The Cambridge Dictionary of

CHRISTIAN
THEOLOGY

;‘f +'I'.r

bl

llllllllllllllll i

KT
id A. 8. Fergusson,
laim B. Torrance



http://www.cambridge.org/9780521880923

This page intentionally left blank



THE CAMBRIDGE DICTIONARY OF

Christian Theology

With over 550 entries ranging from Abba’ to ‘Zwingli’ composed by leading
contemporary theologians from around the world, The Cambridge Dictionary of
Christian Theology represents a fresh, ecumenical approach to theological refer-
ence. Written with an emphasis on clarity and concision, all entries are designed
to help the reader understand and assess the specifically theological significance
of the most important concepts. Clearly structured, the volume is organized
around a small number of ‘core entries’ which focus on key topics to provide a
general overview of major subject areas, while making use of related shorter
entries to impart a more detailed knowledge of technical terms. The work as a
whole provides an introduction to the defining topics in Christian thought and is
an essential reference point for students and scholars.

IAN A. MCFARLAND is Associate Professor of Systematic Theology at Emory
University. His publications include Difference and Identity: A Theological Anthro-
pology (2001) and The Divine Image: Envisioning the Invisible God (2005).

DAVID A. S. FEERGUSSON is Professor of Divinity and Principal of New College
at the University of Edinburgh. His recent publications include Church, State and
Civil Society (Cambridge, 2004) and Faith and Its Critics (2009).

KAREN KILBY is Head of the Department of Theology and Religious Studies at
the University of Nottingham and President of the Catholic Theological Associ-
ation of Great Britain. She is the author of A Brief Introduction to Karl Rahner
(2007) and Karl Rahner: Theology and Philosophy (2004).

IAIN R. TORRANCE is President and Professor of Patristics at Princeton
Theological Seminary. He is the author of Christology after Chalcedon (1988)
and co-editor of To Glorify God: Essays in Modern Reformed Liturgy (1999) and
The Oxford Handbook of Systematic Theology (2007).






THE CAMBRIDGE DICTIONARY OF

Christian Theology

Edited by
IAN A. McFARLAND, DAVID A. S. FERGUSSON,
KAREN KILBY, IAIN R. TORRANCE

CAMBRIDGE
) UNIVERSITY PRESS




CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS
Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore,
Sao Paulo, Delhi, Dubai, Tokyo, Mexico City

Cambridge University Press
The Edinburgh Building, Cambridge CB2 8RU, UK

Published in the United States of America by Cambridge University Press, New York

www.cambridge.org
Information on this title: www.cambridge.org/9780521880923

© Cambridge University Press 2011

This publication is in copyright. Subject to statutory exception
and to the provisions of relevant collective licensing agreements,
no reproduction of any part may take place without
the written permission of Cambridge University Press.

First published 2011
Printed in the United Kingdom at the University Press, Cambridge
A catalogue record for this publication is available from the British Library

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

The Cambridge dictionary of Christian theology / edited by Ian A. McFarland ... [et al.].
. cm.
ISBN 978-0-521-88092-3 (Hardback)
1. Theology-Dictionaries. 1. McFarland, Ian A. (Ian Alexander), 1963- IL Title.
BV2.5.C36 2011
230.03-dc22
2010022749

ISBN 978-0-521-88092-3 Hardback

Cambridge University Press has no responsibility for the persistence or
accuracy of URLs for external or third-party internet websites referred to
in this publication, and does not guarantee that any content on such
websites is, or will remain, accurate or appropriate.


http://www.cambridge.org
http://www.cambridge.org/9780521880923

List of contributors

Acknowledgements

Preface

Entries

References

Contents

page vi

XVil

Xix

542



Contributors

William ]. Abraham is Albert Cook Outler Professor
of Wesley Studies and Altshuler Distinguished
Teaching Professor at the Perkins School of
Theology, Southern Methodist University.
Revelation

Nicholas Adams is Senior Lecturer in Systematic
Theology and Theological Ethics at the
University of Edinburgh. Frankfurt School,
German Idealism

Allan Heaton Anderson is Professor of Global
Pentecostal Studies and Director of the Graduate
Institute for Theology & Religion at the
University of Birmingham. Pentecostal Theology

