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I want to explore, a bit tentatively, what difference a new 

theological movement might make in parish life, especially in 
preaching and celebrating the sacraments.   I’d like to present the 1

movement in a way that might lure the uninitiated (which is all I 
really mean by “dummies”) to try a little further reading.  The 

This article is paired with the sermon “Earth and Heaven Are Joined,” 1

which appears separately in this issue.



movement is now known as “radical orthodoxy.”   A bit earlier, 2

putative founder John Milbank called it “postmodern critical 
Augustinianism,”  which gives further coquettish hint about the 3

movement’s peculiar identity (radical and orthodox? Postmodern and 
critical and Augustinian? How?).  They mean to arouse curiosity. 
 One caveat: I could just as easily have written an article 
chastising Milbank and company for some of their nastier habits.   4

When Milbank claims that “Christian theology now offers a discourse 
able to position and overcome nihilism itself,”  that’s all well and 5

good.  (More about nihilism later.)  But I left out a crucial word: 
“only.”  Only Christian theology can do this, he says.  And he means 
only one kind of Christian theology; namely, his.  He typically tries to 
prove this by giving the most uncharitable reading possible of 

See John Milbank, Catherine Pickstock, and Graham Ward, eds., 2

Radical Orthodoxy: A New Theology (London: Routledge, 1999).  The same 
three have turned this collection into the first in a series on radical 
orthodoxy, under their editorship, that now numbers seven books.  The 
others are: D. Stephen Long, Divine Economy: Theology and the Market 
(London: Routledge, 2000); Graham Ward, Cities of God (London: 
Routledge, 2001); John Milbank and Catherine Pickstock, Truth in Aquinas 
(London: Routledge, 2001); and Daniel M. Bell, Liberation Theology after 
the End of History: The Refusal to Cease Suffering (London: Routledge, 
2001); Conor Cunningham, Geneology of Nihilism: Philosophies of Nothing 
and the Difference of Theology (London: Routledge, 2002); James K. A. 
Smith, Speech and Theology: Language and the Logic of Incarnation 
(London: Routledge, 2002); John Milbank, Being Reconciled: Ontology and 
Pardon (London: Routledge, 2003); and Michael Hanby, Augustine and 
Modernity (London: Routledge, 2003).

John Milbank, “‘Postmodern Critical Augustinianism’: A Short Summa 3

in Forty Two Responses to Unasked Questions,” Modern Theology 7, no. 3 
(1991): 225-237.

Frank Burch Brown has written an exemplary critique in an earlier issue 4

of Encounter.  See his “Radical Orthodoxy and the Religions of Others,” 
Encounter 63, nos. 1-2 (Winter/Spring 2002): 45-53.

John Milbank, Theology and Social Theory: Beyond Secular Reason 5

(Oxford: Blackwell, 1990), 6.
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Radical Orthodoxy in the Parish

anybody who isn’t quite on the same page.   I find this not only 6

offensive and implausible, but actually quite baffling, since it seems 
to go against some of radical orthodoxy’s most distinctive claims.  
Several of the more recent writers seem to know better,  and I hope 7

others will follow their example.  It’s in that hope that I choose to 
ignore their less gracious side, at least in this article. 
 The Chronicle of Higher Education has suggested that this 
may be the “biggest development in theology since Martin Luther 
nailed his 95 theses to the church door.”   Time has listed it as one of 8

the next “big ideas” for the twenty-first century, suggesting that 

See, for example, Milbank’s belligerent attempt to corner Jacques 6

Derrida at a roundtable discussion recorded in John D. Caputo et al., eds., 
Questioning God (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2001), 64-69.  
Derrida refuses to play.  For another example, see Pickstock’s essay in 
Radical Orthodoxy, 243-277.  Note how Pickstock sets up a contrast 
between an Augustinian musical ontology and what she calls “the non-
Western Indian tradition.”  The ontology of the latter, she says, requires “an 
obliteration of any separate identity via a merging of the individual self with 
the creative principle pf the universe” (244).  That may be a fair 
characterization of one school of philosophical thought in Hinduism; namely, 
the “non-dualism” of Advaita Vedanta, and Pickstock even cites several 
scholarly studies to suggest that this is a widespread outlook, but there is 
really no such thing as the non-Western Indian tradition, and in fact many 
Eastern traditions either reject or sharply qualify that sort of non-dualism.  
For documentation, see practically any introductory text on Eastern 
religions.  Her reading of Eastern traditions is reductive and uncharitable, 
while her reading of Augustine is expansive and generous.  No wonder 
Augustine looks so much better!

