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PREFACE

This study attempts to fill a present-day gap in New
Testament research--the exploration of universalist texts in
Paul's letters. Questions of authorship in 2 Thessalonians,
Colossians and Ephesians are incidental to our investigation
and are therefore mentioned only briefly. For convenience,
references to Colossians and Ephesians have been placed
separately; the Pastorals are treated in occasional notes

only. The spelling convention of Webster's Dictionary,

third edition, has been adopted throughout, and scripture

quotations are from the Revised Standard Version unless

otherwise noted.

I am grateful to Dr. Ernest Best, former professor of
New Testament at the University of Glasgow, for his gracious
assistance and wise counsel throughout the period of this
research. Lastly, I thank my wife, Karen, for her

supportive love and continued interest in this project.

William V. Crockett

White Plains, New York
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SUMMARY
This thesis examines the texts in Paul's letters which
historically have been used to support the doctrine of

universalism.

Section One: Chapter I discusses Paul's judgment

terminology (wrath, destruction and death) and concludes
with a sociological study of group boundaries. These terms
portend annihilation or hell because they contain no sense
of eschatological reformation. Group boundaries confirm the
exclusive nature of Pauline belief that there exist two
classes of people, insiders who look forward to a glorious
salvation with Christ, and outsiders who will be destroyed
in the eschaton.

Chapter II considers the possibility that a person
might compensate for his sins by some form of postmortem
remedial suffering; this is deemed unlikely.

Chapter III examines the tension between grace and
works and whether Paul would permit an unbeliever to be
saved on the basis of his works. Paul requires a profession
of faith to be saved, with one exception: Gentiles who

earnestly seek after God.

Section Two: Chapter I shows that salvation in Rom. 11:26,

32 is better understood as corporate mercy than individual

salvation. Collectives (Jews and Gentiles), not individuals

are promised salvation.



Chapter II reads 1 Cor. 15:22 restrictively; only those
who belong to Christ will be made alive. Reasons for this
conclusion are derived from the context and from the
possibility that Paul expected a resurrection of only the

righteous.

Section Three: Chapter I examines Rom. 8:19-23 and its

Jewish background, the Renovation of nature. The text
itself limits salvation to certain sectors of the cosmos.
This agrees with the essential element of the Jewish
Renovation which is a removal of the wicked.

Chapter II investigates Eph. 1:10 and Phil. 2:10 f.
Both texts set Christ up as divine ruler of the cosmos, but
neither implies that cosmic lordship imparts saving
benefits. The passages are better understood in terms of
cosmic conquest than cosmic salvation.

Chapter III argues that the cosmic scope of the
reconciliation in Col. 1:20 is curtailed in the Pauline

redaction of the hymn as well as elsewhere in Colossians.

Conclusion: Paul's judgment terminology and his use of
insider/outsider language strongly support particularism.
This conclusion is sustained by the universalist texts

themselves which often fit into particularist themes.



Section One

THE SOTERIOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES

OF JUDGMENT

In Romans 14:12 Paul raises the spectre of fimnal
judgment where everyone must give account of himself to God.
Sinners receive the sentence of death but the righteous find
life eternal (Rom. 6:20-23). Paul and his readers are
confident that they are delivered from the wrath to come
(1 Thess. 1:10). They are not like the wicked who store
up wrath for themselves and in the end are destroyed (Rom.
2:5; Phil. 3:19).

If this is truly the fate of the wicked in Pauline
theology, how could Paul be anything other than a
particularist? There appears to be little room for the
universalist who wishes to find in Paul an endorsement for
the ultimate reconciliation of all tgings. But as harsh as
Paul's judgment terminology may be, it is not always clear
that terms such as wrath, destruction and death should have
an eternal focus.

This section discusses the consequences of judgment,
whether Paul's judgment terms are final and whether he ever
allows that a person can be saved apart from a formal

profession of faith in Christ.



I. PAUL'S JUDGMENT TERMINOLOGY

Traditionally Paul's judgment terminology has been
considered harsh and unyielding. This chapter examines how
Paul uses his judgment language and, specifically, whether
such terms as wrath, destruction, death, sin and law entail

eternal consequences in his theology.

A. HELL AND ETERNITY

In Christian theology hell is commonly understood to
mean the final place of punishment for unbelievers. The
destiny of the unregenerate is thought to be irrevocable and
eternal. One wonders, however, whether Paul adheres to such
a strict view. He argues that God's love embraces the
wicked as well as the righteous: "But God shows his love
for us in that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us"
(Rom., 5:8). True, he does warn the wicked, "you are storing
up wrath for yourself on the day of wrath when God's
righteous judgment will be revealed" (Rom. 2:5). But this
wrath might be something less than eternal judgment. The
righteous judgment of God might be considered hell--but a
hell of reformative suffering where the wicked are brought
to repentance.

Paul (not only in Ephesians and Colossians but also in

the undisputed letters of Romans and Philippians) believes



in a day of ultimate reconciliation: "and through him to

reconcile to himself all things, whether on earth or in

heaven, making peace by the blood of his cross" (Col. 1:15;

cf. Rom. 8:19, 21; Phil. 2:6-11; Eph. 1:10). This day of

reconciliation, then, provides hope that ultimately all of

God's creation will be at peace with God.

1. Universalism and Divine Judgment

At first glance the cosmic texts cited above might

suggest that God's wrath is temporally restricted. On this

reckoning it would be reformative; wrath would not burn

forever. But if this were so, we might expect him to say

more Elearly that divine wrath would be swallowed up in the

final reconcilation.

(c.

For example, Clement of Alexandria
150- 215) is an early instance of someone who believed

in divine wrath but still argued against a theology that

limited God's power at the grave. God loves every aspect of

his creation, he says, and proffers saving grace to all

mankind, even to those who are in Hades.1

This type of universalist position, however, has been

criticized for not taking Paul's judgment terminology

seriously. Dietrich Bonhoeffer (though he addresses a

different context) is often cited. He castigates those who

Protrepticus 9; Paedogogus (Paed.) I. 8; Stromata
(Strom.) VI. 6.




do not take sin seriously and declares that the effect of
preaching forgiveness without requiring repentance is
tantamount to offering '"cheap grace."2

But most universalists, and this includes Clement of
Alexandria, do not offer cheap grace. They do not suggest,
as did Hosea Ballou, the de facto head of the universalist
movement in nineteenth century America, that Christ's
atoning work on the cross guaranteed that none would suffer
punishment in the afterlife.3 Clement, for example,
believed that some would perish of their own volition, but
once in the postmortem state, when their souls were released
from their bodies and proper correction was applied, they
would understand more clearly the nature of the gospel and
would turn to Christ even though in Hades.4 Ballou, on the
other hand, argued that at_death God would equip all for
eternal bliss, He would purify their souls and alter their

characters. He would convert even the most reprobate from

sin to holiness.5

2 ietrich Bonhoeffer, The Cost of Discipleship (New
York: “1959), pp. 35-47, et passim.

3Ernest Cassara, Hosea Ballou: The Challenge to
Orthodoxy (Boston: 1961), pp. 72 f. Cf. J. L. Neve, A
History of Chrigtian Thought, Vol. 1 (Philadelphia: 1946),
p. 282 and Geoffrey Rowell, "The Origins and History of
Universalist Societies in Britain, 1750-1850," JEccHist 22
(1971), 38-47; esp. 45-47.

4Quis Dives Salvetur (Quis Div. Sal.) 42; Paed. I. 8;
Strom. VI. 6.

®Supra




More characteristic of the contemporary view is that in
face of God's love death is not a final act which closes the
door forever on forgiveness or progress. The love and mercy
of God are infinite, stretching far beyond the cessation of
one's present life. This, however, does not mean that the
plight of the wicked is taken lightly. Their fate is grave
indeed; it rests uneasily in the balance. Judgment is near.
Most universalists are quick to acknowledge the severity of
eschatological judgment. Suffering in the postmortem
condition remains a real possibility--though not the
unimaginable, senseless torment depicted in days gone by.6
Punishment would be remedial, designed to bring the
recalcitrant to a place where divine truth and love no

longer could be resisted.7 The universalist faces the

6Saul Lieberman cites a number of Jewish texts which
graphically describe the rabbis' views of hell and its
punishments, "On Sins and their Punishments," trans. D. S.
Winston, in Lieberman, Texts and Studies (New York: 1974),
PP. 29-56. Cf. Paul Volz, Die Eschatologie der judischen
Gemeinde im neutestamentlichen Zeitalter (Tibingen: 1934),
p. 323. :

7For example, Nels Ferre, The Christian Understanding
of God (New York: 1951), p. 228 and "Universalism: Pro and
Con," ChrT 7 (1963), 540 stresses that the lot of the wicked
is serious indeed--but not eternal retribution. Only God's
love is eternal, He grounds his eschatological hopes in the
agape nature of God and finds it incomprehemnsible that
anyone could believe that God would inflict infinite
punishment on someone for finite transgression. "The very
conception of an eternal hell is monstrous and an insult to
...God's sovereign love" (Christian Understanding, p. 228).
"Such a doctrine," continues Ferre, would make Hitler "a
third degree saint, and the concentration camps...picnic
grounds." For Ferre, the fundamental goodness of God is the

(Footnote Continued)




judgment question with profound humility--but in the end,
God is love. No one can stand obdurate forever in the
presence of omnipotent love. This is "ultimately

unendurable," argues J. A. T. Robinson, "the sinner must

yield."8 Eventually, even the most stubborn will arise a
new creation fully participating in the joys of salvation.9

Universalism, it must be underscored, does take Paul's
judgment terms and the judgment of the wicked seriously. To
say that judgment or punishment must be eternal in order to
be taken seriously is misguided. In the normal course of

life we often recognize the gravity of tragic events. When

people suffer, even for a short time, we are overwhelmed by

(Footnote Continued) .
deciding factor; this is also the case in the earliest days
of the Church. Origen (c. 185-254), Clement's successor,
taught that in the end God's goodness must restore unity and
harmony. Punishment in the postmortem state would be
remedial, intended for the purification of souls. Contra
Celsum 5, 15; 6, 25 and 8, 72; De Principiis 1, 6, 2; 3, 5,
7 and 3, 6, 6.

8John A. T. Robinson, In_The End God, Religious
Perspectives (New York: 1968), p. 133; cf. Robinson,
"Universalism--Is it Heretical?" SJT 2 (1949). For replies,
see T. F. Torrance, "Universalism or Election?" SJT 2
(1949), 310-18; Robinson, "Universalism--a Reply?ﬁ—SJT 2
(1949), 378-80. -

9Not all of those classed as universalists insist that
God's love necessarily will conquer all opposition. Herbert
H. Farmer, The World and God: A Study of Prayer, Providence
and Miracle in Christian Experience (London: 1935), p. 256
allows for the essential unpredictability of human volition
and therefore the possibility of some resistence to God's
will even throughout all eternity. This, though possible,
seems unlikely to Farmer since God has all eternity to draw
men to himself. Cf. Farmer, God and Men (New York: 1947),
p. 169.




the serious nature of their plight. But human, earth-bound
suffering is different from eternal, postmortem suffering.
Eternal suffering is unimaginable. ©Not even the dreaded

inscription, ARBEIT MACHT FREI can compare to the words of

eternal punishment which Dante sees over the gate leading to

hell:

Through me you pass into the city of woe:

Through me you pass into etermnal paiTo...

All hope abandon, ye who enter here.
These words of hopelessness imply something quite different
from what we find in the human situation. The pains of this
life can never be compared to eternal pain, or even to
purgatorial suffering in a hell of .limited duration. The
awesome spectre of unfavorable judgment by an angry God
cannot be anything other than grave. Purgative or
reformative suffering in the afterlife, as we shall see,
need not be eternal to be unspeakably grave. The
universalist understands the gravity of divine judgment.
But he also is impressed with the number of times that the
letters of Paul (as we have them) allude to the restoration
of all humanity. So punishment might be a reformative
measure.

Most universalists, therefore, expect the wicked to

undergo a form of punishment in the eschaton. 1In fact, not

10pante (Alighieri), The Divine Comedy, Canto III,
trans., Henry F. Cary, The Harvard Classics, Vol. 20 (New
York: 1909), p. 13.




only is punishment possible, it is deemed likely. The
universalist believes that the wicked are responsible for
their deeds, and in the end, will face a harsh but
purposeful judgment. God's love is a reforming love, and
postmortem punishment of the wicked i1s educationaly it 1is
never etermnal.

Wilhelm Michaelis picks up the nineteenth century
debate over alddvLog and concludes that nowhere in the New
Testament should the term be applied to limitless
punishment. It is better, he suggests, to describe God's
unfavorable judgment as eschatological punishment and
expiation.11 Judgment terminology such as &ndAAuvuL, AMOAELQ
and 8Aedpog, are serious, but they do not in Michaelis' view
refer to an unending condition.12 He contends that the
gathering together of all things in Christ (Eph. 1:10), can
have only positive effects: "Vielmehr muss diese
Zusammenfassung fiir das Zusammengefasste selbst eine

nl3 Michaelis agrees with

durchaus positive Bedeutung haben.
other universalists who caution that the reconciliation of

all things must be understood as a process. It does not

take place instantaneously on judgment day. The

11Wilhelm Michaelis, Versohnung des Alles: Die Frohe
Botschaft von der Gnade Gottes (Bern: 1950), pp. 41-48.

bid., p. 80; cf. pp. 73-79.

Ibid., p. 22.



subordination of every creature remains a distant goal which

God's actions are "moving towards" (hintendiert).14

In general, we might say that the universalist agrees
with the particularist that Paul's theology imposes a
doctrine of eschatological punishment. But the
particularist believes that Paul's idea of eschatological
punishment is eternal judgment. The universalist sees this

judgment as reformative or purgative.

2. Hell and Eternity

At this point the particularist finds himself in an
awkward position. Since he consigns the wicked to an
eternal hell on the basgsis of Paul's theology he is
embarrassed because: (1) Paul never uses standard
terminology for hell (&5ng, Yéevva, TtdpTapog, and (2) he
never links the eternal perspective with judgment of the
wicked.

