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From the Editor 

In keeping wi th the usually measured lone of Ihe Mercersburg 
Society's deliberations, we begin Ihis edit ion of the Nell' Mercersburg 
Rel"iew with a solid, hislorically meticulous paper by Theodore Trost. 
We hope this will help balance Ihe more controversial material that 
follows. Dr. Trost can be relied on to infonn the society about its 
history. Here he brings us fresh research about the creation of the 
Evangelical and Refonned Church. He sifts through the spirited 
debates to show us what was truly at stake in the minds of both 
advocates and detractors of the union. The names of the participants 
are fami liar including Reihold Neibuhr. James Good and George 
Richards. He ably ties in the Mercersburg movement as a leading 
infonl13nt to both the supporters and opponents of Wlion. 

Likewise we can count on Gabriel Fackre on the same score. Dr. 
Fackre has played a vital role in the concl uding century and now in 
this new century's ecumenical dialogues. We have the pleasure of 
having him as Olle of the society'S own. As such he has added his 
theological expert ise and ecumenical insights to many a 
convocation's discussions. Here he brings us a paper on perhaps the 
central theological paradigms infonning the Refonned and Lutherans, 
at least in tentlS of their theological history and where that history has 
caused misgivings. Undoubtedly Dr. Schaff would have admired the 
edifying dialectic Gabriel creates for those of us who are Refonned as 
we measure the degree to which our identity as Refonned is infomte<! 
by our doctrines of sovereignty and sanctification. Like Schaff, 
Fackre recognizes that the virtue and praxis afforded by a biblically 
supported theological tenet call. when overplayed. lead to an 
imbalance and the potential for error. This is vintage Mercersburg! In 
creati \'e dialectical tension with ourselves and wi th the Lutheran 
critique of our doctrinal impulses, Fackre allows us to know ourselves 
better and he provides the opportunity to reevaluate our posit ion 
given the added critical light shed by our d ialoguing partner. 

Our third offering may take us '·where no one has gone before", al 
least we of the Mercersburg Society. 0 11e of our own. a tried and true 
member of the society, Richard ScheJ1hause. has written a self­
admittedly controversial paper. He seeks to radicalize Me~ersbUTg 
according to the latest discoveries of science. Of course. thallOcludes 
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a significant departure from a number of classi.cally hel~ doctrin~s. 
including God's independent and unique stalus m .the umve~s~. Still. 
one carnlOI read Reverend Schellhausc's p3per wIthout nottcmg the 
passion he brings to the subject. He raises many provocative 
questions and he is quite right th3t people thro~ghou~ the ~est:m 
.... 'Grld are asking similar questions. fed by the mcredlble sClenllfic 
discoveries of the last sc\'eral decades. However. given some of his 
conclusions. we felt it necessary to include a reply. presenting an 
alternat ive view. 

Our reply is not meant to be contentious. but r3ther presented in the 
same spiri t that Reverend Schellhause issued the challenge in the first 
place. i.e. in the pursuit of theological truth and progress. Is Richard 
right that the recent claims of science must be taken into account 
when doing theology in the spirit of Mercersburg? Most certainly! 
Yet the Mercersburg professors would not have been convinced to 
abandon the traditional orthodoxy they embraced by the admittedly 
astonishing recent discoveries of scienee. Quite the contrary. the latest 
and most interesting facts of science lead us away from any idea that 
God is to be identified with Creation and instead the newer and most 
profound current theories of science point us toward novel 
expressions of seemingly random order midst an often violent ly 
chaotic universe where laws 3re not so much intractable as governed 
by probability. Perhaps within these higher levels of organization. 
~ere once again we get a real sense ofnature's mystery, we might 
discover fresh ways of observing the hand of the Creator. 

Finally. we've opened ourselves to include book reviews and our first 
submission is thanks to Kenneth Aldrich. Hopefully our readers will 
be encouraged by this enough 10 not only submit a review. but ofTer a 
paper of your own befitting the subject matter of The Nell' 
Mercersburg Review. 
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From the Editor -------

An Inevitable and Unique Compatibility: 
Some Factors Leading to the Creation of the 
Evangelical and Reformed Church 

Theodore Louis Trost 

On June 26. 1934. a venture in trust began. Representatives of the 
Evangelical Synod of North America and the Reformed Church in the 
United Slates met in Cleveland. Ohio. to celebrate the end of their 
separate lives and the beginning of Ihei r new life together as the 
Evangelical and Refonned Church. This was an unusual marriage in 
the history o f church unions. Very few theological issues or matters 
of church organization had been worked out in advance. Instead. a 
"unity in spirit" was affirmed as a "sufficient basis" for the merger or. 
as the members of the newly-fonned church preferred to call it. the 
"organic union.,,1 This unity in spirit carried the new church forward 
during the ensuing years as differences in confessional standards. 
ecciesiology. liturgy. and hymnody were overcome and Ihe 
an tecedent church organizations. publications. and seminaries were 
consolidated.2 Although a constitution for the Evangelical and 
Refonlled Church was not officially inaugurated until 1940. this 
procedure was by then a mere fomlality: for the two bodies had long 

since become one nesh. 

The Evangelical and Refornled Church represented the o.rganic uni~n 
of two traditions that had been forced together by kmgly fiat III 

Germany in 1817.J Practically speaking and despi te the noble efforts 
of Frit.-drieh Schleienllacher. among others. the Church of the 
Prussian Union remained an administrative union for the most part ; 
theologically. Lutheran and .Reformed pa~ie~ within the ,?hUrc~ 
continued their scparate eXistences. A slgfllfi cant collection 0 
Reformed-leaning churches prevailed in the Rhineland and 
Westphalia. for example: other regions of the Church were 
predominantly Lutheran. Thus the democrat ic embrace of bo~h 
Reformed and Lutheran traditions one hundred twenty years later. III 

America. was an ecumenical breakthrough: it SClVed as a source. of 
optimism for the leaders of the new church as they. in conversation 
with other leaders o f the burgeoning ecumcnical movement. espo.used 
church ullion ideals. AI the sallie time. although the confeSSIOnal 
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innovation was unusual. certain historical real ities drew Ihese two 
Gemlan denominations together in the aftcmlath of the First World 
War and the foreshadow. as it were, of the SC(;ond. Thus the union 
was both ecclesiologically unique. viewed from a global perspective 
and inevi table. viewed cultura lly and with particular emphasis on the 
status of Gennan ethnic communities during the first third of the 
twentieth cenlury in America. 

This then is a slory of Wliqueness and inevi tability. It includes the 
historical connections of both churches to the Evangelical Church of 
the Prussian Union; the strikingly parallel conflicts over the matter of 
church union as represented in Ihe debates between Reinhold Niebuhr 
and W. F. Henninger, among others, in the Evangelical Synod and 
George Richards and James Good in the Refonlled Church: the 
mutual disdain for "denominationalism" in an era of disunity; and the 
problem of "Americanization" as it presented itself differently to the 
Gennan Refomled Church and the Evangelical Synod a fter World 
War J. 

The German Background 

The Gennan Evangelical Synod of North America began as a 
Kirchellvereill. a loose association of pastors who had banded 
together for mutual support in the early I 840s. Some of these pastors 
had been sent to minister to the far-flung Gennan community by the 
mission societies in places like Basel and Bremen; others werc 
immigrants themselves who had left the tumultuous situation in 
Germany behind and ventured into the wilderness o f the American 
Mid~'est Famil iar religious battles that had originated in Gennany 
contmued to be waged on the American frontier. Thus, the 
Evangelical Association found itself positioned between the strict 
~on.fessio.nalism "of her conservative Lutheran neighbors (the 
MIssoun ~~od ), on the one hand, and ~he anti-church freethinking 

of the SImilarly near-by rationalists. The members of the 
Kirchen~'ereill assumed a theological posi tion akin to that of the 
Evangelical Church of the Prussian Union, Personal piety was prized 
above orthodoxy and liberality with respect to confessional standards 
was encouraged. The creeds of the Prussian Union Church became 
the acceptable sym.bols among the pastors of the Associat ion: the 
AlIgsblirg C~II!esslOlI and Lllther's Small Catechism from the 
Luthera~ tradition and the Heide/berg C(lfechism from the Refornled 
Church ill Gennany. The watchwords of p .... a~ Mo·d ,. d ,,, .. , .. I er In announce 
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the guiding principles of the emerging denomination: "in essentials 
unity; in non-esscntials liberty; in all things charity."J 

What began as an association of ministers developed quickly into a 
denomination : the Dell/selle £vallge/ische S)'lIode VOII Nord Amerika. 
The Synod did not view ilself apart from the Church in Prussia; 
significantly, it never even called itsel f a "Church" (in contrast to. for 
example, the Dutch Refonned Church). Its relationship was spelled 
out q uite clearly in the name: the orientation was to Gennany and 
the churches were branches of lile larger "Church" over there. There 
were. of course, numerous contacts with other Genll:\n communities 
in the United States. Among those who maintained an interest in the 
development of the Evangelical Synod was the Gennan Refonlled 
Church, located principally in Pennsylvania with signi ficant 
representation in Wisconsin and Ohio.' 

The Gennan Refonlled Church traced its beginnings in America to 
colonial times. At first the Gennans were dependent upon the CoelllS 
of the Dutch Refomled Church for ministers and organization. 
Eventually. however. they established themselves as a sepamte 
Cfassis. Historically this Church had its origin in the Refonned 
Churches of the GentIan Palatinate and in Switzerland. Her 
confessional symbol was the Heide/berg Catechism- although the 
intportance of the Catechism seemed to wane in the early nineteenth 
century as the revivals and the evangel ical leanings of the 
neighboring denominations began to inf1uence religious life in the 
German Rc fonned Church. [ronically, a Presbyterian began the 
process of returning the Gennan Rcfonned Church to ils roots. [n 

1839, John Nevin became professor of theology in the 
denominational seminary at Mercersburg. His fi rst provocative act 
was to lNrite a book against the Finneyi te "new measures" that were 
being used in the revivals and incorporated into the liturgical 
practices and worship strategies of many Gennan Rcfomled 
churches.1 

Nevin was soon joined by Phi lip Schaff. an accomplished young 
thcobgian from Genllany. Significantly. Schaff had been ordained in 
the Prussian Union Church. Even in his youth. he was an impressive 
personal ity- maintaining wide contacts in lile United States and ill 
Europe. In 1849. when his colleague Nevin launched the polemical 
jounml The Mercersb"rg Review, Schnff began to edit the irenic 
journal Dcr dellfsche Kirchellfrelll1d. The Kirchellfrelllld was meant to 
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be a forum for the Gemlan community in America. The journal bore 
Peler Meiderlin's watchwords as its own (though. curiously. these 
were attributed to Augustine during Ihe years of the Kil'cilellfrcllnds 
publication). Numerous art icles emphasizing the importance of 
Gennan theological scholarship were published in the journal and 
directed toward an audience of Lutheran and Refonncd folk. 
Unionists and Moravians. [n this way. the Gemlan·American 
community .... '3S kept aware of contemporary trends in Gennan 
scholarship and among the various Gennan·American denominations 
in America. Schaff established many connections through his journal 
including one with the Kirchel1\'creil1. Indeed, in 1855, when he went 
back to GennallY to deliver a series of lectures (subsequently 
published as the book America). Schaff personally placed before the 
Prussian King a request for books for the library of the Evangelical 
Association's newly-established seminary at Marthasville. The King's 
rt:sponsc was generous.' 

This early contact between the Gennan Evangelical Synod and the 
Gennan Reformed Church is significant. Particularly through Schaff 
and the Men::ersburg tradition, an irenic spirit was maintained in the 
Reformed Church- a spirit that anticipated (long before the word 
"ecumenical" meant anything other than a council convened by the 
Pope) the unification of all Christendom. 

The Union Debate in the German Evangelical Synod 

"Where Shall We Go?" appeared in the March 1919 issue of the 
~aga:i/l fiir £wlIIgelisehe Tlleologie 1111(1 Kirehe. the theological 
Journal of the Gennan Evangelical Synod. The art icle was written by 
one of the Synod's most esteemed ministers. Reinhold Niebuhr. After 
r«eiving his divinity training at the denomination's Eden Theological 
Seminary. Niebuhr had ventured to the east for further study. He w;s 
awarded both the Bachelor of Divini ty and the Master of Arts degrees 
from Yale Divinity ~chool and then went on to become the pastor of 
the Bethel Evangelical Church in Detroit. Niebuhr wrote "\Vh 
Shall We Go?" ?~ring the fourt h ycar of his ministry in Detr~~~ 
sh~rtly ~ fter recelvmg a modicum of national attention through two 
articles m the Allalllie Mal/1M}' that addressed the ........... lexing bl 
f G A - -d ' "_.,, pro em 

o ennan- mencan I entIty during a """riod of h",gh,. _" -G '. y-... ...neu anti-
erm~n senllment m th~ Unite~ States.9 As it stands in the March 

1919 Issue of the Maga::lII. one simple fact about Niebuhr's writing is 
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telling: "Where Shall We Go?" is one of only three art icles that 
-EI-h '" appear Ul 'ng IS . 

In "Where Shall We Go?" Niebuhr argued that the Gennan 
Evangelical Synod ought to become part o f the movement to uni te the 
Protestant churches in America. This urgency arose in the aftennath 
of twO recent conferences. One was the merger conference of the 
United Lutheran Church in America, which brought togcthcr "three of 
the more liberal Lutheran synods" and which someday may. Niebuhr 
speculated. "present a united Lutheranism in America." The other 
con ference, initiated by the Presbyterian General Assembly. brought 
together representatives from numerous denominations throughout 
America to discuss the prospect of "uniting American protestantism 
into an 'organic union.'" Numerous papers were delivered at the 
I'hiladelphia conference. Even though no concrete proposals resulted 
from the conference. Niebuhr suggested that one specific 
developmcnt did merit grem attention. namely: "the new attempt to 
unite all Calvinistic churches in America even before a general union 
is tmdertakcn ." This movement toward union left the German 
Evangelical Synod. according to Niebuhr. trapped somewhere 
between a united Lutherd0111 and a united Calvinism, facing 
extinction. The quintessential question for Niebuhr thus became: to 
what fami ly does the Evangelical Synod belong? As his title put it: 
"Where Shall We 001',11 

Niebuhr conceded that some wi thin the denomination would object 10 

the implications of the question. After all. the Gennan Evangelical 
Synod had a distinctive religious identi ty that would inevitably suffer 
through merger. T rue. the ministers of the Synod had "served our 
Lord faithfully and have labored in the part of the Kingdom entrusted 
to [them]," but the Synod never1heless "failed to make any distinctive 
contribution to Americalllife." To continue in isolation. to hide from 
the larger world. was ultimately "unchristian." according to Niebuhr. 
Meanwhile. he rejected the suggestion that. since the Gennan 
Evangelical SytlOd was historically a union church, other 
denominations should come to the Synod and seek to be absorbed into 
it. First of a ll. the Protestants who most closely resembled the 
German Evangel ical Synod- the Lutherans-showed no interest 
whatsoever in uniting with unionists. Niebuhr went on to suggest that 
the Synod was not really ~ . uni ted church anyhow: it remained "far 
more Lutheran than Refomled in polity and tradition." The tillle had 
come. therefore. for the German Evangelical Synod to reach beyond 
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- ...,.----
its own. basically Lutheran position. and seek to "accommodate 
[itself] to the positions of other denominations than those with which 
our tradit ion is connected.~ Survival was the issue. as far as Niebuhr 
was concerned: significantly. he advocated abandoning what he 
conceded to be the denomination's traditional Lutheran orientation in 
an embrace of the Refomled,ll 

Having cast his lot in fa\'or of the "Calvinists," Niebuhr discounted 
the various objections he imagined thaI SOffie in the Synod might have 
had toward them. He argued thaI. contral)' to the bellicose Luther and 
his defenders (war and anti-war rhetoric ""'ere pervasive in the 
aftennath of the hitherto most destructive war in the history of 
humanity), the Reformed were irenic. Zwingli (Swiss) had offered the 
hand of fellowship to Luther. Niebuhr insisted: and Luther was the 
one who refused to take Calvin's (French) hand in a gesture of 
reconciliation. Niebuhr considered the historical difference between 
the Lutheran and the Refonned on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper 
to be "non-essential" (referring to the foundational distinctions 
elucidated by Peter Meiderlin). This was after alL the official 
do~trin.al position of the Gennan Evangelical Synod- as it 
ma~ntatned allegiance to both the Aligshlirg COIl/essioll and thc 
Heidelberg Catechism. Besides. Niebuhr suggested. most laypeople 
and the ,Younger members .of the clergy held to a Zwinglian position 
concemln~ the sacrament tn any case. not a Lutheran one. As far as 
the d~tnne of gr~ce was concerned. Niebuhr argued that the 
MethodIsts wer~ guIlty of overemphasizing a personal effort in the 
quest for .salv~lion, not the Calvinists. Calvinism. meanwhile. led to 
moral aClion m the social sphere: Lutheranism. on the other hand 
tended toward quietism and the removal of the religious communi~ 
from the social and political problems of the day. Polity differences 
between the two churches were inconsequential, as far as Niebuhr 
was conce~~d: therefore. for the sake of Christian unity. certain 
human tradItIons had to be 'fi - .I Wh 
N

' b h saen IC....... at was urgently needed 
Ie U r concluded .... '8S ad ' . , ' ' 

wti '. • cnommallona pohcy in favor of church 
on. a policy dIrected specifi cally toward the Refonned family. 

Th~very next is~ue of the MogeriJI carried the article "\Vh G 
~11. -:-a systemal!~ refutation of Niebuhr's article. written b: wo

:
t 

enmnger. Hennmger. a scientist and la . . . 
Evangelical Synod began by I' . yperson In the Gennan 
functioned in the p' oli tical r c,,,mJmg an ~na logy for plUralism as it 

. ea m. ust as It was nece fi 
Amencan point of view to a en h . ssary rom an 

ss t e Imponance of independence for 
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"Esths. Letts. Finns. Lithuanians ... etc.," so too must one support the 
independence of the small denominations: "[t]o contradict th is would 
mean to be disloyal. unjust. un-American." Besides. Henninger 
argued. simply because a denomination was small did not mean that it 
lacked quality. The presence of "modest Brother Niebuhr" (who was 
already establishing for himself a national reputation) in the 
denomination suggested that the Synod may be sufficiently 
significant to make "a distinctive contribution to American religious 
li fe.~ Perhaps the "problem" was not smallness or dist inctiveness at 
all. Henninger speculated. After aiL whose tenns was Niebuhr 
adopting here? The Gennan Evangelical Synod originated in the 
Middle West instead o f the East. Because of this. anything the Synod 
might accomplish would appear insignificant-at least from a 
regional point of view. "Everybody knows." Henninger insisted. "that 
the East claims, often with very poor proof. to be superior in all 
things, all the way from theology down to the pigeon-fanciers' 

. • ,, 1l 
aSSOC13l1on. 

Henninger went on to dispute the various theological points Niebuhr 
pili forward. Henninger insistcd that the Synod did in fact represent a 
true union o f Lutheranism and Calvinism. Niebuhr's suggestion about 
the irenic nature of Calvinism was refuted sarcastically with a 

rhetorical cataloguc of crimes: 

Was it irenic when Calvin had seventy-six men banished and 
fifty-eight executed out of a population of 20.000 at Geneva? Was 
it irenic when the Scotch Presbyterians murdered the archbishop 
of SI. Andrews? Was it irenic when Cromwell slaughtered 
thous.1l1ds of Catholics in Ireland? Was it irenic when the New 
England Puritans drove out Roger Willianls?l~ 

There were indeed significant differences between Lutherans and 
Calvinists. according to Henninger. and in the end. "only where .you 
have the bond o f love and peace. as in the [Gennan Evangehcal] 
Synod. call these great differences be bridged over. softened. and 
brought to a happy union ." Henninger finally wrote o!f the whole 
union movement as nothing more than "a grand and umted effon to 
get into the limelight." Of Re inhold Niebuhr. Hennin~er said (w~th 
reference to Hosea 4.1 7): "Ephraim hath tumed to Idols .. Iet h~m 
alone." And to the question "\Vhere Shall We Go?" he replied WI th 

the counter-question "Why Go At All?"u 
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Although Reinhold Niebuhr was allowed the favor of a response in 
the next edition of the M{Iga:ill 16 his posit ion regarding church union 
was not a generally popular one at the time. A number of things 
happened during the 1920$. howe\'cr, 10 bring the Gennan 
Evangelical Synod closer to Niebuhr's position. A few of them are 
,,:onh brief mention. [ t should be noted. for example. that the first full 
professorship specifically designated for instruction in English was 
not even established at Eden Seminary unti l 1908. The holder erthal 
posi ~ion. ~amuel D. Press. went on 10 become the president of the 
semma.ry In 1919. [t was not until 1921 that English trans lations of all 
resolut1Ons of the General Conference were published in addition 10 
th~ German origina~s: moreover, it was not unt il 1927 that Conference 
ml~ute.s .... 'efe published exclusively in English.1l Also in 1927. the 
PeTlO(ilcal B.oard ~ecided to give first place to the English language in 
the Maga:m fllr EI'ulIgelische Theologie IIl1d Kirche. which. 
therefo~e. tmderwent a name change to become The Theological 
Maga=,."e. " Actually. its full name became The Theological 
Mag~lIIe of the Ewmgelical Synod of North America. for in a special 
meetmg of the General Conference at Sa int Paul s Church in Ch· 
1,927. the wO.rd "German" was officially dropped from the na!~:a~~ 
tIe Evangchcal Synod. 19 Finally in 1928 . 
established to stud I . , . . a commlt1.ee was 
d .. Y t Ie POSSibility of church union with othe 
S en~mmatlOns. Helmut, (Richard) Niebuhr. dean of Eden Theolo ica~ 
,,;mm~7' was the chair. The committee produced a report thatgwas 
~nna~ presented to the church wi th a v lgo,o"~" ' d ull1on.~ U~ urgmg towar 

And SO in 1928. in an editorial b Hu K ! 
question to Niebuhr's "Where Sh~1 W!O ~~p lausCII. t~~, fo!low_up 
Luther or Calvin"" Th-- . ,Go. was posed. Will It Be , ,~.. mter-re ated points (; _..I . . 
Kamphauscn's anicle First e h'. avo,,;u Calvm In 

ago. Kamphausen no~ed th~t ~h ol~g Nleb~r's complaint of a decade 
American denominatio" b"t,' v'hn~eIJCal Synod had become an 

,u ssuc It had " d 
contribution to American Prot, t . H ~a e no appreciable 

. , ~ .. . s antlsm The kmd r .. 
preval .... m the Evangelical Sod· 0 qUlehsm that 
Lutheran orientation Th' ... ~ ~as supPOsedly a result of its 
C 

., , IS O""",rvallon led t h 
alvm,sm was pragmatic It h' 0 t e second point: 

work more than faith . demp ~s l zed "life rather than doctrines: 
l"r. .. ' .. an the mfluCllce f th 
I e. The Church had w,.t~..I . 0 e church on public 

" ~ .... lime for too Ion K 
on metaphysics"' now th, Ch h g. amphausen arg"d . ' urc needed" h . 

to gIVe fullness of life to the ind' 'd ' to s ow what she can do 
IVI ua and to realize the Kingdom of 
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God in this world." Decay into isolation or engagcment with the 
culture: these were the altenlatives open to the Evangelical Synod. 
Kamphausen's third point was that the kindred body of the Reformed 
Church seemed willing to enter into negotiations with the Evangelical 
Synod. He vigorously recommended those negotiations,21 

Again there was a react ion against the union impUlse. This time 
around. however. the opposition was led by an obscure individual 
wi th the curious nom-de-plllme of "Peter the Hermit." The name was 
assumed. Recording to its bearer. "so that the reader may forget the 
author but remember his message." Peter's message was more-or-less 
summed up in the tit le of his article: "Why Go. Why Not Stay?" The 
problem with the Evangelical Synod, according to Peter, was not that 
it was somehow il/sllfficient in and of itsel f: it was merely 
illSigllijiClllII, The key to the future success of the denomination. 
therefore. was to "stay and do a bit of constructive work of [our] own 
for the Christ and Hi s Kingdom." A merger. meanwhile. would 
require the relinquishing of qualities that were key to the 
denomination's identity. namely: 

First- the principles and reasons for our organiwtion as a 
separate church body: Second-the very ideal of "unity" 
between two great discordant church bodies. and. becoming a 
part of one of these two discordant bodies. will need to promote 
discord instead of lUlity: Third-the very principle of the 
"Evangel" or Gospel of Jesus Christ by emphasizing the dictum 

" of sollle leader'--

In subsequent issues of the Theological IHaga=ille. the objections of 
"Peter the Hemlit" were countered and a church tulion ideology 
emerged, The Evangel ical Synod would not surrender the principle of 
~un ity" betv."Cen competing confessions: it would seek an "organic 
tmion" of tradit ions. TIle Synod would maintain its loyalty to Christ 
as the head of the Church- not to a particular Refomler (for example, 
Luther or Calvin). Union would not weaken the churches of the 
Synod: rather. it would lead to a "gaining in power and prestige. in 
efficiency and effectiveness for the Kingdom.,,2l The argument for 
union was an argument for ending competition among denominations 
"in scrvice of the Kingdom." Finally. and perhaps IIIOSt importantly. 
union offered the opportunity for the Synod to make that much-touted 
"significant contribution" to church life in America- through thc 
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abandonment of Lutheran quietism and an engagement with 
Calvinistic activism. 

The Union Debate in the Rerormed Church 

In his article. "Where Do We Go?" Reinhold Niebuhr alluded to the 
"Conference on Organic Union." which occurred in Philadelphia on 
December 4 and 5.1918. Qne orthe speakers at thaI conference was 
George W. Richards. Professor of Church History in the Theological 
Seminary of the Refonned Church in the United Slates. In his 
address. ~The Historical Significance of Denominationalism." 
Richards put forward his cure for the ills of denominationalism in 
America. The solution to the problem of a disunited Protestant ism. he 
argued., was nOI to be fOWld in the restoration of Catholicism or the 
retreat to some other historical fonn as a basis of church union: rather. 
Richards recommended a change in consciousness. giving way to 

a new interdenominationalism. akin to the new internationalism. 
recognizing both the unity of the spirit of Christianity and the 
diversity of its fonns . .. engendering cooperation in the place of 
competition between the churches and the subordination of 
denominational welfare to the achievement of the Kingdom of 
Christ upon earth. 

The opp~r1unity that organic ~nion posed. according to Richards, was 
to enter mto a process. speCIfically, an "organic process." Richards 
argue~ that :'[~J new organism must evolve, taking into itself the 
es~nha l Chnstlan :Iel~ents of the ~d denominations and eliminating 
theIr ephemeral hlstoncal fonns." This process could only take 
place .onc.e there ~as a unity of pUrpose among the many 
denommatlons-a , unny of purpose, it may be assumed. that would 
result fro~ gath~nngs such as the "Con ference on Organic Union." 
T?en. "umted wllh the spiri t of God in hope, and faith and love," 
Richards co~cJuded, "we shall declare ourselves befor~ the world 
.... 11at we are In fact, the united Church ofChris\."!S 

Not surprisingly, Richards' language about "organ'c .. 
reflected the longstanding concern ofth M b I ~rocess 
the "organic development" of the ~h ~~rs urg theologians for 
Richards held the chair in Church' ure. A~:r. all, George 
by Philip Schaff Ri h d' h I History that was inItially occupied 

. cars sc 0 arly endeavors h' l n 
a concern to carrv into th '0'" ,meanw 1 e. re ected 

"' J e_ century the ecumen' I' f 
Mercersburg period along with M . lca Interests 0 the 

ercersburg s understanding of the 
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particular nature of the Gennan Reformed Church. In an article in the 
Refor/lled Chl/rch Review entitled "Calvinism in the Refonned 
Churches of Gennany," for example. Richards retraced the distinctive 
development of the Refonlled Church in the Palatinate along lines 
that had been established by the Gennan theologian, Heinrich Heppe, 
in an 1853 article in the Mercersburg Review. The Heppe article was 
subsequently used by John Nevin to undergird his doctrine of the 
"mystical presence" in the Lord's Supper, and to recommend the 
irenic qualities of the Hei(ie/berg Co/echiSIII as a unique product of 
Gennan Refonned Calvinism.n Central to Heppe's point and crucial 
to subsequent developments in the Gennan Refonned Church was the 
notion that Philipp Melanchthon, Martin Luther's trusted friend and 
colleague. was, in some sense, the true father of the Gennan 
Refonned Church. The thesis was developed this way: Melanchthon 
influenced his pupi l, Zacharias Ursinus, and Ursinus. through the 
composition of the Hei(le/bel'g Catechism, put a distinctive stamp on 
the GenTIan Refonned Church. This was quintessential Mercersburg 
wisdom: it was the wisdom that Richards passed on in his teaching at 
Lancaster Theological Seminary and his writing. 

An altcnlative perspective on the whole Mercershurg inheritance 
existed, however: this perspective was best represented by Jamcs 
Good. Good was a proponent of the so-called "Ursinus School" 
within the Refonned Church communion. Disagreeing with the "high 
church" and "altar liturgy" orientation of the Mercersburg 
theologians, the Ursinus Movement's posit ion. as articulated in the 
April 21. 1861, issue of the Reformed Church Messel/ger, op~sed 
"the use of congregational responses, the inclusion of a p~estly 
absolution of sin. and the incorporation of spiritual regeneration at 
baptism in the (recently recommended] liturgy.,,21 1n his histo,ry of the 
Refonned Church, Good condemned the Mercersb~g peTlod ~s a 
time when alien unionist and Lutheran posit ions were mtroduced mto 
the Gern131l RefOnlled Church. Far from viev.<ing the Mercersburg 
theology as "ecumenical." Good blamed the Mercersburg theologians 
for the f3ilure of the planned merger between the Gennan Refonned 
Church and the Dutch Refonned Church in 1845.

29 

Good's Ursinus perspective did cherish a number of values. in 
h . . d memeal common with Mercersburg. It held that t e lremc an ecu 

spirit of the Heidelberg Catechism was indeed a part of the Gern13n 
Rcfonned tradit ion. In disagreement with Mercersburg, however, the 
Ursinus School denied any Mclanchthonian influences upon the 
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tradition: rather. it was argued that the Heidelberg Catechism was 
purely a Refonned and therefore Calvinistic. document with affinities 
to the Scots COII/essioll and the iVestminster COI//ession. When it 
came to church Wlion discussions. therefore. Good held that the 
Reformed Church should look to fellow-Calvinists first and foremost. 

