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ABSTRACT
USING “CHAOS” IN ARTICULATING
THE RELATIONSHIP OF GOD
AND CREATION IN GOD’S
CREATIVE ACTIVITY

Eric M. Vail, B.A., M.Div.

Marquette University, 2009

Out of dialogue with Old Testament studies and the sciences, there has Been arri
in recent years in the use of “chaos” language by theologians in theitaiticwf a
theology of creation. There has been little uniformity in how the word is used @h®ng
fields, or even within some fields—especially by biblical scholars doingainiliear
East comparative studies. Under the umbrella of this popular terminology, sose idea
have found refuge whose theological implications warrant evaluation.

Within this dissertation the range of ideas that fall under “chaos”rwiitfei
physical sciences, Old Testament studies, and theology is identified andexaluat
However, the more focused evaluation is on the appropriateness of the choice to apply
the term to particular circumstances, whether that is entropy or unpreldictatscience
or thetohu wabohwandtehomof Genesis 1:2 in biblical studies. Choosing the term
“chaos” as a label reflects an interpretation of the data and shapes subsaguing
and speaking about the data. As much as reflect the world (the facts), iiesmastr
world/worldview in which scholars work in their fields. The implications of the ideas
that have been developed under “chaos” are evaluated herein, but it is the initial
application of the term to the data that is the root issue which receives tlez tpeas.

After critiquing the current uses of “chaos” in the physical sciences, in
interpretations of Genesis 1 by scholars such as Jon D. Levenson, and in the creation
theologies of contemporary theologians like Catherine Keller, an dltermgammar of
creatioex nihiloand God'’s relationship to creation is proposed. This framework builds
upon the pneumatology of Lyle Dabney—in which he develops the language of
“possibility” and the Spirit operating “trans”-creation—by developing tieaiof the
Word operatingranscarnate to creation. It is within this framework that it is suggested
that “chaos” be used as a label for circumstances where any partidrtexpresses
itself discordantly with God and neighbor, both with whom God makes possible for it to
participate in loving community.
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[. INTRODUCTION

A. Some Background Concerning Recent “Chaos” Language in Christian Theology
and the Problem at Hand

1. Current Interest in “Chaos” Language in Biblical Studies and Science-

Theology Dialogue

“Chaos” elicits feelings of uncertainty and confusion, being in danger or out of
control. Using the term is in vogue within many academic disciplines. Scanronglthr
a listing of recent publications will yield multiple titles from neaneey discipline with
“chaos” in them. Even so, there is a great deal of divergence in what is meant by the
term, whether it is used in a technical way for discipline-specific notiomsaopopular
sense as a synonym for “confusion.”

Biblical and theological studies are no exception to this growing surgdabs”
use. The stated impetus for theologians who incorporate “chaos” language wiitly vary
accompanying notions is typically from two fronts. One front is the field of hiblic
studies and the use of “chaos” therein. According to the testimony of James
Hutchingson, who himself has developed a theology incorporating “chaos,” “Chaos
would likely not emerge as an important theological concept were it not for thenprdgmi
role it plays in the initial verses of the Bible.The second front is the host of changes in
Western intellectual thought in the past few centuries, particularly in theces, that
has given rise to new cosmologies, especially ones including notions of “chaos.”

In the center between these fronts is the concern of theology to offer an account of

the faith in the present milieu. Some theologians feel that incorporating notions

! pandemonium Tremendum: Chaos and Mystery in tieeofiGod(Cleveland: Pilgrim, 2001), 99.



“chaos” that are being proposed along these two fronts has promise for angctliiat
Christian faith within the broader intellectual and cultural milieu. There beer
several theologians to take up the challenge of listening to the “chaos” langusage be

used on these fronts and incorporating these various notions in their theology.

2. Some Recent History behind the Interest in “Chaos”

From the side of biblical studies there has been much fodder for theological talk
about “chaos.” Much of this development can be attributed to archeological discoveries
made in the last 150 years, which have been extremely helpful in reconstructing the
worldviews of people in the ancient world. Of particular usefulness have been the
uncovering and translation of Egyptian, Babylonian, and Canaanite religidugyguri
With these discoveries it was natural to compare the writings of these ggopps with
the more familiar writings of the Israelites, especially the cosmogahithese various
peoples’ In addition, there was a desire in the nineteenth-century to replace mhay of t

ways in which the Old Testament and its theological views had been portrayed to that

2 E.g., Catherine KelleFace of the Deep: A Theology of Becom{ihgndon; New York: Routledge,
2003); Morris InchChaos Paradigm: A Theological Explorati¢banham, Md.: University Press of
America, 1998); Enda McDonougBetween Chaos and New Creation: Doing Theologh&aftringe
(Dublin: Gill & Macmillan, 1986); James Hutchinsdf@andemonium Tremendum: Chaos and Mystery in
the Life of GodCleveland: Pilgrim, 2001); Beatrice Brute&nd’s Ecstasy: The Creation of a Self-
Creating World(New York: The Crossroad Publishing Company, 1980n Cupitt,Creation Out of
Nothing(London; Philadelphia: SCM Press; Trinity Pregeidnational, 1990); Ruth Pagépd and the
Web of CreatiorfLondon: SCM Press Ltd., 1996); Phyllis Neimamh& Myth of Chaos: Implications for
Jewish Religion," D.H.L., Jewish Theological Semnaf America, 2002.

% Rebecca Watson i@haos Uncreated: a Reassessment of the Theme ab4Cim the Hebrew Bible
(New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2005) offers a helgfistinction between cosmology and cosmogony that
will be used throughout this paper. Cosmologygsaup’s perception of nature and the structurdhef
universe. Cosmogony is the group’s mythology farmation (3, n. 8). Rémi Brague also has hélpfu
descriptions of these terms. Cosmogony concemeiitergence of things and cosmology is a reflecion
the nature of thenilhe Wisdom of the World: The Human Experienceeotithiverse in Western Thought
[Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003], Ble also uses the term cosmography to cover some of
what Watson includes under cosmology; he usesdiitdicate “the drawing or description (graphein}ioeé
world as it appears at a given moment, with regauiits structure, its possible division into leyelksgions,
and so on” (3). This term may at times be employed



point. Comparative studies were embraced as a means for providing new ways of
framing Israel’s writings and theolody.

While working as a repairer of cuneiform tablets, George Smith was trengers
locate both th&pic of GilgameslandEnuma elistin the British Museum'’s collections.
In 1876 he was the first to identify a literary form he called a “chaok’mayid to
suggest that the Babyloni&muma elishwas the oldest source for this myth in the
ancient Middle East. E. Schrader had already suggested in 1863 that thsrim ehes
Bible’s Primeval History the idea of a pre-existent ctfa@mith made the additional
suggestion that Israel’s own creation account, with its pre-existent echaependent on
the older text of its neighbdr.

Nearly twenty years after Smith, Herman Gunkel, out of his studigawha
elish, was the first to claim that just as there i€imuma eliska connection between
divine combatwith the chaotic sea—the sea-monster Tiamat—and the establishment of
order from Tiamat’s corpse, so also in the Old Testament there araliyteglated

themes of “chaos-conflict-creation” (i.€haoskampf® These claims concerning 1) the

* K.A. Kitchen,Ancient Orient and Old Testamg(iiowners Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1966),f17f

®> Geoffrey DobsonA Chaos of Delight: Science, Religion and Myth #r&lShaping of Western Thought
(London: Equinox, 2005), 382, n. 147.

® Watson, 15, n. 24.

"Watson, 15. On March 4, 1875 Smith reportedihidifig of Enuma elishin a letter to a local news
paper, theDaily Telegraph(Dobson, 382, n. 147). It was not until the faliog year that he published
Enuma elishunder the title oThe Chaldean Account of Genesish his hypothesis about the connection
between Genesis 1 aithuma elish Schrader then echoed Smith’s proposal the yiear @mith published
it (Watson, 15, n. 24).

8 Watson, 16. Gunkel claimed this in his 1895 w&&hopfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endz@&ihis
work is now available in an English translatiofreation and Chaos in the Primeval Era and the
Eschaton: A Religio-Historical Study of Genesisdl &evelation 12ranslated by K. William Whitney, Jr.
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006). Gunkel’'s constmicf events in the transmission of the myth taés
starts with the Marduk myth, which is transferreddrael. There is then a “poetic recension ofthiVH
myth” (Creation and Chaos in the Primeval Era and the Bsoh 82). In this recension there is a loss of
many mythological and polytheistic facets. Evelijua this sequence is the writing of Genesisnl, i
which the Marduk myth was, “as far as it was pdssibompletely Judaized” (82). Gunkel's hypothesis
becomes quite foundational for comparative studa® by biblical scholars after Gunkel. It has gute
without criticism. E.g., Alexander Heidel critiggié in his 1963 translation dnuma elish(cf. John Seo,



presence of “chaos” in Scripture, 2) the dependence of Israel’s writings rgighbors’,
and 3) the presence Ghaoskampin both ancient Near East (ANE) and biblical texts
have been often repeated since.

The field of biblical studies is not alone in presenting a chaos / creation paradigm.
On the second front there have been centuries-long progressions in scientific thnaking t
have led to a more widespread embrace of talk about self-organizing coraplexit
emerging out of “chaos.” The history of this development will be given in graéetait
in the next chapter. However, it is important to note that most scientists meahisgmet
quite different by the term “chaos” than is typically used by biblical scholars

In using “chaos” as a technical term, scientists typically mean ucpabiity.
Unpredictability comes from some admitted problems with making any aecurat
predictions on “chaotic” systems. The most famous feature of these system
“sensitivity on initial conditions? This basically means that “small causes can have
enormous and unexpected consequented’small cause camnpredictablysnowball
into progressively bigger effects; the final result is vastly disproportioodhetsmallest
of influences. The smallest of influences causes problems for calculatiomdla
Because every computer has limitations of memory and the certggnteaoftware is
programmed to make calculations, it will inevitably have to round off decimatsae

point. This rounding off can make enormous differences in the final calculations, which

"Creation and Conflict in the Beginning: A Studytb&é Ancient Near Eastern Background, Historical
Context, and Theological Role of the 'God's Battith Chaos' Model of Creation in Isaiah 40-55" [Ph.
Drew University, 2002], 115)

°T. A. SmedesChaos, Complexity, and God: Divine Action and Sisem(Leuven; Paris; Dudley, MA:
Peeters, 2004), 242.

1% bid.



could drastically differ from th&ue values'' Every calculation on these complex
systems at best is an approximation.

Another issue with these “chaotic systems” is that in order to predict \Wwieere
system will be in the future “one needs to have knowledge of the exact dethés of t
initial conditions.™® This knowledge of initial conditions eludes us. According to the
Heisenberg Principle, you can measure the location of a particle, but notigs atahe
same time. In measuring one you disturb the other and vice versa. Thus, “In chaotic
systems it is fairly easy to explain how unpredictability arisesdtiesto our inability to
know and, even with the help of computers, to calculate the exact values of the initial
conditions (these are thus external factors), and since there is sensitiinttial
conditions (which is an internal factor of the system), the indeterminacyesilltrin
longer-term unpredictability™® In the world of science, unpredictable systems are
“chaotic” systems.

There is a second use of “chaos” in science that more closely mirrors popular use.
Systems lacking clear order, ones with a great deal of entropy, are oftiex labehaos.
Thus, structures or order are said to develop in and/or out of “chaos.” This usage often
provides an easy bridge to the way in which “chaos” is used in biblical studies. Hpweve
the differences in worldview between the ANE and contemporary science casilpe ea
blurred in bringing into a single conversation the use of “chaos” by scholars mahe t

fields.

1 bid., 241.
121pid., 243.
13 bid, 251.



3. Unsettledness Concerning Creation Theology within the Theological Mdu

into which “Chaos” Notions Are Being Considered

Suggestions of there being anything primordial to “creation”—which is included
in some of the notions of “chaos”—were once taboo for Christians for several reasons
one of which was their potentially dualistic implicatidfisThe only options, other than
the orthodox formulations of creation out of nothing, were believed to be
emanationism/pantheism or dualism.

Multiple features have changed, however, on the landscape on which creation
theology presently is being done. These changes will be examined in morendétail
following chapters; however, for now it should be noted that some of those changes
include broader shifts in Western intellectual thinking, the role of Scriptureofotjieal
discourse, and claims about the theology of biblical texts.

On this new landscape, where familiar landmarks for Christianiggstional
way of speaking about creation are now eroded away, there is not yet consensus about
how to speak intelligibly about God'’s creative activity and relationship to areaBome
theologians have built upon an array of “chaos” notions from biblical studies and/or
science in developing a theology of creation. Because of the new landscamseur cl
attention to the work of recent theologians is warranted before dismissing titwemdof
as heterodox. In this present work it is assumed that there is wisdom in the tradition
concerning certain things that Christians want to affirm about God and Gadisenship

to creation. There is also wisdom in some cautions offered in the tradition agegust ce

14 By way of example, another reason was that “cveéfior over a millennium was defined in terms of
being It would have been nonsensical to talk ofékistencgbeing) of anything other than Being itself
prior to God'screativeact. This definition of “creation,” although nehcommon today, as will be seen, is
no longer used to the exclusion of others by dib&ars; it is not thought to be comprehensive ehoug



positions that are best avoided because of their undesirable implications. Nesgrthe
with different and altered landmarks on the landscape, not only will things weavant t
affirm have to be said differently, but new things may need to be said abatelidre

not at issue in prior contexts.

4. A Problem Needing Consideration

The heart of the problem being investigated is the intersection of several
discourses. First, to continue the geographical metaphor a moment longer, theck is a la
of consensus on how to speak theologically about God’s creative activity and relationshi
to creation in this altered environment; the features of the landscapel dreirsgl
investigated along with how to communicate Christianity’s convictions anéwnvthis
new environment. Some of the proposals being put forth lie outside the comfort levels of
many who view traditional theological formulas of the church as binding. Their
discomfort is not even as much because of the new ways of communicating issues of
theology, but because these new suggestions sound like they affirm things about God, the
world, and/or God’s relationship to creation that have been shunned throughout the
tradition. There remains the task of giving a palatable account of the chaith®f
this age just as Aquinas did in his day when Aristotelianism replaced Phatasithe
dominant philosophical framework.

Second, within the realm of biblical studies long-standing conclusions are coming
under increasing fire. Since the suggestions of Schrader, Smith, and Gunkel in the
nineteenth-century there have been three trends. First, “chaos” has lik&rqisently

as the controlling category or descriptor for many Old TestamegesnaA significant

15 See zachary Hayes, O.F.MVhat Are They Saying about CreatigiNew York: Paulist Press, 1980).



problem that has arisen in this trend is how “unclear and inconsistently appifed”

term “chaos” is. Second, the dependence of Israel’s writings upon those of litsangig

has been frequently repeated. It is common practice to identify terms, imatjes, on
specific texts from other ANE cultures that may have been sourcesderdssritings.
Authors will claim in differing ways that Israel’s writings show péadence” upon

them, “borrow” from them, or these other ANE texts “lie in the backgrothd:hird,

the presence of a narrative witltnuma elishother ANE writings, and the Bible in

which creation-as-ordering comes ouGsfaoskampis frequently cited. These three
suggestions have been cited as fact without ever having been incontrovertibly proven.
These ideas were not incontrovertibly proved based on the data when they were firs
suggested and have not been since. If anything, evidence against them has inicreased a
the same time these ideas have gained wider currency. Even though proponents have
never proved their case, the truth of their framework is so taken for grantéokethat

burden of proof is now on the side of the naysayers. These three ideas are simply
presumed as a sound framework for interpreting Scripture and making additional
comparisons between the Bible and other ANE texts. Even more troubling, the use of the
term “chaos,” Israel’s adoption of the “chaos myth,” and a narrative Wwankeof
“chaos-conflict-creation”Ghaoskampfhas moved into the theological aréfiaA closer
examination into the current level of the evidence needs to be made before basing

theology on this wave.

'8 Watson, 18.

" Bernhard Anderson is one author who employs stcases: see, e.@reation Versus Chaos: The
Reinterpretation of Mythical Symbolism in the BifMew York: Association Press, 1967), 168, 172. It
should be noted, however, that Anderson has becoone moderate in his comparative claims over the
course of his career.

18 Cf. Watson, 18ff.



Third, within the realm of science, the use of the adjective “chaotic” to descri
systems that are unpredictable—do not exhibit linear determinacy—is nmgledchere
is not total confusion and randomness in these systems; rather, it is a matiisteofie
limitation and finitude of our calculation machines that is currently at issue. y$tens
may or may nobe chaotic; we do not know. Things that we do know are that the
“apparent randomness of chaotic behavior is complemented by an underlying orslerlines
of behavior.™® There are patterns in these systems, “constdh#seas called attractors,
etc. “Chaotic” behavior in science is not erraticThus, in both biblical studies and
science “chaos” is commonly used, but it is used quite differently and theyaestoons
being raised about doing so in both fields.

This leads to the main problem: the intersection of these issues. In attempting to
find ways to express God'’s creative activity and God’s relationship to creatitref
present era, it is increasingly becoming popular to use “chaos” language borromed fr
biblical studies and/or science, as questionable as that language may bespéltve
fields. This contributes to the inclusion of ideas within theology which themsalees
raising concerns. There is a need to not only evaluate what is happening in these

discourses, but to find a way to move forward with the task of theology.

5. Present Status of the Problem

One of the greatest difficulties with the use of the term “chaos,” eslyanial
biblical and ANE studies, is its lack of clear definition and consistent apphca#i

good analogy for what is going on is that there is an entire menu of ingredeents fr

19 bid.
2bid., 246.
2\bid., 251.
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which authors select—even at times moving between ingredients in a single-wiogk
arguing for various notions they label as “chaos.” Ingredients from which authors
typically pick include: 1) whether it is created or not, 2) whether it should be properly
conceived of as either concretely existing or not existing, 3) its relatptsod’s
initial creative act, 4) its value or morality, 5) whether it is an activeef@@ometimes
personified) or inert stuff, a condition, 6) in motion or stationary, 7) what the aaiivity
chaos is within creation and its fate, 8) what arena(s) in which their notion of “dkaos”
typically discussed (matter/cosm@sndividual human activity? history and politic$?
etc.), 9) what God’s relationship toward chaos is, and 10) what God’s actiatlyeeb
chaos is. The switches that some authors make in the ingredients they include in the
recipe for “chaos” at times can be attributed to the particular text thedistussing at
the time; however, instead of being a defense, this shows how amorphously this term
functions in the field as a catchall for so many divergent ideas.

This listing of ingredients needs further explanation. 1) Whether God created

chaos or not is at issue. Some scholars suggest that God began by creatify chaos;

% This is by far the most common arena for discusgiften the only arena in which authors will dissu
“chaos.”

% See, e.g., Bernhard Anderson, "The PersistenGhabs in God's Creation: Order and Chaos Belong
Together in God's Creation, but Potential Chaasnother Kind was Introduced when God Created Human
Beings Endowed with FreedonBR 12, no. 1 (1996): 44; Morris Incithaos Paradigm: A Theological
Exploration(Lanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1998); Enda McDonagBetween Chaos and
New Creation: Doing Theology at the Fringeublin: Gill & Macmillan, 1986), 51.

% See, e.g., Bernhard Anderson, “The Persisten@habs in God’s Creation,” 44; Andrew Ang€haos
and the Son of Man: The Hebrew Chaoskampf Traditiaghe Period 515 BCE to 200 GEondon: T & T
Clark Intl, 2006), 11; Timothy BeaReligion and its Monster@ew York: Routledge, 2002), 30, 33, 36;
Morris Inch, 16; Enda McDonagh, 51. There are saatbors who clearly emphasize notions of “chaos”
within multiple realms; see James Hutchingson, J&®; D. LevensorCreation and the Persistence of Evil:
The Jewish Drama of Divine Omnipotentst ed. (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1988),.35ff

% See Paul Copan and William Lane Craigeation Out of Nothing: A Biblical, Philosophicaind
Scientific Exploratior(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker; Apollo, 2004), 33f andrns Kiing,The Beginning of all
Things: Science and Religig@rand Rapids, Ml: William B. Eerdmans Pub., 2Qa)5. Andrew Hahn
notes the existence of this position ("Tohu Va-VoXatter, Nothingness and Non-being in Jewish
Creation Theology," Ph.D. [Jewish Theological Seanyrof America, 2002], 49), but Brevard Childs
(Myth and Reality in the Old Testame8tudies in Biblical Theology, 2nd ed. [London:®ress Ltd.,
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others suggest that chaos (or certain images or manifestations of it) @atedtor

|27

primordial;” still others bypass altogether the conversation about the Bible’s position by

1962], 31) and Claus Westerma@ehesis 1—11: A Commentatsans. by John J. Scullion, S.J.
[Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1984], 168tright speak against this position. Whether
authors believe God started by creating chaos dru@3ed a primordial chaos, it is not uncommon for
authors to assert that this chaos was viewed awdherial for creation within the Bible; cf., e.@imothy
Beal, 14-15, Peter BouteneBgeginnings: Ancient Christian Readings of the BiiliCreation Narratives
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2008), 3, 13drew Hahn, 51; Jon D. Levenson, 122; Enda
McDonagh, 4; Nahum Sarn@genesis: The Traditional Hebrew Text with the N&8 Jranslation
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1989).,is StadelmanrnThe Hebrew Conception of the
World. A Philological and Literary StughAnalecta Biblica 39 (Rome: Pontifical Biblicaldtitute, 1970),
12. This same type of suggestion was made intbHth-centuryc.E. by those trying to link the biblical
images with Plato’TimaeugWillemien Otten, “Reading Creation: Early MediéVéews of Genesis and
Plato’s Timaeus,” imThe Creation of Heaven and Earth: Re-Interpretasioh Genesis | in the Context of
Judaism, Ancient Philosophy, Christianity, and Modehysicsedited by George H. van Kooten [Leiden;
Boston: Brill, 2005], 240). Rebecca Watson chalesthis idea, claiming that the Bible is silenbatthe
whatfrom which God creates (18, n. 30). Similar idesosmos being made out of chaos have been
suggested in science, although careful attentiovhiat is meant by “chaos” is necessary; cf. Arridéhz,
The Future of the Universe: Chance, Chaos, Ga@dhdon; New York; Continuum, 2000), 35, 132. This
notion in science has grown since Immanuel Katiipfong him, others theorized about gravity pulliag
chaos into the various masses we now have (cfstptier KaiserCreational Theology and the History of
Physical Science: The Creationist Tradition fromsB#o Bohr, Studies in the History of Christian
Thought, vol. 78 [Leiden; New York: Brill, 1997]38).

% There are plenty of scholars who believe thisaig pf the biblical tradition; cf., e.g., Dougldsaight,
"Cosmogony and Order in the Hebrew Tradition,Cimsmogony and Ethical Ordezd. by Robin W.

Lovin and Frank E. Reynolds (Chicago; London: Ursity of Chicago Press, 1985), 136, 138, 139;
Bernard BattoSlaying the Dragon: Mythmaking in the Biblical Tithoh (Louisville, KY:
Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992), 76, 79, 85a8d;Catherine KelleFace of the Deep: A Theology
of BecomingLondon; New York: Routledge, 2003), 5, 10. Othsnggest such a notion is contradictory to
Scripture and Israelite thinking in general: cfg.eHerman Gunkelreation and Chaos in the Primeval
Era and the Eschatq81; Copan and Craig, 12. William P. Brov8tructure, Role, and Ideology in the
Hebrew and Greek Texts of Genesis 1:1--3iiety of Biblical Literature Dissertation Sexrit32
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), 72, believesdersainly against the teaching of Genesis 1. GLwas
surprised that he was seeing what he thought terbeants of ideas foreign to Israel’s monotheism in
Scripture. Suggestions that the Bible teachesaniginate matter are not new; Justin Martyr sutgges
the similarity between Genesis 1 and kheraof Plato’sTimaeugGerhard MayCreatio Ex Nihilo: The
Doctrine of "Creation Out of Nothing" in Early Clstian Thought tans. by A. S. Worrall [Edinburgh: T &
T Clark, 1994], 122); cf. William P. Brown, “DivinAct and the Art of Persuasion in Genesis 1,” in
History and Interpretation: Essays in Honour of ddH. Hayesed. by M. Patrick Graham, William P.
Brown, and Jeffrey K. Kaun (Sheffield: Sheffielda&emic Press, 1993), 19-32., for a very accessible
treatment okhorain Plato’'sTimaeus

2" For examples of those who believe the Bible speéksprimordial chaos see Andrew Angel, 11;
Bernard Batto, 3, 47, 76, 84, 85, 87; Timothy Bd4t, Arnold Benz, 132; Stuart Chandler, "When the
World Falls Apart: Methodology for Employing Chaasd Emptiness as Theological Construdtigtvard
Theological Review85, no. 4 (1992): 467; James Hutchingson, 96;01drevenson, 47; Karl Loning and
Erich ZengerTo Begin with, God Created...: Biblical Theologie€oéation trans. by Omar Kaste
(Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 2000), 2aisé MoralesCreation TheologyDublin, Ireland;
Portland, OR: Four Courts Press, 2001), 16f., 18; Luis Stadelmann, 12. Even Claus Westermann, wh
rejects a notion of primordial chaos in Genesi&@2( 109), believes the Psalms still have some text
supporting the idea (29). Rebecca Watson'’s ingastin of possible “chaos” references in the Psalms
through which she rejects the claim of there beimgos oiChaoskamptherein, is a challenge to
Westermann’s concession; see, e.g., her directtiajeof his reading of Ps 93:3-4 (134). David T.
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remaining ambiguou®. 2) Depending on the opinion of whether “chaos” is believed to
be created there are different options concerning whether it exists autonomously
independently from Gotf,is dependent on Gofor should not even be categorized as
existing or not existing"

3) These first two opinions affect how people see the relationship of “chaos” to
God's initial creative act: whether “chaos” exists only before thatsleading act,
whether chaos exists before and after God’s initiafaghether chaos is a primordial
material that God formed/forms into cosmos, whether it is created and thew fotme
cosmos’® whether it is a facet of creation (e.g., this is a chaosfios)there is a kind of

“chaos” that is a later introduction within creation.

Tsumura also sides with Westermann that there ineordial chaos in Genesis Crgation and
Destruction: A Reappraisal of the Chaoskampf Théothe Old TestameifitVinona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2005], 190). In the work of Jame<hkingson one can see the way a systematic thealogia
has integrated this allegedly biblical notion ahpordial chaos into theology (cf., e.g., 101).

% See, e.g., Bernard Anderson, “The Persistencéhab€in God'’s Creation,” 19; Arnold Benz, 35; Peter
Bouteneff, 3, 13; Karl Léning and Erich Zenger, 10sé Morales, 18; Luis Stadelmann, 12; John A.
Wilson, “The Nature of the Universe,” the Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man: An Essay
Speculative Thought in the Ancient Near E&ticago; London: The University of Chicago Prd$57),
52.

% See, e.g., Douglass Knight, 136, 138f; Bernardd3a6, 84, 87, 98; Jon D. Levenson, 5ff. For cipg
views see Claus Westermann, 110 and William P. Br&tructure, Role, and Ideology2. For
treatments of views from ancient Egypt, Mesopotafimaeusand the early church respectively, see
John A. Wilson, 52; Claus Westermann, 31; WillianBRown, “Divine Act and the Art of Persuasion in
Genesis 1,” 20ff; Gerhard Magreatio Ex Nihilo: The Doctrine of "Creation Out Nbthing" in Early
Christian Thoughttrans. by A. S. Worrall (Edinburgh: T & T Clark994), 122.

% See, e.g., Andrew Hahn, 49; Morris Inch, 3; Hansigg, 115.

3L This is primarily the categorization proposed ati@rine Keller, 12, 161, 169. However, Beatrice
Bruteau,God'’s Ecstasy: The Creation of a Self-Creating M/@ew York: The Crossroad Publishing
Company, 1997), 9, and James Hutchingson, 101 hal® positions in which chaos itself plays a part
generation/creation.

%2 See, e.g., Bernhard Anderson, “The Persisten@habs in God's Creation,” 19; Douglas Knight, 138f;
Bernard Batto, 85, 98; Andrew Hahn 64; James Hogdon, 96; Catherine Keller, 12, 161; Jon D.
Levenson, 47, 122.

#See n. 19.

3 See, e.g., Bernhard Anderson, “The PersistenGhabs in God’s Creation,” 19; Beatrice Bruteau, 9;
James Hutchingson, 98; Morris Inch, 3, 71, 77; &ell 68f, 194; Karl Léning and Erich Zenger, 18f;20
Enda McDonagh, 6.

% See, e.g., Bernhard Anderson, “The Persisten@habs in God’s Creation,” 19, 44; Enda McDonagh, 4.
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4) Value judgments about “chaos” and assertions about its morality differ no
matter how people view “chaos” in relation to God’s first creative act; soemeit as
negative and/or eVl while others view it as positive and/or a created gdothhere are
other options in which “chaos” is viewed simply as a fact, as néfit@ame also claim
that there is in “chaos” the possibility for evil or good, or it is the source ofboth.

7) There are so many notions of “chaos” that have been proposed implicitly and
explicitly that its proposed activity or place within creation is quite diveltsean be
seen as an active anti-creation anarchical f6tsemething non-personified that

threatensorder?* or simply an instance of disorder, which is seen as the opposite of

% See, e.g., Bernard Batto, 3, 84, 87, 98; StuaanGler, 476ff; Jon D. Levenson, 16, 47. Even Claus
Westermann speaks negatively about the darknéSsnesis 1:2 (104). Many authors reject seeing the
images of Genesis 1:2 negatively or as evil; cfj,,8ahum Sarna, 7; David T. Tsumura, 190; Willlam
Brown, “Divine Act and the Art of Persuasion in @sis 1,” 32Structure, Role, and Ideology2.
Catherine Keller believes that there has beenna ireWestern culture to demonize chaos; she claiens
are tehomophobic (15, 26).

37 See, e.g., Bernhard Anderson, “The PersistenG@habs in God’s Creation,” 19; Beatrice Bruteau, 9;
Catherine Keller, 166; John Haught, 189. Claustéfasann points out that the waters of the deegusn
as often bless as they can destroy (105); RebeatadVshows in the Psalms how much more often this
positive function is the case; see, e.g., 52, 86, 140, 271.

¥ This type of position has been more common inghiEscribing positions earlier in history, in Greek
early church, or Enlightenment contexts. Cf.,,é&grhard May, 22, 122; William P. Brown, “DivinecA
and the Art of Persuasion in Genesis 1,” 21; Chpiser Kaiser, 335.

39 For those who see chaos as possibility for eitee, Catherine Keller, 29, 80, 122ff; Morris Indh¢f.
William P. Brown, “Divine Act and the Art of Perssian in Genesis 1,” 23. James Hutchingson suggests
that “chaos” can be both the possibility and sodiocesither (101, 105); cf. Beatrice Bruteau, 9.

“0 For those who see this theme in the Bible see, &rgirew Angel, 1, 18; Bernard Batto, 3, 48, 78, 7
84f, 98, 213, n. 19; Timothy Beal, 5f, 9, 14, 38, &tuart Chandler, 467; Andrew Hahn, 40f, James
Hutchingson, 96f, 105; Jon D. Levenson, 16, 47] Kéning and Erich Zenger, 18; Luis Stadelmann, 18.
William P. Brown suggests that making the imagarmapocalyptic/mythic character was a post-canon
move Structure, Role, and Ideolog#38; contra Andrew Angel’'s research in his disg®n which shows
it remained predominantly an image of historictlaions). Claus Westermann believes that there ar
hints of this in the Psalms but not in Genesis9, 8); cf. Andrew Hahn, 46. There are severahanst
who explicitly reject this type of reading of thiblical text; see David T. Tsumura, 190; Claus
Westermann, 104ff. For readings of Egypt’'s andyBaids myths in this same manner see H. and H.A.
Frankfort, “Myth and Reality,” irThe Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man: An EssaySpeculative
Thought in the Ancient Near Eg&hicago; London: The University of Chicago Prd$/7), 10; Thorkild
Jacobsen, “Mesopotamia: The Cosmos as a Statélidrintellectual Adventure of Ancient Man: An Essay
on Speculative Thought in the Ancient Near E@siicago; London: The University of Chicago Press,
1977), 175; Karl Léning and Erich Zenger, 13.

*1See, e.g., Arnold Benz, 167, n. 4; Timothy Bedl, lluis Stadelmann, 18. Some authors who are
developing their own ideas of “chaos” see it aingdn this way; see, e.g., Timothy Beal, 6, 9;@aine
Keller, 186.
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creation?? On the other extreme it can be seen as being generative, something that
capacitates beginning or self-organizatfdrSome even see its function as being a

reservoir of all possibilities, potentiality, or noveffy with many authors’ positions,

however, it is nonsensical to talk about #loéivity of “chaos.” It is simply an inert

stuff,*® or the term is a description of a disordered or formless condftittris

challenging to locate the positions of some authors because they use “chaoguasor

an adjective depending on the context. Even more drastic in the conversation—given the
recent trends—are those who choose a more original Greek meaning for the term and

speak of “chaos” in the biblical text as a void / nothingness or gap / dbyss.

*2This is a common interpretation of the biblicabigery; see Bernhard Anderson, “The Persistence of
Chaos in God’s Creation,” 44; Peter Bouteneff, Bdrew Hahn, 29, 45; Karl Léning and Erich Zenger,
10; Nahum Sarna, 6. Others speak in these peludfichaos and order (creation) in nature; AriBedz,
132; Enda McDonagh, 5; John Polkinghor@eiarks, Chaos and Christianiffdew York: Crossroads Pub,
2005), 84. Theologians have either adopted tipis tf juxtaposition—see James Hutchingson, 97ff)dHa
King, 1—or, as Stuart Chandler points out (47 XKeiaa theological position against “chaos’—see Karl
RahnerFoundations of Christian Faitl83-34; Paul TillichSystematic Theologi.187-99; Karl Barth,
Church DogmaticsVol. 3, Part 3, 209-368.

3 See, e.g., Timothy Beal, 14f; William P. Brown,itihe Act and the Art of Persuasion in Genesis3p,”
Chandler, 468. Some theologians have taken ugstigigestion; see James Hutchingson, 101; Catherine
Keller, 123, 166, 188, 190, 194, 213. For a lobEgypt’'s view of generative waters see H. and H.A.
Frankfort, 10; John A. Wilson, 51f. William P. Bva tracks the role of waters in creation in Claalsic
ANE, and biblical traditionsStructure, Role, and Ideolog65-192).

4 See, e.g., Beatrice Bruteau, 85; Stuart Chandiés;, John Haught, 189; James Hutchingson, 98, 101,
109; Morris Inch, 4, 71, 90; Catherine Keller, 89, 115, 122f, 169, 191; John Polkinghorne, 84.

% See, e.g., Douglas Knight, 139; Stuart Chandi8; €opan and Craig, 33; Hans Kiing, 115; Jon D.
Levenson, 122; Nahum Sarna, 6; Luis Stadelmanni4.2,

“ For views that believe this is part of the biblisarldview, see Catherine Keller, 5; Enda McDonagh
Jose Morales, 15; Nahum Sarna, 6; Luis StadelntghnArnold Benz believes this facet of the biblica
worldview fits well with science (132). It is prgsed by Stuart Chandler that this view is the Judeo
Christian view (467). Claus Westermann contenis bowever, saying that “Both formulations, thatds
created the world out of nothing and that there avirmless matter before creation, first occur nehe
Judaism has come under the influence of Greek tith (1 0); this is not part of the canonical worikehy
even though many important Christian thinkers, Bkegustine, wrote as though it was (110); cf. Rebec
Watson, 16. For more information on the Greekarotifkhorasee William Brown, “Divine Act and the
Art of Persuasion in Genesis 1,” 19ff and CatheKeder, 166.

*" Those who talk about this as the more originalmirenof the term in Greek include Andrew Hahn, 45;
Hans Kiing, 142; Rebecca Watson, 13; Claus Westerm®3f. Westermann'’s treatment is the most
extensive as it relates to Genesis 1.
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Given the divergence of views about the place of chaos within creation, what
happens with “chaos” at the eschaton also varies widely. Some think it is edicffinat
and others think it is forever part of reafffy Some authors feel it is fully and finally
brought under God'’s contr8lwhile others claim that everything returns to “chaos” in
order for new creation to emerde.

9) God'’s relationship toward “chaos” is quite varied among authors. Most
commonly God is believed to have an adversarial relationship with “chad¢t others,
however, God’s relationship with “chaos” is positi&r God is mixed up with “chaos”
in varying ways, perhaps it is even part of divinity or God’s shadow’Sidéere are a
few examples in which God is said to wield “chaos” as a weapon or use it to execute
judgment®> Some metaphors that are helpful for describing other positions are that God
is a craftsman who uses “chaos” as a tool (means) in créatioiGod uses it as an
artistic medium (substanc®).Lastly, God can be viewed as a healer from “chaos”

understood as an ailmetit.

8 Jon D. Levenson is quite adamant about this positif. Karl Léning and Erich Zenger, 20.

“9See, e.g., Stuart Chandler, 467; Catherine Kel&gsff.

¥ See, e.g., Douglass Knight, 136; Andrew Angel,-208; Bernard Batto, 3.

*1 See, e.g., Timothy Beal, 15.

*2 See, e.g., Herman Gunk@lreation and Chaos in the Primeval Era and the Bsoh 81f; Douglass
Knight, 136; Andrew Angel, 1; Bernard Batto, 3, 48, 84ff, 213, n. 19; Timothy Beal, 6; Stuart Ctilzn,
467; Andrew Hahn, 40f, 64; Jon D. Levenson, 47sl$tadelmann, 17f. Authors who oppose this pasitio
include David T. Tsumura, 190; Rebecca Watson |&i£Westermann, 31, 106.

%3 See, e.g., William BrowrStructure, Role, and Ideolog¥7; Morris Inch, 71, 77; Catherine Keller, 115,
122ff, 135, 181.

** See, e.g., James Hutchingson, 105, 109, 116 Qaherine Keller, 142, 191, 226, 231; Beatrice
Bruteau, 9.

* See, e.g., Andrew Hahn, 64; Jon D. Levenson, &riBouteneff, 13; cf. David T. Tsumura, 152ff.

% See, e.g., Bernhard Anderson, “The PersistenGhabs in God’s Creation,” 44; Peter Bouteneff, 13;
Morris Inch, 3f, 78.

" See, e.g., Bernard Batto, 76; Timothy Beal, 14100 Benz, 132; James Hutchingson, 151; Morris Inch
71, 77; Hans Kung, 115; Jon D. Levenson, 122; BndAonagh, 4; Nahum Sarna, 6.

8 See, e.g., Enda McDonagh, 51; this is the classsbf the term in the literature to what is being
proposed in this project: “Consideration of Jew@ristian reconciliation should reveal the depththe
chaos, psychological, social and theological, inctvlwe find ourselves and indicate the radical abtar

of the new creation required of humanity and offidog God” (McDonagh, 51).
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10) Depending on one’s view of God’s relationship to “chaos,” there are various
options proposed for what God does relative to it. It is common since Herman Gunkel to
talk about God subduing, mastering, or combating “chaos” (itmpskampf® Related
to this theme are those who still view “chaos” as dangerous but talk less in tefmecof
divine engagement with it; God’s activity is that of limiting, containing, omgjvi
boundaries to “chao$® On the other side, a common, less-adversarial position includes
language of God engaging “chaos” but God’s engagement is constructive; Gdklis wor
to structure, order, or fashion “chad$.n a related vein are authors who do not
necessarily see God'’s relationship as antagonistic, but write of God'<tidenaith
“chaos” as separating, dividing, and distinguishirfy it.

From across the spectrum there are some whose ideas of God’s activity towar
“chaos” explicitly talk of reducing “chaos” or eliminating it from régfi* there are
representatives, either who view “chaos” as a force or substantively, ktabtalt its
elimination at the eschaton. However, others who simply view it as an adjectase for
state of affairs and not the stuff itself will also talk about God being in thedassof

eliminating “chaos.” One group stands out among the others; they suggest that God

% See, e.g., Herman Gunke@lreation and Chaos in the Primeval Era and the Bsoh 81f; Douglas
Knight, 136; Andrew Angel, 1, 18; Bernard Batto,/8, 84; Stuart Chandler, 467; Andrew Hahn, 40f, 64
Jon D. Levenson, 47. This position is challenggdlis Stadelmann, 14, 17f; David T. Tsumura, 190;
Rebecca Watson, 3; Claus Westermann, 31, 33f, 106.

0 See, e.g., Stuart Chandler, 467; Andrew HahnJé#:D. Levenson, 14, 17; Ruth Page, 19.

®1 See, e.g., Douglass Knight, 139; Bernard BattpP&der Bouteneff, 13; Andrew Hahn, 51; James
Hutchingson, 151; Hans Kung, 115; John D. Leven$@nEnda McDonagh, 4; Ruth Page, 19. David T.
Tsumura cautions against such a reading of the ahtEbiblical traditions; “Because the idea of darat
as establishing ‘order out of chaos’ cannot be deimated as a general feature even in extrabiblical
materials, we should be extremely careful not tpdee foreign ideas on any biblical text withoustir
placing the text in its immediate literary contertd considering the possibility of metaphoricalides”
(151).

2 See, e.g., Karl Léning and Erich Zenger, 18; RRalye, 19; Claus Westermann, 33f.

% See, e.g., Andrew Hahn, 46; Jose Morales, 16fuNeSarna, 6.
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coaxes or persuades “chaos” or in creating elicits its “virtual fofh&bd does not act
on, or over and against “chaos,” but interpersonally with it. Some of these authors avoid
talking about the elimination of “chaos.”

There is no clearly established definition for “chaos” or agreement on what
notions that have been placed under the heading of “chaos” are represented in Scripture
Even so, there is no shortage of work that argues for Israel’s adoption and usesf “cha
imagery in its scriptures from a common (equally ambiguous) ANE setna$ t&nd
images, as well as Israel adopting the notion of God combating “chaos” andliaghol
at bay.

The above group of scholars is content to use “chaos” in various ways and for
various purposes. On the other hand, there is a growing number of scholars who are
raising cautions about past conclusions and the presuppositions, methods, and logic at
work in arriving at theni> These dissenters present a very different paradigm for
interpreting Israel’s theology in its scriptures, a paradigm in whiclgubmterm
“chaos” is avoided altogether. They would rather drop the term from biblichéstor
explanatory frameworks that appeal to Scripture. In her resear@xdmple, Rebecca

Watson challenges the soundness of “chaos” being used in respect to any ANE

% The phrase “elicit its virtual forms” comes fronatBerine Keller; cf. 38, 115, 161, 169, 181. Osheho
feel similarly include William P. Brown, “Divine Acand the Art of Persuasion in Genesis 1,” 21f, 32;
James Hutchingson, 101; Morris Inch, 3.

% Questions are not only arising about placing Isdiéerary images in a continuum with its neighso
but also the narrative is being questioned abowtihdsrael “chaos” themes were de-mythologizeanrfra
primordial setting into historical settings onlydato be projected into an eschatological settiimghis
dissertation, Andrew Angel tracked how “chaos” imggis used in Israel's writings in the centuries
following the writing of its now canonical booksdafound that the images remain historical in a vast
majority of instances. He states, “Thus thesepasg-exilic texts used the [imagery] to referhe t
establishment of political order within historygthstablishment of justice both in history andrafeath
and the creation of the world. Therefore, the ithed a creation mythology was historicized andhthe
eschatologized must be questioned” (205). Feanyt of the long-presumed-to-be-fact and often aisgae
frameworks for placing Israel’s writings within theoader ANE have remained unquestionable under
recent investigation.
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cosmologies. Given the vastly different ways it is used, the common lack ofladdeta
definition of it, a lack of justification for how it is used, the imprecise praaifc
grouping disparate terms and images under this catchall category, and theomany
Semitic ideas that have come to accompany this Greek term, Watson belieads the
current discussions away from a closer understanding of the ANE perspectives. She
seeks in he€haos Uncreated: a Reassessment of the Theme of “Chaos” in the Hebrew
Bible to show the inappropriateness of the term and an alternative way of reading the
images. David T. Tsumura also does a close study of the terminology, word gspupin
and images in Genesis 1 and 2, as well as other biblical texts. His study clsalenge
suitability of “chaos” as a descriptor for the primal conditions. Thesntetudies are
part of a long-developing trend by some prominent figures in the field who have been
taking more cautious stances toward comparative claims. These figuteincl
Alexander Heidel, W. G. Lambert, Claus Westermann, H.W.F. Saggs, anddRichar
Clifford.®®

Even with strong, ongoing dissent, the conclusions of “chaos”-proponents have
been presumed to be fact and been repeated as fact in scholarship, at more popular level

taken up into science-theology dialogues, and used as a foundation for the work of some

% There are several helpful summaries availabléhisncooling trend within scholarship toward old
assumed relationships within the field of ANE comgtiae studies. See Rebecca Watson’s introdudtion
Chaos Uncreatedl-30; John Seo discusses some of this debateedates specifically to Genesis 1, 122-
136; Richard S. Hess has a very helpful historgoshparative studies and the lessons in methoddhagy
have been learned along the way in his essay “Ordrda Fifty Years of Comparative Studies on Genesis
1—11: An Overview,” inl Studied Inscriptions from Before the Flood: Amtidlear Eastern, Literary,

and Linguistic Approaches to Genesis 1+ddited by Richard S. Hess and David Toshio Tsamur
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1994), 3-26. Ins$istudy, there have been dissenting voices at leas
since the 1920’s. In 1924 W. F. Albright concludedt the Hebrew cosmology was written in oppositio
to the Mesopotamian tradition, not in a line witlid). B. Landsberger in 1926 raised doubts thgt a
comparisons can be assumed between the Westerawighuition and the Eastern Babylonian tradition
in language, worldview, literary forms, and ideasy comparisons between the traditions or fillinghe
blanks of the Hebrew texts with ideas from otherBAfgxts he believed was projection (9f.). These
tensions led to the separation of Assyriology amédapendent discipline from biblical studies irsthost-
WWI period (8ff.).
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systematic theologians. This broader context in biblical studies coresharfp focus in
the contrast between Jon D. Levensdreation and the Persistence of Evil: the Jewish
Drama of Divine Omnipotenand David Tsumura'’€reation and Destruction: a
Reappraisal of the Chaoskampf Theme in the Old Testaraemvision and expansion
of his 1989 boo¥—in how they interpret Genesis 1, especially 1:1-2.

In systematic theology, especially among theologians who are listenihg
perspectives of science, work is being done to give an account of creation in ways
intelligible within a broader cultural context. Many of these theologiangsang
“chaos” frameworks of biblical scholars, such as Levenson, as impetus aadtar
their account of creation. Catherine Keller's reading of Genesis 1,dor@, is
influenced by appeals such as Levenson’s to an ANE “chaos” framework and undergirds
how she builds her creation theologyHace of the Deep: a Theology of Becomitg
tracking the broader intellectual developments leading to where we stand, larigewit
popularity of talk about “chaos” in biblical and theological accounts of the beginhing, i
is still an open question of what is the place of “chaos” language in articulaging t

relationship of God and creation when speaking aimotite beginning

B. The Place of this Dissertation in the Conversation

1. What this Dissertation Hopes to Accomplish Relative to the Problem

The question this dissertation seeks to answer is what is the place of “chaos”
language in articulating the relationship of God and creation when speaking of God’s

creative activity. In answering this question, first of all, a way wikbggested of

" The Earth and the Waters in Genesis 1 and 2: Adistig InvestigationJournal for the Study of the Old
Testament, Supplement Series 83 (Sheffield, Engl3®@T Press, 1989).
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speaking about a theology of creation during this time in church history where the
broader intellectual context has shifted yet there is not yet consensus on hlivabmtt
God’s creative activity and relationship to creation in this new context. Soolegiaas

are venturing suggestions of varying merit, but the conversation is still far from
equilibrium. 1t is hoped that the framework proposed in this dissertation, with others of
related thought, can provide a viable and attractive point around which conversation ca
amass.

Second, in the proposals offered thus far, the language of “chaos”—governing
many different notions—has commonly made appearances. The language ofishaos
powerful; it is quite gripping for the imagination; it elicits feelingdefng
overwhelmed, in danger, disoriented, and helpless. Perhaps its popularity is due to the
manner in which it reflects the pulse of how many people are feeling in this point in
history. Yet to this point, many of the proposals employing “chaos” have dabbled in
notions akin to some from which the tradition has long shied away. Even in a new
context, differently-rendered manifestations of old dismissed ideas mag @aotiable
option. In seeking to find a viable and attractive theology of creation for moving
forward, this dissertation seeks to follow in the wisdom of the tradition; thus, “chaos”
will be employed in a manner that utilizes the forcefulness of its connotatide lveimng
careful to avoid suggestions that would be conversation ending for tradition-loyaé peopl
who are in search of context-appropriate grammar about creation. The tenelribis
project could not be more fitting both for the unsettled condition of creation theology and
the relative youth of the re-emergence of “chaos” language within reeahbgircal

discourse.
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2. Approach

The language of “chaos” is typically used both in biblical studies and theology in
the arena of creation theology. As a starting point for this project, in the fotjowi
chapter, the history of creation theology in Christianity will be examined in trérow
major themes and developments up to the present context. It has been suggested that
there have been shifts in how Christians have conceptualized God’s creativg audl
God's relationship to creation through the centuries in step with changes in the broader
cultural-intellectual context. A sketch of this history will be offered. Thikhighlight
some differences in this context versus those in which traditional articulatoveadion
theology were developed. It will also give some context of why some theoldgiaas
been venturing different ways of speaking about creation. This portion of thealisgsert
will serve the purpose of providing background and context for the current theological
milieu in which the posed question will need to be answered.

Several scholarly investigations have already been done on key parts of that
history; their work will be utilized in presenting this important background. Forgeam
Gerhard May has presented the early journeyrexditio ex nihilobecoming the orthodox
position inCreatio Ex Nihilo: The Doctrine of "Creation Out of Nothing" in Early
Christian Thought Christopher Kaiser has tracked the shifts in creation theology through
the various changes in thinking over the centurigdragational Theology and the History
of Physical science: The Creationist Tradition from Basil to Bdfaiser’s framing of

the history is especially helpful to this study because he tracks developminnging
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within natural science along with corresponding shifts in thinking about creation
theology.

This provides excellent background for not only the current work being done in
creation theology, but also the rise of certain notions of “chaos” in science. ti&nce
language of “chaos” in science is a significant influence on the use of thisugngu
theology these scientific notions will be examined as part of this histbac&round.

By looking at the background of “chaos” language in science, and later in biblicaisstudi
the strength or validity of their choice of terms (i.e., their construal of dnkelgiven

the data about which they are speaking will be examined. Another key component to the
change in context in which creation theology is being done today is the way in which the
function of the Bible for theology has changed. This will also be noted in Chapter 2.

Chapter 3 will address the use of “chaos” in biblical studies. Since the proposals
of George Smith and Herman Gunkel, much has been written about “chaos” in biblical
and ANE comparative studies. Smith’s and Gunkel’s initial focus was on the relation of
Genesis 1 t&Enuma elish Since their proposals, the number of alleged references to
“chaos” within the Bible has multiplied. In an effort to be comprehensive theee ha
been several scholars who have sought to examine each supposed reference tom“chaos”
Scripture with far differing outcoméé.

This study will focus almost exclusively on Genesis 1 within these broader
comparative discussions. Among all the possible texts within Scripture¢hat a
undisputedly about creation, this cosmology stands apart. It is a completg lit@tar

that is highly developed in its artistry, structure, and theology. Also, thelyriest

% Contrast, e.g., Rebecca Watson, Jon D. Levensbn, Day,God's Conflict with the Dragon and the
Sea: Echoes of a Canaanite Myth in the Old Testaniamiversity of Cambridge Oriental Publications
[Cambridge Cambridgeshire; New York: Cambridge @nsity Press, 1985], etc.
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cosmology was given primacy in its canonical position. Furthermore, this text movide
an excellent case study for how differently the message of a text can be vieeddba
what background is presumed for the text. For those who believe it fits withinteotradi
of “chaos” references in the Bible its message sounds very different thamtimse
guestion this now-common way of reading these references.

The goal is to show this contrast in interpretation of the Priestly message. The
goal is not to prove that one side is conclusively correct, but to show that extremae caut
is warranted in repeating long-accepted positions within ANE comparativesiadi
light of recent investigations into the available data upon which they wer&bilittis
will indirectly show that theologians who build their creation theology on mattyose
“chaos” notions are at best building on shaky-ground. There are other available
interpretations of the biblical text that offer a more compelling account oéxhe t
Moreover, these chaos-free interpretations offer a better foundation upon which to
develop a theology of creation in our context.

In order to show the contrast in readings between those who affirm “chaos”
notions and those who reject them, a representative position from each side will be
examined. Jon D. LevensorCseation and the Persistence of Evil: The Jewish Drama
of Divine Omnipotenchas been chosen as a representative work in which Genesis 1 and

the Priestly tradition as a whole is read against a “chaos” backgfoubavid T.

%9 Scholars doing this work of reexamining the datdtide Claus Westermann, David T. Tsumura,
Rebecca Watson, and Andrew Angel.

0 Levenson’s position reflects a commonly presupgagew on how to read the language of Scripture.
See, e.g., Angel, 1; Stadelmann, 12; Andrew Haliff, €handler, 467. Even those who work outside of
biblical studies make reference to Levenson’s posisee, e.g., David B. Burrell, C.S.€reedom and
Creation in Three TraditioneNotre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Pres393), 16ff. Others are
responding to it; see, e.g., Matthew Levering, i{@are and Metaphysics in the Theology of God's
Knowledge and Will,” inScripture and Metaphysics: Aquinas and the ReneWatinitarian Theology
(Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing Ltd., 2004); Cattine Keller, 26ff.
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Tsumura’sCreation and Destruction: A Reappraisal of the Chaoskampf Theory in the
Old Testamenuill be used as a representative of an anti-“chaos” reading of the text.
Even though both works address other biblical passages, they both have extensive
treatments of Genesis 1 in relation to the broader ANE milieu. This helps in laaving
balance between the extensiveness of the Genesis 1 treatments in thestwAlsext

both authors are trying to instruct their readers on how to read the terms ged oha
Scripture. This is helpful in placing them in dialogue.

Levenson’s and Tsumura’s approaches also demonstrate a difference in
methodology that is, for the most part, representative of others from their sides of the
debate. This difference will factor significantly in evaluating thiaings. According to
Richard S. Hess, there is a need for the union of literary approaches “witlotiegric
for context and/or contextualization” with comparative approaches in examinicifjspe
terms, images, and texts.Contextual and comparative studies done together on both
biblical and non-biblical ANE texts are Hess’ recommendation toward tlestfaind
soundest understanding of the texts.

In evaluating opposing arguments within biblical studies, weight will bengio
conclusions supported with detailed examination of texts in their literaryxtoied to

comparisons that are made when the contextual evidence provides warrant. This method

" Those taking this position are certainly movingiagt the current of a widely repeated perspective.
Tsumura is a very strong voice among those quéstidichaos” notions; his attention to detail seits h
apart.

"2«One Hundred Fifty Years of Comparative StudiesGemesis 1—11: An Overview,” inStudied
Inscriptions From Before the Flogq#Vinona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1994), 24. K. Atcken writes an
excellent evaluation of the manner in which sct®iarANE studies and biblical studies have operateil
he provides some good cautions about procedutthdse in biblical studies (28ff.). He gives these
cautions because there are principles and metheidg bnposed on Old Testament data which have been
demonstrated to be “false when applied to firstthAncient Near Eastern data” (28). For examplg, hi
first rule is that “Priority must always be givemtangible, objective data, and to external evideower
subjective theory or speculative opinions. Factstroantrol theory, not vice versa” (28). He sudges
instances in which this rule has not been stressbiblical studies to the degree it has been irEAN
studies.
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first presupposes the unique voice of each text; it seeks to find that voice andeptfeserv
integrity of it while understanding it further through placing it beside othef Adices.

As Richard J. Clifford states, “If comparison with other cosmogonies does not prove
dependence, it does reveal the emphases in Gefiedissum, the concern of Chapter 3
is 1) to evaluate “chaos” language in biblical studies, particularlyraktes to the
interpretation of Genesis 1, 2) to outline representative positions from the twofsides
biblical studies debate over “chaos” and ANE comparative studies, espedialie it
concerns Genesis 1, and 3) to track a way of reading Genesis 1 that holds promise for
doing creation theology.

The fourth chapter investigates a growing phenomenon in systematic theology i
the use of “chaos.” Within the world of systematic theology, there is certagnbomang
wave of scholars who are dialoguing with science and biblical studies on their use
“chaos.” Nevertheless, there are others who are making proposals about “chaos” in the
realm of creation theology that move beyond simply dialogue with science aiedlbibl
studies. Among these theologians who are making notions of “chaos” more central in
their creation theolog$/ Catherine Keller's proposal irace of the Deep: A Theology of
Becomingstands out above others in its sophistication, coherence, comprehensibility,
insightfulness, and sensitivity to the contemporary intellectual, philosophicaxtont
She pays attention to philosophy's turn to language. She does not ask objectively what
the Genesis text meant and then try to apply that for today; rather shetbstiemsvay
the text reverberates in her world. Her work is commendable in that she gigs &in

account of the faith for today. Important as well to this project, she intevdetssively

"3 Creation Accounts in the Ancient Near East andhinBible(Washington, DC: The Catholic Biblical
Association of America, 1994), 143.
" E.g., Morris Inch, Enda McDonough, James Hutchinstc.
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with Genesis 1 in her work. As one who works within the framework of process thought,
her approach to “chaos” represents a distinct position from those who more simply
interact with biblical studies’ or science’s discussions of “chaos.” xaynaing her

position on “chaos,” this third approach to the language of “chaos” will be evaluated and
critiqued’® Even though her framework and use of “chaos” will not be supported, Keller
has great sensitivity to the present intellectual context and thus makesssfie
suggestions.

The goal of examining the use of “chaos” in science-theology dialoguesabibli
studies, and theologians such as Keller is to show the questionability of theugstarti
points. By examining these positions and raising questions about them, it is hoped that a
different theological account of God’s creative activity and relationshipgetdion can be
offered in which the term “chaos” can be employed differently than it has beepte€Cha
5 offers a theology of creation that builds upon the work of Lyle Dabney on
pneumatology. It is within that framework of God’s relationship to creation ingGod’
creative activity that “chaos” will be defined. The goal of this propes@a remain
faithful to the spirit of Scripture and the Christian tradition while finding g twa

articulate this mystery of our faith in and for the present context.

> The only other type of use of “chaos” language éxasts other than uses that focus on biblical,
scientific, or philosophical notions is that usgdaunthors such as Stuart Chandler or Timothy Baal.
their work they focus on the sociological/psychatagjrole of monsters (manifestations of “chaos”).
“Chaos” is either the name for that which makefees$ not-at-home in the world (e.g., Timothy Beal)it
is a category we have withour world for new experiences or information we have thay demand we
adjust our understanding wiorld (e.g., Stuart Chandler). These uses have mate with how we make
sense of the world—categorize it—individually oraagroup. It will not be addressed in this project
because, while the concern of this project is enahpropriateness of the language we use to daisghits
focus is not on the phenomena or usefulness ohbasategories of “chaos” or the “monstrous” in our
thought-worlds. Although, coupled with some of Iigatne Keller's comments, these voices serve as a
caution against demonizing certain things in theldvas “chaos” simply because they are unlike udoor
not fit neatly in our idyllic visions of the world.



27

There are some topics that have a close connection with the investigatign bei
proposed. The focus of this research is the theological use of “chaos” in speaking of
God's relation to creation in God'’s creative activity. Metaphysical coscae key
among the connected topics. These concerns are certainly relevant tydofvor
investigation. However, the purpose of this project is to address an ongoing trend in
using “chaos”; it suggests doing so from a different perspective than has besemnegd
thus far. Examining and developing answers to the metaphysical issues surrdusding t

conversation would need to be taken up in subsequent works.

3. Cases that Will be Made

This dissertation does not stand alone in asserting that we have moved into a new,
different context that demands that theologians find fresh ways to articréateon
theology; some have already been engaging in that RaBiblical scholars have
suggestions for interpreting Genesis 1 that are viable and rich for building @gthebl
creation. Scientists seem to be making suggestions that are ready-nmeueyfmto this
theological discussion. Some theologians have already begun using these fertil
possibilities from both sides for dialogue. Their frameworks may not all bepldor
those looking for more traditional-sounding proposals, but this does not mean that their
work should not be given a careful audience in order to glean their useful insights. It
the goal of this project to listen to the various voices of biblical studies, edieaclogy
dialogue, and theology to freshly articulate a way to use the languageaot”ch a

tradition-honoring creation theology.

® See, e.g., Zachary Hayes, 8, 33f., 39, 45, 50f.
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In answering the question about the place of “chaos” in describing God’s relation
to creation, the following thesis will be developed: “chaos” should not be used to refer to
conditions before or at the start of God’s creative activity; rather, ¢hausoduced
within creation as discordant expressions of any part of creation to God ared dther
the framework that will be constructed chaos will be understood as instances when an
part of creation (organic or inorganic) holds its breath and/or is out of tune with the
inseparably operating Spirit and Word, who would have something more beautiful,
abundantly life affirming, and rightly related for the whole community. In teatire
activity of the Spirit and the Son according to the Father, the Spirit opaatgsctivly
as the Possibility of God for the other and the Son operatesarnately as the Call of
God to and for the othéf.

This framework speaks about God'’s creative activity outside of the tradlitiona
grammar of primary causation (being)—as opposed to secondary causation. The
metaphysical implications will be left for future investigation. Ndwadss, the
grammar of creation being proposed honors creation out of nothing because no pre-
existent other is presupposed; at the same time it views the event of creation
synergistically such that it is both Triune operation and the divinely-gifteéd se
expression of non-preexisting others.

It should also be noted that the ambitions of this project take the role of theology
one step beyond making sense of our faithgivancontext. It is assumed herein that

theology should take a seat at the table in wrestling with how to speak about and frame

" These terms will be defined in greater detail after 5. The term “transject” is from Lyle Dabisey
pneumatology (“The Nature of the Spirit: Creati@naaPremonition of God,” iStarting with the Spirjted.
by Stephen Pickard and Gordon Preece [Hindmarsstrdlia: Australian Theological Forum Inc., 2001],
100).
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the data of the various disciplines. For example, during the seventeenth-centlgysthi
were sensitive to the fact that their accounts of reality through the Bapaxiphysics

had theological implication€. Data is neither self-collecting nor self-interpreting. It is
sought, named, and given meaning through being placed in a linguistic framework.
Whether acknowledged or not, theological considerations are at stake when deciding
what to name and how to frame the findings of any discipline, biblical studieslassw
science. Even if the other disciplines do not listen to the theological implicatitmeirof
linguistic construals, theologians need to keep assessing these frameworks and
challenging the theology that is implicitly being stated. The method@ogpjoyed in

this study engages in some of that work. It is hoped that the proposals beingamade ¢

help provide a framework on which our experiences of the world can be hung.

4. Relation of these Positions to Others Previous

There are few positions concerning the activity of “creation” that do not speak of
it as solely an activity of God; for most theologians creation is by divitie-fiariod.
However, defining “creation” in terms bkinghas been common for quite some time.

In that paradigm, it is inconceivable to speak alb@ingultimately having any other
source than God; God was defined in terms of primary causation, as Being. In the
paradigm being proposed, God’s activity of “creation” is not defined in the frarkefor
primary causation in the classical sense. As will be described lates Gedtive
activity includes within it the response of the non-preexistent other; God’s/ereat

activity is intrinsically synergistic with the very other being crdat&his changes the

"8 E.g., Spinoza (1632-1677) was one who used thaistadvantage in his work to undermine the pldce o
religion in all fields and facets of thinking. Ascounterpoint, Sir Isaac Newton (1634-1727) canssty
tried to keep God in the universe in his physicaioaint of reality.
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way creatio ex nihilais articulated while avoiding the dualism some theologians have
opted for in their incorporation of “chaos” language.

Some thinkers have suggested that in creating God overcomes chaos, transforms
chaos, makes a chaos (raw material), or that chaos is intrinsic to the afdbigcreation
God has made. Instead of these types of suggestions, “chaos” will be defined as
something that comes into being in the event of creation; but, since creation is not
something God does by fiat or monergistically, “chaos” does not have to be, nor should it
be, attributed to God. Unlike nearly every instance of the use of “chaos” by other
scholars, “chaos” is improper response embodied in the coming to be of the other that is
being created. The other being created can be anything from the smallettlespa
living organisms to the largest systems. More will be said in the coming chhpth
about the proposals being made and their merits over other positions; but for now, it will
simply be noted that the positions being put forth concerning creation and chaos have
advantages over others both in issues of theodicy but more importantly in the claims
about God'’s relationship to creation in and through God’s creative activity.

Some important benefits that will become apparent as “chaos” is defined in
greater detail is that thoblemcreation faces can be defined uniformly for material
creation and for living beings. The definition of “chaos” also functions for both
individuals and communities or systems. Much of this is due to the way in which the
chaos of improper response is defined relationally, in a dynamic and histaaical w
Improper responses establish and/or change relationships that are evemicdiyxa

This way of speaking in this context affirms Christianity’s concern abeuti¢ep seated
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affects of original sin; it simply speaks differently than in past conteli&serthe fall was
talked about as a one time, once upon a time, deforming change in creation.

The problem of chaos is an issue arising in the response of becoming; thus, the
manner in which creation’s predicament is defined, it takes embodiment and Imateria
seriously. Matter is not the problem, but rather the manner of response in coming to be is
the problem. Lastly, the notion of chaos as improper response will circumventsdebate
about intentionality or willfulnes§’ Regardless of why the coming-to-be-other
responded improperly, the reality of chaos is a serious problem from which regentan
and recapitulation is needed.

The benefits of this way of speaking about chaos also make God’s response to
rectify creation’s problem uniform, whether it is for material creatiofooliving beings.

It is significant to note that the theme of salvationdibicreation—which progressively
dwindled away in Christian writif§—is once again being recovered. Salvation is not
narrowly for humanity alone. Salvation is also not about escape from matebatit

about its being made new and being fulfilled in the Glory of God. The aim of this project
is focused toward talking about the problem of chaos within the context of God’s
relationship to creation in God’s creative activity. Nevertheless, it is hopedhtbaef,

the soteriological trajectory of the proposed paradigm will be seen enoughehat
relational dynamic between God and creation in the activity of creation, futhahtism

and synergism, is the same dynamic at work in God’s saving activity.

9 Cf. Susan Neiman, 267ff.
8 This will be explained further in chapter 2; ctt&h, “Nature and Scripture: Demise of a Medieval
Analogy,” Harvard Theological Revie®8, no. 2 (1995): 282.
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[I. SHIFTING CONTEXTS: INVESTIGATING THE HISTORY
OF CREATION THEOLOGY, SCRIPTURE’'S ROLE IN THE
CONVERSATION, AND SCIENCE'S USE OF “CHAQOS”

A. Introduction

The concern of this project is the myriad of ways “chaos” is used in current
theology and in its place to suggest a specific application for the term. Mast oft
reflections about the beginning—protology—and the relationship of God and creation lie
at the center of current uses of “chaos.” Notionshafosare not foreign to these
theological foci at various times in the church’s history—or within certaiasitla
philosophical schools. The term is once again in vogue. In this chapter thethge of
doctrine ofcreatio ex nihiloin church tradition and the theology of creation through the
church’s history will be presented in a series of brief glimpses. Thesgowaiho means
to be comprehensive; rather, the goal is to provide context for the current projdun Wi
the history of creation theology, a sketch of the development of a scientifatweavlin
the West will be presented. Next there will also be an evaluation of “chagsiaige in
present day science and theology that is based on that use. This glimpse of present day
science also will help illuminate part of the broader conceptual contéxtmhith
theology must dialogue in seeking to express the faith. Lastly, a glimpgsewill
presented of how the role of Scripture in current theological discourse has changed in
recent centuries from what it had been; this has had an affect currentlyapethie
endedness of theological reflection on creation.

Numerous works of historical theology have been written examining the doctrine

of creation and God'’s relationship to creation either at specific points in thigotmaatiin
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the writings of certain figures; others look at the relationship of a past wendgi
concurrent theological positions (e.g., the relationship of various conceptuoaiszati
creation theology to technology or science). These types of works will zedtith this
chapter instead of retracing the steps of others’ scholarship. Along with the work of
Gerhard May on the rise of the doctrinecogatio ex nihilg' one helpful reading of the
tradition that will be used extensively in tracking creation theology throwgbriiis
Christopher Kaiser'€reational Theology and the History of Physical Science: The

Creationist Tradition from Basil to BoHr

B. The Creationist Tradition

1. Key Components of the Creationist Tradition

There are several basic presuppositions in the creationist tradition which
Christopher Kaiser claims can be tracked throughout the Christian tradiéoriteugh
they have taken form in many ways at various times in that hist@he three main
points are: 1) the comprehensibility of creation, including its finitude in space and

duration? 2) the unity or non-duality of heaven and edrémd 3) the relative autonomy

! Gerhard MayCreatio Ex Nihilo: The Doctrine of "Creation Out Mbthing" in Early Christian Thought
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1994).
% Studies in the History of Christian Thought 78, leg Heiko A. Oberman (Leiden; New York; Kéln:
Brill, 1997).
% The term “creationist” is Kaiser's. It is simplye tradition that affirms God as the creator, whith the
creation of the universe, established a code ofdéhin that universe (19). Remi Brague affirmsimilar
type of heritage passed into Christianity; “The Ma@f the Old Testament was produced with wisdom
(hokhmal, but that wisdom did not belong to man. There indsed a wisdom of the world, but its subject
was God, not man'The Wisdom of the World: The Human Experienceeotthiverse in Western Thought
[Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003], 48hat divine wisdom, or God’s Word, is more stadnhel
enduring than heaven and earth, which will pass/da@).
*Ibid., 21, 25. The finitude of creation’s duratibas never quite been settled; it has been subjeetbate
at various points throughout Christianity’s histattye early church, the scholasticism of the tleinté-
5century, and current science-theology dialoguesdgeotable times (cf. Kaiser, 26).

Ibid., 21, 28.
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of nature® Kaiser tracks a fourth thread, the ministry of healing and restoration. The
presupposition in this thread is that things can change.

Kaiser’s interest in the relationship of scientific development and creation
theology influences his own interest in this fourth thread. His work in this anetpisil
in tracking the changes from the early church in which healing was seen as Goaywor
through nature toward the Middle Ages belief in the ordinary operation of God’s power
(potentia ordinatgin sustaining the functions of natuireThe healing ministry became
more about humans understanding and using the workings of RaiMité. this shift in
thinking begun during the eleventh- and twelfth-centuries there began &pbe a
between earthly and heavenly callings—those who focused on earthly workings and
those who focused on spiritual matt&ts.

The first thread, the belief in the comprehensibility of creation, corapsthe
belief that humans are created in the image of the same Logos at workneetti@ncof
the world™* Even though it is the same Logos at work in the world and in human reason,
thus making the world intelligible to humans, there has always been hesitasegnan
much of the Old Testament, in claiming that all mysteries can be overcongeataer
times, places, and knowledge within the world inaccessible to huthangyeneral, the
notions of limited spatial extent and duration of the visible world have been part of the

creation tradition, but were never fully a settled issue—especially the notiomef f

8 1bid., 21, 32.
"bid., 62.
8 bid., 78.
% Ibid., 80.
1% pid., 83.
"pid., 21.
2 pid., 22.
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duration*® Through the first half of the second century, Christian theologians were
comfortable in affirming the Platonist assertions of the eternalityaifer-* Debate
over the lack of a certain beginning arose again in certain schools in tha-wesitury
and in the scholasticism of the thirteenth-century. It was re-raised Entiglhtenment
onward.

The notion of the unity between heaven and earth, the second thread, is a
Christian affirmation in contrast to some of its pagan counterpafEristians de-
animated the heavens. The heavens and the earth were both equally created by God
according to the same logic/logfs Eventually their underlying belief in the unity of
heaven and earth (e.g., in the way they function) manifested itself in métama
demonstrations of the similarities between what is seen in the heavens anith.offt ésar
not until the work of Isaac Newton, however, that such mathematisation comes of age.

Lastly, the affirmation of theelative autonomyf nature has perhaps been the
most chameleon-like of the three as the faith has been articulated in variosspital
contexts and in light of an ever growing body of observations about the natural world. |

Kaiser’s treatment, he summarizes this creationist notion as follows; &litonomy of

2 1bid., 26.

bid.; cf. May, 1ff.

