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The Mercersburg Society has boon formed to uphold the coocepl 01 the 
Church as the Body 01 Christ, Evangelical. Reformed, Catholic, Apostolic, 
organic, developmental and connectional. "affirms the ecumenical 
Creeds as witnesses to its fa ith and the Eucharist as the liturgical ael lrom 
wtllch all other acts of worship and service emanate. 

The SocIety pursues contemporary theology in the Church and the world 
within the COflteXi of the Mercersburg tradition. In effecting Its purpose, the 
Society provides opportunilies for fellowship and study lor persons 
Interested In Mercersburg Theology, sponsors an annual convocation, 
engages in the publication 01 articles and books, stimulates research and 
correspondence among scholars on topics of theology. liturgy. the 
sacraments and ecumenism. 
The New Mercersburg Review is designed to publish the proceedings 01 
the annual convocation as well as other articles on the subjects pertinent 
to the alms and Interests of the Society. 
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From the Editor 

During the past year Jeffrey Roth.lohn Shelter and R 
Howard Paine have all entered the Church Triumphant. They"f I 
offered the~r s~ial gifts 10 t~e work or The Mercersburg SOCi~.Y 
'This issue IS dedicated to theIr memory. 

We apologize that we have nol had an issue of Th~ Nrw 
Mtn:~rsburg Revuw since the Spring issue of 2005. The present 
issue promises to be wonh the wait. It contains essays from our 
lune 2007 Convocation entit led: "Andover Meets German 
Theology: Two Reformed Cousins, Two Centuries Later" which 
took place at South Church. vee in Andover MA. 

Gabriel Fackre, Ph.D .• preached on "The Church of John." 
If the Roman Catholic Church is '"The Church of Peter" and the 
ChW'Ch of the Refonnation is ' 'The Church of Paul ," then 
Merccr.;burg theologians long for ' ''The Church of John," Dr. Fackre 
is Abbot Professor of Christian Theology, Emeritus at Andover· 
Newton Theological School in Newton Center, MA. He is author of 
a five volume systematic theology that began with the popular 
Christian StOry. 

Peter Schmiechen, Ph.D., was President and Professor of 
Theology at Lancaster Seminary from 1985 to 2002. Dr. 
Schmiechen's latest publication is Salling Power: Theologies of the 
Atonement and Forms of tile Church on Eerdmans. His essay 
outlines the importance of understanding the connection between 
incarnation and atonement. From Athenasius and Abelard through 
Schleiennacher, Schmiechen demonstrates the significance of 
incarnation for Mercersburg. 

Clifford B. Anderson is the Curator of Special Collections 
al Princeton Theological Seminary. He received M.Div. from 
Harvard Divini ty School in 1995. Anderson's discussion of the 
doctrine of the Trinily moves from Schleiennacher 10 Moses Sluart 
to Karl Barth 's work on the Trinity in Church Dogmatics/. 

The Rev. Kenneth Aldrich. O. Min. is a retired Episcopalian 
priest living in Huntingdon, PA. His book review compares N.T. 
Wrighl new book 10 C.S. Lewis' Mere Christidnity. 

May this colleclion be a blessing to all of us who seek to be 

Evangelical. Reformed and Catholic. 
Feast of The Reign of Christ Rev. Dr. F. Christopher Anderson 
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The Church of John 
Gabriel Fackre 

I Corinthians 12: 14.21,29 John 17: 20-23 

. ' 'The Church of John," Folks here will recognize that title 
immediately as fro m the mouth of Mercersburg theologians. You 
will remember they saw the church universal moving over time 
from thc "Church of Peter (Rome) through the Church of Paul (the 
Refonnation) to their vision of how things could someday rightly be 
in the ecumenical "Church of John," (While this distinction may 
well have gone back to Schelling, they put their own stamp on it.) 

Thus any future authentic Church that embodied their 
evangelical catholicity would have to include the best of ''the 
church of hope" (Rome ... and given their writings on the Fathers the 
East, Constantinople too), the best of .. the church of faith" (the 
Refonners). And the lohannine "Church or Lovc" would be the 
culmination that brings those gifts from each into a mutuality 
reflecting the very triune Life Together that God is. So our much 
quoted John 17: 20-21: "that they my all be one, as you Father am 
in me and I in you . .. " 

But what does all this have to do with this occasion-the 
meeting of theologians and theologies of Mercersburg and 
Andover? How can we think them together in any such loving 
conjunction when Mercersburgers lambasted the ''Puritans,'' and the 
Andover missionary bands were more into evangelizing the 
Sandwich Islands rather than catechizing the Pennsylvania anxious 
benchers? 

Well, could someone who comes from both of these 
traditions preach at an opening Eucharist about such an unlikely 
mutuality? Maybe someone who was a pastor and teacher in the 
Mercersburg land of the fonner E&R Church for 20 years, and then 
taught on the Andover Newton faculty for 25 years? Well there are 
hints of such a lohannine amity in other odd conjunctions. After all, 
Schaff did give a course of lectures at Andover. And our own Herb 
Davis did give his whole set of Mercersburg Re}luws to the 
Andover Newton library. And a carload of pastors from New 
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England did make their way 10 New Brunswick in 1983 to help 
found. with Pennsylvania sisters and brothers, this Mercersburg 
Society. Then the vel)' next year, the Mercenburg Society joined 
with. bunch of New England Tabletalken and the "811." to launch 
the Craigville theological colloquies now in their 24th year. (Some 
of the back-and-forthen are here tonight.) Are these unusual 
partnerships portents of what might someday happen in the Church 
of John? . 

Now in an Andover Eucharist we are from diverse traditions 
coming together with Jesus Christ at the Table. And that does make 
litis little patch of Christian life together, in some sense, a "church 
of John." But let's pursue that small latent uni ty here and now, and 
see what a pMrnt unity in a larger Church of John might look like 
beyond litis Table. And let 's try to do it with the utter honesty these 
two diverse forebears would expect of us. After all,the great Uniter, 
Jesus Christ, is a Lord of tough love as well as tender love. And so 
were his witnesses at Mercenburg and Andover. None of this 
"sloppy Agape!" 

For example, tough talk about this Eucharist itself as in the 
Mercersburg-influenced E&R liturgy: 

Being of such a sacred nature it is plain that the table of the 
Lord can be rightly approached only by those who are of a 
truJy devout, repenlant and believing mind. These holy 
mysteries are not for the worldly, the irreverent or the 
indifferent ...... not because they are sinners, but because 
they are unrepenlant sinners, not because they are unworthy, 
but because they eat and drink unworthily not discerning the 
Lord's Table. I 

~d Andover? Yes, some strange and too strident 
dedarallons about who is in and who is out of that 1807 school. So 
the vow of the firsl faculty. 

I ~ solemnly promise that I will open and explain the 
Scnptures ... in opposition not only to atheists and infidels 
but !amo~g others] to Jews. Papists Arians, Pelagians, 
AnllOolUlans Arminians. Socinians, Sabellians. Unitarians 

J "Order for Holy CoIIIm . .. Th H 1941).21. lIlIJon, e },mMIjSl Louis: Eden Publishing House. 

S 

and Universalists. and to all other heresies which may be 
opposed to the gospel of Christ and are hazardous to th 
souls of men.1 e 

Whew! 
But inflammatory. rhetoric aside-- and indeed such tern red b 

for example. the antHupersessionist cOmmitments of a 1~87 ule 
General Synod vis-a-vis the Jewish people, or by the Augsbu 
accord of 1999 between the so-called "Papists" and World rg 
Lutheranism} - ~ndover's birth celebrated by us here was a c f 
tough love--a pamful separation from Harvard in 1807 in orde~ 0 

train its clergy in the Trinitarian faith . Unity in the Church of Jo: 
whether it 's Mercersburg or the original Andover, entailed an n , 
ability to say "No!" as well as "Yes!" 

How different this undentanding of what it takes to have a 
Church of John than so much of today's talk of a unity. For 
e~ample , th~ prom?tion here and there of a so-called "open table" 
With no Christologlcal norms, or a church ... or a seminary, so 
wedded to the slogan of diversity that a Trinitarian and 
Christological faith is no longer the framework for diversity! And 
how can we take seriously our own grounding of ecclesial unity in 
John 17:20,21 without keeping in mind the scandalous particularity 
of John 14:6: "I am the way, the truth and the life and no one 
comes to the Father except by me"? 

This toughness of Agape is eminently clear in our Pauline 
epistle that should is rightly partnered with tonight's Johannine 
passage on unity. Intcrestingly, past-Uec president A very Post. 
chose these same two lections for his farewell homily at the 
retirement of Diane Kessler as the splendid leader of the 
Massachusetts Council of Churches three weeks ago in Worcester. 
And, again. interesti ngly, 1807 Abbot professor Mark Heim chose 
the epistle lesson for his baccalaureate sermon at the dedication of 
the new Wilson chapel at Andover Newton two weeks ago. Of 
COurse, the lesson for Easter 7 was the passage from John, as well. 
So such things must be much on our mainline church minds these 

, 
In Everell Carleton Herrick. Turns Again lIomt: Ando~tr Nt wlon 

Thtologkal Schoof and ReminiJetnctsfrom <III Ullktpl JOIU7l4I (Boslon The 
Pil • ) gnm Press. 1949).22. 
Tht Joim Du/arruioll on Ih t Doctrint 0/ JUStjftcaJioll 
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days. Bul when we hear them p~hed upon, IC,t's listen hard for 
the '9udU'Cff of ecclesiaJ love, as In lhe admonitory word of Paul: 
'"The eye cannot Sly to the hand, I have no need of you ... On the 
coouary ...... (1 Cor. 12: 21, 22), 

Wdl some will recognize this concern about the linkage of 
wtmonitotY with hospitality as thai of the note struck in the 1997 
Formula of Agreement voted on by four nationa1 Churches: the 
ElCA, PCUSA, the RCA and the UCC. thaI (onnula featUring the 
words. "mutual affirmation and mumal admonition," I remember 
the laIC evening session in 1991 when that language appeared as out 
of nowhcle after an intense exchange among 6 Refonned and 6 
Lutheran theologians saying in so many words: there will be no 
compromise in litis agreement on the warnings needed to be given 
by each to the other. The Reformed are going to accent and offer 
tbcir historic commitment to the divine sovereignty and all that 
..... ans: "no domesticating deity in the communion elements. no 
restricting the sovereignty of Christ to the Church and diminish.ing 
his rule over the political, social, and economic terrain. No giving 
up on the possibilities of sanctificatiQI] in the Christian life or in 
public history. You Lutherans had better pay attention to these 
things in any possible full communion agreement! "And the 
Lutherans, in turn, saying to us: "You people had better listen 
clearly to our emphasis on the divine solidarity of Christ with his 
church and thus his real presence in the Eucharist. No Zwinglian 
distancing of Christ from the bread, wine and action will do, no 
severing the Head from the Body of Christ. And no forgetting simul 
iustus et pecCQJor in the Christian life, or the persistence of sin in 
public history, and thus in both cases succumbing to uncritical 
assumptions about unfettered growth in self or society." These 
mutual warnings are of a piece with Pauline strictures about 
imperial claims made by the parts of the Body of Christ and thus 
the absolute need in any attempts at unity for mutual admonitions as 
well as .mutual affirmations. 

Andjust what about those mutual affirmations'? They too 
can be made only by a love that is tough as well as tender. So the 
Lutherans told the UCC when they dropped us out of the Reformed­
Lu~ .dialogue in 1987 because of our perceived theological 
pronuscwty, and then acceded reluctantly to a protracted meeting in 
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New York in the fall of 1987 with a UCC contingent explaining 
whether, and in what sense, this denomi nation might be considered 
a "confessional Church." and on that espoused the doctrillC of 
j ustificati~n .~After a~ intense .all-day scs.sion, with RCA and 
Presbytenan theologians looking on while VCC theologians read 
paper.; to ELCA represe~tatives on what their corporately voted 
present texts actually srud, as well as what their historic texts 
deClared. most of the Lutherans muttered,. "OK. Come on back in." 
Then these four tradi tions resumed their inquiry into what the 
essentials were which might make mutual affinnation possible. 
Those wert tough times. and rightly so as these Churches worked 
toward an update and slight revision of Rupert Meldinius' famous 
17ib century aphorism: in essentials. unity-mutual affinnation; in 
per.;pectives. diversity-mutual admonition; in al l things charity­
another trilogy that makes up a Church of John.s 

On getting clear about the toughness of core affinnations • 
Ted Trost has it right in a point made in his year-long research of 
the uec "God is Sti ll Speaking" campaign. when he contrasts one 
of its slogans that "no matter where you are on life's journey. 
you're welcome here." with Jesus' own very different posture. 
proclaiming the coming of the joyful but demanding reign of God 
with its very tough call to repentance. 

So how do these New Testament passages and their import 
relate to this convocation of Mercersburg and Andover'? And more: 
could what is said here about two streams of Christian history make 
some sort of contribution to the wider Church? 

