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Preface

While | was writing my master’s thesis on the message of the land of Canaan in
my attention was drawn to the theme of the new creation. If the former Canaan was
potentially the prototype of the coming new heaven and the new earth, it was exciting
to discover how this theme of the renewal of the earth evolved in the Bible. Personal
preliminary studies on this theme showed me, however, that it was mainly from the
eld of Biblical eology (BT) that the theme of the new heaven and new earth was
written. e theme itself was treated as a stepmother in Systematic eology (ST).
is brought me to the question of whether it was possible to compare some eschato
logical concepts from both elds to get a clearer view of the Christian doctrine about
the new heaven and the new earth.

| realized several times during my research on the new heaven and the new earth
that | stand like a dwarf on the shoulders of giants. In addition to the large number of
publications that | worked through, I think of those who motivated me and believed
in my capacities for this project. First of all, | would like to thank my promoter, from
Systematic eology, Prof. Dr. Jan Hoek, and my co-supervisor, from Biblical -eol
ogy, Prof. Dr. Mart-Jan Paul. In many conversations with them, | was able to taste on
a modest scale the richness of an interdisciplinary comparison.

| would also like to thank the many loyal friends who supported the publica
tion of this edition. God knows you and may he also ful Il the desires and needs of
your hearts. A word of thanks goes to Jacques Rommel and Kevin Rigolle because
both supported me linguistically. Finally, | am inde nitely indebted to my dear wife
Belinda and my sons Adriél and llja, who o en had to miss their father in sports
games because | wanted to work on “the new heaven and new earth” again. is work
is dedicated to them.

Ypres, Summer
Raymond R. Hausoul
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Foreword

is study by the young Belgian theologian Raymond Hausoul operates in a eld that
for a long time was somewhat in the background of Christian theological re ection,
but which has rightly received more attention in recent decades, namely the so-called
cosmic eschatology. e writer is concerned with the future of the earth and even of
the universe. Or in biblical language: with the new heaven and the new earth. How
can we address this notion in a theologically responsible way today? Is there only
discontinuity with the here and now, or is there also continuity and perhaps even a re
start of earthly life as we know it today? Partly in the light of contemporary ecological
problems, this is an appropriate theme. In his detailed and comprehensive research,
Raymond Hausoul searches for sustainable answers to the many questions that arise
here, which leads to an essential and highly instructive study.

His studies go back to a successfully defended PhD dissertatiorEsatige
lische eologische Facultein Leuven (Belgium). As a result, the author is taking
his departure point in the representations of the new creation by two well-known
European systematic theologians and a slightly lesser-known American biblieal theo
logian, Karl Rahner, Jirgen Moltmann, and Gregory Beale, respectively. Mainly the
choice for the last one is surprising, but it is perfectly justi able. Gregory Beale is a
biblical theologian of the Reformed tradition, who pays great attention to eschatologi
cal themes in his work and is therefore in uential even outside his circle. e fact that,
unlike Moltmann and Rahner, he rejects the historical-critical approach makes the
comparative investigation both more complex and more exciting.

us, on the one hand, Raymond Hausoul has an intrinsic interest in cosmic es
chatology—an interest that is also evident in his study of God'’s future for the animals
(Gods toekomst voor diere@od’s future for animals ) that has so far not been
translated into English. On the other hand, he also has a more methodical aim. He has
begun to relaunch the conversation between biblical scholars and systematic theolo
gians, which is o en hindered by far-reaching specialization, and explores where it
can lead.

Raymond Hausoul also brie y includes in his re ections the debate on the rela
tionship between Christian eschatology and contemporary scienti c cosmology. is
is of great signi cance for the viability and persuasiveness of systematic theological
discourse. e Christian narrative is a story of hope and expectation amid secular
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narratives about an imminerig Ripor Big Chillof our solar system. However, in
order not to leave it unreal and ethereal, this story needs to be critically-constructively
linked to these existing science-fed narratives. Just as Reformed theology today will
have to relate to in uential biological theories such as the neo-Darwinian synthesis,
it will also have to connect to leading cosmological theories that de ne the public
debate. is book takes this aspiration seriously.

From the analyses of Karl Rahner, Jirgen Moltmann, and Gregory Beale as from
their mutual comparison, this book argues that the new creation should be thought of
as a glori cation and perfection of the original creation. ere is thus no annihilation
and novel creation to be expected, because in the midst of break-up and discontinuity
there will also be continuity. is conclusion is shared by many who have dealt with
this subject. But the author concretizes it in a whole number of detailed observations
that challenge systematic theology to process biblical material more adequately and,
conversely, challenge biblical theology to become aware of its o0 en hidden dogmatic
assumptions. is raises some questions for Moltmann and Rahner because of the
role that extra-biblical concepts play in their thinking (e.g.ztirzumidea in Molt
mann and the way evolutionary theories are processed in Rahner). Howewver, ques
tions are also asked in the direction of Beale, primarily because of his non-re ected
anthropocentrism.

Although Raymond Hausoul doesn't even mention it that way in this publica
tion, | nd it interesting that he alse-and maybe even especialyi® bridging the
gap between an orthodox reformed approach (represented here by Beale) and the
more mainstreamChristian theology we nd in Moltmann and Rahner. Raymond
Hausoul shows that both theological traditions have something to say to each other,
and in doing so, overcomes caricatures that are quite common. Moreover, in his nal
chapter, he zooms out and compares his conclusions to treatments of the new heaven
and the new earth in ten recent dogmatic studies from various parts of the (Western)
world. is tour shows that there is still some work to be done in the eld of cosmic
eschatology. In this way, Raymond Hausoul's study stimulates and challenges us to
take up this work, following up on his fascinating explorations in this book.