Andreas Andreopoulos is Lecturer in Christian
Theology and Director of the Centre for
Orthodox Studies at the University of Wales,
Lampeter. Transfiguration

Edward P. Antonio is Harvey H. Potthoff Associate
Professor of Christian Theology and Social Theory
at the Iliff School of Theology. Black Theology

Kenneth Appold is the James Hastings Nichols
Associate Professor of Reformation History at
Princeton Theological Seminary. Justification

Willem J. van Asselt is Senior Lecturer of Church
History in the Department of Theology at Utrecht
University and Professor of Historical Theology
at the Evangelical Theological Faculty in
Louvain. Synod of Dort

Paul Avis is the General Secretary of the Council for
Christian Unity. Episcopacy

Christine Axt-Piscalar is Professor of Systematic
Theology and Director of the Institutum
Lutheranum in the Theological Faculty of the
Georg-August-Universitdt, Géttingen. Liberal
Theology

Lewis Ayres is Bede Professor of Catholic Theology
at the University of Durham. Arian Controversy,
Augustine of Hippo, Creeds, Council of Nicaea

Vincent Bacote is Associate Professor of Theology
and Director of the Center for Applied Christian
Ethics at Wheaton College. Abraham Kuyper

Gary D. Badcock is Associate Professor of Divinity
at Huron University College. Vocation

vi

John E Baldovin, S. J., is Professor of Historical and
Liturgical Theology in the School of Theology
and Ministry at Boston College. Priesthood

Hans M. Barstad is Professor of Hebrew and Old
Testament Studies in the School of Divinity at the
University of Edinburgh. Biblical Theology

The Revd Dr Michael Battle is Provost and Canon
Theologian at the Cathedral Center of the
Anglican Diocese of Los Angeles. Nonviolence

The Revd Mgr Dr E J. Baur is Regent of the
Priesterseminars St. Johannes der Tdufer in
Munich. Occasionalism

Tina Beattie is Professor of Catholic Studies at
Roehampton University. Abortion, Assumption,
Human Rights, Immaculate Conception,
Mariology, Nuptial Theology

Dana Benesh is a PhD student in theology at Baylor
University, with an interest in the history of
exegesis. Excommunication, Secularization,
Tolerance

Michael Bergmann is Professor of Philosophy at
Purdue University. Reformed Epistemology

Nigel Biggar is Regius Professor of Moral and
Pastoral Theology at the University of Oxford.
Moral Theology

André Birmelé is Professor of Dogmatics at the
Faculté de Théologie Protestante in Strasbourg.
Ecumenism, World Council of Churches

C. Clifton Black is Otto A. Piper Professor of Biblical
Theology at Princeton Theological Seminary.
Kingdom of God

Paul M. Blowers is Dean E. Walker Professor of
Church History at the Emmanuel School of
Religion. Maximus the Confessor, Monothelitism

H. Russel Botman is Rector and Vice-Chancellor at
Stellenbosch University. African Theology

John Bowlin is the Rimmer and Ruth de Vries
Associate Professor of Reformed Theology and
Public Life at Princeton Theological Seminary.
Aristotelianism

Ian Bradley is Reader in Practical Theology in
the School of Divinity at the University of
St Andrews. Pilgrimage



Lucy Bregman is Professor of Religion in the
Religion Department of Temple University. Death
and Dying

Luke Bretherton is Senior Lecturer in Theology and
Politics and Convener of the Faith and Public
Policy Forum at King’s College London.
Constantinianism, Divine Command Ethics

James T. Bretzke, S. ]., is Professor of Moral
Theology in the Boston College School of
Theology and Ministry. Casuistry

Lynn Bridgers is Director of Intercultural Religious
Research at the College of Santa Fe. William James

John P. Burgess is the James Henry Snowden
Professor of Systematic Theology at Pittsburgh
Theological Seminary. Baptism

Stanley M. Burgess is Distinguished Professor of
Christian History at the Regent University School
of Divinity. Perfectionism

David B. Burrell, C. S. C., is Hesburgh Professor
Emeritus in Philosophy and Theology at the
University of Notre Dame and the Uganda
Martyrs University. Islam and Christianity

Jason Byassee is the Director of the Center for
Theology, Writing and Media at Duke Divinity
School. Allegory, Typology

