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T. B. Maston—As I Knew Him

By Joe E. Trull, Editor

he first time I met Thomas Buford Maston is

a commentary on his life. I was a new student at
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, working
after classes as a janitor. That day I was emptying trash
behind the theology building as the ethics teacher was
leaving the building. He noticed me and walked over.
Welcoming me to SWBTS, he spent a good five min-
utes asking questions about my life. I never forgot that
encounter.

Four years later as I began doctoral studies in Christian
ethics, Dr. Maston asked me to be his grader and teach-
ing fellow—neither of us knew it would be his final two
years of teaching at SWBTS. During that time he was
both a mentor and a father-figure. To know the man was
to experience his gentle spirit, compassionate love, and
courageous witness. Many described Maston as “the most
Christ-like person I have ever met.” I concur.

The Mastons came to SWBTS in 1920, planning to
be missionaries, but the birth of an invalid son confirmed
a call to a ministry of teaching. The Mastons cared for
their greatly disabled child in their home, though it
meant arising every night to meet his needs. Yet Maston
referred to Tom Mc as “the greatest blessing of my life.”
Maston’s prayer in late life was that Tom Mc would pre-
cede him in death so that “Mommy”! would not carry
that burden alone. In the year T. B. Maston turned 90,
Tom Mc died—Dr. Maston then died a few months later
in 1988.

First and foremost the ethicist lived what he taught.
He was the epitome of Luke’s five-word biography of
Jesus—“he went about doing good” (Acts 10:38). He
taught with a characteristic twinkle in his eye, often add-
ing a wink to make a point, and always with an urgency
in his voice.

Once when a student couple died in a train-car acci-
dent on the way to their church field, Maston put aside
his notes for the hour and discussed the age-old question
of God, evil, and human suffering. The discussion was
worth a seminary degree!

Once in a seminar he asked this question: “If you knew

that Jesus Christ would be in Ft. Worth this weekend,
where would you go to find him? (Pause) You would find
Jesus somewhere with someone whom nobody noticed,
who needed him!”

Dr. Maston had a special relationship with his students,
especially the forty-nine who majored in Christian ethics.
He once showed me a hand-written copy of their names
on a pad he kept in his vest pocked—*I pray for you fel-
lows every day,” he told me. The Mastons practiced hos-
pitality toward this group by hosting a dinner each year
for them and their spouses. To be in the Maston home on
the northeast corner of the campus was a treat—you were
part of the family, and Tom Mc with his gutteral sounds of
pleasure enjoyed it also.

Dr. Maston wrote a response to everyone who wrote to
him, even his critics. I treasure the special correspondance
he sent to me—words of gratitude for assistance during an
illness in 1962, complements of my teaching and grading,
and even a positive note about my church newsletter col-
umns in 1979.

The abrupt closure of his teaching ministry in 1963 adds
another insight. Unlike his ethics contemporary Henlee
Barnette, Maston was no social activist. Nevertheless, when
a serious question of Christian ethics arose, he did not keep
silence. A new student center was being built, the entrance
highlighted by an extravagant chandelier imported from
Europe (the quoted cost was equal to hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars in today’s currency). Though the president
insisted “it was a gift,” Maston felt deeply such opulence
was a contradiction to Baptist life, the simple lifestyle of
Jesus, and the ethical teachings of the New Testament. In
1963, to teach beyond age 65 required executive approval.
Maston was not invited to continue.

Ironically, Maston then focused on writing, producing
20 of his 29 books (and countless articles) from 1964-
1987.2

Renowned broadcast journalist Bill Moyers, who stud-
ied under Maston, comments: “When I'm asked to define
Christian ethics, my best answer is Tom Maston. What the
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EthixBytes

A Collection of Quotes Comments, Statistics, and News Items

“Where you live in the world should not determine
whether you live.”
U2 rock superstar Bono at a Dallas rally abour poverty
and AIDS in Africa, 5/05/06.
“Exxon Mobil Corporation reported a $69.7 million
compensation package and $98 million pension payout
to former CEO and chairman Lee R. Raymond, to which
Mel Fugate of SMU’s School of Business asked, ‘Is this
more evidence of big oil taking an enormous windfall and
retaining all the riches?””
AP Business Report, 4/16/06.
“Their companies didn’t even grow as fast as the economy,
yet they have this mountainous compensation. . . . We're
lost in an ethical morass here.”
John Bogle, 76-year-old founder of the Vanguard Group
Inc. commenting on the salaries of CEO:s.
“Taxpayers with incomes greater than $1 million per year
receive tax cuts of $42,000, while families with incomes of
$50,000 per year would average a $46 tax cut.”
A joint study by the Urban Institute and the Brookings
Institution of the bill that extended tax cuts worth $70
billion over five years.
“Our commitment to Jesus Christ compels us to solve the
global warming crisis.”
New York Times Ad by 86 prominent evangelical lead-
ers, including 39 Christian college presidents, in response
to a letter from 22 Religious Right leaders (James Dobson,
Richard Land, et. al.) requesting the NAE not to take an
official stand on the issue.
“In a society that thrives on lies and deceit, an honest per-
son is considered to be a radical.”
Author George Orwell.
“The SBC is rank with nepotism, cronyism, favoritism
and a network of political spoils distribution that would
make Old Warren [U.S. President Harding] blush with
shame.”
Benjamin Cole (Parkview BC, Arlington, TX), one of
a group of young conservative SBC pastors employing
blogs to question SBC leadership.

-
D

“Baptists need no ‘spiritual masters—either from the right
or left—to tell them what to believe in their churches or
universities.”

Bill Underwood, incoming president of Mercer

University in response to a Stanley Hauerwas statement
that ‘the right reading of the Scripture depends on hav-
ing spiritual masters who can help the whole Church
stand under the authority of God's Word.”
“Evidence continues to emerge of widespread torture and
other cruel, inhumane or degrading treatment of detain-
ees held in U.S. custody in Afghanistan, Guantanamo
Bay, Iraq, and other locations.”

Amnesty International report to the UN. Committee

Against Torture (May 4, 2006).

“I have a commitment to worship the Prince of Peace, not
the prince of pre-emptive war.”

President Jimmy Carter, Washington Post interview,

11/04/05.

“I have never seen people enjoying their husband’s deaths
so much. And by the way, how do you know their hus-
bands weren't planning to divorce these harpies?”

Ann Coulter, criticizing a group of activist 9/11 wid-

ows in her new book “Godless.”

“She’s not a social or political commentator. She’s a drag
queen impersonating a fascist.”
Time magazine blogger Andrew Sullivan on Ann

Coulter, June 8.

“In my more than three decades in government, I have
never seen anything approaching the degree to which
information flow from scientists to the public has been
screened and controlled as it is now.”

James E. Hansen, director, NASA Goddard Institute, 2005.
“So the man who in 1995 maintained that the way to
treat drug users was to ‘send them up the river’ gets the
chance to benefit from a public program he never would
have supported for others.”

The Palm Beach Post, commenting on the April 28 sen-

tencing of Rush Limbaugh ro supervision that requires him

to pass a drug test each month for 18 months and payment

0f $30,000 court costs for dragging out the investigation. m
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E. E V. — Friends of Foy Valentine

During the reception following Foy’s memorial ser-
vice, two of his closest friends, Ross Coggins and
Bob Mitchell, spoke to the family and to the editor of
Christian Ethics Today about a vision they shared.

“Foy loved the Journal and more than anything else
these last few years, he wanted to find a way to endow it
so it would always be published. We need to find a way to
allow folks to give significant memorial gifts to fulfill Foy’s
dream.”

Ross and Bob both knew the Journal had been blessed
with dedicated readers who voluntarily and regularly gave
financial support for its continuance. Foy insisted from
the beginning that the Journal would always be sent out
without charge to anyone requesting it, “as money and
energy permit,” Foy liked to add.

For ten years now, CET has not missed an issue. A
few times it was close, but always God laid the need on
a reader’s heart. Not a few times, Foy himself sensed the
urgency and gave sacrificially to keep the Journal solvent.

Today over 4400 persons receive CET, and hundreds
more read it in churches, school libraries, and from the
desks of scores of teachers, ministers, and laypersons. In
addition, for the last two years the editor has visited eleven
Christian campuses, speaking to classes and distributing
the Journal, often signing up 50-100 students who now
receive the Journal.

Friends of Foy Valentine Committee

uring the past few months several of Foy’s friends

have conversed, met, and planned to envision a way
to fulfill Foy’s final wish—the Friends of Foy Valentine
Committee (EEV.). This group has agreed to encourage
CET readers and friends to give a Memorial Gift to honor
Foy’s dream, setting a goal of $500,000 to endow a sig-
nificant part of the annual budget, now at $80,000. Each
has agreed to be available to discuss with you any of the
details of this endowment or of the CET enterprise. At
present they include:

Darold Morgan, Co-Chair West | David Sapp, Co-Chair East
Patsy Ayres Jimmy and Linda Allen
Doug Dillard President Jimmy Carter and Rosalynn
Buckner Fanning Ross Coggins James Dunn
Bob Feather Millard Fuller Bill Moyers
Bob Mitchell John Seigenthaler, Sr.
Herbert Reynolds

Initial Gifts
he EEV. Committee was elated to learn that before
any contacts had been made, 63 memorial gifts
(unsolicited) totaling $121,715 have been given. One of
these gifts was for $100,000 from long-time friend Harold
Simmons, who first knew Foy as his pastor when he was

4 « SUMMER 2006 * CHRISTIAN ETHICS TODAY

in high school at Golden, Texas, and Foy was attending
seminary. Eight persons have given $1000 or more; one
has given $5000.

The committee feels with this initial response, many

more who loved Foy and believe in the ministry of the
Journal will want to be a part of this effort. We thank
those who have already given and encourage you to con-
sider joining this group:
Jimmy and Linda Allen, Sarah E Anders, Patsy and Bob
Ayres, Truett Baker, L. B. Berry, Florence Box, Paul Brewer,
Judy Brooks, James Carter, Barbara Chafin, Ross Coggins,
Robert and Margaret Cooper, H. E. Coty, James Crouch,
Mary Ann Davis, Phoebe Delamarter, Juanice DuBose, T.
W. and Sue Downing, Sarah and James Logan, Donald
Dunlap, James Dunn, Roland Foster, V. C. Garrett, Jr.,
Duane Geiss, Edwin S. Gaustad, Glenn Gring, Marvin
Harris, Virginia Hendricks, Wayne Hodge, Martha King,
Neal Knighton, Matthew Krauss, James Miller, Bob
Mitchell, Mary Kay Mitchell, Mrs. Kenneth Moss, Bill
Moyers, Charles Murphy, J. Kent Newsome, Oz Osborn,
Alton Patton, Samuel and Annie Pearis, Janet Purvis,
Herbert Reynolds, Mary Rickenbaker, Bettina Sanderford,
Frank G. Schwall, Jr., John Scott, Robert Scrutchins, H.
N. Shannon, James Shields, Harold Simmons, Harold
Simmons Foundation, Jay Skaggs, Jerry P. Smith, Joe and
Audra Trull, William Turner, Penny Whorton Wells, D.D.
Westbrook, Elizabeth Woolverton, and James Wray.

