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The Mercersburg Society has been formed to uphold the concept of the 
Church as Ihe Body of Christ, Evangelical , Re formed, Catholic, Apostolic, 
organiC, developmcnlal and cooneclional. It alflrms!he ecumenical 
Creeds as witnesses \0 ijs fa ith and Ihe Eucharist as the liturgical ad from 
which all other aClS of worship and serviCe emanate. 

The Society pursues contemporary theology in Ihe Church and lhe world 
within the context of Mercersburg Theology. In effecting its purpose the 
Society provides opporlunhies lor lellowship aoo study for persons 
interested in Mercersburg Theology. sponsors and annual convocation, 
engages in the publication of articles and books, sl imulates research and 
oorrespondencc among scholars on topiCS 01 theology. murgy, the 
Sacraments and ecurnenism. 
The New Mercersburg Review is designed to publish the proceedings 01 
the annual convocation as well as olher articles on the subjects pertinent 
to the aims and inlerests of lhe Society_ 
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From the Editor F Chrislopher Anderson 

The 2008 Mercersburg Society Convocation at Princeton 
Seminary was a great success. The essay, "111e Germ, 
Gellesis O/1d ConlemporOlY Impoci of Mercersburg 
Philosophy. " is the third essay we have published from 
Ihat line cOl1 vocati on. 

Lindcn J. DeBie received his doctorat e in Ph ilosophy al 
McGill Un iversity in the fie ld of Religious Studies and 
taught at Seton Hall and New Brunswick Theological 
Seminary. He is curren tly working on his new book 
Coello My.mca, a sludy oflhe mon ulllcn tal, literary 
Eucharistic debate between Charles I-lodge and John W. 
Nevin . Hc is ronner editor of l1Je New Mercershllrg 
Review and an ordained minister in the Reformed Church 
in Amcrica. 

We are particularly exci ted thai Alan Se ll , a life member 
of the Mercersburg Sociely, approached LIS about writing 
a book review for Linden 's recent book, Speculallve 
711e%gy alld COlJlmoll Sellse Religion . Therefore 
this issue reveals 10 us that Linden may have rel ired 
rrom editing the NMR but he has not retired from 
Mercersburg Theology. 

Pl ease sit down and enjoy a seriOllS look al cel1ai n 
important philosophical issues Ihal have been in volved in 
Mercersburg Theology from lile begi nnin g. 

THE GERM, GENESIS AND 
CONTEMI'ORARY IMPACT OF 
MERCERSIlURG PHILOSOPHY 

Linden Oebie 

lNTRODUCTAR Y REMARKS 
Ultimately my goal is to suggest Mercersburg 
phi losophy's contemporary impact as a criti que of our 
culture. But if that is th e plot there are sub-plots, one of 
which is to introduce you to my new book, Speculative 
Philosophy and COllllllon-Sense Religion. Another is that I 
want to celebrate our being at Princeton by talking about 
her outstanding, late professor James Hasti ngs Nichols 
and to stir up again in our memori es the fasc inating debate 
between the two institut ions under the leadersh ip of 
Charlcs Hodge of Princeton and John W. Nevin of the 
Mercersburg Seminary. Finally I want to consider some 
controversial qucstions that have never been cl eared up . 

Lct me begin by saying Ihal Professor Nichols was 
likely Ihe firs t importantlllodcrn scholar to put 
Mercersburg on Ihe map with hi s most famolls work, 
Romallllclslll ill Amenc(1Il 'I1leology: Nevin and Schaff or 
Mercersbllrg/ As soon as I was convi nced that I wanted 
to wri te my Ph. D. dissertation 0 11 Mercersburg,2 Imcl 
with Professor Nichols jllst down thc hall from here. He 
\Vas in decl ine and would soon be overcome by 
Alzhei mer' s disease . He died a few years after Ihal. 

' Based Oil the lectures he g:" ·c al AIISlin I'n:sbyleri:m Seminal)· in 196(). :uld hi s 
I<lbscquclI1 edncd ,·ohl1nc TI ... Mercersburg 71.eolo8Y. MOrcO\·cr. II \\"as he along 
\11th Iloward HagcnL111 ard Bard TtlOlnpson " ho crea,ed lhc genu OrlH)' shld)' or 

~lcreersbll rg . 
• DcIlIC. ··(;cnn:m ldcalislll .- , 



When we first met I was impatient enough to blurt 
out the queslion Ihat so bothered me, "Professor Nichols " 

• • 
I said, "There are th ose of us 111 the Mercersburg Society 
who sti ll wonder why you used the lenn 'Romantic ' to 
described the Mercersburg movemen t?" His rccoi l was 
visible and [knew I hit a nerve. I don ' t remember his 
reply exactly, except to say thaI he knew of the 
controversy. He dismissed the conecm as being 
misplaced, and nevcr retracted his conclusion. Neither did 
he provide me clarification. 

It was an important question and il remaills one 
still. I made it my task to evaluate thc degree of 
Mercersburg 's romantic ism along with a full-sca le 
investigation of the philosophical underpinni ngs of thi s 
remarkable theological movemellt. The book is that 
among other things. I set out in both my Ph . D. 
dissertation and my book 10 discover the signi fi cant 
philosophical streams that fed the vibrant river of 
Mercersburg thought . 

Dr. Nichols was, if nothing else, a careful and 
thorough scholar. He was a first -rate hi storian and didn' t 

• • 
TlllSS nllich and got almost nothing wron g. Surely , in part , 
tha.t was thanks to the first significant, second generation 
wnter 011 Mercersburg, Theodore Appel , whose biography 
of Nevin, Life and Work oJ./ollll WiI'ioll/.w)// Nevill , was 
pl~blished in 1889. 1 bel ieve that the only significant 
mi stake that Nichols made was not so much of a factual 
tlatu~e, but thaI th e book, unlike Appel ' s, con tained a 
paucny or referen ces. We were led to trust his research 
and with :ew exceptions Dr. Nicho ls was worthy of ou; 
tmsl. Willch allows mc 5."ly with upmost confidence, since 
both men were admirable scholars, that th ere was [illle 
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disagre~1Jlen.t between Appel and Nichols, yel there was a 
danger III bcll1g too close to Ihe subject and Ihe most 
obvious cri ticism of Appel is that he was engaging in 
hagiography. 111 contrast , Nichols was not arraid to 
criticize Nevin and the Mercersburg movement an d he 
aimed to be decidedly more objective . In addi ti;n, there 
were signi fi cant developmcnts in Nichols, which I will 
brieny cover a lillIe later in th is paper. Once again, all th is 
is meant to prepare the way for articulating Mercersburg's 
philosophical crit ique of contemporary American society. 

AI11)EL AND MERCERSBURC 
Sti ll Appel introduced the majority of Mercersburg 's 
important new ideas that would be repeated by Nichols, 
and although Appel drew heavily on Nevi n's own early­
life biography, "My Own Life" which look liS through the 
Mercersburg period (1862), Appel covered virtually every 
source available to him . I will list those "first s" but 
primarily as they relate to the philosophical and associated 
theological materia l.) 
The first controversial question which [ menti on here is to 
what extent was Ncvin Hodge's student (controversial 
because oflhe way it might suggest rebelliousness or even 
disloyalty on the part of Nevin). As I said, through 
Nevin ' s short biography Appel reproduced a summary of 
Nevin ' s early life and Christian development cu lminating 
in his seminary years at Princeton where Appel told us 
that he was a studcnt of I-Iodgc. Nichols repeated the story 
in perfect detai l and now without exception every writer 
on the topic speaks of Hodge' s prodiga l studcnt Nevin. I 
\\'ill address that a litt le later in this paper. 

, nilS h ~ 1 is nOI c.~t~Hl SI i\·c ~lId rcflc' ls Illy COllCcms "illl Mercersburg. 
7 



As to Nevin 's political considerations in genera l and to 
the great question of slavery and Nevin 's curious quiet 
during his Mcrcersburg years, my second cont roversia l 
question- Appel opened us up to Nevin 's st rong politi cal 
convictions. It was he who concluded, I think righ tfull y, 
that we consi der Nevin 's father Joh n as Ihe fonnati ve 
force in his SOil 'S life and Ihat hi s fa lher, John, wrote his 
graduale speech on "The Sin ofSlavery.,,1 And Appe l was 
first to recognize the seeming incongmity in Nevin's early 
Pittsburgh years when he was a vocal abol itioni sl and his 
later Mercersburg years when he was virtually silent on 
the subject. The controversy persists today and I' ll 
address it in the next section of th is paper. 
As 10 Mercersburg 's being idealist in a Scotti sh commOn. 
sense reali st majority in America , it was Appel who first 
framed Mercersburg, beginning wi th Rauch, in the 
"Platonic" mi ndset , by whi ch he meant idealist. 5 API>e1 
reported Nevin 's early enjoyment of Ernesti , pcrhaps by 
way of Andover, as well as the British PI monists and 
Romantic poets, and it was Appel who told us that just 
~fore a~ld certain ly after meeting Rauch Nevin steeped 
hllTlself III Ihe ideali st school of German academ ics and 
thm later in life Nevin enjoyed reading the mysti c 
Swedenborgin .6 

• ) Appel. Life allil Work. 27. 
• ApPCl. 14eand Work. 139. 

A~I was also firsllo ~ c;ti II 1~1111C c~lIcd ··d ll"loslll·· ill NCl"i n·s lhinking 
(lIhlCh IS lI ·he~ L',-""" -", 1,-" .. I --N - - II I S" 
• • ,~ 0 . .["Ie c c," 'n s . ° 1511C HllC"~ lt"':lh s ln. gC1S 
,t). But "nJlkc La} n~lll ApPCll r.tCo:s II back 10 U Ilion College. Whal Appel 
Idcrred 10 \1·.15 Ibc ]IOpul.1 ' Influcnce IC\";'·.1hSIll 1~"Jd on NCI HI HI CO II I"'51 10 Ihe 
Old School Poc!ib) ICn"n piely II~H he gre\\" lip "·Hh \\"h,,11 ·,Iso pulled :II him So 
tlus \\as 110.1 a philosopluc.ll dualis,,, bUI a d'~llll\ · of 10) .1lt ;cs 10 111"0 d isnaml~ 
SntC1l1S DiPucc . . . I'"' ' · . 10 S SI.1lCIIIC11l that Nel III s ph. losoplll IS I~lrd 10 dclcnninc 
because N~·III \las a II~~ I "' "I r -· ' , .. u vg lan '5 1101,,,, P III Nel'lII S phIlosophy \I ;.5 nOI 
SJ SICII~'l" O' CO III," ", b", 1- -- d I . .. 11,15 cep y 11I1CreSlct\ nl pllliosophy ;Hld l~ld ;1101 

" 

As to Nevin 's though t on Calvin, Westminster and 
Reformed d~clrin.e , Appel ~howed. h?w Nevin "gradually" 
callle to oU llIve IllS. dogmatIc CalVlTl lSm through his 
"historical awakenlllg," especiall y under the influence of 
Neander.

7 
II was Appel who first said that "the old Puritan 

life" receded (1840 and thereafter) as Nevin studied the 
Gennan Refonnation.H 

As 10 th~ influence of the mediati ng school of thou gIll, 
Appel dId not know there was a recognized school called 
the mediating school or Vermifle/llngslhe/ogle or he 
simply didn ' t mention it , but he did remind us thaI Nevi n 
lived with Rauch when he fi rst came to Mercersburg and 
that the influence was "signi fican t." Moreover, he li kened 
Rauch to that "better class of I-I egell ianslsic] ," and 
curiously believed him even more a di sciple of Schelling, 
Schuberl and Stefrens (whil e th at is most 111lIikcly) .9 
As to the crit ical epithet "Puritan ism," another hoverin g 
controversy and 11 term that Mercersburg tied to 
mainstream American P1"Oleslant rel igion, Appel was the 

to SiI)' aboul it Funho: rnlOre. he did 1101 sidc cnlirely " .Ih OIlC ph. losophcr bUI 
borrolled freely and iIlIl0\"310:d. L.1S\ wo: muSI considl: l lhc aclldcmic 1I"0rld in 
whteh Nevin livcd. Al Ihal I; mo: scholars wcre allowed a fal gll:.1ICI \·el"S;llilily 
among Ihe di sc il)1 illCs such 11~11 . for o:.~~.mple. Sd~cienmcllCl could b.ll1lc br.wcl)' 
in pllilosophic;'l l hcalO:rs. as could Hcgcl do Ihc sarne in dv:ologlCaJ arcllas. 
fOllsldcr 1101\" Ihe IIICOlol; I:I n Ncvin sojourned f lCquCnlly in 1111; hiSlorical field. 
Appel.14e lIIul Work, 7') . 