Euan Cameron is Henry Luce III Professor of
Reformation Church History at Union
Theological Seminary, New York. Reformation

Amy Carr is Associate Professor of Religious Studies
at Western Illinois University. Temptation

Mark J. Cartledge is Senior Lecturer in Pentecostal
and Charismatic Theology at the University of
Birmingham. Glossolalia

Augustine Casiday is Lecturer in Historical
Theology and Director of the MA in Monastic
Studies at the University of Wales, Lampeter.
Hesychasm, Gregory Palamas, Platonism

Christophe Chalamet is Assistant Professor in the
Department of Theology at Fordham University.
Dialectical Theology

The Revd Dr Mark D. Chapman is Vice-Principal of
Ripon College Cuddesdon, Oxford, and member
of the Faculty of Theology at the University of
Oxford. Ernst Troeltsch

Sathianathan Clarke is Bishop Sundo Kim Professor
of World Christianity at the Wesley Theological
Seminary. Dalit Theology

Philip Clayton is Professor of Religion and
Philosophy at Claremont Graduate University

vii

LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS

and Ingraham Professor at Claremont School of
Theology. Panentheism

Francis X. Clooney, S. J., is Parkman Professor of
Divinity and Professor of Comparative Theology
at Harvard Divinity School. Hinduism and
Christianity

Basil Cole, O. P, teaches Moral, Spiritual, and
Dogmatic Theology at the Dominican House of
Studies, Washington, DC. Seven Deadly Sins

Tim Cooper is Lecturer in Church History in the
Department of Theology and Religious Studies at
the University of Otago. Antinomianism

Paul Copan is Pledger Family Chair of Philosophy
and Ethics at Palm Beach Atlantic University.
Moral Argument

M. Shawn Copeland is Associate Professor of
Theology at Boston College. Womanist Theology

John Cottingham is Professor Emeritus of
Philosophy at the University of Reading and an
Honorary Fellow of St John’s College, Oxford.
Cartesianism

S. Peter Cowe is the Narekatsi Professor of
Armenian Studies in the Department of Near
Eastern Languages and Cultures at the University
of California, Los Angeles. Armenian Theology

James L. Cox is Professor of Religious Studies in
the School of Divinity at the University of
Edinburgh. Traditional Religions and Christianity

William Lane Craig is Research Professor of
Philosophy at the Talbot School of Theology.
Cosmological Argument, Middle Knowledge

Shannon Craigo-Snell is Associate Professor of
Religious Studies at Yale University. Patriarchy,
Supernatural existential

Andrew Crislip holds the Blake Chair in the History
of Christianity at Virginia Commonwealth
University. Asceticism

Garry J. Crites is Director of Evening and Weekend
Courses at Duke University. Fasting

The Revd Dr Anthony R. Cross is Fellow of the Centre
for Baptist History and Heritage at Regent’s Park
College, University of Oxford. Joachim of Fiore

Richard Crouter is John M. and Elizabeth
W. Musser Professor of Religious Studies,
Emeritus at Carleton College. Enlightenment

Lawrence Cunningham is the Revd John A. O’Brien
Professor of Theology in the Department of
Theology of the University of Notre Dame.
Catholic Theology



L1ST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Mary B. Cunningham is Lecturer in Theology at the
University of Nottingham. Divine Energies,
Iconoclasm

Ivor ]. Davidson is Professor of Systematic Theology
at the University of Otago. Catechesis,
Catechumen, Council of Chalcedon, Jerome

Douglas ]. Davies is Professor in the Study of
Religion at Durham University. The Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints

Andrew Dawson is Lecturer in Religious Studies at
Lancaster University. Base Communities

Juliette Day is Senior Research Fellow in Christian
Liturgy at Blackfriars Hall, Oxford. Canon of Mass

Gavin D’Costa is Professor of Catholic Theology in
the Department of Theology and Religious
Studies at the University of Bristol. Anonymous
Christianity, Inculturation, Religious Pluralism,
Karl Rahner

Celia Deane-Drummond is Professor of Theology
and the Biological Sciences and Director of the
Centre for Religion and the Biosciences at the
University of Chester. Ecotheology

