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Redemption as Creation

The Future of Pannenberg’s Future
Ted Peters

INTRODUCTION ~

When the world is redeemed, it will be created. At the Omega Peint of
redemption, God will speak with the evaluation we find in Genesis 1:1-2:4a:
the creation is “very good.”

At the present moment the world is on the way, so to _speak, to become
what it truly is. Are we there yet? No. What we experience in the present
moment is the process of becoming created. Only in the resurrection and
eschatological consummation will we be what God from the beginning has
intended us to be.

I get this from the teachings of Jesus, and from Wolfhart Pannenberg’s
interpretation of these teachings. Others such as Teilhard de Chardin, Paul
Tillich, Carl Braaten, Robert John Russell, and Jiirgen Moltmann help round
out this picture.

I began imbibing what Pannenberg was serving while studying in
Heidelberg in 1968. Then, under the tutelage of David Tracy at the University
of Chicago, I wrote my dissertation on Pannenberg’s theology of history in
light of Hans-Georg Gadamer’s hermeneutical philosophy.! I continued to
feed from the Pannenberg kitchen over the following decades, digesting what
was nourishing until his much-too-early passing in 2014.> By relocating Paul

- Tillich’s ground of being from the depth of the moment into the eschatologi-
cal future, Pannenberg dished up a retroactive ontology I found delectable, |
cleaned my plate and asked for more. Actually, I asked for more than what
Pannenberg’s original recipe could deliver. The result is an ontology of the
future that thanks Pannenberg for the entrée while adding garnishes and
dessert.

159



160 E Ted Peters

roactive ontology. Redemption provides the inner logic and power of God’s
creative advance. The skeleton will be my own, fleshed out in large part by
the meat Pannenberg puts on the bones.

: -
TOWARD OMEGA VIA RETROACTIVE ONTOLOGY

Omega, 0, is the fina] letter in the Greek alphabet. It marks not only the last
float in the parade or the climax of the story, but it also Symbolizes comple-
tion or fulfillment, The eternal God is our Omega, just as God al1 along has
been our Alpha. ““T am the Alpha and the Omega,’ says the Lord God, who is
and who was and who ig to come, the Almighty” (Rev. 1:8, NRSV).

Pierre Teilhard de Chardin tacks the Omega sign above the door to escha-
tology. That sign reads: Poinz Omega. According to Teilhard, “St. Paul tells
us, God shall be all in g - - - the expectation of perfect unity, steeped in
which each element will reach its tonsummation at the same time as the
universe. ™ Z

Even though Pannenberg does not tely on the term, Pojnr Omega, his exposi-
tion of the symbo] of the Kingdom of God is a sister to Teilhard’s Pojnt Omega.*
The biblical symbo] of the Kingdom of God directs Pannenberg toward God’s
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When the soverei gn God creates, the creation is new in the sense of adven-
fus. When the sovereign God redeems, new creation transforms the past
creation. In what follows, I will demonstrate that it is God’s adventus that
makes futurum possible.

ground for all other reality that anticipates it, “The future of God,” asserts
Pannenberg, “contrary to our usual way of looking at things, is constitutive
for what we now are and already have been.”

not be completed until it is reconciled with its creator. “Reconciliation is a
constitutive aspect of creation,” = !

As we turn to constructive systematic theology, I would like to construct
a superstructure on retroactive ontology as the ‘conceptual foundation,10 My

pes 3

building materials will include, to be sure; scripture, tradition, reason, and
experience. My blueprint calls for explanations of the natural world being

lenses is contingency. What we cannot see without looking through theologi-
. cal lenses is that contingency is God’s gift, and fulfillment is God’s Omega.!!

THESIS 1: GOD CREATES FROM THE
FUTURE, NOT THE PAST

“Reflection upon the power of the future over the present leads to a new idea
of creation, not toward g primeval event in the past but toward the eschato-
logical future,” proposes the Munich theologian.! This key opens the door to
a radical reversal, a reversal in direction for the power of being.

God creates from the future, not the past. Really? Yes, really. But, one
might object, I thought creation refers to what God did once upon a time
back at the beginning, back in Genesis or the Big Bang. Well, let us think
again. We are accustomed to assuming a closed cause-and-effect nexus of
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finite events. We place the cause in the past and the effect in the present.
What exists in the present is the result of past causes. When we think of the
creation of the world, then, we look to the past. We look to the drche, 1o the
beginning, to the point of origin. We look backward to Alpha. What we find
back at Alpha we call Genesis. Common sense places creation at Genesis.