'B} '" hfc-llakc illl~ll AppelniC;1I1S Il~11 his Purilllu picly \las rcpL"lCCd by a 
Gcm11n Rcfonlled piCI)' (p. 150). 
, Appel. Life (1/1(1 II"m·k. 1-11 - \1 ilh Nevin dUI)1 icating Rauch· 5 classroom leclures 
on elhics and aeslltelio:s. He dirccIl) lied Mcrccrsburg 10 Ihe medialing school in 
Gcm11n) . ahllOugh '101 b) ' I;UIIC. ~,"d he recognized Rauch as an -idca liSlIC 
rc.1hsl ·· \I hich is confUSing and no doubl rcprescms hi s agrccnll;nt wilh Ne\" in lhal 
Rauch·s PSI"c/wl<>gy combi ned AntenC.1n mKl GCnl1111 syS lcnlS of tJlOughl AIKI 
"hile he did '101 TC<I1I} lIIKlersta ,KI Ihe idealisl philosoph~. Appel kocII" C.""IClly 
lbc eUlrems II ~H fed 111:11 Slrcalll of I1lOnghl. !lOling 11111 Kanl was olllhc \laoc in 
Gcnl11ny. C' ·C II ;IS Rallch \I:lS (JIKler lite spell of ··Schelling. l'ich!c and Hegel"· 
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first to point out Nevin's use of the tenn "modem Puri tan 
system," which Mercersburg and Appel woul d 
occasionally and not entirely judiciously shortell to 
_ . . ,,10 

'·Puntanlsm. 
As to the degree to which Nevin embraced the mediating 
methodology developed by Hegel , Appe l was astute 
enough in speakin g about Nevi n's art icles on Early 
Chris/IOIlif), to have included th e tenn al!lgehobell, a 
criti caltcrm for the speculativc approach by which history 
subl imates movemen ts and reconstit utes them in ever new 
and ascending forms. II 
As to the degree to which Nevin distanced hi msclf from 
certain mediating thinkers and the Hegelian influence , 
Appel was fi rst to reveal Nevin' s awareness of the 
Hegelian system's implications as spel led out by Roth e. 
Here Nevin and SchafT took thei r departure from Hegel 
and embraced Schel l ing. 11 F urt hcl'more, Appel assu red us 
thai Mercersburg branded Hegel and Schleiermacher 
"pantheist ic," and did it pu bl ically and cri tica lly_ And 
Appel was first to recogni ze Nevi n as a '·speculativc 
thinker," although he was only margi na ll y aware of what 
that meant. IJ 

What Apl>c1 was not the fi rst to do was to write that 
Mercersburg was a romantic movcment. Ilowcver, neither 

" ~PPCI. Lift ali<I U"u_k. 157. II was Appel \I 100 flrsl (Of lllC second ge ller.nioll 
WIlICrs)1r.IllS1-tlcd,' __ ' · ' · fA Eb ' .... ~ I \\ 0 llgllSI· lOud I he fCllOl1 ned e.~pcn Oil Ihe 
~IIS(01)' of dOClril1C 'II \\ IlIell Ebr,,,d \\ rOle of Nel' i II 'S ,\ ,,·.,'icall'rcs,mct· .' _ .. it is 
IllllIe IlI,IICS1 de,", ,,·',d , • D N . . • . 

_ CII. h"lt r. CI'11l has :1C(jIlIl\;:d for h'l1lsclflllC 
pnceless crcd ll of 11.1 .' I .. . I IIlg mlllsp alllcd 111C npc f niliS of I he (knn;!n theological 
sp1n1m10 the America ", I ' . 
n.. ,n. ~n IS. I Ie csscnlla lil' Engh sh.Sllpcn~'111r:lhslle and 
,-un1an world Oflhou,hl .. -

" I. Appel. '-1ft 011<1 Wort.. J6~ 
,; Appel. f4~ all/I II ·on:. 359 

Appel. l·tfr ami 11"",*. ~ I 5 

10 

was Nichols. As far back as 19 11 George W. Richards 
wanJed Americans of the menace of European 
romanticism. At that time Richards believed that 
Mercersburg stoo.d aga inst ro.manticiSIll , but forty-one 
yc.ars lat~~ (but std ~, before Nichols .wrote) he changed his 
lTli nd wntmg Ihat, Rauch and NeVill were Romant icists, 
who beheld the whole order of being from the clod to the 
Christ as an organ ism ... " Still , 1 would contend th at 
romanti cism and th e romanti c Illovement arc not the same 
thing: the final questi on of controversy that I mention 
here.

14 
And while it was not unlikely that Nichols rcad 

Richards, it remains that Nichols made popular the notion 
that Mercersburg was a Romantic movement. I will 
concl ude my paper by cngaging this fina l question in 
preparation for closing wit h Mercersburg' s fonnidable 
challenge to modern ph ilosophy and theology. 

TIlE UNIQUE CONTRIBUTION OF NICHOLS 
AND "H' OUSERVATIONS 

As I said earl ier, Nichols was a careful, modem histori an 
loath to vcnture too far beyond his discipline. Unlike 
thinkers of the nineteenth century who were expected to 
speak authori tatively on interdisciplinary subjects, 
Nichols fe ll in wit h the host of twentieth centlll)' scholars 
and stuck to his fi eld of expert ise. Nichols' major 
contribut ion was hi s wi lli ngness 10 look critically at 
Mercersburg. I wi ll highligh l the philosophical and some 
related theological clements in Nichols' more criti cal 

" RICI~1rdS. ··TIIC f..-lerccrsburg Theology."' 11 9- 149. lI,s/on' of /Il~ Theology. 
274 After :111. Richards krlC" hulc nboul European rornamicislIl" hell flrsl he 
"roIC. and e\en ~1ler his IISC or Ihe lent l - roman1icisl""' \las more III dC9;ribing 
Me~rsbnrg' s I:!.SICS Ih"" its philosophical alharo: . 

" 
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approach, and suggest my own views in an attem pt to 
shed even greater li ght all these quest ions, ending with the 
issue of Mercersburg 's romanticism as th e dcpan ure poi nt 
for speaking about the contemporary impact o f the 
Mercersburg movement. [ wi ll begi n with Nichols' 
criticism of Mercersburg 's theory of historical 
deveiopment .l s 

HISTORICAL DEV ELOPMENT 
Whil e Nichols shared a great deal in com ilion wit h Appel , 
he was 110t duplicating hi s work. What Nichols did not 
share with Appel and th is is crucial for our study, was 
Appel's support of the "Mercersburg Phil osophy" and it s 
related historical "system." Appel, on the other hand, was 
a full subscriber to that system an d to the speculative 
model of historical development. In con trast to 
Mercersburg and in accord with most scholars of th e 
twenti eth century, Ni chols found the idea of historical 
development naIve. Nichols recognized that the system 
was "control led" by the metaphor of ' 'biological 
growth .',16 Nichols knew that it was a tel111 favored by the 
romantics, but he should have been clearer in showing 
how while it remained a controlli ng metaphor for the 
speculat ive th inkers and their medi ating offspring, it was 
not used by them in Ihe same way. 
~ore .importantly, in Nichols' cri ticism of i-Iegelian 
hI stOrical science he overlooked what remai ns a deep 
concern at~ong some contemporary theologi,ltIs- the 
challenge 111 our post-modem world "to real1 iculate a 

" So " me but 1101 all of these: obserl"atlons ilre ill 111,' book 
Nlc1lOls Roo , . . I . . b' l . WICIW'. I MOn: ~ICCUr.llcI~ lhclenn "org:llncgmlllh." tllm,th 

10 08)' had I'c l)' !lule to do II ilh 11 

12 

re integra~ed \~orJd.v ie\V .': 1 7 Nichols ' measured contempt 
of Hegeh.an h l.st~n ca l sCIence parodies Hegel's and his 
school's Ideali sti c excesses without offering a better 
alternat ive, as h~ di smisses, for examp le, Mercersburg 's 
concern ove r CIcl SIIl as far morc harml ess than Hegel' s 
left-wing pant hei sm.

ls 
Today we know better as we 

consider the fr uit o f Hegel ' s pantheism in Ka:.l Marx 
versus the role rat io.nali stic deism played in creating 
modem-day humaill sm. Could Nichols have been more 
wrong about the relative threat s of Deism and 
Panthei sm- as today the church considers the relative 
threat s of Hum anism and Communism? 

POLITICS AND SLA VER Y 
Although Appel showed liS how polit icall y savvy Nevi n 
was, it was Nichols who made the remarkable statcmen t 
that the Mercersbu rg movement "may perhaps be seen as 
a reacti on against Jacksonian democracy ." t9 Nichols went 
quite a bit deeper into Nevin's politi cs than Appel and 
was com pelling in his descript ion of Nevin' s rejection of 
Jacksonian populari sm. However, Nichols did litt le to 
improve on wh at Appei lold liS wi th regard to the isslie of 
slavery . Indeed, when he wrote that Nevin became 
"increasi ngly more radical in this respect" during his 
Pitt sburgh peri od it was based on pure conjecture.20 But 

, . 
II Wn &hl. C/wllel!~e o/Je.n.s. 21 . 

NIChols. RO"''''IiICISIII. 122 . 

" N' I lI' Ie lOi s. ROImJIIIICIl"1II • 260. 
NlellOl s. Ron ~l nl lC i snl H . NiellOls ' proof of Ih, s seems 10 rest 01\11Ic: latllude 

he gOl\ e to the \' anous Ideas. such as coloni ~~llio ll in The FTlemi. and tl ~'1 he read 
the fa ta listic econo llI iSIS with SO UIC sympathy. 11 1l~ly be the case t l~lt NC"in 
C\'oll"cd flUlII sec lng sl:n'e l)' as an c,:il to seci ng il ilS sin. but ifs more likcl)' II ~lt 
Nc" m's n:al cl"olution was in Ius SI'Slcul:ltic rejection of an)' argnlllC nt exccpt full 
C~lOtnci Pllllon iu the cnd NCl"in nm t hkch' ~ I II' aJ"s belie,'cd 5131'c l)' was iI sin. 

J3 



Nichols never asked the daunti ng and currently often 
repeated question , "Why did Nevin become si lent on 
slavery at Mcrcers~urg?" Thi,s was. lh.e second lingering 
controversy imentlOTled earher. Old II have something to 
do with ideali st philosophy as some have suggested? NOI 
likely, since Nevin wasn't silent IIpon coming 10 
Mercersburg. 
Appel was surely right that the idea of slavery as sin came 
from Ncvin's father. But as to Nevin's sudden silence 011 

the topic upon his sojourn in Mercersbu rg and as the 
suspected by-product of his embrace of idealism, Nevin 
never published on the specific topic of slavery after 
1835, five years before moving to Merccrsburg. So if the 
question is of Nevin 's stlence on slavery, it wasn' t at 
Mercersburg but five years be fore that that he went 
"silent." 
Moreover, keep in mind that the criticism was leveled at 
him long before he died and he was well aware of it and it 
bothered him. Hi s answer was that he was misunderstood. 
Nevin often said he was misunderstood. Stil l, his posi tion 
\~as finnly slated in print in Pittsburgh that slavery was "a 
Sin and a great evi l" to that he had always held. As 

J:UIICS D_. 8 ... 11' S CSS:lY In Reformed COtlje''-'''OtW/1SI1I raised Ihe \"c,,· (lueSIIOIl of 
"-lIy NC\"1n ... :lsn·1 more socially acti\·isllc. and he lel'eled ag:ri llS! Nel"in 1'1 
Roehard Nocbulu's cn"eism Ilw Ius Ihcology " n"i n~llCS ChnSI :rgai IISI cllhllre. 
1"'lherl lhen[Slc[ lhe ChnS! of cullure" ( I ~ ) l ie goes on 10 $..1\ Ih.11 such acul"islll 
was Shunned b)' bolh Hodge and Nel'!I1 alld Icfllo lloe Nc\\ SChoolcrs, Gralllcd . .11 
leasl al t<.krccrsburg. NCI in was far more i rrlercsled iI , Ihe CirrI rc It Queslion 111<111 
!Ioc eu llure qucslion. imd he would 0lleuh' mock Iloc 100 close idcllIifjc-.,iOI1 or Ihc 
rnlereSlS of kIngdom of hC;tI-en wilh Iloc ;nlereslS of lhe 1I'0rid WII<II N'ichoJs did, 
Ihough. lI'as pUI us on 11..:: riglu lrack secl ng NCl"in. e\"en Ihough .1 ··pr.tcucing mid 
ngorous Punlan.·· as :_A -, . 
had - pn:occup",,, \1,11 pohle :l11d well reasoned dlaloguc. NCI'III 