Each issue of the Journal will carry a “Progress
Report.” Pray with us that this campaign will both honor
Foy Valentine and undergird his last and best dream of
a Journal that would “inform, inspire, and unify a lively
company of individuals and organizations interested in
working for personal morality and public righteousness.”
Note: Please remember the Memorial Fund Gift is in
addition to your regular annual contribution, which
supports the basic budget for each issue.m

FIRST ANNUAL CONFERENCE ON MINISTERIAL ETHICS*
McAfee School of Theology of Mercer University
October 12-13, 2006
Thursday Noon — Friday Noon
Keynote Speaker: Tony Campolo
Thursday at 7 PM and Friday at 11 AM (Chapel)
Other speakers include Larry McSwain (McAfee), David Sapp
(Second Ponce de Leon BC, Atlanta), Michael Thurman (Dexter
Ave. King Memorial BC, Montgomery), Julie Pennington-Russell
(Calvary BC, Waco), and Joe E. Trull
For Information Call 1-888-471-9922 or (678) 547-6474

*This conference is made possible by a grant from the CIOS/piper Foundation
Waco, Texas, and is identical to the conference held last February at Truett Seminary.




Pastoral Ethics:
Be Nice!

By Philip D. Wise, Senior Pastor
Second Baptist Church, Lubbock, TX

Note: This speech was delivered on February 13, 2006, at the First Annual Conference of the CET Foundation on “How
To Be A Good Minister,” at Truett Seminary Baylor, Waco, TX.

n his book Prayers Plainly Spoken, Texas native Stanley

Hauerwas explains in the preface that his father, a brick-
layer by trade, was the “designated pray-er” in his family.
“At Thanksgivings, Christmases, Easters, wedding anni-
versaries and all other occasions when that large crew of
five other uncles and their families would gather at my
grandparents’ house, at that moment just before we ate,
my father would be asked to pray.” Hauerwas was proud
of his father because he was “the chosen one” in the fam-
ily. His father “had the gift.” However, Stanley became
extremely uncomfortable with the idea that the gift was
genetic. He did not feel comfortable praying in public
because “it always felt phony to me.”!

Reading his book, which is composed of prayers
offered by him at the beginning of his classes in Christian
ethics at Duke Divinity School, is a refreshing exercise. I
liked it because the prayers are “plainly spoken.” I identify
with Hauerwas™ reluctance to do something that makes
you appear better or more religious than you are. That
expresses how 1 feel this afternoon talking to you about
“Pastoral Ethics.”

So let me begin with what Hauerwas calls some “plain
talking.” The fact that I accepted the invitation to speak
on “Pastoral Ethics” does not mean that I consider myself
an expert on the subject or that I am presenting myself
or my own pastoral behavior and practices as a norm for
others. I accepted the invitation because I believe that
an emphasis on pastoral ethics may be the most widely
ignored and the most badly needed emphasis in Christian
churches and seminaries. It would be easy to document the
mistakes, sins, and failures of ministers that I have known
since I began preaching over forty years ago. It would be
even easier to confess my own mistakes, sins, and failures.

Instead, what I would like to do is to offer some guide-
lines that I have found to be helpful in the practice of min-
istry. I'm convinced that the reason why so many ministers
find themselves in some ethical maelstrom is because they
have not fixed any parameters for their ministries and their
personal lives. ’'m not suggesting that the solution to min-
isterial misconduct is some form of legalistic rule-making.

I am suggesting that if you have no target, you can’t be sure
where to aim.

The obvious place to start in developing appropriate
parameters for ministerial conduct is with the example of
Jesus. For most Christian ministers the reason they are in
the ministry is because they have felt a call from God. That
call is the call to follow Christ and to do so within the
life and ministry of the Christian church. Of course some
people go into the ministry for the wrong reasons—to
help others, to be successful, to follow in their father’s or
mother’s footsteps, because they are naturally religious, or
because they think it would be nice to work in a Christian
environment.

In my own experience, the one parameter which has
kept me within the boundaries of Christian conduct has
been my desire to be like Jesus. I find it very difficult to
be dishonest, unkind, or unchristian when I am focused
on Jesus Christ and what he would want me to do. As
resistant as I am to pious pleading, I do honestly believe
that most ministers who dishonor their calling do so
because they have taken their eyes off Jesus Christ. I know
for certain that when I have acted in ways that were less
than Christian, that was always the reason. As a result, I
keep two verses of scripture in my desk drawer so that I
have to see them quite regularly. The first is John 1:43,
“Finding Philip, he said to him, ‘Follow me’.” The second
is 2 Chronicles 20:12, “God, we do not know what to do,
but our eyes are on you.”

The second parameter that can keep ministers within
the confines of ethical behavior is the desire to keep your
integrity intact. Most folks assume that this is a simple
matter for ministers. It isnt. There are tremendous pres-
sures on ministers to conform to society, the ethos of
their community or the opinions of their parishioners.
This pressure takes many forms. Most ministers want to
be liked. Most ministers want to avoid controversy. Most
ministers want to stay employed. As a result most ministers
will compromise their own beliefs and values in order to
“fit in” and not “rock the boat.” When a minister gives
in to these pressures, he or she becomes a shill for their

CHRISTIAN ETHICS TODAY ¢« SUMMER 2006 * 5



country, their community, or their church instead of being
a representative of Jesus Christ. I agree with Martin Luther
King, Jr., who said, “I still believe that standing up for the
truth of God is the greatest thing in the world. This is the
end of life. The end of life is not to be happy. The end of
life is not to achieve pleasure and avoid pain. The end of
life is to do the will of God, come what may.”2

The one lesson that I endeavored to teach my children
most diligently concerned personal integrity. What I told
them over and over till they were tired of hearing it was,
“No one can take your integrity from you. You have to
give it away.” Unfortunately, many ministers have done
just that. They have sold the pearl of great price for a bowl
of porridge. They may be popular, they may be successful,
they may be helpful to others, but if they have not main-
tained their own integrity, they have betrayed their calling.
I think Glenna Holloway captured the danger in her poem
“Easy Grace.”

We come to church today a bit unsure

Of what we can expect. We may endure

A tirade just to satisfy the lure

Of judging this new preacher and his views.

We've heard conflicting comments from the pews.

How strict is he about the marriage vow?

What leeway in belief does he allow?

We're in no mood for hell or tithing now.

His predecessors leaned on faith, not facts.

The congregation never could relax.

A minister must learn to understand

His role is just to raise a gracious hand

In formal blessing, not to reprimand.

Well, this one’s robe fits right, he looks devout.

We'll see what he thinks Sunday’s all about.

The anthem sounds angelic to the ear.

His prayer is brief enough to calm our fear.

With luck, he'll stick to what we want to hear.3

A third parameter that should set the boundaries for
any minister who wishes to act ethically is so basic that
I’m embarrassed to mention it, but it is so important, and
increasingly so rare, that I must. Ministers should be nice.
By that I mean they should be kind, humble, and thought-
ful. In short, they should apply the Golden Rule in their
relationships with others. That doesn’t seem too much to
ask of any Christian—especially one who claims to have
been called into Christ’s service. And yet, Christian min-
isters can be some of the most selfish, self-centered, crass,
prideful people in the world. It is no accident that minis-
ters are rarely presented in a good light on television or in
the movies.

How do you explain this kind of unchristlike behavior
by ministers? For some, it seems to grow out of the privi-
leged position that ministers enjoy. People make allow-
ances for ministers because they respect their calling and
want to honor people they consider “God’s servants.” This
leads to special treatment of ministers by others—dis-
counts on merchandise, offers of free vacations and trips,
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special treatment by politicians and law enforcement offi-
cers, acceptance of bizarre behavior that would not be
tolerated in others. It’s the same kind of treatment that
athletes, entertainers, and politicians often enjoy. I believe
that many ministers come to believe that this treatment is
intended for them personally rather than offered to them
because of their high calling. In other words, they begin to
believe they deserve special treatment.

For others, it’s a matter of believing their own headlines.
They've been successful in the ministry—their churches
have grown, their sermons have been praised, they have
been recognized by their peers, the media and by their
parishioners. Instead of giving credit to God for their suc-
cess, they begin to give the credit to themselves. I can’t tell
you how rare it is to meet a widely known pastor who is
genuinely humble.

My friend, Dr. Fisher Humphreys, who teaches theol-
ogy at Beeson Divinity School, shared with me an experi-
ence he once had with Stanley Hauerwas. Here’s the way
he recounts it:

In the early 1990s Bill Hull invited Stanley Hauerwas

to speak at the annual workshop for Samford faculty

held each August. Somehow I was asked to pick him
up at the airport, and as we drove to campus he said
something like this about his Methodist church: “God
is nice—that’s all the theology we Methodists have. You
be nice—that’s all the ethics we Methodists have.” And

I replied something like this: “Stanley, I'm a Southern

Baptist, and nice would be progress for us.4

The temptation of hubris is enormous, but it is not the
only temptation that a minister faces. Having given you
my three guidelines for pastoral ethics —follow Christ, keep
your integrity, be nice, I want to talk about some specific
pastoral situations that I've faced in my ministry that have
tested those guidelines.

When I was visiting in view of a call to my first pas-
torate in Selma, Alabama, I met with the deacons of the
church. I didnt realize then what I know now—they
wanted to feel me out on touchy subjects. The touchiest in
Selma, Alabama was race. One of the deacons said, “Now,
preacher, you don’t need to worry about ‘colored people’
coming to church. We have a committee that stays out on
the porch before church to keep any troublemakers out.”

What would you have said in response? It’s hard to
imagine that kind of prejudice in our world, but it wasn’t
unusual in 1978 in the Black Belt of Alabama. There
weren’t a handful of Alabama Baptist churches that were
integrated in 1978. I really wanted that church, but I knew
that if I didn’t take a stand that day, I wouldn’t be able to say
anything about race later. What I said was, “Gentlemen, if
I come here anyone who comes here to worship will be
welcome. If there are troublemakers in worship, I'll take
care of it. That's my job.” There was a long silence and
then one of the deacons spoke up. He said, “Preacher, I
think we can live with that.” And that settled it. It didnt
settle their racial prejudices, it didn’t settle the inequities



that existed between whites and blacks, it didn’t settle the
bitter feelings that some of each race felt towards the other
race. What I learned that day was that every battle is not
Armageddon, but some battles are worth fighting. My
own advice, which I have not always followed, is to make
sure that the cross you're crucified on is a big one. For me,
racism has always been a non-negotiable issue.