But, let us look once again, a bit more closely. Just what does it mean to
be? What does it mean to exist? Can we exist without a future? No. Without a
future, we are not. If someone takes away our future, we drop from ex1stence
into nonexistence. This is what death is, the loss of our future.

To be is to have a future. Let me restate this: to be is to have a future. Here
is the mpllcauon for the doctrine of creation: the way God gives being to
creatures is to give them a future. Each moment, God gives the cosmos the
next moment. God is moment by moment giving to all of realty its future.”?
Without this future-giving on the part of God, all of reality would freeze up
and cease. God “gives life to the dead and calls into existence the things that
do not exist” (Rom. 4:17b).

Pannenberg hints at retroactive ontology—almost but not quite—revers-
ing the direction of cause-and-effect. “We see the present as an effect of the
future in contrast to the conventional assumption that the past and present are
the cause of the future.”"*

Let us return to the moment of Alpha, the. moment our cosmos oﬁginated,
to the biblical Genesis or the cosmic Big Bang.!* Perhaps we could say this:
the first thing God did for the cosmos was to give it a future. By calling it
from nothing into something, God bestowed a, future that set reality on the

course of historical becoming. By the term cr;drmn we designate God’s gra-

cious gift of futurity. And moment by moment with unceasing faithfulness,
God continues to bestow a future. Right now, God is bestowing on you and
me our future.

The present moment needs further dissecting. The present moment ig <& -

characterized by openness, openness to what is new. This means that God’s
future-giving is both positive and negative. It is positive in that God is the
ground of being, the one who protects what exists now from ceasing to be.
God’s work is negative, as well, in that by giving a new future God releases
the present from the grip of the past. Contrary to common sense, past causes
do not hold the present moment in the grip of inviolable determinism.!® The
present moment is open to change, open to what is new. This is because God
liberates the present from the oppression of the past. New things can happen
because God prevents the past from overpowering the present.

Back at Alpha, back at the beginning, the first thing God did was provide
nascent reality with an open future. Since then, God has continued this double
relationship to the created order, negatively releasing the grip of the past
while positively offering being and openness to a future of new possibilities.””

&
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Yes, past causes may set the parameters that give specific form to the finitude
of each present moment. Yet, within these parameters God opens up an array
of potentials that await actualization. The way the creatures within the world
take free actions determines which potentials become actualized. Taking free
actions forms us creatures into persons.

Pannenberg alludes to this depiction of freedom in his treatment of what
makes us personal: “If . . . personality expresses itself in freedom, then free-
dom itself presupposes openness to the future. [We are] free only because
[we] can go beyond what is presently extant. And so freedom is in general
the power that transforms the present. . . . Futurity as a condition of freedom
constitutes the very core of the personal.”!®

THESIS 2: GOD’S CREATIVE ACTION WITHIN
NATURE AND WITHIN HISTORY IS DERIVATIVE
FROM THE DIVINE ACT OF REDEEMING AND
CREATING THE WHOLE OF THE COSMOS

The hinge event on which cosmic history swings is the Easter resurrec-
tion of Jesus Christ. Jesus’ resurrection within history is a*prolepsis of
the fulfillment of history, an anticipation of Poinf'Omega. In the words of
Pannenberg, “The resurrection of Jesus is the proleptic manifestation of the
. reality of the new, eschatological life of salvation in Jesus himself, just as
" . the coming lordship of God that Jesus proclaimed.broke in already in his
earthly work.”!®

This anticipatory connection between the intensive work of redemption in
Christ and the extensive or universal eschatological redemption is not uncom-
mon among twenty-first century theologians. Ilia Delio evokes this vision
without using the term, prolepsis. “The resurrection of Jesus is the beginning
" within history of a process whose fulfillment lies beyond history, in which
the destiny of humanity and the destiny of the universe together find their
- fulfillment in a liberation from decay and futility.”? Richard Bauckham adds,
“The activities of Jesus were small-scale anticipations of the Kingdom that
heralded its universal coming in the future. What is notable about them . . .
is the way that their holistic character points to the coming of the Kingdom
in all creation.”' And Robert John Russell adds, “The eschatological future
reaches back and is revealed in the event of the resurrection of Jesus. . . .
Both creation and New Creation are part of a single divine act of creation ex
nihilo.”® Or, more succinctly, “Creation must be taken as eschatological,”
says Paul Hinlicky.®

Our trust in God’s future is based upon the truth of the New Testament
claim that Jesus rose from the dead. In that resurrection, God confirmed the
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divine promise that the Kingdom of God is coming. What happened in the
person of Jesus will also happen to all T.hmgs in creation’s history Easter is a
prolepsis of Point Omega.