See Ward, 257-260; Cunningham, xviii, 248, 260-266; and Smith, 133, 7

180 n. 70.  Smith is more sympathetic to Derrida and Caputo.  He also 
harbors strong, Kierkegaardian suspicions of the Platonic tendencies of his 
co-conspirators.

Quoted in David van Biema, “God as a Postmodern: Radical 8

Orthodoxy,” Time, 17 December 2001; available from http://www.time.com /
time/searchresults?summaries=yes&search_type=simple&query=%2Bjohn
%2Bmilbank&venue=timemags%7Cmagazine&x2.x=13&x2.y=9.

Encounter 64.3 (2003)             !221

http://www.time.com%20/time/searchresults?summaries=yes&search_type=simple&query=%252bjohn%252bmilbank&venue=timemags%257cmagazine&x2.x=13&x2.y=9


Milbank has finally succeeded in making theology look academically 
respectable.  9

 That’s the sort of hype that has accompanied lots of previous 
theological movements, starting in the early nineteenth century with 
Friedrich Schleiermacher, the first liberal theologian who didn’t get 
fired.  Figures like Schleiermacher and Karl Barth certainly do stand 
out as giants in the theological world, so it’s a bit ironic that a maga-
zine that once put Reinhold Niebuhr on its cover can act as if every-
body before Milbank must have been academically marginal.  That 
may just reflect the genre of a newsweekly.  Still, it remains to be 
seen whether radical orthodoxy will become just another academic 
fad or whether it will exert a more enduring influence on the shape of 
Christian faith and life. 
 So far, however, they aren’t making many efforts to com-
municate beyond academic circles.  To read them at all, you have to 
be at least somewhat familiar, first, with “classic” writers like Plato, 
Plotinus, Augustine of Hippo, Gregory of Nyssa, Thomas Aquinas, 
and their favorite whipping boy, John Duns Scotus.  Then, as if that 
weren’t enough, you have to stay current with post-structuralists like 
Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, Giles Deleuze, Emmanuel Levinas, 
Jacques Lacan, Michel de Certeau, Julia Kristeva, Luce Irigaray, and 
other recent French theorists.  (Non-Gallic thinkers, it seems, are cited 
only when necessary, and I gather that most German-speakers – 
Hegel, Marx, Nietzsche, Freud, Heidegger – have to be dead.)  10

 Also, your vocabulary must include a liberal sprinkling of 
terms like “nihilism,” “semiosis,” “jouissance,” “libidinal logic,” 
“mathesis,” “aporia,” “fecund,” “convenientia,” “asyndeton,” and so 
on.   Terms like these shouldn’t be all that objectionable.  Some have 11

been around for a good while, and sometimes nothing else will sub-
stitute.  But when you can hardly get through a single paragraph 

Ibid.9

This caricature doesn’t apply as well to citing other theologians.  And it 10

is meant as a caricature.

Many of these are terms that seemed to throw even some of the brighter 11

seminary students in a recent course.  Even “nihilism” seemed daunting to a 
few.
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without running across at least three or four of them, you may begin 
to lose patience.  It’s enough to make terms like “perichoresis” or 
“hypostatic union” sound downright homespun. 
 Even their less jargon-laden statements can meet with blank 
stares, as I learned when I tried to call students’ attention to a sen-
tence that I hoped would clarify what this bunch is up to (it just 
seemed so “fecund”): “What finally distances [radical orthodoxy] 
from nihilism is its proposal of the rational possibility, and faithfully 
perceived actuality, of an indeterminacy that is not impersonal chaos 
but infinite interpersonal harmonious order, in which time partici-
pates.”   Yes, “nihilism” got mentioned, and maybe “indeterminacy” 12