a RCI1J.LSSilIlC\' Idea of progress Ihrough r:lllOnal dcb:rle- Imdll" lhe p05IUre of 
acrusadcr andloceo ,. d , r • . , _. n rrllie In I CII r:lrlle of nlrrld IhmughOlrl hiS Jrfelnloc , And 
\I Inle 1111"11' h,we h", ." , , , ' "" n I~Ule. II \\,:15 lC:u't fell: Ihal In reason: lble debale "ICU alld 
IIOI'IC', would do Iloc righl Ihing. 
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Nichols and A~~l ~igh t ly reported, eventually he would 
favor the AbohtlOlllSt Party, but both scholars fOllnd that 
he didl~ ' t pu.blish th.a ~ conclusion until after debating all 
the opll.on5 111 .the I, nelld. Prior to that, Nevin's periodical 
never Sided Wi th any party, pri nting both the Abolitionist 
and tl." Colonizat i OT~ Party's posit ions, until he resigned 
as ed l~or and. gave h.ls personal concl usion on the subject. 
Nor did NeVill consider himself an activist for the cause. 
He never joined an anti-slavery group, he never made a 
speech on the topic and he never di stributed or wrote 
tracts on the subject, al l the behaviors of a consistent 
social act ivist of his or her time. Furthermore, he open ly 
so ught dialogue Oil the subject in a perhaps naIve bel ief 
thai a thorough di scussion would change people 's minds 
to the hopelessness of the "evil illsti tution of slavery." In 
(he end he felt the war vindicated him . 
Now this is not to suggest that Nevin did al l he could to 
abolish sla very, evell in terms of hi s writings. Nor did the 
though t of his Mercersburg years produce a theology of 
justice that might be considered prescicnt today. And if 
anything, Nevin came to see socia l ~ac tion as hi gh ly 
suspicious. He evell went so far as to call humanist 
motivated social-act ion, a return to the "Jewish Messian ic 
Heresy .,,21 What was prescient in his views, I believe, was 
his cri tiq ue of humanism. Sadly, no philosophical concept 
of praxis existed thell . His on ly defense was a son of 
complaint whi ch today we might call the curse of 
"political correctness." Nevin mused how ironic it was 
that he was vi lified fo r hi s anti-slavery position in 
Pittsburgh and vil ified for his si lence on slavery after 
PittSburgh, and he boldly wrote how cowardly the 
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churches had been on the topic when he was being 
attacked. Again, it wasn' t until 1860 that th e Iwo 
Presbyterian assemblies renounced slavery, or to suggest 
it had anything directly to do wi th his embrace of 
idealism. 
In eITect the answer is that Nevin never was an act ivist 
even durin g his "Puritan" period, but rather a member of 
that class of thinkers vel)' much wi th I-lodge who held to 
the lifelong conviction, again with certain Enl igh tenment 
naivete and lacking a concept of Chri stian praxis, that ill 
reasonable debate women and men would do the right 
thing. So il makes little sense to ask why having moved to 
Mercersburg Nevin became silcnt on slaveI)'. 

RAUCH AND THE SPECULATIVE METHODOLOGY 
Nichol 's expanded Appel's conclusion that Nevin 

was on his way towards idealism as early as Pillsburg and 
by way of the romantic poets, British Platollist s e\ al. and 
that Rauch provided the modern German system for that 
direction. Most scholars have followed Appel and Nichol s 
in sayi ng that Colerid~e was an early source of Nevi n's 
"idealist perspective,'d but that is conjecture not comi ng 
so much frolll Nevin himself but from conclusions drawn 
from Nevin 's early appreciat ion of the roman tic poct. 
Colerid~e played a part in Nevin 's jOllmey to idealism, 
blltno smgle source brought him th ere. Nevin appears to 
have had an al>petite fo r the Platonic mindscl. 21 Aner 

" 
- Nicllols . . llcrc:ersb"'l{ Theology. , . I dIsagree \\ Ith Duf>uecio on Ihis . I I seems 
101111:. 111: presses Coldcridgc ·s innuellce 10 foreefllll )' . The Gern~", s :11\: f:lT more 
g~nmc;m In Ne\'II' ·s de\"Cloplllcl1I ll~ln Ihe EnglIsh. 

ppc recorded a InoS! lnlerc:slmg pcnod of Nc\ III ' 5 pos.l-l'nllcelOn d:r .. s. 
Ihroughoul .Ihe lhlnlC!. saymG 'I~.t Ius 1U1l~ll1t1 C bem n~l"ifcstoo I!.self III ·"'IClISI: 
SOCIal ;lCm·,small(] led N<:\·,IlIO seek the IdCol l in SOCIal re fonn :lIId III Ihc 
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Westem it took an altogether different direction toward 
the idealis~ll of t h~ mediating though t of Genllm~y, the 
homc of Ill s adoptive dcn omination. Nevin declined the 
initial offer of thc German Refonned Church, bUI he could 
not resist a sigh of regret, comment ing that not on ly was 
he wcll qualifi ed, but having "a dash of 
transcendcn talism" aboul him , he might have fit ri ght in 

" with the Gennans. 
If several sources brought Nevin to ideali sm, 

Frederi ch Augustu s Rauch , his German-bom predecessor 
at Mercersburg, solidified that mindsel. Howevcr, unl ike 
Appel , Nichols does not consider Rauch a member of the 
Mercersburg school because of his lack of interest in the 
Eucharist (among other things). I disagrec wholehem1edly 
lVith Nichols on thi s. Ancr all , Nevin hadn 't said anything 
about the Euchari st either until Rauch was dead. 
Moreover Rauch did write passionately about the 
Eucharist. 2j 

J prefer what Appel said much earlier, that Rauch created 
wha! came to be known as "the Mercersburg Philosophy." 
There was certainly somethi ng to Nichols' observation 
that Rauch could be considered weak overall in his 

prodlg:LI II.1110n· s dll'i lle ctT;lIId . Subsequenl wrilers ICnded 10 aUribute il to his 
Punlan elhlC. 
;, AflPC l. I.ife ami )f<J,k. 9~ . Br.ut · S conlen.ion thai ··his INe\'in·s l lllO'·C co 
Mcn::~rsburg was 1:,ullChcd by Ihe Pr~sby ccria n schis,,' of ISJ 7 is wilhout proof or 
menl Drau. ·'Nc,·in "lid IIIC Amebelhllu·· 8. All c,·idencc poinlS 10 lhe imposilion 
on hi s eOrtSCicncc <IS reponed in Appel 
:> Rauch. ·· CicIl1~ll1 Ct~1raclenstics:· Undoubtedly. Rauch ""<IS less Inle rested in 
the Church QucstlOlI. bUI of his 1I~"enal published in The.1 lesslmger vf/he 
Gemum ll.jimlled ( ·'w rch. a SIgnificant anlOull1 was :,ooUl cllC unification of thc 
Prussi:1I1 Church. Also. ,,"hi Ie NIcho ls nUli mailll:d. in cont ... , . to Appel. I hm 
Ne.·in rc<:ch·cd hu lc from Rauch d, rc:CIII· due 10 the shonncss of tllClr 
;lCqu.lll~ancc all(] RaLlCh· s illness and t)~n~1tun: dcalt~ as the lileml)' e.~eo.J1or of 
Rauch· s books and II nllllgs Nichols recognized tl~11 il was Ihrough lhcll11hat 
NI:\ In \\".15 ·· ,mrodllcoo·· 10 Hegel · s ··iUllhropology. cllllcs. and acsl hCIICS.·· 
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ecclesiology , Of course, he was a phi losopher or 
specifica lly a professor of lingu istics,26 and it is vel)' 
likely Ihal Rauch would compare nicely wilh Neander and 
Daub whom Nevin and SchalT believed 10 be 
latit udi narians inlhe mediating school,n 

THE ANGLICAN CONTROVERSY 
As to the Anglican controversy, Nichols dug deeper than 
Appel \0 describe the period 185 1-1 856 i 11 whi ch he said 
"Nevin swam in the current of Engli sh Anglo-Cathol ic 
debate devoting most of hi s ti me to the study of the 
ancient church," even as Nichols adroit ly exposed the 
Tractarian theology as itsel f "unhistorical ,,,l somet hing 
Appel certainly could 110 1 recogni ze. But Nevin made that 
swim in his now decidedly Gennan frame of mind armed 
with the historiography of Gennan scholarship which 
Nichols admitted outpaced th e English, Even Nichols was 
obliged to say that many of Nevin's most profound qu otes 
werc frolll Tiersch29 Indeed, in hi s Mercersburf.; 
711eology, Nichols admilted that Wil berforce 's historical 
method was a product of Hegel indirect ly through 
Mohler's SymboliC, and he described Nevin and Schafrs 
disagreement here, their parting company with 
Wi lberforce over ccclcsiology, and N ieltols described how 

~ Thc tUle at 1h.11 lime was "philologist " 
.1 More di sconccning. in his f'TSI book. Nichols dots 1101 dirccll), credit Ziegler 
\\ 'Ih til(: n:"clatious about R:IIN;h's dubious t <l rccT 1II0"C illl'nlssia. in spilc of Ihe 
f11C1 IJ~n Zicgk;r published in '53 alld Nichols in '(j I, And \\ hilc Ihe 
c: rcumsL1IIoCCS sllITOun(hng R.lllch 's hasty dqxlrtu rc frollll'niss ia ,,·crc kllO\\'l1 to 
NIchols ccrtli nJ)' because of Zieglcr, ali '\t I ~l\ 't IS n ., BibllOgr.1]lhical Note"' in 
ROmflntlc,-,!', $ appendix $;I"ing 1h.1' Zltgltr's book \\,;IS pllblishcd in '53. It 
gcc~rs ag.111l In lus.ln', bill su-angd} h.1S . ~ J as the publiC<lllOn dalt_ 

NIChols. Romtlll/,cwlt. 7X-!U 192 
'" Nichols, Romm'/lculII, 192 & 1'J9 
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Nevin at that time, reminded Dorner thaI when it came to 
matters of the church they (Mercersburg) were more 
Anglican in character. 

THE BATTLE W ITH I-lODGE AND PRINCETON 
As to Princeton, clearly Nichols knew more about Hodge 
than Appel an d he insightfully observed Ih at 
Mercersburg's attack on Ameri can Protestant fai th was 
effecti vely all attack 0 11 Princeton as the perceived 
representati ves of that system, Nichols was generally 
supporti ve of Nevin 's historical attack on Princeton, wit h 
the result that Nichols could tell us what was reall y at 
stake in this important debate, by fo r example, poignantly 
contrasting Princeton 's strong em phasis oftlte Holy Spi rit 
in com municating Ihe benefits of Christ and the church, 
especially the sacraments in Hodge's re futation of 
Mercersburg'S doct rine of full union with Christ,30 and in 
reasonable agreemen t wi th Mercersburg Nichols provided 
not just a cri ticism of Pri !leeton's immature histori cal 
research, bu t a pivotal glim pse into opposing systems.

31 

" NI~hols. RomolJliclsm. 94. 

II Slewart S,1) s Iltll Hodgt' s b;'lIlts " nh Mcnx:rsburg and IF.u\SI,:tndcntalisrn ltd 
10 IllS '" deep diSlnlSt of :1I1) Ill) slicislll In IhcologicII collSuuction.·· bnt l~odgt 
tk.'rl~ held 11~11 miSlnlSt long befon:: he deb.lltd Ne\'in. E,-tn as he lr:wtlkd 10 
Pl\lSSIa 10 study langl~lgt his menlors 31 Princx:toll had ,,-amcd him of Ihe d;mgtrs 
of ideahsm The follo,dllg l).ll'll gr.lph r rom Sicwan she", s how misunderstood the 
Mcn;crsburg I1IOVel1lent gener.I Il\' n:: II~U lIS :lInol\g eontempor.1ry scholars, "OIl(: 
Anl(:rican 01ltcolile of Hodgt 's I;,isgi\'mgs aboul Sehlcienll;lchcr' s ROIl~lntic 
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adl"ocalC of liN; "Mercersburg TIN;Olog.."" ( 17), and again, "' Hodge' S comro\,crs)' 
11I1h Johll W Nt,-in, a fonneT swdcnl ., rc,'cal his rejcction of;1 Rom;1I1 
Catl'()1ic uoocrslandi IIg of thc El,lcl~mst "' Also. Ihis. "Hodgt \\ as penoclly 
COllSISIC'" \\ ilh III(: Refol1Ll(:d :lffmn.llions 1l~11 S:1C r;'IlIl(:fllS. pr.l)'tTS, and worship 
SCf\ iccs "tn; inSlrunltn1;d 10 belK:\'crs ' detpening c_~pc ricoc<: of d,,'illC gmcc 
I3lher 1 1~1l1 tllds or \'Inm:s 111 Ill(:nlScl\'cs" (29) In aoothc:r t. .... 1111plt of gtllCrnl 
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Likewise, in Nichols ' description o f the debate with 
Hodge over the ReConned view of Ihe Eucharist, he did a 
wonderful job contrasti ng I-lodge's posit ion with that of 
Berg. It was a fascinating in.sight. Unl ike Hodge, Berg 
ultimately conceded to Nev1 n the case of real spi ritual 
presence of the origi nal RcC orlllers- saying thei r view 
was pcmlcatcd with Roman Catholic superst iti on. [t was 
as if Berg was saying, the Reformers wcre wrong let 's 

l2 . ' 
move 011 . ~LLt Pr.l1Icclon he]? to the myth of unchanging 
orthodoxy. 1 he triumph of N1chols' short description was 
his showing that Pri nceton 's great claim of unaltered 
orthodoxy was fal se. Appel, as wel l as the rest or the 
world knew of Princeton's claim to una ltered orthodoxy, 
but Nichols was one of the first to unmask il as a myth . 
Finally, with Appel, Nichols poimed oul that Mercersburg 
consistcntly rejected Prin ceton 's iden ti fying them with 
Sch lcicrmachcr and the fact thai I-lodge never 
acknowledged it. But Nichols added that Nevin was 
adamantlhat hi s use of Ullmann specifical ly was meant as 
a corrective to Schleiennacher. 33 