A good case could be made concerning Corinthian mutual 
admonition and complementary matters with respect to these twO 
traditions. For example, Mercersburg gave high profile to the 
Incarnation while Andover rang the changes on the Atonement, 
very different accents. But would one be open to the other? Richard 
Wentt points out in his study of Nevin, that Nevin respo.n~ to 
Domer's criticism about the lack of the atonement teaching In the 

• See papers by Louis Gunnernann. Charles_Hambrick.-Stowe and Gabriet Fackle 

in Ntw o,/lvtrsarwns (Winter/Spring, t988). . 
! The story and substance to be found in Keith F. Niekle and Tlmo~y LU~h eels .• 
A. Com mOil Collillg: The Wi/ll tn o/Our Rt/o"rwtUm Churdui UI No 
A.mtrico Todo, (Minneapolis: Aug.sburg Foruess, (993). 
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MercenbUrg theology that,for Mercenburg, ''the liturgy was 
'baptized' in the atoning sacrifice ... bathed in it from beginning to 
end...6 And. yes, Andover's accent was on the Atonement as the 
saving Work of Christ that had to be spre.ad ferven.tly across the 
oceans. Yet the split of 1807 had to do With the deity of Jesus 
Ouist. and therefore a fundamental assumption about the 
Incarnation. And interestingly. yes. a similar distinction in accents 
(as in Incarnation and Atonement) occurs regarding ministry. 
Mercctsburg treats ministry as of the ess~ of the chUIt:h. its very 
being (though not ,of course, ministry in apostolic succession). but 
Andover in following the Cambridge Platfonn considers it only of 
the bene ~ss~ of the church-only its well-being, giving ecclesial 
primacy to the laity as congregation. Yet Mercersburg theologian 
Emanuel Gerban. for all his emphasis on the office of the pastor, 
was at pains to assert in detail the "dignity and authority of the 
laymen."? Meanwhile. Andover, functionally, from the beginning 
placed great stress on the training of clergy and thus sought to avoid 
the tendencies of the times to let the spontaneities and enthusiasms 
that swept through the laity to marginalize the learned minister. 
Accents in one tradition do not preclude openness to those of an 
ecclesial other. Indeed, where there is an ecumenical impulse 
toward the Church of John, there is a readiness to listen for, and 
learn from , them, recognizing that the Body is made up of many 
parts and not reducible to one's own historic charism. 

But before there is any talk of openness to mutual 
admonition, there must be, as noted, a foundational mutual 
affinnation. That means each party has to be able to recognize in 
the other . common core of convictions-- "in essentials, unity." Is 
thCIe evidence of such? Yes. For one, the common conunitment to a 
Trinitarian faith, linking both to such a non-negotiable in any wider 
ecwnenism. So too, historic unity on the scandaJ of Christological 
particularity, so imponant in today's drift in too many places 
toward an uncritical pluralism, yet al the same time a place in each 
tradition for the premise of their shared hisloric Reformed 

I Ciud i.a R.ictwd Wentz. John WiUimnson Nevill: Ameriam TheologulII New 
rOflc Oxford Universit), Press, 1997), 141. 
Emanuel Gubart, l fUtitidel of/he Chris/ian Religion, Vol. 2 (New York.; Funk. 

and. Wignall, 1894), S28. 
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heritage's assertion ~f a "common grace," preserving though!!.21. 
saving, a grace that IS able to honor truth, goodness, beauty and 
holiness wherever found. 

Yet another commonality that underscores a Reformed 
cousinship is their mutual affirmation of the three-fold office of 
Christ_prophetic, priestly and royal-- that can be found in both the 
19110 century Mercenburg theology with its Heidelberg catechism 
background and the Andover theologians' writings grounded in 
Congregational creeds and platforms, a stress on the munus triplex 
still current today, as in the chapten in Scott Paeth's 2006 UCC 
collection: Who Do Say That I Am? in essays on the imponanceof 
the three-fold office by Andover cum Congregational heir, Max 
Stackhouse, and Mercenburg cum E&R heritage heir, Lee Barrett' 

But let's face it. A true Church of Love, the ultimate in 
catholicity, would entai l both Mercersburg and Andover moving 
beyond their own, finally, tiny constituencies. Such an 
encompassing Church of John would have to include most of the 
rest of Christendom . That would mean the billion plus of Rome and 
Constantinople-the Church of Hope, and, perhaps even more 
challenging, some parts of the Church of Faith that seem strange to 
old-line Reformation Churches-- the pentecostal and evangelical 
fires and fevers of the global south which, Phillip Jenkins tells us, is 
where the majority of Christian believers will someday be in the 
21" century. Any kind of future Church of Love will have to come 
to lenns with these two multitudes. Can a sacramental Mercersburg 
have anything to do with these evangelical and Pentecostal 
effervescences? Can an Andover tradition of congregational 
autonomy have anything to do with apostolic succession? Or make 
it even harder by tuming the question around: can a Ratzinger who 

• See Max Stackhouse, ' 'The Officc s ofctuiSI from EartyCburch Through the 
Reformen," and Lee Barrell, "ChrislOlogy in the English and Continental 
Reformations," both in Scot! Paeth . ed., Who Do You Sa, [am? Chm/olo,,_ 
lUn4ly ill the United Church o/Christ (Clevetand: United. Church Press, 20(6), 
2.5-41 .nd 42-6j . My own eUI)' in the same book also deals with the ~us . 
rriplu. Indeed, l UCC theologian who has worked 01l1xKh s!des. of~ histone 
traditions has written an entire volume on it. indeed, connecung It WIth the 
Trinitarian core to whieh earlier reference was made, Robert Sherman, lUng, 
PrieS/lind Prophet (New York: T &T Clark: internalional. 2(04) .. 
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DOC 10 long ago bewailed a neo-c:ongregationalism he felt was 
m,king imowts into his own Church have anything to do with 
Andovct and its heirs?9 Or can Pentecostals aflame with their faith 
have anything 10 do wid! what they consider are the old-line 
OIurch', dying embers of rites and rituals? All this seems to make 
talk of a Church of John well beyond the borders of Mercersburg 
and Andover sheer utopianism. I expect that is so in my time and no 
doubt in all of yours as well. But wait a minute. What are we to 
make of these recent remarks of Cardinal Walter Kasper? 

The Catholic Church is ... wounded by the divisions of 
Christianity .... Several aspects of being church are better 
realized in other churches. So we can learn from each other 
in order to grow in the one truth of Jesus Christ. ... Thus 
since the Council we Catholics learned a lot from our 
Protestant brothers and sisters about the importance of the 
word of God and its proclamation ... The oikoumene is not 
about a way backwards but about a way forwards by mutual 
exchange ... Ecumenism is no one-way street, but a 
reciprocal learning process-as stated in the Encyclical Ur 
unum sint-an exchange of gifts. 10 

Now, how about that? And Cardinal Kasper walked the walk as 
well as talked the talk because he was instrumental in bringing to be 
the accord between Lutherans and Roman Catholics on the doctrine 
of justification, something of that miracle of mutuality, indeed 
precisely one that had in it both mutual affinnations and mutuaJ 
admonitions. 11 

If a cardinal of Rome, indeed, its ecumenical officer, can 
a.::knowledge his own Church's need to listen to the ecclesial 
"other," and learn from it, how dare we not do the same? Especially 

'J<mph. CudinaJ .Ratzinger with Viuerio Mcs$Ori, The Ratzjnm Reooo: An 
b:cllUlVe 11I#11i~1tI 011 the SWe of the Church (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 
1985),_45-46,156-157. -
10· -

Cant.lna! Wallet" Kasper, "Present-Day Problems in Ecwncnical Theology," in 
~IU, Voblme 6: ~ 2001 Publk Udure, (Princeton Center of 
II pc&IlDquiry), 56,88. 
~ The Romm Catholic CtlUl(:h and the Lutheran World Federation, The 
~ lHd4!ralioll 011 tM Dowine of JIlJrif'u:tJtil)1I (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. 

Pub. Co, 1999). 

" 

the heirs of Mercersburg that dreamed of that Church of love t bel 
And the same thing is the case if we are to go by the 200dl o. 
anniversary professedly ecumenical heirs of Andover seminary' 
Just so, ho~ dare we ~~t look for the day of the Church of John . 
with its 10Vlng mutuahlles of affinnation and admonition. And set 
up signs here and now on the path toward it? And to make such a 
sign, to the Table together we go to be with the Christ who prays to 
the Father for that day when we shall all be one. 

Amen 
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Incamalion and Atonement, with special 
reference to Scbleiennacber and Mercersburg 

Peter Schmiechen 

This discussion of atonement and incarnation will focus on 
sevcnl themeS: First, the need to change the way v:e ~ink about. 
atonement. The conventional wisdom is that there IS ~Ither one bIg 
theory of atonement (penal substitution) or three ~eon~ named by 
Gustaf Auten in his landmark book of 1931: Christus VKtor. As 
we shall see, both of lhese options present us with serious problems. 
The most serious is that they restrict our vision of lhe many ways in 
which the saving power of God in Christ meets human need. The 
New Tes"ment and Christian traditions offer us a far richer set of 
images and theories. 

Second, I want to explore the relation of atonement and 
incarnation. It is my contention that the witnesses to saving power 
in Christ make clear that incarnation is the inevitable and necessary 
consequence. Moreover, once this conclusion is reached, the 
theological affinnation of incarnation begins t~ f~nction as ~ 
presupposition for what may be called the Christian re-thmking of 

, God, human life, sin and salvation, and Ihe redeemed life. 
Both of these interests relate directly to Mercersburg. 

Unless we expand our view of atonement, there is no consideration 
of the view of Christ in the Mercersburg tradition. It was the 
distinctive genius of Mercersburg 10 lake as ils starting point the 
incarnation and the new life Christ initiates. While its view of 
atonement includes forgiveness of sins, the conquest of demonic 
power and the demonstration of divine love, il shifts the emphasis 
10 participation in the spiriluallife which enlivens the church as the 
Body of Chrisl In order 10· see the distinctive character of 
Mercersburg's approach 10 atonement. we need to expand the entire 
framework for understanding atonement. 

In a related way. Mercersburg becomes a wonderful 
example of a theological tradition that takes incarnation as its 
starting point and treats atonement and incarnation as inseparable. 
When we explore Mercersburg from this perspective. it will not 
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surprise us that its lin~age tak:s us back to t~ree other theological 
figures who also take incarnatIon as the slanlng point Athanasius. 
Anselm and Schleiennacher. 

1. Rethinking Alonemem 

Let us begin with the standard options regarding atonement: 
either there is one theory or the three outlined by Gustaf Aulen. If 
the only theory is that of penal substitution, we are in serious 
trouble, in spite of its elevation by so many to a position of 
doCtrinal inerrancy. It is flawed for two reasons: Firsl, it makes 
God into a passive, angry deity. waiting for the scales of retributive 
justice to be balanced by the death of the innocent Jesus in payment 
for the sins of the world. Second, it isolates the death of Jesus and 
makes it inlo something of intrinsic value demanded by God. It is 
very difficult 10 find this view in the teaching of Jesus or elsewhere 
in the Bible, where salvation is always presented as the action of a 
gracious God to redeem fallen humanity. Now it may welJ be that 
while many affirm penal substitution. they do not necessarily 
subscribe to the rigorous version of Charles Hodge. where 
punishment must precede forgiveness. or even the bloody version of 
Mel Gibson '5 The Passion of Christ. It is quite possible that many 
hold a softer version, wishing to affirm that Jesus died for me and in 
my place, or that I am redeemed by his life and death. 
Nevertheless. the theory of penal substitution violates so many of 
our evangelical and theological values that it is difficult to endorse. 

But things do not get better in Aulen's proposal that there 
are three theories: a transactional view linked to Anselm, a 
subjective view tied to Abelard, and a c1assic~ vi~w ~amed 
Christus Victor. The transactiona1 or pena1 VIew IS reJecled by 

. d . be Aulen for reasons already noted. But Aulen also JU ges It to 
Pelagian since it is the human Jesus who offers his life to God. 

• . bel· . the This human act is repeated ever afler by fruthful levers In 

Roman Mass, as a work lifted up to God to earn our salvati~n. The 
subjecli ve view is rejecled because nothing really happens In the 
world except for a declaration of God's love, given solel~ to change 
our h"""~ To p"'phrase Aulen, the entire gospel story IS thus ........,. . h u were 
reduced to a postcard from heaven: ''God loves you, WlS yo 
here. Love, God." Having rejected these twO views, Aulen then 
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I 
_ .. whal he calls the classic view, running from Paul through 

ayslN' .. Ch ' , lrenICUS to Luther. wherein the Vlctonous nSI conquers sm, 
<kIth and the devil. Note then what has ha~pened : first we are 

ted with the generous offer of three VIews, but then the three 
:1;:,!N'Jt! 10 one and we are back. at another fo~ of imperialism 
where ,U atonement theology is reduced to onc vIew. 

The consequences of either of these app~aches---on.e or 
three reduced to. new one-are disaslrOus for fwth, preachmg and 
theology. When pastors become convinced that atonement is about 

"ndictive God who takes satisfaction in Ihc death of Jesus, many 
.~ , f' d choose to skip the subject. The resul!, however, IS con uSlOn an 
lack of conviction regarding the cross. No wonder so many tum to 
s)TUpy moralism and platirudes as advice to believers on their 
peT$ODal spiritual journey toward self-fulfillment. But even Aulen's 
proposal fails to open the door t~ the many fo~ of savin~ power, 
since everything is reduced to his Lutheran version of Chrisms 
Victor. In the end we are left without any clarity regarding the 
many ways the New Testament speaks of saving power in relation 
to the numerous forms of human brokenness or the profound 
tensions within the God who wills the redemption of the world. 