As part of his own ecumenical mission. therefore. James Good sel out 
to prove the compatibility orthe Gennan Refonncd Church with her 
Calvinist neighbors. He did this from his position as Professor of 
Church Hislory. first at Ihe Ursinus School of Theology (which had 
been set up at the Ursinus College in Philadelphia as an altemative to 
the prevailing Mercersburg spirit at Lancasler) .. and later as a 
member of the Central Theological Seminary faculty in Dayton. 
Ohio.JO [n 1901. in an article in the Presbyterian Review entit led "The 
First Attempt at Church Union in America." Good refuted the notion 
that Calvinism was divisive. "It has been the glory of Calvinism that 
its motto has been 'there must be no compromise with eviL'" Good 
.... TOte; but he continued: the tendency of Calvinism was not toward 
division but toward union:" (Interestingly, debates among the 
Reformed Church leaders about the divisive nature of various 
communions mirror the debates about the irenic qualities of different 
confessional systems in the Evangelica[ Synod. ) 

To prove his point. Good told the story of early efforts to unite the 
Dutch Reformed. Gennan Refonned and Presbyterian churches in 
PennsYlv~nia during .the years of 1743 to 1752. Ultimately these 
efforts falled. ~ey ~alled fr,om the Presbyterian point of view because 
the . cons~rvatlves In theIr own communion had expelled the 
Whulie[dlans--and this was understood to offend the D I h 
Refonned. They. failed from the Dutch point of view because Ut~e 
Dutch were afratd to be associated with a church that had ' 
fwd had "Wh'tli Id ,. . or e\en 

. I Ie men' ~n it. It failed from the Gennan point of 
vle~ because of language Incompatibil ity at first and because l:uer 
~:nlt::,h' Pdrocess. ththe. Germans had separated the~se l ves from D~tch 

" .. an set up elr o .... n Caetus. 

~~::~£:;~:~:~~;!:~~~;t,t~~~~~:;~~;:: ~"~"I;';::d;"t1~::ttl;~~~ 
by Calvinists. On the other han' mcnca were made 
tragedy of miSCOm " d, thIS example demonstrated the 

mUlllcallon_ an error he hoped t . d . 
era. "The time has now come" Good " 0 avol m the new 

. argued. when Church Union 
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should be lifted out of the mists and confusion that has surrounded it, 
and be elevated i11l0 a science." The new discovery that had been 
made since the early altempts at church union (before the founding of 
the nation ) was the "idea of federation ." With this most-American 
principle. Good concluded. the unions of the future will be 

d " consummate . 

Professor James Good went on 10 become an advocate of church 
union in the Reformed Church- union. that is. with the Presbyterians. 
In 1926. a pamphlet was circulated "by members of the Refonned 
Church in the interests of the extension of Christ's Kingdom in the 
world." Most of the signatories to the pamphlet were pastors and 
professors from Ohio. Among the many articles contained within was 
one by Good entitled "An Organic Un ion of a Federal Type: A New 
Milestone of Progress." Good recommended continuing discussions 
with an eye toward merger wi th the Presbyterians. His reasons were 
many. First. he argued that the confessional stancl.1rds of the two 
churches were equivalent: the Heidelberg CaTechism and the 
Westminster Confession promoted the same system of fai th. Second. 
he commended the organic/federal mode of church government that 
was under discussion. According to this model. the national body~ 
the Synod or General Assembly- would be "organically" united: and 
the local bodies (the presbyteries) would remain autonomous and 
enter into a federation. Third. he suggested that the union would bring 
great economic advantages. Where two relatively weak congregations 
functioned poorly in the same area. one unite? ~nd stron~er 
congregation could be establ ished. Finall~ , through ItS. mco~ratlon 
into a denomination whose memberslup was natIon-wIde, the 
RefOnLled Church would gain influence and prestige. In sum. as Good 
saw it. "the proposed union would lift the (Gennan Refo~n~dl 
Church into a new plane of bei l\~. into a larger sphere of actIVIty. 
[and] into a higher impulse of life." J 

Throughout Good's article. George Richards was held up .as a straw 
figure. Rich(mis' public objections to the Presbytenans \\~re 
enumerated and countcred.l As Good presented the conflIct. 
Richards defended a classic Mercersburg position against a laller;'ay 
Ursinus critique. Two points were of particular significance .. Flrst. 
Richards was characterized as objecting to the lI'eslmmster 
Confession because it was allegedly incompatible with the Heil/e/berg 

" . d . . bothered C(IIechiSIl1 . In particular. the doctnne of pre estullltlon . 
. h 190J . ·0" "f the Conif?sSIOII. Richards. Good argued that t e rcVISlv v !/' 
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which eliminated the most offensive aspects oftbis doctrine. rendered 
Richards' obje{;tion irrelevant. Second. Richards claimed that the 
proposed federa Uorganic model of church union was a "mere 
merger." The Gennan Refonned Church would be absorbed and 
disappear; worse. organic development would not occur: no advance 
in the history of the church would be made. Good discoumed this 
objection by pointing OUI that the national governing body would 
indeed be the product of an organic union. and that the federation was 
a new principle thaI should be tTied before it was condemned. 

But Richards' objections to the Presbyterians perhaps went deeper 
than Good suggested. The Mercersburg tradition had had a curious 
relationship with the Presbyterians. True. after he left Mercersburg. 
Philip Schaff became a Presbyterian. Still. during the heyday of the 
Mercersburg theology. the Princeton theologian Charles Hodge 
represented the "intolerant"-though worthy- Presbyterian 
opposition to the works of Schaff and Nevin. Schaff understood the 
Westmillster COlljession to be the reigning theory behind American 
Puritanism- a religious system he relentlessly crit ic ized while at 
Merc.ersburg because it led to individualism and ultimately. full 
atoml~m . y.was not. ac~ording to Schaff. an iren ic document capable 
of mamtmmng commumty- as the Heide/belg was. 

That ~chards shared thi s suspicion of the Westminster COllfessioll is 
clear m a paper he presented to the "Council of Refomled Churches 
throu~out th.c World holding the Presbyterian System" in July of 
1925 m C~rdlff. Wales. After discussing the American revisions of 
the WeSfllll/lSfer COllfessiol/. Richards referred to the .c· , ·ft . Ph .. ...anm 
re~, ytena~lsm ~[w~,en conservatives and liberals. He characterized 

~he post-.mlllenanans who composed the "Five points of C I . . 
m the U t d S " ". . a Vllllsm 

. 111 e tat:s as mdlvidualists" who "have no sympathy with 
the. SOCial gospel. He was appalled by thei r ~method of d <" " 
whIch was "to th e,ense. 
. c.ure e enactment of laws by the state that wi ll make 
Illegal the teachmg of evolution in the publ ic schools ~jl Th . cd 
reference was to the trial of J h T S .. e pomt 
back in the United States dUrin~ ~he ~ul~:rs~~~~~.was taking place 

From Richards' point of vie h th . . 
Church was too volatile Th

w
• ten. e sl t~tl0n in the Presbyterian 

left him deeply -I ·d e ft~damentahst-modcrni st controversy 
..... ... exe - as hIS address dem , d Th 

too much conflict ~~d , .• , I . ons ra te. ere was 
.. " " 0 crance· a hbe I .. (. 

Mercersburg sense of that I ) . Ta spmt m thc irenic, 
p lrase seemed to be laCking among the 
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Presbyterians. Perhaps Richards suffered from Presbyopia. In any 
case. when the Presbyterians were unprepared to begin union 
negoti(]tion in 1926. further di scussions with them were ended. 
Richards' eyes turned elsewhere. In time, they looked westward 
toward the Evangelical Synod. 

An (ne\'itable lmd Unique Compatibility 

When discussions betv.'Cen the Evangelical Synod and the Reformed 
Church began in earnest. George Richards sat across the table from 
Helmut Richard Niebuhr. Both men shared a disdain for church 
disunity. Niebuhr was in the process of writing his book The &cial 
SOIlfces of DenominatiOllalism at the time: a rousing sociological 
critique of the whole denominational system in the United States. 
According to Niebuhr. denominational ism "represents the 
accommodat ion of Christianity to the caste-system." Niebuhr 

continued: 

The division of the churches closely fo llows the division of men 
imo the castes of national, racial. and economic groups. It draws 
the color line in the church of God: it fost ers the 
mi sunderstandings. the self-exaltations. the hatreds of jingoistic 
nationali sm by continuing in the body of Christ the spurious 
differences ofprovincial loya\ties; it seats the rich and the poor 
apart:lt the table of the Lord. where the fortunate may enjoy the 
bounty they have provided while the others feed upon the crusts 

their poverty affords. J6 

Denominalionalism was insidious. in the end. because it broke 
Christians down into competing groups that became more concenled 
with their 0\~11 preservation than the advancement of the Kingdom of 
God (a cultural and theologic31 exposition of which was the focus of 
Niebuhr's next book).)l TIlere was no theological just~fic~t ion .ror 

denominations. but the l.1.hical consequences of denommatlonahsm 
for human societies were tragic. In the end. Niebuhr caned for an 
"organic. active peace of brotherhood" that was prepared to cast off 
lesser loyalties and part icip3le funy in the eternal values of the 

Kingdom of God.lI 

. . .. I d the advancement of NIebuhr's concerns for an organiC prlllcip e an 
the Kingdom of God must have resonated well with Dr. Richards. In 

his 1918 address. Richards had argued: 
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A new organism must evolve, taking into itself the essential 
Christian elements of the old denominations and e liminating 
their ephemeral historical fonlls. This organic principle is the 
essence of evangelical Christianity.l9 

The opportuni ty to become that new organism fina lly presented itsel f 
in the negotiations that beg:;an in eamest in 1928. Among other th ings. 
the possibility of union promised to alter, in complementary ways. the 
re lationship of these historically Gennan communities to America; it 
promised to make an impact on American culture through a "united 
effortH

; and it offered the occasion to overcome lingering doctrinal 
differences that plagued, especially. the Evangelical Synod. Through 
these reconciliation efforts the Evangelical and Refonned Church 
could serve as a model of Hogranic unionH for the larger church union 
effort within the ecumenical mo\'ement. 

Alrea~y in 1869, the Gennan Refonned Church dropped the German 
from Its name. By the tum of the century its members were almost 
exclusively English speakers and the denomination produced no 
Gennan language publications. From the point of view of the latter. 
day i nh e~itors of the Mercersburg tradi tion. chief among them. 
George Richards. the temptation for the Refonned Church had always 
?cen to t>e<:O!~e .too much like its "English" neighbors-to become. as 
11 were. m~l.stlllguishable from the other American Protestant 
churches. Philip Schaff and John Nevin had rescued the denomination 
from that fate when it had been threatened by the portable piety of the 
post-Second . Gre~t Awakening "new measures." Pan of the 
~erc~rsbu~g IIlhentance (as opposed to the Ursinus posit ion) was a 
hngenng dl~ruSt of the culturally established denominations. And so 
~e Ev~gehcal Synod was appealing to men like Richards precisely 

cause It was not "too American." 

:;p~~:nt:~e:c;f ~e E.vange l ic~1 Synod. the Refonned Church 
bec f cpt ce an Amencan culture. There were affinities 

see~: ~o ~a~~m:~~~ G~~a~ heritage. but the Refonned Church 
Evangelical Synod had ~~ er, what so.me of the leaders in the 
the language and custo f ~ a long time to do; they had cast ofT 
American Church There

ms 
0 I ennany and become an established 

comment of W F' H . was a so probably an element of truth in the 
. . ennmger concerning the . d 

the East. FollOwing the I d f R . perceive superiority o f 
Niebuhr, ministerial student:

a fro~n th:mhold and Helmut Richard 
Synod began to venture east 
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for further education during the 1920'5. A marriage with a partner 
from that hallowed region. therefore, offered the midwestemers more 
cultural capital. 

Both denominations considered it important to "make an impact 
through a united effort." but what was meant by this phrase (and 
similar fonnulations) is open to interpretation. For the Evangelical 
Synod. it seems. the accent fell on the first part of the phrase. A 
strong desire to get involved in American culture and change it for the 
better was frequent ly mentioned as a goal of church union. For the 
Refomled Church. the emphasis fell on the second part of the phrase. 
The unity itself was perceived to be a desirable goal for the Church 
and as a symbol to the world of unity in Christ. Perhaps it could be 
stated this way: for the Evangelical Synod. uni ty was a practical 
matter: for the Refonned Church. unity was an ontological 
affinnation. On the one hand. churches uni ted to do something in the 
world: on the other hand. churches united to be something in the 

world. 

A thi rd issue the union between the two communions promised to 
resolve was a cenain sense of doctrinal insufficiency on the part of 
each cOllllllunion. The Evangelical Synod looked to the Refonned 
Church to provide the active Calvinist principle ill its doctrinal 
affinna\iolls and in its orientation to the world. Meanwhile. the 
Refomlcd Church looked for the moderate Melancthonian 
Lutheranism that had so shaped its self-understanding during :he 
Mercersburg era. Indeed. George Richards asserted that the un~~n 
betwccn the two denominations would complete the work that PhIlip 
Schaff had begun in 1854 to join the two communions.-IO Eighty years 
later. thanks in large part to George Richards. Schaff's work was 

done. 

The Chu rch Union Mo\'enl ent in the Aftermath or Union 

The success of the Evangelical and Refonned Church adv~tu~ 
engendered a cheery optimism about the prospects of ~hurc~ unJO.n m 
the United States. Already in 1937. infonnal ecumenical .dl.5Cusslons 
had begun between Evangelical and Reformed Church ~lnlsters a~d 
their Congregational Christian Churches counterparts In th~ Sat

h
,,, 

. d . d d b 1943 a propos.11 lor I e LOUIS area. for example. An In ee. Y . . . 11 
unification of these two denomimllions was made public. As IIlltla ~ 
put forward, the proposed church's "Basis of Union" was a product °h 

·d diE r I and Refomled Churc the sallIC ethos that had gUI e tie vangc lea 
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so successfully; only the briefest outline established the rel:llionship; 
particulars were entrusted to the future. in the expectation that Ihe 
new Church would grow and develop as one. 

But this time around distrust and suspicion surrounded the courtship. 
The nexl fourteen years were filled .... ~ Ih revisions of the "Basis of 
Union." significant court batt les. and an endless stream of pamphlets 
for and against the merger. Finally on June 25. 195 7. represcm3tive of 
Ihe Evangelical and Refonned Church and the Congregational 
Chri!>1ian Churches met in Cleveland. Ohio. to celebrate the beginning 
of their new life together as the United Church of Christ. But unlike 
the innocents of the earlier church union, these parties came to the 
altar wi th a solid prenuptial agreement in band,"1 

1 Carl E Schneider. "Journey into Union" in David DUlin. cd .. A His/my oJ 
Ihe £\'Onge/ical 01111 Refarmed Chllrch (Philadelphia: Christian Education 
PTesS. 1961 ). 286. 

• 
• For e,~ampk. tbe nell' ehurch created a plan of government that resolved 
Ibe tensIOns between the fr~r. more independent Evangelical system and the 
ordered. presb)1erial s)'stem of the Reformed Church. They composed a 
Book of lY~rsJlIp Ib~t :lce~ul11ed for and incorporated differences in li turgical 
unders~an~ lI1gs and ~racltces. Tiley consolidated tlleir v~rious societies and 
denomm.:lllOnal p~bllca~ions, Th~)' merged the seminary faculties of Central 
The~loglcal ~cmmary III OhiO Ilith Eden Theological Seminary in Saint 
LoUIS. re locatmg students and tcachers to Eden. 

~F;.ederiCk Wilbelm m. the King of Prussia. presided over tbe unification of 
o~;·~ed an~Lu~~cr.1n churches in bis rea lm. a unification thaI bcun 

1 la yon 10wr 31. 1817, \Iith the formation of the P . U' 
Chueh. See Walter H C J C russian ilion 
1984) h . ~er r.. hl/ren IIml Cotifession (Macon: h'1crcer 

. e apter two. espeCially 13-18. . 

• The connection betwcen European robl _ 
made by Thcophil Menzel in his hIP ems anKd tbe fronller silual ion is 
E"angelicalK and ~ Ftonli er B . '!' c~ap.ters European Background~ 
cspeciallY"Effl fh ,e?lDnlngs In Dunn. cd .• 147,]89; see 

CCts 0 t c RahOnalist MOI·cmelll." 154-157. 

! Rupertus Mcldcnius was D pscudon 'm r. 
PCler l\'ieiderJin (1 582- 165 I) o. h) S or the German Lutheran theologian. 
(N Y . ;x;c t c ciwiT.Her.:or> D / .. £ 

ell' ork: SCribners. 1917),287, W·. '" "e IglQlIS "cyclopedia 

~ The ":slem e.~pansion of the German . . 
JOSI3S Flledli. "The Winning Oflh W " .Refomled Church IS discussed 111 

C est In Dunn. cd .. 11 5-146. 
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1 John W. Nevin. nw AII,\'io"s Belich (Chambersburg: 1843), 

I Sec Schall's di SClission of the "German Evangel ical Association of the 
West~ in Amel'ica: A Skelch of ils Political. Socia/. ami Religious Characler 
(New York: Scribners. 1855: reprinted Cambridge: Belknap. ]961). 16.\.166. 
Significantly. Schaff ~)( presse~ his hope that the. unio.n prillciple.ll:ould be 
carried ill to the Amencan mainstream through thiS umque Assoclal1on. For 
the purposes of thi5 essay. the followillg is of particular interest: "Should [the 
E\'allgelieal Associationl succeed ... ill keeping pace \lith the times. it must 
place itself the morc as a cOlUlecling link bctweclI the Lutheran and German 
Reformed Churches. reach toward both the hand of lo\'e alld peace. and thus 
draw Ihem gradua lly ne:ln,:r together, and by eOlltribllling its shan,: 10 their 
fi lial reconciliat ion in spirit and in truth. accomplish the proper objecth'c of 
tilt: [I'russian l Union IChurch l" (166). 

9 The two articles were "The Failure of German-Americanism." AIIlII1Iic, 
July 191 6. 16- 18. and "The Nation's Crime Against the Indi I·idual." AlllIl1Iic, 
November 1916. 61 4, 

10 I'onions of this discussion about Niebuhr and the subsequent reference 10 

George RiclUlrds appear ill a different and abbreviated fornl in Theodore 
l ouis Trost. "Confessional Identity: An Early Exchange" in M . Douglas 
Meeks and Robert D. MuIlO1\ , cd .. In £ss('lIIiols Unily ,' Ref/ections on the 
Nolllft' /lml Plllp<lSe of Ihe Chlll'ch in Honor of Frederick R. TrOSI 
(Minneapolis: Kirk I-louse. 200 I). 108-1] 2. 

11 Kj cinholdJ Niebuhr. "When: Shall We Go?" Moga=i." fiir ~\·ollg.elische 
Theologie Imd Kircile, 4712 (19 19). 125·126: rcp~nted 1~ Ehzabeth 
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~~=me. 561-1 (l92~). 2,?J-269: and Car! E. Schneider. "The (I'angelica l 
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Joseph H. Duhbs in Volume VJlI of the American Church History Se~e~: 
HislQly of Ihe Reformed Cluwel, illlhe Uniled Slates (New York: 1903): 1 ~IS 
historic. nm l1 i_denominational series was inaugurated under the editorial 
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GUlUlemann makes the following note: "George W. Richards asserted that in 
1854 Schaff entered into correspondence with Professor William Binner. of 
the seminary of Ihe Kirchem·ereil1. then located at Manhasville. Missouri. 
From that correspondence the conviction grew in Schaffs mind thm these 
two German chu rch bodies should unite. He urged his Mercersburg 
colleagues to work toward that." See Louis H. Gunnemann. The Shaping 0/ 
Ihe Ulli/ed Chl/rch 0/ ChriSI; All usa)" ill Ihe History 0/ Ame/';et/II 
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" ~e. story of the Evangelical and Refonncd Church and COI11!;re2at ionai 
Chrisuan .Churches merger is told in greal detail in Louis H. G~~emann: 
see especrally Chapter 2. 39·56. A~r aeco~n~ of tlH: process leading up 10 the 
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School. 2002): see espeeiatJy 73.142. 
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SOVEREIGNTY AND SANCTIFICATION: 
REFORMED ACCENTS IN ECUMENISM 

Gabriel Fackre 

Dialogue ""ith Lutherans on proposals for full communion "concentrates 
the mind" on the subjeci al hand. So I discovered in ten years on the 
Rcfonlled tcam in the North American Lutheran-Rcfonned Conversation. 
Who are v.-e vis a vis our interlocutors? What do we have to share? Are 
there things we have to learn? 

As the specifics of Refonnoo identity were significantly shaped by 
sixteenth century exchanges with the Lutheran tradition. they continue to 
come inlo bold relief in conlempornry encol,Dlters. What follows relives 
histonc debates. Yet this time around like the Leuenberg Concord. 
important steps arc taken beyond the polarization of another day. The 
advancc is reflected in the fonnula of the North American Lutheran· 
Refonned accord consummated in 1997: "mulUal affinnation :md mutual 

admonition."1 

In this laboratory or IC:lnling ! discemcd two aspects of the Refonned 
cont ribution to ccumenics. One has to do with its ecumenical 
predisposition as such. and Ille other with the specific charisms the 

I The fonnual appears initially in Keith F. Nickle and Timothy F. L~ll . ed .. A 
ConrmOir ClIllillg ; The lI'illless 0/ /hf Rf/ormllliOl' Churches III Nor/II 
AII/fric(. Todtll · (~'Iinneapol is: Augsburg Fortress. 1993). and was at the h~ar1 
of thc Forllllli (r 0/ Agr eflllelll (FOA) adopted in 1997 by the Evangehcal 
Lutheran Church in America. the PreSb)1erian ChUTCh. USA. the ~eronned 
Church in America and the Uniled Church of Christ. An exploratIOn ~f the 
mutualih ' theme in the Luther.II1-Rdonned Conversation. and also In the 

• . I C rdat and the proposed North American Lutheran-Eprscopa onco . .. 
internat ional Lutheran.Roman Cathol ic dialogue on '"justification by r~l~h. 

. . - . h I R 'Iffi ' 1'0/1$ allll Ailmom/rolls appears III Gabnel I' ackre lind Mrc ae ClOt.,.. rlnto. 
. • b C 1%') ~ the LUlheran·Refomted (Gmnd Rapids: l!crdnmns I'u . 0. . . VII d h 

h .. " \Vh" 'h' Lutherans an I e exchange about Ihe S'lIlle see t e "Titer s . • • .. I E J hnson "SeekmS a Refonned ClIn Leam from One Another. A an . 0 ... . 

b . IF' . and "Gabrrcl Fadrc Cornmon Ground: A Response to Ga ne ac re .. 
R I· .. . n CI " C ' \ ' "1114 N" I8(June 4-11. 1998). PP· ep les. 111 I<! II"IS/IIIII e ll"'Y v. . v. 

558,561. 563·564). 
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Refonned tradition brings to the ecumenical arena. "sovereignty" and 
"sanctification." At the same time. keeping in mind the associated 
admonition. a Refonned reductionism ClUl hurt eclUnenism ruld close our 
ears to the 'contributions and critiques of others. 

SOVEREIGNTY 

A critical Lutheran word repeated in the dialogue. ever and again: 
"We're not sure that you Refonned people believe in the Real Presence .. 
. And you're too casual about thc church and too wrapped up in thc 
world .... When it comes to Clui stology. you are Neslorius redh'ivlls. 
. . . Bonhoeffcr sums up for us just where lhe Refonlled went wrong. As 
8cthge put it: 

Bo~fceffer suspects here (in BanhJ the old eX/ra.Cah'illsficlIlII 
which does not allow the glory of God to Ctlter entirely into this 
world Fil~illlm incpax illjilli/i. me Calvinists say. Bonhoffer 
~c~s. WIth ,Luther against this all his life. Filii/lim capax 
//Ifill "'. . . .-

Bonhoffer's point'? 

900 is Ihe~,e. which is .[0 ~y not in etemalnoll-objectivity [butj 
haveable. graspable m Ill S Word within the church It . 

the hono~ and glory of our God ... thm giving hi~~eif f~: 
our sake In "--51 con"'-~~ . h . lire ..... '"...., "".,..CfJSlOn. e posses m[o the flesh. the 

ad our hearts. our mouths. entrails. alld suffers also for our 
sake hat he be dishonourably (III/ehrlich) handled all the altar 
as on the Cross. J 

T~a.t 's why Luther judged R Ii 
SPirit." you e armed to be of "a differen t 

This charge, expressed in one way or another b . 
Lutheran critics. made for mueh SOul-search' Y/uSr North Amencan 

Illg. orne of us-both 

2 Eberhard Beth,e ,on -· ·h ffi . 
• 000 oe er s Life and Theolo , H' 

ed. RormJd Gregor Smi\h {Ph'l d 1 hi . 8}. III World Come of Age 
Ja ep a.FOf1re5s I'n.'SS.I9(7).p.36-37. . 

J Dietrich ]]onhoefTcr. Aer olld Beill 
Harper and Bros .. 1%1). pp. 90-91 8~' (t~ns. Bernard Noble (New Yorl.: : 
WA 23.157). . onhoefTcr quoting Marin LUlher. 

• F .... a sa '4J1e ofth: 1:ocI.:-<nI-b-th (X] lhcse 
rn.-Gos sec. Mart.: E Oq,nm "\Vhy c..." 

" Gabriel F3cl.:re 

Lutheran :md Refo~ed-c~uld not forget that Bonhoeffer and 8 h 
were all ies in makmg a frl1thful witness in the German church :~ 

. II r stru!!6'c. 
Doesn't thIS suggest Ie pre~encc 0 underlying convergences and C\'en 

more. possible mutual learnmgs? [n the dialogue, \' .. e needed 10 be clear 
about what prompted the Lutheran judgments. then weigh their validity, 

In sacramentology. Chrislology. ecclesiology and ethics. the Lutherans 
perceive the Refonncd to be distancing God fTom the divine hareability, 
Deity seems always out of reach in a Zwinglian memorial ism. a 
Nestorian severing of Ihe natures tU1 d an unstable. humanized church 
and missiofl Where are the promises of Christ to be wi/II us ... ill us .. 
. under liS? 

Lutherans. past and present. because of their 'haveable' lens. do spot 
something. We fight against the domestication of DeiI)'. The sovereign 
God is not to be "handled" by humans. And so in tum. suspect Lutheran 
eucharistic theology of such control temptations. discover Monophysite 
tendencies in Lutheran Christology and charge its ecclesiology .... ith an 
wlcritical "continuing of the Incamation" devoid of the simper 
refol"manda. Yes. the Refonned tradition stands Ul13JXIlogetically for the 
divine freedom! God will not be bolUld by OlD"" human hands. even by the 
holiest of claimants. TIle early Barth 11.1([ it right vJien he sho\o''e(! how this 
Refonned commitment works itself out in matters of confessiOil and creed. 

To our f.1Ihcrs the historical p3SI. was something which called 001 

for loving and devoted admiralion but for careful and aitical 
scrutiny .... llierc arc docwnentary statements of th ei r bel iefs . 
.. but ... our fathers had good reason for leaving us 110 Augsburg 
Confessioo authentically int"'pieting the word of God 110 Formula 
of Concord 110 "Symbolic Books" which might later. like the 
Luthemn. possess the odor of s.1I1Ctity .••. It m({J' be OUT docninaJ 
task to make a careful revision of the theology of Geneva or the 
Heidelberg Catechism or the S)llod ofDort or ... it may be our task 
to draw up a new c reed .... ~ 

We Gel [his Righl?H Llllllen/ll FOl"/11II VoL 27. No. 2 (May. 1993~ Gabriel Fac/Jc 
"Rt.~ 10 aqXJ"~ A Cal_Tn! Calling:." Vol 27. No. 3 (AI~ 1993). f,L'd; A 
aq.JllJ~ '~IIlGabricI Fockrc:' Vol .. 27. No. 4 (Am'CIU 1993} On1he WI"'~J 
ailiquc see Robm Jenson "Comlllenl on A COIllIllOIi Calling" Pro Er:v:/es/Q 

Vol. I. No. 1 ( FaIl1992). pp. 16-20 . 

• K ifM tr.lI\S. DonDlas lIorlon arl Banh. Tire 1I'0rtl o/God (11II/,lIe 1I'0l"d 0 all. -c 

(UOS!on:The I>ilgrim Press. [928). pp. 229-230. 
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All of th is is of a piece. according to B..1rth, with the RefoTIned Deo 
So/a Gloria and thus its "resolute refusal to deify any created thing ... 
itsfinilllll1 1/01/ eSI capax illfllliti . . . : 06 
Just because of this "resolute refusal to deify any created thing," 
Reformed sensibili ty encourages a light touch on inherited ecclesial 
things. The givens of church life arc corrigible. always re-fonnable 
under the Word. The illcaptu and the sempler predispose the Refonned 
to challenge the ecelesial !iUlllS quo. Especially so \\here denominatiooal 
claim<; are made that here and here alone is Christ's true Body. In the sixtecnlh 
century this took the shape of a re-forming movement wi/hill the dum:h 
catholic. In the twentieth century it took the shape of an ecumenical re­
fonning mo\'ement toward the dtwdl catholic. The temptation in the first 
conto:t. ~ the corrnl.ling of deity into ancient homogeneous givens. The 
ten!p3tlOn U1 the secood context " 'as the delimited association of deity with 
modem heterogeneous givens. 

Ecumenism as the quest for a re-formed life together beyond the 
multifarious tribal enclaves cannot help but find a home in the 
Refonned witness to the divine sovereignty. Is it any accident that 
Refonned theologian W. A. Visser t'Hoofl. the first General Secretary 
o~ th~ \~O~l~ Council of Churches. called the churches out of their 
hlstonc dIVISions toward the "Ulla SaIlC/(/" based on loy,lty, " 
•. /. ,l 0 Ie 
ecc e~'(1 reJorll/allda , qlli re/omara" mandate of ils one 

S,overelgn and thus obedience 10 the" "kingship of Christ"?7 TI 
history of Ref< d"" . Ie 

orme . m1\latlves and involvement in the ecmnenical 
movement reflec ts Visser t'Hooft's mandate. 

