity varies depending ol
episode under consideratiffDuring theforty dayslesus Christ was immediately
and visibly presnt as God the reconciler in a particular, limited, and prolept
way. With the heavenly sessiome is mediately and invisibly present in a
particular, limited, and proleptic way by the work of the Spirit (especially in wort
sacraments, and spiritual gift Finally, in theeschatonhe will be immediately
and visibly present to humanity in a universal, unlimited, and final way. The bei
and activity of the incarnate Son fills and fulfills time in these modes.

It seems, however, that Barth has a leseliged view of the ascension
and the heavenly session. They are only discussed in relation to the resurre
and often in fine print sections. Clearly for Barth, the resurrection is the foc
point in the redirecting work of recapitulation. In 111/2, esplly, there is a focus
on the forty days as the fulfillment of eternity in time, which is problematic if th
proleptic nature of the ascension and intercession are to be protected. It apy
however that Barth shifts his emphasis in 1V/1 and givesllar faxplication of
ascension time, especially as he focuses on soteriology instead of epistemolog
was also noted that Barth seems to have an ambiguous view of eschatolo
time. This last criticism is a bit more tenuous, however, since we arergjehis
from an incomplete doctrine of last things. Nevertheless, what we do encounte

%8 John PolkinghorneScience and the Trinity: The Christian Encounter with Redlitgw
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2004), 16§ .

%9 For a view of eschatological time which moves in this direction see Jirgen Moltfrtasn,
Coming of God: Christian Eschatologyans. by Margaret Kohl (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press,
1996), 279ff, andScience and Wisdartrans. by Margaret KohMinneapolis, MN: Fortress, 2003),
98 ff. Similarly, in a brief discussion of existence in the eschaton as pure hospitality see H
Boersma,Violence, Hospitality, and the Cross: Reappropriating the Atonement Trad{Boend
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, @), 257ff.

% The resurrection for Barth is both the unveiling of Jesus as the Son of God and the ever
Christds turning to effect in humanit yThe h
Resurrection in Karl BartffAldershot, UK: Ashgate, 2007).
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Barth is a profound dogmatic attempt to relate Msiisst ory t o
experience of time. And if Christians desire to rethink eternity and time, th
would dowell to begin as Barth does, with the concrete revelation of God in Jes
Christ and not with an abstract definition of eternity.

Adrian Langdorn(PhD, McGill University) lectures in the Department of Religions
and Cultures at Nipissing University, Canada. His boGkd the Eternal
Contemporary which examines the relation of eternity and time in Barth, i
forthcomingfrom Wipf & Stock Publishers
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PAUL TILLICH ON ETERNAEHR
DANIEL J. PEDERSEN

AEndl ess future is without a fina
described as -BaunlTiliondte &teroafNowwe |l | . 0
In the collection of essays entitl@the Theology of Paul TillichDr. Nels
FerreofVanderbilt | eveled a full br oac
front-l i ne theol ogi an. He stands at t
AfOur question concerning him, | et

expounds a Ch?Undatnted by the criicism, iTiian wibte
back in his ARepl yo:

A fundamental difference seems tosthetween Mr. Ferré and
myself about the supranaturalistic interpretation of Christianity.
Mr. Ferré is aware that | have fought supranaturalism from my
early writings on, not in order to support naturalism but because

| tried to overcome the alternative between naturalism and
supernaturalism. | still hold emphatically to this position which
could be called seliranscending or ecstatic naturalism. Mr.
Feré is afraid that this attitude makes my idea of God
transcendental instead of transcendent, that it prevents a genuine
doctrine of incarnation, that it implies the negation of personal
immortality, that it evaporates the independent character of the
Church that it denies a realistic eschatology. He is right if
Atranscendentod means the establ

world, if HAincarnationd means t
a heavenly place and its metamorphosis into a human being, if
Ai mmottyal i s understood as the

existence after death, if the latent church within cultures and
religions is denied, if a dramatic endtastrophe some time in
the future is affirmed. All this is a supranaturalism against which
my theol@y stands.

Ypaul Tillich,The EternalNow ( New Yor k: Charles Scri bn

2 Nels F. S. Ferré, "Tillich's View of the Church," Tine Theology of Paul Tilliched.
CharlesW. Kegley and Robert W. Bretall (New York: Macmillan, 1952), 248.

3 Paul Tillich, "Reply to Criticism," inThe Theology of Paul Tilligi841.
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Some might find Tillichbés denial s
fact t hey mi ght not only guestio
t heol ogy, but al s 6 whicth Eerréfispams foupraidd t
sincerely) on the basishat the profound ought necessarily to do with those
doctrines Tillich qualifies.

Such a dismissal would be overhasty. While Tillich does deny the
above doctrines as Ferré would have them he does noeglernyaccount of

them. Til | i c habhdingspemsin unelabarated. Ttdsepapsrtwill
set out to expl or e o nd&thabdfEtéfrallLifeilfc h 6
fii mmortalityd does not mean the ¢

death, what does Tillich understand by the doctrine? i\ maintains,
against Ferré, that his theology is indeed Christian, how does Eternal Life
connect to the person and work of Christ? | will argue that not only does
Tillichds doctrine of Eternal Lif e
some ways its a superior conception of enduring value.

TILLICH6S METAPHYSI CS

Key to understanding al | oelkisterice | | |
essentialization schema borrowed (with modifications) from Schelling. Its
major commitments are: (1) that there isemsential basis of reality; (2) that
existence actualizes and so makes real its essential basis; (3) that essence
never (apart from the Christological paradox) perfectly actualized in
existence; (4) that, as actualizexkistence is taken into the eiity of the
divine life; and (5) that the essereristencesssentialization process mirrors
the divine life, yielding a view of God as Trinitarian principle® The
essencexistenceessentialization process is the livingness of God. As such,
this proces is not limited to what Godoes but what Gods.

The first sequence in this process is the transition from essence tac
existence. In characterizing the esseexistence relation as he does, Tillich
locates himself between Plato and OckBatwo thinkes who represent

opposing ways of reconciling that
represents a negative valuation of existence in the face of essence. |
Tillichbds words, AThe good is iden

‘AEternal Lifeo is capital ispedintg. t hroughou
5 Paul Tillich, Systematic Theolog@ vols.(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1951
1963), 1:24R52; hereafteBST.
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not add anythn §C@nver sel vy, Ockhamdés is r
val uation of existence as identica
and the essential is nothing more than the reflex of existence in the humai
mi n’dTheSe representational poles amportant for Tillich as he locates
his own thought in the mediating tradition represented classically by
Aristotl e. For Aristotl e, AfThe act
power of being, and in the highest essence potentiality and &actasdi
o n 8What is significant for him about this middle way (and deficient about
the alternatives) is that essencenade realin existence. Existence adds to
bare essence, but is neymrfectlyactualized (apart from the Christological
paradox). Aatalization always leaves existence short of its esseives.
even so existence bears its own significance in reference to the essential.
Essentialization is the completion of the essanedeactuatin-
existence sequence. This move is uniquely Schedlitivi t h Ti | | i ¢
twist. In essentialization essence actualized in existence is taken up into th
divine |ife, not reconciled in hi
elevated into eternity, involves a return to what a thing essentially $sisthi
what Schel ling ha s'HoweVen Tlidh dees soemean a
areturntomeree s sence. That would be over
to the Indiaborn religions than to any of the Isrdelor n o Moe s . «

6 ST 1:203. The following examples should be read as types rather than accurate
presentations of each thinkerds position.
his own vocabulary should be a clue ts hitent. He is not primarily aiming for an accurate
presentation of othersd thought but of his

" Ibid.

8 Ibid.

® with those who question his essentialism generally Tillich would agree in a sense; there
are no essentials as essentials in existence. Existence is always falling short of its essenc
(apart from the Christologicaknpasados) bol
Yet, he would insist that every philosophy makes essentialist distinctions, if not explicitly then
i mplicitly: AWhenever the ideal is held adg
distortion of essential beingi pr esupposed and i s jlhidd22.d ag

10 SeeF.W.J. SchellingClara, or, On Nature's Connection to the Spirit Wortthans.

Fiona Steinkamp (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2062jilosophical
Investigations into the Essence of Human Freedwams. Jeff Love andohannes Schmidt
(Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 2006).0 r an account
intellectual development s&®erner Schissler, "Tillich's Life and Works," Tihe Cambridge
Companion to Paul Tilliched. Russell Re Manning (Cambridge: Cambridge Universgg®r
2009), 317.

 Tillich, ST,3: 400.

12 |bid.
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essentialization means faone than a basic emanaticemanation process.
fiThe term 6bessentialization, 60 Ti |
which has been actualized in time and space adds something to essenti
being, uniting it with the positive which is created withinstence, thus
producing the wultimately new, t he
temporal life, but wholly as a contribution to the Kingdom of God in its

f ul f i I"Eseeetializatioh eternalizes actualized essence.

I n this | at t er doguiher & s=$sentalization iid |
obviously eschatological. In fact, his essepgistenceessentialization
scheme is intended to correspond to the classic Christian narrative of
creationfall-salvationeschaton with existence comprising both the fall into
separation from God and the stage of salvation experienced fragmentarily ir
life. Tillich does not hold to this account as a historical narrative but as a
symbolic relation of the tempor al
0t ransi t i anpdaltdthecetarnal, nel this is a metaphor similar to
that of the transition from the eternal to the temporal in the doctrine of
creation, from essence to existence in the doctrine of the fall, and from
existence to essence in the doctrine of salvato i | | i chés s
logical rather than chronological. It frees him from the burden of a historical
fall sometime in the past and from the difficulties of an Hhmistorical
apocalypse. Yet, essentialization is still at core eschatological.

Ti | | esseho@sistenceessentialization scheme allows him to
remain close to his Christian heritage in his overall framework while
rejecting a supernatural rendering. Existence, though always falling short of
its essence, actualizes its being in history amdesoto its end in the eternity

13 Alexander J. McKelwayThe Systematic Theology Paul Tillich (New York: Dell,
1964), 243. Andrew O'Neill, Tillich: A Guide for the Perplexed(London: T & T Clark,
2008), 92.

14 Tillich, ST, 3: 401.(My i t al ics.) O6Neill argues th
characterization of Eternal Life, the goal of essentializatiorhatls the union of existence
with essence, and also the negation of what is negative in existence to create a new reality
these are not c on c e p tONeilbTallich: A Guédd forfthe Bemplex@d h e |
104-05. This can only be true if emphasid selectively. In particular, Tillich may hold to a
slightly more radical view than Schelling of the meaning of essentialization for the divine life
itself. But these are modifications of an already established Schellingian framework. The
larger contindi i es are already present when Schell
out of darkness into actuality in order to live with God everlastingly, whereas evil should be
separated from the good in order to be cast out eternally inteBreom nSrheliing,
Philosophical Investigations Into the Essence of Human Freg@dm

*Tillich ST, 3: 395.
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of the divine |ife by the process
history, personal destiny, and the Christ will all add concrete content to this
general framework.

ETERNAL LIFE IS THE END OF HISTORY

Though T I i ch does not helidnet cc ad my t fi
does not doubt that existence within space and time will come to an end
However, AThi s event i s a smal |

pro clmsBnd, © therefor e, nsven, ot end oft
events, butinstead éslosor Aai m, 0o that t o'lmthis ch
sense Eternal Life is the end of histdty.

By identifying Eternal Life as the end bfstory, and not merely of
individuals or of humanity, Tillich brakens the object of divine love to the
entire universe and to all of time. In this way he also accounts for the
interrelated nature of all reality. There are no absolutely discrete beings whc
individually drive to Eternal Life. There is only the processwhjch being
drives toward its end, though personal centers remain differentiated by
degree and gradation. Though individuals do have a personal destiny ir
Eternal Lif e, Afwithout the consi d:
universe, even the probleaf the eternal destiny of the individual cannot be
a n s wetHestdry as a whole is taken into Eternal Life.

What then is the content of Eternal Life? First, Tillich is clear about
what Eternal Life isiot Chiefly, it is not supranatu@lt h a t idealized fi a
reduplication of life as experienced within history and under the universal
conditi ons ?oThis aecolntsis demiedebedause of the utter
cleavage it advocates between historical life and Eternal Life. A supranatural
account of EternaliLf e fii s established in ete
existence is whether and in what way individual men may enter the

16357, 3:394.

7 O'Neill, Tillich: A Guide for the Perplexe®0.

18 Tillich ST, 3: 394, SeeChristian Danz, "Le Royaume de Dieu, But de I'Histoire:
I'Eschatologie Comme Réflexion Sur I'Histoire Chez Paul Tillidktlides Théologiques et
Religieuse84, no.4 (2009), 481495.

9 Tillich ST, 3: 396, According to J. Heywood Thomas
several ways the copirggone of his system for Tillich. It was something which could not be
avoided at any point in the tot all Heywgod men

Thomas,Tillich (New York: Continuum, 2000), 160.
2 Tillich ST, 3: 397.
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t r ansc e n d*®Inctombmesabbtima deficient conception with the
l'imited aim of figetti ng i aodumd, Tilioha v €
argues, results in an account of history devoid of genuine meaning. Historica
life, by this account, contributes nothing to the Kingdom in eternity.

Against this conception, Tillich offers his own proposal. He calls this his
Adynared cve i nterpretationodo of Eter

Its basic assertion is that the epeesent end of history
elevates the positive content of history into eternity at the same
time that it excludes the negative from participation in it.
Therefore nothing which hdmeen created in history is lost, but it
is liberated from the negative element with which it is entangled
within  existence. The positive becomes manifest as
unambiguously positive and the negative becomes manifest as
unambiguously negative in the elevatioh history to eternity.
Eternal Life, then, includes the positive content of history,
liberated from its negative distortions and fulfilled in its
potentialities™

The history of all being though especially of beings possessing
finite freedom (i.e.humansd forms the raw material of which the Kingdom
is composed in its purifying elevation to eterrfitfhis history is not merely
significant for the eternity of cr
space, in the smallest particle of mattemadl as the greatest personality, is
significant for Eternal Life. And since Eternal Life is participation in the
divine life, every finite happening is significant for Go Tillich can even
claim that AfGod is eternaldreateschee a
worl d and t hr oug P EterakLifewio the alevation ais e
existence into eternity (essentialization). This process isetbsof history

2 pjd.

2 pjd.

= seeMcKelway, The Systematic Theology of Paul Tillig#4.

2 Tillich ST, 3,: 398 (my italicssfFor a process theologiands
Charles Hartshorne, "Tillich's Doctrine of God,"The Theology foPaul Tillich, ed. Charles
W. Kegley and Robert W. Bretall (New York: Macmillan, 1952): B4 See al so Ti
critiques of Hartshorne iffillich, "Reply to Criticism" 339-40.

S Tillich ST, 2: 147.AGo t t ma c h t assSthelling puts it. B&W.,). &chelling,
Sammtliche Werkd 4 vols. (Stuttgart and Augsburg: Cotta, 18861),7: 432.
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and the seltonstitution of God® Both creation and eschatology are
thoroughly theocentric

UNIVERSAL ESSENTIALIZATION
It is in the context of the liberation of the positive from the negative elements
of existence that Tillich locates his doctrine of ultimate judgment. In the
ambiguities of life the negative intermingles with the positivegulsed as
positive, living as parasitic on the good, and manifesting itsetfien it does

T as demoni c di stortion. However,
vani shes in the?Toceviolf, tEtee rentadr nl
fire, ® bmhrircihngorteitaetnds t o Irbtleis wayotlsei t i
unreality of the negative is dispo
This aspect of Tillichoés doctrine

But that is not all Tillich has to say ait ultimate judgment, and
what he goes on to claim qualifies the tradition enormously. Tillich combines
in careful consistency his notion of the gradation of all being with the
intermingling of the positive and negative elements of life together with the
claim that being as bei nd@ the greagactio d :
dualistic statement of Augusti@enothing that is can become completely
evil. If something is, if it has being, it is included in the creative divine
| o V%ln jadgment:

Nothing positive is being burned. No fire of judgment could do

it, not even the fire of the divine wrath. For God cannot deny
himself, and everything positive is an expression of baseif.

And since there is nothing merely negative (the negative lives
from the positive it distorts), nothing that has being can be
ultimately annihilated. Nothing that is, insofar as it is, can be
excluded from eternity; but it can be excluded insofar as it is
mixed with nonbeing and not yet liberated fron?it.

Being is neverexcluded from Eternal Life as a whole. In fact,

% seeDonald R. Weisbaker, "Press Thought in Tillich's Eschatologylriternational
Journal for the Philosophy of Religidh no. 2 (1974): 9107.

*"Tillich ST, 3: 399.

2 |bid., SeeMcKelway, The Systematitheology of Paul Tillich243.

2 Tillich ST, 3: 408.

% bid., 3:399.
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nothinginsofar as it isis excluded from eternity. Only preliminarily, before
the Afireo of eternity has | ibera
from Eternal Life. In the face of eternity, judgmemtd mercy are one and
the same, consuming and liberating in one morfleTihis liberationis the
process of essentialization, the epeesent raising of created reality to
eternity which is, in turn, an aspect of the livingness of God. This process is
not only a merely a universal process in the sense that it includes every
particular. In a much stronger sense this process is universal: all being, th
universe as a whole, is essentialized into the divine life. Because, for Tillich,
there is no absolute disction of one being from another and being as being
is good, all being as a whole is taken into the divine life. Thus the universal
scale of essentialization results in a qualified doctrine of universal salvation.

Tillichés doct r iializationod oneual his rasts a
unique contributions to theology. It achieves this status by judiciously
navigating between the poles of a mechanistic universalism, on the one hanc
and a description of individuals i
ever |l ast ihwih jts estrameeofl doable predestination, on the
other. The former he rejects because, in this view, the seriousness of life
contributes nothing to eternity. There is no risk or consequence, and
therefore no meaning. However, agdithe traditional solution of dividing
all people into elect and reprobate Tillich has even stronger objections. The
first objection is anthropological
happenings are impossible because they make the finite iinf®eTheod
second is theological in the narrow sense: in condemning any being in theil
totality God condemns that which is good along with that which is not. Since
being and goodness are coterminous with the being of God, in condemning
any being absolutglGod has condemned Godself. The division of humanity
into two campd one saved, the otherlésfii nt r oduces an e
God hi*nsel f. 0

In lieu of these two unsatisfactory solutions, universal
essentialization seeks to marry the seriousness eofwlith the undeniable
goodness of everything insofar as it is and with the -rated nature of all

31 For a similar view on the identity of mercy and judgment/éadrich Schleiermacher,
The Christian Faithed. H. R. Mackintosh antl S. Stewart (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1999),
544,

% Tillich, ST, 3: 407.

% bid.

34 |bid.; SeeMcKelway, The Systematic Theology of Paul Tillic#4.
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reality. As above, the negativities of life are let go to their nothingness and at
the same time being is liberated from its negativities. Howevere amiifed
in the negativities of existence is lesser in eternity. Since nonbeing cannot b
eternalized, those whose lives are more dominated by evil have less ree
being to contribute. Nevertheless this limitation is itself qualified by the
inter-connected ature of reality sincea being is never essentialized in
isolation from all being. Eternal Life is thus sharing in the actualized
exi stence of all being: it i s as
is, consequently, to separate the eternal destiny of any individual from the
destiny of the whole race *and of b
The seriousess and promise of Eternal Life is extended to all reality.
The seriousness of l'ife is magni fi
constituted not only by their own existence but also that of others. Each
person has an ultimate reason to work ferfthiiness of life of every existent
being since they all share a single destiny. Likewise, the promise of Eterna
Life is extended as even the least fulfilled life enjoys the same shared eternit
as the most fulfilled:

This finally answers the meaning distorted forms of lifei

forms which, because of physical, biological, psychological, or
social conditions are unable to reach a fulfilment of their
essentiateloseven to a small degree, as in the case of premature
destruction, the death of infantsiological and psychological

di sease, morally and Spiritual
the essence of the least actualized individual, the essences of all
other individuals and, indirectly, all beings are presént.