(1) Hell is a common term in antiquity.15 One wonders

why there is no mention of it in the entire Pauline

Y41b14., p. 26.

15For example, ?I8® (usually translating @&ng ) occurs
over one hundred times in the LXX; ten times in the NT; nine
times in Philo; 5 times in Josephus. Other words such as
&Buvocoog, Yéevva and TAPTAPOC are less frequent. But except
for vYéevva, which is a regional term referring to the Valley
of Hinnom, these words are found throughout Greek

literature. I might add that while Y€evva is a regional
(Footnote Continued)
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corpus.16 Moreover, the notion of eternal punishment 1is
often used by intertestamental and New Testament writers to
express God's anger.17 Yet, Paul himself chooses not to
link his judgment terminology with things eternal. True, he
does depict the Day of the Lord as a fiery judgment (1 Cor.
3:13, 153 1 Thess. 1:7), but this may be quite different
from those who describe the abode of the wicked as a place
of fire,18 and from those who further specify that the fire
is eternal (td mlp Td alwviog, e.g., 4 Macc. 12:12; Test.
Zeb. 10:3; Matt., 18:8; 25:41; Jude 7; cf. Rev.20:10; 1QS
2:8, DYNVIY WN). He prefers such words as wrath,

destruction and death.

(Footnote Continued)

designation, it would be wrong to infer from this that the
rabbis located it in the Valley of Hinnom. Most placed it
in the depths of the earth, though a number of other views
were held. See Lieberman, "Some Aspects of After Life in
Early Rabbinic Literature," in his work, Texts and Studies,
pp. 236-41., For further discussion of hell, see Joachim
Jeremias, TDNT 1:146-49; 657 f.; T. H. Gaster, IDB 2:361 f.;
Hans Bietenhard, NIDNT 2:206-09; Haim Z'ew Hirschberg,
EncJud 6:860-86, esp. 875 f.

16Paul uses &Buvoocog in Rom. 10:7 but this refers more
generally to the realm of the dead. Eph. 4:9 uses UQATOTEPOC
and this again is a general reference, referring here to the
lower parts of the earth where Christ descended.

17E.g., Tob. 3:6; Wis. Sol. 17:2; IV Macc. 9:9, 32;
10:11, 15; 11:23; 12:12; 13:15; 18:5, 22; I En. 84:5; 91:15;
IT En. 10:6; 1QS 4:12 f., 18 £. NT references relating to
eternal punishment can be found in the text and note below.

181 En. 10:6, 13; II Bar. 44:14; IV Ezra 7:36, 6l; Sir.
7:17; 21:9; 23:16; IV Macc. 9:9; Matt. 3:10, 12; 5:22; 7:19;
13:40, 42, 50; 18:9; Mark 9:43-49; Luke 3:9, 17; John 15:63
Jas. 3:6; Jude 23; Rev. 14:10; 19:20; 20:10, 14, 15; 21:8.




A question to consider is whether Paul uses these words
as circumlocutions for hell. Or might they represent a
restraint or reluctance on Paul's part to promnounce God's
judgment as eternal? We must recognize, of course, that the
absence of words for hell is no indication that the concept
is not present.,

Peter Berger, and Thomas Luckmann in a chapter
entitled, "The Foundations of Knowledge in Everyday Life,"
discuss the importance of commonsense, everyday knowledge.
What a society takes for granted must weigh equally with
what it comnsciously affirms.19 Howard Clark Kee takes up
Berger and Luckmann's thesis noting that the interpreter
must not restrict himself to the explicit statements in the
text. He must _also pay attention to the common assumptions
shared by writer and hearer. More specifically, an
interpreter must be sensitive to "...those aspects of
agreement within a society which are regarded as
self-evident, so that they do not need to be

verbalized...."20 Kee cites Alfred Schutz who calls this

19Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The Social
Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of
Knowledge (Garden City, N.Y.: 1966), pp. 19-28 and Peter L.
Berger, The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological
Theory of Religion (Garden City, N.Y.: 1967), p. 24,

20Howard Clark Kee, Christian Origins in Sociological
Perspective: Methods and Resources (Philadelphia: 1980),
pPp. 23 f. "Above all," says Gerd Theissen, "historiographic
texts from the past preserve for posterity that which is
unusual." Theissen, The Social Setting of Pauline
(Footnote Continued)

11
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the "and so forth" idealization.z1 A speaker need not make

explicit what he assumes his hearers already agree with. At
times he might simply say, "And so forth," or "You know what
I mean.”

By itself the absence of words for hell discloses
little. Paul and the missionary communities that received
his letters may have been operating on the "and so forth"
idealization. They may have understood his judgment
terminology as referring to an eternal hell. Paul would not
need to state the obvious. We will return to this later,
but if we recognize wrath, destruction and death as
circumlocutions for everlasting punishment, then naturally
Paul would be considered a particularist. Conversely, there
is little reason to assume that Paul was a particularist if
we cannot establish the probability of his employing the
"and so forth" idealization. We would need at least to show
that his judgment terminology was underpinned by the belief
that irrevocable dire consequences (e.g., annihilation of

the wicked) awaited the unbeliever at death.

(Footnote Continued)
Christianity: Essays on Corinth, trans. J. H. Schutz

(Philadelphia: 1982), p. 181,

21Alfred Schutz and Thomas Luckmann, The Structures of
the Life-World, (1973), pp. 7, 241 in Kee, Christian
Origins, p. 24.
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(2) It is surprising that Paul never uses "eternal"
language when speaking of the fate of the wicked.22 Since
he often speaks of things eternal this is a notable
omission. In fact, the eternal perspective, expressed by
the terms aldv and aldviog, frequently is applied by Paul to

God, Christ, and the destiny of believers but never to

punishment and judgment.23 Perhaps most significant is

Paul's seeming refusal to complete couplets of polar
opposites involving eternal life and its negative
counterparts. For example, he sfresses that the "gift of
God is eternal life" but does not say that the wages of sin
is eternal death (Rom. 6:23). Elsewhere those who seek for
"glory, honor and immortality" receive "eternal life," but
the wicked suffer "wrath and fury" (2:7 f.; cf. 5:21).
Similarly, those who sow to the flesh "reap corruption," but
those who sow to the Spirit, "reap etermnal life" (Gal. 6:8).
We cannot say that Paul deliberately refuses to speak of
eternal judgment, but the contrast between the frequency of
his references to eternal salvation and the absence of alwv
or aldviogc when dealing with divine judgment is striking.
Usually soteriological particularism is tied to the

concept of an eternal conscious hell. Particularism,

22The question of &Aedpov aldviov (2 Thess. 1:9 will be
discussed later in this chapter.

23 » 0 I
There are numerous examples where aldv and altdviog
are used in connection with God, Christ, believers or
heaven. But, as noted, they are not applied to the wicked.
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however, can be expressed in other ways. Annihilation of
the wicked at or sometime after death, for instance, might
be a preferable belief to a particularist than endless
punishment in hell.24 But just as there are distinctions
within the scope of particularism, there is one common
agreement: the wicked are excluded from salvation.

Since Paul does not speak of eternal judgment, the
question arises whether this omission implies a temporal
restriction on eschatological punishment. Perhaps Paul held
a different view from the later ecclesiastical councils that
embraced the doctrine of eternal punishment. For example,
he might expect the wicked to suffer God's wrath in hell,
but eventually (after this reformative experience) be

returned to the Father.25 Or he might think that wrath is

24Thete are many understandings of annihilation and
conditional immortality. For convenience, the term
"annihilation" will be used throughout to mean "extinction
of one's existence." Recent discussion on the destiny of
unbelievers and related terminology can be found in Martha
Himmelfarb, Tours of Hell: An Apocalyptic Form in Jewish
and Christian Literature (Philadelphia: 1983); Neal Punt,
Unconditional Good News: Toward an Understanding of
Biblical Universalism (Grand Rapids: 1980); Edward William
Fudge, The Fire That Consumes: A Biblical and Historical
Study of Final Punishment (Fallbrook, CA: 1982).

25See, e.g., Gregory of Nyssa (c. 335-94), Oratio
catechetica (Orat. cat.) 8, 26, 35; De anima et
resurrectione (De an. et resurr.) who taught that the
remedial process, designed to bring men back to Christ,
would be severe and inexpressibly painful. The fires of
purification would burn up the impurities of those who led
sinful lives in a process extending over long periods of
time.
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poured out on judgment day, but that none would suffer
extended punishment in the afterlife.26

There is also the possibility that at the time of his
missionary letters, Paul had not consciously thought through
the ultimate fate of the wicked. W. D. Davies rightly
points out that missionaries are not always constructing

27 It would be wrong to impose on

theology at their desks.
Paul and his letters a strict logical consistency that we
nowhere else expect. Paul, after all, might not be
consistent. It could be that both universalism and
particularism are present in his theology. "Paul wrote for
the moment, not for posterity," says J. L. Houlden.
"Sometimes, perhaps, he wrote in a hurry, without
revising."28 So he may have had little time to come to
thorough conclusions, or at different points he may have

been influenced by different strands of theology, or perhaps

different external factors forced him in different

26See, e.g., John Scotus Erigena (c. 810-77), De
Divisione Naturae V. 27-32 who considered the punishment of
the wicked to be mental anguish and remorse, a kind of
reforming postmortem experience which the wicked would
suffer as they began to realize more fully the folly of

their former ways.

27W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism: Some
Rabbinic Elements in Pauline Theology (Philadelphia:
“1980), p. 68.

28James L. Houlden, Paul's Letters From Prison:
Philippians, Colossians, Philemon, and Ephesians,
Westminster Pelican Commentaries (Philadelphia: 1977, orig.

pub. 1970), p. 15.




directions. These are important considerations and will be
discussed as we examine the individual texts.

There is also the well-known problem of theological
development in the Pauline corpus. If there are hints of
evolution within Pauline eschatology, why not an analogous
evolution within his soteriology (particularism to
universalism or vice versa)? The case for particularism
seems stronger in the earlier epistles thanm in the later
ones-—-especially if we assume that Paul wrote 2 Thessa-
lonians. Correspondingly, the best evidence for
universalism seems to be in the late cosmic reconciliation
texts (Rom: 8:19, 21; Phil. 2:11; cf. Eph. 1:10; Col. 1:20).

But is this development? Paul never discusses cosmic
reconciliation in his early correspondence so we have no way

.
of knowing what his thoughts were in those days apropos
cosmic reconciliation. He may have held the later views all
along but the occasional nature of his letters does not
reveal it. Moreover, except for Romans 8:19, 21, the cosmic
texts are likely pre-Pauline and hence may have been adopted
without Paul consciously noting their universalism. In any
case, we cannot assume that universalism is concentrated in
the later letters. M. E. Boring argues this point
convincingly and concludes:

.s.development from particularism to universalism

does not work: the particularist passages are both
early and late; Paul's last letter contains both

16



kinds of passages.29

Boring is mistaken, however, in the central thesis of
his article. He notes two images recurring in Paul's
eschatological language: "God-the-judge who separates" and

n30 o

"God-the-king who unites all in his kingly reign.
Boring sees 1it, there are two sets of texts in Paul,
universalist and particularist, and the problem comes when
one group is made subordinate to the other with the
assumption that Paul's "real" view can be found. But, says
Boring, Paul affirms both universal and particular
salvation: the particular statements relate to the image of
God-the-judge; the universal statements to God-the-king. He
holds the two together, not as propositions that are
contradictory, but as pictures which point "to the God whose
grace and judgment both resist capture in a system, or in a

n3l It would be wrong, therefore, to take

single picture.
Paul's judgment language as evidence of Pauline
particularism because it conflicts with the kingdom

language.

17

But Boring misconstrues the kingdom language in Paul.

He assumes that it is universalist because in the texts he

reviews "the judicial way of thinking with its two groups

29M. Eugene Boring, '"The Language of Universal
Salvation in Paul," JBL (1986), 288, et passim.

301p44. p. 280.



n32 Yet Boring's hard distinction

drops out entirely.
between judicial and kingdom language is articifical because

the two overlap. At times Paul's kingdom language reveals

] 33

anything but "the gracious kingly rule of God.' Boring

overlooks the exclusivistic kingdom language in 1 Corin-
thians 6:9 £,: "Do you not know that the unrighteous will
not inherit the kingdom of God.... (So also 1 Cor. 15:24;
Gal. 5:21; cf. Eph. 5:5; Col. 1:13,) Here the kingdom

language in Paul is not as benign as Boring thinks; it often

contains the language of judgment.

3. Summary

Universalists are often misunderstood. They are
sometimes cast in the role of constructing a God who is
nothing more than an overindulgent father overlooking faults
he ought not to overlook. But most universalists t;ke God's
judgment seriously. The wicked will one day give an account
of their deeds. And the burning, reforming love of God (in
whatever form it takes) will not be easy. -

A peculiar problem arises when we examine Paul's

judgment terminology. For some reason he never mentions

hell. Moreover, he never uses aldv and aidviog negatively
>21p14. p. 281.
33
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with respect to judgment, but does use them positively with
respect to salvation. This creates an eloquent argument
from silence in favor of universalism, Of course, if this
"eternal" terminology were used neither for salvation nor
for rejection, then this would be compatible with
universalism~-but not an argument for it. But these terms
are used only for eternal life and never for etermnal
rejection. This, combined with the absence of words for

hell, argues eloquently in favor of a universalist position.

B. APOCALYPTIC

By now it will be evident that Paul does not like to
use "eternal" language when describing the fate of the
wicked and he never uses standard terminology for hell. He
substitutes less specific words such as wrath, destruction
and death. On the face of it this might suggest that Paul
is a universalist since he appears reluctant to consign the
wicked to an interminable hell. In other words, his silence
on the specific fate of the wicked could mean that he holds
out hope for a universal restoration of mankind, or, that he
has no clear conviction regarding their fate. 1In either
case he would not be classed a particularist.