‘What is more, we can construct an eschatological model that views the
entire history of creation as a single divine act. “God’s action [in creation] is
seen to be a single act that embraces the whole cosmic process,” declares
Pannenberg. When we are talking about creation, we are talking &bout the
universe, not just the park along the seashore or even planet earth.

Now to the central promise of this theological promise. At Point Omega,
God will include incorporation into the divine life of our entire cosmic real-
ity. The creation will be absorbed into the trinitarian perichoresis of God,
and God’s presence will imbue the creation as a whole and in all its parts.
God’s love will become the glue that binds all sentient beings into community
with one another. The meaning of all past things will be established by their
transformation. God’s creative activity will attain its completion. God will be
able to take that Sabbath rest described in the first book of the Bible: “And
on the seventh day God finished the work that he had done, and he rested on
the seventh day from all the work that he had done” (Gen. 2:2). That seventh
day is tomorrow, the day that will conclude all of God’s creative work. When
it is redeemed, our world will be created. :

# -

THESIS 3: THE CONCEPT OF CREATION
OUT OF NOTHING (CREATIO EX NIHILO)
SHOULD BE COMBINED WITH. CONTINUOUS
CREATION (CREATIO CONTINLA)

When in constructive theology we temporalize God’s creative activity, we
must integrate creation-out-of-nothing (creatio ex nihilo) with continuing «« .
creation (creatio continua). If we restrict creatio ex nihilo to what God did
back at Alpha and not to God’s continuing providence, then we might over-
look the advenius quality to God’s ongoing creative activity.

Robert John Russell may be clearer on this than Pannenberg. According
to Russell, creatio ex nihilo “first of all affirms that God alone is the source
of all that is, and God’s creative activity is free and unconditioned. . . .
The world is contingent, finite, temporal, and relative, for only God is
necessary, infinite, eternal, and absolute. Finally, as creation by God,
the world is characterized by freedom, purpose, and beauty.”? Nancey
Murphy adds, “It is necessary for theological reasons to grant that every
created entity, however small and ephemeral, has an existence indepen-
dent of God.” Though independent, this creation is loved by its creator,
according to Kathryn Tanner: “From out of God’s stores, God provides to
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the world its created, non-divine existence, and all that it includes: life,
truth, beauty, goodness in their finite forms.””

Creatio ex nihilo can be distinguished, ‘though not separated, from
creatio continua. “The notion of creatio continua stands for God’s con-
tinuing involvement with the world. Not only does God relate to creation
as a whole but also to every moment. . . . God is continuously creating
the world anew.””™ What we experience as the contingency of events
and the arrival of new potentials is actually the divine imparting of new-
ness every day. As Catherine Keller would say, “Beginning is going on.
Everywhere.””

There is a theological logic of creatio ex nihilo that draws in large part on
implications of the gospel message of the Christian church. By gospel, I mean
the story of Jesus told with its sighificance. Part of the significance is built
into his Easter resurrection. As Jesus rose, God promises that we too shall
Hse. More: “We know that the whole creation has been groaning in labor
pains until now” (Rom. 8:22), and God promises to liberate creation from its
travail. The new creation including our resurrection is the promise made to
us by God when raising Jesus from the grave. '

Rather than preserving a creation already complete, I view God’s creative
work as ongoing; it is yet to become complete in the eschatoldgical future.
Right now, we creatures are becoming who we wifl be. So also is the entire
creation still under construction, so to speak, yet to be completed and yet to
be judged “very good.”

THESIS 4: GOD IS THE PRIMARY CAUSE
" OF NATURE’S SECONDARY CAUSES

Our natural scientists look only for natural causes when constructing expla-
nations. They exclude from consideration miracles and all forms of supra-
naturalism.*® They exclude appeals to divine action. To perform laboratory
. research, scientists presuppose methodological naturalism.