Because only what is actualized éssentialized, history has ultimate
consequences for Eternal Life. But since being is essentialized universally,
the tragedies of history are never unmitigated, and even the least actualize
individual shares in the most actualized life.

By holdingtothes har ed nature of Eterna
universal essentialization naturally leads to the question of individuality in
eternity: To what degree is Eternal Life personal? The answer to this
guestion, Tillich claims, is the symbol of resurrect : AResurr e
mainly that the Kingdom of God includes all dimensions of being. The whole

35 Tillich, ST, 3: 409.
38 |bid.
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personality participates in Eterna
we can say that manés psychol ogi ca
his bodilybeing and this is in unity wi’th
Far from melting individuality int
universal essentialization demands the eternity of the individual as individual
since it is our cocrete historicity that is eternalized.

But how is individuality to be maintained in spite its identity in God?
Tillichés answer i s that ,0inithis case o u
individuation and participatidn the being of God is precisely thdesof the
reconciliation of this contradictd.i
perfect balance, 0 says Tillich. AT
polar contrast: the divine centeredness, which includes the universe of
powers of being whout annihilating them into a dead identity. . . . Eternal
Life is still life, and the universal centeredness does not dissolve the
i ndi vi du¥ Far foom introglucieg. ireeconcilable elements, Eternal
Life is precisely the source of their harmoiftyis only in existence, with its
distortions and negativities, that individuality and participatory identity are
conceptual opposites. Eternal Life, on the other hand, is life in the divine life,
shared with all others as oneself.

The reconciliation oflisparate realities in existence also provides a
glimpse into the nature of eternity in relation to time. Most certainly Eternal
Life is not endless time. But neither is it the bald negation of time. Instead,
eternity fitranscende®bbuti tal sSiGpeenc
of time are not separated from each other; presence is not swallowed by pa:
and future; yet the eternal keeps the temporal within itself. Eternity is the
transcendent wunity of the di*slsect
eternity, existential time is, like being, united without reduction to a dead
identity. Since past, present, and future modes adtyadmicallypresent in
the Now, it is possible to speak of those modes of empirical time being
enjoyed as time. Eternity isot endless future without a final aim for it is
both the dynamic unity of all time and thelos of historyd the aim of all
time.

57 Ibid., 413.1t is also in this contexthat Tillich allows for the positive use of the symbol
of personal immortality. While denying that it can dhropologicallygrounded (i.e., in an
immortal soul), or that it should suggest an afterlife as endless duration, he admits its overall
validity.

%8 |bid., 401; SeeMcKelway, The Systematic Theology of Paul Tillig5.

%% The Systematic Theology of Paul Tilli@50.

40 Tillich, ST, 1: 274; "Reply to Criticism," 340.
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ETERNAL LIFE AND THE CHRIST
At this stage i n Tillichos accol
conspicuously absent. It walibe brazen indeed of him to make a claim to
the Christian character of his the
to Christ. Tillich does indeed draw such a connection, though not in the most
traditional manner but in a way that adds depth tsehdoctrines of his
already expounded. Christ is not the source of our Eternal Life by virtue of
his resurrection but that life which because of its historicity reconstitutes the
Eternal Life of all.

Tillichodéds i ncato-mar i fome tiissnanrod $ ap
reply to Ferr®. There i s isbeinditeeh v e n
The divide between spiritual beings (i.e., humans) and God is solely a split in
their existent being from their essential being. Humans are essentially unitec
with God, but existentially estranged. As such, the mediation of the Christ is
medi ati on between essenti al and ex
being under the conditions of existence, conquering the gap between essen
and e x 'sayseTillichei,Jee sus as the Chri st
Beingin the totality of his beingjot in any special expressions of it. It is his
beingthat makes him the Christ because his being has the quality of New
Being beyond the split of essential and existertia i 17 Tillicld rejects a
twonat ures Christology in favor of
Christ, the eternal wunity of Gbd
Christ is essential Gemghanhood actualized under the conditions of
existence.

That Christdéds person is of cer
guestions of the salvific efficac)
entrance into Eternal Life are, however, already accounted for under the
essencexistenceessentialization schemahds Tillich rejects a supernatural
resurrection and judicial/sacrificial atonement as unnecessary addendums t
what his doctrine of the incarnation has already taken into account.
Resurrection and atonement are shifted from Christology to the doctrine of

49T, 2:11819.

42 bid., 121.(My italics.)

“ lbid,, 148.Ti | 1l i chdés debt to Sthteioar maschelre
historical individual [the Redeemer] must have been at the same time ideal (i.e., the ideal mus
have become completely historical in Him), and each historical moment of His experience
must at the same time have borne within itithd e &dhlei@gmacherThe Christian Faith
377.
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God. It is the divine life in itsedf apart from the incarnati@nwhich is the
source of Eternal Life and atonement. Existent being is essentialized in ever)
moment, and it is essentialized as a whole. All being modifies the Eternal

Life of each particular ben g . Christds wor k, how
essential divindhuman unity into existence. Christ work is coterminous with
his person.

Since Christ is perfectly existent and perfectly actualized essential
being, he is alsperfectlyessentialized. Unlk e any ot her be
is fully taken into Eternal Life. He thus not only existentially expresses the
eternal unity of God and humanity in history, but also uniquely constitutes
the life of God as his historical existence is essentialized. The being of Christ
is absolutely significantdr Eternal Life. And since in Eternal Life all beings
shar e i n one anot her 6s essence, t
significance for the eternity of all others. It is in the universal essentialization
of all being sharing in the essentializat@nChrist that Tillich completes his
account of fvi %Bvenilifte,ns mattan how evil dr wested; .
shares Eternal Life with the pertf
essentialized being is uniquely constitutive of Eternal lafe] as such it is
of eternal significance for all other beings. And since Eternal Life is life in
God, Christodos historical exi stence

CONCLUSION

Tillichdés doctrine of Eteramlmangi f
respectd’ Yet his innovations allow him to bypass many of the puzzles that
troubled other thinkers. Hiexdstened a b
essentialization scheme is particularly helpful in this respect. It allows him to
hold to a norsupernatural account of Eternal Life without demanding an
anthropologically grounded immortality. Eternal Life is a theological, and
not an anthropol ogi cal doctrine.

robust yet norsupernatural account of the livingss of Christ, his historical

ideality, and his absolute significance for the Eternal Life of all beings.
Eternal Life is the same as all be

* Tillich, ST, 3: 409.

®flt should now be clear that any atten
Tillichés eschdtaglragy wvdd wsltd r bRaymand B. fBulntam, s 't
"Tillich's Eschatology of the Late American Period (194%5)," inNew Creation or Eternal
Now?: Is There an Eschatology in Paul Tillich's Wqr&®.Gert Hummel (Berlin: de Gruyter,
1991), 148.
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infinite difference between the perfectly essentialized and adl. elite
confluence of his concept of ecstatiaturalism and his Christology melds to
form the crown of his account of Eternal Life: the doctrine of universal
essentialization. This doctrine bridges two of the more trenchant positions in
Christian theologyy admitting a universalism, qualified by actual historical
life, and yet where the person of Christ is still the final determiner of the
destiny of all. The result is a doctrine of Eternal Life that is maximally
meaningful in regard to historical existenwithout sacrificing the power and
universality of divine grace. Every historical happening is significant for
Eternal Life, but such meaning is not achieved at the expense of the goodne:
of God or the person and wmofleteraadl C
Life surpasses that of many ot her
Christian character.

Daniel Pedersen is currently a PhD candidate in Systematic Theology at
Princeton Theological Seminary, Princetd].
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THE RESURRECTION OF THE DEAD:

A RELIGIONLESS INTERPRETATION
ADAM KOTSKO

The resurrection of the dead has often occupied an ambiguous place i
Christian theology. On the one hand, the resurrection of Christ is regarded a
the ultimate proof of his divinity and belief in the resurrection is one of the
most frequent litmus tesfer what counts as true Christianity. On the other
hand, the resurrection of the dead can sometimes seem like an awkwar
footnote to Christian doctrine. It is a spectacular event associated with the
end of time, but for all practical purposes, the traditias been much more
preoccupied with the fate of the i
Attempts to reconcile belief in the resurrection with belief in the
immortality of the soul have generated considerable intellectual gymnastics.
This perhaps indicates thidue two doctrines are not a natural fit, and indeed
many contemporary theologians of a more traditional bent have significantly
de-emphasized the immortality of the soul in favor of the resurrection. Such
approaches are often presented as atmegdue eturn to the more originary
truth of the gospel, but it cannot be denied that they also represent attempt
to make Christian theology more relevant in an academic culture that is
increasingly fascinated with the ¢
Outside of academicircles, stances toward the resurrection have
largely fallen into a familiar conservativersusliberal pattern.
Conservatives emphasize fAliteralo
is surely one of the most inapt possible designators forasaigular event.
Meanwhile, liberals have tended to explain it in ways that are in danger of
explaining it awag for instance, by claiming that the resurrection accounts
are a later development and that the early communities simply had a firmly
held beliefthat Christ was somehow still with them. The goal of such liberal
approaches to the resurrection is to return the focus where they believe i
belongs: the moral edification to be derifed om Chr i st 6s t e:
In this essay, | would like to propose alternative approach to the
resurrection of the dead, using the methodology | have developed in my bool
Politics of Redemption: The Social Logic of Redemptiohave called that
methodology a sociaklational one ariid r awi ng on Bonho

! Adam Kotsko,Politics of Redemption: The Social Logic of Salvatibiew
York: T&T Clark, 2010), esp. chaps. 1 and 8.
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writings as well as the work of Dorothee Saklke religionless one. It is
religionless insofar as it does not start with the framework of a transcenden
God and an immortal soul and does not assume that biblical or theologica
texts require such a framework order to be meaningful. It is social
relational insofar as it pushes beyond the irreducible individualism of that
traditional paradigm and focuses on ways that biblical or theological texts
speak to theocialstructure of human existence. In order to weca social
relational logic in the text, however, it is necessary to take it as a whole.
Dismissing certain elements as mythological accretions to be explained awa
imposes an outside framework onto the text that proves just as
counterproductive as prgguosing the metaphysical framework of the soul
and its God.

My testcase for this methodology was the vexed question of
atonement theogy that is, of the various theological attempts to make sense
of the nature and meani n gstigation ofGler i s
classical articulations of atonement theory showed that they all rely on a
fundamental connectedness among human beings. This fundamentally soci:
structure of humanity allows Adam to create a problem that propagates itsell
to all human biegs and similarly allows Christ to solve that problem in a
way that is (at least potentially or in principle) equally universal in scope.

The earliest extended discussion of the resurrection of the dead in the
New Testament holds out the promise thas ttiheme will be similarly
productive when approached from a soc@htional or religionless
perspective. | am speaking here of 1 Corinthians 15, where Paul insists on
radical i nseparability bet ween C
inseparabilitys vi si bl e i n t he fiomthg deailiréa s ¢
3 Ua )?It&s easy to treat this phrase as a gqimmsjonistic term, such that
Afrom the deadotylse awakKyi nogf Jsaameisn g

the grave, 0 but isti zies tihmpgortthaen t Grte
deado is plural here. A more expre
raised Afrom among dead peopleodo or
of the deadod is not a gener alnthpo we
particul ar case of Chri st , but r
resurrection kicks off. He is the
and his action wil!/l have as wunive

21 Cor. 5:12 (New Revised Standard Version). All biblical citations hereafter
come fran the New Revised Standard Version (NRSV) unless otherwise noted.
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death (15:2922). If Paulenvisions any from among the dead being excluded
from the resurrection, he does not mention such a possibility tzeré that

is fitting, given that such a pos
assertions that death will be utterly defeated (1,52&7).

Paul equally ignores the possibility of an immortal soul surviving the
body; instead, he puts forth a more complex account of contimiity
discontinuity. Responding to a hypothetical question about the kind of body
in which the dead will be raed (15:35), he first turns to the analogy of a
seed, which is not yet what it will become (1538). Paul emphasizes the
diversity among the types of bodies that God has created, including the
various types of flesh (15:39), and the contrast betweehlgartid heavenly
bodies (15:41 1) . The contrast bet ween t
body and the fAplantd of the resurr
dishonor, it is raised in glory. It is sown in weakness, it is raised in power. It
is sownan ensouled bodyif ¢ U yJgGcoiet)si s rai sed a
"3 Uge UUs o 44 tramslatjod alterddp Paul repeats this contrast in
terms of his first Adam/ second Ada

man, Adam, became a living soyi f ¢ 3 ]ed;GUshe | ast A
life-giving spirit [ 3 0 & U gl vwe " (8185: 435 , transl at
clear exactly what Paul means

by
putting forth the traditi ooolahlignd el
with the mortal body that is overcome through the resurrettion.

Whil e Paul és account of the re
attempt to shore up the authority of the gospel message and those appointe
to preach it (15:41), it almo$ immediately opens out onto broader
reflections on the deattefeating, lifegi vi ng consequenc
resurrection forll the dead. It emphasizes themes of human solidarity with
no explicit attention to the metaphysical question of the immortdl @® a
survival of individuality beyond bodily existence. While the end times play a
significant role, the real payoff of the passage comes in the consequences ¢
faith or trust in the resurrection for the community. This trust issues in a
practice thatat i ci pat-gisvitmgeg dipiidfiet o that
those who have diedd has become (1

The Gospel accounts are at first glance significantly different from
Paul 6s t heol ogi cal meditati on. Al

% In fact, the translators of the NRSV, undoubtedly in deference to that view,
misleadingyre nder A 3UgeUUsosah3o as fAphysical
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relatively limited explicit theological elaboration. First, a group of women
come to the tomb in order to attend to the body, but they are informed by
some type of messenger or messengers that Jesus is risen. Jesus then app:
personally to a gradually iger number of people, but soon ascends into
heaven, having promised some form of future presence or empowerment t
his disciples. This presence or empowerment is sometimes but not alway:
identified with the Holy Spirit.

The four narratives differ signdantly in detail® such as the precise
identities of the women who first come to the tomb, the number and nature of
the messengers, the events associated with each appéasauacexplicating
all those differences is beyond the scope of this essay. Instekihg at
each Gospel account in turn according to the general scholarly consensus ¢
their order of composition, | would like to focus on what one could call the
structural differences among these narratives, the unique elements that mak
them more thartrivial variations on a theme. As | will try to show, these
structural differences, far from representing serious contradictions, actually
allow each account to enrich in its own way the basic scheme found in Paul.

According to scholarly consensus, thldest of the Gospel accounts
of the resurrection is Mark.L i k e t he rest of Ma
resurrection account moves very quickly, and the common thread throughou
this account is disbelief in the absence of miraculous signs. The women
arrive to fnd the stone rolled away (16:3), and see a young man sitting in the
tomb (16:4). The young man tells them Jesus has been raised and orde
them to tell the disciples, but they are afraid and do not do so. Jesus the
appears directly to one of the womenaiy Magdalene, who finally obeys
and tells the others, but they do not believe her (16)9 He subsequently
appears to two others, and they tell the others, who do not béliewe
(16:1213). Finally, he appears to the disciples altogether, beratesftinem
their lack of faith, and orders them to tell the whole world (13:64 Jesus
promi ses them that signs wil |l acc
name they will cast out demons; they will speak in new tongues; they will
pick up snakes in their hasdand if they drink any deadly thing, it will not
hur't t hem; they wi || | ay t heir h a
(16:1518). He is then immediately taken up to heaven (16:19), at which
point the disciples obey dworkedvithgi r

* Given the uncertain state of the text, it seems the onbtipahway to proceed
herei s to follow the traditi o®20)asduntr e
together with 161-8.

[40]



them and confirmed the message by

The message here is clear: those who expect others to trust tha
something extraordinary has happened should also have something
extraordinary about them. At the sartime, it is noteworthy that Jesus
appears to be trying to keep his direct appearances to an absolute minimun
at first appearing only to one person, then to two, and fidallgibly
annoye@ to his disciples as a group. Taken together with the famous theme
of the fAimessianic secret, o this pr
to take peophineaéan indinidnall Asosboh asdd justarts
the movement by appearing to as small an inner circle as possible, he
immediately ascends to heavardaegins helping them invisibly.

The signs that Jesus fAworked w
taking the focus off Jesus as a pefsdhere is no sign of the cross, for
instance, and no particular emphasis on baptism or other distinctively
AChriostriamal s. I nstead, the discip
Casting out demons has been a pri
emphasis on the defeat of Satan. In addition, when one takes into account tr
ways that the demepossessed (n3b notably the Garasene demoniac of
Mark 5) were cut off from human society, the ability to cast out demons and

the ability to fAspeak new tongues
circle of human fellowship. Similarly, certain types of highly symbolic
invulnerabilities (to snakes and g

before death, while their healing abilities reflect the-gjieing nature of the
resurrection.

Matthewds account 1is significan
and inoverall tone. Perhaps the most
resurrection is not the first resurrection mentighéastead, immediately
upon his death, the evangelist <cl a
many bodies of the saintswhohalfaen asl|l eep were r a
mor e, these resurrected saints fi ca
city and appeared to manyo (27:53)
death was the resurrectiari other peoplean occurrence that cadicts
Paul 6s claim that Jesus was the fi
captures the logic of his overall argument.

When we turn to the resurrection account proper, it is clear that
Matthewbs version of the sttotrtyarhal
with the earthquake and the dramatic appearance of the angel who rolls th
stone away (28:3). Notably, however, the core reality is the same: the
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women arrive to find Christos b oc
resurrection itself is ner depicted in either accodnMatthew provides a
more dramati c ifireveal 0 t han Mar k,
unknown time between his burial an
or anyone else noticing it. The women and disciples all vipréim,
providing a clearer indication of his divine status than in Mark, but in
contrast to t he terrifying angel
Furthermore, Matthew does not depict any festrrection miracles, not
even the ascension into heavdlor does he promise that the disciples will
be able to perform miraculous signs: he merely promises that he will be with
them.

This notion of Jesusbs presenc
Matthew. Notably absent here, however, is any explicit mentiothef
sending of the Holy Spirit in the sense familiar from the liturgical
observation of Pentecost. Matthew associates the Holy Spirit with the
commandment to baptize, yet in neither Matthew nor Mark (nor indeed Paul)
is any particular connection drawn bete n Jesusds resu
wor ki ng or availability of t Br Ho
which no specific mechanism is describeabpears to play the empowering
and emboldening role one normally associates with the Holy Spirit. Together
with the fact that Paul d egpiivcitnsg tsh
(1 Cor. 15:45), this perhaps indicates that there was not initially a strong
contrast between the resurrected Christ and a separate entity known as tt
Holy Spirit.

L u k e 0 tssigmficast structural innovation is to add a tievel
frame within wesurrection dppearanse8 ocopun Jhe first
level of the frame is the explication of scripture, which includes within it a
frame centered on the sharing of food. Indippearance to the two disciples
on the road to Emmaus, he first explicates scripture and then shares a me
(or at least begins to), while in his subsequent appearance to the main bod
of his disciples, he first shares a meal and then explicates scrilptureth
cases, Jesus follows with the theme of moving the emphasis away fromn
himself.