G B
Professor of eology and Science
Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam
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Abstract and summary

In theology, there is a growing appreciation for the interdisciplinary conversation.
is dissertation examines how the systematic-theological representations of the
new heaven and earth of Rahner and Moltmann can be critically compared with the
biblical-theological perspective of Beale on this matter in a methodically responsible
way. It will explore in an exemplary way what an interdisciplinary comparison be
tween experts in Systematic eology (ST) and Biblical eology (BT) can yield in the
theological discourse of the new heaven and the new earth. It reveals that Beale’s BT
makes unconscious hermeneutical choices in its research and that Rahner’s and Molt
mann's ST common uses biblical “proof texts,” without adequately taking the biblical
context into account. Furthermore, it becomes constantly visible how both disciplines
complement, challenge, and encourage each other on micro- and macro-level. Chap
ter closes the inquiry of this dissertation with a structured conclusion about the
methodical observations in the interdisciplinary comparison and the resulting value
of this research.

1 INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

Today there is a growing interest in the interdisciplinary dialogue between academic
disciplines. In theology, this desire relates to the dialogue between Systematic eolo
gy (ST) and Biblical eology (BT). However, within academic publications, an exem
plary development of how the methodological gap between ST and BT can be bridged
remains. Systematic theologians and biblical theologians write individual chapters in
common publications, with no attempt to bridge this gap and carry a visible dialogue
with each other in these. An inquiry into a possible comparison between experts in
ST and BT that is methodologically responsible can be a signi cant contribution to
addressing this gap.

is dissertation provides a new contribution to this by examining how, through
a critical interdisciplinary comparison, the systematic-theological representations of
Rahner and Moltmann on the new heaven and new earth can interact with the biblical-
theological perspectives of Beale. It will so serve as an exemplary exploration of what
a comparison between both theological disciplines can bring to the theological topic
of the new heaven and new earth. In addition, this dissertation proposes a substantial
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contribution to the academic inventory of the cosmic eschatology of Rahner, Molt
mann, and Beale in regard to the new heaven and earth. From the research question,
the dissertation is structured as follows:

Chapter contextualizes the research question of the dissertation, o ers an over
view of recent publications on the subject and includes a justi cation of methodology
and assumptions. Chapterinvestigates how Rahner, Moltmann, and Beale estimate
an interdisciplinary conversation between ST and BT. e individuality of these aca
demic disciplines and the enrichments and dangers of a dialogue between the ST and
BT are discussed. Chapterdo contain a hermeneutical-theological analysis of
Rahner’s, Moltmann’s, and Beale’s re ections on the new heaven and the new earth.
In addition to their di erences in approach and execution, the core elements of the
three theologians in their own approach to the subject are investigated. Chapter
examines how a critical interdisciplinary comparison between Rahner’s, Moltmann’s,
and Beale’s eschatology can be methodically conducted in a responsible way. From
the chosen methodology therein, a rst critical comparison is held on hermeneutical
choices which the interlocutors make. A er this, a second comparison is undertaken
which focuses on the substantive choices Rahner, Moltmann, and Beale make in their
talk about the new heaven and earth. is visualizes to which extent an interaction
between ST and BT can be of value in the theological debate about the new heaven
and earth. In chapter, the dissertation will be closed with a conclusion about the
methodical observations in the interdisciplinary comparison and the resulting added
value.

2 RAHNER, MOLTMANN, AND BEALE ON
DIALOGUE BETWEEN ST AND BT

Chapter presents the attitudes of Rahner, Moltmann, and Beale facing an inter
disciplinary conversation with the other eld presented. is chapter shows their
individual attitudes towards this and mentions the enrichments and dangers they a
priori observe in a dialogue between ST and BT. e chapter demonstrates that all
three theologians are in favor of such a dialogue when it is developed on an equal
level. eir own enrichments, which they see in the dialogue between ST and BT,
can be summarized as follows: the dialogue between ST and BT ¢ érspfra

tion by new insights; § awareness of one's own presuppositiorjsefihancements

from the overall theological picture;)(relevance of the Bible and the Christian faith.
Although Rahner, Moltmann, and Beale place di erent accents in their objectives of
ST and BT, they agree both that ST deals with subjects from the Christian creed and
social questions thereabout, while the BT describes the biblical storyline. It will also
be demonstrated that for all of them, the Bible is a basic source in the re ection about
faith in the dialogue between BT and ST. On the question of the authority of the Bible,
they think di erently.
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3 KARL RAHNER’S PERSPECTIVE ON THE
NEW HEAVEN AND NEW EARTH

Chapter o ers a new contribution to the study of Rahner’s eschatology by analyzing
and profoundly systematizing Rahner’s thoughts on cosmic eschatology. e investi
gation into this shows how Rahner stresses in his hermeneutical principles that the fu
ture is only realized by God's absolute intervention. From this, responsible discourse
on eschatology is only possible if it departs from the salvation which has already been
achieved by Christ. For Rahner, the glori ed and resurrected Christ constitutes the
objective beginning of the new creation.