In my second church, in Montgomery, Alabama, I
learned an important lesson from a deacon. He was a kind
and generous man, soft-spoken and a serious Christian.
I had been called by an African-American pastor about
holding an inter-racial revival at our church. No white
Baptist church in the association would agree to have the
meeting on a Wednesday night. It was a problem because
we would have to cancel all of our regular activities for this
event, which we had not planned. I wasn’t sure I wanted
to do it, so I called our deacon chair to discuss it. It would
be controversial for some in our congregation and city. |
explained the situation to the chairman, and yes, believe it
or not, his name is Bubber. I'll never forget what Bubber
asked me. He said, “Philip, what’s the right thing to do?”
It had never occurred to me to ask that question—at least
not as the first question. We had the revival despite a
phoned bomb threat that I received. Bubber’s question has
remained a fixture in my own pastoral decision making.

In another church, I accepted a counseling appoint-
ment with a young woman I'd never met. When she came
in for our session, she explained that she worked for one
of our doctors. She had found some compromising pho-
tographs of the doctor on a get-a-way with another of his
employees. He was an active member of the church with
a wife and several children. Her dilemma was whether to
continue working for this doctor whom she had revered as
a fine Christian. I tried to give her good counsel. I hope I
did, but she left me with an ethical concern. What should
I do with this information? I hadn’t seen the photographs.
Should I keep this man from leadership in the church?
Should I confront him even though I had promised her I
wouldn’t bring her into it? What I did was keep the man
from becoming a deacon at the next election. I monitored
his behavior. Interestingly, he became less involved in the
church and leadership was no longer an issue. Sometimes,
waiting is a good option.

My whole ministry has been lived out in the shadow
of the Baptist denominational controversy. I had decided
in college that I was not a fundamentalist, even though I
had grown up in a fundamentalist environment. When
the Southern Baptist Convention (SBC) began to move
in a fundamentalist direction, I knew that I had to resist.
spent a lot of time and energy helping organize the opposi-
tion to what is now called “the conservative resurgence” in
the SBC. I saw unbelievably evil things done to good peo-
ple in the name of Jesus Christ. Many non-fundamentalist
pastors chose to stay out of the controversy. They saw the
same things I was seeing but justified remaining neutral by
saying, “If I get involved, it will split my church and hurt

my ministry.” Quite honestly, I was deeply disappointed in
those fellow ministers. In my mind they had compromised
their beliefs in order to make life easier for themselves.

In the Twenty-First Century it seems that every
Christian denomination or association is undergoing con-
troversy of one sort or another. Pastors in this new cen-
tury will have to make decisions about what really matters,
what they truly believe and whether those beliefs are worth
sacrifice and conflict.

Frankly, I have suffered very little for being true to my
beliefs. Although I opposed the fundamentalist movement
in the SBC, I don’t believe I suffered spiritual damage as a
result. The reason in part was that I refused to treat the fun-
damentalists the way they treated their opponents. One of
the ministers on our church staff said to me after I had tried
to explain the controversy to our congregation, “You're too
nice to them.” I considered that a high compliment.

Many of my fundamentalist seminary classmates
went on to take leadership roles in the new SBC. I decid-
ed to cast my lot with the fledgling Cooperative Baptist
Fellowship, which was more in line with my own theology.
As for those ministers who refused to become involved in
the denominational controversy, the result was predictable.
For the most part those ministers avoided the controversy
in their churches and ministry. However, I'm convinced
that their success was purchased at a price to their souls
and their personal integrity. From my perspective, that was
a price that was too high to pay.

When I had been at one church for less than six months,
an employee came to me with an accusation about a sexual
affair between one of the ministers and another employee.
Several months before, the accuser had followed them to a
hotel and observed their rendezvous. There was no other
evidence to confirm his charges. He dropped this hot pota-
to in my lap saying, “It’s up to you to deal with it.” This
situation was complicated by the fact that this minister
had a popular following in the church and had an aggres-
sive personality. What would you have done?

What I did was talk with a trusted older colleague.
Unbelievably, he knew about the affair. I asked him if he
would agree to meet with me and the minister. He agreed.
We met at my house where I confronted the minister with
the charge. He admitted to the indiscretion, but insisted
that it was a one-time sin and that there was no ongo-
ing relationship. He pleaded for forgiveness. He had an
unblemished record in ministry and a fine family. What
was I to do? Having prayed for guidance, I told him that
he would have to leave the church, but I would give him
time to do that gracefully. If there were any evidence of
misbehavior in the interim, he would be publicly fired.
After a few months, he found another position and left
with dignity. Many in the church criticized me for “forcing
him out.” They had surmised that he left under pressure,
but they didn’t know why. I never told them. I believe that
I saved that man’s marriage and ministry. I hope I did the
right thing. Sometimes you can’t be sure you did.
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My predecessor was a popular pastor. He'd had a suc-
cessful ministry everywhere he'd been. He left the church
I served under some unfair pressure by critics, but when
he was called to another church those criticisms were soon
forgotten. Because we were friends, I was surprised when
he accepted invitations to return to my church to do wed-
dings and funerals. He continued to visit many of my
church members and regularly contacted others. It made
it difficult for me to become the pastor of the church. To
complicate matters, another former pastor lived in the
town and expected to participate in most funerals, to be
asked to preach in my absence, and to be consulted about
church decisions. This was all new territory for me. To be
honest, I was disappointed and even angered by the behav-
ior of my predecessors. What would you have done?

What I did was determine to honor those predecessors
no matter what. I refused to criticize them when I was
encouraged to do so by others. I swallowed my pride and
gave them the lead roll in funerals and special events. How
did it turn out? With one of them, it went well. He was
genuinely thankful for the treatment I gave him—espe-
cially when he was subsequently fired from his church.
The other former pastor was constantly thanking me for
the respect I showed to him, but he never blessed my min-
istry and played a large part in my leaving that church.
There are no quid pro quo guarantees when you make the
decision to treat people with respect, but I always knew
that Bubber had it right when he asked, “What's the right
thing to do?”

I've made a list of other ethical issues that I've faced
over the years. This list is not exhaustive, but it does give
some indication of the challenges that every experienced
pastor has faced. These include counseling with a sexual
abuser, keeping the secrets of counselees, deciding how
to deal with homosexual staff members and troublesome
ministerial spouses, working in the seamy world of local
politics, knowing what people contribute to the church
while trying to treat everyone the same, receiving threats
from large contributors if I didn’t do what they wanted,
deciding what kind of car you should drive and where you

should live, protecting your children from mistreatment
by church members and others, dealing with alcoholics
and drug addicts and deciding about my own personal
behavior. These issues caused me to lose a lot of sleep and
hampered my ability to do other parts of my job. These
kinds of issues can be debilitating.

Whenever I felt particularly stressed by such ethi-
cal dilemmas I survived by reminding myself of a truth
that every young pastor should internalize, “If you die on
Friday, they’ll still have church on Sunday.”

These issues give you some idea of the moral challenges
presented to ministers. I never knew when I was called to
be a pastor as a teenager that I would have to deal with
such issues. I thought my biggest challenges would be
preaching sermons and helping people with their spiri-
tual lives. I couldn’t have been more wrong. Some of the
decisions that I made were difficult to make and cost me
personally. I have been comforted through the years by
two framed quotes that I have kept on the bookshelves in
my offices. One is from Bill Clinton’s grandfather. It reads,
“It never hurt a really good man to take a few unfair lick-
ins.” The other is attributed to the Seventeenth-Century
English poet John Dryden, “I am wounded, but I am not
slain. I shall lay me down and bleed awhile, then I will rise
and fight again.”

The seminarians here today will have challenges that I
have never faced. You will have to make ethical decisions
that will shape your life, the churches you serve and the
lives of others. My word to you is a simple word: Follow
Christ, keep your integrity, be nice. m

1 Stanley Hauerwas, Prayers Plainly Spoken (Downers
Grove: IVP, 1999), 11-14.

2 Martin Luther King, Jr., “Paul’s Letter to American
Christians,” a speech delivered on Nov. 4, 1956.

3 Glenna Holloway, “Easy Grace” in The Christian
Century (July 5-12, 1995), 679.

4 E-mail from Dr. Fisher Humphreys, February 10, 2006.
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Christianity and the Evolution Controversy

By William E. Hull, Research Professor
Samford University, Birmingham, AL

dward Osborne Wilson may well be Alabama’s most

distinguished living scientist. A biology teacher at
Harvard University since 1956, he quickly ascended to
the highest ranks of that prestigious faculty where he
continues to serve as University Research Professor. The
author of more than twenty books and the recipient of
more than thirty honorary degrees, Wilson has received
almost every scholarly award, recognition, and mem-
bership that the academy can bestow. A world-famous
entomologist, the acknowledged father of biodiversity,
a leading conservationist and environmental activist, he
overcame the partial loss of both sight and hearing in his
youth to become what 77me magazine hailed as one of
the twenty-five most influential people in America.

The native son returned home a few days ago and time
spent together reminded me of the many things we share
in common. Both of us were born on the south side of
Birmingham only a few months apart. Both of us were
raised as Southern Baptists by families with deep roots
in that denomination. We both attended the University
of Alabama at the same time where we both majored in
biology. But then our paths diverged significantly even
though we both went on to pursue an academic career.
For Wilson, science provided the impetus to abandon his
childhood faith! whereas, for me, it offered a challenge
to mature my very similar childhood faith. Now, a half-
century later, we find ourselves at opposite ends of the
theological spectrum in our understanding of both natu-
ral and supernatural reality.

The two of us would agree that these differences frame
one of the most pivotal debates of our time, that between
science and religion over the issue of Darwinian evolu-
tion. On every hand, media reports on the culture wars
have us girding for a fight to the finish between scientism
and creationism. Just as the Scopes Trial of 1925 publicly
embarrassed Evangelical Protestantism for decades,? so we
are in danger of exposing the Christian faith to unneces-
sary ridicule unless we learn how to contribute with intel-
ligence and insight to what has become an increasingly
acrimonious discussion. Since Wilson is an attractive,
articulate, and aggressive advocate of the secular alterna-
tive, let us choose him as our dialogue partner in shaping
a strategy for dealing with this bitterly contested agenda.

\ x Je begin with a summary of Wilson’s views on sci-

ence and religion. To him, all reality is ultimately

physical, with living matter in the domain of biology
subject to the laws of chemistry and physics. This means
that human nature is the result of material processes, even
in the formation of our religious sentiments and moral
instincts. In other words, we are “self-assembled”3 rather
than God-assembled. The more science discovers about
how genetics really work, the less we need theological
explanations of our origins rooted in ancient scripture
and church doctrine. Therefore, science and religion
should not be viewed as coexisting in separate spheres,
the former to explain the physical and the latter to
explain the spiritual. Rather, modern science is now ready
to replace religion as the unified source of all knowledge.4
Such views are often referred to as scientific naturalism or
secular humanism.