I will begin with the frame of sharing a meal. With the Emmaus road
disciples, his identity remains unknown until he breaks bread with them
(24:3031), an act that traibnal interpreters have associated with the
Eucharist. With the other disciples, by contrast, he eats a piece of fish in
order to demonstrate that he is not a ghost (24234 The tradition has
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tended to emphasize that the latter meal indicates thas Jess been
iliterallydo resurrected. | f we t a
Aimenuod i s not t hat of the Euchari
miracle: the feeding of the five thousand. If | am correct that this miracle is
Lukeds p eence,thendHis accauiit enacts a transition from Jesus as
detached miracle worker (breaking the bread and promptly disappearing) to ¢
participant in the miraculous feast (eating the piece of broken fish). From

this perspective, the important thing aboeitsJu s 6 s Al i t er al o
the way it demonstrates Godbés tran
Jesusasneofudi ndeed he is paradoxically

sense of being less sugarman, than before he died. Like Markda
Matthew, Luke is sparing in attributing miraculous signs to the resurrected
Jesus (aside from ascending to heaven), so that he is strangely les
impressive after rising from the dead than before. In fact, Jesus frequently
appears t o b easipthesencountermmtiee ropdity Eminaus.

The frame of scriptural interpretation works similarly. The
explication of prophecy on the road to Emmaus serves to demonstrate thg
Jesus really was the Messiah, while his second hermeneutical exercise opet
ouwar ds t o i nclude t he di sci pl esé
forgiveness of sinsé to all nati or
contrast to the accounts of Mark and Matthew, the disciples will be
empowered not by Je s oothér entitywknowp asdhe e n
Holy Spiritd a distinction that is emphasized by the waiting period the
disciples have to undergo after the ascension (24:49).

While the exact nature and status of the Holy Spirit is not explained
in this account, it is clear & the shift in emphasis toward the Holy Spirit
thus corresponds with a shift in agency toward the disciples rather than Jesu:
The resurrection account at the beginning of Acts deepens this insight wher
the narrator claims that before being taken up tavée, Jesus taught the
apostles Athrough the Holy Spirito
then receive the Holy Spirit in a remarkable vision, which gave them the
ability to speak foreign languages (2}); later in Acts, the disciples perform
all the signs promised in Mark and more. Acts thus presents Jesisoas
empowered by the Holy Spirit in his pessurrection teachingsthe same
Holy Spirit that will empower his disciples to carry on his mission and to do

signs that, in Acts, areargud vy even more i mpressiy
shift from Jesus6 earthly ministry
effect of turning Jesus into a kin
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The Gospel of John enacts the theme of displacing the interest from
Jsus as a person in a unique wa)
relationships. John has Mary Magdalene come to the tomb alone to find the
stone rolled away (20:1), then stages an enigmatic race between Peter and tl
beloved disciple to be the first sge the empty tomb (201D). The beloved
disciple becomes the first to believe (20:8), while Mary is the first to see the
resurrected Jesus. The presentation of this encounter is particularly intimate
as Jesus goes unrecognized until he calls Mary byer(@016). Yet Jesus
tells her fAdo not hol d zoen eteog ) arel 0U ac
instructs her to tell the other disciples (20:17). What is important is not her
personal attachment to Jesus, but furthering his mission.

The same theme recursthe discussion of the beloved disciple after

Jesus6 reconciliation with Peter i
beloved disciple will remain alive until the end (21:20. What is
noteworthy here is that J e s hasicalld o e

declaring it none of his business (21:22). This leads to rumomgering
among the disciples (21:23), but when the Evangelist seems to declare ir
conclusion that he is the beloved disciple, he too does not respond directly tc
the rumor. Insteadhe Evangelist simply points to his own trustworthiness in
witnessing the events related (21:24). Yet again, we can see that an excessi
focus on Jesus as an individdiah this case, on the very special personal
relationship that only the Gospel of Joportray$ is inappropriate. Neither
Jesus nor the beloved disciple di
rumor with a clear answer: the important thing is to follow J@gbst is, to
trust in the events related in the Gospel and act accordingly.

John also introduces a new perspective on the Holy Spirit. Later on
the same day, Jesus appears to his disciples (20:19). After wishing then

peace, he Ashowed them his hands
irejoiced when theBresaki ndpewibtomdbu
Jesus Aibreathed on them, o0 telling

and entrusting them with the power to forgive sins (or not). This incident is
interesting for several reasons. First, it posits an extremely closé bo

between Jesus and the Holy Spirit, playing on the fact that the Greeld ¢ U
means both fAspirito and Abreath. o
Gospel of John, the forgiveness o
ministry. Even in the casof the woman caught in adultery, he merely

refrains from condemning her (8:11), and the narrator is at pains to clarify
that only Jesusdé disciples baptize

[44]



As in Luke, this -oifsf 0s: cas¥edfitddisre glart offa a
larger mission that the disciples must now continue in their own way.

Anot her interesting addi tion [
Adoubting Thomas, 06 which | ike Jes
forward as proof ofthe mpor t ance of a dliteral
Thomas, however, is not to verify that Jesus really has a body, but that he i
really the one who was crucified:
hands, and put my finger in the mark of thdsxand my hand in his side, |
wi || not believed (20:25). When J

perform his investigation (20:27), Thomas does not do so. Instead he
immediately declares Jesus to be Lord and God (20:28), just as the othe
apostlesei eved upon seeing Jesusbds wol
are those who have not seen and ye
narrator declares that thissign hat i s, Jesusob6s appe
from crucifixiond was chosen out of mamythers in order that the reader
Amay come to believeo (20:31). The
demonstration that he really was the same Jesus who was crucified, a then
t hat dovetails nicely with &waithllds
those who have died.

After this brief investigation of the most important New Testament
accounts, what can we say about the significance of the resurrection of the
dead? It seems clear that it bears some relationship with eternal life, but the
emphasis in Paul and even more so in the Gospels is on the availability of a
least some anticipatory participation on that eternalnéee and nowThis
participation is not premised on membership in a-asetiosed elite, but
instead issues in a serei that continually crosses boundadidseyond the
initial setting of Judaism, beyond the kinds of social divisions caused by
differing languages and demon possession, and at the margins, even beyor
the line between the living and the dead. Indeed, therrextion even
appears to actively confound this last boundary, as the resurrected Jesus st
bears the marks of his death.

If we still must await the definitive defeat of death, trust in the
resurrection allows us to live as those who no longer festhd&he tradition
has tended to associate this boldness specifically with the Trinitarian persor
known as the Holy Spirit, but none of these New Testament accounts make
such a clear distinction between Jesus and the Spirit. Paul seems to identif
theresur ect ed Chgiiwitngmss mi riiltid e( 1 Cor
his argument dictates that that is what we will also become. The Gospel
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accounts, in turn, express different aspects of this basic logic. Mark and
Matt hew emphasi zrahidinumdgrsle ippemposveringc e
his disciples. Drawing on the resources of the Greek language, John presen
the ASpirito as the fAbreatho of th
the crucified one who is now risen. LuRets, meanwhile, putsofth the

Holy Spirit as a broader reality in which Jesus and his disciples equally,
though differently, participate. The Holy Spirit cannot be separated from
Jesus because the Holy Spirit names the immediate consequence of trust
the resurrection, a geraé resurrection that Jesus has inaugurated. Thus,
some of these accounts can cl aim t
even directly identify the function of the Holy Spirit withesus, without
naming any separate entity. Yet what is the Holy iSfiit is not simply
Jesus?

In a religionless approach, we cannot presuppose either the
metaphysical framework of the transcendent God and the immortal soul or
the Trinitarian orthodoxy that attempted to square the gospel message witl
that framework, and so we cannot say much abdatt whe Holy Spirit is in
itself, at least not with much confidence. All we can definitively say is that
the Holy Spirit isus | do not mean this in the Hegelian sense whereby Christ
is resurrected as ti@eistof the Church as an institution, but in #ense that
the Holy Spirités only concrete ex
the work of those who trust in the resurrection. Tinsis defined by its
relationship to Jesus, but not limited by it. Indeed, it is just the opposite:
insofar as ourelationship to Jesus empowers us to overcome the fear of
death, it emboldens us to reach out to all we meet.

Theusthat the Holy Spirit is allows us to anticipate the day when we
will be able to sayus in the broadest and most -@clusive way. Jesus
remains anndispensabl@oint of reference, yet the Gospel accounts leave us
with the i mpression that, to par a
John 3: 30, fiJesus mu st beeammer | @® s
religionless perspective, we can see that Jesus did not come so that we cou
become Christians, but so that we could becodn the most powerful
sense of the wofilan us that is constitutively open, continually
transgressing every boumgy, even and especially the boundary that gsets
off from others.

This is the account of the resurrection that a religionless approach
gives us access to. Yet some readers may be wondering whether this schen
really requires us teejectthe traditionaframework of the transcendent God

[46]



and the immortal sodl.Might it not be safer to harvest the insights of a
religionless approach and incorporate them into a more traditional view? For
instance, one might say that while the emphasis is clearly ongiheeaetion

of the body, nothing in these passages explicitly excludes the notion of an
immortal soul that survives death. Yet how is the notion of a soul that can
never die compatible with the crossing of the boundaries between life anc
death that we sea@ resurrection? Resurrection is certainly an overcoming of
death, but it is far from an exclusion od iafter all, Jesus still carries the
mar ks of his death on his redandr ec
by extension, our solidarity with the deadnake if the dead are not really
dead? Indeed, | would argue that the traditional concept of thé suat

hard core of individuality that is in the last analysis impervious to any
influence aside from its own free willis incompatible with anything buteh
most superficial kind of solidarity.

A potentially more serious question arises in connection with the
necessity to reject the transcendent God: who but a transcendent, all
powerful God could perform a miracle as profound as the resurrection?
These acaants may emphasize the consequences of the resurrection for
human agency, but donét they |l ogic
would reply that it does require an act of God, but not necessarily a
transcendenGod, nor indeed a pureliraculousad of God. The notion of
a miracle implies that God is somehow violating the laws of nature, yet Paul
is able to present the resurrection through the naturalistic metaphor of
planting seedsand mor e generally, to por
ultimate gal for all of creation. The resurrection is certainly amazing and
unanticipated from a human perspective, but to view it as the miraculous ac
of a transcendent God implies an inviolable boundary between God and
creation, one that can only be crossedna direction. Why should this one
boundary remain pristine and unaffected amid the proliferation of
transgressions the resurrection inaugurates?

One can also come at this question from another direction: how
could one say all we have said about the restion and then maintain that
the power of resurrection must be something God and God alone possesse
The resurrection is not the kind o
one of its defining signs i's bre:

® In the discussion that follows, | am deeply indebted to Dawélicciello
Barbebs remar ks on an earlier draft of t
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de mons. The first fruits of the re
in the form of God, did not regard equality with God as something to be
exploitedd y} ~ Ub & 6 P B arld whatdis agdssession if not something
seized in order to be exploited?ur t her |, the agent o
very often identified precisely as the Holy Spirit whose movement the
resurrection inaugurates (e.g., Rom. 1:4), reflecting a strangevamelogic

that challenges any straightforward notion of agency.

The esurrection is undoubtedly divine, but it is an-gaing of the
divine with the goal of making us divine in just that-going way. We must
never imagine that we possess the power of resurrection, lest we becom
something completely contrary to the the resurrection seeks to make us.
The way to prevent that is not, however, to keep the possession of the
resurrection safely in the hands of a transcendent God, which would
paradoxically enshrine possession as what is holiest and best. To become it
us the resurrection that calls us to be, we must give up on possessing the
resurrection, on possessing faith, on possessing the Holy Spirit, and abov
all, on possessingsd not because God actually possesses all those things in
a way that excludes us, but becaumsng us excludes any possession
whatsoever

Adam Kotsko (PhD, Chicago Theological Seminary) is Assistant Professor of
Humanities at Shimer College, Chicago, IL.
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TOWARD AN ESCHATOLOGY OF HOPE:
THE DISAPPEARANCE OF THHMNSRAVELATION 21:1

AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE CHURCH
MATTHEW P. OOREI LLY

John's vision of the disappearance of the sea in Revelation 21:1 has been tt
occasion for a variety of proposals attempting to explain the meaning of the
eschatological eventtew commentators take the disappearance of the sea to
be the actual removal of a literal Sednstead, most believe the
disappearance of the sea should be interpreted symbolically. The questiol
then is: what is symbolized by the sea and implied by itpdésrance?

A number of proposals have been given in answer to this question.
G. B. Caird suggests that John's perception of the sea is informed by mytl
and that the sea that vanishes in Rev. 21:1 is the cosmic sea out of which tr
first heaven and therfit earth were made. This primeval sea is the home of
the sea monster and is the object of God's conquest, though its endurance in
the first heaven and earth is a symbol of God's as yet incomplete victory anc
incomplete sovereigntyRobert Mounce sees anore plausible a view of the
sea as that which is at variance with the character of the new creBtwit
E. Aune understands the disappearance of the sea to reflect the anciel

1| am grateful to Dr. Robert Mulholland and Dr. Fredrick Long, both of Asbury
Theological Seminary, for their extensive and detailed feedback on early drafts of this paper.
An earlier version of this paper was presented at the 2008 annual meeting otitty &f
Biblical Literatureinas ecti on titl ed, AJohn's Apocalyp
Modern. | am also grateful to the members of that section who asked probing questions anc
provided helpful feedback.

2 J. Webb Mealy takes the disappearance of the sea to be the literal removal of the
heavenly sea that is the barrier between the heavenly realm of God and the earthly realn
resulting in a new state in which the presence of God is no londéerhfrom humaity.

Mealy, After the Thousand YearResurrection and Judgment in Revelat{Sheffield UK:
Sheffield Academic Pres4992, 192212 Cf. G. K. Beale's critique: "This notion is based on
a too literal view of the sea in the sky and on undemonstratecttitatki from a series of
possibly related texts in the ApocalygsBeale, The Book of Revelatio® Commentary on

the Greek TextNew International Greek Text Commentary, ed. J. Howard Marshall and
Donald A. Hagne(Grand RapidsMI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 19991043

3 G. B. Caird,The Revelation of St. John the Divihendon: A&C Black, 1966), 262.

4 Robert H. MounceThe Book of Revelatiorev. ed, New International Commentary on
the New Testament, ed. Ned B. Stonehouse, F.F. Bruce, and Gordon (Gr&ek Rapids
MI: Wm. B.Eerdmans, 1997), 381.
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Israelite tradition of antipathy between Yahweh and the’ &aK. Beale
takes the sea in Rev. 21:1c to be a general summary of the various symboli
associations of sea language in Revelation, though he singles out a
especially important the association of the sea with tribulation for God's
people, the threat of which is rewem from the new creatich.

This essay follows those who have argued for a symbolic
interpretation of the sea's disappearance and aims to shed light on ou
understanding of the disappearance of the sea by placing it within the contex
of Old Testament anldte Jewish apocalyptic literature in which the sea was
regularly associated with: (1) evil power hostile to creation and a foe over
which Yahweh is sovereign, (2) the source of the powers which oppress the
people of God, and (3) that which standsinhbey of Yahwehos
of his people at the exodus. After surveying Jewish symbolism associatec
with the sea, we will be prepared to consider sea language in Revelation. I
the course of this study, it will become clear that the use of sea language i
Revelation closely parallels usage in other Jewish literature. It will become
further evident that the elimination of the sea represents an event in whict
the people of God and the entire created order are liberated from all evil anc
hostile powers, noehst death itself. After considering the Jewish context of
sea language and its disappearance in Revelation, | will conclude the essa
with a reflection on the significance of the sea's disappearance for the
contemporary Church in light of preseatdy inteest in endime events and
doomsday predictions. Against such prevailing eschatological pessimism, |
will propose three tasks essential to the recovery of a hopeful eschatology
Having now traced the approach and plan of the essay, we are prepared |
congder thalassic symbolism in the Old Testament and Jewish apocalyptic
literature.

THE SEA IN THE OLD TESTAMENT AND JEWISH LITERATURE
In the Old Testament the sea is often portrayed as a power hostile both t
creation and to the people of God. In P84:59 the water is portrayed as
fleeing from Yahweh upon his rebuke. Yahweh is said to set up boundaries
around the water as a means of protecting creation from the hostile (vaters.

5 David E. AuneRevelation 1722, World Bible Commentary, ed. Bruce Metzger et al
(Nashville TN: Thomas Nelson, 1998), 1119.

% Beale,Revelation 10411042,

7 Cf. Gen. 1:210; 8:114. Hereafter, all OT citations will be from the NRSV unless
otherwise noted.
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Similarly, Hebrew | iterature so'met
In Job 7:12, Job makes use of sea language to reflect on God's appare
opposition to him as experienced i
Seaéthat you set a guard over meo
where God rebukes the sea andivées the psalmist who compares his
rescue from his enemies to being lifted out of mighty waters (48715The
psalmist praises God for his sovereignty over the mighty waters in329:1

and glories in Yahweho6s poweld).dever
also speaks of the waters as being fearful of Yahweh (77:16). Again, the
psal mi st prai ses God saying, fiYou
you still themdo (89:9). Yahwehds o
well where heissdi t o have, Apl aced the sar
perpetual barrier that it cannot pass; though the waves toss, they cannc
prevail, though they roar, thed ca

the king of Babylon is compared to the seaeoagain associating the sea
with the enemy of God and of his peoplé& ahwe hds hostil i
sea also appears in Nah. 1:4 where
and Hab. 3:8 where he is saiEdl0t:0,
portrays the power of Yahweh over t
his rebuke t hey"Ybaehcwoenhed sf rsi ogvhet reeniegdn.
further illustrated by his ability to use it for his own purposes as celebrated in
the song of Moses when thisraelites praise Yahweh for casting the
Egyptian army into the sea (Ex. 18.%). So, even though the sea is
regularly seen as Yahwehodos foe, it

8cf. Dave Matthewson, f@dANew Exodus as a
Revel at i Timty urnal24;2(2D03): 245.
% Cf. Peter C. CraigiePsalms 150, Word BibleCommentary, ed. Bruce Metzger et al.

(Wacq TX: Word, 198 3) , 174. Craigie suggests the
Exodus and the Reed Sea deliveranceo (174)

19 For an extended analysis of the conflict between Yahweh and the sea in Ps. 29 se:
CarolaKloosY hwhdés Combat with the Sea: A Canaan

Israel (Leiden NL: Brill, 1986), 1593.

11t is interesting that while Babylon and her king are here compared to the sea (Jer.
51:3437), the sea is also said tave risen over Babylon covering her with its waves (51:42).
It seems that the tides had turned on Babylon, so to speak. Cf. Gerald L. Keown, Pamela .
Scalise, and Thomas G. Smothelsremiah 2662, Word Bible Commentary, ed. Bruce
Metzger et al(Waco:Word, 1995), 371.

12 The OId Testament Pseudipigraphpocalyptic Literature and Testamengsvols.,
ed. James H. Charleswor{i@arden City NY: Doubleday, 1983), 82.
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his own purpose¥.

The sea is also seen as being the home oflé@std bestial forces.
In Isa. 27:1 the sea is the home of Leviathan, the beast described as a serpe
and a dragof The prophet is here anticipating the day when God will kill
this sea dragon. The larger context of this chapter is the hope for return fro
exile. That same day of return wil
the land of Assyria and those who were driven out to the land of Egypt will
come and worship the Lord on the h
The elimination of the haide forces from the sea is thus associated with the
return from exile and the restoration of the people of Sod.