and “interpersonal” aren’t words one usually hears in a Wal-Mart 
checkout line, but the last two words are just everyday words 
(“determine,” “person”) with a few familiar Lego-like attachments 
added on to get more work out of them.  And even “nihilism” got a 
hinted-at definition as (what else?) the proposal of an indeterminacy 
that is impersonal chaos (oh my!).  So what could have been the 
problem?  The sentence was a little long, but these students have 
waded through passages that make this one look mercifully brief.  For 
some reason it just didn’t register. 
 Part of the problem, no doubt, is that the sentence is jam-
packed (that is, fecund) with intimations of an entire world – a world 
that might well be ours, they say, but it doesn’t look at all like Kansas.  
A related problem is that in most of their writing, almost every other 
sentence is as jam-packed as this one.  That can be intoxicating once 
you start to catch on, and this accounts for much of the movement’s 
allure.  But it’s not very inviting to the novice.  Why do they write 
that way? 
 There’s actually a very good reason, which ought to put them 
in a more favorable light: they’ve found an endless fountain of life, 
precisely where most people might least have expected it, and they 
just can’t wait to tell the rest of us.  Practically every sentence they 
write bubbles over with glimpses of what they’ve found, and traces of 
where they’ve found it.  True, the place where they found it is an 
intellectual habitat not appreciated by everyone.  But that only puts 
them in a longstanding tradition of Christian intellectual frontier-folk 

Milbank et al., Radical Orthodoxy, 1-2.12
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going all the way back to Justin Martyr, or maybe even Paul of Tar-
sus. 
 The intellectual habitat for their astonishing discovery is that 
place where all those sinister postmodern nihilists tend hang out.  
“Nihil,” you may already know, means “nothing,” and nihilists are 
people who like to tell us that our everyday lives ultimately come 
from nothing, depend on nothing, and amount to nothing – an in-
determinacy that really is impersonal chaos.  That may sound gloomy, 
but most of them see it as a great reason to throw a party.  They think 
we’d all be better off, better able to love this transient life for what it 
is, if we’d just give up longing for any more than that.  Obviously, 
then, any traditional rendition of Christian faith has to go, along with 
anything else like it – even (or especially) modern, secular outlooks 
that try to hold on to at least something.  Nihilists brook no compro-
mise.  It’s all or nothing,  and since it can’t be all (they claim to show 13

us), it must be nothing.  14

 If nihilists had no following, maybe most people would be 
content to write them off as crazy (many do so anyway).  But they do 
have at least a foothold among people who seem to be otherwise 
intelligent and trustworthy.  They’ve gained and kept that foothold 
because they’re rather good at showing us how our attempts to hold 
on to something land us in seemingly hopeless muddles (or 
“aporias”).  They’re Big Intellectuals,  at least in other Big In-15

tellectuals’ Who’s Who, and that makes them a little threatening to 

A thing is either totally there or totally not-there.  There’s no room for 13

what Ward calls “translocationality.”  (See Ward, 103.)

Other examples of “all or nothing” thinking abound.  Milbank speaks of 14

the nihilist’s “simultaneous occurrence of univocity and equivocity” in 
Theology and Social Theory (Oxford: Blackwell, 1990), 303.  Pickstock 
summarizes Derrida’s anti-Husserlian all-or-nothing argument thus: “(1) Life 
is presence-to-self; (2) there is no presence-to-self; (3) there is only 
exteriority which is the opposite of presence-to-self; (4) therefore there ‘is’ 
only death” (Pickstock, After Writing: On the Liturgical Consummation of 
Philosophy [Oxford: Blackwell, 1998], 107).

Flannery O’Connor’s not-too-flattering description of Mary McCarthy 15

in The Habit of Being: Letters of Flannery O’Connor (New York: Farrar, 
Straus and Giroux, 1979), 124.
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those of us who still believe in, well, more than nothing.  Do we 
believe in more because we’re too cowardly to face reality? 
 It’s the testimony of the radically orthodox that we’re not 
stuck with cowardice.  In fact, they claim, a very traditional 
(“orthodox”) Christian outlook can not only survive an honest en-
counter with nihilism but actually come away from it more vigorous 
than ever.  We can appreciate and take to heart all that the nihilists 
claim to show us, and still find more than nothing – for that matter, 
more than something  – bringing everything to life.  They even try to 16

turn the tables by claiming that this traditional outlook can give us 
everything nihilism ever promised, and then some. 
 That’s one reason they can wind up looking so daunting to the 
uninitiated.  They’re trying to outplay their favorite conversation part-
ners at their own game, which means they often wind up looking very 
much like them.  They mimic the theatrical posturing of the trendiest 
postmodernists, along with the jargon, the over-charged, allusive 
sentences, and the reductive-looking treatments of other approaches.  
That also partly explains the nastier side I mentioned earlier: for many 
postmodernists, interpretive fair play is a suspect bourgeois concept 
that scarcely needs further attention.  It’s almost as if the radically 
orthodox are playing “anyone you can shock we can shock further,” 
and they certainly do seem to be saying, “We can face reality’s most 
unsettling twists and turns even more honestly than you.”  17

 The rest of us are more or less invited to overhear this, so that 
our familiar assurances can be shaken a bit and opened up for grace.  
To those of us who wish for a more direct introduction, I imagine they 
might reply that there can’t be one – at least, not if you want to deal 
with God.  If it’s the Christian God, the God whose Spirit, in and with 
Jesus Christ, brings us to full communion, then we may have to 
acknowledge with Karl Barth that “those who claim to speak simply 

“All there is only is because it is more than it is” (Milbank et al., 16

Radical Orthodoxy, 4).