In his re ections on the new creation and on the interpretation of the biblical
data about this, Rahner remains reluctant. At the same time, he emphasizes that the
format and the content of the biblical imagery should not be separated. In his re ec
tion on matter, Rahner presents the tangible and intangible as an inseparable unity.
e history of the cosmos is therefore inextricably linked with the history of man
kind. In Rahner’s elaborations of this, Christ's resurrection stands in the midst and
is very important when it comes to the re ection of the future resurrection. Christ's
resurrected body is a unigue and radical transformation of his cruci ed body. From
this paradigm, Rahner speaks about the ultimate future resurrection of the body that
humanity will receive. But he also insists that this does not mean that the resurrected
body consists of the same identical atomic matter as the cruci ed body. With regard
to time, Rahner sees eternity as the fruit of the personal history of human beings.
Eternity as an in nite continuation of time or as an absence of time is rejected by him.
Finally, Rahner stresses in his theocentric perspective on the new creation that in the
visio beati cathe knowing of God remains an ongoing process in which the Creator
and his creation will pervade each other in the same way as God’s spirit permeates the
Christian today.

4 JURGEN MOLTMANN’S PERSPECTIVE ON
THE NEW HEAVEN AND NEW EARTH

Chapter analyzes Moltmann’s eschatology on the new heaven and earth. is chap
ter is unigue in its comprehensiveness. In Moltmann's theology, eschatology stands in
a central middle and cosmic eschatology is leading in this. e various hermeneutical
principles that determine Moltmann's eschatology are analyzed and systematized in
this chapter. It explains how Moltmann's eschatology is christologically determined.
e cruci xion and resurrection of Christ are, according to Moltmann, related to

the discontinuity and continuity between this creation and the new creation. e
resurrection of Christ thereby anticipates what will take place between the present
and the eschatological horizon. e doctrines of salvation and of creation are closely
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connected with this horizon. Out of this, history can be distinguished in three phases:
creatio originaliscreatio continuagandcreatio nova

With regard to time and space, Moltmann says that God has con ned himself to
form anihilum, in which he created the world. isihilum makes creation imper
fect and points to the future redemption. Despite recognizing positively that earthly
historical time ¢hrono} causes thereatio orginaliso move to thereatio novahe
emphasizes the negativityasfronosecause it is connected with thibilum. ere -
fore, in the new creation, eonic cycle time will exist, which never perishes and glori es
all times throughout history. Also, on spatmp(3, Moltmann thinks both positively
and negatively. On the one hand, space o ers creation protection, but on the other
hand, it makes a distance between creation and Creator. In the new heaven and earth,
that distance disappears and God pervades all living gpercehpres)s

In his view on matter, Moltmann sees in Christ’'s Incarnation and resurrection
a testimony to the redemption and renewal of the material. e matter of God’s
whole creation will be renewed and completed in the eschatological moment. e
creation will be then changed into an eternal dwelling place for the triune God and
will participate eternally in the trinitarian life. Moltmann recognizes various anticipa
tions during thiscreatio continunon the coming new creation. ese are images and
metaphors which give us an idea of the new heaven and earth. ey bring two facets
forward: the absence of the current negativity and the presence or reminder of the
current positivity.

5 GREGORY BEALE’S PERSPECTIVE ON THE
NEW HEAVEN AND NEW EARTH

Chapter analyzes Beale'’s perspective on the new heaven and earth. Because this has
not yet been comprehensively done, this chapter constitutes a rst scienti ¢ centribu
tion to Beale's eschatology of the new creation. First, it examines the hermeneutical
principles in Beale's BT. His methodical form and his focus on the biblical storyline
from protology to eschatology are discussed. A er this, it looks at the substantive
themes that empower Beale’'s BT. Central to this, Beale has the ideptties{(ory

of creation reveals God’s plan for this creatiopEden is the prototype of God's new
creation, and () the history of salvation is continuously accompanied by references to
this beginning. Beale also emphasizes that Christ's resurrection constitutes the begin
ning of God's new creation in Christ. From this, Beale concludes that the Christian
has already been spiritually resurrected in the life of the new creation. e physical
resurrection thereby remains outstanding. is will happen at Christ's second-com
ing. For that moment, the Spirit is preparing Christians as rst fruits. A glimpse of
that blessed future can be seen in the creation story of Genesis when it testi es of
God walking on earth and of the peace that humanity in the new creation is allowed
to receive.
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6 CRITICAL COMPARISON

Chapter provides a critical interdisciplinary comparison between Rahner’s; Molt
mann's, and Beale's theological speaking on the new heaven and the new earth. is
answers the research question of this dissertation. In the beginning, it reminds the
reader of the openness for dialogue between ST and BT, which the three theologians
recognize. From there, it establishes a comprehensive methodology for the-interdis
ciplinary comparison that this chapter presents. In a hermeneutical and substantive
critical comparison, it will examine to what extent the BT or ST of the respective theo
logians can have any signi cance for the other in talking about the new heaven and the
new earth. is hermeneutical interaction reveals how Beale’s BT unconsciously takes
some important decisions from ST when it comes to the realization of the future. It
also shows that Rahner’s distinction between “eschatology” and “apocalypse,” and his
exegesis of Mark is inaccurate. In addition, all three theologians complement each
other well in their perspective on protology and eschatology. ey positively challenge
each other to re ect critically on the origins of evil, and on the permanent impact evil
has on God's original creation. Further, both systematic theologians stimulate in their
theological perspectives Beale's BT to an examination of the biblical images which are
connected with the topic of cosmic eschatology, and they also request from his BT a
theological investigation of the resurrection stories of Jesus Christ.