But if God is not the ultimate cause of the human
condition, then how did we become what we are today?
The answer is self-evident to Wilson: by genetic evo-
lution. Which is why he has become such a vigorous
defender of Darwinism which teaches that we evolved by
an autonomous process of development determined, not
by divine purpose, but by random mutations resulting
from natural selection over millions of years. This means
that humanity is neither the center nor the crown of cre-
ation but is only one of many species in the biosphere, all
of them interdependent on the others. The notion that
God fashioned us in his image is a prehistoric self-image
of humanity that must be discarded because of the firmly
established fact of evolution accepted unanimously by the
world’s leading biologists.>

So certain is Wilson of the sweeping significance of
Darwinism for both science and religion that he is dis-
mayed by recent polls showing that half of Americans do
not believe in evolution by natural selection or any other
means. Instead, many campaign vigorously on behalf of
theories such as Intelligent Design for which, as Wilson
sees it, “there is no evidence, no theory, and no criteria for
proof that even marginally might pass for science.”® To
counterattack this foolishness, he recently edited the four
key books of Charles Darwin for republication in a single
volume to which he contributed a general introduction
and an afterword contending for their enduring relevance
despite the continuing attacks of religion.” Driving this
unabashed advocacy of evolution is a passionate con-
viction that scientific humanism is “the only worldview
compatible with science’s growing knowledge of the real
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world and the laws of nature.”®

Lest all of this sound like hostility toward religion by
its cultured despisers, Wilson is quick to concede that
faith once played an important role in human history.
It gave us an inspiring religious epic, sponsored the arts,
and fostered altruism by codifying our highest values
as moral imperatives. Indeed, science was not ready to
replace religion as the ultimate arbiter of reality until its
methodology was established by the Enlightenment of
the eighteenth century. But now that science has grasped
the controlling clue of evolution by natural selection, it is
time for religion to retire and give it full sway to secular-
ize the human story. After all, what science claims that
evolution was able to achieve by blind chance is every bit
as amazing as what religion claims that God was able to
achieve by divine creation.

I have sought in as few words as possible to present a
fair and balanced summary of the views of a leading sci-
entist in order to illustrate the depth of the challenge that
religion faces in the contentious debate over evolution.
But before we respond it may be well to let Wilson speak
for himself.

I had been raised a Southern Baptist, laid backward

under the water on the sturdy arm of a pastor, been

born again. I knew the healing power of redemption.

Faith, hope, and charity were in my bones, and with

millions of others I knew that my savior Jesus Christ

would grant me eternal life. . . . But now at college .

.. I chose to doubt. . . . most of all [because] Baptist

theology made no provision for evolution. The bibli-

cal authors had missed the most important revelation
of all! Could it be that they were really privy to the
thoughts of God? Might the pastors of my childhood,
good and loving men though they were, be mistaken?
It was all too much, and freedom was ever so sweet. I
drifted away from the church, not definitively agnos-
tic or atheistic, just Baptist no more.?

II.
he logic of Wilson is clear and, on his premises,
compelling. He wants us to make a choice, as did
he, between science and religion. Nor does he leave any
doubt which, in his view, is the better option. If we wish
to cling to religion as a relic of the past for purposes of
social acceptance, he will understand our decision but
regard it as riddled with contradictions. As well as any-
one, Wilson forces us to face the gut issue in the evolu-
tion debate: are science and religion finally incompatible?
His answer is an unequivocable “yes” while mine is a
“not necessarily so.” There is opportunity here to deal
only with three central presuppositions underlying his
verdict, all of which, in my view, seriously misrepresent
the Christian faith. To rethink these basic assumptions
could open the door to more fruitful avenues of dialogue

between long-time adversaries.

The first is Wilson’s formulation of the fundamental
issue as a choice between the transcendentalism of religion
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and the empiricism of science. He uses these categories
to contrast the two worldviews as belonging to oppos-
ing camps. Those in the former are idealists while those
in the latter are realists. The former reason deductively
from general principles while the latter reason inductively
from specific facts. The former are supernaturalists who
want to escape from this world while the latter are natu-
ralists who want to care for this world. In religion, the
chain of causation begins with ought and runs downward
to make absolute claims based on commandments, while
in science the chain of causation begins with 7s and runs
upward to make relative choices based on innate feel-
ings and historical experience. For the former, reality is
ultimately spiritual while, for the latter, it is ultimately
physical. So understood by Wilson, the stakes could not
be higher: “The choice between transcendentalism and
empiricism will be the coming century’s version of the
struggle for men’s souls.”10

While some of these distinctions may be valid in
other religions, they hardly capture the uniqueness of
Christianity. Jesus ministered to a people looking for their
cherished hope of the Kingdom of God to come “top-
down” in supernatural fashion from the heavens, but he
taught that it would come mysteriously “from below” like
the seed growing under their feet (Mk 4:1-34). The only
way it could be observed was inductively, not in exter-
nal signs and wonders but in the quality of relationships
between his followers (Lk 17:20-21). By the time that
the Gospel of John was written, Wilson’s split between
transcendentalism and empiricism had been overcome
in the affirmation that the eternal Logos was embodied
in a flesh-and-blood life that entered fully into the par-
ticularity of human existence (Jn 1:14). As First John put
it, the most transcendent realities in life were heard with
our ears, seen with our eyes, and handled with our hands
(1 Jn 1:1), which is about as empirical a claim as a first
century writer could make! No wonder William Temple
called Christianity “the most materialistic of all great reli-
gions.”!! So I would counter that the Christian doctrine
of incarnation overcomes the necessary dualism between
spirit and matter central to Wilson’s understanding.

The second move that Wilson makes is to create an
unbridgeable gap between body and soul, the former
in the domain of science and the latter in the domain
of religion. Thus if religious experiences as subjective as
affection or mysticism can be given a biological expla-
nation rooted in genetic history or brain circuitry, then
science is entitled to claim them as its own. We have long
known the impact of hormones such as testosterone on
personality traits, but researchers are now suggesting that
neurotransmitters such as dopamine, serotonin, and oxy-
tocin are responsible for some of our deepest emotional
attitudes.!2 Obviously Wilson thinks that it is only a mat-
ter of time until science discovers a physical rather than
a metaphysical explanation for everything that we feel,
including even the religious impulse itself.13



Would such an achievement give science an unquali-
fied victory over religion, confirming the old retort that
it’s not God but our glands that prompt us to be pious?
Consider for a moment the ancient biblical understand-
ing of the self as a unity comprising both body and soul
rather than a duality setting the two in opposition as does
Wilson. According to the creation account (Gen 2:7), we
are not, as the Greeks supposed, an inward spiritual soul
trapped in an outward physical body. Rather, we are, in
the totality of our being, an indivisible body-soul so that
all of our sensations, volitions, and cognitions belong to
the whole.!4 In that case it would be normal for the body
to reflect the life of the spirit and, conversely, for the spir-
it to reflect the life of the body. Of course Wilson might
reject this ancient Hebrew psychology as nothing more
than “Iron Age folk knowledge,”?> but this wholistic
understanding of the physical and spiritual aspects of life
as profoundly integrating and reciprocating may point to
what psychosomatic medicine is just beginning to teach
us. I would be neither surprised nor dismayed if one day
science were able to show us that everything we experi-
ence in our spirit is implanted in our body and religion
were able to show us that everything we experience in our
body is implanted in our spirit.

A third dichotomy undergirding Wilson’s position is
his characterization of religion as static and of science as
dynamic. As regards the former, its foundations are fro-
zen in a collection of ancient scriptures that cannot be
revised, replaced, or enlarged. The interpretation of these
writings long ago hardened into dogma that must be
accepted as taught by church authorities. The end result,
especially for Baptists, is a fundamentalism that absolu-
tizes the convictions of a few charismatic leaders on threat
of exclusion: agree or get out! By contrast, science is a
venture of unending discovery. Its every hypothesis must
be rigorously tested and immediately discarded if not ver-
ified by objective research. This difference was evident in
the long journey of Darwin himself. At the outset, he was
“quite orthodox,” often quoting the Bible to settle points
of morality. But gradually he shed his blind faith which,
as Wilson puts it, “gave him the intellectual fearlessness
to explore human evolution wherever logic and evidence
took him.”16

The problem is that this depiction misses the whole
point of biblical religion. As regards creation, it began in
Genesis as a gradual sequence in six stages and continued
throughout the Old Testament as an unending struggle
against chaos, causing Jesus to say, “My Father is work-
ing still, and I also am working” (Jn 5:17). That work
will not be finished until the creation is “set free from its
bondage to decay and obtain the glorious liberty of the
children of God” (Rom 8:21). Indeed, the whole goal of
biblical history is “a new heaven and a new earth” (Rev
21:1) where the order and harmony of the physical realm
will be in every way equal to that of the spiritual realm.
As regards adherence to brittle dogma, there is no way to

understand the prophets of the Old Testament, the Jesus
of the gospels, or the Paul of the epistles without viewing
them as radical reformers intent on shattering the reli-
gious status quo. As regards Baptist fundamentalism, it is
a pity that the young Wilson left the Baptist fold before
learning that our movement emerged out of the left wing
of the Reformation as a cry for freedom from the stric-
tures of the established church.

In seeking to overcome these three dualities in Wilson’s
argument, I am not attempting to correct his scientific
views, which I am hardly competent to do, but rather
to offer him a different understanding of religion which
lies at the heart of biblical faith. Without these correc-
tions the debate is over before it begins. I have no inter-
est in defending the kind of religion that he attacks. But
if Wilson is open to consider the perspectives advanced
here, the evidence for which is far more extensive than I
could mention, then he might realize that there is a valid
understanding of religion that is empirical, wholistic, and
dynamic in nature, which religion would not only permit
but encourage the full exercise of his scientific genius. As
matters now stand, Wilson has framed the issues in such
a way that to be a good believer is, in the nature of the
case, to be a bad scientist, which I am very sure is not the
true scandal of the gospel.

L.

ow that we have looked at how Wilson and I dif-

fer in a few crucial areas, it is time to ask why this
should be the case. Wilson is a brilliant thinker with
remarkably broad interests who has doubtless read more
about religion than I have about science. And yet I can-
not recognize my religion in what he has to say about
Christianity in general or Baptists in particular. A primary
reason, | think, is because the sample he selects for study
in the two areas are not comparable. As regards science,
he limits himself to those biologists, like himself, who are
“statured by the peer review and publication of substan-
tial personal research on the subject in leading journals of
science . . .”17 T would guess that there are several hun-
dred thousand scientists in this country teaching in high
schools, colleges, and universities or working in business,
industry, and government, but that no more than 5,000
of them meet Wilson’s definition of “statured.” In other
words, when he describes science, he is basing his obser-
vations on the views of a tightly controlled group of the
brightest and best scholars in that discipline.