As long as the scientific researcher restricts naturalism to a methodologi-
cal principle, then knowledge can grow. But, on occasion, methodological
naturalism gets upgraded into metaphysical naturalism, into a materialistic
ideology. Here, a scientist conscripts metaphysical .naturalism into the army
of atheism. “The broader ontology typically associated with atheism is naru-
ralism—there is only one world, the natural world, exhibiting patterns we
call the “laws of nature’, and which is discoverable by the methods of science
and empirical investigation. There is no separate realm of the supernatural,
spiritual, or divine; nor is there any cosmic teleology or transcendent purpose
inherent in the nature of the universe or human life.”!
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If we can avoid such metaphysical naturalism, then methodological natural-
ism will pose no threat to theological insight into the divine action in nature’s
world. Natural causation does not compete with divine action. According to
Pannenberg, “There is no competition . . . between the creator Spirit of God
and created agencies. Rather, as the omnipresence of God permeates all the
space of the creatures, so God’s Spirit permeates all natural forces and the
life of the creatures, and thereby empowers them in their own activities.”
Or, to say it Robert John Russell’s way, “Essentially what science describes
without reference to God is precisely what God, working invisibly in, with,
and through the processes of nature, is accomplishing.” - -

Just how should the constructive theologian conceive of divine action in
concert with natural causality? The Latin tradition in Western theology offers
a way, namely, by distinguishing between God as primary cause and nature
as a nexus of secondary causes. From Aristotle on into medieval theology, we
have presumed that a secondary cause (causa secunda) precipitates a change
or an effect in preexisting matter. It took God as the primary cause (causa
prima) to bring matter into existence in the first place: “On the transcendental
level, one may speak of God as the ‘First Cause’ whose action pervades the
world in and through natural causes, which may now be viewed as ‘second-
ary’ or ‘instrumental’ causes acting under the influence of the First Cause.”**

According to what we said earlier, we should avoid limiting God’s creation
to Alpha, say 13.82 billion years ago at the moment of the Big Bang. Rather,
God’s exercise of primary causation continues as creatio continua. Divine
action is exercised moment by moment or, better, as a ceaseless durative
relation between creator and what is becoming created. The relations between’
creatures characterized by secondary causation are subject to scientific study.
In our modern context, only the philosopher or the theologian can point in the
direction of God as primary caunse.

The much-criticized position of classical theism holds that God’s power js+:
absolute. Pannenberg, when defining deity in terms of lordship® and desig-
nating God as the “all-determining reality,”* is a member in good standing of
the club of classical theists 3” Despite the absoluteness of God, according to
classical theism, creatures influence one another. Once the plan of creation is
set in motion, God places absolute power in abeyance and ordains power to
creatures to maintain the preordained plan of creation. God invests creatures
with their own natural powers. Hence the medieval distinction (potentia dei
absoluta et ordinaia) between the absolute power of God and the power God
ordains to be exercised by the world’s creatures.

Do these two powers—absolute power and ordained power—compete?
Neo-kenotic theologians assume so. Here is the neo-kenotic logic: in order
for creatures to have ordained power, God’s absolute power must be lessened
by divine self-withdrawal. Moltmann, for example, proffers a version of
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creation-kenosis that goes too far, in my opinion. “In order to create a world
‘outside” himself, the infinite God must have made room beforehand for a
finitude in himself. It is only a withdrawal by God into himself that can free
the space into which God can act creatively. . . . The omnipotent and omnj-
present God withdraws his presence and restricts his power.”® Moltmann
wrongly presumes that creatures can have power only when God withdraws,
when God’s power is absent, But, biblically speaking, power is not a com-
petitive quantity. God’s power actually empowers that of the creatures. It is
God’s presence, not God’s absence, that empowers the creation,

Celia Deane-Drummond makes more sense to me than Moltmann. She
recognizes exegetically that kenosis applies to Christ in the incarnation, not
God the Father in creation. Jesus Christ, “who, though he was in the form
of God, did not regard equality with God as something to be exploited, but
emptied himself, taking the form of 4 slave, being born in human likeness™
(Phil. 2:6-7). She writes, “I position myself in favor of those who argue for
kenosis as a self-emptying of God in Christ, rather than a giving up of divine
power . . . or a form of inner withdrawal or spatial self-limitation in God.”»
This criticism applies directly to Moltmann: “Extending kenosis to include
God is, in my view, far more problematic if it envisages some sort of spatial
withdrawal prior to self-involvement, as in Moltmann’s account:4

Moltmann’s neo-kenoticisim fails exegetically;” and it fails systemati-
cally. To contend that God constricts divine power in order to make a power
. Vacuum that can be filled with natyral POWETS seems inconsistent with divine

- omnipotence. The problem with this neo-kenotic viewyris,that it presumes a
fixed pie of power, according to which God must take ‘a smaller slice in order
for the world to get a larger slice. In contrast to this view, I believe it is the
exercise of God’s power that empowers the world. God exercises this power
duratively, faithfully maintaining the world in existence while granting par-
tial release from the mechanistic grip of the past nexus of efficient causation.
" It is the exercise of God’s Power upon the world that makes contingency in
nature and freedom for humanity possible.