To get beyond this imperialism of one or three, J propose 
that we recognize that the New Testament and Christian traditions 
provide US with many theories. By a theory of atonement I mean a 
comprehensive interpretation of the life, death and resurrection of 
Jesus Christ as the demonstration of God's saving power. To test 
this thesis I have isolated at least eleven theories of atonement 
which arc distinct in terms of original image as well as 
comprehensive theory. (See Appendix I.) I have included Penal 
Substitution because it is held by so many Christians, in spite of the 
fact that it is deeply fl awed and in need of major reccnsuuction. 
With the exception of this theory, all of the theories are positive and 
complement one another rather than exclude one another. This is 
the case because they speak to different issues, either in the human 
condition or in God. For example, there reaUy is a difference 
between sin and the resultant guilt versus bondage to oppressive 
powers. A guilty person needs to be forgiven, a person suffering 
from shame neet1s to be liberated. 

l' 

I am proposing that we change the way we think about 
atonement, namely, that the grace of God meets human neet1 in 
many ways, always revealing something about God and ourselves. 
But it is impossible ~o .adopt this new approach without liberating 
ounelves from the "Sid confines presented by Aulen. His 
perspective has been codified in general works of theology and 
seminary cunicula, appears endlessly in sermons and the media, 
and now reappears in recent books on Atonement (cf. works by 
Weaver, Boersma and Heim). The irony of Aulen's approach is 
that at one point he actually recognizes that R. Hermann interprets 
Anselm in a radically different way as the restoration of creation 
rather than penal substi tution. But such an alternative would 
destroy Aulen's tripartite scheme for interpreting all of Christian 
history. Bear in mind that Aulen wrote in 1931, a time when 
Protestants were waging war against a Catholicism judged to be 
Pelagian and a modem liberalism judged to be humanistic. Thus it 
was a handy rbetorical device to identify Anselm with Catholicism, 
with its Pelagian tendencies, and Abelard with modem liberalism, 
with its tendency to reduce the gospel to the simple teachings of 
Jesus. Aulen's three types thus become symbols of Pelagian 
Catholicism, modem liberalism and Protestant OrthodOXY, linked to 
Irenaeus and Paul. Given the entrenched nature of Aulen's 
perspective, it may indeed take an act of God to change the minds 
of many people. While we wait for divine arbitration of this 
dispute, let me make the case why Aulen is incorrect in attributing 
penal substitution to Anselm. 

First, Aulen assumes that since Anselm places satisfaction at 
the center of his argument, therefore Anselm must affinn penal 
substitution. This, however, does not follow, since many writers 
use the word satisfaction in quite different ways. This is precisely 
the case with Anselm. R. W. Southern argues that Anselm is 
thoroughly medieval: the creation consists of layers of inter­
Connected relations, obligations and duties, displaying ~~h a moral 
order and infinite beauty, all working in hannany and giving honor 
to God (Saint Anselm, pp. 221-227). But sin has des~yed the 
hannony of the universe and dishonored God. Such disorder?od 
can not permit because it disrupts God's purpose for the creation. If 
God were to allow this to continue, it would mean that God has 
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twucd aside flow the divine purpose or is unable to achieve it. But 
whaI is to be done? Anselm lays out two options: satisfaction may 
be IIehiewd by eitMr pJUlishmenJ or restoration. While it appears 
that these two options are equally possible, we soon discover that 
fOt" Anselm there really is no choice: God must restore the creation. 

This is the crucial point in the entire treatise and it leads to 
two conclusions: 
a) if utisfaction must take the form of restoration, then we are led 
to the incarnation, which makes possible the liberation of humanity 
from death, the overthrow of the devi l, the restoration of the 
creation as well as the honor of God. Any thought of punishment 
leading to penal substitution is completely set aside. 
b) While we may think Anselm made the right choice, he musl pay 
a price that even he does not acknowledge. Recall that Anselm 
said II the oulSet that he would justify the incarnation without 
appealing to the Bible and instead search for a necessary reason for 
the incarnation. But the only way he can justify the choice of 
restoration is to appeal 10 God's faithfulness 10 God's own purpose, 
found in the Biblical record. What we have then is a brilliant 
affinnation of the faithfulness of God, but also an admission that 
the search for a principle of necessity acceptable to independent 
reason ends in failure. Before moving on, let us summarize this 
finl argument: Anselm's whole thesis is construcied around the 
idea of God fulfilling lhe divine purpose by means of restoration, 
rather than punishment for violation of the law. Anselm is clearly 
worlQng in a framework far distant from that of penaJ substitution. 

The second reason penal substitution is not a part of 
Anselm's view is that at no point in the text does God demand the 
death of Jesus. What Anselm says is that in his obedience and 
holiness, Jesus freely gives his life 10 God and thereby sets an 
example for believers. (Cf. John 15: 13) There is no necessity laid 
on Jesus by God (or, to employ the intra.Trinitarian tenninology, by 
the Father upon the Son). Instead, Jesus' journey toward Jerusalem 
is of his own free will and love of God. What is made abundantly 
clear is that if Jesus dies, it not to satisfy the justice of God as a 
juri~Cal requirement, bUI his death is a consequence of his 
obedience and love of God.. Bear in mind thai Anselm was a monk, 
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for whom the vow of obedience was by far the highest goaJ for the 
Christian-yes, even more important than poverty and celibacy. 

The Ihird point has to do with Aulen's charge of 
Pelagianism against Anselm. Aulen introduces a principle which 
most would readily accepl: There must be tala) continuity between 
the action of God and the aClion of redemption. In applying this to 
Anselm, Aulen argues that since satisfaction must be accomplished 
by humans, therefore when the God-human appears for our 
salvation, he is acting only as human. Aulen judges this to be 
Pelagian and represents a discontinuity in the flow of action from 
God {Q salvation. While this argument is parallel to the Reformers' 
critique of the Roman Mass. il is somewhat out of context when 
applied to Anselm. Anselm's whole point is to argue that the 
incarnation must occur because humanity can nol offer satisfaction 
but only God can. Thus while it is true thai humanilY must offer 
satisfaction, it is only the God·human who can. To attribute a 
Pelagian twist to the requirement of the Savior's humanity is 10 do 
violence to the delicate logic of incarnational theology found in 
Nicea and Chalcedon. Moreover, using Aulen' s logic, most 
theories of atonement would fai l his test, since in every one the 
work of salvation is effected by the One who is both divine and 
human. Time and again theology has affirmed thai Jesus is the 
truly human one, the new or second Adam, who embodies the true 
obedience and love of God. Indeed, for the human nOllO be 
involved would be docetic at worst, or Apollinarian at best. 

To this point I have argued against only one half of Aulen's 
reading of theology. Is it possible that we can aJso retrieve Abelard 
from Aulen's scrnpheap of bad theology? lei us risk the auempt 
Aulen dismisses Abelard as affinning Jesus as a teacher and 
example of love, the exponenl of the subjectiv~ view. N?r c~ .he 
find anything special about the death of Jesus m Abelard s wotmg. 
To overturn this caricature of Abelard, one need only read the 
relevant lexts. Abelard, like Anselm, refuses to build a case for the 
incarnation and passion of Christ on the basis of negotiations with 
the devil. The devil is a liar and God owes the devil nothing. But 
Abelard turns his razor sharp logic on Anselm as well: it is n~1 . 
necessary 10 develop an elabornle theory in search of some pnnclple 
of necessity for the incarnation and crucifixion. If in the end the 
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passion of Christ reveals the love of God, then let us simply affirm 
that the ItOty is about the love of God from start to finish. Absent 
from Aulen's iCport of Abelard is the fact that something does 
indo ~d happen: Jesus Christ is the incarnate Word who embodies 
the love of God. He redeems the world by his life, death and 
re.surmction, thereby creating on earth a community of faithful 
believers who continue to praise God and witness to the redeeming 
love of God. As Abelard notes, there is a difference between 
unrealized and realized hope. Christ is the real demonstration of the 
love of God. So he writes: "Wherefore, our redemption through 
Christ's suffering is that deeper affection in us which not only frees 
us from slavery to sin, but also wins for us the true liberty of sons of 
God .... " (Fairweather, ScholDstic Miscellany, p. 284) 

We can appreciate Abelard's main point without having to 
conclude that his theory is the only theory of atonement. What I 
find especially interesting is that nearly every theory ends up with 
an Abclardian chorus. This occurs at that point where, once one has 
defined what God has done in Christ, one is led to ask: What is our 
appropriate response? Sooner or later there is a reminder of the 
wondrous love which seeks to invoke in us love born of Christ. 
lrenaeus provides a good example, as he argues that God does not 
take us by violence but by persuasion. He illustrates how it is not 
uncommon for Wondrous Love to be joined with other theories as 
an over.arching answer to God's motivation and our response. I 
would also note that Abelard's position now reappears in so many 
books on atonement which seek an alternative to penal substitution. 
In many respects they are closer to Abelard than Christos Victor. 

2. Incarnation and Atonement 
Let us begin by affinning the dialectical relation between 

atonement and incarnation. On the one hand, incarnation is a 
consequence of the affinnation that saving power is present in the 
life, death and resurrection of Jesus. While Jesus' followers are 
astonished by him, all of their claims about him lead to the 
conclusion that only God could do what they have experienced in 
Jesus Christ and Pentecost. Even more specific, if God were not 
present in Jesus, then the story of Jesus would be but one more 
story of an unusual person. To say that incarnation is the inevitable 
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and necessary consequence of the saving power in Jesus leads to the 
rejection of several popular views. One is the dismissal of Nicea 
and Chalcedon on grounds of intervention by Roman emperors. 
These discussions were certainly complicated by political struggles, 
bul for Athanasius and his followers, the issue was always a matter 
of soteriology: God was in Christ! The other misleading view is 
the celebration of alternate forms of spirituality-including 
Gnosticism. Such a view argues for a more inclusive approach to 
divergent views in the early church on grounds that the church was 
too restrictive of such views, especially when practiced by women. 
On the contrary, I am suggesting that the affirmation of God's 
saving power in Jesus requires the rejection of Gnosticism. There is 
a fundamental contradiction between the Christian story of Jesus 
and the polytheism and dualism of Gnosticism. 

On the other hand, once incarnation is affirmed as a 
consequence of the story of Jesus, it then begins to function as a 
presupposition for thinlcing about God. In fact, if the crucified is 
raised to be Lord and now communicates new life to those gathered 
in his name, then all thinlcing about God, Jesus, the Spirit, believers, 
the church and the world must be re-evaluated. New answers must 
now be given to questions such as: Who is God? What is God 
doing in the world? The point is that a major sh.ift occurs in 
Christian thinking: once the presence of saving power leads to the 
consequence that it is God who is present in Jesus, then they can not 
think about God without assuming incarnation as a presupposition 
for all Christian thought. But we need to be reminded that 
incarnation did not begin as a speculative presupposition, but as a 
result of the story of saving power in Jesus. 

Let me propose three ways in which our theological 
reflection is altered once this connection between incarnation and 
atonement is established. First, if Jesus Christ has to do with God's 
incarnation, then the focus shifts to God's purpose. To be sure, . 
Jesus' cross and resurrection are still center stage. But Jesus and his 
story are significant 10 the extent that they point to God's purposes 
in creation and now redemption. Second, if Jesus is tied to what 
God is doing in the world, then categories such as history and 
development become major concepts. We may now speak of a 
history of the world, of si n and of redemption. But even more 
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important. we mil)' now speak of change or development in the 
count of IUstory. Third, if alonemem is governed b), incarnation, 
then the dominant images will be those of new life, new being and 
union with Christ. Underlying all of these images is the cenlral idea 
of participation in the very life of Christ. 

Taken together, the time concepts of purpose, historical 
development and new life become the hallmarks of an incarnational 
approach to atonement. Their value may be demonstrated by 
putting them to work: For example: such an approach slams the 
door on any reduction of Christian faith to moral action or cognitive 
ideas . To be Christian is morc than doing something or knowing 
something. It is to be joined with Christ, i.e., to be rescued from the 
power of the old life lived to self and the powers of this world, and 
to be born again in the new life of God. 

Another example is helpful. In so much of American 
religion, God's purpose is eliminated from the discussion. 
Preac:lUng then concentrates on the question: Does God love you? 
The conservative answer is: "Yes, if you believe and do certain 
things?" That inevitably produces very oppressive systems and 
leads to protests in the name of the sovereignt), of God. Bue the 
liberal answer is not much beller: Liberals declare: "Yes, God 
loves you unconditionally." Now I recognize that in a world where 
love is parceled out under strict conditions, the gospel of 
unconditional love can be good news. The problem, however, is 
thai when the gospel is reduced to this slogan, the message is given 
that you don't have to be or do anything but bask in the love of 
God. What is lost here is any sense of participation in the unfolding 
struggle of justice and peace as God moves the world toward God's 
pwpose. Is it any wonder that most Americans believe God loves 
them and they don't have to be involved in the church or anything 
else? 

In Saving Power I have used three writers to demonstrate 
how incarnation and atonement are held together in special ways: 
these are Athanasius, Anselm and Schleiermacher. In many 
respects this is an unusuru combination, especially in light of the 
demonization of both Anselm and Schleiermacher. But all three are 
theologians of the incarnation and all three see history as the realm 
of the struggle between sin and God. It was Athanasius who 
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repeatedly asked the question : "What was God to do?" It was 
Anselm who insisted on framing incarnation and atonement in light 
of God's unrelenting faithfulness to restore the creation. And it was 
SchleiertnaCher who defined Christianity as a fonn of historical 
monotheism, wherein everything relates to the redemption 
accomplished by Jesus Christ and is mediated to us through the 
church. In fact. it is Scleiennacher who speaks of a double 
incarnation: the presence of God in Christ and the bestowal of the 
Spirit on the Church. 

