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Abstract
In debates on the metaphysics of resurrection, it seems that philosophicalyti®olog
often arguing on the wrong fronts. While some philosophers and theologians spend their time
arguing the feasibility of a person’s bodily numerical identity at restiore whether or not a
human being can exist apart from their body, or whether the resurrectionisaphysill
(among many other points of view) this thesis seeks to argue a more foundatisabzd's
eternal/atemporal existence and how it affects the resurrection of maiikincan be shown
that God’s eternal/atemporal existence allows for a person to expesiand@aneity in their
death and future resurrection, then physical resurrection can be affirmed #&longmerical
identity between the “body sown” and “body raised,” and further argumentsroomga
possible disembodied existence can be declared irrelevant (among otheateims)c
Motivated by two vexing passages of Scripture, Matthew 22:29-33 and Luke 23:43, this
thesis wishes to provide a philosophical hermeneutic to these passages whaféraigng
orthodox Christian theology in its belief of a physical resurrection at tiatescand that being
physically resurrected is far better than not being physically exgad. | will do so by (1) using
Thomas Aquinas’ theory of eternity and other modes of existence to account foffia &peti
of simultaneity, (2) defending the Thomistic account of eternity and his otheisrabde
existence, and (3) explaining how it is the case that, given God'’s eternal mode@iaxia
human being’s (particularly @hristian human being) death and future resurrection occur

simultaneously. Hence, the theory to be so argued is termed “SimultaneousdResLitre



And as for the resurrection of the dead, have you not read what was said to you by God:
‘I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob’?
He is not the God of the dead, but of the living.
And when the crowd heard it, they wergtonishedat his teaching.
Matthew 22:31-33

Now he is not God of the dead, but of the living, for all live to Him.
Luke 20:38
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

In philosophical theology there are several ongoing debates with reghedGbitistian
doctrine of the resurrection of the dead; two of the more notable debates focusype thfe t
resurrection that will happen (e.g. will the resurrection produce physicadodspiritual
bodies?) and if resurrection is even possible (e.g. how is it possible for God teae3ones at
timetl if Jones has ceased to exist at )¢ Both of these questions center on certain aspects
to the metaphysics of resurrection; of which, there are a number of cuudies$including
those that cover such issues as whether or not resurrection bodies will bel pivsitteer or
not there is a “time gap” between consciousness at death and at newdliféhether a body can
return from oblivion. With respect to the arguments inside the doctrine of rasnyecis
important to note that there must be satisfactory defense given of both the comptescl
resurrection of the body and of the notion that resurrection is something better than non
resurrection. In other words, there should be a reason that God is going to résumesat
beings rather than not resurrect them. While there are plenty of argumentsitig the

necessity of either a physicalist view or substance-dualist view of the hunsan peresponse

The examples given are by no means an exhaustion of the possible questions with respect to the manner of
resurrection or its possibility.

’In the bibliography see Trenton Merricks’s contribution, “The Resurrection of the Body and the Life
Everlasting,” in Reason for the Hope Within edited by Michael J. Murray (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 1999),
261-286, Christina Van Dyke’s “Human Identity, Immanent Causal Relations, and the Principle of Non-repeatability:
Thomas Aquinas on the Bodily Resurrection,” and Lynne Rudder Baker’s “The Metaphysics of Resurrection” to
name a few.



to how the resurrection “works,” my aim will not be to argue for a particulatrcm®f the
human person, but rather to show that a discussion on the philosophy of time is necessary,
particularly with respect to God’s atemporal existence, to get to agnmueding metaphysical
concern in the doctrine of physical resurrection and greatly influence, asillpe®lve, an age-
old question: “where does one go when they die?”

Throughout this paper | will simply assume a Thomistic view of the human lzeing:
human being necessarily is the composite of form (the soul) and matter (1h& bidds is a
dualist approach, but a dualist approach that affirms that a human is only a human when the tw
“parts” are combined. There is no human being without a body as there is no human being
without a soul. In this paper | will not make an argument for what the human beiathes; |
will show that if Thomas’s view of the human being is correct, there is a plausile affirm
the resurrection of the dead without thereby also affirming that, betweenam lh@ing’s death
and resurrection, the human being ceases to exist as a human being.

The Thomistic (i.e. composite dualist account) view is taken because,itt s$iistance

dualisn? is correct, and it is the case that a disembodied soul can interact with God

*One such other question might be: “Where exactly is the incarnate Jesus now?” If He is still incarnate, one
would assume that he has location. If He has location, what location is it? If He does not have location, where is
His body? How does a spatial body, such as Christ’s incarnate body, lack location? Does Christ not exist as
incarnate after his ascension? If He does not, where did He dump His body? Scripture seems to indicate that
Christ ascended as incarnate, so His body must have ascended somewhere. Is the answer, Heaven? What does
“Heaven” mean other than “the resurrected world?” This paper should provide a cogent answer to this problem.

* Saint Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica. Vol. 2, in Great books of the Western World, no. 20. Edited by
Robert Maynard Hutchins, translated by Fathers of the English Dominican Province (Chicago, IL: Encyclopedia
Britannica, Inc., 1952), 381-387; henceforward “ST2.” This is not to say that the matter is at all settled with respect
to arguments for and against the various forms of substance-dualism; rather, this project simply is an aid to
Christians who would hold the Thomistic view (or one very close to it).

5By “strict dualist” | mean here a dualist who affirms that the human person is more defined by their immaterial
soul rather than their body. | have in mind a more Platonic or Cartesian view of the human person.



meaningfully and can exist at death in a paradisiacal state, then it seems to me thaigproble
lurk with respect to theeasons fotthe resurrectioh. As Merricks says of the strict substance
dualist: “...one thing is certain: The dualist cannot say that resurrecti@céssaryor eternal
life. After all, Christian dualists [in the strict, non-Thomistic wayteaofclaim that an advantage
of their theory — evethe advantage of their theory — is that it allows humans to live on after
death but before the general resurrectforit’would not make any sense, then, to say that life
after death occurseforeresurrection and that life after death alsquiresresurrection. | take
it what Merricks means by “life after death” (LAD) is:

(LAD): The sort of paradisiacal state in which life is at its fuknasd perfected.
The problem, of course, is that if the Thomistic account is true, and human beings are only
humanbeings when embodied, then on a position that holds to an intermediary state, the time
between death and resurrection constitutes a time in which human beings are nbouorager
beings, but something else. If this is true, then Jesus would not have been telling ththeobber
truth in Luke 23:43 when He said, “Truly, | say to you, todaywill be with me in Paradise™®
Indeed it would not have been the robber with Christ in Paradise that day, but agr{mthi
someone) else since the robber would, in fact, not exist after he died. It seenosimagire
how the non-existence of the robber could constitute anything resembling Parddis in its

perfected fullness. Accordingly, Jesus’ statement to the robber becomes ptabiertinat He

®See APPENDIX: Mystical Experience and Substance Dualism.

"This seems to be how most substance dualist will read the account in Luke 23 where Jesus promises to the
robber on the cross next to Him that today the robber will be with Him in paradise.

*Trenton Merricks, “The Resurrection of the Body and the Life Everlasting,” in Reason for the Hope Within,
edited by Michael J. Murray (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 1999), 281. Insert added. Emphasis his.

’Ibid., 281.

10 . .
Emphasis mine.



would have been either lying to the robber who trusted Him or else saying somethiag to t
robber that was unintelligibfé. Further, it seems that, following Paul in 1 Corinthians 15, the
Christian indeedloeswant to say that resurrection is necessary for (LAD) as so defined:

“For if the dead are not raised, not even Christ has been raised. And if Cérist ha
not been raised, your faith is futile and you are still in your sins. Then those who
have fallen asleep in Christ have perish&d.”

If the resurrection is necessary for (LAD) diamanbeing, and the human being is
necessarily a composite of body and soul, what does one do with death? Is a humaohesng
for example, utterly destroyed since he vanishes from temporal exBtéinee, how exactly is
it possible for God to recreate an utterly destroyed Jones? Christina Waraigmpts to use
Aquinas’s view of the immortality of the soul to posit that Aquinas’s view, regaitim
eventual natural return of the departed immortal soul to the material bodyatotion, allows
for immanent causal relations between the dead Jones and the resurrected Jand3ykies
correct, then God is excused of having to recreate Jones out of whole-cloth, thustiBelving
problem of identity over tim& However, even with this proposed solution, there still seems to
be a point at which theumanbeing ceases to exiat all. The problem, however, is that with
respect to Scripture, Jesus affirms tioalaythe dead person (dead believing person, anyway)

will be in Paradisé? In addition to the Luke passage mentioned, another passage of Scripture

Y'see APPENDIX: (LAD) and Temporary Bodies.
' Corinthians 15:16-18 (English Standard Version Bible)

Bchristina Van Dyke, “Human Identity, Immanent Causal Relations, and the Principle of Non-repeatability:
Thomas Aquinas on the Bodily Resurrection,” Religious Studies 43 (2007): 388.

“Luke 23:43 (English Standard Version Bible) - As this paper will show, while it need not be the case that Christ
is referring to a temporal “today,” it not need not thereby be the case that He is indicating a huge temporal gap or
a metaphorical indication relating to the believer’s next experience after death. Merricks argues something similar
to the latter in his Resurrection of the Body and the Life Everlasting pg. 285.



can be used as a launching point for the argument to be discussed in this papewn Rfagihe
33.

In Matthew 22, the Sadducees, the sect of Jews that deny the resurrectigt,tattem
stump Jesus on the reality of the resurrection. In reply to their rhétioaipaJesus attempts to
offer proof of the resurrection by citing Exodus chapter 3 verse 6: “And he sai, the God
of your father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob.” To whichnJesus, i
Matthew 22:32, insists that God “... is not the God of the dead, but of the living.” So, it seems
that Jesus is using Exodus 3:6 as proof of the resurrection. The problem, of course, is that if
Jesus is using Exodus 3:6 to prove the resurrection, then this likely means feaiplee
mentioned in the passage are experiencing resurrection life. But how can tiAgdresl|,
according to traditional Christian theism, the resurrection of the dead only happee®nd of
time!® Is it possible that both states of affairs are true? Can it be that, in aye@wvaham,
Isaac, and Jacob (in addition to every other dead person) are experiencirygafidiill still
resurrect in a real temporal (yet to be) future? My aim, throughout, wil &estver these
questions in the affirmative by arguing for a concept called “SimultarRessrrection*® That

said, there are myriad complications with respect to how we approach thesenguespecially

BThis point is not necessarily to be taken hyper-literally or to be in anyway disaffirming the Liberty University
Doctrinal Statement that reads: “We affirm that the return of Christ for all believers is imminent. It will be followed
by seven years of great tribulation, and then the coming of Christ to establish His earthly kingdom for a thousand
years. The unsaved will then be raised and judged according to their works and separated forever from God in hell.
The saved, having been raised, will live forever in heaven in fellowship with God.” The results of this project then
should fit well within the agreed upon doctrinal statement as so stated.

'®Not to be confused with the Thomistic account of resurrection where all people, both believer and non-
believer, resurrect at the same time (simultaneously). Discussed in Saint Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica.
Vol. 2, in Great books of the Western World, no. 20. Edited by Robert Maynard Hutchins, translated by Fathers of
the English Dominican Province (Chicago, IL: Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc., 1952), 943-947. The working definition
of “simultaneous resurrection” as it pertains to this project will be discussed below.



with respect to the tenses used in their wording. | take it that the ansWeraloave questions
is “yes”; however, in a less than obvious way.

What does it mean to say that someone hasdhethdyresurrected andill resurrect?
Might it be a more probable than not that the eschaton is an eternally pratignta&od (e.g.
Abraham is living resurrection life to God) and that it will still, in theperal future, happen to
all human beings (including AbrahamjMinimally, these questions seem to have direct
consequences on the nature of time, and in particular, God’s time, which is often noted as
“eternity” or some variation theredt.

God'’s particular brand of time, if one is to call God’s existence “time-likehy way, is
indeed a point of contention within the discipline of theoltyi.here are myriad views, some
insisting that God exists in endless temporal duration and others insisting on Gsi#'sce as
an atemporal existence; some citing duration and others not (not to mention the oties the
with respect to sempiternity and the like). Positing God as timelesgatal seems to me to be

the theory of God’s existence that has the ever-present “ring of truth”; hqwer&mg out a

"The proffered theory of Simultaneous Resurrection is not to be confused, or associated, with Hans Kiing’s
theory whereby upon death we enter immediately into resurrection. While that wording is very similar to
Simultaneous Resurrection, Kiing’s thought includes not a physical resurrection but a dying into God.
Simultaneous Resurrection affirms that upon death a person enters resurrection life, but in no way does it affirm a
possibility of “dying into God” and whatever that might mean. Kiing’s idea is explicated in his Eternal life,
translated by Edward Quinn (Garden City, NY: Double Day, 1984), 136-142.

18By “eschaton” | mean the Christian doctrine of Christ’s second coming and the resurrection of the dead at the
end of time.

“In the proceeding paper, ‘eternity’, ‘eternal’, and ‘atemporal’ will most often reference the same thing. In
most of the literature concerning the philosophical nature of God’s atemporal or temporal existence ‘atemporal’
and ‘eternal’ are used synonymously; however, while for the majority of this paper it will be true that these words
can be used interchangeably, there will be a specific instance where a distinction must be made (Chapter four
below).

2%Alan G. Padgett, “God and Time: Toward a New Doctrine of Divine Timeless Eternity,” Religious Studies 25
(June, 1989): 209. He says the following: “...God is in time. But | do not think it is proper to say that God is in our
time. God transcends time, and he is the Creator of space-time. It is theologically more proper to say that we are
in God's time...”



timeless conception largely ends up being not unlike trying to fit a square peground hole.
Of course, the two main views with respect to the manner of God’s existence are:

(1) God exists in time and

(2) God exists outside of time.
If (1) is true, then, with respect to answering eschatological questioasmtsdo yield a pretty
straightforward conclusion. If God exists completely in time, (arftkiforthodox version of the
doctrine of resurrection is true) then people really will only resurtébeaend of this earth’s
duration and Jesus’ words to the Sadducees in Matthew 22 would simply be offeringlsame ot
type of evidence for scriptural proof of the resurrection not otherwise cksaty However, if
(2) is true, then, not only are there a whole host of difficulties for which ailplasslution must
be found in order to show that the idea of a timeless God is coherent, but there is also the
difficulty of explaining how such a truth impacts the resurrection of tempaadiduals. | take
it to be a strength of holding (1) to be true that (1)’s being true helps avoid stimesef
complicated issues. Even so, (1)’s being true, and so God’s being temporal, létalss @sto
an unsatisfactory and unsatisfying premise with which to begin to understandhaisthrist is
asserting about the afterlife in passages such as Matthew 22, Luke 23, antf dttier(2),
then, that | wish to affirm and will defend.

If it happens that a salient defense of God’s atemporal existence carefgither
guestions remain to be asked with respect to human resurrection. After all, ithengrte say
that God exists outside of time; it seems to be quite another to say that Higyeasside of

time has implications for the events occurring in the lives (and next lives) ohhtemaoral

leimilarly, while a defense of the B-series of time will be given in this paper, it is not the case that A-series will
be undermined. The point of the paper is not to disprove or say that A-series is incoherent, but rather to imply
that B-series is the best theory of time to account for the argument given by Jesus in Matthew 22 and the promise
given in Luke 23.



individuals. What would it mean for Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (for example) higormpaint

of view, to die and immediately experience (LAD)? Is it plausible that, fon el other dead
individuals, the eschaton is an already-experienced event even though, tgnamaraiblically
speaking, it is an event that is going to take place thousands of years afdedtie? Is it
coherent and philosophically responsible to posit that a temporal being has bottctedunto
atemporal reality and wilitill come toresurrect in temporal reality without ever repeating the
action? In other words, is it logically and metaphysically coherent tthaag person can
resurrect once and for all but yet the action occur in two frames ofieéételt seems to me that
the answers to these questions for all practical purposes is “yes”; howekekyilhbe much

more philosophical nuancing to distinguish specifically to what this “yestgef

Tethered to Scripture

If the Christian’s exegesis of Scripture should also be informed by philosopigaatyi,
as it seems that most of the time it must, then it is important to ask the philosqpk&taons
surrounding the statements of Jesus in Matthew 22:31-32. It is one thing tot vey taa
discover, through biblical studies and hermeneutieg,Christ is talking about the resurrection
of the dead, it is an entirely different matter to hew it is the case that Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob might possibly both be experiencing resurrection life ((LAD) in the epgas@nt) and be
resurrected (in the temporal future). Further, if those who have died are diveayly
resurrection life in the resurrected Cosmos, then this bears significartatiguis on theological
studies concerning things like body/soul dualism, the doctrine of election/pnatiest and so
forth. Joseph Bracken states:

The relation between time and eternity is the crucial problem in eschatoldgy a

its solution has implications for all parts of Christian doctrine. The idesftity
those who will be raised with those who are now alive; the relation of the future



of God’s kingdom at the end of history to its being present in the work of Jesus;

the relation of the general resurrection of the dead at the return of Jesus to the fac

that even at death those who sleep in him are already with him, so that their

fellowship with him is not broken; the relation of Jesus himself to his earthly

work; and last but not least, the relation of the eternal kingship of God and his

world government to the futurity of his kingdom — all these are questions and

themes that are without answers, and the substance of them cannot be understood,

so long as we do not clarify the relation between time and etéfnity.

| will not discuss all of these topics, but it seems to me that the ranaifisaif a paper
such as this one could be farther reaching than just the manner of the resurreftéioall, A
from a hermeneutical as well as philosophical point of view, it seems thaindesubke saying
something significant to the Sadducees in Matthew 22. If he is saying that Gedasd of the
living by simply indicating a future resurrection of the dead, then Jesus isfakawipus and is
merely begging the question. In other words, is Jesus saying here, “The resuafettte dead
will happen because the resurrection of the dead will happen,” or is he sayingeStihection
will happen because your fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are curneatigrexng
resurrection life”? The first question is viciously circular, so we oughtimakt Jesus is saying
that; however, the second question seems to be an argument from proof. | take it Jesus’
argument might be along the lines of arguing something like: “The WashingfotalS have a
Hart Trophy winner during the existence of the franchise. To prove it, | can poitexanter
Ovechkin, a member of the Washington Capitals, who wins the award in the years 2008 and
2009.”