But when he talks about religion, no such selectivity
is at work. While I would not say that he picks the worst
possible examples of religious life, his highly generalized
descriptions are typical of grass-roots folk religion that
might fairly be called “lowest common denominator.” In
other words, when discussing science he talks about its
providers but when discussing religion he talks about its
consumers. But what if we leveled the playing field? There
are more than 300,000 Christian clergy in America, some
5,000 of whom may meet Wilson’s test of being “stat-
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ured,” most of them teaching in universities or theologi-
cal schools. If Wilson limited his sample of theologians to
that highly elitist group, as he does with scientists, a very
different picture of religion would emerge, one far more
compatible with science than his writings suggest.

Let me illustrate by choosing an example dear to
Wilson’s heart. One of the things that repulses him the
most about religion is its destructive side, its tendency
to demonize those who differ and resort to aggression in
the name of God. Again and again he laments the union
of religion and tribalism that gives birth to bigotry and
violence. Indeed, he is not sure that a rapprochement
between science and religion is either possible or desir-
able because “there is something deep in religious belief
that divides people and amplifies societal conflict.”!8
As best I can tell, that sweeping generalization does not
describe a single member of the American Academy of
Religion, the closest counterpart to Wilson’s “statured”
scientists. Instead, the leaders of religion are united in
condemning and combating every form of religious
aggression, as Wilson could easily verify by stepping next
door to observe the work of the Harvard Divinity School
faculty.!?

The point, of course, is that any great human endeav-
or can easily be hijacked, especially a voluntary move-
ment like religion in a country where freedom of belief is
so jealously guarded. I deplore the corruption of religion
every bit as much as Wilson does and have spent as many
years as he has seeking to expose those who would manip-
ulate it for unworthy purposes. But it does not help to
be told that the problem is with my religion rather than
with those false shepherds who break in to fleece the
sheep (Ezek 34:1-16; Jn 10:7-18). After all, science can
be hijacked as well. Scientists split the atom to unleash
nuclear energy, but I do not condemn them for incinerat-
ing whole cities. Scientists developed the chemicals and
pesticides needed by modern industry and agriculture,
but I do not blame them for poisoning so many of our
waterways. Some scientists compromised their objectivity
in accepting lavish funding for their research from major
pharmaceutical companies, but I do not stereotype all
scientists as pawns of big business. There will always be
charlatans in the laboratory as well as in the pulpit, as
the recent scandal over cloning in South Korea illustrates.
The need is not for science and religion to find fault with
each other but for both to do everything possible to keep
their respective houses in order so as to offer their best for
the benefit of the other.

To that end, what can we do to make our church a
more welcoming place for scientists? We can begin by
cultivating a faith unafraid of fact; a faith willing to think,
to question, even to doubt; a faith that does not have all
of the answers but is trying to ask the right questions. We
can recover a robust doctrine of creation that celebrates
each new discovery of its wondrous workings and man-
dates its perpetual care as a fit habitat for all that lives
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upon it. We can rid our relationships of any hint of smug
self-satisfaction that assumes that we are always right and
that those who differ are enemies worthy of our con-
tempt. We can call forth our best minds to be trained as
learned interpreters of both science and religion, knowing
that the issues which they pose are not well handled by
intellectual laggards. In short, we can ke science seriously,
paying attention to its findings, cheering its discoveries,
supporting its progress.

This being a Baptist sermon nearing its end, Wilson
would know only too well what comes next: the invita-
tion.20 Nor do we need to be diffident about appealing
for decision. One thing that Wilson carried over into sci-
ence from religion was its evangelistic fervor. Whenever
I read his books or hear him speak I am keenly aware
that he is trying to convert me to his position. It will not
embarrass him to learn that I would like to have him on
my side just as much as he would like to have me on his
side. His rejection of the religion of his youth does not
make him my enemy or even my adversary. Rather, he is
to me a lovely and lovable human being with an incred-
ible capacity to appreciate the creativity lurking in life all
about us. I cannot think of anyone with whom I would
rather stand in these pews and sing a grand old hymn of
the faith or chat with after a church dinner about how to
live authentically in our crazy kind of world.

But has Wilson strayed so far from the fold that there
is no longer any point of contact from which to urge a
reconsideration of his avowed secularism? I think not.
After more than sixty years he still cannot forget his ado-
lescent flirtation with faith but recounts it in his most
recent writings.2! As I read between the lines it is hard not
to sense a stifled yearning for grace. For example, he tells
how, in January, 1984, he was invited by “an old friend
with similar Southern Baptist background” to attend a
service at Harvard conducted by Martin Luther King, Sr.
When the father of the slain civil rights leader finished his
homily, “subterranean feelings surfaced without warning”
as a choir of black Harvard students surprised me by sing-
ing a medley of old-time gospel hymns, with a profes-
sionalism equaling anything I ever heard in the churches
of my youth. To my even greater surprise, I wept quietly
as I listened. My people, I thought. My people. And what
else lay hidden deep within my soul?22

In our Scripture Lesson this morning (Col 1:15-20),
Paul addresses a young church struggling with science
and religion: how to relate the world around them to the
faith within them. His response was that Christ recon-
ciles the realms of creation and redemption. He is both
the creator who gave life to all things (v. 16) and the cre-
ated who made the invisible God visible here on earth (v.
15). To say that “all things” were created in him, through
him, and for him was Paul’s way of claiming that Christ
gives meaning to our involvement with everything that
is. Because of this, in Christ “all things cohere” (v. 17)
or, to use Wilson’s word, find their “consilience.” When



neither religion nor science triumphs but Christ is made
“preeminent” (v. 18), we may embrace the whole of real-
ity, whether physical or spiritual, and discover the kind of
life that is supremely worth living. m

1 Wilson recounts his spiritual odyssey in the memoir
Naturalist (Washington: Island Press, 1994), 33-46. He
made a profession of faith at age fourteen in the First
Baptist Church, Pensacola, Florida, and was baptized
in February, 1944, by its pastor, Dr. Wallace Rogers,
who became a friend of mine many years later during
his ministry in Charleston, South Carolina.

2 On the sensationalistic “monkey trial” pitting William
Jennings Bryan against Clarence Darrow see Edward
J. Larson, Summer for the Gods: The Scopes Trial and
Americas Continuing Debate Over Science and Religion
(New York: BasicBooks, 1997).

3 Edward O. Wilson, Consilience: The Unity of Knowledge
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1999), 297.

4 The claim that biology has replaced theology as the
queen of the disciplines is the central thesis of Wilson’s
major work on Consilience, which term means for
him the “interlocking of causal explanation across dis-
ciplines” (325). For a comprehensive critique of this
program which probes many areas into which I can-
not enter here see Wendell Berry, Life Is a Miracle:
An Essay Against Modern Superstition (Washington:
Counterpoint, 2000).

5 For a convenient summary of Wilson’s views on

Darwinism see his “Intelligent Evolution,” Harvard

Magazine, November-December, 2005, 29-33.

Wilson, “Intelligent Evolution,” 31.

7 Edward O. Wilson, ed., From So Simple a Beginning:
The Four Great Books of Charles Darwin (New York:
W. W. Norton, 2005). The article cited in note 5
is a reprint of the essays by Wilson for this volume.
The four books of Darwin included here are Voyage
of the Beagle (1845), On the Origin of Species (1859),
The Descent of Man (1871), and The Expression of the
Emotions in Man and Animals (1872).

8 Wilson, “Intelligent Evolution,” 33.

9 Wilson, Consilience, 6.

10 Wilson, Consilience, 240.

11 William Temple, Readings in St. John’s Gospel (London:
Macmillan, 1959), xx.

12 For recent popular reports see Lauren Slater, “True
Love,” National Geographic, February, 2006, 32-
49; Lori Gottlieb, “How Do I Love Thee?,” Atlantic
Monthly, March 2006, 58-70.

13 For an evolutionary approach to religion see Paul
Bloom, “Is God an Accident?,” Atlantic Monthly,
December, 2005, 105-12.

14 A detailed exposition of Hebrew anthropology was
worked out by Johannes Pedersen, Israel: Its Life and
Culture, I-11 (London: Geoffrey Cumberlege, 1926),
99-181.

(@)

15 Wilson, Consilience, 269.

16 Wilson, “Intelligent Evolution,” 33.

17 Wilson, “Intelligent Evolution,” 31.

18 Wilson, “Intelligent Evolution,” 33.

19 The most historic building of the Harvard Divinity
School is Divinity Hall where Ralph Waldo Emerson
delivered his famous 1838 commencement address.
Interestingly enough, it is surrounded by buildings
well known to Wilson: the Museum of Comparative
Zoology, the Bauer Center for Genomics Research, the
University Herbaria, and the Biological Laboratories of
the Department of Molecular and Cellular Biology.

20 Wilson begins the chapter of his memoir on childhood
religion with a vivid description of “the Invitation” to
which he responded in January, 1944. See Naturalist,
33-30.

21 Typical is the way that he inserted this theme into the
opening pages of Consilience, 5-6. Wilson wanted to
title his next book 7he Creation: Letter to a Southern
Baptist Pastor but finally decided on The Creation:
A Meeting of Science and Religion, due out by W. W.
Norton in September, 2006.

22 Wilson, Naturalist, 45-46. 1 hope that it will not be
viewed as special pleading for me to wonder if more
than brain circuitry was the cause of those tears.

T. B. Maston—As I Knew Him

(continued from page 2)

Old Testament prophets taught, he lived. He showed us
that the theatre of Christian ethics is not the pulpit, the
classroom or the counselor’s corner but all of life. . . . Dr.
Maston’s message has gone far beyond the notes that we
took.”3

Another letter I treasure is more recent—one Bill
Moyers wrote in response to my role as editor: “You are
doing the Lord’s work. I value every edition of the paper.
Dr. Maston would be proud of you.” A high compliment
indeed. m

1 Maston wrote a beautiful 14-page tribute to
“Mommie,” his wife Essie Mae, in April, 1980.

2 Maston wrote in long-hand to the end, a secretary
transferring his notes to typed copy, which makes this
feat even more astounding,.

3 William M. Pinson, Jr., ed. An Approach to Christian
Ethics: The Life, Contribution, and Thought of T. B.
Maston (Nashville: Broadman Press, 1979), 94. See
also William M. Tillman, Jr., ed., Perspectives on
Applied Christianity: Essays in Honor of T. B. Maston,
(Macon, GA: Mercer Univ. Press, 1986).
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Darwinian Evolution: Science or Religion?
A Response to Carolyn Dipboye

By Derrel Watkins, Prof. Of Social Work, Emeritus (Ret.)
Fort Worth, TX

For over thirty years I have taught what I call “applied
ethics” in theological seminaries and universities.
I question conspiracy theories, but as a social scientist
I recognize that a group think mentality in a particular
population may often appear to be a conspiracy. I think
that is what has happened in the “Darwinian Evolution vs
Intelligent Design” debate.