Here it is appropriate to elaborate on several aspects of 
Schleiennacher' s work which have obvious connections to Nevin 
and Schaff. 

1. By defining religion as a relation to God which can not be 
reduced to morality or knowledge, Schleiermacher joined 
together the pietist emphasis on religion of the heart with the 
Reformers emphasis on faith as trust of the heart. 

2. For Schleiennacher, Christianity involved the double 
incarnation of God in Jesus and the Spirit in the church. 
There was such a perfect unity of the work and person of 
Jesus that his person was itself the embodiment of the new 
life. In an unusual move, he rejected both adoptionism and 
the virgin birth, since neither could adequately explain the 
originating power of God in him. For Schleiermacher, 
Christ was the goal of creation and the mediator of 
salvation. 

3. Schleiermacher believed the ancient categories of nature, 
person and union of divine and human natures contained 
unresolved questions. The)' also were not the language of 
the modem world. As a result, he shifted to historical and 
personal language. But in doing this, he sought to construct 
a Christology which was exactly parallel to the language and 
the intention of Chalcedon: in Jesus Christ, God and 
humanit), are fully and truly joined. 

4. The last point which connects our Mercersburg theologians 
to Schleiennacher was the latter's absolute insistence that 
Jesus intended to found the church. It is by means of the 
church as the community of Christ, empowered by the 
Spirit. that the redemption of Christ is mediated throughout 
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the world. For Schleiennacher, Nevin's church question 
was given a resounding affinnalive answer. In and through 
the chwch we participate in the new life God gives in Jesus 
Quist. 

There can be linIe doubt thaI the Mercersburg theologians 
found in Schleiennacher support for the ideas that religion is a 
living reality which develops and lhat Jesus Christ is the bearer of 
new life. But while these connections are clear, they and 
Schleiennacher stood in a larger tradition going back to Athanasius 
and ultimately the Johannine witness to Christ. When this is 
understood, we can then see that there is indeed a way of thinking 
about the cross which is governed by the incarnation. It focuses on 
God's will to ttdeem the world by means of the incarnate Word, 
whereby life is bestowed upon the world through the redemption 
embodied in Jesus Chris!. Such an approach to atonement is 
overlooked by both Protestants and Catholics if they are 
preoccupied with the forgiveness of sins (or its liberal formulation 
8$ the affirmation of unconditional love). For Mercersburg, the 
forgiveness of sins is taken up into a larger affinnation of life in the 
face of death, of the sacramental community of Christ which 
transforms the world, and finally, the on going revealing of God's 
purposes. 
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APPENDIX I. 

o1J11JNE: THEORIES OF ATONEf\.ffiNT 

A. CHRlST DIED FOR OUR SINS (FORGIVENESS) 
I. Sacrifice: The Jewish image of sacrifice for sin (i .e., 
removaVpurification) and its application to Jesus. The 
Letter 10 the Hebrews 

2. Justification by grace: the righteousness of God revealed 
apart from the law. Luther's Commentary on Romans 

3. Penal Substitution: Christ in our Place: Jesus's death as 
compensation to the justice of God. Charles Hodge 

B. UBERATION FROM SIN. DEATH AND DEMONIC 
POWERS 

4. Liberation: Christ the Saving Power of God. Irenaeus, 
Moltmann, Cone, Gutierl'ez, and FeminlstIWomanist 
Theology 

C. TIlE PURPOSES OF GOD 
5. Renewal of the Creation: Incarnation and New Life in 
Christ. Athanasius and the Nicene Theology 

6. Restoration of the Creation by the Incarnation of God: 
The fai thfulness of God Anselm 

7. The Completion of the Creation in Jesus Christ Jesus 
Christ the Redeemer. Schleiel'macher 

D. RECONCDJA TION 

8. The Destruction of Idols and the True Knowledge of 
God. H. R. Niebuhr 

9. Christ the Reconciler: The cross as God's reconciliation 
in the face of spiritual warfare. I Corinthians 1-2 
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10. The Wondrous Love of God. Jesus Christ as a 
Demonstration of Love and the new community of love. 
Abelard, Wesley and Mollmann on God's co· 
sutrertnl· 

II. The Unveiling of Violence: The Cross as God's 
Judgment against institutionalized violence (scapegoating). 
Girard, Bartlett. Heim 
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On Reading Schlelermacher In America: 
Moses Stuart on the TrinityU 

Clifford B. Anderson 

The story of Moses Stuart's translation of Friedrich 
Schleiermacher's controversial 1822 essay on the Trinity provides a 
windoW intO a fascinating debate which raged in the first quarter of 
the nineteenth century and which concerned the limits of our 
knowledge of the nature of God. What led Moses Stuart. a defender 
of the doclrine of the Trinity during the Unitarian Controversy in 
New England. to translate Schleiermacher' s "On the Discrepancy 
between the Sabellian and Athanasian Method of Representing the 
Doctrine of the Trini ty,,? IJ On its face the translation and publishing 
of Schleiermacher's essay hardly seems like a good way to defend 
the Trinity. After all, Schleiermacher is frequently classified as an 
Anti-Trinitarian theologian. The purpose of this essay is to eltplain 
the historical circumstances which prompted Stuart to enlist this 
critic of the orthodox. formulation to defend Trinitarian doctrine 
against Unitarian criticisms. 

The background to Moses Stuart's reading of 
Schleiermacher on the Trinity is, of course, the Unitarian 
Controversy in the early nineteenth century. Moses Stuart was a 
spectator to most of the events in the fi rst stage of the controversy. 
S~uart was born a Connecticut Yankee in 1780. 14 He grew up on the 
kind of hardscrabble farm that produced the stone walls which now 
run fo~l ornly t~oughout the woods of New England. He showed 
early Interest In theology, reading Jonathan Edwards' On The 
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Fn~dom of 1M Will (I754) as a child of twelve. IS His linguistic 
abilities also became manifest early. "While punuing the Latin and 
me GIL~l. he attended also to the French classics. Several of his 
elder schoolmates had devoted many weeks to the reading of 
Telemachus. TIley ridiculed him for his attempt to recite with them 
at me very beginning of his study. He remained with them a day 
and • half, and was then transferred to a higher class."loS He enrolled 
at Yale College in 1797 and graduated two yean later. A religious 
conversion led him to give up a planned career in Jaw for the 
ministry. Sroan became a disciple of Timothy Dwight. president of 
Yale College and grandson of Ionathan Edwards. Dwight conducted 
a religious revival at the college during the Second Great 
Awakening. He sought particularly to defend creedal Christianity 
against Ieffersonian Deism.17 Stuart absorbed Dwighl's New 
Divinity as well as his hostility toward Deism and the 
Enlightenment. He dated his conversion to 1803.18 Marrying in 
1805 and leaving his position as a Mor at Yale, Stuart stayed within 
the orbit of Dwight'S influence, becoming the associate pastor and 
then pastor of the Center Congregational Church in New Haven. 

While Stuart was preaching Dwight's form of evangelical 
Calvinism in New Haven, the struggle over the succession to the 
Hollis professorship of divinity at Harvard College was in full 
swing. The Corporation's election in early 1805 of the liberal Henry 
Ware to the Hollis chair (by a single vote margin!) signaled the 
defeat of the Calvinist party at Harvard..19 The establishment of the 
Theological Institution in Phillips Academy in 1807 was the 
orthodox response. The circumstances of its birth were rather 
complex. The Associate Statutes arising from the negotiations
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between the old Calvinists at Andover and the Hopkinsian 
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mandated at Andover. 

When Moses Stuart joined the faculty of An~~e~ after 
Eliphalet Pearson mysteriously resigned in 1810. he was }Olnt~g an 

t of orthodoxy situated in a field surrounded by liberal 
~ans. His period of study with Timothy Dwight had 
indoctrinated him into Hopkinsian Calvinism. but he would be 
teaching Ihe Bible at Andover, not theology. He felt woefully 
under-prepared for the assignment. He hardly ~ew any Hebrew 
beyond the alphabet and later judged his Greek madequate for the 
task.21 His study of Hebrew led him by happenstance to the study of 
Gennan. He grew frustrated at the opacity of the German terms he 
discovered in the Hebrew lexicon so he resolved to learn German as 
well. 23 "At an exorbitant price he obtained the apparatus for 
Gennan study, and in a si~le fortni~t had read the en~re Gos~l 
of John in that language." Stuart ennched Andover's library with 
Gennan scholarship, which was otherwise scarce during that period 
in New England. Stuart was among the first to introduce German 
theologians and biblical scholars to the United States.25 He began 
teaching his students higher cri ticism-not to undennine their faith , 
but to set their faith on more solid historical foundations. But his 
innovations also made his colleagues nervous. "He endured the 
whisperings of his brethren. Many of them met him with an averted 
face.',26 However, he persevered because he found that such biblical 
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criticism Iibenrec.t the Bible from its scholastic interpretation and 
enriched his and his students' faith.27 

Meanwhile, William Ellery Channing was about to initiale 
the next., decisive phase of the controversy. Channing was born in 
1780 and gn:w up in Newport, Rhode Island. His neighbor was 
Sunucl Hopkins, the "foremost proponent of 'New Light' Calvinism 
of his generation."l1 Channing rejected the revivalist excesses of his 
period. preferring a more rationalistic, moralistic, and humanistic 
fonn of Christianity. In 1803. he became the settled pastor of the 
Federal Street Church (later the Arlington Street Church) in 
Boston.19 Over the next decade, he quietly developed a reputation 
as a leading liberal intellectual in congregational churches. 
Ironically. it was Jedidiah Morse of Andover Seminary who forced 
him to take a more public role in the Unitarian-Trinitarian 
Controversy. "Early in 1815 Morse exploded a real bomb, by 
financing the publication of American Unitarianism, which was 
reviewed in Panoplist of June, 181S.,,](l Channing regarded Ihe 
charges pUI forward as scwrilous and responded with an open 
declaration of the convictions of liberal Christianity. 

In 1819, Channing delivered the sermon that catalyzed the 
incipient division of congregational churches. Gary Dorrien notes 
that whereas liberal Congregationalists had generally avoided the 
tenn 'Unitarian' prior to 1819, Channing now "resolved that they 
should wear it proudly.'.J L According to Earl Morse Wilbur, "the 
sermon. which lasted an hour and a half, made a profound 
impression at the time, and has probably had a wider. deeper and 
more lasting influence than any other ever preached in America."n 

27 See ibid., 37(. 
28 Gary Dorrien, The Making of AlfwiCDn Liberal TMDlogy: Imagining 
Progressille ReUgiots. /805- /900 (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 200 1), 6. 
29 Daniel Walker Howe, ''Channing, William Ellery," Am~ricull National 
Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1999). 
30 Sidney E. Mead. "Lyman Beecher and Connecticut Orthodoxy's 
Campaign againsllhe Unitarians, 1819· t826." Church H~tory 9 (1940): 219· 
220. 
31 Gary Dorrien, Mukillg of ArMricUII Ubuul Thwlogy. 28. . 
32 Eatl Morse Wilbur. A H~/Qry of Unuurlanism in TrtlllS)'/vu"'ll. Englund. 
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Channing's sermon has rightly ~n called the '~fest.o")) of. the 
Unitarian movement in the ~mted SI~teS. He diVJ~ hiS te~1 mto 

main parts. First, he aruculated hiS understanding of scnplurai 
twO f · th· . f 
hermeneutics, highlighting the role 0 ~n In e I~terpretallon a 
th Bible. Channing rejected the nOllon thai the Bible should be 
in~erpreted differentl.y fro~ othe~ litc:rary works .. "O~ leading 

. cip)e in interpretmg Scnpture IS thiS, that the Bible IS a book 
pno f dh· .. wrilten for men, in the language 0 men, an I at Its meamng IS to 
be sought in the same manner. as that of ~th~r ~ks.":W C~anning 
insisted on the centrality of reason 10 all blbhcal mterpretallon. ~or 
him, being rational meant to "distrust every interpretation. W.hldl' 
after deliberate attention, seems repugnant to any estabhshed 
truth.',3j After presenting his hermeneutic, he turned his attention to 
five areas of Christian doctrine and practice where he judged the 
orthodox position to be rationally insupportable: the Triunity of 
God. Chalcedonian christo)ogy, the Augustinian doctrine of 
election, substitutionary atonement, and religious revivalism. 

Channing put forward multiple arguments against the 
Triunity of God. On the one hand, he contended that the doctrine is 
not scriptural. "We are astonished, that any man can read the New 
Testament, and avoid the conviction, that the Father alone is 
Goo.',)6 Early Ctuistianity, so freshly sprung from Judaism, could 
not have abided any thought of division within God. Trinitarian 
language in the creeds plastered over the absence of such language 
in Scripture. ' On the other hand, he argued that the doctrine 
inevitably led the untutored to tritheism. 