Perhaps there is a third option. Jesus might be saying, “The resurrection afdhe ae
true fact because Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who are currently in alsgtisiie, are waiting to

be resurrected.” But an argument like that seems weak, at best. Indeetesoshescholars,

argue against Jesus’ use of Exodus 3:6 in the above passage; they say thagdeserst for

22Joseph A. Bracken, SJ, “A New Look at Time and Eternity,” Theology and Science 2 (April, 2004): 77.
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the resurrection, in this passage, is false because they take it that Heodpdatabham, Isaac,
and Jacob as being resurrectédHowever, if Abraham, Isaac, and Jacehlly areexperiencing
(LAD) with God and are also to be resurrected in the future, then Jesus is syipplyin
evidence for the biblical doctrine of resurrection and providing future hope in the contimgy of
resurrected Cosmos. In light of the skepticism regarding Jesus’ words, mptditrein will be
to help Christians gain insight into the hermeneutical difficultiesgmted by Jesus’ somewhat
cryptic words by both backing Jesus’ argument and giving Christian theologyarfmeans by
which toinsiston physical resurrection.

Further, the argument just may gestentialgrounding to the necessity of physical
resurrection and why life in thgarticular bodies that we have on this earth matters. To wit,
what will be attempted in the forthcoming pages is an explication and explamaton
philosophically rigorous manner, of just how it is possible for a person to be both reslrrect
into the eternal “now” and at some future time resurrect in the temporal “thée. attempt will
be made in the following way: first, | will demonstrate that it is God’s modgisfesce that
ensures this possibility (which will entail an affirmative defense of Gaxdstence as
timelessly-eternal/simultaneous-whole). | will then move to show that beéat's mode of
existence is atemporal, and He exists in a simultaneous-whole existehopothdeath and the
ratification of the relationship between the human and the Creator, it falhatvdeath and
resurrection have eternal-temporal simultangitefore | can proceed, however, | must clarify

some terminology.

*Dan Cohn-Sherbok, “Jesus' Defense of the Resurrection of the Dead,” Journal for the Study of the New
Testament (April 1981): 65-66.

**Eleonore Stump and Norman Kretzmann, “Eternity,” The Journal of Philosophy 78 (August 1981): 429-458.
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Clarifications

Since the novel topic of this project is termed “Simultaneous Resurrection,ppetiea
appropriate to begin unpacking what this meang/hile SR, with respect to physical
resurrection, is a brand new concept (at least there do not seem to be any publkraii
specifically) it is not completely out of whole cloth. The idea of SimultaneousrfReson rests
not on the idea of temporal simultaneity whereby events occurring simultinacaifappening
at one and the santieng rather, SR attempts to express, in a cogent manner, a coherent ontology
with respect to a person’s death happeningahtime, and thasameperson simultaneously
experiencing (LAD) at the moment of death, in some mode of existence thagigteah time
and not quite out of it. To be clear, what is not being argued for is something like the f@llowin

(RF): On February 12, 2012 Jones dies in a car accident and, in the next
temporal moment, experiences waking up in his post-resurrection body.

but rather something like,

(RS): On February 12, 2012 Jones dies in a car accident and simultaneously
experiences full-resurrection life (LABS.

Additionally, it needs to be clear that this concept is not arguing that Jafes's éarth
is going ontemporallysimultaneous with his resurrected life in the Kingdom of God because, as
will be spelled out in the forthcoming chapters, Jones’s resurrection ldenistBing other than
temporal. Accordingly, SR does not wish to suggest the omnipresence or duatgdsen
finite human being or any violation of the law of non-contradiction/law of idenlitthe

concept of Simultaneous Resurrection were to say something to thatte#ect, whole new

*The Simultaneous Resurrection theory will be referred to primarily as “SR” from henceforward.

26By “full-resurrection life” this project means to say: active life in the resurrected cosmos with the fullness of
persons concurrently existing as if all of resurrected humanity had been there for all time.
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discussion about self-identity over time, duality or non-duality of a person owerdtc. would
open up. As it currently stands, and as will be seen in the subsequent chapters, suamdscuss
not necessary because Simultaneous Resurrection absolutely affirmpehsdra such as Jones,
exists only in time when he indeed exists in time. So:

(RF*): Jones’s death and resurrection are temporally simultaneous
is false while

(RS*): Jones’s death and resurrection are simultaneous eternal-tenfporally
is true.

But then (RS*) introduces an interesting concept. Eternal-temporal sinityltdmdorief,
this concept expresses the idea that, because God exists outside of time, hasipgsadssion
both all of eternity and all of time in their ontological reality (i.e. simultangeuBole), it
follows that Jones’s death and resurrection (e.g. as two temporal events) dyeregli® God,
occurring simultaneously in the eternal-temporal sense. This concept willddemore
thoroughly addressed in chapter two in order to show exactly why God’samolisly-whole
existence affects Jones’s resurrection experience.

We must also clarify Simultaneous Resurrection, by way of definition,@$ afs
outgrowth of an expression of the popular medieval concept of ‘eternity’ thddenhleavily
relied upon in this paper. This definition is, after all, the theory that this ergiienant rests
upon. If the forgoing definition of eternity is proven false, the entire argui@nshambles.
Philosopher-theologian, Boethius, most famously gives his expression of perhagsthe m
popular medieval view of God'’s eternity when he says:

God is eternal; in this judgment all rational beings agree. Let us, then, consider
what eternity is. For this word carries with it a revelation alike of the Divine

27Stump and Kretzmann, “Eternity,”: 436.
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nature and the Divine knowledge. Now, eternity is the possession of endless life
whole and perfect at a single moment. What this is becomes more clear and
manifest from a comparison with things temporal. For whatever lives indime i
present proceeding from the past to the future, there is nothing set in time which
can embrace the whole space of its life together. To-morrow’s stagsps not

yet, while it has already lost yesterday’s; nay, even in the life of toreléiye no
longer than one brief transitory moment. Whatever, therefore, is subject to the
condition of time...it yet is not such as rightly to be thought eternal. For it does
not include and embrace the whole space of infinite life at once...Accordingly,
that which includes and possesses the whole fullness of unending life at once,
from which nothing future is absent, from which nothing past has escaped, this is
rightly called eternal.?®

Boethius’ definition is then explained more simply by Thomas Aquinas as: fiflodtaneous-
whole and perfect possession of interminable fifeWhile this is a more condensed version of
Boethius’ statement, it is not the case that Aquinas left it at that. In éaspemds the course of
the next several pages (broken up in articles, answers and objections) plottingtyivehat

he believes Boethius (and perhaps others like Plotinus and Augustine who used sigidas ve
preceding Boethius) may have me#htlt is for this reason that the Thomistic theory of eternity
will be used as the main definition of eternity to help argue for the concephuoft&ieous

Resurrectiori-

*®Boethius, The Consolation of Philosophy (Boston, MA: Indypublish, 2006): 125.

»saint Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica. Vol. 1, in Great books of the Western World, no. 19. Edited by
Robert Maynard Hutchins, translated by Fathers of the English Dominican Province (Chicago, IL: Encyclopedia
Britannica, Inc., 1952), 40-41. Henceforward, ST.

Pwolfhart Pannenburg, “Eternity, Time, and Space,” Zygon: Journal of Religion and Science 40 (March 2005):
102.

Mt might also be asked: “why not use a more modern conception of eternity?” To that | might answer that it
seems most modern theories of atemporal eternity are really just attempts to understand what the medievals
have already done. Additionally, it seems that the medievals tended to be more careful in backing their theories
with Scripture as opposed to making philosophical advantages/disadvantages of a theory their primary starting
point. Other versions of “eternity” that begin to posit a God who changes | find to be wholly unsatisfactory and a
slippery slope to Open Theism, Presentism, and a whole host of other views that do not seem to square with
orthodox Christian theism.
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However, with this definition come other confusions with regard to the nature of
possessing interminable life as a simultaneous-whole. Wolfhart Pannenburg, tiobag
atemporalist in the way Aquinas is, says rightly that: “God, who has the fotomaself, is
eternally present to the whole of creaturely life, to present and futuiExistence as a
simultaneously-whole being is going to at least mean that much and also m&aodisin
perfect possession of the entirety of His life (which will be argued isatand therefore not
temporal) as well. Accordingly, because this is suggesting that afl ireeapparently grasped
and present to God, a B-series account of time will have to be given. While a moreteompl
outworking of B-series time will be discussed in forthcoming pages, sufficesaytthe main
difference between A-series and B-series time is that B-sarniesrisists that all points in time
hold ontological equivalency; that is, all points in time are equally real to Goddireot cease
to exist). That said, A-series time is not rejected because of incoherénas iswstated earlier,
because it is unsatisfactory and lacks explanatory power for the diffiatdiments in Scripture
that this project seeks to discidsl will now formally state the argument that | will address in

the subsequent chapters.

The Argument for Simultaneous Resurrection

We proceed then to the formal statement of the argument for Simultaneous&esurr
The argument goes as follows:

(PR1): God exists in an atemporal, eternal, simultaneously-whole existence.

(PR2): Anything that exists in a simultaneously-whole existencelsineously
experiences every temporal and eternal event and entity.

*Wolfhart Pannenburg, “Eternity, Time, and the Trinitarian God,” Dialog: A journal of Theology 39 no. 1 (2000):
9.

As new terminology occurs throughout the paper, accompanying definitions will also.
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(PR3): Jones’s death and resurrection are temporal events to God and all who
know Joneg?

(PR4): Jones participates in the temporal resurrection of believerguisy of his
being a believer and by virtue of his resurrection.

(PR5): Any entity that God is present to and has consciousness experiences the
“nowness” of God>”

(PR6): It is possible that, though dead on this earth, a person continues on in
conscious fullness of being.

(PR7): At temporal death, if Jones is a disciple of Christ, then his saatbbific
and glorification are complete.

(PR8): If Jones’s sanctification and glorification are complete, therahisat
being is not subject to change.

(PR9): Any being (other than God) whose natural being is not subject to change is
aeviternal.

(PR10): Because @viternal existence shares in God’s eternity, a human’s
aeviternal existence includes experience of the temporal physical
resurrection event and so (LAD); therefore,

(CR1): Jones experiences the “nowness” of God when participating in the
resurrection of believers (from (PR1)-(PR5)).

(CR2): Jones experiences the “nowness” of God when he dies (from (PR1)-
(PR6)).

(CR3): God simultaneously experiences both Jones’s temporal death and tempora
resurrection (from (PR1)-(PR4)).

(CR4): If Jones is a believer and Jones is temporally dead, Jones is eeviternal
(from (PR7)-(PR9)).

(CR5): If Jones is aeviternal, Jones experiences (LAD) (from (PR1)-{PR10

**s Jones’s death an event for Jones? See APPENDIX: (PR3): Is Jones’s Death and Event for Jones?

*The “nowness” carries a specific meaning. While it is perhaps not possible to fully nuance the entirety of its
meaning, suffice it to say that “nowness” connotates both relational and participatory presence. This should not
be thought of in a temporal “now” sense; but rather, a sense where, for God, every point on the timeline is “now.”

As such, temporal individuals will experience God’s “nowness” at every point in time that the temporal individual
exists. Conversely, God experiences the temporal individuals “thenness” as eternally now to Him.
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(SR): Attemporal death, Jones then experiences aviternal (lirdbB) (CR1)-
(CRD)).

Seemingly, this argument is sound for Simultaneous Resurrection. The main conclusi
that is supposed to point the way toward a new theory of resurrection is (SR) whiehylogic
follows from (PR1) all the way through (CR5). That said, a whole host of truthsckbound in
premises (PR1) — (PR10) and conclusions (CR1) — (SR) and so the nature of the forthcoming
discussion will be an attempt to defend each of these premises (save for obviousqR#z3)

— (PR5)%*

A large portion of this paper is admittedly pure philosophical speculatior; dher
concepts here of which it simply must be conceded we do not have a completegfasp.itl
might as well be said that we magverhave a complete grasp of them. Inability to fully
comprehend the nature of an infinite being and His impact on a finite world should be fully
satisfactory for the finite human. As Henri Blocher states: “[we] shoat grieve over the good
limitation our wise and gracious eternal God decided to grant t§ u$this is truly as much of
a “bold move,” as Blocher thinks such an argument would be, | hope that | will do it fiistice

| have chosen the Thomistic vieweternitybecause it seems to give the most robust
account of the concept (i.e. it gives a thorough fleshing out of the medieval coheggnity),
and it also seems to allow for an intriguing and hopeful solution to the question: “wheegydo
whenwedie?” Further, it seems to me, that — though it may be less than obvious to the reader at

this stage — the Thomistic view, because of said reasons, leads to a more rebosBod’s

36(PR5), it might be said in a Christian context, is nothing more than a paraphrase of Romans 1:19-20.

*Henri Blocher, “Yesterday, Today, Forever Time, Times, Eternity in Biblical Perspective,” Tyndale Bulletin 52 no.
2 (2001): 201.

*¥bid., 194.
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eternalexistence as well as a more robust view of (LAD) because of the way @adner of
existence affects temporal creatures. | have serious doubts, howevempihagasserting the
Thomistic view of God'’s eternity will satisfy many. Let us, then, turn tddkk of discussing

whether or not the Thomistic account really is worth noting.
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CHAPTER TWO

Aquinas’s Theory of Time With Respect to God’s Eternity

Having explained the reason for selecting Thomas Aquinas’s particulacatqii of
God’s eternal existence, and so the nature of time, it is time now to explaro$dmne
particulars that make St. Thomas’s theory not only more robust than those affdbemether
medievals’ but also more helpful in giving a solid speculative foundation for thlusmmcof
this project. In particular, the way in which St. Thomas expresses God'’s atéetporal
existence and his expansion on the Boethian idea of eternity as “The simultasedeisnd
perfect possession of interminable Iitéfigures prominently in having a full understanding of
his view. Moreover, a proper understanding of eternity will help defend (PR1) whieé: stat

(PR1): God exists in an atemporal, eternal, simultaneously-whole existence

In question ten of the first part of tB&imma Theologi¢aquinas raises a question with
respect to “The Eternity of God® In his introduction to the question, he offers up the classic
expression of God’s eternal existence from Boethius in the form of an objetieproceed
thus to the first article: It seems that the definition of eternity giyeBdethius (De Consol.v) is

not a good one: ‘Eternity is the simultaneously-whole and perfect possession oinakbdem

ST, 40-41.

“lbid., 40.
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life.”” ** Not only that, but he proceeds over the next several articles to explairewitipks
that the Boethian definition is an accurate portrayal of God’s mode of existArds the case
with most medieval theologiaft$ Aquinas hangs his theory of God’s eternal existence on the
doctrine of God'’s divine immutability. He does not state this outright in his defingnd
defense of the definition, of eternigya eternity; rather, he states that what is eternal must be
immutable because eternity is not the same as the measure of time. imarttsewhere time
measures the movement from before to after, and so on, eternity does nothing of‘the sort.
Expanding on that notion, Thomas asserts that eternity can be known and defended by
identifying the two identity conditions @ternity. They are: interminability (i.e. lack of
beginning and ending) and lack of succeséfoAdmittedly those two identity conditions seem
to reduce to the same condition, but perhaps that is what Thomas intends here. Either way, the
bottom line is that the idea of eterngya eternity rests in the idea of immutability, the inability
to changé?

It appears fairly obvious that whatever does not have or cannot have successioger chan
cannot thus be measured by time. According to Thomas, who relies heavily atlérishe is

the measure of before and after, so if a thing does not and cannot change and hasing beg

41Ibid., 40-41. He cites here Boethius’s classic definition of God’s eternal existence found in The Consolation of
Philosophy book V prose VI.

42E.g. Boethius, Anselm, and Augustine to name a few.

“Ibid., 41.

*“Ibid., 41.

The term ‘inability’ here is used loosely. Rather it may simply be stated, as Christian philosophers of religion
are wont to say regarding God’s power to do the logically impossible: “it’s not that God cannot do these things, but

rather, that they simply cannot be done.” In other words, we may assert that whatever is immutable cannot
change of logical necessity.
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ending, then it is atemporal in teeernalsensé® This is altogether different from arguing that
God is areternalbeing; instead, it is simply that Aquinas is arguing for the definitioneohiy
as made famous by Boethius. In order to move from a proper definition of eternity’so God
eternal existence, Aquinas needs to make another argument concerningiitierdefieternity.
He furthers his argument for Godternalexistence in his second objection to question ten
article one. The objection reads thusly:

Further, eternity signifies a certain kind of duration. But duration regards being

rather than life. Therefore the word life ought not to come into the definition of

eternity?’

The nature of duration and life in atemporality in the eternal sense themé®bis next
argument and clarification. Interestingly enough, Aquinas anticipaties of the same
arguments that plague his theory tod&yThere are huge implications in human language when
terms like ‘life’ and ‘duration’ are invoked. ‘Duration,’ in particular, is artéhat ought to be
used very carefully when discussing any notion of atemporal existence. ith#hasaopic of
duration will be covered more fully in chapter three; as for now, a better teruirg) of how
Aquinas counters the objections he raises in the above text needs to be addressed.

What does Thomas mean when he affirms that that which is eternal has duladike?

it that he means that that which is eternal has duratiantih “the protraction of duration seems

46Aquinas uses Aristotle’s definition found in his Physics Treatise, book IV. This can be found in Aristotle, The
Works of Aristotle Vol. 1., in Great books of the Western World, no. 8. Edited by Robert Maynard Hutchins,
translated by R.P. Hardie and R.K. Gaye (Chicago, IL: Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc., 1952), 299.

YsT., 41.

*®See Eleonore Stump and Norman Kretzmann, “Eternity,” The Journal of Philosophy 78, (August 1981) and
William Lane Craig, Time and Eternity, (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2001).