15 |n the Greek concept of cosmos—of there being evisih the world—humans were excluded from it
(Remi Brague, 24). Humans add nothing nor taketemy away from the world and its reasonableness.
Even more, celestial realities are on a differemel than earthly ones (88); those higher realitileence
the world below (96). The rule for things is foundhe heavens which dwarf the earth in size and
significance; evils in the earth are insignificerteptions to the rule, to reality (108). Imitatiof the
celestial will help to rightly order human life Q3

16 By claimingcreatio ex nihilg Christians broke the Greek chain of effects efdhlestial on the earthly,
as well as their significance. All creation is atiyigraced; all creation has equal proximity todGo
(Brague, 161-162). Also, human life was no lorgenatter ofmitating the order of the heavens or
insertingoneself into an order; rather, human life was ébbediencdo God’s Law/command (155; cf.
175). The effect of this difference in Christigritom its counterparts was that humans were utiger
direct jurisdiction of God and not the celestiatlas; humans have greater dignity than the worttlan
celestial bodies (163-164).

" Kaiser, 32.
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nature is thus ‘relative’ in the sense of being relational (to God), as weltlzs sense of
not being self-originated or entirely self-determin&d.Ih seeking to find an appropriate
place for “chaos” to be used in the relationship between God and creation in tms$ curre
project, this third thread of the creation tradition is of greatest interestite the

primary focus as the history of the creation tradition is traced in the follcseictgpns.

2. Jewish Heritage

Within the OT, God'’s initial work of creation is seen to be continuing (or
recurring) wherever God acts mightily on behalf of creatiohature’s order is
dependent upon God’s regular ratification and it is alterable for the saké&lbhduh
good. Thus, nature does not drift into the background of the drama of history or its
resolution?® “It is neither impersonal nor amoral; hence it is not to be set over against the
freedom and responsibility humans experience in everyday life (Pss. 19; 93*10&g"
primary conceptualization is of God as divine king and “the cosmos as subject to divinely

ordained laws? It is not until the intertestamental period when Judaism was in dialogue

®pid., 33.

19 bid.

2 |bid. Until the “revealed religions” encounter€tassic philosophy, for them, the ideavadrld belonged
in the realm of history. Outside of those religipthe concept oforld fell within the realm of nature
(Brague, 166). Wheneorld is not a matter of history but of nature, the éssefisalvation—which happens
in history for humans in the attaining of the ggodwisdom)—"has no analogy in nature” (167). Brag
believes that Judaism and Christianity—at leaghnistianity’s early years—historicized cosmology;
however, in the gnostic crisis of the second-cantGhristians began articulating cosmogony in ontic
categories instead of historical/narrative paradigm

L Kaiser, 33f. The work of H. and H.A. Frankfort tire ancients’ engagement of their world as arvacti
“other” should be kept in mind at this point; “My#imd Reality,” inThe Intellectual Adventure of Ancient
Man: An Essay on Speculative Thought in the Andieatr East{Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1946), 4ff.

??1bid., 108; cf. 109.
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with Greek natural philosophy that Judaism developed a more philosophically nuanced
idea of the relative autonomy of natdre.

Judaism gave to Christianity the notions of God’s omnipotence and God being
creator’® It also passed on the formula “out of nothing fihilg; however, Judaism
did not arrive at the doctrine ofeatio ex nihilountil after Christianity. This was due in
part to the fact that they were not engaging philosophical ideas in the waybihednte
necessary for Christians in the later second-century to do so in the midsiaitemsh
gnostic thinkers. Also, their association of Genesis’ early verseshathsdid not give
them an urgency to reject Platonic notions of world-formatiofhus, the formula “out
of nothing” preceded the doctrinal thoughts with which it would later come to

designaté®

3. Earliest Church

Like in the OT tradition, for the early Christians creation is not yet agpfom
history and the story of salvatiéh.Furthermore, the origins of the cosmos, or the “how”
of creation, was not yet a problem. It was not until the second half of the secomg-centu
that these questions ardeUntil then, Christians did not confront the Platonic ideas

concerning the eternality of matter and the formation of the world fromdesnmatter

% |bid., 34. Even so, it is arguable that deepasfef exposure to Greek thinking occurred in mareas
of thinking in Judaism, especially in creation tlogry, even after it did in Christianity (cf. May2p

% May, 21.

% |pid.

%% |pid.

*"pid., 26, 27.

*®Ipid., 26, 35.
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(khoralchaosY® Even into the third-century, among the philosophically educated
Christians the notion of world formation from pre-existent matter was*held.
Appropriating classical philosophy was not conceptually problematic earfy on.
There were indeed claims made about Christianity being the true philosopmtrast
to other philosophie¥ But even so, attempts were made at melding Christianity with
Plato’sTimaeusas early as Justin Mart$t. For these early thinkers, there was not a
problem in saying both that everything came into being through God and that God
formed the world from pre-existent matférTo a certain extent the latter affirmation

qualifies what is meant by the former.

4. Earliest Doctrine of Creatio Ex Nihilo

One group of thinkers who was interested in the “how” of creation was the
gnostics®® The writings of Basilides, a gnostic, contain the earliest example of a
theology of creation that says God created out of non-being/ncthiBgen though the
formula “out of nothing” had been used before, Basilides was the first to emygloyas
formula as a conscious rejection of creation as both emanation from God and the
formation of preexisting materidl. The purpose was to emphasize the absolute

transcendence of God (of whom, for Basilides, there can be no analogies) and the

#pid., 1ff.

¥ 1pid., 147.

*pid., 1, 74.

*2pid., 118.

*1pid., 122.

*Ibid., 1ff.

% See M.C. Steenberg’s cautions about using unafiifiche title of “Gnostics” for those typically
classified as suchrenaeus on Creation: The Cosmic Christ and theaSe#gRedemptiofLeiden and
Boston: Brill, 2008), 5, 11. Itis actually thénterest in cosmological speculation, and guabsis which
gives this group any cohesion in the second amd teinturies (11).

% May, 76.

¥ 1pid., 73.
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supremacy of Gotf Regardless of Basilides being the first of whom there is record of
having a version ofreatio ex nihilg it is not apparent that his ideas had any lasting
historical effect®®

For Christians, through Justin and Hermogenes, God'’s creative activity was
viewed in line with Platonism: as world-formatiéh Hermogenes went the furthest in
synthesizing Christianity with philosophy by saying Godternallylord over matter and
by interpreting Genesis 1:2 as a chaotic state.

Tatian was the first Christian to say that God produced nfatfehen,
Theophilus of Antioch added the formula “out of nothing” to the idea of the production
of matter. He also contrasted the limitations of the matter-forming dgeniithe
Timaeuswith the omnipotent freedom of a God who createsihila*® This gave a new
theological sense to the formula “out of nothing.” Also, “creation” came to inthede
production of stuff as well as the development of the wirld.

The final components afreatio ex nihilowere basically completed in Irenaeus.
Irenaeus relied heavily on Theophilus’ work. He kept and developed the notion that

God'’s creative activity is free and unconditioned by a pre-existent subtaibe

* bid., 75.

¥ 1bid., 84.

“O1bid., 122, 140.

“L|bid., 141f. For an accessible summary of Plaigés of formation out of the pre-existent khora.(i
chaos), see William P. Brown’s, “Divine Act and tAg of Persuasion in Genesis 1”lfistory and
Interpretation: Essays in Honour of John H. Hayed. by M. Patrick Graham, William P. Brown and
Jeffrey K. Kuan, Journal for the Study of the Olesfament Supplement Series 173 (Sheffield, England:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1993).

2 May, 150.

*® Ibid., 161.

4 Steenberg, 44. It is interesting that the ternedtion” was first understood narratively; ontidions
were added to the narrative of development; l&edefinition of “creation” became almost exclugyve
about coming int@xistenceén amomentex nihila

4> May, 168, 175.
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world has a beginning in tim&. Even so, Irenaeus is less concerned with the “how” of
creation than the “who** Creation is a gift (not of necessity) that is self-expressive of
God’s goodness, which became fully manifest in the incarnation. The goodness of God,
in which creation can participate, is the telos of credfion.

The three basic components of Irenaeus’ creation theology are that: iDrcigat
purposeful and aimed at a telos, with the incarnation being the fram&®)rkreation
was begun in infancy and undergoes a process of maturagaad; 3) protology must be
understood in terms of eschatology, and vice v&rdaven though Irenaeus relies on
Theophilus, and himself believes in a process of maturation for creation, Ireegets
Theophilus’ idea of the creation of a material substratum that is then formed bgt&od i
the world>* Each thing is createsk nihilg there are as many acts of creation as there
are things. God took from himself the pattern, stuff, and form of credtiGneationis
at once both generative and formati¥eThe difference between Theophilus and
Irenaeus can be seen methodologically in that Theophilus uses Genesis 1:6-25 (days 2-5)

extensively and Irenaeus never uses those v&rdesnaeus wanted to remove any hint

*® Ibid., 173.

“" Irenaeus does not speculate on the “how” of asaatiuch beyond the witness of Scripture. It was
precisely that type of speculation that Irenaeligbed underlay the gnostic heresies (cf. May, 173)

“8 Steenberg, 22, 33.

**bid., 60, 62.

*0 Ibid., 60, 96. Irenaeus at least to a small degen be said to have both components of narratide
concern for being in his understanding of creatfayever, by rejecting the idea of the developnaéat
material substratum, he all but eliminates nareatiom the idea of the event of creation. For hireation
(coming to be) is in an instant; that which conebé has a narrative of maturation. Later in thdition
it was understood that creation came into beirgmmature, perfected state. A single moment of ngrto
be is the story of a thing’s creation. The histofyhe world, including the Fall, starts afterétsming into
existence.

*! bid., 60.

*2|bid., 47, 62.

> May, 173.

> Steenberg, 47.

%5 |bid., 88. Basil of Caesarea later used thesgegeand stressed God’s statements to the eartim¢p b
forth both vegetation (v. 11) and living creatufes24). Basil spoke of God giving to the eartértility
and the power to produce fruit for all ages to co(Raiser, 38). Narrative versions of God’s creati
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of a plurality in the event of creation; “God must be self-sufficient in the gucshmment

of his own creative designs® There is immediacy in the creative work of God by his
hands’’ Not only does Irenaeus eliminate anything being beyond or before God, nothing
acts cooperatively with God in his creative activity, because it would, “lryatitevity,

reveal a want in God himself and thereby set up a situation of his infer@rity.”

5. Middle Ages

The thread in the creationist tradition concerning the relative autonomy of the
world had several forms even before the Middle Ages. In the OT and even into yhe earl
church, God was viewed as a king who, in response to circumstances, decreed laws of
operation>’ the world was seen as a participant/respondent in history and salvation under
its Lord. Certain interactions of God with the world and its inhabitants in history,
particularly salvific interventions, were depicted as creation eventth IWhaeus,
relative autonomy was a matter of ontology in terms of being created distimcGod—

a created substance gifted with life. As early as Basil of CaeaatkAugustine, there
was another change. Whereas God’s activity relative to creation had bsed vie
primarily as a continual impressed force, there became a greater esrgphdse original,

originating act® Basil wrote of an impulse given by the first commé&hdHe likened the

activity did not completely disappear; howeverythere largely eclipsed by the dominant idea oaton

as being.

*% Steenberg, 73; see 72.

*"Ipid., 78, 81.

%8 |bid., 73 This aspect of the creation traditioifl lie discussed further in a following section.

9 Kaiser, 33.

Ibid., 41. One implication of this was mentiorabve in Kaiser's fourth thread concerning healing.

God was no longer viewed to be acting through tbddimo heal as much as humans needed to understand
the workings of the world God had established.

*!Ibid., 38, 39.
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command to an initial push that sends a ball rolling down &hillhus the commands in
Genesis 1 for the earth to bring forth both vegetation (v. 11) and living creatures (v. 24) is
God giving to the earth a natural and permanent law; from the act of creation, #re pow
to cause germination is present in nature, residing in the element’eAulgustine also
had a high view of the beginning. He believed all seminal causes were ird@ante
creation®® they have their effects at predetermined sequences. This is what he eohsider
to be God'’s continual creatiaetivity.®

By the eight-century, for the first time in the West, the relative autonomy of
creation—as that autonomy had come to be understood—was seen as a threatdb eccles
authority®® There was a concern about intellectual inquiry into the world being pitted
against or challenging moral and/or spiritual mattérghe unity of creation, heaven and
earth—Kaiser’s second theme—needed to be reasserted for the church to be seen as
presiding over all matters. Nevertheless, by the eleventh- and twetfthres, there
was a much stronger dichotomy between natural and superrfatialst strongly this
appears in the twelfth-century in the writings of the Chartrians. With thearited
theory ofintegumentunfwrapping), they sought to peal away outward coverings to find
the underlying content, the kernel of trithThey sought to dissect the universe as they

would a book to reveal its kernel of truth and then to show the compatibility of its kernel

%2 bid., 39.

%3 bid., 38.

% bid., 41.

% |bid., 43.

% bid., 47.

®7|bid., 48.

%8 bid., 53.

% willemien Otten, “Nature and Scripture: Demiseadfledieval Analogy, Harvard Theological Review
88, no. 2 (1995): 269—hereafter, “Nature and Sargt
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with that of Scripture and Christian doctriffeFor example, Theirry of Chartres wrote a
two part work in which, in the first part, he describes the physical genemdtio
creation’’ He does this in such a way that natural processes are nearly mechiamical;
events of the six days of creation can be explained according to the principlgsio$ ph
“in terms of the natural properties of the four material elements (eattr, \&a, and

fire).” 2

“Once God made the initial step of creating the four elements, all ingredients
were basically in place for creation to unfold from its central princigfesCbsmogony
was withdrawn from the realm of the miraculdfisit is not until the second part of
Theirry’s work, when he describes creation according to the letter @&sizeh, that he
speaks of the activity of the Spirit in creation.

During the eleventh- and twelfth-centuries two wings emerged within ¢la¢ian
tradition. The Chartrians represented the left wing which “gradually abandened it
theological orientation”® Those reacting to what would become the left’s stress on the
regular powergotentia ordinata of God in the world would come to stress “fl@entia

absoluta(‘absolute power’) of God to alter the course, or even the existing state, of

nature.”” This right wing within the tradition “eventually lost its interest in scéefit

0 José Morales sees this tendency to read creatiarbaok which reveals its Creator as Platonitfitse
(Creation TheologyDublin, Ireland; Portland, OR: Four Courts Prex301], 56). This would be
consistent with the Platonic influences within thchool.

" bid., 272.

2 Kaiser, 50.

3 Otten, “Nature and Scripture,” 274.

" Ibid., 275.

S Kaiser, 50.

"®bid., 53.

" Ibid., 52. Representatives of the right wing dgrihese centuries include Damian, Manegold of
Lautenbach, and William of St. Thierry.

8 bid., 53.
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It was not until the scholastics after Anselm and Peter Lombard thaintasmmade a
systematic distinction between thetentia ordinataand thepotentia absolutaf God’®
However, already in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, the normal
sequences of nature were viewed as due to a power delegated to nature by
God, and the distinction became an opposition that was quite foreign to
the sense of Scripture. In place of a relative autonomy of nature based on
the efficacy of God'’s creative Word, one was forced to make a choice:
either an autonomous world, created by God but virtually independent of
God's continued presence and power; or else a world so utterly dependent
on God’s will moment by moment that all rational, scientific investigation
became impossibf&.
These centuries mark the beginning of the dissolution of the creationist tradition fr
within. The process took seven centuries to completénfortunately, as attempts to
demonstrate the coherence of Scripture and nature dissipated in the dichiaiomiza
between them (along with the dichotomization of God’s absolute and ordinary
operations) so too did any emphasis in the tradition on the scriptural themes ofaratural
cosmic salvation dissipate; the scriptural theme of human salvation becamanahore
more prominent? Thus, a significant soteriological theme within the Bible faded in
emphasis within the tradition.
The work of God became set over and against the natural®drdée natural
order, natural law, became increasingly inflexible and imperdér@atder was not as

much “upheld by God (through his word, will or power)” or sasthe work or vocation

of God—as in the works of Aristobulus and Augustine; rather, any employment of God’s

pid., 53f.

®1pid., 54.

! pid.

8 Otten, “Nature and Scripture,” 282.

8 |n Abelard, the split between natural and divimason and revelation, shows up in phrases such as
‘...when human reason fails, then the matter shoaldeferred to God’ (Kaiser, 55).

8 Kaiser, 54. Contrast this with the OT view of arld which, with humans, was both subject to divine
decree and included in history’s narrative, Godlsific activity, and doxology.
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potentia absolutavas seen as upsetting or abolishing that order—an unlikely &vent.
William of Conches viewed the ordering of nature to be due to the inherent properties of
the elements; nature is “self-ordering and self-perpetuatfhd. brings forth like from

like.2” At the end of the twelfth-century the creationist tradition was frayitign the
predominantly-Platonic paradigms in which it had developed to that point.

With the importation of Aristotle’s works into the West in the thirteenth-cgntur
Christians were forced to once again defend the faith since it was intoleraidan to
have multiple truths. Theologians “had to defend their faith as being true in a thought-
world in which their right to specify the criteria for truth was no longepntested *®
Among other things, adaptations were made both in understanding the relationship of
revelation to reason and in the conceptualization of God.

In seeking to forge a synthesis between the two bodies of knowledge—the
broader heritage of the West and the newly imported Aristotelianism—the popula
analogy was used of two books. The Aristotelian methods including observation,
abstraction, and reason were placed beside Christianity’s emphasis onareyelat

illumination, and faitf® In terms of truth, it was claimed that these showed two sides of

% |bid. 1t would be interesting to investigate winet there is any traceable connection betweerirtisl
in cosmology and Luther’s views on Law and grace.
8 |bid., 57. By differentiating between methodsknbwing about divine and natural orders—througthfai
and reason, respectively—"William was forced toitithe authority of the fathers (and, by implicatio
that of Scripture) to matters of religious faittdamorals” (Kaiser, 58). The church and the scisneere
each given jurisdiction over their respective amamoral/spiritual and technological/natural megteln
William’s thinking, claims made in Genesis aboug tirdering of creation must be subjected “to raion
scrutiny and could not be accepted as authoritafiaiser, 57). ldeas like those of William of Cdres
showed up centuries later in the work of SpinoZag weduced the spiritual to the material and cldlitinat
what is attributed to “God” is what happens natyrahsed on properties and motions inherent inenatt
(Jonathan IsraeEnlightenment Contested: Philosophy, Modernity, tiedEmancipation of Man, 1670-
E:;L7752[Oxf0rd; New York: Oxford University Press, 2008B3).

Ibid.
% |bid., 89. “Before the thirteenth century, théis not been a sufficiently coherent and autonorbody
g scientific knowledge in the Latin West with whitheology could interact” (Kaiser, 121).

Ibid., 90.



46

the same coin. As had already been seen in the eleventh- and twelfth-centueesrhow
the distinction between nature and Scripture could backfire. The autonomy of science
based on natural reason could be asséttéth that case, Scripture might be viewed as
superfluous or even inferior to human reastnlh the attempt to hold the two sides
together, it unwittingly placed theology within the province of reason. Fong@eathe
claim that God the Father is ‘maker of heaven and earth’ became a mattpriof in
natural scienc& This had numerous effects on the concept of theology and its nf&thod.
Thirteenth-century theologians sought to transcend the differences that had
developed between the two creationist wings, which stressed eithpatémtéia absoluta
or “the autonomy of nature as created and ordained by @tentia ordinate”** Even
with the efforts of many thirteenth-century theologians, the naturalism stofglianism
was intensifying the underlying problems in the tradition. Strong reactionkgeue
against Aristotelianism. For example, in the 1270s, a strong reaction to cepiadtsaof
Aristotelian science surfaced from the supernaturalistic/right winigeo€reationist
tradition® Also, Aristotelianism once again brought into debate the early church’s
debates on the eternality of the world; the regularity and lawfulness abareatier
Aristotelianism made a beginning impossible to discover. The possibility eteanal

universe (according to reason) could only be curtailed by an appeal to revelation.

% |bid., 94. See Otten, “Nature and Scripture,” 271

L |bid., 94. Kaiser sees within the creationistliiian a tendency to undercut its own presuppasstio
the way it works out solutions in response to ngesués. “Even Bonaventure's more unitive view, it
appears, harboured an underlying dichotomy of reasal revelation, or of nature and grace” (94).
% bid., 95.

% Cf. ibid., 95-97.

* Ibid., 98.

% |bid., 99. For example, Bishop Tempier of Padsted his 1277 Condemnation, much of which was
aimed at the Aristotelian notion of the eternatifythe world (Kaiser, 101). Fourteenth-century
philosophers afterward concluded that reason slioatst is most probable that the world is eteean
though the Catholic Church overruled such a commtugl01f).
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The most significant change through interacting with Aristotelianisminveese
conceptualization of God and God’s relationship to creation. Within Aristotelianism,
God is the First Mover located at the boundary of the outermost sphere. God’s “very
presence was enough to activate the rotation of the outermost sphere of the ¢dsmos.”
That outermost sphere is “the only object with which God was in any kind of immediate
relationship...Inner spheres were moved by virtue of their proximity to outer Sh&s;”
giving an account of Christianity within such a model, Christians were abtertbice
“the best insights of both science and theolo§yHowever, in working with the notion
of spheres “a spatial gap threatened to open up between the regular ec@®oty and
events on earth’® God'’s providence seemed very remote and God'’s influence on
everyday people was thought to be only in the enlightenment of the soul and infusing

grace through the seven sacraméfitsEither way, God'’s activity was mediated either

% |bid., 102.
" Ibid. Matter was considered to be purely passiviself and cause was completely external tobibey.
One difference between the medieval theology traeain response to Aristotle and both biblical and
patristic theology is that “in the biblical and pstic literature, the seemingly perpetual motiohsature
had their origin in the word or command of God eatthan in a mechanical thrust” (Kaiser, 128f).lli@o
Gunton sees personal agency as key in the eaglimnof cause that is changed in the
mechanical/physical framework of primary and seespdausation (“The End of Causality? The
Reformers and their Predecessors,Tlre Doctrine of Creation: Essays in Dogmatics, étigtand
Philosophy{Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1997], 63, 67; cf. T. Forrance concerning the First Cause
“inertially” determining the cosmic order, “Contiegce and Disorder,” iBivine and Contingent Order:
Nihil constat de contingentia nisi ex revelatiq@xford; New York: Oxford University Press, 1988Kf.).
Thus, “On the one hand, considerations of God'snabexercise of providence through second causes le
to a replacement of the biblical image of God amwio legislator by the idea of God as first Mowe(
sense of the latter shifting meanwhile from forneeéfficient cause of motion)” (Kaiser, 132). Gset the
cosmos in motion once and for all. On the otherdh&owever, there was a conservative reactioheo t
medieval synthesis with Aristotelianism that “leda renewed emphasis on God’s absolute power hoth i
establishing the normal course of nature and iesguing it at any time” (132). It was the conatimes
\gl\ého tried to develop a unified mechanics for heaaed earth to show where indeed God intercedes.
Ibid., 103.
% Ibid., 104. Both Kaiser and Willemien Otten (“Neg and Scripture,” 282) credit Aquinas with his
efforts in preventing “the separation of nature grate from becoming definitive just yet” (Ottei822.
However, they both recognize that the split betw@&ed and world was already set in unstoppable motio
in the twelfth-century and Thomas’ (and even Bomdéwee’s) holding together of the two sides stilitesd
upon a framework where there are two distinct siteeling to be held together (cf. Kaiser, 93f.).
1% pid., 105. Kaiser proposes that the dichotompatfire and grace in high medieval thought careka s
partially as an indirect result of Aristotelianesete (105f.).



48

through the hierarchy of celestial spheres or through the hierarchy of tha.chvirth
the development of mechanical clocks in the late thirteenth and early fourteenth
centuries, a new analogy of God as clockmaker was available for use beside God a
sphere-movet®
With each instantiation of the creationist tradition in a new context, the basic
notion of regularity in the cycles of nature endured; but how those cycles were
understood changed, as well as notions of God and God’s relation to creation.
From the ancient Near Eastern ideal of divine kingship to the Neoplatonic
and Augustinian concept of transcendent Being, to the Aristotelian First
Mover, to the late medieval Clockmaker, the idea of God’s normal activity
became gradually less immediate to the events of the world, leaving the
relatively autonomous cycles of nature to take on the appearance of a
completely autonomous mechani&th.
Kaiser does not believe the adoption of Aristotelianism, in which God’s activity was
made more remote, could have happened had there not already developed in the eleventh-
and twelfth-centuries a clear distinction between God’s normal and miraadtusy.
“Christians of the thirteenth century could assimilate the naturalism dbfeiprecisely
because there was always the possibility of reverting to God’s absolutegbarethe

ideas of the potential eternity of the world and the hierarchy of natural cavsateihed

to compromise the sovereignty and freedom of G8H.Even so, during the Middle

191 |pbid., 106. Willemien Otten, when outlining the@sk of Louis Dupré, notes that late medieval

nominalism disconnected tip@tentia absolutdrom thepotentia ordinatén a manner that God’s

volitional actions were no longer reflected in therkings of nature (“Nature and Scripture,” 264).
Romans 1:20—"Ever since the creation of the woitdeternal power and divine nature, invisible thHoug
they are, have been understood and seen throughirigs he has made” (NRSV)—had been a favorite
proof text throughout the Middle Ages. Howevek thgic of medieval theology that believed God'd wi
was reflected in creation and could be imperfegthsped by humans became severed (265). Theatudy
nature for purposes of attempting to know God mimtdy dissipated.

192 1bid., 109.

193 bid.
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Ages the cosmos became mechanical and it was largely believed that “Gaot' acticn

and the normal causal connections of nature were mutually excld&lve.”

6. The Renaissance Forward

On the one hand, the concepts and methods of the developing natural sciences
were largely shaped by the theological tradition out of which they came, etiey if t
became separated from theological reflectfBnOn the other hand, natural science, in
turn, was at times a helpful aid to theology. Science helped establish the pysdiail
void, which aided in deconstructing the dominant Aristotelian cosmdf8g8cience
provided alternative models to the geocentrism of Aristotelian cosmograpidy. A
science showed, through mathematical laws and physical models, the unitylgfaead
celestial bodies, a connection affirmed in the creationist tradition but maaiglyirt
impossible within an Aristotelian worldvieW¥” Unfortunately, however, where in the
earlier developments of science it was possible to appeal to God’s dirent(potentia
absolutg where gaps in the natural order presented themselves, it only took about four
centuries for mathematics and physics to develop “to the point where there would no

longer appear to be room for God’s direct action in nattffeEven in dissolving the

194 bid., 234f. In Aquinas, the world is the effedtGod as primary cause; there is no co-creation
(Morales, 113). Secondary causes exist and hdeetebecause they themselves are the effect of God
These lower order causes cannot make a “preparaaryeal contribution to producing the effecthod t
higher cause” (113). Everything they communicatariother is always ultimately as an effect of GQd.
T.F. Torrance’s summary of this view of contingemaay the way it was replaced in the collapse of
medieval paradigms (86-91).

1% |hid., 113-116.

1% |pid., 122.

197 |pid., 130.

198 hid., 112. Joseph Louis de Lagrange (1763-1&h8)Pierre Simon de Laplace (1749-1827) sought to
eliminate any recourse to the supernatural (Kai&&s). Due to the growing confidence in the sdfient
method, no one “any longer resorted to Newton’s-Gbthe-gaps to account for the unresolved problems
(346). Gaps were considered a matter of ignorandenot a place for divine activity. “It was a
philosophical commitment on the part of the neoraedts that excluded God, not the result of sdienti
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dominant Aristotelian cosmology and once again eliminating any perceivedtgaehe
God and the world, God again seemed equally remote from the mechanistic workings of
the heavens and the eattf.

The transitions brought about within Copernicus’ model of the universe were
significant. Already before Nicholas Copernicus (1473-1543) there were grbigpsad
been dissatisfied with both Ptolemy and hierarchical views of the cdsthBsr
example, the Florentine Perspectivists had ceased representing things fr
transcendental perspective, in a hierarchical arrangement, whichpgeied Iocation and
magnitude to objects based on their intrinsic value. The Perspectivists had a uniform
conception of space and portrayed things as they appear from the vantage point of the
landscape!* Like them, Copernicus was interested in appearances. Also, Copernicus

was convinced of the rationality of the world. Without explicitly referring to Gotleor t

data themselves, any more than were the earli@nagts in favour of the existence of God” (346)ariy
of the philosophical commitments “are the prodda particular history and theology, not a necessar
concomitant of progressive science” (351). On8tephen Long’s criticisms concerning Modernity’s
division between fact/value (is/ought), or betweatural/moral (reason/faith) is that it forgetstitstorical
contingency and therefore the need for self-crégiqiong believes the possibility must remain “tivatare
frustrated in both our assent to, and our undedgtgrof, the natural. The meaning present in thieraa
order is not self-evident, and cannot become sobjgctive human reasoning because such investigatio
itself participates in the natural. Thus the naitaannot be appealed to without there being asdinee
time a recognition of those social and historicaitexts that make such appeals possilievifie
Economy: Theology and the Marktew York: Routledge, 2000], 182). See Hans Kirftg Beginning
of all Things: Science and Religi¢@rand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Pub., 20@h-27, 51-52, on
the need for humility concerning science’s abildyspeak about reality.

191pid., 175. Interestingly the Reformers for thesnpart preferred the Aristotelian cosmology aad i
ordered universe as well as the notiopatentia ordinatathat was stressed within the Middle Ages in an
Aristotelian paradigm (Kaiser, 177). However, wdas the Middle Ages tension was between nature
(potentia ordinataand supernaturg@étentia absoluth the Reformers created a new division in the
potentia ordinataand focused on the dialectic between creation-sahgition-ordinances (177). Nature
and grace were no longer divided respectively beitvtbe arenas @tentia ordinateandpotentia
absoluta Instead they were both discussed under twondiskinds ofpotentia ordinate Bacon would use
this new division to separate nature and gracetimbokingdoms both united under God: the kingdom of
nature and the kingdom of God (183). The Reforhsift in focus was significant for their doctrimef
revelation and salvation (176)—not to mention diviareknowledge and predestination.

1%pid., 138.

1 bid. This was part of the dissolving of diffecers between the celestial and terrestrial (Brab@e).
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idea of creation he sought to find the laws of nature that had been infused tHehain.
opposition to Aristotle’s notion that all things (inherently passive) have nalacds to
which they will go when outside forces cease to act on them, Copernicus beliesed law
nature “are imposed or infused by God in such a way that they appear to operate
automatically.*® The laws are not intrinsic to creation, but given to it.

In this time period scientists became less interested in the world in an undisturbed
at-rest state, what had been considered to be things in their “natural placesitexts.”
Rather, measurements and observations of things and their parts, as they oecur, wer
made and tables of data were creatédThe structure and functions of bodies relative to
other bodies were examined. “These contributions encouraged a new, more
experimental, kind of science in which humans understood nature in terms of the ways

they could influence it, rather than in terms of what it was in its undisturbed”stat

12 pjd., 150, 151.

3 pid., 151.

4 bid., 154. “Knowledge that could be experieneedpirically and measured now became the only way
to explain nature” (Kiing4). Galileo Galilei (1564-1642) was part of thakhwave of more scientific
observers of the universe. Through the use dieadepe, he discovered things about the planetarin
solar system and that the Milky Way actually coteslf individual stars (4). In line with sometbé

more radical thinkers of the Middle Ages, empitigalerifiable data was starting to trump biblictdins.
According to “the Benedictine B. Castelli in 1613f.scientific knowledge is certain and contradiafsat
the Bible says, a new interpretation of the Bilsleie” (4). These challenges were not well recearal
created more tensions between the ecclesial higramd the sciences; “After the disastrous
excommunication of Luther and the Protestants bp&dhe Galileo case was followed by an almoshsile
emigration of scientists from the Catholic Churcidl @ permanent conflict between science and the
dominant theology” (6).

5 bid., 160. Cf. T. F. Torrance, 91ff. In CharlEaylor's account of this transition he speaksrefp
Modern cosmologies having a belief that the coswas an embodiment of an underlying organizational
structure. In those old outlooks, “the natureahsthing is the idea it instantiates. And each idea
intelligible against the whole orderPhilosophy and the Human Sciencdehilosophical Papers 2
[Cambridge, Cambridgeshire; New York: Cambridgevdrsity Press, 1985], 256). Every part fit within
an interlocking system; it had a logos that fithat system. In the move toward Modern thinkimg, t
tendency is “to identify the ‘nature’ of a thingttvithe forces or factors which make it functioritatoes,
and these can no longer be seen as existing indepty of the particulars which function this way.
Nature is within” (257). There is no longer meanin the whole. This transition in thinking waaérof
objects as well as for humans; humans no longeatgiden place/logos due their lineage relativarto
overarching societal and/or cosmic scheme. Braglis this loss of meaning in the whole—along veith
loss in the notion of a bounded whole—uwithin th@ndeveloping cosmography as the end of the notion
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The scholastics had developed their theology within an Aristotelian worldview in
which: 1) the earth was stationary, 2) the universe was finite, and 3) “the pyanetar
spheres were moved by their desire to match the eternity of Go@iiring the
Renaissance and Reformation, there were developments away from theshairstot
model even though it was still used extensively by the Reformers.

With the adoption of Copernicus’s model of the universe, however, the

consistent structure of the scholastic framework crumbled, and in its place

there emerged a paradox: all things were now in motion, even the earth,
but there was no general mechanism for generating this motion
comparable to the role of tipeimum mobilgthe outermost celestial

sphere) in Aristotle. The entire question of the relation of God to matter

and motion had to be rethoudht.

During the seventeenth century, many of the themes of the creationist tradiieedur
However, the themes were used in drastically different ways among varoys g
“Historically it is no longer possible for us to treat the creationist tradisaa unified
whole, or even as a spectrum with different wings (as in the Middle Agesg¢adingt

must be subdivided into derivative, more specialized traditions that define thesnse

over against each other as much as in terms of traditional thétfes.”

of world (186-189). With the loss of the notion of a boeddvorld came a change in vocabulary and
conception of an infinite “universe” (189).

18 pid., 215.

7 bid. Copernicus did not just change ideas apbysics and astronomy; his paradigm “had an effact
the whole picture of the world and human ‘metaptg/8i(Kiing, 3). The changes in worldview brought
about by inquiry and observation of the naturalld/@ould not be stopped by Rome (6). The harsh
criticisms leveled by radical Enlightenment thirkegainst the teachings of their present-day clergy
not have been wholly unwarranted in this time gidadeological and social upheaval. In the fatsuzh
changes, “The traditional authorities became irgirggly unconvincing” (6). As Jonathan Israel state
“The institutions, social hierarchy, status, andgarty arrangements on which a given society isdasn
only remain stable whilst the explanations thafetyaoffers in justification command sufficientlyide
currency and acceptance, and begin to disintegraé® such general acceptance lapses” (4f.).

118 hid., 200. Kaiser does not emphasize the hasshokthe debates between the various groups apcto
through the Enlightenment. Jonathan Israel’s pgdt of this era is quite interesting given his
methodology of tracking the controversies (cf. J4fHe seeks out the issues that were being dgbate
including who was doing the talking and about whbey were talking. Israel believes this gives aano
accurate picture of an era than simply lookindghatworks of selected figures who from a later vgata
point seem significant for reasons in hindsighytilkould be judged to be significant. In Israstisdies of
Enlightenment debates up to the mid-1700s, it incga and Spinozism that was often at the centtran
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Kaiser categorizes the seventeenth-century thinkers into separafgsting
groups: the “spiritualist,” “mechanist,” and “Platonic” traditioMechanical
philosophy, as seen in Descartes, Gassendi, and Boyle, replaced Aristoteliatiie
sciences. The spiritualist approach to nature directly competed agaimstdhanist. As
a middle course the Platonic tradition, centered at Cambridge Univerdity, tiee work
of Isaac Newtort™®

The spiritualists integrated to varying degrees matter and spinitésyjies? It
was difficult to keep a balance in that union. Too little integration could makermatte
seemingly autonomous and leave little place for the spiritual. Too much integration
“could lead to a naturalistic explanation of the spiritual and encourage panthesemor e
outright atheism** Joan Baptista van Helmont (1579-1644) and Gottfried Wilhelm
Leibniz (1645-1716) are two of the most significant figures in the spirituedidition.
For Helmont, ‘nature’ is simply the effect of God’s creative decree;S8uirit, by an
absolute force, gave powers to things to move both themselves and/orGthesiniz
affirmed the perfection of God’s initial creative act. All matter, frowinitial divine

decree, “was invested with an energy that would continue indefinitely and undiminished

seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century (cfels&b). Spinoza is often overlooked when giving
accounts of this era and thus the dating of maegsds placed almost a full century after Spinoza
introduced them; e.g., Michael Buckléit the Origins of Modern Atheis(hlew Haven: Yale University
Press, 1987), attributes the rise of many radicgigEtenment ideas to Diderot in the mid-1700svibich
Spinoza, in the 1600s, should be given credit.isBpher Kaiser’'s account used in this chapter allsbut
excludes Spinoza.

19 pid., 201.

129 |pid., 202.

121 bid.

122|pid., 204. The decree is still seen as a dipingh or cause.
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in quantity.”™#® All creation is active in that it receives commands and executes them
“flawlessly in concert with one anothel?*

Leading up to the mechanist tradition—after “the Council of Trent (1545-63)
declared the modified Aristotelianism of Thomas Aquinas normative for all

Catholics**>—

Francesco Suarez, a neoscholastic, tried to get around the seemingly
independent operation of the laws of nature (a spin-gfbténtia ordinata by saying
that the laws were not imposed on creation but were imposed by God on fffhself.
Nature was completely passive and dependent on God'’s self-ordered activity.

René Descartes (1596-1650), as a mechanist, followed in this line even though he
did not follow Aristotelianism. Rather, “Descartes was the first to affesnsistent
system of natural philosophy to replace that of Aristdfé.Matter, for Descartes, was
incapable of following God’s laws; at every moment, matter was dependent on God for
its continued existence. “Each instant of time was a new creafiohere is no causal
relation among events, only passive “material bodies in relative motiomnsuashsy
God'’s continual recreatiort® The “laws of nature”—Descartes being the one who
started the modern version of that idea—were actually an expression of God’s

attributes®*° Descartes speculated ways the present world could have evolved out of an

original chaos based on the laws of nature: based sol@gtentia ordinata

123 |pid., 212.
124 bid.
2% |pid., 214.
128 |pid., 214f.
1271bid., 215. Descartes not only offered a new ratphilosophy, his philosophy started with the laum
leébject instead of God—a drastic change from pghimking (cf. Kiing, 45f.).
Ibid.
129 |pid., 216.
1301bid. In various eras, the notion of “laws” waferent. The biblical notion was that “God ordeéh
laws for all his subjects, even inanimate ones’ig 244). This went through adaptations duriathb
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The view of God within this mechanist line transitioned from the medieval view
of God being the Prime Mover and Desire of all things to God being the Designer and
Lawgiver™! When all references to God were eventually eliminated in this tradition, the
laws were considered to be “possessed by nature rather than prescribearéobyat
God.™3? Mechanism became the dominant paradigm in Western science and was a
helpful framework in which to construct a program for understanding and controlling
nature’*® It was extremely easy to bracket out the spiritual—including the aessmeti
moral—from the material or natural; in many ways mechanism was intergionall
designed to make a clear delineation between the two, leaving the latgusadlet the
jurisdiction of sciencé®® This was at least the second notable time in the tradition that
spiritual/theological claims were placed under a criteria of truth outsidghthreh’s
province—the re-introduction of Aristotelianism into the West being the other.

The Platonist tradition—Kaiser’s third group—was a reworking of Neopisin
in response to mechanical philosophy, and yet was a different option from spinittrali
Unlike the spiritualists, the Platonists did not believe motion was inherent irmatte

Instead, spirit—which has extension like matter does—can permeate and influence

matter; it functions like the Neoplatonic world sdtfl. Space came to be understood as

the Middle Ages under the notion pdtentia ordinataand under Suarez’ notion of God'’s legislating of

Pgifnself. It eventually led to the secularizatidrilaws of nature” in the eighteenth century (244).
Ibid., 234.

132|bid., 218. In Kaiser’s words: “Paradoxicallyethssimilation of divine providence to the idea of

creation (occasionalism) could thus be turned attdnto an assimilation of divine creation into usisal

providence (naturalism)” (218).

1331bid., 234. “The decision in favour of the mecitahphilosophy was not made until the mid-

seventeenth century, but the theology that requiredd been worked out as early as the twelfthdigiér,

235).

3% Ipid.

%% |pid., 235.

136 |bid., 237. These ideas can be found in HenryeMa614-87), one of the early thinkers with John

Smith (1618-52) in this tradition. Many of theiteias of spirit having extension like matter, ad a®l

permeating and influencing matter, are a directiehge to Descartes’ philosophy.
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absolute; matter and God are within it. In the writings of Barrow, for exatmgle

reasoned that space had to be infinite: “or else God would be nowhere...space and time
were a mathematical representation of the divine omnipresence and gféfnityhat

the Platonist tradition added that was lacking in the mechanist tradition cdiibes—

even though it too affirmed the passivity of matter—were the notions of absoluée spac
and universal active principles operative between individual entities in wesaRes’
occasionalism ignored.

In the universe, more forces were at work than simply inertial motion and the
collision of material bodies. Newton sought to explain “inanimate phenomena like
gravitation, the diffraction of light, and cohesidfi>” Newton recognized the dangers—
and its unbiblical nature—in the spirit-matter dualism of mechanistic philosphye
saw that it could lead to deism or even atheism. Newton, examining alternawes, s
traditional portrayals of God an utterly transcendent God who was “static aneived
in history.”*® Thus, his God—as unbiblical as his opponents’—operated within nature
via supramechanical, active principles and in supernatural intervefittoBsen so, the
more the supramechanical principles were studied and summarized mathgmtie
more mechanical they appeared: once again leaving little need for Godrsiednt

activity. Nature was no longer viewedratatively autonomous; it becansmtirely

37 bid., 240.

%8 pid., 243.

19 pid., 249.

14%pjid., 250.

141 1bid. For Newton, “God is the immediate causelbthe effects produced in the material world and
spiritual world” (Israel, 214).
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autonomous:? As early as a generation after Newton, some even suggested that a nature
that functioned independently from God could also have formed independently §¥God.
Newton’s physics had a profound, even if unforeseen, consequence. “The
philosophical effect of Newton’s idea was to undermine the very foundation of
mechanism and materialism, the notion of the primacy of matter in phy&icswo
branches formed after him: those minimalizing matter and those emphasiZiing
undermining of traditional notions of and focus on matter within physics is quite
interesting given its importance through the centuries philosophically and tivadiiog
This shift happened relatively soon after Newton. For example, in the work of Bdscovi
(e.g., 1745, 1758), he hypothesized that “atoms were merely mathematical points and that
all interactions, even seeming collisions, were the result of forces atargjstance
between those points. In complete contrast to what the Cartesians held, theoe was
such thing as extension in the material sense: there were only forces attiagrb
dimensionless point-masse$> All phenomena of physics and chemistry, he thought,
“could be reduced to a single, unified force law as Newton himself had once
suggested™®
In spite of the drastic, rapid changes in these centuries, much of whahbdpp
through the eighteenth-century in physics was connected to theologicetioetle
Theologically, the progression was from a clear matter-spirit dualism
(Descartes), to matter-spirit symbiosis (Newton), to matter-sgaritity

(the later Maupertius and Diderot). The corresponding shift in physics
was from a science restricted to geometric quantities (Descartas), to

2 |bid., 251.

131bid., 257. This can be seen in the writings afrGiel Clarke (1675-1729; Kaiser, 257).

1441bid., 264. Cf. llya Prigogine and Isabelle StersgOrder Out of Chaos: Man's New Dialogue with
Nature(New York: Bantam Books, 1984), 8.

Y |bid., 286.

148 pid.
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more comprehensive one of dynamic quantities (Newton), to a science so
comprehensive that it could not be quantified at all (Didéfot).

The cosmological conversations in these centuries were still happemimg geople
literate in both theology and the natural sciences. These thinkers werogsiisat
their ideas in the sciences entailed changes to existing theologicah&cof the world.
After the eighteenth century, theology still played a role in the natuealces.
“The main difference from earlier periods was that there was Idssdosty and more
variety—ranging from orthodox trinitarianism to monistic materiaksim the
theological stances assumé&®” The first half of the nineteenth century was the last time
that it was commonplace for some members of the Royal Society of London to be
clergy*® As terms such as “scientist” and “physicist” began to be employed, and the
professionalization of each respective field developed, science and theolodynvere
distanced from each other. From the nineteenth-century onward it became ceRpegcte

scientists would suppress personal convictions in their professional work fokéhefsa

objectivity.
7. A Glimpse of the Present

It is difficult, if not impossible, to track the mutual influences of a single
dominant (Western) worldview and theology on one another after the Enlightenment.
There is neither a homogonous worldview nor unity in theology. Furthermore, after the
Enlightenment, with the specialization of each field, science and theologepextin a

relatively autonomous manner from one another. It cannot even be claimed that one

147 bid., 286f.
148 1hid., 252.
149hid., 367.
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discipline provides the language for secular discourse (even about naturentsétie a
other discipline provides language concerning the divine and sacred. Eaplndis@as
become so specialized and technical that they function seemingly independent of the
broader cultural milieu; the disciplines not only have languages and perspeisivect
from each other, but also from everyday speech and worldviews of ‘layp&tple’.

Giving an account of the faith in this context is no longer doing so within the
philosophical paradigms of Platonism, Aristotelianism, Cartesianism, atcndt a
matter of taking into account the cosmography of Copernicus, Newton, or Einstein—not
that it ever was as simple as being confronted with one philosophical or scientific
paradigm at a time. There is no single predominant thinker or worldview at thiotime f
Christianity to engage; rather, there are kaleidoscopic views with shanaevariations.

In each era of the Western Christian tradition there were those who imtietlly
incoming paradigms with harsh criticism. Yet, the Church has managed to endure while
adapting to its ever-new surroundings, learning to speak its faith in contexts naisie
different questions about familiar issues and new questions about diffexsrg than
had ever been in the foreground (or conceived of atall).

Giving an account of God’s creative activity and relation to creation airtiesn

history is challenging. The creationist tradition, especially as it haslafeed in its

%0 prigogine and Stengers, 22, lament the discorreteteen science and culture. It is dangerous for
science to be wielded haphazardly by culture gmnidustries) seeking to “man-make” the world ar fo
science to be “a cancerous tumor irresponsibly grgwn a substrate society” (22). Their concebmua
science seem to be equally appropriate for thd 6&theology.

151 According to Langdon Gilkey the idea of creati@s appeared in every period of Christian history
(Maker of Heaven and Earth: The Christian DoctrirfeCoeation in the Light of Modern Knowledge
[Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1985, 9p3l1); “And, like a versatile actor, it seemseatn
don a limitless variety of philosophical costumatstimes it wears the idealism of Platonism (Origen
Augustine); next it appears in the more hardhealdedght of Aristotle (Thomas); then it may forsake
these for the simple anthropomorphic categorigh@Bible (Luther and Calvin), only to turn up laie
the semipantheism of romanticism (Schleiermach@dt.). In his view, the doctrine afeatio ex
nihilo—"that God brought the finite world into being aftnothing through a ‘purposive’ act of his free
will” (43)—is the one central thread giving the iddistory consistency (42).
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conceptualizations, fractured both from within and from external attacks. $hehpee
centuries have been especially taxing on the tradition. As early as thevien¢egnth-
century, the radical-Enlightenment thinkers systematically sought to rerhoskgious
“superstitions” within Western culture—perpetuated as they saw it by thergamgry
priestly class. Through reason, they cleared away the theological faunsdapion
which much of Western culture had once rested and provided new foundations for the
newly emerging social structures. They labored to show that thereas@nable
explanation for everything?? Prior foundations were replaced with ones deduced from
universal natural reasdn’

Under the scrutiny of reason and empirical investigation, many traditional
articulations of Christian doctrines suffer€d.This scrutiny was not simply thrust upon
the church by unbelieving radicals; the push toward reasonableness becaméhpart of t

culture. It became the aim of “every intelligent man to rethink even his mosteee

152 |srael, 103, 105, 108, 479, 510, 669, 680. Fanple, one of the affects of Bayle's thinking waatt
“Instead of theologians declaring what is right andng in accordance with God’s revelation, uniaérs
moral principles based purely on philosophical oeasind wholly detached from theological premises,
made judge of every religious doctrine and eccétisial ruling as well as of church history” (Isra&b3;

cf. 671); faith was judged inadequate for evalupjirstice, morality, and politics, only natural sea
would suffice (268). Even those such as JohanenoBchmidt, who were sympathetic to the faith and
wanting to eliminate the conflict between philospimd theology, in giving primacy to reason, did a
“systematic and precise reassessment of Scriphg¢heeological doctrine, using scientific critergarecast
theology” (Israel, 191).

133E g., Israel, 252, 254. This trend can be se@vémything from finding rational (i.e., “neutral”)
grounds for a legal system, to societal structumemorality itself, etc. (Israel, 194).

154 E.g., along with many traditional ideas of creatimd God'’s interaction with creation, other dows
such as Original Sin also were criticized and ré&wdrrationally according to available data. Cfg, e
Rousseau’s claim that humans are born naturalld gool shaped toward good or evil within soci€iy;
Philosophy, Morality, and Religigred. by Christopher Kelly (Hanover, NH: Dartmo@hllege Press,
2007), 169ff. Susan Neiman does not intentionadlgk the history of the doctrine of Original Smhier
Evil in Modern Thought: An Alternative History ofil®sophy(Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press,
2002). Nevertheless, she points her readers rggsions in thought in key figures, thus showiag h
traditional articulations of the doctrine were exdd Primarily, thoughts concerning the Fall, afne-time
ontological change in a past moment, were replagtdhistoric views of evil’'s evolution in societwith
hopes of its correction in time. What had beeneslbgical doctrine, stated in a more Classicahgigm,
was transposed in the Enlightenment context intoectible problems, secularly understood, in sgciet
politics, education, psychology, etc. With evergithexplained in natural, historical terms, the nfeed
grace was eliminated—as radicals of that age ha#legido demonstrate.
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beliefs solely in terms of the available evident&."The result was that “many
fundamental ideas which had been long accepted on traditional authority, stickdsia
scriptural, were subjected to the cold light of critical reason for reallyrgtdiine by
ordinary Christian layment®® In this intellectual climate, due to the presence of evil in
the world, the reasonableness of the belief in creation was one of the firsbitheas t
questioned?’

Since the Enlightenment, however, there has been a crumbling of confidence in
human reason. As early as human reason began being used as the standard, it came under
attack. This can be seen in the works of Bayle, Hume, and Sade. These Enlightenment
philosophers delighted in embarrassing human reason, if not ‘torturing it in yts'f8ll
After the warfare of the twentieth-century, notions of the reasonablenlegmanity lay
fractured™® That which was used to unravel many of the doctrinal formulas in which the
Christian faith had been articulated was undone.

From the seventeenth-century onward, theological claims were evaluaed by
Western society was built upon an appeal to a universal natural reason thatstbekma
elusive; this reason has failed to transcend context. This does not mean, however, that w

can revert to theological language and societal foundations that prealate th

15 Gilkey, 12.

%% bid.

57 |bid.

1% Neiman, 164, 168, 195. Thanks to Hume, “The icjiom Be reasonablehas come to medbecrease
your expectationsThe demand that we be realistic became a denmamdve prepare for
disappointment....With this conception of reasonaldenelume sought the overthrow of all notions of
reason” (Neiman, 168). Even more moderate thinllezsRousseau claimed that reason is “that great
vehicle of all our stupidities” (Rousseau, 43)pal&he art of reasoning is not reason at all; oftds its
abuse...” (80).

9bid., 327. The horror of WWII's concentrationnsps “marks a fundamental divide that can almost
create nostalgia for the despair which followed W&Var 1” (Neiman, 251). Neiman writes further,
“What seemed devastated—nay, entirely thwarted—ubgchwitz was the possibility of intellectual
response itself..The humanistic intellectual skills required toldwtructures of sense were just the skills
that proved treacherous. Seeking meaning and sensality could literally be fatal, for both wea¢ odds
with those skills required in a place that defieglaming and sense” (256, 257).
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Enlightenment. Those things are no less marked by their context. What thistsugge

that the task of reflecting on matters of the faith must be taken up in every cdraegt; t
reflections should be applied to efforts to reason about societal relations, gte. t#ile

of human inquiry theology should not be excluded out of hand as archaic superstition
from a bygone era. Every area of inquiry undergoes changes over time. dafe all
dialogue together to work out articulations to our deep questions in humility about our
finitude. There is much that can be gained in dialogue among the humanities and
sciences in seeking to venture answers in this time to pressing human questionsa One a
of this project is to be sensitive to some of the emerging views of the world within the
sciences when offering a theological account concerning the relationshga o G

creation in God’s creative activity and an appropriate place for “chaogidgegherein.

a. Listening to Some Shifts in Science’s View

Since science parted ways with theology there have been significastishife
perspectives of science. The first of these is a change in the optimisraraifisci
certainty that was based on beliefs in the linearity and simplicityeofiniverse®® It
was once thought that if the laws of nature could be calculated, future events could be
predicted because everything would proceed in a deterministic manner toward that
calculated resuf’ Since the nineteenth-century, the universe is not thought to be so

wholly predictable; rather there is more humility about the “impossibility détailed

10 Arnold Benz,The Future of the Universe: Chance, Chaos, Gaahdon; New York; Continuum,
2000), 135.

181 According to Jeffrey S. Wicken, “There is of caaieslong tradition in philosophy of covert mechahic
determinism that goes back to Greek atomism amt$ fraradigmatic expression in the Laplacian notion
that if we could but know the positions and momeaitavery particle in the universe (its configuoatin
phase-space), then we could banish entirely uringrtiiom time, and blithely predict or retrodit$ i

course of events with complete confidence” (“Thes@@ Breath: Reflections on the Thermodynamics of
Creation,”Zygon19, no. 4 [2006]: 501).
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prognosis.*®?> There are several factors that have led to this position. First, it is not
possible to know with exact precision all the initial conditions (e.g., the positions of
objects relative to one another). Thus, the inaccuracies in the data enterednntador
will be increased exponentially in the calculations prodd&&®dne example: even if the
earth’s position relative to the sun can be determined within 15 centimetersthie ear
location in its orbit around the sun cannot be known 120 million years fromi®iow.

Second, it is not just the accuracy of the data that stands in the way of certainty
The complexity of the universe continues to be multiplied in ways that stupehgcsci It
was once hoped within classical science that a fundamental simplicity would lhledinve
from beneath the apparent complexXfy.However, in something so seemingly simple as
calculating the orbits of three bodies that attract one another, the equagigns ar
complex that they cannot be solV&8.0nly linear systems in equilibrium can be
calculated with any degree of certainty; they are “the only ones for &lpcicise
description is possible, since they are limited to states of thermodynamibraguiand
it is only for such states that the bulk parameters are well deftiedi’nature,
however, these are rare, if not non-existéhiaboratory settings are typically where we
can create and observe systems in, or close to equilibrium. Finding the key to a universe
once believed to be a determined automaton, is now believed to be a false hope. Notions

of simplicity and singularity have been exchanged for complexity and ipjutak idea

2 1bid., 167, n. 4. Cf. Robert John Russel, “Enyrapd Evil,”Zygon19, no. 4 (2006): 450.
163 .
Ibid., 132.
164 |pid., 133.
185 prigogine and Stengers, 21.
166 Benz, 133.
17 Russell, “Entropy and Evil,Zygon19, no. 4 (2006): 452.
168 H
Ibid.
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of a single operating nature has fractured into an array of innumerable, unique
participants. Thus, there is a breakdown in the earlier hopes of a controllalole orde
Clockwork, mechanistic views of the universe have been replaced with notions of
“nonlinear mutual interactions® It is not so much that the parts of the clock are
believed to be far greater in number and far smaller in size than once thougliatit is
observations about the interactions among parts are not consistent with past views of
linear relations of cause and effét. First, the smallest event (e.g., a butterfly flapping
its wings) could have enormous, unintended consequences later on. There is a lack of
proportionality or total predictability on how various factors will affesyatem. This is
due to a second factor of recent interest in science: “communication.” “Cocatiant
among entities, especially over distances, is far more complex and oystd@n once

imagined. Simply put, “billiard-ball physics has no basis in reality.A few reasons

1%9Benz, 135. The analogy of the clock changedéniiustrial Revolution to that of an engine rumnin
down (Prigogine and Stengers, 22). With the unifigldomplexities being discovered, Prigogine and
Stengers suggest that an analogy of a beautifiptsca that captures both “stillness and motiometi
arrested and time passing” (23) may be appropidatthis age. As an outside observer | would ssgge
that with the common focus on systems, whethelemiatural sciences or social sciences—cf., eogeph
Bracken,Society and Spirit: A Trinitarian Cosmolog$elinsgrove: Susquehanna University Press,
1991)—thattommunityor communitiesould become a popular analoggmmunityis far more organic
than a sculpture and fits the new observation®ofgexity, plurality, and irreversibility in waybat a
sculpture cannot.

70 As much as simplistic notions of cause and effentailing either a push or a pull according te#n
laws, evoked notions of God being a mover, cloclkengor designer—perhaps even a meddler—the new
thermodynamic models, which must account for ‘deois by inanimate ‘selves’, prompt new
conceptualizations of God and God’s relationshipraation. On the promise of thermodynamic catysali
for a new conceptualization of teleology in whidvdlopment and decision are stressed more thagnjesi
see Wicken, 502-504.

" wicken, 501. Cf. Torrance, 99f; essentially thees in science an end to traditional notions ofea

It was replaced by a contingent (relational) olidexhich all things are intrinsically interdepentien
contingence is a notion about relationships. “Sadhe vast change effected by relativity physics:
classical causal relations are replaced by a dynarherent relatedness in the universe, in whictts@mnd
time are included within the internal connectiohglbempirical realities and processes and areggasable
from them as space-time. Mechanical laws are digchalong with the rigid structure of classically
defined space and time, and field laws are forredlatstead, which describe the dynamic invarian¢es
space-time as an orderly open continuum of contingelities and events” (Torrance, 100). In other
words, in this era of quantum physics there esaints “an integration of field and particle whicaquires
the abandonment of the classical notion of loca(it91). Furthermore, there is “an integratiorfafm

and being” (102).
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are that, first, to a degree, one of Aristotle’s thoughts lives on; the miajeofal
something “intervenes” in processes; the character of something factordiow it is
shaped by forces and shapes forces. There is “an ingredient of self-detembgati
material nature that impresses its own identity on whatever processesgtbmugh
it.”*"? Second, things and events cannot be separated or abstracted from their context.
“One cannot derive ordered phenomena, the units of individuality, from blind
motions...they are always conditioned or informed by macroscopic contéxn”other
words, instead of “chance coming-together of brute (i.e., exteriorized) rhdtte are
now notions of “interdependency of sensation, self-activity, and physicaf fahus,
beginnings are not as important as once thought. Initial conditions are “not of unique
import, for a slight disturbance at any later moment can also alter thengigpihoaluce a
significantly different outcome™*° Also, the beginning does not dictate all that follows;
the various contexts and participants therein appear to shape outcomes. There are no
gears that can simply be turned back. Complex, context-specific, irreversoseiimns
are the norni’®

Non-linearity and randomness seem to be the rules in nature. Thus, science is
now focusing less on substance than on relation, communication, andtit@n every
scale self-organization, complexity, and time play a new and unexpected’fokat-

from-equilibrium systems may become organized; “New dynamic stateattdrrmay

72 |bid., 502.

173 bid.

7 |bid.

5 Benz, 136. Cf. PolkinghornQuarks, Chaos and ChristianifiNew York: Crossroads Pub, 2005), 84.
78 n the church’s reflections on creation, the baigig gained ever increasing importance. More and
more in science, however, subsequent events agstittive of the present and future system or thing
Beginnings are only just that, beginnings. Conterapy work on creation theology should be sensitive
this matter.

7 prigogine and Stengers, 8.

" bid., 10.
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originate, states that reflect the interaction of a given system wishiitoundings®"®
Systems close to equilibrium generally follow universal laws in a repetitay. Outside

of equilibrium, it is as though there are mechanisms of communication that carhlering t
system to various types of structures.

This new view of the world and of time demonstrates differences in inquiry
between the Middle Ages and the present. Where the nature of a thing was once studied
in an at-rest, out of context state, a new viewpoint is operative in which acciderds—i
medieval philosophical meaning—are not added to an enduring existing thing. Currently

A system is characterized by more than its present state; the pathlsaken a

counts, the process is part of the product...This world is one where nature is

inherently historical, where matter at even the inanimate level disptays

indelible sense of evolution...The character of the present is dependent on

the path from the past: although ‘all roads lead to Rome,’ the actual journey

influences the quality of arrival. Itis a world in fluctuation, filled with

novelty!%°

Things have changed since Newton and the optimism of the reversibility of time. “I
thermodynamics, as time passes the world changes irreversibly; nathibg done to
ever quite recover the way things were, and nothing can be done to condition erdirely th
way things will be next®*

Due to these kinds of observations in nature, time is no longer seen as completely
reversible. When natural laws were seen to be deterministic and thus preafithers

future, it was believed that one could look backward and forward using that same

formula. Essentially, at what time and in what place something took pladeel@gant;

9bid., 12. Benz discusses in a helpful sectiomigtience means by “self-organization” when there
technically is no “self’; see Benz, 136ff. In shatrefers to systems that organize in ways imhejent of
initial conditions (136)—i.e., they do not unfoldearding to a linear causal chain from initial citioehs.
180 Russell, 451. With these changes in worldvievs én interesting time for asking the questiowbét
does God’s activity of creation entail. Is creat@mply the giving of being, or does it entail@rgoing
narrative of development/becoming, as was presethiei theology of the Bible and the early Churdbrpr
Eglthe emphasis on the beginning establishing mamen

Ibid.
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processes were believed to follow laws irrespective of context-spafars. Science
has moved beyond a pure mechanistic perspective within a generic, absolut&’space
There is uniqueness to events. Each point in time is not equivalent to another. Thus,
time is irreversible (cannot be duplicated). Certainly there are periodabve
equilibrium within systems when they seem to follow laws in a linear, detestraini
fashion. However, any fluctuations may lead to bifurcation points (far-frontiagumn
points) where their behavior is unpredictable. There are many possible paths thos
systems can take at those points and it is unpredictable which it Wifl béature may
not be a “self” or “selves” that are doing the “self-organizing.” Howeveureas far
from a dead, determined singularity. Within it there is a great deal of epragiivity

and “actors.”

There are some positive implications for these new views. The older meahanisti
views of the universe placed a dichotomy between humans and nature. Nature was
viewed atemporally and summarized in univer8is‘The great founders of Western
science stressed the universality and the eternal character of teatistal hey set out to
formulate general schemes that would coincide with the very ideal ofatityor®
When humans engaged nature in science, at first what they encountered seemed to be

dead and silent, thus isolating humans from ndflir@he rationality they thought they

182 prigogine and Stengers, xxvii.

183 bid., xxiii.

184 1bid., xxviii, xxix.

% pid., 1.

18 |bid., 6. Neiman irEvil in Modern Thoughtollows the shifts in thinking about the relatibifs between
humans and nature from the Enlightenment into Maither She does so through investigating the
heightened interest in theodicy in that time peri&hch camp of thinkers chose a different combBinat
among possibilities: seeing nature as rationatiimal, good/bad, etc. and seeing humans as
rational/irrational, good/bad, etc. What we afewdth in the modern era is the “disenchantmenthef
world” (Brague, 194). It was hoped that humanda e an exception to the cruelty in nature. “Good
became a human endeavor by which they could canegate (203). Neiman points out in stunning tari
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could uncover in nature—in this dead and silent realm—excluded much in which humans
have a vested interest—for example: life, destiny, freedom, and spont&haitth the
notions of fundamental simplicity, singularity, and linear-determinism disgpin

science, humans are once again being united with their world.

b. Addressing Uses of “Chaos” in Science

As the field of physics shifted in the late nineteenth- and early twectetiony
from the vision of Newton, of a universe with precise calculable laws, progglstiere
was a notion of ‘chaos’ that became a regular part of the thinking of scientists. ¥ith bo
the contributions of Einstein’s theory of relativity and the introduction of quantum
mechanics “the immediate realism, determinism, and reductionism” of previous

generations of science was replat®d“Here it became clear that physics by no means

how that hope was dashed. Thus, ethics couldmgelobe seen to have either a cosmological or
anthropological foundation; however, “what is meegious is rather the opposite; that, if we maysay
cosmology and anthropology no longer have an dtfocadation” (Brague, 218).

187 |bid. These notions became possible for thedvatien, as Russell states, the idea of temporal
irreversibility that arose in the nineteenth-centied to a view of a world that is “marked by aicad,
undeniable difference between past and future, igtéstical quality to its predictions, and byitdriness
and contingency” (451).

18 Kiing, 7f. Even after Einstein things have changdd was working with the idea of a static unieers
(Kiing, 9). Since him not only has the 1927 notiébbé Georges Lemaitre of an expanding universe
become accepted, but Edwin P. Hubble empirical&d the science community that there are
astrophysical bodies outside the Milky Way and tasy moving outward in all directions at great spee
There is no fixed space and things do not just pgduKiing, 10); space is interwoven with its camis.
Torrance describes it in this way: “This four-dinsemal continuous indivisible field of space-time
relations is far from being merely a scientificotight-symbol’, for it constitutes the fundamental
continuum of the universe in which energy and mafield and particle, form and being, are fully
integrated, and as such provides the objectiverdimatructure ordering all things and events in the
universe” (Torrance, 100). This notion of spaceetis linked with the notion that time is irrevéisi.
When something happens in a place it is importanabse of the uniqueness of that place-time. albes
has import to any articulation ofeatio ex nihiloin the present; “If we are to understand the iefadf the
Creator to the created order in an integrated ategjiative manner it is imperative that God notHmeight
of as creating objects in space or spatial objedisne. Rather, we are required to think in tewh&od’s
creating the totality of spatio-temporal identittegether with their interconnective matrices from
absolutely nothing” (Alan TorranceCteatio ex Nihiloand the Spatio- Temporal Dimensions, with special
reference to Jirgen Moltmann and D. C. Williams,The Doctrine of Creation: Essays in Dogmatics,
History and PhilosophjEdinburgh: T & T Clark, 1997], 98).
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simply describes the world in itself, independently of the standpoint of the observer,
Newton presupposed®

The pioneering work of Heisenberg in quantum theory unsettled prior thinking, as
did theories of relativity and a dynamic, expanding universe. In quantum mechanics
relationships are “fuzzy or indeterminaté” For example, the Heisenberg principle
entails that “If we know where an electron is (position), we cannot know what it is doing

(momentum).***

When measuring one, measurements of the other become blurry. Far
from the past certainty about the mechanical workings of the universe, siciand left

with statistical probabilities; “The consequence is that if it is impospitgeisely to

measure the present state of an object (in the classical sense), itsdntusebe

precisely predicted eithef?

This is precisely where “chaos” gets used in science in a
technical way. “In present-day ternasprocess of physics is termed “chaotic” if its
long-term course is not predictalii&®®> For example, since the location of the earth
relative to the sun cannot be precisely determined at any one moment, its |lasadioh t

millions of years from now cannot be known. That makes the earth’s orbit

deterministically chaoti¢®

%% pid., 8.

pid., 13.

L pid., 13f.

%2 1pid., 14.

% Benz, 132.

194 Benz, 132. Stuart Chandler, "When the World Fafiart: Methodology for Employing Chaos and
Emptiness as Theological Constructddrvard Theological Revie®5, no. 4 (1992), 470, agrees with
Robert Poole that chaos theory has only alteredtdt®@wideas by a degree. In chaos theory itik sti
believed that the world is “ordered by determicistiws. These laws are simply a little more diffido
discern than Newton realized: they are nonlinetirerathan linear. The only significant difference
between the Newtonian and chaos models is thdattes recognizes that the fine details of a deieistic
process cannot be precisely known and therefotertatcounts for complexity and individuality.
Determinism rules; we simply do not have the abiit tools, however, always to recognize it” (47This
criticism may be legitimate. However, not all chdbeorists are trying to prove determinacy. Rathe
some argue for just the opposite: freedom, randss)r@ chance (cf. Philip Hefner, “God and Chadse T
Demiurge Versus thengrund” Zygon19, no. 4 [2006]: 469-485). The fact is that weendt know which
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This incalculable quality of many natural phenomena has changed the course of
some of the past claims of “objectivity,” “exactness,” or “precision” theg @ommon in
some nineteenth-century schools such as the positivis&he inability of science to
empirically verify its statements about circumstances has come toréhevhat has been
shown in the last century is “the hypothetical character of its laws” and ¢denoé to
absolutize its resultS® “Scientists should reflect that subject and object, method and
object, are interwoven, and thus a distinction must be made between the phenomena that
can be grasped by science and reality as a whtle.”

This distinction is rarely kept. It is hard for scientists to ward off of theetecy
toward realism. John Polkinghorne admits that “Scientists are redisydhelieve that
what we know, or what we can’t know, shows us what things are really#fkér’ jest
his wife bought him a sweatshirt with the motto on it: “Epistemology Models Ontology.”
The manner in which “chaos” is used in science is an excellent example of thia.patt
Observable phenomena in nature most often thwart the certainty that mataematic
calculation can provide were it within a deterministic linear system.nésttling as this

may be for those seeking definitive answers, the confounding of their ambitions by

it is, or if either linguistic framing truly confars to reality. At this point positions of deteraay and
chance appear to reflect the prejudices of theonigire than any certainty offered by the availalale.
This is precisely where dialogue is appropriateveen the sciences and the humanities, including
theology, in wrestling to articulate answers testhdeep human questions and evaluating the imiplsat
of the various possibilities.

1% Kiing, 25.

1% bid., 30. “No method, however certain, no schehmvever adequate, no theory, however precise,
may be made absolute” (Kiing, 51f.). T. F. Torramas a similar critique and warning about the laggu
of science that in the end is an abstraction frense experience: “Regarded from this point of view,
scientific theories are logically tautological ac&h have no claim to bear upon intrinsic relations
structures in being, while scientific laws are ddwvaf evidential content and are finally no morartreely
created sets of conventions for the most effe@ine economic organization of observational and
operational data, yet they are not altogether rayitsets of conventions for they have to be coesisvith
one another” (96).

Y7 pid., 51.

1% Quarks, Chaos & Christianity: Questions to Scieand Religion 85.
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systems in nature does not mean that these syarerfithaos.” Rather, it suggests that,
as far as we can tell at this point, systems in nature typically do not exfehtt, |
determined characteristics that were once believed to be definitive etreamcal
universe.

Relationships are far more complex than once thought. In a framework of
thermodynamics, relativity, and quantum mechanics the world is not believed to be as
simple as particles acting externally on one another in space and in time., Rattuze
is found not to be ultimately divided up like that but, all its particulate properties
notwithstanding, is dynamically continuous in space and time, in such a way that al
things are what they are through unbroken internal relations with other things, while
those inter-relations help to make them what they actually are or bet&nihings
cannot be abstracted from “their natural cohesions in the constituent matteesay e
the universe®® In the discovery of the complexity of relationships, new notions of
communication, the sensitivity of systems to influence from other systems, and so on, it
is no wonder that the world seegtsoticin a field that developed under quite different
presuppositions of mechanistic determinism. Nevertheless, indeterminacqtesidtak
probability are not necessarily things that warrant calling systearstic?®* The
limitations of verifiability on such a label warrant caution in making sucbel kn
absolute statement about the nature of reality.

It was mentioned in Chapter 1 that there is much about “chaotic” systems that is
not chaotic and that this label is being questioned as a result because itadingsle

concerning the characteristics that are known about these systems. Tlaysh@& m

9T F. Torrance, 99f.
29pid., 100.
21 This world that defies our attempts at objectifima might better be called “thou” or “other.”
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convention to use the term “chaos” concerning unpredictable systems. Howeesdr, bas
on a theological perspective, which concerns itself with the implications ofrifpgdge
we use about the world, this use of the term should be reconsidered. A more appropriate
use for it should be defined.

It is not just the impossibility of calculating the future of these systhatearns
the label of “chaos.” Along with using “chaos” in the context of mathematical
probability instead of certainty, “chaos” also gets used more casually ntea@s a
synonym for “entropy.” For example, one use of “entropy” is for “the thienmo&ion of
molecules or density fluctuations in gasdthis] concept of chaos denotes the muddle of
immeasurably numerous particles which, on the microscopic level, move in constantly
varying interactions and collisioné® Essentially the term is being used as it is in more
popular conversation as a synonym for “confusion.” By linking “chaos” with “entropy,”
or systems with a high degree of entropy, it again leads to the same problengsiafj&a
and meaning as the first, more technical use of “chaos” in science. It shdnasthe
toward entropy of the speaker and can color future reflections as much asatedgcur
describes with certainty the nature of reality.