When we attempt to conceive of three Gods, we can do 
nothing more, than represent to ourselves three agents. 
distinguished from each other by similar marks and 
peculiarities to those, which separate the persons of the 
Trinity; and when common Christians hear these persons 
spoken of as conversing with each other, loving each other, 
and perfonning different acts, how can they help regarding 

33 DomeD, Making of ArMrican l.ib~ml Th~%gy. 3S. 
34 William Ellery Channing, A S~nnOll Ddin red at th~ Ordinatian oJthe 
Rev. Jur~d Sparks. 2'" ed. (Baltimore: J. Robill$On, 1819). S. 
3S Ibid .. 8. 
36 Ibid., IS. 
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them as ditreaefl.l beings, different minds?' 
This proclivity to lritheism became evident in orthodox Christian 
worship, which diluted genuine piety by distracting the worshiper 
with a maudlin drama taking place between the divine persons. He 
compared the Calvinist "worship of a bleeding, suffering God" to 
the Roman Catholic veneration of the Virgin Mary.18 Channing's 
Unitarians would worship an austere and rational Divinity. 

Channing's sermon galvanized forces on both sides. 'The 
Baltimore sermon ignited a firestonn of controversy and madc 
Channing famous," writes Dorrien. '1t inspired a critical mass of 
paston to stop equivocating about their liberalism. It 
simultaneously horrified and gratified conservatives, who at least 
were finally given the satisfaction of confronting an openly declared 
enemy."J9 Two theologically significant responses came from 
Andover and Princeton. Moses Stuart of Andover and Samuel 
Miller of Princeton Seminary both penned "letters" against 
Channing and his Unitarianism. However, their responses wound up 
exposing a rift between these centers of orthodoxy. 

Moses Stuart was among the first to respond to Channing's 
provocations. In 1819, he published Letters to the Rev. WM. E. 
Channing.40 He reslricted his apology for orthodoxy 10 the 
principles of Scriptural interpretation, the doclrine of the Trinity. 
and christology. Stuart wrote in a conciliatory fashion. He implied 
that Channing had failed to understand orthodoxy; if he had grasped 
the genuine meaning of its doctrines, he would not have put forward 
such crude arguments against them. However. Stuart also conceded 
that the failure of understanding could not simply be chalked up to 
Channing's ineptitude. The history of doctrinal development had 
contributed to the kind of misunderstanding at the root of his 
criticisms. Stuart felt this particularly true in the case of Trinitarian 
dogma. 

Surprisingly, Stuart opened his Letters by expressing his 
general agICement with Channing's henneneutic. He agreed that the 

31 Ibid., 14-15. 
38 Ibid .. 19. 
39 Ovy Dorrien. Making of American Liberal Theology, 35. 
40 Moses Stuart. !.etten,o Ihe Rev. WM. E. Channing (Andover: Flagg and 
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. to be interpreted historically. "Of course. the l~guage ~f 
Sible had. .nte reted by the same laws, so far as philology IS 
the Bible IS to be I rp h book ... . Stuart was not about to 

me.d, as that of any at er .. . . 
conce di . de between historical critiCIsm, properly exercised, 
a11~W:~nalVl orthodoXY, properly interpret~. ,He described the 
'" ~'wcen his position and Channing s as more about 
difference "" . h -" h . "'''~n "'ontent As John H. Giltner as not"",. owever, "colounng u .... • ,,". .. H Wh 

de--'",mated his disagreement WIth Chanmng. ereas Stuart un ,....., . f 
" --orded reason the right to evaluate and fCJect aspects 0 Channmg....... _-' 

b"bl" aI record al odds with common sense, Stuart adoptcu a 
the lie I .... I [fi version of the old mottojides quarens intel ectum : u.,e so e 0 Ice 

[ ason in res ..... rt to [the Scriptures] is to act as an Interpreter of 
o re r- . I ."' S • f"1 , revelation, and not in any case as a legIS a,?r. . tu~s ~ u~ 0 

rceive how wide the gap had become at thiS pomt nusled hIm Into 
~nking that their disagreement was simply about the relation 
between biblical criticism and docuinal theology. 

In his second letter, Stuart complained that Channing had 
put forward a caricature of Trinitarian doctrine. If the orthodox 
position really was that the three persons in the Godhead had three 
distinct consciousnesses, it would amount to tritheism. "But I 
cannot help feeling," Stuart politely opined, "that you have made 
neither an impartial, nor a correct statement of what we believe. and 
what we are accustomed 10 teach and defend."'" Channing's mistake 
was to interpret the concept of person in Trinitarian docuine "in its 
ordinary acceptation as applied to men: .4' Stuart argued that 
"person" designated only "a real distinction in the Godhead," not 
"independent. conscious beings ... :.46 Introducing a term so liable to 
misunderstanding into theology had been a mi stake. "I could 
heartily wish ... that the word person never had come into the 
Symbols of the Churches. because it has been the occasion of so 

41 Ibid. xx, ' 1 •• 

S"~~J,""'P' MOlu Sruart: The FOlirer of Biblical Scierl(:t i 'l Amuica (Atlanta. 
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much unnecessary dispute and diffieul ,047 

~~ti~.led its ability 10 define the co~~ept ;fn::~i~~~OO~ 
"diSti~~:a~ :::)1 allow ~s to assel1 that there is a threefold 
pos'ti bo ~~d,. they do not allow us to say anything 

I ve. a ~t that disltnctlon. Stuan drew an analo 
Newtoman science to warrant his agn",ticism '00 t ,... ,&Y ~rom Tri '( J .. U ute lnmunent 

m y. USI as. we do not doubt the existence of gravity because we 
~ only e~~ne~ce. but not define it, so too should we accept the 
act that distmctlons exist in the Godhead even though we cannot 

define them. 
Fatefully, SlUart c~ticized the Nicene-Constantinopolitan 

:~ (381) f~r ov~rsteppmg the boundaries of divine revelation. 
A shght conslderauon of the Nicene Creed nright lead one perhaps 

to suppose, that undefinable, or objectionable tenns of illustration 
had been, almost intentionally. accumulated in it.'.4tI He considered 
th":' ~e Nicene Fathers had overreached when defending against 
Ariarusm and that the Council of Constantinople had compounded 
the damage when expanding the Creed to exclude Sabellians. Stuart 
did not disagree with the intention of the Creed, but he could not 
subscribe to its metaphysics. "Patient investigation and candor will 
lead one to believe, as it seems to me, that the thing aimed at was, 
in substance, to assert the idea of a distinction in the Godhead. To 
do this with the more success, as they imagined. they endeavoured 
to describe affirmatively the nature of that distinction. Here they 
have all failed.,,049 Stuart pointed in particular to the eternal 
generation of the Son as a concept about which he was ''unable to 
conceive any definite meaning."so 

The generation or production of the Son of God, as divine, 
as really and truly God, seems to be out of question ... unless 
it be an express doctrine of Revelation; which is so far from 
being the case, that 1 conceive the contrary is plainly taught. 
If the phrase eternal generation then, is to be vindicated. it is 
only on the ground that it is figuratively used. to describe an 
undefinable connexion and discrimination between Father 

47 Ibid. 
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and Son, which is from everlasting. It is not well chosen 
however, for this purpose because it necessarily, even in i~ 
figurative use, carries along with it an idea. which is at 
variance with the self-eltistence and independence of Christ. 
as divine; and of course, in so far as it does this. it seems to 
detract from his real divinity.s. 

SlUart was adopting a risky strategy. He was willing to concede that 
creedal Trinitarian orthodoxy was in some respects flawed in order 
to win the confidence of his opponents. He advised those who 
found such definitions off-putting to look away from the form to the 
substance, where they would discover widespread agrec:ment 
throughout the history of Christianity about "the idea of a 
distinction in the Godhead:,S2 The presence of a distinction in the 
Godhead, however indefinable. was scriptural. Stuart seemed to 
qualify his agreement with Channing'S principles of scriptural 
interpretation when he complained that the Unitarians' adherence to 
'common sense,' which led them to reject something quite obviously 
revealed in Scripture, elevated reason above reveiation.

SJ 
A more 

circumspect reading of the relation between creedal orthodoxy and 
the scriptural witness to the Trinunity of God would admit that the 
Church Fathers had gone beyond the limits of revelation when 
trying to ward off heresy. Stuart had "no attachment" to the 
"technical terms" of creedal Trinitiarian doctrine and could even 
''wish they were, by general consent, entirely exploded.,,$04 
However, he vowed to defend the "things which are aimed at by 
these terms," adding that "logomachy is too trifling for a lover of 
truth:"s 

Stuart's defense of the substance but not the fonn of 
trinitarian doctrine raised eyebrows in orthodox camps. Among 
~ose who chastised him for making too many accommodations to 
~s opponents was the Princeton Seminary professor of church 
history. Samuel Miller (l769-1850). Miller resented the incursion 
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of Unitarianism into Baltimore. He delivered a series of lectures at 
the First Plcsbyterian Church of Baltimore against Channing, 
published as uners on Unitarianism. 56 "Miller is not so polite as 
Stuart in his handling of the Unitarians:" writes Bruce Stephens, 
"they are infidels, promulgators of 'a system of error which 1 have 
no hesitation in considering the most delusive and dangerous of all 
that have ever assumed the Christian name. " ,n Miller compared 
Unitarians to a plague of locusts. "Probably in no part of our 
country out of Massachus~tts, do these poisoned agents so 
completely fill the air, or, like one of the plagues of Egypt, so 
noisomely 'come up into your houses, JOur chambers, and your 
kneading troughs: as in Baltimore." Unlike SIUan, Miller 
classified the Unitarians as heretics because of their deviation from 
the ecumenical Creeds. i

' But he also saw more clearly ilian Stuart 
iliat the Unitarians' approach to Scripture was leading them toward 
rationalism and that their rejection of creedal Christianity simply 
marked a way station toward Deism.60 

In his Third Letter, Miller also issued a tacit but stinging 
criticism of Moses Stuart's rejection of the doctrine of the eternal 
generation of the Son. He defended the doctrine against Stuart's 
criticisms. Drawing on the multivalent analogy between the sun and 
its beams of light, Miller argued that there was nothing rationally 
objectionable about conceiving of an eternal relation between the 
Father and the Son. 

Has the sun ever ex.isled a moment without sending out 
beams? And if the sun had been an eternal being, would 
there not have been an eternal, necessary emanation of light 
from it? But God is confessedly eternal. Where, then, is the 
absurdity or contradiction of an eternal, necessary emanation 
from Him, or, if you please, an eternal generatiol'l,-and 
also an ~/emal procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father 

56 Samuel Miller, Lel'lers on Un lu.rku!islfl, Addusted to the Members of 
the Fim PrubytuiDn Chwrch ill ,h~ City ofB{lltimo~e (fren\(lIl, 1821). 
57 Bruce M. Stephens, ''Samuel Miller (1769-1850): Apologist for 
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d the Son? To deny the possibility of this, or to assert thai 
~iS a manifest conrradiction, either in terms of ideas, is to 
~sert that, although the Father is from all eternity, yet He 
could not act from all eternity; which , I will venture to 
assert, is as UNPHll.OSOPIDCAL as it is IMPIOUS .'1 

H also tossed aside Stuart's claim that the concept of eternal 
e eration hints of subordinationism-sometimes sons surpass their 

gen . . gI ) Mill ' . 
f; thers in glory, he reasoned (not very convmCIR y. er s malO 
;int, however, was that the doctrine of the eternal generation "is so 
closely connected with the doctrine of the Trinity, and the Divine 
character of the Saviour, that where the fanner is generally 
abandoned, neither of the two Jatter will be long retained.'.6l There 
is no other orthodox way to distinguish between the persons of the 
Trinity. In other words, if nothing can be said about the imminent 
Trinity beyond the fact that a threefold distinction exists within the 
Godhead, there is nothing to distinguish the Father from the Son 
from the Holy Spirit. The names are functi onally interchangeable. 
The doctrine of eternal generation was a bulwark which could not 
be abandoned without losing the war. "I must therefore, warn you 
against the error of rejecting this doctrine, even though it come 
from th~ house of a fdend," he wrote. "It is a mystery, but a 
precious mystery, which seems to be essentially interwoven with 
the whole substance. as well as language, of the blessed economy of 
mercy.'o6J Miller worried that once Stuart started pulling on the 
strings binding together the creedal definitions o f the Trinity, he 
would lose hold of the substance of the doctrine altogether. 

Miller also cautioned against listening to 'Unitarian' 
Ge~an bib~ i cal critics. The goal of their scholarship was to 
substitute rational explanation for the mysteries of faith. 

In their view, the Mosaic account of the Creation is a mere 
poetical fabl e; the delivery of the Law on Mou~1 Sinai a 
~xterous management of a thunder storm; the whole Jewish 
ntual, a mere contri vance of ingenious superstition; and the 
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effusion of the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost, nothing 
more than a gust of wind, accompanied by an unusual 
exci'emcnt of electric fluid!" 

Wu Miller directing his warning to Stuart and his students? As 
Bruce M. Stephens notes, Miller's ascription to common-sense 
rulism made him wary of higher biblical criticism. "It may very 
well be that biblical criticism has arrived and taken root in New 
England," Stephens writes. " It is about to do neither at Princeton. 
which will remain a seat of onhodoxy and common sense:.6$ In 
fact, a significant effect of Channing's provocation was to highlight 
the division between Andover and Princeton. 