But this explanation from silence is not the only

possibility. There are a number of Jewish apocalypses, for



example, that are particularist, but, like Paul, they do not
speak of an eternal hell.

Recently, attempts have been made to define more
closely the often vague term "apocalyptic.'" More than one
scholar has complained of the term's continual misuse and
its resistance to definition.34 Definitions are often too
broad or too narrow to fit the data precisely. Our concern
is not to define apocalyptic,35 nor to argue, as does J.
Christiaan Beker, that the center of Paul's thought is
apocalyptic.36 But we recognize that apocalyptic theology
has had at least some influence on Paul. Leander Keck
points out that while we cannot say that any of the extant

Jewish apocalypses directly influenced Paul's thought, it

does appear that apocalyptic was one of the theologies that

4James C. VanderKam, "Recent Studies in
'Apocalyptic',” Word and World 4 (1984), 71 cites John
Collins's remark: "the abstraction 'apocalyptic' hovers
vaguely between literature, sociology, and theology." Cf.
VanderKam, Enoch and the Growth of an Apocalyptic Tradition,
The Catholic Biblical Quarterly Monograph Series 16
(Washington: 1984), pp. 1-8. Leander E. Keck, "Paul and
Apocalyptic Theology," Interp 38 (1984), 229-41 discusses
the challenge that "apocalyptic" presents together with its
resistance to definition.

Carmignac, J. J. Collins, P. D. Hanson, C. Rofland and others

are discussed by VanderKam, op. cit., pp. 70-77. Cf. J. G.
Gammie, "Recent Books and Emerging Issues in the Study of
Apocalyptic,"”" Quarterly Review 5 (1985), 96-108.

35The definitions of apocalyptic proposeé by J.

36J. Christiaan Beker, Paul the Apostle: The Triumph
of God in Life and Thought (Philadelphia: 1980) and Paul's
Apocalyptic Gospel: The Coming Triumph of God
(Philadelphia: 1982),

wl,
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contributed to his understanding, and in particular his

Christology.37

1. The Apocalypse of Moses

A neglected model for understanding Paul's judgment
terms is the Apocalypse of Moses. This first century

apocalypse38 is helpful because it shares a similar

37Keck, op. cit., pp. 229-241, esp. p. 241. There has
been much discussion of apocalyptic and its influence on
Paul. Aside from those noted above, see Ernst Kisemann, "On
the Subject of Primitive Christian Apocalyptic,"” in his
work, New Testament Questions of Today, trans. W. J.
Montague (Philadelphia: 1969), pp. 108-37, esp. 124-37 and
"Justification and Salvation History in the Epistle to the
Romans," in his Perspectives on Paul, trans. M. Kohl
(Philadelphia: 1971), p. 67, et passim; J. Baumgarten,
Paulus und die Apokalyptik. Die Auslegung apokalyptischer
Uberlieferung in den echten Paulusbriefen (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
1975), passim; Leonhard Goppelt, Typos: The Typological
Interpretation of the 0ld Testament in the New, trans. D. H.
Madvig (Grand Rapids: 1982), pp. 209-37; H. J. Schoeps,
Paul: The Theology of the Apostle in the Light of Jewish
Religious History, trans. H. Knight (Philadelphia: 1959),
pp. 97-110; James D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New
Testament: An Inquiry into the Character of Earliest
Christianity (Philadelphia: 19¢f), pp. 325-40; Gerhard '77
Minderlein, Die Uberwindung der Mdchte: Studien zur
theologischen Vorstellung des apokalyptischen Judentums und
bei Paulus (Zurich: 1971), pp. 119-22, et passim; Vincent
P. Branick, "Apocalyptic Paul?" CBQ 47 (1985), 664-675.

a

38As with any Jewish apocalyptic, the Apocalypse of
Moses cannot be dated with precision. For a judicious
discussion of the matter, see Christopher Roland, "Dating W
the Apocalypses,” in his work, The Open Heaven: A Study of
Apocalyptic in Judaism and Early Christianity (New York:
1982), pp. 248-267. 1t does appear, however, that the
Herodian Temple is still standing at the time of the writing
of the Life of Adam and Eve (29:6), which is a literary

dependent of the Apocalypse of Moses. 1In any case, a first
(Footnote Continued)
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apocalyptic world view with Paul. A number of
intertestamental and Jewish apocalyptic writings might be
used to demonstrate that a writer can have similar judgment

terminology to Paul but yet still be distinctly

particularist. But most of this literature either uses

alwviog negatively with respect to the fate of the wicked or
it does not use Paul's most typical judgment terminology.
These writings are therefore not similar enough to Paul to
be used as a model for understanding his theology. We are
using the Apocélypse of Moses and the Syriac Apocalypse of
Baruch because of their early dates, because they have
important similarities with Paul's judgment language and

because there are many parallels with Pauline texts.39

(Footnote Continued)

century date is considered likely for these two works. So
Charles, Apoc. & Pseud. 2:126 f.; Otto Eissfeldt, The 01d
Testament: An Introduction, trans., P. R. Ackroyd (New York:
1965), pp. 636 £.; D. S. Russell, The Method and Message of
Jewish Apocalyptic: 200 BC - AD 100 (Philadelphia: 1964),
pp. 59 f.; M., D. Johnson, Life of Adam and Eve in

Charlesworth, OT Pseud. 2:252.

39There are a number of similarities between the
Apocalypse of Moses (II Baruch parallels are noted later)
and the writings of Paul. E.g., the human race is both
slain and raised in Adam (13:3; 41:2 f.; 1 Cor. 15:22);
defeat of the evil powers (39:2 f.;3 1 Cor. 15); third heaven
(37:5; 2 Cor. 12:2); clothed in righteousness/clothed in
heavenly dwelling (20:1; 2 Cor. 5:2); Eve made from Adam
(42:5; 1 Cor. 11:12); Satan pictured in the form of an angel
(17:1; 2 Cor. 11:14); etc.

We must not suppose, however, that these similarities
imply interdependency. We do well to remember Samuel
Sandmel's salutary words of caution in the use of parallels,
"Parallelomania," JBL 81 (1962), 1-13 and Philip S.
Alexander's recent reminder, "Rabbinic Judaism and the New

Testament," ZNW 74 (1983), 237-46 that while parallels are
(Footnote Continued)
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The Apocalypse of Moses, like Paul, does not use Q8ng,
vYéevva, or TdpTaPOog for hell but speaks of God's wrath
(bpyhh, 3:2; 8:1; 14:2; 26:1) which leads to death (Sdvatog,
14:2), and to the "Lake of Acheron" where Adam is purified
(37:3 £.) and where ultimately the "seducer" is cast (39:2
f.).40 Reminiscent of Paul, the whole human race dies in

5; 1 Cor. 15:22), and like Paul, all

will be raised up in a "second" Adam:41

Adam (l4-17; cf. Rom.
"I shall raise you

on the last day in the resurrection with every man of your
seed" (41:3). But in the Apocalypse of Moses the seed of
Adam does not include all men without exception, or even

every single Israelite. The Apocalypse is particularist

throughout. It can speak as if all Israel will be raised

but, in reality, only the true children of Adam will

experience resurrection.

(Footnote Continued)
often helpful, many times they can be misleading if elements

are extracted from different systems and compared in
isolation. Cf. Mikeal C. Parsons, "The Critical Use of the
Rabbinic Literature in New Testament Studies," Perspectives

in Religious Studies 12 (1985), 85-102.

4OThe Acherusian lake alludes to the river of fire,
Acheron, popularly associated with Hades' chief river in the
nether world. 1In Virgil's Aeneid 7.312, ed. H. Rushton

Fairclough, Loeb (London: 19347, Acheron includes the

whole of hell in contrast to heaven: "flectere si nequeo
superos, Acheronta movebo." Similarly, Charles, Apoc. &
Pseud. 2:150 notes a late Armenian gloss which specifies
more pointedly the nature of the Acherusian lake: "I send
him into the Gehenna of fire." Cf. Dan. 7:10 f£.; I En.

14:19; II En. 10:2.

41John L. Sharpe, "The Second Adam in the Apocalypse of

Moses," CBQ 35 (1973), 35-46, esp. 40 f. calls this second
Adam in the Apocalypse of Moses, the "exalted" Adam.



Robin Scroggs is no doubt correct that Adam functions
here as the father of Israel: "Because Adam is assured of a

resurrection, the Jewish reader can believe that he is

assured of one also. The assurance depends upon Adam's
wh2

Place as the father of Israel. Yet, the assurance of

resurrection does not extend to all of Adam's natural
children. The wicked come to "sorrow" (AOmn ) and are
"condemned" (natauplvw , 39:2 f.); and in the end they are
excluded from the delights of paradise (13:3 f.).

So the writer of the Apocalypse of Moses offers his
readers eschatological assurance: "all flesh from Adam up
to that great day shall be raised" (13:3). Then he
qualifies his statement saying that this resurrection
applies only to those that "shall be [of] the holy people"
(13:3).

The designation "holy people" (Aadg dyLog) is intended
for those Jews who continue within the framework of the
Covenant:.43 Those who do not obey are excluded from this
hope: viz., "evil Cain" (40:4)--also called the "son of
wrath" (3:2); the devil with his wminions (15 f£f.; 39:1 f.);
and presumably the Gentiles (since in the LXX Aadg &yiog

commonly refers to Israel in contrast with the Gentiles).44

42Robin Scroggs, The Last Adam: A Study in Pauline
Anthropology (Philadelphia: 1966), p. 31.

4BSo Sharpe, "Second Adam," op. cit., 38 f., n. 13.

44See Ibid. for discussion of the Gentiles.
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The Apocalypse of Moses is helpful in understanding
Paul. If we use it as a model, we find a writer, who, like
Paul, uses judgment terminology such as wrath and death to
describe the fate of the wicked. He does not use standard
terminology for hell and does not explicitly say that the
fate of the wicked is eternal or irrevocable. Yet, he is a
particularist. Adam returns to his former pristine glory;
he and his kind achieve the resurrection. Those deemed
wicked are cast down with no hint of a later reconciliation.

Seen 1in the light of the Apocalypse of Moses, Paul
appears very different. By itself Paul's language is
neutral. To be sure, at first glance his language would
seem to endorse universalism, or at least make one wonder
whether he is open to the possibility of this hope. He
never uses common words for hell and never applies "eternal"
language to the fate of the wicked. But in themselves these
discoveries are neutral. They are, after all, compatible
with the particularist Apocalypse of Moses. They may
suggest universalism, but as we have seen in the Apocalypse
of Moses, a book may be particularist nonetheless.

Two things, however, detract from our model. First,
the Apocalypse of Moses does not use the word aldviog.
Neither salvation nor rejection is said to be eternal.

Paul, on the other hand, does use the term, but only for the
righteous, never for the wicked. While no model is perfect,
one might argue that in this case the departure from the

Apocalypse of Moses is important because Paul often uses
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"eternal" language in his writings, but for some reason not
when it comes to describing the fate of the wicked. Does
this distinguish a particularist Apocalypse of Moses from a
universalist Paul? A universalist might argue, for example,
that Paul consciously avoids speaking of an irreversible
rejection of the wicked because of his universalist hope.
But the departure of Paul from the model is not as
significant as would appear on first reading. It is true
that the Apocalypse of Moses does not explicitly say that
the destiny of Adam and the holy people is eternal (and Paul
does). Yet, there is little doubt that Adam's ultimate fate
is certain and permanent (cf. 13:3-5; 28:4; 39:2 f.;
41:1-3). In the end, therefore, the Apocalypse of Moses is
quite similar to Paul:
a) it uses similar judgment terminology to Paul,

b) it sanctions a permanent (eternal?) abode for the
righteous,

¢c) it never says that the fate of the wicked is etermnal,
d) it never mentions hell.

Yet, notwithstanding these similarities to Paul, the
Apocalypse of Moses is particularist.

Second, more generally, Paul departs from the
Apocalypse of Moses model on the issue of ultimate
geconciliation. Throughout the Pauline literature there is
the constant hint that eventually all creatiom will
participate in a final cosmic redemption. If we take this
to be a restoration of all things, then Paul, of course,

must be considered a universalist. In the later chapters

these texts will constitute the bulk of our discussion.



2, The Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch

Another model which aids our understanding of Paul's

udgment terms is II Baruch.45 Unlike the Apocalypse of
3

Moses, this apocalypse applies the eternal perspective to

God and the destiny of believers. It also avoids using
"eternal" language when delineating the fate of the

wicked.[‘6 For example, II Baruch 44:11-15 contrasts those

who will inhabit the world to come with those who have
withdrawn from God's mercy. The righteous will be given a

world which does not pass away (vv. 11, 15), one that

remains forever (v. 12); but the habitation of the wicked

will be in the fire (v. 15).

45Present scholarship dates II Baruch in the first
century, after A.D. 70. Cf. Pierre-Maurice Bogaert,
L'Apocalypse de Baruch: introduction, traduction du
syriaque et commentaire, Sources chretiennes 144 (Paris:
1969), pp. 294 f.; James H. Charlesworth, The Pseudepigrapha

and Modern Research: With a Supplement2 SBL Septuagint and
Cognate Studies Series 7S (Chico, CA: 1982), p. 84; George
W. E. Nickelsburg, Jewish Literature Between the Bible and
the Mishnah: A Historical and Literary Introduction
(Philadelphia: 1981), p. 287. A. F. J. Klijn, 2 (Syriac
Apocalypse of) Baruch in Charlesworth, OT Pseud. 1:616 f.
thinks the first or second decade of the second century.

46The concept of eternity is applied to God im II
Baruch 5:2; 82:3-9; and to believers in 43:1; 44:11; 48:50;
51:3, 16; 66:6; 74:3; 78:6. In our examination of language
in IT Baruch we must be cautious. Nickelsburg (Jewish
Literature, p. 287) notes: "Second Baruch” is extant in one
Syriac manuscript, which is translated from the Greek, which
itself may be a translation of-a Semitic original." For
discussion, see Charles, Apoc. & Pseud. 2:472-74; Bogaert,
Apocalypse de Baruch, pp. 378-80; Klijn, 2 Baruch, p. 617.