Philip Hefner states that “We can discern at least five different kinds of
experience to which scientists have attached the concepts associated settotitelaw
of thermodynamics, with different meanings resulting in each é&$éhese include:
“Dissipation of energy—running down,” “Change and alternation of a previous order—

degeneracy,” “The experience of ‘one-time-ness’—time’s irreversiblow,” “Mixed-

22Bengz, 132. Cf. Russell, Hefner, Wicken, etc.tfis type of use.
23 Hefner, 471.
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up-ness and chaotic disorderliness,” and “Alterations that make for possfitiiis
point is that four out of these five experiences and the meanings attathedem show
the dominant (Platonic) Western tradition at work, which dislikes enff8pyhis anti-
entropy/chaos view that pits God against entropy is not the only one; Hefner paints t
minority view manifest in Berdyaev that sees these experiences positR/élgr some
within this minority tradition, entropy and God are not in conflict. Rather, entrapy is
facet of divinity; it is within God”’

Cultural presuppositions about entropy color the meaning given to it; these
presuppositions make it quite natural to affix the pejorative label of “chaads” Ttis in
turn has influenced theological reflection about it. For example, Sjoerd Bonting tonnec
entropy with chaos and claims that God decreases entropy over the cobheseasimos’
evolution. Entropy/chaos was maximal at the big bang and God has been dgateasin
since; at the end of time it will be abolisH&d.

This whole framework of demonizing entropy, whether in science or theology,
needs to be reconsidered—especially if in theology it leads to the idea that Gksd wor
against entropy. There is a rule within the second law of thermodynamics Hsaiste

that all natural processes take place in such a way as to increase the @rttnepyhole,

2% pid., 472, 473.

2% pid., 469.

208 Catherine Keller, whose views are covered in Gvagptwould sympathize with Hefner’s treatment
given that she sees the dominant trend in Wesb@mkihg in terms of a misogynistic subjugation loé t
(m)other. Keller sees “on a cosmic level the tewgeor order to irrupt from within chaos; to self-
organize rather than to depend (like the early Beffler's ‘obedient void’) upon an external transtence
to impose it” Face of the Deep: A Theology of Beconfingndon; New York: Routledge, 2003], 190). It
is worth asking at this point in history if this waf talking in science (and recently in theolodica
reflection) about self-organization signals a tipmof Spinoza, regardless of Newton’s best efflarts
construct an alternative.

27 Hefner, 469. Although entropy is not demonizethis dissertation, it is not placed within GodheT
move of placing entropy or chaos within God is thet only alternative to the demonization of entropy
28 Creation and Double Chaos: Rethinking Creation thyb Chaos TheorgMinneapolis, MN: Fortress
Press, 2005), 97.
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that is, the system plus its environmefif”In fact, in a closed system entropy never
decrease$'’ entropy can only decrease in a system if it is part of a larger system i
which its entropy can be transferred. Even then, the level of entropy in thesigstgEn
does not decrease; entropy has only been shifted around.

If entropy is evil (or an antinomy to God’s creative activity), thermodyoami
processes themselves are increasing the amount of evil/non-creation va#tiarcand
are working against God'’s ordering of creation. Our own continued existence would be
an evil to God'’s creative endeavors; “Not only individual life, but evolution itsdlkas
a plague devouring the order of the world; and humankind through its complicated
civilization is the most insatiable consumer of all...Even the universe iroigig|
expansion seems to grow at the expense of greater enffopissociating entropy with
evil, chaos, or non-creation must be reconsidered given the nature of actusigcrea
sustaining) processes within the univerSe“Chaos” is a label that colors conceptions of
entropic systems and certain outcomes of thermodynamic processes in ways tiod

necessarily self-evident. Adopting this way that science uses the temos"dhould be

29 Russell, 452.

#%pid., 458.

21 |pid., 460. Entropy is not an evil. In Richardltihg’s words: “Without the Second Law [of
Thermodynamics] and its inherent quality to makesidal matter and energy randomize, nothing in the
world would happen. Everything would stop. Themld be no chemical reactions, no physics, no
connections, no movement, no life—nothing! In ayweal sense then, the Second Law is an incredible
unseen, universal driver” (Richard Collifrgandom Designer: Created from Chaos to Connect tivith
Creator[Bourbonnais, IL: Browning Press, 2004], 25—italiemoved).

%12 |n the universe there is constantly dying thattheomight live or be born; stars died that ounpia
might be born; organisms die that we might be rehwd. Christ gifts of himself that others migkelithe
bread that has been eaten cannot be put back éngdtlevertheless, we do not give ourselves awaljeor
as ones without hope; there is the promise of mesurrected life. “Although life inevitably invade
disease and death, the New Testament vision i@bukéimate triumph: the apostle Paul wrote, ‘Wekn
that the whole creation has been groaning in tta@géether until now.’ ‘The creation itself will beet free
from its bondage to decay and obtain the gloridaerty of the children of God’ (Rom. 8:22,21)" (Ruadl,
462).
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avoided because of some of the theological implications that have tended to accompany
it.
C. The Relationship of the Doctrine of Creation to the Presiding Philagphy or
Worldview of the Day

The topics under this section have been mentioned in the treatment on the history
of the creationist tradition. Thus, the purpose of this section is simply to bringiexpli
attention to these issues, not to give full treatment of them. This is important in
understanding the nature of the theological task at hand in this project, as \Wwelvags

that there is a precedent in the church’s history of adjusting the gramgraatdn

theology so that it is comprehensible in ever-new contexts.
1. Dependence

One of the primary theses in Gerhard Mayieatio Ex Nihilois that the
Christian doctrine o€reatio ex nihiloarose from Christianity’s own presuppositions
about God’s sovereignty and unlimited freedom. The concept as developed by the
Christians, nevertheless, “can only be articulated within the latteeés3teeks’ world
formation] frame of reference and by using its terfl3.Christians used the categories
and terminology of the philosophical perspective(s) of the time. According toasis t
of Michael Buckley inThe Origins of Modern Atheisran exactly backward
phenomenon took place during the Enlightenment. The atheistic positions were
developed according to the categories and terminology of Christianity; theiopgsi

were parasitic in many ways.

213 May, xii; cf. viii.
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Christopher Kaiser’'s examination of the creationist tradition through history
showed this same trend as May’s work. When the philosophical landscape or presiding
scientific model changed, Christians found themselves articulating thkiafew in the
face of the new paradigm. In just one example: “As in the case of the reception of
Aristotle in the thirteenth century, the remarkable thing about the church wasmath
its initial resistance to new scientific ideas as its ability to leat@and assimilate them
in keeping with the historic creationist traditiott* Even though many of the same
underlying presuppositions remained consistent, these transitions to new camegdyts r
came without changes in the way God, God’s activity relative to creation, atidricrea

itself are understood.

2. Polemical or Reactionary Articulation of the Creationist Tradition

In May'’s tracking of the development of the doctrine€@atio ex nihilg he
demonstrates not only that Christians worked within the frame of referencerof the
broader philosophical context, but also that the doctrine itself was forichalgizn
antithesis to that frame of refererf¢2.Christians in the second century, such as Justin
Martyr, initially harmonized their theology with the cosmology of Plalareaeus
However, as new questions arose, bringing out inconsistencies in such harmonization, the
doctrine ofcreatio ex nihilowas developed as an ontological statement highlighting “the
omnipotence, freedom, and uniqueness of Got Other developments, such as

affirming God’spotentia ordinataandpotentia absolutaarose as a way of still affirming

24 Kaiser, 221.

5 May, xii. Cf. May’s treatment of Irenaeus’ resgerto the conversations and issues brought upsby hi
counterparts (164ff).

1% bid.
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Christian presuppositions against, yet from within, worldviews that were darttgy to
those presuppositiongptentia ordinataeandpotentia absolutaleveloped within this
context beyond what they had been as a substitute for the Aristotelian wortdview
primum mobilebeing the source of world’s dynamism.

In the midst of the Western theological tradition, many of the catalysts for
response have come from within: whether from heretical movements or bgiaradel
wings of the tradition. The point being emphasized, however, is that one’s interlocutors
contribute significantly to the shape of one’s statements and emphases. The way i
which doctrines have been articulated within the tradition to a certain degreeldeslm
around both the contexts in which they were developed and that to which they were
developed in response. Their forms bear the marks of their history as much as that to

which they bear witness®

27 Kaiser, 234.

28| just one example: Steven Baldner and Williamr@lg in their introduction to their translatiori o
Aquinas’ work,Aquinas on Creation: Writings on the “SentencesPeter Lombard 2.1.{Toronto,
Ontario: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studi@997), claim that for Augustine and Aquinas “wlsat
essential to the Christian faith is the fact ofatien, not its manner or mode” (3f). What they mbg
“creation” is explained further in their statemefithe explanation of the six days is really an astoof
theformationof the world, not itgreatiori (4). The first question of philosophy during tiexa was
being—ontological dependence on God. Thus, thetagit shaped the question(s) being answered in
theology concerning the topic of creation; “Thugsfions such as, how does the first cause givagbein
(existence) to creatures, and how do creaturesveettee being that is given to them, are centrauch an
investigation” (4). In an era where epistemolobgmncerns are paramount, interest in God’s “cvedti
involvement in the six days becomes part of treatsmiencreation Only secondarily do later thinkers ask
if God was necessary to start the causal unfoltfingis the object of their observations. Evethi
twelfth-century scientists had already startednglthe beginning of the world for granted and feclien
explaining the beauty of the world (Willemien OttéReading Creation: Early Medieval Views of Gesesi
and Plato’sTimaeus’ in The Creation of Heaven and Earth: Re-Interpretagiof Genesis 1 in the Context
of Judaism, Ancient Philosophy, Christianity, andddrn Physicsed. by George H. van Kooten [Leiden;
Boston: Brill, 2005], 243—hereatfter, “Reading Crieat).
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3. Transitions in Conceptualizations of God and God’s Relationship to Creatn

As has been mentioned, Christianity’s transitions into new frameworks has not
happened without adjustments in the analogies it employs concerning God and God’s
relationship to creation: e.g., King, transcendent Being, First Mover, Clockmake
Designer, Lawgiver, et€? In the transitions through history in the broader intellectual
context and the dominant analogy(ies) employed therein, God was conceived as ever
more removed from creation and its ongoing operations. The world, in turn, was viewed
as ever more life-less and mechanical; its parts were certainly nad/eswsubjects to
be addressed in the way they were in Scripture. Kaiser’s work ends with thaniséc
worldview in which God is seen as the Designer and Lawgfein such a worldview,
it is in relation to the beginning, in which everything is set in motion along linear,
deterministic laws, that God has significance and according to which God esintrere
is less room for the ongoing activity of God.

There are still theologians engaging in dialogue with the sciences and the
picture(s) of the cosmos they paifit. There are also theologians seeking to articulate the
faith in the face of certain philosophical paradigms, such as process thought. The number
of various articulations of divine creation and God’s relationship to creation i®stagg
Each one is in its own way trying to give an account of the faith in the present.tri$§ome
to argue for the reasonableness of traditional creationist themes ortimfprisulas in

the present—for example, thakatio ex nihiloshould not be dismissed as an irrelevant

2 Kaiser, 109.

22 pid., 234.

2LE g., Taede Smedes, Arnold Benz, James Huchingsbn, Polkinghorne, Sjoerd Bonting, Arthur
Peacocke, etc.
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mythological notiorf?> Some take the liberty of finding new, creative approaches to
cosmology. Others look for options that had been jettisoned within the tradition that may
at this juncture be of u$é® Thus, at present there are suggestions about the nature of
God’s creative activity everywhere from strict instantanaweaatio ex nihiloto

emanationism to world formation. In the aftermath of the creationist traditi

fracturing, little that was once held as regulative seems to have ttatfdhin

intellectual inquiry even if it still does ecclesially.

D. The Relationship of Biblical Interpretation and the Doctrine of Creaton

Even though the relationship between biblical interpretation and the church’s
teachings on creation has not been highlighted to this point, it is, nevertheless, a
significant component to the current situation. In Willemien Otten’s readitiggof
tradition, there was a quick transition early in the church from establigimiaty texts
were divinely inspired to concern for the theological content of those text \@dis
established “between biblical interpretation and sound doctffieZbllowing
Augustine’sOn Christian Doctringbiblical exegesis became the focus “in most

intellectual endeavors® By the early medieval period, “theology was on the whole co-

222 E g., Langdon GilkeyMaker of Heaven and Earth: The Christian DoctrifeCoeation in the Light of
Modern KnowledgéLanham; New York; London: University Press of Amar Inc., 1985), 8.

22 ps will be seen in chapter 4, Catherine Kellempant, takes this approach. She believes the iofeas
Hermogones, regardless of being conditioned bytawnism of his day, should be reevaluated in the
present; Hermogones, she believes, was fightinghfe biblical ideas of world formatiofrdce of the
Deep: A Theology of Becomifigondon, New York: Routledge, 2003], 48).

224 «Nature and Scripture,” 258. The relation betwesagesis and theology has shifted throughout
history; for example: “In the church-dominated audt of the Middle Ages, the adequacy of scriptural
interpretation—its method, its content, the cre@désnbdf its practitioners—often depended on its
conformity with an expanding theological traditiof®tten, “Nature and Scripture,” 258).

22 Otten, “Reading Creation,” 235. It had, no dotleten the focus of theological endeavors prioh#o. t
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extensive with biblical interpretatioi?® In the twelfth-century, nevertheless, there were
some changes taking place in the Christian-Platonic worldview.
Firstly, the concept of creation was taking on a more dogmatic status as an
important locus in the budding genre of early scholastic theology...
Secondly, the focus of studying Genesis was shifting. In the twelfth
century the primary purpose of reading Genesis was to test and exemplify
ideas that one had developed otherwise, serving more as a meta-physical
end-goal than a biblical starting-pofft.
Other sources, such as fhiemaeuswere starting to “encroach on the reading of
Genesis.??®
The relationship of the Bible to extra-biblical literature was being plishine
twelfth-century. At the same time, it was believed that there wasesmondence
between the Book of Nature and the Book of Scriptéfe.This century was the high
point of this belief*° The poetic language in which the themes of the two books were

united at times “eclipsed” the scriptural connotatittisEventually the framework for

this relationship was eroded from both siéf&sBoth became objects of study in their

220 |hid.

227 |pid., 235f.

228 |bid., 236. This can be seen in the writings béifry of Chartres and William of Conches. William
believed that God created a large chaotic bodyhithvall the elements were mixed; the difference
between this and Plato’s khora was the assertidineoformless mixture being created (Otten, “Regdin
Creation,” 240). He even goes so far as to rejecte statements in Genesis, such as there beiegswat
“above,” due to the fact that such a claincasitra rationem(241). Thus in their works “they aimed at
designing their own ‘ultra-natural’ theology byegrating the physics of Genesis with the metaplysic
theTimaeus (241). The positive side of the union betweeegasis and cosmology was that it “forged an
alliance between the salvation of humanity and éfighe surrounding universe that would permeatehmu
of the tradition of early Christian and medievadlogy” (“Nature and Scripture,” 260). Unfortunigte
however, “Just as science seems to have recedeutilibb scenes in most contemporary theology, so th
cosmos has ceased to play much of a part in comtempexegesis” (260).

229 |pid., 225. This analogy of nature and Scriptemeh being a book to read became quite common.
During this time it was presumed that they were gliimentary of one another in their “message.”

20 pid., 225, n. 2.

21 Otten, “Nature and Scripture,” 271.

32|t is important to point out that the goal of estigg both Scripture and nature was not necesgarily
connect them with one another, but to give knowdedfjthe transcendent God or “the interpretation of
reality” (Otten, “Nature and Scripture,” 283). Baér and Carroll lament the demise of this typ&otis

in the study of Scripture: that the text no lonigest word from God pointing the people forward, tinatt

the people look backward to what it meant in theading (3).
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own right, progressively distanced from theology, instead of bearers of truthGdbut
and/or the nature of reality. Even with authors such as Hugh of St. Victor, for whom the
Bible remained authoritative, the goal of exegesis became more narroudgdoon
explaining the mysteries of the faith; knowledge of creation took second”place.

The relationship between the Bible and cosmology (science) was also divided in a
context in which theology and the liberal arts were going their separatéi¥ayith
the ongoing development of science along Aristotelian lines in the thirteentinycedt
only do we see how the tension between science and exegesis results in separation, but
with science, but especially its organic ties with myth.”

Baldner and Carroll lay much of the blame for the current methods of biblical
studies on the beginning of the sixteenth-century when the Reformation cosisved
to literalistic readings of biblical texts as propositiéifs This undermined reading
Scripture as a unified whole. Looking only at the literalistic signiboabf words in a
historical fashion, and not the unity of the whole, “leads many to question whether the
opening line of Genesis can really support the doctrine of creation out of notHing.”

On the one hand, there were trends in motion long before the Reformation that
were dissolving the place of Scripture in reflecting on the nature of the world, thAdése
is question whether it was the voice of Scripture that was being heard prior to the
Reformation or whether Scripture was being read less-critidalygh the lens of the

current worldview—not that we can ever be rid of this phenomenon. On the other hand,

23 Otten, “Reading Creation,” 241.
24 |pid., 243.

25 |pid.

26 Baldner and Carroll, 3.

27 |pid.
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the historical critical methods under which Scripture is scrutinized todayhavayhad
seeds in the work of the Humanists and the Reformers, but are largely an outflow of
developments in the early Enlightenment. As the Thirty Years War wdly finaning
to a close—not before devastating much of Europe—there was “a generallyg@ercei
need in the 1650s to revise and adjust the relationship between theology, philosophy, and
science.?® It was broadly felt in intellectual circles that religion had contgbuo far
too much bloodshed and heartache. There were definite changes that arose in response to
the perceived problems; “With the philosophies of Hobbes and Spinoza, it became clear
that what was being overturned, at least potentially, was all forms of aytiwdit
tradition, even Scripture and Man’s essentially theological view of the unitsetfe?*°

The early thinkers leading into the radical Enlightenment, such as Spinoza and
LeClerc, became extremely critical of the Humanists and their ingnafi texts.
“Humanists,..were judged largely oblivious to the need to reconstruct the context of
beliefs and ideas ancient texts embody and elucidate the assumptions, sunsertid
fears which shaped them, as well as ill equipped to develop the kind of historisaity ba
exegesis indispensable for achieving such gdasThe aim of the radicals in the 1660s

and 1670s was not innocent. For Spinoza, he believed that “the ‘true’ meaning of biblical

28 |srael, 65.

29 pid. The intellectual crises were not stirrednypacademics alone. Certainly the intellectual
foundations of a society play a significant staliilg role; “The institutions, social hierarchy,tsis and
property arrangements on which a given societyaget can only remain stable whilst the explanatibats
society offers in justification command sufficigntide currency and acceptance, and begin to égiate
when such general acceptance lapses” (Israel, MEW philosophies such as Descartes’ mechanism
helped erode old foundations. Yet, there had diréa that point been social changes that were dding
new ways of social, political thinking. Old strucal views of the cosmos could not account for the
cultural plurality and class fluidity spurred byetgrowing “commercial, imperial, and metropolitattig
evolving in the late seventeenth and early eighteeenturies” (Israel, 115).

*0srael, 416.
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as of other texts, and ‘truth of fact’, had generally been ‘confu$&dThus, his method
was created to keep meanings of texts separate from truth. “Broadly, undagstandi
text, for Spinoza, is not a question of ascertaining what is ‘true’ in it or segridri
what is authoritative, but rather a historical-critical and linguisticaese anchored in a
wider naturalistic philosophical standpoifit? All texts, sacred or otherwise, were
subjected to the new techniques. The sacred was secuf&fized.

Theological issues were certainly at the forefront in the century faltptine
Thirty Years War; however, with the changes in science, geography, philosophy, etc
became increasingly difficult to reconcile the old with the new in theolotgoals.
Finally, there was “by the 1740s, the apparent collapse of all efforts to forge a ne
general synthesis of theology, philosophy, politics, and science, which destabilized
religious belief and values, causing the wholly unprecedented crisis odifisiting the
secularization of the modern Weét® Faith and reason were finally and fully divided, if
not seen to be opposed, and the Bible was sidelined in its significance for matters of
contemporary theology.

These methods of Bible study, with some of their accompanying consequences,

have been passed along to today. With the rise of historical-critical mgthbds

>1pid., 411.

%42 bid. Brague points out in an unrelated treatnuenthe plurality of worlds that these types ofttipl
between the fact of something and the good orlieggn earlier, in the Middle Ages, in the Christian
tradition. Wherever there are spatial hierarcbifesorlds, temporal succession of worlds, or hypsthing
about possible worlds, it relativizes observatiabeut our world. “The plurality of worlds, evenitif
remains a pure hypothesis, has an ontological cuesee. The real is reduced to being nothing nfae t
the factual. The being and the good are in this eisgociated: the being of this real world whicloiss
has its source in a good that does not coincide #iiut is external to it, namely, the benevoleat&od,
who chose it among other possible worlds” (182)adBie applauds theology for being able to dispense
with Aristotelianism through undermining the unigess of the world (178); however, the fact/value (o
nature/grace) split has many other consequences.

2 pid., 421.

#*1pid., 65.
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scepter of authority passed from the ecclesiastical to the acaderaicime?*> Biblical
hermeneutics became in the Enlightenment primarily a matter of ‘@xcur historical
reconstruction **® rather than having a “theological role as source of transcendent
meaning®*’ or “contributing to wider theological debate®

These changes in methodology and conceptualization of Scripture within the
academy have been troublesome. At the same time in history that thentseaadition
was fracturing and all doctrines were being subjected to empiricalcegioin and
rational scrutiny, Scripture too was under siege. The union between bibligakexand
theology had long been dissolving. However, where appeals to the voice of Scripture and
its authority may have been helpful to save what was left of the creatradisibh as the
presiding general worldview, the church and Scripture were being stripped of being
bearers of truth?® Natural human reason was given authority. The church and Scripture
were being accused of brokering in enslaving-superstitions. Even worsédgiasrBad
Carroll suggest, as the biblical texts were subjected to historicabtrtiestigation,
disparities arose between what the texts meant in their contexts and the various
formulations of the church’s doctrines through the centuries. The scriptusaivesd no
longer viewed to say all that had come to be affirmed in the tradffiofihe current

spectrum in theological positions being taken in regard to creation is to a crttainee

245 Otten, “Nature and Scripture,” 258.

2% |bid., 259.

**7 |bid., 258.

248 pid., 259. Where there are theological claimslenaased on Scripture, they are often connected to
issues of human salvation (Otten, 259). The “uisiaereferentiality of scripture has been narrowed”
within this method (259).

249 Even centuries before, their reach had begun tontied to the realms of morality and spirituality

20 This issue will come up again in later chaptetigwever, part of the dilemma is a dilemma of the &g
which the problem arose. Where the concerns wastegnology, the biblical texts were treated as an
object to be measured and mastered. However, &reim first questions has arrived: that of larggua
One of the new approaches to Scripture (or any iexntertextuality, not empirical accuracy. g
approach, texts are treated more like an “otheahthan object; they become a conversation partneg mo
than specimen.
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symptom of both the division between biblical and theological studies—which for
centuries had supported one another—and the subsequent undermining of each one of

them.

E. Common Difficulties within the Creationist Tradition

There are two difficulties within the creationist tradition that have besmrieg
through the centuries in various manifestations; both have to do with the relationship
between God and the world; both fall within Kaiser’'s category of “relatienamy.”

The first has been how to navigate between the distinction of God and creation while
affirming creation’s contingency and dependence upon God for either its anitial
continuing existence and/or growth. The second is the ability to give an account of the
respective activities or powers of God and creation.

Both issues arose early on and have been manifest in various forms as QGlgristiani
adapted to new intellectual circumstances. The first issue of ontology as@@stion
in the second century, first among the gnostics and then among their Christian
respondents. Basilides was the first to use the fororaktio ex nihiloas a theological
statement to avoid the emanation and world-formation models so common at the time; it
kept God utterly transcendent and distinct from creation while providing a framaéov
explain how the world came to exfst. On the Christian side, Kaiser claims that in itself

the creationist tradition does not entail...a gulf between God and the world

or a de-animation or mechanization of nature in the modern sense. Such

an emphasis did begin to enter the tradition with Augustine’s separation of

the seminal causes from God’s consubstantial Word and Spirit, but it was

not essential to the tradition itself. The idea of the complete autonomy, or

even mechanicity, of nature did not enter until the gulf opened by
Augustine widened to the point of suggesting a dichotomy between God’s

1 May, 73.
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ordering of nature and his absolute power, or even between nature itself
and God’>?

Kaiser defends the biblical and patristic traditions from containing whatdatame
problematic; it is only a distortion of those traditions that opened the way toward
“determinism, reductionism, and atheisfm>”

Kaiser’s reading of the “patristic” tradition, however, may be moretelds than
warranted. As soon as the implications of classical metaphysics baaaitieal issue in
the mid-second-century and Christians utilized the forrardatio ex nihiloin response,

a clear ontic distinction between God and creation was made. Where emanatidn, worl
formation (dualism), oex nihilowere the available options for understanding the
relationship between God and creation, Christians opted for the distinceamdfila

When the world comes into being distinct from God, defining the ongoing relationship,
or dependency, of creation with God becomes an issue. The question about God’s
activity of creationat the time was ontology; that was answered ari¢fatio ex nihilo

In other contexts with other questions about didreation the issue becomes about
more than the beginning point, more than about the giving of being. That places a
subsequent burden areatio ex nihiloit was not developed to address. In the current
scientific view, for example, the history of something is as significanta® iis

beginning; this historical view of becoming lies in tension with creation beiingede
narrowly in terms of a thing coming into being at a beginning m@oimtihila In today’s

view, it is always being created, but not necessarilyihila

%2 Kaiser, 59f. That gulf in his account widenech#figantly in the eleventh- and twelfth-centuriesia
continued to do so after the thirteenth-century.
3 Ipid., 60.
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With the distinction between God and the world, there was also a distinction
between God’s and creation’s activity. As can be seen in Irenaeus’ thesitogg/the
act of creating became a matter of giving being—where it had once besitea of
forming, establishing, and/or giving life—creating became an activit¢tat alone,
unmediated™ Everything having to do with the act of creation, so understood, was
God's activity. Any cooperative activity between God and another, even creasaélin i
“would, by their activity, reveal a want in God himself and thereby set upatisit of
his inferiority.”*> Creative activity became a zero-sum notion. Activity had to be placed
on one side of the balance sheet or the other. What was given to one party meant the
other party could not have that activity. Irenaeus never quotes any part sfSGefe25
for that reasof>® nothing but God could be seen to be participating in the creative
process, as he understood it.

Even after notions of God’s creative activity expanded beyond the scope of
beginnings, zero-sum notions were still in play. Whatever was attributeekttocr in
the unfolding of creation through history was seen as taking away from God—edgshe |
it had to be explained how it was not taking away from God’s perfection. Again Kaiser
dates the rise of the zero-sum conundrum much later in history when he wiites: “T
tendency to define the powers of God and matter as mutually exclusivetalesynas

we have seen, dated from at least the twelfth century and had been reinforced by the

%4 steenberg, 72. Irenaeus made a significant durioin to the way the doctrine ofeatio ex nihilowas
understood. “For God to create out of nothingishim to create the actual, individualized entitxd the
cosmos from a state of non-existence. It is sjpadiy to say that the substance of the being ohea
existing entity has been called into existence feostate of nothingness, of non-being” (Steenb&sy,
Thus, in Irenaeus’ view, “There are as many unicreationsex nihiloas there are persons brought into
existence” (48).

% Ipid., 73.

#® Ipid., 74.
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mechanical philosophers and the Newtonign5.As God and world were distinguished
in being, it became difficult to give an account of a world that was “relgtivel
autonomous” in activity. Eventually that tension was eased when science payted w
with the theological tradition(s) under which it had earlier developed; “in the seveht
and eighteenth centuries, a long-range tendency to view the active role of God and the
innate properties of matter as alternative modes of explanation gainedazdd the
extent that the ideals needed for the furtherance of science could not so readily be
sustained by positive Christian commitmefit”

In chapter 5 these issues will be at the forefront as a framework for @mdimst
God’s relationship to creation is laid out in which the language of “chaos” camfind a
appropriate and useful application. At that time the usefulness of Lyle Palwak on
pneumatology to move beyond some of these classic tensions will be shown. He has
developed the language of the Spirit being the Possibility of God for the other and
operating asrangect—neither objectifying the other nor becoming the other’s
subjectivity. In that same chapter a second helpful notion will be developed in speaking
about the Word's relationship to creation and operation relative to creation being
transcarnate. Hopefully this grammar will provide a framework wherein therédr (or

both/and) between God and creation in the tradition will be bypassed.

F. Summary

One aim of this chapter was to show briefly the history of the doctrine diocrea

in Christianity. In establishing a framework in which to use the languaghads,” a

BT Kaiser, 343. Kaiser does not use the notion efdzsum.” That is what | have chosen to call it.
258 H
Ibid., 351.
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significant part of that framework will be God'’s relationship to creation. Honvegehas
been shown, there was within the West a near total (if not total) breakdown in the ways
God and creation had traditionally been understood to be in relation. At the same time,
new methods in textual criticism have shifted some of the traditional notions of the
Bible’s import and/or relevancy for current theological discussion; it beaanodject of
the past rather than a dialogue partner and beacon for the present.

As much as the church has made its home in different milieus in the past|lit is sti
working on that process currently. At each major shift in Christianity’s xb(de shift
in interlocutors) changes occurred in how God was conceptualized and understood in
relationship to creation. New ideas and categories were formulated totadakigaew
issues and questions facing the church. That process of adaptation and naveyssg is
has always entailed dialogue within the faith community. The current dealeg
certainly robust, with many widely divergent options being put forward. Nevesthele
some proposals remain stuck on old hurdles; others have not fully transitioned in order to
address the questions of the current context; and others are undesirable or perilous
proposals—in other words, too compromising on traditional Christian concerns.

In the next chapter an example of how this dialogue is unfolding in biblical
studies will be given. It was chosen for its relevancy not only to the constrtagkvat

hand, but also on the status concerning language of “chaos” in biblical studies.
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[ll. GROWING DEBATE AROUND “CHAOS” LANGUAGE
IN BIBLICAL STUDIES: CONTRASTING POSITIONS
BETWEEN JON D. LEVENSON AND

DAVID T. TSUMURA

A. Introduction

The aim of this chapter is threefold. First, this chapter shows the contrast in
opinions on whether “chaos” is appropriate language to use in reference to bibihsal te
images, or themes, especially in relation to Genesis 1. Jon D. Levenson is oae schol
among many who is in favor of using the term in biblical studies. As with many who use
it, he then believes that there are a number of recurring symbols in Sciiatiufa It
within the category of chaos. In contrast, the position of David T. Tsumura will &e. giv
He is among a growing chorus of scholars challenging the use of “clnatts,”
accompanying notions of God combating chaos in ScriptBecond, the positions of
these two scholars give a glimpse of the divergence of interpretations wiihoalbi
studies of divine creation in Genesis 1. In their respective positions they repnesent
options within the creation tradition. Levenson’s position affirms matter ag bei
uncreated, while Tsumura—even though he says Genesis is inconclusive—uses language
more commonly associated witheatio ex nihilo Thus, by engaging these two biblical
scholars, many of the issues in the creationist tradition can be seen a® thlayed out
in current biblical studies. These two authors also bring together the two primary

concerns of this project: establishing a framework for understanding Gtatisnship

! Rebecca Watson is one of the growing oppositioa istthallenging the use of “chaos” language. €n h
view “chaos” is unclear and inconsistently appliiedm the first it was contested as an accuratergs®n
of the Genesis 1 situatio€llaos Uncreated: A Reassessment of the Theme absCim the Hebrew Bible
[Berlin; New York: de Gruyter, 2005], 18). Theretater moved to the theological arena by defaudt a
formed the preconceptions of scholars looking atHiebrew texts (19).
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to creation and establishing an appropriate use of “chaos.” Lastly, theetdégor of
Genesis 1 that will be used in this project will be laid out.
B. Jon D. Levenson'XCreation and the Persistence of Evil: the Jewish Drama of
Divine Omnipotence
In the following treatment of Jon D. Levensofeeation and the Persistence of
Evil: the Jewish Drama of Divine Omnipotertue aims, methods, and conclusions will
be outlined before being evaluated. In outlining and evaluating Levenson’s position it
will be shown that some of his aims and observations are insightful and helpful; however,

methods such as his have come under fire and recent scholarship has brought his

conclusions and the framework in which he works into question.
1. Levenson’s Reasons for WritingCreation and the Persistence of Evil

Levenson states three primary reasons for writing his book. The first andhyprima
reason is his conviction that there isareatio ex nihiloin the Hebrew Bible (HBJ.
There is also no concept of a static creation that God made in the past and has continued
to exist ever since. Rather, Levenson sees within the HB a drama betagien G
omnipotence and “the formidability and resilience of the forces counteracéatgon.®
His other two reasons for writing are to examine some connections that becomatappare
in this drama that Levenson reads within the HB. First, the links between thesGenesi
account of creation and the Priestly cult need to be explored: how the Priestly cult

functions relative to humanity’s role described in Genesis 1 “in forming andrsngta

2 During this section on Levenson’s position the aadtebrew Bible will be used in continuity with
Levenson’s own faith tradition and use.
® Levenson, xiii.
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the world order.* Second, he sees a connection between God as creator and God as lord
(in covenant) that needs to be exploteGod the creator/suzerain is dependent upon
human beings to ratify God’s royal claim; this ratification is the role of iImsma

Levenson laments both the need for sophisticated theological reflection on the
recent discoveries within biblical scholarship—discoveries based on comp#rerg
ancient Near Eastern (ANE) texts with the Bible—as well as the tendenugg the
continuity between the HB and the writings from Rabbinic Jud&istthile addressing
his first three concerns, he seeks to show the continuity of biblical and rabbinic
perspectives. More importantly he seeks to develop the theological implicattitbres
creation drama. It is this latter aim that is of great interest and neleva the current

project.

2. Levenson’s Presuppositions and Stated Method

Levenson is interested in the historical development of notions concerning
creation in the ANE. Dating the various ANE cosmological texts, however, is/highl
uncertain. This makes any chronologies of texts questionable. Even so, Levenson does
not take a completely a-historical approach to biblical and other ANE"teXtsoints he

makes arguments about texts based on their sequence, which he determines based on

“ Ibid. As is often done since the introductiorti documentary hypothesis, the writings and views
?ssociated with the Priestly tradition will at tisnge abbreviated as P.

Ibid., xiv.
® Tracking the biblical themes into their subsequeanifestations is beyond the scope of this proj€nte
recent study by Andrew Angel on that era comesfferdnt conclusions than previous observations
(including Levenson’s), which claim that the combajth was located increasingly in eschatology. éing
finds that the combat myth predominantly appeargfi@rence to historical situations within the post
canonical literature. See AngeGhaos and the Son of Man: The Hebrew Chaoskamgiitioa in the
Period 515 BCE to 200 GH.ibrary of Second Temple Studies @@ndon; New York: T & T Clark,
2006), 205.
" Levenson, xv.
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either internal features—for example, whether they use a certainaramné—or based
on whether one text appears to have another as a Soiliteeconstructed sequence of
texts and the supposed relations of texts in that sequence do play a role in his
observations and claims.

One of his foundational beliefs is that there is a progressionEramma elishin
which the themes of combat and creation are lifReolthe doctrine ofreatio ex nihilo
in the Abrahamic faiths. The cosmologies in the HB, Levenson believes, remegges
in that progression from creation @eaoskampfo creation out of nothing. Their place
in this supposed progression can be seen in the following way. Levenson says that “the
Bible offers no connected narrative of primordial divine combat”; there are only
“allusions” or “poetic snippets:* Because we have literature from other languages, such
as Ugaritic and Akkadian, which do have full accounts of combat, it is possible ‘d@o get
sense of the full dimensions of the old myth and its continuing vitality in Israel—as we

as the failed efforts of some circles to suppres¥ it.”

8 For example, Levenson reasons that since Psalrsé®ithe name “Leviathan”, and since using that
name is characteristic of extra-biblical texts frira Bronze Age, and since Genesis 1 does nohase t
name, then Psalm 104 must be older (59).
° For example, Levenson claims that “The Hymn toAten” (Egyptian) influenced Psalm 104, even if it
was indirectly and mediated through a long unknéine (63), since the hymn has “too many resemblance
to Ps 104 to be coincidence” (61).
191t is a matter of interpretation whether the lsdtween these themes is a matter of their closdrpity
within Enuma elistor an actual matter of their integration undeinglse concept of creation as
Chaoskampf Cf. Watson, 20 where she claims that in Babgorsources there is no intrinsic connection
PletweerChaoskampand creation, and iBnuma elisht is only a passing concern.

Ibid., 8.
12|bid. For Herman Gunkel, one of the nineteenthtasy pioneers of ANE comparative studies, Genesis
1 is a “faded myth” (“The Influence of Babylonianytology upon the Biblical Creation Story (1895)"
Creation in the Old Testamerdited by Bernhard W. Anderson [Philadelphia:tiess Press, 1984], 46).
Gunkel believed that Old Testament passages out§i@enesis 1 provided a link between Genesis 1 and
Enuma elisi(47). The lack of personification or battle inr@sis 1 clearly shows, however, a receding of
the mythological (49). William P. Brown softensticues against Gunkel’s history of religions apgob
by showing how his interests differed from Welhawse (Structure, Role, and Ideology in the Hebrew and
Greek Texts of Genesis 1:1—25BLDS 132 [Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993], 220féreafter Structure,
Role, and Ideology Brown concludes, nevertheless, that regardiEtise debates between opposing
methodological sides within biblical studies fromrtkel onward: “Given the rational tenor and balahce
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Because we know of those older traditions, we should not assume in the HB that
“the real theology, theessentiatheology, is one of serene, divine supremacy, only
temporarily and inconsequentially interrupted by a revolt of underlings of benign
origin."*®* For example, the HB has texts that do not speak aboatehtonof God’s
“aquatic adversaries.” These texts should not be harmonized with texts thaghtig
“the creatureliness and subordination of the monstrous adversaries to YHVRather,
to do that would be “to doom ourselves to miss the rich interplay of theologies and the
historical dynamics behind the biblical text."This line of reasoning rests upon the
sequence of texts and the influence of one ANE worldview and its texts on a neighborin
culture and its texts.

Levenson’s approach to comparative studies also relies upon his typological or
phenomenological method. There are many symbols that he tracks within the HB and
other ANE traditions: waters, darkness, death, wilderness, etc. Whereveppeay,a

Levenson investigates it as a reference to “chaos.” As the reasoningimsbais above

structure of Genesis 1, the priestly cosmogonipisay the least, unlike any cosmogonic myth of the
ancient Near East” (223). Genesis 1 isaching it is a ‘treatise’ (224). Lyle Dabney has a tethview:
“The opening chapters of Genesis in general, ardigally the first chapter, is, therefore, not®
(mis)taken as a kind of speculation on ‘the wapgkicame to be’...but rather recognized as a confessio
of faith concerning the relationship existing bet¢wehe “God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob” (Ex &)
all the world—as well as how that relationship wibd determines the nature of the world” (“The Natu
of the Spirit: Creation as a Premonition of Goa,Starting with the Spirjted. by Stephen Pickard and
Gordon Preece [Hindmarsh, Australia: Australiandibgical Forum Inc., 2001], 87). Looking at Gesesi
1 as a teaching, Brown sees P’s conceptual worldseih creation and tabernacle construction—"is
preeminently one of harmonious collaboration. Boisvinced that only such a ‘social’ ordering casuit

in perfect...work and order” (225f.). At times thesults are better than expected (e.g., Ex 36:536)gh

is the unwavering trust of the priestly writer iis konceptual, if not utopian, world” (226). Bactgnd
(Gunkel) and contextual motivation (Wellhausen) often cloud the teaching of Genesis 1 as much as i
can illuminate it.

2 Ipid.

bid. Levenson believes that Kaufmann, an inftiiB scholar, does this.

'3 |bid. There is no doubt that Levenson is righspeak otheologiesin the Bible’s traditions. What still
is under examination is whether the images Levepsants out in the HB function as he says theyrdo i
the biblical texts and, thus, if they should bedrégin conjunction with older combat myths fronhet
cultures, 2) as polemical statements against tbthe® myths, or, rather, 3) in a different framekvor
altogether.
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statement entails, the later occurrence of these images can be understsidlegai
oldest known appearance in the old ANE combat myth from which they are thought to
descend. In whatever stage of demythologization or historicization thesrapgear,

they still represent the primal enemy “chad%.As will be shown, Levenson’s view

about an historical progression and his typological method play a significam redevi

he moves in the argument of the book from examining ANE texts outside of Genesis 1

back to interpreting Genesis 1.

3. Levenson’s Outline and Claims

The three sections @reation and the Persistence of Esdirrespond to the three
purposes for which Levenson wrote. In the first section he outlines the drama of God’s
mastery over chaos and the fragility of the resultant state. In thissiitsdis he works

primarily with non-Genesis texts in the HB.In the second section Levenson examines

1% 1n his own words: “My point is that Leviathan, Alak, Gag, and the like are symbols from different
traditionary complexes for the same theologicalcemt: the ancient and enduring opposition to tlie fu
realization of God’s mastery, the opposition destito be eliminated at the turn of the aeon” (Leesn
38). A contrasting presupposition shows up inhtl Bl.A. Frankfort; they state that the ancientg“ar
likely to present various descriptions of identippenomena side by side even though they are nhtual
exclusive...the ancients’ conception of a phenomeriidered according to their approach to it” (“Myth
and Reality,” inThe Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man: An EssaySpeculative Thought in the
Ancient Near EagiChicago; London: The University of Chicago Prel77], 19; cf. Clifford on the
ancients’ ability to have multiple creation accausimultaneouslyCreation Accounts in the Ancient Near
East and the BibleThe Catholic Biblical Quarterly, Monograph Ser&gs[Washington, D.C: Catholic
Biblical Association, 1994], 199). Since an ideatiphenomenon, term, or image can function in ipielt
ways for various explanatory purposes—e.g., a cewgoused as a symbol for fertility or as a vergrag
animal that lifts the sun to the heaven (19)—atbento specific contexts is crucial; “the procedofdhe
mythopoeic mind in expressing a phenomenon by mkhimages corresponding to unconnected avenues
of approach clearly leads away from, rather thavatd, our postulate of causality which seeks toalisr
identical causes for identical effects throughbetphenomenal world” (20). Rebecca Watson seeksrin
work to look specifically at how images are beirsgd in various contexts in Israel’s scriptures (Skaos
Uncreated; it shows the diversity and particularity in tiianner and contexts in which specific images
were employed.

" Interestingly the outline of Levenson’s book tareodegree mirrors Gunkel@hopfung und Chaos in
Urzeit und EndzejtGottingen (1895). When Westermann outlines Gimkeork he points out that
“Gunkel’s starting point is the thesis: ‘Gen 1 &t a free construction of the author’ (4-16). "Nery
ancient elements handed down in Gen 1 demonstratinat Gen 1 goes back to a very ancient tiaditi
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Genesis 1:1—2:3 against the drama outlined in the first section and he examines the
relationship of the Genesis account, as he interprets it, and the Priestly ciiivealsl
function given such a rendering of Genesis 1. In the final section he argues ¢tose
connection between the notions of creation and covenant in the relational dynamic

between God and his creatures.

a. Levenson’s Framework for Understanding Creation

Levenson rejects claims forckear notion of creation out of nothing in the HB.
In building his framework, Levenson begins in Genesis 1. The scene in Genesis 1 opens
with the primordial, uncreated wat€r.The only way to interpret creation out of nothing
within Genesis 1:1-2 is to choose the translation “In the beginning God created the
heavens and the eartff."This translation, he claims, has been doubted since the Middle

Ages and has fallen out of favor with schofrsThus, he reads in the opening verses of

(6-14). ‘Certain elements (chaos, stars) poinhBabylonian origin of the tradition’ (15f.)Genesis 1—
11: A Commentapytrans. by John J. Scullion, S.J. [Minneapolisgéhurg Publishing House, 1984], 29).
After doing a few comparisons between the trad@jon Gunkel’'s work (as Levenson does) “a longisect
has been added entitled ‘References to the MytheoStruggle of Marduk with Tiamat in the Old
Testament apart from Gen 1’ (29-114)" (Westerma&@®); cf. Herman GunkeCreation and Chaos in the
Primeval Era and the Eschaton: A Religio-HistoriGldy of Genesis 1 and RevelationttZns. by K.
William Whitney, Jr. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 200&)77.

'8 He is not alone in doing this. Cf., e.g., the fioss of David Tsumura, Andrew Hahn, and William
Brown.

Ypid., 5.

% This verse would then have to be interpreted statement about God'’s creative activity that comes
before v. 2.

2L |bid. Here Levenson is making reference to théyescond millennium interpretation of Rashi ahd t
trend since E. A. Speiser’s translation in his 1866mmentary, which favors Rashi’'s grammatical point
“When God set about to create heaven and earthweahd being a formless waste, with darkness over th
seas and only an awesome wind sweeping over ther-w&od said, ‘Let there be light.”” (157, n. 12; cf
SpeiserGenesisn The Anchor Bible, vol. 1 [Garden City, NY: Ddelay, 1964], 3). Levenson picks this
approach over Westermann'’s (158, n. 12) or otheeriraditional interpretations of the grammar. dédes
not argue his position in detail. Rather, he shthas there is uncertainty about the traditionadlE
translation and that a new translation is in voguevenson himself says that it is probably implassio
resolve the grammatical controversy (158, n. 12aes Hahn ("Tohu Va-Vohu: Matter, Nothingness and
Non-being in Jewish Creation Theology," Ph.D. [Bwrheological Seminary of America, 2002], 35ff.).
The choice among translations and interpretatidi@emesis 1:1-3 must be made among several
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the HB the introduction of both the God of Israel—with no myth of origin or origin to his
master§>—and the primordial, uncreated waters. From this starting point, Levenson
moves in the rest of Part | to other texts within the HB to explain the drama oftcomba
between God anchaosin creation.

As Levenson claims at the start, the waters, a symhblads have no beginning
narrated. They are “the ancient and enduring opposition to the full realization of God’s
mastery, the opposition destined to be eliminated at the turn of the’deGhdos is
anarchy?* it challenges God'’s suprematy This opponent is a real force—or
power(s)—that is always a continuing possibility. Chaos is dark, ungouiglign?’
and evil?® To some of the symbols for chaos Levenson adds descriptors such a&’roiling

and violent® He even adds personifications such as sinistesstile>? angry,*

rebellion®* and defectiori®

grammatically possible options; the biblical gramml@ne is not conclusive. One’s own views on
theology, as well as one’s views on what the thggplknd worldview of the Priestly writer(s) was, lwil
influence the interpretation chosen.
2 |bid., 6. There is no myth of God rising out bétprimal elements as there is in the Babylofiaoma
elishand the Egyptian myths (e.g., Atum rises out efghimal waters; H. and H.A. Frankfort, 9). God
does not call the waters “mother” as the gods dénama elishe.g., 111.23).
% |bid., 38.
* bid., 47.
*® |bid., 135.
ij Ibid., 127. Levenson describes the terms of Gerie2 as “the dark, ungodly forces.”

Ibid., 46.
2 |bid., 19, 24f, 36, 39, 40, 44, 47, 50, 90, 997,1P56. Many of these uses of “evil” (including thook
title itself) show that Levenson uses “evil” synomyusly with “chaos.” Levenson offers no justificait
for equating those two terms whose definitionsrerenecessarily mutually inclusive.
9 |bid., 106, 135. Levenson describes the watePsaim 89:10, which he quotes as “You rule the $ueell
of the seayam): when its waves surge, You still them” (105) aagry and roiling. He also uses Psalm
93:3-4 as an example of angry, roiling waters (174,7): “The floods have lifted up, QoRD, the floods
have lifted up their voice; the floods lift up thedaring. More majestic than the thunders of ryigh
waters, more majestic than the waves of the sejgstiaon high is the @rRD!” (NRSV). It is not self-
evident from these texts that the waters are angrg., in the second, there is a comparison byafay
analogy between the magnitude of a known/expergknegural phenomenon and the might of God; the
text does not attribute a motivation or emotiomoder to the waters. Such attribution does nahsee
fitting or congruent with the purpose for which théghty waters are placed in comparison to God.
% |bid., 75. Levenson uses Exodus 15:1-19 to thlR®lWH’s ferocious combat against the Pharaonic
army at the violent waters.”
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In one word Levenson defines God'’s action in creating: ma&te@yeation is the
“defeating of the forces that interrupt ordéf fhaking the chaos into ord&.God
confines these forces in creating, but does not eliminate thérhey are subdued and
ordered, but they still persist as chaos/evil. It is the establishment of basnolakhich
order is created and it is the maintenance of those boundaries by which it*’ kept.

Since the chaos-forces are ordered and not eliminated in creation, chaos is
inherent in the cosmos, history, and in human bethgghere are various symbols used
for the manifestation of chaos in these respective realms. “Leviathan istiorcies
Amalek is to history and as the Evil Impulse is to the Good in Rabbinic psychology.
Each is an ancient or even innate impediment to reality as God, the potentially

omnipotent, wishes it to be. Each can be suppressed for the nonce, but will disappear only

%L |bid., 16. Levenson describes the waters of thedras “sinister forces of chaos” that would suiayh
again if God’s command for them to stay back weseinded. He compares this relation between Gdd an
the “sinister forces of chaos” to the situationatésed in Psalm 104:6-9 and Job 38:8-11.

32 |bid., 48. “Hostile” is used by Levenson in reface to the forces represented by the symbol of
Leviathan.

* bid., 106, 108. See n. 29.

* Ibid., 10, 136.

% bid., 135.

% |bid., 3. “The creation narratives, whatever thength, form, or context, are best seen as diamat
visualizations of the uncompromised mastery of YHV@&&d of Israel, over all else” (3). Catherine
Keller’s critique and deconstruction of this typggparadigm should at the least be given an audibrtare
adopting Levenson’s position for theological pugsssed-ace of the Deep: A Theology of Becoming
(London and New York: Routledge, 2003).

*bid., 12.

% |bid., 22. In Levenson’s account, Israel had mgarable cosmogony with others in the ANE in which
there is “a decisive instance of the victory of thces of order (which are necessarily social pwiitical)
over potent opposition: what emerges from creasansecure and ordered community whose center of
authority is unchallenged, effective, and just”)6€f. Clifford, 7-9.

¥ bid., 17.

“0'See ibid., 65. “Order is now a mattertieé maintenance of boundarjemd even when the forces of
chaos pose no threat to the creator, they stilipeand their persistence qualifies—and defineis—h
world mastery” (65; emphasis original).

“1 Given that Levenson claims God creates out opthmal chaos, it is unclear, then, how our matéyial
should not be viewed as evil since the materiareétion is simply ordered chaos/evil plotting ¢assert
itself.
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in the eschatological reversaf.”With the ever present reality of these forces “The world
is not inherently safe; it is inherently unsafé.Until the day God completely conquers
chaos/evil, there exists an unsafe tension between creation/life ésdliisGod’s
creative mastery and the forces of chaos/death which threaten Godsymnaistl thus,
creation/life’*

The created world is not a static, secure world; God’s activity of aretinot a
confined, once-upon-a-time id&a.The positive order of creation is nattfinsically
irreversible.®® It is not God'’s act of creation/mastery that is the ground of security to
creation/life against the very real forces of chaos/death. Rather,adis Gvenant
faithfulness to keep order that is the only safeguard against the forces of evé. God’
covenant faithfulness is the ground of creation’s sectfrit@od must faithfully continue
to act and keep the boundaries since the setting of the boundaries is not permanently
effective.

There are times that, in the face of the reality of evil, it appears as thalgh e
unchecked and/or triumph&fit.Even so, Israel’s liturgy confirms the hope that God

indeed is sovereign and it calls out for God, in God’s faithfulness, to close the gap

“2|bid., 41. He says further, “As evil did not drigte with history, neither will it disappear al&igerin
history, but rathebeyondit, at the inauguration of the coming world” (&%nphasis original). This claim
would make for an interesting comparison with tlemg of many Enlightenment/Modern thinkers who
thought that evil arose in history and could/wolédsolved in history: e.g., Rousseau and Hegel.
“3|bid., 17. Levenson uses the imagery of the peste of the sea after God’s “combat” with itémts
such as Psalm 104:6-9 and Job 38:8-11 in supptisgfosition. This argument works only if “chads”
?4mployed as a noun and not an adjective which ibesca situation.

Ibid.
% Cf. ibid., xii.
*® bid., 12.
“"Ibid., 48. Levenson uses Genesis 9:1-17 and Ieb-4'Will it [Leviathan] make a covenant with you
to be taken as your servant forever?” (NRSV)—totbay God has pledged an eternal covenant for
creation’s endurance and that God “has, also iet@amal covenant, compelled the obeisance of leiatgr
adversary” (17).
*®bid., 19, 23, 90.
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between that hope in his sovereignty and their experience of f&alftye ultimate hope,
nevertheless, is in the forthcoming decisive battle between God and chassvillThi
result in a transformation, a process of purgation and eradication, which wilisstabl

new cosmogony, a new creatigh.

b. Levenson’s Interpretation of Genesis 1

In the first part of his book, Genesis is first examined in comparison and contrast
with Enuma elist® By way of contrast between the two texts, the gods who remain at
the end oEnuma elishare not primordial—they come into existence—and those god-like
beings who were primordial “fail to transcend nature” and become some of theonéatte
of which creation was formed. Second, Marduk does not have inherent mastery, but is
given his authority by the pantheon of gods. By way of comparison between the two
texts, the waters of Genesis 1 “are most likely primordial” as were Apb@iiamat>
Also, Levenson reads the “Let us make” in v. 26 as an indication that there were other
primordial divine beings beside God; there was some type of calindivertheless,
Genesis 1 affirms that God has no origin and has always been suprem ruler.

In the second part of the book, Levenson returns to his interpretation of Genesis 1

by comparing and contrasting it with the cosmology he developed in Part | baseéron ol

9 Ibid., 19-25. Levenson appeals to Psalm 74; Isaiad-11; 54:7-11 to make his point. “The psalmist
refuses to deny the evidence of his senses inahee rof faith...But he also refuses to abandon the
affirmation of God’s world-ordering mastery” (19).

¥ 1bid., 12, 29, 32, 44.

*! bid., 3ff.

*2|bid., 4.

3 |bid., 5. All the things listed in v. 2 he belevare primordial.

> |bid. Levenson says that the text does not givany indicators of the relationship between Gatl an
these other alleged beings. Thus, it does notielmow if God’s authority is given to him by tkes
others as Marduk’s was. Based on other HB teixis,God who always has the final say so thesendivi
beings are “subordinate and not very individualtz&d.

*° |bid., 6.
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texts in the HE® Levenson recognizes that the placement of the Genesis 1 creation
account has theological significance. However, it is not the only creatignrstbe HB

and its significance is not “as the quintessence of ancient Hebrew thediogs. takes

an approach that does not subordinate the alleged presence of a combat myth in the HB to
the theology of Genesis®}. Harmonizing other HB cosmologies with Genesis 1 “does
violence to the plain sense of the teXt. The character of Genesis 1 serves as one point
along the progression “that runs from the ancient Near Eastern combatontyée

developed creation theology of the Abrahamic faiths"—in other words, runs to the
doctrine ofcreatio ex nihild®® Here there is a distinction in methodologies and

investigative interests between, on the one hand, those who give Genesis 1 pride of place
in Scripture and subordinate the other biblical cosmologies to it by readinghtargh

the lens of Genesis 1's theology and, on the other hand, those who, like Levenson, try to

track the progression of creation theology from sample texts through History.

%% | use the term “cosmology” as Remi Brague doeEhi@ Wisdom of the World: the Human Experience of
the Universe in Western Thougtranslated by Teresa Lavender Fagan (Chicaga)hiversity of
Chicago Press, 2003) where he defines it as “anuat©f the world in which a reflection on the natof
the world as a world must be expressed” (4). “Gography” is “the drawing or description (grapheorfi)
the world as it appears at a given moment, witlaredo its structure, its possible division intods,
regions, and so on” (3). “Cosmogony” is “the stofyhe emergence of things” (3).

" Levenson, 5f.

%% bid., 53.

% bid.

% |bid. His framing of the material in terms ofepression of or moving away from the old myth isyve
different from Rebecca Watson who argues that lsvas very conscious, deliberate, and consistetitén
specific contexts and manner in which it employedain types of grammar that had long extra-bibblica
histories; see, e.g., 259ff. It is still an operstion of whether Israel needed to repress syserét its
scriptures or whether Israel deliberately tolerdatedadoption-with-adaptations of specific images i
specific contexts for their own purposes. Wereghsmwanted, undesirable traditions that the Igeesel
were unable to fully expunge from their canon at thiey intend/desire to say precisely what theg‘zai
®1|f the issue is, as Levenson suggests, which riebes more violence to the plain sense of thédaibl
texts, he has not convincingly demonstrated thisigus lens from other ANE cultures, which posits th
existence of primordial chaos/evil, an ontologynifmosity between the gods and the other, and open
combat between the gods and the other, does lalehee to the biblical text than assuming a texhsas
Genesis 1, even though a later text, is a culnunaif what had been the creation theology of Isalel
along. Levenson’s method is not free of a lensugh which to interpret the grammar and imagesef t
biblical texts. It does not seek to find hlain sensef texts without already assuming a background for
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Levenson uses Psalm 104 as the step in the historical progression just before
Genesis £? In Psalm 104 the sea monster is said to be created and is Gotf's toy.
Genesis 1 goes a step further in demythologizing the sea monster(s) beeguse not
created until the fifth da§# Levenson suspects this is for polemical reasons; it eliminates
the monsters’ proximity to divinity and their role in the creation narr&tivéeviathan
is now only one member of a whole species of marine animals, a species that God not
only creates, but pronounces good, blesses, and charges ‘to be fertile and.ihteas
Levenson also interprets patterns in Genesis 1 such as the light being creheefirsin t

day and the sun not being made until the fourth day as an instance of demythologization

the significance and function of the terms and iesaig that passage. His method undermines hisagode
to find the plain sense of the biblical cosmologied his claim not to be violating them. The casiting
accounts by scholars such as Rebecca Watson, Davidura, and William Brown of many of the same
texts used by Levenson show how different the nmeggnof those texts and their images look when not
read through a combative lens.
%2 Levenson justifies the chronology of the two teb@sed on the fact that Psalm 104 names Leviatken |
many Bronze Age texts would have done and Genedi®4 not use the specific name. Also, since Psalm
104 does not have the heptatic structures, it doeshow dependency upon the Genesis 1 text (59).
Levenson claims that Psalm 104 is adapted fromgaptian hymn (61, 63) and if Genesis 1 is a negg st
in thought from Psalm 104, why does Levenson udg/Baian theology to compare and contrast with
these biblical texts and not Egyptian? The Egwystiand other ANE cultures had different views @f th
primordial waters than representedsinuma elish Also, the Egyptians and Babylonians had veriedsint
experiences of the waters in their rivers. Itifyspeculation how geography and natural phenomeno
influenced their myths; however, they do appedraee views of water that reflect either the preabidity
of the Nile or the unpredictability of the TigrisdEuphrates (cf. H. and H.A. Frankfort, “The
Emancipation of Thought from Myth,” ifihe Intellectual Adventure of Ancient MgZhicago; London:
The University of Chicago Press, 1977], 364f.;Tdforkild Jacobsen, “Mesopotamia: The Cosmos as a
State,” inThe Intellectual Adventure of Ancient M@hicago; London: The University of Chicago Press,
1977], 171f.). Even if there were multiple “sowstéehind Genesis 1, why does Levenson not at least
consider the possibility that Egyptian cosmogragtands behind Genesis 1:2 instead of Babylon’s edbmb
myth?
®1pid., 54.
% Levenson’s use of terms such as “demythologized“depersonalized” show his presupposition that
Israel’s texts are in a line of tradition with ald combat myth. Saying that the waters, darknass, or
sea-monsters are “not mythologized” or “not per$iead” is a different observation with different
presuppositions about the possible relationshipidsen Israel’s texts and those of its neighbors.
% Ibid., 54, 55. Cf. H.W.E. Saggs’ thesis about € 1 being polemical agair&tuma elish—The
(I556ncounter with the Divine in Mesopotamia and Isr@&ndon: Athlone, 1978).

Ibid., 54.
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of the sun®’ In other words, this is one step further away from the combat myth and
cosmography oEnuma elist{®

The terms and images within Genesis 1 have analogues in the broader ANE and
thus this text resonates within that context. Levenson makes an argument thaeeven t
heptatic structures in Genesis 1, unique among all ANE cosmologies, should not be
understood as being completely discontinuous with either its cultural background or the
raw material from which the author(s) drévHe traces, for example, the possible cultic
influences of the Babyloniaakitu festival that was a several-days-long New Year’s
festival in whichEnuma elistwas read on the fourth day. Levenson writes that “As
conjectural as any reconstruction of #k&u and its meaning must be, its relevance to
biblical Israel is even murkier'® He is only trying to say that it must not be assumed
that the idea of creation across several days within Genesis 1 camesxhihin’*
Discussion of this issue of possible inspirations for the heptatic structures ioaetor
cultural milieu helps serve as a segue for Levenson for discussing théaingeoof not
separating the interpretation of texts from their setting in the cult.

Levenson does not believe that Psalm 104 or Genesis 1 represent a full

demythologization of the waters or the darkness; neither text expltaitsshat the

*" bid., 65.

% |n a later section of this chapter | suggest agotvay of interpreting the subsequent creatiorighitd
giving bodies in Genesis 1.

*1pid., 68.

1pid., 69.

"I His strongest arguments for cultural antecedeanits the link between cosmos and temple in the ANE
(see Levenson’s seventh chapter; also seSih& & Zion: An Entry into the Jewish Bilj8an Francisco:
Harper & Row, 1987], 138ff.). Since there is amection between cosmos and temple and since Israel’
temple was built in seven years and was dedicat#fiki seventh month, during the seven-day longvédst
of Tabernacles, there are precedents for linkiegnilimber seven with creation. There are possible
antecedents in the Canaanite tradition since Bsatple was built in seven days (78). Even soghsuen
does need to nuance his claims about some hegtatatures in the Priestly account in light of Brosv
subsequent findings that some of them were added Ebome do not appear until tiag (Brown,
Structure, Role, and Ideology36).
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waters or darkness were created. In Psalm 104 God only made boundaries forrthe wate
that Leviathan once personifiéd.Likewise, the Genesis 1 account has no explicit
statement that the waters or darkness were created. Genesis 1:bédabei'world,’ if
we may call it that, just before the cosmogony bedan.”

Genesis 1:1-2 shows parallelsBouma elish The two texts have similar
introductory statement€Enuma elistbegins: “When aboveshuma elifthe heaven had
not [yet] been named, [and] below the earth had not [yet] been called by a n&me...”
Genesis 1:1—“When God set about to create heaven and earth...” Second, both texts
contain uncreated waters. And third, Marduk uses winds to overcome Tiamat just as a
wind from God sweeps over the primordial waters in"1:2.

The two texts are different in two important ways. First, there is no opposition to
God's creative activity since the primordial matter is inert. And seconahe'$iel:1—
2:3 begins near the point when the Babylonian poem ends its action, with the primordial
waters neutralized and the victorious and unchallengeable deity about to undertake the

work of cosmogony

" |bid., 65. Levenson summarizes: “Order is nowatter ofthe maintenance of boundarjesd even
when the forces of chaos pose no threat to theéarrahey still persist, and their persistence ties—and
defines—his world mastery” (65).

" Ibid., 121.

" Ibid.

> Ibid. Itis at this point that Levenson statds: $pite of some variations, it should now be clbat
Genesis 1:1—2:3 is quite closeEauma elish(121). In Levenson’s eighth chapter he also rsake
argument that God'’s rest at the end of the Gerdesigsation narrative has precedents in other laiblexts
and ANE texts—e.gEnuma elistand the EgyptiaMemphite Theolog§l07). Since creation is an act of
victory and liberation over chaotic forces by Gadbhilanthropic act), the Sabbath represents “alaeg
and unending implementation of the philanthroptituate within the domain of ordinary human
affairs...creation is a paradigm of God'’s gracious pediurable will to save the defenseless” (106).
Sabbath is a rest from toil in creation (107).

®|bid., 122. Levenson never gives an argumenhi®readers about how the combat between Marduk
and Tiamat by which the primordial waters are “nalited” is connected withiEnuma elisito Marduk’s
eventual return to Tiamat's corpse and his subsgquerld formation. Thus, it is not clear how Makis
later formation of the cosmos out of neutralizeden#s linked with or should be conceptualizedemts

of the notion of mastery that marks the earlierataon of the combat. In other words, the question
remains: in this old myth does it narrate that toseequals mastery?
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In Levenson’s comparing and contrasting of Genesis Enilma elishhe makes
a crucial switch from talking about “inert matter” in Genesis 1 to talkibgyt“dark,
inert chaos.”” This is not just a change between synonymous terms. It is a change in
concepts. He offers no justification for this transition. By making the switch Veowe
he is able to continue his comparisons between the two documents; “One thing that this
primordial chaos shares with Tiamat is that it doedisappeay but rather is
transformedduring the act of creatiod® Order and form are imposed on the chaos.

This transition between vocabulary and concepts brings continuity between
Levenson'’s interpretation of other HB cosmologies and how he interprets $&nesi
Switching the concepts in the P creation account also colors his depiction of dtky Prie
cult. It brings Israel’s cult into tighter parallel with the cultstefgagan neighbors. In
Levenson’s chaos-framework, the Priestly cult becomes humanity’s kingigipation
with God in the building and maintaining of ord@r.

Among the many messages of Gen 1:1—2:3 is this: it is through the cult

that we are enabled to cope with evil, for it is the cult that builds and

maintains order, transforms chaos into creation, ennobles humanity, and

realizes the kingship of God who has ordained the cult and commanded

that it be guarded and practiced. It is through obedience to the directives

of the divine master that his good world comes into existé&hce.
Levenson’s transition in concepts introduced into his treatment of the text an aritagonis
relationship between God and the raw stuff of creation. It introduced the notion that

God’s interaction with it in Genesis 1 was about the mastery and control of God’s other.

Lastly, it introduced the idea that humanity’s relationship to creation in generaiobeit

" bid.
8 bid.
9 bid., 127.
8 |pid.
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specifically in the cult, entailed this same relationship of animosity anete: to secure

control of the othef*

8 These ideas of primordial or innate chaos/eviriation and the function of the Priestly cult are
irreconcilable with the observations of other seh®lsuch as Jacob Milgrom ibelviticus 1—16: A New
Translation with Introduction and Commentafijhe Anchor Bible, Vol. 3 [New York: Doubleday, 98,
42f.; Leviticus: A Book of Ritual and EthjgSontinental Commentaries [Minneapolis, MN: Fasgr®ress,
2004], 8f.). Milgrom pieces together his view b&tPriestly worldview and cult from studying theokiaf
Leviticus. At nearly every point, he shows thetcast between Israel’s cult and the cults of itig/nleors.
Milgrom claims that the Priestly cult did not indieinotions of demonic or evil forces that had to be
guarded against or warded off. Rather, the csdffiserved to repair the stainshefmansin and to rightly
order the life of the community. In the contrastween pagan cults and Israel’s Milgrom says: “basic
premises of pagan religion are (1) that its degiesthemselves dependent on and influenced by a
metadivine realm, (2) that this realm spawns aimdk of malevolent and benevolent entities, andhat
if humans can tap into this realm they can acahieemagical power to coerce the gods to do their wi
The eminent Assyriologist W. G. Lambert has stafEde impression is gained that everyday religion [
Mesopotamia] was dominated by fear of evil powers lalack magic rather than a positive worship ef th
gods. . . the world was conceived to be full of deimons who might cause trouble in any spher#eoflf
they had attacked, the right ritual should efféet ¢ure. . . . Humans, as well as devils, mightkvemil
against a person by the black arts, and here taghropriate ritual was required’ [Lambert 1953411
The Priestly theology negates these premisessitytihe existence of one supreme God who contends
neither with a higher realm nor with competing gedihe world of demons is abolished; there is no
struggle with autonomous foes, because there are. Miith the demise of the demons, only one creatur
remains with ‘demonic’ power—the human being. Enddwith free will, human power is greater than
any attributed to humans by pagan society. Not oatyone defy God but, in Priestly imagery, one can
drive God out of his sanctuary. In this respectnans have replaced demonkgyiticus 1—1642f;
Leviticus 8f.). In the pagan world, the cult secured #mple “against incursions by malevolent forces
from the supernal and infernal worlds” through neagieviticus 1—1643;Leviticus 9). In contrast, “The
Priestly theologians make use of the same imagewept that the demons are replaced by humans.
Humans can drive God out of the sanctuary by pgabjut with their moral and ritual sins. All thete
priests can do is periodically purge the sanctaéits impurities and influence the people to atéoretheir
wrongs” (Leviticus 1—1643; Leviticus 9); cf. Leviticus 1—1644ff. Impurity itself was thus harmless in
the Priestly cult, except in regard to the sar@he sanctuary symbolized the presence of God; fitypu
represented the wrongdoing of persons. If persansnuittingly polluted the sanctuary they forced Gad
of his sanctuary and out of their lived’efviticus 1—1643). Impurity was not a sinister force lying d@el
the surface; it was something to be washed awdng ifiportance of washing is not only to keep God'’s
presence in the Temple; rather, impurity is to bleat holiness is to life. Thus, “Because the gsisential
source of holiness resides with God, Israel isiagpbto control the occurrence of impurity lestipinge
on his realm (see below). The forces pitted agaash other in a cosmic struggle are no longer the
benevolent and the demonic deities who populatenytbologies of Israel’'s neighbors, but the foroés
life and death set loose by man himself throughobidience to or defiance of God’'s commandments”
(47). The objective of the Priestly theology witthpurity laws was “to sever impurity from the demnic
and to reinterpret it as a symbolic system remigdismael of the divine imperative to reject deatd a
choose life” (47). (This is echoed in the theoladyl in Genesis 2 in the command to eat not frioenttee
of the knowledge of good and evil, but from thestoé life.) If one were to work backward in thenoa to
construct the cosmography of the Priestly traditidollowing scholarship such as Milgrom’s—
Levenson’s importation of his notion of chaos ienesis 1:2 would be indefensible.
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c. Levenson’s Link Between Creation and Covenant

Levenson’s observations about the link between creation and covenant were
mentioned earlier. In short: in the tension that exists within creation be®e#s
mastery and the chaotic forces that challenge God’s mastery, it is odly €dvenant
faithfulness to maintain his ordering mastery that is the foundation of creagemisty
and not God’s mastering/creating activity.

Levenson further develops the connection between creation and covenant in the
third part of his book by comparing Israel’s faith withuma elish In Enuma elishthere
is a movement from plurality to unity, from democracy among the gods to the impnarc
of Marduk® Thus, there was no longer a need within the pantheon to deliberate about a
course of action. The only resolution before the gods was “whether to accept Marduk’s
offer, whether to make him kind® The alternative was death. There was a suzerain
treaty between Marduk and the gods whom he saved from the threat of Tiamat.

Likewise, YHWH saved Israel from Egypt and Israel was then expectetifyo ra
God’s resolutions. Because of both God’s combat on their behalf and a covenant
between God and Israel, now there was to be in Israel “the exclusive enthmboéme
YHWH and the radical and uncompromising commitment of the House of Israel to
carrying out his command&® The only other option would be defection to another god.
Israel’s monotheism did not necessarily affirm that only one god exidisy rétey were

to live in total allegiance to YHWH. “By and large, the texts in the Hebrew Hilale

8 bid., 131f. Interestingly Brown argues for araekopposite movement in the Priestly traditionstéad

of all others being subjected to God’s mastery, Geides others to participate with him and decalizes

power as the social order increases in compleRityughout Genesis 1.

:i Ibid., 132. Levenson sees echoes of this tymibbrdination of a pantheon to YHWH in the HB (133)
Ibid., 135.
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show the most affinities with the suzerainty treaties also regard thegottheras extant,

real, and potent®® Thus, there is fragility to YHWH'’s covenantal lordship.