~ut '-dwait ~ minute. There is plenty of evidence also for Refomled 
oot .ragg.lOg. of resistance to the ecumenical impulse indeed o f 

~s::;:U;tR';;o:e;ing di~i si~n. by the clams of one' or another 

treasures of the gosp:~~~~~;:ll~. t;u~ ~;r~;~e~ur~~~~:~~so~;~; 

• Barth. Th~ Word 0/ God, p, 23 1 Sc.! also Banh's '. 
UAIYi"'liS 00 these mailers in K lB ' sclf<rrlical Reformed 
W. Bromile)' and T. F. TOrTan:: (E: .

rt
: . Ch~"rh ~gmfl/irs, IVI2 tans. G. 

69. in urgh. T. & r. Clark. 1958). pp. 68-

1 \V.A. Visser I'Hoof!. nle KiI 'J .. 

Utrrpeal nU'\iogr(l\'cwYcrl;: l-t ~'1 rf Chn.fl. An hllerp·etrdiol! 0/ R«eIIf 
. tIpCr&lJros.l948~pp. 89-I I6. 
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Luthcr(lll cast to them. (l defense of the "haveablo " 
(I " ". a treatment 
of "th e theology of Geneva and the "Synod of Dort" as if they 
IVere :m una lterable Augsburg Confession. the dei fi cation of 
"created things" and thus creatures of the capax. 

But wait a minute ... again. Is it possi ble that the Lutherans have 
something to leach the "a lways reforming" people? Do the status 
quO R~ formed t~em se l ves represent a reminder to us of 
somethmg we rcvlsables Illay forge t? 

When a Refonncd church writes only semper on its banners. and 
neglectS the c ri te r ion by which it must assess the call to reform 
under- lite Word, the charges o f our crit ics do strike home. 
We are 100 easily seduced by the a ll cOl/ram. OUT eagerness to 
change makes us too ready to abandon the historic gi\'eIls in order to 
"keep up wi th the times." Called to relate to the cuhure under the 
freedom of the Word. we instead capillilale to it. Taking up 
Pastor Robinson's Re formed cry of "ever-new li ght and truth 
sha ll break forth ... " we are tempted to omit the criteriological 
"from his ho ly Word" 

Refomled involvement in the ecumenical arena ill ustrates the 
foregoing, T he sovereignty commitment makes us ever-ready to 
challenge tribal givens a nd internal new ventures in structural church 
union- for example. the United Church of Christ and the United 
Church of Canada in North America. At the same time, critics point 
to tendencies in each of these Churches to succumb to an ideological 
religious plura lism ready to abandon the Christology that fomls both 
their identity and their ecumenical commitments.1 This has sparked 
controversy in both Churches and the formation of protest groups 
raising questions about the cultural captivity of their 
denominations. i 

I .. ' 
Sec. for IXDllplc. the Unili.rl Clinch of c:tri;t's Boa"d fer Homclan~ MinlstriCS 

"Pluralism 1""IC~ik::s" and its ' 'f0UJd:Cim (X1lCf" 00 ~ slijecl by ~~. ROlla ... 
Orr FUflll'l!S 1I~"''icOOh' liJit('f! I:>i\isioo of Edtdioo :nI I'\ti . ... n 1994, 
I :wihrtirni:rl c~ st.1k.'lK'lL~ of~ modcr.Itorof the United Quma of Canada 
l,\u..O(j nxx:11I c:ortlnl'."Cr.> .... in th:l1 Church. 
, .. . .. • C ' . Ch'" .~~,- -, ,- ,h- United Chun;h of " case ill pomt IS Ihe" on,essmg TISI nlOh,,~" " ~ . 
Christ. Sec "The Church of the Ce11lcr." in Gabriel Fackrc. RcSIOI'111g tile 

Celilel' (Dollllcr'S Grove. I L: tnterVarsit)' Prcss. 1998), pp. 27-45. 
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Missing in a one·nole Refonlled slress on sovereignly is Ihe LUlheran 
witness 10 soliriaril)" God's solidarilY wilh us in Ihe givens. The 
Word 10 which we are accounlable in our righl commitmenl to re­
form the corigible past comes 10 us through the givens of Scripture: 
tradition, church and sacrament. EcumeniSIll that undercuts these 
"haveables" is false to the very means of grace the Holy Spirit used 
to bring it to be. And theology devoid of them will be seduced by 
every claim3nt Now that purports loyalty to the semper and illcapar. 

Of course, mutual admoni tion \\'Orks both ways. Lutherans who have 
litt le to show in their history of actual ecumenical advance have 
acceded in their turn to a one-note stress on "solidarity," The givens 
of inheriled creed and cult have so dominated their tradit ion that even 
a slightly "altered" Augsburg Confession (1540) is cause for clamor, 
and small ecumenical init iatives in the direction of close 
Reformation companions evoke outrage among the self-appointed 
custodians of LUlheran idenlity,lO How much that Lutheran ear needs 
to hear the Refom\ed word of sovereignly! Without it , Lutherans fall 
p~ey to the same reduct ionism they rightly criticize in Refonlled 
hIstOry, In both cases. "the eye cannol say to the hand, ' I have no 
need of you, '" Paul's Corinthian admonitions are as timely as ever, II 

The prom,is,e o~ th~ present ecumenical developments is evidence 
of mutuaht les In hstening, Certainly Ihe remarkable role of current 
Lutheran ecum,enics is evidence of an openness 10 the semper, The 
secular press m the form of US News & World Report captions a 

10 So the Ocpartm , 
Call' .... , ~'J11 of S)'Slem:l1lc In..'Q]ogy. "A Re\'iew of 'A Common 
213,m

g 
COtrrordlO nleoiogk,J/ Rcview Vol. 57. No.3 (July 1993). pp. 193-

11 The difference in Luthcmn and R 'fi ' ., 
"so\,ereignlyfsanclification°' and' ' ~ ~ sens,lbl.I.lt?' , \'is a vis both 
approach to h)mnody OIl ' th' :hdarity/~lmul~aneuy IS IIIUSlratcd ill the 
of the modes! ai''' ' nc" a rnges of mcJu$I\'c language A comparison .. T.lllons made in the ELCA L h D __ ' • 

that nr-. til R fi 1/1. erall ""'" if lI'or.shin to those 
. Y'~~ C e onncd semper reror d f' "r 
mcreasing alterations in n P b) ,J' "lfm a 0 UICluslv1\y through 
(Presb)1crian Church of ~na: :;~~I Hymnal (USA). The ~ oj Praise 
agency) is instructi\'e. Hen: the t\l~ trad.:~ The Nell' Centllry H)ml1a/ (A UCC 
Irndition-bound and the Rcfru- d ,I lOllS nI..'ed each other, LUlherans arc too 
fi h ~",e rna)' Imperil the beSl of, d·· or c ange \Iithout careful d ' I. ra il Ion by eagerness 
ehri OClTina SCTullny On these I· . stemen. cd .. I/o", Shllll W, S,· h·, mutua Itles sec. Richard 
,r h I1g I f! ord ' S ~ 0, I e Nf!", Celll",,), Hymnal (]' insb h. " , ,s ong .: An Assf!ssmem 

\lrg, Ickll1ck Press. 1997), 
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neWS story, "~n Ecumen ical S\lm1ll~r," The report had to do with 

h 
" 

EVfIll"eitcal Lutheran Church III America (ELeA)·, .,. . 
I r eo.. fII taltves 

for 1997 vote: thc IrltcmatlOnal LutheranoRom~ft C h ,. up , g" atolc 
propo~l to lift mutually the sl~ teenlh century condemnations on 
justificat ion. a Lutheran-EpIscopal Concordat and the 
aforementioned Lutheran-Refo~med Agreement, While only the last 
has been approved by all pames, the others may yet achievc their 
goals in one way or another. ~nd: as for the Refonued contingent 
(including the Reformed stram In the Episcopal tradition), the 
Lutheran witness to classical doctrine has been heard and 
commitments made to the s.1me, as in key sections of both the FOA 

d .­and the Con cor a1. • 

The success of the FOA was due, in part, to the re·reading of one 
another's particulari ties as charisms wi/hill a comlllon Body not 
occasions for excommunication from it. A case in point was the 
eucharistic controversy. Lutherans in the current dialogue saw that 
all the classical Reformed confessions and contemporary liturgies 
affirm Ihe "Real Presence." but do so in the characteristic Rcfonned 
framework of sovereignty and not the Lutheran mode of "solidarity" 
(the concepl of ubiquity), Thus Returned language of "spiritual 
Presence" refers to Ihe work of Ihc Holy Spirit in bringing the 
believer. in eating and drinking. into communion wi th the glorified 
humanity of Christ. !} 

SANCTIF ICATI ON 

The 1919 steel strike was long and bi tter, The company's "coal and 
iron police" and strikers fo ught one another in ways remin,iscent of 
the historic 1892 shoot-out between Pinkerton detecllves and 
Homestead Steelworkers. Why these recurring confl icts in Pinsburgh's 

1l For l'X3mple, the inclusion in Ihe final I'crsion of llle FOA of 14 ~affiniti~ in 
d '. ' , ' led from 11M: 1983 North 0CUUIc and pract lCC~ of the IWO 1~1U~ns appropna h A 
Americal1 ~]n\'i "1Iion 10 Action~ Cl1l-d In James E. Andrews and J~ , 
Burgess. cds. All Im'ilali()n 10 AcriOtI: nIl.' Lmhenm-Re!ormf'lf Dia/Qglle, er/n 

m. 1981-/983 (I'hiladelphia: Fortress 1'Tess. 1984). pp, 2·3, 

" 1 .., d "-, \\1'3ckOO the RefomlCd n the ninetccnth century whcn smu ar e ..... cs _ make 
h h ' , ' . -~ ' ~ft R formed cata:hlsn1S 10 C un: lOS, 10h1\ Wllhamson Ne\'lll sur'l'e>\."U U'" e IV " $ OIl 1/11' 

jklSl this point. St'C The kfrstir:al Presence and Olher nlmg _.1 nard 
E . __ ._'- Theology Vol. 4, Uj, 

IIcilarisl, Lanca ~t cr & rics on lhe ML'~-':;I"" UJg , l~) 
1' - . .,_" 1 h . U ·,ed Church rres.... ~ , IIVlDpson and Gt'Qrge Ilnckcr (PhI 'IUC p ia. 111 
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"steel valley"'? 

A budding ecumenical development early in the century, the 
"Interchurch World Movement," took it upon ilSClflo find out what lay 
behind worker unrest. Its Commission on Inquiry produced The 
Interchurch Steel Strike Reports that "served to present fac ts 
surrounding the employment of men in the steel industry that aroused 
3 sense of resentment against this great corporation throughout the 
civilized world."" Church invol\'ement of this sort in the 
steelworkers' struggle for justice was a factor in leading the writer 
to a ten year ministry in the steel valley in mission churches earlier 
established by the Reformed Church in the U.S. to share in the 
workers' plight. The configuration here of ecumenism. the Refonned 
tradition and social struggle. illustrate our second motif: 
"sancti fication ." 

Th,e impct~s for ecum~nism has often been the strength that such 
~lhan~~s give for making a witness in the public arena. "Social 
~ssues -such as the wage. horns. working and living conditions 
In steel towns investigated by the Interchurch World Movement­
could be. confronted more effectively when churches joined together 
:me. ".Llfe. ~nd Work" aspect of world ecumenism is th~ 
mstltullonahzlIlg of Ihe impelus Local regiona l and n t> ) 
concil' " ft ' a IOrla 

Jar ecumemsmls 0 en best known for its social witness. and is 
frequently ~un~ed ... or defunded ... for stands laken on 
another socIal Issue one or 

Sallctjicatioll in subjective soteriology is the doctrine th t d I . h 
grace as "power in" the bel' a ea s WIt 
"favor toward" th le,vcr that , keeps company with the gate of 
;mputation D_ e ~eh> tho) Impartallon of gace inextricable from ils 

,uo:commg 0 y as the outwork' f th > 
declared holy by a r.' mg 0 e smner being 

. orenslc grace has been a Refonncd I 
espt(:lally so in give-and-rake with LUlh . stap c. 
conversation becomes th crans. And the more mtense the 
possibilities of genuine e m:t~ .the Reformed ins.istence on both the 
.... <i th its "third use ofth,)sro" III grace and the Imperitil'1!$ of grace 

'W> 
What obtains in the personal Chri" . 
teaching and practice in the r' s;Ian hfe c~mes over in Refonned 

po IIIca . economiC and social spheres-a 

----
!< Anhur Wharton ~What Ihe Ch h 
for Itself on Religi~1I (New York' .~: ~cedS. to be Saved." in Labor Speaks 

. e acmllian Co. 1929). p. 95. 
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-

blit' sanctification commensurate with the person ) , 
P" d) R < d a. rom Calvin's 
G nel'a forw(lr t Ie elonlle tradition has held ,L •• , ) r C) . u,e CIVil order 

countable to I Ie regency 0 lnst (Ihe conjunction r > 
" » », d ) ° sOI'ere/glll)' 
\ith SOllclijicaJIOI1 . Wlul goo lOpeS for ils impro,~, t N> h , d >r, > > ) ~", n. Ie olas 
WolterslorfTi enll les It as ItS c l(ltaCleristic "world·fonn t' ". 

d 
» h " . a lve Impulse 

t" be conlraste WIll t e avertive" tendencies of nth ._"> > 
v. u er u <tUitIOns 
(Tllen-Luthcr.m RIchard Neuhaus took offense in a response . 
bOOk), I' Reinhold Niebuhr was ~nial to the later Calvin and th:ol:::' 
Callinists (Cromwell) for theIr world-fonnative commitments and 
critical of ~uth~ and ~c ~,uth~s for both their privatizing of 
Christian f3llh (msufficlent sovereignty") and a stress on moral 
3I11biguity Ihm lended to neglect the possibilities in soul and soci--

. " 'r, > ") " ->, (insuffiCIent sanctl lcatlon . 

The call to and hope for, Ihe world's sanctifying refonn predisposes 
Reformed Churches to look for ecclesial instruments of sufficient 
strength 10 take on the secular principalities and powers. [n modem 
times. ecumcnical agencies appeared as likely candidates. The 
support by Rcfomlcd denominations for "interchurch" movements for 
"life and work" purposes W(lS a natural result. Along with the urgings of 
simp(!/' I'eJonl/tll/do, the imperatives of sOllcrificatio contirihUled to the 
major role they played in th e North American conciliar 
efforts al all le ve ls. And it is quite possible!hat\\h:(eo.ttlhe 
<mCUlCed rrful.'1Ie fa' two nl.~or lDlioo efforts in structural earnenism in Nath 
America (the United OIllJ'ch of OuiSl aid the United ChlU"Ch of Cooada). the 
dmce for a more cflCctive church witness on social issues SlD'Cly played a role.

1l 

Along with enthusiasm for ecumenism as such because of its potential 
for social 1\~lness. the Refonncd tr.JditiCll within Ih:I.mo\'emenl txoogI:t to the 
fere C\U" :nI agUn the concerns of social sanctificatioo.. In the LI4her.m­
Reformed C(II1vers3lions in both Europe and North America Ihe Reformed 

Il Nicholas WohcrstorlT, Ulltil Justice alld Pract Embrace (GtwKI Rapids: 
Eerdmans I'ublishing Co .. 1983), pp. 3·22 and [XlSsim. 

" R ' '-- . . V I [&' (New Yorl;.: em'lUld Niebuhr n,e Na/JIl'e aud DestJ//\' of Mall. 0 s. -
Charles Scribner's S~ns. 19~5). pp. 222.223 (Vol. 1) I. p. 192. p. 196 (Vol. 2), 
11 . . T ticth CenlUl'\' 

Sec Theodore Louis TrOSI. '1he EcIUllCJllca1lmpulsc 1Il .wen .. 
A""""'-_ ' III · ....... Il,·c Career (C1f(:3 ... "' ...... , I'ro!est.:lmism: A Study of Douglas Honon s h.,..~ 
[912· [968). l)iss. Harvard University 1998, pIllSim. 
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• 
"mode of thinking' 

begins .... ith Ihe a5SUIlllXioo Ihm the obedience of faith in state and 
socie!y is a ITI3t1ef of the dlUrch as a whole also [nOi jus. the 
individual J • .. (Il(! tll3I the acting of the Christi.'V1 mus. not be 

fi ," ' " .. separated rom uliS re auon. 

Echoes of admooishing 1..uIherms roc their ";I\'ertive" inclinations can be heard 
in this Reformed se I f-defi n it i on. 

Sui admooition goes boIh .... '3)'5. The sarength of the smctificalioo charism 
carries "1th it weaknesses. as Lutherans are quick to point oul. Niebuhr 
in his Lutheran moments said it this way: 

The theoklgics .... hid! have sought to do justice to the positive aspects 
of regmer.Yioo ha .... e usually obscured the reaJities of sin \\hich 
:wear at evcry level of virtue ..... Calvin's ... doctrine of 
sanctification arrivers at conclusions hardly distinguishable from 
Catholic cnes ... tile Otristian in v.hid!. sin is b'oken 'in priniqJle" 
daimsthalthc sins \\hich remain 3TC merely incidental ... without 
realizin g that the sin of self-Jove is present in its lnost OOsic form 
(Calvin) assuming a pr€miling inclination 10 submit to 
(God's) will. 19 

The suscepibility of the RefOl1l'KX1 tnldltiOIl to i!Ju;,;ollS along the trail of 
s:n::tifi~on has pJaytrl out in both its ecumenical impulse and its social 
concern. 

W~i1e strength~ning. the :will to ecumenism by stressing its ethical 
milts. the. sanctificatIOn side of Refonncd faith can so control its 
understandmg of ecwnenism most it diminishes the role of doctrinal 
ao;ord so crucial to considered and lasting ecumenical agreements III 
our North Amc:ncan dialogue. the accusation by Lutherans that my ~WII 
ch~h. ~e Uruted Church of Ouist. had no theolrmv and was" , 
soc131 act on .. "th ,.. - ,.." on y a 
p .. I agency. e re IglOUS cheering section of the Democratic 
any. etc .. ~as frequent . with many references to standard media 

t~d , 'df POhllca, I .st.ands taken by our officialdom. It was no easy both 
o e en one egltlmate "",'0 'd , '.. . sam" r - onnatlve conllmtments and al the 

Ch e ~~e poml to the confessional sol idarit ies in wh ich our 
UTC IS grounded. Hence the fonnation by doctrinaIlY-b'Tolinded 

II A CamlllOlI Catlblg quoting the Dri L_ 
19 eucrgen Report. p. 60. 
~t Nature al/l/ Df'SlilU), af Mall. Vol. 2. pp. 125, 199 & 200. 
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',I activists in our Church of the "Confessing Chri ... ·· socl ' ... movement to 
laim these fun(\.lmcn ts and call them to the anention f bo 

rec . 11 . d'" '. 0 th our 
critiCS and the thcologlca y 111 ] •• erent wlthm our own ranks. 

A similar C.lse might be made for the impact of a sanctificatio -<' , 
, ,',. n""lonae 

for eculllemsrn on sue I conCI la~ ventures as the US National COlmcil of 
Churches and the World CounCil of Churches. When such bodies d fi 

' " . " Idt" . Cme thtmseh'es essenlla y III wor -Ionnatlvc" tenns. "'ithout Warrants in 
the theological substance which were critical to their birth, ecumenical 
momentwn itself is put in jeopardy. Recent efforts of both these 
councils to ~.shape their agen~ ~nd retrieve. their foundations suggest 
that admomtlons about reductlomst temptations are being heard, But 
again. let them be a two-way street. one in which the social 
sanctification dimension of e(:umenism is not replaced by yet another 
reductionism. this time accession a apolitical pieties and theologies. 

Refonned sanctification needs thc primer gift of sim!lllalleiry. another 
learning from the Lutheran-RefonllCd dialogue. The Calvinist trust in 
"'the prevailing inclination" of ncw states of grace in both soul and 
society has to be sobered by a realism that recognizes the 
corruptibility of every advance in either of thosc locales. 
Simultaneity has to do with the Lutheran sill1l1l illS/liS el pecca/or. 
The sonclijiC(llio must walk with the .iill1l1l. When the former 
goes it alone. Reformed faith breeds utopian expectations and self· 
righteous fury in both thc life of the believer and in movements of 
social protest. Sin persists in every sanctifying move forward. T~e 
failure to attend to this Lutheran sobriety in matlers of soc]al 
sanctification has resulted in the naivetes of Hrighteous" actIvisms 
that silence intenlal criticism, the neglect of checks and balances 
.... ithin them. and the framing of soci al issues as simplistic HUS and 
them" baltles.~May we hear these Lutheran-like admonishments. 

b' .. f 
And. again. vice verse: Lutheran absorptions in the am IgullleS 0 

soul and society and inolinations to rClreat 10 the private realm must 
hear afReforrarrand hope fOl" the work ofsanetifying graces Wlder 

the Lord of both soul and society. 

CONCLU SION 

:0 c._. . . f d nt:lrsm \\"ilh its strOllg 
<>a: th~ \\T"i tcr"s critique of pol~tlcal un a~~e, I ',h Grand Rapids: 

Reformed Influenccs. nUl ReligiollS RighI (II/(/ C/IIIS/IUIl Fm ( 
Eetdman's, 1983). 
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A refrain of this paper is the importance of both affirmation and 
admonition in ecumenical matters. The tougher of the two is 
receiving admonishment from the ecumenical other. In this 
conversation on the Refonned contribution to ecumenics can we "take 
it" as well as "give it''1 Here. fi nally. in this matter of vulnerability, 
the motif of sovereignty has (I counsel for its stewards. To believe 
that no human opinion can be equated with the divine Word means 
that no Refonned accent itself can ever be ~xempt from self­
criticism. The .... ~ lIingness to be:rr and learn from admonitions 
therefore. is built into a Reformed tradition always ready to re-fo~ 
in. accord wi~h t~e one Word. So our simper can walk together 
With anothers slmlil. and yet other companions on the ecumenical 
path. 
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MERCERSBURG THEOLOGY RADICALIZED 

Richard T. Schellhase 

The purpose of this paper i ~ to suggest a new way of speaking of God 
in light of modem scIence and t:chnology by radicalizin 
Mertersburg theology. Although my vIews will be seen by man~ 
readers of the NMR as heretical. I will be in good company. You will 
remember that both Nevin and Schaff were tried for heresy. With that 
prospect. a~d for reasons that follow. I .c~nsider myself to be firmly 
within the CIrcle of the Mercersburg tradI tIon. 

Mercersburg As Litu rgy 

For me. Mercersburg was a litllrgy before it was a theology. Seventy­
seven years ago [ was carried into church and baptized by my father. I 
have never left the church. Every Sunday. before [ could understand 
the words or their me:ming. [ heard my father say, "If we say that we 
have no sin. we deceive ourselvcs"-and "Harken now unto the 
comforting aSSUrlll1CC of the grace of God."' Then followed the 
Apostles' Creed, the Gloria in Excclsis. etc. (We used the old Order 
of Worship in the Hymnal of the Refortned Church in the U.S.A .. 
printed in 1866.) 

Still resonating vividly in my ears arc the solemn words of The Litany 
as read in the sonorous voice or my father all during Lent and al every 
Preparatory Service before celebrating the Eucharist. lis breadth was 
comprehensive and its cadence was mesmerizing. Among the most 
moving paS5.1ges to me were the eight times we responded with 
"Good Lord. deliver us:' after my father intoned phrases like these: 

From lightning. tempest and earthquake: from plague. pestilence 
and famine: from all disasters by land and by water: from battle 
and murder. and from sudden death: 

By Ihe mystery of thy holy incarnation: by thy h?ly nativity and 
circumcision: by thy baptism. fasting and temptauon: 

Th )' ' bo s long before I e lIurgy of Mercersburg was burned mto my ne .' 
). d ' M b.... absorbmg Its ~ame of Its theology. [ was born a ercers urg~,. 
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, 
liturgy. adopting its piety and being immersed in its cultus during my 
childhood and adolescence. 

Mercersburg As Place 

Mercersburg was also for me a place before it became a theology. 
With the liturgy securely seared into my psyche. my father took me to 
Mercersburg when I was 13 for my four years of high school ( 1938-
42). Having attended Mercersburg Academy himself fo r tv.'o years. 
he introduced me to the campus .... 'hen I was st ill a baby. Among the 
photographs I cherish most is a photo taken of me as I sat on the steps 
of the chapel before I was three years old. On the reverse side of the 
photo. my mother had .... 'litten, "Richard at Mercersburg:' 

Men:ersburg as place-a very part icular piece of earth. with its 
speCial ethos. was ground into my being in no less an important way 
than had m~ soul been, fed by its liturgy. The power of place cannot 
be over-eshmated. Think how millions of persons for generations 
~ave ~n ~.oved si~~ly by the .:-,ord of a place: "Jerusalem." or 

Mecca, or Banaras. or "Kyoto. or "Rome:' 

The relationship ~een an experience at a panicular place and the 
subsequent memones and reflections on events at that specific site arc 
revealing, and ca.1! be tr~nsfonnative. Consider Jacob at Bethel (house 

~~ ~~) and /,enlel (~emg God face to face). Existential experiences 
ea peop e at panlcular places cascade through 'h . d 

are still gatherin . e centunes an 
r. II S g meanmg and momentum for the generations that 
o .ow. orne of these have been captured and conve ed t 

scnpture. tradition and the church. Moses on Mt S~ . 0 dUS through 
Mt Tabor for exa I (A d . mal an Jesus on 

. . mp e. n who. ret/lly . was transfigured Ihere?) 
Along with these special I d 
the community's memo peoPd ~ an even~s depicted in the bible. and 

. ry an mterprelatlon of the th I 
generatIOns who. nourished both b h . . . m .. are osc ater 
church's addi tional insights into th y. t e ml~lal happemngs and by the 
these inlO our liturgy and Ih' elr me:mmg. wove the substance of co ogy. 

Sill1 ilarly (but cenainly not eo bl 
grounded its liturgy and thcol mpara y) for me. Mercersburg as si te 
very specific idemity , 'm ,o~ 10 dB particular place and gave it ~ 

. ,' " . onvmce that place' . 
SII ,eel the effect of that tremend r. IS 'mponant. and I 
Nevin. Schaff el a{ as Ihey '«I b °h

uS o~~ first SCI forth by Rauch. 
, gh. h • y t eSplnt worsh' d . au tint ose serene surround" • lpe , studIed and 

Ings m south-centraJ Pennsylvania. 
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[ moved into South Cottage on the Mercersburg campus in 1940, 
exactly 100 years (almost to the day) after John Williamson Nevin 
took up residence there. (On August 12. 1844. Schaff spent his first 
night at Mercersburg in South Cottage as Nevin' s guest.) Every 
Sunday for four years. as I entered and exited Trini ty Refonned 
Church (just down the hi ll ) for Sunday School. I passed the grave of 
Henry Harb.1ugh . The next hour, at worship in the majestic Gothic 
chapel. I sang hi s hymn. "Jesus I Live to Thee," Every Sunday, No 
exceptions! Every Sunday evening as I lay in bed, hymns from the 
cari llon wafted down the green-swarded campus and lulled me 10 

sleep. 

Day after day I was surro unded by a spiri tual presence, an intellectual 
seriousness and a moral earnestness that soaked in. often without my 
noticing. With the chapel at the top o f the campus. there was a sense 
of the sacred that was inescapable. Even the walls of my donnitory I 
remember wel l: scores of framed photographs of cathedrals! (Is that 
why I visi ted 25 cathedrals 011 a trip 10 Englan~ some y~ars ag~? Is 
my time at Mercersburg the rcason I have gone lime and tIme ~gam to 
Even.song at Canterbury and Winchester, and at SI. Thomas 10 New 

York?) 

Even the job [ had at Mercersburg conspired 10 embed the spiri t of the 
place in me. S ince [ was too small to carT)' trays in the dining ~~. ! 
was assig.ned the task o f spending two hours e:ery Saturday poll shmg 
the huge offering basin and six plates. M~kmg ready thc altar f~~ 
Sunday worship left its imprint on me, (1 he altar. cross was ,a gl 

. C , ·d · IOrvofthelrson Calvlll.1r.. from I'resloenl and Mrs. 00 1 ge III men ' J . 

. d h A,adem)' in \924.) In short. who dIed when a stu ent al Ie, 
. h grounded and rooted or Mercersburg as liturgy and et os was now bo 

me at Ihe very spot where Mercersburg theology had ~d'd m, 
There \ met the fathers of the Gennan Refonncd faith. And II Id ",~' 

h e both the town an e 
esca ...... me that the person w ose nam . .". h 

,-- vho gave hiS h,e In t e 
theology bore-Hugh Mercer- was one \ , h 
Revolution for the cause o f freedom. not least of whIch was t e 

freedom of relig ion. 
. D'd I i3 or 16 year-old boy know 

The question naturally an ses: I as a . ested by T. S . 
then what was happening to me? The answer IS sugg 

Eliot: 

We had the experience bUI missed the meaning .. 
• . t res the experience 

And (Ipproach to the meamng res 0 

]9 
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In a different fonn .• ---... --... ----- I have said before 
ThaI the past experience revived in the meaning 
[s not the experience of one life only 
But of many generations. 

Mercersburg as li turgy and place became part of my inner history a d 
self- identi t~, an existential .expe~ence which I cannOI escape. a~d 
would not If! cou l~ .. There. l ~ an meradicable essence, a foundational 
substance and a gUIding spm! of Mercersburg in me that will not I 
me go. It is from ~is base and, with~n this context that I later l earn~ 
10 love and appre<:rate the sensIbly hberal and inclusively ecumeni I 
theology developed by the saints who lived there 150 years ago. ea 

In short. I am a Mercersburger and. enlaroing Paul', d 
"\Vh t ' 0 war s 

a ever anyone dares to boast of- I am speaking as a fool- I als~ 
"'Sore to boast orthat. Are they Hebrews? So am I. Are they Israelites? 

am I. Are they descendents of Abraham? So a I" A th ' 
descend 'N' ' m . rc cy 

ents 0 evm and Schaff'? So am 1- '"1" '" , madman!"' m ta mg like a 

Before turning to my own view of God in light of "0'" t . 
and. technology from my particular Mercersb ~ cen ~ry s.c lence 
be I1lstructi ve to see ho M urg perspective, It may 
in their day eSnM"iallyWt1our er~ers~urg fathers deal! with science 

, ... ~ ~ Ie new .mdm,,,' b' I I astronomy. loogy. geo ogy and 

Mercersburg and 19"' Century Science 

From the VPn.< "A' . 
. ~'J ""gll1nmg. Mercersbur 
mtegrate science into its theolo I I 'S .was prcpared to accept and 
the age of 25, Schaff revealed hfs' r~ lIS I~augu~a! addre~s in 1844. at 
that theology needed to be p gressl~e splnt and hiS conviction 
assert~. '""was a necessary :r~l~o science. ""Rationalism:' he 
destro)'lng its groundless prejud' aster for orthodox theology. 
more scientific fonn "c . . IC~S and compelling it to acccpt , 
h d

· . ontmumg hiS e b ' e eclalmed. "The Iw< . m race of science and the arts 
I unam growth f . . 

cu lUTe lays the church under bl ' . 0 SCiences, arts, and social 
to herself d' 0 19atlon to ap, ' • an to Impress upo h ropnate these advances 
~,he end of "The Principal ~~ epm a religi.ous character." Toward 
embrace" to h rotestanl1sm" h th . a earty hug . .... Ti tin.. . e enlarges his 
eoretlcally, a thorough' I g. What we most need ' . 

well as d 'd mte leetunl theol '. nov. IS. 
eCI edJy believin, togeth . ogy. sclenl1ficaliy free as 

, erwllhage ' nUlne sense of history 
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and a detcOllinfltioll to hold fasl the patrimony of our fathers to go 
forward joyfully." 