A er the hermeneutical comparison, the substantive comparison reveals how the
spiritual renewal, which Beale's BT stresses, and the physical renewal, which Rahner
and Moltmann both emphasize in their ST, can be brought together. is ensures
that a strict separation between the tangible and intangible aspects of the resurrection
is avoided. It also shows the balance which is necessary between the continuity and
discontinuity of this creation and new creation. Also, Moltmann's and Beale’s- contri
butions about space are brought in juxtaposition so that they complement and chal
lenge each other. is interdisciplinary comparison can potentially result in a further
investigation of the contrasts and similarities in the biblical imagery about the new
heaven and earth. Also, they may be further examined in BT to illustrate how God’s
plan for this creation is related to his own being. Finally, the substantive comparison
brings the question of the meaning and implication of certain biblical words for time
forward. is interdisciplinary investigation, therefore, shows that both the ST and
BT should be aware that their re ection on time and eternity is 0 en more a ected by
an extra-biblical philosophy than by the Bible itself.

7 CONCLUSION

e conclusion of this dissertation brings the methodical observations in the -inter
disciplinary comparison to our attention. Of signi cance is the awarenes$ thfe(
signi cance of the theological approach which the conversation partner appjies, (
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the own hermeneutical grid, the unigueness and equality of both disciplines, and
( ) on their own contributions to theology. e interdisciplinary comparison is from
this perspective, valuable. It makes both disciplines aware of their presuppositions
and shows how both are related to the complete eld of theology. ST and BT are in
fact, an integral part of the same whole. Although both operate in a di erent way
within theology, they search for the same reliable, authentic Christian theology.

is chapter speaks also of the signi cance of the interdisciplinary comparison
on the theme of the new heaven and earth. In addition to the aforementioned herme
neutical awareness, it will be shown that this interdisciplinary investigation between
experts on ST and BT about the new creation does not have to focus primarily on pro
viding concise “proof texts,” but should be seen in a mutual exchange of wider theo
logical themes, which recommends new sub and main themes. From this perspective,
the dialogue between the ST of Rahner and Moltmann on the new heaven and earth,
and the BT of Beale on the same topic, has an added value for both disciplines. In the
midst of this dissertation stands thereby the essential question of continuity and dis
continuity between this creation and the new creation. We conclude from the separate
analyses of Rahner, Moltmann, and Beale, as from the interdisciplinary comparison
between them that the new creation is noggtitutio in integrumor arenovatioof
the current creation (continuity), and that it also should not be seenawminiilatio
mundi (discontinuity). Rather, the new heaven and the new earth represent a change,
glori cation, and completion of the original rst heaven and earth which God created.
ere is both a fundamental continuity and a radical discontinuity between the cur
rent life in Christ today and the future life in God in the new creation. So the future
involves both a radical break with a subsequnextimand a process-based transfor
mation and renovation, which transcends our thinking. However, the eschatological
perspective on the ultimate arrival of the triune God to this creation urges us to take
God’s creation seriously. From the results of this research, there are still major chal
lenges in the dialogue between ST and BT on the topic of the new heaven and earth.
But at the same time, the Christian testimony may continue to witness that God, for
his creation, o ers not a hopeless end, but rather an endless hope.



1

Introduction and methodology

PURPOSE OF THE INVESTIGATION

is dissertation investigates how two systematic-theological designs on eschatol
ogy and a biblical-theological design can be of signi cance for theological discussion
about the new heaven and the new earth. e concrete research question is:

How can comparison between Karl Rahner’s and Jirgen Moltmann's system
atic theological designs on eschatology and Gregory Beale’s biblical-theolog
ical design be of signi cance in a theological dialogue concerning the new
heaven and the new earth?

In literature, the importance of such an interdisciplinary dialogue between representa
tives from the discipline of ST and that of the BT has already been mentioned several
times (cf. 8. . ).! To ascertain its relevance, it is important to compare the designs of
di erent professional experts from theological disciplines. is dissertation does not

o er an independent systematic-theological or biblical-theological design concerning
the new heaven and new earth. To begin with, this seems too pretentious and, more
over, it would ignore the core of the research question, which is to get a closer look at
the way interaction between well-known designs on the part of ST and BT take shape,
as well as which potentials of an interdisciplinary dialogue are as yet unused.

In this thesis, Rahner, Moltmann, and Beale are chosen, and their di erent
theological designs are compared. rough this comparison, systematic-theological
and biblical-thematic re ections on the new creation can be linked. In this way, a
careful comparison reveals how an interdisciplinary comparison can increase the

. Vanhoozer, “ eology of the New Testament,” ; Wilkinson,Eschatology — , - ; Mih
ling, Grundinformation  — ; Turner and Green, “New Testament’ ; Goldingay, “Biblical Nar
rative; — ; OCollins and KendalBible for eology, ; MildenbergerProlegomena



understanding of three separate designs from di erent denominational, cultural, and
disciplinary areas, and at the same time shows how each design is limited and how
a comparison can lead to enrichment on the subject of the new heaven and the new
earth.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BT AND ST

In the past, a strict separation between BT and ST has o en beert raddetch
theologian Kees van der Kooi writes:

ey are households next to each other, while at most in the kitchen, the house
mates look over a shoulder with surprise at what the other brews.e.s.s. Most
practitioners of dogmatism are already happy when they have some overview
of their own eld.s.e.e. A simple appeal to exegetical results and biblical theology,
as it seemed to be for former generations, seems to be de nitely over.