*| use the word ‘act’ purposively. Action, it seems to me, implies forward moving and therefore changing act.
God’s eternal act then seems to be one with His will in that His will does not change and has been established from
eternity.
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to belong to operation.”>° By “operation,” if he is to be consistent, he must therefore be
referring tocontinual actand thdack of potentialityin the eternal being. In other words,
‘duration’ for Thomas holds an understanding and meaning that may fall outsidaditienal
usage of the term. Not only that, but Thomas has already said in his First Wagpdhapure
acthaving nothing potential as the Unmoved Movdt.seems to me that Aquinas is both
affirming duration and non-succession in eternity, but how is this possible?

Eleonore Stump and Norman Kretzmann spend some time analyzing this questipn. The
indicate that they “...understand this part of [Boethius’ definition] to mean thétalaf an
eternal entity is characterized by beginningless, endless, duratiahytation of a special
sort.”®® That “special sort” seems to be the combination of duration in act and lack of
potentiality. Fittingly, Stump and Kretzmann conclude that on Aquinas’s viewiféhght is
the mode of an eternal entity’s existence is thus characterized not onlyatgiut also by
atemporality.®®

So, what does all this mean? It seems to mean something that our languagedsri
its ability to connotatively express. Perhaps in the case of etern@neeasif an eternal entity is
said to have life and not just being, and God is that sort of eternal being, then He has a kind of
duration that is unlike ours.

On this particular point, Garrett DeWeese makes a poignant insighedstt intuitively

it would seem that life must involve some duration, that a life lived instantaneously is

5T, 41.
*!Ibid., 13.
52Stump and Kretzmann, “Eternity,”: 433. [Insert added]

>|bid., 433-434.
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anything like what we would mean by ‘life>*While combining atemporal “duration” and
DeWeeses’s insight might not give an intellectually pleasing olyedestipherable concept, it
seems that such paradoxical concepts find fast friends in discussions on the naturéeaj.God
discussions on the hypostatic union, the Trinity, etc.).

Simply stated, an eternal entity’s existence is pure act; therdftres being is to be the
first mover, and so possesses life that is pure act and lacks potentialityjriibis Baration must
therefore not be duration of succession but simply duration 8f &eading Aquinas in this
way concerning duration of unchanging action (i.e. act) seems compelling higgvstatements
with respect to immutability. Thomas holds to a very strict sense of divine abiinyt
whereby:

God is infinite, comprehending in Himself all plentitude of perfection of all being,

he cannot acquire anything new, nor extend Himself to anything to which He was

not extended previously. Hence movement in no way belongs tG°Him.

Since there is no movement in God, in the sense of changing fromagoipbintb, a
number of truths follow; however, for my present purposes, the most germane truttidinest f
is atemporal existence. That is, God’s not containing any succession or moxemdens Him
outside of time. Invariably, people may bring up the common understanding of God’s mbveme

in history. What Thomas will simply say is that the usages of the word “maoxéarel

“moves,” with regards to God, must simply be metaphor or other figurative igagtjua

>*Garrett J. DeWeese, God and the Nature of Time (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2000), 135. DeWeese’s point here
is not necessarily agreeing with mine; however, his insight is critical in understanding why positing God’s life as an
“instant” is not something desirable: it must also be clearly stated that agreement with DeWeese here is only in an
understanding of his term “instantaneously” to be a temporal understanding of “instantaneously.”

At s, again, used purposively.

*6sT., 39.

*’Ibid., 39.
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To Paul Helm, the more classical understanding of divine immutability is the
guintessential way of expressing a robust doctrine of the nature of God:

To many, the idea that God is subject to the vicissitudes of temporal passage, with

more and more of his life irretrievably over and done with, is incompatible with

divine sovereignty, with divine perfection and with that fullness of being that is

essential to God. The temporalist view may be intelligible, but it does not do

justice to the nature of God'’s beirft).
Because divine immutability is the ground of the possibility of atemporakexist chapter four
will discuss this idea further. For now, however, it simply needs to be said tHdtdhmstic
view of eternity is posited to be endless duration of a special sort (as desbobeiland an
essential property of any entity that does not change (since bytidefitime is the measure of
before and after (i.e. change)), namely, God. There remains, however, one aspect of the
Boethian definition of eternity that must be explored and drawn out in the Thorotsticrd, as

well as his usage of the said definition. It is this aspect that is, perhapsjdla piece of the

eternity puzzle: the notion of the “simultaneously-whole.”

Simultaneously-Whole and the B-series of Time
What does it mean for a being to have a simultaneously-whole existence that has
complete possession of interminable life? For an answer to this question, we loe&ddtxk
to the definition stated previously concerning the wsindultaneous In particular, it is helpful
to remember that most people take for granted that, as Eleonore Stump points outnsousita

typically means “existence or occurrence at one and thetia®&® However, ‘simultaneity’

#paul Helm, “Divine Timeless Eternity,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press,
2001), 31.

59Stump and Kretzmann, “Eternity,”: 441. Emphasis added.
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in this project will be defined more simply than that; herein, it is definegamtexistence or
occurrence at once (i.e. togethét).”

Of course anything that is an eternal “event” will be occurring at on¢eallievents in
the eternal present. If the eternal present is as the atemporallste Wefine “eternity” in that
there is no sequence in time, then thejast what therés. Unfortunately though, many
philosophers balk at the idea that events in time can occur simultaneouslyoieeatvith any
type of present other than the temporal type of present. In other words, on the view tha
‘simultaneity’ means “occurrence at one and the same time,” if a termgy@nad occurs dtl and
another temporal event &, then those two temporal events are not simultaneous unless they
both occur atl. Or, iftl andt2 are both simultaneous atidhappens to be simultaneous wgh
then so i22 simultaneous witkB8 since temporal simultaneity is transitive. If simultaneity is
transitive in this way and eternity insists on this type of simultaneity,Ahémony Kenny’s
objection still reigns:

Indeed, the whole concept of a timeless eternity, the whole of which is

simultaneous with every part of time, seems to be radically incoherent. For

simultaneity as ordinarily understood is a transitive relationship.hdppens at

the same time d3, andB happens at the same timeGghenA happens at the

same time a€. If the BBC programme and the ITV programme both start when

Big Ben strikes ten, then they both start at the same time. But, on St. Thomas’

view, my typing of this paper is simultaneous with the whole of eternity. Again,

on his view, the great fire of Rome is simultaneous with the whole of eternity.

Therefore, while | type these very words, Nero fiddles heartlessly on.

Fortunately, there have been wonderful strides in the discussion on simultaieitg

additional objections will be raised concerning eternal existence as dasiguls-whole, we

®lbid., 435.
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must move on to a current understanding of ‘simultaneity’ by those who hold to adigterna
perspectivé?

Perhaps the most significant achievement, with respect to understandieghahstt
perspective of simultaneity, has been made by Eleonore Stump and Norman Kreatzthain
1981 article, “Eternity.” In this article they clarify the medieval notiontefrety, and in
particular Thomas Aquinas’s; however, their most important contribution (ebpetian the
thesis of this paper) seems to be their efforts to loose the effects ofvrgrisam the definition
of simultaneity in the eternal perspective (i.e. existence or occurreaneggt How they do this
is quite ingenious. Their complicated model is predicated on the Special The@hafify
(STR), as posited by Albert Einstein, in an attempt to both call God the groundilhgeafity
(and sonot relative) and also to call into question the idea that simultaneity has embgite
due to a single vantage point (the vantage point of temporal existence). Thetbeix of
argument has its foundation in the distinction between temporal simultaneityltaneity),
eternal/atemporal simultaneity (E-simultaneity), and what they teatha-temporal simultaneity
62

(ET-simultaneity)>” They make their distinctions in the following way:

T-simultaneity = existence or occurrence at one and the same time.
E-simultaneity = existence or occurrence at one and the same eteseai{r

These definitions are all well and good, but the main issue here is how two things ca
simultaneous to each other while one is in a temporal frame of referencengperal point of

view) and the other is in an eternal frame of reference (i.e. eternal peietf In order to

*'Eternalist’ and ‘Temporalist” will be used to distinguish the opposing views. ‘Eternalists’ obviously hold to an
atemporal existence for God while ‘temporalists’ do not. There are also hybrids like William Lane Craig. See his
Time and Eternity: Exploring God’s Relationship to Time (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2001).

62Stump and Kretzmann, “Eternity,”: 436.

®bid., 435.
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combat conventional wisdom which says that one ought to come up with another “existence or
occurrence at one and the same " statement, Stump and Kretzmann arguettatgdoc

the concept of having two different frames of reference from which to viewesm, & is
theoretically impossible to define a single mode of existence for thestata of which one is
eternal and one is tempofal.So, then, it is:

...not conceptually possible to construct a definition for ET-simultaneity

analogous to the definition for the other two species of simultaneity, by spelling

out ‘at once’ as ‘at one and the same " and filling in the blank appropriately.

What is temporal and eternal can co-exist, on the view we are adopting and

defending, but not within the same mode of existence; and there is no single mode

of existence that can be referred to in filling in the blank in such a definition of

ET-simultaneity.

Though at first glance this statement comes across as unsatisfact@xpéanatorily
vacuous, they are quick to point out that the concept of T-simultaneity is just as vacuous. They
do this by explaining a thought experiment where there exist two observergabsameer is on
a train going extremely fast (just barely slower than the speedof igd the other is standing
stationary relative to the train on the dock. As the train is screaming dowadketivo
lightning bolts hit it, one on the front of the train and one on the back. From the observer on the
dock’s point of view, the lightning bolts hit the train simultaneously, at one and theisame t
However, according to the observer on the train, the lightning bolts hit at diffenest tThe
lightning bolt that hit the back of the train hit before the one on the front of the train bduwause t
train was moving very quickly toward the bolt that hit the front. So, essentiallysghmant is
that the bolts botdid hit the train at one and the same time and theyothit the train at one
and the same time. Were there only one temporal reference frame thist texqugyiment would

lead to a contradiction; however, this shows, instead of demonstrating a atiomnadiat each

respective observer’s reference frame determines the truth of theinstdt So, it is not correct

*Ibid., 436.
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to say then, on STR and this given example, that the lightning bolts hit at one and theneame t
but, rather, that the bolts occurred at the same time within the refereneedfranly one of the
given observers (the observer on the d&gk).
In an effort to define what an ontological reality might mean to this mameitaneity,
Stump and Kretzmann offer the following definition and characterization ofr&litsineity:
(ET) For every and for every, x andy are ET-simultaneous iff
0] eitherx is eternal ang is temporal, or vice versa; and
(i) for some observe®, in the unique eternal reference frame,
x andy are both present-i.e., eithers eternally present and
y is observed as temporally present, or vice versa; and
(i)  for some observeB, in one and the infinitely many
temporal reference framesandy are both present —i.e.,
eitherx is observed as eternally present sunsltemporally
present, or vice versA.
Of course these guidelines are meant only to impact the way in which péirerevents can be
said to be simultaneous to an eternal entity — God -- and not be simultaneous with ead othe
other words, so stated, ET-simultaneity avoids the transitivity objection. Mdreenalgued on
this in chapter three, especially with respect to the questions surrounding mbans for an
eternal entity to observe an event as temporally present (Stump and Krstgineout the
Stump/Kretzmann position has been stated simply to show that there are modanglgeem
coherent theories which argue for the atemporal nature of God’s eriskare will be said on

the ET-simultaneity theory in the next chapter because of its importabhaekimg premises

(PR2),

®This thought experiment taken from Stump and Kretzmann, “Eternity,”: 437-439.

®*Ibid., 439.
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(PR2): Anything that exists in a simultaneously-whole existence sinealtesly
experiences every temporal and eternal event and entity,

and (PR10),

(PR10): Because aeviternal existence shares in God’s eternity, a human’s
aeviternal existence includes experience of the temporal physical
resurrection event and so (LAD)

in the argument for SR, but the preceding explanation cleared the waydod agportunity to
now explain why God’s having a simultaneously-whole existence necesaitatssries view of
time.

The B-series theory of time is a much-derided theory in contemporaog@piiy of
religion, and though it is the view held by a vast minority in the current literatlseems to
have been the predominant view of the medievals, particularly with respect deadhaf eternity
consisting of a simultaneously-whole existence. Additionally, B-senesiti the undergirding
ontology behind the following premises in the argument for SR:

(PR1): God exists in an atemporal, eternal, simultaneously-whole existence

(PR2): Anything that exists in a simultaneously-whole existence sinealtesly
experiences every temporal and eternal event and entity,

(PR10): Because @viternal existence shares in God’s eternity, a human’s
aeviternal existence includes experience of the temporal physical
resurrection event and so (LAD),

(CR3): God simultaneously experiences both Jones’s temporal death and temporal
resurrection,

(CRD): If Jones is aeviternal, Jones experiences (LAD), and

(SR): At temporal death, Jones then experiences aviternal (LAD).

Not surprisingly then, as with the majority of the medieval theologians, Asjtona
seems to be a B-theorist since he holds that all future contingent beingkygoeskent to God

in his eternally present existence. This eternal presence gives &allility to experience these
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contingent beings as they are in the temporal now and as they will be in the téthparaall
in one non-sequential, non-temporal, durative experience. In other words, Heesees they
are fully in their beingnd existencé’

Though the medievals may not have formally categorized themselvedasri3is, it
seems that the B-series view is really the only theory that can gimist :and satisfactory
account for how it is the case that God is present to all things temporal, even théhhing
temporally speaking, are not yet. In short, the B-series of time atwtesltpoints on the
temporal line are ontologically equivalent and that there is no ontologicakptmthe temporal
now, rather than earlier today or later down the temporal road.

So, in stark contrast to the more normative A-series of time, B-series ddekentgnsed
expressions of language as seriously as the A-series proponents do. That, iBises@s
proponents use terms like “earlier than” and “later than,” among others,ashfeigeries
proponents use words like “past” and “future.” Though this difference may come asross
insignificant to those new to the language-game of time, the significance gigtinction
cannot be missed. On this point, the B-theorist would say that the events of 1970azegab
as both the events going on this instant and the events going on in 2012.

Using an example more relevant to the SR thesis, a person’s temporal deathpamdlte
resurrection are equally and occurrently real and ontologically equivaMamust be clear,
however, that this does not imply that these events are continually temporaligragaather,
all events are atemporally and eternally existent to God. If God isabadjng of all reality,
then God co-exists with all times earlier and later than the current tioed, ial a differentmode

of existence than we inhabit. This means then, that in some real way, eventsynormall

67ST., 87-88 or St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentiles, Vol. 1, translated by Anton C. Pegis (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1975), 220.



30

considered by finite beings to be dead and gone are not ontologically dead and gbeg, do
still existent to God. This does not mean that God is currently watching, in a ééimmpogsent
sense, some evelf rather, he seds atemporally knowing full-well just when did occurin
time.

William Lane Craig offers a critique that ought to be addressed imrabdieth respect
to God’s seeing some evdhtatemporally. Craig seems to think that a B-series view of time has
catastrophic implications, specifically, for major theological truths:

[What B-Series] implies for events like the crucifixion and resuwaadi Christ

is very troubling. In a sense Christ hangs permanently on the cross, for the

dreadful events of AD. 30 never fade away or transpire. The victory of the

resurrection becomes a hollow triumph, for the spatiotemporal parts of Jesus that

:/i\;grggcrucified are buried and remain dying and dead and are never raised to new
But why must this be so? Take particular note of Craig’s usage ohcergporally tensed
words. For example, Craig says that on a B-series view of time “Chrigs panmanently on
the cross.” Surely, however, Craig does not believe that those who hold to a B-series view
believe such nonsense. Instead, it might be better said that on a B-serieseveayifice of
Christ on the cross is always a present truth to God, one that He atemporallgregserIs the
victory of the resurrection rendered hollow? | do not see why this should be.

The victory of the resurrection is fully accomplished in the temporal sftéctod’s
triumph through His will for the sake of humanity (who exists in the temporal) amtiaiory;
glory that is never diminished nor could be diminished. The victory only nvézosy

(whereby “victory” means something like: “a forthcoming success agaimporally current

opposition”) to the temporal individual. The victory given to humanity and declared by the

®Bwilliam Lane Craig, “Response to Paul Helm,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity
Press, 2001), 66.
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resurrection of Jesus is not a victory for Gueh God as if He were in some kind of contest. In
other words, even before Christ came to earth, God always eternally toag icWhat must be
distinguished is that in the temporal existence of the created order Gocddewtaory to
humanity through the resurrection of the Son. Because the created ordeers byetemporal
individuals from a temporal reference frame (though more than one), the vgctariyhollow.

To those existing in the temporal mode of existence, that which was to be asbeahpés
accomplished in time at the resurrection of Christ. In this sense, becdhbesd in temporal
existence the resurrection of Christ is a past event, it is an eweyiastctory for humanity.

It is a wholly-other matter for God since God'’s victory in the resurrection of tClues
not hang in the balance of time, but rather finds its fulfilment in the eterdafv@od that
cannot be thwarted. Further, Christ's spatiotemporal parts irteesurrect and do not remain
buried. To ‘remain’ is to be temporal, and as was discussed, temporally, Chrisentaisiy
did resurrect. Atemporally, the ontological truth of Christ’s life, death, huamal resurrection is
being experienced by God, but temporally they have passed. The atemporahegpsr®od
in this instance does not seem to be analogous to the temporal experience of man. For, by
definition, atemporalis the negation of time, a mode of existence for which humans have no
experience. With respect to the believer's death and resurrection, God exsdboigthce
simultaneously and in the same fashion in which He experiences Christ’s mgadsarrection.

If this is true, then we should have support for:

69Perhaps understanding God’s victory in Christ in this atemporal way can help solve the hermeneutical
problems surrounding Revelation 13:8 where most English translations assume the passage is discussing God’s
foreknowledge of the saints; however, some more literal translations of the Greek seem to indicate that the
sentence ought to read “The Lamb slain from the foundation of the World.” If we interpret the passage in this
way, then we can see a glimpse of God’s timeless victory found in the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ.