The article by Carolyn Dipboye, “Intelligent Design:
Science or Religion,” (Christian Ethics Today, Winter,
2006, 15-16) raises some questions that I feel need some
elaboration. While the article contained some very good
information and I respect Dr. Dipboye’s scholarly work,
I feel the same question could be asked of contemporary
scientists, “Darwinian Evolution: Science or Religion?”

It is my opinion that evolution is a fact of life and should
be studied by honest scientists from every vantage point.
The origins of life, however, must come under the scrutiny
of philosophy and theology. The theories of the origin of
the universe espoused by secular philosophies of science
and biblical theologies alike are based on presuppositions
that cannot be proven by science. Therefore, both groups
must exercise a good deal of faith in order to embrace their
particular beliefs.

Dr. Dipboye states that “Rather than exhibiting a fear-
ful, protectionist mentality that seeks to put a lid on the
questions that may be pursued and the answers that may be
gained, we should model a faith so secure that it does not
merely allow but actually encourages science’s pursuit of
the mysteries of the universe.” Amen! But, that must work
both ways if we are to be honest. At the present time it is

not the “Intelligent Design (ID)”scientists who are unwill-
ing to examine with scientific objectivity the pursuit of the
mysteries of the universe, it is the scientific community
who is unwilling to examine anything that does not com-
ply with religious adherence to their presuppositions.

Recently, the Board of Education in Ohio, in response
to strong lobbying efforts by some scientists, banned a unit
of study in science classes. The unit dared to recount the
history of changes of Darwinian theories and examine the
scientific conclusions that have radically changed over the
history of the teaching of evolution in public school class-
rooms. There was no mention of ID or creation science in
the unit. The fact that the unit dared examine the claims
of Darwinian evolution was assumed to be drawn from ID
literature.

I would say that rather than “exhibiting a fearful, pro-
tectionist mentality that seeks to put a lid on the questions
that may be pursued and the answers that may be gained,”
scientists should examine the hypothesis of any alternative
presuppositions, including creation science and ID, and
apply the same test to them that are applied to all scientifi-
cally examined phenomenon.

As a social scientist I say it can be done and indeed
should be done. Open the belly of the feared “Trojan
horse.” See what is inside. If your science is what it should
be it can readily dismiss any fallacies that may be found.

It seems to me that we are back to an ethical issue: Is
the science that refuses to allow units in science classes in
public schools to even discuss alternative presuppositions
adopting an outdated modernist deontological ethic, or
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will contemporary science come into the postmodern
world and take an honest look at truth claims regardless
of origin? An ethic of responsibility would suggest that if
it is to be true to its own claims, science must be open to
looking for truth from any source.

I would agree with Dr. Dipboye’s conclusions IF middle
schools and high schools were allowed to study theology at
the same level they study science; if somewhere in their
required curriculum they were allowed to examine the
claims made by science without being required to accept
the atheistic or agnostic assumptions generally presented
in science text books.

I do not want religion taught as science, but nei-
ther do I want science taught as religion. At the present
time evolution is generally taught as a pseudo-religion.
Unquestioned adherence to a set of unproven hypothesis
has all the earmarks of religion. Scientists admit that they
take those presuppositions by faith. For that reason I advo-
cate that middle schools and high schools be allowed to at
least recount the unanswered questions and the radically
changing foundations of Darwinian evolutionary theory.
Since evolution is the dominant scientific hypothesis, I
feel it should be taught with integrity to every student,
even those in private and church-sponsored schools. m

A Response to

Derrel Watkins

By Carolyn Dipboye

hank you for your response. I, too, have little appre-

ciation for group think and its propensity for building
hedges beyond which creative thinking and investigation
may not go. If I regarded such dogmatism as the basis for
scientists’ and educators” reluctance to grant intelligent
design the status of scientific theory, I would take issue as
well. I do not judge that to be the case.

The article to which you respond was originally pre-
sented to the Oak Ridge [Tennessee] Forum on Religion
and Science, organized four years ago to provide a meeting
place for area scientists, scholars, laity, and clergy. As we
who have been involved have worked to learn something
of one another’s language, methodology, and conclusions,
I have encountered the scientific community, not as fear-
ful, but positively gleeful at the prospect of wrestling with
challenges. As one person put it, “Scientists love nothing
more than to prove one another wrong!” Or as another
observed, science is not about the task of “circling the wag-
ons. As a matter of fact, there is no surer way of getting a
free ticket to Stockholm [to receive a Nobel Prize]” than to
successfully poke a hole in the accepted science of the day.
That glee comes to an end when religion seeks to impose

its answers and methodologies upon science. And that, it
seems to me is the crux of the problem.

I readily affirm those for whom intelligent design (ID)
is a statement of faith in God as creator of a purposeful
universe. I also understand that those who know far more
of the complexities of the universe than I may view those
complexities through the eyes of faith, interpreting them
as pointers to the God in whom they believe. Religious
faith rightly addresses questions of origin, but as I indi-
cated in my article, faith’s questions reflect upon purpose
and meaning—questions of “who” and “why” rather than
“how.” Institutions or persons of faith act inappropriately
when they seek to render their faith statements as conclu-
sions of science or their view of God as the presupposition
from which science proceeds.

The Ohio Board of Education decision to which you
refer demonstrates the problem well. On February 14,
2006, the Ohio Board of Education voted to remove the
“Critical Analysis of Evolution” lesson plan from the state’s
model K-12 science curriculum and deleted from its stan-
dards for science education the requirement that students
be informed concerning “how scientists continue to inves-
tigate and critically analyze aspects of evolutionary theory.”
When viewed in isolation, the decision may seem to smack
of a cave-in to vested interests. The tortured path by which
that decision was reached, however, speaks volumes.

The science standards were hammered out in a politi-
cally charged atmosphere with the American Family
Association of Ohio [www.sciohio.org], the Intelligent
Design Network (headquartered in an equally embroiled
Kansas) [www.intelligentdesignnetwork.org] and the
Discovery Institute of Seattle [www.discovery.org] as
prominent players. The standards presented to the Ohio
Board of Education by the standards committee (teach-
ers, scientists and others selected by the Ohio Department
of Education) received high marks for their handling of
science, particularly in light of the fact that the 1996 stan-
dards had not even included the word “evolution.”

The controversial provision calling for the inclusion of
“evidence against evolution” was added by the Board of
Education after the committee had completed its work.
Responding to criticism of the change, the board added
a disclaimer assuring critics that the benchmark did “not
mandate the teaching or testing of intelligent design.”

Admittedly, the model lesson plan prepared to accom-
pany the disputed benchmark did not use the words
“intelligent design.” Its structure and content, however,
were largely lifted from Icons of Evolution, authored by
leading ID proponent Jonathan Wells. The plan’s bibliog-
raphy, originally presented to the board by the Discovery
Institute’s Center for Renewal of Science and Culture
Director Stephen Meyer and Senior Fellow Jonathan
Wells, was briefly celebrated on the institute’s web site as
featuring “intelligent design scientists.” Some of the les-
son plan’s most glaring scientific errors were remedied and
its bibliography modified prior to approval by a seriously
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divided board. Yet a number of issues remained—e.g., the
inclusion of scientists who disputed the portrayal of their
work as a critique of evolution, the favoring of ID and
“theistic philosophy” web sites, and the unsubstantiated
challenges to various aspects of evolution.

Several factors finally came together prompting the
Ohio Board of Education to vote 11-4 in February 2006 to
remove the disputed benchmark and lesson plan. Strongly
worded condemnations from the National Academy of
Sciences, the Ohio Academy of Sciences, Ohio Citizens
for Science, and the Inter-University Council of Ohio
distinguished between an appropriate appreciation for
religious faith and treating religion as science. Negative
sentiments were accentuated by the revelation of three sig-
nificant pieces of information—(1) the Ohio Department
of Education had strongly opposed the board’s inclusion
of the disputed benchmark; (2) the 55 member advisory
and writing committee responsible for the lesson plan had
included only 3 scientists, two of whom were creationists;
and (3) a large majority of the committee that had origi-
nally drawn up the standards issued a stinging rebuke. The
final and decisive factor was Judge John Jones’ December
2005 decision in Kitzmiller v. Dover, which concluded that
Dover’s ID policy violated the Establishment clause of the
Constitution. “We have addressed the seminal question of
whether ID is science. We have concluded that it is not,
and moreover that ID cannot uncouple itself from its cre-
ationist, and thus religious, antecedents.”

Although the words “intelligent design” did not appear
in the Ohio documents, a brief overview of the principal
players and evolution of the debate leave little doubt about
its decisive role. Even if one drops reference to a designer
in an effort to separate the issue from its religious connota-
tions, serious questions remain. The terminology may shift
to terms deemed more appropriate to science, e.g., “critical
evaluation of evolution” or “evidences against evolution;”
or “micro-evolution” vs. “macro-evolution.” The issues
raised, however, are not subject to special treatment. They
must be submitted to the rigors of scientific research, and
repeatedly the verdict comes back that the challenges do
not hold up under scrutiny. If critics of various aspects of
evolution desire their conclusions to be included in science
education classes, it is only appropriate that they must first
make their case within the discipline of science.

“Fairness” is not the issue because we have nothing
approaching a serious division within the scientific com-
munity. The issue is rather how we should deal with materi-
al that is at worst inappropriate to science or demonstrably
wrong or at best judged as having yet to make its case.

I do agree with you and with those voicing opposition
to the disputed benchmark who have repeatedly observed
that the issue does not center on an inherent conflict
between science and religion. “Teaching the controversy”
has its place within a humanities class dedicated to the his-
tory of science or comparative religions, and such classes
should be included in the curriculum. m
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W. T. Conner—As I Knew Him

By Darold Morgan, Executive Director of the SBC Annuity Board (ret.)
Richardson, TX

Walter Thomas Conner (1877-1952) is still recog-
nized as one of Baptist’s truly great theologians. He
began his teaching career in 1910 as Southwestern Baptist
Theological Seminary moved to Fort Worth from Waco,
where it had been a part of Baylor University under B.H.
Carroll’s powerful leadership. His last year of teaching was
in 1949 when a debilitating stroke ended his extraordinary
ministry of lecturing and writing and preaching—a minis-
try which shaped literally thousands of preachers, mission-
aries, and teachers around the world. He died in 1952.

I had the unique privilege of being in his last group
of doctoral students and can recall to this day the shock
that followed the announcement of his stroke in the
spring of 1949, which ended his active involvement at
Southwestern.

Our class was just days away from completing our last
required doctorial seminar when this tragedy occurred.
Several of us in that group experienced the peculiar frus-
tration of having our doctoral orals and dissertation liter-
ally thrown to the winds because our major professor was
unable ever to help us again. The seminary leadership did
rally to assist us in this demanding part of our degree work,
but it was hectic in those first difficult weeks following Dr.
Conner’s illness.