Consequently, with God, there was “nervousness and defensiveness with theepsésenc
an alternative to him and his cuff”In Levenson’s assessment, God needs the witness of
Israel and their recognition of his lordship to realize his divinity, to actuliszfull

potential®’

Because Israel must choose between obedience to God and death, Levenson
finishes his book with discussing the need to frame humans’ relationship to God in terms
other than autonomy or heteronomy. Humans cannot be enslaved to the point of
becoming inanimate objects (utter heteronomy). That would not grant mastery to God.
For there to be divine mastery, human subjectivity cannot be assumed BY Goely
must, rather, be subjects under him, able to choose. On the other hand, there is only one
legitimate choice that would not lead to their destructioomplete autonomy does not
define humans’ relationship before God. Therefore, neither heteronomy nor autonomy
are suitable to describe the covenant relationship among God and Israel/fimans.

“Only when the opposition of dichotomy yields to the subtlety of dialectic can we

begin to grasp the Jewish dynamics of lordship and submis&icBdncerning this

subtlety of dialectic, Levenson writes:

% bid., 137.

® 1pid., 139.

87 Ibid. As I will be arguing, God’s rightful lordghdoes not change, nor does God'’s relationship to
creation as God change. It is creation’s relatinGod as both God and lord that changes. Itds th
actualization of the full potential of creatiors full realization of its potential for/with God hich is at
stake. Atissue is its choice of life over dealthis this potential toward which Israel’s faitifiess bore
withess.

% pid., 140.

% pid., 141. Cf. 143.

% bid., 144.

% bid.
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Israel at Sinai is not “equally free to assent and dissent,” but already owes
her freedom and her life to the God with whom she has always been in an
eternal covenant that was only announced and never negotiated... those
who stand under covenantal obligation by nature and necessity are
continually called upon to adopt that relationship by free decision. Chosen
for service, they must choose to sefve.
With a Creator who commands, the “spiritual politics of the Hebrew Bible bedgfims w
duties, not rights®® Even so, humans are neither mindless in living in their duties, nor
should their thoughts replace the commands of the inscrutabl&*Gduere is a balance
between argument and obedience for humans. Even more insightful is Levenson’s
observation that this relationship is significant not only in covenant, but also irooreati
“The presence of variations of this spiritual dialectic in narrative, covenantil

cosmogonic texts suggests its centrality and its depth of rootage in thitelsedigious

consciousness’®
4. An Evaluation and Critique of Levenson
a. Presuppositions in Framing the Material

Finding the best explanatory framework in which to give an account of the
available data is much of what the scholarly task is about. As history has shown,
changing the framework changes how the reality of the same data is ooderéthen
the sun was thought to revolve around the earth, the phenomena of thesgumand

settingwas interpreted one way—that the sun moves around the earth. When the

%2 bid., 147, 148.

% bid., 148.

* bid., 153.

% Ibid. When he speaks of narrative, Levensonfirriag to his prior contrasting of Abraham’s

negotiation with God in Genesis 18 and Abrahamiguastioned obedience to God’'s command in Genesis
22 (149ff).
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explanatory framework changed to the earth spinning as it orbits the sun, intenmsetat
about the same observed phenomena changed.

When George Smith and Herman Gunkel first published their comparative studies
on Enuma elishand biblical creation texts, they thought tBauma elisithad been used
as a source by the biblical authors. In George Smith’s view, the more ancieltrisaby
text supplied details for us that are missing in GeneSisThis type of explanatory
framework for the data has undergone revisions and refinements in the subsequent

decadeq’ Traces of Smith and Gunkel can be seen in Levenson’s work when he writes

% Cf. Dobson, 382, n. 147. Smith was not schootedreAssyriologist; he was an engraver hired by the
British Museum to repair cuneiform tablets. InWsrk on ancient documents at the museum he
“discovered” and translated tigpic of Gilgameslin 1872 andcnuma elishn 1875. Smith first suggested
about theEpic of Gilgameslin 1872: “On reviewing the evidence it is apparthat the events of the Flood
narrated in the Bible and the Inscriptions aresum@e, and occur in the same order” (quoted by Dgbso
39). He suggested when he publiskgdima elistthat “When Genesis was copied from ‘the primitive
account,’” it omits some details, which are includethe Cuneiform narrative” (Hess, 5; cf. Watsbh).
Smith made suggestions about chaos being in beth t€&unkel continued in a similar fashion claigin
that Genesis 1—11 “displayed extensive dependemt¢beomythological tradition in Babylonia” (Hesg, 7
New with Gunkel was that he was the first to briegnbat into the discussion of chaos in the Bible
(Watson, 16). The notion ahaosand especially connecting it with creation in Bible were both
immediately challenged (18).

97 Cf. Richard S. Hess, “One Hundred Fifty Years ofiparative Studies on Genesis 1—11: An
Overview,” in"l Studied Inscriptions before the FloogWinona Lake, IN; Ithaca, NY: Snow Lion
Publications; Eisenbrauns, 1994), 3-26. K. A. Kén decades ago criticized biblical scholars fer th
manner in which they hold on to their theoriestemigh they are doctrinal matters. No matter how
appealing the theories may be given one’s convistimr how long it has been the accepted model tbay.
documentary hypothesis), Kitchen encouraged bibdicaolars to hold them loosely and let them gelire
as Assyriologists must do when new evidence coitttsitheir prized theorieg\qcient Orient and Old
TestamenfDowners Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1966], 28-26-28). It is a growing sentiment that it
is time to lay aside making any connections betvwgmima elistand Genesis 1. Richard Clifford
concludes in his studies that “Though its prefafanction is paralleled in Mesopotamia, attemptshow
that Genesis 1 is directly dependentamuma elistcannot be judged successfuCrgation Accounts in the
Ancient Near East and the BiblEhe Catholic Biblical Quarterly, Monograph Ser&s[Washington, D.C:
Catholic Biblical Association, 1994], 140). A. iel’s chart of a shared sequence of events between
Enuma elistand Genesis 1 has been borrowed by Speiser aas@th evidence for dependency, even
though Heidel “concluded that the parallels werénsaxact that the question of actual literary dejssrcy
must remain inconclusive” (Bernard Bat&laying the Dragon: Mythmaking in the Biblical Titoh
[Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox Press, 19927). Clifford concurs: “Unfortunately, the
similarities are misleading” (140). They “do nake into account the different structures of the tw
works...The worlds of the two texts are altogethefedént, in fact” (140, 141). Nevertheless, Genésis
does have some parallels with other ANE texts; 8@iour present knowledge, however, it is diffi¢alt
prove that any single work is the source of Gengsi$he text may well be eclectic” (141). A véwipful
account of the development of the various ANE ¢abkuand their myths can be found in Geoffrey
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that Ugaritic or Akkadian texts help to give us the full sense of the old myth of which the
Bible only has allusions and snipp&tsThus Levenson works out of the framework he
inherited which presupposes some type of continuum from the old myths of Israel's
neighbors through Israel’'s borrowing of them and demythologizing themai'sr

eventual progression to the doctrine of creation out of nothing. By examining biblical
texts as though their use of certain images is in keeping with their use in the lold myt
(with varying degrees of distance), Levenson believes he is doing the t#astegito the
biblical text and its meaniny.

There is now, however, more than one explanatory framework available through
which to give an account of the data within extant ANE texts. Those who have
developed these variant explanatory frameworks often have done so in reactbedo st
weaknesses in methodology of those operating within the older framework. When a
progression from old myth tereatio ex nihilois not assumed, and when the meaning of
biblical images and their function are determined first by theiptseal context and only
then compared and contrasted with those of foreign texts, then a radically different
picture of Israel's thinking emerges that demands a new framework treipt
relationship of Israel’s texts to its neighbors’. Most significantlygna alternate
reading, there ino combat found in Scripture between God and a part of ndaréo
often theophany is mistaken for combat. There is no depiction of the seas as gging an

rebellious, or evit®® No part of creation is innately hostile to God, nor does God meet

Dobson’sA Chaos of Delight: Science, Religion and Myth #relShaping of Western Thoughbndon:
Equinox, 2005).

% |evenson, 8.

% See Watson'’s list of scholars who have been afgillg the notion of “chaos” in Genesis 1:2 (1627).

10 \watson, 4 and 259ff. In relation to Genesis pécifically B. Alster concludes: “Although attempts
have been made to find traces in the OT of a colmateen God and an alleged monster likanit

(Rahab and Leviathan), there is no evidencetéh@mever was such a personal mythological charaater. |
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any part of creation with automatic hostility. Instead, “God’s actionsrtbar@ation are
governed by his good purpose, not automatic hostility to some of its compotfénts.”

The point here is not to reproduce all of the arguments against Levenson'’s
framework. Rather, the point is that the framework in which one operatesamektr
influential in how the data is interpreted. The idea of a mythic evolution out of which
Levenson works has been adapted and nuanced over the decades in response to various
criticisms against it. Even in its adjusted form, it is still under attack. ieadings of
the biblical texts and ongoing scholarship in ANE studies challenge thesalaade
about the biblical texts by Levenson and undermine the adequacy of the framework he
uses to explain the data. This will be seen further in the sections that follow.

b. An ANE Combat-as-Creation Myth or Distinct Combat Myths and

Creation Myths in the ANE?

In the work of Rebecca Watson, she claims that in Babylonian sources there is no
intrinsic connection betweddhaoskampénd creatiod®? Even inEnuma elishwhere
the two themes of combat and world formation appear on the same tablet, any connection
is of minor or passing concern. Almost without excepti@mrwma elistbeing that one
possible exception—combat myths “are not concerned with cosmic origins but with

theomachic conflicts and the battle for supremacy among the §5dgvithin these

the relevant passageshomrefers to the waters of the Reed Sea, and theat@paof the waters refers to
the Exodus rather than to the creation of the wdrle scene is Israel’s crossing the sea afteriadd
separated its waters (Isa 27:1; 51:9-10; Ps 747189:9-12; Job 9:13-14; 26:12-13)" (1638).

11 \atson, 73; cf. 374.

1921bid., 20. She cites N. ForsythTéie Old Enemy: Satan and the Combat Mytivhich he too claims
that combat is not linked with creation. In thedttic myths of Baal versus Yam or Mot, the baislat
most a struggle for control of the world and itgamization; nevertheless, is it El who is the ageatot
Baal (Watson, 21). This is in keeping with theddahly contributions of McCarthy.

193 |pid., 21. Watson concludes that “a survey oévaht scholarship indicates that, at the leastuaa
connection between combat and creation can no tdrgpresupposed” (24).
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myths the greatness of the struggle is emphasized. There is also a genuiméypoks
defeat for both side®? In fact, in many of the myths the champion (or winning side) is
defeated in an initial combat before victory is accomplished in the main Hatfiéis

can be seen iBEnuma elislwhere both Ea and Anu were sent on failed missions to
subdue Tiamat before Marduk prevaif@g.

There are problems in finding a single combat myth tradition. In looking glosel
at the examples in Ugaritic and Babylonian texts, there are both siredattd glaring
differences between thelfY. Presuppositions have often clouded comparative studies in
harmonizing these text& Harmonization also happens between biblical and non-
biblical texts. In the biblical examples often cited as combat against, cregedence is
often assumed more than demonstrated. Thus, differences are overlooked; missing
components of ANE combat myths are not highlighted. For example, in Israelrgarit
waters may flee and dragons may be slain, but there are never two partieschiptioeeS

locked incombaft® «

there is no mention of the issuing of a challenge, of any attempt to
assault God, or even of acts of self-defiance by these agents. Theioapbation to

God is nowhere unequivocally stated; nor is there any indication that God’s destruction
or ‘ordering’ of them is a reaction to their behavit’" The actual dynamics at work in

the biblical texts have been clouded by presupposed “combat” themes.

1 1bid., 25.

195 bid.

1% 5ee 11.53ff and 11.75ff. Interestingly, EBnuma elishthe combat of Ea, Anu, and finally Marduk with
Tiamat fits precisely with the general purposedombat myths in the ANE—as a “battle for supremacy
among the gods” (Watson, 21). The only thing tatlé itselfcreatesis the death of the last of the
primordial stuff and the enduring fact of the gb@éng the lone remaining controllers of the dessni
within all reality.

07 Tsumura, 144ff.

198 5aggs has listed some of the troublesome assumsptiade by Gunkel and passed on in the field (54f.)
19 \watson, 26.

119 bid.
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Thus, in the entire ANE there is one extant text in which a combat has a
connection with creation. Even then, the connection has more to do with proximity in the
text than with an intentional conceptual integration of the two events. As abener
there are distinct combat myths and creation myths in the ANE. Second, the dependenc
of certain of Israel’s writings on the combat myths of its neighbors is commonly
assumed. However, even in piecing together all of the biblical texts useahagles,
collectively they lack important components of combat myths. Most importanyly the
lack an opponent fighting against God. Levenson’s framework, in which creation is
mastery, rests upon a tradition within scholarship that views creation in the ANE a
combative. However, as that creation as combat tradition is being examined, the
evidence once cited in support has been found to be built upon assumptions more than
reality. For Levenson to keep his interpretation of Scripture, he would need to rebuild the

ANE background and its connections to Scripture from the ground up.

c. Looking Again at the Dynamics in the Narrative ofEnuma elish

This section could be considered an excursus. However, since there are many
claims made based @&numa elishit is worth looking at that text itself. Its interpretation
is key to Levenson’s framework. Reading through the narrative brings to theesurfac
several points of disconnect between the text and how its characters and plot have been
depicted. These features of the text bring into question how it has been commonly used.
At the start oEnuma elishthe masculine Apsu intermingles with the feminine

Tiamat™* It is commonly said that Apsu is the subterrarfeashwater and Tiamat is

11 According to B. AlsterEnuma elistis the first evidence we have of Apsu being pgethas a personal
mythic character in Babylonian mythology (1637).
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saltwater inEnuma elish However, the text does not say this. In V.52-66 the text says
Tiamat is the source of all fresh watét. Apsu, thus, maintains in the text his more
traditional place as the “lower part of the cosmos” 1V.144-145. The contrazéditili
between Apsu and Tiamat is between masculine and feminine—a generative-union
more than between salt water and fr€sh.

Talking about the initial conditions #Bnuma elistbetween Apsu, Tiamat, and the
mysterious Mummu as “chaos” or “chaotic” is not necessarily in keepirgtiettone of
Tablet I. In theiintermingling“the verb does not even indirectly suggest the initial state
of the primordial oceans as ‘chaotic.” According to Lambert (oral comratiomn), this
‘intermingling’ of these two waters was orderly in itself, that is, ‘as tistenig.”*** It
was also positive in that it resulted in the generation of the gods. Generation through
male-female intermingling (not violence) is the first and most primal modesation
depicted irEnuma elist*

In the movement dEnuma elists narrative the raw, primal material—which
generates the gods and is formed into the creation—exists with no assigeed plac
established dwelling, or designated purpose. For example, Apsu, the lower part of the
cosmos, is one with Tiamat; the traditional layers in Mesopotamian cosmologyater
yet established/created. Likewise, the gods when they are birthed hassigreed

places or purposes either. Those had not yet been designated for them. They Had not ye

been called by their names and their destinies had not yet beef'fixed.

12 |pid., 1636.

13 pid.

14 Tsumura, 51.

15 Alster, 1635.

1181n the opening of Tablet I, of all the things niened thatwere not yebr had not beemvhen the waters
of Apsu and Tiamat mingled, the last ones mentiaredabout the gods not having come into beingj bee
named, and having their destinies fixed (1.7-8).
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How the young gods are initially related to their primordial pareramisiguous.

The spatial relationships are unclear; in some regards the gods aers@ihed in their
parents. As a result, the aimless gods and the primordial stuff do nothingthtl dne
another. The gods act like juvenile delinquents stirring their parents. Thengotitshs
make ripples in their parents, disturbing them, and their parents’ motions in twmnb dis
the gods=!’ It is only until Apsu is killed and bars are set forpimceand Marduk rises
in the assembly, kills Tiamat, and makes a world that the gods and world-stgiffeare
places. When the primal (now dead) materials are divided up and arfahiedgods
are appointed to various realms and given roles. They are given dwellingeimtahi
rest at night—a solution to their disturbing, all-hours antics. Stars are magetan
places, gates and locks ensure the stability of their places.

The angst in the narrative up until the gods and the primordial stuff are assigned
places and purposes is deeply felt. The gods seem enmeshed with Tiamat. It had not
been established in the relationship between the gods and the primordial stuff, of who
controlled whom and who should control the destinies. That was sorted out through
combats. Until that hierarchy is established, Tiamat is giving thenaesto her general
Kingu and the gods are giving destinies to Marduk. When Marduk defeats Tiamat and
Kingu, he is the only one left holding destinies. One major uncertainty in the narrative is

resolved.

7 The young gods were created “within” Apsu and Taagh9). The gathering together of the divine
brothers—their moving and running about in the mivabode (1.24)—disturbed the inner parts of Tiamat
(1.23; Heidel, 19). This was painful to Tiamat afysu (1.27); they couldn't sleep (1.38). When Mak
was born, “he caused waves and disturbed Tiamd07l Heidel, 22). The gods accused Tiamat's ioiter
of being disturbed so that they cannot rest (1.115)

118 Along with the use of Apsu as a mythical entitgldine combining of a combat myth and a creation
myth, which both have been noted already, the faomaf the sky and earth out of two halves of the
corpse of a slain monster withiimuma elishs also new to Mesopotamian cosmology (Alster,6£§3
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It is not Tiamat who was “chaos” or “chaotic” by nature; it is not Tiantad &
disorder. lItis the purposeless gods who stir her up who are as much the problem as
Tiamat is by nature or character; after all, it is she who cried out to Apssganse to
his plan to put an end to the gods that she and Apsu should endure the pain inflicted upon
them by their offspring “good-naturedly*® Mummu is the one who prods Apsu to go
on with his plan to kill his offspring, the plan Ea understood causing Ea to kill Apsu and
bind Mummu. Furthermore, it is the gods who scheme for their own benefit to convince
Tiamat to avenge Apsu. After Apsu is killed and placed, and right after theobir
Marduk, the text says:

Then Anu begot winds and brought them from the four quarters, to be the

van and to command the ranks; and he brought the tornado, a wild surf to

worry Tiamat. But now the other gods had no rest any more, tormented by

storms, they conspired in their secret hearts and brought to Tiamat the

matter of their plot. To their own mother they said, “When they killed

Apsu you did not stir, you brought no help to him, your husband. Now

Anu has called up from the four quarters this abomination of winds to rage

in your guts, and we cannot rest for the pain; Remember Apsu in your

heart, your husband, remember Mummu who was defeated; now you are

all alone, and thrash around in desolation, and we have lost your love, our

eyes ache and we long for sleep. Rouse up, our Mother! Pay them back

and make them empty like the wind.” Tiamat approved...

In order that they could rest, the young gods convinced Tiamat to fight the odgoory
their behalf by pressing her on her personal misery and on her sensibilitie§as@dw
mother. Tiamat’'s downfall was in becoming a pawn in the not-yet-destined politics
among the gods. Neither Tiamat nor Apsu wdraosin themselves. The not-yet-

having-social-order situation among the gods and between the gods and the

primal/parental stuff is where the tension lies in the narrative. Thus, shgintté¢re

119 46; Heidel, 19.
120 Barbara Sproul, 94.
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was initially creation out of “chaos” or out of “chaotic” beings/substancelf issin need
of justification based on the text.

It is the entire picture that elicits uncertainty. As the narrative unfoltisefr, its
overall effect gives assurance that it is not the world’s matter, the plishstuff, that
controls the destinies but the gods—specifically, Babylon’s god Marduk. The
arrangements and courses of the cosmic-polis are established by the godspgrtenot
stuff of the world. In fact, it gives assurance that there are destira#s at the present
order of things there is not directionless or purposeless generation. The god$vdeemse
are not purposeless but have places and courses. Humans too have places and courses in
the grand picture under the gods. Before this balance is established, there is-nfancy
literally, newly birthed gods. It is notlisorder” or “anti-order” because no order or
purpose has yet been uttered for it. If any social arrangementsanesived, no one
had the recognized authority or power/ability to override the plurality of voitksre is
aimlessness—juvenile mixing. There is that which can be cosmos, but it lacks the
designs and dictates of Marduk, who violently claimed dominance and to whom it is

gifted to be the rightful holder of the destinies.

d. Framing the Reading of Images

i. Choosing an Interpretive Lens

Levenson does not always make arguments based on the text for why he
characterizes the images in the HB in the way that he does in the spatsficdeites: as
evil, angry, rebellious, etc. For example, he speaks about the sea in Job 38:8-11 as being

a reference to “a somewhat sinister force that, left to its own, would sgénther world
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and forestall the ordered reality we call creatitfl." The translation he uses of the text
is:

Who closed the sea behind doors

When it gushed forth out of the womb,

When | clothed it in clouds,

Swaddled it in dense clouds,

When | made breakers My limit for it,

And set up its bars and doors,

And said, “You may come so far and no farther;

Here your surging waves will stop™?
Levenson comments that the only thing to prevent the sinister sea from beiogtseft t
own devices is the “mastery of YHWH, whose blast and thunder or whose craftsmanship
and commanding word force the Sea into its proper place, apparently without a
struggle.*?* Levenson does not justify why he ignores the metaphor in the passage of the
sea being birthed, clothed, and swaddfédin the metaphor, the baby gushed out of the
womb. Instead of being left naked to spill out all over the place, it was given clothing
and a container. Without assuming ahead of time that waters representa feirust
and that God’s action in the text should be understood as opposition to the sea, this
passage sounds grace-full and is a touching image of God’s parenting of a child—though
be it alarge, mightychild.

The significance of references to bars and doors shoukutanaticallybe
assumed to be an antagonistic relationship. It is possible to fiackgroundor that

popular interpretation by looking narrowly at two placeEmuma elish The first is

where Ea killed Apsu and then took Mumifitand “shut in (and) barred (the door)

21| evenson, 15.

122 pjd.

123 Cf. Watson’s treatment of this passage as a cstitigaview to Levenson’s, 275ff.

1241t is unknown who or what Mummu is; heaybe some form of mist (Jacobsen, 170). Mummuss th
only other primal character with Tiamat and Apsthatopening oEnuma elish
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against him.*?> Narrowly, this can be understood as an overpowering and limiting of
Mummu. In the metaphor in this context, nevertheless, Marduk domesticates Mummui;
Marduk puts him in a holding pen, places a ring in his nose, and then leads him around.
The whole work viewed widely narrates a movement from there being no
structure and purposes among the gods and the primal elements to every elemgmat havin
place, as well as the gods having assigned places and roles. This refeiooanu
being limited and no longer being anyplace (or everyplace) can be understoogithca m
explanation both for how and why the cosmos is as it is and for the gods’ lordly
relationship to the stuff of the cosmos.
The second reference Emuma elishio hardware such as bars, gates, or doors is
on Tablet IV lines 137-140 and is in a similar category to the first. Aftedikakilled
Tiamat, he “vanquished (and) subdued” his other enefffigde then came back to her
dead body, smashed her skull and severed her arteries. All the gods rejoiced, Marduk
received gifts, and he rested. Finally he decided “to create ingenious things'ttoait of
carnage?’ “He split her like a shellfish into two parts: half of her he set up and ceiled it
as the sky, pulled down the bar and posted guards. He bade them to allow not her waters
to escape®® Here the metaphor is one of a priséh However, just as with Apsu after
he was killed, Tiamat’s corpse was made into a recognizable part of thescoShe—or
rather, her matter—finally was assigned to a place instead of having nqglace

everyplace). There is also a transition here, as there was with Apsu, tisahehe

1251 70; Alexander HeidelThe Babylonian Genesis: The Story of Creat®fed. (Chicago; London: The
University of Chicago Press, 1951), 20.

1261v.123; Heidel, 42.

1271v.136; Heidel, 42.

1285 G. F. BrandorPrimal Myths: Creating the Worl@San Francisco: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc.,
1979), 100; compare the translations in Barbar&poul,Primal Myths: Creating the Worl¢San
Francisco: Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1979 and Heidel, 42.

129 This follows the theme in the Tablet of locking thpse who had sided with Tiamat (1V.111-120, 127).
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talked about less as a character, but as water, a component of the cosmos.whtisrber

that the guards are not to allow to leak, not'fiefThe concern is the maintenance of the
place of her waters in the cosmos being newly established. The purpose and plate towa
which Marduk decided to use half of her corpse is as the sky. He put up a bar and guards
to make sure his cosmos stays as he places it. Notice that no bar or gupodseakéor

the half of Tiamat’s corpse left below.

The security of the upper waters is good news for the readers of the myth who
know that a huge volume of water is suspended over their heads. This was also good
news in that Anu, Enlil, and Ea now had their corresponfikeg residences, or
stations™*! The fourth tablet starts with Marduk being given a throne among the gods as
their lord in a time when no hierarchy of the gods over matter had yet bablisbsd.

That lack of established hierarchy is resolved when Marduk slays Tiaohédlkes the
destinies away from Tiamat's general Kingu. The tablet ends with not onlyshiack
being addressed (no hierarchy) but also with Marduk having formed the beginnangs of
cosmos, thereby establishing residences and stations for the other tategodse

The last significant reference to containing hardwaiEenama elishs on Tablet
V in which Marduk has created stations for the great-gods and is setting up the

astrological entities as their likenesses. Marduk “opened gates on both sideadand m

130 should at least mention that in the ANE parsofeone was considered to be linked with that very
person and their presence. Doing harm to someshadow, name, etc. was considered to be doing real
damage to the person him/herself. The argumengbeade here, however, is that the bar and guards
secure the place and purpose for which Tiamat’pseowas being used in Marduk’s cosmos-making.
There is a transition of concern in the narratimevihether any power is greater than the raginghatao
concern for the fixed nature of the sky being mauteof the waters of the now slain Tiamat. Just as
Levenson himself says of Apsu and Tiamat: “One né&wugets their physical basis, water, and each of
them dies, so that the primordial gods are no rmaord, Tiamat is now at best only the matter out loitcty
Marduk has shaped the world” (4).

1311v.146; Heidel, 43. The lower half of Tiamat'sdodoes not become the subterranean waters. Apsu
had already been made into that. The lower hal&bme the ‘earth.” The place to which Marduk (foriyje
Enlil) was assigned (Jacobsen, 169; cf. Tsumur). 3nly her upper half was fashioned into the wsaat
the opposite pole of the cosmos from Apsu, theestdmean waters.
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strong lock(s) to the left and to the right. In the very center thereof he figed t
zenith.™? The point of the tablet is the assurance that the gods and their likenesses, the
stars, all have duties and places, and that “none might go wrong (and) be t&hiss.”

The point of looking at these three referencdSnaoma elishs only to show that
all references to gates and/or bars in the ANE do not necessarily desigraatversarial
relationship, especially not an ongoing one. In two of the references they do elicit
notions of either a pen or prison that holds in what had been Marduk’s adversary. In a
third reference they keep the courses of the newly made astrologitiakenti
Nevertheless, in all cases the adversary (if there was one) was alraadlizezl, even
killed, at the time the securing hardware was used. Its function was to engixingl
some facet of the newly placed cosmological arrangement. In all of gnerreds, their
inclusion offers assurance of the constancy and surety of Marduk’s ordering of the
cosmos out of a previously pathless and place-less cast of characters. Batesiaad
bars serve this broader function in the text, and not always in reference tstngers
adversarial relationship, no more should be claimed about them than that they reassure
the reader that there is a strong, steady boundary for that which exists and would be
aimless otherwise.

In Job, the birth imagery bears closer resemblance to Marduk’s ordering of his
newly made stars. In other words, the birthed seas are neither a prisoaenof the

dismembered corpse of his vanquished foe. In Job, a baby lacking viscosity rdeeives t

1%2v/.9-11; Heidel, 44.

133y/.7; Heidel, 44. Also: “In thé\tra-Hass epic, | i 15, Sv 1, x rev. i 6, etc., Enki (Eti)e god of the
sweet-water Apsu, is mentioned as having ‘the biodt,bar of the sea’...This ‘bolt’ may have kept
Tiam(a)t(um) out—that is, kept its waters from mixiwith the waters of Apsu, as they did at the
beginning ofEnuma elish Thus, in the cosmological traditions of Mesopaita there seems to have
existed a distinction between the domain or ardhefsea’ and that of the subterranean ocean”r(ilsa,
51).
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type of creative care Marduk’s stars receive: the gift of a steadg phat is for the good
of all.

A second issue related to interpretive perspective is that Levenson’skisenod
elishis nearly to the exclusion of considering other possible ANE interlocutorke In t
twenty years since Levenson published his book, comparisons between Genesis 1 and
Enuma elisthave been undermined even further than they had been previSusigo,
by ignoring the way the primal waters are treated in Egyptian or Sun&sanology,
for example, Levenson does not consider as a source for Genesis 1:2 the maiglyneut
of the waters, their generative power, or the non-combative relationship the geds hav
with them in much of the ANE literature. Instead he chooses to view the wétars w
the notion of chaos that he constructed in comparison to a specific interpretation of one
ANE text.

William Brown has studied the role of waters in Greek, Egyptian, Ugaritic,
Sumerian, and Akkadian cosmologies and found imthie precursors that the closest
parallels to the way waters function in Genesis 1—with a generative functiamdor
fish and birds—are found in certain cosmogonic traditions in Egyptian, Sumerian, and
Akkadian. In Sumerian mythology, the originations of birds and fish are conjbfhed.
The Sumerian god Enki, the god of the watery abyss, represents the powitpf fAs
that tradition was brought into Akkadian, Enki was cast “as the water god who provides

in addition to fish, birds from the waters above”

134 ¢t e.g., Clifford, 140; Tsumura, 143; Watson]2i. 20, 376; etc. See also Roberto Ouro, “Th¢hEa
of Genesis 1:2: Abiotic or Chaotic? PartAfidrewsUniversity Seminary Studi&%, no. 2 (1998): 259-
276.

135 Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideolog¥79.

% bid., 178.



124

In Egyptian literature, Nun was the primeval ocean deity. “Nun was often
pictured as a stagnant primeval ocean that the air churned in order to bring about the
appearance of the ‘hillock.’... Nun functioned only in a generally creative sertsa in t
the primordial god was considered the ultimate theogonic sotifc&he gods, such as
Ptah, would seize the power of the potential for being within the primal mateoial int
themselves in order to create. “Water, as personified by Nun, exhibited a generall
creative potency in Egyptian mythology... In short, water is often described ini&gypt
cosmogonies as having a creative link not only with aquatic creatures susi, &sifi
also with birds.**® Thus, within Genesis 1, with the way waters come to participate in
God's creative activity at God’s exhortation—particularly with fish and bith® more
likely ANE background for the waters are the positive, generative peksggefitbm

Sumerian, Akkadian, and Egyptian sources.

ii. Looking for the Function of Images in the Context of the Whole Work

Why does Levenson insist that the Flood narrative and the Exodus narrative
manifest “the same pattern of a cosmogonic victory over lethal wateestambat
myth?*® Regarding the Flood narrative, it does not personify the waters and only shows
God as the one in control. The only way to read the waters in that narrative asganythin
other than a large volume of water used as a tool of judgment and purification by God is

to import those ideas into the text from combat traditions. The problem with that

371bid., 180. Cf. the generative potency of TiamaEnuma elish
%8 |pid., 181.
1391 evenson, 75.
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importation is that the antagonists in ANE combat myths are nowhere desgrithed b
term “flood.”**°

Similarly, Levenson states that the Exodus is a comtithe sea in which the
“enemy is not the sea (which is totally under YHWH'’s control), but PhardoHf’there
is a combat myth underlying Exodus 14—15 that has been fully historicized, and if the
adversary is Pharaoh (as in the case of the Flood narrative it was the wiskafdnes
humanity), why does Levenson color his descriptions of the waters in these aesounts
though they represent the watery chaos-adversary from another culomdsatanyths?
Why does he import concepts found in myths about a hand-toeloamoatbetween a
god and waters into biblical texts abowtamflict between God and humans in which God
uses waters? Levenson does not clearly or convincingly show the logic of how an
ancient myth about cosmic combat underlies a story with characters ddramlifhature
(humans instead of a natural element), in an historical setting (instegudimioadial, a-
historical setting), and with waters having a different role (as instruimstead of living
adversary). Most puzzling, if the antagonist becomes humans instead of watess, how
Levenson'’s vilification of the waters justified, as well as the continuafidime “chaos”
motif in regard to these waters?

In looking at the importance of context, it is questionable whether the author of

Exodus meant for the events at the sea to be reamh@sat although this interpretation

has certainly been in vogt&. Another way to read the entire narrative of Exodus 1—

140 Tsumura, 154f. More will be said about this ir #ection on Tsumura’s position. For now it isiegto
to say that Tsumura finds in other traditions wheee“flood” is an instrument of destruction empayby
certain gods. It is a tool, never an adversame Bsumura’s examination of “flood” waters in btk
Bible and other ANE texts (152-155).

1411 evenson, 76.

14235ee, e.g., Donald GowaRheology in Exodus: Biblical Theology in the ForfradCommentary
[Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox Press, 199134ff.
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14, which results in Israel’s celebration in chapter 15, is that God orchestsatésseof
events whereby Israel and Egypt come to know that he is YHA/H.

The author writes the narrative in such a way that readers, unlike the dfsairacte
the narrative, get to see what God is up to. The reader is let in on the ironystiGzadit i
who must harden Pharaoh’s heart during the onslaught of the plagues. Pharaoh is not
nearly as strong or god-like as those in the story presume him to be. God holds Pharaoh
up so that, at Pharaoh’s letting go of the Israelites, it appears God has acliaxed a
won victory over a strong foe. This played on people’s beliefs concerning the might of
Pharaoh and Egypt in order for them to have some comprehension by analogy of the
greatness of God’s power.

After God, by means of a crushed Pharaoh, lets the people go, God positions
Israel in a precise place by the sea from where they cannot flee (14@)hé&h sends
poor Pharaoh after them by once again hardening his heart, and the hearts of any of his
advisors who may have wisely at that point counseled otherwise. The Isradtitestill
at this point fear the Egyptians and not YHW¥ithink they would have been better off
staying in Egypt under the superpower that God is manipulating to come after them. God

savedsrael from his puppet-Egypt by letting them cross the sea, and then God drowns

143 0n the significance of the theme of knowing in Buxs, see Nahum M. Sarr&xodus: the Traditional
Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translat{®hiladelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 19%1),There are
statements throughout Exodus 1—14 which indicadé khowledge for both Egypt and Israel that YHWH
is God is God'’s aim: that Israel will know the Lasde Exodus 6:7; 10:2; that Egypt will know thed.see
7:5,17; 8:10, 22; 9:14, 29; 11:7; 14:4, 18 (Gowks¥, 137). Lastly, the following reading of thed8us
1—14 narrative is heavily influenced by Lyle Eskng‘Freedom or Knowledge? Perspective and Purpose
in the Exodus Narrative (Exodus 1—15),"Tihe Pentateuched. by John W. Rogerson (Sheffield,
England: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996).

144 Contrast the way they refer to Egypt and goindkhiaserve the Egyptians as they are crying ofean
(Ex 14:10-12) with the statement about ShiphrahPRunah in Exodus 1:17 where it says that since they
feared God they disobeyed Pharaoh’s order toheéllisraelite babies. God needed to orchestragemt

by which Israel’s erroneous fear of the Egyptianald be replaced with fear of YHWH, because this
whole narrative from its early account of the mides makes clear that people will work in servicéhit
which they fear.
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the Egyptians in the waters. Egypt comes to know that YHWH is God. Israel alse com
to know that YHWH is God and they fear him more than the world-superpower they
watched YHWH crush. This transfer of fear is a prerequisite forl ifié@ving God

(Ex 13:21-22; 1:17) and not the Egyptians (Ex 14:10-12).

Levenson calls this a “combat” at the sea. However, the term “comlmatlyis
justifiable from the perspective of the human characters in the narrativeautftoe lets
the reader see that the “combat” is a sham. Pharaoh is not a god who can combat with
YHWH; so Pharaoh must be propped up (hardened) so that the “combat” looks
convincing to both sides. But never does Exodus’ author let the reader think Pharaoh or
Egypt can engage YHWH in true two-sided combat as the old combat myths reported
among divine/primordial beings. If the author of Exodus imports imagery fram ol
combat myths and every presupposition in the ANE about the divinity of Pharaoh, it is
only to make a mockery of them and expose their hollowness before almighty YHWH.
In the worldview within which the Exodus narrative is told, God alone is in the category
of cosmic forces.

Thus, it is not enough to be able to say that vestiges of an old combat myth are
present in a biblical text and then interpret terms and images in the bibticas tdhough
they still function the way they did in the other ANE texts. The meaning and cayrué
of terms and images must be determined by their use and function in their contenxt, i
the immediate sentence, passage, work, other works of that genre or thetidaditan,
and the extant texts of that people group. Only then should comparisons and contrasts be

made among the ways those images function in other cultures. Neither the Flood nor Se
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Crossing narratives stand as examples in the Pentateuch giving warrarkimgy the

waters of Genesis 1 witthaos'*®

e. Reading Chaos into the Priestly Cosmography: Genesis 1:1—2:3

Genesis 1:2 is not overly generous with its descriptions. It introduoés a
wabohuearth, darkness, the waters, and the presence of the Spirit of God. The verse does
not say how to view these things. It does not say that some represent chaos, evil, or
anything other than matter. Context helps determine what to do.

Levenson observes that there is no combat, no struggle, or resistance in the text.
In Genesis 1:1—2:3, the primal stuff is inert. God orders it. Even so, Levenson
presumes that the text is in line winuma elistso that the stuff of v. 2 is a symbol for
chaos—that it is evil?® The Priestly account represents for Levenson a new step in the
demythologization of the primordial stuff away from the myth of combat/masiéris
explains the inertness of the chaos and the absence of resistance to God’s ortieging i
text.

The question is, however, whether reading notions of chaos/evil within the text is
an accurate reading of the Priestly cosmography. William Brown hasdtindvT,

LxX, and the Hebreworlagebehind the.xx. He makes a strong case that the tradition
represented by thexx and the Hebrew VaxXx (itself of Palestinian origin) represents

an older textual tradition that lies closer to the “Priestly” source. In bottxth@nd the

1451 anything they support Milgrom’s view of the Bsily theology in which the (symbolic) impurity
wrought in human sin replaces the (real) demontbéntraditions of its neighbors.

148 |n the reading oEnuma elistoffered above, it is questionable to read the arivaters as
“chaos”/"evil”, especially prior to Tiamat beingdarght into the conflict among the other characters.
Therefore, even if there were a connection betviieisPANE text and Genesis 1, it still would not
necessarily be correct to label the primal water&haos” or “evil.”
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VorLxX the waters play a generative role. They begin as inert, but by vv. 9 and 10 they
are named and are elicited to participate with God in creating.

Analysis of the texts shows that thi& is a redaction of this older textual
tradition. From that older tradition, the Masoretic tradition added many hefeiatices.
Also, even though the earth retains its generative role imtheertain transition
formulas were moved or removed to downplay the generative role of the Watétaus,
in looking at the text tradition from which the Masoretes drew, one sees there is a
social/collaborative structure throughout in which “God assumes the role ast#iie ‘t
subject, the earth and the waters are depicted as agents and occasionatlyiaubgc
process of creation, and the remaining objects of creation are commanded to $@&agent
the maintenance of order, all within a rigorously consistent structtirdt this social
structure, “God is not selver and againsthe created order; rather God is portrayed as
acting fundamentallyith the created and creating ord&t? The divine “commands”
should be interpreted @asssivecommands to “connote a sense of collaboration among
the agents*® God'’s rule iswith creation.

Thus in the conceptual world of P, the picture “is preeminently one of harmonious

collaboration. P is convinced that only such a ‘social’ ordering can result ictp@bts

147 Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideolog98ff.

8 |pid., 208f.

1491bid., 214. In Remi Brague’s assessment of I&daith, “they imagined a creation that was nat th
result of the work of God, let alone the resulaafombat between God and some primitive monstefou
speech” (47). Creation is certainly a producti#md yet creation is also the instilling of a meagi
through a word and the attachment of a value: thative word is the word of justice” (47). Bragsie’
equating of the creative word with justice workdlweth Brown'’s view of Genesis 1 if ‘Yjustice’ i@ken to
mean what Sharon Baker describes in “The Repetitidkeconciliation: Satisfying justice, Mercy, and
Forgiveness,” irBtricken by God?: Nonviolent Identification and tietory of Christ ed. by Brad Jersak
and Michael Hardin (Grand Rapids, MI: William B.mmans Pub., 2007). Therein biblical justice is
depicted as a reconciling move, equated with ragtion, mercy, the removal of blindness (light)inige
satisfying to God, and an absence of violence @28 It is restorative and builds relationship29). If
that is biblical justice, then God’s creative dalGenesis 1 is certainly just and gives both msgand
value to what God is doing.

%% pid., 225.
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work and order** According to Brown this is the ideology, teaching of P’s
cosmogony. It “offers a cosmic prolegomenon for the realization of ayclearl
differentiated community, for the inauguration of a new age in the culturahhitthe
exilic/post-exilic community, as well as a utopian ideal by which angtless than
perfect cooperation and order can be critically asses3edtich an ideology is
“characterized by collaboration in which all segments of the cosmid/sodex are

incorporated according to their respective abilitigs.”

f. Undesirable Theological Implications

In the categories of the classic framework for the doctrine of creatotmtee
options were creation out of nothing, emanation, or dualism: in other words, creation—
distinct from or out of God—as a total act of God alone or some type of interaction
between God and a preexistent other. Levenson outright rejects a notion of creation out
of nothing within the HB and chooses to read the cosmologies through the framework of
a pre-existing, uncreated chaos. Not only is there this uncreated chaostlitgs nei
morally good nor neutral. He classifies it as evil. Thus, God’s most funddmenta
relationship to the only thing that is primatitherto God is antagonistic. These two
forces, the good-God and evil-stuff, are in open conflict with each other. Levenson does
not give the powers of chaos intellect or give them personhood beyond personifying their
manifestations. Nevertheless, chaos works against God and God’s cosmogonic efforts
With Levenson'’s starting foundation of tension between God and the other, God’s

action toward the other is (dis)colored accordingly. The impetus and end of God'’s action

151 hid., 225f.
1521hid., 232.
153 | pid.
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is to gain mastery so that God would reach the fullness of God’s lordship over all others
This happens inppositionto the other and ultimately at a cost of the compléti-

ation of the primal other. God will truly gain alpha position when not only all glse i
subjected to his ordering mastery, but also when that fundamental, primal chaos/evi
within all else is conquered and eradicated. When God’s own coming to be is described
relative to sovereignty, lordship, and mastery, it results in an incomplete vieads

motive, work, and aim in creating and in relating to creation it3&l6od’s foundational
relationship to the other is not opposition. God'’s first act toward the other is not mastery
by way of combat, force, or even command. Rather, God is love; God’s first aét is sel
gift by the Spirit (Gen 1:2).

Levenson'’s starting point of tension has implications for God'’s relationship not
only with creation, but also for humans in how Levenson depicts the function of Israel’s
cult and in how their covenant relationship is defined. Within the cult, humanity’s
relationship to creation mirrors God’s. The cult is a matter of holding back anddholdi
together; it is a tool for engaging the enemy. Only insofar as that is plisioad can

and does the good order that is creation come into being. The cult (and God'’s cigating)

1% Since Levenson is influenced by process thoughertiertains the idea that the relationship between
God and creation is not a settled matter in the ¢iBWatthew Levering—Scripture and Metaphysics:
Aquinas and the Renewal of Trinitarian Theold@xford: Blackwell Publishing, Ltd., 2004), 77ff-ro
Levenson’s background and for a critique of hisitpms from a position of classical theism. For keegon,
since authority is established in relationship ijx¥@od’s authority is something that comes to bdgrted,
or ratified by creation or it is frustrated and draged by the forces of evil operative within diea. For
example, “The utterly benevolent God of creatioli e himself only when humanity, male and female,
created in his image, is able to be itself, withitnat interference of the malign forces. In thisalogy
divine and human integrity are neither identical separable. Both ardtimatelyreal, butproximately
frustrated” (46; emphasis original). Levenson doetsclaim there is a coming to be of God’s autiyari
Genesis 1; it is a given in the text. | would adiat it is possible to talk about the fixed nataf God’s
authority in relation to creation from God'’s side the basis of God being Creator and creation being
contingent upon God'’s creative activity. God isriayure God; in relation to this creation God is&or.
These do not change regardless of creation’s regporowever, whether creation relates back to &od
God is subject to fluctuation. | readily concutiwievenson, nevertheless, that Genesis 1 stands in
contrast tdEnuma eliston the fact that there is no combat in Genesisvthich God must gain or establish
his position of authority in relation to the stoffhis creation.
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not first and primarily about the unfolding of the good and the beautiful. It is not first
about the expression of the good among a people in relation to God. It is not first loving
God and neighbor. It is first a battle. The cult (and creating) is definedyfivgtd it
negates.

In Jacob Milgrom’s years of studying Leviticus, he concluded that in thstlgrie
cosmography there was no notion of the dembticThe demonic that had to be fended
off and guarded against in neighboring cults was eliminated in Israel&li?galt and
replaced with human sin. Humans were the problem; nothing®&l$tumans did not
start as a universal problem. Rather, insofar as they did not live out the goodness of
God's calling—i.e., follow after God’s walking before them—thezamampure.

Within the cult, there was a solution for the polluting effects of human sin. The solution
was not a warding off or holding back the effects of human sin. The solution was a

positive (creative) life-giving restoration into the goodness of the covenanoity.*>’

1% 35ee n. 81. Douglass Knight has observed thisedis We concludes that for Israel “What is primiatd
is the goodness of this world and of humanity; whaadically intrusive is the evil which humaniges...
In the idyll of this world, humans interject disddi(“Cosmogony and Order in the Hebrew Traditioim,”
Cosmogony and Ethical Ordezdited by Robin W. Lovin and Frank E. Reynoldkiffago; London:
University of Chicago Press, 1985], 147). It iy ke keep in mind that “evil in the Hebrew traditics
assigned no ontological value. It has no essercedependent existence. It is something whictoise
by humans, deleterious acts directed against dilneians and against God” (147).

16| evenson even says when commenting on Psalm 194: Worldview in which even Leviathan was
formed for benign purposes and continues to dehightreator, only humanity is capable of posing a
challenge to God...The great struggle for the altogregiood world has moved from cosmogonic myth into
the human community and perhaps the human heatl#s(58). Levenson unfortunately neglects this
observation when outlining his claims that the gthecult was a participation in God’s cosmic magiaf
chaos.

157 ¢f. Milgrom, Leviticus 1—1649f. According to the Priestly view, “while sinay not scar the face of
the sinner it does scar the face of the sanctydgj. Because of this, there is collective resjimlity
within a society to not allow the wicked to flourig50). There is extra responsibility on the higiest and
leaders to “bring special sacrifices (4:9, 23),tfair errors cause harm to their people” (50)hus, in the
Priestly scheme, the sanctuary is polluted (reacie$y is corrupted) by brazen sins (read: theciypaf
the leaders) and also by inadvertent sins (re@datiquiescence of the ‘silent majority’), with tiesult that
God is driven out of his sanctuary (read: the maisodestroyed)” (50). In the Day of Purgatiore th
purification of the sanctuary was extended to thepte; it was a day “for the collective cathardissoael.
God would continue to reside with Israel becauseddiinple and people were once again pure” (51). On
blood as life—and living within/according to eithde or death—in the Priestly theology, as weltls
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The cultic/religiousvay of lifeof the people also needs to be stressed with, if not above,
the reparative practices provided for in the Priestly literature. d¢iimrnoliness, in the
sacredness of life, is of key significance in many of the obscure prescsipor daily

life in the Levitical code.

In regard to the covenant between God and Israel, Levenson wrestles between
humanity’s autonomy and complete heterondrffyHumans cannot be completely
mastered and lose their subjectivity. For God to be lord over humans, all hints of
autonomy cannot be erased; that would undermine God being lord tnven aOn the
other hand, if humans are utterly autonomous, then God lacks mastery. In Levenson’s
zero sum framework, for God to win, the other must lose some of the freedom it
possesses by natur®.it must lose some of its personhd8d.Both God and the other

cannot both, at the same time, come to the fullness of personal expression. Covenant and

symbolism(versus magic) of the cult, see Milgrobgviticus 1—16254-258, 711f, 1000-1004; in brief,
“Sacrifice, in their view, means returning lifeits creator...Because the concept of holiness repreten
forces of life..., the sacrificial system enables ésta enter the sanctuary—the realm of holiness—and
receive, via the sacrifices, the divine blessirfgExod 20:24) of life-giving procreation and lifetstaining
produce (19:25; 23:11; Ezek 44:30; Prov 3:9-10nuianeously, Israel must guard against the ocnuere
and incursion of impurity, the symbol of death” (B).

138 Arguably the gap between these two options lighéndoctrine of creation—in the gap opened between
God and the world in their existence and operatidressenson rightly sees that theology of creatind
covenant are linked. Unfortunately, because h&svaiithin the traditional polarity of creation tHegy—
especially by choosing to start with a duality—kapes and limits how he portrays covenant relatiipns
1595ee Charles Taylor's treatment of differing nosiari freedom in part Il oPhilosophy and the Human
Sciences — Philosophical Papers{@ambridge [Cambridgeshire]; New York: Cambridgevénsity
Press, 1985). Levenson’s use of the term “freediorttiis portion is a modern use because freedom
belongs to the person instead of being ascribeeldbais having a certain place in a society (Tayd8).
Levenson’s view would also be an example of a negd#teory of freedom; freedom is individual
independence from others (Taylor, 213). Levensgs shat there is a divine command prior to humans
having freedom. Thus, there is a duty to use fveedccording to the command. This is not using a
positive theory of freedom, however, because inugirg of freedom, the person has not “effectively
determined oneself and the shape of one’s lifeyldra213). The person is submitting to another’s
designs instead of seeking self-realization. Témsgn freely truncates their freedom, a part of harself.
180 evenson did not invent this dilemma, or zero-gtamework. It is an ongoing issue in the classic
framing of the doctrine of creation. He simplyrtdaon the side of dualism (autonomy) and worksatimiv
divine mastery instead of starting with divine f&dne (heteronomy) and explain the othernesseattiom.
One aim of this project is to move beyond the ditearof these approaches in the doctrine of creation.
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creation both entail a gain for God and a loss for the other. The other is subjected under
the command of God.

Levenson seeks to find a way through the insufficiency of saying covenant (and
creation) is both autonomy and heteronomy by an appeal to dialectic. Nevertheless, i
the framing of the dialectic, God'’s prior commanding and imposition of duties still
remains over-and-against the free ones who must choose the place of servanthood. Thus,
recognizing “God’s inscrutable yet unimpugnable mastery is alpaiygully difficult—

God has made things that way™ The consolation for submitting against one’s grain is
that “it does result in the good life in which God reinstates his justice and rersaws hi
generosity...the good order that is creation comes into b&thgrhis willful subjection

is the precondition for the good order to come about. In addition, for creation to be
willfully subjected, then, is also a facet of t@odorder’®

Levenson hypostatizes chaos/evil and makes it innate within creation. Because
God is against chaos/evil, God is against creation insofar as chaos/evil isannhate t
God can only be unreservedly for creation at the eschaton when chaos/evil is purged. In
the Christian tradition, evil has been defined commonly as a lack. Even thoughkhat lac
is manifest within creation with real, negative consequences, evil isosthypostasized.
Thus, God does not suppresghat would be logically absurd. Rather, evil can be
eliminated through God’s abundant gifting. God’s response to evil exgaatst

creationt®* It is for creation and creation’s fulfillment.

161 evenson, 156; emphasis added.

192 |hid.

183t is remarkable that Brown, looking at the exsaune text, comes to the exact opposite conclustds.
cooperation and collaboration—full participation ddyaccording to ability—that is a requirement &d
part of the good order.

%4 This claim is certainly not a settled matter ihlisial theology. Divine justice in the Bible hasdn
interpreted as punitive for centuries. The cha@émraised against this interpretation have bemrasing
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5. Levenson’s Laudable Ideas

First, Levenson rejects the presence of a notion within the HB of a crdadton t
was established in a fixed state at God’s decree. He has observed in the HB the
dynamism of the relationship between God and creation, which includes htfmates.
also understands that covenant is not fixed by divine decree and irrevi3€abl@o is
relational and dynamic; it is ongoingly honored and chosen. His observations about the
dynamism of the relationship between God and creation/humans in creating anchtovena
will be affirmed.

Second, Levenson is right to reject the dichotomy between autonomy and
heteronomy in the divine-human relationship. Nevertheless, in building his creation
theology, he has simply chosen the opposite of creation out of nothing; the tension
between choosing God as sole source or there being an autonomously-existing other
remains. He is to be applauded for wanting to get beyond that tension between the two
polarities. His creation paradigm simply does not enable him to describe biidial
outside of the language of “command” and “freedom”, “obedience” and “argunheant” t
is rooted at the poles in the dichotomy. Even so, his insight and intention to go beyond
the dichotomy will be preserved.

Third, connecting covenant and creation together is a brilliant observation and

Levenson is right in making it. However, the way in which Levenson frames the two

in recent years by those who see God'’s justicestonative; see Sharon Baker's essay (n. 149). The
notion of evil as a lack is not universally accelpg@d has not been free of criticisms; see T. F.ahae,
“Contingence and Disorder,” iDivine and Contingent Order: Nihil constat de cogténtia nisi ex
revelatione(Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 1988Y,-92; also see Robert John Russell,
“Entropy and Evil,"Zygon19, no. 4 (2006): 449-468.

1% 35ee, e.g., ibid., 12.

1% |bid., 138.
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components is not the only justifiable viewpoint. He assumes, even in the Genesis 1
account, that the waters, darkness, tahadi-wabohtearth are symbols of chaos/evil.
Thus, God’s interaction with them is command and mastery. If notions of evil were
eliminated from his interpretation, the relationship of God to the other in creation and
covenant would change drastically. Also, if more attention were paid to the divine
speech of “Let there be...” it could be interpreted¢atandresponsenstead of
commandandobedience God’s utterance becomes a positive proposition toward
fullness, goodness, and beauty for the other instead of mastery, limitation, and
subjugation. God’s speech becomes abundant gift for that which is addressed instead of a
curse leading ultimately to God’s own god.

If anything Levenson does not make the connection between creation and
covenant strong enough. He should have interpreted creation in light of both covenant
and the “spiritual politics” of the biblical narratives. He observes that thersimilar
politic at work in narratives, covenant, and cosmological texts. However, he does not
speak about God’s relationship with matter in cosmogony in the same ways e tries t
nuance his treatment of God'’s interactions with Abraham, and later wigh. Isra
Levenson speaks of creation more in terms of combat and establishing foraefuitdea
againstthe primeval chaos. The goal is heteronomy in regard to the primal chaos/evil.
Levenson does not talk abargnsenof the chaos/evil—the dynamic at work in the
related narrative and covenant texts. The fact that the waters, darkidedssart-earth
are called chaos/evil precludes such a notion. Because Israel’s creasmhter the

same dynamic as both narrative and covenant texts and because of the lack of human

157 See Brown’s suggestions for interpreting thesendispeeches as more indirect, jussive commands,
Structure, Role, and Ideolog$22, 225.
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heteronomy before God in those non-creation texts, Levenson should have re-evaluated
how he portrayed God'’s relationship with the primal substances in God’s creative
activity.

By identifying the stuff of Genesis 1:2 as symbols of chaos/evil, the way he
described God'’s relationship with it was affected. This then pushed his view of the
cosmology of the Pentateuch in a theological direction that the non-creatiothéeria
show us not to move. Regardless, Levenson’s observations about the connection between
narrative, covenantal, and cosmological texts in the Pentateuch and thes dreme
valuable and will be supported, even if his framing of the texts will not be.

Fourth, the work that Levenson has done linking the temple and cosmos is
significant. The temple is a microcosm of the world—the world as it shotfit-send
the world is a macro-tempt&? “Collectively, the function of these correspondences is to
underscore the depiction of the sanctuary as a world, that is, an ordered, supportive, and
obedient environment, and the depiction of the world as a sanctuary, that is, a place in
which the reign of God is visible and unchallenged, and his holiness is palpable,
unthreatened, and pervasivé” Even though a different framework for understanding

God’s creative activity and God'’s relationship to creation would change Levenson’s

188 evenson, 100.

1891t other ANE gods build a temple after creatingpae is built, and they rest in it (107), whatdhgical
statement does the Priestly writer(s) make aboutsGabode/temple by saying that God created the
heavens and earth (2:1) and God rested (2:2)?ai$ence of a reference to temple seems to be &l ex
type of statement Levenson makes that the whobeeattion is—or is to become—God’s macro-temple.
10 1bid., 86. In Milgrom’s work on the significancd animal sacrifice being for the cleansing of the
temple and altar from the impurity of inadverteint-snot the purification of the sinner—he says: “The
inadvertent offender needs forgiveness not beoaiusis act per se—as indicated above, his actrggvien
because of the offender’s inadvertence and remosg-because of the consequence of his act. His
inadvertence has contaminated the sanctuary, andig responsibility to purge it withfatta't”

(Leviticus 1—16256). Given Jacob Milgrom’s work on sacrificéhrSt’s spilt blood on the cross would
take on a different, yet significant, cleansingdiion within the macro-temple, the world. Althoudghan
important theological point God'’s people (also@dlGod’s temple) are given Christ’s blood to ingelite
joining of Levenson’s and Milgrom’s scholarship temple and sacrifice has far reaching implicatifmms
how Christ’s sacrificial death can be understosdyall as for the Eucharist.
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language about temple and world, it is a significant connection, nevertheless, that
Levenson offers.

William Brown has already done some of the work to place Levenson’s
connection between temple and cosmos in a non-mastery framework by focusing not only
on the finished products as Levenson does, but by comparipgatesse$®y which
creation and tabernacle-construction are descfileBoth processes have 1) a social
hierarchy marked by collaboration, 2) respective roles for each group sudabffering
abilities, and 3) progressions free of resistance or oppoSffidn. fact, in Exodus, the
response of the ‘generous of hedrtis so great in bringing forth raw goods for the
tabernacle that some had to be turned away. Levenson’s work of connecting cosmos and
temple has been invaluable and has led to helpful insights in connectprgtksss by
which they were established.

Fifth, Levenson’s claims concerning the type of transformation/newia@ngagt
will take place at the eschaton are go8idEven so, his framing of history as a
movement between the varying levels of divine mastery over the primordiag innat
chaos/evil in the world, humans, and history is not necessary or desirable. Where chaos
is manifest within creation, it will certainly be eradicated. Howeverwidne“chaos” is
defined makes all the difference in what that means. Levenson’s hopes fdutkeafe
laudable, but they will be given a different meaning as a new framework is pdopod

the terms are redefined.

1 Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideologg912.
72 Cf. ibid., 213f.

1 |bid., 213.

7 3see, e.g., ibid., 39ff.
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C. David T. Tsumura’s Creation and Destruction: A Reappraisal of the Chaoskampf
Theory in the Old Testament

David Tsumura not only takes a different position than Jon Levenson in
interpreting Genesis 1, the character of their writing reflects nheihods. Levenson’s
writing is much more colorful and dramatic than Tsumura’s technical, yJaestilable,
writing.

In this section Tsumura'’s side of the conversation and an analysis of his position
will be offered. The intent in engaging Tsumura’s work is to show that it is not only
possible to give an account of creation in Genesis 1 without reference to chabat thut t

provides a way to a more plausible and richer reading of the Priestly teachings.

1. The Questions Tsumura Seeks to Answer i@reation and Destruction

There are many assertions about links between the Genesis 1 account and other
ANE traditions. Tsumura in his work seeks to weigh the claims concerning connections
between various ANE traditions within surviving texts based on detailed examioéti
the texts in question. Specifically he wants to examine the notions of ptiegxis
“chaos” that have been associated with Genesis 1.

Tsumura is greatly concerned with methodology. He, with others before him,
believes “a synchronic and structural study should have priority over a diachronic and

1,45

comparative one.”> Many errors in comparative studies are made because texts and the

images in them are not understood properly. There are also many erroneoustigks bei

15 Tsumura, 4. See K.A. KitcheAncient Orient and Old Testame@hicago: InterVarsity Press, 1966),
87-88; see also Richard S. Hess’ outlining of teeetbpment of methods and his suggestions for
methodology in his essay “One Hundred Fifty Yedr€omparative Studies on Genesis 1—11: An
Overview,” n. 92. Similar to Tsumura, in Rebeccat¥én’s view it is a problematic methodology tsffir
go to outside sources to interpret Scripture (F)n.
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perpetuated based upon faulty etymoldGyThus, in this revision and expansion of his
1989 book’’ he investigates not only Genesis 1 and 2, but also “the functions of ‘waters’
and ‘flood’ in biblical poetry” as well as whether “the so-called chaos dragmhsas
Leviathan, Rahab, and Yam have anything to do with the creation motif in the biblical

tradition.”’®

2. Distinguishing Tsumura’s Methodology from Those Whom He Critiques

a. Tsumura’'s Synchronic Approach

In Tsumura’s methodology the first question to ask about a text is its genre and
purpose. Not enough attention has been given to the contrasts between the nature and
function of the literature in the various ANE cultures. For example, “Ugéudis no
prophetic poetry, no psalmody, no extensive examples of literary narrative proge.”
has very different genres than the Bible. Thus, in making comparisons acrosscultur
there has been a tendency to “biblicize” other ANE documents and interpretlbiblica

documents mythologicall§?*°

178 Ipid.

7 The Earth and the Waters in Genesis 1 and 2: Auisiig InvestigationJSOTSup 83 (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1989).

"8 TsumuraCreation and Destructigraf.

19 bid., 146. Cf. P.C. Craigie, “Ugarit and the RibProgress and Regress in 50 Years of Literauglyst
in Ugarit in Retrospect: Fifty Years of Ugarit and Ugi, ed. G. D. Young (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 1981), 107.

180 bid. There has also been the tendency to hamadhk differing purposes for the combat motifthie
Ugaritic and Babylonian traditions even thoughnbéure of the conquest in each is different. @nahe
hand, Baal was establishing his kingship amongtius. On the other hand, Marduk was already
enthroned among the gods and was sent to deathwithgitated Tiamat (Tsumura, 151). | have
mentioned, nevertheless, that the superiority @fgbds as a whole to the primordial stuff had rearb
established in the politics of the narrative atpgbet that Marduk engages Tiamat. For this redkere is
some parallel between the function of the combé#téntwo traditions; Tiamat is simply not part bét
pantheon of gods, even though Marduk does neestablésh his superiority over her.
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In determining the meaning of terms or images in these various textmylite
context is of greatest impoft: The structure of the text shows the relationship of the
terms in the text or literary devices at play: i.e., merism, hyponym, ant@ynonym,
simile, metaphor, etc. Seeing the terms’ relationships to others in the texinditates
the nuances of a term being highlighted. By noting these nuances as well agaatisg t
in specific word pairings across texts it enables one to see that cemasand pairings
are often reserved for specific applications within cultdfes.

One brief example of looking at structure is Tsumura’s look at Psalm 46 where
the presence of a fight between God and the sea has been prépoEee structure
shows, however, that there is a comparison in the psalm between the destructive
capacities of the sea against the mountains or earth (vv. 2-3) and the destradtzanG
bring on the nations or earth in judgment (v. 6). The psalm never places God and the seas
in tension with one anoth&?

Lastly, Tsumura questions the logic and accuracy of some of the prior
etymological connections made between Israel's terms and those in tieeahits
neighbors, especially divine names in the myths. The logic had once been thatwa Hebr

term such agehomin Genesis 1:2 was derived from Tiam&ttherefore, the presence of

181 g5ee, e.g., ibid., 151.

182E g., as will be shown later, certain terms fotavare used in reference to certain parts of tédn
both Israel's writings and those of its neighbofdso, depending on the context, whether a bipartit
cosmos (heaven-earth) or tripartite cosmos (heaegti-under the earth) is being described, difteren
terms will be used consistently for the variousqaiThere are also contexts in which the threelseof
earth (i.e., everything under the heavens) aregbmientioned: the human abode, waters beneath,
underworld. Careful attention to the cosmograpéiyndy used in a text and the terms used in referience
its parts is crucial or mistakes can be made inpaoing the texts of a single culture, let aloneamparing
across cultures.

183 This link has been made since Gunkel’s influentiaik. It can be seen in the work of scholars sagh
Mowinckel, Weiser, Neve, and Day. Their positi@as be contrasted with those of Saggs and McCarthy
(Tsumura, 156).

% bid., 160. See his ch. 9 for the full treatmehPsalm 46.

185 |bid., 36. This was Gunkel's suggestion.
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tehomshows thaEnuma elishs a source for Genesis 1 aettomshould be interpreted
mythically as a symbol for the notion of chaos, even if it is much more toned-down than
was once represented by Tiamat. However, more recent etymologigaisshows that
it “is almost impossible to conclude that AkkadiBiamatwas borrowed by Hebrew as
tshém”*® Looking at the trend in Mesopotamia and Canaan to take common nouns and
later make them into divine names in limited mythological settings, it is mkeby lihe
seeming similarity betweeehomand Tiamat is a shared Semitic rtibm.*®” A
simpler, logical explanation faehomis that Israel never deified its word from the root
*thm as its neighbors did their words in select contexts.

b. Tsumura’s View of Gunkel's Legacy of Diachronic and Typological

Methods

Given the technical nature of Tsumura’s methodology, he is critical of diachronic
methodologies that draw upon typology and allusions between texts. Much of what he
does is to clear away the conclusions of those types of studies by andtgzmgthod
by which they were reached, critiquing the logic of the arguments, and disshieing t
evidence through careful study of the texts in question. Tsumura denies thet tere |
evidence “that the entire myth of ancient Canaan was transferred tbtbédBimeans of
so-called historicization. It is virtually only in the poetic texts that sivailar’ materials

appear, and they usually constitute just a group of words or phrases, never sentences or

18 |bid., 37. William Brown has a similar positio8t(ucture, Role, and Ideolog¥03, n. 15); cf.
Westermann, 104.

87 |n Tsumura’s words: “It should be pointed out tta Akkadian ternti’ gmtum > tamturmormally
means “sea” or “ocean” in an ordinary sense amsdigetimepersonifiedas a divine being in
mythological contexts. Therefore, the fact tlOmis etymologically related to Tiamat as a cognate
should not be taken as evidence for the mytholbdiependence of the former on the latter” (38); 4&e
53 for a detailed treatment of the various Sentdtngyuages.
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discourses®® His synchronic approach shows that similarity of phrases does not mean
similarity of subject matter across texts with different genres or pespasd from
different cultural perspectives. Showing the “similarity or the ‘fatsameness in form”
between ANE texts shows only tHf;the hard work of synchronic investigation still
needs to be done before comparing and contrasting terms, images, and ideas between the
texts. Comparing forms has not been distinguished enough from a synchronic
approach®

c. The Contrasts in Observations of ANE Traditions Based on These

Methodologies

Against the backdrop of the picture that has been typically painted about ANE
mythology and the Bible’s relationship to it, Tsumura offers evidence forstiaiisy
different account. First, there is more than one combat myth in the ANE. Irsome
example, in the Baal myths—neither the creation nor arranging of the cosmes is e
associated with the myth, only the cosmos’ mainten&tctn fact, in the Baal myths the
creator god El is not even involved in the comBatScholarship suggests that if there
was an early combat myth, it started along the Mediterranean or to the'Ndehuma
elishis a later tradition in which a conflict between a storm-god and the sea is woven into

a story of the creation of the cosnd$a combination of these two themes appears only

188 |bid., 149. Although this quotation is specifigaabout Canaanite texts, he also takes issue with
comparisons between Babylonian mythology and kabtiexts throughout the work.

189 |pid., 148.

1% hid., 149.

911bid., 40, 145. There are even Mesopotamian comlyths that have nothing to do with creation (145)
H.W.E. Saggs concludes that “in Mesopotamian thbagbmic creation did not of necessity involve a
divine combat” (59; quoted by Tsumura, 145).

92 |pid., 41.

% 1pid., 39.

¥ 1bid., 41.
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in Enuma elistout of all the ancient Near Eastern literature discovered thu§*far.”
Thus, these two mythical themes represent divergent traditions with differentgrinpos
their cultures.

Second, there are several types of creation accounts in ANE literature. F
example, within Mesopotamia, one tradition, only extafinama elishlinks the themes
of combat and creation. A second tradition—for example, se€remtion of the world
by Marduk from the Neo-Babylonian period—describes creation without either conflict
or personified waterS® A third common tradition spoke of creation in terms of a birth
from “Sky” (An) and “Earth” (Ki)!" This is a tradition wherein the process of creation
is clearly not establishing order out of chd8sThus, not all ANE (even Mesopotamian)
creation traditions link combat with creation or speak of creation as the ordering o
primal, chaotic stuff. The broader ANE context is far less homogenous than has bee

presented in some comparative studies.

3. Tsumura’s Interpretation of Genesis 1:1—2:3

a. Tohu Wabohu

Even within the early centuries of Christian interpretation, the wordsand

bohuwere understood as “formlessneS¥. This has been continued in many modern

% Ibid., 190.

%8 1pid., 40.

7 bid., 151.

198 A tradition of bringing forth is present in somgyptian myths where the waters are not ordereterat
a god comes forth out of the waters and creatiomedlsis drawn out of them. There are other Ecppti
myths in which creation is the ejaculation of theator god (see Theology from Memphis in Sproul, 77
79).

199bid., 9. Tsumura notes that the interpretatib@Genesis 1:2 as “formlessness” appears in théngsit
of significant Christian figures. Even though Astine was not referencing the HebrewCionfessions
12.22 he considers a starting point of formlessné@sguably this early interpretation reflects mene



145

translations. These translations use, for example, “confusion,” “unrealityptieess,”

or “nothingness?®® Many modern scholars follow in the line of Albright who suggested
that the phraseohuwabohumeans something like “chaos” and the wiwldu itself refers

to “chaos as a watery deep,tehom in the Mesopotamian sens®” As was seen in
Levenson’s work, in cases where these terms in Genesis 1:2 are thoughbtabzeym
chaos, chaos means “disorder’ or ‘disorganization’ and stands in direct opposition to
‘creation.”® In contrast, Tsumura argues that the sense of the words originally was

more concreté®®

i. Tohu

Tohuis found twenty times in the OT—eleven of those instances being in
Isaiah?®* Westermann’s three categoriestfuinu’s appearances have become a standard
and Tsumura interacts with them. Westermann’s three classificatiorly ardesert, 2)

a desert-like state, and 3) emptiness. The first category of an actuaisiase

controversiaf®®

Tsumura agrees with Westermann. In instances such as Deuteronomy
32:10,tohusimply means desert. Ugatriti¢tsw, which is probably a cognate of
Hebrew’stohy, also means “a dese®

Tsumura first addresses the abstract third category saying thak™aitac

nuanced notion of “emptiness” is closer than notions of “nothingness” for these

Platonic philosophical surroundings than specisilgiht into the Priestly worldview due to closer teral
proximity than we have today.

“Ppid., 12.

21 Tsymura quoting Albright, 12.

22 pid., 13.

2% pid., 10.

2% pid., 22.

2% pid., 23.

2% bid., 12.
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references. It is important to note when trying to fivltlis meaning in Genesis 1:2 that
instances ofohufitting in this third category are never in reference to earth or city. If
tohuin Genesis 1:2 is interpreted in terms of Westermann’s “emptiness” or Tssimura
“lack” it would be the only place in Scripture whéofuhas such a meaning where
‘earth’ is being described.

The second category—a desert-like state—is used to describe the condition of
places like land, earth, or citié¥. Westermann views references in this category as
either a desert-state that is threatened against a people/placerefeassrace to “the state
that is opposed to and precedes creatf8h One text where Westermann belietasu
is the opposite of creation is Job 26:7. However, Tsumura notdstiags in parallel
with “a placewhere there is nothing” (emphasis added). Thus, a corresponding concrete
translation of “a desert-like place” or “an empty place” better fitctmext?®® In Isaiah
45:18 Westermann again taketuas “chaos,” the opposite of creation. In the structure
of the verse, however, the first line is contrasted with the second. That wouldtontra
tohuwith “to be inhabited.” Here again it is a desert-like or uninhabited ptacehe
translation is more appropriately: “He created it not to be a desert-#ike;dle formed it
to be inhabited !

Westermann'’s second grouping of occurrences is not necessarily wrong. Itis

more a matter that his comments and translations of the texts do not adhéye strict

27 |pid., 23.
2% |pid., 22.
29 pid., 25. Tsumura translates the verse: “Hetaities out the high mountains ower empty placehe
suspends the earth over a place where there i;ngd{25; emphasis added).
Z(l’ See similar terms in this type of constructiodén 4:27; Is 24:12 (Tsumura, 25).
Ibid.
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enough to the more concrete notions implied by the texts themselves and the category

heading given them—*“a desert-like place.”

ii. Bohu

This word only appears three times in the Bible and it is alwaystetiti?*? Its
etymology is not certain, but it “seems to be a Semitic term based on tHblrapt
possibly a cognate of Arabimhiya“to be empty.?'® The Arabic term is known to have
a concrete meaning of a tent beargptyrather than an abstract meaning like
“nothingness” or “emptiness.”