27
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This 1is similar to Romans 6:23 ("wages of sin is
death...gift of God 1is eternal life"). One would expect the
writer of II Baruch to balance eternal bliss with eternal
judgment (even if judgment meant annihilatiomn), but like
Paul he does not. 1In II Baruch the hope of the righteous 1is
clear and eternal, but such clarion terms are never used to
mark the destiny of the wicked. The writer never explicitly
says that judgment is eternal (i.e., unalterable). Even so,
there is a sharp and lasting distinction between the fates
of the righteous and wicked.

Like Paul, II Baruch uses a number of judgment terms
when talking about the consummation and the destiny of the
wicked: wrath (48:31; cf. 48:14, 17); destruction (19:8;
52:3; 54:17; cf. 85:15); fire (48:43; 59:2, 5; cf. 85:13);
torment/punishment (15:6; 30:5; 44:12; 46:65 51:2, 6; 52:3;
54:14; 55:2, 7; 59:2, 11; 78:6; 83:9, 18; 85:9).

Thus far II Baruch is similar to Paul in its judgment
terminology without being universalist. Again we find an
example in Jewish apocalyptic literature, roughly

7

contemporaneous with Paul,6 which speaks similarly about

the fates of the righteous and wicked in the consummation

47A later contemporary, as already noted. Charles,
Apoc. & Pseud. 2:480 points out a number of parallels
between Paul and II Baruch, some of which are: 1 Cor.
15:19/1II Bar. 21:13; 1 Cor. 15:35/II Bar. 49:2; 2 Cor.
3:18/11 Bar. 51:10. We cannot say whether II Baruch is
dependent on the NT. Klijn, op. cit., p. 619 remarks:
"[I1 Baruch] most likely shared with the New Testament
authors a dependency on apocalyptic imagery."




but which remains distinctly particularist. There is no
suggestion, as there is in Paul, of a future reconciliation.
ITI Baruch, however, differs from Paul in an important
respect. The apocalypse mentions hell; Paul does not. In
IT Baruch 59:5 the writer refers to the abyss and five
verses later, to Gehenna. As noted above, the place of

judgment is described vividly as a place of fire and
torment. This in some measure weakens II Baruch as a model
to understand Paul. The point of these models is this: to
show that a writing can be particularist without having
explicit references to hell or eternity. In our present
example, we find that II Baruch is contemporaneous with
Paul, has similar theology and similar judgment terminology,
but is distinctly particularist. Again--no model is
perfect. II Baruch is flawed because it mentions hell.
Nevertheless, this apocalypse, together with the
Apocalypse of Moses, is helpful because it shows that the
use or non-use of certain eschatological terminology may not
be significant in determining whether a book should be
considered universalist. II Baruch clearly functions in 2
particularist way but records only two occurrences of words
for hell. Alongside this is the apocalypse's overwhelming

preference for judgment terms such as wrath, destruction,

fire and punishment.



From our use of the Apocalypse of Moses and II Baruch
as models we find that it is not unusual for a particularist
writing to use judgment terms other than those which
designate an eternal hell. By itself, it is not significant
that Paul never uses standard terminology for hell and never
links the etermal perspective with judgment of the wicked.
He may be operating on the "and so forth" idealization. His
readers may share with Paul an understanding that judgment
terms such as wrath, destruction and death are the same as
terms for hell or annihilation. Judgment of the wicked, in
their minds, would be eternally fixed; the evil ones would
be swept from the presence of God and the righteous forever.

The Apocalypse of Moses and II Baruch are clearly
particularist. But we cannot be certain that the "eternal"
judgment they speak of is conscious. They might suppose
that the wicked will be annihilated. The writer of the
Apocalypse of Moses, for example, might think that the
wicked would simply not be raised on the last day (since
only the "holy people" merit resurrection), or that they
might be destroyed in the Acherusian lake where the deceiver
is cast. In II Baruch the wicked are punished in the fires
of Gehenna. But this too might not be conscious suffering;
the writer might mean that they are burned up and destroyed,

since fire is a destroyer.

30
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In any event, whether conscious or unconscious, the
Apocalypse of Moses and II Baruch are particularist. The
wicked are removed with no thought of their return.

We have found, therefore, that these two first century
apocalypses use similar judgment terminology to Paul, but do
not hold the universalist perspective. One of the crucial
differences between Paul and these apocalypses, however, is
that Paul stresses an ultimate cosmic reconciliation.
Certainly there are a number of other Pauline texts that can
be read in a universalist key, but, as we shall see, the
cosmic texts are the most favorable. Thus, if the cosmic
reconciliation texts are indeed universalist, then it is
understandable why Paul never mentions hell and avoids
linking "eternal"” language with the wicked. But until we
study these universalist texts and the specific way ln which
Paul uses his judgment terminolology, his use or non-use of

eschatological language will remain neutral. We turn now to

an examination of Paul's judgment terms.
c. WRATH

Paul's response to the question, "From what is one
saved?," 1is hardly uniform. One is saved from wrath (Rom.

5:9 £.; 1 Thess., 1:10; 5:9), from destruction (Phil. 1:28),
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from death (Rom. 8:2; 2 Cor. 1:9 f.; 2:15 f.; 7:10), from
sin (Rom. 6) and from the law (Rom. 7:4—6).48 But if one
were not delivered from these, would this imply eternal
consequences? Is the notion of hell or annihilation a
neecessary corollary of such words as wrath, destruction and
death?*?

Paul's understanding of God's wrath is rooted largely
in the 01d Testament. Numerous terms are used in the 01d
Testament to specify God's anger,50 e.g., A8, fierce anger,
displeasure (2 Kgs. 13:3; Ps. 96:7; Jer. 25:37). A1¥
commonly refers to the nose (Gen., 2:7; Prov. 11:22; 30:33;

Amos 4:10), but for the Hebrew this was the seat of wrath,

as in Psalm 18:8 (Heb. 18:9): "Smoke went up from his

48Paul also says that we are saved from unbelievers
(Rom. 15:31) and the body of death (Rom. 7:24). Col. 1:13
further cites "the dominion of darkness" and 2 Tim. 4:18

"every evil" as that from which we are saved.

49We will not discuss Paul's comments on salvation from
sin and the law. Both lead directly to death (Rom. 6:22 f.;
7:10). Thus the relevance of both terms to universalism is
contingent upon the relevance of death. This we will
examine in the latter part of this chapter.

50Care, of course, must be taken not to assume that the
derivation of a word results ipso facto in its present
meaning. In our study we will concentrate on how Paul uses
his words in their different contexts. James Barr rightly
notes: "The main point is that the etymology of a word is
not a statement about its meaning but about its history...it
is quite wrong to suppose that the etymology of a word is
necessarily a guide either to its 'proper' meaning in a
later period or to its actual meaning in that period." The
Semantics of Biblical Language (Oxford: 1961), p. 109; cf.
David Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings: Studies in the
Semantics of Soteriological Terms, SNTSMS, 5 (Cambridge:
1967), pp. 1-22.




nostrils" (cf. Ezek. 38:18). Here and elsewhere, AR 19N

)1 Similarly, i often

refers to the burning anger of God).
refers to hot anger (Jer 4:4; Ezek. 3:14) and 0Y?, in both
verb and noun forms can mean fierce anger or indignation
(verb, Ps. 7:11; Isa. 66:14; noun, Jer. 10:10; Nah. 1:6).52
We need not detain ourselves here. For our purposes it
is sufficient to note the disquieting portrayal of an angry
God and to specify the recipients of that anger. Prior to
the exile, as Walther Eichrodt notes, the wrath of God most
often is directed at the failures of God's people.53 Thus inm
Joshua 7:1, "the anger (A8) of the Lord burmed against the
people of Israel;" Ezekiel 21:31, "I will pour out my
indignation (DYT) upon you;" Jeremiah 42:18, "my wrath (iIDIT)
will be poured out on you" (cf. Exod. 4:14; Deut. 9:19; Isa.

9:7-21; Jer. 4; Hos. 5; Amos 5). But after the exile God's

51Oskar Grether and Johannes Fichtner, TDNT 5:392;
Bruce T. Dahlberg, IDB 4:904. Grether and Fichtner, p. 411
point to the difficulties the LXX translators had with AY.
When it referred to an animal's nose they could use Plg
(Prov. 11:22), or to a man's nose, puwthp (Prov. 30:33).

But in Ps., 18:8 (9) noted above, they translate BRI WY PV
with &véBn unanvdg év 4pYfl adtod.

°25ee Elsie Johnson, TDOT 1:351-53 for a full
discussion of the less common terms.

53See Walther Eichrodt, Theology of the 0ld Testament,
Vol. 1, trans. J. A. Baker, OTL (Philadelphia: 1961), pp.
464-67; Johannes Fichtner, TDNT 5:397-409; Calvin J. Roetzel
Judgement in the Community: A Study of the Relationship
Between Eschatology and Ecclesiology in Paul (Leiden:
1972), pp. 18 f.; Richard Adamiak, Justice and History in
the 01ld Testament: The Evolution of Divine Retribution in
the Historiographies of the Wilderness Generation

(Cleveland: 1982), passim.
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wrath "increasingly centered on the heathen and unfaithful

n54

in the community. The wrath of God prior to the exile

was largely intended to reform; afterwards it still retained
a sense of reformation but more and more it operated
retributively55 against the heathen outside the camp and
unfaithful Jews within.

Paul views God's wrath in a similar manner. His
theology reserves the &pyYH 9co0 for the unbeliever; the
believer is comforted in the knowledge that he has been
rescued from the wrath of God: "much more shall we be saved
by him from the wrath of God" (Rom. 5:9); "and to wait for
his Son from heaven...Jesus who delivers us from the wrath
to come”" (1 Thess. 1:10; cf. 8:31-39).56 To be sure,
judgment begins at the house of God and some believers might
be required to endure purgative trials in this present life
(1 Cor. 5:5; 11:27-32)., And some who persist in immoralit&

might even suffer the full wrath of God. Aside from this

54Roetzel, Judgement, p. 19, following Eichrodt,

Theology, pp. 268 f. See also E. Sjoberg and G. Stahlin,
TDNT 5:415 who agree that in later Judaism God's wrath
focused on those outside Israel and was limited to the
unfaithful within., But sometimes those within could suffer
an etermnal wrath (Jub. 15:34; 36:10).

55The term "retributive" is used here and elsewhere to
mean punishment of the wicked as opposed to reformation of
their characters.

56The governing authorities in Rom. 13:4 £, are said to
execute God's wrath on believers who disobey civil law. But
this is present and not eschatological wrath (from which the
believers are said to have been rescued).
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latter possibility, which we will take up 1ater,57 the oYM
9e00 for the unbeliever appears to be far more serious than
the purgative trial of a believer. How then does Paul
understand God's wrath? Does it continue as an eternal

postmortem punishment?58

1. Wrath as Present and Eschatological

Pauline theology distinguishes between wrath in the
present age and wrath in the eschaton. God's wrath can be
imposed in the present through the moral deterioration of
those rejecting God (Rom. 1:18-32; cf. Eph. 4:17-19) and

through the punitive role of the state (Rom. 13:4 f.).59 In

57The possibility that believers themselves might
suffer the wrath of God is discussed in Section Two, I, "The
O0live Tree Analogy."

s8Wrath in Eph. 2:3 and 5:6 (Col. 3:6) is discussed
below. But it is difficult to determine whether they speak
of eschatological wrath and, if so, whether the wrath is
eternal. For these texts, see Heinrich Schliey, Der Brief
an die Epheser: Eine Kommentar (Disseldorf: 1971), pp.
107 £.; Joachim Gnilka, Der Epheserbrief, HTKNT, 10/2
(Freiburg: 1971), pp. 116 f£., 250 f.; Marcus Barth,
Ephesians: Introduction Translation, and Commentary, AB,
Vol. 34, 34a (Garden City: 1974), pp. 102 £f. The wrath in
Eph. 4:31 and Col. 3:8 deals with man's wrath and is not
relevant to our discussion.

59Cf. Ernst Kdsemann, Commentary on Romans, tramns.
Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: 1980), p. 358; William
Sanday and Arthur C. Headlam, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, ICC (Edinburgh:
“1902), p. 368. The question of wrath's being personal or
impersonal does not bear directly on the issue at hand. The
issues and opinions may be found in Gustav Stahlin, TDNT

(Footnote Continued)
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1 Thessalonians and Romans, divine 6PYN is poured out both

in this present life (Rom. 1:18; 13:4 f.; 1 Thess. 2:16) and

1 Thess. 1:10; 5:9). All

we

in the eschaton (Rom. 2:5, 8
other Pauline references to 4py? are ambiguous with respect
to whether they have a temporal or eschatological focus
(viz., Rom. 3:5; 4:15; 5:9; 9:22; 12:19; cf. Eph. 2:3; 5:6;
Col. 3:6).%0

Now the question arises whether we can determine the
extent to which God's eschatological wrath affects Pauline
soteriology. To anticipate the discussion below, we may say
that for Paul it appears that the wicked have no recourse

once under eschatological wrath. Their position is

hopeless; they are excluded from salvation,

(Footnote Continued)

5:423 f.; Bultmann, TNT 1:288; Anthony Tyrrel Hanson, The
Wrath of the Lamb (London: 1957), passim; Leon Mgrris, The
Apostolic Preaching of the Cross (Grand Rapids: 1965), pp.
147-54, 173-84; D. E. H. Whiteley, The Theology of Paul
(Oxford: 1965), pp. 61-72; Ernest Best, A Commentary on
the First and Second Epistles to the Thessalonians, HNTC
(New York: 1972), pp. 83-85.