Still the perennial statement that Nevin was Hodge 's 
student conccms me_ It was the first controversy I 
mentioned at the beginning of th is paper, At face value it 
was true enough. But allow me th is re-evaluation_ In 
Nevin 's autobiography he mentioned Alexander and 
Miller as "in their prime." Of I-lodge he said merely, 

one engaged ~ broader SC I of issucs or look 0 11 a IHore disting ui shed ;UTaI' of 
01'1'0111:11(5'.( 111 ) -
~N lchol · I · s cone II SlO n (llumflllliCI.""', 2 ~ (j) t l ~1l t hc reason NCl' in stancd Ihe 
~t~t!'urg Rn' .. ",· was 10 reply w Hodge II,IS tllle. WI~1 t was 1l)IIIllC was d~11 

• 
!hIe allemal ll·c because he was ··001 cOllcd·· ",. Ihe ,m 'or)-ournals NeV in 

new full . II '-- ,. , 
not to IIC 1, .. 1 'I was Ihe Iollg-Slandl Ilg. sl"'OO pohc~ of Ihc I'rlllulcm Rf:\·/f'''· 
)J , pubh, h replies (R"m"JI/,eisJJI, 7). 
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"newly invested." 34 Later he talked about the inOuence of 
Alcxander and Miller withoLLt mcntion of Hodgc. Now 
),ou migh t say thi s was because he was stil l angry at 
Hodge. But I think there was more to it. Everybody 
incl uding I have said that Hodge was Nevi n' s teacher. But 
Hodge was only seven years older than Nevin. I-lodge had 
just graduated from the institution himself and there were 
no PhD's. He had been teaching at Princeton for one year 
before th e arrival of Nevin. So while he '>vas Nevin 's 
inslructor, th e likelihood was Ih at he functioned more li ke 
a lutor than a teacher in our sense of thinking. 
Furthennore, Hodge taught Greek and Hebrew, 1I0t 
theology. He was after all installed as Professor of 
Antiqui ties and Biblical Languages. So Nevin was a 
studelliunder a very green I-lodge. Furthennore, Hodge 
went to study in Europe in 1826, leaving Nevi n in charge 
orhi s Hebrew st udents for the simple reason that Nevi n 
was thc "finest Hebrew scholar inlhc instituti on," i.c. he 
was beller al Hebrew than his so-called teacher . So while 
we might cal l Nevin Hodge 's stu den t, we should do it 
with the understanding they were qui te likely peers in 
their own minds. 
I 
NEVIN 'S DEPARTURE FROM REFORMED 
DOCTRINE AND 
THE SACRAMENTAL DEBATES 
Appcl was first to describe the hold Zwin gli had on th e 
American Protestant churches, but Nichols developed th e 
extenl oflhal drift .35 In cont rasl Appel was weak in 

)I " . 
"C\'IIi . • '1\-1\ OWII Life'· 46 . . 
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delineating Nevin from Refomlcd doctrine and from 
Calvin. Nichols on the other hand, did not shy away fron 
the topic.J6 But Nichols was hasty in saying that Nevin'sl 
departure from Calvin drove him to Melanchthon rather 
than seeing in Nevin a growing appreciation for Gennan 
eonfessional is1l1 and the historical maturity that 
recognized earlier than 1110st ll1al Calvin was lIot as 
dominate a force among the Rcfonned as some scholars 
maintained . And Ni chols al so addressed Nevi n's 
reworking of Calvin 's psychology, which in agreement 
with Hodge was everywhere being suspected of being 
outdated- which led to Nathan Mitchell 's doctoral 
di ssertation:l7 Ni chols wrote that later on Nevin would 
recant- having reali zed that Calvin 's psychology was 
closer to hi s own (and Catholic truth) than to Princeton 's. 
Both Appel and Nichols concluded that Mercersburg's 
focus was on the Lord' s Supper, and they admirably 
represe~lt~d .~ercersburg ' s posi tion both drawing hcavily 
on NeVin s 711e My.~fica{ j'rcscllcc and the facts 
surrounding Nevin's reply to Hodge' s review of 71lc 
Mys~i~al Presence. The only tru ly strong critici sm of 
Nevm s recovery of the "authentic doctrine or the Lord 's 
Supper," said Nichol s, had to do with hi s weak 

51at.cd that moSl EpIscopalian congregmlOll'i III A lIIe rie;. 1~1d loug ago embraced 3 
~"lnsllan theology on rhe ElIcI ~tn SI . 

NIchols . . 1/omnllliCl.<m . 98- 99 lie re\'caled NCl'i II . s rejcr rio ll or double 
prcdcSlmalioll al"od his fccli ns 1 1~11 r here mllSI be "probation" for those who died 
w lr~ul heanng Ihe Gospel He al so did 3 wOlldcrful Job dcsenblllg Ne"in's 
F ntmg Hodge the polnl 1 1~11 C;lIn ll ' s ocnc(:s " ere J1 rhe e(: lltc r of his theoloKl. 
,"\ bad he looked closer he \\Quld l ~l\ 'C rca li-:ed II ~II IllS 0\\ n inc! inal iolls were 

ng 11 ,md l1~lt II lIas Calvin 's Ellchansr ic theology I hat dOllli l~ll cd his systeill. 
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distinguishing of the Refonned doctri ne of "tab le" from 
the '-altar" of the Roman propit iatory Mass . As evidence, 
Nichols pointed out that Nev in habit uall y uscd the tenn 
"altar" rather than "table" (perhaps, said Nichols, because 
of the close prox imi ty of thc Genll an Lutherans).38 
In contrast , Appel assumed it unambiguous that Nevin 
never depart cd signi ficantly from the Reformed view of 
the atonement, sllstain ing its forensic and propitiatory 
character, but Nichols realized that thi s was significant 
and worthy of more treatmen t. However, in those aspects 
ofReforlllcd doctrine where Nevin more than Schaff 
deviated from Refonned doctrine, Nichols was somewhat 
crit ical , at least in his tone. Of course, these have 
generally to do with Nevin ' s late Mercersburg period 's 
alleged "Romanizing." Fundamcntally it was his doctrine 
of the church and especial ly the elevation of the 
ministerial office to ncar s.l cramental proportions, with 
Domer disagreeing as well as Schaff. Joh n Payne made 
this evcn clearer than Nichols. 39 Th is is a lingering 
controversy I did not menti on before but take up now. 
Jack Maxwell in his Worship alld Reformcd 111cology put 
the matter to rest for me. He wrote in 1996 in agreement 
with Nichols that Dorner was right to raise the criticism 
that Nevin had dcviated from the Refonned position by 
expressing "hi gh-church" and -'priestly" characteri stics on 
the ministeria l office. Said Maxwell , if we were to take 
the language of the Liturgy "in it s strict and rorm al sense 
the answer is that ordination is a sacrament .'~o But he ' 
goes on , as Gerhart pointed out Protestants understand a 

: N!thols. ROmatIl!CUIII . 106 & 29~ 
., Nlthols. ROm(>III'CI.<III . 203. 
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sacrament to be a source o f saving grace. [n that C I 
d

" . . ase, t Ie 
or malian IS 1I0t a sacrament. Maxwell concludes' 

Nichols observes that Nevin 's position in 'The Chris t" 
Mi nistry" is ambiguoll s in its impli cations, an d so it i~an 
~o. too, does a certai n.ambi guity persist in the ordinati"on 
ntual ; however, th ere It becomes e lenfer that ordination 
docs 110\ confer grace or prom ise forgiveness in lhe same 
sense of Baptism and the Euchari st. Instead th e ordinand 
is clothed with an office, the power and authority of 
which derive d irectly from Chri st. This is safely 
Rcformcd.41 

Appel and Nichols conveyed the urgency that was fe lt by 
Nevi n's colleagues at the time surrounding Nevin's 
art icles Oil Cyprian. Appel soug ht to case the reader's 
anxiety , but Nichols continued to be concerned. He felt 
Nevin had left hi s previotls Reformed views in favor of 
those of Cyprian (articles on Cyprian). Of coursc, he 
admitted that Nevi n was represen ting Cyprian and so 
describing his views accurately- but said Nichols, Nevin 
was doi ng it 100 uncritically, as if were slllitten by 
Cyprian . Nicho ls found it disturbing that sudden ly Nevin 
could treallabl e and altar as synonyms and eventually 
came 10 prefer the tenn "altar. " 
However, we already kn ow the Merce rsbu rg speculat ive 
methodology and its dialectical character. Doubtless 
Nevin, as much as Schaff in his long lifetimc o f his to ri ea I 
research, was deliberate in pursuing a corrective balance 
to the vicw that Cypri an and the Roman Curia "high­
jacked" the Church , which was !-Iodge 's and the majority 

., Ma.~\\cJl . Wor.</"p and n .. / or", .. ,1 HI/w/ogy. H 2 
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of American Protestants' view. By stressing the integrity 
of Cypri an 's system Nevin sough t to retum the 
pendulum' s swing toward objectivity, the visible church 
which he believed suffered at Princeton' s hand, and the 
recovery of the material principle .42 F urthennore, wh il e 
the facts arc clear and Nevin 's departure from Reformed 
views Oil thi s mailer were attested to by Nevin himse lf, it 
was curious that Nevin be criticized. Such criti cism would 
be j ustifi ed if he argued that , as in the debate with I-lodge , 
he was representing the true doctrine of the Ref0l1llcd . 
But here he was openly defending Ihe ancient calholic 
posit ion , and frankly his departure was consistent wi th his 
sojourn in the cat holicism of the mediating school, even if 
he mi ght be considered a more high-church member of 
that mi ndset, which com pared to Dorner and Schaff he 
certai nl y was. Agai n Payne does a better job wit h this 
than Nichols. And Nichols is concemed Ihat Nevin sides 
wit h Cyprian in making th e church a sort of sacred stat e. 
Of course, that 's exactly whal Calvin said .43 

The preached word was also something ignored by Appel 
and raised by Nichols. Again in hi s critical role Nichols 
high l igh ted Mercersburg' s seem ing neg ligence of the 
preached word whi ch he said did nol do j ustice to the 
Calvinistic position. It is a facl that Mercersburg sa id little 
abollt the preached word, and universal recogn ition of lhe 
prominence of preachi ng in the nineteent h cent ury docs 

' 1 This is qllimcsscm bll)' I he sly le of nle!!!ali "g hiSloriography. Lalcr. when 
Nc\ in pCII5 ·' "IIe Dllieh C TI/.\"(/(/(I Nichols Sill'S he avoids his controvcrsial sidc 
ilel",): Ihe lIIodCr.HC. Ollce again. Nichols f~ils 10 fully apprcciillc Ihe diidcclical 
illlllroach clwaclerislIc of bolh Scl~lff illld Nevin. They constaml)' seek Ihe 
b.llano:;c· cOIISlanll) seeking the·' highe r" synthesis. auacklllg Ihc C.~lrcmcs such 
tl~ll through llle pn:x:css of Auf/wllung a !It\\" cxpression ;"Irises. Nichols. 
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not mit igate the criticism. However, it should be l t d 
that Nevin did not sel about to describe Calvin's 1~~~lo 
bUI rather the Refonn ed doctrine of the Lord 's Su gy 

d·d M b pper. 
No~ I . ereers ll.rg atte ll~pt a systematic theology. In 
their desIre to ablaul doctnnal balance they sought to 
recover what they bc l ieve~ were several of the neglected 
aspects of Refonned doct ri ne, as well as introducing 
certain new theological concepts they tnlsted. 
Final~y, Appel s~id alll1~st not hi ng abou t Mercersburg 's 
doctrine of bapt ism, whIch scholars' ike Nichols have 
pointed oul was only a little less than Mercersburg said . 
Nichols began Ihe chorus th ai cri ticized Mercersburg for 
thaI. 111 some minds thaI led to a dimini shing ofBaptislll 
in comparison to the Eucharist. Still , John Payne's essay, 
"Nevin On Baptism ,.I"answers a couple o f important 
quest ions. It alleviated any sense that there was a void in 
Mercersburg 's sacramental corpus. Secondly, it provided 
a wonderfu l and consisten t compliment to Mercersburg's 
doctrine of the ministry as pertaini ng to the sacraments. 
Thanks to Payne wc can see precisely how, 
ph ilosoph ically, the objective fact of Baptismal grace is 
conferred. 
Payne's material work allowed us to see through Nevin's 
debate with Bushnell and Hodge, into Nevin 's 
Chri sto logy which was at work in the power bestowed in 
Baptism rejecting what he beli eved to be residual 
rationalistic elemcnts. We arc left with the clear picture 
that when Jesus gave Peter the "keys" he was passing 
along to the church and its representative(s} a unique 
power and allihority . We could almost hear Nevin saying, 
giving Peter the keys did ll ot1l1ean th at parents do not 

• Payne. "Ne"l11 on B;,pusm " 

have the most influence on their children's 
development- nor did Jesus deny il. It did not mean that 
rilllais do not seal the covenantal relationship wi th God 
and God 's people- nor did Jesus deny it. It did not mean 
that de-facto, Peter could, regardless of the mind-set of the 
individual , redeem a person- nor did Rome really say 
that. It meant that Peter could exercise Christ's authori ty 
to gran t God's forg iveness of sins and bring the sinner 
back into fe ll owsh ip God, the body of Christ and those 
Saint s in comm union wi th the Fathcr, Son and Holy 
Spirit. That was the objective grace given at Bapt ism that 
Mercersburg would not relinquish. 