Five years laler, in 1849. the "' I' rospectus" (probably th " 
" d 'h'" eworo 

Nevm) was pT1l~te III t .e Jlrst Issue of the IHercersbllrg Review. It too 
projects a far.slghted view of Mercersburg's attitude toward science 
and reads In part 

[I ,""il l ~, as~um.ed b~ th~ Mercersbllrg Re\'iew that the mystery 
of Chnstl3il1ty IS objectively in full organic hannony with the 
constitution of the world as otherwise known. and that it is 
capable. accordingly, of scientific apprehension under such fonn. 
Room will be made. in this way. for the idea of theology as a 
living process in Ihe life of the church, and not a tradition simply 
in its outward keeping. It will be taken for granted that theology 
is not yet complete. 

Even though Darwin and evolution were the primary objects for 
theological discussion during the last half of the 20'" century. there 
are obvious reasons that neither Nevin nor Schaff addressed them 
directly. Origill of Species was first published in 1859, and our 
Mercersburg fathe rs had olher conceOlS in the years that inUllediate!y 
followed. Nevin left Mercersburg in 1853 and was inactive until he 
began teaching at Franklin and Marshall College in Lancaster in 
1861. Schnffwas virtually alone al Mercersburg from 1853 to 1863, 
when he was given fI leave of nbsence. never to return 10 Mercersburg 
to teach. And the Civil War was more than a distraction: The town 
was a hflVCTl for TUIHlwny slaves find hassled by Confederate raids 
(Jeb Stuart callie through with demands in 1862. and again in 1863). 
Classes were suspended after Gettysbur~, .when. more tha.n 6~ 
wounded Confederate soldiers were hospitalized In the semlIIary s 
buildings. In addition. the ""church question"" and the liturgical dispute 

loomed large and sflpped their energies. 

Howcver. close examination of the Mercersburg Review (MR) and its 
successors from 1849 to 1888 reveals hundreds of pages in scores of 
articles and book revicws on the subject of science and religio~. The 
overwhelming tone in Ihe art icles was sympflthelic and acceptm~ of 
science. Thc authors tried as best they could to integrate t~e fi ndmgs 
of science into their theology. Mercersburg was prediSposed to 

. . .. ~ f 'ts res""ct for the 
apprCClate and applaud SCience "" ... ause 0 I . ..... 1 
scholarship of colleagues in other academic diSCiplines and a ~ 
c_ b d h logy that was dynamiC 
u<:cause they espollsed and em race a t eo 
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and developmental: organic and forv.·ard I~king. Typical of the 
attitude c)(prcssed in the MR arc the following: "The very air is 
musical wi th the triumph of science" and "Natural science. like 
history. is the way of God in the world." 

In a review of Max Mueller's "Lectures on Science and Religion:" 
T.G. Apple .... Tites. "It is truly wonderful how the unity of the race, 
and its organic W1folding. are making themselves felt in our day," (No 
defensive "creationism" heret) In another review of a book entitled 
The Agreemelll 0/ Scicm:e (llld Religion. v.-e read. "His general 
position that there is. and can be. no real contradiction between 
scieoce and revelation will be generally accepted." 

In 1872. in an address to the students of F&M. Professor J .S. Stahr 
tried to silence the cri tics of evolution in these words: 

The Dal'\l~nian Theory has attracted a great deal o f attent ion. and 
is regarded on all sides as one of the greatest and most important 
scientific productions of our century .. ... There is too much 
disposition on the part of these self-constituted champions of 
orthodoxy to oppose new views simply because they are new and 
do not square wi th received trad it ions. 

In a. re.v i~w of "Recent Publications". the Editor wrote. "Sc ience asks 
Chnstlanlty to examine the facts of nature. We say. this is a proper 
demand. [t as.ks. also. that Christianity shall not be so held and taught 
as to contradICt these facts. Right again. we say." [t appears that the 
successors of Schaff and Nevin took their mentors seriously and we 
maYlassu~le that their impetus came directly from Schaffs i ~augural 
proc amatlon: "Christianity is oro"" ' Th' . 
evolution. progress:' ,.,..ntc. IS Implies development. 

An Unexamined Tradi tion Usl Not Wortb Following 

II would Come as no surprise to N . 
as no slJrnrise to"~ , ... ~vm and Schaff. and it should come 

-.. ..... 0 say u,at history m 
change. Change and de ' I ~ves on and theology must 
process in light of new ~e op~ent are mher:nt in the historical 
science and I«hnology n~w :8e. the contmuous discoveries of 
changes in the secular sp'h an N e .CUIt.ural, polit ical and economic 
All is in flUll. ere. olhmg m heaven or on earth is static. 

And in our day, especially in this a . 
to re-work Our theology Th .ge of SCIence. we must be preparcd 

. ere IS no place for a rigid. defensive 

Richard T. Schellhase ------

theology. For too long. political ideology and personal predisposition 
hal'e masqueraded as theology. Al fred North Whitehead was correct 

When the Western world accepted Christianity. Caesar 
conquered: and the received text of Western theology was edited 
by his lawyers. The code of Justinian and the theology of 
Justinian are two volumes expressing one movement of the 
human spirit. The brief Galilean vision of humility flickered 
throughout the ages. uncertainly. 

Nicea and Chalcedon forced the Christian faith into an iron casket. 
transfonning the person of Jesus from an iconoclast to an icon to an 
idol. twist ing the biblical metaphors and images into hardened 
metaphysical categories. Arc. then. the creeds of Christendom 
useless? Of course nOL But we should sec them for what they are: 
culturally cond itioned and flawed. If understood symbolically. as 
poetry. they can still cany a kernel of the fa ith and link us with 
believers through the whole sweep of Christian history. 

Our creeds will serve us well if we remember John Hick's statement 
in his Gifford Lectures concerning how we Christ ians talk in our 
creeds and in our theology about these ultimate matters: "We speak 
mythologically about the noumenal Real by speaking literally or 
analogically about its phenomenal manifestations. '" 

I am pleading fo r :m elasticity of mind. a loosening of our u~-ti~ t 
posture. a little more lightness in our attiwde as we do o~r thmkmg 
about God For is it not true that theology taken too senously. too 

. . . , II · bl h 'f it fa ils to remember uncomprOllllsmgly. may a mlO asp emy I • . 
.. . . d , .... ",,? 1 here IS always Ihe that It IS slIlIply a human conceIt an con rha. . . 

. . r r current thmkmg. danger of our revered tradl\lon strang mg ou .. 
. . . d It" ng in sten llty barrenness Tradlllon may OSSIfy and egenerate. resu I , 

• .. U d Iy tradi tion may act as an and "a tyranny of the dead. se proper , .' . fl 
Co' • t'on and mtultlon to ow 

inspiration. a goad and a prod or ~ma~ma I inds us "We must 
from the past into Ihe present. NeVill hImself rem . h f 
nOlmake too litt le of the fathers. and we must not make tOO muc 0 

them." 

d h me point from a slightly 
FiAy years ago. Wilhelm Pauck ma e t e sa ,,' n and 

. . ally of the Re omla 10 
different angle. He was wntmg gener .' licable today 
Protestantism. but the force of his statement ISJUSt abs app Theology i, 

. . I ,nd Mercers urg as we conSIder theology III genera , 
part icular. He wrote. 
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No historical movement can be so interpreted that the character 
which distinguished it as unique among other historical events is 
once for all fixed in Ihe understanding .... T he nature of a 
movement in history can be comprehen~ed only by a constantly 
fresh attention to the inner and ouler cIrcumstances in which it 
has unfolded i~lf. . . . Thus Protestan.tism-<:an be fUlly 
understood only m tenns of the tranSfonnatlOns and adaptations 
of its namrc which it affected and underwent in the course of its 

development. 

I understand Pauck to be urging us Mercersburgers to move on. or as 
Schaff would put il. to "move forward." And I th ink. too. that we 
could well substitute "Christianity" and "Mercersburg" for hi 

P 
... s 

.. rotestanllsm. 

This same. ~nli~ent is amplified and delineated further in a different 
way by Tllhch In The Protestal1l Era (which he dedicated to Pauck) 
by what he called "The Protestan t Principle:' which. he wrOle. "is 

et~m~l ru:d a. pcnnanent criterion of everything temporal. '· This 
pnnclple l?lphes that we must engage in the com inuous critique and 
refonnulatlon of o~r theology. Tillich asks us 10 guard against 