Paul J. DeHart is Associate Professor of Theology
at Vanderbilt University Divinity School.
Postliberal Theology

Ralph Del Colle is Associate Professor of Theology
at Marquette University. Mortal Sin, Penance,
Venial Sin

Gary Dorrien is the Reinhold Niebuhr Professor of
Social Ethics at Union Theological Seminary and
Professor of Religion at Columbia University.
Social Gospel

Geoffrey D. Dunn is an Australian Research Fellow
at the Centre for Early Christian Studies,
Australian Catholic University. Tertullian

Mark W. Elliott is Lecturer in Church History in the
School of Divinity at the University of St
Andrews. Nominalism, Pelagianism

Noel Leo Erskine is Professor of Theology and
Ethics at the Candler School of Theology,
Emory University. Caribbean Theology, Martin
Luther King

Wendy Farley is Professor in the Department of
Religion at Emory University. Phenomenology

Douglas Farrow is Professor of Christian Thought in
the Faculty of Religious Studies, McGill
University. Ascension and Session

Richard Fenn is Maxwell M. Upson Professor of
Christianity and Society at Princeton Theological
Seminary. Purgatory

viii

Paul S. Fiddes is Professor of Systematic Theology
at the University of Oxford and Director of
Research at Regent’s Park College, Oxford.
Baptist Theology

Stephen Fields, S. J., is Associate Professor of
Theology at Georgetown University. Symbol

Duncan B. Forrester is Honorary Fellow and
Professor Emeritus in the School of Divinity
at the University of Edinburgh. Political
Theology

Paul Foster is Senior Lecturer in New Testament in
the School of Divinity at the University of
Edinburgh. Logos

Nancy Frankenberry is the John Phillips Professor
of Religion at Dartmouth College. Natural
Theology

Mary McClintock Fulkerson is Professor of
Theology at Duke Divinity School. Ferninist
Theology

Simon Gathercole is Lecturer in New Testament
Studies in the Faculty of Divinity at the
University of Cambridge. Paul, Quest of the
Historical Jesus

Michelle A. Gonzalez is Assistant Professor of
Religious Studies at the University of Miami.
Latino/a Theology, Mujerista Theology

Todd Gooch is Associate Professor in the
Department of Philosophy and Religion at
Eastern Kentucky University. Rudolf Otto

Bruce Gordon is Professor of Reformation History
at Yale Divinity School. Heinrich Bullinger,
Conciliarism

Elaine Graham is Grosvenor Research Professor in
the Department of Theology and Religious Studies
at the University of Chester. Practical Theology

Gordon Graham is Henry Luce III Professor of
Philosophy and the Arts at Princeton Theological
Seminary. Commonsense Philosophy

Janette Gray, R. S. M., is Lecturer in Theology at the
Jesuit Theological College, the United Faculty of
Theology, Melbourne. Celibacy

Joel B. Green is Professor of New Testament
Interpretation and Associate Dean for the
Center for Advanced Theological Studies at
Fuller Theological Seminary. Soul

Niels Henrik Gregersen is Professor of Systematic
Theology in the Faculty of Theology at the
University of Copenhagen. Nordic Theology

Mike Grimshaw is Senior Lecturer in Religious
Studies in the School of Philosophy and Religious



Studies at the University of Canterbury.
Post-Christian Theology

David Grumett is Research Fellow in Theology at
the University of Exeter. Nouvelle théologie,
Pierre Teilhard de Chardin

Ruben L. E Habito is Professor of World Religions
and Spirituality at the Perkins School of
Theology, Southern Methodist University.
Buddhism and Christianity

Roger Haight, S. J., is Scholar in Residence at Union
Theological Seminary in New York City. Juan Luis
Segundo

Douglas John Hall is Emeritus Professor of
Christian Theology at McGill University.
Neo-Orthodoxy

The Revd Stuart George Hall is Professor Emeritus
of Ecclesiastical History in the University of
London at King’s College. Historical Theology

The Revd Dr Harriet A. Harris is Chaplain of
Wadham College at the University of Oxford. Orders

John E Haught is Senior Fellow in Science and
Religion at the Woodstock Theological Center,
Georgetown University. Natural Science