As a result, the elds of BT and ST have little in common with each other. But we
also discover in our society that there is an appreciation for the interdisciplinary dis
cussiort is also has its in uence on the dialogue between BT and ST. As a result

of the demand for a responsible interdisciplinary dialogue, the desire to bridge the
gap between ST and BT has therefore grown over the past decades. Kevin Vanhoozer
already stated in

ere are encouraging signs that the two disciplines, a er generations of wan
dering in the wilderness in isolation from one another, are each approaching
the Promised Land of interdisciplinary partnership.

is will lead both disciplines to a cycle of mutual in uence and enrichment. e
same thought can be found with Markus Mihling when he pleads for more interac
tion between BT and ST in his re ection on the new credtiom motivates the

. See detailled: Den Hertog and van der Kiwgsen leer en lez&an der Kooi, “Van binnenuit,”
— . See for further de nition and introduction in these professional elds: Klink and Lockett,
Understanding Biblical eologyBarr,Concept — ; Van den Brink and van der Ko@ogmatiek
— ; Guarino,Foundations Kamphuis, “Systematische theologie~ ; FischerProtestantische
eologie ; Gunton, “Historical and Systematic eology,-

. Van der Kooi, “Van binnenuit,” : “Het zijn huishoudingen naast elkaar, terwijl de huisgenoten
hoogstens in de keuken over een schouder met bevreemding toekijken wat de ander brouwt .e.. [D]e
meeste beoefenaren van de dogmatiek zijn al blij wanneer ze enigszins het eigen veld overzien.e.. . Een
eenvoudig beroep op exegetische resultaten en bijbelse theologie, zoals dat voor vroegere generaties
leek te zijn weggelegd, lijkt de nitief voorbij.” See also, Van den Brink and van deDKguoiatiek

. Repko et allntroduction — , — ; Schmidt, “Box,” — ; Moran,Interdisciplinarity — ,

. Vanhoozer, “ eology of the New Testament,” . Cf. Green, “Scripture and eology,” — ;
Goldingay, “Biblical Narrative,” — ; NinehamUse and Abuse -

. Muhling,Grundinformation - . See also, WilkinsoEschatology — , -



research to compare two systematic-theological theologians and a biblical theologian
and to nd out what the added value of this comparison may be.

e interdisciplinary discussion involves two di erent disciplines that enter into
dialogue with each other. is societal tendency is a reaction to a reduced approach
of the individual sciences. On the one hand, a reduction can cause one’'s own profes
sional research to deepen and, on the other hand, can cause the research to overlook
contextual elements and underestimate the complexity of the stbject.

In this dissertation, an interdisciplinary comparison is chosen between two theo
logians from the ST eld and one theologian from that of the BT. Such a comparison
between ST and BT is not new (see)§ erefore, the synopsis below provides an
overview of the relationship between ST and BT in Western theology.

General developments

What in Western theology today has been divided into ST and BT belonged together
until the seventeenth centutyludaism and Christianity traditionally used the Bible

in the re ection on religious subjects. Despite the di erences in hermeneutical as
sociation with the Bible, there was a dialogue between biblical exegesis and Christian
faith. While theology held on to this dialogue globally, German universities in the En
lightenment opted for a separation between thetlmdhe context of this separation,
Jurgen Moltmann and Karl Rahner developed their theology. Furthermore, the grow
ing gap between biblical sciences and systematic theology also in uenced American
theology in the middle of the twentieth century, within the context in which Gregory
Beale found himself. A more detailed description of the manner in which the-separa
tion between BT and ST took place is of importance for a better understanding of the
positions of the three theologians to whom our investigation is addressed. at is why
we give brief attention to this development in the next section.

e time a er the Enlightenment

During the Enlightenment, a shi occurred within German academic theology in the
use of the Bible within ST. rough the strong emphasis on the intellect, an increas
ing tension arose between faith and red€@ystematic theology, which set the tone
at theological faculties, o en wanted to interpret the Bible from certain philosophi
cal frameworks. In contrast to this rationalistic approach, others insisted onthe tra
ditional method of relating Christian faith to biblical texts as authenticatiaria(

. See for theology, Fredericks, “Religious Studiesy .

. See detailed, Zwiepyssen tekst en lezer— ; Hauser and Watsohlistory of Interpretation
(Medieval-ReformationBray, “Church Fathers,” —

. Stylianopoulos, “Biblical,” —
. KrausBiblische eologie Merk,Biblische eologie



probantig. So, the Bible was used to demonstrate the super-temporal truths of one’s
own systematic-theological positiohs.

is maintenance of the Bible in ST caused a rivalry between those above ratio
nalistic and traditional approaches. Systematic theologians wanted to free -dogmat
ics from the ties of confessionalism, and biblical scholars wanted to get rid of every
dogmatic harness. e Bible could not be a paper papal for ST and ST should not
be a dictatorship for the interpretation of the Bible. Around the year, the need
for privatization of the professional disciplines with their methodical distinctien be
came apparent in German theold§y striking point in this development was the
inaugural speech of Johann Gabler (— ) Oratio de justo discrimine theologiae
biblicae et dogmaticae regundisque recte utriusque, mibltson  March at
the University of Altdorf. Gabler proposed to separate biblical exegesis and Christian
faith from each other. is was the birth-hour of biblical theology (BT). Incidentally,
Gabler was not the rst to introduce a division between biblical exegesis and Christian
faith. His contribution was mainly that he made a methodical distinction between the
two, which oecially created the eld of BT and the separated eld ofST.