, that our V1C"V- o r anyone's formulat ions of the fa',h 
tDo'l11 I .are 

. • ? ' n we a agree that theology must be constant ly self-

~~~~ca~f ~~ t~e ~ei least. let us speak wi th great hesitancy. with a 
od eo oglca stutter. about ultimate matters. Hum ility and 

m esty are our standards This ma be h 
by ""the sovereignty of God ... God Y w at some theologians mean 
about God' In '. not we. always has the last. word 

s se J: 

Let us be honest: God is be ond th 
probe so far into the beyond y d he. re~ch of reason. We can only 
be tentative because ',' an t e wtthm. All our theologizing must 
. I IS temporally bo d I . 
mherently partial. In the d un. cu turally bIased. and 
ultimately impenetrable. en . leI us admll that the U ltimate is 

My appeal to followers of Men: b . 
as colleagues who have been ~~ u~g IS that .... 'C begin. collectively. 
remarkably rich thool d (I f not bom and bred) by that 
hOnk ogy, to use Our g"A I I about God Christ, I s to develop new ways to 

'. ' an the Church' d peace, JustIce and redcm t' In Or er that the gospel of 
If ~e~ersburg Theolo~I~~ay i~ heard and embodied in our day. 
Chnstlan community and th ) to have any re levance for the 

e World tada . y, or In the future. il must. [ 

Riclmrd T. Schellhase 

believe. (lCknowledge the psychological, so~'"ol " I 
d 

"r: . '- oglca. set:ular. 
cultural an SCIClltlllC envIronment in which we now live 

[n 1853. a ft er the MR had been succeeded by the 'I b 
I R

" I d' Iv ereers !lrg 
nl/(lrler y eneII'. t lC new C Itor. T Apple seek"'g '0' d ~ '. ssure rea ers 
that the Quarterly would follow the example of th, R,'"'" k , ~ ell". remar e 
th:1I the MR " has waged war against what has been CO" "' , 

" d "" •• 
estab~lshe opmlOn and venerated do~mas." While not exactly 
courtmg .c?ntroversy• our fathers rea ltzed. without fl inching or 
c?mpr~mISll1 g. that they were generating serious theological 

dISCUSSIon. 

Unless we begin to rc-imagine our theological metaphors and 
symbols, MT. I fear, wi ll lose both its vitality and credibility. The 
task of rcfonnulating the faith belongs 10 each generation. May [ call 
all those scholars who have absorbed and assimilated Ihe spirit of 
Nevin. Schaff ef al. who have Ihe requisite intellectual equipment and 
spiritual depth. and who. w ith a new burst of creative energy, 
empowered by the spirit. 10 lead us in launching a new era of 

theological dia logue? 

Otherwise. 1 sec 110 future for OUf Mercersburg Society other than as 
an antiquarian club. and litt le hope for the future of MT other than as 
a footnote in theological journals. My appeaL then. is for us who are 
grounded in Mercersburg and its spirit to look forward. That was the 
diret:tion. ironically, that Schaff. the historian. faced. Twenty years 
ago. in all anicle in Chl/rch Histol)'. John Payne, who. before his 
ret irement. salon the Chair of Mercersburg Theology at Lancaster 
Seminary and waS one o f SchatT's successors. wrote that both 
Nevin and Schaff "rejected a backward looking rigid confessiona lism 
and were open to new fonns for the present and future li fe of the 
church:' Neither would have tolerated an ossified theology. In 
Mercersburg we have an honorable tradition and a solid base to begin 
a re-envisioning effort that may invigomte theology generally. 

Consider three o f the fowiCl.-uion stones laid for us: 

(I) i-l istory and theology arc organic and dynamic. not Slatic and 

dogmatic. 

(2) A broad. inclusive ecumenical vis ion. 

(3) A foc us on Christo logy. especially thc incarnation. 
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E h gh we revere Mercersburg. we must be honest about ils soft 
vcntou d "'] . 

d ,,,,izan! of the cultural an eec eSlasttca currents 1!1 
spolsanc h ... Ih ". 

h· h'" swam, Since 'lhe chure question was e Cnttca] 
WIC uley fh· , ·k· d· 
problem with which they deal!. much. 0 t CIT t lin ~g 3 n Wnling 
revolved around that issue. Jfwe 3re fm thful to our hera tage. we must 
ask. "What is the primary theological question !n OU~ da~?" My 
answer is this: "The problem of God. especially In light of 
contemporary science and technology:' 

I'm encouraged to suggest some new ways to th ink about God in light 
of Nevin 's willingness to question traditional views on that subject. In 
a remarkable polemic. buried in his anicle enti tled "Brownson's 
Review Again:' he first lays out his adversary's posi tion: "God must 
be out orlhe world and beyond it altogether. in order to be truly self­
existent and independent:' Nevin counters. "Our view of the relation 
between the natural and the supernatural (is] an organic or inwardly 
living correspondence between the different spheres of existence." 
His ··organic. inwardly living correspondence between them" will be 
the point of departure for us in this essay. 

God is Not The God We Have in Mind 

It becomes clear that the God question is of paramount importance 
when we acknowledge that our Christology. soteriology. ecclesiology 
at~d.eschatology all depend on and are derivative from our theology. 
Trlhch was correct. "The doctrine of God- is the beginning and the 
end of all theological thought." Shubert Ogden is even more explicit: 
"The reality of God has .now become the central theological problem" 
for modem persons. "Rlghtly understood. the problem of God is not 
one probl~~ among several others; it is the only problem there is!" 
The repetl!lon of old nostrums and images is not enough. I vi vidly 
recall hean ng a baccalaureate address by David Steinmetz another of 
Sch~rrs succes~ in the chair of church history a; Lancaster 
S~mmary: Refemn~ to scripture and tradition. he said. "Repetition 
~lIhout mleTJ.l.retatlo~ may be a sign. not of fidelity. but of 
iIlcompetcnce. And "Interpretation" implies rethinking theology. 

~~t Steinmetz, sa id is manifestly true. we must be prepared to go 
CT. even as ar as Gordon Ka fim h M 

.... 110 writes: u an. t e ennonile theologian. 

Theologians may no longer regard th 
hangers-on of traditions' emselves largely as 

. they must be prepared to enter into the 
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most rudical kind of deconstruction and reconstruction of the 
traditions they have inherited. including especially the most 
central and precious symbols of these traditions. God and Jesus 
Christ .... We must now conceive God in terms appropriate to 
our modem understanding of ourselves and the world. 

He then defines the symbol ':God" as :'a reality. a~ ultimate tendency 
or power. which is working Itscl.f ~ut ill an evolut.lonary proce~." As 
Nevin a eentury before. had ant iCIpated .~d predIcted:. "The reign of 
tradition will give place to the power of hvmg thOUght. 

Not to movc illlo the future wi th some simila.fly. bold imag~s 
istent with our understanding of our modem sClenl1fic outlook IS 

"'"' b· f h· Th·· 
'
",gate our religion to the trash- m 0 IstOry. ere IS JUst no 

• . , S· 
pc fronltoday' s science for tomorrow s theo ogy. IXty years ago 

'''' h· . h h William Ernest Hocking had already seen t IS ~ecessll.y wen . e 
remarked in thc introduction to Charles Hanshorne s Real."y ~ Soc~al 
Process. "The chief mark of the modem e~ (begmnmg w~th 
Descartes) is the inseparability of science and phll.osophy. of ph~slcs 
and metaphysics ."' No longer may we ignore sc~ence. ~o-opt It .or 
make 1m end run around it. We must confront It :U1d mtegrate Its 

findings into our theology. 

As Rustu11l Roy. a bio-chemist from Penn State University. has 

written. 

No significant advance in theology will ever be made agai~A ~Y 
..' rt f the world unless the INS!C 

any religious trad1l10 n III any pa 0 . d"t 
insights of science and technology are fully .lIltegrat~ m~ Ii' ~ 
The most significant impact that modem SCIence an tefc

G
: 0 

has had on J udaism and Christ ianity is on the concept 0 . 

d' f ience even though both 
Theology must integrate the fin mgs .o sc LA tentative and 
d· . , . b h ' nature WIll always uo: 

ISCIP mes y t elr very. . .. sed" to each other oilly in 
incomplete. Science and religIOn are oppo r. fins,,' science and 

. dtoour.orel • 
the way that our thumb IS oppose . understanding the 
religion work together to get a finner WI!! on f Ultimate Reality. 
universe and to grasp more fully the meanmg .~ their common task 
Clearly. science and reli gion are complementary I 

of pursuing truth . 
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The New & ience: There's Plenty of Room al the Bottom a nd At 
the Top 

What is this "science" I've been referring to? In a nutshell: the 
constantly enlarging and unfolding probe inlo the Big and the l ittle. 
the far away and the deep inside. the infinite and Ihe infinitesimal; the 
relativi ty of Einstein. the quanlllrn mechanics of Bohr; indeterminacy, 
chaos theory. the W1certainty principle of Heisenberg: the astronomy 
of Hubble and of the telescope tha t bears his name. It is th is science 
coupled wi th technology that has led us to unravel the genome and 10 
manipula te the gene; it is what took us to the moon: and it 's what 
brings miraculous cures to mill ions of us who visi t OUT oncologists 
radiologists and surgeons. . 

The Big, The Very Large, the universe. has always intrigued 
~umankind, And now. with our modem instruments. we can see far 
Into ~pace: a~ronomers speak of billions of stars among bi llions of 
~Iaxles. An Incomprehensible thOUght! And space. they tell us. is 
stl,ll. expanding to accommodate more! What we know about the 
ong111 ~r the universe and the birth and death or stars is tru ly 
astound111~, It looks as though revelations from the Big O utdoors wi ll 
keep commg as long and as far as we can see i11l0 the fu ture. 

Ou; the Little Right Here is also intriguing scientists. Science and 

(,ec I11bo,l,O,gy "hOW speak of the infinitesimally tiny, of a nanometer 
one-Ilont of a meter'50()(){}f h. 

5 '. Jmes t 111ner than a human hair' 3 to 
wi:lto:~ac,rokss)~~olec~lar engineers are building "machines': that 

' t- I e, vc sem mto our bodies I I d 
deliver the drug- _ th h 0 ocate a isease and then 

~ vu e spot to cal us "Th I beh' 
reports a journalist ,,' . . e goa md nano-tech." 
much the way nat~~S dto ~I\~ hum hans the poWer to create things 
molecule by mol ..... " ', "'~s,. 0"h1 . t e ~t~om up, atom by atom, 

~~ . u:s we t mkth . 
rep,ort that I learned in August 2001 th' IS IS scIence ~cti~n, let me 
UmversityofCaJifornia B k I .ere Were 90 SCienti sts at the 
number by the hundreds : '' ''h

ey
, wo~km~ ~n th is fie ld. Mul tiply that 

, 0 er UniverSit ies h 
cOrporatIons working in the fi eld f . researc centers and 
the Federal Government als I h 0 h~ano-technology. and the ract that 
that we are mOVing into a "b

o
as t IS as a priority, and you can see 

T3 \'e new world." 
Not only is nano-technology a lic b 
corporations are learning how to :~Id a Ie .to health concerns. but 
times faster than toda . UI machInes that will be a mill ion 

y s computers IBM h I 
supercomputer that is capable of rfonn' ~s ~ ~ady created a 

pe mg '- tn llton calculations 
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per second , :m~ in M.arch 2002 it a~noW1ced that it had created a 
silicon gennamum chIp that call sWllch on and off more than 200 
bi11ion times a second. And Lucent has developed equipment (called 
OC-192) that transmits 10 bill ion bi ts of d igital infonnation a second 
using a single wavelength of light. These numbers and Ihis 
ledmoiogy are q uite beyond the grasp of most o f us: yet this is the 
new real ity-not j ust the ··virtual reality", in which we live. 

You and I (and AI Gore) th rough our taxes. runded the Defense 
Advanced Research Projects Agency (DA RPA) which created the 
In tcnlet in the latc 19605 and led to the World Wide Web in 199\. 
The WWW already has over two bill ion web pages (four million on 
God: "Give me that On-Line Religion") with more than 143 million 
internet users in the Uni ted States alone. This is the new age. but not, 
I think. the Kingdom. 

There is still more to today's science. Consider the way in which 8&T 
have affected what we eat; 'lr:ms-genetic Franken-food:' some wags 
call it. Estimates suggest that 65% o f our food has been gene, 
modified . The USDA has approved scores of genetically en.gineer~ 
crops. Today. mOTe than ha lf the world's soybeans ~d a thIrd of Its 
COni contllin genes spliced in from other fonns of h~e, In a recent 
anicle. Wired reponed that "the new botany mechamcally tra n sfe~s 
genes between organisms that can never mate naturally: An anti­
freeze gene from a fish becomes part o f a strawberry." A new world 
has arrived. 

But there' s more, "Thc replicating and evolving processes that hav~ 
been confined to the natural world are about to become realms 0 

.. ., d ,. We are all aware that the human endeavor. That mc u es c onmg. . 't 
, ' , e naturally smce there IS no human species can no onger e\o v . 

. " "P in human evolul1on up 10 us. enough va Ti ety: that leaves 1 Ie nex s 
with its hoperul and fright rul impl ications. 

. . , I amed to read the human 
As if to celebrate the new nllllennllHn. \\C e k' ,." .. d ,',' 

11 d the ·'boo 0 I.e an 
genome in the year 2000. It's be.en. ca e r 11 enetic material 
"hand-writing of God" bcC.1Use It IS Ihe sum ~ a I~'s a very long 
encased in nearly e\'cry cell o f , the human YAnd consider whal 
book- at least three bill ion chelll1cal letters long, olutionary 

. ' t As Jon Seger. an ev wc find as we read thIS manuscnp . k--' "Looking 
'. . . U " 'IY of Utah. remar ....... 

bIOlogIst and genetIcist at the /I1\ersl ," He and all 
I 'th the resl 0 nature. 

at the genome places us square y WI ved that fl ies. wonns, mice. 
other b iologists agree: the genome has pro 
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monkeys. you and J all share many (probably most) of the same 
genes, 

There is no doubt: we live in a world pennealed. dominated and 
pemlanently changed by science and technology. A few episodes of 
NOVA should persuade even the most reluclant of us 10 admit that we 
live in a new and marvelous world in which 5 & T have played a 
major role in helping us 10 understand oursclves. the world and our 
place in it. Is there any doubt that our theology mUSI acknowledge Ihis 
new scientific age? 

Even responsible sciemists who are committed Christians are urging 
us to take science into account as we develop our theology. Charles 
Townes. 1964 winner of the Nobel prize in physics for the invention 
of the laser, now in his 87" year. is st ill working in his office every 
week-day and every Sunday occupies the third pew 0 11 the left ill a 
churth (First Congregational. UCC) I attend in Berkeley. CA. In his 
autobiographical work. Making "'al'es, he writes, 

To many in the past. science and religion have challenged each 
other in an unfriendly way, yet to me the challenge is a friendly 
on~. and one that is likely to be resolved in the long run, by 
u.nlt,Y- ... To ~e ~c ience and religion aTe. '. basically very 
slIm lar .... Their differences are largely superficial. and the two 
become almost indistinguishable if we look at the real na ture of 
each. 

Town~s makes clear his 0\1,11 religious views and speaks 
unequivocally of "this supreme punv.sefu[ forte we cal' God" d 

~ . .~v . ,.all 
con esses, " I behe\'e in the possibil ity and importance o f a close and 
personal relation wi th God " But he "., ~'gn' , d 

. "" ·~ .. v IZCS science an 
technology a~ h~ma~~ind's "brainchildren" and that "knowledge 
presents us With Insplnng possibilities as CO-creators 'th God" I re' ' h' boo WI . 11 vera passages In IS k. he makes declarations like these: 

To an embarrassing degree, Yo"C are in chame \" h 
be~ th lb'" .. . 0 ,ve ave 

ore us e rea a ili ly 10 remake the world almost in any fonn 
.. . We also have the ability 10 remake m," ,C 'b' " f' d" • .. me poSSI I Ity 0 
[rect chemieal lllodifieation of inheritance. 

J. Robert .Nelson, th~ theologian. says it Inore succinctly. "Thanks to 
the prachcal extenSion of our brains and bod' . 
technolo . . les III the foml of 

gy. we arc directing Our own evolution:' And Sallie 

" Richard T. Schellhase 

/I'IcFague adds. " We arc responsible for taking evolution to its nellt .. "", 
Bill Joy. co-founder and former c~ief scientist of Sun Microsystems, 
in an address entitled. "Why the Future Doesn' t Need Us.," puts the 
issue startlingly before us when he says. 

With the prospect of hlunan-Ievel comput ing power in about 
thirty years. a new idea suggests itself: that I may be working to 
create tools which will enable construction of the technology that 
may replace our species, How do I fee l about this? Very 

uncomfortable. 

A 'e conclude this brief exposition on some cUTTent fi ndings and 
, "'IS of S&T. and especially as in awe we contemplate the Big and 

resu . . . ' " the lillIe. we sho uld be aware that thcre IS an m.creaslng. rea lzallon 
the part of scientists that some aspects of the Big and L1Itie may be 

'" ,Iosely related to each other than hitherto suspected. 
more . hL 
Astrophysicists and astronomers, those who arc pursul~g t e arge 
(galaxies and far-off space), are. astoni~hingl~. findlllg common 
"'"ound with particle physicists. those dealing \':'Ith the Small (ge~es 
" " to be looklllg at the same st ick and nanometers). 1 hey eac 1 appear ' .. 
from a different end! Eric Haseltine. in a recent artn;le on The Gr.eat 

f p, ." I des "Many cosmologists Unanswered Quest ions 0 lySICS, conc u . f 0d 
now believe the lumps of thc universe-vast stretches 0 VOl, 

, d" I sters-are probably vast y 
PWlctu:lIed by galaXies an ga actlc c U " , 

fl ClUations of the ongllla, 
""gnifled versions of quantum u . f h 

d' .. I th's sort of mamage 0 t e 
subatomic-size universe, An It IS JUs I. h" t cozying up 
infini te and of the infinitcsimal that has particle p ySLCIS S 

to astronomers these days." 

We Arc Stardus t 
ears ago when I read that 

The "eureka" moment for me came some y d I ssume that ever)' 
human-kind is made of .stardust. 1iter.a ~ I);·:th t~ i s commonplace 
reader of this eS$.1y IS now familia ' Ih the explosion of the 
description of o ur origin , First came oxygen ~VI 'ments (like carbon 

, '" ' d by the heaVIer e e first general1 011 of stars. 0 o\\e as All this matter 
and iron), which werc forged w ithin surmo~ts'or other celestial­
somehow drifted to earth on the backs 0 com 

come-to-earth bodies, 
" et vert igo thinking of the 

Even the most chastened SClcntLsts g A ',~ ... Museum of 
of the men .... , 

phenomenon. Myles Gordon. v.p. 
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Natural Histo!),. e)(c1aimcd. "That we are star stuff [isJ the mOSt 
powerful idea rYe ever seen:' As a consequence of Ihis scientifi 
description of humankind's beginnings as t~e detritus of stars, so~~ 
theologians have begun to speak of the "Eplc o f Cosmic Evolution" 
shoving the creation story back billions of years 10 the star womb 
from "flich the elements essential to life have emerged. s 

My question is this; Why stop at the stars in trncing our origin? Don' 
scimce, reason and intuition CQn\'erge in suggesting that, if life cam: 
from elements generated in the stomachs of stars, doesn' l it mak 
sense to see the stars themselves as contingent and dependent upo e 
prior processes and celestial happenings? In other words. d idn 't n 
and everything else originate in the Big Bang (8B) itself'? we 

The Big Bang is th.e supreme serendipitous surprise. the elegant 
effulgmce of everythmg. And one of the most remarkable discoveries 
of OUT. age-and of any ag~has been finding the evidence of this 
e)(pl.os~on thrOUgh the detee tlon of Cosmic Microwave Background 
Radlallon (CMBR), often desc,ribed as the ""afterglow" from the binh 
of the COSIllOS. John Noble WIlford, science wri ter for the New York 
nlll~S, repone~ that this knowledge "emerged from the recondi te 
con lIlCS of sClence, converged with philosophy and r' d 
struck a reverberat"n h d . I . ' re 19ron an 

n ' I g C or WI l l lts intimations o f cosmic origin"" He 
was re ectmg the enthusiasm of G F S . 
world on April "3 199" . h eorge . moot. who e lectrified the 
subsequent '" , -,' -~ WIt the announcement and who. in a 

ervlCW, re,erred 10 h' fi d' 
experience like, "' -'S-" " . IS m mgs as "a mystical 

. . ' .. s experlence" _ "/t II - - -
df)vlnS meehan'-'m ,,' 'h' rea y IS like findmg the 

e unIverse and' . h 
you're religious, it' s like looking at God."" Isn t t at what God isT If 

Another \>.'3y of viewing this h . 
eye the ""Epic of Cosmic Ev~u ~o~enon IS to re-play in the mind's 
bi l! ion years ago. Given the tlon fro~ t~y back to the BB 15 
Ul1lwfSC::--Of all that is and ha:re~t. sc.lenll.fic explanation of the 
humankind? ShOUldn't M . ISII t thIS the proper history of 
d I ercersbuTfl Oi " . . ev~ ~pmental idea of histo be . .." \cn liS organrc. dynamIC, 
depIctIon of the cosmos aZ' be rea~y to em.brace this scientific 
theology? anxtous to mtegrate it into its 

Before reveal" 
h Ing my own tentative d 

t e ~ubstance and being "d I.an un-dogmatic suggestion about 
constdcf3f rea Ity of God I h . ton to mention: namel ,ave one additional 
of the un tverse (impliCit in the.:a t~~ abSOlute ullity and indivisibility 

r Itself). I believe the world is one. 

" 
Rich~rd T. SchclUmse 

Hcaven a l~d hell are not scparnte. There is no "up therc"" or "" 
here." AI! tS one . down 

Everything is inte rdependent and interrelated, Eve""h- -
- k-- - f .}.lng In the 

cosmoS tS a tssmg COUSlll 0 everything else Wh .... ,II - -d , ,. . ~" IS sal and 
done, there IS Just one bIg ball of wax! [n ""A Plurnlistic U,- __ 

-d - II Lverse William James sm It we . ' 

Wh~l~ you CO ul : do:-,'T1 to reality as such, to the reality of 
realitIes. everythmg IS present to everything else in one vast 
instantaneous co-implicated completeness-nothing can in any 
sense. fun~tion~1 or substantial, be really absent from anything 
else. all thmgs mterpenetrate and telescope together in the great 
total con nux, 

The mystics of every agc and of every religion seemed to scnse this. 
Without "knowing" it, \\~thoul the benefit of science. they had a 
gnawing suspicion that beneath and \\~thin everything is One: beyond 
the brokenness is uni ty. AI! is One. 

Whatever is reali ty and Ultimate Reality are righl here now! In other 
words (to rephrase Gcnrude Stein). [ don'l believe there is any ""oul 
there" oul there. There is no one or anything anywhere but here, 
within this t ime-space continuum: or within the other possible 5 or 9 
or II other dimensions that some physicists are currently projecting 
as a possible multi-verse of which we are a part. Included in th is 
totality, thi s multi-verse is, of course. God, the Godhead, Deity. the 
Sored -or whatcver other name we may ascribe to the Divine, the 
un-creatcd and non-contingent One. and the Ultimate Source of All. 
And this One, this AlI, is here now, and nowhere else. 

II's been said that "each generation has to create (he image of God 
thalWorks for it." In this "We are Stardust"" section. I have shown my 
h::md: but berore playing it, I'd [ike to introduce some statements from 
persons whose theological elaSlicity I admire, perhaps as a sort of 
justifi cation ror my own (hinking "outside the box." 

God is Sp:lce nnd T he C reator is the Creation 

From one or the nat ion' s best-kno\\'T1 theologians. Jonathan E~ward.s, 
d - - - 0" B . shon essay wntten In we rea thI S startllllg statement III "J emg. a , 

1721. "It is self-ev ident I believe, to every man that space I,' 
- - d ood spea 

necessary etemal infinite ::ltld omntpotcnt. But I ha as g .' 
I

· ' •. ,' I S ·s God .. Andlt IS 
p am. I havc already saId as much as t \3t pace I . 
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indeed clear to me. that all the Space there is not proper to body. all 
the space there is within the bounds of the Creation. all the space 
Ihere was before Ihe Crealion. is God himself." -

"Space is God!" How is liI(II for pushing the letter oul o f the 
envelope? Edwards " Tote that essay when he wa~ 18 ye,ars old and. 
obviously. before he "got" religion and spoke of"slfUlers m the hands 
of an angry God." I have the feeling he was closer 10 the truth at 18 
than he was when he was 50 years of age. And his picture of God as 
space takes on even more plausibility and force when we realize. as 
he could not. thaI the volume of every alom is 99"10 space (to SilY 
nothing of most of the universe). which in his image is nOi only where 
God is but also 11'11(11 God is. 

A contemporary theologian. Barbara Brown Taylor. responding to her 
own rhetorical quest ion. "Where is God?" writes: 

All over Ihe place. Up Ihere. Down here. Inside my skin and ou!. 
God is the web. the energy. the space, the light- not captured ill 
them,- but revealed in thaI singular, vast net of reI ali on ship that 
animales evcrything that is.-God is the unity- the very energy. 
the very intclligence. the very e legance and passion Ihal makes it 
all go. This is the God who is not somewhere (up therc. down 
here) bUI everywhere, 

(Nole that she also says. "God is-the space.") 

My rmal example is a lay theologian. Robert Neuhauser. who labored 
thi rty years over a 480·page tome (unpublished) entitled The 
Creator's Advellflfre. Bob. a member of the Society of Friends and 
an electrical engineer. worked for RCA his enti re career and received 
the David Sarnoff Gold Medal Award as the lead engineer in 
d~ve lo~ing the tube for color TV cameras. We both belong to a 
d , scus~lon club. and some months ago I read a paper expressing some 
of the Ideas I am suggest ing in this essay. A week later I received a 
copy of his manuscript. Our respective views. unknown to each other. 
seemed 10 be somewhat complementary. and I quote hillJ here nOI 
o~ly ~o re-e~force my own points but also to illustrate Ihat some 
~Ienll sts WIth deep spiritual perceptions and sensibili ties offer 
Images of God that may be helpful 10 us all. Bob writes: 

In Ihe begi~ning. there was only a vast power. a concell(ration of 
energy. ThIS po~er manifested itself al a ' poim ' devoid of any 
other feature unillthe moment it transformed itself into what we 

Richard T. Schellhase 

li the creation. thaI vast explosion of creativity that exhibi ts, in 
ca . ·~.I d'fl 

O tenns genIus. w",,-,om an . I may say so, love. The 
hUllla ' . .. . . . 
C /Or is the C/,/WIIOII. Tills IS the transformmg II1tmliol] of ollr 
,reo £(lC}' 1'(11'1 of IlS II'(lS with Ihe Creator in the Big Bang, (lnd 
all. C ' III"J J "bee" with the reotor ("~'er slllce. la ICS mille. we 1lI\ 

All o f creation is composed of famil iar bits and pieces which are 
e both matter and Ihe bearers of forces and fie lds ... All 

al o
nc 

fh b' d' things living and dead are composed 0 t e same It~ a.n pIeces. 
., would say building blocks ... All the bUlldmg blocks or, as " • . . 

h with all their forces and fields exploded mto eXIstence al loget cr • . . bl 
the same instant. at the moment when ~mmagma e energy 
became the c reation . Thus the Creator has I ~ fused eve~ part ~f 
Ihe creation, indeed has been the cre~tlon .e\'er smce Its 

" \~e are part of the Crealor JUSI hke the rest of begmnlllg. • • 

creation. 

The creation comes complete wi th its own intcma.l workin~s ~d 
force s No pushes and pulls other than those mherenl ~ t e 
simpl~ nature o f fundamenl~1 particles are required \0 explam the 

complex behavior oflhe ulIIverse. 

I "st concurs completely with 
Lawrence Krallss, the Comel1 p lYSI C~a' s "As far as we can tell. 
Nuehauscr' s final statemenl when he , y h t has happened since the 
simple laws of nature expbin every evenl t a 

big bang." . 
h New York Clly Hoi 

Wh!)1 Did the I>alai Lama Say to Ie. Please' '' 
Dog Ve ndor? "Make Me O ne With the UOIverse, ' ? 

. of the Big Bang a\l was one. 
Is there any do ubt thaI at the IIlSlant. h fundamental Oneness of 
That fact gives credence to the belief III t e , s us 10 speak of 

, f ve...nhing reqUire I _, 
AI. This ultimate umly 0 e.· r The vert ical is disso VI;U 

transcendence only in terms of 1Il11l1anenC\ ""Then" is forever 
into the horizontal. "There" is alwar le;;:es into the immanent 
"now." T he transcendent collapses an coa 

and Ihc immediate, . . who h we live 
eiving the reahty III It . e 

One implication o f this way of perc . by anyone al anyum 
'. L. " inlervennon . f 'h' IS to admit thaI there c an u<; no . ',00 or invas10n rom . 

. . IIlCurs' 'd . 
anvuttere! There can be no d1SruptlOn., . h '0 ,here an "oUtSI e 

,.: ... 'd" nelt er b 
outsldc because there IS no OutSI c. 

" 



substance. being or fo rce. Everything and everyone 3re here. 
Together. Interrelated. Interdependent. An eternal indivisible unity. 

A pioneer in the "science and religion dialogue:' Ian Barbour, in his 
1989 Gifford Lectures. noted that "Cosmology joins evolut ionary 
biology, molecular biology and ecology in showing the 
interdependence of all things. We are pan of an ongoing community; 
we are kin to all creatures. past and present. ... The cosmos is all of 
one piece:' 

Along with the absolute oneness of the universe. a concomitant 
intuition of science and theology these days is the feeling that "no 
absolute distinction exists between the living and the non-living:' 
since. presumably. all came into being together 3 1 the same t ime (at 
least potentially) in the BIG BANG (BB). Everything is one very 
long continuum, about15 billion years in lengthf 

T .... to Nobel Laureates. both in physics in successive years. re-enforce 
th is fact. M.H. Wilkins has written, "The demarcation between the 
living and th.e non-living becomes more and more difficult to make." 
And. E. \~Igne r concurs; "TIle path from not-life to life is 
contllluous. Another Nobel winner in physics. Charles Townes 
~dS. "AI.I !i f~.o n earth is related: and must come from essent ia lly th~ 
m~ orl~m. Just as there IS a continuum and a reciprocal 

rela tlOnsh.IP. be~ween e~ergy and matter (the unified energy/matter 
fi eld), so It IS WI th non-hfe and li fe. 

The Big Bang: When God Ex ploded and Became Incarnate 
(t he fi rs t Adam and the last Adam were in the fi rs t a tom) 

With these extensive peregn'nations 1_ . . 
I k' . '" us envIsIon a new way of 
00 mg at Ultimate Reality. the God of Abraham Isa d 1 b' 

the God. of Jesus ~hrist: the God of MT: and the G~ o~~:: an~c;c' 
Extend m your mmd's eye the incarnation back to the verv be' . . 
the BB. Isn 't that where and .... 11 'J gmnmg. 
among us? en the Word took flesh and dwelt 

"Could il be that the cos d 
Th" mos starte when God himself exploded?" 

IS questIOn was the entire text of If ' 
editor of Tillie magazine In d' ~ CtteT rom Marc Bulte to the 
somewhat comforted by' the rtehaO~~tt t~t exc.lam~tory quest ion. I was 
among humankind to ent ...... '· I . a.t mme IS not the only mind <0,' III suc I a vlSlonf 

Richard T. Schellhase 

• 
d
· lize Mercersburg' s emphasis on the incarnation Take th, 

lta lC3 • d l . 
incarnation and l oc.at ~ It at an per laps as the SB. There and Ihen the 

I
· ate became IIlI1l11ate. the Word was enfleshed. God became 

Ul1 rn, . I d .. . I d ;, potentIa an antICIpatIon. n an at the B8 God left human . 
tt ver God may have been and whatever God may have been 

~i~~. In Ihe S B (or \~'halever!).God has given God's whole being to 
beCome what eve~htng ~o\v IS. and whate.ver everything shall be. 
Since God is incxtncably ~n, all, It can be sal~ that everyone at every 

int for all t ime is eqUIdI stant fro~ or WIth God. If. as Karen 
~nnstrong has int imated .. "the d~~ne of the I ~carnation was an 
\tempt to articulate the Universal mSlght thai 'God and man must be 
~nseparab le:' then we have a kind of convergence of the scientific 
finding and the theological instinct that God and humankind share an 
indissoluble unity with in an impenetrable mystery. 

lillich. commenting o n Luther' s remarks that "God made Himself 
small for us in Christ:' wrote. "In so doing. He left us our freedom 
and our humanity." Is it too much \0 suggest that in the SB God 
made Herself smaller still for us. giving the natural process full 
freedom to evolve. and from which we have emerged? 

If God has incanmted Herself inextricably in this world: this also 
implies that we cannot Icave God. for She is the master [slcl.weaver 

. ," . to the gannellt of hfe. We 
who IHls woven Hcr bclllg once or a III . ' " 

God ' 'n our \Ie"" IIItenor. God can never de-thread God from us. IS I 'J db· 
. . I· d "d empowere Y lIS 

bodies forth the universe. whIch IS en Ivene a" 
source" When we look hard and close. we can see ~er thcre~B~t our 

. Th . 0 life no ""lIIg-
very core and as o ur very center. ere IS n.. . wa to get 
nothing-outsidc of God. Try as we ~ight. there IS\~~\~:ve~ atom. 
away from God! God just sits there. 1II the space rt of the 
as a pcnnanent. persistent Presence that ~nneates every Ircreatures 

• k f God "as belllg nearer to a 
... .-nole. Even Luther spo e 0 t in a grain of 
than they are to themselves. and as being totally presen 

~ d·· , . . 
f Ihe unity of all thtngs 

From the medieval mystics to Blake. a sense 0 sed over and over. 
and the re:llity o f God at Ihe heart of all are expres ,i\.est:l small 

t " If thou conc 
Jacob Boehm felt it when he wro e, d et the heart of 

. . . of mustard see . Y 
mtnute CIrcle. as small as a gram . h art bom in God. then 
God is wholly and perfcctly therein: :md ,If t 0: whole Heart of God 
there is. in thyself (in the circle of thy Itfe). t .e ,h·,og in heaven or 

. .. I' ,"There IS no 
undivided." And Par3celus "saw t \IS. 
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upon earth which does not exist in man. and God who is in heaven 
exists also in man. and the tv.'O 3rc one.-Man is a sun and a moon 
and a heaven filled .... ~ th stars.-The human body is vapour 
materialized by sunshine mixed with the life of the stars._ ThaI 
which e)lists visibly in man exists invisibly in the erner pervading the 
world." (He "knew" this before the birth of modem science!) 
Hildegard orBingen "5:)\\1' all this too. when she spoke for God; 

I am the great and fiery force 
sparkling in everything that lives; 
in shinning or the river's course. 
in greening grass thaI glory gives," 

Finally. Blake: "Christ- he is the only God- and so am I and so a " re you. 

While not jden[i~~J to [h~ ~ighls of fancy that I am laking. other 
person~ have envlsl~ned smular images. and especially a God w ho is 
dynamIC and changmg, never static and still. Process Theology, for 
example, has .helped move theology into the modem, scientific age 
~:sed on "0lt.eheadian philosophy and the philosophical theolog~ of 
. rtsllo~e, 11.15 frequent ly referred to as a fonn of panentheism (aJl-
m-God) In wlucll God is referred ' 
h Id 

'h' ' / to as an embracmg presence. We 3re 
e wit In rerwomb "Sh' h 

Her hands:' . e s got t e whole wide world (web?) in 

Sallie McFague in The Bod" '(G I'd 'r. 
these theol . I d .., Of ()( I enll les herself as indebted to 

oglca tren sand wntes, 

We will suggest that the prima L_/' f f ' , 
its doctrine of ,h· . . ry II\: Ie 0 the Chnst13n communi .... , 

... incarnatIon (the bel' fth G '. 'J' 
earth) be radicalized beyo d J f Ie at od IS wuh us here on 
God' . n esus ° Nazareth to' I d II 
. IS Incarnated in the world eh ' . . . mc u .e.a maner. 
mcamation par excellence . \Vb nst~alllty IS the rehglOn of the 
planet and indeed the entir~ . '. . at If we dared 10 think of o ur 

. ". U11lverse as the bod f God? 
suggestmg that what is bedrock Ii . yo .... We are 
which everything is made----mi or t~e universe-matter. that of 
applied to God as well Thght be. III fact perhaps ought to be, 
God' . .. e model of th ld 

s body is in keep;" with 'h' e wor or ill1iverse as 
. e view of reart . contemporary SCIence. I y commg to us from 

I feel. however. that McFague has either a [ . 
lapse. She blinks, theologically b . ' a~lure o f nerve or a logical 
" radical incarnation" she ch '. y wlthholdmg God 's Spirit from the 

amplOns. She divides God from His Body 

58 

Richard T. Schellhase 

(the universe) by speaking of what appears to be a separate "S I"' 
"Spirit" or " Bre:lth" that enlivens the Body. "God" -h .ou ~r .. . ' ~ e wnles, "IS 