Nicholas M. Healy is Professor of Theology and
Religious Studies and Associate Dean of the
College of Liberal Arts and Sciences at St John’s
University. Apostolic Succession, Thomas Aquinas,
Ecclesiology, Infallibility, Marks of the Church,
Vatican Council I

The Revd Dr Brian L. Hebblethwaite is Life Fellow
of Queens’ College, and formerly Lecturer in the
Philosophy of Religion in the Faculty of Divinity,
University of Cambridge. The Transcendentals

Charles Hefling is Associate Professor of Theology
at Boston College. Liturgical Movement

Gyorgy Heidl is Associate Professor at the Center for
Patristic Studies at the University of Pécs.
Origenism

S. Mark Heim is the Samuel Abbot Professor of
Christian Theology at Andover Newton
Theological School. Religion

Scott H. Hendrix is Professor Emeritus of
Reformation History and Doctrine at Princeton
Theological Seminary. Lutheran Theology, Sola
Scriptura, Two Kingdoms

Alasdair Heron is Professor of Reformed Theology
at the University of Erlangen. Reformed Theology

Michael Higgins is President and Vice-Chancellor
of St Thomas University, New Brunswick.
Canonization

LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Mike Higton is Senior Lecturer in Theology in the
Department of Theology at the University of
Exeter. Adoptionism, Anhypostasis, Christology,
Communicatio Idiomatum, Hans Frei,
Homoousios, Hypostasis, Hypostatic Union,
Incarnation, Neo-Chalcedonianism

Mary Catherine Hilkert is Professor in the
Department of Theology at the University of
Notre Dame. Edward Schillebeeckx

Harvey Hill is Associate Professor of Religion at
Berry College. Modernism

Kenneth Einar Himma is Associate Professor of
Philosophy at Seattle Pacific University.
Ontological Argument

Bradford Hinze is Professor of Theology at Fordham
University. Tiibingen School (Catholic)

Andrew Hoffecker is Professor of Church History at
Reformed Theological Seminary. Charles Hodge,
Princeton Theology

Christopher R. ]. Holmes is Associate Professor of
Theology and Ethics at Providence Theological
Seminary. Ludwig Feuerbach

Edward Howells is Lecturer in Christian Spirituality
at Heythrop College, University of London.
Teresa of Avila

Richard T. Hughes is Senior Fellow of the Ernest
L. Boyer Center and Distinguished Professor of
Religion at Messiah College. Restorationism

The Revd Mgr Kevin W. Irwin is Dean of the School
of Theology and Religious Studies at the Catholic
University of America. Eucharist

Lisa Isherwood is Professor of Feminist Liberation
Theologies and Director of the Centre for
Theological Partnerships at the University of
Winchester. Queer Theology

Timothy P. Jackson is Professor of Christian Ethics
at the Candler School of Theology, Emory
University. Adoption

Paul D. Janz is Senior Lecturer in Systematic
Theology at King’s College London.

Metaphysics

Werner G. Jeanrond is Professor of Divinity at the
University of Glasgow. Hermeneutics

Willis Jenkins is Margaret A. Farley Assistant
Professor of Social Ethics at Yale Divinity School.
Dietrich Bonhoeffer

Robin M. Jensen is the Luce Chancellor’s Professor
of the History of Christian Art and Worship at
Vanderbilt University Divinity School. Icons and
Iconography



L1ST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Darrell Jodock is the Drell and Adeline Bernhardson
Distinguished Professor of Religion at Gustavus
Adolphus College. Adolf von Harnack, Alfred Loisy

Mark D. Jordan is Richard Reinhold Niebuhr
Professor of Divinity at Harvard Divinity School.
Body, Sexuality

David G. Kamitsuka is Associate Professor of
Religion at Oberlin College. G. W. E Hegel

James E Kay is Joe R. Engle Professor of Homiletics
and Liturgics and Director of the Joe R. Engle
Institute of Preaching at Princeton Theological
Seminary. Rudolf Bultmann, Demythologization

Henry Ansgar Kelly is Professor Emeritus in the
Department of English at the University of
California, Los Angeles. Devil

Daren Kemp is a Director of Kempress Ltd and Co-
Editor of the Journal of Alternative Spiritualities
and New Age Studies. Christian Science