Pannenberg says it better: “the experience of the God who is the power
of an ever-renewed future” makes us “free for a truly personal life,” So,
better than this neo-kenoticism is the complement of primary and secondary
causation. Yes, the distinction between primary and secondary causation is a
conceptual abstraction from the concrete flow of physical and extra-physical
becoming; however, this theological framework is consonant with method-
ological naturalism, '

Primary causation is not absent when secondary is in effect; rather, they
constitute two dimensions of a single reality. This permits a noninterven-
tionist theory of divine action. God does not intervene in the sequence of
secondary causes, because God's primary causation is always coincident
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with whatever is happening within the world. This does not preclude special
divine action at the secondary level; rather, it simply depicts God’s ordinary
relation to the world as that of primary cahse while making no*commitment
to extraordinary interventions such as miracles.

Through the eyes of science what we see is the sequence of secondary
causes. We do not see miracles, nor do we see primary causation. Science
is free to limit itself to secular explanations for natural phenomena. Science
provides theories of explanation within the self-imposed parameters of sec-
ondary relationships. The theologian must rely on distinctively theological
resources to see God’s action as primary cause in nature’s world.

THESIS 5: OUR HUMAN NATURE IS NOT YET
FULLY CREATED. WE ARE STILL BECOMING

Who we are as persons is dependent on our future, on God’s ultimate future:
“We have our self, our identity, only in anticipation of the totality of our life,”
asserts Pannenberg. > Moreover, who we are will be determined by the escha-
tological unity of all things, the final whole that determines all of the parts.

Human selfhood and identity are not static. They are historical. Who we are
today is on the way, se to speak. “History is the principium individualionis.
History as a formative process is the way to the Tuture to which the individual
is destined. . . . Only through anticipation of this [God’s] future can human
beings presently exist as themselves.”® We attain our final identity only
eschatologically, in the context of the fulfilled whdle‘of Point Omega. To say
it another way, we are who we are today as a gift of a not yet fulfilled future.

Our individual creation is not something past. It is present. We are not
done yet. We are not yet what God the creator intends for us to be. We are
still baking, so to speak; we still need to emerge from the oven in our figal: .
form. It will be our destiny that determines our definition. In the first of his
two anthropologies, What is Man? of 1962, Pannenberg teased out the double
meaning of Bestimmung. This term could be translated either as “destiny” or
“definition.” He intended both: it is our destiny which defines who we are.
Perhaps more precisely, it is our ultimate future that will retroactively deter-
mine who we are now.

We will not become who God intends us to be until we ourselves share
in the resurrection at Omega. Once raised, we will look back over our biog-
raphies and over the evolutionary biography of the entire human race and
understand who we are in our totality. Who we are will be defined by the
length and breadth of our relationship with our creator, God. We arrive at our

full identity at the same moment everything does, because “eschatology has
always to be both universal and individual.”*
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THESIS 6: OUR HUMAN REALITY IS IN
CONTINUITY WITH THE SURROUNDING NATURAL
WORLD, INCLUDING SUFEERING AND SIN

“Creation is inherently good because it is the product of God’s will, but cre-
ation is not (yet) perfect,” observes Ian McFarland when writing about the
book of Genesis. Not perfect? Why not? “Because the flourishing of creatures
that God wills is in the present partial, competitive, and transient—a series of
qualifications that can be overcome only in a state of communion with God to
be realized beyond the constraints of life in time and space.” We homo sapi-
ens belong inextricably to this creation that is good, though not yet perfect.

Sin, evil, suffering, and estrangement from God; that’s the locus at stake
here. Note that, for Pannenberg, human sin is rooted in a destiny that pre-
cedes us and is folded into nature. “Sin does not consist merely of individual
offenses. . . . It precedes all human acts as a power that dwells in us, that
possesses us like our own subjectivity as it overpowers us. It is a state of
alienation from God. Yet this alienation does not come about without our own
cooperation and . . . consent.” We inherit sin, and we pass it along.