CHRISTOLOGY 
Appel recogn ized that Christology was central to 
Mercersburg theology and Nichols likewise said it was 
thei r "organizing principle.,,'5 But Nichols also 
approached the lopic critically and said that Sehaff "had 
not been so consistentl y Christocentric as Nevin." Of 
course, both wcre undeniably Ch ri stocen tric. Nichols 
himself recognized that Nevi n "shared the speculat ive 
Chri stological out look of Dorner. ,~16 Furthermore, Schaff 
was as vehemcntly Christocentri c as Nevin unti l perhaps 
Nevin ' s articles on Cyprian and hi s debate with Dorner. 
But it wasn ' t Nevi n' s Christocentrism that was parti ng 
them. Rather it was where in the Ch ri stological debate 
Nevin took his departure from man y of his contemporary 
Refonned colleagues and that was the elevation of the 
Creed to a place whi ch appeared to Schaff (and others} to 
be greater than that of Scripture . It was the only place in 

, ~ N' I .. Ie lOIs. Nomm'{ICI.<'" . I ~O . 
Nichols. HQmantlcl"",'. 25 1. 
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the early material where I fOllnd a clearly articulated 
reserv~ lion on the pa~t of Scl~aff. And whi le both Appel 
and NIchols were deli berate III record ing the central II 

f I I 
.. leme 

o tIe ncarnatl?1l III the Mercersburg Theology and while 
they both described where it came from (the German 
authors), stilln cit hcr Appel nor Nichols mentioned or 
seemed to grasp why the incamali on was central to 
~ercer~bl~rg all? the mediators. Understandably perhaps 
slnc~ thl ~ IS d~cl ded l y a philosophi cal isslle. As hi storians 
or illStoncal biographers they left the impression that it 
was sOIll ~thin g endel,n ic to the med iati ng methodology. 
But that IS only true IIlsofar as Schaff and Nevi n beli eved 
thaI rational ism had forced a wedge between God and 
m~nki nd a,nd failed to ac~ount fo r the very rcason religion 
eX ists, wh ich was to reuni te God wit h mankind-hence 
the obvious emphasis 0 11 Christology , Christ 's mission 
was to reunite God and hum an beings, The very effort thai 
was condu cted to combat rationalism was al so meant to 
cure rationali sm 's sym ptom : the alienation o f God from 
men and women. In the min d of Mercersburg and of lhe 
idealists from Kant right 0 11 through to the mediating 
school, thi s was forclllost in their Ill inds: repairi ng the 
damage done 10 orthodox raith by rationalism. 

THE MEDIATi NG SCHOOL 
As to the mcdi ating school or philosophy, Appel 
demonstrat ed Mercersburg's debt to German phil osophy, 
theology and histOlY. Nichol s we nt a bi t deeper, seekin g 
to better ident iry the Gennan sources and their thinking, 
writ ing that " He rNevin 1 fe lt him selr a part of the 
widespread con temporary movement in Germany . . .' ''''7 

., Nichols. HQI,mllllCI.<III. 295 . 

And in his Mercersburg 11leology he w~ot e, " By .the time 
of e ivil War there were few , irany, native Amencans 
nore familiar with the contemporary Gennan theology 
I ""8 'd L I than Nevin was.' But recently Dav! ayman las . 
downplayed the impact of the mediating schoo l o n .N~wll1 
writing, "Scholars lend to di sregard thi s living, ho liStiC 
quality of Nevin ' s theology largely because th ey 
overestimate hi s ad~,~tati on of German the? logy. to tl~c 
American context .'~ But German confesslonal ld eall slll 
was in fact just that, a purveyor of holi stic , livin g 
theology and it appealed enorm ously 10 Nevin . No, he 
didn't simply duplicate the Germ an authors w ithou t 
innovation, but it 's impossible not to recognize the degree 
to whieh he was indebted to the med iating phi losophical 

and historical approach. 
For example, Layman argues for originality in Nevin 
outsi de of his American synthes izing and rework ing of 
ideal ism, and he pointed to Nevi n' s SIIIIIIIIGlJI of Biblical 
Al1Iiqlllfies to demonstrat e "an inci pi en t concepl of 
developmen t" prior to Nevin 's exposure to the Gennan 
and English conccpt of hi storical development. Yet there 
was not hing ori ginal (nor was originality intended) in the 
work and it was based en tirely on Jahn 's very popular 

• Nichols .. 1 fl!,!,l!rsbll""; 1"I1001ogy. 7. ~o!llrast lhi s wilh II l~11 l~lS IllOre recentl) 
been SL1ICd---: 1 umcr says 11~1I duc 10 Ins stud} III Gcm~lnl onl \' $c1 .. IIT could 
1I .. 1I"(,m "cquII'alent c.xposurc·· Ii c equal 10 Hodgc1to G~nml; sc llOh'" A'" 
oUlside fS I ff , . ~ . Iou o C L1 . 110 one anlOng Ihe ir peers would l~lI'e bee" more "COIII[ 1"\ ' bt .. 
111~uI Hodgel in Ihe GerllL1n l;lugl~Ig.:: (Tunlc r. "CI~uks Hodge" 42) ["'-~ '.1 " 
~ l1o\\"II~tN '" .. -"",S ill IC 

I nlll pn:ached "I Germ,III :md kne\\' f:u more aboul lhe Gem""l 
~: IO,::PIIC~ and 1IIOOIoSi" "s tl~", Hodge'l ThiS bl:tlanlly o\'er cst "'''lies " ILll 
H~l gOI III Gcru~u~ :.ud cUll re ly Ignores Ncv in. Because TUnlcr hclie\'ed Ihal 
the ~'C Slrc.~scd Ihc Im~rt;",o:: of the chun;ll hc s..1~ s Hodge 1L'Id a " Iugh \,Ie\\ of 

c lurch (46) BU11tlsonly " lng""' in comp..1riso ll lo lhcNcl "_, , 
I"C\ lI'ahsls I ~ 100 e rs all<! 
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Anliq ll~/ ies whom Nevin. wo ul d later repudi ate along wi th 
the entlre met hod and 111 llldset of rati onal is Ill. Nevi n's 
ori ginal ity, as Appel suggested, was his enl ivening Jahn 
by mak~g the material more exciting and more enjoyable 
to read . 
In contrast , Nichols recognized Mercersburg ' s 
ph ilosophical goal among the idealists of the age wi th 
their critique of early nineteen th-century cu lt ure in the 
frequent usc of the loaded term " rationalistic 
supematuralism ;,.51 a tenn ri fe with meaning; one wh ich 
Mercersburg in step wit h the mediating school used 
constantly to identi fy and condemn the age ' s mi ndset as 
ult imately skept ical and penury in its cmbrace of tile 
unseen world of Spi ril. 52 It was a term in vogue among the 
mcdiating school, and whi le nei th er Appel nor Nichols 

~Appc1. Life IIml Work. II LlIyman used the lenn ··e.~islcnliar· in describing 
Nel'i n·s bib!ic:11 hc nucnculic. )"el Kierkcg;'ard w:Isn·1 available in Ir;",s l;otion 
umil Ihc carl)" 190()"s and Nicl/.sc hc W:IS far 100 young. NC\"in IIC,cr said or 
implied 11111 illC IJible prescntcd an ··c.xlstcllli;,1 rc;,lon:· bul r;lIllCr wilh olhe! 
modem idealists ,md by way of rol1~Ull ic Iho llghl . he 11ld eOlllC 10 "nders~!lJd 
ruSIOr,· in Its 1lI0re dy l~lnll C ··h, ing·· diulCllsio n (Appel. 199). More IrQublillg 
was Ihe Sialement by J...: I~ n~1II tl~n ··Ne,·i ll ·s carhcst Presb)"lcrian writing'> inchcalc 
an early IIiSloncnl :1l1d hCnllCllCntical SOplllSll calion through which Nc\' 1U 
al1cmplcd 10 O,·c rcOIlIC IIIC dU31 isli c Ic,Jdcndes of Hodgc·s Ihought"" ( 199). But 
Hodgc was o"ly j ust beginnmg 10 ,1I1lc"lalc his s)stc m j\·IOI'CO\"cr. Hodgc h"d 
been Icaching :11 Princcton bUI oue yca r \I IlC n Nc,'m n ~'lriculated . Alcx.l nder 
t;)ughltllCology. Mille r hi stof) a,K! Hodh'C " ;IS the ' lCwCst me mbe r of tllC facull~ 
Ncvin himself nc .. er I\fOIC of Hodge·s mnucnce 01' him. PcrlL1JlS in Pittsburgh 
Nevin beg.111 10 Slmgglc " ilh Ihe PmYX lon II..::o log)" \lhich latcr bcc:ltllC 
idemirlCd \ll1h C I~lrlcs Ilod!,'C (although tl lCre is no " 'Idence of tILlt). Afler all . 
carly DR Mercersb urg ooltSldcred Hodge alK! Pnncc ton all ies in dlCir siruggle 
agalltSl Ne" fl.le;lSttrcs rc\lvahsnl. 11111 began to erodc "ith Hodgc·s lepid 
lC\·icw of Ne' ·tll ·s ·'111C A tt.xlOus Bel" h:· ;IIK! gl"C\' InlO open h05lilit)" " ith 
Hodge· s 1ICg.1livc re,·IC" of Ne .. in· s .1f"S/ICOII'rt'S<'IIcc 
" Bnc ny, IIIC Icnl] ,dcnt ifics thosc ,; 110 "hile confcss ing a ChriSlian faith of 
supc~lul<1l onglll. ch ng 10 a 1<1110'Ll11SliC IJCrspeeti\"c "hic h p"tS in doubt nLl")" 
of the supemnuml C'·ClltS "lIOn" hlC h IIL11 f,nlh IS b.lscd 
" . NiChols, Rall/lll lllc,.,m. 3 
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. e(\I\,e school by nam e 53 they were aware o f the 
menllon '. 

e",ent and its impact on Mercersburg. Nicho ls 
mov ' \ ' A ,r, 

d 
d Nevi n ' s comment that he fo und Rot 1e s '1.Jange 

recor e .,. \ . b k 
der c}msIlIChclI KII'che (1837) - the most sllln~ 1 a.tmg 00 

hc had ever read." 54 Of course, Rothe was a ?1S:Clple of 
Schlcicnnacher and Neander and of the med mtlll g 

llIi ndsc\. 
Stili it is eviden t that Nichols was stm ggling w it h the 
phi losophers' systems. Although b~ the .\~ri ti ng o f ~l i s 
second book on Ihe subject he had Identified them In the 
speculative school,55 he lumps Fichte with Schell ing, 
noti ng Schelling 's impact on Roman Cat ho i ic theology. 
Yel Fichte belongs in an entirely d ifferent phi losoph ical 
camp than Schelling- indeed Schell ing is highly critical 
of Fich tc and thc abscnce o f an y menti on of Schel ling ' s 
rei ncarnation as a conservative ideali st, whi ch is w hat 
underl ies the reason for his popu larity among Ro man 
Cat hol ics an d why he was so appreciated by Schaff, fa iled 
to recognize the radical change in Schelling ' s posit ion.56 

Moreover, Nichols expanded Appe l' s description o f the 
emergence of Nevin al Ihe hands of the mediat ing autho rs 

'J r I 1.' /·/1111/1.' ///lgSlhdoW I! TI IC \lord ~ allnot simply be secn as 3111c ulatillg :1 

~'tfd pos tllOll blu ;IS ach,·cly CIIg.1gcd III 'lCgotiatioll- 111C f em"l1ll.'r was ~Il 
;,Ib'11<110r .. II IlOsc fUlII;lIon tl was 10 brillg tl lC 1\\0 p.1mcs logelhe r. In tins ca se II a: bcllleell Ihe nc" Gcnmn speculal"·c nll;lhodolog.' and IIIC allC le nl 
on todo.xy of Ihe 31"1C1I1 chu rc h. III addtl io ll 10 ncguliating belween ideas tl~ 
medlalors 5011" 11 ..... ' . ... bel w lllllrQnusc IIUIIlIl IIIC GclllL111 PmsS1311 Church itselr 
Sc~~ccn the ~be r;II Spcculall\·C preachers and chu rc h l cadc~ in tllC lradillo ll of 
" N ~n;L"lC rand 1111; onhodox " IIIg or nco-pietists stll;h as Hc ngs le nburg . 
n,.: ~S~~r;x:IS Il us fi,·c )cars laler III hi s cdued \\o r\:. Tilt' \ fcrct'rsb,,'S 
alle~IPlc~ 10 ~~ '5 IIIC fi rst tne lllion o f tllC ··so-called . medialing· ·g roup \\ hich 
co'lCc. io atc 10 tllCo logica l tr;ldition ;!l1d Scripture the IIlCthods and 
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and elucidated Appel's comments that Nevin was 
prcdisposed to a hcnneneutic in which feel ings and 
emotions played an im portant rolc.57 Nichols wrote that 
by 1835 Ncvin believed that the "heart" was emcial in 
interpreting Script ure, especially the Psa lms and that he 
got thi s frolll Herder and DeWelle ill dircet opposit ion to 
the rat ionali sm of Stuart.58 Furt henllore. Nichols rightly 
asserted that all the while Nevin was sllsp icious of their 
piety. However, what was neglecled and is more to the 
poin t, was that Nevin shared wilh Schaff an d with many 
neo-Pictists the suspicion Ihall-l crdcr, as much as 
Neander was lat itudinarian: they were weak ill their 
loyalty and devotion to the ch urch and to traditional 
methods of worship (as I mentioned earl ier) . 
Finally, Nichols pierced beyond Appel 's description of 