Fergus Kerr, O. P, FRSE, is Honorary Fellow in the
School of Divinity at the University of Edinburgh
and Editor of New Blackfriars. Thomism

Thomas S. Kidd is Associate Professor of History at
Baylor University. Revivalism

Fr George Kilcourse is Professor of Theology at
Bellarmine University. Thomas Merton

Sebastian C. H. Kim is Professor of Theology and
Public Life in the Faculty of Education and
Theology at York St John University. Korean
Theology

Masami Kojiro is Professor of Systematic Theology
at the Tokyo Union Theological Seminary.
Japanese Theology

Steven Kraftchick is Director of General and
Advanced Studies and Associate Professor in the
Practice of New Testament Interpretation at the
Candler School of Theology, Emory University. Myth

Alan Kreider is Professor of Church History and
Mission at the Associated Mennonite Biblical
Seminary. Conversion

Peter A. Kwasniewski is Professor of Theology and
Philosophy and Instructor in Music at Wyoming
Catholic College. Teresa of Lisieux

Lai Pan-chiu is Professor and Associate Dean of the
Faculty of Arts at the Divinity School of Chung
Chi College, Chinese University of Hong Kong.
Chinese Theology

Dirk G. Lange is Associate Professor of Worship at
Luther Seminary. Divine Office, Inclusive Language,
Lex orandi lex credendi, Community of Taizé

Jacqueline Lapsley is Associate Professor of Old
Testament at Princeton Theological Seminary.
Ten Commandments

Emmanuel Y. Lartey is Professor of Pastoral
Theology, Care and Counseling at the Candler
School of Theology, Emory University.

Pastoral Theology

Gordon W. Lathrop is Charles A. Schieren
Professor of Liturgy Emeritus at the Lutheran
Theological Seminary at Philadelphia. Liturgy,
Prayer

David R. Law is Reader in Christian Thought at the
School of Arts, Histories and Cultures, University
of Manchester. Kenotic Theology

Frederick Lawrence is Professor of Theology at
Boston College. Bernard Lonergan

Bo Karen Lee is Assistant Professor of Spirituality
and Historical Theology at Princeton Theological
Seminary. Hildegard of Bingen

Sang Hyun Lee is the Kyung-Chik Han Professor of
Systematic Theology at Princeton Theological
Seminary. Asian-American Theology, Jonathan
Edwards

Mark R. Lindsay is Director of Research at the
Melbourne College of Divinity. Israel

Thomas G. Long is the Bandy Professor of
Preaching at the Candler School of Theology,
Emory University. Homiletics

Janice Love is Dean and Professor of
Christianity and World Politics at the Candler
School of Theology, Emory University. Kairos
Document

Robin W. Lovin is Cary Maguire University
Professor of Ethics at Southern Methodist
University. Reinhold Niebuhr

Walter Lowe is Professor of Systematic Theology
Emeritus at the Candler School of Theology,
Emory University. Immanuel Kant

Morwenna Ludlow is Lecturer in the Department of
Theology of the University of Exeter. Apostolic
Fathers, Patristics

E. Thomas Luongo is the Eva-Lou Joffrion Edwards
Newcomb Professor at Tulane University.
Catherine of Siena

Randy L. Maddox is Professor of Theology and
Wesley Studies at Duke Divinity School.
Methodist Theology

Lois Malcolm is Associate Professor of Systematic
Theology at Luther Seminary. Theodicy



Mark H. Mann is Associate Professor of Theology
and Director for the Wesleyan Center for 21st
Century Studies at Point Loma Nazarene
University. Rationalism

William E. Mann is Professor in the Department of
Philosophy at the University of Vermont. Anselm
of Canterbury

Neil A. Manson is Assistant Professor of Philosophy
at the University of Mississippi. Teleological
Argument

George M. Marsden is Francis A. McAnaney
Professor of History at the University of Notre
Dame. Fundamentalism

Bruce D. Marshall is Professor of Historical Theology
at the Perkins School of Theology, Southern
Methodist University. Judaism and Christianity

Hjamil A. Martinez-Vazquez is Assistant Professor
of Religion at Texas Christian University.
Bartolomé de Las Casas