Gabler considered BT as a historical-descriptive discipline that reconstructed
what the biblical writers meant to say at the time and ST as a didactic-normative
discipline that addressed the question of the relevance of faith. Gabler’s vision turned
out to be ground-breaking, with the result that from then on ST in Western Europe
was mainly concerned with the Christian faith tradition, in consultation with con
temporary philosophy. In distinction, BT dealt with the biblical testimony. In Gabler’s
performance, she adopted the contours of the historiography of religion and wanted
to describe historically-objectively what faith meant at the tfme.

Developments up to the twenty- rst century

In the two centuries that followed, rational Enlightenment thinking would not only
characterize the theology of German universifieis. way of thinking also in u -

enced Anglo-Saxon countries. For example, Walter Brueggemann mentions the later
biblical-theological works of the Germans Walther Eichrodt and Gerhard votf Rad.
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As was to be expected, the sharp separation between ST and BT gradually caused
an increasing distance between these two disciplines. A fruitful exchange was o en
lacking. In the twentieth century, the arti cial separation that Johann Gabler made be
tween a prescriptive ST and a descriptive historically-objective BT was for many the
core problem of this lack of exchaAge objective neutrality that the BT received as
a label turned out to be a myth. Also, within the eld of BT scholars read the texts from
their own context, as recipients and not as senders. ere is no purely objective exegesis
that can be considered completely neutral and value-free. Objective neutrality in BT,
which works purely historically-descriptive, turns out to be impossible. e explanation
of what a text meant is colored by the presuppositions of the scholar in the fresent.

is is re ected in the pluralism of concepts that exist within BT. James Barr and
Gerhard Hasel map out the most important concepts within BT and provide a critical
re ection on their methodical-hermeneutical choiégsse concepts can be divided
into three main paradigms: X a systematic approach)) @ historical approach, and
() a canonical literary approaé¢h.e systematic approach usually works with a
theological center and o en places questions from ST in the foreground?6feBT.
historical approach o en concentrates on the question of how the Israelite religion and
the biblical texts originated from a historical-critical anaRfsis.literary-canonical
approach raises the question of how literary stylistic tools can be used to communicate
the testimony of OT and NT and attaches importance to the Bible as a canonical col
lection of equivalent booKs.e biblical theologian will, in describing the testimony
of the OT and NT, choose one of these paradigms and also make his choices in the eld
of selection, delimitation, accentuation, and rankihg.further distinction between
these di erent concepts within BT is the development of both a historical-critical and
a historical-canonical analysis of the BT. While the historical-critical approach focuses
primarily on the historical development of religions and the evolutionary development
of their teachings, the historical-canonical approach rather accepts the testimony of the
Bible as authentic. In both cases, it concerns choices in methotfology.
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e same will be the case with di erent systematic-theological designs. Because
ST has a less xed method than BT, there is a greater variety of methods &%ailable.
Traditionally, ST divides itself into the following main paradigm}:kérygmatic-
confessional approaches) philosophical-hermeneutical approaches, arjdnfore
current-free approachés. e kerygmatic-confessional approach o ers an analyti
cal-systematic deepening of the articles of faith and wants to articulate, clarify, and
proclaim the Christian creed. e philosophical-hermeneutical approach responds
to the contemporary thinking climate and its speci ¢ questions to Christian doctrine.

It 0 en gives an apologetic answéin this approach, there is also the weak er de
constructivist theology that distances itself from all metaphysics and emphasizes the
human interpretation, in which the “being” is explained, and the radical theology that
states that “being” precedes our understanding, and therefore is more than just inter
pretation, even if it is only interpreted accessible.more current-free approaches

came to the forefront from the nineteenth century through the increasing specializa
tion within ST and the practice of ST as an end in itself with its i¥sues.

For a study that wants to compare designs from the two disciplines of ST and BT,
it is important to take into account the above variations. A comparison of a system
atic-theological design with a BT historical-thematic design will be di erent from a
comparison of a systematic-theological design with a BT literary-canonical design. In
a confrontation with the di erences, the theologian's own determination also comes
into sharp focus. Here, hermeneutical questions come to the forefront. In this disser
tation, we must take these presuppositions into account. Also, it will become apparent
in this writing that Rahner is mainly in the philosophical-hermeneutical approach,
that Moltmann does not want to limit himself to one concept of ST, and Beale uses his
BT mainly from a systematic-historical paradigm.