Another text which portrays the sea as the source of bestial
oppression of the people of God is Dan-8;2 text the importance of which
for our thesis cannot be overstated. In these verses Daniel sees four differet
beasts coming up out of the sea. His descriptions of these beasts go int
terrifying detail. The first beast
while the second resemblasear with tusks (7:5). The third beast resembles
a leopard with four heads and four wings (7:6). The image of the fourth and
final beast is even more horrific than the previous three. Daniel says of this
fourth beast that iandexceedinglystomngrlitihady i
great iron teeth and was devouring, breaking in pieces, and stamping wha
was left with its f eé®A®angelinterptets thia d
vision to Daniel telling him that the four beasts are four kings thatawde
(7:14). Being the place from where the beasts come, the sea is portrayed «
the source of terrifying and oppressive powers which represent the rule of

13 The defeat of the Egyptian army is a particularly striking, if not ironic, evesithat
which stood in the way of Israel's escape, the sea symbolized to them defeat at the hands ¢
their enemies. There may also be a sense in which the sea is perceived as a symbol
Yahweh's betrayal of his people, or perhaps his inability to delnamtwho complain that
they have been brought into the wilderness only to die there (Ex.-12)1(However,
Yahweh demonstrated his power to rescue and redeem his people by taking that which wa
thought to be Israel's doom, namely the sea, using it $oovan purposes to deliver his people
and destroy their enemies. That which was thought to spell certain death was transformed b
Yahweh into the instrument of their victory. It is also noteworthy that the sea, which was the
barrier to Israel's safety, wased by Yahweh for his glory (Ex. 14:1B).

1 |n Rev. 13:9 dragon and serpent are used to describe the Satan.

15 cf. John N. Oswalt,Isaiah 139, New International Commentary on the Old
Testament, ed. R.K. Harrison and Robert L. Hublf@giénd RapidsMI: Wm. B. Eerdmans
1986), 501.

By the first century, t hentefpretedasthe Romans t
Empire(cf. 4 Ezral1-12).
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antagonistic foreign kingdoms over the people of Eod.
As seen briefly above, the image of tkea sometimes recalls

Yahwehodéds deliverance of | srael at
future rescue of the people of God. In Isa. 51:10, God is praised as the one
Awho dried up the sea, the waters

thesa a way for the redeemed for t
portrayed as that which stands between the people of God and thei
redemption from slavery in Egypt. John Oswalt suggests that the Red Se:
ifseemed to say that Go d is pranssesitonhis e e
p e o p¥Se when the Lord does away with the sea he is eliminating that
which stands in the way of the redemption and freedom of his pEdpke.
51: 11 follows with the promise of
people return to iBn with everlasting joy. Sorrow and sighing are said to
flee away and are perhaps intended to be associated with the receding wate
of the sea. This text is especially significant for our purposes given the idea
of the sea bei ng, estingthatthedisapgearancepfehe h
sea in Rev. 21:1c is to be taken as an image of a new exodus where creatic
is finally delivered from chaotic and hostile forces. Isaiah also compares the
wicked to the sea seeing it as a place where there is no pehsaying that,

A[ T] he wicked are | ike the tossing
mire and mud. There is no peadek, c
NRSV).

We have seen, then, that the image of the sea in ancient Jewist
literature ca be organized generally into at least three categories. First, the
sea is seen as Yahwehos hostile fo
setting up boundaries around it in order to protect his people and sometime
even sovereignly using the seaaocomplish their salvation. The chaotic
power of the sea is sometimes even directed by Yahweh against the enemie
of his people. Second, the sea is thought of as the home of the great se
monster and symbolizes the source of beastly powers manifestdailtyoin
kingdoms which oppress the people of God. Third, the image of the sea an
its removal i s associated with the

YFor a discussion of O6representationd i
Dan. 7, see N. T. Wight, The New Testament and the People of @dohneapolis MN:
FortressPress 1992), 289297.

18 John N. OswaltThe Book of Isaiah 466, New International Commentary on the Old
Testament, ed. R.K. Harrison and Robert L. Hubl§&iénd RapidsMI: Wm. B. Eerdmans,
1998), 342.

¢t Ex. 14.
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deliverance of his people at the Red Sea and forward to a future event wher
God brings ultimate @emption to his people and to creation as a whole. It is
important to note, of course, that not every mention of the sea in Hebrew
literature has symbolic associations. Sometimes the sea is simply tfle sea.
However, there is sufficient evidence to concludiat the sea often
symbolizes evil and oppressive power over which Yahweh is always
portrayed as sovereign being fully able to deliver his people from its threat.

THE SEA IN REVELATION

Having surveyed the symbolic associations with the sea in ancient
Hebrew literature, we are prepared to look in detail at the sea language ir
Revelation. The image of the se (& U)d GfUi r st appear s i
the heavenly throne room in Rev. 4
sea of glass like r y stltaslimp@rtant to note that it is not clear exactly
what John is seeing here. The dual use of both the comparatigesd

€ 8 engljasize the simile that John is using to describe what he saw. This

emphatic use of simile strongly pointsteth sy mbol i ¢ natur e
of this glassy sebike object and invites the one who reads and those who
hear to consider the seabs symboli
but it is very much like one, and our above survey suggests tfidt a
century Jewish hearer may here associate the sea symbolically with evil o
antagonisnf’ This is strengthened by the position of the sea in relation to the
throne. Theseais3 ,9®@x before, the throne
sovereignty over # sea, which, as we have seen, is a common theme in
Jewish literaturé®

G.K. Beale also suggests that there may be an allusion to the Red Se
here?* This is supported by the use of the identical phragf & UG G U

2 E g. Gen. 9:2; 14:3; Ex. 15:22; 23:31; Num. 13:29; 14:25; 21:4; 33:10; Jos. 1:4; 1 Kg.
5:9.

2L Cf. Ez. 1:22. Alsod & U &ppedrs more often in the Apocalypse than the length of
this essay will permit me to address. | have chosen those occurrences which are most releva
to the thesis of this essay.

22 Cf. Caird,Revelation 65-68.

BG. K. Beal e sug g erang lsint that Joln nawtsees the chastic pofers <
of the sea as calmed by the Lamb who has slain the dragon in theisgiag about cosmic
peacedBeale,i The Problem of the Man from the Se
Messi ani ¢ Caosn cAeppotc allomnp FesthnmeGturds, 2 (1983: 187. For the
use of the preposition 3~ sees M. Robert MulhollandRevelation: Holy Living in an
Unholy World(Grand RapidsMI: Zondervan, 1990), 149ff.

24 G.K. BealeRevelation327.
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Us (3fidass a sea of regthosesviodcpnguered the Heast
are singing the song of Moses and the song of the lamb (15:3). This
suggestion is compatible with the idea of the evil character of the sea within
the Jewish pool of imagery. We may conclude tentatively, then, that #iis fir
appearance of the sea in Revelation images the sovereignty of God over th
forces of evif®

One of the most important texts for understanding the image of the
sea in the Apocalypse is 132lwhere John records:

And | saw a beast coming up from thea ¢ o U)thavibg ten
horns and seven heads and upon
its heads blasphemous names. And the beast which | saw was

|l i ke a | eopard, and its feet we
a lionbés mout h. A n kis pbweranddhisa g o n
throne and great authority.

The similarity of this passage to Daniel 7 should be quite clear. Some have
suggested that this is Danields f
specifically with the Roman Empifé However, it shoulcbe observed that

this beast appears to be an amalgamation of the beasts in Dan. 7. The beast

Revelation 13:1 is |like a | eopard
(7:6). It has the feet of a bear ¢
has the mouth of a |lion corresponit
finally, it has ten horns correspec

the beast of Rev 13:1 should be seen as a combination of all that the beasts
Dan. 7 represent. Rath#ran identifying this beast with a single kingdom,

Roman or other, this beast should be thought of as a manifestation of evil an
an incarnation of the dragonés p o
aut hority. Certainly Jo hsednghe Bamang i |

% Less likely is Rb e r t Mounceds suggestion that, i
Godobs separateness from his creatures, [
Revelation 123. While the presence of the shining object like a crystal sea may emphasize
Go d 6 scendenaenthe evil connotations of the sea in Jewish literature and, as we shall see
the importance of the sea in Revelation make it unlikely that this image carries no special
significance.

26Caird, Revelation 16263. Ben Witherington,Revelation New Cambridge Bible
Commentary, ed. Ben Witherington et @llew York Cambridge University Press, 2003),
181.
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Empire as their contemporary manif
as Robert Wa l | points out , t his b
symbol for secular power and cultural idols, with historical counterparts in
every”’ age. 0

Of particular importance is that this beast arises from the sea. This
evil incarnation finds its source in the sea. The close similarity with Dan. 7
strengthens the argument that John is working with the basic Jewish concer:
of the sea as being the homesource of evil. This beast is the enemy of God
that utters blasphemies against God (13:6) and acts on behalf of the drago
(13:2). If there was any doubt that the mention of the sea in Rev. 4.6
symbolized evil, it should be erased with this vision. Thasbé&om the sea
is the incarnation of that which the sea stands for, namely, evil, oppression
and rebellion against God.

The fAisea of glassodo appears agai
occurrence carries connotations of a new exodus event. Tha wWus
conquered the beast are singing A0

exodus imagerf" Fur t her , ithe ones who con:
and the number of iits named are no
This is an image of victoryver the evil which is represented by both the
beast and the sea. |t is signific,

Beale notes that in the Apocalypse fire is a symbol of judgfidrtus, like
the original exodus event, this image of those whwoer standing atop the
sea of glass mixed with fire contains the image of judgment against evil and
the enemies of God as well as an image of the victory of the people of Goc
over their oppressors.

In chapters 19 and 20 there appears for the first theephrase,
fil ake of ¥In 1920 the(bgadt:arkdGhe false prophet are thrown
living into the lake of fire. Later, after the thousand year period (20:7), Satan
(20:10) and Death and Hades (20:14) are thrown into the lake of fire. There
appears tde a development in Revelation from a sea of glass (4:6) to a sea
of glass mixed with fire (15:2) to a lake of fire (19:2b)hat the sea of glass
as a symbol for evil has experienced the judgment of God in being initially

27 RobertW. Wall, Revelation New International Biblical Commenta¢Peabody MA:
Hendrickson, 2002), 168.

2 Beale,Revelation 789.

29bid. Cf. Rev.20:9

0 Ct. Rev. 20:10, 145.

31 Cf. Mulholland,Revelation 304.
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mixed with fire and then finagi becomi ng a | ake of
ultimate judgment against evil. This lake then becomes the final realm of all
who oppose God and rebel against him (20:15). Chapter 20 contains anothe
indicator that the sea is associated with evil, death, and icbelhainst
God. It is said that, fAthe sea gav
up the dead in themo (20:13). The
the sea with Death and Had®@s.

Up to this point in the Apocalypse we have seen thantiagé of the
sea corresponds closely to the image of the sea in other ancient Jewis
literature where the sea is a symbol of evil over which God is sovereign (4:6)
and the source of the beastly powers which war against God and his peopl
(13:1-2). We have lao seen that the image of the sea in Revelation
corresponds to Old Testament literature in that it carries the connotations of :
new exodus event (15:2). Further,
against evil (15:2; 19:20; 20:13, 14, 15) and is eissed with Death and
Hades (20:13).

We come now to the chief passage in question. Revelation 21 begins
with John's description of the new creation: "l saw a new heaven and a nev
earth. For the first heaven and the first earth had passed away, aerd the s
no more" (21:1). What, then, is the meaning and significance of the
disappearance of the sea in this vision of new creation? Given the evidenc
that sea symbolizes evil and opposition to God, | propose that the
disappearance of the sea means that\dll all that oppresses the people of
God, and every manifestation of rebellion against God has been removec
from creatiort® That the disappearance of the sea is the removal of all that is
antithetical to full human existence is confirmed by the cliastiucture of
21:1-5a:

32 Cf. Richard BauckhaniThe Climax of Prophecy: Studies on the Book of Revelation
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1993), 68; CairRevelation 260; Mulholland,Revelation 312.
Against Mouncewho argues that, "John mentions the sea, death, and Hades all giving up their
dead to indicate and emphasize the universal scope of judgment. The sea is specificall
mentioned to show that no ohaot even those whose bodies had gone unburied because lost
atseal would escape resurrection and judgnie@f. Mounce,The Book of RevelatioB877.

33Cf. Caird,Revelation262.
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A': new sky and new earth (1a)
B*: first sky and first earth have passed away (1b)
C" the sea is no longer (1c)
D" new Jerusalem as a bride (2)
D% dwelling of God with his bride (3)
C?% death, sorrow, crying, and pain are no longerdda
B? the first things have passed away (4d)
AZ all things are made new (5a).

The parallel between'Gnd € indicate that the removal of the sea is to be
seen as the removal of death, sorrow, rgyiand pain from the created
order®* Everything that is opposed to the people of God and contributes to
their oppression is excluded. This interpretation fits comfortably within the
larger contexts of Old Testament literature and other Jewish apocaéxttic
surveyed above.

John may also intend his audience to hear in Rev-24.dn echo of
Isa. 51:1011 where the drying of the sea and the anticipation of a new
exodus is associated with the doing away of sorrow and sidghifigis
corresponds to the idea that the sea in Revelation is associated with the ne
exodus event in 15:2 where those who conquer the beast stand atop the
glassy sea mixed with fire and sing the song of Moses and the song of the
Lamb. Thus, the disappea® of the sea in 21:1c suggests that the new
exodus event has indeed taken place and that the people of God have pass
beyond the threat which the sea represents to final redemption, salvation, an
fellowship with God (21:3§°

It is important to note it in Revelation, as in the Old Testament, the
sea does not always carry symbolic connotations of evil and antagonism
However, the image of the sea in Revelation does fit well within the broader
context of Jewish literature where the sea is often podrageantithetical to
Godds purposes and as the source ¢
God. The image of the sea in Revel
people at the Red Sea as well as the anticipation of a future final deliveranc
of his people. Revelation also, like other Jewish literature, always portrays

34 Aune, Revelation 1722, 1114; BealeRevelation 1042 Mat t hews on, fiNe v
245; Wall,Revelation244.

5 Cf. Isa. 27:13.

% Matthewson takes thisotbe the primary idea in 21:1See Matthewsonii N e w
Exodush80 257
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God as sovereign over the sea and the evil that it represents.

This understanding of the symbolism associated with the sea
suggests that the disappearance of the sea in Réic Bla symbol of the
el imination of al | t hat i's antith
This is consistent with other Jewish Apocalyptic texts where the
disappearance of the sea corresponds to the removal of evil and the
restoration of the peoptH God.

Further, in that the beast of Rev. 13:1 comes out of the sea, the
disappearance of the sea indicates that all sources of oppression are removi

from the created order . The i dea
therefore, evil was also imtduced in Rev. 4:6 and indicates that the
el imination of the sea should be =

sovereignty over evil and disorder. The chiastic structure of Rev:521:1
confirms that the elimination of the sea is equivalent to timiration of

evil in the removal of death, sorrow, crying, and pain from the created order.
This echoes Isa. 51:1101 which looks forward to a new exodus event and
the removal of sorrow and sighing from the people of God. The idea of a new
exodus is stregthened by the imagery of Rev. 18lwhere the conquerors
stand upon the sea and sing the song of Moses. None of these elemen
should be singled out to the neglect of the others. Rather, the elimination of
the sea symbolizes the fulfilment of the Jewssix pect at i on of
doing away with evil and the full redemption of his people.

TOWARD AN ESCHATOLOGY OF HOPE
We have seen that, when read in light of Jewish apocalyptic literature, the
disappearance of the sea in Rev 21:1 paints a symbolicepimtar day to be
longed for, a day when God will remove from the created order all that is evil
and antithetical his purposes and to his people, a day when creation will
emerge from its sorrow into the bliss of God's manifest presence. This is &
day of hog, and in the Apocalypse of John, it is that day for which the
faithful around the throne and upon the earth await with eagerness. And yet
we live in a day when much of the church is highly influenced by the anti
creational theology of the bestlling L&t Behind serie§’ Many Christians
have been thrice duped by the trifigyled doomsday predictions of Harold
Camping. Even more recently, Pat Robertson pointed to the August 23, 2011

37 For a fulkscale critique of the scalled rapture thaogy of the Left Behind seriesee
Barbara R. Rossingihe Rapture Exposed: The Message of Hope iBtiak of Revelation
(New York: Basic Books2004).
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earthquake in Washington, DC, as sign of God's coming judgfhientould

seem that bookstores and the airwaves are seldom short d@fmesd
paranoia and pessimisth. Such wellknown and highly publicized
eschatological is damaging to the Church in its poor handling of scripture
and the unnecessary mockery that comes wherpi@arike predictions fail

to be realized. The remedy to this problem is for the Church to articulate a
thoroughly biblical eschatology of hope with an optimistic view of the future
that God will draw the nations to himself and one day bring full and final
renewal to all that he has made. The question before us then is this: In ligh
of the scriptural vision of new creation, how do we regain an eschatology of
hope? In an effort to move toward such eschatological renewal, | propose
three essential tasks. ™eethree are certainly not intended as an exhaustive
list but as key elements necessary for the stated goal.

First, if we are to have a firmly biblical eschatology of hope, we
must recover a clear theology of the goodness of creation and of God
commitment to his creation. We can be thankful that this very thing is taking
place in various locales, but it does not appear to have taken hold a:
expansively as it mué.Two subpoints of this recovery are worth mention
here. The first is how we conceive oftlbiblical metanarrative, the over
arching story of the Bible that both begins and ends in a garden of God's owr
making. The images in Revelation-22 call to mind God's original creation,
not least in terms of the tree of life. The human plight is soleen access
to the tree of life is regained at the end of the Apocalypse. We need to
recover the biblical narrative that tells of God's good creation, the corrupting
effects of human sin, and the work of Christ to restore not only individuals,
which he ceainly does, but the creation as a whole, bringing resurrected
humanity into the new garden and to the tree of life. The secorpdosuito
the first task involves the way we understand the Incarnation. I've already
indicated that a hopeful eschatologyshaffirm the cosmic scope of Christ's

% Elizabeth TenetyPat Robertson: D.C. earthquake
of t h & Thé Washington PgsBeptember, 25, 2011,
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/undgrd/post/patobertsm-dc-earthquakenmeans
werecloserto-the.comingof-the-lord/2011/08/8/gIQASKIEeJ_blog.html

% This is not to say that there are not some quarters of the Christian Church where a
firmly hopeful eschatology is advocated and maintained. Tberginly are.SeeKeith A.
Mathison, Postmillennialism: An Eschatology of Hogehillipsburg NJ P&R Publishing
1999).

40 3. Matthew SleethServe God, Save the Planet: A Christian Call to Ac(dtite
River JunctionVT: Chelsea Green, 2006).
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redemptive work, and in that light the event that is the Incarnation becomes
God's unmistakable affirmation of the goodness of what he has made. He
comes not to walk on the earth simply to be done with it. He comes t
announce his love for what he has made and to affirm the goodness of thi
world that is the work of his hand.

Second, if we are to have an eschatology of hope, we must recovel
the language given in scripture to speak of the future. This involves the
postive task of defining our terms and using them in a way faithful to the
intent of the biblical authors. The opening verses of Revelation 21 provide
some help. The Christian hope is not the ethereal "sweet by and by"; it is
concretely the new heavens andk thew earth, where God makes his
dwelling. We must be distinctly clear that we are not merely passing through
and that this earth is indeed our home. Further, God intends to make his ow
home here bringing with his presence freedom from all that is aitéah&
the good world that he has made and eternal to his people who dwell in it.
We must recover the language of the second coming and the consummatio
from the popular distortion that it is a secret event wherein the faithful are
snatched away while ¢hworld and everyone in it have wrath and destruction
sent down upon thefil.In Revelation, the second coming of Christ is hardly
a secret. It is Christ's public manifestation as the Lord of all things who
comes to reign in healing and rule with justiceddad, he comes not to
demolish the world over which he reigns, but to banish evil so that it may
thrive with new life and joy as originally intended. Language that speaks of
the end of the world is thoroughly unhelpful; we need to recover a language
that peaks of the renewal of the woffdThat language is found in scripture,
not least the closing chapters of Revelation.

The third task in working toward a renewal of eschatological
thinking comes within the larger tasks of preaching and teaching in thle loc
church. If the Church is to be marked by a biblical eschatology of hope,
pastors must articulate it for the people. This means that pastors cannot sh

“1 Tim LaHaye and Jerry B. Jenkin&re We Living in the End Time§Wheaton IL:
Tyndale, 1999).