For Pannenberg, human sin and natural evil are so intertwined that they
cannot be untangled. Natural Evil, Nancey Murphy tells us, réfers to “the
suffering of animals and the suffering that nature cauises for humans.”*® Does
this mean evolution has passed original sin down.to us in our DNA? Here’s
_aslogan: DNA is DNA is DNA. The four chemicals—ACGT—that make up
" . DNA are the same in all life forms on planet earth.” Whether with chimpan-
zees, chihuahuas, chickens, chinooks, or chickpeas, we human beings share
-a pattern of genetic activity. Just as Genesis 2:7 say§ we (Adam) are formed
from the soil (Adamah), and therefore are made up of our planet’s material,
we must grant that we share our physical nature with everything in our physi-
cal world. And if Darwin’s theory of evolution holds, we will have to grant
" also that all living things share a single biological history, perhaps even a
single biological origin. Whether we like it or not, cheetahs and chihuahuas
are our cousins.

Our embeddedness in nature suggests a relationalist anthropology. The
relationalist model cedes ontological priority to the relationship over the indi-
vidual, and it subordinates the status of the individual to the relation’s terms.
What we know as human individuality finds its place within the more com-
prehensive network of relationships and in the totality of reality. Pannenberg
is a holist when it comes to personhood and resurrection. “The soul is not
on its own the true person as though the body were simply a burdensome
appendage or a prison to which the soul is tied so long as it has its being on
earth. Instead, the person is the unity of body and soul, so that we can think
of a future after death only as bodily renewal as well.”®
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THESIS 7: THE THEOLOGIAN NEEDS TO THINK
EPIGENETICALLY, NOT ARCHONICALLY

To find the essence of reality, should we look back to the past, to its origin?
Or, should we look to the future? How do we get at the basic structure or
essence of something? Two paths are available: the archonic and the epigene-
tic. The archonic path takes us back to the origin, to the beginning. { elect this
term because its Greek root, arche, has a relevant double meaning. It means
both beginning and governance. In the word archaeology it means ofigin, for
example; and in monarchy or hierarchy it means governance.

This powerful little word, arche, betrays a structural propensity in human
thinking, namely, we associate the definition or essence of something with
its origin. The rule or governing principle is coincident with the way some-
thing begins. If the nature of things is established at origin, then whatever
comes subsequently is a betrayal or deviation from a thing’s original nature.
Analysis takes the form of seeking origins, because in an origin we believe
we find the essence. What this leads to is the concept of revolution—to
revolve—as a return to an original essence by means of clearing away
unwanted accruals.

This is where myth comes in. Myth provides the poster child of archonic
thinking. Here is my working definition: a myzh is a story about how the gods
created the world in the"beginning, in illo tempore or the time before there
was any time, which explains why things are the way they are today. Myths
provide archonic explanations.

Whether providing etiologies for the cosmos, one’s nation, name, disease
or whatever, the myth reveals a thing’s essential nature by felling us a story of
its origin. We may tell very few myths in the modern world, but the archonic
path is still followed. Physical cosmologists still look back to the Big Bang
in hopes of devising a Grand Unified Theory (GUT) of the universe. Medical-« .
researchers still look for the ontogenesis of maladies. Customers purchase
mail order genome tests in order to find their ancestry and, thereby, think they
have found their identity thereby. Archonic thinking is common to myth, sci-
ence, and self-understanding.

I recommend another path to the constructive theologian: epigenesis. If we
take this word apart, we can see that “Genesis,” reminding us of “generate,”
refers to bringing something into existence for the first time. It is no accident
that the First Book of Moses is called “Genesis.” However, if we prefix it
with “epi,” the Greek preposition for “upon” or “after,” we get a compound
word that suggests ongoing or repeated Genesis. Epigenesis is the process by
which new things continue to emerge. The way the world begins is not the
way it remains. It changes. New things appear. New things do not need to
bow in allegiance to what preceded them, nor is their essence reduced to the
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nature of their predecessors. The reality of new developments is not suspect
because they were not present at the point of origin.

Yes, the theologian must grant that much of the Bible follows the archonic
path, connecting present reality to Alpha. The book of Genesis is rife with
etiological narratives, stories about the origin of virtually every aspect of
daily life for Israelites in ancient Canaan. The origin of Israel was given in
the story of Abraham’s call,-and the name “Israel” was given in the story of
Jacob. Yet, this is not all. The God of Israel makes promises to do new things
and he fulfills these promises. The people of Israel lived between promise
and fulfillment. God is not stuck in the past. God’s future relationship to the
covenant people is not determined by what happened at origin. “I am about to
. do a new thing; now it springs forth, do you not perceive it?” (Isaiah 43:19)
' We will miss perceiving God’s new things if our eyes look only toward the
past and not toward the future.