60Paul uses duudg for divine anger or wrath only in

Rom. 2:8 and there it is coupled with &pynh. Elsewhere in
Paul 9uudg refers to human anger: 2 Cor. 12:20; Gal. 5:20;
cf. Eph. 4:31; Col. 3:8., Friedrich BYchsel, TDNT 3:168 does
point out, however, that between the two words there 1is no
inherent difference. For comments relating to the present
and future aspects of God's wrath, see G. H. C. MacGregor,
"The Concept of Wrath in the New Testament," NTS 7 (1960),
101-09; Morris, loc. cit.; Ginther Bornkamm, "The Revelation
of God's Wrath: Romans 1-3," in his work, Early Christian
Experience, NTL, trans. Paul L. Hammer (London: 1969), pp.

47-70.

.
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OQutside Paul wrath in the eschaton is common, and often
it 1is eternal.61 But Paul, himself, does not designate
God's wrath as eternal. Nevertheless, he does stress
continually the great price that Christ paid to deliver
mankind from the divine wrath (Rom. 5:6-11; 1 Cor. 15:3;
2 Cor. 5:15; cf. Eph. 2:13; Col. 1:15-23), The unbeliever's
position is precarious. He should not take God's wrath
lightly. C. E. B. Cranfield suggests that Paul's use of 6pYf
in Rom., 1:18 ("the wrath of God is revealed from heaven")
emphasizes '"the utter seriousness of the 6pYN 9€00 as being
really God's wrath: it amounts in fact to an underlining of
8806."62 The unbeliever, then, is storing up wrath for

himself, when, on the day of wrath, God's judgment will be
revealed: O&pyh nal duude (2:5, 8).

The believer, on the other hand, has been saved from
the wrath of God (Rom. 5:9; 1 Thess. 1:10), yet he too may

be judged for sin. But this judgment is considered a

61As pointed out more generally in n. 17 of this

chapter. Eschatological wrath is eternal in: Jub. 3:23;
5:6-10; 36:10; I En. 68:4 £.; Ps, Sol. 15:5, 13 f£.; 1QS
2:5-10; 4:12 f. TIn the following wrath is eschatological
but there is no specific reference to etermality in the
immediate context: Job 20:28; 21:30; (Ps. 110:5); Isa.
2:12; 13:9-16; Ezek. 7:12, 19; (Joel 1:15; 2:1 f.; Amos
5:18-20; 8:9-14); Zep. 1:14 f.; Sir. 36:8 f.; Jub. 24:28,
30; T En, 55:3; 62:12; 90:15-18; As. Mos. 10:1-10.

62C. E. B. Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans., ICC, Vol. 1
(Edinburgh: 1975), p. 111. Cf. Adolf Schlatter, Paulus der
Bote Jesu: 'Eine Deutung seiner Briefe an die Korinther
(Stuttgart: 1969), p. 565 and Kidsemann, Romans, p. 38.
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chastening (natLdela) so that he will "not be condemned along
with the world" (1 Cor. 11:32)., In 1 Corinthians 11:27-32
Paul suggests that the reason for sickness and death within
the body of the Corinthian church was their misuse of the
Eucharist. Such sickness and death Paul understands to be
divine judg;ent and chastisement. This chastening, in
Paul's mind, applies equally to death as well as to
sickness. The effect, then, is to say that those who have
fallen under God's judgment have been permitted to die as a
form of punishment so that they would not be condemned along
with the world. This implies that being condemned along
with the world brings about apocalyptic or postmortem
consequences related to God's wrath which is considered a
fate wyrse than death. In other words, death rescues the
believer from an otherwise grave postmortem puniéhment. The
plight of the unbeliever, therefore, is more to be feared
than the unfavorable testing of the believer because the
unbeliever must face the full eschatological wrath of God.
Eschatological wrath in Paul has a two-fold setting:
(1) the parousia (1 Thess. 1:10; 5:9) and (2) some
indeterminate "day of wrath" (Rom. 2:5, 8). 1In neither case
can the particularist simply assume a postmortem setting.
The wrath associated with the parousia may well be poured

out solely on those alive at the time and not on those in

the postmortem period. The same holds true for "the day of
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wrath," an expression too vague to be confidently located in

a specific apocalyptic framework.63
These observations, though important, present too

strong a conclusion. Those who are condemned in 1 Corin-

thians 11:27-32 do seem to face extended postmortem

punishment. Outside Paul wrath poured out on the wicked

often has postmortem implications, many of which are

eternal. For these reasons, and for others yet to be

developed, eschatological wrath in Paul undoubtedly has a

postmortem setting.
But even if divine wrath continues in the postmortem

condition, it might not be eternal. Paul, like Origen,

might limit its scope to purgative or reformative suffering
of a fixed duration. In the mind of Origen, for example,

all things eschatological are anchored directly to the

fundamental goodness of God. He argues that the end must

be like the beginning, that through God's goodness
differences and varieties will be restored to unity and

harmony with God.65 An intransigent man might persist in

63cf. Martin Rist, IDB 1:783; Ernst Jenni, IDB 1:784
f.; Bruce T. Dahlburg, IDB 4:907 f.; A. Joseph Everson, IDB,
Supp.:209 f. who discuss "Day of Christ," "Day of the Lord,"
and "Day of Wrath" with their attendant vagaries.

64De Principiis 2, 5.

65De Prince. 1, 6, 2.
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his evil ways, but ultimately even the most reprobate will
be overcome by the irresistible goodness of God.66

Yet, if Paul's views are similar, he is not so
explicit. Conceivably one could argue that the process of
"storing up wrath for yourself on the day of wrath" (Rom.
2:5) does not necessarily mean for Paul that God's patience
and kindness designed to lead to repentance (2:4) have been
abandoned. God's love may continue to search out the lost
and eventually, through purgative or reformative measures,
bring erring ones to repentance.

Following this line of thought, salvation could occur
both in the present life as well as in the next.67 But 1if
this accurately reflects Paul's thought, we might expect him
to say that God's eschatological wrath is remedial, designed
to lead to repentance. Origen takes this course. He argues
for the remedial nature of punishment. Bel%eving that none
has been created evil, he concludes that wickedness is
learned. Surrounding influences of evil slowly wend their
way into the hearts of men. But, suggests Origen, such an

educational process can easily be reversed by God: if only

66Contra Celsum 8, 72.

67In the next chapter, "Compensatory Suffering" (II,
B), we will discuss examples of purgative suffering in the
present life (1 Cor. 5:5; 11:27-32) and in the postmortem
existence (1 Cor. 3:15;5 2 Cor., 5:10). Other passages of
interest: Col. 1:24; 2 Tim. 2:12; 1 Pet. 4:1.



the wicked would choose to trust in him.68 Thus, gradually,

by degrees, through infinite and immeasurable ages,
correction would be realized by means of discipline,

education and reason.69

On these things, however, Paul is silent. For Origen,
postmortem corrective punishment is intended for the
purification of souls.70 God has an eternity to accomplish
his objectives. ©Long ages may be necessary to refime and
purify those who have fallen the farthest and deepest, viz.,
the Devil and his angels,71 but in the end, all God's
enemies would be subdued. They would achieve the
blessedness of salvation, and then God would be all and

in all.72

68Contra Cels. 3, 69.

69De Prine. 3, 5, 7 and 3, 6, 6.

70Contra Cels. 5, 15 and 6, 25.

7123_Princ. 1, 6, 3 and in the Greek text--2, 10, 8.
There is some question whether Rufinus represents Origen's
thought accurately that in the end Satan himself would be
restored (although the Greek text supports this view). In
addition, while unlikely, it is always possible that this
view found in De Principiis represents Origen's early
thought (prior to 231) which he subsequently altered to
exclude Satan from salvation.

72pe Princ. 1, 6, 1 and 4. Henry Chadwick, The Early
Church, The Pelican History of the Church (Baltimore:
1967), p. 119 cautions that salvation for all is not an
inevitable process in Origen's theology. It is more of a
hope: "The steps to heaven are a staircase to be climbed,”
says Chadwick, "not an escalator." The door is never closed
but the decision must rest with each individual.
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Except possibly for the cosmic salvation texts
discussed at length in section three, Paul chooses not to
comment directly on God's ultimate plan for the wicked.
Nevertheless, he does not sanction Origen's conception of a
postmortem remedial divine wrath., At the same time,
however, he never explicitly says that God's wrath is
everlasting. This, of course, does not imply ipso_ facto
that wrath is limited in duration. As we shall see, God's
eschatological wrath may be final. When God's wrath falls
on the wicked in the eschaton it may imply that he has
finally withdrawn his love from them and they are now beyond
hope. But this we have yet to discuss.

A key text for the particularist is Romans 9:22 which

specifies certain ones as vessels of wrath (oue®n éoYﬁg)73

made for destruction (xatnpriouéva elg andrerav) . The

problem lies not only in the meaning of the word destruction
(discussed later), but also in our approach to the grammar

of the text. The wicked are like clay in the potter's hand
(Jer. 18:1-10) which can easily be discarded. From this we

would naturally infer that God will discard the wicked as a

potter discards unusable clay.

73For orneln 6pyfic as objects rather than instruments of
God's wrath, see Heinrich Schlier, Der R&merbrief, HTKNT, 6
(Freiburg: 1977), p. 301l who points to v. 21 as an
indication that Paul intended the former. See also

Kisemann, op._cit., p. 270.




Some scholars74 disagree with this conclusion pointing
to the possible concessive use of the participle 9¢Awv in
verse 22, Rather than reading 9¢éAwvcausally (because God
wished) the contention is that it reads better concessively
(although God wished). This opens the possibility that the
tempering patience of God (reintroduced in this verse from
2:4) might eventually rescue the "vessel made for
destruction”" from its otherwise inevitable demise.
("Although") God wishes to pour out his wrath, he is
restrained from doing so by reason of his patience and
kindness. But the concessive is surely more awkward not

only grammatically but also contextually.75

The perfect
passive (natnptLouéva) is better rendered "ready for
destruction”" allowing for some active participation on the
part of the wicked as, for example, in the case of Pharaoh
few verses earlier. The translation "made" or "prepared"

appears to exclude participation of the wicked suggesting

that God alone has brought them to this point. But this

74Sanday and Headlam, Romans, p. 261; Franz J.
Leenhardt, The Epistle to the Romans, trans. Harold Knight
(London: 1961), pp. 257 f.; Max Zerwick and Mary
Grosvenor, A Grammatical Analysis of the Greek New
Testament, Vol. 2 (Rome: 1979), p. 480.

75Most commentators find the concessive awkward. For

a

discussion and bibliography, see C. K. Barrett, A Commentary

on the Epistle to the Romans, HNTC (New York: 1957), pp.

189 f£f.; John Murray, The Epistle to the Romans: The English

Text with Introduction, Exposition and Notes, NIC, Vol. 2
(Grand Rapids: 1959), pp. 33-35; Otto Michel, Der Brief an
gig_EBmer, KEK (G&éttingen: 1966), p. 244, Kisemann, op.
cit., p. 270 £.,; Cranfield, op. cit., pp. 493 f£.
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overlooks the example of Pharaoh and the use of the perfect.
Because of their wickedness God readied them for
destruct:ion.76

A vessel "ready" or "ripe" for destruction, however,
suggests that the vessel has a fitting nature for
destruction. It does not mean that the vessel's destruction
is inevitable. The "children of wrath" in Ephesians 2:3,
for example, were headed for destruction but by God's grace
were '"saved through faith" (2:8). 1In Romans 9:22, the
"vessels of wrath ready for destruction"” [my translation]
are Israelites (9:1-4) who have stumbled (9:32 f.), but who
will rise again (11:1 £., 11).77

Moreover, it 1is worth pointing out that even if one
were to concede that the vessels of wrath will be destroyed,
still, this need not lead indisputably to annihilation or to
an eternal conscious hell. It is always possible that Paul
is thinking along the lines of Jereﬁiah 18:4 which has the

clay destroyed only to be reworked by the potter into a more

usable form. The "vessels of wrath ready for destruction"

76So William S. Campbell, The Purpose of Paul in the

Letter to the Romans: A Survey of Romans I-IX with Special
Reference to Chapters IV-XI (University of Edinburgh, Ph.D.
Disssertation, 1972), p. 349, n. 3 and Herman Ridderbos,
Paul An Outline of his Theology, trans. John Richard de Witt
(Grand Rapids: 1975), p. 111, n. 53.

77The "vessels of wrath" are like the "children of
wrath" in Eph. 2:3 who receive salvation. But unlike the
"children" in Ephesians, Paul does not mean in Romans 9-11
that every single Israelite will be saved. For discussion,
see Section Two, I, "The Olive Tree Analogy."
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in Romans 9:22 may indeed have exhausted God's patience;
they may in the end have to be destroyed. But must we say
that divine anger burns forever? Could not God's wrath be a

regenerating anger that reworks the clay?

2. Wrath as Retribution

Essentially, the question at issue is whether Paul sees
God's eschatological wrath as retributive or reformative.

If it is retributive then his wrath is final and there is no
appeal for the wicked. They are cut off from his love. If
it 1s reformative then his eschatological wrath functions as
a part of God's love. God loves his creation and while his
anger may endure for a time, it is always a comnstructive
anger ultimately producing good for his creation.

The main difficulty with the idea that God exacts
retribution from the wicked is that it seems unworthy of a
God of love. This idea is well-argued by H. H. Farmer. It
is exceedingly difficult, in Farmer's view, to conceive of
the divine love dispatching vast numbers of personms to
everlasting damnation. He wonders how God's love should be
viewed were some of his creation to fall irretrievably into

78

hell or were they to be annihilated. For Farmer, such a

fate might be considered a victory of sorts if the God under

78Farmer, The World and God, p. 255 and God and Men, p.