. Nevin 's period ofanxicty and hi s tittering on joining the 
Roman Catholic Church. Sure ly Appel expressed the 
depth of Nevin's mi sery and fru stration, but he said Nevin 
was equall y frustrated wi th Rome and would never join 
with such a broken system of ort hodoxy. [n contrast , 
Nichols believed Nevin was hi msel f broken, and that he 
might have gone over to Rome if his depression hadn ' t 
frozen him . More important, again in the eritical mode, 
Nichols saw here wi th good reason a departure from 
Schaff. Payne as well knows how seriolls the tension was 
and Payne clarified how Schaff later admi tted to being 
vel)' di sappointed and not sharing in Nevin ' s 
"Romani zing" of th e church. Nicho ls, however, maps in 

., DiP,ICC IO ·S frcqllC lllllSC oflhc le nll c.xiS lc nll :11 (Ill his "/11(1!lIIenor .')e"se of 
Scnplll l\!) 10 describe Ihis q l~llilY in Nc,·in is ItOI helpfu l. 1~~ ISlcnl ~ll isll1 bc lo~lgS 

10 a fUlure era His SCll1 illlClI1 was more COIISISICIl1 ",Ih Ihe fadlllg hcnllCOCllllC of 
Ihc Ron~1n\le school. such as Sehi II cr and Less lllg. 
!lI Nichols. HQmuIIIIC'.<JI'. 3K. 

d ·1 Nevin's concom itant , growing di si llusionment 
gr.eal 'l ·cta1ediat ing methodology, especiall y the theory o f 
Wl t 1 11S 111 ., 
. . I development Nichols believed that NeVill s llistonca . . . f 

.. , . I "I'llsiasm for the soon to reveall tselfCh Ui ch 0 ", l,a . . I 
Sain t John was fading as hi s opti mism for the churc I In 

general faded. . . 
Unquestionably NeVill was depressed at the turmOil 
surroundi ng his efforts and he lll ay have been less 
optimistic about the prospects of C.hri stendom, yet as lat e 
as 1865 and certainly after recovenng from nervous 
collapse, Nevi n' s finll commitment to the ideal ist tri adic 
model of historical development with its optimism fo r the 
fu ture of rel igion in the United States was abundantl y 
cvident in his article, 71,e NaflOn 's Second BIrlh. J'J 
As 1 said, Nichols wasn ' t aware of Schafrs deep 
appreciation of Schellin g,<'() but he knew of Schaff s 
distrust of Hegel , howeve r without fu ll y reali zi ng how 
close the th ree were to cClch other in speculat ive 
lIlcthodology.61 So he 's confused how Schaff reconciles 
Hegel 's "unstable" system toward a confiden t end. 
Clearly what Nichol's kncw of Hcgel he got from Schaff. 
And even as Nichols described the dialecti c process of 
"Catholic Unity," he seemed unaware that it was Hegel' s 
philosophy th at he Clrti culated .62 

:What nobody has addressed, as far as 1 kIlOW, is what was 
11 about Schleiermacher that the mediating school and 
Mercersburg rejected? Why was Hodge wrong abou t th eir 

:, pNC'·1I1 . • \ (e,\''''"gcr. July I !I6.'i. J(I. ~ 7 
61 ell/d . ··A NlIlClocuth -Cclllury Ecll n lC ulCal Vis Ion ·· 375 
.: NlCbols.IlOl" OIllICISIlr. 135. . 
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being foll owers ofSchleienn acher? And it is really not 
helpfu l 10 mention the C011l111 0n answers given: his 
pantheism, his softness on si n, his weakening of the role 
of the church in favor of heighteni ng the role of the 
reli gious c011lmunity, and his rational ism. Ahhough these 
were diffe rences, they were not the fu ndamen tal 
difference that separated them and only pointed to the 
core of lheir divergent views. Even Schleiennaeher 
rejected the idea he was a pantheist. But what could the 
one not abide about the other, such that we might say 
which posi tion makes most sense to LIS today? 
Wc mllst go back to the theologians themsclves and listen 
to what they arguc and then determine the conclusions 
that they could not reconcile . I said before the art iculated 
issues pointed to the unlllentioned heart of the matter. For 
the mediators and certain ly for Mercersburg, thc suspicion 
of Schl eicnnacher began with the resid ual ra ti onal ism th at 
defined the age before him, wh ich made him a romanti c, 
and to some cxtent defi ned him an d it surfaces in th e 
camps' Christolog ies. Sch leiermacher, as a product of his 
age, was torn between retaini ng the full measure o f 
Chri st's divinity (which resulted from his ex posure to 
Romant icislll's recoil against rationalism), but also h is 
cOlllmitment to critical thought. How mi gh t he make 
sense of Christ's divin ity to which he was comm itted in 
the age of reason? 
Romanticism had taught him that the unseen world of 
Spirit and the visible world of flesh were intertwined in a 
way that was intelligi ble ifnotnecessarily visible? 
Schleiermacher believed that Spirit an imated flesh and 
made it tran scendenl. How else mi ght we ex pla in the 
poetry of Goethe or the music of Mozart? Certai nl y the 

, . Ifllscd wit h virtues powers and abilit ies that 
fles l was II '. . . I 
could 1I0t be ex pl ai ned sil ~l ply by conslden ng the mat en a 

,. As Illllch as conscIOusness makes the human rca lty . . , ., 
experience infi nitely more evo~atJve t Ian an ll Tl~ .. . 

. cc so might the conscio usness of the dlVllllty, expcncn , . 
. habiting the mi nd o f the man Jcsus, make lum all that 
~~riptli rC and tradit ion believed him to be: the Son of 
God. JesuS was Christ, fo r Schleiem~acher, ~ecause the 
vcry consciousness of God owned Ius consclollsness! 
Now we can see the mediating departure and 
Mercersburg's rebuke . In his e ffort to make sense of th.c 
lncamation, Schleiennacher emphasized, to the exchlslon 
of Jesus' enti rc being, the degree to which he was God. 
He was God in his mind (and I don ' t mean to be snide). It 
wasn't that Jesus though t he was God. Schleieml acher 
insisted he was God, by vi rtue of sharing God 's 
consciousness. Mercersburg said no! They reverted to 
ort hodoxy. Every aspect o f Christ 's bein g was divin e. 
Today we might say, every molccul e of his body as well 
as his Spiri t were as Illuch God as his m ind . To fa il to 
believe that was to be derailed by skcpti cism in the fonn 
ora powerful rational istic argumen t based on cred ibil ity. 
For Sch leiennacher and the rationali sts o f his age, the 
credible thing to believe was that as mu ch as 
consciousness is invisible, it stands to reason that the 
character of Ch rist be dri ven by the unseen fo rce of a 
wholly unique and divi ne consciollsness. To them it was 
the logical way to understand a man being God. But the 
credible argument was \lot the pre ferred argument to those 
~'h~ rested their f~i~h on Script ure and aposto lic traditi on. 

cnpture and trachl lon leads liS to bel ieve that all o f Jeslls 
was God . And when we arc unit ed with Jesli s we are 
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united with all of him, body and soul , and therefore are 
uni ted wi th God . It 's not sim ply his good cOlillsel, his 
charisma, hi s wisdom, his ethical effect, or even his 
meritorious benevolence that we receive in him - but 
Him: His body and his blood and his soul and his mind. 
All of him ! So obviously. Nevin who was especial ly keen 
to recognize the impli cations o f the critiqu.c o f ratio~l~lis lll 
ill the mediating agenda , insisted on alfowlIlg the cntlque 
full play, which meant that the materi al principle,. which 
had the life of God and the bene fit s of God matenally and 
spiritually visited in God 's chosen vessels, must be 
sll stained as it was in the ancient Church where there 
ex isted no strong resentment ora mystical reality 
superimposed on a natura l world. To do otherwise W<lS to 
bow to the timidity of popul<lr debate with its love of 
reasonable and credible pronouncements in keeping with 
the growing popu larity of empi rical science. 

PURITANISM 
Both Appel and Nichols were clear about Nevin 's sojollm 
from practicing Puritan to an avid reader of idealist 
material although debat e cOlllinued about the why and 
how of it. What has surfaced was concern over the way 
the tcon was lIsed pejoratively . As to the controversial 
brand of Puritanism, both Appel and Nichols con tin ued to 
use the tem} Puritanism to describe the predominan t 
Protcstant theological milldsct of the day. Likcwise thcy 
both recognize it as an abbrev iat ion or the ini tial and 
clearer tcrm "modern Puritanism." Nichols wrote of th is 
popular religious bC1l 1: 

)(, 

TI rcdominant type of rel igion in the country they 

I 'bc.,P lIy described as ' Puritan,' alt hough what they 
}3 I ua . .. d 'E I· I · , . dcd might be better Idenllfl e as vangc Ica Ism mtcn . . 63 
than as classical Puntall1sm . 

Others have pointcd out the error in thi s, most notably ~n 
1974 Brooks Holifield and more recen tly Joh n Pa~ne . 
What is very important about thi s issue, however, IS how 
cJwrtlcteristic it was of Hegelian specu lati ve science. 
According to Hegel and speculat ive science, every 
historical man ifestation had a fonn , that is, its essen tial 
naturc or "ism" which required a name and which was I~ot 
simply a gcneralization ora pa\!ern orthol1gh~ or behav.lor 
but an ontological reality. Perhaps, the best th mg to do IS 
to stick to the original namc coined by Nevin "modem 
Puritanism" but this still creates problems. Clearl y, the 
reli gion promoted by Ihe PuritOIl Uecorder was no more 
like classical Puritan fai th than was Princeton's theology 
like that of the Refonners or as they migh t pretend, 
original Christianity, and yet Princeton spoke as if they 
were the modem representatives of the old Reformation 
faith . Still , as I have repeatedly argued, (a) thi s was 
characterist ic of Hegelian specu lative science- every 
historical manifestat ion had a fonn that was its essentia l 
nature or "ism" and that fonn required a name, and (b) 
was encouragcd by the fact thaI Mercersburg was in open 
debate with th e editors of th e 1~lIri((f1l Recorder who 

" N· I K: lOr. Rvmmmnsm , . -
... John l'il)1IC ptcks up Ihl; f~1;\ 11~ll b.ll;k III 197~ Brooks lIo hrM: ld. ~ s ignjrlC~nl 
1'"11;1 011 Purllan 11IS101). fomld NI;\' iu· So sacr.ulIcnlal I'b, of I'lInJ:m worship 
11,111 I; ( 126·7) Rrel11 rd WI;n!:t.. ··Ne,·i u alld Ame ric:m Nmiol~llis lll :· lue n!iolled 
Ihe P;obl.1;1\\ as lI"eil . writing II~II Me rcershllfg pa id ··Ii ule cnlical IItieuI ion 10 the 
JII SII I IC~ tlou or IIIC US,l gc·· (27) 
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publi cally declared they "spoke fo r all the faithful of New 
England.,,(i5 

TilE CONTEMPORARY CRT IQUE 

Clearly whi le both Appel and Nichols made enonnOlls 
contributions to the study of Mercersburg, neither Appel 
nor Nichols knew enough about idealist philosophy and as 
I've showll they were only dilllly aware of the systems 
they knew Mercersburg considered. The time that would 
be required to understand Hegel, if that 's even possible, 
precludes a thorough understanding of what of Hegel 
Mercersburg liked and disli ked. Neither Rauch, Nevin nor 
Schaff gave themsel ves entirely over to a particular 
epistemology, phi losopher, historian , theology, or 
methodology. Bu t the influence and fu JI im plications, 
especially ofGennan mediating though t (speculat ive 
theology), is the original contribution that Illy book 
mak es, al ong wi th the fu ll inclusion with Appel (against 
Nichols), of Rauch in the Mercersburg school. 
Here Mercersburg is undcrstood within the philosophical 
currents themselves, along with th e cultural, polit ical and 
theological forces that demanded answers fro lll 
philosophers be Ihey amateur or professional- answers 
about what is impoI1ant and what we know for sure abollt 
nature, history and reality, and where we should be 
headed culturall y, inte!JectuaJ/y and spiritual ly. And while 
there 's no doubt that the conclusion was hinted at by 
Appel and Nichols and severa l of the authors that 
followed, wi thout a deeper philosophical understanding. it 

is difficu lt to clearly understand v:hat systems 
b rg benefitted from and III what ways. The Mercers u . ·fi M b . 