Stuart was stung by Miller's criticisms. In 1822, he 
published Letters on the Eternal Generation 0/ the Son 0/ God, 
addressed to the Rev. Samuel Miller, D.D. lid The book was an 
extended apology for his jettisoning of the concept of eternal 
generation. He opened by expressing surprise that Miller had taken 
such offense at his criticisms. After all, he had never met anyone 
who really believed the doctrine. "During all my theological Hfe, I 
had never once heard the doctrine of eternal generation seriously 
avowed and defended," he confessed. "Nearly all the ministers of 
New England, since I have been upon the stage, have, so far as I 
know their sentiments, united in rejecting it, or at least regarding it 
as unimportant:"7 Stuart contended that the concept was ill­
founded both scripturally and rationally. The doctrine also 
contravened the witness of "the great body 0/ early and influential 
Christian Falhers ... :.6a In his view, the Nicene fathers had been 
infected by the Arian heresy which they were combating and thus 
had unwittingly introduced a fonn of subordinationism into the 
doctrine of God. 

Stuart held that Scripture warranted belief in the etemaJity 
of the Logos, but not of the Son of God. In other words, the Logos 
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existed from eternity but became the Son of God as a consequence 
of the Incarnation. The passage which guided his interpretation was 
the prologue 10 the Gospel of John. "John tells us that the Logos 
was in the beginning, and was God; and thai when he bec~ flesh, 
we beheld Ihe glory of the Only Begotten. Here then is a name (i,e. 
Logos) , for the second distinction of the Trinity as such, which is of 
apostolic authority-of inspired origin.'.69 The name "Son of God" 
could be applied only retroactively 10 the Logos for, in his view, 
Scripture ascribes the designation "Son of God" to the Logos only 
by virtue of his assumption of human nalure. The appellation "Son 
of God" is properly applied to the human nature of Jesus Christ, 
which Stuart asserted to be "derived from Goo.,,10 (How Stuart 
understood the role of Mary in the Incarnation is not clear.) Thus, 
according to Stuart, it does not make sense to speak of the Logos as 
the eternal Son of God prior to and apart from the Incarnation. "If I 
am correct then," Stuart opined, ''the Logos, before his incarnation, 
was not, strictly speaking, Son of God, but only to become so by 
union with the person of Jesus.',11 

In Letter lX, Stuart did not shrink from drawing the 
implications of his position for the other Hypostases of the Trinity. 
If the Logos became the Son of God as a consequence of the 
Incarnation, then should we not also say that the Father became the 
Father of the Son as its consequence as well? 'There is surely no 
more necessity of supposing that God always existed as a Father, 
than that he always existed as a Creator, or Governor," Stuart 
asserted accordingly. "Surely he was not a creator before he 
created' nor a governor before he had subjects. Nor it is any more 
congru~us to suppose that he was a Father be~ore he had a Son.,,71 
The names that describe the relations of the Inune God ad extra do 
not necessari ly correspond to the ad intra relations among the 
divine Hypostases. Stuart rejected the patristic ~eologoumenon. th~t 
the Logos had been "twice Son"-once in eternIty and then agam ID 

69 Ibid., 152. 
70 In Letter VIII . Stuart asserted. "Chrisl if called lice Soli ofG~ 
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time. Filiation is simply an activity of the Godhead ad alra, Of 
COUJ1C, thai Ollistians have come to confess the Triune God as 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit has altered the meaning of these 
descriptions of God's activity. According to ShWt. "they have 
become by umge, PROPER NAMES; and therefore no objection 
can lie against such lISagc."n In other words, these descriptions of 
die Triune God's activities ad extra-filiation, incarnation, and 
inspiration-have by common agreement become names [or the 
hyposwic reJations ad intra. While he did not objc:<:t 10 using these 
descriptions as names, Stuart argued that theologians should be 
aware thai such usage is nOl, strictly speaking, proper. The names 
cannot adequately cirewnscribe the mystery of the distinctions 
within lhe Godhead. 

Sroan concluded his treatise by reiterating his objection to 
Nicene orthodoxy. He contended that the development of the 
concept of the eternal generation of the Son in the struggle leading 
up to the council of Constantinople, while effective against 
Arianism, had in fact introduced subordinationism into the orthodox 
concept of the Trinity. "I confess, for myself, I cannot help feeling 
that the idea of a derived God is, in realily, a vastly greater 
approximation to Arianism. than that which we adopt; and that the 
antagonists of Arius had much less reason to dispute with 
(Athanasius?] than they apprehended. ,,7~ An eternally begotten God 
c~. ~ever be fully God, Stuart argued, because the very concept of 
diVlDJty rules out any form of derivation or emanation. "A 
subordinoJe God is, to my mind, a contradiction of terms; unless the 
word God is used in a metaphorical sense.,,75 Only someone who 
had been trained in the long defunct school of Nco-Platonism could 
think otherwise. As for Stuart, he rejected any such ideas while still 
~onf~jng. the full divinily of the second hypostasis of the Trinity. 
. I behev~ In the full, proper, su.preme divinity of the LoROS; that he 
IS selj-exu.tent, ~ncreated, unbegotlen, not errumared.,,7f> Stuart had 
not COmmitted himself to showing how it was possible to defend the 
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full divinity of the Logos without resorting to the creedal Ian 
of eternal begetting. guage 

. . Samuel Miller responded to Moses Stuart's extended 
reJ«:tlon of creedal onhodoxy with Letters on the eternaL sonship of 
C~nst: addressed to the ~~v. professor Stuon, of Arulover. In print, 
Miller adopted a reconCiling tone. He apologized for making it 
appear.that he had Stuart in mind when he labeled those denying the 
etemahty of the Father' s ac tivity as "unphi[osophical" and 
"impious."n He was seeking to "discuss," not "dispute" with the 
"otherwise orthodox Brethren of New-England."n Privately, Miller 
expressed deeper unease. In a handwriUen note at the end of Letter 
IV of Stuart's utters on the eternal generation of the Son, he 
wrote, 'The whole of this letter treats the Deity with little 
reverence; and lends to render the teader profane.,,79 The gap 
~tween Andover and Princeton was growing-and would only 
Increase when Stuart brought Schleiennacher into the 'discussion. ' 

Stuart's translation of Friedrich Schleiermacher's essay 
tilled "On the Discrepancy between the Sabellian and Athanasian 
Method of Representing the Doctrine of the TrinilY" formed the 
concluding chapter to his debate with Channing and Miller. As 
Sluart wrote in his remarks on his translation, '11 may be proper for 
me to say, that the results of this reexamination of the Trinity arc, in 
their essential parts, the same as those which I some years since 
advocated in my leiters addressed to the Rev, Dr. Channing, and the 
Rev. Dr. Miller, on the subject of the Trinity and Eternal Generation 
of the Son.,,80 The translation, however, brought the debate to a new 
level-introducing not only the views of the greal German 
theologian Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1834), but also linking 
Stuart 's name, fairl y or unfairly, to the so-called "Sabel/ian" 
construction of the Trinity . 

71 Samuel Miller.lLtUrI On tlu Eltt"nlll Sonship o/Chritt: Addr~u~d to Iht Rev. 
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of th .. new elements injected into the debate To get a sense " . 
. I· W" - -_ .. now 10 step back from the Amencan 

by aus tranS anon, .. ''''''""' . Ge 
scene and spend • little time wi~ ~ mneteenth century nnans 
and the fourth century Eastern ChrislJans. . .. 

Friedrich Schleiermacher first gained notonety ~ a cntJc of 
the traditional doctrine of the Trinity in the firstl~di~lOn of The 
Christian Faith , which he published in 182111822. His treatme~t 
f the Trinity was intimately related 10 the structure of hiS 

~gmatiCS. Schleiermacher eschewed metap~ysicaJ approaches to 
doc' . both ancient and modem guiSes. He set out to 

tllne In . fth . 
reconstJUCt me doctrines of faith from the perspective 0 e p IOUS 

If . ••• that is from our awareness of our absolute se <onsclousn........ • T. . 
dependency on God. How then to treat the doctrine of the nmly 
according to this methodology? Schle,iermacher argued tha~ ~he 
pious self<onsciousness can never be directly aware of the, T~mty. 
Everything essential about the doctrine had ~~dy bee~ s.3Jd In the 
second part of The Christian Faith, name1y~ In hl.s descnptlOn .of our 
God-consciousness in its relation to the dialecttc between Sin and 
grace. He thus dealt with the Trinity in his conclusion [Schlu8J. 

Schleierm8cher's treatment of the Trinity within the 
Christian Faith remains controversial to the present day. Did he 
intend to downgrade the doctrine of the Trinity by relegating it to an 
"appendi:t"? So argued Claude Welche in his influential, PTo~esta~t 
Thought in the Nineteenth Century: 'The controlling motive In 

SchJeiennac:her's judgment of the Trinity is his conviction that the 
doclline in itself is an unnecessary and unwarranted addition to the 
faith .'.3l A minority school of interpretation has asserted to the 
conlralj' that the entire The Christian Faith leads up to the doctrine 
of the Trinity. 'The Trinity follows then not as an appendix," writes 
Francis SchUssler Fiorenza, "but as a 'conclusion' (the first edition 
even refers to it as the 'crown') that explicates the specifically 

81 Friedrich Daniel Ernsl Schleiermacher. Die chrisllichc Glaube 
/1211/822, ediUd by Hamann Peiter, StudienaUSIl.be, vol. 2 (Bulin: Walter de 
G.-v.)1ef.19il4). 

82 Claude Welch, ProUSfallI Though! in the Nin~tunth Century (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1972), S. 
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Christian consciousness of God."u Beyond debate is 
Schleiermacher's conviction that the doctrine required refonnation. 
He held that the inlerpretation of the Trinity was "in a state of 
oscillation between subordination and equality on the one hand, and 
on the other between Tritheism and such a Unitarian view as is 
inconsistent with the appropriate honors due to the Redeemer," 
adding that ..... the true method of representing the doctrine of the 
Trinity has nOI yet been hit upon or achieved in the common 
Symbols."u The first edition of The Christian Faith ended with a 
promissory note, pointing to a ree:tamination of the dispute between 
the Athanasians and Sabellians in the lead up 10 the Council of 
Nicea as a possible way forward. Schleiennacher redeemed this 
note with his 1822 essay, "Ueber den Gegensatz zwischen der 
Sabellianischen und der Athanasianischen Vorstellung von der 
Trinill1t."as 

What exactly is Sabellianism? Like many ancient heresies, 
"Sabellianism" is something of an artificial consuuct. Typically, the 
heresy connected with the name of 5abellianism is taken to assert 
that there is no essential difference between God the Father and 
God the Son. The point of this heresy was to safeguard Christian 
monotheism. As Schleiermacher points out in his essay, there was 
actually something like a developing 'Sabellian' or 'Monarchian' 
school of thought. His history traces the rise of this school from 
obscure heresiarchs like Artemon, Praxeas, and Noetus, to 
Sabellius.£6 Of course, their writings were mostly destroyed and 

Il Francis SchUssler-Fiorenza, "Schleiermacher's Understanding of God u 
Triune" in Th~ Cambridge Campanwn ta Fri~drich Schl~l~rmachtr, edited by 
Jacqueline Marilla (Cambridge: Cambridge University Plus, 20(5), 176 ... 
.. This is taken from Moses Swart's tnnslation of §19O from the first edmon of 
Sehleiellll.lciler's Glaubenslchre. See M05eS Stuart's intro<:il.l(:lion 10 
Schldermacher, ''On the Disc repancy," 5 (1835): 273. 
II Friedrich Sehleiermacher, "Ueber den Gcllcnsatz zwischen der Sabellianischcn 
und der Athanasianisehcn Voutellung von der Trinitlt" in Fridrich 
Sch/~i~rnIlJChl!r und di~ Trinitllfj/~h~~. cd. Martin T~, Tuu Vlf Kirchen- und 
Thc(}I(}I,'~leschichl~, vol. II (Glitersloh: OtItersloher Vcrlagshaus Ocrd MOM, 

1969): )7.94. .' . . 
.. Unfortunately, Schleiennaciler's history falls flal from a hISloncal..cnll.~ 
sundpoinl. As Martin Tet.l. has remarlced, his primuy soun:e for the desenptlOn 
of Sabellius was the "Fourth Oration allainst the .viallS," a pscudo>-Athanasian 
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· 'nions milS! be recon~ from what their opponents 
~= to mem. Jarolav Peltkan notes, whereas early 
Monuchianism solved the problem ~f the: ~lat10n . between Jesus 
0riIt and his father by simply '~ntl.fYJn~ them, ~e .. m~re 
• ....,),i .• ted Monan::hianism of Sabelhus explamed the Tnmllanan 
.... t"' .. suc . ' f 
distinctions ' 'by positing a more precise,. s~;;esslon 0 the 
rnanifestMions of Father. Son, and Holy Splnt. The charge of 
Patripassianism--the heresy of ascribing suffering and death to the 
Father as well as lhe Son--eventua1ly won the day against 
SabelliaJ'lism," though Marcellus of Ancyra revived the Sabellian 
penpective in the period after the Nicene Creed. Marcellus asserted 
that the Father and lhe Son shared a single ousia and hyposrasis," 
Basil the Great, the fWI of the Cappadocian Fathers. insisted, of 
COURc:, on the formula "one ousia. three hypostaseseis.,,90 While 
Basil regarded himself as pUlting forward a middle ground between 
Arianism and Sabellianism,91 he and his school were regarded as 
sophisticated Arians by their 'Sabellian' opponents. 