In bohus three uses it is parallel tohuin Isaiah 34:11 and juxtaposed withu
in Genesis 1:2 and Jeremiah 4°23.The uses are only “in reference to ‘earth’ (Gen 1:2;
Jer 4:23) or the ‘land’ of Edom (Is 34:18)®

De Moor, when studying the Ugaritic phrasea-bi{u(?)], suggested it signifies
“the state of chaos” in light of Akkadiarabalkutuand Hebreviohu wabohi#*®
Tsumura follows the possibility of a link between these words by looking ahoesta
when Akkadiamabalkutuappears in reference to eartht@su wabohus used in the
Bible. There are only a few such instances in versions dttheHasis EpicandThe
Ritual of Kald In all of these instances, which point toward a development of an
idiomatic meaning in Akkadian, they speak of the Earth’s womb or the earfibésed

“out of order,” “not bearing,” or being “unproductivé'* Just as with a human womb

%2 |pid., 13.

23 bid., 15.

24 pid.

25 bid., 18.

218 |bid.

27 see Tsumura’s full treatment, 19-21.
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that has no children when it is barren or unproductive, the earth (or its womb) is said to
be ‘out of order’ when there is a state of “no vegetables, no ceféal§sumura

concludes that this use o&balkutu“has nothing to do with ‘the state of chao%-> If

the Ugaritic phrase and Akkadian idiom are compared, as De Moor proposes they should
be, their uses in reference to earth undermine claims about being referesiwassto

This undermines the claim for readitadpu wabohuas chaos in light of them. Tsumura

also questions the linking tdi-a-bi{u(?)] with tohu wabohuwdue to the possibility that

the damaged symbols on the Ugaritic tablet are being misread, and thus the Wgariti

that context may not have any correlatioraiou wabohif*°

iii. Tohu Wabohu

The view that Jeremiah 4:23-26 depicts a return to primeval chaos is strongly
influenced by readingphu wabohun Genesis 1:2 as chaos; it is “not based on contextual
analysis of Jeremiah 4:23ff. itsef®® The two texts do at least both describe the “earth”
with the phraséohu wabohualthough overall the components of the earth are listed in
different orders and different terms/components are listed in the two TEx¢y also
have different subject matter; “in the Genesis passage it is ‘eadhbdmthat is
described:; in Jeremiah, ‘earth’ // ‘heaven€?”In Jeremiah the two parts, earth and

heavens, represent the whole which is the topic of concern. In Geelksisjs part of

218 hid., 19.
29phid., 22.
220 pid.

221 1hid., 28.
2221hid., 30.
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“earth” and completely covers the earth/land—much like the flood waters g\kd
land in chapters 6—&>

In Jeremiah 4:23-28, the words “earth” and “heavens” appear in v. 23 and v. 28
forming a frame for the section; the descriptions of the heavens and thenghgltwo
verses correspond to each otfférThe passage says in v. 23 “(the eah)i waboh(’
Il “(the heavens) are without light” and in v. 28 “(the earth) will dry up” // “{ibavens)
will be dark.”®® Tohu wabohicorresponds with “will dry up” just as “are without light”
corresponds with “will be dark.” This meatmhu wabohun v. 23 means something like
“aridness or unproductiveness,” a consistent picture with v. 27: “the whole edrth wil
become a desolatiod® The threat in Jeremiah 4:23-28 is thus destruction due to a lack
of water.

Isaiah 34:11 placegshuandbohuin parallel. The NASB translates the verse:

And He shall stretch over it the line of desolation
And the plumb line of emptine$s’

In connecting the vocabulary of this verse with Genesis 1:2, some have daiubitie
reduced tachaos However, Tsumura sides with Wildberger when Wildberger claims
this verse simply speaks of the land becoming desolate and a waste so that it cannot
support inhabitants.

Given Tsumura’'s examination twthuappearances and concluding that there are
three types of uses that are similar to Westermann’s analysis—desent; des

like/desolate/empty place, or emptiness—and given that the usdsiefith bohuin

23 Tsumura concludes that these two texts could ae¢ leen patterned after each other with so many
differences on so many levels (30).

2% |pid., 31.

223 |pid.

220 |hid.

T Ipid., 32.
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Jeremiah 4:23 and Isaiah 34:11 remain consistent with the second cateigbuy ‘of
would be very reasonable to understand the phéasewzbohl in Gen 1:2 as also
describing a state of ‘desolation and emptiness,’ though the context suggesiis thas
the initial state of the created earth rather than a state brought abousals @f @od’s
judgment on the earth or land (cf. Jer 4:23, Isa 34:%%)Ih other words, tsh(i wzbsh(
signifies the earth in a ‘bare’ state, without vegetation and animals assneithout
man...the earth as being ‘not yet’ norm&®’

Tsumura believes his literal translation of these words for the condition of the
“earth” as “desert-like and empty” or “desolate and uninhabited” fitfitdrary structure
of the entire chapter. A discourse analysis of Genesis 1:1-3 shows that vv. he are t
setting for the event that begins in \**3.Verse 1 is a summary statement of the
whole—using the merism “heavens and earth—and v. 2 focuses on the “earth.” The
author uses in v. 2 a grammatically positive stateménir-wabohu—instead of
negations like in 2:5-6 (“no shrub...no plant...no rain...no MdH”

In looking further at the literary structure, the climax days, days threeand si
which vegetation, animals, and humans are created, are fittingdiou avabohuearth.”

In Tsumura’s words, “the ‘not-yet-productive’ earth becomes productive when God
says,...let the land produce vegetation’ (v. 11) on the third day and...‘let the land

produce living creatures’ (v. 24) on the sixth day. Then, the ‘not-yet-inhabited’ earth

228 [|hi

Ibid., 33.
29 |bid. Watson suggests that the Bible is silemtalthe “what” from which the universe was forméaa(
n. 30). She concurs with Tsumura that the langira@enesis 1 is equivalent to “wilderness,”
“uninhabited,” “desolation following judgment,” 6empty” (16).
230 [ai

Ibid.
#!Ipid., 34.
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becomes inhabited when God says,...‘let us make man as our image, in our likeness’ (v.
26)."2%2 Tsumura calls these three creative events “God'’s fiats.”

Regarding the issue of whether v. 2 tells us about the pre-existence of the stuff
mentioned in it, Tsumura gives a short treatment. He says the narratoesrcaas not
one of ontology. The text does not say that the earth and water had pre-existedréhat t
existed an earth in this state, or that therewadkingthere. “Rather, he simply provides
the audience with the preparatory information that the ‘earthhetiget normak-that
is, ‘not yet’ the earth as it was known to thefi."In other words, Tsumura stops at
saying it is a scene of ‘not yet’ instead of saying it is either@esok'not yet there’ or a
scene of always there. It is a scene of “universal readiness,” withsGpulit hovering

in anticipation.®*°

b. Tehom and Other Terms for Waters

Since Gunkel suggested thehomderived directly from Tiamat, many scholars

have assumed some type of direct or indirect connetlioRtymological studies since

%32 |bid. Tsumura could also have noted that the mamys of vegetation, land animals, and swarms of

fish and birds are in stark contrast to a barresold¢ion (vv. 11, 20, 24). God’s blessings to féflul and
multiply and to fill the earth (vv. 22, 28) are @lan important addition to the conditions of v. 2.

233 gee below a critique about Tsumura’s position ieind fiat.

> pid., 35.

23 |hid.

2% |pid., 36. For several decades “some Assyriotsdisive been questioning the alleged connection
between Gen 1 arieinuma elish(38)—e.g., J. V. K. Wilson, A. W. Sjoberg, W. Gambert, T. Jacobsen,
etc. (Tsumura, 38f., n. 15-19). Hess outlinessiiid between Assyriology and biblical studies deling
WWI. For instance, Landsberger in 1926 statedghaties are not supporting the assumption “of an
originally common Semitic world view for East ance® Semitic” that underlay comparative studies
(Hess, 9); the strong distinctions between Akkadiad Hebrew were losing all color and shape in the
superficial comparisons that had been practicell (¥enceforth greater restraint would be exertise
making parallels, and although many would not olaséne cautions set forth by these and other schola
the optimistic use of ancient Near Eastern matet@fill ‘gaps’ in the biblical texts and virtuglto
reinterpret them would no longer find acceptanceitiner field” (10). Biblical scholars are the sneho
“continued to stress shared features” (10). Soitlkeoreasons given specifically against relaimyma
elishand Genesis 1 are that the idea of a battle betavestorm god and the sea originated either on the
Mediterranean coast or northern Mesopotamia. iyih was later incorporated within the creation
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then have shown that it “is almost impossible to conclude that Akkacaamatwas
borrowed by Hebrew ashoém”?*’ This has not deterred some scholars from still
claiming that there is at least a “mythological” connection betweeterms=® A

distinction between two words having a common Semitic rilotn) and one word

coming from the other has not been kept. Akkadian’s commontrii@antum > tamtum
(“sea,” “ocean”) from which the divine name Tiamat was formed, also d@methis

shared Semitic root. Hebrewtshomshould not be assumed to be a depersonification of
an Akkadian divine name since there is a shared Semitic root that lies behind both
language$® Furthermore, even the common nouns in Ugaritic, Akkadian, and Eblaite
appear in some mythological texts without personification, with the ordinary ngeahi
“sea” or “ocean.” These cultures had the grammatical means to dishriggtiveen the
ordinary, non-personified thing and the défty. The missing definite article witiehom

in Genesis 1:2 is only one instance among several in the chapter whererthe deicle

is missing with a common nodftt Given the abundance of counter evidence, its absence

“has nothing to do with personification or depersonalization of the original f&fm.”

account oEnumaelish, a connection not made in any other extant wankfact, it was probably a
relatively late incorporation made “during the reigf Nebuchadnezzar | (1124-118GE...)" (Alster,
1636). Nevertheless, there are several other owrenon creation frameworks (even within
Mesopotamia) that do not have any combat and dpersonify the waters. For those interested in
tracking a progression in notions of creation ia &NE, “there is no reason to assume that the clidgye
without the conflict-creation connection necesyativeloped to a stage with this connection,” emen
texts subsequent ®numa elisTsumura, 40). The extant texts do not show tmection being made
anywhere outside dnuma elish In an excursus Tsumura also examines the pbigsifia connection
between Genesis 1:2 and a “Canaanite” dragon rthahjtself was not connected to creation. He
concludes that such a myth was not behind GeneaisSince neither a Canaanite nor Babylonian coamba
myth can be shown to be behind Genesis 1:2, Tsuomreudes that “there is no relation between the
Genesis account and the so-calrthoskampmythology” (56f).
2:; Ibid., 37. Morphologically, the Hebrew term capends to the Ugaritihm (42).

Ibid.
29 |pid., 43; see 47.
> pid., 47f.
>1pid., 48f.
2 pid., 49.
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Tehomis a Hebrew common noun from the Semitic rdbim and is not ae-personified
or demythologized loan word.

Common nouns based on the rttbim appear in West Semitic languages, but it
is the termym or yamthat typically is used to denote the sea in these languages. Even so,
it often depends on what type of cosmography that is being used for which teba wil
employed. In Hebrew, if a three-part universe is being discussed—heatiéaézar
tehomis never used:; it igamthat is the third part, the s&&. Hebrewyam then, was
used in circumstances that correspond to the Akkagpanandtiamtum tamtum even
though the correspondence is not exact between the Hebrew heaverdedripértite
division and the Babylonian heaven/eakitgudivision?** “On the other hand, in the
relationship with the terrieres‘earth,” Hebrewtehém(6t)is hyponymous (Ps 71:20,
148:7; Prov 3:19-20; Gen 1:2) and, hence, wétam(ot)refers to is included in what
‘eresrefers to—that is, the®hémwater is part of the eartf*® If a three-part earth is
described—or as the Babylonians had the three earths: the abode of humans, Apsu, and
the underworld—+tehom(ot)is the term used for the subterranean waters that corresponds
to the Babylonian Apstf® In Ugaritic, their termshm(t) andym function very similarly

to their Hebrew cognaté$’ In sum, “tehom” in its uses in the various Hebrew

23 |pid., 50; see 63f. Cf. Gen 1:26, 28; 9:2; Ps®:&zek 38:20; Hos 4:3. Since each of the thezésps
distinct from each other in this three-tier struetand together constitute the whole, igasnthat is used in
contrast teeres(earth) in Genesis 1:10. Thammayim(waters) over which the Spirit of God broods &t th
end of Genesis 1:2 also never appear in a tripatiitision (69). Genesis 1 is consistent with pthebrew
cosmographies in the appropriate employment ofgdomthe waters.

> pid., 65.

% pid., 50.

% |pid.; cf. 65.

247 |bid., 51. Tsumura concludes: “In other words, Akkadiantiamtum tamtumprobably has a much
wider semantic field than its West Semitic cogriatens, Hebrewiehdém(6t)and Ugariticchm(t), which
became hyponymous teregars, as noted above. Thus Hebrelwdmsemantically corresponds more
closely toapsiathan totiamtum though it corresponds morphologically to thedgt{53).
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cosmographies never parallels the place of “Tiamat” and its cognates idiakka
cosmographies.

If there is a bipartite division of the cosmos—heaven(s) and eagties“earth”
is everything under heaven, including the $&aThus, if a bipartite division is being
used in a Hebrew textehom(ot)is a part of theres the everything under heaven. Since
Genesis 1 opens with a bipartite division of the cosmos, since elseeheng(ot)is
hyponymous witteresin bipartite cosmographies, and sihekom(ot)is never used
elsewhere in tripartite descriptions of the cosnbetspmis best understood in Genesis 1:2
as being part of the “earti® The earth and itehomare described @shu wabohuand
hosek “not yet productive and inhabitable and without lighf”

In this picture within v. 2, “the wateh&émnayim) of tthdmseemingly covered all
the ‘earth’ like the Deluge, as vv. 6ff. suggeSt."Since, “earth” in this verse is
everything under the heavens, “land” is not being placed “in opposition to the seas
(yammimsee v. 10)#? Rather, the situation is viewed from above, similar to Psalm
104:6—"You covered it with the deep as with a garment; the waters stood above the
mountains.?>® The topmost/visible part of the earth of Genesis 1:2 is the covering of
tehomwaters, darkness, and the Spirit.

[The] dry land was ‘not yet’ formed( seen) until v. 9, where God said:

“Let the waters from under the heaven be gathered to one place and let the

dry land appear.” Unlike the cosmologyEnuma elishand other ancient
myths, the land in Gen 1:9-10 was not a product of the primeval water,

28 |pid., 66. E.g., see Ps 148:1, 7.

9 |pid., 69.

#0bid. The first two descriptions certainly malanse. It is curious that Tsumura trades the natfon
“darkness” being over the face of the deep witheheth being “without light.” The latter notionistds
more Greek—darkness being a lack of light—tharidka of the text, especially with the comment id v.
that God separated the light and the darkness.

L Ipid., 70.

252 |hid.

23 |pid. Tsumura is quoting the NIV here.
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hence a part of the water; it was a product of divine fiat by which God

gathered the waters from under the heaven “to one place,” that is, as

“seas,” which are a part of the eafth.

It is relatively common for the conditions brought about by the Flood to be
compared with Genesis 1:2. Claims have been made about the flood waters being linked
with chaos or chaotic forces. The Hebrew temabbul(flood) appears thirteen times in
Scripture: twelve in Genesis 6—11 and once in Psalm 29:10 where God sits enthroned
over the flood>> Tsumura refers to P.C. Craigie’s belief that the Psalm reference
symbolized God’s subjugation of chaotic forces, just as Baal was enthroned over the
conquered flood®>® However, the Ugaritic termndb“flood” is never used to describe
Baal's enemy, Yam/Nahar. The temdbdoes not refer to a conquered foe in any extant
Ugaritic mythology?®>’ Also, Baal never sat enthroned over his conquered enemy, the
sea-dragon Yarfr® Likewise in Hebrewnabbuldoes not refer to a conquered foe. |t
“always refers to the ‘Deluge?®® The Deluge was the mighty power used by YHWH to
totally destroy the world.

In the Mesopotamian traditions, Marduk never sits enthroned over Tidhat.
However, Marduk does usdizbu “the Deluge” as a weapon when attacking Tiaffiat.

Thus, the Deluge in Hebrew and Akkadian is not a “chaos”-enemy. It is a divine

instrument. Several ANE gods such as Adad, Nergal, Asshur, and Marduk are said to be

% |pid., 74.

%% |pid., 154, n. 67.

2% |pid., 153.

%7 bid., 154. In one place it does describe theiaepower of El; it is “like a flood” (154).

%8 |bid., 154. This means Craigie’s statement alB@atl being enthroned over the “flood” is false oot
points and, thus, is misleading.

%9 |pid.

%0 bid. Ea does establish his abode over ApsuApat is the subterranean wateiEinuma elistand not
a Deluge.

%1 bid.; seeEnuma elisHv49.
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the “holder of the lightning, lord of the Delug€?® In Psalm 29 God'’s voice is compared
with lightning seven times in vv. 3-9. In v. 10 God is enthroned from “before the
Deluge,” eternally®® If there is a connection in thought and/or imagery between Genesis
1:2 and the Flood narrative, the scriptural and possible ANE background behind the use
of mabbulundermines thinking of the covering waters as a symbol of chaos, or God’s
once-upon-a-time adversary. The Flood waters are a divine instrument in chapders 6

as they were in other ANE cultures.

c. Ruach Elohim

Tsumura does not treat theach elohimin great detail. Earlier it was mentioned
that Tsumura treats Genesis 1:2 as a scene of “universal” readiness;adth Spirit
hovering in anticipation®®* He sights William Brown’s analysis of the debate on
whether to translateiach elohimas “the wind of God” or “the spirit of God®® Those
who choose the first option often do so because theymniaeh as the final description
of chaos in v. 2. Those favoring “spirit” see 1:2c as a reference to “divinevereati
potency.?®® Tsumura, with Brown, favors the evidence for “spirit.” “Contextually,
'elohimof riah ’elohim (2c¢) refers to ‘God,” who created the universe (‘the heaven and
the earth’ as merismus) in v. 1. In v. 2c he is about to get involved positively in the

universe as(iah.”?%’

282 |bid., 155.

283 Tsumura takes the phrase temporally instead atilly (155).

%4 bid., 35. This general notion of readiness amtitipation is related, yet is in contrast to the
pneumatology of Lyle Dabney that will be used latewhich the Spirit specificallis the Possibility of
God for creation.

265 Cf, Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideology5-77.

2% Tsumura, 74; BrowrStructure, Role, and Ideology5.

#"Tsumura, 75.
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God’s creative action was accomplished by his speech in v. 3, according to
Tsumura. Verse 2c “seems to describe a situation in which God’s words werg not ye
uttered; in other words, God’s breath was not articulated as a voice to pronounce his
creative word but was ready to get involved in such creative acfiths.”

This “breath of God” is not without a creative function. In other biblical texts,
there is a close relationship between God’s breath and God’s creative Betdiel
37:1-14; Psalms 104:30; 33:6; Genesis 27 God’s breath is said to either create (Pss
33:6; 104:30) or animate (Ezek 37:14; Gen 2:7). In Genesis 1:2 God’s breath is “ready to
become engaged in his creative actiofl. 1t happened in v. 3 when God uttered his

word.

4. Critique

The most significant critique of Tsumura concerning his interpretation oéxhe t
is his insistence on creation beingdiyine fiatwithin the Priestly creation accoufit.
His claim is that God alone acts; there is no offoéivelyinvolved. The creation itself is
passive. He cites the work of William Brown concerningch elohimbut does not
interact with Brown'’s study of theT, LxX, and VorxX. Even if Tsumura uses only the
MT and not the earlier available texts, he still cannot avoid dealing with God'shgse
being addressed to water and earth. Inv. 11 God says, “Let the earth cause wild
vegetation to sprout..?*? The report in v. 12 states, “the earth brought forth wild

vegetation.” Even though ther minimizes the waters’ creative role, it still contains

28 |hid,

29 bid., 76.

210 |pid,

21 See, e.g., 33, n. 126; 34; 34, n. 132; 74.
272 Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideolog§0.
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remnants of the older tradition. In v. 20 God says, “Let the waters prodate Vérse
21 reports: “So God created the great sea monsters and every living creatnevés
of which the waters producesvarms, according to their kinds?’* TheLxx and the
VorLxx are even more explicit in making these claims about the activity of thneasait
waters.

Tsumura shows that in v. 2 the “earth,” everything under heaven, is
nonproductive and empty. However, the text moves beyond this initial not-yet-familiar
“passive” stage; it lasts only until v.2& “In short, both ‘land’ and ‘water’ are
transformed from passive to active participants in the creative processhelyeare
conferred their respective names in v 1."Earth and its waters are brought beyond that
initial infancy to be active participants according to what suits them iro8mic
community. Through the process of God’s early ministrations, the lack in v. 2 was
reconciled; they are brought into producing, filled entities.

Related to this critique is the way Tsumura finished his analysis of De Moor’s
connecting of the Ugaritic phrate-a-bi{u(?)], Akkadiannabalkuty and Hebrewohu
wabohu Tsumura finds thatabalkutuandtu-a-bi{u(?)] are used similarly when used in
reference to “earth.” In the oldest Akkadian text there was a reference &atties
womb” being “unproductive/not bearing/out of order.” Later in Akkadian, when “womb”
was no longer included, it meant an “out of order” earth that had no plants or cereals.

Even though Tsumura believes, based on the other occurreriobsiahdbohuin

3 |pid., 61.

2" |bid. Emphasis added. Translations that sagtitarm with” or “teem with” erase “the transitiverée
of the Hebrew verb. There is no evidence thattblrew verb functions in any fashion similar to the
typical English translations” (Browigtructure, Role, and Ideolog¥06, n. 25). The force of the verb is
that the waters “bring forth.”

"> |pid., 45.

2% |bid.
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Scripture, that they mean something like arid/unproductive and empty/uninhabited, he
tries to distance the Hebrew phrase from any connection to the Uga®atioi{u(?)] by

citing Lambert and Huehnergard on whethea-pi{ku(?)] and nottu-a-bi{u(?)] is the

word to be read in the damaged Ugaritic. Given, however, the generative roles of the
waters and earth later in the Priestly account, the possible notion of the earth “not
bearing” or being “barren” makes a great deal of sense. Even if a morglablogi
connection is uncertain or questionable, there seems to be resonance between the ways
these phrases functioned respectively in these cultures.

Tsumura works to sever any ANE connections whereby biblical creation can be
interpreted in such a way that it is not completely by God’s operatiofiffite wants
tohuandbohuto be adjectives aboaonhgoinglyinanimate matter. He does not want to
consider the possibility that in ANE worldviews, including that of Israel, they
encountered their world as ather, not inert stuff-’® Tsumura chooses not to speak of
God’s creative activity through/by the Spirit and Word being the possibilitgrfo

abundantlyproductiveearth/creation. The theological framework that will be developed

" He rejects in a footnote B. Otzen’s suggestion tifia background of Genesis 1:11f is a mythological
idea of an Earth Mother who gives birth to the prcid of the soil; this in itself is not a highlyntooversial
position. Additionally, he rejects this becauseancient myth says that both plants and animalshare
products of the earth and, second, the existentegesé things in Genesis 1 is by divine fiats amidhy a
Mother Earth (34, n. 132). Otzen’s position carfdasd in “The Use of Myth in Genesis, “ Myths in

the Old Testamened. by B. Otzen, H. Gottlieb, and K. Jeppesemflom: SCM, 1980), 39. Where
Levenson takes the side of dualism in his doctinereation making God'’s activity an intrusion upon
addition to the raw chaos-stuff, Tsumura takesothigosite approach. He does not speak of any attier
than God. Even though he avoids the question wi@gy/genesis because he believes it is not atignes
the text seeks to answer, his repeated use ofriglifiat” through his work is consistent witlteeatio ex
nihilo position. | would claim that neither zero-sumigons can do justice to the fullness of the dynamic
within the text. Cf. Michael Welker’s article, “Véhis Creation? Rereading Genesis 1 and Bgology
Today48 (1991): 63-71, as an attempt to look with fregés at the theology of Genesis 1.

284, and H. A. Frankfurt, 4ff. In Brague’s analydise ancients did not have an overarching worth sisc
“world” or “cosmos” (11); instead, parts are nameelg-, “heavens and the earth.” Nevertheless, that
which was there Brague does not call a “thou”; eatie says “it unfolds before a subject” (13). iEve
more, they did not look at their surroundings (icesmo} as the Greeks did in order to learn of its inhere
wisdom and imitate it; rather, it is wisdom thabguces the world as such (16).
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in chapter 5 will try to move beyond the zero-sum spectrum between divine fiat alone and
the conflict of dualism in which theology of creation for so long has been placed, and in

which Tsumura operates.

5. Tsumura’s Laudable Ideas

Given the precision with which Tsumura investigates texts, his work as a whole is
of great value. He does not assume as fact many of the claims made ntptsang
diachronic and typological methods, but rather weighs them against the avdaltzbldn
so doing, he clears the way for a new picture of ANE cosmologies.

The connection between violence and creation is far less widespread than had
once been thought; in the extant texts it is limiteBnama elistalone. Cosmologies in
which the primal waters are not personified are common. Also, cosmologies in adich t
primal waters are generative or creation takes place by way of prooreatween two
entities are more commonplace. There were many different cosmolthiesthe
ANE. As the work of H. and H. A. Frankfort shows, some cultures simultaneously held
contradictory accounts because each account was for a different purppseerihe
specialized to answer different questiéfs.

Tsumura shows that the connection between Israel’s cosmologies, especially
Genesis 1, anHBnuma elishor Ugaritic combat myths (that are not about creation),
should not be mad&® Eliminating the prior presupposition of a combat influence and

reading the biblical texts synchronically undermines previously held notions bbtom

29H. and H. A. Frankfort, 19f. This is another @m$o use caution in making typological comparisons
between texts.

280 Brown shows that the use of water(s) in the Ryiestcount more closely mirrors Sumerian, Akkadian,
and Egyptian traditions in which the waters araveigé as a positive, generative, and sometimes passiv
entity (Structure, Role, and Ideolog¥84).
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within them. The voices of the biblical texts themselves undermine framewoltkasuc
Levenson’s built on the idea of combat and mastery. God is shown not to be
fundamentally at odds with creation or any part(s) thefein.

Tsumura shows that interpretit@huandbohuin Genesis 1:2 in a manner
consistent with their other occurrences in the Bible is itself consistenthgitirection
the rest of Genesis 1 také$. The climactic days are fitting for a world unproductive and
uninhabited.

If Genesis 1:2 is a “chaos” that must be ordered and mastered, as Levenson
suggests, that ordering of “chaos” only stands as a backdrop or condition for the
vegetation, animals, and humans of days three and six. Levenson’s account lends itself
viewing the history of creation being about the pinnacle creation—humans—and their
drama that unfoldenthe earth. Such an interpretive view of the natural world is not out
of line with the development of anthropocentric thinking in the West during the past

millennium.

81 gee Watson, 369-376.

82t is alarming how many scholars agree toauandbohuhave something to do with “desert” and
“empty” but go on to talk about “chaos” anyway.gE Hahn agrees thadthumeans “desert” (28) and the
tohu-wabohuraws on a tradition that sees the conditionseag dry (28, n. 82). Even so, Hahn talks
about reasons for importing the non-biblical tech&os” (46) and eventually follows Levenson’s uke o
the term (61, 64); “chaos” becomes something gh&tager” to return. Brown’s handling of thesenier
also is lacking. He claims they aréaarago: two alliterative words that together have a défg meaning
than they do separately. He thinks the Englistafgr “hodge-podge” is an appropriate translatidhus,
he claims that the text depicts a “process of diffitiation and incorporation of powersSttucture, Role,
and Ideology230). His last claim is true. However, on time dvand, if Tsumura’s definitions are used the
lack of differentiation still stands in v. 2 if om®tes that theehomwaters are not in the right place
according to their normal place in a tripartiteision of the earth. Their being not-yet-normalstéthe
audience there is a “hodge-podge” that will beedlghtiated in the narrative. On the other handyw@r
notes the progressive incorporation of powers éntéxt. Brown claims that the earth and watersemov
from being inactive to active in the chapter. $ufura’s conclusions abatathu andbohuare allowed to
stand, the nature of the lack of activity comes sttarper focus. The inactivity equals not-prodgand
empty. It then stands in juxtaposition to a bdutiti productive and full earth; an earth partidipg in the
goodness of what God created it to become. Tsumimtarpretation of v. 2 opens up Brown'’s
observation about differentiation and suitable mpooation into the cosmic-community’s unfoldingemen
more vibrant terms. Brown need not have rejectdhiura’s interpretation of v. 2, only his claim®gab
creation by divine fiat alone.
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If, on the other hand, Genesis 1:2 is aleudrything under heavdreing
unproductive and uninhabited, then God’s creative activity is about and for the whole of
creation. There is a singularity to the text’'s theme and a unity of destiregdhaall.

The text is about the “earth” no longer being a barren waste and empty. Thei%art
coming to maturity; humans enter et of the growing complexity of related/relating
participants. Humans are one character, undoubtedly an important one, in the grand
narrative of everything under heaven with a divine calling in relation to God anekthe r

of the “earth.” All are developed into and participate in a single community.

D. Moving Forward: Interpreting Genesis 1

1. Looking at the Broader Literary Unit: Genesis 1—11

Claus Westermann has an intriguing perspective on the many points of resonance
between Genesis 1—11 and other ANE texts. He takes a step back from trying to link
specific biblical texts with a specific ANE precursor. Throughout his conaneah
these chapters, he accepts that there are many points of comparison betweasnl&enesi
11 and the texts @Il of Israel's neighbors. Westermann is just as quick, nevertheless, to
point out how the biblical texts are different in the details. The texts’ authoesalvkr
to integrate many points of contact with Israel’s neighbors while gakilang in the
unique theological voice of the Priestly tradition. These contrasts with otheteM¢E
actually help to bring into focus the points being made in the biblical®xts.

In Westermann’s view the theological point of these chapters is to point in two

different directions. First, in looking back, these texts share in the circle of human

23 This notion of bringing Israel’s thought into faxthrough comparative studies is similar to Clidfsr
position already cited.
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tradition?®* There is a moment that Israel shares with its neighbors; the authorsdwante
their audience to hear something that belonged to the prehistory of f8raafter all,

the very content of the chapters is the story of all creation and humanity. Wasterm
does not say this, but the artistic genius of these chapters is that as they speak about
everyone'’s story through the theological lenses of Israel, they do so in thewaradc
everyone'’s stories. Second, the stories “look forward to the history of Israel ded of
people of God#*® Unique to Israel’s primeval story is that it is linked to history. As the
sharedstories come into greater focus, with ever increasing detail, God callsamAo
leave his home and become one through whom all families will be blessed (Gen 12:1-
3).27 Again, in the artistry of Genesis, Abram is called out from among the people in
whose vernacular the story thus far had been told.

Thus, any allusions to other ANE traditions that may be present in Genesis 1 will
not be examined as though they fit in a progression of religious belief. Rathdrbé wi
assumed that the myriad of images are part of the genius of the artiGepedis
employed for theological purposes. The very medium through which the story is told
serves to underline the theological points being made. There are not remnants of a
tradition (or traditions) that could not fully be suppressed in Israel, but rather whes

images that were consciously and deliberately employed for the authorsurposes.

24 WestermannGenesis 1—1165.

285 |hid.

280 |hidl.

#87\Westermann's interpretation of this point runsiasfathe cultic claims of Levenson. Westermann
states: “When the primeval story is seen as a gualdo the history of God acting with Israel, tleach
narrative and each genealogy is affected, and iedohdual text takes a new direction. The textdamger
speak to Israel in the context of the action ofghieeval period on the present—there is no cultic
actualization—but through the medium of historyeTdneated cosmos is not created and ordered anew in
Israel with the recitation of the creation stother, God’s action, which Israel has experienodtsi
history, is extended to the whole of history anthe whole world” (65). Westermann later saysejuit
clearly, “When the creation narrative [genericalhyderstood] lost its setting in life, it also ldtstoriginal
function which served to maintain and secure tlesgmt state of the world and of life” (92).
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2. Interpreting Genesis 1

William Brown'’s strong arguments about & being a later development of the
textual tradition contained in the Motx indicate that the Vaxx would then lie at least
one redaction closer to the original Priestly tradition thamthé®® The theology of that
VorLxX is distinct from both Levenson’s and Tsumura’s positf8hsThat Priestly
worldview resonates quite strongly in the current theological milieu. gitsfisance will
be seen in the theological framework being constructed in this pfdje€ar now, what
that Priestly perspective will be presumed to entail will be summarizeitybr

A few points about the biblical text will be noted in moving forward from the
positions of Levenson and Tsumura. First, the “double creation” irxthdias been an
attractive option within the tradition for interpreting Genesi&'1TheLxx clearly makes
v. 1 a creation statement; God made everything. Verse 2 is then a description of what

was first made and then v. 3 begins the formal process of creationxX & one

28t is interesting, given the likelihood of tiver being a redaction of the earlier theology represkin

the VorLxx, that theLxx is often dismissed by scholars or treated as dange For example, Westermann
notes when commenting on Genesis 1:20 that “Thdildkpther versions, understands the first serenc
of v. 20 as a command directed to the waters tsgdish..., by analogy with v.11” (136). Since the
version in thexx tends to systemize these links between days, Weste warns that “We must be on
our guard against this and note that P was cat@fuleserve the unique character of each workeston
knowing full well that they were once independeit37). However, Brown has shown that this common
dismissal of thexx is unmerited given that this same “systemizatiappears in the Qumran texts
(Structure, Role, and Ideolog¥29). For those working subsequent to Brown’skyjust the opposite
concern should be operative. It is tiiethat moves to separate the days once structyraiied.

289 Arguably the theology of theT is different from their positions as well.

290 5ee Chapter 5.

291 Brown uses the phrase “double creation” to meblieaten and earth are the created ‘aformal’
substances from which the entities named ‘heaveth*@arth’ are fashioned in vv 6-8 and 9-10,
respectively, within the formal creation accounsbfdays” Structure, Role, and Ideolog$5s).

Theophilus of Antioch had a similar type of ideaabcreation; God created a formless material
substratunex nihiloand then formed it (Gerhard May, 161). WilliamGQdnches also had such an idea of
double creation (Christopher Kaiser, 57; Willem@tten, “Reading Creation,” 240). In Genesis, vdrée
silent about the “what” from which God created gteing. In the Christian tradition, Tertullian ared
based on that silence foreatioex nihila From Ambrose to the Middle Ages, that verse thasight to be
sufficient by itself to refute Platonic notionstbe eternality of matter (Brown, 35). Cf. Westenma95,

for a critique of more contemporary appearancesaduble creation position.
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example of an early step in unequivocally precluding the eternality of tHenstwf2.
Even so, the Vaixx andMT do not try to give a clear answer to the question of genesis.
Tsumura and Levenson are correct that there is no definitive way to answer from
the grammar of the text whether the earth, waters, and darknessated ore
uncreated?? Even so, there are other factors that can be considered in deciding the
relationship of the first three verses to one another, and thus, how to interpret the
statements of v. 2.
One consideration for deciding how to arrange vv. 1-3 is the stylistic tendency of
P to employ staccato, punchy senterfé@dt would be quite out of character within P to
have a long, complex sentence that includes all of W?t-8.v. 1 functions
independently as a short heading or description for all that is to follow—theocreéti
the heavens and the earth (i.e., everything)—it does not create a problem in the
relationship between v. 1 and v. 2. Verse 1 is simply a summary statement and v. 2 is the
start of the narrativé’”
Claiming that v. 2 is the start of the creation narrative is a reading consigtent

the content of the verse and its similarity to other ANE stories of creatidwen W

292 Cf. Hahn, 35ff. for a discussion on the variousrgmatical options concerning the relationship betwe
w. 1, 2, and 3; he also mentions the theologiaativations why the various choices are often emigkds
Hahn himself opts for translating v. 1 as a sunynoatitle statement, v. 2 as a “once upon a tioe”
“when-there-was-not-yet” clause (a statement ofdte), and v. 3 as the beginning of the actiongamo
(44).

%3 This has been noted as far back as Wellhausent¢wenn, 97).

29 \Westermann, 97.

2% Westermann cites H. Strack, H. Gunkel, O. ProckééhZimmerli, G. von Rad, W. Eichrodt, W.H.
Schmidt, H.A. Brongers, U. Cassuto as fellow supgrsrof this position (95). Hahn also concurs \ilitis
position in his dissertation (44). Claiming thatlvis a summary is different than claiming double-
creation—that v. 1 is a statement that God creatieddge-podge that he then fixes in the rest of the
chapter. Rather, it leaves any possible pre-wedts unspecified as the \(aix andmT do. Also, by
resisting the temptation to make v. 1 a report &lBmd’s first creative act, it respects the prosi@s of
the narrative. The narrative opens wittolu wabohtearth. It is not until God creates a dome in the
waters that separated some below and above ithéwed is a sky/heaven(s) (v. 9); see both the lGaad
the Hebrew. Since the creation of the heavens doiesome until v. 9 in the narrative, this underes
claims that v. 1 narrates the first creative act.
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narrating creation it was common to look at the present and narrate its apfjbisise
state and all that is taken for granted with it is, as it were, abolishedrfoment; the
present and apparently permanent state of the world is taken back to a moment when an
event is taking place in which the present state is in a process of becomingnthe eve
starts from a ‘not yet,’ from a state of nothingness of ch&8sThis is the way creation
is narrated instead of being statguopositionally e.g.,creatio ex nihild®®’ It sets up
the “flash point” in a sequence by which to narrate creative actiityhe intent of such
statements in cosmologies “is not to describe a state that preceded creatm)dnkt
off God’s act of creation from a ‘before’ which is beyond words and can only be
described in negative term$* its primary purpose “is to delimit and not to describe,
even where a positive expression such as ‘darkness and nightobiu.wabohlihas
replaced the negative sentent®.”

Verse 2 is a statement of “not-yet”—a not yet that is yet full of amti@p.
Little more should be read into v. 2 about if or how the stuff narrated therein got there.
Also, the language of “matter” and “formless matter” had not yet pass@dGreek

philosophy into Hebrew thought at the time of P’s compositibriBoth formulations,

2% bid., 43. As careful as Westermann is with detarcting many facets of Gunkel's tradition, hd sti
uses “chaos” and some accompanying notions unagidtedy.

#Tpid., 46.

28 pid., 44.

29 pid., 46.

309 hid. Westermann states later: “It is much easierxegete the verses when we can presume that the
intention of the writer is not really to give a pite of the situation that preceded creation, bytresent the
act of creation as an event, corresponding to Wiken not yet” of the older narratives (similar
explanations are given by G. von Rad and K. Galli02). It is worth noting that it is from Egyiph
texts that Westermann finds a parallel to the Yyt being stated in the positive and not the nieggass is
most common in ANE cosmologies (46).

391 |bid., 109f. There are some scholars like Kitcaad Milgrom who believe the Priestly materials ever
composed much earlier than the exilic, post efitice period. Milgrom’s strongest argument aboet th
antiquity of P is that whole sections of D refldw language of P, but D is never used withih&Vviticus
1—16 10, 12f.). He believes P was redacted in the tifithe first Temple, prior to exile. Kitchen pts
out that the features of Genesis 1 are consistightother second millennium ANE cosmologies. Thiis,
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that God created the world out of nothing and that there was a formless matter befo
creation, first occur where Judaism has come under the influence of Greek th8tight.”
Thus, the questions of pre-existent matterendihiloare later questions that v. 2 does
not address. It cannot be said that one or the otirgeisdedin the text® In
Westermann'’s (and Tsumura’s) view, Genesis simply says “God createeaens and
the earth.®*

Even if it is allowed that v. 2 was not written to answer the later question
concerning creation happening eitlearnihiloor from uncreated pre-existent matter, and
if its primary purpose was to provide an entry point into which God’s creative activity
could be narrated, how the Priestly author(s) chose to begin the narrative and \ahat to c
it is still significant. The ‘not-yet’ description of v. 2 is informative comueg the
nature of God’s creative activity that is narrated, even if the question oorgére
origin of the ‘not-yet-as-we-know-it’ stuff of v. 2 is not answet&dIt says what was
imagined within the Priestly tradition to be the opposite to the results of Godts/ere

activity. Because it has implications for what God’s creative aesvéntail, the

interpretation of the not-yet is important.

it were to be dated according to ANE studies artdgdhe documentary hypothesis, it would be dated
much earlier than the second half of the firsteniflium. This makes a roughly nine-hundred year
spectrum in suggested dating among scholars fazdhgosition of the Priestly cosmology—from the
fourth to thirteenth centuries BCE.

%2pid., 110.

303 |pid. In Westermann’s words: “It is meaninglelsert to ask whether P thought if there was or was no
matter before creation” (109).

304|bid. For the sake of doing theology in todaysstext, however, more must be said than that tiseaa
apparent absence of the question of genesis, asdhb absence of an answer, in the text. Saltg t
“God created” begs the question of what is mearitbgated.” In giving an account of Godreative
activity in this dissertation, the Hebrew text willive to be allowed to reverberate beyond its osmbs.
3%t is common to view the “Let there be...” statemehv. 3 as the initial instance of creation. | Wbu
suggest that the movement of the Spirit at theagrnd 2 should not be overlooked as being a necgssa
component to God’s creative activity. Both Spngivering and speech are narrated as activitieodfi®
the Priestly cosmology. Claims concerning creabipiWord alone are an insufficient commentary an th
text.
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The Priestly cosmology opens with positive statements instead of stateshent
negation. From the point where the Priestly cosmology begins its narrative there is
place where the two most basic components of the earthteltbmwaters and the land
(as well as the darkness)—are said to come in to existence. The darknesnismptbs
report of w. 4-5°° the prior presence of the waters is implied in the wording of the
command of v. 8°” and the “appearance” of land at the gathering of the waters in v. 7
suggests it had simply been covered to that §8inBut the language of what to call the
introductory, ‘not-yet’ condition of v. 2 still needs to be determined.

Many have imported the Greek term “chaos” to either describe the condition of
the first components or that the stuff itdslthaos’®® Both uses of the term presume that
what is described—created or not—is present and is not just an elaborate waggf say
nihil. In the Christian tradition there have been thinkers who have followed Greek ideas
that v. 2 is a description of raw matter lacking everything but materishttanisa
situation akin to th&horain Plato’sTimaeus™?

As the narrative unfolds, however, it shows that there is not a complete confusion
or mixture of materials. Rather, as Tsumura suggests, there is a layehegeafth’'s

components (landehom and darkness) that is assessetlas wabohu-unproductive

and empty. The not-yet circumstances of v. 2 could just as easily be cafsatt$i’ or

30%«And God saw that the light was good; and God ezted the light from the darkness. God called the
light Day, and the darkness he called Night. Aretéhwas evening and there was morning, the fingt' da
%97«And God said, ‘Let there be a dome in the midshe waters, and let it separate the waters fiten t
waters."”

3%8«And God said, ‘Let the waters under the sky behgeed together into one place, and let the drg lan
appear.” And it was so.”

3% Westermann uses this language too, going backoatidbetween “chaos” and “nothingness.” Or, he
will use the phrase “the nothingness of chaos”.(43)

31%watson provides a helpful list of references i@ writings of early thinkers who either supported o
criticized such a position (13). Critics includdgpolytus, Methodius, and Clement of Alexandria.
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“immaturity”—a trope used elsewhere in Scripture (e.g., Job 38:8-11) and within the
Christian tradition (e.g., Irenaeus).

The option selected has many implications for how to understand in the text
God's initial relationship to creation and the nature of God’s creative gctgitwell as
what kind of world is coming into existence: a passive or obstinate stuff rectavimg
or a subject being nurtured into maturity. Claims concerning the nature of therstuf
just as important as claims concerning its condition. Concerning the formerrridwg/ea
of Genesis 1 points toward the subjectivity of the land and wifefEhey are guided
and/or enlisted as much as they are formed and/or coerced. They are neillgeneite
nor recalcitranf’® Thus, the subjectivity of the v. 2 components will be affirftéd.

Concerning the condition of this subject: the narrative of Genesis 1 opens with
basic infantile stuff, which God addresses. It is not “chaos”, obstinate, or in achaoti
condition. It istohu wabohu“barren/desolate” and “empty.” God’s dedication to the
young creation leads to the forming-as-we-know-it of heaven and earth on day8 2 a
respectively. This can be interpreted as formation for the sake of or(ering a stage
for history) or the nurturing of that infant into life in the community. The earth, syater
and other parts of creation mature in their active participation under God'’s grlidan
cosmogony; they progress from moving about at God’s request to the production and

support of other parts of creation.

311 Brown suggests this in “Divine Act and PersuasionHistory and Interpretation: Essays in Honour of
John H. Hayesedited by M. Patrick Graham, William P. Browngdateffrey K. Kaun (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1993), when he says that “whagdgsribed in Gen. 1.2 is not malevolent, autonomous
chaos, but the earth and the waters as living ‘efem that are enlisted by divine command to pidite
positively in the creative process” (32).

12|t should be recalled that people in the ANE did perceive natural things as lifeless matter.et.at
Greek or scientific views should not be put ontthe.

33 This is consistent with the observations of Cbhpsier Kaiser in Chapter 2 who noted that the kablic
view of God is as a king who legislates for hisjeats, including the earth.
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Holistically viewed God’s creative activity is more community develamntean
the formation or establishment of particular objects or a cosmos. Each péated to
others and has responsibilities relative to others, or, in turn, has responsibilities tha
contribute to the fulfillment of the whole. More than establishing a fixed structuref
inanimate matter, God develops a community.

This trajectory is foreshadowed in the statements made in v. 2 at the opening of
the narrative. Tsumura’s arguments alioht, bohy andtehomare compelling, yet
moving forward from his findings has not gained traction. Brown thinks Tsumura was
too concrete in arriving at his interpretations. However, as noted above, ifniseater
taken as “arid/unproductive” and “empty/uninhabited,” this functions very well in the
direction the entire passage moves. Brown characterizes this directomasement
from constituent bases (light, water, and green earth) to the particulal émens they
help produce and sustaif* He does not see the story of those particular “constituent
bases” beginning in v. 2, but only, rather, as they are called to and named in vv. 3, 9-10.
Those verses are a significant dividing line for him in the¥&xBut prior to Brown’s
reading of the parts, however, the text introduces itself as a story about tlegwligl
and begins its telling with the not-yet description of the whole ‘earth’—thathwdaould
become an organic community. When the first narrated divine act has come to pass

through the operations of Godisachand speech in vv. 2c-3, there is no reason based on

314 Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideolog217.

31> perhaps his interest in the parts/individualditext over the whole is a reflection of our timesre
than the interest of the text. Clifford points thet “Perhaps the single most important featurancient
Near Eastern cosmogonies is that they generallgiss a peopled universe, a world, a system. Even
when focusing on a single item...they put that iterthiacontext of the whole...Any dichotomous
distinction between creation of the whole and d¢ogadf the individual is not warranted for the aadi
Near East” (199).

318 Interestingly, in v. 2 God is included, by the i®pas a participating agent in this growing-up
community—not that God needs maturing, but thatctramunity with which he is joining himself needs
to grow into his goodness.
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the text to exclude from the whole the presence of any of the parts in which Brown
initially takes interest: light, waters, and laftd. The infant whole of which they are part,
nevertheless, even this side of that creative act, is not yet beyaththe@abohu
description of the not-yet earth in v. 2. The descriptions of v. 2 are fitting descriptions
about the community (or lack thereof) into which the parts would come to participate
Before (or in the absence of) God’s community-nurturing creative actikigye is only a
dead emptines&® Even after the Priestly cosmology begins to narrate God’s creative
ministrations thearth does not immediately cease being barren (literally), empty,
undifferentiated, and dark; but even there (or precisely there), the Spirit of God wa
present’®

God’s “ordering” of creation in Genesis 1—or establishing “constituent’bases
is not a highly debated notion; the narrative moves from the general to the partloul

that movement, it also moves progressively to greater multiplicity and ceityplethe

317 Just as the narrative of all creation’s story enésis 1—11 is Israel’s story, because they atgrwiit
but not yet called to the specific place and puedos which God chooses them, so too the storyaneSis
1 is from vv. 2-3 the story of the whole, inclusiviethe light, waters, and land, which have nothen
called to specific places and purposes—i.e., tauah expressing goodness according to what faldei
to them.

318 | the Priestly cosmology there is the same dynahait Jacob Milgrom has found in Leviticus. God's
creative activity is life for the community just tee cult affirms, protects, and nurtures life &adiness.

In the cult, death is the opposite experiencetferdommunity just as in Genesis 1:2 the opposite
circumstance from the realization of God’s creatigévity is a dead waste. In the cult, apart froaiking
in God’s ways, the people of God would experiendeadly destruction upon God's departure from the
Temple (Milgrom,Leviticus 1—1650); Tsumura finds thaohuandbohutogether are used to describe
such a destruction; “it would be very reasonablertderstand the phrat#h( wabshlin Gen 1:2 as also
describing a state of ‘desolation and emptinebsugh the context suggests that this was the liside of
the created earth rather than a state brought asoairesult of God's judgment on the earth or [@hdler
4:23, Isa 34:11)” (33). The point of creation @& a movement from disorder/chaos to order. Thelevh
point of the Priestly thinking about creation ahd tult is the development of a vibrant commurtit t
affirms, protects, and nurtures life/holiness!

319 As will be suggested in Chapter 5, it is precighre that the Spirit is present because thetSpiGod
is the Possibility of God for the o/Other. It Spirit that operates inseparably with God’s Wiar make
possible the coming to be of creation. On anadibgic, noting this movement in the text from empss
and unproductiveness marks a significant depaftare Levenson’s framework in which he interprets
patterns in Genesis 1 such as the light being@dean the first day and the sun not being madé tineti
fourth day as an instance of demythologizatiorhefgun: in other words, his view that Genesisdnes
step further away from the combat myth and cosngigrafEnuma elisiLevenson, 65). Rather, there is
continued growth and development unto being a mibdr) full community narrated in the text.
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social forms established among the p#fisAs has been mentioned, after the parts are
named—e.g., the “land” is named “earth” and the “waters” are named ‘iseas”
10°**~—the various parts are each invited to participate in the unfolding community; all
parts are called upon to contribute in the community according to what is suitable to
them®?? The land/earth and waters/seas become “collaborative agents”tingrealer
God, the Creator and “Commandét>

One of the progressions in these callings is significant. In calling theand a
waters “to the particular ‘social’ forms they help produce and sustai@bd was
essentially addressing environments in which the produced things were to thode. G
first addresses the land, telling it to “grass grass” (v. 11). This is only dne places
in the whole Bible where the verb “to grass” is u¥8dGod’s intention is that the thing
which is produced is to be dependant upon and united with the continued activity of the
actor. lItis like the action of singing a song, where the song ceases whigwgithg s
ceases. This is different from an action where the thing produced is distingh&fom

thing producing it or the very action of producing it (e.g., a chair being built by a

320 Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideolog®17.

%1 pid., 37.

322 |n Brown’s words: “the etymological eloquence awieristic of the divine commands addressed to the
waters and the earth have the effect of undersgdhigir respective abilities in the formation obgucts
suitable for the divine creative schem8tricture, Role, and Ideolog®14). All of this is part of the
“social dimension of the priestly cosmogony” asrsgeboth Genesis 1 and the building of the Tabdema
it “is most evident in the respective roles of daath and the waters in relation to God. The eamththe
waters are treated as active creators in Genesisl Work in collaboration with God. Hence, eacarbe
social function in relation tdglohim]” (213). Importantly, the respective contributgaf the earth and
waters “in the process are made in the contex¢ifice” (213f).

3 pid., 212.

¥4 1pid., 217.

325 Robert D. Sack#d Commentary on the Book of Gendkiswiston: E. Mellen Press, 1990), 7. Cf. Joel
2:22 where it is used within a description of anhanious (eschatological) time. Westermann traeslat
Genesis 1:11, 12 as follows: “v. 11: ‘Let the eaytben forth fresh green’; v. 12: ‘And the earthagred
forth™ (142).
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carpenter}?® Following this first divine address for land to grass grass, God addresses
the waters telling them to “flying flyers” and to “swimming swinmsig(v. 20)3%’

The pattern is very clear and very important. Before each thing comes into
existence, the environment is addressed to which the thing produced is related. The
environment itself is supposed to play a part, to be in sustaining, nurturing relationship
with that which lives in it?® the nature/character of its existence is dependent upon and
united to the continued activity of the environment. Those within the cosmic community
shape both one another and the resulting dynamics of the community by their nurturing
activity.

After addressing both the land and seas, God then addresses God’s self and says
“let us create man in our image, male and female” (v. 26). God is the final ‘envitbnme

introduced in the narrative. The “let us” is not as much a theological assertion in the

narrative, as it is often treated, as it is an anthropological ass&rtidie writer

320 |hid.

327t is certainly odd that God would address theensin regard to birds. However, Brown has searche
other ancient writings and found that Israel isaone in linking the creation of birds with watérhis

link can be seen in the ANE as far back as Egygti@hSumerian sourceStfucture, Role, and Ideology
184). “Such a tradition casts a generally positigist upon the role of water in creation, in c@strto
other traditions that highlight the negative, resisrole water often assumes in mythological téktg.,
Tiamatin Enuma ElishYamin Ugaritic literature)” (Brown, 184).

328 Without having to accept that these environmergsaddressed as characters and that they have any
participation in bringing about their inhabitaritscan at least be conceded that the environmeats a
named. Although the work being conducted in copterary science is discovering the “self-organizatio
of systems (or “active” matter) and the effect®né system on neighboring systems (cf. Prigogitnke an
Stengers, 8-13). Joseph A. Bracken has also dgneah deal of theological reflection on systems,
including the effects sub systems have on largstiesys of which they are part; seeciety and Spirit: A
Trinitarian CosmologySelinsgrove: Susquehanna University Press, 19B¢ movements in Genesis 1
toward complexity, multiplicity, and interrelatidnips have a great deal of resonance with work bearg
in science.

329 Others have made related statements. E.g., PyIBird has noted that “The vetixd [‘do, make’],
which has heretofore been used only in the exetuéports, to emphasize the divine activity, is rtaken
up into the announcement itself. The becomingdamis inconceivable apart from God’s own direct
action and involvement; the willing of this creauequires divine commitment” (“Male and Female He
Created Them’: Genesis 1:27b in the Context ofthestly Account of Creation,” il Studied
Inscriptions before the FloodWinona Lake, IN; Ithaca, NY: Snow Lion Publicati Eisenbrauns,
1994], 346). Not only does Bird note the natur&ofl’s statement, she notices its relation to tia p
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distinctly separates humans from other animals—from all other created-+hggke
unique environment in which humans exist. To be human is to exist in God. God is
addressed as humanity’s environment. By God’s breathing, they live. “In himewe |
and move and have our being” (Acts 17:28). Brown notes the structureLixxttaso
helps give both light and humans a special, more unmediated, relationship¥ God.
There are three groupings in thex structure: 1) Heaven, firmament, luminaries; 2)
Water, seas and land, marine and winged creatures; and 3) Earth, plants, land*&nimals
Structurally light and humans are associated with heaven and earth; hoiveyearet
unique in their creation. God is the one called to relate to this creature who is dependent
upon his continued breathing into them, as that which lives within and out of the very life
of the Triune God. Humans are to be the song God sings, imaging their &feator.

The details of the biblical narrative continue to illustrate that relationstp. F
example, God breatheg:shamdbreath) into the nostrils @dam(2:7). Only God and

humans havaeshaman the Old Testamerit> Human beings, as ones who share breath

commands: “each order is referred to an alreadstiagi element of earth (land and water) and itagcend
proximate source. In contrasjamis assigned a function or task by the very wordrofouncement, a
task defined in relation to the other creaturestarttie earth, which is its habitat but not itsreeu
Humanity is also distinguished from other ordertifefby its direct and unmediated dependence upon
God. Foradam habitat is neither source of life nor sourcedgfritity” (346). See n. 329 concerning
Brown'’s position.
330Brown, Structure, Role, and Ideologg0. “As noted above, only in the sections degiifith the
creation of light and human beings does one fimditansition markerk@i egeneto hoas) enigmatically
missing from its typical location. Thus a tightenaection is forged between command and fulfillment
without the formal intermediate step” (Brown, 48)ith humans, first, the command is directed at God
Second, humans are not distinguished by speciels/ktheir likenesses to one another), but in theing
created in the image and likeness of God. And tliteinans are to rule over specific things withia three
domains of the community: “over the fish of teeaand the winged creaturestodavenand the herds and
éasll the wild animals of thearthand all the reptiles that crawl upon #erth (vv 26, 28)” (41).

Ibid., 41.
%32 |n the very way humans were made to exist relatv@od, God was creating a creature that he could
become. ‘Human'’ is not something that is outsileralisconnected from God, and in that way not
foreign to God.
333 Victor P. Hamilton,The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1ifi7The New International Commentary on the
Old Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmanislighing Co., 1990), 158ff. Isaiah 42:5 and Job
27:3 show that this word is closely relateddah (158).
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with God, live in a dynamic, dependent relationship with God; “when you take away their
breath, they die and return to their dust. When you send forth your spirit, they are
created” (Ps 104:29-36f* Human life is God’s song. Furthermore, humans’ desires for
the good and their kingly-status do not proceed from themselves but from thisentimat

335

relationship;™ these come from God. It was necessary for Adam to go regularly to the

center of the garden for sustenance and guidance from God, from the treé®0f life

E. Summary

There have been proposals since very early in the tradition of equating Genesis
1:2 with “chaos.” Whereas these comparisons were originally a consciougeffor
harmonize Christianity and Greek philosophy, the comparisons in the past century have
been driven primarily by ANE comparative studies. While, as Watson points out, this
choice of terminology was immediately challenged in the nineteenth-cersinging
inappropriate for Genesis 1, it has become widely used. It is still beirgraed by
those employing synchronic methods to the biblical text. Yet the term with its
accompanying notions is still being applied to the text.

Links between ANE texts have been asserted often on the basis of shared notions
of chaos. These typological connections are often repeated from one scholar to the next

as fact even though dependence is not demonstrated between the texts and detailed

34|t is verses such as this one that makes thenstateabout God'’s Spirit being present with tibleu
wabohuearth in Genesis 1:2 so interesting; the Spifivisall creation what humans experience in a specia
way.

335 Hans Walter Wolff makes these assertions partityuia relation to a study afuach; Anthropology of

the Old TestamerfPhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1973), 39. Hamittas argued that these two words have
a very close function in the OT.

331t will be developed in Chapter 5 that the Spnéathed int@damis the same Spirit that is the
Possibility for all creation. God gifts himselfthn the cosmic community as the good into whidk it

called to mature. That good is God’s own self-gimgf love at work for others, for their growth and
flourishing.
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synchronic methods have not been applied to verify kindred thiikingecent studies

have raised flags about many of the cross cultural links that have long be&gdasser
Some of the assertions are about links between terms, images, or myths aareess cult

as well as about the conflation of divergent mythological themes. For exaneplgomcr

has often been asserted as having a connection to chaos in the ANE. However, chaos-
talk in reference to creation has been more challenged than affirming the hae®f c
imagery within other mythical or historical contexts, for other theologietirical
purposes>® Brown’s examination of many of the ANE creation myths shows how
diverse their accounts of the beginning are. There is little ground in AN&tuiterfor
connectingChaoskampénd creation.

By clearing away many of these long perpetuated assertions througbrthefw

scholars such as Tsumura, Watson, and Brown, it opens up a view of Genesis 1 (as well
as other cosmological texts) that is quite powerful and much more in line witmtheft
the rest of Scripture. The Priestly creation account as a whole moves fromet-not-
productive, dark, and uninhabited infancy, into a nurtured and nurturing social network in
which all are called according to what is suitable to them into the service of®ther.
The Priestly account is a teaching concerning God’s creative catisagdiich the
responsiveness of the whole community is measured throughout history. It is agficture
the beginning, the end, and God’s calling at every moment between—as the narrative
about the Tabernacle’s construction showed. This will be developed in Chapter 5.

In the next chapter, an example will be investigated of the way “chaos” language

has been used by a systematic theologian. Catherine Keller adopts theltegynirom

337 Watson, 24.
338 hid., 19.
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biblical studies—as well as science and philosophy—while at the same time, itaki
a different direction in her reading of Genesis 1 than suggested by Levenson or his

opponents.
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V. CATHERINE KELLER'S TEHOMIC THEOLOGY: A
THEOLOGY OF BECOMING

A. Introduction

In the previous chapters the manner in which “chaos” has been used in science
and in biblical studies has been critiqued. It was noted in the introductory chapter tha
the uses of “chaos” in these fields have been taken up into theological reflettiens
aim of this chapter is to show an example of how “chaos” language has been borrowed
out of science and biblical studies into systematic theology. Any number oplesam
could have been chosénAlong with the sophistication of Keller's thoughts on chaos,
her work was chosen due to the number of useful cautions and suggestions she has for
doing theology in this historical context. Also, Catherine Keller's tehdmeiglogy, as
she lays it out ifFace of the Deep: a Theology of Beconfilgs been selected because
her position varies from those already seen in the previous chapters. Although e@dluenc
by exposure to science and ANE comparative studies, she takes the opposite approach of
Levenson and does not demonize the stuff of Genesis 1:2.

Keller has both a different perspective and a different approach than Levenson. |
her approach to interpreting scriptural images, she does not select an AME lens
Levenson does, and interpret Scripture through that matrix. On the other hand, she does

not represent the side of Tsumura or Brown who either denounce “chaos” language

1 E.g., Morris InchChaos Paradigm: A Theological Exploratihanham, Md.: University Press of
America, 1998); Enda McDonougBetween Chaos and New Creation: Doing Theologhaftringe
(Dublin: Gill & Macmillan, 1986); James Hutchinsdf@andemonium Tremendum: Chaos and Mystery in
the Life of GodCleveland: Pilgrim, 2001); Beatrice Brute&nd’s Ecstasy: The Creation of a Self-
Creating World(New York: The Crossroad Publishing Company, 19806n Cupitt,Creation Out of
Nothing(London; Philadelphia: SCM Press; Trinity Pregeidnational, 1990); Ruth Pagépd and the
Web of CreatiorfLondon: SCM Press Ltd., 1996); Phyllis Neimanh&Myth of Chaos: Implications for
Jewish Religion,” D.H.L., Jewish Theological Senmpnaf America, 2002.

2 London and New York: Routledge, 2003.
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and/or propose other sources from the ANE with which to compare the images of the
Bible. She does not try to make any direct claim for an interpretation of the sext da
what she believes is the most appropriate reconstructed ANE perspective., Rather
Keller's approach is to deconstruct what she sees as the Babylonian aral biblic
tendencies toward masculine domination of the tehomic feminine. She shows briefly
how this is a recurring theme throughout history that rises out of tgdffwha By
deconstructing instances of domination and by folding in layers of voices frem les
dominant traditions throughout the centuries, she both opens up the possibility of a new
reading and legitimizes it with a myriad of past witnesses. Thesemabzgd voices
become permissive and instructive in reading creation in Genesis 1 exmomioways,
wherein tehom plays a significant, positive roll. In short, they help Kellaveva
tehomahilic tapestry.

In this chapter, first Keller’'s tehomic theology will be outlined. Second, there
will be an assessment of which aspects of her theology are useful and whath aspe
not useful (or would benefit from revision according to the alternative approach being
developed). In general, the dynamic aspects of creation’s relationshi@oad within
her theology are applauded. On the other hand, the lack of a more conventional
trinitarian paradigm in her theology will be questioned; it need not have been excluded.
Further, in her theology concerning the relationship of God to creation, Keller nooves t
far in her grammar ahwardness, thus, in the end, blurring together God’s and the

world’s becoming.
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B. Catherine Keller's Face of the Deep: A Theology of Becoming

1. Keller's Tehomic Hermeneutic

Genesis 1:1—2:3, especially 1:1-3, is the biblical text of primary fockada of
the Deep Throughout her work, Keller focuses on specific terms in these first verses
through her tehomic hermenedtin which understanding is not about knowing the
object from a fixed perspectiVeRather, there is a dynamic relationship between the text
and the interpreter. Understanding is “a relational, therefore relatiyefiegt of
interpretation.® The task of understanding is never complete; the subject, the text, is
never mastered. The interpretive relation is forever ongoing, with “inpeitgpectives
of knowledge.?

The complexity of hermeneutics is not multiplied only by the factor of the
multiple contexts and theological perspectives of the interpreters but alse tagtor of
interdimensional foldsand gapSwithin the text, in the layers of positive and negative

relations of biblical texts with one another and with other ANE fé)dthus, texts have

3 SeeFace of the Deepl03ff.
* Ibid., 104. Keller shows a familiarity with seeépost-foundationalist thinkers in her work antidas
in that vein. It is interesting to see the resaeametween this hermeneutic philosophy and newssigfw
the universe since Einstein; there is no absoh#ees within which things are plotted, but things ar
understood relative to one another. Notions @ftigty and intertextuality function similarly iféir
respective fields of the sciences and the arts.
® Ibid., 105.
® Ibid.
" Ibid., 109.
8 Ibid., 118. Gaps make room for dialogical relasbip with the text. Gaps “invite the filling dfém by
citing other passages in the canon” (118).
° Ibid., 108f. See Keller, 5 on Keller's goal ofisiting a “chaotic multiplicity of biblical writings, genres,
voices and potentials” in order to achieve an “gtgmic expansion of a hyper-familiar old text.”&SHoes
not explicitly confess here, but she also usesébitslical texts and images to expand familiar gl
texts. In outlining her hermeneutic with its fisldf effects, Keller does not address if it is flaesthat
some affects go too far afield from the text.

Texts can certainly have many effects; but nobthem are righteous (doing justice to the text).
Effects can be as disordered as the people (aivcctheexts) doing the reading; thus some effe@ndsin
need of recapitulation. In her post-foundatiomalishe does not talk about what to do with disader
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fields of effects® In this relativizing relation with a text, interpreters creativelyatiate
with the history of a text’s effects. “Thus the text cannot mirror an original,
transparent—and apparently nonexistent—meaning. It will make meaning through a
cooperative interaction in history—meaning not from nothing but from everything
preceding. That meaning lives only in the relationships constituting the psag@nting

process.*
2. Tehom: The Site of Becoming

Within her work “tehom” (the deep) itself—from Genesis 1:2—folds and unfolds
in its meaning(s). Most basically it is the site of becominghe uses many synonyms
for tehom: matrix of possibilities, chaoid, milieu, etc.; most commonly, however, she
useschaosanddeep Tehom is not the creator or a creature (i.e., not cre¥temis
milieu, this “unformed future® is “neither being nor nonbeing® It is tempting to
reduce tehom to a signifier for an idea, but Keller rejects making thigfdigroming a

nothing; she will not let it go away.

ill effects—effects that are not rightly relatedtbe text. Keller dismisses any moderating pofntiew
and thus leaves her audience no ground for asgesbiether the effects she describes from the laiblic
text in her work are rightly related to the tekt.the context of the tapestry she weaves, anynslaigainst
her perspective would be considered dominatingrapcessive. Perhaps the only option is to weave a
different tapestry and let the readers of this@gmésvork choose which work in the gallery to takene
with them.

%1pid., 109.

"bid., 106, 109.

21bid., 119. Much like in process thought wheretlzt becomes does so out of the milieu that gfese
(plus options offered by new aims/lures), Kelleyfgyoing hermeneutic is in conversation/relatiorhwit
what has preceded.

2 1bid., 12.

“Ipid., 10, 28, 181.

Y 1pid., 29.

®pid., 12.
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Tehom is ‘always already therg& and thus, both creator and creature always
already have a prior relation ta'ft. However, instead of considering it as a plaetre
beginning, it is better understoodafdeginning™® It is a “between-space” in the
“feedback loop of the new and the givEhftaught with potentiality/possibility. With
Deleuze, Keller affirms that this “depth is not ‘a dimension’ but the dimendipwoali of
which the spatiotemporal dimensions unfofd.”

It is not until the fourth and final part of her work that Keller brings “creativay
well known process-thought term, to the foreground of her treatment of tehom. “The
creativity is not a cause, not even the First Cause, but rather the condition thiadreendi
all causal processes. The creativity itself does not bedbmakes becoming possible
We imagine it therefore as the matrix of possibiliti€s.Since, for Keller, all isn God,
tehom becomes the depth of God (and of wéfliiat gives birth to Go& it is “Ocean
of divinity, womb and place-holder of beginnings, it is not Elohim but the first place or
capacityof genesis® Both God and world “arise as effects of the primal creativity.”
God (Elohim)as effects the one through whoall causes arise

Keller is careful to clarify that tehom/creativity is not nothingsihot a
vacuum?® She rejects angreatio ex nihiloreading of the Bible. The Bible “knows only
of the divine formation of the world out of a chaotic somethingcredtio ex nihilg but

ex nihilo nihil fit (‘from nothing comes nothing’), the common sense of the ancient

7 bid., 163.

18 1pid., 161.

19 bid.

2 bid., 168; cf. 35
2bid., 181.

2bid., 231.

2 bid., 180.

2 bid., 231.

% bid., 181.

#*cf., e.g., Ibid., 115.
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world.”?” From arex nihiloposition, if a primordial chaos is considered, the autonomy
of this chaotic something is often assum&ddowever, this presupposes the logical
opposite okreatio ex nihiloas the only option. It presupposes a “dualism of
Creator/creature or Creator/chad%.Keller chooses a third option of dialogical
cooperation, which precedes that Creator/creature dualiscneafio cooperationis

“non-linear interactions between Elohim and Tehdf.”

3. Becoming

Throughout the entire work, Keller critiques the theological traditiarrexdtio ex
nihilo. One of her first critiques is the lack of biblical warrantdia@atio ex nihile** In
the history of Christian and Jewish thought, through the second cénkir{creation”
referred to the formation of the world from unformed stéffThis idea did not disappear
immediately. The biblical and philosophical notions of primordial stuff weleasigsue
when Augustine was writing the last three books ofduafessionsit the end of the
fourth century®> Even though thereatio ex nihiloposition rose quickly in dominance,

Genesis 1:2 remained problematic for its proponents—everything that comesbétwee

" bid., 4.

2 |bid., 116. Augustine called this chaotic somegha nothingsomethingihil aliquid); cf. Keller, 75 and
ConfessionsXII.6.

% pid., 117.

% |bid. Cf. 98, 116ff. This dialogical cooperatiwill be explained further when her panentheism is
outlined.

*Ipid., 6.

3 bid., 15. Keller relies heavily on Gerhard Maggeatio ex Nihilo: The Doctrine of “Creation out of
Nothing” in Early Christian Thoughttrans. by A. S. Worrall (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clak1994) for her
information on the history of this doctrine.

* Ibid., 16.
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the beginning” and “God said.” For example, Athanasius skips over the versetatoget
in his polemic support afreatio ex nihilo®

It was widely known in the fourth century that Genesis 1:2 was compatible with
“pagan mythologies and the platofitora”® Keller exploits this quandary for the
creatio ex nihilogproponents. In Genesis 1:2 and within the imagery of the OT, “This
interstitial darkness refuses to disappear. It refuses to appear as remhiaguum, as
mere absence highlighting the Presence of the Creator, as nonentity limniveg all t
created entities...this void evinces fullness, its waters, viscoSitjn"the previous
section it has already been laid out what Keller does with the tehom, how $hé trea
positively in contrast to the tehomophobic tendencies of the ¥/ eie uses v. 2 in her
theology instead of skipping over it or doing hermeneutical acrobatics to make its
contents intanihil.

In taking v. 2 seriously Keller rejects any idea of creation as a unilatgra

whether it is understood as an act of domination, repression, or even making—if

*Ibid., 57.

% |bid., 58.

* Ibid., 9.