70By “everlasting” | mean to say “time without end.” The temporal individual thus sees Christ’s resurrection as a
victory without end.
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(PR2): Anything that exists in a simultaneously-whole existence simadusly
experiences every temporal and eternal event and entity

and

(CR3): God simultaneously experiences both Jones’s temporal death and temporal
resurrection,

two premises crucial for the conclusion that, at temporal death, a believeeegps SR

((LAD))."

Modes of Existence

Perhaps one of the most interesting parts of Aquinas’s doctrines regactirapn®His
relationship with time is the way in which Thomas sees the impact of mrale®od on all of
temporal creation. Given that there are different modes of being: corpoceahoreal (angels),
and immutably incorporeal (God); there are, to Thomas, distinct ways in whictbtiege
interact with time. | have already dealt with God and the corporedhiineans and other
physical beings); however, | have not yet dealt with the incorporeal noraifierte beings,
like the angels. Admittedly, the concept that Aquinas is going to explicaesh@ather
difficult, but it is not impossible.

The three modes of existence that appear in Thomas’s work are eterrtygriomn
aeviternity. Eternity applies to God alone since there is no change in Him iagarg; time is
given to those who do change and are measured by change, and aviternity is ovsnwind
do not change but can have change annexed to’th@ame philosophers disagree that Aquinas

is explaining three modes of existence; however, while the objection is noteth, towioint out

71(LAD): The sort of paradisiacal state in which life is in its fullness and perfected.

25T, 44-45.



33

a few reasons why this objection is a mistaken’drigo begin, Aquinas makes remarks
differentiating the three. For example: he says, “others assign tiedde between these
threg” and then goes on to give three sets of rules for differentiating betwettmebenodes of
existence and for determining who and what are measured by which mode afoexfste/hile
it may be said that Thomas’s distinctions between the three modes may hg (aekis
apparently borrowing from “others”), he in no way concludes that there are anmtdes of
existence?

This is not to say that his explications of all three modes of existencesgrto éallow.
The clearest explanation that he gives for the medieval concept of eeviemgymple
explanation that may or may not explain much of anything at all when he safsefjvternity
differs from time and from eternity as the mean between them BoBtut what does he mean:
“the mean between them both?” While it is hard to get at the exact meidaipgears that St.
Thomas is doing his level best to explain what defies explanation in human languageents
to vacillate between positing simultaneous-wholeness to seviternaheriste the one hand
and, on the other, positing contingency and changeability.

Even so, perhaps we can get a proto view of what Thomas is trying to captre in hi
view on eeviternal existence. To do this, let us think back to Matthew 22 in which Jessis stat
that at the resurrection we are to be made like the angels in Heaven. This engeledest two

probing questions. First, what kind of existence do the angels have and, second, what manner of

"*Eleonore Stump, Aquinas (New York, NY: Routledge, 2003), 501. Stump states in an endnote 23 of her fourth
chapter: “The medieval concept of @vum and aeviternitas is complicated but does not seem to be the concept of
the third mode of existence, on part with time and eternity.”

ST, 44.

75Ibid., 45. In particular, Aquinas cites Boethius’ The Consolation of Philosophy book IIl.

Ibid., 44.
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existence will human beings have post-resurrection if we areliketibe angels? | take it that
Christ was almost certainly not indicating a disembodied existence dHften the Christian
account, the resurrection is a bodily one); however, might He be indicating somethentham
the mere fact that humans will not be married like the angels are not rAaRetiaps N.T.
Wright is onto something when he says that:
Neither here nor anywhere else in the early Christian literatursuggfested that
resurrected people have turned into angels. Theljkarthem, as a trombone is
like an oboe in that both are wind instruments though one is made of brass and the
other of wood”’
Aquinas, himself, adds further potential insight into his idea of aeviternal exastdran
he says:
Spiritual creatures as regards successive affections and intetisgarecmeasured
by time. Hence also Augustine says, that to be moved through time is to be
moved by affections. But as regards their natural being they are mehgured
aeviternity; as regards vision of glory, however, they have a share in ef@rnity.
Could it not be said then, that this explanation might be the explanation of human beings’ mode
of existence after the resurrection? To explain more fully what Thomagng $ere, and to
perhaps nuance some of the tricky language, let me simply restate someleffrtbets. We can
restate seviternal existence (£) in the following way:
(A): Spiritual creatures (all creatures having personal relationskitpS&Sad) will
always grow in their knowledge of God and their affections toward Him.
These growths in knowledge as well as the decisions made by man and
angels are measured and will always be measured by time; however, for
Christianhumanbeings, in their relational status, though they grow closer

and closer to Christ, their sanctification and glorification are compléted a
death allowing them to behold glory with unveiled fates.

7N.T. Wright, Resurrection of the Son of God (Great Britain: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, 2003),
422. | wonder just how else we are like them.

’8$T., 45.

79Everyone does not agree upon this point in Christianity. Jerry Walls, for instance, though agreeing that
persons must be sanctified and glorified to completion before fellowshipping with God in Heaven, does not agree
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This completed sanctification and glorification, the Christian human beingsishbeing, is
not measured by time because it does not fade away: it is seviternal. This, ef speaks more
to the transformation of the human being than it does to anything else; butsttsesiso
describe a similar current status of the antfels.

Completed sanctification (whereby the human has been made holy) and gionfica
(whereby the human has been made capable to inhabit the best of all creatalsiemobdee
Christ without an epistemological and relational “veil”) are two parte@salvation process
that Christian theism requires in order for human beings to find themselveavarHeHence
Jerry Walls states: “That is why salvation must involve changing us sawé¢hame to love God
as we ought. The aim of salvation is to make us holy, and this is what fits us for H8aven.”
This is why it is fitting to list completed sanctification and glorifioatas necessary and
sufficient conditions for aeviternal existence and so also (LAD) which states

(LAD): The sort of paradisiacal state in which life is in its fullnass perfected.

With respect to the implications of aeviternal existence on the mode of egigterell
(and being cast out of the presence of God), perhaps it is plausible to shg teaiternal

existence obtains for those resurrected to the second death, but that the qumditgxitence

that sanctification and glorification are completed at death. Rather he posits Purgatory as a state between Heaven
and Hell whereby people can come to complete sanctification. The Protestant Reformation notwithstanding,
Purgatory finds no foundation in Scripture either explicitly or implicitly. Further, the logical conclusion is that if
Walls is correct, then it follows that persons are responsible for coming to completed sanctification and can
actually reach a particular destination. What would that look like? Scripture seems to indicate that sanctification
and glorification are acts of God and can only be completed by God’s miraculous work whether overtime or
instantaneously (e.g. Hebrews 9, Philippians 3). See: Jerry L. Walls, Heaven: The Logic of Eternal Joy (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2002). Chapter two in particular covers Wall’s argument for Purgatory. See particularly
page 54 as well.

80By using the word ‘current’ in this sentence | do not mean to suggest the temporal ‘now’ of their existence.
Rather, what is being suggested is that this is how they are as they exist.

81Jerry L. Walls, Heaven: The Logic of Eternal Joy (New York: Oxford University Press, 2002), 39.
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will be ever-increasingly horrible and without hope. Or, perhaps those résdrte¢he second
death will be forever trapped in the hopelessness of time without partaking in the g@igEumMm
and making-right of all things, including tharshgnawing of time.

There are then two major principles to take into the next chapter. First (1% God’
existence as a timeless eternal existence will be discussed by am@ywfents against. This
should allow for more explication on the broad sweeping strokes that abound in the previous
pages of this paper. Again, arguing for God’s timeless existence is coudia SR theory
because without the ontological grounding of God’s atemporal existence, mmedéexistence
is possible. (PR9), (PR10), (CR4), (CR5), and (SR) all require the possibilignubartal
existencé? Without the possibility of atemporality, SR cannot get off the ground.

Second (2), God’s atemporal existence necessitating a B-series \tiave o¥ill be
attacked and defended, thereby showing that if the B-series of time isrdad@eteo is God’s
atemporal existence. Again, various premises in the SR argument requirei@sB4ser of

time. Without B-series time being coherent, SR cannot get off the ground.

8 (PR9): Any being (other than God) whose natural being is not subject to change is aviternal.
(PR10): Because aeviternal existence shares in God’s eternity, a human’s aviternal existence includes
experience of the temporal physical resurrection event and so (LAD).
(CR4): If Jones is a believer and Jones is temporally dead, Jones is seviternal, (CR5): If Jones is aviternal,
Jones experiences (LAD).
(SR): At temporal death, Jones then experiences aviternal resurrection life (LAD).
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CHAPTER THREE

Criticisms of Aquinas’s View of God’s Eternal Mode of Existence

Before an argument in favor of what | am calling “Simultaneous Res$iomé can be
fleshed out, there are two main items that need to be addressed, namely,
l. Defending the atemporalist’'s view of an eternal God and

Il. Defending the B-series theory of time as it is seemingly ladive and essentially
involved with the reality of God’s being atemporal.

While it is not my intention to destroy all potential defeaters to | andit,wish to argue that |

and Il are coherent. Moreover, | hope to show that they do not lead to internal contradictions
and, instead, offer a basis for rational belief in God’s having an atemporal mexistehce.

The atemporal mode of existence is required for (PR1), (PR2), and (CR3), thus, we now turn to a

defense of God’s having this mode of existetice.

Defending God’s Atemporal Existence

The idea of an eternal God is fraught with all sorts of theo-philosophicalupsngnd
difficulties abound. These are a few such questions. Can God act in time? Does Gahkhow
time it is? Does God live in a static instant or is His future and being dynawoving ever
forward? What about God’s quality of life? What sort of effects does an umaknstaf God

as atemporal have on understandings of His incarnation in Jesus and Hon@htigits like

83(PRl): God exists in an atemporal, eternal, simultaneously-whole existence.
(PR2): Anything that exists in a simultaneously-whole existence simultaneously experiences every temporal
and eternal event and entity.
(CR3): God simultaneously experiences both Jones’s temporal death and temporal resurrection.
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omniscience, omnipotence, omnipresence and personhood? Often, these sorts of gueestions a
raised in the form of objections. In order to keep the grounding of SR intact, | will toegi
defend the notion of God’s atemporal existence against such objection. To do thiattewipt
to address the arguments undergirding these questions and, as an added bonus, vill deal wi
some less obvious arguments by way of dealing with the more obvious ones.

In the preceding chapter, a classic objection by Anthony Kenny wasl rdikis
objection argues that the transitivity of simultaneity leads to the ineohiglea that, if all
temporal events are simultaneous to God, all events are temporally presémbkiBy at the
transitivity objection addressed by Richard Cross (a restatement gftaneart by Duns Scotus,
one of Aquinas’s medieval contemporaries and forerunner to Kenny’s objection) in “Duns
Scotus on Eternity and Timelessness,” we can view the argument in the followindfwee
accept

(A) All temporal things are eternally present to Gbd,

(B) If xis present tg, then bothx andy are present, and

(C) Itis not the case that the whole of flowing time is present,
we can then see that (A) actually entails the falsity of (C) whialwrmentails

(1) All things are temporally presefit.
(1) of course is false; thus, the transitivity objection. Explicitly, theabiope is that if (A)

entails (1), then (A) is also assumed to be false. But does (A) entail d9@sIhot seem so. To

83T, 88.

85Thought experiment taken from Richard Cross, “Duns Scotus on Eternity and Timelessness,” Faith and
Philosophy, 14 (January 1997): 5. This is a helpful restatement of an argument that can be found in Duns Scotus’
Lectura. Scotus’s presentation is given more in prose form and so this particular layout helps with narrowing down
the particulars of the argument, which is why this was chosen over the primary source.
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see why not, it will help to make (B), an ambiguous premise, clearer. In ordesrigtken the
argument, perhaps we can reword (B) in the following way:

(B*) If xis present ty andy is present t@, thenx andy are both present
The point of the original (B) premise is to show a symmetry and transibettyeen
simultaneously present events to a third party (representechl{f3*)); however, (B*) might
articulate the point more cleafi§. With (B*) in hand, perhaps we can look back at each premise
in the above argument. For the atemporalist (A) and (C) are true and the amdlLisiis false.
What about that new premise, (B*)? While (B*) more clearly explains thatixairysof
simultaneity than (B), it does not do not explain quite as well just sgetief simultaneity is
being addressed. Perhaps a further clarification of (B*) might be acetsegblin one of the
following ways:

(B**) If xis temporally present tpandy is temporally present t thenx andy
are both temporally presentz@r

(B***) If x andy are eternally present mthenx andy are both eternally present.
It should be fairly obvious by looking at the differences in (B**) and (B***), that if*Bwere
to be added into the above argument it would then entail the falsity of (1), thus saving the
atemporalist’s view. The transitivity and symmetry of premise (B3nslered false in that a
limitlessrelatumhas been entered into the equation thereby negating tranitivityis insight,
in addition to the previously stated insights from Stump and Kretzmann in chapf&rstvonld

complete a thorough working over of the standard Scotus and Kenny objection just séea. Suf

*Ibid., 12.
Ibid., 12.
88Stump and Kretzmann, it will be remembered, avoid the transitivity argument by positing ET-simultaneity,

whereby a specific temporal event or entity is simultaneous to a temporal reference frame and the eternal
reference frame without it following that it is also simultaneous with all other points in time.
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it to say, all temporal things might be presergteernitywithout it following that they are
temporallypresenf® On both the Stump/Kretzmann view and the Scotus view, on which Cross
is expanding, “eternity is sufficient to block the inference from the simuiyamieall temporal
items with God to the simultaneity of all temporal items with each offlewith the transitivity
objection addressed, | will now discuss God’s essential “omni-properties” anthegwmight be
affected.

| take it for granted that God’s omni-properties can be reduced to His omnipotmce
when asking whether or not certain of God’s omni-properties might be “diminishaffeoted
in some way by an atemporal existence, the question is really about whether odisqgic@er
is somehow “diminished” or affected on such a conception. William Lane Crarg offe such
objection regarding God’s knowledge with respect to tensed propositions. Heatates
plainly that, on the atemporalist conception, there are perhaps limitles¢téansed facts) to
which God is ignorant; he says: “[tlemporal persons know that the Japanese attack on Pea
Harbor is over; God [if atemporal] has no idea whether it has occurred or not...elg kmews
that for people on December 8, 1941, and thereafter, it is a fact that the attack isdsar” a
“[s]lince he does not know what time it actually is, he does not know any tensed faEtsther
for Craig: “This is an unacceptably limited field of knowledge to qualify as onemise.” How
is the atemporalist to respond to this kind of charge? Here Paul Helm is pdyticelpful. He
states: “It might be argued that the failure of a timeless God to ‘know'ddasts is not a

failure of knowledge-that but of know-how, divine powey just as a failure to smell the

®lbid., 12.
Plbid., 13.

'William Lane Craig, “Timelessness and Omnitemporality,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL:
Intervarsity Press, 2001), 151. [Inserts mine.]
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characteristic smell of Marmite while knowing its chemical composigarot a case of
ignorance but a lack of know-how, the ability to discriminate immediately tlb# efriMarmite
from, say, the smell of honey* What Helm is saying, in effect, is that this particular situation
is similar to age-old conundrums such as whether or not God can commit deilcesarie way
God cannot commit deicide is the same way He cannot know tensed facts in the iyay Cra
presumably, thinks He should.

There are, it seems, more propositions than time-tensed propositions that God does not
know. For instance, God cannot know person-perspectival truths sucamshtngry” or t
slept in late,” etc. It seems doubtful that Craig would think God lacked knowledge b&aslise
does not know the propositiohwas born in Honolulu, Hawaii on April 2, 1981.” God of
courses knowthat | was born on that date and in that location, but He does not know that
proposition from the first-person perspective. There seems to be no problem or ladksin G
power due to the fact that God lacks the knowledge thatidrdye. Presumably there are then
billions upon billions of facts just like that that God does not know. Does that make Him
somehow less powerful? | do not see why. It surely does not follow that God’se‘fadur
know such person-perspectival truths results in a diminution of His divine powehatiét
entailed by God'’s failure to have this sort of knowledge is that God does not violate tife law
identity. In order to know the proposition “I was born in Honolulu, Hawaii on April 2, 1981”
God would have to be me in my being and existence. If that were the case, God would not be
God; He would be me.

God, of course, cannot both be me and not me in the same time and in the same way by

rule of logic. Does God's ignorance of billions of “I am” statements un-ddiaelassic

2 paul Helm, “Response to William Lane Craig,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity
Press, 2001), 162. [Emphasis mine]. The term “failure’ of course is not to be taken as a lack of anything
substantive; rather, more of a logically necessary lack.
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definition of God’s omniscience? | take it that the answer is no, and here i Gy knows
the truth value of all propositions and believes only true ones, then it can elycheastated that
God has knowledgenat of all propositions. We can look at it this way: suppose | were to say ‘I
am hungry.” God knowthat | am hungry, but He has a different sort of knowledge that | do.
Though | would know the truth-value of that proposition experientially, God knowesuthe t
value of that proposition as a state of affairs, and the state of affairsisattesame regardless
of how it is stated. So,

o 1 am hungry (my knowledge of the experience) is the material equivalent of

B: J.T. is hungry (God’s (and any third party) “knowledge thathgf
experience).

These are just two different ways of expressing the exactly the samét entity known as
“J.T.” is hungry.

If the above is correct, it does not seem difficult to imagine that, while God khews
truth-value of the state of affairs: “the attack on Pearl Harbor is now d¢¥ercbuld have a non-
experiential knowledge of that state of affairs (i.e. God does not expetienizetin time)
without it diminishing His omniscience. While those who experienced it mightexphre fact,
“The attack on Pearl Harbor concluded on December 7, 1941,” in various ways, God knows
exactly the same fact that they do. The only difference is that if Goehipatal, He did not
experience it in the same way that the temporal beings did in 1941. So the argun@odthat
omniscience is somehow limited by God’s atemporal existence is negaseyy. okter
arguments regarding God’s omniscience seem to be right along thesernsmnarid they all fail

for similar reason&?