.. I contribution of my book Identl les ercers urg ongJlla . r: I 
· 1· ,I c speculative fie ld their comfort , lor t Ie most . ,",. , '. . I 

'
·,1, 'he thi nkers usually Identified among t Ie part , w . . 

Gcnnan mediating school of th~ught and the ir aggressive 
criticism of common-sense real rsm. 

ROMANTICISM AND TH E CONTEMPORARY 
CRITIQUE .. 
Now I said I wou ld conclude with Mercersburg 's cntrque 
of eontcmporary cu lt ure and J want it to do so by 
beginn ing with Nichols' claim t ha t . Mere~rsburg 
represented an example of /?omallllc /.\"f// III American 
l heology. the ti tle that produced the controversy I 
outlined in itia lly in this paper (we have come ful l circle). I 
will follow that with what I believe might be 
Mercersburg 's advice to con temporary phi losophers and 
to evangelical ph ilosophers (or better evangelical 
catholics) who seek to provide an epistemology and 
apologetic for th eir onhodoxy. 
The movemcnt lhat produced the Romantic era is 
generally considered to be th e Enligh tenment which 
followed the Renaissance and preoccupied illuch o f 18th 
century Europe. It intensified certain tendenc ies wit hin the 
Renaissance, as a continuation of the scient i fi c thought of 
Ncwton , Locke and Descartes alllong others. It abhorred 
superstit ion and eschewed traditional methods of inqu i,y 
prc~elTi llg reason, experimentation an d empirical analysis 
for IIl tellect ual progress . Some would see in this a fierce 
rati oll.ali slll that was bound to eviscerate many tradit ions, 
espeCially those of onhodox Chri sti anity . 



The Romantic period in Gennany, which developed 
largely in reaction to the rati onalism that marked the 
Enlightenment, concluded about th e tillle of the brilliant 
poet Holderlin who died in 1832 (the same year as Goethe 
and two years before the death of Schl ciennacher) . 
Schiller and Lessin g were long dead, and Fri edrich 
Schlegel recentl y dead. So are Keats and Shelly. 
Wordsworth is six ty~ t wo and Coleridge will die in Iwo 
more years. The saying goes of the Romantic movement: 
Goethe Ihe divin ity. Schlegel th e hi gh~pri est and 
Schleierrnacher the prophet. But as much as the 
Enli ghtenment was a de velopment of and reaction to the 
Renai ssance, the same can be said of the poets and writers 
of the Romant ic movement. In reaction to the rationalism 
of the Enlightenment, the Romanti c writers enshrined the 
Renaissance dream of developing and heightening human 
language, discovering ways that language might fully 
express Augustinian and n eo~ Platonic qualiti es of though t 
in a deliberate attem pt to articulate the deepest and most 
profound concept s of the human ex peri ence Uustt hin k of 
Wordsworth's Til/rem Abbey). Hindsigh t would suggest a 
Promethean obsession that wou ld come to 110 good. But 
taken to a lesser degree, the magni ficen t conceptual 
edifices of the Roman tics wo ul d inform ifnot en tirely 
convi nce, thinkers for generations to come. 
Listen to what Bard Thompson, a Mercersburg product 
and scholar, wrote of the Romantics: 

The Romantics of the late eighteenth and early ninctecnth 
centuries looked at Ihe Renaissance as 100 much 
associated with classica l decorum , while still admiring its 
cmphasis on indi vi dual gen ius. Roman ticism finally 

. the Middles Ages from ils besmirched . 
dehver~d _ an i for the lime being. RomanllC 
repu!~UO Il d

b
.
lIt e~ed the medieval world- the age of 

I ·slOnans re ISCOV ... d lor 
" I· f ·th almost infinite 111 liS vanety an co , 
Cat ho IC m , ff . Ie 

1 d by heroic and self-e aCi ng peop , 
popu ate . . 1 . with 

·fi Ily comprehensive 111 ItS Call1lng, 
l11agnl Lcen 1 d ·th 
athedral spires punct uating the an sc~pe WI . 

C . (God It seemed exceptionally beautiful 10 
exclamatIOn s o. d . 1 1 I·kes of 
1 1 ·,1. Ihe Renai ssance populate wll I t le I Ilem, WII ~ 66 

the Borgias, appearcd exceptIOnall y pagan . 

Takcn atlhe right dosage, you can see Schaff and Nevin 
as having drunk at the Romantic w~ll . However, that was 
not all ihere was to ~eing a Romanllc . Much had changed 
by the cnd of the 18 cen tury. As Jack Forslrnan 
convincingly argued, 

Schlege l coined thc tenn " Romantic" as it was applied to 
the new movemcnt in whi ch Sch leiennacher pal1icipaled . 
Yetlhc two soon went their separatc ways. By Ihe ti me 
Schleienllacher had published his Speeches he had 
revcrscd the romantic agenda of perceiving a reality 
beyond this world and instead sought an hermeneuti c 
which would enable a sc ien ti st to perceive the infini te in 
the fin itc.67 

Perceiving thc infi nite in the fini te caplured so beautiful 
~he :ery soul of Mercersburg- not Romantic at all . Not 
l1lcll1led at all 10 rOI1l<lllticall y transcend this world for Ihe 



- -----. 
next, but to do what religion had always done: make the 
infinite assessable- something Kant had sanctioned; it 
was to make the kin gdom of heaven a hicrophany bursti ng 
forlh in human experience. More important ly. for our 
study of Mercersburg, the discovery of thaI infini te 
presence in human ex perience was not fo r Rauch , or 
Schaff, or Nevin anything ak in to a fee li ng of utter 
dependence, as Schleiermacher would have i t, but a 
mystery histo rically mediated and sacram ental ly 
dispensed by the church alone (their depanure from I-Iegel 
as well). 
So while Nichols' was right to sec in Mercersburg a 
rom anti c in fl uence in their recovery of the supernatural in 
everyday li fe; in their " romant ic and idealisti c ... hope of 
ecumenical and theological synthesis- th e ever-upward 
spiral of cultural advance;'.68 in their use of the Romant ic 
movement' s favorite metaphor of "organic tln ity;" in their 
shared hermeneuti c th at ties in sympathy th e in leq)["cter 10 

the interpreted. All of these fall into the category of 
"romantic" as adjecti ve: Mercersburg contained romantic 
elemcnts. 
The problem is that the main reason for Nichols call in g 
Mcrcersburg UOlI/llflf;c;sl/l In America" nle%gy was 
essentiall y because of the influence of Schleiennacher. 
But the Schl eiennacher that th e world knew had moved 
on and so had Europe and so had Mercersburg. 
H fectively , Nichols used Romanticism in hi s tit le as a 
noun when it should have been an adjecti ve- sllch as 
might be the case in the title "Romantic Infl uence in 
American Theology:' So Nichols misunderstood what it 
was in Schleiennachcr that Mercersburg shared 

(~ Nichols Ilvllumllel.'.",. I ~') . 

· I ·call)' but more importantl y wherc 
plulosoP 11 , d · d 

· I ically they sharply Isagree . 
plulosoP I , t."" to examine the movemen ts that bred 
Today we con 11 ' f 

.. e tl,e,n given th e great advantage 0 and to cn tlqu I 
:I ~ d . It Contemporary scholars for the 111 0St part lave 
li n sl£d' 'tl ·, lesson taugh t by such as Richard Rorty and 
leame l . · 1 · · I 

I 0 
'

·'1 the tradit ion of phdosopluca cntlque lave others, WI' . 

d tile En li ghtcnment as unaware that Its 
expose . f I d 
philosophic d i sco~eries , along WIth a host.O re ,at.e 

· ·fi· d,·scovenes wcre not a pure repl csentatlon of sClcnl1 IC , . 
rcality but the imposit i o~l on re~lity of thoughts and Ideas 
II based on a metaphYSical notIon of pu rpose. In that he 

~iSplayed the Emperor as having the proverbial '~no . . 
clothes " i.e . the Enlighten ment 's em brace of ratlonail sm 
as the s'olc beneficiary of objectivity and trut h belied the 
arbitrariness of thei r ho lding th eir rationa listic mirror up 
to nature in un1lleasured confidence th at it dcscribed 
nature as it tru ly was without the imposition of cultura l 
bias. 
Now wc know that thc systems contained countl ess 
prcsupposi ti ons, mllch like a mirror with a myriad of 
cracks- the one grand one bei ng the historica l record. 
Said ROl1y, "Si nce Hegel , we have had a seri es of 
philosophicalmovemellts which tried 10 hi storicise rsicJ 
epi~temology , seeing in history the same SOrt of sovere ign 
arbiter that earlier philosophers found in God or 
Nature.'.69 !ftherc is a eOlll lllon failing in Mercersburg as 
well as all ofGennan idea li sm it was that! That th eir 
em brace of history was IH1fve, in that they believed hisIOr)' 
would po ·d .. 

r VI e mean11lg 111 the events of our past that 
would re )rc I·· I sent rca 1Iy III the same way that , for example, 

• Ron\" ··L·, ,. I C Jllhc End of Il\qulI\ .'. 6. 
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the reality of di ssected organs represent human anat omy. 
The first mistake was underestimating the compleXlIy o f 
hi story .i'U The second mistake was to do phi los~phy as if. it 
could be done as easi ly and objecti vely as classl ficat10n III 
science. The third mistake was to beli eve that human 
cullural progress was inevitabl e- much like naIve cultural 
Darwinians (e.g. Spencer) thought evoluti on was always 
spiraling upward to a higher level of specics . For 
Mcrcersbu rg this is especially curious given thei r 
commilm elillo Scriptu re. It is mystifying that Rauch, 
Nevin and Scharf in their profoulld and undeniable 
reverence for Scripture, seemi ngly ignored Scripture' s (at 
least Eschatology's) clear indicat iOIl that hislory isn ' t 
going to gel belter- that the church isn ' t going 10 
culminate in the love and acceptance symboli zed by SI. 
John , but that hi story will cu lm inate in a big mess

71 
and 

the ult imate climatic retlll'l1 and rescue of God. 

CRITIQUE OF SU8JECTIV ISM AN D PUREL Y 
ANAL YTICAL APPROACHES 
It ' s not difficult to see why idealism did llot take hold in 
America in spitc of Mcrcersburg's erudition. Soon 
pragmatism would becomc the strongest philosoph ical 
illfonnanl to Amcri can cult ure and following that the 
contemporary incli nat ion toward a purcly analyti cal 
approach . Thlls today whell one rcads Hegelian theories o f 
developmcnt they appear grossly naIve in that exaggeratcd 

'" llus .sc\carl) lhe caS(: II .111 1l1e . r lhmkmg tI~11 rlle l'luil.11lS of llle IS'" ccmul}' 
we re relLlOlely hke rIle l'rOleStam congreg.l110ns " ho hungri ly subscribed llle 
Pum a" RecQrder of rile I <) 010 CerUll I) 
,, ~ 

VI at \casr .f Igno nng .1llOCn lypllc- rc<:ognll.1 ng rhere .s II() 1\';' 5011 10 

undersr and Scriplure as ;,,~ IC llMli ng ;. Steady ll1 lpro\"c nlenl of our species. culture 
or llle chu rch before ChnSI 's relun, 

vision of inevi table upward progress, be it for civilization 
or thc chu rch. And the resu lt has been a distancing of such 
bombastic and triu mphali stic theories to the safe harbors 
of cu ltural subjectivism, lead ing to isolated academic 
departmen ts o f speciali zation. But here might geminate 
Mercersburg' s and the speeu lat ive sciences ' critiq ue of 
our contemporary sit uation. 
I refer back now 10 the problem stated at the paper' s 
begi nn ing by NT Wright wh ich is the challenge in our 
POSH llOdel1l world "to rearticulate a reintegrated 
worldview." Let me say a bit more about that. I share wilh 
Bishop Wri ght the sense that si nce the Enli gh tenm ent 
Illore an d more we have been led to believe that "faith and 
hi story are ant it hct ical."n Wright went on to say , 

The En light en ment notoriously in sisted on splitt ing apart 
history and faith , fact s and val ues, relig ion and politics, 
nature and sllpernatllre , in a way whose consequences are 
writtcn into th e history o f tile last two hundred years-one 
of the consequenccs bci ng, indeed, that each of those 
catcgories now carri es wi th it in th e minds of millions of 
pcople around the world an implici t opposi tion to its twin , 
so that we arc left wit h the great difficu lty of even 
conceiving o f a world in wh ich they belong to Olle another 
as part o f a s in gle indivisible whole.7J 

Ironicall y, Ihis complaint is nol just an evangelical 
Bishop's complaint , but it echoes the concems of others, 
somc of whom couldn ' l be further afield in their 
worl dview. Li sten to the concems of E.O. Wi lson, 

:: Wright. ('itall" "F:" of J<,.~".~. 15 
Wnght ('lwllcl1xr "f JI'.<I"'·. 2 1. 



pulitzer Prize-winning biologist and later day Positivist as 
he criticizes the way universi ties and colleges have 
etTect ively "dissolved their curriculum into a slurry of 
minor disciplines and special ized courses,,74 with the 
effect that departmen ts neither talk to nor really. 
understand the direction of the other's work. Wilson went 
on to say: 

Some ph ilosophers of science have thrown up their hands, 
declari ng that the borderlands between the natural and 
social sciences arc too complex to be mastered by 
contemporary im agination and may lie forever beyond our 
reach ... Bul thaI is what phi losophers arc supposed to 
do. Their task is 10 de fine and explain the limits of science 

" 
Still , that was what Kant attempted and which led to what 
Wright describes as "a background of modernist and 
seculari st reductioni sm.,,76 There is clearly a di sagreement 
of those who envision truth and the worl d in terms of the 
raw assemblage of scienti fic facts and who bel ieve that 
meaning is entirely cul tura l and su bjective, and those who 
like Wi lson arc more optimistic, believing that in the 
cooperation of the scienti fic fields our species can 
hannonize scientific find ings in a descriptive way, 
bringing them together in a comprehensive and objective 
understanding of reality- and that in that noble scientific 
task we have our meaning and purpose in li fe. 