Schleiennacher argued that the continuing development of 
the middle ground in Trinitarian doctrine claimed by Basil and the 
Cappadocians depended on listening anew to the concerns of the 
SabeJlian party. Schleiermacher understood Sabellius as grounding 
rus thinking about the Trinity on the Unity of God. Whereas 
Cappadocians asserted that such distinctions existed from all 
eternity, the Sabellians derived the Trinitarian distinctions from 

tretti ",. Moreover, Ihat treatise attacked the views DOt of the third century 
Sabcll.ius bllt of the fourtb century bishop of Ancyrl, Mlf«llus. (See Martin 
Tet:., '"Zur Thcologie dc$ Markell von Ankyra r' in uilschriftfiJr 
KirchMguchidllt 7S (1964): 218.) So Sehleiemacher sllou1d have ti tled his 
essay "On the DiscrepaDcy between the Marcellian Illd the p seudo-Athanuian 
MCIbod ofRept !wing the Doctrine of the Trinity." The accucacy o f 
Schlelermac:bcr', historical description does not matter for the purposes of our 
study, however. 
87 Jarosllv Pelikan, 11w: Emergenct of/he Catholic Tradition (J()().Ij()()), 
YOI.1 of The Ouistian Tradition: A Hirtofy of the Development of Doctrine 
~Chicaao: University of Chicago Press, 1971), 179. 

Ibid., l&of. 

~9 . ~~b T. Uenhard, "Buil ofCaesarea, Mtreellus of Ancyra, and 
SabcIliUl, Otu,ch History 58 (1989): 160. 

90 Ibid .. 159. 165. 
91 Ibid., 166. 
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God's relation to the creation.92 '70 Sabellius and his friends . no 
doubt," wrote Schleiermacher, " it seemed very important to 
maintain, that Trinity was nof 4!ss4!n fiol to fhe Godhead as in its4!lf 
considered. but only in reference to created beings and on their 
occolmt.,,91 Unlike the Cappadocians. the Sabellians refused to infer 
a preexisting imminent Trinity from the activities of the divine 
Persons in the economy of salvation. 

... The Most High, in and of himself and considered apart 
from the idea of the Trinity. the true MovOt; would be 
altogether in and by himself and altogether unknown to 
other beings. But this could take place only on condition, 
that no other beings beside himself had an existence. The 
Trinity, therefore is GoD REVEALED; and each member of 
the same, is a peculiar mode of this revelation. The 
Godhead, however, in each of these, is one and the same and 
not a different one; but still , it is never revealed to us as it is 
in itself, but as it is developed in the persons of the Trinity.'M 

nus conception is marvelously simple. God unrevealed is Unitarian 
but God revealed is Trinitarian. 

Schleiennacher insinuated that the Church had too quickly 
dismissed the Sabellian point of view. He rejected several 
traditional charges against Sabellianism as calumnies. His 
interpretation of Sabellianism left no room for Patripassiani.sm, for 
example. Such an interpretation rests on the faultls ass~pl1on that 
according to Sabellius the Father became the Son. In point of fact, 
Sabellius had defended the equaJity of the Father and the Son by 
asserting their common origin in the divine Monad: ~chleiennacher 
also argued that Sabellians did not regard the divtne perso.ns as 
transitory modes of revelation. Instead, he interpreted Sabe~hU5 as 
asserting that Father, Son, and Holy Spirit persist. as 
circumscriptions of the divine Monad as long as the creation 

92 Cf. Schussler Fiorenza, "Schleiermacher's Understanding of God as 

Triune." 173f. 
93 Schleiermachu. "On the discrepancy." 6 (1 836): 52. 

94 Ibid., 6 1. 
95 Idid., 47. 



·su." Scbkiennac:her referred to Sabel~ius ' version 0: the 
=:uently~IOyed metlphor of the sun and Its rays to explain his 

intentions. . 
SabeJlius.,.compares the CIrcular forms . ~f ~e Sun as 
connected with its motion, its power of gIvmg light and of 
sending forth heat, with the distinctions in the Godhead; for 
these are not merely transitory phenomena, but active 
powen which continue as long as there are living bei~s on 
whom the sun can act and by whom it may be noticed. 

The Trinity will penist so long as humanity exists to perceive the 
divine Persons-preswnably, thus, for eternity. Finally, 
Schleiennacher argued that the Sabellians developed a more 
systematic defense against Arianism than Athanasius and the 
Cappadocians, Elements of subordinationism still linger in the 
Alexandrian school's concept of the eternal generation of the Son, 
and the full Divinity of the Holy Spirit was never placed on solid 
theological footing. 

In sum, Schleiennacher attributed a different motivation to 
the Sabellian school. Whereas the Cappadocians drew inspiration 
from the liturgy and traditions of the church, the Sabellians 
emphasized theological rationalism. Schleiermacher described 
Artemon, a predecessor of Sabellius, as "a leader of those, in whom 
a deeply-rooted earnestness produces efforts to check all harsh and 
easily perverted expressions respecting what is of a wonderful 
nature in our creed and to kceg such expressions away from the 
region of scientific theology." He expressed optimism in The 
Christian Faith that "a more consistent and unexceptionable 
representation of the doctrine of the Trinity" might be made. 
especially since Christianity "has become fu lly established, and all 

~ . FnDcis Schllulef Fiounu wril£5, 'The divine causality should not be 
divided ~ Ibc petSOt\5, e~n lhouih it might be natural to think ofFathcr 
alone.*, ctUtor ~ ~rcservcr. Son Iione u redeemer, and Spirit alone u 
Hnrti6¢. On IhU: po.nt Schlciermacher is di$tant from a S.bcll ian identification 
ofpenoMood willl lpccific Illvltion-historicaJ manifestions" (SchUssler F".....- •• ,"'_c, . ~_, 

'---. """"eter"IDIc" .... I Understanding of God IS Triune," 180). 
~ Scble~ennachcr, "00 the Discrepancy," 6 (1836); 53f. 

ScbJetennacher, ''00 the OiscrepaIl(;Y," 5 (1835): 339. ., 

temptation to polytheism among us is removed.,,99 The purpo$C of 
reevaluating the Sabellian school was to develop a Trinitarian 
doctrine free from the vestiges of polytheism and therefore better 
able to withstand rational scrutiny. 

Moses Stuart regarded Schleiennacher as an ally in his 
struggle against Ihose who rejected the doctrine of the Trinity, on 
Ihe one hand, and those who defended the orthodox doctrine of the 
Trinity in all its details. Stuart presented him not as a skeptic of the 
doctrine, but as its most able defender. "With regard to 
Schleiermacher's views as a Trinitarian," Stuart wrote, "I can truly 
say, that I have met scarcely with any writer, ancient or modem, 
who appears to have a deeper conviction of, or more hearty belief 
in, the doctrine of the real Godhead of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit."IOO Stuart also quoted at length from two pietistic narratives 
about the final days and death of Schleiermacher 10 establish the 
laller's evangelical bone /ides.10I While Stuart did not agree wilh 
Schleiennacher in every respect, he stated that "his views are, in 
most respects, palpable and intelligible."lo2 Stuart agreed with 
Schleiennacher's diagnosis that elements of Arianism and paganism 
had infected the church's confession of the doctrine of the Trinity. 
Like Schlciennacher, he held that the church had overstepped the 
biblical warrants for the doctrine of the Trinity in its creeds. Stuart 
was willing to bear the ire of the orthodox for rejecting elements of 
the credal formulas as metaphysical speculations. "If the anathemas 
of even ecumenical councils were to be fulminated in defence of the 
Nicene Symbol; if the thunders of the Vatican were to s~ lou~ in 
its favour; )'ea, if seven thunders like these were to utter thelt ~OIces 
in proclaiming E>E~ tK 9to, 190 t; OK 1pID"t0<;," he wrote ~XCttedly, 
"Ihe humble believer would press the New Testament 10 hIS bosom, 
and say: Jesus, Savior! Thou art my Lord and ~~ God!"IOJ Fin~ly, 
Stuart shared Schleiermacher's underlying convlcuon that to survIve 

99 Ibid., 274. 
100 M05CS Stuart'S tnlllitation of §190 from the rU"St edition of 
Schleiermachef', Gllubenst~. See Stuart's introduction to Schleiermachcr, 
"On the DiscrcpaIl(;Y," 5 (1835):268. 
101 Sec ibid., 324-329. 
102 Ibid., 277 
103 Ibid.,J I5 . 



in the mo('<FU age the Christian (ailh ~ to re(~~ulate its 
culbal d«:aines. most especially the doctrine of the ~nm.ty .. Stu~ 
S~ .ril to have come to regard the cme~n~ of Um~a~usm In 
N E England as an overreaction to the intrusion of Arianism and 

ow. . 10 the courts of the church. His purpose for translating 
pagarusm In . _. ' th T · . 
Schleiermacher was rhus to save the ~ibhC ... witness to e nmty 
from its orthodox defenders. "II IS not tha~ I. am a. lower 

Tri ...... "be wrote at the conclusion of hiS tntroductl.on to 
ru_.an, 'gh th I . 

Schle:iermacher's essay, "but because I am a hi er one, at reject 
(the orthodox Triniwian creeds]."]1U . 

Stuart did put some distance between his and 
Schleiennacher's views on the Trinity. Stuart worried that 
Schlciermacher had construed the doctrine of the Trinity 100 
consistently. While he agreed that God is Trinitarian in .his 
revelation, he refused to go along with Schleiennacher's contenuon 
that God's being in and for itself is monadic ..... .I am not willing to 
stop where he d~. nOf to conclude thai a distinction like thai of 
Father and Son and Spirit in the Godhead, has commenced 
altogether in time, and bas no foundation in thc MOV~."IOS Stuart 
believed that God's Trinitarian distinctions ad extra had some 
causal ground ad intra, though he believed that inncr ground would 
forever remain mysterious. 

We come by necessity ... to the position, that there was in the 
Godhead. antecedeflt to creation and redemption. something 
which was the foundation of all developments made in the 
same. Was this in the substance or in the attributes of the 
Godhead? It is easy to ask this question; but where can we 
apply for any satisfactory answer? The Bible does not 
inform us. The definitions and distinctions of the Schoolmen 
or later Theologians, give us no adequate information 
respecting it. ... Can a plain. sensible. unsophisticated reader 
of the Bible fec l ... thal there was no distinction in the 
Godhead before the creation of the world, and therefore 
from etemity?l06 

104 Jbid., 321. 
I~ See ~oses Stuart's concludins remarks on S<:hlei~her, ' 'On the 
Discl· f"Pry, 6 (1836): 94. 
94 Ibid., 95. 
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Stuart thus held that a causal ground for me Trinity existed in the 
Godhead from all eternity, "which laid the foundation for all the 
manifestations of the Father and Son and Spirit," but what this 
distinction is cannot be sai~nly what it is n01. 107 Stuart sacrificed 
some of Schleiermachds consistency in favor of biblical fidelity. 
Whether he wound up with a defensible doctrine of the Trinity is up 
for debate. 

Stuart's writings on the Trinity, particularly his translation of 
Schleiermacher, raised echoes in various comers of Christendom. 
Of course, Miller had been the first to dctect alanning concessions 
to Unitarianism in Stuan's writings. Miller's assessment was 
subsequently confirmed by Charles Hodge. los But Stuan's 
uanslation also raised negative echoes further afield. His translation 
found its way to John Henry Newman. who wrote a brief appendix 
to Tract 13-"On the Introduction of Rationalistic Principles into 
Religion"-about Stuart's understanding of the Trinity. For 
Newman, Stuart confirmed the spreading toxin of German 
rationalism. 'The American publication .. .is a melancholy evidence 
that the learning and genius of Getmany are to be made to bear, by 
the theologians of the United States. in favour of this same (as the 
writer must call it) spurious Christianity."I09 The Presbyterian and 
Anglican defenders of orthodoxy in Princeton and Oxford saw no 
salvation for the church in Schleiennacher's reformation of 
Trinitarian doctrino----only a ruinous assaul! on the crwis. 

Stuart's writings on the Trinity found a more positive 
response in New England. There appears to be a good deal of uuth 
in Stuart's often repeated claim that scholastic distinctions such as 
the eternal generation of the Son had no pw:chase on ~ew Engl~d 
divines. Horace Bushnell, for example. pr&sed Stuarts translalJon 

107 Ibid .• 96f. 
lOS Charles Hodge, ' 'Review of God ill Chrisl by Horace BlUhndl, 
Prillceton Theological Review 2 1 ( IS49): 259-29S. ..' . 
109 John Henry Newman. "On the Introduction of RationahstI' PriIlC'pies 
inlO Religion," Tradl for the TImel no. 73. Slephen B. T~o~ no~es. ~wever, 
that Newman "$eriolUiy rnisreple5ented·' Stuart's a,wal vlews,~ thIS brief 
appendix (Slephen B. Thomu. NewtNJn and Heresy: The Iong/"IlII Yellrs 
ICJ.mbridge: University Press. 1991). 137). 
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of Schleiennacher in his God in Christ. He shared S~uart's opinion 
cbal the emergence of Unitarianism was prompted In part by the 
obscurities upheld by orthodox CalvinislS. ~~ lhus also occup~cd 
the "ICC bctwcCn Unitarianism and CalVinist orthodoxy which 
sW: had staked out. In his introduction to God in Christ, Bushnell 
thanked Stuart for showing him lhe way forward for contemporary 
trinitarian doctrine. "Thirteen or fourteen years ago, Professor 
Stuart translated and published, in lhc Biblical Repository, a 
tranSlation of Schleiermacher's critique on Sabcllius, adding 
copious remarks of his own .... I was greatly oblig~ to Professor S. 
for giving it to the public, and not me less because It confirmed me 
in resullS to which I had come by my own private struggles."IIO 
Although Bushnell proposed to reconstruct lhe doctrine of the 
Trinity differently than Schleiermacher or Stuart, he accepted lheir 
claim mat the creedal formulations do not uphold lhe full divinity of 
Christ III In his review of Bushnell's God in Christ, Charles Hodge 
declared any use of Schleiermacher's reconstruction of lhe Trinity­
modified or not as beyond the pale: ''Dr. Bushnell has chosen to 
enrol himself among the avowed opposers of the church doctrine of 
me Trinity.,,112 While Bushnell may eventually have moved beyond 
Stuart's agnosticism about the God's Being ad intra, 1IJ lhe fact that 
he continued Stuart's line of thinking about the Trinity was 
sufficient to confirm the Princeton theologians about the errancy of 
Moses Stuart and the Andover school. 