Importance of a dialogue

It was gradually con rmed that both ST and BT are not completely neutral. Human
theories are always inuenced by their presuppositions. Ludwig Wittgenstein and
Hans-Georg Gadamer separately demonstrated, from their philosophy, that no one can
be fully objectively disconnected from their own context, i.e., their tradition, culture,

. Tillich, Systematic eology 1 ; Van den Brink and van der Ko@pgmatiek . See for a
historical overview of the developments within ST, Webster, “Introductien;’"McGrath,Christian
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class, sex, history, ét€very reading of a text is framed in a confessional and contextual
way. We read the Bible from our own experiences, expectations, and assumptions. Even
in translating the Bible, one’s theology plays a role in the choices wé*iBakeral
researchers approach a text in di erent ways: historical-critical, historical-canonical,
literary, symbolic, depth-psychological, societal-critical, feminist, etc.

is realization does not mean that humankind is surrendered to absolute arbi
trariness and that universal statements can no longer be made. Rather, the contextual
de nition of the research makes it clear that every theological statement has its own
“‘grammar” and is subjectively determin&de theologian cannot be fully objecti

ed and, as a reader, remains involved in the interpretation process with his subjective
input. From this, theologians like Stephen Fowl and Christopher Spinks conclude that
the Bible has no de nite meaning, but that it unfolds continuously in the transFition.

On the other hand, Arie Zwiep calls for vigilance against postmodern relativism that
leaves the question of truth unanswerable and leaves no room for rev@laion.
abandonment of any claim to truth would go beyond what is customary in modern
scienti ¢ theory. Krzysztof Burdzy and Peter Novick thus point out that, even in mod
ern theology, the realization that the practice of science is paradigm dependent is no
reason to say that modern science is at the mercy of absolute arbitriness.

If there are di erent contextual approaches next to each other, this does not mean
that the Bible text has been deprived of its original meaning. It is enriching when
people from di erent cultures and situations read the same biblical story. White indi
vidual theological re ection o en works as a mirror, dialogue o ers the advantage of
openness to other elements in the object under investigation. In the words of Ludwig
Wittgenstein, “One learns the game (life and meaning) by watching how othe?s play.”

Recently, for example, all kinds of Bible comments have appeared that were writ
ten from African, Asian, feminist, apologetic, or one of many other backgrénds.

is joint intercultural reading of the Bible can be a catalyst for new, cross-border
forms of dialogue and identity building. For this reason, the ST may not withdraw
into its discipline. It has to take up the challenge to be practiced in close relation with
reading the Bible and also with the discipline of the biblical sciences which deals with

. GadameiWahrheit und Methode — ; WittgensteinPhilosophische Untersuchung@éh
iselton, Two Horizons - , -

. De Vries, “Vertalingen kiezen,”.

. Zwiep, “Onderweg,” ; Westermann, “Zur Frage, —

. Fowl, eological Interpretation; SpinksBible and the Crisis .
. Zwiep, “Onderweg,” .

. Cf. BurdzySearch for CertaintyNovick,Noble Dream

. WittgensteinPhilosophical Investigatigns.

. Adeyemo et alAfrica Bible CommentayiNgewaAfrica Bible Commentary Seriécholls,
Asia Blble CommentarpakenfeldReading the Bible as Wométioeger and Evanb/P Women's
Bible CommentaryCabal,ApologeticsFor several perspectives together, see REtibal Bible
Commentary



the study of the BibR&.We are not considering here an explanation with the exegeses
of individual Bible texts that ST likes to use as “proof texts,” as was o en the case in
the past. e Bible was then nothing more than a collection of isolated texts that could
be used at random in the ST. In this way, little justice was done to the own genres and
purport of these biblical textdWhen we talk about a close relationship between ST
and the discipline of the biblical sciences, we think mainly of an interdisciplinary
relationship between ST and a responsible theological interpretation of the Bible, as
it largely takes place in BT. Although BT has been viewed critically, because of its
methodical variation, it can lead to valuable insights into ST. A er all, in theological
re ection, BT gives the ST an awareness of what the relevant biblical texts, which
serve to substantiate certain doctrinal positions, mean in their context. is diversity
of biblical texts and di erent theological perspectives is not something that we need
to eliminate or neutralize. Rather, it shows the richness of biblical perspectives on the
path God is following with this creation.

erefore, ST and BT should be engaged in an interdisciplinary discussion in
which there are continuous interaction and mutual in uence between equivalent sub
jects. In this way, they can be held accountable by each other for the theologies they
have formed. It is from this background that this dissertation investigates how the de
sign of a biblical theologian and the designs of two systematic theologians can enrich
each other in an interdisciplinary comparison of the new heaven and the new earth.

THE SUBJECT OF A NEW HEAVEN AND NEW EARTH

e expectation of a new heaven and earth already manifests itself in the OT: “For

| am about to create new heavens and a new earth; the former things shall not be

remembered or come to mind” (Isa: , cf. : ).** e NT echoes this hope and

speaks twice about a new heaven and a new earth, “We wait for new heavens and a
new earth, where righteousness is at homé®dt : ), “en | saw a new heaven

and a new earth; for the rst heaven and the rst earth had passed away, and the sea
was no more” (Rev : ).

In church history, the Creed of Nicea-Constantinople is the oldest confession,
mentioning the hope for the new creation. At the end of it, we nd, “and life in the
coming empire” (see « € f,, ... TTEfE [ *%SEf"). Apart from this concise formula
tion, there is little or no reference to the new heaven and earth in the confessions
of the early church, while other eschatological subjects are mentioned. Although the

. Reynolds et alReconsiderinddockmuehl and Torranc8cripturesDen Hertog and van der
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. Van den Brink and van der Ko@ogmatiek
. All Bible references are from New Revised Standard Version (NRSV).



subject of the new heaven and the new earth is discussed several times in the Bible, it
is less at the center of theological attentfon.