2 For studies aimed at just such a recovery, see Craig CliHBpd's Time: The Bible
and the Futurg(Grand RapidsMI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2002); MathisoRosmillenialism
Jirgen Moltmann,Theology of Hope: On the Ground and Implications of a Christian
Eschatology trans. J. W. Leitch(New York: Harper and Row, 1967); Douglas Wilson,
Heaven Misplaced: Christ's Kingdom on Eaffioscow, ID: Canon, 2008); N. T. kght,
Surprised by Hope: Rethinking Heaven, the Resurrection, and the Mission of the Mewch
York: HarperOne, 2008).
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away from tough questions relating to the interpretation of Revelation. It also
means that pastors Wwiheed to have some basic competency in the Jewish
Apocalyptic literary form, in order to respond thoughtfully and faithfully to
various pessimistic distortions of the eschafovhen the Harold Camping's

of the world begin to predict the day and the hadirtheir socalled
doomsday, pastors bear the responsibility of helping the Church to think
biblically about their claims. This is especially important because such grim
predictions are generally promulgated on the claim that they are biblically
faithful. Pastors must be able to answer the questions raised by these fai
fetched forecasts and help the Church to understand how they are
hermeneutically flawed misinterpretations. If we are to have a thoroughgoing
biblical eschatology of hope, then the pastors Véad the church day in and
day out must bear the mantle of ecclesial theologian, as challenging as it ma
be. Indeed, if those many unnamed local pastors in diverse places will no
accept this responsibility, there is little chance that an eschatologypef

will ever prevail in the Church.

CONCLUSION

Having surveyed the literary context of sea language in Judaism and
Revelation, it is clear that the author of the Apocalypse intends to convey the
typical Jewish perspective that the sea was symbolkwvibfoppression, and

all that is antagonistic to God's people. This means that the disappearance ¢
the sea in John's vision of new creation in Revelation 21:1 represents the
removal of evil and wickedness from the created order. In light of this
symbolicmeaning, it is clear that Revelation presents an eschatology of hope
and that ecclesial fidelity to Christian scripture means maintaining that same
eschatology of hope. Unfortunately, eschatological pessimism marks a
significant portion of the contempoyarChristian theological landscape.
Characterized by doomsday predictions and end of the world countdowns
such eschatological pessimism brings unnecessary embarrassment to tt
Church of Jesus Christ. One of the many tasks we now face, therefore, is t
recover a thoroughly biblical eschatology of hope and to make it known
within the walls of the Church and without. In order for such a recovery to
take place, at least three tasks lie before us. We must: (1) articulate the
fundamental goodness of God's creatiand God's commitment to its

43 For an introduction to Jewish Apocalyptic with suggestions for further reading see
Everett FergusonBackgrounds of Early Christiaty, 3rd ed.(Grand RapidsMI: Wm. B.
Eerdmans, 2003), 47478 Cf. Wright, The New Testament and the People of @86298.
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redemption, (2) recover the language of scripture, not least Revelation, tha
projects a future with a hope, and (3) have pastors able to preach and teac
accurately the biblical eschatology of hope and correct unhelpful tbaas
project an eschatology of dread. If we do not attend to this triple task, we will
not begin to move toward an eschatology of hope let alone actually recovel
one.

Matt O'Reilly is pastor of First United Methodist Church of Union Springs,

Alabama, anda Ph.D. candidate in New Testament at the University of
Gloucestershire. Connect at www.mattoreilly.net.
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DYING WELL BEFORE FAMILY, FRIENDS, AND THE

COMMUNITY
KENNETH B.E. ROXBURGH

On the same day that | was invited dontribute a pastoral reflection on
indyi ngl hadk &nl dtcident necessitating a trip to an ER in Fort
Lauderdale, Florida. A CT scaand a later MRI indicated that | had a
Meningioma, a tumor originating in the Meninges which would need to be
surgicallyremoved. Although my neurosurgeon assured me that this was not
ilife threateningd and was not mal
no longer merely as a detached theological exploration but rather from the
context of personal experience.

Sincel was ordained to the ministry of word and sacrament in 1978,
| have shared the journey of many people who are dying while ministering
the grace of God as a pastor. However, when the ER @outitin little
Abedsi deé blortedhontehatd had a brain tem my wife and | were
left stumbling for a coherent response.

I am convinced that we need a robust theology that is willing to
struggle with the ambiguity of accepting death as well as protesting that it is
not the ultimate purpose of God for humankinithin the tradition of
British Evangelicalism in which | was nurtured, death was always
inextricably linked to the entry of sin into the world. Death was viewed as an
intrusion rather than part of creation itself. Yet prior to the story of the fall,
Geness tells us that humans are taken from dust and to dust they will return

(Gen.2 : 7 ; 3:19). I f death is to be v
then it is not to be feared. And still, because of our fallenness it has become
an enemy. The presencef the fAtree of i feo i

ever to be seen as a provisional aspect of creation although we experience
more often as a hostile force (Gen 2:9). From another perspective, death we
often viewed in my own spiritual tradition as ttetease of the soul from the
body and for dAfar better. o In thi
negatively for the one who died. The words of Dylan Thomas would never
have been spoken at a funeral service in my local Plymouth Brethren
Assembly:

Do not go gentle into that good night,
Old age should burn and rage at close of day;
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Rage, rage against the dying of the light.

An understanding of death as an enemy not to be finally overcome until the
day of resurrection, allows us to protest, to weéepnourn and yet not to do
so in such a way that we feel that death will ever separate us from the love o
God.

A robust theology of death will also appreciate the way in which
God has identified with humanity and has taken the experience of suffering
anddeath into his own being through incarnation and crucifixion. If we are to
encounter the presence of Godds me
of death and dying, then we need to know that God fully appreciates what
death is really like. Some woulduggest that when Christ died, his
knowledge of suffering and of death was only experienced through his
human nature but not his divine nature. Yet natures do not sufferdr die
they exist in persons. It is a person who suffers and persons who die. The
divine nature of Christ existed prior to the incarnation in the second person
of the Trinity. Following the events of the incarnation we can say that the
human nature of Christ also existed in the person of God the Son. Thus, th
experience of physical, emotial, and spiritual sufferidgeven death
itselfd was experienced by the second person of the Trinity. In this way we
can genuinely speak of God entering into our experience of life and of death
and dying. The incarnation and death of our Lord means thaef@eds into
experiences that he has never known béfares peci al |l y when
deatho of all humankind (Hebrews
Christ fnexperienced death unmitiga
death without light, cmfort or encouragement. . . . a journey into a black
hole . . . a spiritual?Galdaseaken death |
into his being. Because of the darkest moment on the cross when Christ crie
out fAmy God, my God wh yarkhla34e) weyaau f
be assured that the one who prayed this prayer of deepest anguish ar
despair was God the Son.

If Christ has taken the sting out death then death need not be fearec
although the process of dying may be something that causes us apjehen
John Stott, the Evangelical Anglican theologian, died this summer. When

Dyl an Thomas, AiDo not g 0o DylannThdmas: Seledted t
Poems 1934952 rev. ed(New York: New Directions Books, 2003), 122.

2 Donald MacLeod;The Person of ChristContoursof Christian Theology 7 (Downsr
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1998), 217
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asked for an explanation of his wishes should he become incapacitated o
unconscious, Stott spoke of how he did not want to cling to life if it was to be
fartifici al IHe pronlcd ugdeedd. # | have a
glorious life beyond death, and | do not wish to be unnecessarily hindered
f r om i n h¥Dyingtwellisdilled with anbiguity, but for the Christian

it need not be feared. We know God himself ithwis, and his grace sustains
us on our journey into and through death.

Yet , as Karl Barth reminds us i
resur f andtaiplace dn the new creatiovhere God6s pr e s ¢
enjoyed through an encounter in the felip of the divine life. This will
not be merely individualistic, but a corporate experience as the whole body
of Christ, indeed the whole creation is renewed in-geihg relationships.

In the final Harry Potter book, J.K. Rowling hasrBhiedore tell he young

h e r oo,not pity the dead, Harry, pity the living. Above all pity those who

l i ve wit®hlofutl dwevei ® the essence o
baptized into the life of the Trinity, then eternal life in the new creation is an
everexpanding encounter with, and an expression of love towards others.
Al an Torrance sugges tidsbe betten tindefstocel as |
fbeati fi c plakewise, cconpnentiig om thed picture offered by
Revel ati on, Paul Fiddes speaks of
an image of busy activity and creatjviis well as fellowship. . . .HEre wil

be journeys to makie, adventures to

If dying well lives with an expectation and hope of the new creation,
t hen it mu st al so be inextricably
now. The words sometimes attributed to Martin Ludhére v el knew that
the world would end tomorrow, | would still plantn  appl e ot r e
sums up a Bformation spirituality that saw no distinction between the
secular and the sacred. Reflecting on a serious illness had led me to be mo|
conscious of the giftfeeach day and the opportunities that each day offers to

3John WyHave & Living Hope of a Yet More Glorious Life Beyond Death,"
John Stott: A Portrait by his Friendsed. by Christopher J. H. Wright, (Nottingham, UK:
InterVarsity Press, 2011), 211.

“ Cited from cover offimeMagazine April 20, 1962.

®J. K Rowling, Harry Potter and the Deathly HallowdNew York: Arthur A. Levine
Books, 2007), 722.

5 Alan Torrance, Brsons in Communion: Trinitarian Description and Human
Participation (Edinburgh: T&T Clarke, 1996), 39n.

" Paul S. FiddesThe Promised End: Eschatology in Theology and LiteratGrellenges
in Contemporary Theology 7 §ibrd, UK: Blackwell Publishers, 2000), 287.
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spend time with family and friendand to live as well as | can, upheld by the
grace of a triune God who eternally goes out of himself for the sake of others
in unrestrained generosity.

KennethB.E Roxburgh is thé&. Louis and Ann W. Armstrong Professor of

Religion and Chair, Dept. of Religion at Samford University in Birmingham,
Alabama.
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TURN, TURN, TURNRNING NO MORAN

ESCHATOLOGICAL REFLECTION ON ECCLESHASTI1
BRAD EAST

Even in our biblically illiterate
every thing there is a season, an
(Eccles. 3:1, KJV). We've heard it at funerals and weddings; we know it best
fromt he King James Version; we start

with The Byrds' musical adaptation. And not without reason. Hear, again,
these powerful words of wisdom from Ecclesiastesd3:11}

There is a time for everything,

and a season for eyeactivity under the heavens:
a time to be born and a time to die,

a time to plant and a time to uproot,

a time to kill and a time to heal,

a time to tear down and a time to build,

a time to weep and a time to laugh,

a time to mourn and a time to dance,

atime to scatter stones and a time to gather them,
a time to embrace and a time to refrain,

a time to search and a time to give up,

a time to keep and a time to throw away,

a time to tear and a time to mind,

a time to be silent and a time to speak,

a timeto love and a time to hate,

a time for war and a time for peace. . . .

He has made everything beautiful in its time.
He has also set eternity in the human heart;
yet no one can fathom what God has done from beginning to end.

LAl citations, unl ess otherwise noted,
Version. The reasons for my use of this translation rather than the standard one (NRSV) ar
twofold: (1) the particular languadeund in the passages of Ecclesiastes, Paul, and Hebrews
cited bel ow; (2) the more popular nature ¢
latter reason, too, there are hereafter no footnotes, the presence of which would in my
judgment cloudather than clarify the argument.
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In the following, | want @ honor the fact that this passage contains
within it deep power and meaning for persons whose years, experiences, an
wisdom confirm something of its message. It is, not surprisingly, a favorite
biblical passage to be read at funerals, a comforting warthé seasons of
life utterly beyond our grasp. And it is not difficult to see why. It does what
any poem about such l#ncompassing matters should do, treating them
with the intimate respect, depth, and ambiguity they deserve. It resonate:
with us becase we find ourselves, our lives, our friends, our families, our
joys, and our pains in these words. In short, we find liieie life as it is
livedd in this poem. | want therefore to tread carefully in my treatment of it.

Let me begin, then, as my amrrs with this text did with a
hesitancy. This hesitancy stems from the way Christians normally read the
passage, and the theological worldview underpinning such a reading.
Di fferent Christiansd interpretatdi
seen to share a similar constant: a kind of warm acceptance, or even
justification or passivity, vig-vis the world the poem describes. That is to
say, the world imaginatively figured in Ecclesiastes is a world constituted by
death, violence, killing, mourng, separation, hatred, and waallong with
their (seemingly) natural corollaries. And this world is simply taken for
granted.

From the vantage point of the wisdom tradificand especially the
far ledge Qoheleth occupies in that field of thought in the Télstamerd
this perspective makes perfect sense. Rather than beginning with God an
looking down, wisdom begins with human experience and looks up.
Wisdom, as it were, keeps the gaze level; lookingund the wise person
spi es heaveno6snenwommonlyavailakleim ardmédrslinept a
sight. The God here envisioned is epeesent in the lively audience of
creation, in its ongoing sustenance and resourceful fecundity, and just so ir
the mundane outworking of human society. The Book of Proverbs
exemplifies this mainstream sapiential outlook.

Qohel et h, the ATeacher o or i He &
takes an even sharper edge, rarely finding God or even meaning@imofifg
vaporous vanity, incessant toil, perpetual hardship, uncondeedsath.
There is more to his analysis, of course, but these themes are especiall
pervasive.

It is thus understandable why Qoheleth, belonging as he does to the
larger wisdom tradition, would describe the world in such terms. He is
merely articulatingwhat everyone else already knows: life consists of war
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and peace, planting and uprooting, loving and hating. He takes a further steg
however, to say that there is a nf
There is in the created order a sort of harimes symmetry of good and evil;
what 6s mGadewhoi fihas made everythin
(Eccles. 3:11). For many readers today, Christian and otherwise, this
message lends great comfort, evoking rich experiential resonances. We fin
meaningi n t he i dea t hdathe wars 6f @dr paregts ana t
peers, the droughts and recessions of esteemed forebears, the deaths of |
young or the undeservifigare imbued with a severe but necessary beauty.

To the extent that such hopes and congwmlatemerge from a desire
to find God absent from no area of life, or to see God's steadying hand in the
midst of chaos, or to confess thisit hi ngd needndt neg
creator G mat hb encg@uhisdsoripiaral passage matches it
own beauty with an ability to speak truthfully to people about the experience
of faith in lived life. And yet: when a reading of this passage leads to what |
mentioned abowi namely, warm acceptance, justification, and/or passivity
vis-a-vis the type of wrld the poem describésthe potent, truthful poetry of
the text unwittingly contributes to theological error, and at times to political
injury. The reason is as follows.

Christians do not believe there is a time for everything. We believe
that in Christ lhe time has changed. Theraswnce a time for all thingbut
that time is over. Now, in the death and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth
present time is no longer fallen time. Rather, present tinfatise time,
reconciled time. In the death of Jesus thiune God has put to death all of
the deathly shadows cast by the good things God created for life in this
worl d. I'n this way t heasynmetrg, abolisteng Go
deat hds parasitic negations larate | i
negation, death itsélfonly to absorb and triumph over it in abundance of
life. (Paraphrasing John 10:10: Death comes only to steal and kill and
destroy. Christ has come that we may have life, and have it to the full.) In the
resurrection of Jesdsom the dead, moreover, God's good future in which all
those good thingsvill be brought to redeemed fruition and restoration has
invaded this world evetoday. The resurrected Jefusvhose last breath was
deat hds own and whos & is thesvihe Iplace, ahe h
personal site, where the-breaking reign of God has come in fact, in a kind
of proleptic plenitude.

Accordingly, the community which gathers around Jesus, which
follows and worships and believes on his ndntieat is, the churah
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partidpates in the fulsome future brought forward in time by and in his
resurrection. It does so through t
is the sign and deposit and source of that coming future's consummation. Th
triune God who rescues the woitdJesus and promises a new future for that
world has, then, given the world a people who offer in their life a sharing in
the coming restoration of all things.

In sum, the time has changed irrevocébfgr the world, because its
future in God has irruptednto the present, and so for the church, as
ambassadors of the eschaton. As Hebrew®92:8s ay s , NnYet at
not see everything subject to him.
God thus names those who have been given the eyes to sé¢bdhgh the
nations rage and kings set themselves against the Lord's anointed (Psalm 2:
2), the crucified and risen Jesus is in fact Lord of all the earth. It is therefore
the way of this Jesdshow he treated neighbors, handled money, cared for
the needyresponded to violence, taught his followsemshich the church is
now called and empowered to embody in its life together. Jesus did not com
merely to fulfill an arbitrary divinaliktat, so that nothing changed except
i ndividual s6é # s tithandindegus thdemtireocosmos @Gasd
altered and the church is least faithful when its only witness or speech to the
world involves a decidedlync hanged capitul ation t

ot herwise called At he rvoddis nane othed 0
than the new world in Christ, reality none other than that effected by cross
and resurrectiohf or fA[ n] either . . . means
creationo (Gal. 6:15).

Hence, to hear in Ecclesiastes 3 something other thaisgyeehat
Jesus came tohangeis a drastic mishearing for the mission of the church.
God has not made death beautiful in its time: God stands against death
Death is the enemy. Oppression and violence are the enemy. In Jesus, Gc
stood against these tigim once and for all and ptitemto death. Their reign
is through. The principalities and the powers of death have been defeatec
AfiAnd having disarmed the powers an
of t hem, triumphi ng 03:/18)rin Ghtise God bag t
no more time for such things. The word of the gospel of God has only this,
finally, to say tomdéathbhpand death

I am, of course, describing only one side of the (eschatological) coin:
in Christ death is dead, bute still await the final redemption when all will
be made new. The Lord tarries, we keep patience fguahmusig but in the
meanti me death and violence and br
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common reading of this passage? Why not continue taraffiith it that
God makes everything beautiful in its time?

For this reason: when the church forgets its enemy, it grows
comfortable in a world that it ought to know, better than anyone else, is
passing away. More broadly, the church skirts sketchy theological ground
when it privileges the sapiential to the esclagmal, the providential to the
apocalyptic. Christ fishared in [ou

free those who all their i ves
(Heb. 2:1415). When we begin to view death no longer as theatiede
enemy but as just one more natural, @odained stage of life, wethe
churchb lose our meaning for existence, our very vocational charter. And
Qoheleth, at least in popular interpretation, has the potential thereby to
render our witness politically gssive: perhaps themaust bea time for
foreclosures, for nuclear arsenals, for enhanced interrogatase for
second homes, for standing militaries, for protecting our borders . . .

To such claims the gospel speaks a different word: The Holy One of
Israel, in coming near to dwell among us, assumed a life without home or
means or security for the sake of a world rid of such deea#ting
dichotomies. In so doing God did not act as if structures and forces of evil
did not exi st, bhiagsi Arebéi npbefit
enough alone. Rather, in Christ, God engaged them fully, took them upon
Godself, and shared the life of those who suffer by their hand. So must we i
we hope and claim to follow this one as Lord.