Cunningham actually sees the relationship between “the theologian and 17

the nihilist” less competitively.  It is not always easy, he admits, to discern 
who is who.  “It is this uncertainty that may represent the space of dialogue,” 
in which theologians “cannot for sure exclude nihilism from their own self-
understanding (261).
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seem to me to be – simply speaking about something else.”   If the 18

world were the stable place we’d like it to be, and if God were the 
stable being we’d like God to be, then maybe we could be more 
direct.  But the peace of God which passes all understanding actually 
undermines the kind of stability we’re apt to crave on our own. 
 I can’t help agreeing.  It does seem that the Christian gospel 
presents us with an invitation to communion with the One who is 
“always already” Communion, and if you’re a sacramental realist 
about this (I see no viable alternative), then you’re going to wind up 
flouting a lot of conventional ways of putting things.  There’s no 
getting around that.  What the radically orthodox offer is perhaps the 
most thoroughgoing (that is, radical) account of sacramental realism 
ever imagined – thus far, anyway. 
 In fact, it’s more thoroughgoing than its patristic and me-
dieval roots.  They acknowledge that until now, Christian faith has 
never sufficiently valued the way in which creation participates in the 
“infinite interpersonal harmonious order” (an order which, remember, 
remains an “indeterminacy”).   So they’re not just reviving the past, 19

they’re also renewing it by taking an intermittently glimpsed vision 
and making it pivotal.  Though they give due credit to Plato and early 
Christianity for developing a participatory vision of the world, 
they’ve reworked the vision even further.  You could call them “Neo-
Neo-Platonists,” I suppose.   To see this, we’ll have to risk looking 20

again at some of their forbidding terminology.  It’s worth the effort. 
 Like traditional Platonists, they see what happens in the world 
as a kind of repetition of a “plenitudinous supra-temporal infinite.”   21

But what happens isn’t just an illustration, and it isn’t even supposed 
to be an exact replica.  It’s always a “non-identical repetition,” a cre-

Karl Barth, The Epistle to the Romans, trans. Edwyn C. Hoskyns 18

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933), 6.

See Milbank et al., Radical Orthodoxy, 1-3.19

But note Smith’s dissent from this pattern in Speech and Theology, 20

170-176.

Milbank, Theology and Social Theory, 306.21
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ative enactment that produces real difference and novelty.   The non-22

identical thus matters just as much as the repetition.  And because the 
“supra-temporal infinite” turns out to be the triune God, we find an 
original sort of non-identical repetition at play even here.  23

God as Trinity is therefore . . . a “community in process,” 
infinitely realized, beyond any conceivable opposition 
between “perfect act” and “perfect potential.” A trinitarian 
ontology can therefore be a differential ontology sur-
passing the Aristotelian actus purus.  24

So it looks as though what happens in the world is a temporal non-
identical repetition of a “supra-temporal” non-identical repetition.   25

What that means less technically is that God and the world are much 
more intimately bound up with each other than our forebears ever 
realized, but that’s just what lets God be God and the world be the 
world.  And it lets us be ourselves without being by ourselves. 
 In their growing literature, “non-identical repetition” gets 
repeated (non-identically, of course) in a number of jargonish ways: 

As Milbank defines it, “what we do or make is not prescribed by a 22

preceding idea; on the contrary, we have to discover the content of the 
infinite through labour, and creative effort” (Milbank, Theology and Social 
Theory, 306).

See ibid., 423-427.23

Milbank, “Postmodern Critical Augustinianism,” 234.  This sounds re-24

markably Whiteheadian, though in a different idiom.  I doubt that Milbank 
would welcome such a comparison.