169.
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consideration were a God primarily of justice, but for a God
"who is primarily love it could only be the most absolute

w9 1n effect, it becomes a Pyrrhic victory

form of defeat.
first class: a part of God's creation plunges into eternal
darkness, the joys of the redeemed diminish because of
hell's existence and the divine love appears to suffer a
grievous defeat.80
Similarly, Russian religious philosopher, Nicholas
Berdyaev, thinks that the linkage of a loving God with
eschatological retribution is uncomscionable. He approaches
the retribution issue by suggesting that the concept of
eternal punishment is disproportionate and unjust: '"There
is something hideous and morally revolting in the idea of
eternal torments as a just retribution for the crimes and

w81

sins of a short moment in life. Furthermore, "a God who

deliberately allows the existence of eternal torments is not
God at all but is more like the devil. Hell as a place of

retribution for the wicked...is a fairytale."82

79Farmer, World and God, p. 255.

80As earlier noted Farmer does allow for the
possibility that because of man's free will some will not
achieve salvation but will bitterly resist God to the end.
But Farmer thinks this unlikely since God has all etermnity
to draw men to himself; eventually divine truth and love
will no longer face resistance (ibid., 256 f.).

81Nicolas Berdyaev, The Destiny of Man, trans. Natalie
Duddington (London: 1937), p. 279.

82

Ibid., p. 268. Berdyaev does not deny the existence
(Footnote Continued)



In short, if eschatological wrath does operate
retributively, and if in the end there is no recourse for

the wicked in hell, this would appear to diminish God as a

God of love.

3. Wrath as Reformation

Because endless retributive wrath seems incompatible
with a loving God, it has been argued that wrath is God's
response to disobedience. Wrath is not the opposite of
love; it functions as an aspect of God's eternal love. As
such, one ought not to think of wrath as a fixed unalterable
condition but rather as a part of God's love designed to
lead rebellious ones to repentance. Postmortem punishment,

therefore, might be painful for the wicked but it 1is

corrective in nature intended for the betterment and

purification of souls.83

The seventeenth century Cambridge Platonists, Peter

Sterry and Jeremiah White, for example, describe God's wrath

(Footnote Continued)
of a hell, But hell is not an objective place; it exists

subjectively within man himself. It seems as if Berdyaev
conceives of a purgatorial hell--perhaps in this life--where
the soul can cevelop on its way to eventual paradise. Cf.
Destiny, pp. 264-79 and Berdyaev, Beginning and End, tranms.
R. M. French (London: 1952), p. 137.

830rigen, Contra Cels. 5, 15 and 6, 25; Gregory of
Nyssa, De an. et resurr.; Orat. cat. 8, 26, 35; John Scotus
Erigena, De Divisione Naturae V. 31 f.
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as a consuming love, a raging fire which "burns upon sin and
opposition” until the impurities of the soul evaporate in
the flames of love. This might sound like a dilution of
Paul but Sterry and White insist that in reality God's wrath
is none other than his reforming love. Direct contact with
this kind of love would not be an easy process for the
wicked. It would produce bliss in the saved, but for the

rebellious, unspeakable agony.84

Reformative wrath, therefore, has an intrinsic
advantage; it defines God's wrath as purposeful. It is not
unbridled anger methodically extracting retribution from the
fallen part of creation. It seeks to reclaim. God is not
pleased with sin and rebellion: he will judge the sinner
and his judgment will not be trite. But he loves all of his

creation--even in his anger.

4, Wrath in Popular Thought

It is worth mentioning that popular notions of hell
have contributed to the anguish most Christians feel when
confronted with the possibility that the wrath of God is
retributive. These excesses have proved a source of

embarrassment for the church at all levels. Earlier

84D. P. Walker, The Decline of Hell: Seventeenth-
Century Discussions of Eternal Torment (London: 1964), pp.
105-15; cf. E. H. Plumptre, The Spirits in Prison and Other
Studies on the Life After Death (London: 1884), pp. 192 f.
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descriptions of hell have a strange ring to them today.
Samuel Cox captures the sentiment of certain particularists
of his age when he describes hell as a:
...vast and burning prison, in which lost souls
writhe and shriek for ever, ggrmented in a flame
that will never be quenched.
Many contemporary particularists, however, have shown a
marked sensitivity to the implications of a doctrine of
eternal conscious punishment. Aside from those who suggest
annihilation, there is a growing acceptance of the
possibility of relative pleasures for the wicked in hell.86
Since Paul never mentions hell and the Gospels often speak
of it metaphorically, there is good reason to be cautious.

For these particularists, hell is real, and final, and a

place to avoid, but not a place of Dantesque sufferings.

85Samuel Cox, Salvator Mundi: Or Is Christ the Saviour

of All Men, (New York: 1878), p. 4l.

86C. S. Lewis, The Problem of Pain (New York: 1948),
p. 114 allows the possibility of relative pleasures in hell,
though in comparison to the joys of heaven he calls them
"black pleasure[s]." F. F, Bruce also holds similar ideas
to Lewis. ©See his recent comments in the Foreword to Fudge,
Fire That Consumes, p. viii.

Particularists are not monolithic on the destiny of
non-believers; there are many differences of opinion, cf.
Robert D. Brinsmead (ed.), "Is There Salvation Outside
Christianity?" Verdict 20 (1985), 5-8, and Malcolm J.
McVeigh, "The Fate of Those Who've Never Heard? It
Depends," Evangelical Missions Quarterly 21 (1985), 371-79.
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5. Wrath in Pauline Theology

If God's wrath is not reformative and is not a function

of his love, then it makes little sense to say that he loves

the wicked who suffer everlasting wrath. At least, our use

of the word "love" would differ radically in meaning from
any ordinary reportive sense of the word. It would be

better to say that those who fall under God's eschatological

wrath are cut off from his love. Admittedly, this creates

philosophical problems with our understanding of God which

may or may not be solved satisfactorily for a given
individual. Robinson, for example, argues that as
omnipotent love God both desires and is able to save the
whole of his creation.87 If even one person were condemned

God's love would be defeated and he would not be

omnipotent--he would simply cease to be God.88

eternally,
The issue confronting us, however, is whether Paul
himself thought that those under God's wrath were cut off
from his love. If Paul's thoughts regarding the coming
consummation prove to be inadequate or inconsistent

philosophically, we might want to modify our own particular

89

understanding of God and his 1love. At times we might want

87Robinson, "Heretical," passim.

88Robinson, In the End God, p. 118.

89J. L. Houlden, Paul's Letters, p. 26 is right: "The
(Footnote Continued)
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to amend or draw from Paul's theology. But we acknowledge
Paul for what he was. Therefore, when we ask whether wrath
is the opposite of love, or whether it is an aspect of God's
love, we are wondering about Paul. We are wondering if Paul
assumed the worst for those under divine eschatological
wrath. Were they cut off from God's love and thus excludgd
from the joys of salvation? If God still "loves" the wicked
in hell, what would this mean? How does God's love operate
for the condemned if it is not remedial or purgative? To
this we now turmn.

One of the more compelling aspects of the universalist
thesis is that God's love is sovereign. Divine love should
not be limited by, or considered parallel to notions of
divine wrath, j?stice or man's freedom. Wrath and justice
are not on the same level as God's love; rather they are
manifestations of that love. Again, Robinson's remarks are
pertinent: "[Wrath and justice] are but ways in which such
n90

love must show itself to be in the face of its denial.

God's love is eternal and sovereign. His love for every

(Footnote Continued)

Church has never fossilized Paul and could not do so if she
wished. Paul received anew is Paul interpreted anew." Or
to put it another way, "both the text and the interpreter
are conditioned by their given place in history." Anthony
C. Thiselton, The Two Horizons: New Testament Hermeneutics
and Philosophical Description with Special Reference to
Heidegger, Bultmann, Gadamer, and Wittgenstein (Grand

Rapids: 1980), p. 16, et passim.

901pid., p. 115.
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human being, rebellious or not, is incontrovertible. 1In the

end, says Robinson, "God is the eternal 'Yea'."?!

Robinson's point is well-founded, at least, in the 01ld
Testament. Love and wrath are not always opposites; at
times they are inseparable. Eichrodt calls this, "love

w92

concealed in wrath,. But, as we have already mentioned,

after the exile the sense of reformative wrath gave way to
retributive wrath which was directed against the heathen and
unfaithful in the community. We cannot say that Paul
strictly follows this line of thought but he does stress
that the faithful have been delivered from the wrath of God
soon to be poured out upon the wicked in the eschaton (Rom.
2:5; 1 Thess. 1:10).

In addition, Paul uses the word 6oYN in such a way that
it seems to exclude any notion of divine love. When he
speaks of wrath, and especially eschatological wrath, there
is little reason to think that the wrath is a manifestation
of God's love leading to improvement or repentance. In
fact, divine wrath appears to be the opposite of God's love.
It does not have that pre-exilic sense of being the austere
curtain which conceals God's love. One looks in vain for a
remedial use of OOYﬁ. Paul does not use it in a corrective

sense to suggest that God's wrath leads the wicked to

91Robinson, "Heretical?," 145.

92Eichrodt, Theology, Vol. 1, p. 288,
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repentance; and when he does use it he usually means that
God's wrath 1s final.

But it would be a mistake to assume that &pY" 1is always
final. An exception can be found in the Paul of Ephesians
who acknowledges, "we were by nature children of wrath, like
the rest of mankind" (2:3; cf. 5:6). Here "God, who is
rich in mercy" (2:4) loves those who were once "children of
wrath,” We will note that wrath in the expression Téuva
eUoetL OpYRC is not final and, hence, we cannot say that Paul
chooses the word épyH only when he wants to designate those
who are beyond God's love. This whole problem disappears,
of course, 1f we assume that Paul 1is not the author of
Ephesians.

But even if we accept the phrase, "children of wrath,"
as genuinely Pauline, still, there is no suggestion in the
text that God's wrath is remedial leading the erring
children to see their need of repentance. Nor is there any
suggestion that the wrath conceals God's love, as if the
wrath were intended as a chastening for the good of the
recepients, or as 1f it were an instrument designed‘CO draw
the erring children back to himself. The wrath here, as
elsewhere in Paul, is true anger which does not include
nuances of love.

The point is that the children of wrath were once like
the rest of mankind--but no longer. Now "out of the great
love with which he loved [them]" (2:5), they have been

"saved through faith" (2:8). In this text wrath is not the
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way that God demonstrates his love in face of rebellion, as
Robinson thinks (as least when he thinks generally about the
nature of God); wrath does not function as a part of God's
love. Rather, it runs parallel to his love. God still
loves those with whom he is angry and when his grace is met
with faith, the children of wrath no longer are like the
rest of mankind but receive the gift of God=--salvation.
Presumably, those children of wrath who do not have faith,
but continue in disobedience, eventually find themselves
under God's eschatological wrath, which, as we shall
demonstrate, is always final in Paul.

Let us summarize briefly our thoughts on wrath in
Pauline theology to this point: normally Paul's use of 1067{
is final; it excludes any notion of God's love. The
exception in Ephesians 2:3 is not a.true exception. Love
and wrath in the context run as parallel attributes.
Moreover, other considerations emerge which minimize the

impact of this text: (1) Ephesians is likely deutero-

Pauline, (2) there is no clear sense of eschatological

wrath, which, as suggested, is always final, and most
importantly, (3) the wrath at issue in Ephesians 2:3 is not
remedial designed for the good of the errant children. It
is still the opposite of love.

Before we precede with Paul's understanding of eschato-
logical wrath one other text bears mentioning. 1In Romans
13:4 £. Paul uses the word 6pYW specifically for believers.

But as with Ephesians 2:3 we should not think of the wrath
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as part of God's love. It too has no sense of remediation.
Paul stresses in Romans 13:4 f. that those who resist civil
authorities, resist God, and will justly incur "God's wrath"
(13:5). But this wrath is not an aspect of God's goodness,
even though the civil authorities are said to be exercising
authority for the good of the believer (13:4). The
authorities are "good" because they serve God in deterring
believers from doing wrong. Wrath, as always, has its
deterrent effect but it is not intended as a restorative
measure leading errant ones to repentance. Also, the text
deals with present, not eschatological wrath.93

We are now prepared to discuss eschatological wrath and
its final nature in Pauline theology. We have already noted
that when wrath is applied to Christians (Rom. 13:4 f.) or
to pre-Christians (Rom. 3:5; Eph. 2:3) there is always the
prospect of salvation. But when wrath is applied to
non~believers there is never any hint of their eventual
salvation. It appears to be final. As for eschatological
wrath, it is never directed at believers. The wicked in the

eschaton face the full force of God's wrath (Rom. 2:5, 8

93Romans 3:5 asks whether "God is unjust to inflict

wrath on us." Here the wrath probably has eschatological
elements since it mentions God's judgment of the world
(3:6). But one wonders how strictly wrath in 3:5 relates to
the believer since it is used anthropologically to indict
the world (or perhaps more specifically, Israel, 3:1) which
is "under the power of sin" (3:9). In any case, there is no
hint of hidden love or remediation within God's wrath.
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1 Thess. 1:10; 5:9), from which apparently there is no
appeal.

Paul, of course, uses other terms besides opynH to
express God's anger. The point to note here is that while
these terms allow for hope, épYH does not. Eyidently, when
Paul wishes to stress the utter hopelessness of the wicked,
he uses épYf . By choosing this term he is saying that these
rebellious ones have no hope of salvation. They will be
swept from the presence of God and the righteous; they are
in effect beyond the pale of God's love. But this is not
the case with other terms that Paul uses to depict God's
displeasure. Words such as &noBoAl , &notoula, éwnadalpws
énvtirla, and éxSpdc are more flexible. They are sometimes
used strongly but often with the allowance that salvation is
still within reach of the unrepentant.

For example, in Romans 11:15 Paul uses &noBoAn when
speaking of God's plan for the salvation of the world. He
says of Israel, "For if their rejection (&noBoAN) means the
reconciliation of the world, what will their acceptance mean
but life from the dead?" Here Paul hints that those
rejected might eventually be accepted. In Romans 11:22 £,
Paul's use of &motoula in relation to the unbelieving is
quite different from his use of épyl. "Note then," says
Paul, "the kindness and the severity (&notoula) of God:
severity toward those who have fallen, but God's kindness to

you, provided you continue in his kindness; otherwise you



too will be cut off. And even the others, if they do not
persist in their unbelief, will be grafted in...."