Brad East is arrently pursuing a PhD in theology at Yale Universiiew
Haven, CT
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THE MYTH OF HEAVEN:

DEMYTHOLOGIZING AND REMYTHOLOGIZING
DAVID W. CONGDON

(1) Christopher MorseThe Difference Heaven Makes: Rehearsing the Gospel as
News New York: T & T Clark, 2010. x + 148 pp. $18.77

(2) John A. T. Robinsorin the End, God: A Study of the Christian Doctrine
and the Last ThingsSpecial EditionEdited by Robin Parry. Eugene,
Oregon: Cascade Books, 2011. 163 pp. $23.00

Theology today fids itself compelled to take a fresh look at the problem of
heaven. The past decade has seen two striking developments: (1) th
development of a more rigorous Pauline apocalyptic theology and (2) the rise
of an evangelical universalism. This essay attertptbring the two into
conversation. Central to both is what we might call the problem of heaven.
Put differently: what is the hope proper to Christian faith? | will assess this
guestion in conversation with Chri
The Diference Heaven Makeand the special edition republication of John
A T. Ro b i n s olnthesEnd; GodThes latter is wdited by, Robin
Parnd who also writes under the pseudonym, Gregory MacD@éntid
central figure in the current project of exgelical universalism (hereafter
EU). | will advance the following thesis: both works engage in what we
mi ght call the Ademythologizingo o
by a kind of #Aremyttidkol ogi zi ngo of
Heaven has to be demytbgized in the dual sense of being (a)
deliteralizedas a present existential encounter with and obedience to Christ
(in contrast to a poshortem destination), and (Bpocalyptically actualized
as the movement of Godo&s Beaessamtgsk ac
of demythologizing heaven, Morse and the apocalyptic theologians need tc
more directly address themselves to the universalistic implications of their
insights, while Robinsah and especially the evangelical universalists who
are reading hid need to address the apocalyptic interpretation of scripture.
Each in isolation leaves us with only a truncated account of Christian hope in
heaven. In the case of the evangelical universalists, the account remains tc
mythological; that is to say, their ammt of heaven is not apocalyptic (or
demythologized) enough. At the same time, however, there is a need ftc
remythologize heaven, but not by bringing back the ancient myths of a three
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tiered universe. Christian theology needs to appropriate the recetensf

work in the sociology of myth, specifically that of Bruce Lincoln. | will
conclude by arguing that Christian talk of heaven has to be simultaneously
demythologized (in its ancient metaphysical form) and remythologized (in a
modern sociopolitical fian). Heaven is a myth that mobilizes the community
of Goddés people as an embodi ed age

DEMYTHOLOGIRIGHEAVEN 1:

HEAVEN AS THE COURSE OF GODO6S
Christopher Morse advances the provocative claim that the gosys| of
heaven needs to be heard anew. The
heaven as an actual place where the departed go is a mishearing of tf
gospel. The univocal approach understands the biblical talk of heaven to be
the same as talk about aother occurrence. Heaven in this hearing refers to
an actual location, whether an invisible, spiritual home or a coming physical
kingdom. A univocal approach is todeaf to the multivocality of scripture,
and thus it mi sses tdewiwtarye sssc rti @t ti
forthcomingo of God that is fdat h
heard in the same way as reports a
news of heaven |iterally, d heyeorays
in keeping with'the Gospel message

In order to redress this problem, he looks at three other hearings of
this message. Each of these is closer to the truth than the last. The first is th
existentialist hearing of heaven as myth as representttelwork of Rudolf
Bultmann and Paul Tillich. Morse deserves thanks for giving Bultmann and
Tillich a more charitable interpretation than is often the case in contemporary
theol ogy. He under st ands demyt hol
speaking abduGod and heavehand thus it renders a necessary service to
theology. But he criticizes Bultmann for dispensing with the mythical
language altogether, while Tillich succeeds in giving the mythical language a
positive symbolic function in his theology. Mse criticizes both for
i mposing an fAalien frameworko upol
missing the narrative and promissory aspects that he priviléHes.third
and fourth hearings present the approaches of Karl Barth and Jirger

! Christopher MorseThe Difference Heaven Makes: Rehearing the Gospel as News
(New York: T & T Clark, 2010), 37.

?bid., 38.

% Ibid., 40.
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Moltmann in theipr esent ati ons of heaven as
saga is a way of affirming the new
evento in history, but not AMoid a c
interprets Barth as a prepwstliberal in the wler of Hans Frei; he reads
Barthos di st Historie and Geschicatéi wie etne r ms 01
concept of fi r°Baulti sitti ci sn aMao latt maen &s
that receives the most approval for its redefinition of the gospel from news
abouta past occurrence to news about a present and future advent replet
with an eschatological and theopolitical exigency

Morse seeks to take seriously E
in a letter from 1952, where Bultmann challenges Barth to coma alaaut
his understanding of reality: iThe
concept of reality, of being and events, we really operate in theology, and
how this relates to the concepts in which not only other people think and
speak of reality, beig, and events, but in which we theologians also think
and speak i n 0°rhis issavrestatgnoent yf the isame basi®
chall enge posed in his 1950 essay

The demand to make of Barth is that he give an accouhisof

own conceptuality. He grants my claim, for example, that the
resurrection of Jesus is not a historical fact that could be
established as such by means of the science of history. But it
does not follow from this, he thinks, that the resurrection did no
occur . . . . I ask, What does
Ohappened6? What kind of an ev
that o6it far more certainly re
things that the histori dectly as
clear that Barth interprets the statements of scripture by means of

a conceptuality that he brings with him. But what is the source
and meaning of this conceptuality?

4 .
Ibid., 41-42.
5 For an interpretation of Barth that contrasts more sharply with that of Frei, see Bruce
Mc Cor mackds essay, fiBeyond Nonf oundaBruceo nal

L. McCormack,Orthodox and Modern: Studies in the Theology of Karl Bé@handRapids
MI: Baker Academic, 2008), 1655.

® Karl Barth and Rudolf BultmannBarth-Bultmann Letters, 1922966 ed. Bernd
Jaspert, trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand RapMk Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1981), 87.

" Rudolf Bultmann,New Testament and Mythology amdher Basic Writings trans.
Schubert M. Ogden (Philadelphia: Fortres384), 6993 (89).Cf. Rudolf Bultmann Glauben
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Unfortunately, Barth never responded to this question directly,
though the bulk o€hurch Dogmatic$V is an implicit attempt. To his credit,
Mor se decides to answer Bultmannos
of Pauline apocalypticism, specificalthe work of his colleague at Union

Seminary in New Yor k, J. Loui s Ma
incalcul abl e cosmic i nbreakingo i
i mman®Hret tthen devel ops t hi s-owrdookeéd t h
conceps o f Adivinatory i maginationo ¢

with Bultmann, heaven is a reality that cannot be heard literally, but neither,
so Morse claims, can it be heard simply as dispensable myth. Instead, it is |
real ity thatsdnsivmil lvietsy o(poaend tTFhpar ¢
gospel talk of heaven refers to the apocalyptiion and adventof God,
what he earlier calls t h'®ltspeaks wf s e
Afinothing | ess than God taki mvapist n.
make the kind of home with us that will ever prove to be the right home for
uslbest we think of this in terms
homeo al l too often sentimentali zce
very carefultoalses peak of this di vi basleiaato ur
h a n*8Qubhome is a new theopolitical community engaged in the work of
di scerning the direction of Godos
The linguistic play between dat
eni re argument of the book. The f a
Morse, that it is a happening which is present and real but not under oul
control; it is an unanticipatablle
The | angu-hgerdedneffath apocal yptic
di al ectical notion of Awholly ot hi
reign of God in Christ is not an observable fact in the véoridt then, or
now, or in the futuré but an incalculable divine action that inaugpes a
new age in the midst of the old for those with the eyes and ears of faith.
Heaven is a frealityo for faith al

und Verstehen: Gesammelte Aufsg&eols.(Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 193@5), 2:21135
(234), hereafteiGuV.

8 Morse, The DifferencdHeaven Makes54.

% Ibid., 61.

10bid., 10.

" bid., 1314.

21bid., 21.

13bid., 22.
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calls the fnAbifocal visiono of fait
to its provocations Godés action in the adverl
sense that fit i s not vi si bl e, den
with the means of perception natiyv
of the new creation is itself revelab n , apocal ypse. 0 Tt
grace causes an fdepistemol ogi cal c
the world they inhabit now appears in an entirely new light. The one
confronted by the apocal ypse &8omes
simultaneously'6

Mo r s e 6dswhibhaaudhes on much more than this brief account
can possibly do justice dois a brief but brilliant exercise in what we might
call apocalyptic dogmatics. It renders a mugeded service to the church.
Even so, it sems to me that the two areas of demythologizing and universal
salvation deserve further attention; the book discusses the former repeatedly
but it is | argely silent about the
of Bultmann a fair one? The siti@n is complex, and a complete response
would go far beyond the bounds of this essay. Several different aspects hav
to be disentangled, including: (a) the aspect of deliteralizing that Morse

affirms as necessary, (b) t hien c |
framewor ko and fAexi st e r’tandat) thedamo | c
t hat demythologizing interprets he

in disregard of a wi deé°A full defense lof a1
Bultmann would argue that (a8 only a small and potentially misleading
aspect of demythologizing, (b) is a common but mistaken criticism, and (c) is
a valid complaint but not a strike against the hermeneutic itself, which
remains valid in its opposition to the construction of cdmuipolitical
worldviews. In lieu of providing such a defense, | will restrict my comments
to the problem of myth and the theological meaning of demythologizing.
What | hope to show is that the constructive theological position put forward
by Morse is anxercise in demythologizing, as Bultmann understands it. To
demythologize heaven is to speak of it in a Patdipecalyptic mode.

Mor se misconstr ues -tékuvhen imasays that L
it Aobviously include][ s] yamdntyrepoeteds

143, Louis Martyn,Galatians: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary
(New York: Doubleday, 1997), 104.

15 Morse, The Difference Heaven Maked0. T h e wosd eriteixal o 0 U
fexistentialist. o

18 1bid., 39.
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to derive YfArccmormdédanwdrny.,o t o demyt hol
reading, means to cut off all speech about an apocalyptic divine action,
leaving one with the kernel of existentialism. For a more accurate picture of

what Bultmannme an s , we can turn to his 1
Demyt hol '®Hjd zhenqgi. s by saying that
(Wirklichkei) , but it does s d°Whatlmecomes cléan a
is that mythological thinking involves talkingalbd God as s om
hando as opposed to a reality tha
Bul t mann, Aimyt hol ogi cal thinking

beyond the world as though it were something within the woldd Penseits
zum Diessef . 6 Such thinking #Atal k][ s] ‘
powers as something that can B& ob
ot her words, myt hol ogy speaks abou
object that is like any other factual, obs#ble object in the world.
Mythology fails to respect the qualitative otherness of God; it tries to speak
about God directly, when we can
fianal 8gagyala faithful response to
of address in Jesus Christ.

To demythologize our speech about God means to speak of God a:
an event t hat i s, at Morse | i kes t
saving event of Christ determine our theological epistemology.
Demythologizing is, touse he phr ase of Martyn,
turn of #withehe gugliicatiordthat this turn takes place in the
kerygmatic procl amati on of Godods
epistemological turn is that God is seen as one who is always gaad ah
us, who is never within our grasp
famously describes Aslan. Bultmann stresses this point in the conclusion tc
his 1955 essay, fAScience and Exi st

God does not stand still and does not put up with being rwade
object of observation. One canms#eGod; one can onlyear

17 ki
Ibid., 37.
18 Bultmann,New Testament and Mytholggh5563. Cf. GuV, 4:12837. Published first
in Italy in 1961 and in the German seriggerygma und Mythqsn 1963.
19 (i
Ibid., 155.
“bid., 161, 160.
bid., 162.
23. Louis Martyn, HAEpi st e mbheomgjcl Issues intthfee -
Letters of Pau(Nashville TN: Abingdon, 1997), 84.10.

[79]



God. Godbs invisibility 1is not
organs of perception but is Go
from the domain of objectifyin
revelaton onlyin actuand i s never a matte
already been revealed. . . . For God is not to be held fast in faith
in the sense that believers can look back on their faith as a
decision made once and for all. God always remains beyond

whathasonck een gr asped . : : : God
moves ond (Rilke), who <cannot

one who remains. . . . God ever stands before me as one who is

comi ng, and t his constant f u
transcendenc®.

It should be lear from such statements that Bultmann has no
intention of discarding talk of Go
Nor is there any truth to the claim that Bultmann makes language about Goc
merely a symbol for some interior, private, exist@ntexperience. He
addresses this misunderstanding explicitlyesus Christ and Mythologiie
speaks i n t he Voi ce of hi s criti
demyt hol ogi zing] that Godés action
reduced ta purely subjective, psychological experiengddbnig; that God
exists only as an inner event in the soul, whereas faith has real meaning onl

i f God exists outside the believer
with AKarl Rale d hd iaanlde ¢ thiec &lo t heol o
out attacko on this | i B'&lis@wh positonis o n
fa totally different one, 0 since ¢

seen or apprehended apart from faith does not meamithdoes not exist
apart f fdhe fattahattGod i® only encountered in the event of
revelation | eads Bultmann to the
understands divine action to ocamithin worldly occurrences for those who
have the eyesf faith. Martyn speaks of precisely the same thing when he
describes faith as 0s e e [simatgnkityobadldf o c
age and new age for the belie®®Morse captures the same paradoxical
simultaneity when he borrows F

2 Bultmann,New Testament and Mytholody81-44 (144).Cf. GuV, 3:107121 (121).
24 Rudolf BultmannJesus Christ and MythologiNew York: Scribner, 1958), 70.

% pid., 72.

% Martyn, Galatians 104.
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fii ncommensur ab l?eBujl uxrtaamdshermemsntisa ot
theology, like Pauline apocalyptic theology, affirmsreml and invasive
action on the pam f God, but an actiondandat
so invisibly and paradoxically present within (or juxtaposed to) the visible
odag¢g and never #@Ain hando as a gener
of revelation.

The payoff of this rehearing &ultmann is a surprising convergence
between apocalyptic theology and the program of demythologizing, despite
claims by Morse, Martyn, and others to the contfarjhis convergence
requires us to recognize the way even the best interpretataons here |
agree that a generally apocalyptic reading is the most apprépdetcbased
on contemporary theological presuppositions. No reading can claim to be the
foriginal 6 meaning of the text, no
a result. Liberal histocism and evangelical originalism are not only
hermeneutically naive, but also theologically hazardous. Rejecting these
there is no reason to fear a demythologizing hermeneutic. Any hermeneutica
approach that seeks to speak of God in the present costexieawho is
known and encountered by grace through faith &omed this certainly
includes Pauline apocalyptic theol@yecessarily demythologizes
scripture.

A further benefit of this convergence is that it opens up new
possibilities for understanding thoBultmann and Pauline apocalypticism. |
would argue that Bultmann is an apocalyptic thinker (of a certain Pauline
variety), while Pauline apocalypticism is an existentializing (i.e.,
demythologizing) interpretation of the gospel. This means that we dshoul
expect to find resources in Bultmann for understanding the genuine
theological significance of heawalk, and in fact there is already ground

2" Morse, The Difference Heaven Make€811.

B0Obviously, there are many more aspects
hando/ oat hoa. nTHab in dselfs would odt iproperly qualify as apocalyptic.
Unfortunately, | am unable in this paper to explore the problems associated with the language

of Godds Acosmico action, or to show how E
to ErnstKasemann. And the whole topic of the sociopolitical dimension of heaven that is
clearly central to Morseds account wildl h

these points | would argue that there is no impasse or contradiction between Budimdann
contemporary apocalyptic theology, only a change in terminology and location of emphasis. If
there is an impasse, then it is based on additional demands or presuppositions that are n
proper to Pauline apocalyptic as such.
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breaking research on that very topi@ut it likewise means that we should
expect to see demythologizingabw k i n apocal yptic t
Differenceis a testament to this fact. His rejection of the univocal approach
is, as he admits, a demythologizing (or deliteralizing) move, and the
di stinction between fAat handd mamoadC
own theological concern. But it goes beyond this point. The closing chapter
on t he ihope of heaveno i s a t h
expectations. That which is Acomi.
home but a divine forthcomintgere and now:

Being faced by what is coming to pass, there is no fear of death,
for the arrival on the scene i s
feard (1 Jn 4.18). The promi se
deferral of grace.y TDla dihemgdt. 6d ¢
once again, is proclaimed to hereon the scene of greatest loss
without ceasing to béhere at the last when the last enemy is
destroyed. . . . What then is the hope of heaven, if any, expressed

in these parameters? At the letss much we can acknowledge,

to sum up from the foregoing o
proclaimed to be one in which there is life currently arriving on

the scene, in whatever situation we are facing, that is stronger
than any undeniable loss threaing us, including deaffi.

Some of these words could have been stated by Bultmann himself.
The notion that the Alhiaanuncisaneofthe c c
key arguments that he advances, in light of the Fourth Gospel, as part of hi
program of demythologi zing. The id
proclamation in the presentnow, and is not to be deferred to the
chronological futurgis characteristically Bultmannian. More similar still is
the highly existential tension between love and fear that Morse describes a
the content of this hope. The gospel frees us from fear and, as Bultmanr
would say, opens us for the coming future ofdGOnN all these points, | am
in full agreement with Morseds <con
up or ignore the way these represent fudfilment o f Bul t ma
hermeneutical insights and not their rejection. Some will no doubt take this

2 seeMichael Dorhs,Uber den Tod hinaus: Grundziige einer Individualeschatologie in
der Theologie Rudolf BultmanfBrankfurt am Main: P. Lang, 1999)
30 Morse, The Difference Heaven Makel 7.
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asapreext for criticizing Morseods
we can ignore it theno), but thi
is to recover Bultmannéds geniine c
Turning now briefly to the seconarea of interest, what about the
question of universalism? Directly following the quote above, Morse writes:
Al say Oweb6 in a nonrestrictive se
tomb of Lazarus is as unbounded in its embrace as the love iderapa
love without exception, inbreaking at hand in the situation of each and all.
This life is not conditional upon the state of affairs prior to its coming, nor is
it subject to phisdsraboatmp aosexas heacomestn s
affirming auniversal salvation. There are any number of possible reasons for
not making the position more explicit. | will try to spell out what | think are
the most likely and relevant. First, of course, is the unwillingness to state
dogmatically a position about tesiology and eschatology as it pertains to
human beings. The approach through
on whatGodis doing and has done, while leaving open the question of who
(and how many) will participate in this heavenly reality. $®kon implicit
agreement with Bultmann, there is a noticeable emphasis on the radica
particularity and promeity of Godb©d
of the one whom he is said tU&Thisove
does not precludea universalistic soteriologl/,but it certainly qualifies &
and may lead one to resist such statements.

vV e
S

31 Looking back over the whole of the book, the basic disagreement that Morse has with
Bult mann concerns the | attero6s apparently
inaccurate to say that Mor seds under stan
demythologizing only in its explicitly theopolitical articulation of Chiast faith. The
question, then, is whether demythologizingézessarilyopposed to a sociopolitical rendering
of the gospel kerygma. | would strongly argue that such is not the case. Bultmann is only
concerned about attempts to turn the gospel into éigablprogram or worldview, such that
God is used to legitimate a particular social ideology. If Bultmann fails to develop the
politically charged character of the gospel, this is only because of his concern to preclude this
abuse of Christian theology. Ba does the exact same thing with respect to pneumatology,
human agency, religious experience, and o
have repeatedly shown how Barthdéds theol og
redefines them. I®uld we do any less for Bultmann? Opposing him because he is overly
careful about avoiding a political manipulation of the kerygma is unjustifiable.

32Morse, The Difference Heaven Makeis 7-18.

*1pid., 118.

34 Tom Greggs has argued for this at length, even demonstrating the way a Christian
universalism must have its startipgint in particularity. Se@om GreggsBarth, Origen, and
Universal Salvation: Restoring Particularifpxford: Oxford University Pres009)
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Third, if heaven is not a literal place for souls to commune beyond
death, it makes sense for Morse (and here | am in agreement with him) tc
emphasie the ethics of heaven (chap. 4) and to existentialize the
eschatological hope of heaven (chap. 5). Morse has very little to say abou
the apocalyptic meaning of salvati
savedo means to hesapelanmde wse stploantd &
What this means is that, while the love of God is certainly unbounded, it is
nevertheless evidently the case that not everyone actively participates in it
Morse alludes at times, as in the block quote above, to the Patdieenent
t hat the Al ast enemyo wi l |l iat t
clear what this might meail f t he #Al ast dayo i s
not the #fl ast enemyo precisely th
destroys with then e ws o f Godbés forthcoming
outstanding redemption of the cosmos, would this then entail an observable
change in the world itself? Can one reject a univocal fundamentalism and
still retain the noti oaw eoafr tah of utthuart
sense an extension of our present bodily existence? One wishes that Mors
had stated his views on these matters directly, since these are no doubt son
of the pressing questions his readers will want to have answered.