Ibid., 236.25
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as “analogizing,”  “concentus musicus,”  “transcorporeality,”  26 27 28

“translocationality,”  but perhaps most aptly, as “perpetual 29

eucharist.”  What happens in the world, says Milbank, “is a living 
through the offering . . . of the gift given to us of God himself in the 
flesh.”   As I said, this is sacramental realism with a vengeance – a 30

dream come true for every Anglo-Catholic.  Jesus’ words at his Last 
Supper become the key to everything else.   This is the key, for 31

example, to Graham Ward’s “analogical worldview.” 
“This is my body. Take, eat. This is my blood. Drink.”  The 
body is always in transit; it is always being transferred. It 
is never there as a commodity I can lay claim to or possess 
as mine. This is the ontological scandal announced by the 
eucharistic phrase – bodies are never simply there (or 
here).  32

Because God is bodied in Jesus Christ’s “displaced” body, all bodies 
are revealed as “transcorporeal” and “translocational,” and “trans-
mutation is written into the fabric of the way things are.”  33

Milbank, Theology and Social Theory, 305.  Ward’s Cities of God 26

presents itself from beginning to end as an attempt to construct an analogical 
worldview.

John Milbank, “‘Postmodern Critical Augustinianism’: A Short Summa 27

in Forty Two Responses to Unasked Questions,” Modern Theology 7, no. 3 
(1991): 228.

Ward, Cities of God, 81-96.28

Ibid., 103.29

John Milbank, “Can a Gift be Given?: Prolegomena to a Future 30

Trinitarian Metaphysic,” Modern Theology 11, no. 1 (1995): 152.

Thus Pickstock (After Writing, 263): “The words of Consecration ‘this 31

is my body’ therefore, far from being problematic in their meaning, are the 
only words which certainly have meaning, and lend this meaning to all other 
words.”

Ward, Cities of God, 91.32

Ibid., 87.33
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 All this will still seem needlessly off-putting to some, but I 
want to suggest that those of us who share a bent toward sacramental 
realism can’t help but be grateful for such a movement – and patient 
with the jargon and the posturing.  If you insist on calling a certain 
kind of napkin a “purificator,” how can you object to any of this 
jargon?  It serves the same purposes.  It can reinforce a self-
congratulatory elitism, true enough; but it can also draw our attention 
to mystery in the world. 
 None of this is to say that we should start tossing more 
neologisms into our liturgical manuals (“Elevate at the Christic 
asyndeton”) or our preaching.  But part of what the movement wants 
to show us is how traditional, often familiar rites and phrases already 
work to bring mystery to life among us.   As we engage in reworking 34

our liturgies (something we’ll probably do more and more fre-
quently), we can take more care to let them engage us in an “analo-
gizing process”: participating in the shape of a fully embodied life, 
offered, blessed, broken, and delivered to enliven every other life. 
 As bread is broken, we find we have been participating all 
along in that shape, however dysfunctionally, and now we are drawn 
to an unendingly fuller, more wholesome participation that leads us 
well beyond the parish walls.   This,  we can’t help believing, is the 35

desired shape of all life everywhere, even though we don’t know 
more than a mere broken fragment, a “fraction,” of the whole story 
and can’t control its “non-identical repetition” in other lives.   But 36

perhaps we’ll be more honest about what we don’t know by 
celebrating what we nevertheless taste and see in the rhythm of 
taking, blessing, breaking, and giving. 

That’s especially true of Pickstock’s After Writing.  She offers a kind of 34

depth grammar for what happens to the worshipper in, of all things, the 
Medieval Latin rite.  I don’t see this as an argument for returning to that rite.  
Our current rites are still full of “non-identical repetitions.”

The radically orthodox are all insistent that there is nothing private or 35

apolitical about liturgy.

That is, we can’t make others into “anonymous Christians,” no matter 36

how exemplary we find their lives to be.  As Ward insists (Cities of God, 
257), genuinely analogical world-views exist in relation to differences 
without having to contain them.
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A SERMON: EARTH AND 
HEAVEN ARE JOINED  37

Charles W. Allen 
Affiliate Professor of Theology 
Christian Theological Seminary 

To those of you who have made it to this point in our 

celebration – thank you!  This is probably the longest service we do 
here, and I promise not to add too much to it. 
 Some of you may in fact be wondering why we would spend 
so much time at this.  Is it so we can give up a whole Saturday night 
for Lent?  No – Lent’s over.  Easter began tonight at sunset.  And this 
is a celebration. 
 Or maybe you suspect that we do this for another reason.  I’ve 
heard it rumored that there are some people here who will jump at any 
chance to put on lavish costumes and prance around in intricate 
choreographies.  Roman Catholic seminarians tell me that the theo-