We note that while wrath directed at unbelievers seems
to be final, here and elsewhere parallel terms for wrath do
allow for hope even in the face of unbelief. Thus,
"severity" in Romans 11:22 f. allows for the reversal of
faith: those who enjoy kindness might in the end receive
severity, and those under severity, perhaps kindness.

In order for universalism to work, eschatological wrath
must operate as an aspect of God's love. Wrath in the
eschaton must have a remedial sense. It must seek to
reform. But as we have seen, Paul never hints that
eschatological wrath is reformative or that it functions as
a part of God's love. He never says, for instance, that the
wicked suffer wrath in order to bring them to repentance.
Rather, one gets the impression that those who fall under
eschatological wrath are cut off from God's love.

It is true that 1 Corinthians 13:8 says, "Love never
This suggests that the universalist is

ends" (nintw ).

correct, God's love for mankind--all mankind--is eternal.

94Much the same may be said about the other negative
terms, éuxadalpw (1 Cor. 5:7), énvTtinla (2 Cor. 2:6) and
¢x90dc (Rom. 5:10; 11:28, etc.). Other parallel terms to
wrath such as &&d&uiuog (Rom. 1:28), &vdSena (Gal. 1:8 f.;
cf. Rom. 9:3 ), 86{un 2 Thess. 1:9), SATYLc (2 Thess. 1:6
f.) and xatauplvw (1 Cor. 11:32) seem less hopeful because
of their contexts.
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A particularist objection, however, might run as follows:
...the phrase "love never ends'" applies to our love, not
God's. Chapter 13 says nothing of God's love. It is
exegetically illegitimate to argue analogically and say, "If
people ought to love others this way, how much more would
God love his creation?" Why is this unsound? Because God's
love is different from our love. That is the issue in
Romans 9:15, "I will have mercy on whom I have mercy."
Analogies between God and man cannot be so inclusive,.
Therefore, '"love never ends” can apply only to our love, not
God's.

There is some merit in this kind of argument. But it
is not unrea;onable to think that in this chapter Paul has
the love of God or Christ in mind. One of Paul's points in
chapters 12-14 is that all things come from God. It is not
a large step, therefore, to suppose that God's love is
behind the enduring nature of love to which the believers at
Corinth are encouraged to aspire.

But we cannot say that Paul expects the enduring love
of God to guarantee salvation for all. This chapter is not
addressed to the wicked who are under God's wrath, but to
believers in Corinth who suppose that their spiritual gifts

are unexcelled. Paul attempts to convince his Christian

readers that spiritual gifts will pass away; only love
endures. To extrapolate from this that God's love abides

forever on the wicked and righteous alike is unwarranted.
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But as we have seen, there is no remedial or purgative sense
in Paul's understanding of eschatological wrath and, hence,
no meaningful way to say that God loves the wicked in the
eschaton. Love 1s not concealed in wrath.

If we are correct in our reflections that wrath is not
remedial, and that God's love is positive action on behalf
of others, then eschatological wrath for Paul would mean
that at the final judgment God is no longer willing to
operate on behalf of the wicked. Love would not be
concealed in the wrath. There would be nothing but wrath
for the wicked. To put it another way, God would no longer

"love" them. His wrath in the eschaton would be final.

6. Summary

Paul never says that God's wrath is eternal. Sometimes
wrath is poured out in the present; sometimes in the
eschaton. Once under eschatological wrath, however, the
plight of the wicked appears to be hopeless. God mo longer
acts on their behalf and therefore we say that he has
withdrawn his love from them. His wrath is permanent or
eternal.

A universalist argues that wrath does not function this
way. Wrath is reformative or purgative, not retributive.
God loves his creation and while it may be necessary for him
to -punish those who persist in wickedness, he does so out of

love, with the intent to restore.



But in eschatological wrath, at least, Paul does not
suggest that wrath conceals God's love. Eschatological
wrath seems final. To be sure, God's anger at times does
seek to restore, but when Paul allows for the possibility of
reformation, he uses words less definitive than "wrath"
(e.g., "enemy," "rejection," "severity"). These and other
terms allow for hope; wrath does not. Wrath seems to be
reserved by Paul to stress the utter hopelessness of the
wicked. He never, for example, suggests that wrath in the
eschaton is remedial or purgative. And never does he hint
that love is hidden in the wrath working out a better fate
for the wicked. For Paul, wrath seems to be the opposite of
love. We conclude, therefore, that in the eschaton God's

wrath 1is final.

61
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D. DESTRUCTION

In addition to wrath, divine judgment is expressed by
various terms indicating destruction: AnSAALUL (Rom. 2:123
1 Cor. 1:18; 2 Cor. 2:15; 4:3; 2 Thess. 2:10), &ndrera (Rom.
9:22; Phil, 1:28; 3:19), and &AeS9poc (1l Cor. 5:5; 1 Thess.
5:3; 2 Thess. 1:9).89 In the LXX &ndAA0upL and &ndiera
(Hebrew usually 738) and SAedpoc (non-Hebrew examples cited
below) often refer to physical death or destruction
(GmdAAvue » Lev. 23:30; Deut. 7:24; Esth., 9:2, 6; Ps. 5:6
(7); Wisd. 14:6; &ndrera s Deut. 4:26; 8:19; Esth., 8:6; Prov.
28:28; Wis. 18:7; I Macc. 3:42; II Macc. 8:4); SAedpoc
Wisd. 1:12, 14; 18:13; Sir. 39:30; II Macc. 6:123; 13:6).

All three words can.be used to indicate eschatological

90 and sometimes the destruction is said to be

destruction,
eternal (e.g., &néAlvuL and d&ndAera are linked with qidviog
in Test. Abr. 11:11 and aldviov SAedpov is found in IV Macc.

10:15 and 2 Thess. 1:9).

89Bothdﬂék€u1 and 8Aedp0¢ recur in 1 Tim. 6:9 but
denote judgment in the world. Similarly, the following (not
noted above) are either ambiguous or point to events prior
to death: d&ndAivp. (Rom. 14:15; 15:18; 1 Cor. 1:19; 8:11;
10:9 £.; 2 Cor. 4:9), nataildw (2 Cor. 5:1), uatapyéw (Rom.
6:6; 1 Cor. 6:13; 15:24, 26; 2 Thess. 2:8), and @Sclpw
(1 Cor. 3:17).

General references to eschatological destruction may
be found in: Sir. 36:8 f.; Jub. 24:30; 36:10; I En. 96:8;
97:2; Ps. Sol. 2:35; 9:9; 14:6; 15:10-14; 16:5; Apoc. Abr.
24:7-10; cf. 1QS 2:5-8; 4:12-14, 18-20; 1QpHab 5:3 f.
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1. Present Destruction

Of the three times in question that Paul uses &Aedpog
two almost certainly refer to destruction occurring in this
_present life. 1In 1 Corinthians 5:5, for instance, the
Apostle instructs the church to deliver the incestuous man
to Satan for the "destruction of the flesh.”" We note two
things. First, the man's flesh is to be destroyed in order
for his spirit to be saved. Regardless of how one
interprets the phrase "destruction of the flesh,”" we must
admit that it probably refers to present destruction. 1In
other words, the destruction occurs before "the day of the
Lord Jesus" (5:5); a postmortem judgment involving
destruction is therefore unlikely. The other point to note

is that unlike Paul's use of wrath (which never reforms),
91

destruction can be used reformatively. The incestuous man

is "destroyed" in order to be saved.

The second text describes the day of the Lord. It will
come like a thief in the night: "When people say, 'There is
peace and security,' then sudden destruction (8Aedpog) will

come upon them" (1 Thess. 5:3). Here divine O8AeSp0C engulfs

91Or perhaps in a compensatory way. The destruction in
1 Cor. 5:5 may be linked with another sin tolerated in the
community--the profanation of the Eucharist (11:17-32).
There the destruction of the flesh is present and physical:
"that is why some of you are weak and ill, and some have
died" (v. 30). I will return to this issue later (Section

One, II, "Compensatory Suffering").
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complacent unbelievers, this time at the end of the age--the
parousia.

Since the destruction occurs in the present age, albeit
at the end, we might wonder whether it continues into the
postmortem period. Must we say that the wi;ked are
extinguished, or suffer eternal conscious retribution? Is
it not possible that "sudden destruction™ means that the
wicked are destroyed (i.e., killed) at the parousia, then
brought through an extended judgment, perhaps, where they
are disciplined, educated and corrected?92

This is the kind of destruction we have in the story of
the incestuous man (1 Cor. 5:5) mentioned above. He dies
when excluded from the community of believers,93 but has
hope of rising again. Here divine destruction 1is a
reformative tool. It is positive judgment, not negative.

Perhaps the same is true for the "sudden destruction"
in 1 Thessalonians 5:3, Perhaps "sudden destruction" is
positive implying remediation as it does in 1 Corinthians
5:5. It must be said, however, that this seems not to be
the case. It is true that destruction is remedial in the
story of the incestuous man, but apparently this

interpretation cannot be used for 1 Thessalonians 5:3. The

9250 Origen, De Princ. 3, 5, 7 and 3, 6, 6; Contra
Celg. 5, 15 and 6, 25.

93Discussed in Section One, II, "Compensatory
Suffering."



65

context of 1 Thessalonians 5:3-9 (discussed below) forces us
to conclude that the destruction is more than a temporary
setback for the wicked. Indeed, there is no reason to
suppose that the destruction of the wicked is reformative;94
it appears to be retributive. Paul probably thinks that the
destruction at the parousia will mean the annihilation of
the wicked, or perhaps even some form of extended punishment
in hell.

We cannot know for certain what Paul thought about the
doctrine of a conscious retributive hell. We do know that
he was a Pharisee and that the Pharisees likely believed in
the annihilation of the wicked.95

The issue here, however, is whether we are correct in
thinking that this text connotes a permanent separation of
the wicked from the righteous. We, of course, should not
take Paul's statements about the destruction of the wicked
lightly, as if destruction were another way of saying that
God will chastise the wicked briefly in the afterlife. We
have already established that the universalist takes God's
judgment seriously. Extended punishment in hell, whether

eternal, or limited and corrective, is a grave matter.

941.e., other than Paul's remedial use of destruction

in 1 Corinthians 5:5 and the presence of "universalist"
texts yet to be discussed.

95This will be discussed in Section Two, II, "The

Adam-Christ Analogy."
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We are asking, therefore, whether destruction in

1 Thessalonians 5:3 should be understood as reformative or

retributive, as temporal or final.

The presence of eschatological épyl inm 1:10 and 5:9

supports a retributive conclusion. The wrath in these texts

(especially in 5:9) can only mean that Paul believed God's

judgment of destruction in 5:3 was final. We know this

because those who suffer destruction in 5:3 are the same

ones who endure wrath in 5:9. Paul -says that "sudden

destruction" (v. 3) will fall upon those in "darkness" (vv.
4=7) who are under God's "wrath" (v. 9), but his readers who

are "sons of light" (vv. 4-8) will obtain salvation: "For
God has not destined us for wrath, but to obtain salvation
through our Lord Jesus Christ" (v. 9).

Since Paul never regards wrath as remedial, but as
final, and since he presumes that destruction comes as a
result of God's wrath, we must conclude that his use of
destruction in 5:3 is also not corrective but final. Thus

1l Thessalonians 5:3 appears to be saying that the wicked

will face eternal (permanent) destruction at the coming of

Christ.

2. Eternal Destruction

Eternal destruction also occurs in our third text, but

there are problems. The expression HAedpov aldviov,found in

2 Thessalonians 1:9, reads: "They shall suffer the punishment



of eternal destruction and exclusion from the presence of
the Lord...." Michaelis, however, may be correct in his

n96 But if

assumption that aldviog does not mean "endless.
this 1s so, Johannes Schneider's question in his review of
Michaelis seems appropriate: "Fallen damit nicht die
Begriffe 'Ewigkelt' und 'ewig' hin?"?’ Indeed, is aldvioc,
as it is applied by Paul to Christians, something other than
unlimited duration?

Yet, in defense of Michaelis it might be said that the
adjective does not necessarily mean éverlasting. For
example, in I Enoch 10:10 eternal life (Twhv aldviov) is
limited to five hundred years (cf. 1:5, 12). Similarly, the
uses of the plural XpdvoiL aldviotr in Romans 16:25; 2 Timothy
1:9; Titus 1:2 and the phrase Iva atdviov adtdv &néxng in
Philemon 15 ("that you might have him back for ever") hardly
denote an extended time without end. Moreover, in the LXX
aldviog regularly translates DI?Y which need mean no more
than "for a long time." Thus, aldviog does not mean etermnal
in Job 41:4 (LXX 40:28); Psalm 77:5 (LXX 76:6); Jonah 2:7;
Isaiah 63:9; Jeremiah 51:39 (LXX 28:39) and Ezekiel 35:5.

Furthermore, there are numerous examples of al{dviLog

referring to the life-span of various emperors. Moulton and

96Michaelis, VersShnung, pp. 44-48.

97Johannes Schneider, Theologische Literaturzeitung 17

(1952), 160,
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Milligan conclude that while the adjective alwviLog usually

' it may also mean "that of which the

denotes "everlasting,'
horizon is not in view, whether the horizon be at an
indefinite distance...or whether it lies not farther than

the span of a Caesar's 1ife."98

Therefore, the temporal
extent envisaged in the expression 8Aedpov aldviov in
2 Thessalonians 1:9 remains, at least, ambiguous. In any
case, it is unwise to build too heavily on a disputed
letter. Though 2 Thessalonians is often accepted as
authentic,99 we do well to pay heed to Leander Keck's
dictum: "In no case should a disputed letter be the basis
for interpreting something in a genuine letter."190
So although aldvLog usually means "everlasting,” as
Moulton and Milligian point out, it can have a more limited

sense. In 2 Thessalonians 1:9 aldviLog probably does refer

to everlasting destruccionlo1 just as it implies etermnality

98MM S.V. Ef. James Barr, Biblical Words for Time, SBT

33 (Naperville: “1969), pp. 76-83, et passim; David Hill,
Greek Words, pp. 173, 186; D, E. H. Whiteley, Thessalonians,
NCB (Oxford: 1969), p. 94; Hermann Sasse, TDNT 1:208 f.