related to. the world :IS ~p.lnt IS ~o body:' She wri tes, "Think of God 
metaphoTlcally a s the Splnt that IS the breath, the life. of the universe 
a universe that comes from God and could be seen as the bod of 
God." To me, she seems to hold back something of God fromYthe 
'"f1Idical incantation" she espouses. (I would also similarly fault B.B. 
Taylor, whom I quoted earlier.) 

I am profoundly indebted 10 Process Theology. the Panentheists and 
Ms. McF:tgue: but, rather than thinking o f God as Encompassing 
Womb (a wanll, cuddly nnd safe teddy-bear kind of cocoon for us to 
inhabit), I am at p resent more committed to what I have tried to 
express. namely, that we see God as absolutely, totally, fully, fmally 
and completely incantate in the cosmos. What I am expounding is 
theo-en-pan- ism (God-in-all ). not a God who encircles all , although 
that is certainly a prctty picture! The primordial pre-BB God is now 
the contingent post-BB God, relativized by the nature of the process 
set in motion by Being Itsel f. the Ground of all Being. 

If we begin to think o f the incarnation in this extended and radica lized 
way, we may also incorporate into this view a new understanding of 
the atonement, of sel f-emptying, self-giving, sacrificial love: of the 
One poured out for all, for the many, Is it any Illore unreasonable to 
say or believe th:ll "God gave God-self completely, once and for all, 
to come in (and as?) the universe in order to gift us life and life 
eternal in, through and with the processes set in motion at the BB by 
God-self:'· rather than to say or believe that ··God the far-off Father 
literally begot an o nly Son and sent him literally as Hi~self on~e fO; 
all time and for all people to Bethlehem to appear 111 .a pa~lIcul~ 
person (Jesus of N:tzareth) in order that all who beheve I~ thIS 
singular and unrepeatable event shall be saved?" Did God Ihe Father. 
liternlly, Himself becomc, literally, His own Son, who then. lit~ll)', 
'r.' ' d b h' d 'h saved only behevers sacn Iced Hnnself (or IS Son) an Y IS ea 

f 

'

" '/1 - -' esuscitated and taken 
rom t le lr sm s, then to be htcra y reseu<:u, r 

back up to heaven? 

L 
' 'Ch" theology has tOO often 

ct us recognize the way III wluch nst lall . ? 
, / . J hn Hick's obscrva\lon true. 

tWIsted itself into a Gordian knot. sn to. I God the 
··A melaphorical son of God had become the nletaphyslca d I eat 

S 1
, " .. Let us loosen up an r 

on, the second person of the Tllll t)'. 
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theobgy more as poetry than prose. My version of these archetypical 

events begins below. 

Things Are Not As They Seem . Nor Arc They Otherwise 

I am contending that the Godhead 31 some point (the BS) began a 
new phase afGod-being. giving up and leaving behind all that God­
self had been in order to become (in my mind) the Force of life and 
love in the universe from the BB W\t il the final whimper. God the 
Source became God the Force. beginning a new fonn of Being and 
Becoming. commined to an unknown future. This implies 
identification and at-one-ment 3t the outset with whatever emerged 
from the B8. Here. at and in the BS. the incarnation and the 
atonement converge. In fact. they were never separate. They are 
experienced and expressed as one event throughout t ime and space 
within the physical. chemical. biological. cultural and spiritual 
processes as these unfold, The separation of the incarnation and the 
atonement is for descriptive purposes only. 

In his classic work on Christology, God II'OS in Cl//"is/, Donald Baillie, 
expressed clearly the inseparability of both doctrines within 
tradilio~ al. Ihe~logy. "The incarnation," he says, "nOI only gives us 
the Chnshan vIew of God, but also gives us Ihe outcropping of divine 
alon.em~nt .. .. '" There. at the fountainhead of being, at the Big 
Begmnmg. the heart of God, the incomparable love for all that was 10 

co~e. was revealed, anticipated and pre-figured. Charles Dlnsomre's 
pOIgnant pas.sage points to the very core of Ultimate Real ity, '"nlere 
was a c.ross m. the heart of God before there was one planted on the 
green hIll outSIde Jerusalem:· 

~his self-empt~ing .Coming-the Advent of God as we know God 
~llce .. the 8 1). Imphes that there is llothing left '·up there·' or '"back 

ere before the BB, .AII that God is. is now here wi thin the unity and 
on~ess o.f Ihe U11lverse. I agree with Hartshorne·s view of 
~Vhl~ehead s thO.U~1 Ih.al ··God as primordial is the necessary seat of 
,he p~e potenllals .... 1thout which nothing could be ssible·· God 
~ ~:he~d· s word, ··prehends·· us: Ihat is, She feels r:. and with us' 

po:sible :~~;hl~~~:~11~~artshorne, ··bul to say that God (in the bes; 

God: the Source and Force of Li fe and Love ,-•• h, U -nlvcrsc 

You will have discerned that k- - -"The Soul'(:e d . my wor mg deli rll tlOn of God is this: 
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I usc Ihe IeI'm \3\3 as a symbol or metaphor of a time/space 
COl1r~. I rolher than as a precisely-limed or accuratcly-described 
OCCaslOI ' clua

l 
event. Whell the Source bee.ame Ihe Force, Ihe One was poured 

~ he all. NoW we have One-m-all as well as One-wilh-all. As 
11\10 1 'S U- --"' Roy. the Pennsylvam a late mverslly SCIentist has ""Tinen, 
Rl1SIU I - - f God - - h -Reality is nol just tiC mtcntlOn.o .' It IS.I c embodi.ment of 
God _ God is thc eSSCllce of meanmg behmd, or mfused or hIdden. in 

Rcaiity ... The mcaning of God is betrayed but nOI paraded by all 

Reality:' 
The imponnncc of the ineam~tion I derive directly from ~e~ersburg. 
I simply extend the incamatloltl~tonemel~t back a ~ew bllhon y~ar.s' 

Th 
estion arises. ··Has God dIssolved mlo and dIsappeared Wllhm 

equ . d L . 
the universeT My God/Force toward Life an. o.ve IS now 
i!TCYcrsibly within the universe: perhaps only as ~tentloll. ~rse or 
iRherent possibi lity: perhaps as somc nascen~ or mch~ate hmt that 
resides in the cenler of every cell: or perhaps. hke C.OSll)lC baeki?"0~d 
music yOU can "'hca"'· if you are attune to It. ThiS may be SImIlar, 

albeit only analogically, to the, coslll.ic microw~~e ~ac~groun~ 
radiation from the BB that seienl1slS claIm .to h~ve felt. WIth the r 
instruments. Life lind love have derived their eXISlenee. ml~tus .a~d 
""wer from the God/Source. In tuitively. we sense that Ihelr on

s
l," ,- _ _ G diS L oked at from another ang c. 

tame from Ihe pnmordlal 0 ource. 0 . I _ II f T-Ireh who as one mterpreter pu s 
Ihis is not far theologlCa Y rom I I" '.. d h h.'. _ I_ Ifbe.' en the dwme an 1 e UI 
il "'had worked to bndge t lIS gu \~e d-. . ' the self-transccn mg 
by maintaining Ihal the mfimte appears as . H K""g i. 

. . fi' .. T I Calholic Iheologlan. 3ns . 
element m everytlllllg IlIl le. Ie h '"God is the 
his Credo, implies as much \~hen he asserts. t ::1 our everyday 
dimension o f infinity which is hlddenly present lo 

calculation.·· _ - h ",,-,vcrse SOlllC 
. . ' d hlthcre.slOte 

Is there doubt m anyone s mm t a 'r. d the will to live as 
Force Ihat seems to point things toward. h e an nc other than self 

d I 
'II to conSIder someo . 

well as toward love all t Ie WI • h alive alld tryIng 
. I d luable? Wc re ere, • .' f 

as equally umquC. rea all ~a . If To trace the ongm a 
mightily to break Ollt of hemg only for sCI_" h nicals through Ihe 

_ _ 1-" rms and pre- I e c el 'd 
specIes and the earllest I e- 0 "r. I -k full of I\\~sts an _ d' s sclenll IC a~ . I h 
cosmos b.'1ck to the 1313 IS a te I~U s and dead-ends. I)ut al ~ . e 
turns and unexpected detours, bhnd alley be 'nning there was ·lo 

_ h fr m the very g. . .' t 
eVIdence seems to suggest t al 0 . nplicit or mClplen _ _ I' talnounl to an 11 . I 
the aIr·· al least a lurc--whlc I .5 tan d is persuaslVe. 1.0 
Force.loward life and love. The God-Force was an 

" 
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coercive. a persistent presence penncaling the whole creatioll while 
giving a fiJll measure of freedom to the matter at hand. although it 
sometimes appears 3S if God has tied Her hands behind His back! 

My scientific friend. Bob Neuhauser. asks:) relevant quest ion toward 
the close of his book. He knows that his re3dcrs (and now perhaps 
mine) will ask. "Where is the wannth in the breath that animates the 
clay?" "Source" and "Force" sound so cold. Where is love? In 
response to his question. Bob writes. "We must return to the principle 
of affinities. Ihose propensities thm pull each pan of the creation 
together in its loving embrace. It is an embrace that creates, nurtures. 
~nd extends new manifestations orthe creation ... . Is thaI not love in 
Its purest {onn?" For him. love is a "web of affinities that suffuses all 
th ings:" At its fundamenta l base, love is propinquitous a ffini ty and 
attraction, 

I belie\'e that God now operates only on this side of the BS Th' 
radi ~al inca~at ionJatonement that God effected was Her ~eate~ 
sacnfice, This was G,od's ultimate and irretrievable gift, She 
transfonned Her en~!,'Y mto manerand now lingers in the uni verse as 
the F?rce lO,":ard life and love, God is now (post-BS) a kind of 
Cosmic Cheshire Cat whose bcnevolent smile is left on the screen of 
t~e cosmos, accompanying us as a gentle Presence down the 
~I~":ars, .. byways ~nd alley-ways of history. She has bequeathed 
a mmes to us which may. in our hands, mature into love, 

(HMy Ch:shire Cat is of course related 10 Thompson's "Hound of 
caven, ' whose cosmic . Ie-fri . carune ,:,,'Cars a more fearsome face than my 

~sant p~;IJ ;o ~I~~ .. MY.Cat IS more amiable and tender. with a 
with his off~putt' Ib"mkgUlShed from that testoSierone-<iriven Hound 

mg ar. Thompson's ca . 
aggressively from a kennel local d . IIIne seems to pursue us 
operates quietly and subtl f e. .outslde the world. My feline 
reside.) y rom wlthm Ihe same reality in which we 

A DisCinclion With a Difference 

While it may appear Ihat I am b' . 
a separate, distinct aU_powerfu~ng,~g God.ba~k inlo the universe as 
Rather, ',he lingering For " I h Be l~g, thiS IS not what I intend. 
universe from God's ce ave In mind is what remains in the 
S movement from en 
o~rc~ to Force, comparable to th .er~ to matter. or fro m 

radiation, the residue left fi e CosmiC microwave background 
over rom the SB. Looked at slightly 
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differently, we may say that God can't get away from Hemlf or from 
Ibf: lIoise (lild the effect o f the SB any more than we can shake loose 
from our shadow or escapc from the sound of our own voice. Even 
God cannot erase thc tracks She left in the cosmos or wash awa H 

f 
. y er 

footprint s from the sands 0 tlille and space, 

By intui tion and imagination we perceive these traces of the 
God/Source. which we now identify and speak of as the God/Force. 
And the recognition or this transrerence of energy- the sense of this 
di\.ine descent. the incamation, empowers us. This is the God/Spirit 
we perceive, recreate, rerashion and cmbellish because it was there 
for us before and wi thin the BS and is now here with us and for us as 
Powerful Presence after the BS. It is not wholly unlike the "spirit" a 
parent leaves a child. (And isn 't Ihis "SpiriC-of God and of parent. 
"Real'!') We might say that we can "feel" the Force or Spirit of the 
God/Source that remains from the act of transformation, \\-tlith we 
have been refemng to as a " radical and complete incarnation," To lift 
a word from Whitehead (picked up by both Roy and Schilling), we 
may speak of God' s shadow, Her residue from the BB, as a "lure:" 
i.e" a lingering longing, an eager cheer-leader type of influence. 
remaining in the cosmos as a kind of wistrul and hopeful presence of 
the Sacred Source that was and in memory still is, the ground. 
background. foreground and playground of the Whole Shebang. 

Although it seems as if God may not have been able to ~et. awa.y 
from Himself. when He incamated Himself completely \\-~thlll HIS 
creation: in fact. He did- at least in large pan! But it is ~\'e who, 
through our own creative consciousness and sensitive percepliOns. are 
now panners wi th God in bringing Him back as Force through our 
acknowledgement of 1·lis Presence. 11 is in part by i"jere"c~ :md 
dejerellce Ihal wc have come to a knowledge of God as the ongmal 

Source and Ihe benign Force. 
. d d and contin,ency, 

Every day we arc faced wllh our epen ence . ' 
. Ad' odesty and hUl1l1hly. 

, herefore, we infer a God as Source. n. 111 til ' . d . . S e vho is both pTlOT an 
\.\'C must defer to Ihl S Somethlllg or omeOIl \ . d· I . d bo before the flnmoT la 
pnmary to all else. In wonder an awe, we w se 
Being who preceded the BB. The image of the GodIF

orc
h
e \~~ SC,"d,' 

I 1.._ k rd over-t e_,.IIOU 
here and now is based on our natura ""c wa d . '·0 ' or 

h I'cipation an mten I I 
look where in our mind's eye we see t e an I GodIF e by 
the God/Source. In other words, we recognize the 'ore 
inference Ji'om and ,Ieferellce 10 the God/Source. 
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This il1Jerellliol and dejen!ll/io/ projcction of a GodIForce 11011' from a 
God/Source ,hell nlay be :I human conceit and creation. a kind of 
sleight of mind maneuver. but it may. none-thc-less. be effective as a 
transfonning power in our daily lives. If we choose (and I do). we 
may make this God-shadow. these God-tracks. this lure of God. inlo a 
transfonning and powerfully present Spirit in our personal and social 
lives-not through its "intervention" but through Ollr recognit ion of 
its salubrious presence and intention that "betrays but does not 

parade" its original pre-SB Source. 

The British historian. Herbert Butterfield. paints an evocative piel 
of a child who plays the piano poorly when practicing "on her O\:.~ 
But. when the instructor is in the room. even though she simply sits 
~here an~ says nothing. the child plays bener. Just so. without 
mterventlOn or interference. the Sacred Force may h"p us bett 
r,dl ' b' er to L\e an ove Just y bemg there. Present as Shadow. Present as 
Tracks and Lure: no more. but equally important. no less. 

Is God and the World One or Two? Yes! 

Th,e question arises: Is there any distinction between God and the 
umverse (and. therefore. by reduction) humankind? I· th-I ? Th' . . a "re one or 
wOd d bLS IS a.perennial theological conundmm nei ther ignored nor 

eva e y 1'!e.vln. Writing about this impenetrable puzzle. he make 
some surpnsmg statements "Dual'sn' I ' th ' I' . I I mvo ves a great truth-
pan eLsm a so Involves a great truth" A d hi ' " 

~h~;~:~c:rlti~t:u:~~~~h~~he unde~li~Sn P~t~:i.::::~.~ ~'~~I.a;: ::~;a~ 
but let 's give it a try. reso ullon of thLs emgma IS elusive. 

Question: "Is there one or tv .. o? 
Answer: "Not one: nOl two" 
Question: "How is this poss'ible? 
Answer: "Like the ocean d h IWO. an t e .... <ave; Ihey are not one. not 

two .. 
Like the singer and the song; they are not one. not 

Question: "Are we and God 7' An one. 
swer: "Not one. nOI two." 

Harold Schilling h ' , "U" ' a p YSICIS\ and th fi mverslty Ilrofessor" t " e Irst holder of the title 
I, 'h' a rennsylvania Stat U ' , yman 10 IS local church die mversLty. an aClive an a so an earl r. . y .,gure m the science and 
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,
ligion di310g. h3s suggested th31 "God could be ~ . d I . ' . . "oncewe as 

'ndi,enoUs to nature. actmg from wlthm Its own depths..... . I , ' I ' . t'~rsuaswe y 
as though from ItS very le3rt WIthout violating its systemic inte . .: 
(Note: he says "~rsuasiv.~ly." not intrusively nor invasive~~tYb 
intervention.) "Indigenous means "native" or "living 'thO ~ WI m. 

Schilling, therefore. seemS 10 lilt toward "one" not "two," and I tend 
to lean that W3Y too. But without being wholly facetious. may I 
suggest one tllld one·half. and not simply because that's a 
compromise?! Rather. Ih3t ··one·half· may be the Cosmic Cheshire 
Cat whose smile is just around the comer from my conjectured Force! 
Before more fully unveiling my own position. there is another 
question the 3nswer to which may lead us toward my conclusion. 

Art AtomS " Ilersons"~ 
An astounding and instructive phenomenon these days is the growing 
number of scientists and theologians who speak- perhaps 
symbolically. yet suggestively and significantly-of an atom's 
"personhood:' its "relationships" and its ··freedom to choose:' For 
example. Dennis Overbye wrote recently in the Science Section or the 
New York Times that atoms act like "an entangled interactive world 
whose constituents derive their identities and properties from one 
another in endless negotiation- a ci ty. in one physicist' s words of 
'querulous social inhabitants'. In other words. they aTe telling a tale or 

relationships." 
Charles Birch. till eminent biologist who has taught at tlle University 

or Sydney and the University of California, has written; 

There arc no substances. What exist are relations and these 
relations invol ve subjectivity- that is. some ronTI ofsenti~nc: 
3t the heart of 311 entities from protons to people.-A feehng .'5 a 
feel ing is a feeling.- Mind cannot arise from no. mmd. 
Subjecti\.ity cannot emerge from something that IS not 

subjective. 

B
. . . "h . i"t who claims that 
Irch quotes approvlIlgly Sewall WTl~.t. a genell

C 
a.. . 

• • • < must eXlst 111 the most 
propertIes such as IIlmd and consclOusnes" . . 
elementary particles. He also ci tes W.E. Agar. a cellular .blOlog

lst 

f
' d h "II rving or<tamSms are 

rom Cambridge who assume t at a 1 ' 0. h 
subjects:' Birch affimlS a~ milch: "TIle world is more like a hfe t aILt

3 

I 
' , .. , d throu"h fro111 protons 0 

mec l:lnL5m. It is feehng \hroub-" 3n ~ .. 
people." 

" 
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Freeman Dyson. a physicist since 1953 at the Inst itute of Advanced 
Study in Princeton, claims that "mind is inherent in every electron. 
and the processes of human consciousness differ only in degree but 
not in kind from the processes of choice between quantum stales 
which we call 'chance' when they are made by electrons:' 

Atm~st oll,e hundred year~ ago. Mig~el Unallluno. the premier 
Sp~l~. phllosopherltheolo,Bl,an of the 20 century. intuit ively fe lt the 
sen~Lblhty of cells and anticIpated what quantum physicists aTC now 
telhng us. "No more absurd than so many other dreams which pass 
valid theories," he wrote. as 

is ~he belief ~hal our cells, our globules. may possess something 
akm t~ 3 rudimentary cellular. globular consciousness or basis of 
consciousness ... We may fancy that these cell, , ' may 
commumcate WIth each other and that some of Ih 

h
,' em may 

express t e belief that they form part of a superior 0 g , 
endowed with a collective personal consciousness r amsm 

(A question: is there a cosmic cei ling on consciousness?) 

An evol ut ionary anthropologist at Harvard Terr~ 0 fo 11. h i ' ""ce eacon argues 
r ..... at e ca I~ "emergent spirituality." Since, as he elain'ls ,·th 

expenence of bemg (I ""T . I ' ' e th is is " . son IS tIe emergmg from prior chaos. then 

a universe in which ,. ,. . 
f

. spmtua Ity IS emergent as well Th . 
o evolution need n be f< ed . . , . e epic 
spiritual meaning ot ear as an anti-myth that eliminates 
embraced instead 'a;u,rpose or value from the world. but 

new story about eve d . 
emergence of spiritual ex' . ry ay miraculous 
in Ihe world, but ils redee:;;~nce . II IS notlhe destroyer of value 

Fifty years ago. Charles Hartshorne one ~eolo~. conjectured thaI "each c~ll ' of Ih~ founders of .Process 
htt le WIll to live:' In co 'd ' In fone 5) body has ItS oy,'fI 
• Th nSI enng cells as ''re r" d' . 
• e c.e lls· real function is to be a In IVld~l s. he said. 
expressive of God's w',,·· A . ~~ents of cosmiC lav.'--Le .. 

h
i. nd. vlsuahzm h· . 

eac atom. he surmised "Th , g w al s gomg on within 
.h' ,eeectron too' .. 

Wit ,senlience." Finally. in a full b . . IS a SOCIal bemg endowed 
nOlhmg which is not in some sense ~~ ~~ fancy. he added. ''There is 
teacher, Whitehead. who .......... 1 H . He was simply echoing his 
o 'f< r " . '" e artshome her d r ee mg IS taken as universal (fi . leve that ··sentience. 

rom atoms to people). and God is 
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~ r.lcterized as ·the unification of all things' 
c"a " 

(in thc divine 

',ortsequent nature). 

If we believe that "pers.onh<>?d", h~s some of the elements of feeling. 
cortSCiousness and relat lOlISilip. IS II out of the question to accept what 
these scientislS and theologians are intimating about the basic 
structure of r~ali ly? It .~ems to .be, people-producing and people­
friendly frolll lIS very onglll and wlthm every alom. Early in 2002. the 
N(I\' J'ork Tillles ran an extensive interview with one of the nalion's 
foremost scienlist s. John Wheeler. long-lime physics professor at 
Princeton. who, at 90. stil l comes to his office, He keeps a jownal. 
and his entry for Jan. 29. 2002. reads in part: "We are back where 
Plalo. Aristotle and Panne nides struggled with the great questions: 
HoW Come the Universe. How Come Us. How Come Anything? But 
happily also we have around the answer to these questions. That's 
us:' He seems to have embraced "the anlhropic principle." 

Just as science leads us to feel the cosmic background radiation from 
the 813. may not reli gion help us to sense the Force for life and love 
Ihat ' moveS toward c reating persons and that remains in the 
background and foreground of the reali ty in which we live and which 
may represent the initial intention. will 3IId philanthropy of God that 
pre.dates and may htl"e occasioned and been the reason for the BB 
ilself? The SOUTce became the Force thai became "personal" (al least 

as potential) within each alom in the universe, 

At this point in our ess.1.y it might be well to confess that wh~n we 
(any of us) talk o f God we speak metaphorically. symbolically. 
poetically. intuitively and imaginatively, Who of us. can sp,eak 
otherwise of Ultimate RealitY? None of us can speak With ceflamty 
and aUlhority about Ult imate MalleTS and Ultimate Concerns. The real 
God. the God who stood behind all things. the Sou~e. :m~ the . h F nd IS Wlthm all 
contmgent God. the God who became t e oree a 

h
. . . d-" . yste..v beyond Ihe 

I lOgS, thiS dipolar God IS forever shrou cu In m ,~. . .. 

h 
d d 

essible through mtuI\lOIl 
reae of reason. yet partially sense an ace ." .., 

d
. h .. eveiatlOIl In the ,lila 

an Imaginat ion which often go by t e name r . , f .. . fO-"" hold is the resul 
0 a 

analySIS. however. whatever View 0 uu \\e 

leap of faith. 
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Though Weak of faith , I belie\'t in Forces and Powers Who 
Crowd [Vtry Inch of the Air. There is proof. my 
c:onsciousntsS. Obviously Kindred to These Powers. 

Let us pause in our excursus 10 ask what we mean by faith: how. after 
we employ reason. intuition and imagination. we must ultimately 
admit that it is by faith thai \.\'e live. however we may concei ve of 
God. At the very least. in the words of Wallace Stevens. lei us 
"believe without belief. beyond belief," To say with Tillich that "J 
think 1 believe" ortha' ''] believe I believe" or that .,) hope I believe i 
not. dissimulalio~. evasion or equivocation. It is a modest hope, : 
heslta~t alTumatlOn and a dawning realization that I am free to think. 
to, beheve: and to act. but always without absolute cenainty and often 

WIth doubts and bouts of despair. 

I ha\:e alv.:ays been encouraged by Tillich 's description of faith and its 
rel~tlonshlp '0 doubt. "Faith is the state of being grasped b 
~1tlmate concern," he writes. ··It is the continuous tension bet~e: 
Itself and the doubt '"~thin it." In a later book. he adds, n 

doubt shoul? not be considered as the negation of faith. but as an 
elem~nt whl.ch was always and will always be present in the act 
of falth. EXlSte~ltial doubt and faith arc poles of the same realit 
the state of ultimate concern One's ,," y, 00' bo . . . . I U Imate y concerned 

y a ut somethmg to which one essentially be' d f whi,h . . ongs an rom 
one IS e:mtentially "'paratt.'<I Thopo 

" h be' 'th' . , . .., .. s no uman IIlg 
Wl out an uilimate concern and. in a sense, without faith. 

Those sentiments make the burd f d many of us. en 0 oubt much easier to bear for 

Borrowing from other people I ha\'e d 
Faith is the willing sus '. ev~l~ped my own definition: 
disbelief and despair for ~s:~e of C.~ ICIS~. skepticism, doubt. 
confidently in gratitude h '" of hvmg Joyously. lovingly and 
n' ud . umi lly and awe F f ' 

a. It e that points my face t h f .' or me. alth is an 
gift of grace. It is continuous

o 
t e uture III trust that life is good. a 

had a life-long wrestlin bo c~ncem about ultimate maners. I have 
ha\'e concocted by Ih g ut,Wllh who and what God is' therefore I 

. . e menta gymnasti ,.L 'b' ' , 
own views which in port ,. cs e"-lii Ited in this essay. my 

h h d 
' re leve me of the .,' ' ave a with many of the m .. Inte cetual disquietude I 

God. ore traditIOnal ways of talking about 
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In the end. perhaps Luther said it best· "Faith docs' ' 'k ,d d . ' no requi re 
infonnallon. no~ e ge an ce.rtamty. but a free surrender and a 
joyful bet on [God s ) unfelt. untned and unknown goodness." 

When I say. "1 believe in God;' I am suggesting that I believe I am 
ont? logieally grounded to ~n~ \~!thin Ultimate Reality, I really do 
behev~ thot I W3S 31re3dy ahv~ -:-from t~e very beginning. within 
the mmd (the thought) 3lld wl thm the wJiI (the intention) of the 
God/Source: and I became TIlore explicitly al ive in maner when the 
God/Source morphed into the God/Force at the metaphoric moment 
of the Big Bang. To s.'ly. "I belie,'e in God:' is an affirmation that 
implies I am intimately related to and integrated into that Ultimate 
Reality I call "God." And the reverse is also true: God is intimately 
and ultimately- from the beginning to the end. related to me, I have 
come out of the core of God. who is still with me. We all know, don' , 
we. "that we are bound eternally and inescapably to the Ground of our 

being?" 
I furthe r believe tl13t this God who is within is also behind and 
beyond all these linguistic. cultural and cogitative constraints we 
devise to describe. and, unfortunately. tOO often to devalue, the 

Sacred One, 

Jesus Christ Is th e Sa me Yesterday, Today and Forever (the 

God/Fo rce as Love) 
With such a Trldicalized and universalized version of Mercersburg and 
the incam3tioll. "Where:' we might ask. "is Jesus Christ in this 
scheme?" M y response is this. JesuS is where he alwayS has been: in 
history: in Bethlehem. Nazareth 3lld Jerusalem; ill time and space. 
And. 3S Bullmann has suggested. he has, risen into the ker)"g?1O an~ 
now resides there. in the Gospel. and III the hearts and mmds 0 
millions of persons who have seen in him the life and love of God. 

If "God is the primordial scat of the 'pure potential' of al~. w~thout 
which nothing could be possible," then Jesus is one place m h~Slory 
where that "pure potential" became concrete and actual I~ an 'dd , ' h rent within UltImate 
uncommon way, In Jesus the h, en Y 111 C • h' 

R 
' ' F JesUS represelltS ' 11 IS 

eahty became m31llfestly apparent. or me, --' 'm be' . bee se he seemed satural ...... WI 
lIIg 3 truly authentiC person au God/Source 

Sacred Presence, He acknowledged dependence on the . h"' 
, 

" . . , '" ,'f: th GodfForce It IS as toUt;', 
W 11 e remark3bly exh,b,\Ing 111 liS' e e " , ,he 

) 
" "' ,'h ' m'Y sec more c ear Y 

esus IS a klild of lens throUO" W 11C we 
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vision. the will and the inclinat ion of the God/Source/Force Fo 
Christians. Jesus is the person who in his own "solitary" 'life ThuS 
mi TTored. reflected and released the God/Force behind the benevol as 
smile of that Cosmic Cheshire Cal. He is. therefore, the pioneer ;~ 
guide for those of us who see the power of that Force breaking forth 

from his life. 

Tantalizingly, Till ich talks of the New Being b t . ..' . u never 
unambIguously IdentIfies \1 as Jesus. Rather he sp·,k- f· fi ' d' .... ~O lts 
lran~ ~mlln~ an. trans~omla~\Ve power. "The New Being. which for 
Chnstmn faith IS manifest In Jesus as the Christ" h . .," rr....... . th I'r. • e wnICS. IS 
e .... ,I \·C In e lie of the individual as well as in the lifo f 
comm "ty" H ' eo the 1.101. e seems to Imply. and I agree. that persons of th 
cultures. traditions and religions-as " 'ell as sinful and do bt· 0 '" 
and me a '"n •• •• . U Ing you . m Y t'artlClpate m the New Being. which for mc is the 
God/Force that had the God/Source as its predecessor and . 
latent but patiently potent within the core of every atom. that hes 

Tillich turns from philosopher to preacher when he says, 

~:e~h~~~ ~~k a ~~sel~e~",:,hether we also have experienced 
. w emg 111 ourselves To ent th N 

Bemg we do not need to show anything: :"Ve' must 0 er ~ ew 
to be grasped by it" "It' h n y open 
create life out of de~th-hc ,.IS t, e power of the New Being to 
B . r ... an now Where th . 

cing. there is resurrection namel .... . . ere IS a New 
of evcry moment of tim' R y, thc cr,eatl0n mto etemity out 
does not happen at all :1' h" es.urrecl1on happens 11011'. or it 
and history in nature ~~, ~ppens m us and around us. in soul 

, .... universe. ' 

In attempting to . . mtegrate some of Ti11ich' . 'gh 
mto my 0"11 categories. I would s 10SI ts and implications 
Jesus as the New Bein

o 
.. .. J note .that. rather than to identify 

Be' ... C' "e "as esus bring "th mg m which he also .. e message of the New 
My "Force" for life and 1:~I~~r:~tS an~ therefore reveals its power. 

o\:er'~"'er. by restraining itself an:
ahty .~d ~"'er that refuses to 

~Y1o~ 111 walt but always read .. remaining In the background. 
11ItO Its potential. y to Jom hands with those who would tap 

Chr ist Plays in t o 000 p Not His. . laces. Lovely in Limbs, Lovely in Eyes 

My understanding of "Christ'" .. . 
nuanccd and more broadly defi~~d dl stmct~on to Jesus) is more 

than 111 most textbooks! 1 
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• 
.. ~derstalld thc tenll "Christ" to rcprescnt that imago. powo , ,. I .. d' ran 

lit\' of etCma 1Iltenllon an aCl10n for good that permeate tl 
fea •• ISle 
\1I1i\.er

sc
, inhabilLng. at cast as potential and intention. every cell 

e"erywh
ere

. (G?d .. the Sourc~ has. comc as God the Force.) I 
\1I1derst

alld 
"ChnSI as soIl1cthmg akm to the Force for Lifc and Love 

9 sibling to th~t Ch~sl~irc C.at to which I've been alluding. Th; 
perception of th ts ~hnst1c rcahty was prompted for me by the impulse 
gener.J

led 
by th~ ~lfc a~d de~th of.Jes~s ....... ho embodied to an unusual 

~ Ihe dlvme mtentlOn. mcl1na\1on and disposition. The 
apprehension of. the participation in, and the transformation by this 

rtality are available to ail persons. 
The United Metl,odist theologian. John Cobb. Hanshome' s chief 

interpreter. implies as much when he writes. 

II is clear Ihat c rcative transfonnation [his term for the Christ 
powcr of love and grace] waS immancnt in Jesus. as il was in 
Moses. Socratcs. and Ga\1\ama. and as it is in each of us .... 
Since the word incarnation is key to Christian languagC. let us 
say that in an important sense God is incarnate in all things .... I 
wanl to assert strongly that Christ is not limited to the historical 
figure of JesUS, ... I want to say equally strongly that il is 
irrcsponsible to spcak of Christ withoUI the connection 10 jesUS. 

A cri tic of Cobb wriles. "Christ virtually comes to be identified by 
Cobb with whatevcr is good in the world .... Cobb seems to think 
thai whatever is good in the world is the work of God or Christ .... 
Christ becomes for Cobb an almost infmite1y broad symbol rather 

than a particulllr person:' 
Obviously I side with Cobb in this matter. but wish that he had added 

"for Christians" after his word "irresponsible:' 

It appears as if Whilchcad' s "Primordial God" is analogouS to whal 
Cobb refers to as "Logos" or ·· Word." From my perspective. whatever . h' h 

is meant by these lenns became incarnate as God/Force ~t In t c 
universe. Thcre is a rcality behind these symbolS. but I see thIS ~wer 
operating in the shadows as a benign yct persistcnt Presence v.'1thoul 
being either invasive or coercive. These "ChristiC" forces bCCon~e 
evident as wc arc encouraged by the underlying reality to engage In 

Tile "cosmic Christ" is another 1l1etaphor for the inclu~ive11CSS of.thi,' 
acts of love lind justice. 

, .. be seen be1l1g concrel1ZC 

ull1versal and ever_prescnt Force t"al may 
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in any act of civility. cOn1pass ior~ or kindness any where .11 any time 
by anyone. Any tendency or aellon to further wholeness. healing 
shalom is. to my mind, Christie. Any thought. word or deed thO' 

'h'" hh " reveals the gracious reahty and osplta Ily at I e eart of the universe 
is Christ-like. In Ihese temporal events we see realized the Sacred 
intent. The cosmic Christ is. a ~'ay of s~aking about the plentitude of 
sacred presence and the ubiqUIty of thiS. Force f?T love. This way of 
thinking is not ,far removed .from Paul ~ d:~cnplion in Colossians 
"Christ is the visible expresSIOn of the invIsible God- born bero 
creation. both the first principle and the upholding principle of thrt 
whole scheme of creation." e 

In ~on. the appcllal.ion ·'?trist'· is I?~ t~ll e the Christian community 
asslgJ1cd to Jesus In faith that hiS 1Ife was a valid and vital 
representation of God's .... ill. The Christ image emerged from th 
interplay and intersection among the perceived disposition of God

e 

the life of Jesus and the projection of the Christian community Y , 
'" ' 0' WI have noted that I enlarge and t!)(tend the meaning of this titl '" . 

'h d
'" th · . "',Just ~s ., ave .ra lea Ized e ~~eamatlon. And I am willing to admit that 

my ChriS~ fits my definlllon, just as "your" Christ fit s yours. Blake 
observed thiS long ago: 

The vision of Christ that thou dost see 
Is my vision's greatest enemy. 
Thine has a great hook nose like thine. 
Mine has a snub nose like 10 mine. 

~ti~.~teIY related to .. th.e cosmic Chrisl concept is what I have labeled 
O"'h",.oree of love III the universe. As the churchman/physicist 
"" I IIlg e)(pressed it, 

Love ,. . 
word~lS:esltl\;lty ~d tenderness {one of \Vhilehead's favorite 
Ihe core :;::t ::..rce~ of the cosmos: and operate internally at 
efficacies is It . casmns. The reahty that embodies these 
Wh ' . ake I.t, what Christianity means by the 'Christ' .. ' 

ere\er Ihe creallve and red . are at work a emptlvely tender elements of life 
man th, ,.",m",oo,g men of all cultures and religions, in shop or 

• eaareaora d . present. even th gh h ca e.mle hall. there Chri st is actively 
ou e may be mcognilo 

There is more than . 
"GodiChriSi h a kernel of truth in what we have all read. 

as no hands but our hands to do his work on earth 
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today?" In this way we 
heaven here on eanh. 

scc ourselves as Co-creato~· 'th G ,3WI odofa 

Some years ago Edwina Sandys, Churchill"s ttrand"~ gh fi I ' I d "CI ' .. . , .,. _u ter, sculpted 
a Igure s,le ~It e lr.lsta. de~lctmg Christ on the cross as a 
woman. T lat lI11age. willIe shockmg to some view, • , f' ' , "Ch'" . r ... suggeSls an 
extenSIon 0 Ile lit e nst which. obviously. I have stretched even 

further. 

A CrosS In the Hea rt of God 

Moving from ,the primordial (pre-:BB) God to the contingent (post­
BB) God. Whllehead concludes hIS moving exposition on "God and 
the World" with this provocative and poetic passage: 

What is done in the world is transformed into a reality in hea\·en. 
and the reality in heaven passes back into the world, By reason 
of this reciproc31 rel3tion. the love in the world passes inlO the 
love in he3ven, and floods back again into the world. In this 
sense, God is the great companion- the fellow-sufferer who 

understands. 

Of cours\!. we may not take Whitehead literally; he has already 
indicated the inscptlTability and indivisibility of God and the world, 
Here he is speaking figuratively and imaginatively about the 