This sermon, which was given at the Episcopal Church of All Saints in 37

Indianapolis, Indiana, Easter Vigil 2002, is paired with the article, “Radical 
Orthodoxy in the Parish or, Postmodern Critical Augustinianism for 
Dummies,” which appears in this issue.  I won’t clutter this sermon with too 
many footnotes, but for further reading, see Graham Ward’s discussion of 
“The Fracture” in Cities of God (London: Routledge, 2001), 152-154.
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logical term for this is “church queen.”   Well, I have to admit, that 38

could explain some of this, but I pray that it’s not the whole story. 
 Let’s try still another reason: we do all this because, as the 
Exsultet tells us, “This is the night . . . when earth and heaven are 
joined and [we are] reconciled to God.”  In this very place, and in 
places like it all over the world, we’re witnesses to nothing less than 
the marriage of heaven and earth. 
 And not just witnesses – we’re the wedding party itself.  St. 
Augustine says that we’re here to be what we behold, and to receive 
what we are.  We’re Christ’s risen body broken open to invite the 
whole world home for dinner. 
 Now this is either sheer nonsense, or else it’s among the 
deepest clues to how the world really is.  We’re here because we’ve 
decided, or at least we’ve begun to suspect, that it’s not nonsense.  It 
just might be true. 
 It just might be that the darkness surrounding us when we 
entered tonight really does join us with the darkness we’ve seen in 
ourselves and in others.  Even the darkness of a September 11th.  
Even the darkness of our desire to take revenge.  Even the darkness of 
trusting in military solutions that only make the world more dan-
gerous.  All the darkness that haunts our life was here with us as we 
entered this place. 
 And it just might be that the light of the Paschal Candle does 
more than remind us that “The light shines in the darkness, and the 
darkness did not overcome it” (Jn 1:5).  It just might really join us 
with no less than that very Light of Light – a light haunted by dark-
ness, that’s true, but a light that finally can’t be overcome.  So there’s 
room at this wedding to be honest about all the darkness we’ve 
known, because we’re bathed in a light that may flicker but will never 
go out completely.  There’s hope burning in and around you, and you 
can trust it to make it through another day. 
 We’ve heard story after story about the Light of Light re-
fusing to let darkness overcome it.  One of the most important is 
Israel’s Exodus.  This is, after all, our Passover, and we wouldn’t have 
ours if Israel hadn’t had theirs first.  I can’t help thinking of the 

This is a term of derision that probably should not be used in the pulpit 38

unless it fits the preacher as well.  In this case, it does.
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question a child asks at the Seder: “Why is this night different from 
all other nights?”  And the answer, oddly enough, is that it’s different 
because it joins us with countless other nights all the way back to the 
first Passover.  It just might be that the stories of deliverance we heard 
tonight aren’t just back there long ago.  They’re with us, and we’re 
with them.  This is the night when we were delivered with Israel.  
This is the night when earth and heaven are joined, and so are past 
and present. 
 So as we baptize and renew our own baptismal vows we live 
through Jesus’ death and resurrection.  We’re not just remembering it 
– we’re living it.  It didn’t just happen back then.  It just might be that 
the very breath of God that swept over the waters of creation and led 
Israel through the sea and embraced you on the day of your own bap-
tism is sweeping through us tonight.  And those drops of water flung 
in your direction just might be none other than the ancient waters of 
creation and deliverance and new birth. 
 And now we’re flooded with light, with sounds of joy – and 
doesn’t . . . the altar . . . look . . . fabulous?  But we’re not allowed to 
forget how the night began.  Christ’s risen body is about to be broken 
for us all over again.  In the middle of this feast we’re not about to 
smooth over all the pain that still haunts the world.  We’re not about 
to pretend that all problems have been solved, or all questions an-
swered.  We’re not here to shut any of that out.  We’re here to invite 
the whole world into our lives, to let its loves and griefs and joys 
touch ours and be touched by God’s own loves and griefs and joys.  
We’re not celebrating happily-ever-after endings.  We are celebrating 
God’s power to take us with all that we are – no pretending – and 
open our clasped hands to receive ourselves and one another as the 
gifts of God for the people of God, holy things for holy people. 
 This is the night when earth and heaven are joined – all of 
earth and all of heaven.  No pretending.  And we are reconciled to a 
God who just won’t leave us alone.  Is that sheer nonsense?  It just 
might be true – and you just might need to hear that. 
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