37 Keller not only critiques the phobia of chaostie theological tradition (especially Barth; 84fb)t she
even deconstructs it in Scripture and other ANHitiens (26ff). She blames this tehomophobia on a
culture of (male) dominance and its exultation afder,” Chaoskampfmastery, etc (cf., e.g., 31ff,,
95ff.)—i.e., creation as order (20). Chaos irrétare, art, and culture is often feminine—e.gamat in
Enuma elistor “tehom” in Genesis 1:2 (28). Order is then veonibeing “behind and subordinate to man,
ordered, related, directed to man... In other wordbénsubordination of woman to man lies the social
template of chaos-control: the very bottom linghef Creator’'s dominance and defeat of tehom.” ¢@5;
Julie Galambush,Adam from Adama, 'I334 from "I3: Derivation and SubordinationGenesis 2.4b—
3.24,” inHistory and Interpretation: Essays in Honour of ddd. Hayesedited by M. Patrick Graham,
William P. Brown, and Jeffrey K. Kaun [Sheffieldh&field Academic Press], 33, n. 2 and 3 for a
bibliography of differing positions on order amo@&gd, Adam, Eve, and animal in the Garden). In this
matrix of power and dominance, creation takes plgcleattle, not by procreation/birth (18ff, 28, @2,
130); the waters are sterilized. The problemas th this matrix of dominance (whether in the devi

realm or the human) “it must produce the monstes at once justify its control and mock its magter
(97; cf. Timothy K. BealReligion and Its MonsteffNew York and London: Routlege, 2002], 4-10). The
“monsters” (e.g., Tiamat) may never have been nesssd begin with. They only were reacting to #tse
and/or attack. Keller uses the demonizing by theidlof the Jews as a human example.



185

“making” is meant as either “forming” or “creation from nothirf.’She dislikes notions
of origin because of their characteristic of being absdfu®he also wants to avoid
totalizing origins because they are prey to accusatioostaheology’® The idea of
divine origin has been privileged in most traditions in their m$thghe notion of origin
“classically subordinates and ontologically precedes ‘beginnfigOn the other hand,
however, the notion of beginning is a relative, historical notion. It developed adar sec
counterpoint to the notion of origii. Just as Keller rejects the polarityet nihilo
versus autonomous co-eternal stuff that is conquered and/or formed, she rejects the
polarity of origin versus beginning. Both ideas of beginning and origin, in the end, com
from or function as a myth of origif. In contrast, in the matrix of tehom there are no
totalizing origins. There is beginning and beginning again, which “are histedcalar
andtherefore alsanythical/theological ® The topos of the deep is “a place hefore
but of beginning.”® There are the possibilities of the deep and all that has pre-existed
with which all that is becoming already is related. Even God, through whom akcaus
arise, is first an effect. In the process of becoming there is no absolute origi

Early inFace of the DeeReller’'s focus is on the issue of creation’s becoming.
She juxtaposes her position against the famili@atio ex nihilo The doctrine otreatio

ex nihiloentails in it a metanarrative that is a single line from beginning t&’enijin

*bid., 17.

¥ bid., 5.

“%bid., 160.

1 On this issue she draws from Edward Said and&agrhent obrigin versusbeginning
*2bid., 159.

*bid., 5, 159.

* Ibid., 159f.

** Ibid., 160.

*® Ibid., 161.

" Ibid., 43.
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to goal’® God'’s ultimate dominion is unquestionable in that metanarrative in that he
established iex nihila Further, time and space serve only as the arena of salvation—
salvation history? Nature is a matter of fact—a given that is of little consequence—
wherein the drama unfolds. It is not an actor in the drama or a key recipient ef God’
creative-salvific ends. Keller addresses this in her reading of Genesreelwdy is
through the unpacking of v. 2 and treating all its terms, including the waters, felbpect
not making them nothing or making them é¥ilAnother is in taking seriously the

repeated phrase: “let there be>?

.In answer to any interlocutors who might point
toward “making” or “creating” in Genesis 1:1—2:3, Keller asserts: “Fbealbgy of
becoming, it is precisely the dichotomy of ‘making’ and ‘letting be’ thateSes
precludes. How else does Elohmake—butby letting be: ‘And God saidet there
be...”?”°? In her view of there being dialogical cooperatiotreatio cooperationis-

between Elohim and Tehom (and between God and creation) she reads the “let’'there be

less “in the monotone of command than in the whisper of deSirln’the divine address

“8 |bid., 50. Keller is just as concerned abonatio ex nihilo’sabsolute future “beyond time and
transience” as she is about an absolute origin (20)

“°pid., 43; cf. 50, 58, 89.

0 Cf. 115. The final section ¢face of the Deejs a step by step “algorithmic expansion” of h# key
terms in v. 2, not just tehom.

1« et there be” appears in Genesis 1:3, 6, 14.eOpifrases with “let” appear in Genesis 1:9, 11205
22, 24, 26.

*2 |bid., 17; emphasis original. Keller draws fronili&m P. Brown’s reading of the divine commands of
Genesis 1 irStructure, Role, and Ideology in the Hebrew ande&r€exts of Genesis 1:1—ISBLDS,
132; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993).

3 |bid., 116. She agrees with Speiser’s readingeriesis 1 in that “he finds P repudiatimg the
assumption of a preexistent chaos, but ratherehigérent and politically oppressiwhaoskampf itsélf
(115). Cf. SpeiseGenesisThe Anchor Bible (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & f@pany, Inc., 1964), 11,
where he places the positions of Genesis 1Eandna ElisH'poles apart.” Genesis 1 has a “critical
position” toward what he believes are its sourddd/V.E. Saggs also views Genesis 1 as being wiittten
opposition to Mesopotamian mythologihe Encounter with the Divine in Mesopotamia amddk Jordan
Lectures in Comparative Religion 12 [London; Atiariighlands, NJ: Athlone Press; distributed by
Humanities Press, 1978], 53).
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of Tehom, “create is nab master the formless but to solicit its virtual foriis It is at
God's invitation in v. 11 that the earth produces vegetation and in v. 20 that the seas
creatively produce sea creaturdskeller welcomes, in direct opposition to Barth, the
idea of the maternity of the spirit or its waters that makes room for “moretevary
theories of emergence, theories that might now emphasize the self-mgaoinplexity
of creation.®® In Keller's view it was many of the church fathers who “nihilified the
(m)others of the narrativé” And many recent theologians simply follow in this
tradition.

Keller’'s theology of becoming turns away from a logocentric doctrine afiore
Instead of eliminating tehom and inserting the divine Logos into nothing, she sees the
incarnation of the Logos derived within “the chaosmic width of the creatfoin’the
feedback loop of beginning and beginning-again, of new and old, a “chaosmic Christ
would represent the flow of a word that was always already materializee amaiess

and endlessly, a flow that unblocks the hope of an incarnation, in which all flesh takes

**|bid., 115. In this way Keller argues that Gesdsshows neither a “simple dependence nor simple
opposition” to other ANE cosmologies; rather, Kebelieves Genesis 1 is a “parodic divergence” (268
47). In Brown’s reading, he believes Genesis lkhbe read in the spirit of tiEmaeusin which
god/Demiurge uses the random/chance causes of Kho@enesis, God takes what-there-is to work with
and persuades it toward the good. The non-oppeegsethod of creating has as much to do with tleElgo
of the creation as the form taken (“Divine Act ahd Art of Persuasion in Genesis 1, History and
Interpretation: Essays in Honour of John H. Hayedited by M. Patrick Graham, William P. Browndan
Jeffrey K. Kaun [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Psg$993], 19-32). Elsewhere, Brown finds much more
similarity between the waters in Genesis 1 androiNE sources than with those of Apsu and/or Tiamat
in Enuma elisi(Structure, Role, and Ideology in the Hebrew andek&réexts of Genesis 1:1—2184).

*° |bid., 26; see also 82, 195, 217. Keller reliaBoown and his treatment of the alliteration ingt two
verses: “producestddsg vegetationdesg in v. 11 and “produce’yfsresy sea creatureséres in v. 20.

Cf. Robert D. Sack#h Commentary on the Book of Gendkswiston: E. Mellen Press, 1990), 7-12 for his
treatment on this alliteration and the two oth@icpk these verbs are used in the OT: in Exodugupka

and in an eschatological image in Joel. Sacksthee®llowing English translations: “to grass grdsto
swarm swarms,” and “to flying fliers.” Keller doest use the skies as an example as Sacks doewnBr
says this wordplay concerning the birds and thevebayld rely on a Hebrew Vorlage from whichoex
version was made that is at variance withaiig(“Divine Act and the Art of Persuasion in Genekis26).
*®pid., 94.

" bid., 44.

*% bid., 19.
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part.”®® Thus instead daéx nihilo’slinear history, Keller opts for an Irenaean “helical,
recapitulatory sense of histor$f” In the recapitulatory loops, the new creation of all
things is forever hoped for and possible. This is a material eschatologginvher
incarnation, creation/new creation, is always going on in “redemptive recéipital®’
In the last chapters &face of the Deepvhere Keller goes more fully into God’s
becoming, she addresses the notion of panentheism, of which she is a prépdist.
is where her idea of creation and new-creation as incarnation becomes not orgra mat
of the world being:apax debut God beingapax mundf* For Keller creatiotis
incarnatiofi’ to the point that “the incarnation is coextensive with the body of the
creation.® In her words, theen” “in,” of panertheism
does not as one might think designate some clearly lineated space of
intersecting substances, let alone of mutual containment—as though the
mutual immanence of divinity and world resembles Chinese boxes or
intersecting circles. Theefi’ designates an active indeterminacy, a
commingling of unpredictable, and yet recapitulatory, self-organizing
relations. The én’ asserts the difference of divine and cosmic, but at the
same time makes it impossible to draw the ffhe.

There is flux, or overlap, “of divinity with world, of world with divinity* The relations

are recapitulatory for God as they are for the world. The relationshipad igrao

%9 |bid.

% bid., 56.

%1 Ibid., 56, 220. It should not be assumed howethet, Keller means by the ongoing incarnation Gad
“consummates his loving control” by it or achiewssnplete lordship, understood as the subjectidrisof
subjects (90). She rejects this Barthiatithacy of dominatiochwherein there isihtimacy without
reciprocity’ (90; emphasis original). She rejects Barth’s “Bed” who “penetrates but is not penetrated”
(90). Thus, for Keller, in thencarnationthat is creation, God is taking form/bodndis being affected.
°2 Cf. 218ff.

%% bid., 219.

® Ibid., 219, 226.

®% bid., 221.

®bid., 2109.

7 Ibid.
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longer one of unilateral dependency of creation upon its Cr¥afather, the becoming
of creation constitutes God’s embodiment/incarnation.

In the interplay of Tehom and Elohim, there is the capacitation of creation’s
becoming; it is in this capacitated relationship of creature with creatahthavorld is
capax deand God isapax mundi Thus, “Any event, every spacetime of the capacious
process of creation, might become readable as a unique, holy and temporary emtbodime
of the infinite.”® In this ongoing process of creation “there takes place always, in endless
quantities and qualities of difference, deformation and transformatiomcgr@ation” "
Thisincarnation results in carnage. Only some of what is possible is materialized,
actualized in the decision of becomifigWith the deformations and transformations in
the incarnation there is always the hope of redemption, that the scars of
creation/incarnation “may fade into gentler wrinklés.”

This highlights the reality that becoming does not always go accordingne di
aims. In her move away from creation out of nothing to creation (becoming) out of chaos
Keller works to replace the idea of sin that has been passed down from Augustine. In
Augustine sin is “understood as tinéernal resistance to the ordained order,” which
“requiresexternaldominance® as a corrective, containing corollary. Augustine’s

definition, Keller claims, represented a shift from “socially frargeitt” "

to personal
shame about the darkness of each human’s disordered Hatéa example, sin for the

psalmist “meant a deforming injustice for which members of a commuaitg st

% bid., 89.

% bid., 219ff.
bid., 220.
bid., 220, 221.
2 \bid., 221.
bid., 70.
bid., 71.

S bid., 70.
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responsible before each other and therefore Gbdhey are guilty for their unjust
relations.

Keller revives a communal, relational way of looking at sin in her theology of
becoming. Tehom—which is neither good nor evil, but the potential for good Brevil
is the medium of human sin. Within it / out of it is the freedom to actualize good or
evil.”® Since we are not created from nothing but from preconditions, that which
precedes us constitutes us; for good or ill, precondititfest us; they “have shaped,
privileged and deformed” u§’ This originating sin (not a one-time original sin) is part
of the mix (the good and the bad) that co-originates us.

If one earthling falls into alienation, into greed, into domination—that sin

will infect its relations and thus part constitute all who follow...I stand

not guiltyfor the patterned chaos of relations performing me—but

responsible | become guilty if | do not take responsibility for the effects

of past relations upon me now, as | affect the futfire.

In this way, Keller calls sin, as Augustine did, a “force of hallitWe go along, we do

not resist, we seek to secure our existence. The repetitions become habitual, often
compulsive, carried along by global patterns of assumption—economic, sexia|, rac
religious. Amidst these structures, our agency may be unconscious. But itris neve

simply absent—we slip ‘by our will.®

"®bid., 70f.

" bid., 81.

"% bid., 80.

 bid.

8 bid. Even if the notion of beingpnstitutecby relations may be a stretch for the reades, jiwissible to
accept that one person being oriented perverselypiopulation affects the relations of the reghef
population with that person; others may take ami{e, closed posture toward that person. Thubhaell
others will not be rightly-related w@ll their neighbors; they will not have the openndsdmawing neigh’
to all others. If each person lives in myriadglisbriented ways, even if only by fractions, thisnpounds
and multiplies the unrighteous ways in which allgoas within a community are related to one ancdnelr
to other communities.

8 |bid.; cf. AugustineConfessionsVIIl.5.12.

8 |bid. Her suggestion that “we seek to secureenistence” reminds me of Isaiah 28:15—“Because you
have said, ‘We have made a covenant with deathpéthdSheol we have an agreement; when the
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This force of habit is “the habit of discreatidi.”Instances where this discreative
habit is blocked are conduits for chaos, the potential for good or ill. In that place a
decision for a new good or a new ill is m&deThe habit of discreation is healed,
inasmuch as it can be healed, not by a one-time, unmoved incarnational solid, but by the
capacitatingflux of what for us mammals is an ever carnal grace. Which we may
address.As you'®® It is in these recapitulatory loops that new creation happens from
what is available, nax nihila ® New creation is the aim, the lure, of the wWrd

perpetually incarnating itself, perpetually becorfihigsalvation is this new creatidh.

4. The Divine

a. “Elohim” and “God”

“Elohim” and “God” are two common terms that are broadly opened up within
the final part of Keller's=ace of the DeepBy deconstructing them within Genesis 1—or

opening up their field of meaning—she makes room for tehom and her theology of

overwhelming scourge passes through it will not edmus; for we have made lies our refuge, and in
falsehood we have taken shelter.” God’s respaadbkis behavior is as follows: “therefore thussé#ye
Lord God, See, | am laying in Zion a foundatiomstoa tested stone, a precious cornerstone, a sure
foundation: ‘One who trusts will not panic.” Andvill make justice the line, and righteousness the
plummet; hail will sweep away the refuge of liesdavaters will overwhelm the shelter. Then your
covenant with death will be annulled, and your egrent with Sheol will not stand; when the
gsverwhelming scourge passes through you will bédmedown by it” (vv. 16-18).

Ibid., 81.
8 For the importance of decision in ‘creation’ sesl&r, 160, 181.
% |bid., 81; emphasis original. Keller does notaldfwhat she means by “ever carnal grace.” Perhaps
related to the flow of the always already incarn&fiard that becomes incarnate anew in every monfent o
becoming. There is that which is incarnated aedcdrnage of that which is not (220, 221).
% |bid., 55ff.; cf. 298, n. 32. This is consistevith Brown’s perspective and why he argues foraalieg
of Genesis 1 that runs parallel to fiemaeugsee n. 53).
87 Keller oscillates throughout her work between tadjzing terms and not capitalizing them. | trystay
consistent with what she does within the contexhefidea | am outlining.
8 |bid., 220ff. There is little distinction betweéme location/instance of God’s incarnation/becapand
creation’s becoming. Keller certainly wants tatidiguish between God and creation. However,étis
times difficult to differentiate their becomingstime flux between them.
¥ pid., 56; cf. 227.
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becoming. It helps her avoid any hint of ontotheology by placing the divine within the
origin-less process of becoming. “Clearly a tehomic theology does ndkadeds the
founding word, ‘God creates’ as its original act and fattlh questioning ‘God’ as a
something or “some One,” her tehomic theology relocates the “identiSabjectof
theology.®

“Elohim” itself is a plural word, which Keller takes to have theological
significance®® It is not a personal name and can be used of any deity. Keller asks what
to do with the word’s impersonal plurality given that “Elohim” is “a common name for
the object of the Bible’s monotheisrt.”She answers through her panentheistic
framework. Normally “Elohim” takes a singular verb, bubara’s second use in the
Bible, in v. 20 at the creation of humans, it is in the pltfrabhe takes this plural “let us
create” as the democratic voice within the heavenly court of the “amgeligplicity of
God him / her / it / themseilf®

In her unfolding of angelology it enables Keller to affirm: “Even “in the
beginning” there is God and not-God, thus enabling God, as concept, to be.” The not-
God within God reinscribes at the same time the many within the’®nEnts, the
complexity of “Elohim” in Genesis 1 is read as a “plurisingularityds in the whirlwind

of Job—which Keller reads as a midrash on the Genesis creation—"with its chaotic

swarms of star, angel and beast,” there is a hint of multiplicity of the divitne

*bid., 172.
9 bid.
2 pid., 173.
% |pid.
*pid., 174.
% |bid., 175. See Victor P. Hamiltofihe Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-The New International
Commentary on the Old Testament (Grand RapidsiafilB. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1990), 133ff. for
the six categories in which this “let us creatgditgally has been interpreted through the years.
zj Ibid., 175; Keller is quoting personal correspamzieshe received from Stephen Moore.
Ibid., 177.
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Genesis creatiolt. Or, with Norbert Samuelson, Keller reads “the Elohimic multiple: as
angels and as energieS.”Angels embody, not just bring, messages as the muitfle.
Angels both hide and reveal G84. In short, “angels” becomes a way for Keller to talk
about God’s embodiment in the world while keeping some notion of distinction between
God and world.

There is no way to grasp this plurisingularity; when “our thought habits press
toward unity and division, the multiple is reduced to an aggregate of ones, contained
within, adding up or reducing down to a single One...but these sub- and super-unities
keep dissolving as we approach theéfff."Elohim/God is “not just anyone. And not just
the One. We hear the Manyone...the turbulent swarm of godhood has always
transgressed any possible boundaries between the One Original Creator aaaythe m
derivative creatures-®

‘Elohim’ is a createdpace There is no way to nhame the subject of the verb
“created.” ‘Elohim’ too is an object—effect—of “created” The “creation has no
substantial subject® Creator and creation are both effects of primal creativity—
tehom/depth/chaos—even though creativity does not cause anythifighom/creativity

is the depth of God that gives birth to G88.Creativity is only “the condition that

9 Cf. ibid., 176f.

% Ibid., 177; Keller draws from Samuelsodisdaism and the Doctrine of Creati¢Bambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 1994) in her thoughtamgels.

10pid., 177.

0% pid., 176.

1921pid., 177.

193 pid., 1771.

1%%pid., 178; cf. 180.

105 pid,

1% pid., 181.

197 |bid., 180. Cf. Philip Hefner, “God and ChaoseThemiurge Versus tHéngrund” Zygon19, no. 4
(2006): 469.
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conditions all causal processé®®" It is Elohim that/who is “the effect through whom all
causes arise'®® “All that becomes isn God, but not as apples area basket; perhaps
more as they grow a tree. Because all that becomes, becamithen God—agpart of
God—God is also becoming. So a primal Other not separate from but within
God...produces the elohimic effect within langua$j8.In the “chaosmic committee
work” it is up to creation/the creature to respond with sensitivity to “the icadesire™—

the lure or initial aim of elohim—and not block its own becontitlg.

b. Ruach and the Tehomic Trinity

There is pneumatic space in between the divine and the world, between the spirit
(divine) and the waters (deep). Itis in this space that “the intimacy of theardggins
to open,” always looking/moving to the futuré. This space is an erotic field, a rhythmic
drumbeat pulsing all forward. The ruach deposits “the wad of writing in the ngsd.4b
The “writing” is the opening of the deep and the unfolding of the divine marlydités
their intimacy that opens. It is the deep and manyone together that is cagpotitati
creation.

The Spirit/Ruach is the third in Keller's tehomic trinity: Tehom, Elohim,
Ruach'* Tehom/Chaos, the topos of Deep, if “it were a person or a god it could signify
the trinitarian ‘first person.*™ It is not God but thdepth of God“Ocean of divinity,

womb and place-holder of beginnings, it is not Elohim but the first placapacityof

108 |hid., 181.
109 hid.
10hid., 180.
11 bid., 181.
12 hid., 230.
113 hid., 231.
114 pid.
115 pid.
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genesis.**® Because all is in God, Chaos is “the heterogeneous depth of divinity and of

117
It

world,” thecomplicatia “anonymously gives birth to another, ‘not separate but

different, 18

theexplicatia Thisexplicatiowhich is not separate but different from
Tehom is what isealized which means at once to beinizedand to beactualized"*?
In short, God-world is/are birthed on the face of this depth. ekpkcatio“enters
language as Word, Wisdom, ToraR>

The oscillation between “tehom and elohim,” the first two “persons,” crégtes.
“Creation begins—continually—in this relation, this incipient incarnation, at the eddg
the waters.*??* The relation between tehom and elohim, “the ‘relation of relations,” may
be called bymplicationthespirit of God”*?® This pulsing force, this relation, opens a

“third space,” arimplicatio, “where Tehom could flow into language and Elohitf."As

the pneumatic space between God and either vfoddtehom, the Spirit is “the

119 bid.

17 bid.

18 pid.; Keller is using a phrase from Tertulliarréae

191bid., 232. Again, this blurring and uniting ob&'s and the world’s becoming in Keller's gatheism
is a facet of her work that will not be affirmed.

129 |pid., 231.

21 |pid., 232.

1221bid., 232. In her discussion of panentheism/étedays that “the names Tehom and Elohim may
henceforth designate, if not “persons,” two capagibf an infinite becoming” (219). What this msaan
be defined by her statement: “If the godhead, tirarathe goodness$n’ whom unfoldsthe universe can be
theologized as Tehom, the ocean of divinity, theénity who unfolds ‘in’the all is called by such biblical
names as Elohim, Sophia, Logos, Christ. The ahéndivine, the divine in the all: this rhythm of
appellations does not name two Gods, or even twsoRs. Yet it does echo the trinitarian intuitan
complex relationalitymmanento an impersonal Godhead and personalized inikmomiaof the
creation” (219).

123 |pid., 232.

2% |pid.

125 There is a complication within Keller's work of éwing what to do with world in the relationship
between tehom and elohim. Her treatment of theden Genesis 1 gives the only insight in how to
navigate this complicated milieu. The early appraes of some terms in Genesis 1 are interpreted as
tehom/chaos to which thexplicatiois related. As creation unfolds, Keller intergrebme terms as literal
earth and seas to which God is in panentheistitiogl—in which realization is at once both divioatiand
actualization.
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differentiator which relates them one to anotHéf."Thus the Spirit is differentiator and
connector; “this spirit will not transcend or obliterate differences; ratffereices are
intensified precisely by being brought into relatidfi.”Spirit” signifies the relationality
itself. Keller relates her treatment of Spirit to Augustine’s in which thet $pthe Love
shared between the Father and Son; it binds them together “as lover and b&fbved.”
God the Spirit would then signify not only the “immanent” trinitarian
relations, but also an “economic” interdependence of creator and creation,
and as such the interrelation of all creatures...The “differentiator” can be
said to connect divergent forces to their shared potentiality—i.e. the
possibilities that can be realized only in relation: the “I” who cannot
become apart from “you:*
Chaos and God must be held in relation to one another.
Apart from the spirit ‘brooding o’er the chaos,” Tehom remains a sterile
possibility and ‘God’ remains mere Word, fleshless abstraction and power
code. Only through pneumatology does theology have a prayer. For if the
life and breath of divinity is the life and breath of the universe, then only
in the “Spirit of Life” can our God-wordaddresshe mystery. Without
this Spirit all our words circulate in a disembodied vacuum. For only in
Spirit does Logos haveody that of creation. The universe becomes
Sacred Body there where genesis tghtase No wonder the
Spirit...vibrates at the edge of chads.
The Spirit also “connects our depths to our differences. It is of courspirit—not as
a possession or a self-possession but as the rhythmic life of all creatures yaasisudh
thespiritus creator’*** The erotic field, the rhythmic beat of the Spirit ensures that there
is creation, that incarnation takes place on the face of the Preep.

In her theology of becoming, then, the “persons” of Keller’s tehomic trguitiyy

many names. The first “person” may be called Tehom, Deep, Womb, Tiamat, depth of

126 1hid.; Keller draws on Deleuze for this idea.
127 .
Ibid.
128 |pid.
129pid., 232, 233.
130 pid., 233.
131 |bid., 238.
132 |bid., 232.
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God. The second may be called Manyone, Difference, Elohim, Word, Wisdom, Torah.
The last, the relation between the first two, is the Spirit, wind, Shekhinah, or Bdach.
Thus, in her triune formulation she concludes that “In beginning: a plurisingularity of

universe, earth echoing chaos, dark deep vibrating with spirit, créates.”

C. Analysis

1. Keller's Laudable Ideas

There are many of Keller’s ideas that are noteworthy and will serfelpful
building blocks when they are placed in an alternative framework in the next chapter
Many of them will work with little change. However, within a non-panentieeisti
theology, certain parts will need to be adjusted or left out.

First, in contrast to Levenson’s perspective, her tehomic theology demastrate
what a theology employinghaoswould look like that views the watery deep in a
positive light. She tries to make tehom neutral. Tehom is not good or evil; it is the
possibility for either. In her reading of Psalm 104:24-26, she says that timosster
can be affirmed as good, just as such monsters were in Genesis 1:21. Negerthele
affirming the goodness (or moral neutrality) or playfulness of the chaos mdostenot
mean it is “safe” or “cute™® Her treatments of the book of Job and Herman Melville’s
Moby Dickcaution against such assumptions. In other words, as was claimed in the

previous chapter, the Priestly cosmology does not demonize any part of cradtion a

Keller is right in rejecting tehomophobic positions.

133 Cf. ibid., 231-235.
1341bid., 238.
13%hid., 27f.
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Second, Keller's tehomic theology presses on many of the weaknesses of
traditional formulations ofreatio ex nihilg with accompanying notions of an absolute
origin and end. Her treatment exposes the fact that salvation history and arineé#re
metanarrative about history is a constructed idea; it is not a given. In thais line
construction, ideas about original sin or a fall have been articulated; sh¢heichorus
of thinkers in the past few centuries who find this doctrine of a one-time change in the
past to be troublesont&® Also, linear notions of history easily serve as a breeding
ground for visions of endless growth, development, and advancement of human beings in
not only their social arrangements, human capacities, and collective knowleddspbut a
in their conquest, utilization, and consumption of creatfdriThere is no end to human
hunger and hope for moaal infinitum

Keller's work exposes a related problem concerning the traits of dominance and
power that are asserted about God in traditieralihiloformulations. Any such claims
about God have drastic effects (or are the effect) on how people will seek totle i
image of that God. The subjecting of the (m)other is just one outcome of the
unquestionable might of the God who creates order from nothing at his very
command/word, or even the God who crushes instantiations of chaasrbighty arm.
Keller prefers the ethical implications of a non-absolutizing, origis{ezoming.

While Keller’s jettisoning of thereatio ex nihilodoctrine will not be followed in

this dissertation, her attention to dangerous issues surrounding the doctrine makes her

1% See Chapter 2, n. 154.

137 Even though the World Wars supposedly dashed th@ses of the Enlightenment(s) and Modernity,
these lessons have been quickly forgotten; hopesdléss increase still run deep. It should bedydh

all fairness, that Irenaeus himself—the one whorgtianed recapitulation—taught that to be humao is t
grow in knowledge (by grace) for the entirety astlife and beyond. Neither a linear nor cycligedw of
history is free of the danger of endless advar@enstruction in Babel has yet to cease.
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work laudable and worth listening to. There is a need to re-articulate thifscsigt
doctrine in a manner that integrates well with context-appropriate atitocidaf
Original Sin. There also needs to be attention given to her concerns about buéar gr
and a God who interacts with creation one-sidedly.

Third, Keller's tehomic theology helps to resolve those same accompanyin
problems of traditional formulations ofeatio ex nihilothat her theology presses against.
In bringing many past voices into her tapestry, Keller sides with a non-cbgiced!
treatment of Genesis 1:1—2:3. She, like Levenson, cites the interpretations of an
eleventh-century Jewish commentator, Rashi, which have been gaining popularity
recent years. Keller draws on E. A. Speiser’s revival of Rashi’s Viéwsey among
them is the breaking down of the presupposition that Genesis 1 intends to communicate a
precise chronology of events. This paradigm shift away from the subjectaib@nga
serial listing of acts begins in the first verses where Rashi shows thastisentence,
which begins with “When Elohim began to create heaven and earth,” is more the subject
matter of the first chapter; it is about the whole together, and not chronology oFsteps
Chronology contradicts the first senterfé&through the lens of vv.1-3, the chapter serves
more as a panoramic view than a turning of the pages of a cosmic scrap book. An
implication in this change is that creation is not a one-time, back then act. The “When

Elohim began to create...” becomes the clue not only for reading Genesis 1, but it then

138 Cf. Keller, Face of the Deepl 14ff.
¥9pid., 115.
140 |bid.; see Keller for the detail of her argument &peiserGenesisThe Anchor Bible Commentary.
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prefaces the reading of all of Scripture: the unfolding of God’s creattixety that will
come to fullness in a/the Sabbath rést.

By Keller changing the “when” of creation abways(instead othen) she also
changes the character of creation. She lets the “let there be...” ofiGemasg in the
chaos. She rejects God being completely separable from creation and, @Gttt s
utter dominance, or any reading of Genesis 1 that includes notions of mastery. God
solicits creation’s form$*? The earth and the waters are invited “into the grand creative
sweep of God's designd*® Just as important to the notion of divine invitation is the
accompanying notion of creation’s responserésponse-abilityf creatiom** In the
next chapter a non-panentheistic framework will be outlined in which this addr@ss
response could take place. In so doing, the distinctions made will preclude some of
Keller's statements about tkelf-organizingcomplexities within creation or spontaneous
natality. She does not endorse the autonomy of the cosmaos, but, neverthedass, by
meshing creation and divinity, creation is often attributed with divine capsackeen
so, her ideas about the ongoing nature of God'’s creative activity, God’s soliciting
invitation to creation, and the responsibility of creation are all positive.

With Keller's deconstruction of creation from nothing and its accompanying
linear metanarrative, comes her suggestion of a helical view of histbgre

beginning and beginning-again. Each entails a decision from among possihibnes, f

141 Keller sees this rest not as a stopping of alligtor all creation freezing in final changelgsarfection.
Rather, it is God and creation finally being at leowith one another: “divinity at home within theythmic
structures of natural/historical time, even asriictures human work within a sustaining cycle of
refreshment” (195).

2 |bid., 115.

1431bid., 116; Keller is quoting William Brown here.

144 cf. Randy Maddox’ booResponsible Gragd 9, for the importance of response within a Weste
theological perspective.
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preconditions®> These loops of decision from preconditions not only hold promise for
an account of God’s ongoing work of new creation, but they also are equally promising in
giving an account of sin. These two sides of Keller’'s treatment on becomiag wer
already outlined in detail in this chapter so that will not be repeated. Howeveratber
some benefits to this type of paradigm that should be pointed out, some of which Keller
herself neither makes explicit nor draws upoface of the Deep

The following benefits are related to Keller's description of disordered hagom
Before listing the benefits, however, it should be noted that Keller limits $musdiion of
discreative habits to humans. Her theology of becoming encompasses ialhcyezt
she does not expand sin—discreative habits that hinder or destroy the fullness of
becoming—to all creatiol® This is a loss within her account. The idea of “chaos”
being developed in this project will treat all discreative “sins” uniformly,thwdrethey

are “committed” within matter itself or by thinking beinty8. Thus, the benefits of taking

145 Keller pays attention to developments in scierider elimination of a linear metanarrative and
downplaying the Beginning (as though history detarstically unfolds out of it) in favor of beginnjs
can, in part, be attributed to voices beyond religistudies.

146 One possible reason is her desire to celebratatthiedance of life within creation. She does retw
to demonize circumstances where humans are harynedtbre. | imagine her response to such harm is
‘who are we to blame nature and its explosivejdkihg life when we are in its world.” This gudss
based on chapters 7 and 8 in which she treatsatggly the Book of Job and Melville®loby Dick In
her treatment of Job, Keller believes the poinGofl’'s final response is to tell Job to look at the
magnificence of the wild things—their frolic andimal energy; we wander in their midst at our owrilpe
By interpretingMoby Dickas a midrash on Job, she sees Moby Dick—the leaiat-as a character
content to swim along in its domain, but also asigloreakable rock against which all who battleiit e
dashed. Thus, Keller protects creation from hscubsion of becoming-gone-wrong. She wants to
embrace the explosive force of creation’s becoraimg) deconstruct any prior labels of its evils.

147 The expectations of human beings for themselvddarthe rest of creation have gone through cycles
since the Enlightenment. Various thinkers have perdpectives ranging from positive expectatioms fo
humanity and creation, to positive expectationshiomanity and negative ones for creation, to negati
expectations for both (see Susan Neinfal, in Modern Thought William Brown suggests that the
central lesson of Job is that only when Job wagpstd of his constructed societal notions of what i
right—by watching the grace of God at work amoreptiid animals—could he begin to find a proper
perspective of right relation as a human to Godaagdtion. If Neiman’s (and to a degree Brown’s)
research teaches anything, it is in showing thepticated history of humanity understanding and ifigd
its place in the world. Depending on one’s perpegcinstances of chaos may be an infinitely lasgg or
it may be a surprisingly small set.
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her thoughts on “sin” and applying them universally within all creation will be the
following. First, that which God is saving creation from can be defined uniformly for
material creation and for living beings. It is no longer multiple problemeeation’s
fallenness and humanity’s fallenness and sin. Second, within Keller's paradigtheit i
existence of specific disordered decisions of becoming and their consequedgrdigor
effects that is of greatest concern. The decision is certainly willed; lIoegoannot be
otherwise. However, her theology does not lose itself in discussions of intent. Within
most western judicial thought there is a necessity of mal-intent for theesa@rime, or
sin**® All creation and creatures are responsible for (guilty of) their discreative
decisions; the consequences stand in need of recapitulation regardless ofsvhat wa
intended when making those decisions. Keller's framework cuts through to this most
basic problem. Third, Keller revives a communal (relational) paradigm forstaddmg

sin in juxtaposition to most post-Augustinian formulations. The relational tiefirof

sin—or the more comprehensive idea of “chaos” that is being developed—works for both
individuals and communities. It is individuals in relation making decisions of becoming
that effect the subsequent relations within the whole. Both individuals and communities
need healing. Fourth, Keller defines the problem of sin in a dynamic and hisagric w
Each event happens in relation to that which preceded it. She does not depend upon a
one time, once upon a time, mythical account of a fall, which has for centuries now been
a liability when presenting Christianity to an audience who thinks in post-Eathigient
ways*? Lastly, Keller's description of sin—within her framework of becoming—takes

embodiment seriously; she says it cleverly: matter matters. Sin iaribesprocess of

148 Cf. Neiman. This will be developed further in flofowing chapter when | define “chaos.”
149 Cf. Neiman, Buckley, etc.
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embodiment/becoming. It will be fixed in the process of embodiment/becomingyas ne
creation takes place within the recapitulatory loops. This is our salvation.

The last benefit of Keller’s description of sin naturally leads into discudsing t
benefits of her position on salvific recapitulations. The benefit of taking our embodiment
seriously has already been mentioned. If Keller were to keep togethévrcerat
creatures more closely in defining sin—or as is being developed, the iddwo§™e-
other benefits are, first, that recapitulation addresses uniformly the plbycessch
discreative occurrences within material creation and living beingeetiéad.

Secondly, the process of new creation is not only the same for all creationsbut it
equally for all creation. God’s creative and redemptive activity involves#terial
world as much as it involves all living beings. The world becomes a significaactérar
in the drama instead of the background. Lastly, salvific recapitulation iggwastnamic
and relational as Keller’s treatment of sin. It requires unending, ongoopg@Eiion—

response—from creation.

2. Critique

There are two major critiques of Keller’s tehomic theology that witiilken
here. Each one is related to significant facets of the theological positiondeslgped
in this project. The first critique relates to the relation of God withinioreaflhe

second critique relates specifically to the use of “chaos” in Keller'& wor
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First, on the ontological spectrum between pantheism and divine transcendence—
such that everything is in a reality distinct from God’s &#-Keller proposes her
parertheism as a third, middle option. Her position does not hold God as ultimately
being the only subject, with the world being reducible to God and God’s activity
(pantheism): nor does it hold a stark distinction between God and a world-degeitho
She affirms that God is “Thou” to the world as theism desires. However, at the same
time, the “en” in panentheism “makes it impossible to draw the line” between God and
world.*** Keller’s full position will not be repeated here. In it, however, the boundary
between God and world is so blurred, it is in such flux, that God and world are
inextricably caught up with one another. Tleeaffirms this relation. Thenanyone
cannot be defined apart from the inclusion within its arrayaufrecretizing angelic
host—embodying messages; nor aaeationbe defined apart from the inclusion of
divine embodimentWithin Tehom, the creator and creature “create, eféact)
other”*2

She further strengthens the indistinguishateess of God and world in her use
of incarnation. Creatiois the incarnation of the manyone on the face of the Deep (which
should not be separated from the becoming of the manyone itself/themselnezgjorC

is where God is embodied. Incarnation becomes coextensivalividalization: both

divinization and actualizatiof?®

150 Keller, 88. Keller primarily has her eye on Baatid his notion of transcendence throughout hekwor
A God that exists apart from creation can touchrimiitbe touched, penetrate but not be penetr&adh a
world external to God can only have instrumentéligdo God (89).

1 pid., 219.

%2 pid., 218.

133 As Keller says: “The action of God is islation—by feeling and so being felthe divine invites the
becomingof the other; by feeling the becoming of the otlileedivine itself becom&$198). There is
oscillation between divine attraction and divineagtion, invitation and Sabbath.
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Even Keller’s thoughts on Spirit end up confusing divine Spirit with
human/cosmic spirit* She is right to recognize the need for both differentiation and
relation between God and the other, whether that other is creation or Tehom. However,
“spirit” becomes little more than a term that describesgpateof separation and
relation. Keller does no better in her pneumatology than the Western traditiooh-whi
line with Augustine defines the Spirit in terms of the relation between therRBaithé&on,
the love shared between them—in objectifying (and thus minimalizing) thé. Spdi
will be shown in the next chapter, the pneumatology of Lyle Dabney affirmsadisti
and relation between God and creation, but “Spirit” is abundantly more than a name for
thatspaceof distinction-relation. Keller's pneumatology has hints of connection with
Dabney’s in that she sees the pulsing, erotic field of the Ruach as the ifylife that
moves all creating forward by keeping all in her tehomic trinity in m@tatiNevertheless,
Dabney keeps the Spirit as Divine Spirit, the third person of the Trinity, who is the
Possibility of God for the other and who operates transjectively througloorezgtening
it up to the possibility for the o/Other. This means the Divine Spirit is ledyg tikbe
reduced to or confused as being the human spirit (as Keller can be interpreted tordo in he
framework of “in”), nor does the Spirit make objects out of human subjects (as Kelle
reacts against in thereatio ex nihiloparadigm, especially as it is in Barth).

Folding God into the process of becoming in ways that gives God little
differentiation from the world and its becoming is not the only option between pantheis

and a world devoid of God, or a worldadeby God. She claims to be teasing out

1341t was mentioned earlier that the Spirit signifiee interrelation of Keller's trinity and all cremes with
others. Thus, the Spirit “connects our depthsutodifferences. It is of coursmur spirit—not as a
possession or a self-possession but as the rhytienaf all creatures, and only as such $péritus
creator’ (238).
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suppressed minority positions within the tradition. Even so, it is questionable whether
any of her predecessors would recognize their sentiments in her thebtoggxample,
even those who did not renounce the eternality of matter affirmed a start to God’s
formative/creative activity. There are other ways of speaking abouwgl#i®n between
God and the world that affirm dynamic relationality between them, andilyerast

located within more prevalent currents of the Christian tradition. Due to thelraia
landmarks, these options can more broadly resonate within the Church as é@snwsitl
understanding the mystery of its faith in certain of the Church’s currentxtenté can

also serve Christians in those contexts as a vehicle for articulating thd Gaspay

that may be comprehensible to their unbelieving neighbors.

As has already been noted, many of the ideas in Keller’s theology of becoming
are useful as they relate to creation. However, on the other hand, where God is
concerned, there is no sufficient reason that a more recognizably Christieof vie
Triune Godmustbe abandoned. In the next chapter it will be demonstrated that it is
possible to give an account for the becoming of the world in response to the call of the
Triune God: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. The contrasting difference betwsen thi
account and Keller's will be the contrast between the use of “trans” versusThe
operation of the Spirit in creation will be spoken ofrasgective. And the operation of
the Word in creation will be spoken oft@anscarnate. By setting up this relational
dynamic, it will open a very specific place in which “chaos” can be used theallggi
This use of “chaos” will have many benefits within the realm of theology, somhbiof

have already been mentioned.
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Second, Keller uses the term “chaos” most often as a synonym for tehom and
deep. She uses many other terms as synonyms to these three words; however, chaos,
tehom, and deep are her three most commonly used terms. Her use of “chaos” in that
manner should be avoided. The term “chaos” has a long history within biblical studies
All of them are tehomophobic uses, which is exactly what Keller works to decdnstruc
Keller certainly does not want tehom to be mistaken as a cute or safe spaqes fhesha
is why she might want to draw on the connotations of “chaos.” Nevertheless, she does
not want to present a position wherendering andforming are the default assumptions
about what is needed within the primordial stuff, the milieu of milféusiehom and
deep work well as terms that evoke a boundless well of unrealized futures. Even though
Keller wants to weave in some angst about the wiliness of becoming on thehtaa®js
not the best term to use for that purpose—given its history and connotations. Keller
herself outlines the deep rooted tradition in western culture to try to fix or sshamces
of “chaos.” At worst, it needs to be conquered and mastered. Keller could have
developed a term such pofundusto bring in that sense of angst, instead of working
upstream against the history of “chaos” in the realms of biblical and ANkest as well
as its cultural history.

The connotations of chaos work against her development of a tehomophilic
framework. If “chaos” popularly evokes something in need of solution, why not reserve
it theologically for that type of function? Within this project, that is preciaélgt is
being suggested; “chaos” should be used as the overarching category for snstaeree

discreative decisions take place within all creation. Keller's dismussif human sin

155 Keller does not speak ofpgimordial stuff/situation because in her framework thenedigime prior to
the process of becoming. If there were, there @/bel an absolute origin. Thus, in her theologgrdhs
the site of becoming, the realm of possibilities, ibis notbeforebecoming; it isof becoming.
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would be a subset within this broader cateddtyDeveloping this account of chaos
within a more recognizably trinitarian paradigm is the direction we now turn.

Lastly, concerning “chaos,” as was shown in the previous chapter, recerdlbiblic
scholarship questions the validity of applying it to Genesis 1:2. Without critiquing
Keller's use of “chaos” within her post-foundationalist hermeneutic based on an
historical-critical approach, it can at least be pointed out that she adopts tfe use
“chaos” in reference to Tiamat and Genesis 1:2 based on scholarship such as
Levenson’s—even if she critiques what he and the masculine tradition(s) dbevith t
(feminine) chaos>’ Arguably, she should not have adopted their use of “chaos” given its

guestionability.
D. Summary

Keller's work has as many folds as the deep of which she writes. Theesatiypl
of the process thought in which she positions herself aids in the mystery. Nesgsrthele
there are gems in her work that do resonate not only with the Priestly pemspetlined
in Chapter 3, but also with contemporary audiences.

By looking at the history of the doctrine of creation, entering the bibligdiest
debates, and by showing how a contemporary theologian uses “chaos” language,
hopefully it has been shown that this terminology has been used in a myriad endliffer

ways, few if any of them in desirable ways. Even if Levenson and Kedl¢o doe

156 One danger with this use is precisely what Ke#laworking against. She is concerned about any
instances when one group makes monsters out dfi@niot order to justify their mastery. The defimit of
chaos being developed does not go without the prolofwho gets to namevhatis chaos. Keller has a
post-foundationalist framework in which making ame position absolute is avoided. Without goiref th
route, this problem will need to be addressed énfétlowing chapter.

7 Keller, 26.
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applauded for the underlying impulses that pushed their thinking in the directions they
did, there is another way forward in our context that seeks to listen both to the voice of
Scripture and the intentions of the tradition. It is now time to turn to the work o§layin
out that alternate framework in which “chaos” language can serve an apgopdat

useful purpose.
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V. DEFINING CHAOS IN A DIFFERENT FRAMEWORK

A. Introduction:

In preparation for moving forward it will be helpful to provide a brief summary of
what has preceded. Up to this point, there have been several issues noted concerning
“chaos.” First, in the introductory chapter, it was noted that the term “clads’ a
precise definition according to which it is consistently used in theologiadiest In
general it is used to designate various notions of pre-creation conditions and problems
arising subsequent to creation; some authors link the two uses in an attempt to account
for evil based on the endurance of (or recurrence of) pre-creation chaasy abldr
consistency in using the term is needed. Second, using the term “chaos” fanglifferi
notions of pre-creation conditions has a long, contentious history within Christianity
Through that history, given the differences in thought worlds between eras, thresrioti
which the term has been applied have changed. Even with their uniqueness, some of the
notions in various eras show similarities. Regardless of any novelties, ey have
been challenged.

The term “chaos” itself is not the problem, only the notions within the various
frameworks to which it has been applied. “Chaos” has strong connotations andycertainl
a more suitable application for it can be found in which its strength can be put to use.

Concerning the issue of creation, the following has been noted. First, although
the intent of those wrestling to articulate the faith in ever changing thouggtdsihas
been honorable, it was noted in Chapter 2 that there were at times undesirable and

unintentional consequences to the paths chosen. Among those highlighted, the physio-
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spatial divide (for lack of a better term) between God and the world, such thatiitg act

of one was seen to be mutually exclusive of the other, has been quite problematic. This
tension will be eased in the framework being proposed by expanding key idedsg/leom
Dabney’s pneumatology. Second, there has been much debate in biblical studies
concerning what the Priestly creation account says theologically. Whilg tagihful to

the movement of the text, the text will be allowed to reverberate in answer tmsies

that postdate its composition for the sake of informing theology in the present. While
what follows is not biblical theology—in that it does not attempt to summarize the
theology of a biblical text, book, or author—it does seek to be informed by Scripture and
in return serve as a framework for the present through which to read and engage

Scripture!

B. The Uses of “Chaos” Being Avoided

The many types of “chaos” uses in theological studies were outlined in the
introductory chapter. Most all of those uses are being avoided for various reaEoas.
following is a listing of notions that are being excluded in the present foromlaiti
chaos

First, any notion of there being anything that pre-exists God’s creativé\ais

being rejected; such a dualism creates more problems than it answers.s Hoepee-

! This circularity between theological affirmatioms|es of faith, and the biblical text has beert pathe
church’s practices since the early centuriesgecfl,, David S. Yeago's essay, “The New Testamethtlae
Nicene Dogma: A Contribution to the Recovery of dlogical Exegesis,” iThe Theological
Interpretation of Scripture: Classic and ContempygrReadingsed. Stephen E. Fowl (Cambridge, MA:
Blackwell, 1997).

2 One of the ways Enda McDonagh uses the term isltisest any current uses come to the way it will b
defined in this project. Even though he uses “shaomany ways being rejected, in one place he:say
“Consideration of Jewish-Christian reconciliatidrosld reveal the depths of the chaos, psychological
social and theological, in which we find ourselegsl indicate the radical character of the new meat
required of humanity and offered by God” (McDonagh).
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existent matter in any form (or lack-of-form). There is no pre-existeoe f power, or

entity that is other to God or even part of God that should be called “chaos.” The wisdom
of the Christian tradition in affirmingreatio ex nihilois being embracet.Second, along

with notions of pre-existence, Catherine Keller's notion of tehom/creaisvétiso being
excluded. Even thougthaosfor her is neither before nor after creation, neither existent
nor non-existent, but rather of-creation, her framework and the hermeneutic shgsemplo
pushes into categories less prevalent within the major currents of the tradition. The
issues she wants to address can be met within frameworks bearing straamgétaeses

to more familiar voices in the Christian tradition.

The third type of notion being avoided is linking “chaos” with “disorder,” either
pre- or post-creation. Authors who use the term in this way often, in turn, link God’s
creative activity with ordering; the work of creating is primarily akaltieving and
sustaining a comprehensible structural arrangement. This suggests thatraaderé is

the telos of God's creative activity. Or it suggests that the aim, nature, andtehaf

% It has already been noted that the moveréatio ex nihilodid not come without accompanying
difficulties through the centuries. In some regaitlitoo introduced a new kind of dualism betw&ard

and creation subsequent to the affirmationreftio ex nihilg “For in that idea, God, as the external, self-
sufficient and eternal Artificer, is separated byimpassable gulf from the temporal, finite world H
creates” (Langdon Gilkeyaker of Heaven and Earth: The Christian DoctrifeCoeation in the Light of
Modern KnowledgélLanham, MD: University Press of America, 198559p 10). As José Morales states:
“Christian theology has always had great methodo#glifficulty in finding the right place for thevorld
alongside a God who stands in no need of that wo@deation TheologyDublin, Ireland; Portland, OR:
Four Courts Press, 2001], 71). The affirmatiotheftradition that there is nothing that pre-ex@tsl’s
initiating creative act will be preserved whiletla¢ same time a grammar that finds a closer relstip
between God and the world without melding God \iligh world will be sought.

* Process thought, within which Keller works, isesftcriticized for its dualism of two divine-like
components: God and creativity. Langdon Gilkeyawels process thought is in line with fhienaeusand
Gnostic thought as historical examples of dualisfaker of Heaven and Earth: The Christian Doctrirfe o
Creation in the Light of Modern Knowledfieanham, MD: University Press of America, 198552 45).
He defines dualism as any view in which there anethe one hand, principles of organization that/jae
form or structure (e.g., God) and, on the othedhanmething that is structured (e.g., khora; okfeller,
tehom; Gilkey, 46). Christians who try to artidelahe faith in a process framework do many thiogs
smooth over the dualism of God and creativity. 8@muate the Spirit with creativity. Keller malkes
similar move by also bringing creativity within thévine. However, her “trinity,” then, does noteathe
traditional three persons. Her trinity is Elohi@reativity, and Spirit.
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God's creative activity are distinct from and/or secondary to God’s gra@atsrrelative
to creation through history. The undesirable implications of these options can be
illustrated by using Irenaeus’ suggestion that the destiny of creatiba Glory of God.
On the one hand, if creating is about developing an order and if creation’s deatswoy is
said to be the Glory of God, then somehow order becomes definitive of the Glory of God.
On the other hand, if ordering is not definitive of God’s Glory, to which creation is
destined, then God’s creative (ordering) activity simply becomes background or
secondary to a divine activity far more definitive of God and creation’s relhtptts
God. In other words, if creating equals ordering, the creation of the world becomes
disconnected from its history and telos.

Keeping “chaos” distinct from “disorder,” especially if disorder is belgto be
the opposite of creation, will be helpful in the framework that is being proposed. Thus, in
a similar vein, “chaos” should not be used to describe systems with a high degree of
entropy. The Second Law of Thermodynamics does not govern the movement between
“chaos” and “order’—between non- or pre-creation and creation—in the universe. That
language colors conceptions of the nature of the world in which we live and does not
appear to be most fitting for what is revealed in Scripture concerning our vadrld a
God’s work therein. It assumes that the universe is made to be a cosmos/structure, a
lifeless arrangement of cogs, instead of being an organism/communitgroé¢iiating
participants and systems. It also contradicts the reality thaivifig/lrequires the release
of energy that accompanies the shift to a higher level of entropy. Simdahtists and
theologians interfacing science have used “chaos” as a descriptor éamsyst

phenomena that appear, based on their current epistemic abilities, “unpretimtabl
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“random.” Again, the witness of Scripture does not concur with such conclusions that the
universes “chaotic.”

Fourth, “chaos” should not be used concerning that within creation that has not-
yet reached fullness. Infancy or immaturity should not be demonized or called “chaos.”
It certainly does not exhibit fully all that we hope for it in the future. Howe\eer, it
potential to be nurtured into further growth and learning is not properly called “thaos
For someone or something to operate in an “age-appropriate” manner in itself is not
“chaos.” Even with a need to mature, God’s creations are called to partinipate
goodness within the community according to their abiliguch a contribution can help
mature creation so that in the next response, a new expression of goodness would be
appropriaté.

Lastly, as with rejecting the use of “chaos” as a synonym of “disordetiiea
opposite of “order,” the notion @haosbeing developed in this project avoids using
“chaos” in reference to things or person’s being arder. Such uses assume that the
measure otreationand the completion of God’s efforts is order. Notions of a particular,
fixed societal and naturakder are being excluded as the goal of creation in favor of
relational notions—relationships of love. Chaos will be defined relative to goodness,
truth, and beauty being expressed within relationships rather than the presenee.of or
Not just any arrangement will suffice. Order, structures, can be beautifokdautitself
is neither the impetus nor end of creation. This better reflects theologiedl@ssthat

the One who is Creator is love. God is not defined as order. dhmmsis not anti-

® Recall from Chapter 3 William Brown’s examinatiohP’s account of the manner in which creation and
the construction of the tabernacle took place. @diks given were for all to respond according ttanis
suitable to their gifts and abilities.

® More will be said about this later.
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order, but juxtaposed with love of God and neighbor. Relating in love defines the

divinely-gifted hum of the cosmic community.

C. Proposed Framework in which to Define “Chaos”

1. Adapting the Pneumatology of Lyle Dabney

a. Some Key Features of Lyle Dabney’s Pneumatology

Lyle Dabney seeks to complete in his pneumatology the theological turn begun in
Luther” Whereas there had been, in Luther’s eyes, a theology of glory—a theology of
human ascent (graced nature)—Luther proposed a theology of God’s descent,
understanding God in relation to the incarnation and the cross. Within this Lutheran
tradition, the Father and Son had been defined in relation to the cross. However, the
Spirit was defined in terms of bringing humans to what had been accomplished in the
cross. Dabney seeks to finish Luther’s turn by defining the Trinity, including thig Spi
in terms of the cross.To that end, in an examination of Mark’s narrative, he concludes
that the Spirit is

the possibility of God even in the midst of every impossibility that God

could be present and active, the divine possibility that the living God

might be found even in the midst of chaos and death, indeed, precisely in

the midst of chaos and death, the possibility that God might yet be for us

and we might yet be for God, and thus the possibility that even those who
suffer that deadly estrangement might beyond death be raised to new life,

" Dabney’s pneumatology is laid out in an accessitd@ner in a series of lectures published together
Starting with the Spirjtedited by Gordon Preece and Stephen Pickard Hirgehn({Sydney, Australia:
Australian Theological Forum, 2001); several @fthwere later published in other forms after their
original appearance (see Bibliography).

8 See his Pneumatologia CrucisReclaimingTheologia Crucigor a Theology of the Spirit Today,”
Scaottish Journal of Theolod®8, no. 4 (2000): 511-524, esp. 513-515.
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transformed life, a life in which the crushed and broken and incoherent
bits and pieces of a life are taken up anew and made whole

Because the Spirit is the one who is the possibility of God in every impossibility, the
Spirit is integrally part of the life, death, and resurrection of the Son—nohgist t
subsequent application of that which was accomplished by the Father and Son on the
cross and mediated by the S8nThe Spirit is the presence and possibility of God in
Christ’'s Passion—the possibility that creation might still be for God and the pibgsibi
God to be for/in impossibility. “Indeed, it is precisely the kenotic work of thet®biri
life to plunge himself into death, hell and the grave, to ‘empty himself’ into tresalfy
death and raise the one who, by virtue of that self-same Spirit, gave himseitt@de
the cross to gain new life for all creatiof.”Simply, in the cross, which is centrally
definitive of God, the Spirit is seen to thee possibility of Go@nd “is not to be identified
simply as ‘power’ or as ‘life’ or as a ‘relationship’ or as ‘genderedilenor female—as
is so often the casé? If the Spirit is to be named, the primary name should be

Possibility of God.

° “Naming the Spirit: Towards a Pneumatology of @ress,” inStarting with the Spirjted. by Stephen
Pickard and Gordon Preece (Hindmarsh, Australisstralian Theological Forum Inc., 2001), 58—italics
original; cf. “Pneumatologia Crusj$524.

19°Cf., e.g., Wolfhart Pannenberg’s pneumatologys tylpical formula is to talk of an activity of tikather
by the Son and the Spirit. He clarifies the “bg"the obedience of the Son to the Father and the
glorification of the Father and Son through theszonmation of their work by the SpirBystematic
Theology vol. 3, trans. by Geoffrey W. Bromiley [Grand Rigy MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Co., 1998], 1, 134-136). This is true in the cafsereation and redemption. In redemption theiSpir
reveals and teaches about what the Father andc8omalished and moves us to faith, hope, and I1Bye (
the “basic saving works of the Spirit” are summedruthe gifts of faith, hope, love, and adoptich (36-
236). Thus, “the work of the Spirit is simply ttogfy the Son by teaching us to know the Fathethim

Son through whom we have access to hifBecause the Spirit, as Creator of a new life withdeath, is
himself an eschatological reality, he can also nmakeifest the eschatological significance of thenicq
and history of Jesus” (16, 17). The Son gifts3pg&it to us as an anticipation or pledge of theife (7,
11). Until then, the Spirit ecstatically raptutedievers into union with Christ (16, cf. 134).

1 Dabney, Pneumatologia CrucisReclaimingTheologia Crucidor a Theology of the Spirit Today,” 524.
12 Dabney, “Naming the Spirit: Towards a Pneumatolofjthe Cross,” 58.
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The use of the word “possibility” can be misleading for those who are accuakstome
to its philosophical use, in the distinction between possible and actual. The term is not
being used in this technical sense. That would make the Spirit something notigetirea
in God (a potential) that could not, then, have agency or be in a give and take loving
relationship'® That would also make the Spirit very similar to the Tehom in Keller's
trinity.

Nevertheless, there are certainly philosophical issues in the background of
Dabney’s pneumatology. His pneumatology

develops its understanding of creation in terms of the priority of

possibility, not in terms of the priority of being or the re#s Eberhard

Jiingel has pointed out, it was an act whose consequences for the history of

the western intellectual tradition are almost impossible to overestimate,

when Aristotle declared in his Metaphysics that the real was necgssaril

prior to the possibleMet Q, 1049 b 5; cp L, 1072 a 9), which had as its

logical correlate that the real defines the parameters of the possible in

thought and deetf.

“Possibility” is being used in the sense of the Spirit, as an agent, a person ohitye Tr
“making possible.” This framework “does not begin with a metaphysical ctaithé
ontologically real, it starts rather with the Spirit of God who in the death andeetsom

of Jesus Christ is identified as the possibility of God that brings the reahnetgent
being.”™® The Spirit being the Possibiligf Godshould not be understood that the Spirit

is “making possible” God. Instead, it is that which is other to God for whom the Spirit i

13| thank Thomas Oord for reminding me that thisrtéras other technical uses that may create
misunderstandings of the pneumatology being adedcat
! Dabney, “The Nature of the Spirit: Creation agenfonition of God,” irStarting with the Spirjted. by
Stephen Pickard and Gordon Preece (Hindmarsh, #liastAustralian Theological Forum Inc., 2001),
101f—italics original. The implications of the prity of the Real and some of the ways this hafiezhin
Western thinking has been outlined in helpful wayRemi Brague’s'he Wisdom of the World: The
Euman Experience of the Universe in Western Tho(Efhitago: University of Chicago Press, 2003).
Ibid., 102.
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the Possibility of God. As Dabney’s work shows, this operation of the Spirit,
demonstrated powerfully in Christ, is a work of Godus

This turning around of the deeply engrained order of possible and real merits brief
illustration beyond what Dabney offers in his lectures. Since the Spirit isghe f
creative move of God as possibility for the other, the Spirit is not making oggivi
“possibilities” or a “set of possibilities.” Such a use would be more in keepihg wit
Aristotle’s legacy. Also, such a use is common in those who speak about creation
organizing, or being organized, from randomness and disorder, from a realm of
possibilities. However, the word is not used in the plural. Such notions are being
excluded. Instead, the Spirit is the possibility for the other. There is the spaine
God-making-possible the other, the other’s expression. By such open-endedness to t
making-possible activity, it provides space (possibility) for the agandyingenuity of
God'’s other to be operative with God in creatively moving forw&rBy the Spirit, God
makes possible the stepping forward into what is not, rather than the making actual one of

the not-yets (possibilitiesy. There is no capacity that nature or creation possesses to

18 See, ibid., 104. In looking at the focus of cimatheology through the eras of the church, theebeen
a progression in the focus on the Father (thedititle) to the Son/Word (the second article).isThas had
its effects. “As we saw above, a theology of fih&t farticle thinks of the act of creation as thiaite of
emanation of necessary being down the ladder dfrggemt being from divine to angelic to human to
animate to inanimate. The theology of the secatid@, on the other hand, emphasizes the persoml
purposeful nature of the act of creation and likiéts the speaking of the Word of Law and Gosped—s
Luther—or to the carrying out of a providential ptaas in Calvin. But perhaps a theology of thecthir
article should conceive of creation in a differesty entirely: as an act of discovery” (104).

Y There is one possible objection that needs talbesased. The finitude of creation is still being
affirmed. In the Spirit being the Possibility 0b& a human cannot decide in the next moment o ltied.
However, instead of seeing our finitude as theraga limited set of possibilities given to us bgds(the
Real), another option is being proposed. God basad calculated from the beginning all possible
outcomes based on every possible combination aEekanade among the provided possibilities. God is
not waiting to see which option among all possihiécomes becomes reality. The question for Gdalris
more interesting than which horse entered in the well get around the oval first. God certairdynnore
knowledgeable than creation about the preciseefphlat each action has on the relational dynamics
within the cosmic community. However, the beautgod joining with the cosmic community, of making
possible that which is other, that which truly lagency, is being surprised by the activity, thedyof an
other. The great mystery in God’s relationshiphvaiteation is where these agents who God makes
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move forward, but the life-giving breath of God blowing through makes possible the
‘new’ or the ‘further.*®

Moving forward: in the relationship between God and creation, the Spirit, as an
operating agent, is the possibility that there can be an other for God, one thit is bot
related and distincf It is this “relationship in the Spirit as the breath of God that gives
breath to all creation, which is the possibility of God for the world and the pogsibilit
the world for God, a relationship that even permits the speaking of a/the w/Word to an
o/Other and the hearing of the w/Word of the o/Oti&rThe Spirit is not the
relationship between God and the other—neither a space giving distinctionh&oee
and creation nor a glue that keeps them related, or interacting in proxinmoghek way
of stating this: the Spirit istherfrom creation, but beingtherimplies relatedness. We
are not identical with the Spirit, the Giver of Life, who is the very Breathoof iBeathed
through us; but beingthermeans that we can be, indeed are, defined relative to the
Spirit. It is in the Spirit “that we are established and maintained in redatmwith the

One who is truly Other, the Wholly Other, with whom we are not identical andityet w

possible will take this thing. How often must Gedect, “That certainly is not how | would haveotight
to do that, but that works,” in response to thetp@sinventive responses of creation? God makesible
that creation can participate in creating the nxistent future, rather than picking and choosingam
not-yet futures that God provides.

18 Dabney, “The Nature of the Spirit: Creation ag@nfonition of God,” 103f.

19 Recall the tension within the tradition betweefiraiing a distinction between God and creation whil
still articulating a relation (or need) of God teation. Catherine Keller's pneumatology defineel $pirit
as the space that gives separation/distinctiorr@liation to God and creativity/tehom. Her approach
reflects the trend in Western pneumatology to defire Spirit in terms of the relation between ta¢hEr
and Son, the love shared between them. Dabneytooiggh identifying the Spireisthe relation in favor
of identifying the Spirit as the relating one. Tgirit is the third person of the Trinity who istrmerely
passive, but acts, with the Father and Son, relativcreation.

%0 Dabney, “The Nature of the Spirit: Creation ag@nfonition of God,” 100.

% |n Dabney’s words: “Only that which is both diféat and related is ‘other’. That with which we are
identical is not ‘other’, it is simply a repetitiaf ourselves. That to which we have no relatmmthe

11111

Creation as a Premonition of God,” 97).
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whom we are always related. And in that difference in relationship we ane and the
same time related to one another and to the entirety of God'’s cre&tion.”

From the first page of the Bible there is no part of creation devoid of the Spirit’'s
presence. God is other than creation, but creation is not “autonomous from its Greator.”
In the Spirit, God is with and for creation, even where it seems most unlikely or
impossible. Even in the imagery of Genesis 1:2, what elsewhere may be aghtastr
destruction for God’s people and the land is, because of the Spirit's presence eagbictur
“the possibility and promise of creatiofi”In all that takes place in the narrative, “there
is woven the presupposition of the presence of the Spirit.”

By the Spirit’'s presence in human beings, they can be and were creatddrto be
the o/Other: God and the-rest-of-God’s-creation (i.e., neighbor). “By virtue &t
as the ubiquitous and life-giving presence of God in the world, we might say then that,
from the very first, we—indeed all creation—are ‘otherwise engaged irpin€ &nd
are thus ever and again encompassed in events of emergent commonality...Foitthe Spir
of God,” writes Dabney, “is that which relates us to God and to one another ever and
again at each moment of our existente.”

This o/Other orienting Spirit, as Dabney points out, is not the same as human
subjectivity, the human spirit seeking out God, nor is the Spirit God’s subjectivity
meeting us face-to-face or making objects out of humans to control them. Thel&gsrit
not operate in the categoriessofiject orobject within God’s creation, but rather

trangect. This means that “from the very inception of our lives we live ‘out of the

22 bid., 97f.
2 bid., 98.
2 bid.
% bid., 99.
26 |bid.
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presence of God’s spiritual breath, borne away from ourselves on the winds of the Spiri
to the ‘other’ of our neighbor and to the ‘Wholly Other’ of our Creat6r.”

This grammar of “trans” is helpful in shaping the imagination concerning God’s
relationship to and operation relative to creation. “Trans” dances betweeg theein
Spirit either as an outside causative force intruding on creation or beingedrtapart
of creation. In blowing through/across creation, the Spirit orients those whom the Spiri
inhabits outward toward others. That which is the Possibility offGodsis not generic
in its operation; the Spirit is o/Other pointed. In the Spirit we live “eccéritres that
have their center in an o/Othf&r The Spirit is the possibility of God for the other and the
possibility that the other might be and live for the o/Other. All created thasgecially
humans, “are, from the first, social in natufé.They are to live eccentric lives by the
very possibility of God by which they were created to do so. The Spirit opetiates’
creation to that end. Love of God and neighbor is the orientation according to which
creation exists by the Spirit. The Spirit is not present to creation that thten8git be
ours, but it blows where it will that we too might be for oth8rs.

Thus, just as the ‘east wind’ drives the various waters westwards or bend

the many different plants of the field icammondirection, thereby

effecting in the many eommorresult without in any way reducing their

individual differences, so in like manner the divine wind of God’s Spirit

can move upon the waters of chaos at the first or among a people at a

certain time and place and bend their lives tommorpurpose and a
distinctive social existenc®.

" |bid., 99f.

%8 |bid., 100.

% |bid.

0 bid., 101.

31 Ibid., 100. This quotation shows that Dabney iifing to use “chaos” in reference to Genesis inflike
what is proposed herein.
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It is in this way that the Spirit is the possibility that there can be an oth&ofib
that is both related and distinct. The new category of God relating to creation by the
Spirit transjectively affirms simultaneously distinction and relatibdpes not try to
balance between the two separately-stated antinomies of transcenugnoenanence,
but rather offers a grammar that moves beyond the prior tension.

In terms of God'’s creative (and redemptive) mission, the Spirit is the pogsibilit
of God for all creation, for that which is not yet “son/daughter” to the Father. Fo
example, upon Jesus’ anointing with the Spirit at his baptism he is cast by thentpir
the desert and eventually to the cross. It is precisely in the impossbilitgse places
that the Spirit is the possibility or presence of God in the not-yet of therFafhis
mission is manifest in God’s others by the Spirit. The outwardly-orienteatiogeSpirit
takes God’s children into all that is not yet child of the Father so that newptraesif
life might be found there. More than gracing nature unto salvation or making atdvor
judgment concerning a dead, rejected nature, salvation is a transformdahanhradture

by the possibility of the divine Spirit.

b. An Adaptation to Dabney’s Proposal: Looking Again at the Second Person

By the fourth-century, a method typically employed against those who daime
either that the Son and/or Spirit were creatures or that three Gods were beirig ta
within Christianity was to demonstrate the inseparable operations of the Frijth
this method Christians sought to establish not only the divinity of the three persons, but
also the unity of the distinct persons in being, power, presence, and activity. Even though

orthodoxy on these trinitarian issues has been worked out in that early context and

32 Cf., e.g., Hilary of Poitiergle Trin 7; Augustine, “Sermon 52.”
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inseparable operations is not needed for the purpceasstatblishingiight doctrine, it is
still a helpful theological affirmation both supported by Scripture and through which to
read Scripture.

Dabney originally sought to finish the turn begun in Luther by defining the third
person of the Trinity, with the Father and Son, relative to God’s work in Christ and the
cross. This aim can be seen as a move toward inseparable operations in a context where
it had been insufficiently affirmed. This facet of his work on pneumatology isiaipec
laudable. Nevertheless, in seeking to define the Spirit based on the activity of the Spir
relative to Christ, the West's traditionally-passive Spirit was dep@seactive almost to
the detriment of the second person. The second person, especially in Christ, became the
one whoseactivity was a matter afonsento the Spirit® The traditionally active and
passive qualities assigned in the West to the Son and Spirit respectivelyeadye
reversed. In moving forward, a more robust manner of speaking about the inseparable
operations of all the persons, including the Word will be suggested.

As with the tensions noted in Dabney’s work concerning traditional positions
about the Spirit’s relation to creation, finding a way to talk about the Wordveetati
creation has been equally difficult. The options have tended to vary between either the
Word being a distinct, external command given to or acting upon creation, or the Word
being imbedded to some degree within creation. Keller's theology is an exaintipde
latter in which creation is coextensive with thearnation of the divine word. There is
indistinctiveness in subjectivity of who is expressing whom. In Chapter 2 it was noted
that problems arose later in the tradition when God either was conceivedtagyexad

acting as an external force to creation or was confused with creation in panibrei

¥ See, e.g., “Naming the Spirit: Towards a Pneurngipbf the Cross,” 47.
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parertheistic paradigms. With the growth of scientific inquiry, in the first option God
became unnecessary and in the second the spiritual became subject to natwatimbser
and eventually superfluous as w#ll.

Those are not the only options. Just as the Spirit operates transjectively to
creation, the Word operates itranscarnate manner—through, across. God is certainly
distinct in this framework, but not solely exterior to creation or spatiallyatguafrom
creation. God is not conflated with creation or embodied therein, saveintdneation
of the second person in Jesliscarnation is the self-revelation, self-expression of God
living enfleshed. On the other hand, in the coming to be of creation, made possible by
the inseparable operations of the Triune God, it is not God’s self-revelation, self-
expression (i.e., incarnation). It is our self-expression of God’s seltgtiedness
trans-creation. We are imaging divinity, but God is not self-expressingnGed |
Preserving respectively the subjectivity of creation and God at work is kdfirming
the Word operating relative to creation transcarnately versus incarnately

The coming to be creation is also not plucking out from the intersecting Word
what to embody of the Word. Just as the Spirit does not become our possession, creation
does not capture snapshots of the Word as the form it takes on. There is a movement and
orientation of the Word; it is a song of love to/for the other. Initially it is in the
Possibility of the Spirit that the operation of the Word makes possible a word to be
spoken by an other in relation to the Godh&ath God’s subsequent creative activity, it
is the rub of the Word/Call of God trans-creation—with the always present Hbseibi

the Spirit—in relationship to which creation can respond with a word. Creation does not

3 It was also noted that there were struggles whhto do with laws of nature. Were they intrinsic
matter, applied to matter, or followed by God, vibnthe cause behind the workings of nature?
% See Dabney, “The Nature of the Spirit: Creatioa &emonition of God,” 102.
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speak the Word, but its own—its own word sparked and made possible by the God who
speaks first. The friction of the expressed love of God—the Word transcarnate—in
creating is the possibility of creation having a voice, and a vocalizatioivegiatwhich
creation makes its tones. Creation can come to self-express, in orchvesyrehe

divine love/goodness God self-gifts trans-creation. The Word is the possinilttyat
expression, any expression, in creation’s becoming.