Let's conclude wilh a counterfactual. What ir Moses Stuart 
had translated not Schleiennacher's but another Germanic 
lheologian's meditations on the Trinity? A theologian who shared 
Stuart's concerns about applying the language of "person" to the 
Trinitarian modes of beings for fear or ascribing three distinct 
centers of consciousness to God? A theologian who also grounded 
his Trinitarian doctrine in the unity of the divine subject, sharing 

110 Honee Bushnell, Ged in ChriJr: Thru DiscoluyCS Dtli~r~d ot N~ 
H~ Cambridge, olld Ando,,~r (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons 1876) 
I Ill. . , 

III Ibid., 135. 
112 Hodge. Reviewof God in Chris, by Horace Bustmell 281 
113 Cf Fred""'- - ' . 
H

. . IU(l;Chenmann, '1{orace Bushnell: Orthodox or Sabcllian?" Church 
IStOry 33 (1964): 49.S9. . 
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Stuan's aversion to 'sociaJ Trinitarianism'? A theologian who 
preserved the creedal language attesting 10 lhe eternal begetting of 
the Son, but cautioned that ''the knowledge expressed in the 
metaphor is a nan-knowing knowledge"LI. and more frequently 
spoke of the "self-positing of God"? This theologian in view is, of 
course, none other than the Swiss-Gennan, Karl Barth. Would 
Stuart have recognized Barth's concerns in the first volume of the 
Church Dogmatics as his own? Of course, we'll never know. 
Counterfactuals have no truth-value; they only lead us to think more 
broadJy about conceptual possibilities. So let me put this point 
differently. May it be thaI Karl Barth-who also took up the 
contested space between liberalism and orthodoxy-was a more 
genuine successor to Moses Stuart than Horace Bushnell and his 
liberal New England successors? H so, perhaps we should learn to 
read Moses Stuart's writings on lhe Trinity in the company of 
anolher great (Swiss-) Gennan scholar. 

-Clifford Blake Anderson 

114 Karl Barth, Ch urch Dogmlllics VI, 432. 
SO 



APOLOGETICS FOR THE NEW MlLLENIIUM 
A Book Review by Rev. Kenneth Aldrich 

Si."q CIuVtitur.: WhJ Christianity Makes Sense b NT ' 
New York. Harper-Collins. ISBN 13: 978-O-06-050!tS_2 . Wnght. 

By choice of title. the Bishop of Durham has ine ' bl . ',_.. . "!h C vita y 
IhYJu;;u c~mpanson w~ .S. Lewis' classic. Men Chrislillnily 
Both ~rilh~ and ~WIS offer their contemporaries _ in the early '21" 
and nud 20 ecntunes, respectively - well reasoned apolo ' r 
"th i 'th -' . 1" _-' . " gJas 0 e &I once uc lVCIt;u to the samts, sel forth in terms ace "bl 
I ••• mode -'_ «51 e o ute: m rcaw:;;r. 

Before becoming a bishop. Nicholas Thomas Wright 
labored with no little success in lhe field of New Testamcni studies 
as well as taking seriously his o rdination as a presbyter in the 
Church of England. Perhaps his best known of his numerous 
publications here-to-fore is The Meaning of Jesus .• which he co.. 
authored with Marcus Borg aflhe Jesus Seminar. Here Wright 
acted as a traditionali st counlerfoillO Borg's more radical 
assertions. 

In Simply Christinn, however the author is totally free to set 
his own agenda and express his personal convictions without 
contradiction from those of another mind. The book records the 
resu1ts of much reflection and someone with a mature and rich 
spirituality. 

Simply Christian 's introduction regrettably 'gives away the 
plot' rather than allowing readers the joy of discovering it for 
themselves. 

Like ancient Gaul, the main body of Simply Christian in 
tres partes divisa est: A. "Echoes of a Voice," B. "Staring at the 
Sun," and C. "Reflecting the Image." The first and shonest section 
O-IV) reflects upon humanity's fi xations with the four phenomena 
of justice, spirituality, relationships and beauty. In connection with 
our experiences in these areas, Wright argues, we hear the "echoes 
of a voice" which leads us to suspect the existence of a reality 
beyond that which can be verified by physical science. 

"Staring at the Sun" (V-X) begins by exploring three options 
- pantheism, deism, and biblical religion - which Dr. Wright 

'1 

postulates as possible answers to the questions posed by the "echo" 
henomenon treated in the earlier section. As one might expect, the 

~iShOP affinns the third o~ti~n as .the right c~oic~. H~ the~ proceeds 
10 layout the historic Christlan fruth , anchonng It solidly 10 Israel 
and the Old Testament. The tone shifts perceptibly from the 
dialectical which characterized the initial chapters into something 
more prescriptive - even dogmatic - albeit scholarly. 

While the second section describes the faith of the Christian, 
section three - "Reflecting the Image" (XI-Xvn - attempts an 
exposition of the recommended practice of faith for the Christian. In 
this context, chapter XV clearly assens that authentic Christianity 
necessitates membership in the community of faith we call the 
church. One notes that there is no place for "lone Ranger" 
Christianity in Wright 's understanding of Christian faith and 
practice. He is a churchman par excellence. 

By and large, the author focuses on those things upon which 
most Christians agree, avoiding anything idiosyncratic or peculiar 
to some branches but absent from others. Thus his presentation can 
be described as ecumenical and non-sectarian. However, Wright 
openly reveals himself as a traditionalist with respect to most 
theological issues. Accordingly, those Christians on the very liberal 
end of the spectrum might experience some disaffection with what 
he has to say. 

Although he generally avoids areas of intra-Christian 
controversy, Wright does venture into the thorny terrain of the 
longstanding, Protestant-Catholic impasse over Eucharistic 
doctrine. He risks potentially alienating persons on both sides by 
proposing a breakthrough. In this regard, he aniculales a powerful 
theological synthesis, embracing the essential positions of both 
camps in the context of a dynamic numinous conjunction of time 
with eternity, and the human with the divine (cf. pp. 153-157). 

For those of us committed to Mercersburg Theology, this 
segment of the book alone is worth the price of the whole. Although 
approaching the topic somewhat differently than does Nevin, 
Wright sets forth an understanding totally compatible with that 
expressed in The Mystical Presence. 

I found Simply Cllristum indeed highly admirable. but not 
quite flawless. I must confess that I would have preferred somewhat 
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leu of the coaventionaJ and predictable and somewhat more of th 
oripnal and in&ightfW. Having said this, it is only fair to reeogn. e 
~- S· -'--~-- doc . Ize u~ :"","r "-IV_I conwn memorable and even elegant 
pnnapJca. Keae are some textual excerpts: 

"(CIuisriM Ethics) is abouJ practicing 1M lUIIes we shall 
sing in God's new world. "(222) 

"Christionity isn', aboUi Jesus offering a wOnderful moral 
uamp/e ... Some peop~'s lives ulllly have bun changed simply by 
COIIlmIplaring tlnd imiIatiltg 1M uample of Jesus. BUlobserving 
JeSllS' u.omph could equmly well simply make a person depressed. 
Watching Richur play tire piano or Tiger Woods' hif a golf ball 
doem " inspire to go oUl and copy them. It maJces me realize that I 
can't come close and never will." (91) 

"Listening to God's voice in scripture Mesfi '( put us in the 
position of having infallible opinions. II puIs us where if put Jesus 
himself: in 1M possusion of a vocation/ora life time or for the nat 
mimlle. Vocations are fragile. and art tested in performance. That 
is wlult ii's like 10 live at the intersection of heaven anti earth. " 
(189) 

"A great many arguments about God - God's existence 
~'~ nature, G~'s actions in the world - run the risk of bein; like 
Jlt!lIIlUIg ~flashilghJ I~ard the slcy 10 see iflhe sun is shining ... The 
difficulty IS lhat speaking of God in anything like the Christiall 
sense is like stan"ng into tJu: Slm. It 's dauJing. It's easier, aClually. 
10 loolc awayfrom the sun Itselfand to enjoy the/actlhal, once it 's 
well andfow:Ily risen you can see everylhing else clearly. "(56) 

. One IS amaud above all by the large amount of solid 
rnalmal ~e au~or has managed to cram into this relatively slim 
volum~. likeWise he avoids being tUrgid or technical and thus 
producmg a text so dense as to make reading it a chore rather than a 
pleasure. The text flows freely; its ideas present themselves 
cogently and convincingly. 

. In the course of the book, Wright is able to refute authors 
like of T~e DaVlllci Code dilettantes as well as the more seriously 
ch~~gtng Nag Hamadi aficionados. He does this without rancor 
or ndicule di f h· d . • rec 109 IS rea ers away from beguiling tangents back 
to mamstream Christianity. 

Sl 

Will Simply Christilua be<:ome an apologetic classic on the 
order of Mere Christianily. Yes, according to Anne Rice, whose 
highly laudatol)' remarks are quoted on the book jacket of the firsl 
edition. Wa1ter Brueggemann's sentiments, two paragraphs down 
the book jacket from those of Rice, more closely malch my own. 
"Wright lives imaginatively at the interface of criticaJ thought and 
church faith. Readers will welcome such ready access to one of the 
fine teachers of the church." 

I may be prejudiced because of the significant role Lewis 
played in my own Christian pilgrimage, bUI while I regard Simply 
Christian as the highest quality of English sterling. it is not, in my 
view, the 24 karat gold one encounters in Mere ChristillniJy. 
Whereas the bishop may be bener at scriptural exegesis. the literary 
don excels in the use of language. facility of expression and 
impeccable narrative style. 

Nonetheless. I most heartily recommend Simply Christian . 
It asks Ifte right kind of spiritUal questions and offers responses that 
are easily comprehensible without being condescending or smug. 
like mOSI such ~pologetic works, this one may be more likely to 
ap~a1. to.and edify those who are already in some way attracted to 
Chns~anJIY rather than 10 those with little or no interest therein. N. 
T. Wnghl possesses bo~ an academician 's head and a pastor's 
heart. graCIOusly ~fording the reader -whether a skeptical inquirer 
or a confinned behever- the insights of one who truly knows and 
deeply loves his subject. 

" 



You are invited to 
T.be Annual Convocation! 

June 2-3, 2008 @ Princeton, NJ 
"A Future for Mercersburg: 

Theology & Music for the Celebradon of the Lonl's Supper 
in the 21" Century." 

Speakers include: 
Michael Farley, Chris Dom, Robin Leaver & Martin Tel. 

( To ugisrercall Rev. John Ctdilrleaf@ 1-585-377-8449) 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Manuscripts submitted for publication and books for review 
should be sent to: 

F. Chris Anderson, editor 
TIlE NEW MERCERSBURG REVIEW 
38 South Newberry St.. York, PA 017401 

E-mail: fcha@comcast.net 
(Manuscripts must be submitted by disk or as an attachment. 

Please include the appropriate biographical infonnation.) 

Prddenl: Rev. Dr. Deborah Rahn Clemens, New Goshenhoppen 
vee, 1070 Church Rd, East Greenville PA 18041 

Vice PI esldent: Rev. W. Scott Axford, 155 Power St.. Providence, 
RI 02906-2024 

Secrttary: Rev. James H. Gold, 8238 Old Turnpike Road 
Mifflinburg, PA 17844 • 

Treasurer; Rev. Dr. Thomas Lush 304 West Ave Myo<s,own PA 
17067 '" 

Administrative Vice President: Rev. John Miller, 115 Nonh 
Maple St., Ephrata PA 17522 

Membtnhip Sec:retary: Rev. Phyllis Baum, 28 Nonh Harlan 
Street, York, PA 17402 

" 



NEW 
REVIEW 

PHILIP SCHAFF LIBRARY 
LANCASTER THEOLOGICAl SEMINARY 
555 WEST JAMES STREET 
LANCASTER PA 17603 

.. , 
, 

, ' . 
• 


	vol3701
	vol3702
	vol3703
	vol3704
	vol3705
	vol3706
	vol3707
	vol3708
	vol3709
	vol3710
	vol3711
	vol3712
	vol3713
	vol3714
	vol3715
	vol3716
	vol3717
	vol3718
	vol3719
	vol3720
	vol3721
	vol3722
	vol3723
	vol3724
	vol3725
	vol3726
	vol3727
	vol3728
	vol3729
	vol3730
	vol3731