So, the lens of epigenesis helps us perceive the dynamism of everyday
existence as well as view with credibility the divine promise for an eschato-
logical consummation where God will become all in all. New things happen
every day, both in natural history and human history. The eschatological
transformation is continuous with daily newness, even though the breadth of
the eschatological transformation will be total. Only by liberating our thought
processes from reliance upon archonic ontologies can we come to appreciate

the Christian gospel that anticipates Omega.”

" . Let me be clear: in no way do I ask the theologian to disregard what the
Bible says. The symbolic speech of the Hebrew scriptures is frequently cast
in the past tense, as archonic stories of origin, The future is frequently cast in
the past tense. It is at the rational level of theological inferpretation that we
recast archonic to epigenetic conceptuality, interpreting archonic symbols,
such as God created the world in seven days (Genesis 1:1-2:4a), in light of
-eschatological symbols, such as the New Jerusalem (Rev. 21-22). Ontology
is the responsibility of the theological interpreter, not that of the origin stories
themselves.

THESIS 8: GENESIS CAN BE INTERPRETED
ESCHATOLOGICALLY |,

The holistic principle I have enunciated includes- this observation: new
wholes transform past parts. Integration into new more comprehensive unities
preserve while renewing what came before. The eschatological new creation
will, accordingly, realign and reorient all that is past to Omega.

We can observe this process on a smaller scale—proleptically—in the
present in the phenomenon of emergence, the emergence of complex new
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entities with new properties.’ This holistic complexification process is non-
linear. Adding a new whole changes an entire situation in a significant way.
The possibility of transformative effect renders redemiption possible. Now,
Suppose we apply this to eschatology and then to creation? God’s eschatolog-
ical redemption will so reconfigure all that had been past that it might as well -
be a new creation or, perhaps more accurately, the completion of the creation
already begun. Does this mean that eschatological Omega takes ‘ontological
priority over what happened at the beginning? I believe it does.

Point Omega, or the new heaven and new earth prophesied by the biblical
Apocalypse, will transform yet preserve the entire history of cosmic creation,
What God did at the beginning to draw the physical world from nonbeing
into being along with his continuous sustaining of the natural order during
its period of self-organization will be taken up into the consummate new cre-
ation. God’s creative activity within nature and human history is derivative
from his eschatological act of redeeming the whole of the cosmos. Where
we find ourselves today is looking back to Alpha, to creatio ex nihilo, and
looking forward to Omega, the new creation ex vetere, .out of what has come
before.

Healing is symbolized by the garden in scripture.® The Garden of Eden
described in the earliest chapters of Genesis reappears in the New J erusalem.
God “will wipe every tear from their eyes. Death will be no more; mourning
and crying and pain will be no more, for the first things have passed away”
(Rev. 21:4). The violence, suffering, and death so inescapable in today’s
world will become only a past memory. This is the component of redemption
in the new creation. — i

Now, to our thesis: Genesis can be interpreted eschatologically. Could we
think of the creation week of seven days in Genesis 1:1-2:4a as inclusive of
the entire history of the creation from Big 'Bang to whatever will become of
the universe in the future? Could evolutionary history constitute one smal: .
episode in the divine epic of creation? '

Note how God asks the earth to bring forth living things. “God said, ‘Let
the earth bring forth living creatures of every kind: cattle and creeping things
and wild animals of the earth of every kind’” (Gen. 1:24). Could this mean
that God, the primary cause, ordained earth as secondary cause to evolve?
Could we see this as a process that stil] envelopes us? Could we see ourselves
today standing between the initial moment when God opened his divine
mouth to say, “Let there be ... ” and the final moment when God declares
that, behold, it is “very good”? Could we still be looking forward to the
Sabbath day, to God’s first day of rest yet in the future?

Jtirgen Moltmann adds a nice touch here. He retrieves the biblical symbol
of the sabbath and applies it to the end, to the consummation of creation.
God’s sabbath is our future: “Because this consummation of creation in the



P

Redemption as Creation 173

sabbath also represents ereation’s redemption—the redemption enabling it to
participate in God’s manifested, eternal presence—it will also be permissible
for us to understand the sabbath as the feast of redemption.”> The adventus
of Omega marks the beginning of God’s sabbath.