Such silences not unexpected; it is, in fact, the norm. Modern
theology is caught in a difficult place. On the one hand, it rightly refuses to
make theology competitive with science. While this is easy with respect to
Genesis and the origins of life, it is far marentroversial and unsettling
when applied to eschatology and the end of history. On the other hand, it als
rightly affirms a genuine hope grounded in a love that is wholly unbounded.
But this runs up against the manifest suffering in the world that iallgqu
unbounded. In the scales of history, suffering and death are ostensibly the
victors over any claims to hope and new life. It would thus seem necessary tc
posit either a quagjnostic existence in the spirit beyond death, or a literal
c omi ng oifgdo® ambd the elrth in some indeterminate future. The
former is theologically problematic, while the latter requires the belief in
supernatural wonders that has myriad theological problems of its own, in
addition to conflicting with scientific forecasts.t 6 s no wonde
theologians opt for ambiguity and silence, preferring to speak afenGod
is rather thanwhat will happen at the end of time, since no one can say.
Unfortunately, all of this means that even the best rehearing of heaven leave

h

35 perhaps this lack of clarity is perfectly appropriate, since the biblical witness itself is
unclear and ambiguous, even contradictory, on this very point.
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us with many unanswered questions.

DEMYTHOLOGIZING MYTH 2:

HEAVEN AS THE MOMENT OF PERSONAL DECISION
The foregoi ng a sBiferenseprevides adradmewdik fos e €
looking at the rise of EU. My primary purpose in bringing this recent
devel opment into conversation with
universalism labors under what | take to be an overly mythological
conception of heaverMore on that later. First, | want to look at the special
edition publicat i onlntbefEndR@od’iexcallentyd s
edited by Parry, the author dhe Evangelical Universali$t As in The
Difference Heaven Makges central theme runnintproughout this book is
the question of myth and the task of demythologizing heaven. It becomes
clear that Robinsondés more explici
some of the questions that Morse |
and ethichconcerns are mueheeded supplements.

The first edilhthedEndvas publiRhedin 1950 ¢thed s
second impression of 1958 is the one used by Parry). A second editior
appeared in 1968, following the explosive 1963 publicatiorHofiest to
God with numerous small changes and new prefaces to account for the
differences in his theology and the wider theological landscape. The first
thing to note is that Robinsonés
Theology of Hopeappeared in 1964 (ET 1967).diso predates the rise of
Pauline apocalypticism, which really began with the work of Ernst
Kasemann in the late 1950s and early 1960s. One has to keep this historic:
context in mind when reading the opening introduction, where Robinson
explains the esettological lacuna in modern theolofyT o day it 6s
imagine such a situation. We are inundated by works on eschatology, bott
popular (fromLeft Behindto Love Win$ and academic. Despite this dated

36 John A. T. Robinsorin the End, God: A Study of the Christian Doctrine and the Last
Thingsd Special Edition ed. Robin Parry (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 201H special
edition includes a superb introductory essay by Trevor Hart, a shorter version of which
appears in the edited volum@] Shall Be Well

37 Gregory MacDonaldThe EvangelicalUniversalist (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books,
2006) Cf. Robin A. Parry and Christopher H. Partridge, etllhjversal Salvation?: The
Current DebatdGrand RapidsMI: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 2003)

%8 The lacuna, he notes, is particular to Englahguage theology. Most of his citations
are from P aDelletztan Dingeannsdd sOs c ar Cbhnst dt keaTempd s
Cull mannos book wa s transl at ed i n 1951; )
translated.
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context, much of the work remains surprisingly ral&vand worthwhile.

In the Endwas written as a response to a debate with T. F. Torrance
in the pages ofScottish Journal of Theologyegarding universalisty.
Robinsonds goal in the book is to
more robust accourof his position. Part of this involves a discussion of
theological method. In the second chapter, Robinson describes a rathe
unique version of theological science, influenced by the Christian apologetics
of Canon Alan Richardson. The essence of higtipasis that theology is the

conceptual articulation of the pre
metaphysical speculation, but rather restricts itself, in the case of
eschatol ogy, to the task of Afor m

involved in the understanding of God and the world necessary to explain anc
account for the existence of the Christian church. These doctrines will be
reached by the strict application of scientifically controlled induction from
the historical data, and will bes avalid as similar conclusions of economics
or physics wi t*hTihne idtest aoiwns sopfh eRoeb.ion
important. Whats important is the fact that Robinson defines revelation as
the present ense fAencounter wi tlokes hinhself for i v
what he is in the act of answering
in the here and now of his personal and social existence. . . . All revelation is
of a now and for a now. It is not in itself information about the past or the
futur e*.Révelation is God speaking to us toddgys dici}, and theology is

the conceptual explication of whatustbe true given this present starting

%9 The essays from this debate are included as appendices in the new special edition.

40 Robinson,In the End, God21. What makes this section on method so confusing for
people today is that it reads like a magh of liberal theology, dialeatal theology, and
postliberalism. From | iberal theol ogy RobI
basis 6stuffd of experienceo (ibid., 20) ,
(Wissenschafton par with the natural sciences ieaet of Protestant liberalism going back to
Schleiermacher. From dialectical theology, however, we get the emphasis (one that is stronge

in the | ater chapters of the bookeyelatiomn t he
Jesus Chr i sfromwhithrahseientdiathealogy begins is . . . a community of faith
grounded in a certain revelation of Godo

Lindbeckian postliberalism hangs over this chapter in its understanding of theology as a
desct pti ve task that takes as a given fia ce
the historic community of the Christian ¢
method, | would say that it belongs in the liberal camp of those whagtfaith and theology
in thefides qua creditu¢ fit h eoyvihmhit h i s bel i evedodo). Thankf
the rflst of the book than his opening chapter on method would lead one to expect.

Ibid., 22.
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point.*?

It is in this methodological context that Robinson puts forward the
claim that myth is theform of all eschatology. Despite the generally
Bul t mannian fl avor of Robinsonds b
assume that myth functions for him the way it does for Bultmann. Whereas
Bultmann uses fimytho to r ddésesamethig a

fiin hand, o Robinson uses the word

Myth of some kind is employed in many sciences when
description is required where direct evidence is unobtainable.
Physi cs, for i nstance, prtheduces
basic constitution of matter, for the purposes of translating into
some concrete imaginable picture what can accurately be stated
only in formulae. The #Atrutho o
the later verification by sensperience, if that werpossible,

of the mythical picture. . . . Theology too employs myth in the
same way. It uses it for the purpose of translating its fundamental
understanding of God, given and verified in present experience,
into terms of the primal and ultimate, wherenitstapply and yet

where direct evidence is, in the nature of the case, unobtainable. .

. . Their truth does not depend on the mythical representations
themselves being scientifically or historically accurate. Neither

the myths of Genesis nor of Revelatiset out to béhistorical
reconstructions, i.e., literal accounts of what did, or what will,
happen. As history they may be entirely imaginary, and yet
remain theologically true. The only test of a myth is whether it
adequately represents the scientifid$ao be translatet.

Robinson wuses the word d@Amytho
model, theory, or hypothesisan extrapol ati on (or
evidence to account for realities that are beyond empirical experience. It ha
nothing to do wih the research of thReligionsgeschichtliche Schuleor
can it be conflated with Bultmann

“2Eschatol ogy, he ionafystatemerts abouttthe #nal Sovereiguty of t
God as it must be understood if the data of Christian existence are to be scientifically
explained. It is the explication of what must be true of the end, both of history and of the
individual, if Godistdbe t he God of ibidh2a3. bi bl i cal faith:t

43 Robinson/n the End, God?27.
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similar emphasis on the existential preserg n s e as t he | 0
meaningfulnes$’ Myth is a necessary aspect of our seabout God, since
it is only through mytB that is, through theological theoréeshat we can
speak about what the past or the f
this respect, Robinson and Morse are in agreement: one cannot dispense wi
myth withaut undercutting the ability of faith to speak truthfully about God.
Robinson employs this understanding of myth to account for both
protology and eschatology. Regarding protology, he takes for granted the
deliteralization of the Genesis myths as being tlear intention of these
texts. The fAreal interesto of the
|l ived thousands of years ago, “ut
These fAmyths of the first things?o
universal situation of humanity in terms of the primal past. The same holds
true for the fimyths of the | ast th
The point of reference from which they start is the present. All the
elements in the myth are first and foremost descriptiorgregentrealities
within the life of the new age. The second coming has happened in the returi
of Christ in the Spirit; the resurrection of the body has occurred in the putting
on of the new man in the body of Christ; the millennium has been
inaugurated in the reign @hrist in his church on earth; the Antichrist is a
present reality wherever final refusal meets the gospel preaching; the

4 Bultmann would not accept the libeisdientific presupposition of empirical
experience as the startipgint of Christian theological reflection.

% |t is often forgotten, buBultmann would agree, at least in part, with this claim
regarding the necessity of mythical languageldsus Christ and Mythologhe clarifies this
matter: it is often asserted that the |
mythologica language. This assertion must be examined carefully. First, even if we concede
that the language of faith is really the language of myth, we must ask how this fact affects the
program of demythologizing. This concession is by no means a valid argunuzainst de
mythologizing, for the language of myth, when it serves as the language of faith, loses its
mythological sense. To speak, for example, of God as creator, no longer involves speaking o
His creatorship in the sense of the old myth. Mythologicateptions can be used as symbols
or images which are perhaps necessary to the language of religion and therefore also of th
Christian faith. Thus it becomes evident that the use of mythological language, far from being
an objection to denythologizing, pai t i vel y d e ma n desus Chrisi an¢l B u |
Mythology 67 ) . I't should be clear from this
mythical languageer se but rather with fAmythological
sensé of myt huld argue that this semse is precisely the metaphysigattifying
conception of God as a reality Ain hand. 0
with Christ Aiinto terms of the pri mal and
notion of myth as fAsymbol 0 or #fAi mage. 0

46 Robinson/n the End, God57.
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messianic banquet is celebrated whenever the wine is drunk new in the
kingdom of God; Satan falls from heaven as each man decidéfgospel,
and in the finished work of Christ the prince of this world has been judged;
the last assize is being wrought out in every moment of choice and decision
Christ is all in all, since all thingsave beemeconciled in hind’

The purpose of the eschatigloo qioc
fi whwilltbe. 8Eschat ol ogi cal myths fdare n
key of the hereafter of knowledge of God and his relation to men given in the
revelatory encounter of preséni st or i €al event. o

Like Morse, Robinson translates the NT language of heaven into the
present tense, t hough he does S0
ambiguity and indirectness serves to unsettle the reader of his book in a wa;
that corresponds tthe unsettling effect of the apocalyptic event in Christ,
but this ends up leaving the reader with many burning questions. For this
reason, Robinsonés directness, tho
aids in the ongoing discussion of his clairAs.the same time, like Morse,
Robinson does not seem to recognize that this translation is a
demythologizingof the biblical myths of heaven. Both of them seem to
assume that their apocalyptic and existential interpretations of heken
capture the origal meanings of these texts. But this is an unsustainable
position. The original expectation of a chronologically imminpatousia
and the literahi st or i cal establishment of
undeniable feature of primitive Christian worsfipeven if Morse and
Robinson (with Bultmann) are right to argue that such an expectation is not
itself ingredient in the gospel itself, and is thus dispensable or
Afdel iteralizable.d The fact that n
content of ourfaith does not mean that the ancient metaphysical and
mythological meaning of such language is necessary. Bultmann remains

correct in his judgment t hat it he
being an objection to deythologizing, positively demands i2* 6
Unl i ke Mor s e, however, Robinso

which the former remains mostly silent: the future of the earth and the extent

“"bid., 5859.

“8bid., 56.

*9pid., 28.

%0 Robinson seems to acknowledge as much when he later describes the difference
bet ween Paul 6s wunder st andimtige modern hopeoin arsiagleu r |
general resurrection. See ibid.-88.

51 Bultmann,Jesus Christ and Mytholog§7.
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of Godds saving purposes. Regardin

If this understanding of themythical character of the
eschatological statement is accepted, it will become clear that the
Christian has no more knowledge of or interest in the final state

of this planet than he has of its first. . . . Of course, the Christian
cannot saynté&at of h éenbtéiteratlymtake wi | |
place, any more than one can assert that an Adam and an Eve did
notlive in a garden in Mesopotamia. He can only declare that, as

a Christian, he has no interest in these matters. He is concerned,
alike in the mythsof the beginning and of the end, with the

present?
A statement along these |lines is &
and the willingness to state <cl ea

Morseds Dbook strongl ynce, iy he leases theh e
matter ambiguous. The second issue is the question of universalism. This is
of course, the driving concern of
in this essay to develop his argument in any detail, since my concern is
primarily with how these authors approach the biblical language of heaven.
Suffice it to say that Robinson t e
his entire soteriology on the bedrock of a fully realized redemption in the
work of Christ. Everythindnasalready happeneith him, and for this reason
alone, it has happenddr all: nAl I things must be
because in principle all things already are. Hell is an ultimate impossibility,
becausalreadythereisn o o ne o0 u t*Robihson B3 lthe grip ¢f a 0
bulldog on this christocentric claim regarding salvation. It is no less the case
for Morse, but whereas Robinson treats heaven in the context of an
existential soteriology, Morse treats the topic more as a matter of theological
ethicss.Eah of them could and should | eas
lacks the sociopolitical ethics of heaven that Morse develops so creatively,
while Morse lacks a fuller discussion of soteriology that would help ground
his ethical reflection in the work o€hrist. Robinson would also have
benefited from an exposure to a pb&rtyn version of apocalypticism. The
foll owing words by Robinson woul d
NnThe Wasmhéeadredeemed. Hell has been harrowed, and none can

52 Robinsonn the End, God62-63.
%3 |bid., 113.
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finally make it their home. The shadow of the cross has fallen aslant it: the
halls of death arle condemned prope

As | noted above, this special
published as a contribution to the rise (and, in some sense, the recdvery) c
EU. This development within evangelicalism is worthy of close attention,
especially with the release of the very fine volume of essays on universalisir
throughout Christian historyj A | | Shall Be Well o: L
Christian Theology from Orign to Moltmannp also edited by Gregory
MacDonald/Robin Parr, EU agrees with the f@Ar
individual has to make a conscious decision of faith in Christ in order to be
saved; it only disagrees with the traditional notion that such a dedia®mto
be mad e before deat h. Thi s AAr mi i
connection between EU and Robinsol
faith the determinative center of Christian existence. But EU disagrees with
Robi nsonés A B a satvdtionasrully amddirially aacompliehad
in Christ, with the result that individual faith isot the actualization of
something that Christ merely makes possible. Faith for Robinaon, |
think, for Morse as wall is the acknowledgement of a divinetian that is
already finished in Jesus Christ. It does not have @jgctive salvific
significance in itself, though Robinson does give it a very crtibjective
significance as determining our concrete relation to our objective identity in
Christ. EU, by contrast,doesgive salvific significance to our subjective
conversion. Its vision of universal salvation is then based on the possibility
of postmortem conversigra possibility that these proponents claim will, in
the eternal future, result in thalgation of all. Adherents to EU believe there
is a hell of conscious torment, but they reject the view that it is impossible to
escape hell via conversion to faith. Robinson and Morse, however, firmly
oppose giving the individual such a significant ratethe realization of
salvation. On this point, both of them stand in a Pauline apocalyptic tradition
that ©places all the emphasi sdwhat Go
Morse identifies as the heavenly forthcoming of God.

Itisinlarge partduet8 U6 s axi omat i ¢ -neoftemi r n

sal vation that Parry, writing as N
block quote above) that the Christian is not interested in what will literally
occur in the chronol ogi csawrond. li ther e
**|bid., 115.
% Gregory MacDonald, edi Al 1  Shall Be Well o: Expl or

Christian Theology from Origen to MoltmagfiBugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2011)
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cosmos will neveactuallybe &ér esurrected6é at som
thing that invests the present with eschatological significance is voided and
the myth becomes no more thaic] wishful thinkingd a falsemy t i . o
Parry goes oro cite two passages where Robinson seems to speak more
confidently about the temporal end of the world, as evidence of what
Robinson actually thinks, or at least whatoughtto think>” Notice first that

this places Robinson in precisely the same sanas Morse: both lay all the
theological emphasis upon the existential present, but they nevertheles

speak at times aboutasfilut ur e hi stori cal end t
wi || . But is Perry right to say |
wrongo? Is a I|literal © arsgl thuscsome aadianr r

of heaven as a poestortem locatiod required in order to invest the present
with significance? Morse does not seem to think so, and he makes a coger
case for why that is throughshapocalyptic reading of scripture. But he and
Robinson are somewhat unclear on this problem, so we have to leave th
matter unresolved, at least as it pertains to their work.

The more pressing issue is with the position of EU on heaven and
hell. It is worth noting thatThe Evangelical Universalishas a lengthy
chapter on hell, but no sustained discussion of heaven. For Morse, by
contrast, it is precisely the rehearing of heaven that forces a rehearing of hel
as weld as that which has beemvercomeby the forthcoming of God.
Without this rehearing, Parry remains within a univocal literalism, which
treats heaven and hell as posirtem extensions of our bodily existence.
This is most evident in the way he presupposes, along with most literalist
evangelicts, that the Apocalypse of John concerns future events in salvation
history. The problem then is how to support a universal salvation if heaven
and hell are actual destinations. Parry does this by arguing, as others hav
before him, that the judgment of Ihés not an eternal conditiéni t i S
terrible but temporaryf a t®%deabd that conversion remains possible beyond
death>® Certainly, if we take the traditional hearing of heaven as our starting

56 RobinsonJn the End, Gogx.

"The two passages arfmis) wifi cetamly refleanand embody e n
the moment of ultimate significance (as the last move of a chess match translates into finality
the move that really won)o (ibid., wihn),; f
history and yet . . . the complgtaerpose of God mustanscenchi st oryo (i bi d. ,

%8 MacDonald,The Evangelical Universalisi55.

®Cf. ibid., 32: AWhat is it about death
they were not previously fixed? Why should it be that from that moment on change is
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point, combined with the frewill evangelical assumption thate actualize

our salvation through the decision of faith, then this kind of -pustem
extension of Godés offer of salvat
eschatology. But what if heaven needs to be heard anew, as Morse argue:
And what if thenature of our decision of faith has to be understood anew, as
Robinson argues? What if the gospel itself demands a thorough
demythologizing of this account of heaven and hell? The republication of
Robinsonds classic st udyinsghtdtdanevo p e
evangelical audi ence. But t his n
apocalyptietheopolitical rehearing of the gospel news about heaven. If
evangelical universalism necessarily means umivocal literalism, then
ironically it may be necessa to give up our ties to (this form of)
evangelicalism in the name of the gosgel(a n g) iselfi o n

REMYTHOLOGIZING HEAVEN:

HEAVEN AS CONSTRUCTNERADIGMATIC TRUTH
| have argued in this paper that Morse and Robinson present two ways o
demythologizing the biblical talk of heaven. Over against a literal state of
bliss in the hereafter, Morse hears heaven as an apocalyptic promise the
proclaims a divine incursion in the incalculable Cheigént. Robinson
interprets heaven as an eschajaal myth that transposes into the future
what the believer knows to be true here and now. Both insist on the necessit
of mythical language, yet both still engage in a demythologizing of hdaven
something that becomes clear when we correctly understandatiare of
Bul t manndés project. Mor se woul d be
guestion of universal salvation and the end of history, while Robinson, along
with the evangelical universalists, need to attend to the apocalyptic
interpretation of haven.