In Christian theology, in recent decades, the question arose to (re)discover the
Christian hope for the new creation in its integrity and individuality. Tom Wright,
Richard Bauckham, and others contributed from the discipline of New Testament
studies®® Alister E. McGrath, Colleen McDannell, Bernhard Lang and others from the
perspective of historical theolotfyValter Brueggemann, Hendrik J. Koorevaar, Mart-
Jan Paul made contributions to this from their re ections on the place of the earth and
the land in the department of Old Testamé&and Gregory Beale, omas Schreiner,
and Richard Middleton did so from a biblical-theological eld of expetftise.

is interest in the new creation is less present in the eld of ST. is interest in
the new creation is less present in the eld of ST. If you look at some of the dogmatism
on this subject, you will discover that the starting points for the theme of the new
heaven and earth remain concise and rather form an app€nritig.admittedly true
that many people place Ernst Troeltsch’s words from:

Amodern theologian says, “the eschatological osce is mostly closed nowddays.’
As opposed to those of Hans Urs von Balthasar:

If the word of Troeltsch could apply toth-century liberalism, “ e eschate
logical oece is usually closed,” on the contrary, it has been working overtime
since the turn of the centuf$.
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Nevertheless, the eschatological oece that deals with cosmic eschatology is still closed
to a large extent. In any case, overtime is not yet an issue. Matthias Remenyi writes:

As a rule, the hope of a new heaven and earth is rather a stepchild of the
eschatological discussiéh.

Gottfried Bachl makes the same judgment, “e cosmic dimension has always
been overshadowed by anthropocentric intef@sthd Jirgen Moltmann writes,

“in our theological tradition eschatology has always been limited todaridual
eschatolodgy? Karl Rahner asks the question about the twentieth century:

If this epoch does not come to an end and a new one is slowly coming up,
which will have a more direct relationship to the cosmic and human-historical
e[schatology] of Christianity from the implications of its own overall human
dynamics for the futuré?

erefore, interdisciplinary research with contributions from systematic-theological
and biblical-theological perspectives o ers the possibility to make a personail contri
bution to the study of the new creation.

e choice to use the term “new creation” for the new heaven and the new earth
in this dissertation is in line with a broad theological tradition that refers to the vari
ous Judaeo-Christian representations on this theme. Also, “new creation” refers to
the late-Jewish and early Christian use of terminology to the renewal of huthanity.
Christian eschatology uses the term “new creation” for both elds of meaning. Second
Corinthians : emphasizes that “if anyone is in Christ, there is a new creation” (<GE
2" e€"TMZE 5 ee7€- 0 237" cf. Gal ). From a semantic point of view, this terminol
ogy around “new creation” also occurs in the case of cosmic renewal or “new heavens
and a new earth’ (fZ™eEYE eeZEVE soe (€ ooZEATL © ; Rev : )5

erefore, traditionally eschatology distinguishes between the individual or per
sonal renewal of humanity to “new creation” and the collective or cosmic renewal of
this creation to “new creation.” ese are not two independent events. e comple
tion of humans as individuals takes place within the great process of the completion
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of creation as a collective. Notwithstanding this dual use of “new creation” for both
anthropological and cosmological modi cation, the term in this dissertation refers
to the collective cosmic renewal of current creation and thus to the promised “new
heaven and earth”

CLARIFICATION OF CHOSEN THEOLOGIANS

It is not feasible to treat a large number of theologians in-depth in a dissertation.
Because this dissertation is written by the discipline of ST, a comparison was chosen
between two systematics and one biblical theologian, who all focus extensively on the
theme of the new heaven and the new earth in several publications.

To minimize the in uence of the interdisciplinary discussion on the subject, it
was decided not to choose representatives from the same tradition. e criterion for
the selection is that the theologians have dealt with the theme in detail. is led us to
choose the Protestant Jirgen Moltmann (b. ), the Roman Catholic Karl Rahner
( - ), and the Reformed Gregory Beale (b. ). Although the choice of these
three theologians is partially subjective, it is also objectively justi able. e following
considerations will demonstrate this.

Jirgen Moltmann

Regarding the choice of the theme of the new heaven and the new earth, | chose to
bring together theologians from recent history, who are more or less in uential in the
recent discussions about the new heaven and the new earth. A choice for theologians
from the distant past could have been made as well, as long as they had suscient at
tention for the theme of the new heaven and the new earth.

As we have already noted, only a few systematic theologians from the last century
were profoundly into cosmic eschatology.(§ Despite the golden age of eschatol
ogy at the beginning of the twentieth century, the results of the concise research on
the new heaven and the new earth were mainly described regarding discontinuity. For
this reason, many people followed in the footsteps of Rudolf Bultmann in opting for
a consistent, coexisting eschatology in the here andnew@logical re ections on
the new heaven and earth did not go much further than the statement that the new
life would manifest itself in a new form of reality that could only be speculated on in
the present’

is changed in the second half of the twentieth century. In particular, this was
achieved through theology of Hope with which the name Jirgen Moltmann was
associated. Higologie der Ho nung ( ) caused a renaissance in eschatological
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