»see: Norman Kretzmann, “Omniscience and Immutability,” The Journal of Philosophy, 63 (July, 1966). Here
Kretzmann, prior to becoming an atemporalist, argues against an immutable God if omniscience is supposed to be
a correct property of God. The argument centers around a reductio ad absurdum whereby Kretzmann concludes
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Even so, perhaps a prudent question to ask is this: even if we are justified imdlimit
God to propositional knowledge, is God'’s relational ability, then, some how lacking? Does God,
so conceived, lose His personality, His personhood? Even more to the point, if God only has
propositional knowledge, are human beings just objects to God rather than subgxis®t $ee
why that would follow. Firstly, it seems appropriate to say that most of arhbeiag’s
knowledge of other persons is propositional in largely the same way that God’s krealedg
human beings is propositional. Relational knowledge between persons, it seemstmare, i
about alignment and knowledge of their wills and affections, which are mattees heart, than
about the number of propositions they know about each other. In the same way, God’s
relationship with mankind is defined, identified, and cultivated in the alignment of thenlsuma
will with God’s. In that way, there is knowledge of the heart that is notdhid the
propositional. Further, it is important to note that the personhood of God the Father larspmet
of a mystery. After all, the one through whom we relate with the Father ist,iafasnan
person: the God-man, Jesus Christ.

The possibility of atemporal propositional knowledge in the divine mind, however, does
not entirely eliminate the difficulties in reconciling God’s omnisciezwee His atemporal
existence. If God’s creation not only can change but is essentially chargirpotential, then is
it not also true that God must be in some way changing along with His creatioif enly by
virtue of His ever changing knowledge of changing individuals? Here is an exathpppears,
prima facie that if God knows dtl that Jones is not swimming but then knows differentt?,at
then God’s knowledge of Jones must have changed and, therefore, brought God into time. Put

another way, God would have to know the state of affairs concerning Jahesdtalso see and

the following: “Therefore, if God is omniscient, theism is false; and if theism is true, God is not omniscient.” Pg.
421. Paul Helm deals with the absurdity of this kind of an argument in “Timelessness and Foreknowledge,” Mind
Association, 84 (October, 1975): 516-527.
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know that the state of affairs concerning Jarteengesatt2. It seems to follow; therefore, that
as Jones changes so, too, does God’s knowledge of Jones.

It should be cleareteris paribusthat such an argument falls short of tripping up the
atemporalist understanding of God’s omniscience and immutability. Rememberd bays
that “although contingent things [or events/actions] become actual successexastheless
God knows contingent things not successively, as they are in their own being, as we do, but
simultaneously* because “God sees not only the being they [contingent facts and entities] have
in their causes but also the being that they have in themselves in so far &srlig ie present
in its indivisibility to all time.”® Here Thomas presents quite a difficult concept because the
human mind is deeply entrenched in successive thoughts and thought formulation. Change is
something that seems essential to the human understanding of knowledge.

In epistemological discussions, philosophers invariably discuss their methodaadie
how exactly thegamesequentially to any justified true belief or any sense of warrant.
However, for God, this analogue seems nearly vacuous. Given the nature of the discossion, G
is to be thought of as containing all knowledge in His divine mind limitlessly anthéye
without ever having to index, categorize, or sequence His thoughts. God’s thoughts do not
change; He simply knows. It is true that God’s creation changes in time, bpathedlar
change is not intrinsic to God in any way, ieirinsic perhaps, but the change is only intrinsic

to the temporal individual thing that is changffig.William Lane Craig argues that a notion of

%sT., 87. (Insert added).

*St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Contra Gentiles, Vol. 1, translated by Anton C. Pegis (Notre Dame: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1975), 220. (Insert added).

*®|n William Lane Craig, Time and Eternity: Exploring God’s Relationship to Time (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2001),
31.
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extrinsic change is in some sense a “weaker” view of immutabilifihis bit of nitpicking

aside, what seems patently obvious is that immutabilityooyrecognize extrinsic change
since, by definition, that which is strongly immutable will never suffemsitt change. Further,
it does not seem helpful to discuss such a thing as “extrinsic” change wittisr€&yzd. While it
can be said that His creation changes, the fact that, on an atemporalistaielet®lds the
totality of each individual's being all at once negates any possilolit¢sbd to experience any
kind of change, even extrinsically. Yes, God can be said to know that Jones chandéddrom
t2; however, God does nexperiencehat change. God simply knows, in the eternal present, the
fact that events occur for Jonegltandt2. This is not to say that God does not experience
Jones. Itis quite plausible and likely that if God is a person, as Christiaeebéien God does
have relational experience with Jones, only atemporally so. It does not followdrpthat
God's relational experience with Jones is very much at all like our own, htostamnan,
experience with Jones.

If God’s eternality, immutability, and His omniscience can all remampatible, then
what kinds of implications are there for an eternal God acting in time witbretigsion? Does
this not contradict both His immutability and thereby His atemporalemds? There are a few
possible reasons why one might think there is inherent incoherence in the idea ofsstaedly
acting within time. First, one might assume that just as an eternal@ntitgtexistin time, so
also an eternal entity canrattin time. Second, it might also seem that temporal actions

necessarily have temporal causal agents and third, an atemporal bewighcdshmogether the

Ibid., 31.
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existence of anything temporal because doing so would require that the atemipgrhblve
temporal duratiofi®
Nelson Pike offers a classic version for the second reason for rejectitegrgooeal
being’s acting in time:
Let us suppose that yesterday a mountain, 17,000 feet high, came into existence
on the flatlands of lllinois. One of the local theists explains this occurrence by
reference to divine creative action. He claims that God produced (created,
brought about) the mountain. Of course, if God is timeless, He could not have
produced the mountayesterday This would require that God'’s creative-activity
and thus the individual whose activity it is have position in time. The theist’s
claim is that Godimelesslybrought it about that yesterday, a 17,000 feet high
mountain came into existence on the flatlands of lllinois...[But] the claim that
Godtimelesslyproduced a temporal object (such as the mountain) is alysurd.
At this point Eleonore Stump and Norman Kretzmann prove tremendously helpful. In their
opinion there is great confusion in all three of the considerations that argud agatesmporal
being’s acting in timé® The first consideration brings with it confusion over whether an
atemporal being’'actionscan be located in time or whether gféectof their actions can be
located in timé®* Thereseemso be no contradiction in asserting that the effects of an eternal
being’s actions can find location in time whereas there most definitelyosteadiction if one is
to say that the eternal beingistionsare similarly located® If indeed there is no contradiction

for an atemporal being’s actions to have effects in time, then for an omnipotent being, s

situation is not at all outside the realm of possibility.

%Al three conditions taken from Stump Kretzmann, “Eternity,”: 448.

*Nelson Pike, God and Timelessness (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1970), 104-105. Stump and
Kretzmann also specifically address this quote in their “Eternity” article on page 448.

100Stump and Kretzmann, “Eternity,”: 448.

%hid., 448.

121hid., 448.
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Paul Helm echoes a similar point when he makes the distinction between time and
contingency:
There is a tendency to confuse time with contingency. Scripture implies, if not
affirms, the contingency of the universe in two respects: that its exa@senot
logically necessary, and that it owes its existence to the agency of God — it
depends on Him. But it does not follow from the contingency of the universe in
these senses that there was a time when the world was not, only that there might
not have been a univer§g.
Helm’s insight should give us adequate pause when considering whether or rmaRjkeent
is well founded. That said, with regard to Pike’s objection, there migluteyeiom for the
objector to say that an atemporal being’s actions cannot have temporal eteictg and
Kretzmann reformulate Pike’s basic argument thusly:

(9) “If God is timeless, He could not have produced the mouytsterday.

(10) The claim that Gotimelesslyproduced a temporal object (such as the
mountain) is absurd**

Because Stump and Kretzmann see Pike’s (9) and (10) as rather ambiguousitizevittidour
possibilities:

(9a) If God is atemporal, he cannot yesterday have brought it about that a
temporal object came into existence.

(9b) If God is atemporal, he cannot (atemporally) bring it about that a temporal
object came into existence yesterday.

(10a) It is absurd to claim that God atemporally brings it about that a temporal
object came into existence.

(10b) Itis absurd to claim that God brings it about that a temporal object came
into existence atemporalfy’

103pul Helm, “Divine Timeless Eternity,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press,

2001), 50.

104

Ibid., 449.

105

Ibid., 449.
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Clearly both (9a) and (10b) are true and, as Stump and Kretzmann note, Pikécssbem
intending (9a) and (10b) instead of their (9) and ¢iD)The problem for Pike is that, while (9a)
and (10b) are indeed impossible for an atemporal God, there is not much by way of abasider
or argument to explain why (9b) or (10a) is similarly impossible.

Is there some necessary condition in causality that requires a tempecat@fiave a
temporal cause? Though this is more commonly seen in temporal life, there does rotlsmem
anything logically or metaphysically contradictory about positingedeffit types of cause and
effect relationships (e.g. atemporal causes and temporal effécta)effect, the first two
considerations can be rejected because, while (9a) and (10b) are true, (9b) aack (fse or
at least have not at all been proven. Perhaps a plausible defense can be (dgrafat (10a)
if there exists some kind of cause and effect that must be temporallyasieaus (perhaps there
are some examples like that; it could be that mountain creation is one of themjp. a&tlim
Kretzmann correctly point out that if the necessity of temporal simulyaiseieing argued by
Pike, and others who might launch the same critique with respect to cause and effect
relationships, then it completely begs the question. Further, if simultamaiciteris needed
in somecause and effect relationships (including mountain creation) vthéfir-simultaneity it
can easily be said thall temporal actions (i.e. cause and effect relationships) have ET-
simultaneity with their eternal caus®8. Additionally, because the first two considerations are

defeated, so too, is the third. If it is the case that an atemporal being cars ledfexis happen

1%)hid., 449.

19\What about temporal causes and atemporal effects? Does the temporal work of man influence the aviternal
existence? See APPENDIX: Causality.

1%hid., 450.
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in time, then that same atemporal being can have the effect of sustainpogakimdividuals in
time1%°

At this point, | will remind the reader why a defense of God’s atempordeagesis
being made. Remember that most of the premises of the argument for SRavélythe fact
that there is such a thing as atemporal existence. It follows that if Gotlasemporal, then
nothing is since God is the grounding of all reality. Accordingly, if God is notpateath) then
discussion of the seviternal existence is meaningless. To that end, | hayeeattendefend
God's eternality, omniscience, and immutability. That said, the only otheifismemni-
property that is left to be discussed is omnipresence.

Richard La Croix thinks that God’s omnipresence renders Thomas’ idea of Gdal e
existence incoherent’ He says:

...If God is indeed omnipresent then it would appear that he must have been in the

United Nations Buildingyesterdayas well as the dayeforeyesterday. And if

God was in the United Nations Buildibgthyesterdayandthe day before, then it

would appear that he is in time and that temporal predications do actually apply to

him. So, it would appear that Godnista timeless being if he is omnipresent and

that two doctrines crucial to the theology of Aquinas (or any eternalgst) ar

logically incompatible'**
Are the classic positions of God’s omnipresence and His eternal atempstahex really
logically incompatible as La Croix thinks they are? To see why not, letamsiee his argument

premise by premise. It goes this way:

P1: If God is omnipresent then God was in the United Nations Building
yesterday.

1%)hid., 450.

"%ichard R. La Croix, “Omnipresence and Timelessness,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 42

(March, 1982): 391-399.

bid., 391.
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P2: If God is omnipresent then God was in the United Nations Building the
day before yesterday.

Cl: Godwas in the United Nations Building yesterday and the day before
yesterday (from the conjunction of P1 and P2).

C2:  Therefore, God is in time and not timeless.
The argument is most definitely cogent. After all, the conclusion followsgth probability,
at leasprima facie from P1 through P2. However, is the argument strong? The answer must be
a resounding “no”! Simply put, both premises are false. God was not, imftt, United
Nations Building yesterday, the day before, or today. God, it might said,astatly
anywhere. God is an in-corporeal being. God does not have locHtion.

What is more, if La Croix is going to accuse Thomas of committing a logical
contradiction in his views of God'’s timelessness and omnipresence, then La Cidixooug
consider what Thomas says regarding God’s omnipresence in particular:

...iInsomeway God is in every place, and this is to be everywhere. First, as He is

in all things as giving them being, power, and operation, so He is in every place as

giving it being and power to be in a place. Again, things placed are in place in so

far as they fill a place: and God fills every plaget, indeed, as a body, for a

body is said to fill place in so far as it excludes the presence of another body; but

by God being in a place, others are not thereby excluded from it; rather indeed,

He Himself fills every place bthe very fact that He gives being to the things that

fill every place**®
It appears fairly obvious that Thomas is being metaphorical and analog&ayibg things like

“He is in every place,” “fills every place,” etc. Since omnipresence &jation, in the sense
that omnipresence really means, “not limited by space or location,”awelthat what Aquinas
expresses is merely the fact that God sustains everyone and everythiveg.islthe case, then

La Croix’s argument is similar in scope to the objection already handieztming God’s

12506 APPENDIX: Is God Present to States or Concrete Events?

367, 35. (Emphasis added)
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eternal actions having temporal effects. This is particularly true astect to an atemporal
entity upholding a temporal entity. The argument against omnipresence seahptes to an

argument against God’s actions having their effect in time (and we haaeyakeen that the
latter fails). So then, if the omni-properties of God can be defended in an ateagooraht of

God's existence, the SR argument remains plausible.

Condition (ii) Revisited

It was mentioned previously (in chapter two) that we would need to revisiaihely
Stump and Kretzmann, in condition (ii) of their ET-simultaneity formula, that thest loe an
observer in the eternal reference frame who observes a temporal elenk(@iy) as being
temporally present. More specifically condition (ii) is stated this way:

(ii) for some observer, A, in the unique eternal reference frame, x and y are both
present — i.e: , either x is eternally present and y is observed as temporally
present, or vice versa.

Not only does Craig call Stump and Kretzmann'’s definition of ET-simultamagyous on
condition (ii)}** Paul Helm, Stump and Kretzmann’s fellow atemporalist, also finds this
particular condition of the ET-simultaneity theory to be “obsctteUnfortunately, neither

Stump nor Kretzmann have gone on to defend this particular condition involved in ET-

simultaneity, so speculation seems to be the operative approach at this jtificture.

"william Lane Craig, God, Time, and Eternity (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2001), 96.

3paul Helm, “Divine Timeless Eternity,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press,
2001), 37.

116Obviously since Norman Kretzmann is no longer with us it makes sense that he would not be contributing to
the contemporary discussion. However; Stump has as recently as 2003 put out a newer publication of this same
“Eternity” article with minor modifications as a chapter of a book titled Aquinas referenced in this paper elsewhere
and listed in the bibliography. The entire fourth chapter is on ET-simultaneity with no further update to the
conditions required for events to be ET-simultaneous.
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The appropriate question then is this: “what does it mean for God, the eternatentity
observe an action (eitherory) as temporally present?” Quite simply, it seems to mean that God
knows that a particular action is temporally present relative to a temporar@bsgince God is
omniscient, He knows full-well all the temporal reference frames (thblegioes not
experience these temporal reference frames, He does know who is expgtiean and what
data they are receiving) and so He knows exactly what events can be said tpdraltgm
present as they are temporally present to temporal individuals. There is, haweveorollary
to this argument that Garrett DeWeese addresses. He says this:

What would it mean to say that B observes (or perceives) an event or ansentity a

eternally present? It is clear, assuming a causal theory of perceptton, tha

temporal beings can only perceive events or entities within their past light-
cones—that is, events or entities, by definition, do not exist in the temporal series

Given that time and eternity are different modes of existence, how can a tempora

being observe an event in a timeless mode of b&ihg?

Simply put, this question is wrong-headed. The inherent difficulty in the wordingy of (i
notwithstanding, it seems completely far-fetched to assume that Stump anthdre refer to
“observation” in a strict visual or auditory sense whereby “light-cooesther such
accoutrement would at all be needed. Further, no such actual observer needs twextstse
thought experiments are merely hypothetical. However, if it did need a partiendporal
“observer” one might say that a “rock” is an observer qualified enough to help in ticelpart
condition given for ET-simultaneity. All that condition (ii) is really amkior is an event

occurring in a temporal reference frame relative to one of the many temgferaince frames

and occurring simultaneously to the one eternal reference ff&nfiea tree falls in the woods in

"WGarrett J. DeWeese, God and the Nature of Time (Burlington, VT: Ashgate, 2000), 164.

8| take it that there exists only one eternal reference frame because there is only one eternal (in the way we

have been using “eternal”) entity.



53

temporal reference framewith no sentient observer, it could still be said that its falling had ET-
simultaneity with the eternal present of God. A correct understandingrop&tnd
Kretzmann’s wording and intent appears to be all that is needed.

At any rate, it seems that most detractors cannot positively say tHaf-#ienultaneity
theory is incoherent; perhaps they might simply say that they have a hauhtlerstanding
it.° In all honesty, statements that assert that ET-simultaneity is diticobmprehend only
against the above types of objections, it is now time to address God’s occurremeeas the

man, Jesus Christ.

The Problem and Solution of Jesus Christ

When God incarnated Himself in time as the man, Jesus Christ, did He not stapento ti
and thereby negate His atemporal and immutable existence? Admitiedbyd tricky question
and probably one well beyond my ken; nevertheless, because it is an appropriaia gadst
objection to God’s eternal existence it must be addressed. Certainly it cad teasGod did
come in the form of man in the fullnesstiohe (Gal 4:4). However, does that mean that God in
His deity became temporal? Scripture does, after all, say that in Qleri$tliness of God was
pleased to dwell” (Col 1:19). So then, if the fullness of God is pleased to dwell entheral
Christ, is it not the case that God is then bound by time and therefore tempdbred? If
atemporalist takes the hypostatic union seriously, then the answer to the previtios guight
well be “no.”