Interesting enough, that last seminar he led was on
“Great Devotional Literature,” the only time he ever
taught that course. In his final years of teaching he had
an increasing interest in the mystical side of the Christian
faith. Preeminently a systematic theologian, some of us can
recall in those last months of this seminar that he expressed
repeatedly some remarkable insights of an intense devotion
personally to Jesus as Lord and Savior. For these months we
studied some of the masterpieces of Christian devotional
material. My assignment was William Law’s A Serious Call
to A Holy and Devout Life. Frankly, I was unaware of this
book, but I soon learned why it was so influential upon
John Wesley.

What a joy even today to recall listening both to the
other students in the seminar and to Dr. Conner as he
made such insightful comments on the material. There
were papers on Augustine’s Confessions, Bunyan’s Pilgrims
Progress, Thomas Kelly’s Testament of Devotion, Thomas
a Kempis Imitation of Christ, John Woolman, and other
works. This was in such contrast from the obviously prac-
tical approach he had made for years in his crowded and
mandated classes in Systematic Theology. But it does con-

stitute a beautiful memory about a side to Dr. Conner not
many were privileged to experience.

Dr. Conner lived for three years after his stroke. An
unusual report circulated around the campus one day that
he had repeatedly asked Mrs. Conner the sad question,
“Why did God leave me like this?” He was limited to a
wheelchair and his bed, and his last years were grim indeed.
One day in response to that frequently voiced question,
she responded somewhat testily, “Perhaps He left you this
way so you could catch up on your praying. You always
said before that you didn’t have time to pray as you wanted
to because you were so busy.” Later as she checked on him
in the late night hours, she could tell he was awake despite
his eyes being closed. His lips were moving in prayer, and
often she saw tears on his face as he was in prayer and wor-
ship. In the morning hours sometimes he would mention
the extraordinary prayer encounters he had experienced in
the night.

When I think of Dr. Conner, I recall a tall, gangly, thin
man teaching in the large basement classroom of Cowden
Hall, long before that array of new buildings graced the
campus at Southwestern. We first-year preachers were
required to take his year-long courses in theology. Our
texts were his famous books Revelation and God and The
Gospel of Redemption. These were revisions of his older text
A System of Christian Doctrine. As 1 began my seminary
years, World War II was ending and suddenly large num-
bers of students began showing up on campus. Many were
older men, fresh from military service, whose main con-
cerns were evangelism and missions, not systematic theol-
ogy! The classes were crowded, and Cowden Hall was not
air-conditioned.

Conner’s approach was the lecture method—period!
There were times for questions, but these times were rare.
When questions were raised, it confirmed that mature stu-
dents could ask some very immature questions. He was
usually patient with this problem, but there were times
when his patience wore thin.

The overflow of new students whose priorities were
not learning systematic theology was the setting for one
his memorable “Connerisms.”—“There is enough igno-
rance in the Southern Baptist Convention to ignorance
the world.” This oft-quoted remark, which I first heard in
1945, has been confirmed again and again in the recent
SBC conflicts.

Much of his teaching career dovetailed with the exceed-
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ingly bitter conflicts of the seminary with the pastor of
Fort Worth’s First Baptist Church, J. Frank Norris. This
original fundamentalist had an almost visceral hatred of
L.R. Scarborough, Southwestern’s gifted president, and
George W. Truett, the long-time chairman of the semi-
nary trustees and the famed pastor of the First Baptist
Church of Dallas. To recall these sad days is to remind us
all that conflicts about seminary education among Baptists
is perennial!

But Dr. Conner kept to the course of trying to mold
the hearts and minds of the students in his classes. “Young
men,” he would say to every class (no issue then of ordain-
ing women), “test everything you believe by one ques-
tion—where does it put Jesus Christ!” One of his finer
books, The Faith of the New Iestament, was the text of one
of his most interesting classes on New Testament Theology
and points to this cardinal truth in his approach. I also
recall a colleague mentioning repeatedly the skills Dr.
Conner had in New Testament Greek. His little known
commentary on John confirms this skill.

Opver these fifty plus years in my own pilgrimage since
those distant days at Southwestern, I have heard preachers
and teachers and others in numberless settings of seminar-
ies, conventions. and worship services. But I have never
been as moved as I was so many times in Dr. Conner’s
classes. There were moments when his eloquence was so
overpowering, his logic so forceful, his devotion to Christ
so apparent that the force of those moments are still alive
and dynamic in me. Although his lectures and prayers
were usually monotone, when he shifted gears into the
excitement of a particular truth, he was for me beyond
Moses and Elijah.

I also treasure the elective courses and the doctor-
al seminars where even deeper truths were plumbed.
Spending an entire semester under his tutelage on specific
doctrines was a lifelong privilege of inestimable influence.
The topics included the Atonement, the Doctrine of God,
the Holy Spirit, and numerous other theological treasures.
His last book, The Work of the Holy Spirit (1949, and out
of print for many years) is still brimming with valuable
insights, particularly in light of the current Pentecostal
resurgence.

An evaluation of Conner’s theology is found in several
excellent volumes. James Leo Garrett (also in Conner’s
last group of doctoral students and one of the genuine
scholars of our day) wrote his doctoral dissertation on 7%e
Theology of W.1. Conner. Dr. Garrett has condensed this
in his chapter on Conner in Baptist Theologians, a superb
collection edited by Timothy George and David Dockery.
(Broadman Press, 1990) Stewart Newman’s biography of
his Southwestern colleague, W1, Conner, Theologian of the
Southwest, is mandatory reading both as to the details of
Conner’s long life as well as a very helpful insight into his
theological development.

I am suggesting that it is meritorious and worthwhile
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to study both the life and teachings of Dr. Conner. We
need his balance, as we sense the increasing furor of fun-
damentalism, so strangely similar to Frank Norris’ views
in the 1920s and the 1930s. Dr. Conner’s conclusions are
biblically true to the very core of things.

Plain spoken, direct, and easy to read, Conner’s
approach theologically is so refreshing in these days
of theological confusion. His conclusions are biblically
sound to the core. Connor himself would probably be
surprised at the emergence of a hyper-Calvinism in some
SBC seminary circles. Though he was a “mild” Calvinist,
Dr. Conner struck a balance between election and predes-
tination—his assertions about evangelism and the Baptist
missionary impetus are strikingly appropriate for our day.

Though he was cognizant of the emerging neo-ortho-
doxy movement, led by Barth, Bruner, Bultmann and oth-
ers (a movement that dovetailed in time with his teaching
career), he deliberately chose to approach what he consid-
ered to be the heart of New Testament Christianity quite
uncritically. Perhaps this was a limitation in his teaching,
for his final group of graduate students had to dive into
these deep waters alone. Newman suggests in his biog-
raphy that this was a deliberate choice on Conner’s part
because the territory where he lived and taught was the
American Southwest! Harvard, Yale, Princeton, Chicago,
Oxford, and Germany seemed far from the area where his
students lived and ministered—pragmatism ruled the day.
One can only conjecture what he would say in light of the
current ebb tide of post-modernism!

Today, more than a half-century after his life in a time
when Conner has been relegated to dusty library shelves,
could it be that echoes of this plain and unvarnished
teacher call us back to basic truths we need? Today dispen-
sational millennialism is popular and a strident creedalism
has become mandatory in many Baptist educational insti-
tutions, could it be that an Arkansas-born, Texas-raised,
old-time Baptist theologian, one deeply influenced by
masters like A.H. Strong and E.Y. Mullins, has a word for
our ears to hear? My how we need his refreshing ideas on
the inspiration of the Scriptures!

In the sequence of classes and the flow of his writings,
Dr. Conner had a distinct apologetic—his defense of the
Faith! To his credit, he confronted the dangerous teach-
ings of ]. Frank Norris, the Scofield Reference Bible, and
its child, dispensationalism. Likewise, he was unapologetic
when confronting Christian Science, Mormonism, Jehovah
Witnesses, Roman Catholicism, and Pentecostalism. Yet,
he was never just a negative critic. At the center of all his
writings, there was an intense love and devotion to Jesus
as Lord and Savior.

W.T. Conner blended a brilliant mind with a down-to-
earth approach, replete with humor and gratitude to God.
I think I am one to whom another oft-quoted Connerism
applies: “Education is the process of getting abstract ideas
into concrete heads.” m



What Mega-Churches Can Learn From Catholics

By Aaron James and Brad Kallenberg
University of Dayton

Mega—churches are not very popular among academ-
ics, even Christian ones. At a recent conference
of theologians and ethicists, my colleague and I found
ourselves on the defensive. According to the bulk of the
seminar participants, the failure of mega-churches to form
faithful disciples was a foregone conclusion.

This perspective was very troubling to us. Since we
could vouch for the genuine and sincere faith of our aca-
demic peers, we could not simply dismiss their complaints
as spiritually vacuous. At the same time, we could not
deny that God’s Spirit was genuinely present in our mega-
church congregation. Formerly-unchurched persons are
coming to faith in Christ and being baptized. Yet there was
aring of truth to their charges. As mega-churches grow like
wild fire, many pastors rue the accompanying phenomena
of church-hopping and passive spectatorship. Surprisingly,
the providential fact that we teach at a Catholic university
has helped us see this conflict through new eyes.

For Catholic believers, everything is formative because
everything is capable of either facilitating or hindering
God’s redemptive presence. If our Catholic brothers and
sisters have a point, perhaps some aspects of mega-church
worship that we have typically championed under the
name of evangelism ought to be evaluated in the name
of discipleship. If everything is formative, we ought to be
asking whether everything is contributing toward the for-
mation of Christ-followers. We suggest that at least two
things are being overlooked.

Consider first mega-church architecture. Despite the
popular belief that mega-churches are marked by robust
congregational singing, mega-church architecture may
accidentally train us 7oz to sing.

During one of our recent worship services, the sound
system temporarily failed while the audience of 1,200
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was singing. In the split second before everyone fell silent,
we were struck by the lack of volume coming from the
chairs. The silence that followed was stunning. Why did
the crowd fail to fill up the silence? Perhaps they fell silent
waiting for directions. Perhaps they didn’t know the music.
Perhaps they weren’t singing to begin with. Whatever the
reason, the architecture made things worse.

Some architecture accidentally undermines Christian
worship. The acoustics of many mega-church buildings are
intentionally designed to maximize the clarity and volume
of the public address system. One architectural assump-
tion seems to be that the on-stage performers are of cen-
tral importance. The performers must be clear enough and
loud enough to override the inevitable errant notes and
hesitancy of people who are struggling to learn a new tune
by ear.

A second architectural assumption seems to be that,
acoustically, the building structure must swallow all the
ambient noise that a crowd of 1,000 (or 2,000 or 4,000)
generates, so that everyone (including the television re-
broadcast audience) can listen to the musicians and the
pastor without distraction.