In this conclusion, | want to briefly suggest an alternative account of
heaven as myt h. The goal wi || b e
conception of myth with Morseds ar
that we can affirm a remythologizjinof heaven at the same time that we
acknowledge the necessity of demythologizing. We can accomplish this by
appropriating the sociological theory of myth formulated by Bruce Lincoln.
Here is the definition of myth from the opening of his 1989 wbikcouse
and the Construction of Societyhich | will quote at length:

impossible? . . . If one says that change is possible, then one opens the duooptmsibility
ofpostmor t em sal vation. o
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In my view we would do better to classify narratives not by their
content but by the claims that are made by their narrators and the
way in which those claims are received by their audiés)c
Thus, some narratives make no trathims at all, but rather
present themselves and are accepted as fictions pure and simple:
These | propose to call Fable. Others, in differing styles and
degrees, purport to offer accurate accounts of past e@aritsef

the stories that make such trdlaims, only some have
sufficient persuasive power to gain general acceptance, and the
other® those that, in the opinion of their primary audience, lack
credibilityd | shall classify as Legend, calling those that deéh
credibility, History. . . . Beyond this, there is one further
category, and that a crucial one: Mytby which | designate
that small class of stories that possess both credibility
andauthority. . . . In part | have in mind something similar to
what Mdinowski meant when he described myth as a form of
social charter and what Clifford Geertz meant in his
characterization of religion as
and a fAimodel forodo reality. That
authority is onedr which successful claims are made not only to
the status of truth, but what is more, to the status
of paradigmatictruth. In this sense the authority of myth is
somewhat akin to that of charters, models, templates, and
blueprints, but one can go beyoimnistformulation and recognize
that it is also (and perhaps more important) akin to that of
revolutionary slogans and ancestral invocations, in that through
the recitation of myth one may effectively mobilize a social
grouping. Thus, myth is not just a codi device in which
important information is conveyed, on the basis of which
actorscan thernconstruct society. It is also a discursive act
through which actors evoke the sentiments out of which society
is actively constructe®.

Like Robinson, Lincoln posits a myth that has the function of a
modeBbut he augments that account by

% Bruce Lincoln, Discourse and the Construction of Society: Comparative Studies of
Myth, Ritual, and ClassificatioNew York: Oxford University Press, 1989),-25.
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andi mo d el for. o Robi nson 6 s regiesemtdtied (
nature of myth as a picture or theory thateexls or transposes a
communitybés knowledge about God (
Lincol nds f mod ednstriicovenaturecob myth es/asprograme
or charter that mobilizes a community for practical action in the world. The

former seesny t h as symbol i c trut h; t he
understanding myth in this way, W €
and political reflections into a mythical account of heaven.

I am proposing t hat we remyt
constructiveparadigmatic sense of myth. The mythical nature of heaven has
to be recovered in such a way that

to that of revolutionary sl ogans &
promi se of IyGartbcomsing s angthialnprecisely because it
mobilizes a community of faithful action in service to God. The word of
heavends irruption into the worl d
children of God and commands us to go out in radicadiebee. The
community goes forth in correspondence to the forthcoming of Gocaré/e
invoked at the same time that wmvoke Go d 0 s name i n
thanksgiving. The myth of heaven is thus socially constructive in two senses:
first, it constitutes the eomunity of believers as a people living in faithful

obedi ence t o Godobs wor d; second,
construct their sociopolitical existence in such a way that it corresponds to
Godbébs heavenly reighn. He a seeoha liteml p :

blueprint that tells us how to create heaven on earth, but rather as gospe
news that gives the community a new way of seeing the world as the place o
Godds heavenly advent. Like Martyn
of heaven is contravening vision of the world; it mobilizes the community
in a way that scandalously disrupts the systems of death and oppression th
falsely claim dominion.

The benefit of interpreting heaven as a paradigmatic truth is not that
it gives new contdrto our talk of heaven, but instead it reframes the way we
hear and interpret this content. It means, as Morse rightly states, that ou
hearing of heaven in the gospel is irreducibly ethical in nature. There is no
theological kernel that one can articelagpart from its sociopolitical
pur pose. It is this aspect of Mo r
correction (or perhaps supplement) to the more existential picture of
Bultmann and Robinson. A further benefit of this remythologizing of heaven
is that it opens up ways of critically analyzing the false myths of heaven that
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are prevalent in our culture today. The old fundamentdiggiensational
myth of heaven as a pestpture state of bliss is thus falsified not only on
strictly scriptural terms, it equally on the basis of the kind of model for
Christian life that it provides. Its function as paradigmatic truth results in an
ethic that is void of the revolutionary action authorized by the gospel news of
Jesus Christ. We can trace fundamentalisitipglback to their particular
myth of heaven. Christian engagement with the world is grounded on
paradigmatic myths of heaven, and we have to test these myths against tf

gospel news to ensure that our soc
mobilizing word in Christ. The argument of this paper is that a properly
evangelical myth of heaven has to

cosmos in Christ as an event that demands a radical decision of faith and a
even more radical obedience as missior y agents of God
within the world.

Finally, it is worth noting that this remythologizing of heaven
coincides with, even necessitates, the demythologizing of heaven describe
earlier. Heaven as theopolitical chaétdr h at i s jnvoat®onoflloed 6 s
community for the sake of a new worldhpcatior® obviously runs against
any conception of heaven as a pastrtem destination for believers. At the
very least, this understanding of Christian faith is indifferent to the traditional
notion ofheaven. What will or will not occur in the chronological future is
not the concern of the gospel kerygma. The concern is rather pwigsant
decision and apresent mobilization. We therefore have to distinguish
between two kinds of mythical thinking: éhsocial myth articulated by
Lincoln, and the metaphysical mythology criticized by Bultmann and Morse.
The former is a myth that concerns the action of the community; the latter is
a mythological thinking that concerns our speech about God, and which
viewsGod as something #fAin hand. 0 The
paper is to demythologize heaven in the sense of -agthetaphysics and
remythologize heaven in the sense of rm#iparadigm. In this way,
theology will speak of God as an apocalypticrete i at hando
community as a constructed and constructing agent of heavenly witness
within the world.

David W. Congdon is currently a PhD candidate at Princeton Digézal
Seminary, Princeton, NJ
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Book Reviews

Tom Greggs, Barth, Origen, and Universal Salvation: Restoring
Particularity, New York: Oxford University Press, 2009. 242 pp. $110.00
(hardback)

Tom Greggs, in a revision of a doctoral thesis written under David Ford at
Cambridge, takes on the dauntingktaof bringing together the thought of

t wo of Christianityés gr eatdeQrigen an
and Karl Bart® on the contentious subject of universal salvation. Greggs
believes that our cul tur al eputetlyimt i
the name of God, and in which political rhetoric can conjure apocalyptic
i magery, 0 requires Christians to
The scriptural and doctrinal problems that separationism engéndech as

the severance of Géds | ove f r @ ane eGualty Greublingifdr |
Greggs. These concerns do not, hov
pluralist agendad (85). Rat her, Gr

to go beyond the savala mned bi nary amutsitc urhairn:
which he means that (1) the unique person and work of Christ must be
respected, (2) attention must be given to distinctively Christian convictions,
there can be no generalized religiosity, and (3) human individuality and
meaningful actiormust not be obliterated (xiv). Greggs looks to Karl Barth
and Origen as the exemplars of particularistic universal salvation. His book
follows a chiastic structure: in the first part he describes how the particular
work of the Son affects universal saleat in Barth and Origen and in the
second part he demonstrates how the Spirit particularizes this universal worl
in the church and in individuals.

I n Part I, Greggs recount s sev
universal election, while showing how thewaintain particularity. For
example, while drawing attention t

the electing God and the elected human, Greggs makes sure to point out th
the primacy of the particular election of Christ does not result in phgim

passive election for those elected in Him. One of the highlights of this
chapter is that Greggs challenges some of the reoccurring and tiresom:
critiques of Barthodés theology offe
that Barth leaves no room for amingful human action or that Barth

collapses time and eternity with the result that temporality is robbed of any
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real significance. As he must, Greggs also addresses the question of wheth
Barth was a universalist. Barth explicitly denied universalistrthmilogic of
Barthos theol ogy s eems t o point
sympathizers and critics have argued. Greggs thinks he is a universalist, .
position he defends by arguing tha
become a ifiguchiawayihatitendermines the particularity of the
person and work of Christ. He beldi
thought.

Greggs also covers a lot of ground in his treatment of Origen. While
describing how Or artiguaristicsuniversatism,r Gregds o ¢
simultaneously has to defend Origen against critics who question his
orthodoxy because of his doctrine of the-pxistence of souls and because
of t he subordinationi sm many finec

relaticns hi p to the Father. I nterestin
of pre-existent souls is one of the places that particularity is most obvious. In
Origends view, every soul moves in

thus establishing individdity. Salvation occurs as our souls move back
towards this point of origin in union with Christ. This restorative movement,
which everyone undergoes, maintains particularity because growth, diversity.
and free will are all upheld.

After drawing togethert h e t hemes i n Bart
understanding of the Sonds work t}
uni ver sal i sm, such as the particul

and the continuance of human particularity alongside that of Jestis in
second part of the book, Greggs describes the ways in which the Holy Spirit
establishes Christian particularity while applying the universal work of the
Son. For Barth, the Spirit is responsible for the subjective reception of
revelation. Therefore, & Spirit creates Christian particularity because the
Spirit is active in Christians in a way that the Spirit is not among non
Christians. The Spirités particul e
community, leading Christians to confess Christ, igdiumans together in
prayer, guaranteeing future salvation, and calling the church to witness.
Origen argues that the Holy Spirit is responsible for bringing Christ to
individuals, but the Spirit is also very active in sanctification and this is the
placei n Ori gen where the Spiritds wor
and perfects Christians as they move towards the Father with all creation
Therefore, Christians participate
have to wait.
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In his introducibn, Greggs is honest about the methodological
problems involved in interacting with theologians who are separated by over
fifteen hundred years. Perhaps this is why Barth and Origen are not truly pu
in conversation in this work. It might be more appraf&ito say that their
views on universal salvation are placed side bydsitie major differences
in their soteriologies are not brought to the forefront. Nevertheless, Greggs is
successful in doing what he set out to do: showing how the universalism (or
samething very close to it) advocated by Origen and Karl Barth maintains the
particularity of Jesus, Christian convictions, and individual Christians. After
reading this book, however, one i
audience is. The limited scopef Gr eggs 6 argument , a
he does not register any significant disagreements with Barth or Origen,
means that both Barth and Origen specialists may not find what they are
looking for here. Those looking for an argument for universaiighnot
find that here either. Greggs barely interacts with critics of universalism and
when he does he tends to lump them all togétlzemove bound to be
frustrating to opponents of universalism. One supposes that those who will
most appr e aorlaforavhatGiri® g desciption of the way that
both Origen and Karl Barth can be viewed as proponents of particularistic
universal salvatiod are Christians who have been persuaded by arguments
for universalism, perhaps as a result of recent books bymsutsuch as
iGregory Macdonal d, 6 have heard th
other Christian theologians, and, thus, are looking for a good entryway into
the soteriology of some of t hese
will certainly be hépful to these people, not in the least because most of his
interaction with secondary literature is confined to the footnotes. Everyone
el se wil/ have to wait eagerly f
anticipates that his broader and more constructieas will be allowed to
shine through. I, for one, will look forward to seeing what he produces.

Jeffrey Skaff

M.Div., Student
Princeton Theological Seminaririnceton, NJ
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James Conélhe Cross and the Lynching Trééaryknoll, New York: Orbis
Books, 2011. 178 pp. $28.00 (hardback)

James Hal Cone6s p o wlae Grasd andathe dynahings i
Treeexamines the historical and theological connection between the cross o
Jesus Christ (the symbol of Christian salvation) and the lynding®g(the
quintessential symbol of black suffering) (xiii). Reflecting on sources as
diverse as Reinhold Niebuhr, Martin Luther King Jr., black artists and
musicians, as well as Womanists scholars, Cone argues that the cross has a
continues to be centralo black faith in U.S. Ameridawith blacks
identifying their own suffering with the suffering of Jesus of Nazareth. This
identification is twefold, with blacks first identifying with the innocent,
crucified Jesus who experienced unjust suffering in hidassimilar to the
ways in which blacks have experienced the unjust suffering of white
supremacy. Secondly, blacks identify with the costly discipleship and

paradoxi cal nature of Achoosingo
resistance to white supreoya embodied in the era of the civil rights
movement . For Cone, the lynching t
the cross in modern history, whi ch

and anger with regard to white theologians @&Hor all of ther imagination

and brilliance in their theological endeavdr&iled, and continue to fail, to
make the connection between the theological as well as historical
significance of the cross and lynching tree (32). For Cone, the cross and thi

lynchingtree musbe vi ewed together, and wun
no genuine understanding of Christian identity in U.S. America, and no
deliverance from the brutal |l egacy

In Chapter 1 Cone examines the history of lynchinyiS. America

as well as the response of the black community to this violent reality through
its musical expression (the blues) and black religion. During the era of
lynching (18461940), nearly five thousand blacks would lose their lives (3).
Lynching, &cording to Cone, served as a means of keeping blacks in their
place in order for whites to maintain hegemonic social control (5). Drawing
on the work of blues artists like Robert Johnson, Skip James, Blind Lemon
Jefferson, and B.B. King (to name a few)n@gosits that blacks found hope
in the bl ues anthlnsdendent meaning ie the singieg, ¢
dancing, l oving, and | aughingodo (13
hope in the midst of suffering with the cross of Jesus becoming lcemtra
black religious expression. Whether in prayer, song, or preaching, no othel
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theme received as much attention as the cross of Jesus (21). The mystery
the cross could be found in black
who went through an erpience of suffering similar to their own. Just as
God was with Jesus, God was also with the black community as they deal
with the reality of lynching and white supremacy-22).

In chapter 2, Cone proceeds to examine the life and theology of
Reinhold Nebuhr in an attempt to understand the blindness of white
theologians to the reality of white supremacy in their theological discourse.
More specifically, he probes how white theologians could have ignored the
glaring historical/theological connections Wwetn the cross and the lynching
tree. Cone believes that to fArefl e
conscience of white Christians and to suggest why African Americans have
needed to trust and cul ti vat).dftetahei
brief bi ographical/theol ogi cal S k €
posits that although the c¢cross wa
theology, he failed to engage the black community in their struggle against
racism, which is reéicted in his theology which failed to connect the cross to
the overwhelming reality of men and women being crucified daily
t hroughout Uu. sS. Ameri ca. Cone bel
brilliance cannot be denied. On the other hand, he is a glatamgpde of the
failure of white theologians to use the experience of blacks suffering in U.S.
America as a source of theological reflection (64).

After examining the failure of white theologians to contend with the
evils of white supremacy, Chapter 3 foeson the theology Martin Luther
King Jrd Cone believes he reflects the voluntary and revolutionary nature of
the cross as he, and countless others, took up the cross in the black strugg
for freedom during the civil rights movement. Cone posits that Kiog
itwo crosses, o one of white suprem
first cross was imposed by society and the second cross was assume
willingly (81). These two crosses reflect the running theme of the book, with
Cone holding them in tensioas both a reflection of imposed injustice and
suffering and also something willingly undertaken as a means of resistance
I't is within Conebdbs examination of
these two crosses, although they are implicitly pred@oughout the entire
work. For King, reflected not only in his actions but also in his preaching
(82), the cross is redemptive, and somehow the unmerited nonviolent
suffering of black men, women, and children might one day redeem the soul
of U.S. Ameria (87).
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The fArecrucified Christo is exa
Christo is evident in the work of
direct connection between the lynched black body and the crucified body of
Jesus of Nazareth. Cobee | i eves fAthe clearest i
was the figure of an innocent bl ac
(93). Bl ack artists, whom Cone dee
to tell the story of black suffering through paimf#) essays, poetry and song.
This chapter is filled with many disturbing yet powerful illustrations as
reflected in the words of Langsto
South. o6 He wrote: AChr i s&tOhibase yaur ni
baclké Mo s tly basstard Of the bleeding moutligger Christ On the Cross
ofthe South ( 114) . Cone draws from ot
Everette Hawkins, W. E. B. Du Bois, Langston Hughes, and Claude McKay
to reiterate that although white theologians egljious leaders failed to see
the connection between the cross and the lynching tree, the black artist mad
the connection explicitly, which is reflected in their powerful songs, poems,
paintings and essays.

Cone devotes chapter 5 to exploring the wiayshich black women
suffered during the lynching era, combating the assumption that the victims
of lynching were only male. Black women were also the victims of lynching,
sometimes simply because the male had escaped and the mob needed
victim to stand m his place. Often times, black women suffered lynching
stemming from their courageous <c¢cha

stay in any place that denied thei
anttl ynching work of | eraof tBe antireHing s |,
crusade, 0 (126) as wel |l as Billy
Fruit,o written by Abel Meeropol ,

Marion, Indiana (134). Cone ends the chapter by speaking to the dangerou:
implications of certain cross theologies raised by Womanist scldoldes
Delores William® who rejects traditional renderings of atonement theology,
believing they only serve to reinforce surrogacy roles of black women
(further discussion of this below).

In the conclusion, Cone speaks again of suffering, and also the need
of many to make sense of that suffering, which has led him, inevitably, to
explore the connections of the cross and lynching tree-1583 Cone
states, ifJesus wwahe foreshagloweadfail thes liynctdé y n
black bodies oAmerican soil . . . Every time a white mob lynched a black
person, they lynched Jesus The lynching tree is the cross in Ancta.
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When American Christiansealize that they can meet Jesuslyoin the
crucified balies in our midst, they willencounter the real scandal of the
crosso (158). For Cone, this Ilync
reality of the prison industrial complex (163).

This book is beautiful, insightful, disturbing, and challengifigere
is no doubt this work will contribute greatly to theological discourse
concerning the cross, atonement, and the intersections of religion and race.
hoped, though, that Cone would have devoted more time to dealing with
Womanist critiques of theologg of the cross, particularly that of Delores
Williams. Williams rejects traditional interpretations of the cross in which
Jesus dies and suffers in place of another, which reaffirms, in her view, the
surrogacy roles of black women. Cone also claims &ctehese traditional
views of atonement, yet he examines and draws from these traditional cros
theologies throughout the book, even employing the language of Jesus a
Ascapegoat o when referring to the
Many of te illustrations given from black faith traditions seem only to
reinforce the idea of surrogacy and substitutionary atonement in reference t
the cross. For instance, the | angu
me; through his mercy all my sins afeor gi vend spoken
before being Ilynched in 1899 (26).

who heard a voice speaking that it
t hat Emmett Louis Til!/l woul d diye a
that the spark that was lit in the civil rights movement because of Emmett
Till és death justified the claimt
ci vil rights movement o (69). Thi s

dangerous ground of traditionatonement theologiésrejected by Delores
Williams as well as Coewhi ch posit that Jesus
our place for some salvific purpose. If this is not a theology that Cone holds
himself (which he clearly states that he does not), it migix bhaen helpful

to critically examine not simply that the cross was central to black faith but
the ways in which certain readings and appropriations of the cross by black
Christians might be universally problematic. Cone is clear in his position on
the cres toward the end of the book: stating that salvation through the cross
is a mystery which no human words

solidarity with the oppressed, and
shatches victory out of defeat | i f e out of deat h,
(150) . This appears to be differen

in my place, 06 or that death and su
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