Keeping in mind that Jesus Christ has two full, yet distinct, natures, there thielbbemus

attributes that can be attributed solely to Christ’s deity and othduatsi solely to his

119Ibid., 166. DeWeese goes on to say that he cannot find ET-simultaneity to be explicitly incoherent but offers

up, seemingly in frustration of the very thing discussed above: “if ET-simultaneity is an incoherent concept, the
incoherence cannot be masked behind a definition.”
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humanity. For instance: Jesus Christ in His humanity needed to sleep, eatXeattise, etc;
however, Jesus Christ in His deity does not need to do those things; rather, He is omplete
sustained by His perfect relationship with the Father. So too it might be sdygestJesus
Christ in His humanity is bound to a temporal existence and not so in His divthityhile this
may answer one question, it does not answer the question of hobeGauehuman. Does

God becoming human not imply the negation of God’s immutability on account of the change
that accompanies becoming? If it does imply the negation of immutabilityit theo will

imply the negation of God'’s eternal existence (as defined atempdyatiglise by definition that
which changes is measured by tithe. While this topic is nearly inexhaustible and deserves a
more thorough look than is available in this project, | take it that the atengpoeali give a
cogent response to this objection.

Suppose that it might be said of Jesus Christ that He exists atemporallynoamate
state. Notice that this does not say “Jesus Christllag/sexistedin an incarnate state.” The
latter could be false while the former remains true. In other words, thecahlysdy of Jesus
Christ, in either its pre-resurrection state or post-resurrection sitegtiexistrior to His
earthly and temporal incarnation; rather, He exists atemporally in Hiseetad state. Put
another way, Christ’s pre-resurrection incarnation occurs temporallfia resurrection body
exists atemporally. If these statements are coherent, and | takelieyare, then it seems that
God’s atemporal existence has been cogently defended (though perhalpsiat¢lyas the
debate still rages). This includes, | take it, a coherent understanding ahffggaeincarnation

of Jesus Christ. As a corollary to God’s being atemporal and God’s incarmatioeiin the

2\ore will be explained in the next chapter with respect to Christ’s post-resurrection existence and whether

or not it can properly be said to be temporal (in his human nature).

2ler. 41,
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man, Jesus Christ, it seems fitting to address God’s particular modetehegjsviz., whether

God’s mode of existence is in the A-Series (dynamic) or B-Serigg)st@w of time.

God’s Static Existence

Given all that has been said in this chapter, it seems the only thing left tesdgscus
whether or not the type of life that God lives is one of stasis or one of dynamice AAdelies
view of time may be coherent, it does not seem to allow for the atemporalasieityitof death
and resurrection. Therefore, A-series is not being rejected becausedahsrent, but because it
answers eschatological questions unsatisfactorily. If A-seri@sriect, then we have serious
hermeneutical problems in Scripture with regard to resurrection as is notegpiercone. | take
it to be clear that my arguments for God’s eternal existence must be in ligBtsdraes view of
time. The B-series view of time does not sit well for some philosophers be¢bhaysessume it
will lead to a quality of life not fit for the most perfect being:

What exactly is the alternative to our present mode of existence that berage

invited to consider?...What I'm being asked to imagine is that all | would ever

experience would be just one momentary slice out of my present life...it seems

mad to me to suppose that such a life would be preferable to my actual [dynamic]

life.**?

Why such a negative reaction to the static view of time? Yes, stasis doetoseave
rather boring and unfulfilling connotations with it (perhaps analogous to a job whelitecalky
did the same thing day in and day out), but it does not seem quite correct to assume of an

atemporal deity, in whom rests the perfection and whole of being, that the quéliy of

existence might suffer. Ironically, William Lane Craig comes tcaibleof the atemporalist in

22Nicholas Wolterstorff, “Response to William Lane Craig,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL:

Intervarsity Press, 2001), 162. Wolterstorff asserts “unqualified temporalism” as his particular view where God is
definitely temporal at the creation of the world. With respect to before the world and after the world was created,
he chooses not to speculate.
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this discussion: “Even if my life is better temporal than atemporal, thaelevant to whether
God's life is better temporal than atemporal...Even if creaturely life teteimporal than
atemporal, that says nothing about the life of an infinite, uncreated Béingltis is why the
“duration of a special sort” is noted chapter two. God’s static existences sdt®gether
different than the normal idea that temporal individuals have in their mind wherhitheyt a
static, changeless existence. To the temporal and contingent creaturef witat they know is
change and changing. There is an unquenchable desire and need to grow and Iéamgand ¢
and experience. God has no potentiality, so the idea of change and dynamics akhamains
is something completely other to Him. What exactly it (God’s stati¢enae) is most likely
cannot be adequately expressed in temporal and finite language, but God, Wwimoailt ahd
lacks nothing has more of a fulfilling experience, one would imagine, thanamnylhever

have. Still, though, He retains His personality and relationality with humdndydh His

dynamic existence in God the Son, Jesus Christ.

Zwilliam Lane Craig, “Response to Critics,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press,

2001), 176. Though it is ironic that Craig offers this up, it is not totally unwarranted. Craig’s particular view does
require that God exist atemporally before the foundation of the world and then existing temporally once the
world, and therefore time, is created. See his Time and Eternity: Exploring God’s Relationship to Time, (Wheaton,
IL: Crossway, 2001).
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CHAPTER FOUR

How Tota Simul Affects the Resurrection of the Dead

At this point, it should be clear that the idea of a timeless God as the grouncadjtgf
is not only logically coherent, but plausibly true. Because of this, we can now focus our
attention on the main thesis of this project. It must be remembered, going fohaattetaim
of this paper is to shed philosophical light onto the contents of such Scripture passages
Matthew 22:29-33, Exodus 3:6, and Luke 23:43 by describing what | have been calling
“Simultaneous Resurrection.” Simultaneous Resurrection, if you will regalimiply the theory
that, given the truth of the Christian understanding of physical resurrectionm.ayferson dies
that same person simultaneously experiences resurrection life irstineected world, (i.e.
(LAD)).*** Before we explicate what this might coherently mean, it is helpful to look aga
some of the passages in question.

In Matthew 22:29-33, the context of Jesus’ argument is the literal and physical
resurrection of the dead:

But Jesus answered them [the Sadducees], “You are wrong, because you know

neither the Scriptures nor the power of God. For in the resurrection they [the

resurrected] neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are likentieds in

heaven. And as for the resurrection of the dead, have you not read what was said

to you by God: ‘I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of

Jacob’? He is not God of the dead, but of the living.” And when the crowd heard
it, they were astonished at his teachifry.

124(LAD): The sort of paradisiacal state in which life is at its fullness and perfected.

12Matthew 22:29-33 in the English Standard Version Bible (inserts added).
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In Exodus 3:6 (the verse Jesus quotes in the above passage) God makes the ftditaniegts
to Moses:

And he [God] said, “I am the God of your father, the God of Abraham, the God of
Isaac, and the God of JacdB®

What exactly is Christ implying in Matthew 22:29-337? Is He implying tHahAam, Isaac, and
Jacob were resurrected all the way back in Exodus 3:6? If He is, that gettaalnot seem to
be the popular view. In fact, it seems that the scholars on the cutting edgeradaton
scholarship have aapriori assumption that, while Christ is addressing physical resurrection
here, he is not at all implying that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob have atezaggrally
resurrected?” We can take it to be the case, then, that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, at the time
God spoke to Moses, had not yet temporally resurrected. Yet, we can also takehetodset
(at least, we can take it to be the case if the notion of an atemporal, tiGGetkgscoherent) that
the past, present, and future all have existence to God as a simultaneous-wholee Whst w
now investigate are the ontological implications of God’s simultaneouslyevexidtence on
human (temporal) resurrection. Put another way, we must answer the foltpvestipn: “If a
person’s post-resurrection self is atemporally simultaneous to God, how then do#sc¢htiea

person’s post-resurrection existence?”

2%bid., Exodus 3:6 (insert added).

PINT. Wright, Resurrection of the Son of God (Great Britain: Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge, (2003),
425-426. In this particular discussion it does not seem to be a thought for N.T. Wright that other types of
simultaneity or reference frames in which the resurrection might be a reality is at all possible. It does not appear
as if he is rejecting them, but more that he has not even begun to consider any such possibility as being described
here. However, this paper does fully affirm and agree with Dr. Wright that Christ is not asserting that Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob have resurrected in the past temporal sense.
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It seems to me that the answer to this question will be found in the aeviternal mode of
existence (/). This is the mode of existence that we discussed in chaptér tws
summarized as follows:

(A): Spiritual creatures (all creatures having personal relatgsaliih God)

will always grow in their knowledge of God and their affections toward

Him. These growths in knowledge and the decisions made by man and

angels are measured and will always be measured by time; however, in their

relational status, though they grow closer and closer to Christ, their

sanctification and glorification are complete at death allowing tieem t

behold glory with unveiled faces. This completed sanctification and

glorification, their natural being, is not measured by time because it does not

fade away; it is seviternal.
This seems to b&mpaticowith the Thomistic definition of aeviternal existence that those
existing in aeviternity do not experience change of b&hg/hat | think Thomas is expressing
when he says that an aeviternal entity is not “subject to change” is that ifrsanlity exists,
then this entity’s being must Iessentialljunchangindg® Put another way, seviternal entities are
not subject to the change of theeging Even so, they can be subject to change in their
affectionstoward God and so, by that, be measured by time.

Suppose it is the case that a person, post temporal life, is aeviternal. What fiahows
this? (PR210) indicates the following:

(PR10): Because @eviternal existence shares in God’s eternity, a human’s

aeviternal existence includes experience of the temporal physical
resurrection event and so (LAD).

At minimum, two assumptions are made in (PR10):

(Al): Aviternal existence shares in God'’s eternity and

21t is this seviternal existence that is implicit in (PR6), founded on (PR7) and (PR8), affects the argument for SR

in (PR10) and follows into (CR4) through (SR).

12967, 45,

% do not mean, however, that an aeviternal entity cannot cease to exist. An aviternal entity is still logically

and ontologically dependent on God for its existence.
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(A2): An aeviternal being’s sharing in God’s eternity includes experiendeof t
temporal and physical resurrection (a requirement of (LAD)).

Given these two assumptions, | take it that two pressing questions could be askedn finstt
grounds do we base the assertion that the seviternal being shares in God’s exgi&hre a
states? Secondly, regarding (A2), how does an aviternal being’'s share in &witg ietply
that a resurrected person will actually experience her death anceotisurin a non-temporally
simultaneous way? In other words, why does it follow from God’s atemporamogstand the
plausible idea of persons in the seviternal mode of existence, that the seviesunaéted)
person will in some sense already be experiencing resurrection life (bAB9 reality of God’s
tota simulfrom the moment of death?

To begin to answer these questions, perhaps it might be best to unpack (A2) a little more
and, in particular, (LAD). Recall that (LAD) is the sort of paradisiagdésh which life is at its
fullness and perfected. As | argued in chapter one, if the Thomistic accobetafmhan being
is true (whereby human beings are dmlynanbeings when both body and soul are combined),
then it seems odd to assume thpaeadisiacalstate could include any state in which a human
being is not fully &aaumanbeing. After all, if “Paradise” can be had without a body, then why
resurrect at all? Paradise, as | take it, is as (LAD) says: life fuliness angerfected If
Paradise can be had immediately upon death, as Jesus indicates in Luke 23, anchisésttia c
Paradise can be had without a body, then resurrection seems completely supdrtalcusg.
that on a conception where non-embodied existence allows for life in its fullnessfauticple
resurrection would be a meaningless addition.

What manner of thing is (LAD) implying then? Though (LAD) may only be stated
analogically, perhaps we can think of it as something akin to Jones’s waking up &thnintie a

world where he actually is living the resurrection life partaking in sevijerido, something like
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Jones’s participation in the general resurrection of the dead (or resurrectidie\edrisg will be

a past memory, but not in a temporal waly(Even though this thought project uses tensed
language, it cannot be taken too strictly. It should be clear that theade#ying to express

here is one in which Jones is, with fullness of being, present in the resurrected waidld and
without any sort of “I am new here” feeling.) Again, Jones will not fewaysbeen

resurrected, foalwaysis temporal; what | mean, instead, is Jones’s natural being will not have
experienced a passage of tiffe.Now that | have established an idea of what (A2) asserts, we
can begin to discuss its plausibility; we can start by examining Thewlasn that those who

live the seviternal existence have a share in etefHity.

What does it mean to have a share in eternity? Jesus, after all, promises tththagé w
resurrect to life that they will raise &ernallife (Matthew 25:46, John 3:16, etc.), so there must
besomethingo the claim that those resurrected will have a share in eternity. lhakdteen
argued so far is true (and | think that it is), | think we can best understand Jaisos'as an
indication that eternal life is the experience of the resurrected perdmnemaining seviternal
“duration” of everlasting life. Further, if it is the case that the resi@dguerson’s natural being
(i.e. her sanctification and glorification) does not experience chdragejttmay be the case that
her natural being is sharing in eternity by virtue of being, in a particulaesatemporal. In
other words, her natural being is no longer measured by time. If time is dsenaef before

and after, and there no longer exists ‘before and after’ for the post-tsdrpersom their

Bl might also be possible that the general resurrection of the dead will be experienced by all at death in such a

way that at death we are dying in the same atemporal sense that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are dying and
resurrecting at the same “time”...or “at once.”

B2Here the theory that is being posited is insisting upon a resurrection life that is not diminished in such a way
that when dead we are awaiting people to resurrect into our resurrection world. What SR is saying is that, to the
dead, the resurrection of the dead has happened, but not without us. Also, see APPENDIX: Is £viternity Durative?

3bid., 45.
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natural being, then it follows that the post-resurrected person’s natural bateggoral. It is
by this fact that the resurrected person has a share in eternity in aalevaye If this is true,
then (Al) is true.
La Croix, though he does not ultimately agree with Aquinas on the concept of &yiterni
is able to break down the distinction between that which is eternal and that whicteraak

It [seviternity] would be essentially different from time and so be timgless
according to Aquinas, by virtue of the fact that [geviternity], like eternitptés
simulwhile time is notota simul It would be essentially different from eternity
on his view by virtue of the fact that it is possible for [aeviternity] to be corshecte
to or associated witlconjung) before and after or beginnings and ends while
before and after or beginnings and ends are not compatdasjed campatitgr

with eternity; that is, it is not possible for eternity to be in any way cdedé¢o

or associated with before and after or beginnings and ends. In short, time has
beginnings and ends it, [seviternity] has no beginnings and emnd# though it

can be connected to or associated with them. It turns out, then, that on Thomas’s
view the necessa@ndjointly sufficient conditions that a measure must satisfy in
order to qualify as eternal are that the meassedf have neither a beginning nor
an end, that there be no beginnings and entte measure, and that it be
impossible for the measure to be in any way connected to or associated with
beginnings and ends'*

If La Croix is right, then it follows that seviternity does not have a beginniegdingin it. This
does not mean that the aeviternal existence does not have some sense of a begimaitngr,
there are no beginnings and endingg. More particularly, there are no beginnings and endings
in the natural being of the aviternal person. The unchamngitugal beingof the resurrected
person is simply the result of completed sanctification and glorificationther words, ‘natural
being’ here is a relational term with respect to a person’s relationshipto IGastification is
already complete, and sanctification and glorification will be compldteeaesurrection, then it

follows that thebeingof the resurrected person will, in a very real sense, be complete. This is

B*Richard R. La Croix, “Omnipresence and Timelessness,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 42

(March, 1982): 394. In his article he refers to aeviternity as “demeternity”; hence the changes for consistency’s
sake. Insert added.
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then what it means to say that the natural being of the aeviternal person has nodpegiench

in it but it has a beginning it. It is a similar way that the resurrected person has a share in
eternity but is not in himself eternal; he is seviteffalThough La Croix’s (and so, likely,
Thomas’s) definition of aeviternity seems to rule out entities who have tenpaots| it may be

the case thahquinas’sunderstanding of the soul, as the substantial form of the human, gives the
conduit through which aeviternal existence supervenes upon the human’s unchanging natural
being**

Montague Brown also wishes to ascribe aviternal existence to the humarhatTdeat
difference between La Croix and Brown, however, is that in Brown’s afiom of Thomas’s
“temporary disembodiment” (as Brown calls it) theory of death and resurrestiois,insistence
that the human soul is zeviteridl It needs to be remembered, however (and | think Brown
misses on this point), that, for Thomas, isenanbeing does not exist if the form is separated
from the mattef>® If the previous statement is true, and matter (i.e. the body) is combined with
a now unchanging substantial form, the sanctified soul, it seems that the notionvittamade
human being is not only coherent, but quite plausibledere is why: if a person is essentially
embodied, as Thomas thinks, and the physical aeviternal existence is false, thénlairdaa
beings are no longé&lumanbeings but must wait to becorhemansagain at the future

resurrection.

33See more in APPENDIX: (PR8): Further Exposition on “Natural Being” and Being “Subject to Change.”

13857, 473-474.

137Montague Brown, “Aquinas on the Resurrection of the Body,” The Thomist 56 (April 1992): 196.

13857, 381-387.

139Defending the Thomistic account of the human being and the soul/body distinction is beyond the scope of
this paper. This idea is simply stated to offer a plausible answer to objections that may arise given aeviternal
existence and the human body.
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There is, however, at least one problem with the Thomistic view of things, a®ixa Cr
(above) noted?® Aquinas thinks that the aeviternal being exista simul But how can this be?
It is at this point that La Croix’s criticism of Aquinas seems spot on: l(v@spect to time
measuring the affections of the aeviternal being)...since changes do occurt¢éonagvihings
and those changes are measured by time and occur in time because they begin andesnd in tim
would appear to follow that...time and [zeviternity] agt mutually exclusive** If time and
aeviternity are not mutually exclusive, then this means that seviternity caniotd lsemulsince
tota simuland time are indeed mutually exclusive. The whole point of the simultaneously-whole
existence is to free God from the bondage of time. Any creature who exissrnal&aneously-
whole existence therefore will also be free from time, but there is only emakbeing, God??
(It is important to remember at this point that, although aeviternal beings sleteenity, they
are not eternal in the way we have been using ‘eternal’ throughout this progetityfs the
simultaneously-whole and perfect possession of interminable life; thesalibeing does not
have that, though it may be said that she has a diminished share of it.)