interchange and symbiotic relationship between God and humankind. 

God is the great companion [one who "eats" with usl because She has 
become the COSIllOS and is. therefore. always present; forever the 
abiding Presence. She is the fellow-sufferer because by becoming 
actual and concretc She has not only completely given up Herself but 
also because in anticipation and intention She knows She will suffer 
as the process unfolds and as !-Ier benign Spirit-the benevolent smile 
of the Cosm ic Cheshire Cat- lOOks on understandingly and 
empalhetically whi le the whole cosmoS groans and seeks to saw itself 
from futility and mcaninglessness by grasping from its depths and 
center the love which from the beginning has been in the mind and 
heart of God. That love. which hesitates 10 let us go. is the power of 
the primordial God emptied into the BB as the suffering servant (Uld 
. . . . d God' the form of the 
ISsumg forth as Ihe consequent and re1atlvlze III .... 
cosmic Christ. Behind the smile of the Cheshire Cat- and wlth~n II. IS 
an inestimable sadness. an undeniable wistfulness and all ~ntense 
'd .. . . . h 'orld That IS why 
I cntlficatlOn with the palll and suffenng 111 t e .... . 
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Whitehead rightly calls God no! only.:'thc great companion" but also 
"the fellow.sufferer who understands. 

II is our task to put a human face on that Cat. to add nesh and blOOd 
and fur. 3Ild so to build up its bodY,lha,' fUlUre g~nerations may see 
the transforming and saving power In lIS sad smile. Pascal penned 
.... nat for me is an unforgettable and uncomfortable truth that will 
forever sting those of us who are still "asleep," "Jesus Christ", he 
'MOte. "will be in agony unt il the end of the world. We must not be 
asleep during all thaI lime," The author of Reve/arioll had it COrrect; 
"Behold in the midst of the throne stood a Lamb as though it had 
been slain. The Lamb Iwas] slain from the foundat ion of the world.~ 
And '1he Lamb in the midst of the throne will be their shepherd. and 
he \\i[] guide them to Jiving waters," 

As we "see" the God/Source empty ilself into the universe in and 
through the Big Bang. we "sensc" that suffering love seems to be 
embedded in and integral to this action, That "insight"" leads us to 
believe Ihat love is at the heart of the universe. It is that truth that 
frees and motivates us to follow in its train, In Jesus, we Christians 
see a reOection oflhis same God/Force of love displayed in his life of 
pain. In the cosmic Christ, wc becomc aware that in empathy and 
sympathy olher persons engage in loving actions and gestures for 
others. Slowly, it daYms on us that it is now our tum to respond and 
add to that God/Force by offering ourselves in the service of love 
thrOUgh which alone progress will be made toward that celestial city. 
the New Jerusalem, Only a new consciousness will lead to a new life 
and a new world. 

Sitting at the master's feet. the novice asked. "Can you foretell 
the future?" 
The master said ''Th,,', •.• T""' .. ,. ~ 
T . . --~y. VUdy ISJust Ike yestelUay. 

omorrow will 1._' , . , 

h . UI;: JUst I e today. unless. of course, there's a 
c ange In conSCiousness." 

The Paradox of Grace 

There remains one add. . I . 
O .... n thinking, what D;ona th~.logi cal ~oneept that is cri tical t~ my 
Paul gave Baillie the clu:ld Bal.lhe calls "the paradox of grace: SI. 
not I, but the grace of G fo~, thIS paradox when he confessed. " I. yet 
Jesus who attributed all~' And Pau) of course took his cuc from 
God-conscious and SO un hiS love ~nd power to God. Jesus was so 

self-conscIOus that he believed that any good 
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he could do. all h~,s acts of love. all his he~lin~. power and energy, 
lI'ere from God. I can of mysclf do nothmg. "The Son can do 
nothing of hi s OW11 accord, but only what he sees the Father doing:' 
"If I bear witness to myself. my testimony is not true." "No one is 
good but God alone:' 

As Baillie test ifies. "all the good we do is the action orGed in us ... 
but this does not abrogate human personality nor disclaim personal 
responsibility." Congruent and concurrent with the parndox of grace 
is the paradox of faith. as Tillich makes clear. "God creates the faith 
through which it is received. We do not create faith by will or 
intellect or emotional sel f-surrender. We are grasped by faith." 
Barbara Wheeler. President of Auburn Seminary. a sister institUlion 
of Union in New York City, recently echoed Tillich. 

I have COIllC 10 bel ieve that fai th is oosically not a human 
product, but a Sift of God . .. Only God can give us the power to 
love the whole world and to care about those who suffer in it. ... 
Onl y God can change our hearts. 

I concur. It is the God-Source-Force all Ihe way, fr0111 beginning to 
end. But that in no way excuses us from v,wking assiduously night 
and day 10 believe. to trust and to love. In the first instance, we .owe 
all to the God/Sourcc, the One before the beginning. And. In a 
secondary sense. we crcdit all that we might becomc to the GodIForce 
behind and \\~thin the Smile of the Cheshire Cat that chase~ ~s 

. .' f ,', .. ,~ Behind and w"hm through the Imeaments and 111terstlces 0 our • ~. 

that benevolent and beneficent Smile. which never wears a rr.o~ or a 
. . f sadness about It IS the grimace. bUI does have a tragic sense ° .' f 

. f·ft f '""ce the ultimate act ° Source who has given Hersel as a gl 0 .,. - . h 
self-giving love, Ihe incarnational atonement which we have ere 
been exploring. . 
\ Iy free when we leam m 
Ve are most truly human and most tru beh' d d within 

humility to attribute all we are to the SourceIForce d'" ,311 before it 
II \ . . . H 'nd heart an sou , a. What IS. was firsl God s. m er 1111 ' • bout "prevenient 

became ours. This is just another ,:ay o~ s.rea~mg ~ r coming and 
grace:' God's innate graciousness 111 antlclpaltOndo °h" " " ....... 0001·· 
1.,,_ . " ' e to owa .... ' uc<;ol1)ing. God·s grace "made me do It: 1. .• 

I may ever do. 

Th' N ,h,)' otherwise, Ings arc nOI : IS they seem. or arc 

" ---



Let me recapitulate. What [ have been envisaging in this essay is th 
the God-head. full of Christie intent, reconfigured and transfonne~ 
God-self (at the BS?) from the Source to the Force toward life and 
love in the Wliverse. God left that prior mode and abode and beea 
fully and finally incarnate and at.one·with every part of the rea r ityn~c 
which we live- inextricably embedded in every atom and part icle 1~ 
the big enchilada which emerged from that single dot of energy at I~ 
beginning of time/space and in which as Force God ,'. ' . . . . ~ now 
embodIed and seeks as a kmd of background cosmic dispositio 
lure the whole universe IO .... '3rd life and love. I believe th" " " 

I 
. . weare 

OniO ogJcally connected and related 10 this whole reality ~d p. , ocess. 

The human acts. of care. concern and love seem 10 mirror, reflect and 
enlarge the smile of the cosmic Cheshire cat In ,he·· I . "'"" ways we 
en arge. expand :md amplify the GodIForce. Even though we do 
these: d.eeds in full freedom. we act. nonetheless, in faith and humilit 
that II IS by the power of the GodIForce Ihal th . y "N I b tl G-"S ey are accomplished 

:~;'~II . ut Ie IIW ourcelForce/Christ in mel" In the mea " ' find Ih' f r . . n lme. we 
IS way 0 IvmS to be personally redemptive and 

:~;~r:.~~st:'S .~ ~~nd~rfu:~y suggestive image buried in one of his 
breath" Whe ~ , saId, would stop happening if God held His 
think i~g .r '"h "I"'bnned Ihal startling sentiment. he may have been 

v ere rew word "DBR" h' , 
"WordlEvent ,. Th",' wh . w Ich IS to be translated 

. ,s. en God speaks 0 h' I 
God said, "Let there be Ii t" An . ' ~om~t 109 lappens! (And 
foml of DBR means "hiSlgh · •.. dlt~cre was hght!) And the pluml 
happenings and events ory, Imp ylOg that God is somehow in all 

I believe the God/Force k bre' ,II I eeps athmg.whisperin . '1" peop e places:md th· g·actmg·sml mg m 
I h' mgs as :1 lure a nud, h a ways c cering us on, not from .'. e. a ope. and a spirit: 

the field, from within each . t~e sldehnes. but from the middle of 
Big Bang was God's bi bl partlc e as it emerged from the SB. The 
M g ow out ..... <hen She cast Her lot with us 
. y . ,:",ay of looking at Ihe re:1lit ' '. . 
Intulllvely mdical a ... , ' y III whIch I hve is simply,," 
fi "" enSlon of M b undame~tally, of John's vision f : rcers urg Theology and. more 
self.mamfestation of Ultim , '. I ~ Word. the Logos, as the divine 
W d d a e eahty' "1 h or . an the Word was wi th God . n I e beginning was the 
Word became flesh and dW'I, . and the Word was God. And the 
at th B' .. amon, us .. H e Ig Bang was the ". h . ere at the very beginning 

• .3UUl'(;e t at bec h ' arne t e Force that is in all 
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things and therefore with and within us all for all time. All r 
I

' d ' o us. by 
God's own c IOlce:ll1 aC\l~n. are ontologically related to Her as well 
as to each other. In pondenng the meaning of John 1:1 two hundred 
year5. ago .. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, the poeVphilosopher 

i[11.agllled thiS: 

' Tis written, "In the beginning was the Word." 
Ifby the Spirit I alll truly taught; 
Then thus: 'In the beginning \Vas the thought.' 
15 it the Thought which works. creates. indeed? 
'In the beginning was the Power.' I read. 
The Spirit aids me: now I see the light! 
" In the beginning was the ··Act.'· 1 write. 

That "Act'" was the Big Bang! 

Fifty years ago. Tillich. working with the same text. wrote, "The 
Word of God is evel)' reality through which the ultimate power 
breaks into Ollr present reality- a person. a thing. a text. a spoken 

word." 

We Come from God. Who is Our Home 

We began this joumey at Mercersburg. where the incarnation reigned 
supreme in its theology. From within that context and upon that 
foundation. I have sought to extend and expand the meaning ofGod's 
coming in light of modenl science and technology by forcing us to 
think back to the vel)' beginning of the universe. the Big Bang. where 
I have been envisioning the initial incarnation occurred. It is from that 
point. that dot. that concentrated bundle of energy. that all we now 
know had its beginning. And because God came irrevocably then: at 
the BB. there has not even been the possibility of an interventIOn 

since that occasion. All of God came and is now here. 

With T.S. Eliot. I agree that no matter how one seeks to interpret the 
fi rst Coming. which for me is also the final Coming. the Advent of 

God. the incarnation is 

The hint half guessed. the gift half 
understood ..••..••..•..•.. 
!-Iere the impossible union. 

And. again. wi th El iot. 

We shall not cease from exploration 
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And the end of al l our exploring 
Will be to arrive where we stlmed 
And know the place for the first time. 

Goodnight God. I Hope You Enjoy Bei ng The World-Four and 

one half- year- old Danu Baxter 
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A Radical Mercersburg Considered 

LInden DeBle 

~his tl n icle is written in ~esponse to Richard T. Schellhase's. 
Mercersbur~ Theology RadIcalized:' First. I want to address the 

dc.gree to whIch Mercersburg was controversial. Although. as Richard 
saId. -"Ie Mercersburg professors were accused of heresy. they were 
una1l11llously .exo.nerated. Had the Mercersburg theologians lived in 
~ennany. thcl r vIews would have been generalty accepted. Even late 
11\ the controversy, Nevin and Schaff were shocked that Domer had 
comc out against them, so convinced were they that their views were 
essentialty consistent with the mainstream of contemporary European 
theology (especially of the German mediating school of thought). So, 
Mercersburg d id not set out to be controversiaL nor did they mean to 
be provocatively progressive. 

The second point I want to make is a persona! one, but it sets the tone 
for my considertltioll of Richard's paper. In sharp contrast to 
Richard' s experience. Mercersburg was a theolob'Y fo r me before it 
was a liturgy. Unl ike Richnrd. I did not grow up in a Mercersburg 
church (Southern California, I believe, has no Mercersburg churches). 
Moreover, I expect my personality is fundamentally different from 
Richard· s. Although my grnndfather was our minister and I loved him 
dearly. and while the liturgy was solidly Reformed (spoken in Dutch 
nl one service until the early 1950's), as a young boy, I must confess. 
I fOlllld worship unimpressive. 

The praycrs wcre lost on me. I felt captive 10 my parents' requirement 
that I be there. The senllOn was incomprehensible. Sunday school was 
OK when the biblical stories were well told. but ··communion"' (which 
was what we called it) just added length to an ovcrly long routine. and 
left but th is single impression: the incredible sound of three hundred 
lill ie glass cups cl icking into place in the pew racks. 

Nor was anything impressivc about the furniture. except for a linle 
boy- those arrow tips on the light fixtures pointing dov." .kept my 
mind busy most Sunday Illomings detennining who .would dte should 
they come fl ying dO\~11 (eanhquakes were common t1l m~ 1O\\Tl) . And 
I dOlft honest ly believe my disliking of Sunday worshIp had to do 
with a difference in what happened in Richard's Merce;-;burg chur~h. 
I don' t believe his service was anymore vilal (10 a chIld) lhan m11le 
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N] , 'I' 'h' r""damen!a] differences in our personalities. was. o. expec I S' ..... • . ' . . 
Some of us are not visually or communally Oriented. W~ rc more 
introspective. private. and iconoclastic by nature" Just one thmg a~ut 
that whole experience enslaved my soul and destmed my course quite 

likely forever: high-minded thought. 

The "Oom;"i" (minister. but literally "Lord") was considered the 
tcacher of the community. When I was able. I ~gan to comp~re ~nd 
contrast his theology with my own. The doctnne of predestination 
especially intrigued me. I loved wrestli~g with the i~e.as and (I must 
be honest). I envied the esteem with which the 001111111 was r~garded . 
These were the things that impressed me aOOUi my commumty. Not 
that I wasn", shaped by our communal meals (almost always 
consisting of little ham buns). the way we voted, bought our homes, 
educated our children. argued, fished. dated, got malTied and looked 
on Jews and homosexuals. These shaped me too. 8U1 the love of 
thought and theology's high regard made me love my church 
expenence. 

So, unlike Richard, I cannot expect an eyewitness' credibility in order 
to be convincing on the topic of Mercersburg. His opening paragraphs 
remind me of the opening sentiments of St. John's first letter. lines to 
the effect of. "1 was there. I heard. saw and touched. I am 
eyewitness." On the other hand. since I defend a less radical 
perspective, perhaps some readers will not requi re me to be a "true" 
child of Mercersburg. Rather, I speak as one who fell in love with 
Mercersburg for its ideas and then came to appreciate its genius in 
li turgy. 

Thus Mercersburg is not so much a place for me (although. of course. 
it is). no more than is Jerusalem, or Bethel, or Sinai. They are 
symbols .... -hose meaning lies in both what happened there and how 
what happened shaped and gave meaning to the world. And Richard 
i~ ~glll. M,ercersburg. like most movements of thought and 
sLgm ficance In the nineteenth ce",Ury. was appreciat ive of science. I 
have argued in many places that philosophically and theologically. 
Mercersburg :was at t~e cutting edge of the science of religion. They 
~a~eaded In Amenca the movement to repair the ri ft created by 
deIstic types of thinking; thinking that too widely separated the 
worlds of flesh and. spirit. Yet, in EUrope, many thinkers and 
move.me~ts were seeking the same ends. Mercersburg had a unique 
contnbulLon to make and they were novel simply by being in 
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America. but the campai"'1 was one 0],- db' . ...' ~ are y many mnetecnth_ 
century ev~ngellcals. all reacting to the excesses of rational ism and 
11I0re s~clfieally" the muddying of onhodoxy at the hands of 
speculatIve theologHlns and philosophers. I 

I ' l oweve~, while their fascination and cenain embrace of science W(lS 

pr0B:'"es~lve and popUlar, they were by no means unfettered in their 
ad ll~lTl~t lOn of scienc,e. , I n~eed. they led the way in cautioning 
Chnstlans about the lnmtatlons of science. Their central doctrine of 
the ~ ncama~ion r~stored the place of God in human history and 
requlT,ed. ull10n WIth ?od to be as much corporeal as spiritual. But 
matenahsm: the growing temptation of science to believe that matter 
is all there is, was something to be denied, as much as science's 
growing egotism that all things would be given 10 the humanitarian 
evangel through his (Richard might say "her"") skill in science and 
technology. They cautioned against the Promethean spirit often 
rampant in science. without retreating to defensive and superstitious 
ahcmatives. Indeed, they were at the cutting edge of theology. 
applying a novel. historical method of speculative science as they 
encouraged the church to rediscover the Heidelberg Catechism, the 
place of the Creeds and historic communion practice. Couple that 
with their philosophical distancing of the more left-wi ng progressives 
(Hegel and Schleiennacher), aligning themselves wi th the onhodo)(y 
of the Gennan mediating school of thought. and we must conclude 
that in 1110st ways Mercersburg was conservative in character. 

Granted. Mcrcersburg's was a bold and ncw approach to American 
theology, (Nathan Hatch's dissertation theorizes that Nevin sought to 
adjust what Hatch believed was Calvin's tired and outdated 
psychology according to nineteenth-century d iscoveries.) Yet, for all 
its invent iveness. Mercersburg rejected what they likely today would 
call 'scientism', We have only to listen to one of the mo~t prophetic 
pIeces of nineteenth-century religious prophesy to hear Nevin's 
cave:lI 

All we need to protest against in this case, is the insanity of 
making nature. in its own sphere. the end of all knowledge: 
the madness of imagining, that moral interests can ever .be 
subordilated safely to material intere SIS: the. WIld 
hallucination of dreaming. the great battle and work of hfe for 

\ Most cspe,ia lly Sch1cicrmacher and Hcgel. 
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. "_ oo-mplished by physics and mechanics, by man IS to "" a ... 
. . _" . p'y ·,"'0 the laws of nature and mastery of its 
mS1b" Slm " . 

b Ohemi51'"", geology. mmeralogy. metallurgy, and 
po\",ers. Y 'J ..' d ,.,' . 
other such studies. by polytechnic mgenulty an S ,I ap~hed 
to all manner of ways to business and trade. T here IS a h~gher 
view than all this. in which the study of nature becomes uself 
the study of mind. and the materi~J .Ille~ts us everywhere as 
the sacrament of the spiritual and dlvlllc.-

So Mercersburg appreciated the impressive accomplistunents of 
science and they respected and applied science's rigor and reason. but 
they also recognized its shortcomings. as have been made so apparent 
over recent decades. and they anticipated the breach of ethics so 
dOW1ling in our own age. Truly the "elasticity of mind" commended 
by Richard was practiced by Mercersburg and as Richard pointed out. 
it corresponded with the changing elasticity or history and the study 
or natural phenomenon. But Mercersburg would not stretch their 
imaginations as rar as Richard might have liked them to. 

Still, it is correct that Mercersburg believed themselves to be 
scientific. They understood history based on a subtlc principle or 
constant change within a constant immutable. (Hegel rcrclTed to it as 
the principle or "Glljhebel1" or ·'sublation".) Likewise, both Schaff 
and Nevin battled reverishly against unreasoned religion and made 
clear that much of thei r distaste for revival methods arose from the 
irrational emotionalism associated with revivals. Their progressive 
theology was certainly scientific, but it was patently un-material istic 
and with virtually the host or outspoken critics o f Condorcet, Bacon. 
Co~te and the posit ivists' agenda. the Mercersburg professors stood 
agalllSl the unhealthy belier that through human ingenuity we will 
eventually explain all the laws that govern the univcrse. FurthemlOre, 
in a number of ways they critically anticipated the later American 
development of pragmatism. 

The Mercersburg professors did not believe science could provide "all 
the "d 'f ~swers an I they were alive today, I expect they would not be 
surpnsed t~ learn that the residual exuberance and romantic optimism 
of the Enhghtcnment. which having failed in what it promised and 

, 
• John W Ne\'in . .,... 
C 

" 
. . ,-ommenC~men1 Address." Franklin and Marshall 

o egc. LanCaSter PA '5 J I)' '86' n p.507. ' . u . II! Ml'rcl'rsblll"g Review. 14 (1867). 
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produced what many had fe ared led to what sch I " .. 
d . .. Tod ' 0 ars ca post-

mo. emlSIll. , ay we read books and articles describing the 
Enlightenment s rather unscientific ide .... '-g· " b ' I 

• ' v v IC aggage. n contrast, 
what developed III the wake of positivism. at least in the humanities if 
not elsewhere, .... 'Cre departments dominated by re',,· . ,. h· ,. , 

'. . •• • IVIS IC t III mg. 
But the hn~erms: detenmmstlc SCIentists and philosophers remain 
undetelTCd III the Ir Cntsade to explain the universe according 10 "a 
small number o~ .n~tura l laws." Listen to the unabashed advocate of 
modem-day posItIvIsm. Edward O. Wi lson: 

I admit that the confidence of natura l scientists often seems 
over-weening. Science offers the boldest metaphysics of the 
age. It is a thoroughly human constntct. driven by the faith 
that if we dream, press to discover, explain. and dream again, 
thereby plunging repeatedly into new terrain, the world will 
somehow come clearer and we will grasp the tnte strangeness 
or the universe. And the st rangeness will all prove to be 
connected and make sense. j 

Wilson should not be ignored. insofar as his program seeks to apply 
science' s rigor and method to all the discip lines in order to makl: 
knowledge converge and cohere. (He calls his program 
"consiliencc".) He readily admits that it is a Herculean undertaking. 
maybe evcn impossible-but to not undertake it. says Wilson, is to 
fail in the ultimate human quest. He would not flinch if we regarded 
him, as many have. quixotic. My greatest concern is his ideology­
where the goal and the method of science drive the quest. rather than 
the transcendent. wholly-other Word of God. It is the quest ion or 
motivat ion and the critical evaluation of both science and theology's 
claims that require careful examinat ion. It seems to me that as much 
as religion, science must be questioned abom its motives and its 
raison d'ctre. Still, there should be no disagreement that science is the 

) One e:l:amplc is Richard Rorty's. Philosophy and Ihl' Mirr()l" of /'JallIre. 

(I'rinceton: I'rincelon University I' ress. t979). 
.. This has created a whole other set of problems. Some describe the la.d: of 
communicalion and agreement among unh'ersity departments as a \'eTllable 
'lower of Baber'. 
, Edward O. Wilson. CQnsiliencl': Till' Unif)" of Knowledge (New York: 
Random House Inc .. 1999). The reference to ";l snmll number of nalUm! 
laws" appe:lrs on the IxN:Jk covcr. The quote can be found on page 12. 
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way we gam 
would agree. 

knowledge about the natural world and Mercersburg 

So. Richard and I do not part company on the theoretical goat of the 
fuJI agreement between science and religion. (Although. as a 
colleague pointed out to me, what chance is there o~ th3t given the 
fact that theory drives scientific exploration and theones can be very 
subjective.) Of course. Aquinas believed that science and religion 
must agree. as well. So did Frederick Rauch. the Mercersburg 
movement's philosopher and the first of the three original professors 
to teach at the seminary. But I suspect none of them would accept 
Richard's suggestion that Vie jettison what they would take to be 
essential Christian doct rines, simply because current discoveries in 
science and technology raise questions about those doctrines. Indeed. 
my experience te lls me that these doctrines have not been so ntuch 
disproved as tested. 

Of course. I expect that all of us agree th3t science, done properly. is 
duty.bowld to refute itself if the evidence suggests it. Evidence is 
paramount to science. Evidence cannot be less thought of in religion. 
Science and re ligion must ultimately agree on the evidence. Even in 
human. experience. evidence must corroborate the findings of religion 
and sCIence. and while science is sometimes slow to reject its popular 
dogmas. we I~U.st admit that religion has been characteristically 
slo,":,e: . But religIOn does apply experience (understood as a product 
of dlvmelhuman :elationshipj when overcoming wrong thinking. The 
place of women .m the Church. is o~le historical example. Slavery is 
~other: But the lllward. orgalllc eXIstence of God in human life and 
h~story IS not suggestive of even enlightened pantheism (Richard C31lS 
hIS theology ·"theo-en-pan.ism").~ 

Wha.t fOIl.ows ~s my argument that pantheism (or it's more recent 
modIficatIons) IS not, ,h-,-,,' I' .. . . . ... s so ullon to SCIentific skeptlcism. that 
orthodox Chrisllan teaching is nOI refuted by the Big 8Mg Theory. 
nano·technoloav the G-o P - - -

OJ' ... " me rOJecl. Darwin s theory of natural 
;-:-, ----
M~r:~~,:~t that thc.o-~n'JXln-ism is not the pantheism addressed b)' 

-.,. Owe\'er 11 IS enough lil;·· hi ' 
crilicism would be lc~elcd . . e 11 t at am ccnam the same 
difference ill the n ' . ~a1nst 11 b)' Mercersburg. The imponalll 

Cl\er H'fSlon IS that God d h - --bUI share an idcnti',' II an t C ulllvcrse arc notldcntlcal. 
. . Owc\'er, that is a fa ' ~ h - -

"ihilo and Ihe ITlld-,- I ' . r cl) ,TOm orl OOox)' s c/"eaflO e.l I IQn3 InSIstence that God . ..' h creation. IS not to be Idcnhfied WIt 
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select ion. nor any of the innovatio -, h ' ns mentIoned by Rich d d 
IU~ ennore. that in the problem of theodic we ar , an 
pomt of departing insight for Christians w: f: n.l';; have at least a 
by recent scientific d iscoveries. Mercersbu ~:lla't h~s beeu tested 
mutual foil . rg Contmue to be Our 

In Richard's example, when Nevin arg"'" -,h B h " I" WI TOwnson that God 
as a IVIIIS correspondence" wi th his creation he was t" 

Brownson's attack which misguidedly assoc' , .-. M "b
ac 

mg.to 
h - I' . . la cu ereers urg WIth 

pant e lsm. n act. NeVin s remarks were ai ed t d' . h I 
but lllore passionately at mainstream m a el ~stlcl t ~~gy. evange Ica s. wuoS( 
pn~umetol~gy I~ft l i lll~ room for the corporeal Chrisl lo unite with the 
bel.lev.er. LikeWIse. WIth regard to Schaff, Richard suggests that his 
Pnllclple of PrOles/(mliSIII endorsed rationalism as the "necessary 
sch.oolmaster for orthodox theology ... " Indeed, Schaff 
believed that rationaliSlll had brought an end to dogmatic intoleranc 
~nd the prejudices that put denominations at each other's throats. Thi: 
IS ~ Iear .from thesis #80 in his general summary. But theses #89-90. 
wlud.l. 111 short. h.ave thei.r source in Schell ing. were precisely the 
wanung Schaff rai sed agamst the later Hegelians (Bauer and Rothe. 
for example). when they described the way the church would evolve 
within the stntc. becoming something quite alien to what Christ had 
original ly established. Said Schaff, the inevitable changes within 
which history is bound.up can no more lead to the church 
transcending itself than an acom can transcend itself and become a 
peach tree. The original ultimately detennines the limits of growth 
and development. Said Schaff. Christianity cannot transccnd itself. It 
cannot become what Richard describes and still be Christianity. 

Richard has rightly ferreted out the "theophanic" present in both 
Mercersburg and ChaJcedon. The question is how far to take God's 
association wi th creat ion. This immediately brings us b.1ck to Hegel 
and the question of p..1l1theism. Certainly Hegel was of unquestionable 
influence on Mercersburg. no doubt by way of the later mediating 
school of Gennan theologians and historians. But Hegel's speculative 
method would hardly be comfortable with pure materialism. Rather. 
his dialectical materialism (if we can trust Lukacs' tem} and hence. 
depiction of Hegel's system) sustained an idealistic ··spirit'·. Indeed. 
Hegel placed scientific materialism in the same camp as rational ism. 
erring too far on the side of objectivity. missing the essential 
subjective quality of real ity and not nearly in tune enough with the 
phenomenon of intuit ion. or course, Richard has blended the material 
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. h .. I- b'" many analytic philosophers. such as Daniel wIth t e spmtua u • . . 

Id ee nothing more than sophIstry III thIs. Demlen 
Dennett. wou S . d h' . 
believes that the world is aU there is. He IS a ,amam t at ffi lX IIl£ what 
. ,. 1 "b·,,-rv and natural process with language or theories 
IS an en lrey ... '''', 
about God is what he metaphorically calls the use of a "s~y.hook." 
•. h· .. , 'mind-first" force or power or process. an exception to the 

"mIt IS .••. .' . , 1 
mindless. motiveless meehanlclty whIch IS the rum erse. 

But Mercersburg was critical of Hegel and of .pa~theism. and 
ident ified itself with the more receO! Gennan medlatmg school of 
intellectuals, where the refutat ion of pantheism was imponant. Pan of 
the slated agenda was to wlderstand God's involvement with creation 
without too closely identifying God with creation. In contrast. Hegel 
believed he had solved the problem of theodicy by making evil a 
necessary part of an infmite process. v.il ich ultimate ly must be 
understood to be God (or at least Gejst ). But of course. he was left 
with an ontologically dialectical universe in which good and evil are 
opposing forces, but also balancing forces whereby one Calmot exist 
without the other. In contrast, the German mediators. with 
Mercersburg, sustained theodicy as a troublesome mystery and would 
not allow evil a place in the natural order of things. Mercersburg 
shared with orthodoxy the conclusion that evil was a huge mistake 
and blight on creation; that God was over and above evil; that God 
was apart from creation. Richard find s this thinking naiVe. 

That's a big problem for Richard. He tells us that God is the source of 
everything good. But his metaphysics are obvious. God is also the 
source of everything bad. All that stardust that makes us God. not 
only gives rise to a Mother Theresa but a Hit ler. It is the source not 
?nly ofYNICEF but of Auschv.~ tz and the Final Solution. I get the 
I mpresslo~ from Richard that God is a necessary. grand unifying 
metaphysical theory that can provide us ullimate meaning. But I 
e~pect he won't sway a host of scientific determinists and analytical 
thmkers who are more likely to share wi th LaPlace the perhaps 
apocryphal answer he gave Napoleon when he asked him how it was 
he h~d .v.'Ti~ten such a great work on the universe without ever 
men tlOllI ~g .Its creator once. Said LaPlace. ··Sir. I had no need o f that 
hypotheSIS.' 

1 Danie l C. Dennett. 
SchUSter. 1995). p. 76. 
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The problems for Richard become even mo'· 'PP' , h . . . '" ren w en It cOllles 
to .Chnstolo~. :-"hen God IS everybody. Jesus is just somebody. Oh. 
he s a very slgll1ficanl somebody. but still right along side m h 
. ." bod" anyot er 

Slgn l Icant. SOme tes. Rlchard's Christolog)' is similar to the 
con tr~versHlI figur~ much on t~e minds and lips of Mercersburg. 
Schlelennae.he r. HIS theolo~ did wrest from rationalism a simply 
human ChriSt. but the vesllge of rat ionalism was latent in h· 
C 

. ,. 
hTistology and rendered us a far rrom supernatural Christ. Christ's 

divini ty was based on his God-consciousness. We share in Christ and 
subsequently in God. when we share Christ's God-consciousness. But 
Mercersburg insisted that unity wi th Christ was Illyst ical. and that it 
incl uded full participation in his person (not merely a noetic 
experience. but full incorporation in Christ). which was unity with his 
corporeal being as much as with his spiritual being. In other words. 
all of Christ. 

Still . Richard has credibly observed that while the question 
considered most urgent for Christ ians by Mercersburg was the Church 
question, the crit ical phjfosophic(11 question of the nineteenth century 
and of O\lr own. new mi Ilcnnium remains the question of God. Many 
ninetecnth-century rat ionalists allowed that God existed. but in a 
remote and distant way. So the battle was with rat ionalism 's 
banishmcnt of God . 

Today. the remoteness or distance of God is o ften snidely attributed 
to God's non-existence (or. as in the case with Richard and the 
Whiteheadians. God' s li mited existence). Sti ll. on many people's 
minds is the question of God's meaningful contact with the world. In 
that respect. the question is the same. and I would venture to say that 
altho ugh Merccrsburg perceived it to be a vital question. halUlting the 
educated of their day. today it has become a question asked as often 
on the covers of popular magazines. a s in university classrooms. 

Richard answers the question from what he perceives is the scientific 
perspective. He argues that he cannot help himscl~ g~ven the 
overwhelming scientific evidence and the way .m~y. SCientists have 
le ft room fo r the divine. expressly through phySICS Big Bang Theory 
and quantum mechanics. Nevertheless. Richard 's jump i ~ far beyond 
a host of discreet physicists that have left the door ajar for God. 
Generally. they arc cautious when speaking ~bout God. The best 
popular, door ajar statement that rve mn across IS the one by Stephen 

Hawking when he wrote: 
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. h"iea! necessity for a beginning, One can 
.. therClsnop . I· II .. 

: . th God reated the UOIverse at llera y any tnne In 
lmagme at c . ' d. 

~ h 'her hand if the universe IS expan lIIg. there Ihe past. VII teo· be. . 
c_ h . ,J reasons why there had to a begmmng. 

may'"'" P yS1C d h . 
Id 

'
·11 ·ma<>ine that God create I e universe at the Onecou 5 1 I 0- •• 

. f 'h b·,g c_"g or even afterwards In Just such a way mstant 0 e ........ '. 
k ., look as though there had been a bIg bang, but It astoma 'Cl . 

would be meaningless to suppose that II was created before 
the big bang. An expanding universe does not p.reclude a 
creator. but il does place limits on when he might have 
carried out his job!' 

In their disciplined conSlrainllo work frOIll evide~ce alone, physicists 
speaking about God do so from the realm of conjecture and eany no 
more weight of argument than theologians (~nd.1 wo~ld sug~est le~s). 
Richard bases his conclusions on recenl SCientific dlscovenes which 
led him to believe thaI God is in everything and thus is in us (is us). 
His All is One theology harps back to the originator of the idea. 
Pannenides. Nor is Richard shy about admitting thaI he is a '"1heo-en' 
panist'" and that he wants us to get with it. So it is that pa.nicular 
theological perspective that needs to be addressed in light of 
Mercersburg. 

It is not enough to say that Mercersburg was open to scientific 
discoveries. and then say we should embrace the evolving God theory 
of Hartshorne and Whitehead (et al.). I am quite confident that the 
Mercersburg professors would quote the hymn, "Thou changest not." 
But much has recently been made of how theology and science might 
converge. and how ideas about God and ideas about nature might ,-
The recent point of convergence was only hinted at by Richard, and 
that is the encouraging but not entirely helpful theory of 
complementarity. A host of fine theologians interested in dialogue 