Thus, the invisible God is not seen in creation. Creation is not God’s body such
that disharmonious response implies a disfigurement of God in God’s embodiment or in
what other’s describe as God’s becoming. At the same time, creatioroivagated to
subsist distinct from God in such a way that God'’s activity or presence d&lgiom to it
or a disruption of it (e.g., withotentia absoluta Creation lives, moves, and has its
being by the moment by moment transcarnate, transjective operations of thend/ord a
Spirit respectively from the Father, whose creative work by the Spirit amisS$he
possibility that creation might be embraced as an other by the Fathelfaaxpsess that
he is Father; it is his child. He searches creation, knowing it and delightingTingt
language of a self-operating, self-existing nature that receraes gs a possession does
not make sense in the framework of God’s existence and operation relativaitmdrga
the Spirit and Word. Neither does language that enmeshes God with creation through an
emphasis omcarnation have a place. All concerning creation takes place/is possible by

the inseparable operations of God trans-credfion.

%1t should be noted explicitly that classical tmeits not being proposed or defended here. Godsicite
in history with his creations. However, this doe$ mean that God is becoming creation, maturing, o
changing in character. In God's calling and resjpag to others’ responses, it can be said thati&od
getting to know the others he makes possible. alestill a great deal of reservation being exed]
nevertheless, in avoiding process notions of Gbdming; those are paths that | do not affirmd Go
would have been God irrespective of there everrftalieen a creation (Michael Lodahhe Story of God:
A Narrative Theology2nd ed [Kansas City, MO: Beacon Hill Press, 2068).
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In developing the grammar of this new framework it certainly would be hetpful t
have a new preposition: for example, “throughin.” “Through” by itself can taory
much the notion of a passing intersection with little or no interaction, unless itmsimake
the sense of “by means of.” “Throughout” can carry too much the notion of extension
versus dynamic relation. Using “in” can be confusing in that either creatioldwe a
container for God or there could be misunderstanding that the Maanhates as the
substance and/or form of creation or the Spirit is creation’s subjectndipraexpressed
by creation. With the word “throughin” there would be both the movement of
intersection between God and creation—thus avoiding pantheism or panentheism—as
well as the friction of inwardness that circumvents a clean duality irstefrcreation’s
utter separation from God. There is no creation apart from the acting pres@umk of

throughinit.

2. Clarifying the Relationship of This Position with Panentheism

Within this project, the “in” of panentheism has been criticized, especially the
way it can be interpreted to function in Catherine Keller’'s work in her language of
incarnation and divine embodiment. There are, nevertheless, many forms of
panentheism. In some ways, positions that lie on the spectrum “between an acosmic
theism, which separates God and world (G / W), and a pantheism which identifies God
with the universe as a whole (G = WY,tan all be labeled as panentheistic positions—
very loosely defined with the formula G > W. These moderating positions want to

embrace both the self-identity of God and God’s intimacy with creation, the tes @il

37 Niels Henrik Gregersen, “Three Varieties of Paheism,” inin Whom We Live and Move and Have
Our Being: Panentheistic Reflections on God's Pnesein a Scientific Worlcedited by Philip Clayton
and Arthur Peacock (Grand Rapids, MI; Cambridgdlisivin B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2004), 19.
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the spectrun® To the extent that the position outlined herein has been forged out of
those same sympathies, it could be labeled as panentheistic. However, deference
understanding the “in” of panentheism typically become the splintering issugga
panentheisms. Such is the reason the position of this project bears little affinitige
traditional markers of panentheistic positidre with one of the positions in a typology
of major Western panentheistic positidfis.

The framework developed herein moves against the manner in which many—if
not all—of the eight common themes in panentheistic positions, as outlined by Michael
Brierley, are articulated. Those themes include the cosmos as God'’s bodygtiagéan
of “in and through,” the cosmos as sacrament, language of inextricable intertwining,
God’s dependence on the cosmos, the intrinsic, positive value of the cosmos, divine
passibility, and degree Christology.

The grammar of “trans” has been adopted and developed specifically to preclude
many of these panentheistic markers. The cosmos is not God’s body, divinetionarna
Also, the cosmos does not become sacrament “under, in, through which God tomes;”
there is not a general sacramental principle being affirmed, whichsctthat any and
every thing has the potential to become a full vehicle of the diVih&bdd is fully

present throughin creation at all times; but God is not “graspable withundi@iior “to

% |bid.

39 See Michael W. Brierley, “Naming a Quiet Revolutid he Panentheistic Turn in Modern Theology,” in
In Whom We Live and Move and Have Our Being: Pdreéstic Reflections on God’s Presence in a
Scientific World edited by Philip Clayton and Arthur Peacock (@r&apids, MI; Cambridge: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2004), 5-12.

“0See Gregersen, 20-34.

“! Brierley, 5-12.

*21pid., 8.

* lbid.
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be discovered in the miniatures of lif¢."The move away from “in” to “trans” means
that God is not present “in” creation by degrees, only to be fully realized int Ghas

the eschatoft God is always fully present and operative trans-creation; but God is
present so that creation itself can express its own word in relation to God’s rmanner
relating to others, not a portion of God’s Word or a lesser-quality version th&Deof
word is expressed relative to the plumb-line of God’s relating to others in love,egs0dn
truth, beauty, etc. Our word is expressed relative to the very Possibiliydoth@t it can
be expressed at all.

The claim that God suffers in and with creation where and when creation suffers,
because of being embodied therein, does not translate in the grammar of a “trans”
relationship. The reality that God can suffer emotional wounds as a lover, suffer the
blasphemy and quenching of his operations, or suffer in the Son’s incarnation is not being
rejected. However, God is not suffering by being embodied throughout the ¢8smos.
Also, God is not “inextricably intertwined with creation” or “dependent on the cdsmos
by some necessity of divine nature or even by choice in the ways panenthei$ts te
talk*” God has chosen to join with and gift himself throughin the cosmic community, for
which God is its possibility, according to his covenants with the community. Uieis tr
that the community cannot be defined apart from an inclusion of the present activity of
God throughin, meaning thatéture — God = d*® However, this relationship of God to

creation is not eternally or necessarily parGofd

*4 Gregersen, 35.

“5 See Brierley, 12 and Gregersen, 27.
6 Cf., Brierley, 11.

47 Cf., ibid., 10f.

8 Gregersen, 35.



229

Even though avowed panentheists both identify with and deny certain themes
common among panentheist positions, the language of “trans” places the positisn of thi
project at odds with nearly every one of them, at least the manner in which ‘@n$ col
them. It also places the present position at odds with Gregersen’s taxonomyiohposit
The language of “possibility” and “trans” means that God can be, indeed is present
everywhere. The Spirit is possibility in every circumstance, including isipoty.

Thus, the proposed framework is not a soteriological panentheism in which creation is
not-yet “in God,” but awaits such a conversion/movenfignthis position also does not

fit either the cycle of “alienation of finitude” from God and return to God withim@er
Idealism or the God-World relationship in dipolar (Whiteheadian) panentfi&igine

world is neither a self-expression of God or a journey of self-experience by Gdd nor
our “misdeeds” become the “misfortungstf the God who is at the same time both “the
universal cause and the all-inclusive realf.”

Thus, even though the position offered in this project shares the aims of
panentheist positions to affirm together the self-identity of God and God’s aytiwvith
the world, there are few ways in which the grammar of “possibility” &rahs” place
this project in agreement with the predominant types of panentheism or commorsmarker
of panentheistic frameworks. The “in” of gatheism far too much governs the
articulations of various issues for the label of panentheism to be embracedlals $oit

this framework. At the most this framework sympathizes with the common theches a

9 See Gregersen, 27.

* gee, ibid., 28, 31.

*L This language comes from a statement written karlék Hartshorne that is quoted by Gregersen, 32.
2 Gregersen, 31.
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intentions of panentheism in general while proposing a significant revision of much of

the grammar, including the label itself.

3. Describing God’s Creative Activity in Conversation with Genesis 1

By applying the proposed framework to the reading of Genesis 1, it gives the text
a fresh flavor. The presence of the Spirit in v. 2 is precisely in characteithdt
eacentric character of the Spirit to be always present no matter the sden&pifit is
the Possibility of God in every circumstance. The Spirit is also the Pdgsubittod
that there be an other, one characterized both by distinction to God while at éhensam
itself being eccentrically oriented to the o/Other. God's other is a respblesether?
The Spirit's eccentricity is also kenotically driven into every impossitfiir God >*
Just as the Spirit drove Christ into the wilderness and even to the grave in Manied Gos
that the Kingdom might come even there, the Spirit in Genesis 1 was activelyngurturi
the infant creation that was yet desolate and empty; it was not-yet unfotdedfully
expressive agent of God’s goodness (loving care for the o/Other) in God’s developing
cosmic community. Its responses had not yet matured into productive/reproductive
fertility, the abundance of life.

In responding both relative to and by the transcarnate Word according to the
eccentrically orienting Spirit, creation was growing not only into the goodmesbeauty
of its relationship with God, it was in turn maturing into ever more numerous creption(s

spawning and nurturing others. All the characters in the cosmic community develop i

>3 For the importance of response to God’s initiatinace (i.e., prevenient grace) in Wesleyan thgokeg
Randy L. MaddoxResponsible Grace: John Wesley’s Practical Theo{dashville, TN: Kingswood
Books, 1994), 19, 44, 55, 83, 86, 87-90, 259, n. 21

** See Dabney, “Naming the Spirit: Towards a Pneulogyoof the Cross,” 46-50.
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Genesis 1 into ones operating in service to the growth/good of dth&he result is that
we are not justelatedto God and others by the Spirit, but, by the cooperative response
of others to God'’s call in our coming to be, we @ependenbn the activities of both
God and others in our becoming. In Genesis 1, God elicits that which exists to support
the coming to be of others.

In the Godhead, so moved according to the manner seen in the operations of the
Spirit, it comes as no surprise that the Word’s involvement in creation would be oriented
in a like fashiorr® The Word too is spoken as both the possibility for expression by the
other and as care for the unfolding of the other.

The divine speech of Genesis 1 has often been labeled as “command.”
Technically the grammatical force of the verbs makes the statementsacais, even if
that is nuanced by saying they are jussivélowever, if the Word operates
transcarnately in creation, the commands must be considered differentlgalidrave

been. They cannot be an object/force acting upon God’s creation—moving it about as a

% Keller criticizescreatio ex nihilobecause ultimately the creation that is estatdidghyea unilateral use of
divine power then has only instrumental value tal@bglorifies God. Thigreatio ex nihiloframework
does not accept creation as a work of God alornven h creating, God both speaks and listens. l@asd
an other to listen to, not a scripted other. V@#nesis 1, this framework looks forward to God beihle
to be at home with creation (God'’s other) and engyhat ultimate Sabbath. God does not creatbato
creation can be an instrument glorifying God—thaain work for God. In Genesis 1, God does notinee
any part of creation to take care of God. Howetlex story does culminate in God delighting in ticea
and resting in it.

% In Irenaeus’ framework of creation by God alone still makes statements worth pondering. In the
working of God’s hands it is the Word who “ ‘estiabkes’, that is, works bodily and confers existence
while the Spirit arranges and forms the variousvers’, so rightly is the Son called Word and thé&iSp
the Wisdom of God"Epideixis5; quoted in Steenberg, 64). In essence, inpleeations of God’'s hands
the Spirit demonstrates the Word while the Worétaldtes the Spirit (Steenberg, 64). This dynamic
among the Spirit and Word appears to be a fittiag % talk about their operations in the proposed
framework. Throughout this chapter there will béerences made to Irenaeus’ theology by way of
comparison or contrast. The hope is that this pyvidvide more illumination to what is being propdse
Some of Irenaeus’ thoughts transfer well. Alsone®f Irenaeus’ ideas and patterns of thinking Hameen
regretfully overshadowed in the intervening cemtsiri By making note of his positions, it will hopky
show how the ideas herein are to some extent cengwith certain aspects of Irenaeus’ thinking and
facilitate a recovery of those facets in the présen

57 Cf. William P. Brown,Structure, Role, and Ideology in the Hebrew ande&rEexts of Genesis 1:1—
2:3, Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Sexie32 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), 122-23, 225.
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pawn. They cannot take shape as creation, becanaaghate. Nor can they be thought
to establish/createx nihiloby divine fiat, monergistically? Ratheras the Spirit and
Word operate inseparably, there is the possibility for an other enabled to
become/respond in concert with the goodness of God’s self-gifting for it in the Spirit and
Word The divine speech would be more appropriately labeled as “call.” As God’s Word
operates transcarnately with the transjective Spirit, it is both meszagedf possibility
by which the other responds. It is both the call for self-expression and the Iggdsibi
it. The call is being issued such that creation can speak out in its own voice ongoingly,
moment by moment. For creation movement/becoming is always taking’place.
4. A Creatio Ex Nihilo through the Possibility of Creation’s Self-Expression
rather than Divine Fiat

Genesis 1 does not answer the question whether God created out of nothing or
began with a pre-existent stuff. The narrative opens with a non-productive, empty
earth—a not-yet-as-we-know-it earth, over which the Spirit hovers. It narratesattie

as opposite of what the Priestly theology believed creation to be about (exeephen,

%8 This statement does not degw nihila It only denies a certain notion afeatio ex nihilo

% This framework draws on Irenaeus’ general affiiorathat “God is Creator, and he creates as thiytri
of Father with Son and Spirit” (M. C. Steenbdrgnaeus on Creation: The Cosmic Christ and theaSafg
RedemptionSupplements to Vigiliae Christianae, vol. 91 fei; Boston: Brill, 2008], 67. Two outcomes
of this are that creation is a “communal act ohEat Son and Spirit, working in harmony and withgsilar
purpose” (64) and that everything God creates immunion with the triune God (67). Even withghe
trinitarian claims, Irenaeus does not always ctreyn out well. For example, with humans it is Thimity

in whom they are brought to life and are to begaed. However, Irenaeus repeatedly states thwathe
physical form of the Son’s future incarnation aftdrich humans are made (Steenberg, 137). Thishelp
give much of Irenaeus’ claims a more Christologtbah trinitarian focus. The roles of the threespas

that are emphasized also keep the focus on theraid Son; the Spirit, except in reference todpaim
ongoing vivifying principle through the human saslnot as essential to the creative process:Fdther

is creator, the Word the means by which the Fatteates, and the Spirit is the adorner of thatticnea
wrought by the Father through the Word” (64f). olme location Irenaeus explicitly calls the Spirit
“creator,” a term usually reserved for the Fathed §on AH 4.31.2; Steenberg, 70). To Irenaeus’ credit, it
was rarely claimed that the Spirit was “creaton” dwer two centuries after Irenaeus. Even Augedtiia

not press that claim until some of his latest wg# (cf., e.g., hi€ontra Maximudrom 426 in which he
utilizes Ps 33:6). It is Irenaeus’ general affitioa of trinitarian participation that resonateshnthe

current framework.
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the absence of God'’s presence in the Spirit could not be affirmed). In spite ofidm anc
method employed to narrate creation in Genesis 1, the grammar of creatign bei
developed here affirms with the tradition the doctrinere&tio ex nihilo

In the present framework, the nature of God and God'’s creative activity makes
possibletheinclusionof aword from the othemn the creative event, an other wthaes
not pre-existhe very creative activity of God itself. It is the grammar of divine
possibilitythat makes room for saying simultaneously both that prior to creation there is
nothing—non-preexistence of any other—and that the event of creation itself antails
synergism between the activity of God and an expression from an other made pgssible b
God. The active ingredients in the very first coming to be of creation included, to the
Father’s delight, the Possibility of God, the Word of God, and the non-preexistent word
whose expression was/is creation’s coming to be. While this makes a pdaieveet,
it is still a humble one; there is a great deal that remains unasserted almoystiry of
creation in the grammar.

By speaking about the Spirit’s relation to creation as transject and the Word’s
relationship to creation as being transcarnate, it enables different larahageoming
to be. This language honameatio ex nihiloand intends to communicate its spirit while
employing a different grammar. With the very Call of God for the other is thenprese
Possibility of God; it is their activity together which is the possibility tha response of
a non-preexistent other be included in the dynamic of the creative event. Joining the
Spirit, who is everywhere always present as possibility in impossibilityetrexberation
of the transcarnate Word gifts the possibility of our coming to be, that we spedleas ot

There is no sequence to the call and the expressed word of becoming a reltited crea
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that the call makes possible; it is with/upon the call that creation’s)qakession is
possible. There is no capacity of either life or expression possessed nctbate is
no autonomously existing creation, but only a creation whose coming to be is possible by
the Spirit and Word presently operating throughin. There is simultaneity inhiie ot
being related to God the Father (established by the inseparable operationpofitiaa®
Word) with the very establishment that there is the other by the synergismigfGgly
and self-expression/word. By the Spirit and Word the Father calls “let theem8dsy
the same Spirit and Word there is with/upon the call the self-declaration of an other
“here | am.”

There is no entity that is made that is subsequently addressed and/or empowered
for response; there is not a thing created that is turned on or enlivened. There is not a
second act of God by which the created other is then addressed or by which it can
respond. God does not act on creation or as creation, but trans-creation. There is only
the creative act of God by the eccentric Spirit and Word. In the very actkniign
possible an other, creation expresses itself as a responsibl€®otih@oes not pre-exist
the initiation of God’s creative operation while at the same time partisipatie God in
the creative event due to the nature of God and God'’s creative activity making such

synergism possible.

0 The notion of “response” is quite important in égan theology. In the proposed framework its use
requires great care. The grammar of the Word beamgcarnate precludes a notion of creation retgiv
any type of objective call to which it in turn respls. Instead of seeing the Word as somethingvexter
a coercive force, it is more of a friction througlgireation that gives rise to the possibility df-se
vocalization of an other. There is the possibilitfpy that operation that the word of the othea =elf-
expression of God's self-gifted goodness. To sdewree creation’s coming to be is responsive to$od
call throughin, insofar as creation’s becoming &de possible and in relation to that divine operati
righteous expression requires a sensitivity anthathent to God’s orienting activity trans-creatidrhis
framework places a new flavor on what “responsetifdanean.
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Because of the nature of the inseparable operations—the character of which are
fitting of the God who is love—creation does not take place by divine fiat. God’s
creative activity is the very possibility that there is a word from anothiiat activity.

God’s operations trans that coming-to-be creation ensure that it is not Godsbsiglai
creation with possibilities, but being the possibility for the self-expyassi an other
relative to God. In the creative event there is that which is truly other v@amiioves.
In creating, God’s operations in respect to that other demonstrate the naturaef divi
love. It self-gifts for the good of the other while exposing itself to the unknown of
whether the free-other will openly, outwardly self-express itself in kind.

The coming to be of creation is no longer a matter of zero-sum accounting. God’s
creative activity is synergistic with the very other who is being edeatVithout being
pre-existent to the call, the being-created-one speaks with/upon it. The corbmg-t
creation comes to be in relation to the Triune God. The Call, with the Spirit, is the
possibility for the expression, the becoming, of the other. That which is creatien is t
response(s) to—word’s expressed relative to—God’s call(s). Creationisgtorbe is
not necessarily saying the same thing as the call; it does not incam@talithCreation
cannot express via its subjectivity divine subjectivity and God does not express God’s
subjectivity in the other. Rather, God’s call(s) make possible the self-sxpred the
other; it allows for ingenuity in responSe.Thus, God’s creative activity is in itself a
kenotic act. Itis a joining of and a joining with the cosmic community beingecheaais

in total respect and care for the others theteim making possible the other, God self-

®1 More will be said about this later.

%2 |n the words of Michael Lodahl: “The very fact ti@hrist, the Word become flesh, was nailed toossr
by other men reveals a vulnerability on God’s pamyillingness to suffer our abuses of freedom.d @&
omnipotent One does not hoard power but sharesmawehe very act of creation, the God who ig-sel
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gifts himself as the possibility for the other. Nevertheless, the shagt@oreomes to be
is the word it speaks.

In the earliest image of creation in Scripture God is present with it. The
introduction of the theme that God is creating the whole (v. 1) is met subsequently with
an affirmation of God’s abiding presence throughin. The Priestly tradition cannatenar
for its pupils awvorld devoid of God, to which God or God’s activity is foreign or an
“external” addition. The first definition (by way of an image) of God astGresa God
with creation. The earliest notion of creation—in all its dimensionality and hisgeric
includes withincreation/worlda statement of God beingth it.

God is not justvith creation, a participating member of the newly begun and
emerging community, God fer creation. With the newly becoming creation in Genesis
1:2 God is seen as relating positively with it in offering himself in giftf-§éing is
precisely the first movement of Godseationof the heavens and the earth; God, by the
Spirit, gifts himself as the possibility for the other (Gen 1:2). The Spodds over the
waters.

In Chapter 3 the structural analysis of Genesis 1 in the work of William Brown
was used to highlight the way God calls to various parts of creation to particigate wi
God in the increasing unfolding of the community. Looking at the text through the
proposed framework, their participation is by the transjective Spirit and araase

Word. In asking the land “to grass grass” (v. 11) and the waters “to swimming

giving Love has shared with the creature the pdaée. Anglican theologian John Macquarrie has
written, ‘His creation was also a self-emptying...lige and generosity led him to share existence with
his creatures. [This is not simply] a limitatiohpmwer but also God’s making himself vulnerabte, f
there cannot be this love and sharing and confeafrireedom without the possibility of suffering the
part of him who loves and shares and confers.” Gbd we call omnipotent does not exercise all poer
indeed power has been shared with 0$ig Story of Gadb2; cf. 63).
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swimmers” (v. 20) God’s intention is that the thing which is produced is to be dependant
upon and united with the continued activity of the actor. It is not as though God creates
alone or that there is such a thing as an independently-existing creation thaatan c
alone. Creating is cooperative and the result is collaborative, not only betwdem®
the part of creation beckoned to act—beckoned to nurture the new other—but also with
that which comes to be. Ever since the first creative gesture there have begrathies
in each creative event: God, existing creation responding to the call to nurture,anothe
and the new responding other.

In Chapter 2 Irenaeus was criticized for making a clean distinction be®@n
and creation in being, power, and operafibide made creation a zero-sum enterprise
with God having the entire operation. Even so, the intention was laudable. Irenaeus
wanted to stress the immediacy of God to every part of creation through thetivespe
operations of the persons; there is no medidfioBince each thing has a createon
nihilo by none other than God alone, everything in the cosmos has a direct connection to
the incarnate Christ (rather than to a generic material substraggtinQris a ‘hands-on’
affair for God that true-to-character went to the extreme intimadyeolintcarnation and
the Pentecostal indwellirfg. “With creation itself as the act by which the economy is

initiated, God’s immediacy to and direct contact with the creation—estialliby this

% This does need to be tempered by the fact théiefigand temporally, for Irenaeus, there was faxe
beyond or outside of the infinite God. Nothinggdlefore or outside of God’s creative activitylsé,
when the Father createdth Son and Spirithey are not extended outside of or beyond thedfatf.
Steenberg, 114. (Irenaeus has the seeds of ailthdd eventually fall under the inseparabilitytbé
Godhead.) More than spatial separation, it isctbar distinction in being of creation from Godttha
becomes conceptually problematic (see n. 3). dmptioposed framework, it is not possible to tallaof
creation at all apart from the transjective anddcarnate operations of the Spirit and Word therein
Irenaeus was able to speak of material bodiestidiire after God’s formative activity—bodies upon
which God could act and breathe life; cf. Steenp£8@-134. In contrast, God does not act uporstindt,
enduring creation; God enduringly acts through&ing the very possibility that there is a respogdin
other.

** Ibid., 78f.

% Ibid., 81.
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image of the Father with his two hands—becomes the basis by which it can beddaclar
reality established in and moving towards his goodness in his work of redenfftion.”

Even though the immediacy of God to creation, for the purpose of creation’s
perfection in God, is laudable, by eliminating God'’s creative work within oreatich
that creation is also called to become by and footheras it is called to become by and
for theOther, Irenaeus thereby defines creation’s, especially humanity’s, perfect
relative to God alone and not relative to God and neigtb8y including in our coming
to be the participation of Gaahd others, our telos is defined by the perfection of those
constituting relationships—the love of God and neighbor.

What is being affirmed in the present framework is that God’s goodness is
directly present throughin an o/Other oriented community. It is the goodnessl af G
which and toward which creation moves, to the delight and Glory of God; God makes
possible for creation to self-express the divine manner of relating to othersithdiass,
the complex expressiveness of the community in relation to the newly becoming
creature—which is intrinsic to the synergism of the creative event—as@sificant,
and not just God'’s creative activity with isolated individuals. In such a communal
synergism, God’s goodness can still directly be the “substance” of allédresality—

understood in terms of it being the provided possibility and the end of God®§ call.

% |bid.

" This can be seen, for instance, in Steenbergsment: “This is of the utmost importance when &eums
comes to consider the perfection of this humanticneawhich is ultimately the perfected communidn o
the human being created by the triune God, witHifeend glory of the Father, Son and Spirit” (167
108).

% This use of “substance” plays on its use in thekvad Irenaeus. He states that God’s will and poave
the substance of all created reality (Steenbergddp It is crucial to attend to the point inrleeus
making such statements. He is not talking aboatv'hat this point. “In stating that ‘God’s will ithe
substance of all things’, he speaks not of a dé&imiof ontological essence, but of formative gatien by
the one thus capable of redemption” (45). It iserteelpful to view the characteiof that will as the
substance of the fashioned handiwork” (104; itadidded). This is easily translatable into the frauork
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This sharing with creation (operating and dwelling throughin it) defines God as
Creator and Lord. In creation, God is certainly Lord among the many; but thdtipoisis
defined by way of being the possibility fgood(self) expression by others and nurturing
them into the fullness @food(self) expression. Even as the Lord and Creator, God
interacts with the world and his creatures in a way that suggests partnership onet-
against relationship. God’s lordship is not the subjugation of the other. There is no
cosmic struggle to subdue the infant creation. God reaches out with the pgssibilit
establishing a relationship with an other by the Spirit. The Spirit and Word make
possible a responding, relating other, whose very response, with God’s creative
operation, is the creative evént.

In terms of further growth and development, God acts and the situation once
marked by indeterminacy, non-productiveness, and emptiness is enlivened. Kexpres
itself for the community, the o/Other. Creation does not move to fulfillment
immediately, all at once. God nurtures this one into maturity and paricipatthe
discovery and expression of good, loving interrelations in the community—the
community in which God has chosen to participate integrally and ultimately

unite/incarnate himself. This type of kenotic creative-activity thatinestthe other

being developed in which the self-gift of God fhetother as possibility is not only according te th
character of God’s goodness, but it is a selfwgiftof the possibility of the other to express dévin
goodness in relation to the o/Other. Irenaeuskvean be interpreted that the character of Godesdrm
for creation. In the present framework, it is ateraof creation, with ingenuity, expressing itself
harmony with the pitch of God’s creative activitgris-creation.

% Biblical notions of righteousness and justice ¢yl follow in these lines of care for other; 8haron
Baker, “The Repetition of Reconciliation: Satisfyidustice, Mercy, and Forgiveness, Stricken by
God?: Nonviolent Identification and the Victory@ifrist, edited by Brad Jersak and Michael Hardin
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishingn@any, 2007). Care for the least-of-these was a
key measure of justice. Tinele of Israel’s kings was often measured by the treatrof the widows,
orphans, and poor—not just that they might notesufiut might have fullness of life. In the liféthe
community, God in his activity of creation and daiih was to be imaged.
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defines the character of God. The activity is according to the nature of thg Ged
and the manner of the inseparable operations of the Godhead.

Certainly God exercises authority over his creation. He is the Masti#si@an
who initiates, enables, and leads the formation of a good world. He, as the loving, good
God, gifts himself to that end. He is simultaneously impetus, possibility, and fienb-
He alone is worthy of our worship. Nevertheless, God’s lordship is not an endfin itsel
but a means of loving relationship for all within creation. It cultivates and gever

community to and into the Glory of God the Fatffer.

5. Birth and Maturation

Using the tropes of birth, infancy, and maturation in regard to creation is not
foreign to Scripture or the Christian tradition. For example, important to iishae
theology is his idea of maturation and growth. Creation, for him, was called forth to
move toward a telos and not to stay forever as it was in the beginning. “Creatan i
stagnant, but ever maturing and advancing towardselwstwhich since the genesis has
been its intended point of fulfilment, and which is fully revealed in the incarnatet’€hris

promise of an eternal kingdom” The narrative of Genesis 1 concerning the beginning

It has become more common since Luther to defio@'<Ccharacter and activity in the world relative t
God’s self-revelation in Christ, particularly thess. In the cruciform pattern of Christ's lifede Phil
2:1-11) and in his teachings, there is consistahtymessage of God’s self-giving, self-emptyingelon
behalf of others (the term “cruciform” with the aogpanying notions is taken from Michael Gorman’s
Cruciformity: Paul's Narrative Spirituality of th€ross[Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001]). This provides a
lens through which to read Scripture. Jesus s$mtshe Law (which includes Genesis) and the Prisphe
can be summarized by the command to love God atmvéoone’s neighbor as oneself (Mt 22:34-40; Lk
10:47; see Michael Lodahl, Allhings Necessary to Our Salvation: The Hermenalgicd Theological
Implications of the Article on the Holy Scriptuieshe Manual of the Church of the Nazarg¢8an Diego,
CA: Point Loma Press, 2004], 46-50, esp. 48).

™ Ibid., 52. Gregory of Nyssa believed that cressurere always in motion, developing either toward
away from God. There is no such thing as beintipsiary (Scot Douglas§heology of the Gap:
Cappadocian Language Theory and the Trinitarian ttaversy[New York: Peter Lang, 2005], 189).
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itself pointed for Irenaeus to the reality of eras of growth through hiStoBren
creation’s restoration at Christ’'s second coming (new creation) is not an eadnkeans
for further growth throughout eternify.

Thus, the beginning is not the end to which we seek to return nor was it ever an
end in itself. Rather, the “genesis of the cosmos is the picture, painted in unfinished
outline yet of significant descriptive value, of its future and, ultimatelytsagrid.”*

God creates in goodness that creation might grow to participate in the gloogof G
God'’s goodness, shared by the Father, Son, and Spirit for all et@rnity.

Irenaeus clearly stated that humans, as well as creation, were ceeéatbilidaen”
or “infants.”® Adam and Eve did not start in perfect adulthood:; rather, humanity “must
begin with the other terminus of human growth, that of the babe, the infant, who needs be
suckled on milk before it can graduate to firmer food, which Irenaeus calls¢iagl of
immortality—the Spirit of the Father”* The incarnation was planned from the
beginning; it was a planned step in the movement toward the adulthood/perfection of
creation to be entered in the eschaton. Until the Incarnation and Pentecost, God and
humanity were getting accustomed to one another.

Irenaeus did not read Genesis 1—3 as a narrative of perfection then fall. Rather,

it was a narrative “of imperfection, growing and maturing into the fullnesgeofAthich

2 Irenaeus read the ‘days’ in Genesis 1 as “phast#®ieconomy of salvation” (Steenberg, 86). Tous,
‘day’ six Adam ate the fruit, died, and Christ catoeecapitulate human death. “There is demorestridt
Gen 1 chiefly a chronology of salvation, frameditimeline of creation, significant both historigaind
eschatologically” (Steenberg, 87; £fH 1.18.2).

3 Irenaeus often said that to be a creature, taub®h, is to grow in grace for all eternity; cfg.eAH
2.25.3;2.28.3; 4.11.1. Cf. Steenberg, 58.

“bid., 21.

"®bid., 36.

® Steenberg, 142.

" bid., 143.
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is ultimately the life of Christ®™ Christ reveals that the telos of history is congruent with
“the protological witness of all scripture...namely, the eventual perfectionlof ful
participation in the divine life® The garden was created as “a nursery for newly-
fashioned human racé”

In this Irenaean tradition, it was suggested in Chapter 3 that the imagery of
Genesis 1:2 be viewed edancyinstead of within notions athaos Whether we are
speaking of God'’s initiatory creative aot nihiloor the synergism of creative activity
between God, existing creation, and the things coming to be, that which God makes
possible begins in infancy when it ‘bursts out of the womb’ (Job 38:8-11).

In a previous section it was mentioned that the birth of creation, its initial coming
to be, is the word it speaks that is made possible by the Spirit and Word. The non-
preexistent creation comes to be in the creative event as a self-expresdeopassible
through God’s creative activity. This goes beyond the questions being answered in
Genesis 1. It seeks to answer a question that probes into that which happens before the
opening of the narrative, or a question that demands a different kind of answer than
starting with a Genesis 1:2 reply. Within such a framework, Genesis 1:2 would be the

just-birthed creation.

81bid. Reading Genesis in terms of a ‘sin-and-figltis is being challenged based on the text it<de,
e.g., Lyn Bechtel, “Rethinking the InterpretatidnGenesis 2:4b—3:24,” ikeminist Companion to
Genesised. by A. Brenner (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1998) ‘&enesis 2.4b—3.24: A Myth about Human
Maturation,”Journal for the Study of the Old Testam@&Wt no. 1 (1995): 3-26.

9 Steenberg, 9.

8 |bid., 147. One of the notions this project woakgminst is seeing the creation of nature simply as
background for humanity’s story. Because of Ireisastrong anthropological focus, he often sawtiwea
as being made for humanity’s benefit; its creatsoreally just the first step in the narrative tlaabout
humans. Even so, as is being emphasized in thertproject, he did at times mention that “Thevieer
of Creation to the human race is to advance batiegdully into theirteloi at the fulfillment of the
economy” (Steenberg, 149). In the end, regardiétise garden’s formation for the young Adam, itswa
human community that was ultimately needed to relgs growth into perfection; only Eve was suitabl
for Adam (151).
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a. Infancy

With the infant creation in Genesis 1:2 God is seen as relating positively with it
continuing to offer himself in gift. As was mentioned, self-gifting is the fimtovement
of God’s creative activity. By the Spirit, God gifts himself as the pdggifor the other
(as seenin Gen 1:2). As a mother hen broods over her chicks, the Spirit broods over the
waters.

In the initial scene of Scripture there is all the anticipation of what the infant
creation will become. The divine Parent holds a young, at-this-point barren and empty
creation, knowing the character of expression into which God desires to nuade it
that there are more creatures God wants to introduce into the community. lomadditi
God has greater insight into the interconnectedness of the community and his own
yearning that love be expressed in those relationships to the benefit of all, whom God
loves. The specifics of what creation vdt) in response are the greatest part of the
anticipation. The hope is that in doing it that creation will come to self-express the
goodness that God gifts to it in himself. In the teaching of the Priestlyidradithether
in narrating cosmology or tabernacle construction, abundantly good responsedeal
and indeed possibfé.

In this initial condition, creation—the “earth”—bears nothing. What it lacks, God
makes possible. Creation is gifted with the Possibility of God. God is the perfect
Possibility to the extreme youthfulness of his creation. It is not that Godsraaiteaos,

adisorder, amanti-order. God makes an other with whom he is related positively, in

81 See Brown, 209-215.
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favor of whom God acts. He is for and on behalf of this other, as the One into whom/to
whom the other is drawn by the very offering of God’s self throughin.

By the Spirit and Word, God is womb to the unfolding of the promise of this
child. Names are given. These creations/creatures are called to ¢xpnesslves in
ways 1) fitting to them, 2) nurturing to others, and 3) beneficial to the wholedreate
community. God by his boundless wisdom begins to parent, counseling and
collaborating in the way creation should go (e.g., Ex 13:21-22)—all the while, being the

very Possibility for creation’s expression, creation’s relation to thenefOt

b. Growing Up(s)

Creation does not move linearly, forever forward, from not-yet to arriving at a
pre-envisioned order, a static point of fulfilment. There is no precise, deterfoime
into which all parts will lock into place when they perfectly align one-dayhdrahan a
linear movement toward an ideal picture, there is continual oscillation behveeeming
in relation to God'’s call to the manifesting of good and the making room for something
new. There is conversation and respiration of creation with the Father in and by the
Word and Spirit.

Through the Possibility of God for the other and by the Word a divine call is
utteredthroughincreation. Creation comes to be in relation to the very transjective and
transcarnate presence of the Spirit and Word who make it possible. Creation’seespons
is a joining with the enlivening self-expression of God. God’s expression is not as much
an object received as it is something that moves throughin creation. Creatspoisse

is a tune creation sings with God’s song. The response is not merely a matter of
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repetition Creation’s response is an imaginasedexpressiorof (God-natured)
goodness by God’s-other made possible by God’s self-gift throughin creationicing
its word, there is the ‘exhale’ and the ‘listening again’ to God’s call atiore must
exhale to breath anew or say anything else that is both new and good.

Creation’s becoming is moment by moment and season by season. We do not
live in a fixed state. There is no single perfect or harmonious condition toward which
creation is moving and into which it will be frozen for all eternity. There ideroa
summer. God is not accumulating perfect things or perfection within creatibib as
were a museum. Perfection cannot be collected since creation does not establish
something at one point that then endures through time in that initially created stat
Rather, creation exists in dynamic relationship to God and others, a rdigtiohs
endless possibility for discovering manifestations of good. In that relatpagjayful
discovery, humanity and all creation breathes.

Fall and winter are as much about God’s design as spring and summer. Restis as
much about God’s design as work. Decay, dissolution, and erosion are not evil. Having
responded in beauty and goodness to God’s prompting, there is a letting go of tiat for t
conversation to continue. There is a making room for discovering new maiofestat
beauty, life, and love. There is no idolizing of or resting on past accomplishments. The
is celebration in the exhale of what has been and anticipation of the possibility of the
future—including the resurrection of the dead and the life of the world to come.

God did not design us to be built up into one thing, the greatest, the best possible
thing that is then maintained for all eternity. Rather this horizon toward ultimate

perfection is stood on end in this paradigm. The aim of every cycle, every expyessi
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perfect love of the o/Other. All history is not building in and towards a singlectierfe
With the passage of time the people of God certainly have a more extensct @olbf
interactions with God in which to understand God’s character. Those living today have
the advantage (or disadvantage) of what has preceded them. Neverthelesatj@dl, cr
with humanity, is not being built into some super manifestation of itself. Rathhbr, eac
participant needs maturation in every nBwManifestations of the good are enjoyed here
for what they are as they occur; they are encouraged and nurttinegiglace and irthis
time. The Good One delights in the respirations of his creation and creatures, in their
inventive word€® There is the enjoyment of building, the enjoyment of tinkering and
watching it for a season, and the anticipation in the making room for the next bthing
response to and out of God’s making possible activity, there is an open-endedness to
creation’s ingenuity for manifesting goodness, truth, and beauty each mordesgiason
of creation’s becoming. There is limitless opportunity for discovery.

Another important point to make in regard to God'’s creative activity is that

conversations do not happen all at once. In Genesis 1 God began a cosmic community

8|t is not enough to say that God was encounteretivine goodness was expressed at some poinein th
past and that we are adding on to it. God musiiseuntered, known, and properly related to inyever
present. For example, because Gregory of Nyssarstaodd this he wrote his own account of the life o
Moses, even though Philo and Clement had already do (Douglass, 209). He believed every generatio
must imagine themselves in that ancient contextvenegtle with its significance in the present. “By
standing within the opening of revelation, Gregaas committed to a certain type of transformative
knowing, ametanoetiknowing that ‘does not consist in mere informatiom notions™ (214). Also, the
Cappadocians fought Eunomius because they unddrétabeverything revealed was revealed in a
context—theadiastemioGod was revealed in and througtiastemiccontext/medium (79-87). Language
is unable to transcend itself and speak absolagunomius failed to recognize (83). Becausaeft
limitations of language and the reality that iaig/ays on the move, there is always need for reesgon
(109). Thus, rather than absolutizing the pasttarildling upon it, we must seek to experience that
which it faithfully points; we must seek to know & the present and express that reality. Thenaf
linear progression needs to be stood on end. TilecB is no more holy or loving now than it was at
Pentecost, in spite of the many intervening insgtaraf holy living or loving acts. Rather, in evergw
expression and/or cycle we must seek to relatedrgbodness made possible to us by God'’s selfigifti

8 Any parent gets to experience this by analogyies thildren experiment with positive activitiesda
expressions.
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that unfolded in sequence, over time. From barren infancy the ‘earth’ grew intglivers
complexity, productivity, and fullness. All of history is a collage of adtodiverse
contexts whom God calls to collaborate and cooperate in imaginatively refating i
goodnes$? Growth and discovery takes time. Creation does not happen in a flash, but

in ongoing exchange.

D. Defining “Chaos”: Growing Pains

Now that a theological framework has been set out in which the grammar of
possibilityis used in regard to God’s creative operations and God'’s relationship to
creation has been defined as bdiags-creation, it is possible to proceed to a definition
and explication of “chaos.”

For good reason, “chaos” has not been used to this point in reference to some
formless/roiling pre-creation milieu or a notion such as Keller's cregteftom. Chaos
is not the pre-creative conditions nor the infant creation nor the decay/exhale ket
space for discovering new manifestations of good. Chaos is not that which we watc
expectantly, waiting for an abundantly good response. The cyclical dynathic wi
creation does not need to be fixed. Itis part of living; it is part of the joy of mypgoi
creativity and discovery in the relation between God and creation. These movements
through seasons—the movements between inhale/exhale, listening/speakingt—are

demonized, nor is infancy an evil.

8 In talking about history Michael Lodahl statestdfies do not happen all at once; they go somewhere
and take time getting there. To recognize thathénBible, God appears in time-full narrativeds t
understand God as willingly related to time, totkey history of creation itself. This Actor inglStory
truly does graciously dwell with the world, actingthin creation’s own time-full sequence....Time and
duration, direction and goal are inevitable faciarthe Story of God, for that matter, in the wagd®

Story gets told” The Story of Gadl5; cf. 97).
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“Chaos” is something different in this framework. Very simplyaosis coming
to be that is in disharmony with the Possibility of and Call for our becoming in love for
the o/Other Creation does not always express itself in tune with God’s eccentricreall. |
its otherness it makes ventures out of kilter with what is gifted (blesseddooitding to
the goodness of the self-gifting Triune God. These chaotic expressiq@usaiae
because of the nature of God’s transjective, transcarnate operations of tlaa&®pri
Word, but they are not what God lovingly self-gifts to creaffohis coming to be of
creation indiscord with or in a manner antagonistic to othershigos

That discord in the community makes us recoil away from embracing others (and
possibly the Other). We want to shield our eyes, cover our ears, silence our
communication, and pull away from proximity. These expressions of chaos tear at our
relating to others in the community in love. They inspire us to draw in and hold our
breath instead of being moved by the Spirit; in response we leach thatitifieregfflow
from the community. Chaos makes us painfully aware of our nakedness and in desire of
defenses from the very ones with whom we are called into nurturing relationship.

On the one hanathaoscan come about in numerous ways: for example, by a
misjudgment of the currents of the Spirit and Word of God throughin creation, by being
inattentive to the currents, by a limitation of understanding concerning thfecedions
of one’s actions, or a lack of thoughtfulness concerning one’s actions. The result is that

an appropriate way of relating to God and others, which is opened up to creation by the

% Because of the stress on possibility over theeaking God’s activity as our possibility instedd o
seeing God as giving us possibilities—any negagixgressions of creation in coming to be are n@ad
or among divine possibilities. Rather, they aewlord creation speaks in relation to God'’s losed-
expression, God’s making-possible-activity throungtrieation.
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transjective Spirit and transcarnate Word, is not expré&s&tis would qualify as
“many halting, stuttering, mis-spoken wordé.'Creation is still getting to know its
Creator; it still sees as though through a dark glass. Having been born in iitymatur
there is much each part of creation must learn; there are many ways it canpgrois
practices of (self) expressing what God makes possible by his sel§dgrins-creation.

There is, on the other hand, an even more profound “frustration and nullification
of the work of the Spiri®® and Word. There is a word of blasphemy against the Spirit
and quenching of the Spifi. There is a saying of something across-the-grain of the
good intentions of God’s calling unto righteous/just expression.

Whether creation’s responsive expression is dis-harmonious or antagonistic—
maliciously or not—such a word of becomingnsl-creative it establishes ahaos
Because the response is a coming to be, in that it establishes something, esen if it i
defined by being chaotically related instead of lovingly, it is stilltotrea Even a
discreative acthat defaces or nihilates another creates a circumstarinstead of
always manifesting beauty and goodness, creation at times marafegtdd chaotic
circumstances. Chaotic, dissonant expressions and the consequent chaotis tedati

contrast to the array of harmonies that righteous responses make with Gegifieself

8 Up front it needs to be mentioned that the nadfiiatent in expressions that are disharmonious wit
God’s creative operations is not at issue here Sédsan Neiman points out, in the bewildering testiigs
of those who assisted with the Holocaust, the astaf those with the most benign intentions caflifate
incomprehensible horror. While at other timessthwith the most tortured consciences can be ## le
guilty (275). What is at issue is the occurrentany expression that brings about chaotic dynainitke
community.
8" Dabney, “The Nature of the Spirit: Creation ag@nfonition of God,” 110.
:z Dabney, “Naming the Spirit: Towards a Pneumatolofythe Cross,” 56.

Ibid.
| thank Catherine Keller for the phrase “discreatict” and for many of the concepts that undémwdie
use of it (see Chapter 4). Other possible phreselsl be used as well: e.g., “creation-dissolviotvity”
or “community-killing activity.”
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goodness. It is not that God'’s creative activity has gone awry; it is thparttmer(s)
with whom God works in creating falter(s).

Just as hate is not the opposite of love in the New Testament, so chaos is not the
opposite of creation/new creation. The opposite of love—fear—is a condition of not
having yet blossomed under and into the fullness of budate is something different
altogether. Hate is a murderous act; it de-faces and nihilates the otherth So wi
creation/new creation, its opposite polarity is not chaos, but rather théadarth
wabohu—a yet-to-unfold, barren infancy. The movement is ftohu wabohuo the
creative (self) expression of God’s goodness or to the creative sel§sxpref chaos, a
creaturely invention—an invention that is a quenching or blasphemy of the Spirit and
Call who are the very possibility of our response.

Creation’s opposite is a condition of not yet having blossomed under and into the
fullness of God’s Glory. Chaos is something different altogether tobwn wabohu
Chaos is a response of creation; and as such, it is that which, in part, constitutes what i
creation. Even so, chaotic response is a mal-creative activity; it is cowmtering. It
harms others and the relationships within the community. In other wohd®s” is
defined as instances when any part of creation (organic or inorganic) holds its breath
and/or says something in disharmony with the inseparably operating Spirit and Word,
who would have something more beautiful, abundantly life affirming, and rightly related
to God and all creation for it

Instances of chaos are present throughout all creation—whether in theaphysic

universe (timing, energy, matter: organic and inorganic) or in the animal kingdom

*LE.g., 1 Jn 4:18-19a—"There is no fear in love, frerfect love casts out fear; for fear has to dib wi
punishment, and whoever fears has not reachedctierfen love.”
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(instincts, habits, perceptions, attitudes, ideas, societal relations, etc.p Thos
circumstances themselves can give rise to further instances of chaogrethiungy and
compounding subsequent ughteousness. Where there has been distortion, where
perversion is the frame of reference or is habitual, responding in harmdn@aedtfully
becomes all the more difficult (and possibly dangerous); it takes even moreatitayg

to envision the good that is possible. Circumstances condition the shape or extent of
what can be expressed next—whether that next expression is good or chaotic. We
respond to God harmoniously or discordantly within the confines of our current
circumstances. The finitude of our embodiment, to whatever advantage or disadvantage,
tempers what can be done next in creative expression.

Nevertheless, even though the discord of chaos is embodied throughout creation,
that does natleterminegfuture expressions that God makes possible. There is not a lone
linear progression of cause and effect at work from the Beginning to the Endrykfs
full of complex non-linear interactions and bifurcation points. Righteous respoite to t
Father can happen through the work of the Spirit and Word; this provides, to some extent,
a recapitulation of what was marked with chaos. Itis a coming of the Kingudtima i
midst of a creation marred by chaos.

With this use of “chaos”, all discreative acts within creation are ttehtesame
way. Human sin is a subset of chaos, the umbrella category. Chaos equally needs to be
recapitulated whether it appears in sentient or insentient creation, withiouglintent or

not.
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1. Chaos in Nature

“Chaos” itself is being used as the broadest category for impropeatgael
becoming. It covers all of creation, even the physical world which speaks upon God'’s
call(s)—as in Genesis 1. Much of the work that it would require to fully idenitifira
would constitute improperly related expression (chaos) in nature will havedt be |
those more knowledgeable and qualified to make those judgments. Important to
distinguish in assessing nature, however, are the differences betwednrityma
processes involving the second law of thermodynamics, and chaos. For example, it was
noted in Chapter 2 that Sjoerd Bonting at times blurs those distinctions when he says that
during cosmic evolution “entropy”/“chaos” decreases and order increaskeG ouhti
abolishes “chaos” at the end of tifffelt was mentioned in response that entropy is
essential for the sustaining of life as we know it. Life processes reqeienéngy
released at the breakdown of structures. New life depends on there being entropy in the
system—that not everything is crystallized. For example, without thednidideath of
stars there would have been few of the elements that make up our planet. If food cannot
be broken down in digestion, every animal dies.

Movement back and forth between order and entropy cannot be defined as
inherently bad or evil. Talking about all entropy/chaos being abolished sounds good, but
must be reconsidered. Cycles and seasons are a part of the good creation (Gen 1:14).
God’s goal and work in creation must be something other than battling, subduing, or
abolishing that which makes movement, life, and newness in the world possible. Itis one

thing to say that God’s creative work is continual, and another thing to definerigfeati

92 Creation and Double Chaos: Rethinking Creation tigb Chaos Theor§Minneapolis, MN: Fortress
Press, 2005), 97.
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in terms of what would be a life-ending endeavor, in negative terms as the abotisfime
entropy.

Chaos is a type of coming to be—becoming in the synergism between God,
existing creation, and the new other in the creative event—in a manner discordant with
God and neighbot Thus, in naming examples of chaos in nature, it is important only to
name that which comes-to-be such that it lacks the characteristic love and ntthe
other seen in God’s operations. Some examples in need of consideration are the
improper copying and division of DNA and chromosomes resulting in birth defects,
health problems, or even death. Cancers, along with certain bacteria, molds, aisd viruse
could be examined as possible examples of chaotic, discreative becomingan telat
God and neighbor. Certainly there are many other possibilities, possibly even ones
concerning inorganic matter, which could be named by those with knowledge of such
things.

The important rule is not to use “chaos” as though the uniigfskaotic” by
nature. Just because many of the responses in the universe are unpredictable, does not
mean it should be called “chaotic.” Part of the fascination and mystery of whieas
they do things differently than we would have done them; or, they come up with
something completely unexpected or imagined by uSod makes creation possible
with the openness that it may speak a word as other. Nevertheless, by the \a&rgroper

of its Creator relative to creation, it is created/called to in goodness &yifteel with

93 Logically it would not be possible to be in disdaelative to God’s self-gifting operation and ribien,
be in discord with others. Likewise, it would i@ possible to be out of kilter in regard to bdimgngly
related to others and not be crosswise to God-teration.

% Scientists are discovering new mysteries and cexiigs within the universe that make it all thereno
difficult to make calculations in the linear wayaies once hoped in past centuries. It is worttdpang
that it might be that they are uncovering, muck lilke ancients in relationship to their environmére
otherness of the universe made possible by Gointsts went looking for the inner workings of a
mechanism and have found instead a co-creatuyidering other.
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divine goodness. It is enabled to speak in the calling activity of God. It is only the
expressions of nature that are not congruent with the possibility of the caltehat
“chaotic,” not the unpredictability of the expressions themselves. Kasmaportant to
stress that the participating others made possible in God’s creative opeaedioios
necessarily evil, recalcitrant, etc. They are enabled to speak freay. sk, as
immature, unknowledgeable, and unwise as they are, only a word spoken in comcert wit
the self-gifting of God is a prudent, divinely intended type of response—a response
which is expressive of God’s goodness/love throughin.

One topic of which it is difficult to give an account is natural disasters.
Historically there have been answers given about them that 1) affirm ttal go®dness
of creation and its telos to the extent that natural disasters are simpbssarg@art
(although how and why they are is unknowable) to the progression toward ultimate
goodness, 2) speak of them as a design flaw, 3) point to them as evidence for the absence
of a design and/or designer, 4) argue that God and creation are not in fact good, but cruel,
etc? lItis difficult in the current paradigm to determine whether an avalandfigy,
chaotic response, or decay. Are volcanoes and earthquakes improperly related to God’s
good creative call to become, are they halting, stuttering speech or murdgsGusmna
incrementally relieving earth’s pressures, thereby saving usailritore widespread
destruction, is the earth’s crust doing so in the manner in which it is called? el sy
such as Bonting’s where “chaos” is anything that is not yet perfected (tinds
something that is not yet fully abolished), there is a way to explain thestseaway. At

least God could be excused, to a certain degree, from culpability.

% Susan Neiman’s work is a helpful history of mawmgitions on this matter developed during the
Enlightenment and beyon#yil in Modern Thought: An Alternative History ofii®sophy(Princeton, N.J:
Princeton University Press, 2002).
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Irenaeus did not point to the root of the problem being either in embedded effects
of sin or in improper choice; it was an issue of the passibility, weakness, anddinit
materiality®® Matter and materiality was not considered evil; Irenaeus’ hope was not in
escaping materiality. He also rejected Greek notions that matter is stuvbimkle in
its relationship to God’ Rather, matter was simply yet to be perfected.
Recapitulation/new creation was a solution for the problems (or limitations) of
materiality; it was a refashioning of the material, making it fit fmorruptibility, for
eternity® Such perfection/maturation is made possible throughmtaenation of the
Word. Thus, in an Irenaean framework, issues such as natural disasters would have been
an issue of immaturity, not yet having come to the fullness of the goodness Gdd, whic
God both planned for creation from the beginning and is working on in the incarnation.
There is more work to be done at the second coming. Natural disasters can also be a
consequence of prior chaotic responses to which a not-yet perfected creation was
susceptible. Excluding conversation about the incarnation, God’s creative calhihroug
creation has yet to be answered in perfect, ongoing harmony with the o/Other to the
Glory of God (to the exclusion and eradication of chaos). The incarnation was another
step toward the fulfillment of full, mature response. Creation still await€ipation in

the work to be done at Christ’s return.

% Cf. Steenberg, 55, 128H 5.3.1.

% This idea was not uncommon in Greek thinking. . BAgistotle thought that matter was resistant to
imposed forms (T. F. TorrancBjvine and Contingent Order: Nihil constat de cowgentia nisi ex
revelatione[Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 1988B). Ultimately matter could be blamed
for disturbing the order of the cosmos (88).

% In such a view (though not in Irenaeus himselatt itself has a sacramental character. We are no
passively victimized by death. Rather, we entoustelves to the Father that by his Hands thisgregpry
work for eternity would be achieved in our deatl assurrection. Our baptism is a foretaste anebhhcf
what is to come in our death and resurrection. |6k forward to the raising of our bodies in
incorruptibility (whatever that may mean). In g and dying it is all unto the Glory of God.
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God did not initiate creation (create) for the ‘earth’ to remain immature.cdlhe
itself is nothing short of complete (divine) goodness self-gifted as patysioil self-
expression by the other. Creation’s immaturity is not “chaos”; being iamenest not
evil. However, there are dangers in immaturity. There are pains in growing up:
stumbling, stuttering, etc. The susceptibility of the immature to respond chigiatica
great. Being both immature and marked by chaos increases that susgepBleilitg
not-yet perfected also means that there are significant consequédrag@ad<ffects) to
any responses within the community. As we continue to look for the resurrection of the
dead and the life of the world to come, we attune ourselves to God with utmost attention
and creatively seek to self-express the good even at this time, under theseranditi
Prior chaos clouds our imagination and we are vulnerable to being marked by our
neighbors in ways that shape our responses for good or ill. We do not have to be
determined by our marks; but acting according to them does come ‘natuvaltyifeve
will be held accountable for not following in God’s ways.

Creation’s A) exhaling and infancy and B) mal-creative acts may astira
difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish—especially when so much of creation is
marked by chaotic interrelationships. Nevertheless, theologically thesesgshould
remain distinct. In so doing: 1) God’s relationship with creation is not definélgt fiss
antagonistic; God does not approach creating as problem solving, or creati@sitsel
problem to be addressed; God’s creative activity is not firstly negation, biitgifel2)
God’s initiating creative gesture in Genesis 1:2—creatitodna wabohwearth—is not an
evil or a disaster; it is the start of a relationship with a responsible othibedygically

there is room for Genesis 1:2 and the movement in Genesis 1 from a barren oadality t
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o/Other-affirming community without falling into some of the problems with double
creation; 4) there is room for seasons and the second law of thermodynamics—without
which all in creation would halt immediately; 5) the trajectory of coeas not seen as
being toward a fixed, static state; there continues to be dynamism for egplori
expressions of goodness; 6) there is no endless/upward progression of creation—there
will forever be seasons for rest and for work; 7) the dynamism of God’sareatn be
affirmed as good without confusing that dynamism with the evil of chaotic&cts

“chaos” is then defined such that it is truly a problem that needs to be addressed and the
effects of which need eradication; 9) the eradication of chaos does not entail the
nihilation of an other—on the contrary it would be the nurturing of the other; and 10) the
eradication of chaos entails the same self-gifting of God for the otheychs Geative

activity.

2. Chaos in Humanity

Under the umbrella category of “chaos,” being argued as a fitting labegthout
all creation for coming to be out of sync with God’s self-gifting throughin, ticacdil
discussions of human sin and sinfulness are a subset. In order to get a more detailed
sense of what chaos in humanity entails, the intended relationship between God and
humanity will be sketched. This will bring into relief, in the portion that will folke
sketch, the nature of chaotically expressing oneself in relation to God and neighbor.

First is God'’s creative intention. It was pointed out in Chapter 3 that in Genesis 1
humans have a different pattern to their creation. For the first and only time isissEne

at the creation of humans God addresses God’'s-self. In a way, God is the ‘environment’
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solicited upon which humans are to be dependent and united; they live out of/infupon
God's continued action throughin. They are the ones called to image God as they mature
into the gift of God’s goodness. It was suggested, as with Paul’s statentieat
Athenians, that to be human is to exist in God: “In him we live and move and have our
being” (Acts 17:285§°

A similar theme is present in Genesis 2. In the Yahwist (J) tradition Y KBA&/¢H
is said to cause trees to grow out of the ground. Two particular trees have naimnes: the
of life and the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. These twoitrées middle of
the garderundoubtedly have God as their soul¥elf God is the source of these trees,
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil is a natural, God-made feature of the garde
The story does not tell us one tree is good and the other is a menacing evil ot @aarr
cruelly dangles in front of Adam and Eve. One tree does have the word “evil” in its
name, but its symbolism must be something other than being from the very pit of hell i
its source is God. The narrative puts them bogletherand so any interpretation must
account for that. In God’s design, this tree belongs being planted right next &etbé tr
life; it should be planted in the center of the garden next to that tree from Wwaichré
told to eat.

“The knowledge of good and evil” has received several predominant

interpretations. Most common among them historically is a form of sexual knowfédge

9 Cf. Augustinede TrinXIV.12.16; see also 1 Cor 3:16 and 6:19 along Witiyustine's treatment of
these texts itCon MaxIl.XXI.1. 1 John 4:7-21 also has a wonderful pagsabout humans living in the
love of God which is manifest most perfectly in Goalctions in Christ’s death on the cross. CfeShkerg
on Irenaeus’ interpretation of tirmago dei(67, 102, 134-137).

19t has been suggested that the central locatiarparallel to the central location of the Tabelmat the
Israelites’ camp; cf. Thomas Brodi&enesis as Dialogue: a Literary, Historical, & THegical
CommentaryfOxford: University Press, 2001),124.

101 Jacob Milgrom is one who takes a more classicpnégation of “knowledge” as being sexual
knowledge [eviticus: A Book of Ritual and EthjgSontinental Commentaries [Minneapolis, MN: Fastre
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There are two other places in the OT where “the knowledge of good and evil” appears.
Deuteronomy 1:39 speaks about young children not yet having the knowledge of good
and evil. It could be that they do not yet have sexual knowledge. However, it has been
suggested that a better interpretation is that they do not yet have thardsaefor

making their own choices. This later interpretation makes sense in the otheewmoeur

of the phrase in the Old Testament where Solomon prays for this discernment, this
knowledge of good and evil (1 Kgs 3:9). Surely he is not praying for sexual knowledge
at the dedication of the Temple. Hamilton concludes that “What is forbidden to man is
the power to decide for himself what is in his best interests and what is not. &his is
decision God has not delegated to the earthling...Man has indeed become a god
whenever he makes his own self the center, the springboard, and the only frame of
reference for moral guideline$® It then makes sense why one veaisof that tree of

the knowledge of good and evil would be straying down the path of dying. Literally the

text says, “eating, you will eat and dying, you will die” (Gen 2:47).

Press, 2004], 188). The original temptation Adanth Bve faced was the urge to procreative creativity
However, Milgrom claims that this urge toward pertive creativity translates into other realms of
humanity making a good and/or evil world (189).eB\Lyn Bechtel (see n. 78) sees this tree as gphmata
for human maturation specifically having to do wsétxual, self awareness—a natural, non-evil step in
human development.

192 Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-The New International Commentary on the Old
Testament (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Phlrigs Co., 1990), 166.

193 Robert D. Sacksh Commentary on the Book of Gengaiscient Near Eastern Texts and Studies, vol. 6
(Lewiston: E. Mellen Press, 1990), 24. In the feavark of St. Thomas Aquinas, as outlined by David
Burrell, the distinction between creator and cremallows this freedom of the creature; “Creatunes
indeed capable of an utterly initiatory role, Buwill not be one of acting but of failing to acf, ‘refusing’

to enter into the process initiated by activelyling ‘the good.’ In that sense, we can be ‘likeauGod,’

but only in a self-destructive manner...the only absobeginning available to human willing is self-
destructive. And even this absolute beginning moll be absolute, but the result of prior vicesiag from

a particular context. For human beings generaityjs not so much an exercise of radical autonasmy

is wandering down treacherous paths with the wseigf companions. So the exercise of autonomen ev
of the self-destructive sort, is rare; the willnfact much more moved than move?réedom and

Creation in Three TraditionfNotre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Pres893], 91, 92). This issue
of “failing to act” will be addressed in the conding chapter. There is a need to examine theioalaf
“improper relation/expression” being suggestechia project with Aquinas’ position of non-action.
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The tree of the knowledge of good and evil—i.e., charting our own course into the
open-ended possibility provided us by our Creator—is designed to be planted next to the
tree of life from which we should eat—i.e., to be in dynamic, constant relationship wit
God, speaking congruent to the goodness of the o/Other orientation made passible fr
God in order to image him in all we §%. Speaking forth our own word without being
tightly related to God’s abundantly life-affirming self-gifting is fzeak life-leaching
chaos for us and the community.

This was even true in the wisdom tradition. From the wisdom tradition, Hans
Wolff demonstrates that the Hebrews understood human speech to be done correctly
when it is in concert with God. The right word is the word that comes from hearing
(Prov 18:13; 19:20); is at the right time (Prov 25:11); is quietly thought out (Prov 29:20);
is temperate and kind (Prov 25:15); and requires the fear of God (Prov 1:7; 9:10;
15:33)1% “God is at work even between the word which the wisdom of man conceives
in secret and that which then proceeds from his tongue (Prov 16:1)...Thus if man does
not want to fall short of his real being, either in hubris or in laziness, he remains
dependent on the God who in Israel began to speak with him in a humat’vay.”

That humans would continually be attuned to God is the intent of God’s self-

gifting in his creative operations. However, humans do not always respond congruent

194 God'’s design is echoed throughout the Bible: “I@od Almighty, walk before me, and be blameless”
(Gen 17:1); “In all your ways acknowledge him amdwill direct your paths” (Pr 3:6); “But blessedtie
man who trusts in thedrDp, whose confidence is in him. He will be like agtiglanted by the water that
sends out its roots by the stream” (Jer 17:7-8sfl); “Pray continually” (1 Thess 5:17). ZachHyes,
O.F.M., based on more recent scholarship on Gefles states that there is now a “tendency to nreasu
the ‘guilty lack’ with which sin is concerned natterms of a ‘lost possession,’ but in terms offtikire

to move toward the only future which God intendsus. Grace is not something we once possessed and
then lost. On the contrary, it is a gift to whiclbdhas called us throughout history, but we hawayd
failed in our response’'What are they Saying about CreatidiNew York: Paulist Press, 1980], 89).

195 Hans Walter Wolff Anthropology of the Old Testamehiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), 78.

1% pid., 79. Cf. James 3:2—“Anyone who makes notaiss in speaking is perfect, able to keep the
whole body in check with a bridle.”
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with the dynamic of God'’s creative self-gifting. They do not have theirthhee frame
of reference, planted next to the tree of life, but, rather, take ‘nourishmanttifieir
own tree, to their peril.

In the course of Christianity’s history, the reason for this phenomenon came to be
addressed under the doctrine of original sin. For much of the doctrine’s history it has
been understood that there was a fall of human nature in the sin of the first phagnts; t
this fallen nature has been transmitted to all subsequent generations. Thus, the
consequences of that first sin are universal to all humans. By appealing to the notions
that have traditionally been part of the doctrine of original sin, it would be easy to
account for chaotic responses among humans. For example, it could be claimed that they
act according to their damaged nature. However, just because humans arecfapable
unspeakable evil—or even to point to the historical fact that we are guilty for deing i
does not necessarily entail that human nature is inherently, enduringly evil.

Within the notions of creation developed here, they preclude any idea of a fixed,
fallen human nature with which every offspring of Adam and Eve is born. In the present
framework of creation and chaos, original sin would have to be adjusted accordingly in
its articulation. First, chaos has a history, an evolution; it is not fixed. Sebend, t
context in which we become, inclusive of its instantiations of chaos, shapes and gives
parameters to our responses, but it does not determine them. Inherent in God’s ongoing
creative activity is the possibility of good response. This leads to a thiededhtfe.

Because the instances of chaos which are passed on are specific to eaahdolizce,
and because the future is not linearly determined by the past in each momeatiohc

the manner in which each expression is shaped by prior instances of chaos varies by
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degree and kind. There is not a homogeneous, fixed fallen nature transmitted since our
first parents.

More needs to be said about the differences of this new framework of creation and
chaos in how to understand human sin or sinfulness, especially since the traditional
notion of a common fallen nature is being adjusted. It is not as though every human
responds disharmoniously in their conception (i.e., in their initial coming to be)jrentai
that we subsequently express ourselves chaotically based on a common fault in each of
our own beginnings. It is not as though a better first step could have been possible in
relation to all others in the community. Rather, humans come to be in the cosmic
community in which the expressions of others, good or bad, affect others in the
community. If, for example, the molecules in that infant-creation misbehaas ftave
far reaching ripples for not only that newly conceived life, but also into thensgshat
person is a part (his/her family, neighborhood, town, etc.). A chaotic act in thestmall
of systems can have increasingly bigger effects on the larger systarhgloft is part.

Those effects are not necessarily linear (deterministic) all thee tifhere are choices to
become by all in God’s creation. However, those choices are certainly shaguelddir

by the choices of others. For better or worse, our coming to be is not only a cooperative
collaborative operation between God and us, it includes the eccentric call of God to the
stuff of the world to support and nurture us, an other. The very stuff of which we are

made participates with us in the cosmic commuliityThe actions of our matter can be a

97 Some of these ideas concerning increasingly largere complex systems were first inspired by
reading Joseph BrackerB®ciety and Spirit: A Trinitarian Cosmolog¢$elinsgrove: Susquehanna
University Press; London and Toronto: Associatedvensity Presses, 1991). Although | do not support
many ideas in his process thinking, he does hawe sdeas worth pondering. Since reading Bracken,
many other texts could be cited; it is difficultfind many current texts explaining theories oescie that
do not speak in terms of systems.
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good to us or mal-creative; it can be affirming or deforming. Where we ayaecoldy
the chaos of our own bodies, we pray for a new, different expression by our ‘neighbor’ i
relation to God’s call. It may also require that we minister to our ‘neigfibady) so
that it comes to the fullest (self) expression of goodness to us and the overall
community*®® Even so, we ultimately pray and hope for Christ’s second coming, the
resurrection of the dead, and the life of the world to come. We pray for the refaghioni
of the world at Christ’s return—the passing away of one manner of existing igadet
in another.

Much, if not most, of the chaos experienced by humans is due to their personal
injurious relationship with God’s self-gifting or the choices of fellow hun&have are

affected by chaotic choices made by others even prior to our conception or ot birth.

1% Two clarifications need to be made. First, farsié afflicted in their embodiment by misbehaving
chromosomes or cells, their becoming in the worlthve shaped by the responses of their bodiesa' €5
call. Itis not as though they ageilty for the un-nurturing behavior of others. It ig as though they can
change the responses of others and the repercsissf@mople who are marked by chaos in their badies
responsible for growing into the fullness of Gosiédf-gifting for them according to what is apprapei for
them in their circumstances. They can still chaosexpress love, beauty, and goodness in the m@jne
they are able. Second, many in the world are gspitand discreated by their neighbors. They are
enslaved in systems of chaos. They argyndty for being marked by the chaos in the environment i
which they become. They are responsible, howaweself-express God'’s call to act in love for the
o/Other, doing all they can to be a neighbor tartheemies, praying for them, and nurturing theto the
fullness of God'’s self-gifted goodness for thermhey¥ should continue to act in ways that affirm tthei
subjectivity and not just play the part of de-facdject assigned to them by the system and actibns
others. They can keep choosing; they can keef) ésqgiressing God’s self-gifted goodness—turn the
other cheek, walk the extra mile, etc. Whateverdbst of their choosing to act righteously, thay c
entrust themselves to the one who has power owhdad the grave; they can be assured of God’s
ultimate faithfulness to them in the resurrectiéthe dead. These two examples highlight how mstiof
individual guilt and individual salvation break doin a relational/communal matrix. Because of the
negative actions of others, we cannot help but lbaveesponses affected by that. In the same auay,
experience of God’s salvific work of new creatisrdependent on it being worked out within and among
the community.

199 Milgrom says that in the Priestly tradition in 1@ Testament they rewrote the beliefs and prestif
their neighbors. Where their neighbors tried ¢hffioff the demonic from their sacred spaces, Israe
replaced the demonic with inert contamination wittttfgom human misdeeds. Israel’s cultic practiaes
about avoiding and removing the impurities resglfiom human activity that threaten the sacred and
bring death. There is no demonic, only human naddd_eviticus 9, 10, 13, 32). See Chapter 3, n. 81.
19 An easy example is the possibly chaotic circuntstarf our conception, whether it occurred by force
through intercourse by an unwed couple, etc. Rugestation, an unborn child can be affected dralbfi
and permanently by the choices of substances thieemputs in her body.
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We are affected by or constituted by that which precedes our beginning.e\Wwat gust
affected by contemporaneous influences. We come to be in a world already
experimenting with certain expressions of both goodness and chaos.

One illustration: it is fitting that the telling of Israel’s story does start with
God’s calling of Abram. There is tinestory of the whol&vhich preceded that call. That
history informed the context and things already in motion at Israel’'s baginfsrael
was an inheritor of generations of growth into goodness and chaos. Israel alsednheri
God's prior relationship to and Noahite covenant with creation.

In the case of human conception, children, whose becoming God makes possible,
are shaped by the relationships of others to the goodness of God'’s eccentgg callin
unfortunately they are shaped as much by the chaos-riddled relationships into which the
are born as the righteousness therein. As Gerald O’Collins says, we padseon ¢o t
“heritage of evil” or an “enduring legacy of evil” as we enculturate thrgmour chaotic
ways of behaving and relating to oth&rs.Even though they are not born using the
knowledge of good and evil (especially if they do not developmentally have it—Deut

1:39) 2 from infancy they experience the ways of those around them who gorge on the

1 oCollins, 62, 63. This heritage of evil does hawe to be as obvious as an abusive home. Argscha
in our worldview, our manner of operating in therldpetc. can be passed along. For example, one
criticism of capitalism is that it splits up fane and communities as people must go to where ithere
employment for them. By enculturating childreroistich a system, we may unwittingly be preparing
them to participate in the dissolution of the muesic human community, the family. We also ingiiain
them a distrusting and isolating spirit of competitwith others over a purported scarcity of resesr
instead of a habit of thought that is self-emptyfiogand openly embracing of our fellow community
members to whom we are, by God'’s creative actiwityge neighbor.