Rex D. Matthews is Assistant Professor in the
Practice of Historical Theology at the Candler
School of Theology, Emory University. John
Wesley, Wesleyan Quadrilateral

William C. Mattison III is Assistant Professor of
Systematic Theology at the Catholic University of
America. Divorce, Marriage

Bruce Lindley McCormack is the Charles Hodge
Professor of Systematic Theology at Princeton
Theological Seminary. Atonement

Joy Ann McDougall is Associate Professor of
Theology at the Candler School of Theology,
Emory University. Androcentrism, Sin

Bernard McGinn is Naomi Shenstone Donnelley
Professor Emeritus of Historical Theology and of
the History of Christianity in the Divinity School
and the Committees on Medieval Studies and on
General Studies at the University of Chicago.
Mystical Theology

Alister McGrath is Professor of Theology, Ministry,
and Education at King’s College London.
Protestantism

John A. McGuckin is Ane Marie and Bent Emil
Nielsen Professor in Late Antique and Byzantine
Christian History at Union Theological Seminary
(New York) and Professor of Byzantine Christian
Studies at Columbia University. Ecumenical
Councils, Origen of Alexandria

Esther McIntosh is Assistant Editor at the
International Journal of Public Theology and

xi

LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Research Associate in the Faculty of Education and
Theology at York St John University. Personalism

Mark A. McIntosh is Van Mildert Canon Professor
of Divinity in the Department of Theology and
Religion at the University of Durham. Hans Urs
von Balthasar, Beatific Vision, Contemplation,
Faith, John Henry Newman, Spirituality

Steven A. McKinion is Associate Professor of
Theology and Patristics at Southeastern Baptist
Theological Seminary. Cyril of Alexandria,
Council of Ephesus

The Revd Mgr. Paul McPartlan is Carl J. Peter
Professor of Systematic Theology and
Ecumenism in the School of Theology and
Religious Studies at the Catholic University of
America. Henri de Lubac, Vatican Council II

Néstor Medina teaches Theology at Queen’s
Theological College, Queen’s University.
Mestizaje

M. Douglas Meeks is the Cal Turner Chancellor’s
Chair in Wesleyan Studies and Theology at
Vanderbilt University Divinity School. Hope

Linda Mercadante is Professor of Theology in the
B. Robert Straker Chair of Historical Theology at
the Methodist Theological School in Ohio.
Theology of Trauma

Paul Middleton is Lecturer in New Testament
Studies in the Department of Theology and
Religious Studies at the University of Wales,
Lampeter. Martyrdom

Daniel L. Migliore is Charles Hodge Professor of
Systematic Theology Emeritus at Princeton
Theological Seminary. Lord’s Prayer

Bruce Milem is Associate Professor of Philosophy
and Coordinator of the Religious Studies
Program at the State University of New York,
New Paltz. Meister Eckhart

R. W. L. Moberly is Professor of Theology and
Biblical Interpretation at Durham University.
Prophecy

Paul D. Molnar is Professor of Theology at St John’s
University. Karl Barth

The Revd Dr Andrew Moore is Fellow of the Centre
for Christianity and Culture at Regent’s Park
College, University of Oxford. Realism and
Anti-Realism

Susan Hardman Moore is Senior Lecturer in
Divinity in the School of Divinity at the
University of Edinburgh. Deism



L1ST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Christopher Morse is the Dietrich Bonhoeffer
Professor of Theology and Ethics at Union
Theological Seminary, New York. Soteriology

Christian Moser is a staff member of the Institut fiir
Schweizerische Reformationsgeschichte at the
University of Zurich. Huldrych Zwingli

Rachel Muers is Lecturer in Christian Studies in the
Department of Theology and Religious Studies at
the University of Leeds. Quaker Theology

Francesca A. Murphy is Reader in Systematic
Theology at King’s College in the University of
Aberdeen. Aesthetics, Etienne Gilson

David Nash is Reader in History at Oxford Brookes
University. Blasphemy

Mark Thiessen Nation is Professor of Theology at
Eastern Mennonite University. Mennonite
Theology

Olga V. Nesmiyanova is Professor at the St
Petersburg School of Religion and Philosophy.
Russian Theology

Craig L. Nessan is Academic Dean and Professor of
Contextual Theology at Wartburg Theological
Seminary. Orthopraxis