990f. Hans Conzelmann, An Outline of the Theology of
the New Testament, trans. John Bowden (New York: 1969),
p. 155; for discussion, see Best, Thessalonians, pp. 50-58.

100Leander E. Keck, Paul and His Letters, Proclamation
Commentaries (Philadelphia: 1977), p. 4.

1OlAnnihilation does not appear to be the intended
meaning; see Best, op. cit. pp. 262 £f. Best cautiomns,
however, that we ought not to speculate on the meaning of
the word "eternal," saying, for example, that it means
"everlasting" or "infinite duration." He points out that

(Footnote Continued)
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when applied to God, Christ and the destiny of believers.

If one confines everlasting destruction to a circumscribed
"age to come," then perhaps salvation also should be
perceived as something less than eternal (as in I En.
10:10). But since many have seriously questioned the
authenticity of 2 Thessalonians, the prudent course would be
to leave the question open. We should not preclude
universalism on the basis of a disputed passage.

Already we have noted that 2 Thessalonians 1:9 is
unique. It is the only passage in the Pauline corpus where
aldviog relates to the judgment of the wicked. But as we
have seen, the adjective al®viog is not the only way for
Paul to introduce the concept of eternality (or permanence).
In view of our discussion of wrath and destruction thus far,

.
we can say, with reasonable certainty, that the etermnal

perspective is present in Paul's judgment terminology. And

at times these terms sound final.

3. Life and Death

Paul uses two other terms for destruction (&ndAAvuL and
AnoleLa). Sometimes these judgment terms, particularly the

former, are said to pronounce irreversible doom on the

(Footnote Continued)
"the Jew was not interested in metaphysical infinitude." He

thought more in terms of a permanent exile of those doing
wickedness: '"so long as existence continues ‘in the age to
come persecutors will be separated from God."
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wicked. '"Definitive destruction,"”" concludes A. Oepke, "an
eternal plunge into Hades and a hopeless destiny of death"
is what Paul means when he uses these terms for
destruction.lo2 For Oepke, destruction is eschatological
death, It is not clear whether he means that the wicked are
consigned to a conscious hell or simply annihilated. He
does say, however, that Paul (and John) intend more than
mere "extinction of physical existence."103

We recognize that any of Paul's judgment terms have
grave postmortem consequences; the problem comes with
statements such as Oepke's on &mAAVULL, Our first
inclination is to reject them. We do so, it seems, because
of other texts in Paul which imply universal restoration.
This is not unreasonable, of course, and we will soon
examine these univ;rsalist texts to see whether they
overturn Paul's judgment terminology. But at present we
want to determine how rigid, flexible, etc. these terms are
within their own contexts.

The contrast Paul makes between OpTw and &ndAivuL is
striking (1 Cor. 1:18; 2 Cor. 2:15; 2 Thess. 2:10; cf.

2 Cor. 4:3; &ndreiLa, Phil. 1:28). These texts distinguish

sharply between those who perish and those who obtain

salvation. If we ask what happens when the wicked are

102, ibrecht Oepke, TDNT 1:396.



destroyed, part of the answer must surely be that they lose
all that salvation and eternal life implies. The stark
contrast between the two groups obviates the possibility
that the wicked will be destroyed and then rise again. 1In
other words, we should not think that Paul's destruction
terminology implies hope; it is the opposite. When
contrasted with salvation and 1ife, it implies eschat-
ological death. And this, we shall argue, appears to be a
final, hopeless condition.

Life and death are also contrasted in 1 Corinthians
15:18,. Here Paul uses AMSAAULL when answering a question
about deceased believers, whether they survive in the
postmortem condition: "How can some of you say that there
is no resurrection of the dead" (v. 12)? If this were so,
"then those also who have fallen asleep in Christ have
perished"” (&ndrovio, Vv. 18).

The issue at hand is life after death versus ultimate
death, i.e., whether a believer in Christ will find himself

at the mercy of death as a power, as the last enemy (cf.

71

v. 26).10% This raises the question of Paul's understanding

of death (discussed later in this chapter). 1In 1
Corinthians 15:12-18, however, Paul is speaking

hypothetically and therefore we may not wish to press too

104I-Ians Conzelmann, A Commentary on the First Epistle
to the Corinthians, trans. J. W. Leitch, Herm.
(Philadelphia: 1975), pp. 266 f.
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far the 1issue of eternal consequences in his reference to

destruction.

4, Eschatological Destruction

There remains one final issue with respect to the
concept of destruction. The fact that &nwAeira is Td TEAOG
of the enemies of Christ leaves little room for universalism
if td TéAog implies a final, unalterable state in
Philippians 3:19: "Their end is destruction, their god is
the belly...."

According to R. Shippers this verse admits only the
strongest possible interpretation, that the fate of the
wicked is irrevocable: '"the enemies of the cross of Christ

nl03 But

find their ultimate fate in eternal destruction.
Shippers overstates his case. Paul is inconsistent in the
way he uses TO TEAOC. The term is applied to the parousia
in 1 Corinthians 1:8 and to the post-parousia period in

l Corinthians 15:24., By contrast, 1 Thessalonians 2:16 (cf.
1 Cor. 10:11) says that the eschatological TéAlog with its
attendant divine 6oyl has already arrived. This

inconsistency suggests that Td TéAog should not be used to

resolve the universalism question.

105Reinier Schippers, NIDNT 2:61.
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Some texts which use T TEAOC even seem to favor
universalism. Romans 6:21 f. identifies Td TéAOC of the
sinner with 9dvatoc. This raises the argument from silence
discussed earlier: 1.e., since the contrast is between
94vatog and Lwhv aldviov in 6:21 f., then aldviog is
conspicuous by its absence in 6:21. But as we have already
noted in our discussion of the Apocalypse of Moses and II
Baruch, the use or non-use of eschatological language may
not be as significant as we think., Sometimes we have false
contrasts.

In any event, there are many problems connected with a
particularist use of Td TéAlog in Philippians 3:19.
Therefore, in view of the different ways Paul uses Td TE€XlOg
(in the present, at the parousia, after the parousia), and
because the context of Philippians 3 does not explicitly say
that the end of the wicked is irreversible, we oughq not to
assume that the presence alone of Td Télog enhances a
particularist conclusion. Philippians 3:19 does underscore
Paul's belief in the inevitability of coming judgment, but

whether it is everlasting is uncertain. 106

106The temporal parameters of his other soteriological
references to A&ndAAuvunL are at best ambiguous in Rom. 2:12;
14:15; 1 Cor. 1:19;5 8:11; 10:9 f.; 2 Cor. 4:9. The same is
true for &nmoAeita in 2 Thess. 2:3; cf. 1 Tim. 6:9.
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5. Summary

Paul assures his readers that God will destroy the
wicked. This implies that the wicked will be removed from
the presence of the righteous, either by amnnihilation or by
consignment to hell. Eschatological destruction in Paul
does not mean that the wicked will be destroyed im hell for
a time, and then rise again.

Outgide Pauline literature AmOAAULML » &ATOAeLa and
8Aedpoc are often used to denote eschatological destruction.
As we noted earlier, this kind of destruction is almost
always permanent; the wicked are utterly destroyed. But the
Pauline texts commonly used by particularists to support
eternal destruction (e.g., 2 Thess. 1:9; Phil, 3:19) are
rife with ambiguities.

Some texts, however, do suggest that "destruction" is
eternal. There 1is no thought of a future resurrection for
the wicked who come under "sudden destruction" in
1 Thessalonians 5:3. There the destruction is tied directly
to God's wrath; and as we have seen, Paul's use of wrath is
final not remedial. This final use of wrath, and now
destruction, attaches permanent consequences to Paul's
contrasts of life and death (1 Cor. 1:18; 2 Cor. 2:15;

2 Thess. 2:10). The wicked seem to lose forever what the

righteous gain--life.



E. DEATH

Paul also says that we are saved from death (Rom. 8:2;

107 There are several ways in

1 Cor. 1:9 f£.; 2:15 £.; 7:10).
which Paul speaks of death. Central for our purposes is
Paul's understanding of death as a natural phenomenon.
Biologically, all die, sometimes at the hands of others
(Rom. 11:3; 2 Cor. 1:9; 6:9; 11:23), or following sickness
(Phil. 2:25-30), or because of personal commitment to a way
of 1ife (1 Cor. 9:15; Phil. 1:20). Death is both natural
(Rom. 8:38; 1 Cor. 15:32; Phil. 1:21; 1 Thess. 4:15 f.) and
inevitable (1 Cor. 15:22). But while Paul can accept death
as "natural," he does so with qualification. All "in Adam"

die (1 Cor. 15:22) because "all have sinned" (Rom. 3:23; cf.

5:12) and because the "wages of sin is death" (Rom. 6:23).

1. Sin and Death

For Paul, the immediate consequence of sin is death

(Rom. 1:32; 5:12, 15-20; 6:16, 21, 23; 7:5, 10; 8:6, 13;

107Paul uses a number of terms for death. Chief among
these are &nodviorw, 3dvatog, morudouar and veupdg. For
discussion of the ambiguity of these terms, see Bultmann,
TDNT 3:16 f.; Walter Schmithals, NIDNT 1:435-41; Lothar
Coenen, Em 1:446; BAGD 91, 350 f., 534 f.; Schlier,
R8merbrief, . 76; Roetzel, Judgement in the Community,

p. 85.
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1 Cor. 15:56); death is natural only in the sense that
humanity participates in Adam's sin-conditioned world. Sin
is all-embracing because all men in their turn share the
transgression of Adam. This does not mean that Adam is
solely responsible for the ruin of mankind. He is surely
responsible for opening the flood-gates of sin, but all are
active sinners, all are responsible. Thus, men sin in their
own persons but as a result of their corrupt nature
inherited from Adam.108

This formulation 1is convenient but the two clauses seem
mutually exclusive. The first clause, "all men die as a
result of their own sin" seems to exclude the second, "all
men die as a result of Adam's sin." We must admit that this
creates a problem. "But here Paul is simply following a
Jewish conception," says W. G. Kiimmel, "according to which
Adam incurred the connection of sin and punishment, but
w109

every man earns this punishment through his own sin.

These two lines of thought also emerge in the rabbis, as H.

108This view is well argued by Cranfield, Romans, pp,
274-81. I find his discussion of é¢° @ mndvtegc Auaptov in v.
12 convincing and will avoid replication of his positiom.

109Werner Georg Kimmel, The Theology of The New
Testament, trans. J. E. Steely (Nashville: 1973), p. 179.
Ktimmel cites II Bar. 54:15: "Though Adam first sinned and
brought premature death upon all, yet each individual one of
those descended from him has brought upon himself future
misery...." To this may be added IV Ezra 7:118: "0 Adam,
what have you done? For though it was you who sinned, the
fault was not yours alone, but ours also who are your
descendants."
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J. Schoeps and others point out.110 On the one hand, Moses,

though not guilty of death, must die because Adam brought
sin into the world (Deut. Rabba 9:4); but, on the other
hand, there is no death without sin (Shabbath 55a-b). Like
Kimmel, Schoeps thinks that both these rabbinic views are
known by Paul. He suggests that Paul "accepted them
both=-=-the doctrine of inherited death (v. 14) [as well as]
the idea that death was the punishment of actual simns
committed by the individual man" (v. 12b).111
Consequently, men die not only because they commit
specific sins ("all have sinned"--Rom. 3:23), but because
they are heirs of death ('"death spread to all men"--Rom.
5:12). "For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all
be made alive" (1 Cor. 15:22). Moreover, this text with its
reference to Adam and Christ'represents for Paul two streams
of humanity: "Es geht allein um die Gegeniiberstellung
zweler Menschheitsreihen, die je von Adam und Christus als

kosmisch-eschatologische Universal-persdnlichkeiten

110Schoeps, Paul, p. 189; cf. A. Buchler, Studies in

Sin and Atonement in the Rabbinic Literature of the First
Century (New York: 1939), pp. 337-74; Scroggs, Last Adam,
p. 36; E. P, Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A
Comparison of Patterns of Religion (Philadelphia: 1977),

p. 173,
111I

bid.
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reprdsentiert und umschlossen werden.
Christ find only death and destruction.

While Paul holds that we are saved from death, he
sometimes speaks as though death were a power already
operating in the present life (e.g., Rom., 5:17; 7:9-11;

2 Cor. 3:7). In 1l Corinthians 15:26 Paul speaks of death as
a personified power, an enemy aligned with the authorities
and powers of the world (15:24). The dark enemy entered the
world through Adam's sin; from Adam to Moses it has held

sway over men (Rom. 5:12; 14), but through Christ it will be

destroyed (1 Cor. 15:26, 54).

2. Death in the 01d Testament

The roots of Paul's thoughts can be found in the 01d
Testament. Death as a personified force may possibly be
traced to the Jewish idea of the angel of death, or the
Destroyer, as Paul and others call him (1 Cor. 10:10; cf.
Exod. 12:23; 2 Sam. 24:16; 1 Chron. 21:12, 15; Job 15:21;
Isa. 37:36; Wisd. 18:25). But in these texts the Destroyer
is the servant of God, not, as Paul describes (him), an

enemy whose reign of death opposes Christ. In Pauline

112Hans—Alwin Wilcke, Das Problem eines messianischen
Zwischenreichs bei Paulus, ATANT 51 (Zidrich: 1967), p. 75.
This issue is discussed in Section Two, II, "Adam-Christ."
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theology Christ's reign brings life; death's reign