The impact of this architecture on corporate worship is
in some cases crippling: the interior architecture ends up
forming attenders to be little more than polite spectators.
When the sound went out in our mega-church that Sunday
morning, the silence emanating from the stage was taken
as just one more cue to which attenders in the padded
seats must politely respond in kind. Not that the acoustical
vacuum could have been overcome had the crowd wanted
to do so. But the real point is this: it didn’t dawn on them
to try, because the architecture had been forming us, over
many Sundays, toward the assumption that we the audi-
ence are auxiliary to the real action taking place on stage.

Prar Wendaranyl,
Mo, Towkeart,
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Consider, as a second example of accidental formation,
the role of the calendar. Early Christians recognized and
celebrated many festivals and feasts, even those that did
not conveniently fall on the weekend. They not only cel-
ebrated Easter and Christmas, they also commemorated
important leaders, such as Philip (May 3; see Acts 8), and
celebrated significant events, such as Pentecost (May 15;
Acts 2). Even weekends were different: Sunday displaced
Saturday as the week’s highpoint, set aside for remember-
ing the resurrection of the Lord.

Those early Christians organized a whole calendar of
feasts and festivals, but not because they had a stubborn
impulse to supplant the freedom of grace with rites and
rituals. Rather, it was precisely because grace was poured
out on every instant of time that Christians thought every
day, as well as the ebb and flow between religious seasons,
was worth observing. They believed that time itself found
its thythm in the birth, death, and resurrection of Jesus.
So every opportunity was taken to extend that new order
through the joyful celebration of holidays, or more liter-
ally, “holy days.”

In our contemporary urgency to evangelize the non-
churched, mega-churches haven’t simply neglected the
ancient church calendar, they may be unwittingly “kow-
towing” to the secular calendar. This past year, Pentecost
fell on the same Sunday as Mother’s Day. Millions of
flowers were given to mothers exiting mega-churches after
hearing sermons on Proverbs 31. Meanwhile, the epoch-
making outpouring of the Holy Spirit on the first dis-
ciples escaped everybody’s attention. The irony, of course,
is that in the name of being seeker-friendly, we may be in
danger of accidentally forming Christians to mark time
by the tick-tock of Hallmark.

Some may be surprised to learn that the earliest
Christians treated Easter as a season rather than a single day.
We don’t mean the 40 days of fasting (called “Lent”) that
leads up to Easter Sunday. We mean the 50 days affer.

A week or so after Easter, one of our Catholic col-
leagues robustly proclaimed “Happy Easter!” To my rebuff
that she was about a week late, she exclaimed: “Don’t you
know? Fifty days of boundless Easter joy!”

Fifty? Fifty! Of course—all the way until Pentecost.
My first thought was, “Wow! How wonderful!” My sec-
ond thought: “Why didn’t we think of this?”

Does it matter that Easter is fifty days rather than one?
Yes; Easter is a season rather than an event. When we
learn to live seasonally, we learn to persevere from one day
to the next, despite temporary droughts, rather than hop
from one event to the next, or worse, from one church to
the next. Maybe we shouldn’t be patting ourselves on the
back for shunning the liturgical calendar.

We genuinely believe that many mega-churches right-
ly take seriously the call to go and make disciples. If we
in mega-churches are to form faithful disciples, we must
begin talking about the process of accidental formation
that is happening right under our noses. m
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in the local Baptist Church on the day when Rose Mary’s
son joins the church. (You know it is a Baptist Church
because the ritual is by immersion, and the pastor intones
the Trinitarian baptismal formula.) Rosa Lee thanks the
Lord for His blessings and tender mercies.

The setting for the film is the wide-open blacklands of
central Texas during the fall and winter months. The cot-
ton fields are bare, and the terrain is chilly and bleak. All
you can see is level land to a distant horizon, topped by a
cloudless blue sky, with straight furrows stretching away
in the distance. Every time a road is shown, it is a country
crossroads, as Mac decides which turn he should take in
his broken-down pickup truck.

Sledge’s life story was gritty and realistic. At the peak of
his career, he had succumbed to the temptations of fame
and fortune. As a consequence, his first wife, also a country
musical artist, left him and took their daughter with her.
He became alienated from both of them for years. Now,
he realizes it is time to make amends. His ex-wife is unre-
ceptive to his overtures. In a touching scene, he manages
to reconnect with his daughter anyway. She’s now a young
woman on the verge of her own rebelliousness. Tragedy
ensues when, shortly afterwards, the young woman loses
her life in a car accident while running away with an older
man.

The climax of the movie comes about in a magic
moment as Mac and Rosa Lee are weeding their tiny
garden behind the motel. Mac has a rare introspective
moment, and he begins to review his life’s losses to Rosa
Lee. “I prayed last night to know why I lived and she died.
But I got no answer to my prayer. [ still don’t know why
she died and I lived. I don’t know the answers to nothing.
Not a blessed thing. . . . My daughter killed in an automo-
bile accident. Why? You see I don’t trust happiness. I never
did, and I never will.”

The scene is a gem of understatement. It was shot in
one take, uncut, at medium long range. Duvall even spoke
with his back to the camera. Director Beresford allowed
no schmaltz, no ham, no close-ups. At its conclusion, Rosa
Lee makes no overt response except to turn away stoically;
but you can sense that his deep pain is killing her, too.
Despite all his disappointments, grief, and smoldering
anger, he stays with Rosa Lee. In the final scene, he is in
the driveway with his stepson, in his jeans and cowboy
boots, playing a game of touch football.

Tender Mercies is itself the story of a country music song
with a rural Gospel twist. It shows, but it does not preach.
Duvall does not identify himself personally with this kind
of religious expression, but in his work he has always paid
homage to the dignity and worth of faith, including the

simple faith of common folks with real human faults. m



Coming Home Disillusioned

By Christopher H. Sheppard
Special to The Seattle Times

hree years ago, I was a Marine Corps captain on the

Iraqi/Kuwaiti border, participating in the invasion
of Iraq. Awestruck, I heard our howitzers thunder and
watched artillery rockets rise into the night sky and streak
toward Iraq—their light bathing the desert moonscape
like giant arc welders.

As I watched the Iraq war begin, I completely trust-
ed the Bush administration. I thought we were going to
prove all of the left-wing antiwar protesters and dissenters
wrong. I thought we were going to make America safer.
Regrettably, I acknowledge that it was I who was wrong.

I believed the Bush administration when it said Iraq
had weapons of mass destruction. I believed its assertion
that Iraq was trying to buy yellowcake uranium from
Africa and refine it into weapons-grade uranium for a
nuclear bomb. I believed its claim Iraq had vast quantities
of biological and chemical agents. After years of thorough
inspections, all of these claims have been disproved.

I believed the administration when it claimed there
was overwhelming evidence Iraq was in cahoots with al-
Qaida. In January 2004, then-Secretary of State Colin
Powell admitted that there was no concrete evidence link-
ing Saddam Hussein and al-Qaida.

I believed the administration when it grandly pro-
claimed we were going to bring a stable, Western-style
liberal democracy to Iraq, complete with religious toler-
ance and the rule of law. We never had enough troops in
Iraq to restore civil order and the rule of law. The Iragi
elections have produced a ruling majority of Shiite fun-
damentalists and marginalized the seething Sunni minor-
ity. Iraq dangerously teeters on the brink of civil war. We
have emboldened Iran and destabilized the entire Middle
East.

I believed the administration when it claimed the war
could be done quickly and cheaply. It said the war would
cost only between $50 billion and $60 billion. It said that
Iraqi oil revenue would fund the country’s reconstruction.
I believed President Bush when he landed on the USS

Lincoln and said “major combat operations have ended.”

The war has cost the American taxpayers $250 billion
and counting. The vast majority—94 percent—of the
more than 2,300 United States service members killed in
Iraq have occurred since Bush’s “Top Gun” proclamation.
The cost in men and materiel has been far beyond what we
were led to believe.

I volunteered to go back to Iraq for the fall and win-
ter of 2004-2005. I went back out of frustration and
guilt; frustration from watching Iraq unravel on the news
and guilt that I wasn’t there trying to stop it. Many fine
Marines from my reserve battalion felt the same and vol-
unteered to go back. I buried my mounting suspicions and
mustered enough trust and faith in my civilian leadership
to go back.

I returned disillusioned by what I saw. I participated in
the second battle of Fallujah in November 2004. We crushed
the insurgents in the city, but we only ended up scattering
them throughout the province. The dumb ones stayed and
died. The smart ones left town before the battle, to garner
more recruits and fight another day. We were simply the
“little Dutch boy” with our finger in the dike. In retrospect,
we never had enough troops to firmly control the region; we
had just enough to maintain a tenuous equilibrium.

I now know I wrongfully placed my faith and trust in a
presidential administration hopelessly mired in incompe-
tence, hubris, and a lack of accountability. It planned a war
based on false intelligence and unrealistic assumptions. It
has strategically surrendered the condition of victory in
Iraq to people who do not share our vision, values, or
interests. The Bush administration has proven successful at
only one thing in Irag—painting us into a corner with no
feasible exit.

I will never trust any of them again. m

Christopher H. Sheppard is a former Marine captain
who served two tours of duty in Iraq as a combat engi-
neer. He currently is finishing his master’s degree in
mass communication and lives in Marysville, WA.
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Preachers and War

By Don Wilkey, Pastor
First Baptist Church, Onalaska, TX

Celebrities often comment on U. §. foreign policy,
especially in regard to the war with Iraq. Everyone has
the freedom to “speak out” in our democracy. However,
many of us might be surprised to learn that throughout
our history, prominent ministers have been as outspoken
as present-day Hollywood personalities.

The nation has a rich history of ministers who have
gone to the public airways in time of war, either as hawks
or doves. Until recently, the hawk model has been the
most common response.

German churches offered their church bells to be melt-
ed down into cannon balls for use in World War I. They
no doubt had gleaned the idea from southern Protestant
churches, who did the same during the Civil War.
Cautious pacifism has always seemed to be a stance more
equated with cowardice than with Christian ethics. Most
recently, the splinter group who left the Baptist General
Convention of Texas equated being a pacifist with being a
pagan.!

In the 1930s, Arkansas passion play founder and
preacher Gerald Smith formed a political party with
Father Charles Coughlin, who was a Catholic priest.
Smith, Coughlin and others of like mind formed the
organization seeking to keep the nation out of World
War II. Gerald taught followers the fascist salute, while
Coughlin got on the radio to proclaim national problems
were caused by American Jews.2 Both had a national fol-
lowing and some historians credit them with founding
the modern Religious Right.

President Franklin D. Roosevelt grew weary of dealing
with Coughlin and a Lutheran preacher known as Gerald
Winrod. Winrod ran for national office from Kansas and
was known as the “Jayhawk Nazi.” You could guess what
Winrod’s politics were. His radio broadcasts seemed to
undermine the war effort in the U.S.3

The Roosevelt administration eventually brought crim-
inal charges against the Kansan, saying he was a threat to
national security. FDR tried to get th