12 gee, e.g., “If any of you put a stumbling blockdse one of these little onegho believe in mét would
be better for you if a great millstone were hunguad your neck and you were thrown into the seak (M
9:42, emphasis added; cf. Mt 18:6; Lk 17:2). lference to Rahner’s position, O’Collins states:
“Particular, full individuals in ‘a direct relatiahip’ with God from the outset, children exhibitlier
wrote, not only a basic orientation to God but a@deoust, an open readiness to be controlled bthano
and ‘the courage to allow fresh horizons’ whichspeige their response to divine grace” (76). Tlyiou
God’s creative operations by the Spirit and Worgnhns are created ready-made to grow into
participation in the goodness God makes possihtledrcosmic community. Unfortunately, we transitio



265

fruit of that tree. They play from youth among fountains of chaos. In our encoltrat
the intimate, perpetual relationship with God that is necessary for expresssaiyves in
bountifully good and beautiful ways gets fractured. Participating in thestifed
contexts makes each person both guilty and responsible for the part he/shiglays.

In keeping with developments in Western thinking, original sin in this paradigm
would not be articulated as a static state or a fallen nature in which alhtsmae the
first are created. Instead, it has a history, an ebb and flow. Its histbeyhsstory of
chaotic expressions in the cosmic community and their contribution to subsequent
becoming. Original sin is a matter of ontology insofar as coming to be in acchaot
manner embodies that expression, it undermines community. However, original sin is
neither static nor deterministic; in the moment by moment creativetgaivod there
is the possibility of something different, new, good, etc. Recapitulation Wigeogs
expression is an ever available possibility, even in this lifetime. In becominge with
the inseparable creative operations of God, humans can write chaos out of the unloving,

destructive ways we have become related. In responding in concert with God; chaoti

from being trusting children to adults who think fwgow better (cf. O'Collins, 77). Zachary Hayes
follows a similar line of thinking: “Though no inddual is personally culpable except when he or she
personally sins, each is born into an environmieatt is oriented in the wrong direction. It is a ldahat is
insensitive to God and resists him. Thus, everckiile, while having no personal culpability, istire full
sense of the word a member of a community whidlouitth the culpable actions of its members, has
constituted itself historically in opposition to Go(91).

113 | am thankful for an in-class presentation by ofimy colleagues, Michael Groen, on some of the
recent findings of neuroscience (delivered Novemp@®7). There are certain emotional, physioldgica
responses that are hardwired into us at birth. éd@w our social interactions imprint on our braitgt
bodily reactions (somatic markers) to have whetagesituations present themselves. These bodily
reactions are unconscious. Our surroundings—otulemation—truly become embedded in our bodies,
our brains. Based on those imprintings, our bodlypresent us with unconsciously selected dateeund
certain circumstances. Thus, our “rational” dexisinaking is based on a small selected portiorats# d
given to us by our body. Nevertheless, our uplimigmgs not deterministic. Even though our body hasn
programmed by our upbringing to react in certailysyave can consciously choose against what ourelsodi
present to us. There is also evidence that thia lranore plastic than once believed. Our brams be
re-taught over time to have different somatic meske certain stimuli. In this case Christian conmity
becomes that much more important in helping us gnbevthe salvation and creative calling made passi
by God.
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activity seems foreign, nonsensical; it is outside one’s vocabulary of waysctooh in
relation to others. People can in this life mature into a truly human manner of (self)
expressing divine goodness in relation to others and begin to be freed from enstaveme
to chaos as they await the salvation to be revealed at Christ’'s second cdniRaogm(c
8:18-25; 1 Cor 15:1-2). God calls us to this holiness of life, this perfection in love. God
has joined himself throughin creation to that end.

The number of goodness-denying expressions among humans is essentially
limitless. There are, nevertheless, certain themes among theovexiaior example,
chaos appears in the hyperactive schedules we keep, in our lack of sleep ‘dhahre,
guantity and quality of our food intake, in the substances to which we expose our bodies,
in our choice of work, in our motivation for and manner of our work, in our self-
centeredness, in our self-denial/deprecatidim our institutional structures, in our
societal structures, in our cultural norms, in our patterns of thinking, in our treatment of
others, in our manner of speaking, in discreative activities of prejudice, hatnetbrm
and warfare, etc. The list of themes with any possible variation is it$edfrealy long.
Our ingenuity for discreative acts is as limitless as our ingenuity foegsipns of
goodness, both made possible by the gifting of God’s transjective Spirit andanaate
Word. Instead of discovering with God endless expression of good, humans have
invented a vocabulary for acting, thinking, and expressing themselves thgtdsses

against God, precisely because of God’s self-gifting throughin creation.

114 Although the Israelites did honor the Sabbathugtomost all of their history, there is no recdrstt

they ever honored sabbatical years, or the yedulifee. Centuries later we hardly even go aagdon

take a sabbath. The effects on humans, our waljgra, and on the planet are not fully knowable.

15 see Diane Leclerc'Singleness of Heart: Gender, Sin, and Holinessigidrical Perspectivein Pietist
and Wesleyan Studies, no. 13 (Lanham, MD: Scareéh@ss, 2001). Leclerc defines original sin imigr

of idolatry, either of self (pride) or others (sdénial). Pride, by itself, is an insufficient defion of
humanity’s problem. Many humans, especially maoynen and abuse victims, have no sense of self, let
alone an inflated, prideful sense of self.
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Many pious Christians would bristle at some items that have been listed, but there
is nothing we do that is not an act in relation to the very divine activity by whichtthe ac
is possible. Our acts are also in relation to all in the cosmic community who nuriare us
our becoming and who we are to nurture in theirs. Every act is righteous to theitegre
rings true with God’s good, loving nature. If our lack of sleep, exercise, oryealihg
harms us (including the very matter called by God to nurture our unfolding) it is
unrighteous. If it takes someone else’s daily bread or unnecessarily osé¢ha¥and, it
is unrighteous. If our choices of house and car sizes (or the building materials-ased)
well as our consumption of other products—harms the earth or limits our ability td gift
ourselves with our time and money to the needs of others, it is clearly antittetloal
flow of the Possibility and Call of God and in need of repentance. Many Christians
seeking to be holy have been far too narrow in examining areas in need of repentance
because their definition of unrighteousness has been limited and/or their etionltura
into systems marked by chaos have helped them perpetuate discreative abtsessiyig
There is nothing that exists that has not been called according to God’sieccentr
goodness. Itis against God’s self-gifting that all acts must be measured.

Whether we are deliberate in our chaotic acts or even conscious of them is not at
issue. What is at issue are instances when the love of God and ‘neighbor'—which
includes the treatment of our own body and the world—is mis-expressed—or worse, we
de-face the other. Any chaotic act is a deformation of our relationship with God and

others with whom we are created to commune. Out of love for the o/Other, the act must
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be repented of and new ground for the imaginative expression of good in the relationship

sought out-*

3. Intent

The issue of intentionality has been mentioned several times in regard to chaotic
responses. It needs to be addressed directly. During the Enlightenment, whele natura
human reason was becoming the standard for societal arrangements (incluticyy poli
economics, legal systems, etc.) and morality itself (instead of atdiffamework or a
system thought to be inherent in the cosmos), it became the assumption that eybrdeeds
crimes) require malicious intefit’ The focus was on a facet of the human subjéct.
Without malicious intent in doing the act, the person’s action could not be considered
criminal }*°
Susan Neiman writes of this transition as well as the utter confounding of this way

of thinking in the aftermath of WWII. When the concentration camps were discovered

and investigated in order to bring the people responsible to trial, it was found that the

116 Both Rowan Williams (“The Forgiveness of Sins: Bad1:1-9; Matthew 18:23-35,” Btricken by
God?: Nonviolent Identification and the VictoryGifirist, ed. by Brad Jersak and Michael Hardin [Grand
Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Compa®§07]) and Miroslav Volf (“Forgiveness,
Reconciliation, and justice,” itricken by God?: Nonviolent Identification and Wietory of Christ ed.

by Brad Jersak and Michael Hardin [Grand Rapids,William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2007])
have excellent essays which unfold this idea.

17 This shift can be seen in some of the theologyedrthis time on hamartiology. For example, i th
theology of John Wesley (eighteenth-century), Sopprly-so-called requiredwillful transgression
against a known law of God. All other transgressioommittedinknowinglyand/orunintentionallywere
sin improperly-so-called.

18 Kant, e.g., taught that intent was the one thivey avhich we as humans have control. Therefore we
should act with right intent regardless of whatthiak may or may not be the effects of that actibose
consequences are largely out of our control (Nejriidh

119 susan Neiman summarizes: “Before [the eighteeettitry earthquake in] Lisbon, evils were divided
into matters of nature, metaphysics, or moralititeALisbon, the word evil was restricted to whatsy
once called moral evil. Modern evil is the product of will. Restrictingie&ctions to those accompanied
by evil intention rids the world of a number of levin ways that made sense. Less clear were theepts
of willing and intention themselves” (268; cf. 27 )Lf
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people who carried out both the day to day operations at the camps and the broader
infrastructure that made the camps possible had no calculations of genocideiousma
intent toward their victim$?® Most all of the participants had motives that were utterly
banal: for example, motives of personal promotions within the Nazi ranks or a desire not
to have their own personal lives disrupt&d The totalitarian regime created a system
that allowed people to do horrific deeds guilt-free, with little to no refiaain the
immorality of their actions. The key ingredient for establishing crintinadas absent in
this new, banal type of evil. The basic philosophy of morality and law was éeft.sil

The concentration camps exposed a type of evil that previous accounts of evil
could give no account; it was a banal evil done by people participating in a system
designed for doing horrific evil thoughtlessfy. “In contemporary evil, individuals’
intentions rarely correspond to the magnitude of evil individuals are able to ¢&use.”
This is the great problem with making malicious intent the benchmark in the areas of
morality and criminality.

In the framework proposed, chaos is chaos. Whether coming to be (responding to
God’s call) is chaotic for either banal or murderous intentions, it is stlfcneative or

discreative of self and others; as Neiman states: “What counts is not whabhgois

120 Neiman, 270f.

21 1pid., 273.

122\t is easy to pick on WWII Germany, but many Wesses with banal motivations work in industries, do
certain leisure activities, and consume goodsrbabnly harm themselves and/or damage creatidn, bu
keep other humans in horrifically poor living cotiains. Their acts are discreative of the other gtdhey
are done according to a system that allows theen(emcourages them) to do them thoughtlessly again
and again and again. E.g., even in the face diadlvarming, the first thing it is hoped that Aneams

will do in a slumping economy is consume more. sTdfiaracteristic of Western thought should temugy
“Precisely the belief that evil actions requirel éwvientions allowed totalitarian regimes to corogérpeople
to override moral objections that might otherwisedrfunctioned” (Neiman, 275). We cannot
unthinkingly go on following culture and conventifust because our intention-alarms are not sounding
As Neiman, Rawls and other Kantian philosopherg e should operate in the world in ways that we
would rationally design given the chance, not adcay to the irrationality and injustice which farot
abundantly pervade conventions.

123 Neiman, 273.
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paved with, but whether it leads to héff*” Chaos is chaos; it is a hell of-our-own-

making on earth. It is in need of repentance, repair, and new response. It densonstrate
ongoing immaturity and imperfection in love. In short, the notion of chaos in this
framework attempts to account for all types of evil. The resultant chaatisnstance is

in need of the same salvific activity of God no matter the nature of the intention.

The entire purpose of questioning intentionality is not to erase responsibility, but
to understand it in a new, even deeper way. If anything, it should lead God’s people to
cry even more earnestly “Have mercy on me, a sinner!” and “Come, Lord"Jdesatber
than “Thank you, God, | am not like those people.” It also keeps at the forefront our
solidarity with the community and how fewe have left to go toward universally

expressing God’s goodness.

E. Recapitulation and Glorification

Within this framework of creative activity and growth from infancy, there
always the possibility of good expression. This good coming-to-be is a positive
adjustment within a system marked by chaos; it recapitulates to some clegpse
marked relationships.

Irenaeus’ notion of recapitulation has already been appealed to since it was
utilized by Catherine Keller in the cycles of her feedback loops—beginning and
beginning again. These loops mean for Keller that there is not the linear pramyedssi
creation beguex nihila Keller opts for an Irenaean “helical, recapitulatory sense of

history.”# In the recapitulatory loops, the new creation of all things is forever hoped for

124 |pid., 275.
125Keller, 56.
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and possible. Irenaeus himself affirmed that in recapitulation/newaréhé substance
or thing itself would not be annihilated, it was its fashion of existence that wodd pas
away and be renewed and strengthéfi®dUnfortunatelyhumans have becoroé in
corruptions the making new of things will make them ready for incorruptibility so that
they will not again become ofd’

Recapitulation is for the sake of establishing goodness-expressinyritetng
community through the Call and Possibility of God. The fulfillment of the lifecmung
community in God’s love is the end of creation and salvation (new creation). Inherentin
creation is the telos of growing into maturity in its expressions of good for thleen/O
across all creation. Because creation and salvation have the same end ardatieepa
same overall economy, there is only slight distinction between them. Salvation is
brought about by the creative healing of that which inhibits good expression—thhat whic
is mal-creative or deformed. Creation makes possible and nurtures goodierpréss
maturity. Thus, our salvation is the entering into and enjoyment of that towardwadich
are called by God in creation; it is that which we can and do taste in part in thd prese
because of recapitulatory moments.

Christian hope is ultimately in God’s final work of new creation, the making new

of all things—the resurrection of the dead and the life of the world to come. The

126 steenberg, 55; cAH 5.31.1. Irenaeus makes it clear that sin andrtisese of freedom are not the
problem. Human flesh has the characteristics wfgoeorruptible and finite—weak and passible. Ehes
qualities of our immature flesh can be problematid will naturally come to a mortal end, though not
embodiment itself (Steenberg, 123).

127t is significant that Irenaeus stresses both riadiiy and divine immediacy in both creation and
redemption; he loved the Genesis 2 narrative of f8oding Adam out of the dust and breathing int® hi
nostrils. Out of that narrative of dust and brehthstresses that thmageof God is both body and soul
(Steenberg, 119). Redemption must include a refasiy of what is going on in our bodies. In aduit
however, it also means that there can be no remuofiwhat it means to be creation to the purelyenial.
The “life-giving essence” of one’s being is justcascial as material fashioning. In terms of trenfework
being proposed, the eccentric call of God withfesvery possibility of the other is constitutivetas is
the shape the self-expression of the other takes.
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eradication of chaos from creation and creation’s perfection into matutyat we so
deeply crave; it is the fulfillment of God’s creative and salvific agtivithe new
creation to be revealed at Christ’'s second coming also has the quality of inbditypt
to which we look forward®®
The nascent chaos that influences new distortions of every degree, even
discreative acts unto the very death (nihilation) of self and other, must bd.ha#le
creation must be freed from these chains of chaos to express unencumbered true and full
beauty and goodness. Creation’s imagination for self-expressing (divine) goodihes
no longer be clouded by a malformed frame of reference, destructive habits, oietis ki
of incumbent chaos. It will reach fullness of expression. What that day means for
humanity in Dabney’s view:
...that end is not the imposition of divine will upon recalcitrant matter nor
the rising of contingent being to the contemplation of its necessary first
cause. The end of all things is the cosmic Sabbath, that day in which the
human creature as creation’s steward will stand before God in worship and

thanksgiving and praise and will thereby reflect God’s image in the world,

being and saying and doing what God is and says and does in God’s

creation'?®

God will see a family resemblance in creation as his o/Other-driven Surivard’s
love is expressed therein. Creation will answer the first question posked Bgther in
Scripture, “where are you?” with a jubilant childlike cry, “hereni’s™°

To that end, God has already been at work. Most powerfully and definitively,
God has been reconciling and recapitulating the world in and through Christ. Ity Chris

the work of the Spirit showed that the Spirit will always be the Possibility of kedd t

12870 say that our glorified bodies will not be cqrtible does not mean that there will not be corgihu
discovery and development in expressing the good.
1294The Nature of the Spirit: Creation as a Premonitf God,” 110.
130 ||
Ibid.
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any brokenness can beken up anew and made whot&' When Christ returns, the
remaining chaos and brokenness will cease. He will be the Omega. Allhingsss
away’ (Rev 21:1) to receive full newness of life. The raging nations will peaate (Ps
46:9; 76:3); their instruments of war will be turned into instruments to tend tihe(ksart
2:4). The animal kingdom will be at peace (Is 11:6-9). Instead of being subdued, that
which lies fractured in chaos will be healed and join in doxology in that day (e.g., Ps
98:6-8; Is 2:2; Phil 2:9-11). Chaos will be no more, not because ittigamentity) that
will be vanquished, but because that which is marked by a grating dissonance of
expression will be made new in the fullness of divine goodness. Creation will zxat pe
because it will be transformed; that is the hope and promise of our comingoseloéti
which we have a tasting in the present.

There is another note on soteriology that would be helpful to make in regard to
recapitulation and creation’s destiny. The image of the garden’s trebsdrasised
throughout the Christian tradition for theological purposes. In his book on soteriology,
Gerald O’Collins makes reference to a poem by John Donne which states: “We think tha
Paradise and Calvary, Christ's Cross and Adam’s tree, stood in one Pfate 4
footnote O’Collins explains that there is an old legend that Christ’s cross wa#yact
fashioned out of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. Thus, Christ paid for
Adam’s taking of that fruit on the very tree itself.

Donne’s words are exactly right, but the legend behind them is wrong. Christ's
and Adam’s trees stand together. However, given the significance of theésart the

Garden, Christ’s cross is not from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. hrist’

31 Dabney, “Naming the Spirit: Towards a Pneumatolofjihe Cross,” 58.
132 Gerald O’Collins Jesus Our Redeemer: A Christian Approach to Salag®xford: Oxford University
Press, 2007), 40.
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crossis the tree of life. When Christ is lifted up on that tree, he becomes the veryffruit
the tree of life that humanity was and is to eat—the divine self-giver, Love pourtxd out
the other. When Christ offers himself up, the flaming sword is removed from thepath t
the tree. Once again, humanity is invited to “Take and eat...” Christ is the “thamd
the truth, and the life” (Jn 14:65

Christ, who was poured out for others, is the fruit we eat from the tree of life in
submitting to the Holy Spirit as daughters and sons of the Father. The goodnesssof God’
self-gifting character—revealed in the Trinity’s operations in the biféy,death, and
resurrection of Christ—is that which we are told to eat, that to which we are to be
conformed. The very Word who was made flesh and dwelt among us, revealing God to
us, is the very same self-giving Word, who with the Spirit, makes creation posdiaie. T
character is the pulse of creation. It is our possibility in relation to which egeriee

This is consistent with the theological anthropology outlined above. Humanity’s
imaging of God in the world was not supposed to be due to a static nature intrinsic to it.
Humanity was to image God through dynamic relationship to the Triune God by the
inseparable operations of God throughin. Humans were supposed to perpetually come to

the tree, taking in and learning from the humanity of &8His “self-giving behavior

133 Cf. also John's use of the analogy of healingGhbrist's death on the cross (Jn 3:14-15). | mushk
Gerald O’Collins for providing the information thiaspired this idea that Christ himself is the fiafi the
tree of life, even though he did not say it himsdlhe implications for Christology, a theologytbé
Eucharist, Christian Anthropology, and Ecclesiolegg exciting. For example, see Revelation 22:@revh
the tree of life is said to have twelve kinds afifiand its leaves are for the healing of the megtioThose
who respond to the call to image God in the wodddme linked with the very self-gifting activity
(mission) of God in the world.

134 Humans must “pray without ceasing” (1 Thess 5:1@rist invites them: “Take my yoke upon you,
and learn from me; for | am gentle and humble iarhend you will find rest for your souls” (Mt 2R).
Irenaeus believed that Christ reveals God to wseais turn image God in our humanity; “[If] Christ’
humanity is not something that sullies or conca#divinity, but rather makes that divinity avéaila to
human perception, then the same is true of the hitynae share with Christ...in our humanity we can be,
and, indeed, are called to be, revealers of diyibitarers of divine glory, the means by which @od
glorified (AH IV.20.7)" (Denis MinnsJrenaeugWashington, D.C.: Georgetown University Pres94]9
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alone is the norm for human activity?® Following him is wisdom; “Trust in thedrD

with all your heart, and do not rely on your own insight. In all your ways acknowledge
him, and he will make straight your paths. Do not be wise in your own eyes; fear the
LoRD, and turn away from evil. It will be a healing for your flesh and a refreshioe
your body” (Prov 3:5-8).

Lastly, eternity is not about coming to a predetermined destination which will not
be arrived at until checking off all points on God’s agenda. There is no goal among true
friends. The point is not the destination. The point is not to say that one thing such that
nothing more needs to be said. The point of relationship is the joy of the relationship, the
shared expressions of love and companionship.

God delights in nurturing the other into the good. In the nurturing of the other,
there is delight for both God and creation in the journey together, through the unfolding
of each day and the creativity of discovering new ways to manifest gopthagssand
beauty in the relationship. There will be the utmost joy for God and creation when all
creation is rescued from its chaos and communes fully with both God and neighbor.
Even at that point, the journey together will only have just begun.

This is in line with the thinking of Irenaeus. He did not define the eschaton as the

ending of the current economy by starting a new one, “but the fulfillment, aestoand

41). The phrase “humanity of God"—used in the bofithe dissertation above—is taken from the later
writings of Karl Barth who believed that God’s humitg and humanity’s togetherness with God was
miraculously established in Christ (“The HumanifyGod,” in The Humanity of Gadranslated by John
Newton Thomas [Richmond, VA: John Knox Press, 1964].

135 Molly T. Marshall, “The Fullness of Incarnationo@s New Humanity in the Body of ChristReview

& Expositor93 (1996): 192. “The presumed ‘perfection’ of Adarior to the fall is not the goal of human
existence; Christ is” (Marshall, 200). The Chuvah be judged based on its faithfulness to thel Gathe
Father by the Spirit in embodying God’'s humanihg hature of God displayed in Christ. Judgmensdoe
not take place in Christ. It takes place on th&saf Christ. God in Christ is wooing humanitgrir
unbelief into a repaired relationship with God.o$k who believe and live in obedience will hear the
Father say “I recognize you; we have a strikingifamesemblance. Well done!”
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renewal of that which God originally began in creating ‘the heavens and the eanh’ (G
1.1).”1%¢ At that time there is a rest that both God and creation will elfjooth will

be at home with each other. In focusing on the restoration of the earthly pdradise t
point is not about the heavenly state being a reward; rather, the restoration fsrrttzee
purpose of preparation for future growth and gty The journey of creation with God

will continue.

F. The Ethic and Telos of Creation

An important corollary to the brief mention of glorification in the previous section
is to make explicit the telos of creation in the framework, which is manifest in it
founding ethic. Thethicof God'’s creative activity is definitive of the relationships
among all those in the community that is envisioned by the Priestly sourcethihef
creation’s genesis is its telos.

The God who is our possibility is himself oriented eccentrically to act loviogly
the other, nurturing the other into the fullness of self-expressing (divine) goodness. God
does not master or coerce, but self-gifts that creation might grow up such that its ow
voice is transparent to the o/Other orientation of the Possibility and Callvelgati

operating throughin. Divine creation is teleological. To know the character of God is

136 Steenberg, 55; see 84.
137|bid., 53. Steenberg writes further: “For Irense@od’s rest comes only in the perfect completibn
his cosmogonic work. When God'’s nature as creadrldeen actualized fully in the formation of the
cosmos, he was able to rest. So humankind shdlrést only in the perfection of its own nature, thee
character of ‘Sabbath’ is a reality both for God &mmankind” (100). Human perfection is about ijogn
God’s Sabbath. Interestingly, Irenaeus never Gegsesis 2:1-3 “in the context of a distinctly pitogical
discussion. In his reading these verses are ghastthatological, and stand as among the most anor
ancient testimony to the incarnational confessiba chiliastic kingdom” (98). The end is definedative
to the beginning for Irenaeus, but never the ogpogbenesis 1 has historicity, but of more imp®rt
reading it as a “prophecy of what is to come” (8trg quoting Irenaeus, 99); “The true Sabbatloighe
fS%venth day of creation, but the kingdom which sieatenth day indicates” (100).

Ibid., 58.
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know the character for which creation is destined. In the possibility of our bagisnin
our end. God is calling us forward to participate in Hifn.

In our genesis is our identity and ethic for life as contributors to the cosmi
community. The Possibility by which we respond—that which we should most naturally
image—is not characterized by exploiting creation (other), self-dépecsolation, or
by endless growth in knowledge, wealth, and power. The Spirit is the Possibility of God
for the other, operating transjectively relative to creation. Our posgilolit eccentric
orientation to express good toward the o/Other, is our end. Building up the cosmic
community (those in it) is our purpose in existing; it is in our call to be. It is how we
express moment by moment to God and neighbor, not just Flaeng’ but “herd amfor
y0U.”140

To reiterate an earlier point, the goal is not to be part of a ceaselessantaiem
progression with all humanity and creation wherein we will wake up one day to find we

have arrived at perfection. Rather, we seek in this moment that our becoming be a self

expression of divinely-enabled/self-gifted goodness to the o/Other. The thien is

139 There is a growing conversation about the futwft@od. It is claimed that this is in keepingwitleas
of God in the Bible—in other words, “the idea oBad who comes to meet the world out of the realm of
the future” (John Haught, “Chaos, Complexity, afdlogy,” inTeilhard in the 21st CentufMaryknoll,
NY; Ithaca, NY: Snow Lion Publications; Orbis BopR®03], 189). This arguably biblical notion fitell
with the direction scientific reflections are heagli“it is the promising quality of this divine fuity that
leaves the present open to the unpredictable serprid novelty that the sciences of chaos and exihpl
are now bringing to our attention” (189f.). Dand®e, president of Trevecca Nazarene Universitys irse
his teaching an analogy for God of parents teacaiolyild how to walk. They do not stand behind the
child pushing her in the back telling her to gaffiorRather, they stand in front of the child, e thild’'s
field of vision, and beckon the child to come (s&@,, Ex 13:21-22). Thus, God is the one whadative
expression forever precedes us; he both invitesvaalces possible our response.

1401 ook forward to the completion this fall of Chr/ena’s, a fellow doctoral candidate’s, disseotati
here at Marquette. One of his main points, agleostand it, is that care for creation should mot b
discussed as a matter of stewardship, but witldrré¢llm of love of God and neighbor. He was trst fo
articulate this point for me. My suggestions avmpatible with his. In my view, creation is nottie
objectified and utilized to the highest utility, tteRhould be seen as an other with whom we arecot a
nurturing relationship.
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maturation of things/persons/systems in the time in which they exist, the ahaxim
expression of good therein.

This again is in keeping with the spirit of Irenaeus’ theology. He does not focus
much on the “how” of creation. That was a topic that he believed was speculative and a
source for many of the erroneous notions against which he fStightstead of
speculating on “how,” he focused on “why” God creates. The answer is God’s
goodness*? “God’s motivation for creation is his own inherent goodness...his nature
leads to creation in which his goodness can be expre¥8ethhis description of
Irenaeus’ position, Steenberg does not use the language of eccentricity; howedoees he
say that there is an “externalizing character of his nature which odly fiulfillment in
sharing its love with anotherf**

It is significant that Irenaeus affirmed the character of God’'s goo@dsessch “to
‘bring into being an entity other than himself’, to give being to that which has tiate
it may ultimately find being in himself-*> As a result, “God’s creative movements are
purposeful, intentional, propelled forward by the goodness of a nature that cannot but
reach out of itself in creative activity and render perfect the beingsites—a

perfection ‘made visible’ in the incarnate Chri&t®”

11 1n Irenaeus’ words: “We shall not err if we affitine same thing concerning the substance of matter—
namely, that God produced it—for we have learnedhfthe scriptures that God holds the supremacy over
all things. But whence or in what manner he preduit, scripture has nowhere declared, nor isritifoto
conjecture, forming from our own opinions endlgsscalations concerning God. Such knowledge should
be left to God” (2.14.4; quoted by Steenberg, 4R)e ‘how’ only has value as it relates to the redton
wrought through the incarnation (46).

142 Cf. Jack CottrellWhat the Bible Says about God the Credflmplin, MO: College Press Pub. Co.,
1983), 124.

143 Steenberg, 33, 34. In another place SteenbetgsntiGod will create in order to bring this goodsi¢o
another” (22; cf. 84)

% 1bid., 35.

% |pid., 38.

148 |bid. Irenaeus linked God’s externalizing chaeagrimarily with the second person. He did nattst
with the Spirit as Genesis 1 and Dabney do. Nbetsss, the roles of the Father, Son, and Spanin fr
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In contrast to Irenaeus’ focus on the second person, the languagesdility
used in this framework was first developed by Dabney in regard to the Spirit. This
pushes us to look in different places in Scripture for the ethic of creation. Asdwyalr
been argued in relation to creation, the Spirit's work in Christ and initial cooné¢ot
the rearing of the world from obscurity seems to be the broader paradigm in which to
interpret the Spirit’s ministry within and through those on whom he rests. Gathgriu
within early post-Pentecost communities, the nature of the Spirit's worknsrsédee
erasing of hierarchical or alienating distinctions in favor of the fanstatlus of brother
and sister. The Spirit as Possibility for the o/Other establishes #tiemal conditions
for something good: namely, human equality in fellowship, in mutual submi&siom
service. Therefore, the consequent operations of those who dynamically coojtérate
the Spirit of Sonship are to participate in God'’s self-giving dominion of building up the

other for participation in the cosmic community, into fellowship in love.

G. An Advantage of the Proposed Framework and Definition of “Chaos”

One of the goals of this project was not only to articulate a grammar tbarea

which to define “chaos,” but to develop a grammar that is coherent within a

protology to eschatology are the same in Irena@usk. There is one overarching economy defined
relative to God’s goodness in which the personsistently fulfill their respective parts; see Steery, 72.
147 Submissioris an idea that is so easily perverted. Submisisionly godly if it is mutual. Otherwise, it
is subjugation of one to another; it objectifieslerfaces one party. It takes mutuality—that hgahties
respond in kind. In a small group setting | resalidying Christ's command to ‘sell all you havel @jive
it to the poor.” We were talking about the basiar the community that inhibit such a move; ituiegs
vulnerability, trust, and dependence on othershiliegn you have need others will help supply frogirth
abundance. When | pushed that our fears and exstiseild not stop us from living according to the i
breaking Kingdom, one of the people replied in,j&sbu go first.” Living in faithfulness to God'sall
does require a community for there to be life-ataumdhriving for all. When we live in fear abouiscity
and hoard resources, we neither trust God for daily bread” nor see the miracle that there is ghdor
everyone (e.g., Mt 14:14-21; 15:32-38). Christargromised, however, that in this life there worndd
be pain for living in obedience; we will be quitelrerable to those who respond improperly to their
Creator. Nevertheless, the call to obedience ieswlegitimate and authoritative.
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contemporary Western context. There were several reasons for wantihgetedhis
goal. First, was to provide a framework with components that are not wholly tafami
for people outside Christianity, who may lack familiarity with the worldviewshiciv
orthodox positions on significant Christian doctrines were first articulatecbn8gfor
those inside Christianity, less translation is required between thisvi@inand the
wider worldview in which they function in society and their professional W8rk.
Specifically, the proposed framework honors the cultural shifts that came diiagg
the Enlightenment concerning views of human nature and the nature of evil in the world.
Thus, it seeks to be a theology that is ready-made for living in the world as the
community of faith.

Meeting this goal required some adaptations in the way certain Christian
affirmations were articulated. In classic Greek thinking, the nature of humeaas
changed. Christians claimed, as they sought to articulate their belieés intéllectual
milieu, that human nature changed once in the fall and has persisted in that broken, sinful
state since thelf? During the Enlightenment that particular formulation of Christianity’s
belief that all are affected by sin was challenged. It was a tinedparwhich what
counts as metaphysics was changing. The first question of philosophy was no longer
being. Questions of epistemology gained precedence over metaphysics. Tist old fi
guestion of being was thus being asked and answered in very different ways. The topic
of metaphysics was being re-construed in a context where the human subject was

becoming the measure of all things. Matters of history, culture, and relatiobsbgse

148 As Zachary Hayes hopes in the creation of suatngeenporary articulation of creation: “it speaks in
language that is understandable in terms of moderid-experience, it does not require that thedwel,
who is modern in his or her daily experience, noestome mediaeval or even pre-mediaeval in the world
of faith” (49f.).

149 Neiman, 44.
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viewed as constitutive of a person/thiig. Thus, during the Enlightenment, thinkers

such as Jean Jacque Rousseau began saying that humans are inherently googlylt is s
their enculturation that develops in them virtues and/or vices. Further, thosesculture
have a history of development. Unfortunately, through the development of social
interactions, what humans have become has developed mostly for the worse; one
dysfunction has been compounded upon another.

In the thoughts of Rousseau (and Hegel later on), evil arose in history and would
be resolved in history?* Thus, in the present framework, claims concerning the
compounding and complicating of chaos over time, as well as claims concerning
recapitulation even in the present, resonate with the broader intellectuat calthe
West, which sees evil (chaos) as an issue of developments in history—not an @sue of
given/created nature (beingf. Much of society’s aims, in all fields, have been to
resolve the “evils” or problems that have arisen: in education, politics, economics
agriculture, environment, community development, family dynamics, etc. The hope is t
resolve the problems, to recapitulate that which is manifesting “chaos/nétgver
standard of measure is being used).

It took a shift in worldview from static notions of being for humans to

intentionally seek to change their world. As Adorno wrote: “[o]nly when that which is

1501 "am thankful to Dr. Philip Rossi for challenginge on making statements that “metaphysics” was no
longer an issue; rather, the classic notion of pigtsics was being morphed into new realms or caiegjo
in giving an account of what is constitutive ohngy. The history of a thing and its relationship®ther
things began to define what it is.

L Neiman, 44, 94.

132\We are enculturated—we become—in chaotic circunegts. It does not mean that the problem of
original sin is inherent to human nature: that weetzorn with it. There is no inherent breakdowihirman
capacities or morality due to the manner in whidd@alls us to respond or our ‘neighbors’ to regpion
love toward us. Our capacities are susceptibtstouption when they operate within and accordmthe
fractured context. E.g., doing what is laudabtendy or right in a consumeristic, capitalistic bgimay
have no reflection of the (divine) goodness to Whand calls us; context can dull and deceive our
ingenuity for responding to God'’s call. No matéour intention to respond well, participatingtiese
fractured contexts makes each person both guittyrasponsible for the part he/she plays.
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can be changed is that which is not everythifig.In an intellectual context where
societal arrangements were given naturalistic, historical expdasainstead of
explanations about the God-given order of reality) those arrangements couldjboeatrit
and changed. In that same landscape, where evil lies at the surface and canbse desc
in historical, relational terms, humans can be thought of as not just being guidgirigr
evil, but being responsible for their participation in evil and able to participate in
solutions™>*

In Neiman’s Kantian framework she focuses on the need for reason to work to be
at home in the world where it currently feels homeless; reason should be applied to
systems in which people’s thoughtless, mundane participation enmeshes them in
perpetuating immeasurable evil. In the framework being proposed, reasopass nit
is God, working by the transjective Spirit and transcarnate Word, who is working to make
the cosmic community homey for us all. God is working to matureothewabohu
earth into a nurturing, abundantly full community. It is God who initiates safvédr
creation marked by chaos. It is divine goodness/love that is working to be atrhthrae i

world **°

H. One Caution Concerning the Framework

One of the concerns Catherine Keller has with many of the theological positions

available is the manner in which they have been used as justifications for one group’s

133 Quoted by Neiman, 308.

%4 1n her treatment of Rousseau, Neiman mentionsihgtistine made humans guilty for evil (because of
their inherited damaged nature), but Rousseau maans responsible (because of the part they play i
evil in history); see Neiman, 43.

1%5«He was in the world, and the world came into lpeiirough him; yet the world did not know him. He
came to what was his own, and his own people dicaocept him. But to all who received him, who
believed in his name, he gave power to becomeremildf God, who were born, not of blood or of thé w
of the flesh or of the will of man, but of God” (2rlL0-13).
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power and for the demonization of the (m)othérLiving in the proposed paradigm
should inspire anything but grabs for power or the demonizing of oneself or others on
account of the chaos embodied therein. God’s call is neither to war nor to saffipgese
defensive posturing. God'’s call is to love of God and ‘neighbor.” The call is to an open,
vulnerable embrace of others. That call includes embracing one’s enachiebaring
on their behalf that they might come to the fullest (self) expression of (dydoehess.
That labor is both salvific and creative; it is toward freeing others of thescbhchaos
and toward coming to fullness in God's self-gfft. If there are obstacles in loving others
and drawing near to them, most likely immaturity and/or chaos are presgh€hrist’s
return we can be certain it is as much one’s own as it is others’. As we canlimneig
to all in the cosmic community—partnering with them in helping us all flourish in
goodness/love/beauty—we will see the Kingdom expressed.

The litmus test of what constitutes chaos is not one group’s ideals over another’s.
The test is conformity to God’s self-revelation of love in Christ; the tékeiglegree to

which individuals and groups are able to love one another, even untdfeatwith

156 See Timothy K. Beal'Religion and Its Monster@ew York; London: Routledge, 2002). He claims
that monsters “are paradoxical personificationstbérness within sameness. That is, they aretdmwieg
figures of anomaly within the well-established @ugepted order of things” (4). There is a tenddacys
to build a comfortable, homey place in which wd festful and secure. So long as unsettling theigg
outside of our realm of sameness, we are contéone gets in our space, it threatens our “sefsat-o
homeness,’ not from the outside but fraithin the house” (4f). Having the monster (othernas®rie’s
house (sameness) is deeply disconcerting (5). Astao can be many things: “that which invades one’s
sense of personal, social or cosmic order and $gt(5). It is anything that cannot be integraiatb
one’s prior hominess; cf. Stuart Chandler’s similaggestion concerning the category of ‘chaos’ (&wh
the World Falls Apart: Methodology for Employing &¥s and Emptiness as Theological Constructs,”
Harvard Theological Revie®5, no. 4 [1992]: 467-491).

137 such work is living according to the image of Ratien 22:2 in which the tree of life has twelveds
of fruit; to be ambassadors of and/or to parti@gatsuch work is to image God in the world.

1384 give you a new commandment, that you love ometler. Just as | have loved you, you also should
love one another. By this everyone will know thatiyare my disciples, if you have love for one aagth
(Jn 13:34-35; cf. 15:12-14, 17).
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Christ, perfect love requires we die at the hands of others before we ourseivesal-
creative, nihilating ways toward them.

Where love is deficient, repentance, healing, and further maturation is needed.
We need everyone, all within the cosmic community, to work together in building one
another up into the fullness of God’s self-gifting. We all need, together, to work out our
collective salvation with fear and trembling. It may require submittin¢ually to one
another that we all might know better our immaturity or blind spots. However, this
framework does not justify putting one group in a place of power over others and/or
demonizing any part of creation. God’s mission is not the annihilation of any of the
others he creates, but that they would come to fullness in him and be freed of any

instantiations of chaos that would hinder that growth.

. Summary

By expanding Lyle Dabney’s pneumatology and his notiamasigect into a
discussion that focuses equally on the second person, a framework was proposed that
sought to move beyond some of the tensions within the tradition related to the doctrine of
creation. God exists and operates relative to creation neither as a tanasgiive force
nor within it in an embodied way such that God/Spirit becomes the subject of natural
science. The transjective Spirit and transcarnate Word operate throtegitiorcas the
very possibility for the self-expression of the other with God’s call. This ntakes
creative event a combined act of God with the very other coming into being.

By defining God’s creative activity and relationship to creation in this way

precluded any notions of “chaos” as a pre-creation condition or entity. In contintinty w
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the movement of Genesis 1 and the theology of Irenaeus, it was suggestedtibat crea
moves from infancy to maturity—the not-yet of barrenness to the fullness of life.
Creation does not move from “chaos” to “order.” “Chaos” was not defined in opposition
to order; it was defined as improper expression, compared against the possibility of
divine goodness self-gifted to creation throughin God'’s eccentric call. Thessiqn

was defined as chaotic regardless of whether it was intended maliciously dn either
case the discordant becoming could have disastrous discreative consequere@sin ne
repair. In either case it is also equally in need of a ngimeous relationship to the

o/Other.
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VI. CONCLUSION

A. A Context in Motion

One presupposition of this dissertation has been that theologians have been
adjusting to changes in the broader Western worldview throughout the centuries. As was
tracked in Chapter 2, at certain points there have been decisive changes in thagworldvi
that demanded of theologians that they find new ways of articulating thé faith.

However, since Galileo, theologians for the most part have been less willingitaieont

to adapt their theological language with the developments in the intellantliacientific
context. Particularly between theology and science “Effective dialoguaertee

impossible, and theology continued its work in the familiar categories of thidilddiée

Ages while science went on its own way independently of any theological ndAcAs

science was ever more understanding the universe to be in flux and historical
consciousness was coming of age, there has grown a divide between the language of the
church and its surroundingsNow “the worldview mediated to both believer and

unbeliever alike by our modern culture is radically different from that which ghedvi

some key structural elements for our familiar theological vision and Igedtia

Many proposals, including the present one, have sought to close the gap between
articulations of theology and the present worldview. Interestingly, thardhss

endeavor much that the biblical traditions have to offer as a dialogue partnpayiBy

! As Zachary Hayes, O.F.M states: “As world viewrdes, the particular shape of the theology of meat
changes as well. A comparison between Aquinasaées, and the Old Testament would demonstrate this
\ZNith dramatic clarity” (What are they Saying about CreatidiNew York: Paulist Press, 1980], 33f)

Ibid., 9.
® Cf. ibid., 11, 15.
* Ibid., 10. Hayes concludes that from these trémdise past few centuries that “By and large, duvd be
true to say that the reaction of modern theologybeen considerably less courageous than wasfthat o
Aquinas in the thirteenth century” (11).
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attention to the erosion within biblical studies of certain long-standing iasseof

comparative ANE studies, as well as paying attention to the types of interprerk

being done in Genesis 1 outside of those “chaos” laden frameworks, this project

attempted to show how suitable the voice of Genesis 1 is for theology in this age.
Where in the biblical view as a whole “creation is related to the gradually

emerging future-consciousness of the Old Testament people”—the hope of salvation

founded in creation that moves to “new creation”"—today, more and more, theology of

creation is also linked with theology of historyGod’s creative activity has a history to

it, as it did for the New Testament authors as they spoke of new creation in Gbirgd.

is no longer the focus of the definition of creation in the manner it had been for centuries

God’s creative activity in the world has both purpose and hi§tdithat comes forth

from the creative action of God is not a finished reality but an unfinished world which is

being led by God to the end which he has in mind fot iThus, a view that resonated

through Scripture until Irenaeus has found new life in the current context, aftgr man

intervening centuries.

B. Pointing Forward: Areas for Extending this Work

There are issues that a project such as this raises that can be pursued in
subsequent projects. In this case, dialogues concerning 1) the implicit nsetagfy

this project, 2) the possibilities for the area of soteriology, and 3) the posskibit

® Ibid., 25.

® In Hayes’ view “the purpose or goal of createdststice is the realization of loving, transforminmom
of the creature with the Creator such as has kesdized in the incarnation and glorification of GhrGod
creates for this purpose because he is, in himsetlystery of self-communicative love” (36f). The
implications of this are that “meaning and purpasenot peripheral qualities of finite existence &ne
deeply rooted in the fact of existence as such).(3¥ayes’ view is quite compatible with Irenaeard
what has been proposed in the preceding chapter.

" Ibid., 88.
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discussions about Christian holiness stand out as significant and timely among the

possibilities. It is hoped that these areas for future work will be taken up andsaddres

1. Metaphysics

a. Evaluating the Metaphysical Implications of the Proposed Framework

As was mentioned in the introductory chapter, there are many issues of
metaphysics that naturally surround any discussion of God'’s creativityeatid the
relationship between God and creation. The aim of this project was not to outlgr curr
conversations in metaphysics and show how the grammar of creation that is proposed
herein relates to the various positions. The goal was also not to directly enter those
conversations by proposing a way through any debates within contemporary reieg@phy
In looking at the history of development within Western thinking about the world and the
corresponding adjustments in the church’s theology concerning creation, theagda
suggest a way of articulating creation theology where we currentigt atad to propose a
specific way to understand and use the term “chaos” for theological purposes.isThe
work that needs to be done in going forward of outlining the metaphysical impiisati
this framework and evaluating them.

b. Comparing and Contrasting the Metaphysics of the Proposed Framework

with Those of Others

So much of the church’s tradition of creation theology consists of a journey
through centuries of variations on Classical metaphysics, whether thcst@warvere

predominantly Platonic or Aristotelian. Even centuries beyond the cataclysiftsars
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relation to these philosophical frameworks within the West, there are someagihasl|

who continue to champion the merits of positions forged by certain theological giants i
response to issues within those contexts. There is no arguing against the ce¢néce t
church of these greats of the tradition and the insightfulness in the ways riéskeyiya

shaped the theological imaginations of generations within their context, enipipasiz
certain affirmations of the Christian faith and guarding against pattethsking in

those contexts that would undermine the spirit of the faith. It is right that these
theologians and their work are applauded. Nevertheless, Western thinking has changed
in multiple ways, multiple times since those once-dominant Platonic and Aiiextotel
paradigms in which they worked were displaced.

Developments in philosophy and science in the seventeenth-century onward in
many ways were a direct assault on previous ways of thinking. Thus, there is some
important work that needs to be done in explicitly stating how the metaphysics of the
proposed framework differs from the classical contexts up through the Middle Ages,
perhaps even through the Modern era as well.

For example, the language developed by Lyle Dabney about the Spirit being the
Possibility of God for the o/Other was an intentional attempt to speak about God in the
present context, in place of classical notions in which God and God'’s creatwty éti
conceptualized in terms of Being and primary causation. In Aquinas’ posdron, f
instance, as explained by David Burrell, C.S.C., God as primary cause not only causes
things to be, but causes each “to be the cause thaSitis105.5).® This type of

causation is unique to God because “only God’s activity can enter into the actions of

8 Burrell, Freedom and Creation in Three Traditiofiéotre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press,
1993), 68f.
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creatures in such a way as to make them actibrti$givever, when it comes to matters of
subjectivity and freedom, God’s relationship to creation is omxtefiority as
Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover resided in the outermost sphere of the cosmos; that is, i
Aquinas’ words, while “the very meaning of voluntary activity denotes amaiter
principle within the subject, this...does not have to be the utterly first principle, moving
yet unmoved by all else. The proximate principle is internal, but the ultyrfatsl
moving principle is external, as indeed it is for natural movement, this being tlge caus
setting nature in motion'ST1-2.9.4.1)"

As Burrell continues his presentation it becomes all the more clear how much
Aquinas spoke according to his era where motion was thought to be external to objects,

an accident. This changed significantly in Western thinking after Spinoza, esgaod|

? Ibid., 69. This is a good example of primary i, wherein God is the underlying foundation or
cause for cause and effect (secondary causatighgioreaturely realm.

12 Quoted by Burrell, 91. In addition to this issafecausation, also distinct from Aquinas, the prsgub
position does not see all initiation by humansdtiom) as a failure to act the good, to freely ipgrate “in
the very being of God” (100), or “refusing’ to entinto the process initiated by actively willingé
good.” In the Thomistic view, we can be ‘like urd@d,” but only in a self-destructive manner” (Balty
91). In the present framework, humans do not palsfloat on God'’s river of goodness (see Burred3,
125), they are called to act; even so, they danbas parrots of God’s Call, but in response.td ltere is
a type of initiatory activity that has been labesésdchaos in this dissertation; it is eating fromwrong
tree and is destructive of both self and othersvextheless, righteous expression does not exahyde
from the creature; such self-expression is anytbumga failure to act the good, a lack. Both beicgnn
right relation and becoming in disharmony are dii¢is of God's other. On the other side, the posiof
Duns Scotus has not been proposed in this prdfettGod has “endowed creatures with a capacity to
originate activity” as autonomous entities (Burré#d). Creation does not have that type of autgnfvsom
the transjective Spirit and transcarnate Word,du@s creation possess them. Burrell believes3tatius
is guilty of constructing a zero-sum game wherkegitGod or humans act. However, Aquinas was gist a
guilty of this problem when all activity and moti¢tue to primary causation) was on God’s side ef th
balance sheet. By changing the language from daysessibility, creaturely response and activap ¢
still be dependent on God, but there is not the-seim balance sheet with all motion, activity, exige,
agency, etc., being ultimately traceabérkto God, in terms of primary causation; this is hgnace is
introduced in Aquinas: “no created nature can ‘petto its act unless it be moved by G@&Ir {-
2.109.1)" (148; cf. 153 where he says that dvemanresponse in redemption comes fr@ud); grace
elevates fallen nature above its hindrances (14 ®uwrell, 113 as a possible response to this-zero
accusation). Where God is said to relate to aygati terms of causation, qualifications must kseited in
order to answer issues of theodicy; e.g., the oataig God is able to cause things to be diffeteutt has
chosen to operate in creation according to somer etfanner that honors the otherness of creatiad’'sG
omnipotent nature is placed in tension with a desisf God according to God’s loving nature. Where
God is the possibility for the other, the issuewaf does not fall upon God in that way.
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Newton’s best efforts. In his pneumatology, Dabney’s language of “possilaifity”
“transject” seeks to get theology through some of these internal/dxtesbéems’ and
the dissolved category of primary causation in broader Western thitfkirsarts with
God'’s activity as possibility instead of God as the Real, the first ¢ause.

Beyond making contrasts, however, further work can be done showing how the
distinctly Christian concerns of Thomas Aquinas’ metaphysic and theologgatifon—
as outlined by contemporary scholars such as David Burrell and his one-time student
Rahim Acat’—are, in this dissertation, placed in new language appropriate for notions
within the broader present context. There has been a concerted effort to keep the
proposed framework within the spirit of the tradition. For example, God’s creative
activity is affirmed as a free choice by GGdCreation happens instantaneously; there is
not a formation of a subject that is then animated or brought into reality. God’s triune
operations, which are the very possibility of the response of an other, are instantaneous
with the response.

The coloring of panentheistic talk with the emphasis on “in” is also rejacted i
keeping with the tradition by the prefix “trans”trangect andtranscarnate. God is not
embodied in creation even though there is no speaking of creation apart from God’s
perpetual operation throughin it. There is furthermore a shared sense in which God has a

unique activity in creating because only God is the Possibility and Call b wWiace is

1 See, e.g., Burrell, 127. Cf. Dabney and his disimn of this ongoing dilemma in the Christian itiad
concerning pneumatology: “Starting with the Spiithy the Last Should Now be First,” 3-27; “Naming
the Spirit: Towards a Pneumatology of the Cros8;40; and “The Nature of the Spirit: Creation as a
Premonition of God,” 92-103; cf. als€®heumatologia Crucj$511-512, 516-518.

2 There is a need to examine the relation betwedrabpey’s theology, 2) the framework proposed
herein, and 3) Burrell's claims about the meritseding being as act (cf. Burrell, 100f, 126f).

13 See Dabney, “The Nature of the Spirit: Creatiom &emonition of God,” 102.

4 Talking about God and Talking about Creation: Avica’s and Thomas Aquinas’ Positighslamic
Philosophy, Theology and Science: Texts and Stud@s58 (Leiden; Boston: Brill, 2005).

15 See, e.g., Burrell, 45.
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the responding other. There is no grammar of primary and secondary causation in the
proposed framework; this is in part because the manner of being (influencedtby wha
would be secondary causes for Aquinas) is taken less to be an accident to things than
constitutive of them in the contemporary setting; relations through timevare rgore

ontic weight!® Lastly, in the paradigm of Aquinas, there is more concern for the reality
of sinful action than the quality of a person’s intention; regardless of intentianewe
responsiblé’ Aquinas’ concern that we were created “to act intelligently rather than
heedlessly” has been affirmed héte.

It is appropriate not only to look backward and make comparisons, it is also
appropriate to look at the present proposal relative to other contemporary positions. For
example, there are some who are beginning to see God not as primary cause, with the
existence of the world and secondary causation being the effect. Ratheretlomkiag
at God in terms of futurity, God standibgfore beckoning creation to himself. For
creation, having its destiny in God is not a matteetdrn back to its source; it is a
matter of coming forward into a fulfilment made possible in God’s creatiwetsict’

As has been suggested, God calls and makes possible the other’s response. God does not
push it into being; creation is not actualizing possibilities God makes availabl€eTtoel

result at the eschaton will be the righteous expression(s) of creation, haturgadnnto

16 Compare Burrell, 96f with Hayes, 92.

7 Burrell, 125.

18 |bid. Cf. Susan NeimaiEvil in Modern Thought: An Alternative History ofiiosophy(Princeton, N.J:
Princeton University Press, 2002); her positiodastian, but it still relates well to this situatio

¥ See, e.g., Hayes, 96.
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the full self-expression of God’s self-gift of divine goodn&s&valuating the

relationships between these positions is work that is yet to be done.

c. Evaluating the Merits of this Framework for Our Contemporary Context

The proposed framework in this dissertation was developed as an attempt to
articulate a Christian theology of creation for the present context, a thgblidhas a
very specific notion of chaos in it. It was developed not only in an attempt to be sensitive
to the intellectual context (specifically within the physical sciendrg also to provide a
theology of creation that is tenable enough to the contemporary imagination suth that
could help provide a framework for making sense of the world we encounter and for
shaping the way we communicate those experiences. This is to suggest a role for
theology that it has not had in quite some time; it does not simply work with a context
givento it that is based on non-Christian presuppositfbriBheology should help
provide the narrative, in dialogue with other academic disciplines, which shapes our
experience of the world but also is adequate (for a time) for hanging oureggesrof
the world upon. This framework, with its notion of chaos, was developed to that end.
Now the work of evaluating its suitability for that end in our contemporary Wester

context needs to be carried &fit.

2 Hayes has a similar vision of the eschaton: “It b that final state of existence with God in athihe
creative power of God’s self-giving love will tolgksuffuse all creaturely relations, transformirigrato
the final perfection of love and mutuality; and ‘@will be all in all’ (1 Cor. 15:28)" (98).

L gee, e.g., the work of D. Stephen Long that chglie the foundational presuppositions of the given
context of capitalism as an example of a theolbgy tloes this§ivine Economy: Theology and the
Market[New York: Routledge, 2000]).

%2 This should at least be qualified in that theredssingle Western context. Each academic field or
culture in itself is diverse. However, there maiays in which this proposal is well suited fog th
broader trends in thinking since the Enlightenment.
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2. Soteriology

Works on soteriology and atonement theories have been abundant in recent years.
There has been a flurry of activity in both Old and New Testament theology on these
issues, as well as within and between various theological traditions. As with the
turbulence in creation theology, much of this trend is fueled by the growth of hastoric
consciousness developed during and out of the Enlightenment. Many atonement theories
have been linked with the social contexts in which they arose. The concurrent social
relationships, notions of justice and/or law, theological anthropology, etc. alldstingpe
way the biblical texts and their terms were read.

It was not until the critical methodologies developed since the seventeenth-
century by thinkers such as Spinoza were employed that there was caeatidapaid
to the differences in the way terms have been used across time and by diffiénerd.

This has put into question the degree and manner to which several dominant theological
positions on atonement from various eras can be said to rest on the authority of Scripture
The debates to preserve, revise, or replace these long-standing thegries (e

vicarious satisfaction, penal substitution, Christus victor) are far from over.
Nevertheless, as with the dilemma of creation theology in the current culilieal, m is
assumed here that new contexts demand fresh articulations of the faith—as Aglinas
at the transition from a Platonic to an Aristotelian worldview. If the proposadian
theology, with its accompanying notion of chaos, is indeed fitting for the presateixt,
then the task of articulating God’s salvific response to chaos in the frameworkmeeds
be addressed. Some trajectories were mentioned in Chapter 5, but a great deal more

needs to be done.
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a. Finding Fitting Articulations of God’s Response to Chaos in this
Proposed Framework

According to what has been proposed, each creation’s destiny has always been
maturation into perfect self-expression in relation to God’s triune cremttingty—that
is, the pervasive self-expression of God’s love/goodness among the cosmic community
by God’s self-gifting throughin. Nevertheless, the scarring, miringd,esslaving
character of chaos on creation’s subsequent expressions is an evolving condition in
ongoing becoming from which creation needs salvation.

It has already been suggested that the o/Other oriented love made flesh in God’s
humanity, even unto and in his death, is the fruit of the tree of life from which God
intended humanity to eat since the beginrfthgdumans are called to a unique vocation
in their living in the dynamic of God’s o/Other oriented love that God self-tifisians
are to image their creator in the community. Even though God self-gifts himsdIf
creation in his creative operations, humans have a special role in giving lthentee
others in the cosmic community. It is an activity unique and appropriate to them.
Nurturing the whole community into self-expression of goodness according to their
gifting and the extent of their abilities is humanity’s occupation throughhathiy pour

themselves out as they eat from the tree of life. It should also not be undatexbtine

% God's incarnation anlife in Christ must be included in God'’s salvific aéijv This was a common
theme in some early church theologians (e.g., #egg but, in the face of penal substitution treyrhas
become superfluous, a nearly nonsensical compamaoteriology. According to Andrew P. Klager, the
early fathers avoided notions of penal substituficetisely because it “systemically undermines the
centrality of the incarnation” (“Retaining and Raiching the Divine: Identification and the Recapitidn
of Peace in St. Irenaeus of Lyons’ Atonement Nargatin Stricken by God?: Nonviolent Identification
and the Victory of Chrisied. by Brad Jersak and Michael Hardin [Grand &ap¥l: William B. Eerdmans
Pub., 2007], 445).
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significance of God engaging humans in literal conversation, and humans lbleing a
construe worlds with their speech.

In seeking to articulate God'’s salvific work there are several things to wieich w
must attend. First, just as Scripture and the early tradition of the church, &fd’s
salvific work must be understood to include all creation, not just humanity. It was out of
this concern that certain positions were taken in developing this framework. Seopond, a
account of God’s salvific activity should be understood to culminate in Christ, not just
begin with Christ. Thus a narrative of God’s salvific enterprise is inadelqudew
Testament precedents if it does not include God’s prior and continuing relationghip wit
the descendants of Abraham, God’s covenant people. Both the Law and the Prophets
affirm that through Abraham and his descendents all the families on earbie wikssed.

A third issue that needs to be addressed in relation to this proposed framework is
perhaps the most important. In the preceding chapter the grammar of ‘tnatiscé
and “throughin” was used. That the Word becamearnate marks a radically different
relationship of God with creation and activity therein. The creative and soté&alog
implications in regard to the proposed framework will need to be explored. The brief
treatment of God'’s salvific work offered to this point did not address this diffecénce
incarnation. It was suggested that in the self-expression made possible &l th&od
that reverberates in the one who hung on the tree that there is recapitotetiamnéos.
This is a transformation beyond a simple moral influence; this is a shifatrorships
that has true ontic import. There is a freeing from many of chaos’ chairsjshew,
fertile life that grows on the other side of sin’s scars. There is the givggdri many

relationships, to the extent that it is up to the convert, to be re-birthed in justice—to be
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justified. The initial righteous-coming-to-be upon God’s call in Christ is tinbag
creative moment to become what God forever self-gifts to creation. ltake@tnew
road at that bifurcation point; it is to turn/repent.

A fourth point that needs to be explored is the possibility that in Christ the Triune
God acts in a decisive way that goes even beyond the dynamic of creationrod maki
possible the expression of an other; such an action can be described as nothing short of
God’s rescue and adoption of the other. The issue of whether God acts on behalf of the
other without their consent and the manner in which God does so must be faced. For
example, in Exodus the Israelites yearned for and called out to God for aetigdrom
slavery. Nevertheless, it was not entirely known to the Israelitdsaalitteir deliverance
would entail. That for which they were asking unknowingly entailed far more than a
change in geography and governance. It also required a change in their thmaking a
habits. God often acted in response to their prayer in spite of their protests and
wandering astray.

All creation continues to groan for deliverance from chaos. Only God knows all
that the answer to that prayer entails. For example, the Book of Acts is fullaofaest
when God went beyond the disciples’ expectations and they had to react in order to keep
in line with God’s in-breaking kingdom. It at least appears God does not alwaygs act
ways that were fully anticipated and thus invited. In Christ, God tore throughtaliopar
creation—through the heavens to earth and through the earth to below the earth (Mk
1:10; 15:38}* God annexed the entirety of creation for his kingdom, even death itself.

No aspect of creation is exempt from God’s enlivening work of rescue and riestorat

2 \When Christ exhaled his final breath, the tempigtain was torn from top to bottom. Dominic Rudman
has found first century descriptions of the curfaiwhich the four colors of thread used to wedweare
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The end of God’s cleansing of all creation from the destructive canceaas ch
no different than the end of God’s creative operation. All creation is beirtjtbree
participate in the holy vocation of love of the o/Other. By each member being
transformed into right/just relationship within the community, creation esifte grow
into maturity in its life-supporting/nurturing destiny, into the Glory of Goder€ is
much about that activity, nevertheless, that remains to be explored.

b. Examining the Usefulness of the Proposed Framework for Those

Suggesting Non-Violent Atonement Theories

In the debates concerning the contextual limitations of various atonemeisheor
and the similarities and differences of those theories from the thought-wothas of
biblical texts, there have been several different proposals put forward on how the
tradition should proceed from here. Many of the new proposals advocate for a non-
violent view of the atonement. They outright reject the way violence can be seen to be
condoned by God within some of the more traditional the6tiehe reasons for

rejecting notions of divine violence in the atonement are: first, its questiayaioili

understood to represent the four elements of aneafl he tearing of the curtain is symbolic of tharing
through of creation itself (“The Crucifixion as Giskampf: a New Reading of the Passion Narrativhen
Synoptic Gospels,Biblica 84, no. 1 [2003]: 107). | believe this aspecthaf turtain tearing that Rudman
suggests has symbolism in Mark's Gospel beyondehding of creation. Earlier in the narrative thexr a
‘tearing’ of the heavens when the Spirit descemiddeasus at his baptism (1:10). Now there is aiftgaof
creation at the death of Jesus (15:38). Theselaaes are the only use of the vekids in Mark. Just as
the Word has a two tiered kenosis in becoming imett@rand then dying in the flesh (cf. Phil 2:5t8%
narrative imagery indicates that the Spirit hasatiered kenosis by tearing through the heavedssuis’
baptism and then in tearing through creation irftedb at Jesus’ death. The movement of the Word and
Spirit is through the three parts of the cosmosvalihe earth, on the earth, and below the e#@ften the
tearing of the curtain is seen as the openingdifext path between God and humanity, a tearingdaiw
the barrier; Rudman does not exclude this. Howenbat is being communicated in the language and
images of the narrative is that twbo behind the curtain (God’s presence) also is phupgfirough

creation into uncreation, into Sheol.

% Cf., e.g., Anthony Bartlett’s critique of violen@ethe Christian tradition i€ross Purposes: The Violent
Grammar of Christian Atonemef(tiarrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2001
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biblical grounds, second, the rejection of violence in early Christian witnesshadd, t
the unattractiveness of such a teaching in our present context.

There have been many suggestions based on Scripture for why the cross should
not be viewed as an act of violence by God or willed by &dgor instance, that the Son
spoke of being forsaken unto his violent death on the cross does not logically entail that
God either carried out the violence or willed that it should have happened. Not
intervening on behalf of the Son such that he was not spared from death—a result of the
cruelty of humanity—arguably shows a pacifistic character to God. The teathing
Jesus to turn the other cheek, to love one’s enemies, and to pray for one’s persecutors is
demonstrated to be the mode of God’s operation in Christ.

Second, God's instructions to the Hebrew Priests about animal sacrificéhatere t
it was supposed to be done with as little pain and trauma inflicted on the animal as
possible. God did not demand that the priest torture the animal in proportion to the
sinner’s transgressions. Thus, the magnitude of Christ’s sufferings in hiksathows
nothing of the magnitude of our debt or punishment that God exacted on Christ in our
place; it has no relation to the sacrificial significance of his death. The tonde)oif
Christ’s sufferings only shows the layers of twistedness in humanity’s disethr God’s
creative operations.

As a last example, it has been suggested that God had to see that “justice” was
fulfilled or God himself would be guilty of being unjust, that God is bound by his own

code of justice. God cannot simply forgive a debt (e.g., Mt 18:23-35) or pardon a

% cf. Brad Jersak, “Nonviolent Identification ana t¥ictory of Christ,” inStricken by God?: Nonviolent
Identification and the Victory of Christd. by Brad Jersak and Michael Hardin (Grand éRap¥I:

William B. Eerdmans Pub., 2007). Jersak beliekias desus’ death could not have been an act angel
by God against the Son as a substitute for humasitguse it would undermine Jesus’ teachings (34).
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transgression (e.g., Jn 8:1-11) without such an act being a failure to maintaini¢es just
This logic concerning justice reveals certain notionsisticeandlaw in the contexts of
Anselm and the Reformers more than it does the biblical narfatiteppears, however,

that God is ready and able to forgive without payment or punishment (i.e., retributive
justice). The Ninevites, the prodigal son, the woman caught in adultery, and others in the
Bible were all beneficiaries of this divine quality; it was typically isenan onlookers

who wanted retributive justice. It should not be assumed that John the Baptist's baptism
of repentancéor the forgiveness of sirfkk 3:3) or Jesus’ words of forgiveness in the
Gospels were contingent upon Christ’'s subsequent satisfaction of “justiod.tddgs not
require death as a prerequisite to forgiveness or for reconciliationr redsens for

Christ’'s death need to be explored.

Several contemporary theologians appeal to the early church’s witness-to
violence in rejecting certain traditional atonement theories. The testioiahg Gospel,
demonstrated in the faithfulness of the martyrs even unto death, shows theecludiract
non-violence among early Christ-followers. There is also an explietttren of
violence in some early theologians; Irenaeus is popularly referencedeusewrote that

God in Christ

2" Anselm’sCur Deus Homds often criticized by supporters of non-violettr@ement theories. However,
the summarization of the work that they criticiaealy bears resemblance to the actual positionnsieAn.
It should be noted that Anselm did not point to Gioel Father as the one who was willing and/or
performing violence against the Son. The Fatharlevbe unjust to do such a thing to an innocensqer
whose life was not owed to him. The Father simplied that the Son should always live in obedietece
the Father. If living in that way led to the Sodwath at the hands of sinful humans, then it ig on
indirectly that it can be said that the Fathereadlthat the Son should die. Anselm’s positionhis t
particular point is not irreconcilable with non-lgat atonement theories; God cannot be said to be
condoning the violence, only the Son’s obedierités only Anselm’s medieval notion of a debt ofrioo
that could be satisfied by the surplus merits ofi€€ls unnecessary death that should be questioBSed.
that the Father was not left holding a surplus thes not rightfully his to take and so the scafgsistice
could be balanced, the merits of Christ’s deathicivlwvere more than sufficient, were awarded tovedird
the debts of all humanity. Even for Irenaeus, lbatpre Anselm, the reason of Christ being killexbwhat
by hisobedienceby hanging on the tree, he wasdoing(i.e., recapitulating) thdisobediencef Adam by
taking from the tree (cf. Klager, 465f.).
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did righteously turn against that apostasy, and redeem from it his own

property,not by violent meanss the [apostasy] had obtained dominion

over us at the beginning, when it insatiably snatched away what was not

its own, but by means of persuasion, as became a God of caungel,

does not use violent means to obtain what He desires; so that neither

should justice be infringed uppnor the ancient handiwork of God go to

destructiorf®
The point of not only Christ’'s death, but also his life, for Irenaeus, was to elinlieaie
and vivify humanity, to “ensure humanity entrance into the divifeThere is much in
the tradition that should give theologians pause for claiming that God or Godisejust
demanded Christ’s death or that God was satisfied by such a horror. There is them i
tradition to say that Christ was falsely accused, convicted, and murdered dezause
chose to live attuned to the Father even in the face of chaos in the world. The ways in
which Christ’s death (and subsequent resurrection) was used by God to save and
recapitulate all creation is a different issue than the cause of the’dléte.manner in
which the proposed framework can be integrated with a non-violent atonement theory
needs to be examined.

3. Examining the Usefulness of the Proposed Framework for Articulatinghe a

Doctrine of Christian Holiness and/or Entire Sanctification

Within the Wesleyan-holiness theological tradition their doctrine of Cnisti
holiness and/or entire sanctification is of great import. In recent decaelesh#dve been

discussions in certain circles of this tradition whether to continue to emphasigis a ¢

moment in a believer’s faith journey in which they are instantaneously andregiguri

28 Adversus Haeresds1.1; quoted and italicized by Brad Jersak, 34.

2 Klager, 452; cf. 468.

%0 One advantage of viewing Christ’s death non-vitheis that it helps to hold the resurrection tdget

with what God worked in and through Christ’s deatlihe whole loop of death and resurrection becomes
the atonement. Atonement is not centrally aboytrEnt or punishment that is satisfied in Chrisésith.
The Good News is about the abundance of life odf@énehe new creation worked in and through Clsist’
death and resurrection.
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transformed in holiness—i.e., perfected in love. Some have advocated diminishing the
stress on a single drastic event in favor of stressing progressive tnaatséor and
growth in holiness throughout one’s life, with significant moments along the way.

Neither of these options is fully precluded in the framework provided. However,
there is ample room to explore what a fully articulated doctrine of Ciristiness (a
more general notion) would look like within this framework. It is hoped that this
framework not only provides an attractive grammar for understanding andatimg
what holy living means within a community, but that it can also provide a basis for
talking about both the what and how of entire sanctification—the how being crisis
moments (bifurcation points) and the continued growth to which we all look forward.

In regard to holiness, since we are shaped to a great degree by our community, we
look forward to continued growth in response to the eccentric mission of God therein,
which will bring the community-dynamic toward greater expression of Gadrgess.

We look forward to our participation in the community’s perfection of relationships. As
the church, we also look forward to participating in God’s sanctifying work beyond our
microcosm, into the world. These types of theological explorations will hopefully

continue out of this work.

C. Summary and Conclusions

In the second chapter, a sketch was offered of some ways in which creation
theology has changed in the tradition through different contexts. Today, within the
ongoing conversations concerning creation theology in the midst of the erosion of past

foundations and in the uncertainty about what to do with the current context, one of the
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ways theologians have tried to talk about creation is by incorporating the dgngjua
“chaos” with various accompanying notions. Some have tried to use the termused is
in science, while others have embraced suggestions that, as in the literédraelsf
neighbors, “chaos” is part of the biblical narrative.

These sources from which theologians have drawn have been examined and
critigued. On the side of science, the manner in which reality has been labelbdass “c
based on the epistemological limitations of humans was questioned. Also, the
implications of the way in which science linguistically construes thedyatltimes
equating entropy with chaos, was questioned. The aim was to suggest that there is
probably a better way in which “chaos” can be used in science and thus in the science-
theology dialogue. Similarly, the way in which “chaos” has been used in bililicks,
particularly in relation to Genesis 1 was examined. Serious questions haveisedn ra
here and by others about the appropriateness of the ways in which the term is used and
the implications of some of the notions that are grouped under it. It was suggested tha
there are more appropriate ways to read the Genesis text without those commadnly us
notions of “chaos.” In that suggestion, the pattern of creation was viewed to be from
immaturity to maturity instead of from chaos/disorder to order. Also, Godigtyadh
creating was seen to be more collaborative with creation than creation peiivinie
fiat.

In the fourth chapter Catherine Keller's use of “chaos” to depeativity within
process thought was questioned. She provides a sophisticated attempt to overcome the
duality of process thought by bringing “God,” “chaos/tehom,” and “Spiritétiogr as a

trinity. Even though the way she uses the term “chaos” is rejected, she does provide
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some helpful ideas that were brought into the framework proposed in this project. Her
ideas of feedback loops, recapitulation, and discreative acts all influenced theisnggest
made in Chapter 5.

Finally it was suggested that Lyle Dabney’s pneumatology in which the Spirit
operates agangect to creation be expanded to the second person; thus the Word is
transcarnate to creation. In the use of this one prefix, God’s immanence and
transcendence is suggested. The goal is to bypass not only the traditional pfoblem
interiority/exteriority of God relative to creation, but also to providesangnar that
moves beyond the zero-sum problem of who is operative, God or creation, in various
circumstances.

Since the ways in which “chaos” has been used in theology had been put in
guestion earlier in this project, it was then suggested that its place is if-#vgpsession
of creation for which God is the possibility. Chaos is a coming to be of creation,corgani
and inorganic, in disharmony with the Spirit and Word—the Possibility and Call of
God—and thus others in the cosmic community as well. Chaos does not pre-exist
creation, stand at the opposite polarity from creation, or exist as its owniertigation.
Rather, where creation comes to be in discord to God and others, it instantiates chaos in
the would-be community; it comes to be in a way that is not related to others in the
cosmic community in goodness, beauty, and love. There is always room for maturation
and further discovery in expressing God’s self-gift; immaturity is not thielgm. The
problem is the introduction of chaos into creation and its influence on subsequent
expressions of creation. Chaos, as it has been defined here, is that from whigh crea

needs rescue and recapitulation.
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