It does seem possible to give a critique concerning the aeviternalseatégnporal
natural being (which makes the entity aeviternal) and the ramificattengporalityhas with
respect to existendeta simul For example: it seems plainly obvious that if a being is in any
way atemporal, then, by necessity, it experiencesdiesimul However, if it is the case that
aeviternal beings, by virtue of their atemporal natural being, havet#eimul.then this

objection creates a major problem for the plausibility of simultaneouseesan into seviternal

140Aquinas does say this in ST., 45.

“IRichard R. La Croix, “Omnipresence and Timelessness,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 42
(March, 1982): 396.

“’Here the discussion is limited to beings and not things like abstract entities that are said to be eternal.
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existence. Since it has already been determined that only one being canergddetota
simul namely, God who holds all temporal entities in His eternal present by virHis of
timeless existence as well as His omnipotence, it follows that if s@tyteecessitates existence
tota simul,then the concept of aeviternity is faulty. Here is the objection, premise by eremis

€)) Anything that is eternal is atemporal.

(b) Anything that is aeviternal is atemporal.

(c) Anything that is atemporal exists in a simultaneously-wholetence.

(d) x is atemporal; therefore,

(1) xis simultaneously whole.

(2) If x is eternal, them is simultaneously-whole.

3) If x is eeviternal, ther is simultaneously-whole.
The above argument appears valid, but if it is sound then the whole concept of seviternity
third mode of existence (a supposedifyferentmode) that leads to simultaneous resurrection, is
defeated. But is the argument sound? First, we know that the argument is valid sfotows
from (c) and (d), (2) follows from (a) and (d), and (3) follows from (b) and (djthEr, we
know that (2) and (3) indicate an equal mode of existence based on (a), (b), and @)lyThe
hope then is that at least one of the premises is false.

So let us take each premise in turn. Premise (a) is true by defiifti®emise (b), we
have seen, is true as well. Premise (c), it seems to me, is the hang-upe Rrpstées:

(c) Anything atemporal is in a simultaneously-whole existence.
Based on a straightforward definition of “atemporal,” (c) will most ikedld true if no

modification is made with respect to the nature of atemporality (definig@remd (b)). So far,

143Or, at any rate, (a) is true by the definition used in philosophical theology to refer to atemporal existence.
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what has been addressed in this project is the simple definition of “atempbeaBhy anything
that is “atemporal” exists completely outside of time, and, thus, (c).

It would be a mistake, however, not to mention that there is indeetpéait difference
in eternal atemporality and eeviternal atemporality. Ultimately, thergdification is needed
not for only for (c) but also both (a) and (. Let us modify them this way:

(@*) Athingxis atemporal in theternalsense iff

(M)  xis not measured by time and

(M1) xhas no beginning and no ending and

(M2) xis immutable
and

(b*)  Athingxis atemporal in theeviternalsense iff

(N)  xis not measured by time and

(N1) xhas a beginning and no ending and

(N2) x, though unchanging in natural being, is mutable.
As can be seen, it is by virtue of (M) that (a*) is atemporal and by virtue Df gkt (M2) that
(a*) is eternal. Similarly, it is by virtue of (N) that (b*) is atempamatl by virtue of (N1) and
(N2) that (b*) is eeviternal. All this really amounts to is that neither the ¢teonghe aeviternal
are measured by time. This should be obvious since eternity and aeviternityaaagesep
measures of existent®€ Thus with these definitions in place, the concepts of aeviternity and

aeviternal existence appear to be logically coherent. If this concagtesent, then SR’s

144 . . . . . .
(c) Is really false since “atemporal” is ambiguous in the given premise.

557, 44,
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premises (PR6) through (PR10) and conclusions (CR4) through (SR) are plausiblel@nd mig
well be truet*®
Let us suppose that SR is true. If SR is true, what follows with respectrestireection
of Christ? Does it follow that He resurrects into seviternal existened?alf| have argued so far
is true, and the hypostatic union is taken seriously, then it follows thatithenityof Jesus
Christ resurrects into an aviternal existemdale His divinity never fails to exist atemporally in
the eternal sense.
Finally, the coherence of the working theory of aeviternal existence gsviee ability to
look back again to Stump and Kretzmann’s ET-simultaneity theory and itssadfethe doctrine
of the resurrection of the dead. It is a truth of the Christian religion the¢gherection of the
dead at the return of Jesus Christ is a future temporal event. If that is thiheadbat temporal
event is also ET-simultaneous to the eternal present of God. What isathtemporal events
are that way’’ Suppose that Jones is a born-again Christian and he dies on February 12, 2012.
Let us also suppose that Jesus Christ returns for the consummation of His Chuedtaaed r
the world and His people through resurrection on April 2, 3015. Jones, then, dies on February 12,
2012 and resurrects on April 2, 3015. According to ET-simultaneity, both of these dates are

eternally present to God, who is fully ET-simultaneous with the whole of melatsme (of

146(PR6): It is possible that, though dead on this earth, a person continues on in conscious existence.

(PR7): At temporal death, if Jones is a disciple of Christ, then his sanctification and glorification are
complete.

(PR8): If Jones’s sanctification and glorification are complete, then his natural being is not subject to
change.

(PR9): Any being (other than God) whose natural being is not subject to change is viternal.

(PR10): Because aeviternal existence shares in God’s eternity, a human’s aviternal existence includes

experience of the temporal physical resurrection event and so (LAD).

(CR4): If Jones is a believer and Jones is temporally dead, Jones is aviternal.

(CR5): If Jones is aviternal, Jones experiences (LAD).

(SR): At temporal death, Jones then experiences aeviternal (LAD).

147Stump and Kretzmann, “Eternity,”: 442.
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which Jones’s death and resurrection are a part) and etéfn®p then it would be true to say
that Jones’s death and his resurrection -- though separated temporallg F-saneultaneous to
God by virtue of God'’s eternal existence.

From the preceding argument concerning the nature of aeviternal egjstenight also
be fair to say that Jones, by virtue of resurrecting into seviternal rcestexperiences
resurrection ET-simultaneous with his death (conclusion (SR)). Here ig isHgir to say this.
If it is true that the aeviternal entity, Jones, has existence that shares ireteoaity (though
aeviternal beings amot eternal), and God is ET-simultaneous to Jones’s death and resurrection,
then it seems to follow that in some real sense Jones experiences tineuEdrgity of his death
and resurrection. If Jones resurrects to aeviternal existence, it is not thea lexperiences
every temporal moment he has ever had as ET-simultaneous with his death; rather, he
experiences a share of God’s ET-simultaneity with respect tesusrectionsinceit is Jones’s
only next temporal moment. After all, Jones’s sharing in God’s ET-simulfaa@lependent on
his sharing in God'’s eternity that only comes after Jones’s move from terbporglto
aeviternal being. This does not negate the temporal resurrection of the dead Jones.

All that has been argued so far is that, by virtue of Jones’s aeviternal exjslenes
experiences (in his share of God’s eternity) his death and resurrectiosimbaneity with
God. While some, like Trenton Merricks, may wish to claim a time-gap in thereasté a

human being at death, Simultaneous Resurrection posits not a gap, but ET-simudftafdie

“bid., 442. Stump and Kretzmann make a similar argument concerning the life and death of Richard Nixon.

“Trenton Merricks, “The Resurrection of the Body and the Life Everlasting,” in Reason for the Hope Within,
edited by Michael J. Murray (Grand Rapids, MIl: W.B. Eerdmans, 1999), 271. On 285 Merricks offers that Jesus’
pronouncement to the robber on the cross “today you will be with me in paradise” might reflect the robber’s next
experience but not ontological reality. As a physicalist, Merricks believes that once a person dies they no longer
exist; there is a gap of time between when a person ceases to exist and when they come back into existence at the
resurrection.
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same then might be argued in the case of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob ascefgrdmth God

the Son in Christ (Matthew 22) and by God the Son in the burning bush (Exodus 3:6). Ifitis
true that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob resurrect into aeviternal existendd, ttheeargument

holds) it is also true that they are, in a very real sense, experienaingcéisn life, and so are

alive to God as God of the living and not of the dead.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Conclusion

With all of the arguments for the simultaneous-whole existence of God, his mode of

existence and its effect on other entities, and a proper understanding of &gyites@ems that it

may be relevant to revisit the formally stated argument. The argumenglipstated, goes like

this:

(PR1): God exists in an atemporal, eternal, simultaneously-whole existence.

(PR2): Anything that exists in a simultaneously-whole existencelsineously
experiences every temporal and eternal event and entity.

(PR3): Jones’s death and resurrection are temporal events to God and all who
know Jones.

(PR4): Jones participates in the temporal resurrection of believergury of his
being a believer and by virtue of his temporal resurrection.

(PR5): Any entity that God is present to and has consciousness experiences the
“nowness” of God.

(PR®6): It is possible that, though dead on this earth, a person continues on in
conscious fullness of being.

(PR7): At temporal death, if Jones is a disciple of Christ, then his saatobific
and glorification are complete.

(PR8): If Jones’s sanctification and glorification are complete, therahisat
being is not subject to change.

(PR9): Any being, other than God, whose natural being is not subject to change is
aeviternal.
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(PR10): Because @viternal existence shares in God’s eternity, a Buman’
aeviternal existence includes experience of the temporal physical
resurrection event (LAD); therefore,

(CR1): Jones experiences the “nowness” of God when participating in the
resurrection of believers (from (PR1)-(PR5)).

(CR2): Jones experiences the “nowness” of God when he dies (from (PR1)-
(PR6)).

(CR3): God simultaneously experiences both Jones’s temporal death and temporal
resurrection (from (PR1)-(PR4)).

(CR4): If Jones is a believer and Jones is temporally dead, Jones is eeviternal
(from (PR7)-(PR9)).

(CR5): If Jones is aeviternal, Jones experiences (LAD) (from (PR1)-(PR11)

(SR): At temporal death, Jones then experiences aviternal (D) (CR1)-(CR5)).
As we said earlier, the argument in its current form appears to be logiaktlyhowever, the
point and purpose for the heretofore discussion has been to demonstrate that the & gqaonent
only valid but, more importantly, sound. To see more clearly that this is thd val$@ow
attempt to give an explicit defense of each premise starting with prépfitde.

(PR1) is simply a restatement of Thomas’s definition of eternityl thate been using
throughout:>® Chapter three was my attempt to rigorously defend this definition against a
number of objections. The first objection that is thwarted is the argument frararibgivity of
simultaneity. Here | pointed out that Stump and Kretzmann’s theory of ET-amaiiit is of
tremendous help in that it allows for events to be simultaneous from two diffe reneineds
frames and, thereby, negates any notion of transitivity. The rejoinder tortkigivity objection
goes, basically this way. It is a negation of the idea thxasiimultaneous tg andy is

simultaneous tg, thenx mustbe simultaneous ta The crux of the argument hinges on a proper

0sT. 40-41.
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understanding of ‘simultaneous.” When the atemporalist (such as Aquinas ohany ot
contemporary atemporalist) says “simultaneous” in the atemporal sdradieweally means is
not thatx, y, andz all occur simultaneousiy time rather, what he means is thxay, andz are
all simultaneously present to God who is in the eternal reference franhe. tlansitivity
objection can be overturned, as | argued in the third chapter, then the simuttbhaguyrality
of different events, located at different times on the space-time continuum caineloently said
to be occurring simultaneously to God in the eternal present. Cross, who has great insig
regarding the transitivity objection (as we above), also correctlypouttthat the matter af y,
andzs being simultaneous to an eternal being is not the same as being simuliaitie@ash
other in their temporal condition’

| attempted to turn away the attack against God’s omniscieisce visHis eternal
existence, in a different manner. Recall that the argument against Gaodsiemce really
amounts to an argument against his omnipotence. It is said that God lacks omoejshie to
His atemporality, because He does not kmdvenevents are occurring or have completed (ala
William Lane Craig (et. al.)}>* What | offered as a rejoinder to this objection is that the
objection is founded on a category mistake. Rather than positing God’s keqkenfencinghat
it is currently 2:15 p.m. EST as a lack of knowledge, it ought to be said, instedde thiatply
knowsthatit is currently 2:15 p.m. ESfor J.T. Turner (and all other temporal individuals in the
Eastern Standard Time Zone). God knows this fact by virtue of His kn@alifagrts that do not
require a first-person experiential knowledge. He simply does not havantieegeriential

knowledge of time as a temporal entity does. The conclusion is the same as it woula be for

PIRichard Cross, “Duns Scotus on Eternity and Timelessness,” Faith and Philosophy, 14 (January 1997): 12.

2William Lane Craig, “Timelessness and Omnitemporality,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL:

Intervarsity Press, 2001), 151.
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defense of omnisciensmpliciteragainst the charge that God does not keeerythingsince
He does not know first-person facts (e.g. “I am hungry”). Put more simplys that a lack of
knowledge, this is simply a lack of know-how, not knowledge-t¥dt.seems clear, then, that
God’s omniscience is in no way affected by his atemporal existence. Thd #aime,can be
said with respect to God’s personhood — His being a Person. We need not think that God’s being
a Person, or His ability to relate to humans personally, is at all affecteis lynniscience>*

With respect to God’s immutability, we saw earlier that Craig findbvious that, if
God has knowledge of changing individuals, then by virtubeaf changing God’s noetic
content He also chang®8. It has been demonstrated, however, that the objection is false. The
objection is false because it hangs on the beliefetktainsicchange to God is still chang®.
But, that does not seem to be true at all. Remember that if God, on the ET-sinyutameits
viewing the whole of both the temporal landscape and eternal landscape withossisucee
must follow that while God knowthat a contingent being changes, His knowledge of that
individual remains whole and does not change. In other words, the countless changes that a
contingent entity goes through are seen, in their totality, ivttteshe ighat God knows. This
totality of who she isncludes her particulars and the specific points in time that the temporal

entity changes.

>3paul Helm, “Response to William Lane Craig,” in God and Time: Four Views (Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity

Press, 2001), 162.
1t needs to be said unequivocally that it is most likely that our knowledge, and relation with, God as a Person
is accomplished through the God-man, Jesus Christ. (I leave for discussion the personhood of the Father for far
more experienced theologians.)

>William Lane Craig, Time and Eternity: Exploring God'’s Relationship to Time (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2001),
31.

81hid., 31.
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Possibility and actuality need not be undermined here. If possibility andityctuah
respect to human beings, salitually occurgan time — and it does — then God still knotivat a
person has both possibility and actuality in time. In addition to God’s relationuiman’s
possibility and actuality, there are also instances of God’s possibilitycamality (e.g. God’s
choosing world W over World W*). What | wish to say, on this point, is that God’s possibility
and actuality are not temporal but are, instead, logiéalf that is the case, then God’s
“choosing world W over world W*, for example, is done atemporally.

Similarly, the arguments insisting that God’s atemporality affdigsability to act in
time (by Pike, for example), have been countered by means of a clafi¢an ET-
simultaneity) which insists that causes and effeetsd noboth be in time. The suggestion we
made was that it is quite plausible thaketernalcause can havetamporaleffect. Recall that
Pike’s argument starts off on the wrong footing by assumipgori that events must have either
temporalcauses, or events must have simultaneous ciiis&s. counter Pike, | argued, using
Stump and Kretzmann’s ET-simultaneity argument, that if Pike is ass#réahtgemporal effects
must have temporal causes, he makes no argument for it and simply assumaés itisRrkie
argues the that events must have simultaneous causes, then God’s being Enhenumsiko all
temporal events from the eternal reference frame fulfills the need fmuétasneous cause to a
temporal effect>

The objection concerning God’s omnipresence with respect to His atemporalityaka

La Croix has stated it — also been defeated. This objection, as we saw, plagsasiase of

BIA proper investigation into God’s “choice”-making and sequencing of thoughts, etc. is outside the scope of

this paper.

158Stump and Kretzmann, “Eternity,”: 448.

bid., 448.
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misunderstanding. In particular, the objection mistook what a theologian meansevhen h
discusses omnipresence. As | argued in chapter three, ‘omnipresencedtioesn a literal
spatial filling of God’s existence in a particuf@ace rather, ‘omnipresence’ must be understood
analogically because the theist asserts that God is upholding every sgatiahl by the power
of His will and being.

Lastly, with respect to the truth of premise (PR1), the discussion aft@hbrought to
the fore. Scripture clearly indicates that Christ did, in fact, come into Gale4{4) and in Him
God’s deity is pleased to dwell in full (Col 1:19). Is it then not the case that Godaasate,
becomes temporal and, therefore, not immutable or atemporal? | takehietishbrt answer to
this question is “no.” It seems to me that taking the dual nature of Christ sgriegsires the
atemporalist Christian to take seriously the idea that, while Jesust ®@hs on this earth, God,
while eternal in His deity, was temporal in His humanity. Now (after Chrissurrection), if
what | have argued to this point is true, we can say that God is eternaldeityiiznd is
aeviternal in Hiswumanity In exactly the same way that it is required for the Christian to take
seriously the idea that Christ was tempted in His humanity but cannot be temptediivirtity,
the Christian must take seriously the idea that God was temporalgeewiternal) in His
humanity and is eternal in His divinity. Granted, finite beings may never uadi@rskactly
how all of that works out, but, perhaps, finite beings are not meant to.

With (PR1) and (PR2) accounted for, and (PR3) and (PR4) obviously true if the
resurrection is true, it is now time to revisit (PR5) and (PR6) to see if teasuaras well.
(PR5) states:

(PR5): Any entity that God is present to and has consciousness, expdahences
“nowness” of God

while (PR6) says:



76

(PR6): It is possible that, though dead on this earth, a person continues on in conscious
existence.