14 Wilson. Con$,/u'1IC<'. lJ 
") Wilson.. C(m."/"'IIC<'. 227 
.~ Wright. Cim/{r"l!.r. 24 

. I· cd '0 believe that Wil son with hi s later·day I'm mc III . . I 
... ·s olT the lllark While [ agree WIth hlln t lat we POSI tiVism I ' .. . . . 

I d,·v,·ded our acadelluc dl SClpl 11l es that we no lave so . d 
I r are speak ing comprehenSively to each other an 
onge . .. r . I 

that it is ignoble to wallow in su.bJectlvlsl ~l ,ealnn.g t Ie 

s",·, ofa rein tegrated worldvlew, I beheve Ie IS wrong 
pur .. 1 ·· 1 
to conceive of llndcrstandiIl.g ulte~ ly wlthm t IC el.n plflca 
arena. I share with speculative philosophy and WIth 
Mercersburg and wit h Bishop Wrigh t a concept of a 
metanarrative which provides di rection and meaning to 
our Jives. 
In contrast to Wilson, for whom the «whole" is reall y the 
sum of the part s- that is the idea that if we do empirical 
science long cnough and we ll enoll gh "the whole picture 
will be made clear," I bctievc that the unity ofk.nowl edge 
is nOI simply the recognition that we are here to figure out 
how nature works; to prov ide more facts , more 
experimental data and so develop a greater abilit y to 
understand and pred ict the outcomes of the laws of nature 
and thus be able to manipulate nature for the benefit of 
humankind . All well and good, perhaps, but not all there 
is to 01lT engagement with the world . Speculat ive science 
otTers a recovery of the pursuit of knowledge and 
understandi ng as conceived in the uniquely human pursui t 
of completeness. 

CRITIQUE OF CERTAIN CONTEM POR Y 
EVANGELICAL VIEWPOINTS 
Moreover hi story. no longer naively conceived sti ll 
~mai ns the signi licant source of that complete;less. As i 11 

: rcersburg's departure from the strict speculat ive 
plillosophy, e\'angelical phi losophers who seek to provide 
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an epistemology and apologetic fo r their orthodoxy must 
engage contemporary cu lture in an authentic debate about 
history and meaning and not simply impose on it 
dogmatic ultimatums. Contem porary evangel icals o f both 
the very conservative perspective and the older, 
confessional perspect ive can neither disregard scient ific 
discoveries nor impose altemative. bogus scient ific 
methods in order to uncrit ically sustain a part icul ar 
interpretalion of Scripture. II is as Mark Noll so clearly 
expressed an example of llJe Scandal of fhe Evangelical 
Mind. 

CONCLUSION 
Today Mercersburg would condemn the mindset of the 
cultural war waged by Ihe Rad ical Religious Ri ghI. Long 
before Nol l wrote of the "intel lectual disaster o f 
fu ndamen lalism," Mercersburg had already un covered the 
"scandal " which to quote Noll , is "that there is not mu ch 
of an evangelical mind."n Ann ed with a resonant critiqu e 
of Enligh tenm enl gifts alld baggage, relieved of its 
underestimation of the complexi ty of histol)'. unsati sfied 
with the rampant subjecti vism of the host of contemporary 
academic departments, Mercersburg is in a unique 
position to once again olTer a mediating altemative 
between secular culture and evangelical dogmat ism by 
art icu lating 10 the secul ar and sacred world an historical 
apol ogetic that is philosophicall y astute and focused 
entirely on the Christ event as the key to human 
completeness in th e phi losoph ical sense, and human 
salvation in the th eological sense. 

" Noll, The &lIIulol of I/W E'·(mge/'cal .1 "",I. 3 
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BOOK REVIEW 
Linden J. DeBic, Speculative 711eology and Comlllol!~ 
Sense Religio//. Mercersburg olld fhe Conservative Roots 
of American ReligIOn. Eugene, OR: Pickwick 
Publications, 2008. xi ii + 116.59.60. 

Dr. Linden DeBie is among the most thoughtful 
expositors of Mercersburg theology, which ori ginated in 
the Pennsylvan ian vill age of Ihat name, where Frederick 
Rauch, John Will iamson Nevin and Phi lip Schaff were 
seminary professors of the German Refonned Church. We 
arc here offered a lucid, concise, account of the way ill 
which proponents of this theology. indebted as they were 
to Kant's view that the mind ini tiales knowing, to 
Hegelian idealism , and cspcci<llly to Schell in g' e rrorts in 
overcom in g Kan t's phcnomcna-lloumena dualism by 
emphasising the organic conncctcdness of all lifc; and in 
general sympathy wi th those German theologians who 
mediated betwcen the posi tions of Schl eiennacher and 
Hegel, clashcd with th e 'si tt ing tenant' philosophy of 
common sense realism which was so widely espoused by 
ni neteenth-century American Protestants - above all by 
professors at Pri nceton Theological Semi nary, whose 
leadi ng campaigner was Charles Hodge. The generality of 
Protestant theologians upheld the body-mind dual ism 
originally propagated by Descartes, but filte red, in the 
wake of Lockean em piri cism by th e Scotti sh real ists, 
Thomas Reid and Dugald Stewart, in reply to the 
perceived scepticism of Humc. This yielded the nature­
spirit dichotomy and a reliance on in tuition , or, in more 
theological contexts, on the Holy Spiri t: 'Time and again , 
in evangelical doctrine after doctrine the worl d of heaven , 
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d 
rth were forced apart and held di stinct , except 

an ea . IS' . '( 22) through the exclusive interventIOn of t le p~nt p. . 
Over against this the Mercersburg th~ologlan~ advocated 

the organic union of wi ll and reason In the mllld and, for 
their pai ns, they were accused by Hodge of the . madness 
of uni ting spiri t and flesh. A further .c1~arge a.ga.11lst t h e~n 
was that thei r understanding of cathohclly, theIr Illierest III 
palristics, and their emphasis upon the sacraments, 
indicated that they were unduly enamoured of Rome. If 
such mediati ng theologians as Domer, Rothe and Neander 
were the primary in fl uences upon the philosophi ca l and 
theological th ink ing of the Mercersburg theologians, the 
Gennan 'H igh Church' neopieti sts were the inspiration of 
their ccc1esiological, liturgical and sacramental 
standpoints. Some label led th em 'Puseyi tes', others (to 
whom a few defect ions from the Reformed Church werc 
grist to the mill) regarded th em as crypt a-Roman 
Catholi cs. Nevin, never one to pull hi s punches, 
responded to the charge as, fo r example, when he wrote of 
the Lord's Supper, 'There is a palpable contrad iction in 
mak ing Chri st identical wi th matt er or symbol. Th is is 
heathenism.'78 I-lodge repud iated the Mercersbu rg view of 
the Church as an organ ism, and of doctrine as subject to 
development , 011 the ground that the Bible's trut h is 
unchanging, and th e true Church is a spi ri tual union of 
those, known to God, who are its members . Yet another 
source of tension eonccmed the Cal vi nist/continental view 
ofChurch-statc relat ions, accord ing to wh ich the state was 
expected to suppon the Church , over agai nst American 
volu ntaryislll . 

.~/~ w. Ncv lI~ m William II Em. cd .• Dr. Nel"l"·$1"heo/~" . 8ased 011 
1U.'crIPI <. In.,.,·rOOlIl J •• 'CIPln.'. Hca(l\ug. I'A · I f.·1 Beavcr. 191 3. 394 
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Underlying the in tell ectual strife. \~a~ the Mercersburg 

contention that whereas the CaiVIIHstlc reali sts insisted 
lIpon maintaining the dual ism of the worlds of sense and 
spi rit apart , they were ri ght to hold them together in 
accordance wit h the axiom that 'nature ex ists only for 
mind' (p. 66). Their opponent s, they were convinced, 
'stunted the growth of the kingdom of God by mak ing its 
appearance in th e natural world mechanical and artificial' 
(p. 95) , as when appeal was made to external 'evidences' . 
In the wake of Rauch, th e Mercersburg theologians 
adhered to the orthodox view cOllccmi ng the noetic 
effects of sin . While this was, on the one hand, an impl icit 
concession to dualism, it was al so, on the other hand, the 
roule by whi ch they came to appeal , over against Hodge's 
bibl icism, to the person of Christ as the interpreter of 
Scripture. Furthermore, as if to rebu t Hodgc's claim that 
they peddled esoteric, pal1t heizing nonsense, Nevin's 
emphasis lIpon the believer's un ion wit h Christ by the 
Spirit 'allowed Full parti cipat ion in Chri st's divinity (and 
humanity) [at whi ch poi nt Schaff dcmurrcdl wi th no hint 
of a pantheist ic identification of humanity with God' (p. 
98). The tussle between Hodge and Mercersburg endcd 
inconclusively because it was a classic case of weighty 
intellects passi ng one another on diffcrcnttrajectories; but 
Dr: DeBie hims that Nevi n won the figh t on (scholarl y) 
pOlllt S. 
The author carcfu lly unravels a tangled web of 

inOuences and argum ents, and th e above SUlllmary merely 
scratches the su rface of th is ti ght ly·packed book, which 
prompts a llumber of discussion points. First , like many 
others Dr. DeBie labcls Locke an empiricist , bu t this does 
not tell the whole story. Locke hcld that knowledge is 

gained by sensation and renection,79 and in ethics hc was 
on the rational ist sidc. Again , the author bypasses the 
qllcsti on how far Nevin was correct in liken ing Lockc to 
the medieval nominalists.so Secondly, when the author 
declares that 'America provided thc first tcsting ground of 
voluntary rcligion' (pp. 7·8), he sccms to sweep the 
cont inen tal Anabapti sts an d thc Engli sh and Welsh 
Scparatists out of hi story. Thi rdl y, I am puzzlcd by some 
oscillat ions in hi s rcmarks on SchlciellT1 acher. For 
Schl eienllacher, wc are infonncd, 'the beginning of thc 
process of discovcring God ... is fu ndamcntally cmotion, 
or emotion's dctentl inative fo rcc, wil], (p. 41). By 
contrast, 'a noncognitive approach was unsat isfactory to' 
Hegel (ibid .). No doubt; but is the author endorsing 
Hege]'s judgment or not? I-Ic ought not to, because he has 
just said that Schleicll11 acher's 'fcel ing' 'recogni ses its utt er 
dependencc on anot her as thc gro und of it s existcnce' . a 
cognit ive operation indecd; but thcn he cites, with 
apparent approval , an auth or who claims that 
Schleiconachcr and othcrs were 'opting for an intuit ive 
grasp, an emotional response, a worship of they kncw not 
whal' (p. 4 1, n.). This is a travesty of Schl cieonachd s 
posi tion. Fourt hly, In connccti on with the Mercersburg 
interest in, and dist inction from , the Oxford Movement, 
Dr. DeBie ex plains that the lattcr 'sought to rcstore the 
hi gh-church ideal s of the 1600s' (p . 46). I fcar that thi s 
asscl1ion obscures more than it revea ls. Fifthly, Dr. OeBie 
makes passing reference to the innuence upon Nevi n of 

" J Locke. :1 II f..:x",y cOII~m"'1!. flrm.(m { ·II(Jer.wnlldmg. cd. Peter H . Niddlte l~ 
2~fOrd CLUClIdon Pll:ss. ]975. 11.. -1 

See NC\·m's illS/or.\' of I'I"/o.<uplll' l -f'CfllrI'S. tr:mscribcd by GcQrge B. Russell, 
1 ] 115001. All:hl\"cs of thc Uni ted Chu ll:h of Christ and Ihc E\";lllb'<: lic.11 :md 
Rcfonncd I h:;lon Soclch . l..;uw;as ter. 1',\ . AMsS, I] - ] 2. 7J:t 
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