with science have discussed this theory evoking great interest from 
~he p.ublic. Originally it came from Niels Bohr when he suggested that 
It might be helpful in solving seeming contradictions in physics. 
e.xpressly how matter sometimes acts like particles and sometimes 
like waves. The paradox might have been theorized away when some 

, Stephen Hawking, A Brief His/O/)' of Time (New York: 
1988), p. 9. 
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quantum ph~sicists we~c readr to scrap litera l models of reality and 
render expcnmental eVidence m purely mathematical terms. Bohr and 
others resisted that approach and suggested that models are necessary 
in order that physics correspond to the fam iliar world and the cultures 
that humans inhabit, and in order that scientists might continue to 
work and communicate together. 

Subsequently Bohr suggested that complementarity might be appl ied 
to other seeming paradoxes. Two examples in theology were divine 
love verses divine justice and detenninism verses free-will. In their 
enthusiasm, other philosophically minded scholars proposed other, 
grander examples of complementarity, like science verses religion 
and God verses Nature. At this point, the caution .... '3S raised where 
God and the world were suggested as complementary and here is 
where we find Richard. 

The danger in this was long ago recognized by Christopher B. Kaiser, 
a fonner physicist and chaired professor of theology at the Refonned 
seminary in Holland, Michigan. In ChrislO/og)" al/d Complementarity 
Kaiser wrote, "The principal difficulty encowltered in regarding God 
and the world as 'complemcntary', in Bohr's sense of the tenn, is that 
Creator :md cremure are generally thought to be two distinct 'entitics' , 
in Christian ·theism', rather than two 'modes' of a single entity as 
'wave ' and 'particle' are two 'complemcntary' modes of an atomic 
object in physics."~ 

The anicle was really about Christology, and while it went a long way 
in enli ghtening us as to how we might safely under~n~ some .of t~e 
similarities experienced by physicists upon thelT dlscovenes III 

quantum mechanics and the discov~ries ~f the apo.stles when they 
encountered something entirely new III Chnst. the artIcle goes beyond 
the issues raised by Richard. Still Kaiser's opening ~ommcnt puts the 
matter before us. Wrote Kaiser, "My attempt to vIew God and the 
world as 'modes' of a sinlJle being in this scnse wou.ld seem to lead to 
a form of 'pantheism,.',1 As a Refonned theologIan and a rormer 
physicist, Kaiser so1w that fonll as unacceptabJc. 

. • ... h f b'ology and As much as in physics. Richard offered the IIlSIS',tS 0 .1 .. 
. . h II to onhodox Chnst\3ntty to technology, as Issumg a c a cnge 

• Christoph..:r 13. Kaiser. "Christology 
Studi!!s, 12 (1976), pp. 37-48. 
to Ibid. 
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. r· I' e honored beliefs. Vel. there seems to me \0 relinqUIsh some 0 Its 1m • . , . . 
. ·fi ·d ,e to do so. As J stud ear ler. some analyttcal be no SClentl Ie eVI en rth C . . 

· h d modem theologians find the 0 odox hnstlan 
ph!losop ers an N" 'd ' . 

· . ·th 00, or antiquated. Some 0 1 leT I eo ogteal religion el er wr h ··fi ·d 
. • . h th.-v feel bener match I e SCIent! Ie ev] enee, alternatives \\ Ie - J fi d . 

Richard is one such theologian. Ho,",:'c\'er. I In no compelhng 
· ·fi ."- 10 su""est that God IS us and we are God. Rather. SClenl! Ie eVI"",nee co . . 

. -"- I Iho , ..... elusion results from the lack of sClenllfic It seems to me uu> .. V" •. . . 
evidence that there is a God. So the quesuon might be. what ',s It 
about biology or technology or physics •. that suggests that God IS a 
separte being and that "Air' is not "0 ne ? 

I' ve sho .. '.1l how even a leading physicisl allows thai a creator God 
'ho existed before and apart from time and matter. might have 

; reated the universe. That seems consistent with revealed religion and 
our sacred texts and tradition. I' ve allowed for the great discoveries 
and advances of technology and alluded to its horrific consequences 
when used improperly. So r feel I've satisfied physics and technology 
as to the lack of disagreement between them and an independent, 
supernatural dei ty. I've only to mention now the science of biology, 
to consider whether there are any discoveries there that would 
disallow God's independent. sovereign and unique place in the 
universe. 

The challenge before us then, especially if we want to preserve our 
connection to Mercersburg, is to wrestle with the issue of God's 
involvement with and in creation in a way that embraces the 
substantiated concl usions of modem biological science and does not 
violate what our ancient tradition holds to be true. That. it seems to 
me. requires us to return again to the problem ofthcodicy, especially 
in light of Darwin's theory of natural selection, because theodicy, in 
addition to struggling wi th the seeming paradox of the existence of 
evi l and of a good and all powerful God. expressly deals with creation 
and with the questions of what is good and what is eviL 

Nothing in Richard's review of biology, including the amazing 
progress made in genetics and the strides made in medicine, etc. 
vit iat'.the cla~ical idea of God. Rather. the challenge comes from 
evolultonary ~lence and what is, I believe, a p.1rallel theological 
c~allenge whIch comes from theodicy, My concl usion is that 
Rl.chard·s pantheistic position would likely endorse evolution and 
mIght seek to solve the problem of theOOicy by allowing evil a place 
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in Go~'s creation. TI,'C tremendous scientific evidence supporting 
e~o lu~lon ~nd the obvIOUS fact of evil might lead people in this very 
dIrectIOn, For the sake of argument, let us grant the fact of evolution. 
Is it still possible to reta in an orthodox understanding of God and 
creation and address theodicy without compromising God's 
independence or creat ion? 

Biology has very li ttle to S.1Y abom God and 'what it might say must 
be concluded by inrerence. Some infer that if we did e\"olve from 
inert malter, God did not create us. The conclusion is that since 
adaptation is random and mindless. lire cannot be thought of as a 
creation. Creation implies a guiding fOT(;e. Rather, Darwin's theory 
argues ror a pattern of randomness and holds that the laws or 
probabi lity and chance detennine a ll the outcomes. Of course, the 
only way this makes sense is .... ~ thin the sheer size of time itself. The 
argument is made that while it d id not take an infinitc amount of time 
ror us to get where we are today, it took nearly that long. 

Given the sheer magni tude of time. some scientists and philosophers 
are adamant that existence as we know it could and did corne abom 
accidcntally. But it seems that the time in question must be relegated 
to the time after the Big Bang. because time has no meaning berore 
the Big Bang. W:lS the time since the Big Bang enough time for 
chance and the random forces of nature to arrive where we arc today? 
In the countless galaxies, during the billions of years since the Big 
Bang. did one planet evolve life th:lt led to our modem culture 
exclusively through a mindless and random process of chance? I 
don't think so. 

However, 1I10re important ror the discussion is what ChriSl i ~n s call 
providence. lsn' \ the doctrine of divine providen~e c01~promlscd by 
the absence or physical evidence of any tampen~g w~th nature .by 
God? Clearly the Darwinian principle of graduahsm l,n adaptatIon 
doesn't require or allow any creative leap i.n l~ur evol~tlon. allho~gh 
some maverick Dal'\vinists have suggested 11 .. Enforcmg grad~hsm 
would leave theists with a dcscription of creal10n that ~gan Wlt~ ~he 
Big Bang, and continued on uninterrupted and Wlthout dlvme 

intervention, 
, , . . that God is not evident Rather, what is clear from natura se ectlon IS . 

in the geological/anthropological record, whIch suggests to me, at 

" , I· I SI"ph'n Gould is one. The recent ly deceased p;[ eonto OglS ~ c 
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I" "h "-"" of its time-honored beliefs. Yet. there seems to lIle to 
re mqUls ~u "d r " 
be no scient ific evidence 10 do so. As I sal ear leT. some analytical 
philosophers and modem theologians fi nd the orthOdo~ Chri stian 
religion either wrong or ant iquated. Some ?ffe~ Ideo,logical 
al ternatives .... itich they feel bener m:lIch the scientific eVIdence. 
Richard is one such theologian. HO"'twer. [ fi nd no compelling 
scienti fic evidence to suggest thaI God is liS and we are God. Rather, 
it seems to me tha t the conclusion results from the lack of scienlific 
evidence that there is a God. So the quest ion might be. what is it 
about biology or technology or physics that suggests that God is a 
separre being and that "Alr' is not "0 ne"? 

I've shown how even a leading physicist allows that a creator God. 
who existed before and apart from time and matter. might have 
created the uni\'erse. That seems consistent with revealed rel igion and 
our sacred texts and tradition. I've allowed for the great discoveries 
and advances of technology and alluded to its horrific consequences 
when used improperly. So r feel I've sat isfied physics and technology 
as to the lack of disagreement between them and an independent. 
supernatural deity. I've only to mention now the science of biology. 
to consider whether there are any discoveries there that would 
di~allow God's independent. sovereign and unique place in the 
umverse. 

The challenge before us then. especially if we want to preserve our 
connection to Mercersburg, is to wrestle with Ihe issue of God's 
involvement with and in creation in a way that embraces the 
s~bstantiated conclusions of modem biological science and does not 
VIolate what our ancient tradition holds to be true. That. it seems to 
~e •. requires us t~ ~etum again to the problem of theodicy. especially 
m l~~t of DaTWln s theory of natural selection. because theodicy. in 
ad~lIlOn to struggling wilh the seeming paradox of Ihe existence of 
eVIl ~d of a good .and all powerful God. expressly deals with creation 
and vmh the questIons of what is good and what is evil. 

Nothing in Rjchard'~ . f b' ' . . 
TO • 0 r.evlew 0 1Ology, mcludmg the amaz11lg 

p .. gress made 111 genetICs and the strides made in medicine etC. 
vltlat8 the classical idea f G-" R " 

I . . 0 vu. ather. the challenge comes from 
evo ul10nary scIence ad.......·. . 
'h II h

· n wuat Is.. I beheve. a parallel theologIcal 
a enge w lch Comes fr h " 

R"'h d" . . om t eodlcy. My conclusion is that I ar s panthelsl1c "" .( . 
m;gh, k I·vSl Ion would Itkely endorse evolution and 

see to solve the ,cobl f I " " em a t leodlCY by allowing evll a place 
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in God's creation. The tremendous scientific evidence supporting 
evolution and the obvious fact of evil might lead people in this very 
direction. For the sake of argument. let us grant the fact of evolution. 
Is it st ill possible to retain an orthodox lUlderslanding of God and 
creation and address theodicy without compromising God's 
independence of creation? 

Biology has vel)' litt le to say about God and what it might say llIust 
be concluded by inference. Some infer that if we did evolve from 
inert maller, God did not create us, The conclusion is that since 
adaptation is random and mindless. life cannot be thought of as a 
creation. Creation implies a guiding force. Rather, Darwin·s theory 
argues for a pattern of randomness and holds that the laws of 
prob.1bility and chance determine all the oUleomes. Of course. the 
only way thi s makes sense is within the sheer size of time itself. The 
argumelll is made that while it did not take an infinite amount of time 
for us to get where we are today. it took nearly that long. 

Given the shee r magnitude of lime, some scientists and philosophers 
arc adamant that existence as we know it could and d id come about 
accidentally. But it seems that the time in question must be re legated 
to the time after the Big Bang. because time has no meaning before 
the Big Bang. Was the time since the Big Bang enough tillle for 
chance and the random forces of nature to arrive where we are today'? 
In the countless galaxies, during Ihe bill ions of years since the Big 
Bang. did one planet evolve life that led to our modem culture 
exclusively through a mindless and random process of chance? I 
don' t think so. 

However. 1II0re important for the discussion is what Christians call 
providence. Isn't the doctrine of divinc providence compromised by 
the absence of physical evidence of any tampering with nature by 
God? C[early the Darwinian principle of gradualism in adaptation 
doesn't require or allow any creative lcap in our evolution, although 
some maverick Darwinists have suggested i\.ll Enforcing gradu3l ism 
would leave theists with a description of creation that began with the 
Big Bang. and continued on uninterrupted and without divine 
intervention. 

Rather. what is clear from natural selection is th31 God is not evident 
in the geological/anthropological record. which suggests to me. at 

11 The r~ently deceased paleontologist Stephen Gould is one. 
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least from the scient ific perspective. that ~od is nO,1 a pa:t of creation 
. the way that natural phenomenon. like sWlhght. IS. Although 
~chard is right that Mertersburg (exp r:~~ ly Nevin) argued that the 
supernatural "must be supremely natural • s~~h that both are presem 
in the combined spheres of nature and spm! and are everywhere 
active one v.ith the other (in contrast to stric t dualism), th is is nOI 
suggestive of the being ,o f ~. So whi le our eXperi:"ce ( intUition) 
leads many of us to behe\'e In unseen forces. and sCience. in many 
cases. supports this. those unseen forces should not be confused with 
God. Rather. the relationship between God and creation is one of 1\\'0 
different entities, and the force ~~ that relationship is predominantly, 
although nOi entIrely. moral (spmtual as opposed to physical). What 
we gain. however, front recenl scientific breakthroughs, is the 
impression that the existence of what our tradition has called 'lhe 
supernatural" in observable phenomenon. leads some of us to 
conclude that there is a Creator behind the phenomena. Still no 

, , 
eVidence suggests that the phenomena are the Creator. 

Take for example an analogy from the human experience of birth. r 
suppose you could say that the mother created the child, after a 
m~nner. She certainly gave the child life. But the mother is not the 
~hlld, and after the mother gives birth to her chi ld. most of her 
mllu.cnce .ove~ the child is moral. If, as Christians believe, God's 
relationship wllh us is spiri tual and supernatural. it would have the 
same sort of character. Indeed. Scripture and experi ence suggest as 
much. 

Me.rce~burg was keen to affinn a constant spiritual force or presence 
active I~ the ~atural world, but would certainly have been crit ical of 
o~~~atmg miraculous intervention in everyday life. The constant 
a Idmg pre.sence of God in natural life by means of the Ho ly Spirit is 
nOI to be Vlewed. as God's . . 

M ' ) constant Interference m and overriding of 
n ure saws. but a prevailing , h' 
influence of the Hoi . . presence wit In those laws. and Ihe 
. ._...1 .. ,Y Splnt most generally in all of life should be 

vie .... "" as the SPlnt s refl' . . 
the individual ( cctlon or ImpreSSIOn of apostolic faith on 

or communi!,,) b" f .. ) 
J J means 0 moral and Splntua 

" John W. Nel'in. '"Natural 
SI'{JCrnalllral ~. ,_ " and Supernatural:' rev. of Nafural alld /hl' . ... -.,1' f'r co. '. I 
Bushnell. MercerJbr,rg R.' IJISfmg t 1(' olle system of God. by HordCC 

t'llt'I\·, I I (1859). p. 189. 
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]J\ ~ence. . oreover, ns with the analogy o f the mother and ch'ld 
the IIltegTlty of God's relationship wilh us would req"'" , ' ' J ' 
d' . f'fl U aSlml3T 
~stanemg 0 m uence in order to allow us the freedom of sel f­

di scovery nnd a vol untnry desire to be in re lationship with God. 

Biology and physics support Richnrd. that indeed we arc made of 
matl~r that exploded ~th .the ~ig Bang and that we are a part of 
c reallon and not above It (bIOlogically speaking). Our dominance over 
natu~ comes by virtue of our brains. which are bigger if not more 
senSitive, ~han other s~cies' brains. Evolutionists insist (as they must 
as constTUI!led by ~helr methodology) that our constant adaptat ion to 
t l~e changlllg .envlronment and our urge to survive explain our 
biology. phYSIOlogy and psychology, which although obviously 
different from other species, became that way through the same 
process. 

But none of tl13t precludes creation by God. nor divinelhuman 
interaction. Indeed, our human peculiari ties have much to do with 
rel igion, even if these are explaincd sociologically. and while this 
conclusion prohibi ts a li teral in terprctation of Genesis, it in no way 
denies any teaching or 1110ral lessons there offered. 

Perhaps an :lpproach. if not a solution. to the problem of evil 
(theodicy) might be gleaned from the evolutionary perspective. 
Clearly an imals know nothing of evil. If a Pitbull is considered more 
evi l thm1 a Golden Retriever. it is a human, emotional characterization 
and not justified biologically. Evcn if we allow that animals have 
emotions and they clearly do at a more simple level. still. there is 
neithcr regret nor the possibili ty of regret in. for example. the 

lJ Recent serious research into par.monnal phenomenon is increasingl )" 
suggestive of [he unseen powers alluded to by religious people througholll 
the centuries. Funhemlorc. String Theory. Chaos Theory and other such 
progressive fields of scielllific invest igation have led many to relhink Wlll11 

had been al\ often three dimensional scienli fi c perspective. Sli l!. there is 
nothing here that would lead us 10 equate God \\1th the physical universe. 
Rather. these fields ha\'e pioneered in recognizing super-scnsuous structures 
undcrlying reali ty, which while not alive (in ollr sensc of the word), appear 
inherently crcalivc (they arc like powers and principalities). In other words. 
these new [ields hal'e opened lip ncw possibilities and created new ways of 
thinking. for minds previously closed to the idea Ihal midst the randomness 
there is PUll'osc. 
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. .,'" lion when il ki lls a gazelle. In stark contrast ,n 
cmOIlO1\~ . . • en 
humans fcd regn'!. e\'en \~hen kdlmg for food . 

(karl) there is no room within biological science for an Ontological 
concept of <;,,,il. :llld yet I ha~e no doubt that we cannot be moral 
bc-ings unless \\c know the difference between good and evil. M 
conclusion is Ihal an) concept of evil that is not arbitrary requires Y 
Ir:lIlscmdenl source. Otherwise. our species "<ill have to get o~ 
\\;Ihoul such a thing as evil. unless we contend (as many have done) 
that \\h3ltwr is evil is evil by common consent. J expect that will 
nc\'er satisfy us. 

Of course. up until recently the materialistic or empirical mindsct of 
most scientistS was that there is no and never will be any evidence of 
transcendent phenomenon in natural phenomenon (the bias o f POSt­
Enlightenment). The search for human morality lOok on the same 
rigid character as it did for the so-caJted hard sciences. Evolutionary 
sociolog.isls. believed that a.t some. point early on. o ur developing 
human inStincts clashed with habI tual feelings. and so a tension 
del"eloped between instinctual behavior and what we have come to 
call ·conscience·. They argued that morals developed, like everything 
else. through adaptation. 

The theQry is that early in our development we would have had to 
ma~e life. an~ de.ath. decisions. that had painful biological and 
ps?ehologlcal Imphcatlons. AnXiety. despair. depress ion. enonnous 
gne!", would have taken a tremendous toll on o ur health and our 
fed~ngs of well-being (even as they do today). They o bserve this 
tenSion and anxiety in the "1, . .. h' • 11 wer specIes a s IllUC as In HOlllo 
SOplfllS. P~mitive "rules" of behavior would have developed from 
those expenences among 0 ..>.' • . . 

Id , 
ur anceSlo. :) ongmal commUnities that 

wou avor the choice th,t I d h . th d .. essene t e emotIOnal damage created by 

,e eclSlon. as well as allowing the offending individual the sanction 
o corporate forgiveness. 

A general theory holds th II ' 
of comm I I at a ymg those fears likely came as a result 
while ~a 1m es ~nd sanctions which offered convinc ing proof that 

panlCU llf actIons we . fi 
Today we real" th re ?aln uJ. they were necessary (moral). 
directly t, ' 0'''' at our emollons. our regrets and anxieties. are tied 

r ears and b" 
;~:::;=::---::--_",,-='m::::~ltlons. The suggest ion continues that 

" Mary Midgley "The on _ . 
Singer. Ed. (Oxf~rd' 91 k ~cn ?f E.tllles." in A COmp(mioll 10 Ethics. Peter 

. ae \\elll ubhshers Lid .. 199 1), pp. 3-13. 

" Linden DeBie 

• 
early 011. as we became distinc tively human and developed wh 

t:t . . at 
11la~IY r.e erd~ as a conscIence'. standards of right and wrong came to 
be IIlstl.tute III every human culture. init ially these were tied direc tly 
to survival and a~1ptation . Over time they were abstracted from their 
source ror a van ety of sociological reasons made possible by 
growing intelligence and cultural complexity. our 

Many evolut ionary sociologists. along with a host of modem ethicists. 
argue that the morality that we created was originally practical. but 
upon c ultural elaboration these practical social rules and directives 
took on a q uasi-religious character. At that point and they would 
conclude to this day. morals arc based purely on human conventions. 
Of course. that is because they begin their analysis with what some 
bel ieve to be an arbitrary. post-Enlightenment a priori. i.e. that 
contact with the divine is impossible (since they maintain there is no 
di vine and that the world follows immutable physical lall,'5o). Still, 
many of them do not want to enti rely jettison an ultimate sense of 
righ t and wrong. 

Although debate about the foundations of morality continue, with 
some in sisting on a uni versal right and wrong and others holding that 
mores arc a product of culture--every sane thinker insists that 
indi viduals. institut ions and govemments should do what is right and 
refrain from doing what is wrong. However. it is diffi cult to imaginc 
this being taken as seriously as it must. if right and wrong are 
products o fhum:lIl convention. 

Granting the biological devclopment o f elhics ill human culture. there 
might be a way to come at the problem of theodiey and perhaps gain 
insight at least into the human side of the problem of evil. When our 
species ceased to live and die as all non-human creatures did before 
and after us. that is. wi thout the kind of angst and despair that defines 
us as a species. calling our experience "suffering", we set the stage 
for the conundrum. We asked ourselves and what we believed to be 
our God (or gods). "Why do we suffer? Is God the sourcc of evilT' 
And our reflections on death and disease and the fear and pain they 
caused us. were raised as questions about ultimate reali ty, 

In posing these questions, the paradox of theadicy was rorged. "If 
God (or the gods) are either the source of all th ings. or, powerful 
enough to contro l o ur destinies. then God either brought eVil upon us 
or is doing nothing to prevent it. It would fo llow that some would ask. 

is God (or the gods) the author of evilT 
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I believe that :I reasonable response can be fOll~d ill God' s self. 
,. .. "which is more and more becomlllg an attract ive ImJlmg ov. .. 
theological hypothesis. For human bemgs. the .l~ea of. dis_ 
empowering oneself is an easy one 10 gra~p. Anyone ralsmg a chIld or 
nurturing a relationship of mutual devo~lOn. respect and care knows 
the necessity of a kind of love that sacnfices power. knowledge and 
authority on behalf of the helm'e<!. In I~e case of the omnipotent 
Deity. it would not surprise me that God did and does the same all the 
time on behalf of God's creation. It makes sense that the God who is 
love would limit God's knowledge and power (or the sake of our 
gro .... th. freedom. and spiritual and moral development. 

If that is the case and I believe it is. it would easily open the door for 
evil to enter the ..... orld. both in the fonn of malevolenl forces and in 
the deeds of men and women, without implicating God. It goes even 
beyond the older idea of God pennitting evil. Rather, God disenables 
God-self from acting, for the sake of the beloved. Evil enters the 
world. but God is not its source, even indirectly. 

We affirm two distinct entities, divine and human (uncreated and 
created). Furthennore. wc can envision two distinct moral invelllories. 
One is divine and pcrfect. the other human and flawed. The first is 
God's knowledge of right and \¥TOng. The second is our sense of right 
and wrong. I see no scriptural prohibition in the idea that our ethics 
are the product of natural selection. as long as there is room for 
historic and "supernatural" encounters with God. Those encounters 

impact the fortes of adaptation as much as natural 
phenomenon would, and surely give direction to the shaping of our 
moral W'Jiverse. 

This makes sense theologically. as it is apparent that our morality 
developed anthropomorphically, Nor does this view violate the 
fmdings ~~ biological science. It only violates some scientists' 
presuppoSItIOn that there is no such thing as supernatural phenomenon 
(no skyhooks). (Adminedly. il does place stress on Darwin's theory 
of gradualism.) 

However at the sa . .. , 
.' me tIme It IS essenllal to obser\'e that as much as 

God IS not cre~ture. but creator and entirely different from sentient 
creatures. God s mornl i lie t . bo 
d·~ fi n n ory IS a ve our own and very often 

luerent TOm Our own What 'gh h. ~_" 
h' . . ' weml tt mk of as good orasa gO<.lU 

c mce, may be eVIl In the sight ofG-" d h. . 
culture 0 b I V\I an t IS may apply to an enllTe 

r su -cu ture. as much as 10 an individual. 

" Linden DcBic 

Evolutionary soc io logists might readily agree that OUT scnse of evil 
surfaced along with our growing brains and their subsequent 
complexity. intelligence and reflectiveness. At some point we began 
to call some things evil and other things good. Usually we agreed. 
although a lot of changc transpired over thousands of years. 
Apparently enough change occurred for some to say our conclusions 
about what is good and evil are completely arbitrary and generated by 
a subjecti ve principle of social consensus or convention. Still. thcre is 
cnonnous cultural continuity in what we believc to be right and 
wTong. 

Why is it not possible that God. through an act of divine love in self­
limiting. allowed us to find our ethical way? This would allow God 
olllnipotence in morali ty as well as power. but even. by way of 
analogy. as a parent refrains from forcing his or her will on a child out 
of love and the desire that the child learn from experience. it would 
also allow that our sense ofright and wrong is not identical to God·s. 
It mnkes it necessary that if we are to discover what is right and 
wrong. we have to do it essentially by ourselves. Yet it also allows 
thm God. by means of a loving and non-controlling relationship. can 
provide the means for ethical as well as religious self-discovery. It 
also sustains the idea Ihm God is in touch wi th us in a way that 
historically, many of us have called ·'supernatural". Finally. it holds 
Creator and creature strictly apart. in that we are not God nor vice 
versa. no more than the parent is the child. Of course. there is a way 
in which it makes scnse to say that the image of the parent is in the 
chi ld. u 

Thus evil. or at least evil acts qua human behavior must be said to be 
a product of humans and our cultural inst itution~ .and. in no .way 
produced by God. The traditional ~ugustinian posl~lOn IS .sustamed: 
We choose evil out of our 0\~11 deSIre 10 embrace eVIl. BUilt adds the 
new dimen sion: we ourselvcs delemline what is evil accordi~g to ~ur 
experience. Yet our construction of morality const:Ultly conflIcts WIth 
God's. God's idea of good and evil is frequently different from any 
particular cul ture or individual'S idea of good and ellil. Indeed. what 
we Christians affinn is that Christ presented to the world a human 

I j Of courses. there is no biological or mah::rial exchange. ont .\\1th the. other. 
The pressing 1I<;ed felt by most ol1hOOO:l: theologians is 1~ a\,~ld 3I1o~\lng the 
corrutability so evident in us 10 also c"isl in Goo. II'llich IS preCisely the 
problem ofTheodicy. 
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model of the divine ideal (both moral and spiri tual) and in fa ct. it did 
conflict with l esus' day"s cultural sense of right and wrong. I expect it 
is st ill confl icting. and we aTC st ill trying to understand precisely what 
it was that Jesus \.','3S showing us. 

Evolutionary science is not equipped to address the quesfi on of the 
existence of evil and cenainly not the existence of the devil or the 
belief that an earthquake is malevolent. or the conclusion thaI the 
death of an innocent makes God unjust and the author o f evil. It does, 
however. claim the potential to explain OUT theologica l reaction to 
these impressions. Therefore. science is only prep.1red to deal wi th the 
perception of evi l. If evil exists beyond human experience and 
Scripture seems clear to affinn that this is the case, it is not likely that 
it can come under biological science 's scrutiny. unless it is in ave!)' 
indirect way. It can and does however. come under ethical and 
theological science's scrutiny. 

In contrast. theologically, we have eve!)' reason to speculate that God 
stands in independent re lationship with us. suffering along with us as 
a result ofGod's self-limiting love, which is the only way o ur species 
can be free to enter into independent. mature relationship with both 
God and eaeh other. We have only to compare and contrast 
relationships in human experience to kllOw the truth of this. Where 
control or excessive power exists, the relat ionship is less than ideal. 
and the ideal is what God has in mind fo r us. 

In conclusion, I hope I've at least cast doubt on any science that 
would make a pantheistic theology essential to a scientific 
p~rspect i ve. Nothing in the latest discoveries in physics. technology. 
bIOlogy an.d the re l Dte~ fie lds requires or even suggests such a move. 
Rather .. sclenc~ leads .10 the opposite direction. and the most recent. 
most . I~n~vatlve science points rather to expunging simple 
matenahstlc and mechanistic mod"l, of tho· b 
d · f "" ulllverse. to em race 

ynamlc. pU""'sc ul mod"l, of Id h . mi .,.v "our wor - were once agam. we 
ght sense the han.d of the Creator without turning the hand (and the 

rest of the Creator) IIl to creation. 
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BOOK REVIEW 

looking for Grace by Kenneth Aldrich 

Richard Mo uw. fie Shilles /11 All Thar 's Fair (Grand Rapids: 
Ec rdman·s.2003). 

I consider myself 3 Lutheran rather than a Calvinist (as an Angl ican. 
I can be pretty much whatever I want); nevertheless I've developed a 
great respect for the Refomled trad ition because (A) the 39 Anicles 
arc more Calvinist than anything else; (8 ) H. Richard Niebuhr 
convinced me that Calvinists have the lllost frui tful way of re lating 
Christian faith to culture; and (C) the theology o f the Mystical 
Presence-which Ncvin assures us is derived from Calvin. is by far 
the most satisfying understanding of Eucharistic worship I've ever 
encountered . So when I saw th is book advenised I immedi3lely 
ordered a copy and then had 10 wait six months for Eerdmans to get 
it to me as they had run o ut of fi rst edit ions and waited to print up 
some more. It was we ll wonh the wait. 

This work is subti tled. "Cul ture and Comlllon Grace" and originally 
was de livered as the Stob Lecture at Calvin College and Semina!)' for 
the ye:lr 2000. It serves as a usefu l introduction 10 contemporary 
Calvinist thought :IS well as a kind of pri mer on the central issues 
Calvinists grapple with to those not well versed in this tradi tion as 
well as a friendly challenge to Christians of all persuasions to consider 
these questions. [n his irenic presentation. Richard 1. Mouw. the much 
esteemed president of Fuller Seminary and a highly respec ted 
Christ ian philosopher. disarms those predisposed to rejec t Calvinism 
Oll! of hand by his well reasoned arguments and ecumenical 
comprehcnsi veness. 

T he book is not long (only a JOI pages) and therefore easily 
readable. II is fel icitously unl ike lllany other theological treatises. in 
that it does not indulge in a multitude o f exc ursions into periphe~l 
areas of interest. To those not involved intra-Calvinistic dia logue. I t 
might apl>car a little plodding at fi rst since it begins by addressing 
controversies which beset the Christian Refonned Church in the last 
centu!)', but these set a helpful stage for what fo11o\\'S and the book 
moves rapidly on to related issues which should engage the interest of 
all serious Christi ans. whatever their label. As might be e:'lpecled. 
Reformed theologians are those mosl oftcn cited. but others such as 
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Anninian Anabaptist John Howard Yoder and Roman Catholic 1. 
Bryan Heher are given respectful attention. Thus the discussion 
becomes truly ecumenical rather than merely intra-confessional. The 
only voices not heard from arc those of the Eastern Church. But. 
alas. this is all 100 often the case in American theological 

discussions. 

The central thrust of Mauw's lecture is to assert and defend the 
importance of "common grace" for Christians. Among other things 
common grace affinns the continuing essential goodness of God's 
creation despi te our fal1enness. Mauw's wishes to make it clear that 
God interests himself not only in the "elect." but in the whole orhis 
creation. The corollary of this is th3! God's elect must interest 
themselves also in every aspect o f his creation. particularly as this 
affects the lives of follow human beings. "We proceed w ith caution 
knOv.1ng the rebellious manifesto of our first parents- 'We shall ~ 
as gods!"-still echoes all around us. But we also know- and this is 
an important message for common grace theology- that the Spirit of 
the re.igning Lamb is indeed active in our world. not only in 
gathenng the company of the redeemed from the tribes and nations of 
the earth. but also in working mysteriously to restrain sin in the lives 
of those :-ho continu~ in thei r rebe ll ion. and even in stimulating 
works of nghteousness m surprising places" (pp. 86-7). 

Althou~ Mauw does not shrink from classical Calvinist notions of 
sovereignty. depravity. election and predestination. he does not 
present them in the form of a smug "us vs. them" dichotomy. God 
~IOIle. not the theologian. knows the names and number of hi s elect. 
For al~ I know-and for all any o f us can know-much o f what we 

no~' thmk of as common grace may in the end time be revealed to be 
sa"mg grace" (po 100). 

This linle book reminds us 10 look ~ God' eq>eeled Ia!;e d' or s gr.tce and glol)' c"cr .... where. in 
~~idenes/of ~~ m qUll~ un.expected. ~lac.es as well. I I cO~lrasts the 
remains biblically and ~ ~1th. Ihe hmllatlOns of our understanding. It 
openness to lhe f con ess,ol1~ll)' orthodox while cathol ic in its 
Shrines in All Th~~,al~o~a~ le poSSIbilities of God's grace. [ think He 
"Am~," d . s a r IS a hook to which Nevin and Schaff could ~)' 

~ . an more Importa II ' . . . 
man\' other backo.o d n ), one III which ChriSlians of good will from 

• O'unsas wellas fromCI " 
profitable reneclion on II'h' a \'Imsm can discern much 

at consllIules a faithful Wel/rlJ/sdwlllmg. 
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