%
'THESIS 9: THE LIFE OF BEATITUDE
DAILY ANTICIPATES OMEGA

We do not simply wait for the future. The future as adventus pre-actualizes
itself ahead of time in ambiguous fragments, as prolepsis. What I mean here
by prolepsis is pre-actualization of a still outstanding future. It is the equiva-

lent of incarnation, incarnating in the present in our person what is yet to

Come at Omega. I use the word prolepsis to emphasize the ontological weight
of anticipation. A prolepsis is an embodied anticipation.

Jesus® Easter resurrection provides the paradigmatic model for prolep-
sis- What happened to Jesus on the first Easter was a prolepsis of the new

creation, an anticipation of the final resurrection that will include you and

me. “Christ has been raised from the dead, the first fruits of those who have
died” (1 Cor. 15:20), wrote the apostle. As Jesus rose on Easter, so also will
we rise at Omega. Or, as Pannenberg puts it, “Jesus’ resurrection . . . has its
eschatological significance only because it is a proleptic occurrence of the
general eschatological salvation expected by the Jews of that time, and hence
only in the context of the totality of human history, whose ultimate future it
unveiled.” What happened to Jesus intensively, in his person, on Easter is
destined to happen to us extensively, to the world, in the future. “The prolep- -
tic character of the Christ event . . . [signifies that] the resurrection of Jesus
is indeed infallibly the dawning of the end of history . . . the onset of the end
had occurred only in a preliminary way, happening in Jesus himself . . . for
the rest of us, the resurrection of the dead, which already happened to Jesus,
is still outstanding.”’¢

Pannenberg uses the terms “anticipation” and “prolepsis” almost inter-
changeably: “Here we find anticipation to be a real instance of something’s
occurring in advance. The anticipated future is already present in its antici-
pation—though only given the presupposition that the eschatological future
of God’$ Lordship and the resurrection of the dead actually occur. If this
future does not occur, then its anticipation will have been only prophetic
enthusiasm. Anticipation is therefore always ambigunous; its true significance
depends upon the future course of our experience.”’ A proleptic anticipation
that we experience in the present moment is ambiguous, both incarnating
God’s future yet subject to interpretations that ignore the divine action at
work. This ambiguity characterizes the Life of Beatitude.
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The biblical symbol of Beatitude includes ambiguity, especially the double
character of living tomorrow’s reality today. Beatitude is proleptic. The
future Kingdom of God seems ta, affect if not imbue the kind of person Jesus
describes in his aphorisms. “Blessed are the meek, for they will inherit the
earth,” says Jesus. “Blessed are those who hunger and thirst for righteous-
ness, for they will be filled.” Or, “Blessed are the merciful, for they will
receive mercy.” Or, “Blessed are the pure in heart, for they will see God.”
And, "Blessed are the peacemakers, for they will be called children of God.”
The dialectic of future with present is vivid. The anticipated Kingdom of
God is present—almost unconsciously present—in we who live the Life of
Beatitude; and our blessing will be revealed at the adyentus of Point Omega.

CONCLUSION

Teilhard tilled the soil. Pannenberg planted the seed. It's now time for the
next generation of theologians to fertilize, water, and prune a coherent retro-
active ontology. I have attempted here to construct a pergola of nine theses.

Thesis 1. God creates from the future, not the past.

Thesis 2. God’s creative action within nature and within history is derivative
from the divine act of redeeming and creating the whole of the cosmos.
Thesis 3. The concept of creation out 6f nothing (creatio ex nihilo) should be

combined with continuous creation (creatio continua).
Thesis 4. God is the primary cause of nature’s secondary causes.
Thesis 5. Our human nature is not yet fully greated; we are still becoming..
Thesis 6. Our human reality is in continuity with the surrounding natural
world, including suffering and sin.
Thesis 7. The theologian needs to think epigenetically, not archonically.
Thesis 8: Genesis can be interpreted eschatologically. P
Thesis 9: The Life of Beatitude daily anticipates Omega. '

Point Omega is as close to us as the next moment. The eschatological fulfill-
ment of the whole crearive process God began at the Big Bang is reaching
back into the present moment, liberating us from the predetermining grip
of the past, opening before us potentials for a yet-to-be-decided future, and
giving us a foretaste of the banquet that will celebrate the redemption of all
things. God’s adventus makes possible our contribution to Suturum.
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