Essentially, these premises allow for the idea of aeviternal existeheg.d® this first by
asserting that if God is present to a conscious entity, then that conscious>grgitgnces it.
This is not to say that the entity is necessarily cognizant of this fact, burttityeséll
experiences the “nowness” of God at least subconsciously. This seems to beevaistle
Paul is implying in Romans chaptel®. However, with respect to the argument at hand, the
reality of God’s being present to someone, and her experiencing the “ndwh€ssl allows

for aeviternal existence, and (SR) in the following way. It seems plaugiten what we have
said thus far, that experiencing the “nowness” of @iber death takes a person from
experiencing God in her temporal being, to experiencing God on a higher level, st,airea
another plane of being.

If it is the case that human beings, post resurrectiomaarg@osse pecarras traditional
Christian theism believes, then it follows that at |lsasbhethingabout their being is unable to
change'® Such is the crux of (PR7) — (PR8). Depending on how one reads | Corinthians 15 and
Il Corinthians 5, it is plausible to suppose that the “new creation” that is banugified (and is
ultimately “raised imperishable”) points toward a condition whereby the higsmatural being
is no longer subject to change yet still allows for the affections and intigllbetsubject to

change. If these conditions are met, they fill the necessary conditions of &gquinton of

1%9Romans 1:19-21 — “For what can be known about God is plain to them, because God has shown it to them.

For his invisible attributes, namely, his eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly perceived, ever since
the creation of the world, in the things that have been made. So they are without excuse. For although they knew
God, they did not honor him as God or given thanks to him, but became futile in their thinking, and their foolish
hearts were hardened.” English Standard Version Bible.

161566 APPENDIX: Why Were Adam and Eve Not £viternal?
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aeviternity, and allow for seviternal beings, the proposition made by (#R8)it is the case that
aeviternal existence includes a share of God’s eternity, and thereby somefddissET-
simultaneity with temporal events (as | argued last chapter), theordbably that (PR10) is
true.

If all of the above holds, then so does the argument for Simultaneous Resurreaion. W
have seen that the formal argument for SR is logically valid; hopefully, we case®that the
argument is sound, as well. This is wholly different than claiming that the angfmne
Simultaneous Resurrection eases the struggle of thinking through whatsami&neous
event (like the death and resurrection of an individual) might look like. However, I8&stat
allows for the hope that what awaits the believer, upon death, is not some ethsteatexbut
rather a more perfect version of the current existence that human beings now édeeted
earthly existence seems to be what the New Testament is talking aborgnhtestantiated
simply and magnificently as a new earth containing, among other thingggllyyesurrected
bodies. If added to this understanding of the New Testament is the theamuttb8eous
Resurrection, then we have a new and perhaps clearer understanding of whaedesughen

He told the robber on the cross: “Truly | say to ymday yowvill be with me in Paradise"*®

18257 45,

193 uke 23:43. English Standard Version Bible. [Emphasis added]



78

APPENDIX

(LAD) and Temporary Bodies

Given the extraordinary nature of (LAD), it is possible that some may stilldwesions
regarding the type of existence that is included in a life “in its fullness afetie.” In
particular, these hypothetical questions may be motivated by confusion on yusthuman
being’s having a numerically identical body to that which was laid in the ggavaecessary
condition to their experiencing Paradise. The definition of (LAD) is quite siftipéysort of
paradisiacal state in which life is at its fullness and perfected.” Tfirstae harks back to
Jesus’ promise to the robber on the cross that “today you will be with paeadise” ***

It seems to me Paradise is something that, at least normally speakingmpnoetble.
That said, if, indeed, Paradise can be improved, it seems odd that such improvement would be of
a qualitative degree, including a drastic shift from disembodied existencttmleed existence.
Further, if paradise can be had without a body, then resurrection seems superflisay {@as
chapter four). At the very leagthysicalresurrection would not qualitatively matter enough to
receive the kind of importance Paul gives it in 1 Corinthians 15.

In sum, | suppose it can suffice that if Paradise can be had prior to (LAD), themotam
at all sure it matters whether there is a physically resurrectstéese. | do not see that it would
matter to me, or most humans, when given the choice between one stage of paradise and som

other second stageone that does not seem, given the nature of a Paradise A/Paradise B

distinction, qualitatively much better. If it is the case that restiore life is not dramatically

184 uke 23:43. (English Standard Version Bible)
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better than not being resurrected, why the fuss over the physical resarggdiuman persons in
Christianity? | think it is intuitive to us as Christians that the physesalrrection of humans is
of vital qualitative importance.

The above may answer questions regarding why a physical body is neae$sadise,
but it does not answer why a person would need a numerically identical body to the orehin whi
they lived their earthly life. Why not allow for a temporary embodiment? Ndéhgay that a
person receives a temporary body between death and resurrection?

These questions have merit, Ipuitma faciethe overall idea of temporary embodiment
seems to lack explanatory power for nearly every question | havesaddra this paper. It also
seems like a wholly wasted move. What is the purpose of temporary bodies when bodies
numerically identical to the ones we have nowessentiallypart of oundentity?

Further, if all corporeal things also have location, then this follows: even éf Were
some odd intermediary state between death and resurrection, and we had tempomsriheadie
we would also find ourselves in some actual temporary location. Would that be lde a pr
recreated new Earth? What would that be? Again, such an idea seems likedaweast on
God’s part. Why not just say that the resurrection of persons is a finished ewbosowho
are already dead and that they are in their resurrected, numedesitical bodies finding the
fullness of their identity in the recreated world? Having a “loaner” body ire Sgreen-room”

of a world seems very odd and | do not see how the idea is helpful.

Causality?
In Chapter Three | spend time defending the idea that God’s atemporal achion is a

atemporal cause that can and does have temporal effects. However, does thisihzean t
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person’s temporal actions can have geviternal effects? In other words, ifriidqessa decision
in the temporal world, can it have an effect that is realized in an atemporal modksericx
(e.g. temporal decisions that lead to finding oneself in (LAD))?

| do want to affirm that Jones’s decision toward Jesus has some effextbesgibally.
However, | also affirm Supralapsarianism in that God’s decree of elecgaally precedes His
decree of the Fall. So it may be said that God causes Jones to be saved. | dist Gold is
the one who moves Jones to the position of salvation; it is not at all of Jones’s doing, not even
the faith it takes to believe. God gives the faith, God moves Jones’s heart, God phasghe t
in his mind, and God makes Jones assent to the fact that Jesus is Lord.

If this is the case, then God really is the efficient cause of Jones’s@alvabnes’s
participation in his “decision” would be more like a pencil’s participation in thengrof an
author. There is some degree of efficient causation, perhaps, in man, but not much and perhaps
only as illusory (at least with respect to salvation). So, here we have Gadigoagal will
atemporally deciding for Jones as the atemporal cause(s) that produtaspEoral effect, that

is, what ends up making Jones aeviternal.

Mystical Experience and Substance Dualism

In Il Corinthians chapter twelve verses 1 through 4, Paul describes altenehe was
“caught up to the third heave®® The interesting thing about this instance is that he cannot
remember if he was “in the body or out of the botf§."Since this is the case, it may be that the
substance dualist will read this passage as affirming an “out of body expénesoenething

similar. Since a substance dualist affirms that a person can have consciapanegem the

1% Corinthians 12:2. (English Standard Version Bible)

%8 hid.
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body, they can reasonably assert that Paul must have been present with Godwhibphis
(dead) body was still on earth. So, they might claim, mystical experiekedZalul’'s are much
better explained by substance dualism.

| am not sure why this must follow. First, when we speak of mystical expesieisdt
not possible to interpret them as visions and dreams, rathditénahmoves from one type of
existence to another? Is it not possible that Paul, in this temporal world witmpisréd body,
has a vision of the third heaven, or any other such experience, without having tevheranyut
right where he is? | take it that if he warauallytransported to Paradise, then it was in his
body. | also take it that God, by miracle, could have moved Paul from tempatahesi to
aeviternal existence, and back. | am not sure why God could not do that.

Second, and | think more probably, | find it is actually better to read this passtgell
having a vision. | think it is underdetermined whether Paul was in some other,plai¢de
was experiencing things like what Isaiah experienced in his visions of Qoditling the
temple in Isaiah 6:1. |take it those were visions. And visions, like dreams, douadlyaetke
anyone anywhere. When | have a dream | may experience things imsgyorsness through
the firings of my brain, butam not spatially displaced. | am still safe in my bed. | take it that
visions are simply dreams while someone is awake. If we were to posit a hexeby when
dreaming or having a vision our soul leaves our body, then it seems that we nhigisiazd
that cause a metaphysical displacement of one’s soul as “soul-snatchingsé@&imet absurd.

| do not, for instance, believe that John the Revelator was actually taken up imémHea
for his visions. | do, however, believe that Paul, John, and Isaiah truly did experient@rspme

Mystical experiences, visions, and dreams are all relatively similar.
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(PR3): Is Jones’s Death an Event for Jones?

When | write that Jones’s death and resurrection are events (in (PR3)), loneais J
death and resurrection are events in two different perspectives. First, dtmagh’'ss an event
for people other than Jones in that they experience his death. Suppose Jones has a relative
Smith. | take it that Jones’s passing would be an event for Smith. However,dkasothat,
regardless of the truth of SR or not, when Smith’s loved one, Jones, resurrectseatsl vatik
on his earthly life, he will consider his death an event in his life. He may weEekxaerienced it
(whereby “experienced” means “felt”), but it does not follow that it is na\ant in the life of
Jones. | hold that the same would be the case for everyone. Death is a concrétatthing
happendo a person.

Similarly, | take it that Jones’s resurrection will be an event for both Jowlesg third
party onlooker in the conventional way. Most likely, Jones will realize tha lesurrecting
(or, as part of his experiential manifold, he will have the experience of@esarrwhether or

not he experiences it in the same type of temporal progression we currently findiveyrma

(PR8): Further Exposition on “Natural Being” and Being “Subject to Change.”

“Natural being” is explained by rewording Thomas Aquinas’s definition oétligernal
being®’ | explain this initially on page 34 but more thoroughly on pages 59 and 76 (with
regards to their unchanging relational condition with God). In other words, terrmal/being’s
“natural being” is formed and completed on the basis of his or her relationshipneviilerison of
God. A person’s natural being prior to a perfected relationship with God is noubidgtsto

change, but it is subject to sin. If this is the case, | take it that, with cothpbeatetification and

%751, 45.
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glorification (and so the eradication of sin), a person’s relationship with Gbdotvchange;
rather, it will be perfected at death in transition to the after-life. Thfegen is the only way
that human being will be able to commune with God perfectly with an unveiled face.

Regarding the word “natural,” | am merely using the term that Aquinas {isés | read
Thomas, it appears that what he means by “natural” is simply a modifieeitoy® the way we
might use the word “core” now (e.g. core being). Theologically we maynagere” to describe
a predisposition. We might say that if someone has a “sin nature”, then that sosneone i
predisposed to sin. Sin is, in some sense, “easy” and “fitting” for them to do.aNagirg,
then, is similar. It is how a persain their predispositions.

The idea behind the expression “not being subject to change” is addressed on page 59.
Again, this language is found 8. Aquinas explains that an seviternal entity is not essentially a
changing being but can have change annexed to it from the outside (e.g. binGuod).
estimation, aeviternal existence is an appropriate measure faemsdrhuman beings since
their being/essence will, at the point of death, beotachange. That is, their being and essence
will be perfectly subjected to the unchanging will of God, in an unchangingcpesife
relationship. Change can be annexed to the human being by God with respect tmaféexti
movements®®

Following from this, | take it that “free will” in resurrection life Mbe the true freedom
we find described in Scripture: slavery to God’s Spirit and will. An aeviternabpewvill not be
making the decisions in and of themselves; rather, the person will be 100 percent deggahdent

motivated/moved by the Spirit. This is how God annexes change to an seviternal being.

%81hid., 45.

"*bid. This follows from Thomas’s assertion regarding aeviternal beings.
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Completed sanctification and glorificatidRrequire atemporality because they define a
person’s being in such a way that their being (i.e. their relational statu&od) is no longer
changing. The core of who they are, at the moment of glorification, is no longexddey the
ebb and flow of the struggle of sin. God’s will, at resurrection, takes over trexrzal/fterson’s
will. As Christ prays in John 17, Christians will be one with the community of thedém of
God (i.e. the Church) and with God Himself ewsrthe Father and Son are dfié.As | take it,
it will not be exactlyas they are one, since Christian human beings will not be God (obviously),
but we will have an incrediblenchangingunity with God.

If time is the measure of things that change (and, perhaps further thahitigst that are
essentially changing) then it stands to reason that another unit of msaseeeéd to measure
those things that are not eternal, can have changed annex (applied) to them, andteikyesse
unchanging beings? That unit of measure is the atemporal measure of aviternity. Throughout
this project | am not reifying aeviternity, time, or eternity. Theysargly units of measure to
describe types of change or non-change. If a human being’s being, essencayrahteag
will be defined in the resurrection by the unchanging nature of their redatpwith God, then
it seems like another unit is needed to measure those bits of annexed change dmat can (
probably will) happen in the resurrected existence. | find my distinctions or6pdgspful on
this point. If we have unchanging holiness (sanctification) and unchanging glanfi¢ation),

and those two things describe the core of who we are in the resurrection, thersittsgehe

170 Minimally, | take sanctification to be the immediate cause of glorification.

"john 17:11. (English Standard Version Bible)

17257, 44,
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core of who we are does not change and cannot be, therefore, measured by tieme; henc

aeviternity.

Is AEviternity Durative?

| would say the experience of the human resurrected person will have something like
duration, but atemporally linear duration. Again, | do not believe that seconds or hours or
minutes are thingsthey are measures of something that will not be the primary measure of
existence in the resurrected world. | also do not see why duration or lindanegimust be
measured by time. Certainly it will have, as Aquinas says of aeviterriggngatibility” with
timel”™ As I take it, Aquinas means that it will not be wholly untimelike in the waytchat
simulexistence i$’* Perhaps the duration will be largely phenomenological duration.

If we want to use a crude example, think of a dream state. In a dream it may de th
person participates in events for what seems like long periods of time. DaysHewsever,
upon waking, the dreamer typically realizes they have only been asleemé&tiea of minutes.
| do not suppose that the linear progression of the dream and the phenomenolodjiazl ttiee
dream are less “real” to the person experiencing the dream. Nor do leatbsurthe actual
events in the dream can be measured by time. | would say it is quite possible thatioected
state could be somewhat like that in the sense that it feels like lineargsiogrand duration,

but not in anything we can accurately measure by time. That would be a gaésfake.

bid., 45.

bid.
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Is God Present to States or Concrete Events?

In (PR2), (PR3), and (PR5) the expression “God is present to” is either statettlgxpli
(as in (PR5)) or implicitly (as in (PR2) and (PR3)).The question that might be asked of these
three premises is: “how can an atemporal/eternal God be “present” to anytllagHe be
present to temporal concrete events and entities or is He just preserdd@fidfairs? There
seems to be a dis-analogy between how humans experience events and how God does.

For this objection, let it be the case that sottigat is concrete at tintean mannem
cannot also be non-concrete at timne mannem. If this is the case, and | believe it is, the
objection might be stated like this: If some person, Martin (in space-isn@gsent to some
concrete x, Matrtin, Jr. (in space-time), then God cannot be present to one or both of tkem unle
he can be present to concrete beings.

While | do agree if someis concrete at timein mannem then it cannot be abstract at
timet in mannem, | do not see how it follows that God cannot be present to, in a relational
sense, a concrete temporal being (e.g. Martin and Matrtin, Jr.). | do, of,cngnse that He is
not literally “there,” as if God had “whereness,” on pages 49 and 50 in particdlanuBe God
does not have literal spatio-temporal location, but from that it does not follow thahHetbe
“present to,” in a relational sense, a concrete temporal being. Al img“present to” is that
God experiences a concrete temporal person, Jones, at every temporal moment.

Again, time is not reified. Time does not have ontological status. God experiences a
person’s temporal moments in one static instant altogether. Of courselltbis iia much

different way than Martin experiences Martin, Jr. or is present to Martivwben we say

175(PR2): Anything that exists in a simultaneously-whole existence simultaneously experiences every temporal

and eternal event and entity.
(PR3): Jones’s death and resurrection are temporal events to God and who all who know Jones.
(PR5): Any entity that God is present to and has consciousness experiences the “nowness” of God.
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“present to” referencing a temporal individual, we mean present in both the “nonebsense
as well as a relational sense. When speaking of God as “present,” | singplyarsay a similar
thing that we mean by “omnipresent.” | do not mean a literal spatial “tres,éoeit, rather,
God's relationship with the concrete being (manifested largely in the tahedtact of His

atemporal will to uphold the individual).

Why Were Adam and Eve Na&witernal?

Perhaps, given that | am not an expert theologian, this question may be beyond my ken
because it assumes an expertise in the teleology of Adam and Eve in the Edenielstvever,
| actually reject the interpretation of Genesis 1-2 that Adam and Eve eleptgically fulfilled.
| do not believe man was teleologically fulfilled in the Edenic state prioh&Fall. Again, |
affirm Supralapsarianism and that man was always intended to fall, anditltdfnot been the
case that God designed man and creation to fall, it would not have fallen. Onlgaséhef
being not able to sin would Adam have been teleologically fulfilled. | find that bebautid
indeed fall, he was not fulfilled nor could he have been. Those who are fulfilled do not fall
temptation (hence the second Adam, Jesus Christ, is completely fulfillecb¢pbadlly in His
divinity and His humanity and thus could and would not fall).

Adam and Eve, | believe, were essentially changing beings and weredhssred by
time in the Garden. They were not glorified and not ratified in sancitfrcatnnocent, perhaps.
Sanctified in the way Christians will be sanctified in the resurrection2Mganight even want
to say something like this with respect to the Edenic state: in the Gardenpbssible for
man’s relationship with God to change. This possibility for the change ottireirelationship
is perhaps sufficient for a living being to be measured by time. In the @gurrdnowever, it

will be impossible for man to change his relationship with God. It is possiblénihat t
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unchanging relationship is a sufficient condition for a living being to be atampothout being

a sufficient condition for aeviternity (though it would be a necessary conditi@a\iternity).
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