Peter Neuner is Professor Emeritus at the
Katholisch-Theologische Fakultit at the
Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitdt in Munich.
Joseph Maréchal

Damayanthi Niles is Associate Professor of
Constructive Theology at Eden Theological
Seminary. D. T. Niles

Paul T. Nimmo is the Meldrum Lecturer in
Theology in the School of Divinity at the
University of Edinburgh. Scottish Theology

The Hon. John T. Noonan, Jr, is a judge on the
United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth
Circuit, with chambers in San Francisco,
California. Usury

Simon Oliver is Associate Professor in the
Department of Theology and Religious Studies at
the University of Nottingham. Radical Orthodoxy

Thomas O’Loughlin is Professor of Historical
Theology in the Department of Theology and
Religious Studies at the University of
Nottingham. Celtic Christianity

Roger E. Olson is Professor of Theology at the
George W. Truett Theological Seminary, Baylor
University. Arminianism

Kenan B. Osborne, O. E M., is Professor Emeritus of
Systematic Theology at the Franciscan School of

Xii

Theology, Graduate Theological Union, Berkeley,
California. Confirmation

Gene Outka is Dwight Professor of Philosophy and
Christian Ethics at Yale Divinity School. Love

Aristotle Papanikolaou is Associate Professor of
Systematic Theology and Co-Director of the
Orthodox Christian Studies Program at Fordham
University. Orthodox Theology

David Parker is Edward Cadbury Professor of
Theology and Director of the Centre for the
Editing of Texts in Religion at the University of
Birmingham. Biblical Criticism

George L. Parsenios is Assistant Professor of New
Testament at Princeton Theological Seminary.
Mount Athos

Paul Parvis is an Honorary Fellow in the School of
Divinity at the University of Edinburgh. Irenaeus
of Lyons, Recapitulation

Bonnie Pattison is Adjunct Professor of Theology at
Wheaton College. Poverty

George Pattison is Lady Margaret Professor of
Divinity at the University of Oxford and a canon of
Christ Church Cathedral, Oxford. Sgren Kierkegaard

Amy Plantinga Pauw is Henry P. Mobley, Jr,
Professor of Doctrinal Theology at the Louisville
Presbyterian Theological Seminary. Election

Lori Pearson is Associate Professor of Religion at
Carleton College. History of Religion School

Michael Davey Pearson has served as Assistant
Professor of Theology at Solusi University in
Zimbabwe and is currently writing two books on
the Holy Spirit for Andrews University Press.
Adventism

Clark Pinnock is Professor Emeritus of Systematic
Theology at McMaster Divinity College.
Open Theism

Sarah Pinnock is Associate Professor of
Contemporary Religious Thought at Trinity
University, San Antonio, Texas. Holocaust

Alyssa Lyra Pitstick is Assistant Professor of
Religion at Hope College. Glory

Paul-Hubert Poirier is Professor in the Faculté de
Théologie et de Sciences Religieuses at the
Université Laval. Gnosticism

Jean Porter is the Revd John A. O’Brien Professor of
Theology at the University of Notre Dame.
Natural Law

Robert W. Prichard is Arthur Lee Kinsolving
Professor of Christianity in America and



Instructor in Liturgy at Virginia Theological
Seminary. Book of Common Prayer

Inese Radzins is Assistant Professor of Theology
and Dorothea Harvey Professor of
Swedenborgian Studies at the Pacific School of
Religion. Simone Weil

J. Paul Rajashekar is Luther D. Reed Professor of
Systematic Theology and Dean of the Lutheran
Theological Seminary at Philadelphia.
M. M. Thomas

Shelly Rambo is Assistant Professor of Theology at
Boston University School of Theology.
Anchoritism, Julian of Norwich

Arne Rasmusson is Associate Professor in Theology
and Ethics at Umea University. Christendom

Paul Rasor is Director of the Center for the Study of
Religious Freedom at Virginia Wesleyan College.
Unitarianism

Stephen G. Ray, Jr, is Neal E and Ila A. Fisher
Professor of Systematic Theology at Garrett-
Evangelical Theological Seminary. Race

Esther D. Reed is Associate Professor of Theological
Ethics at the University of Exeter. Forgiveness

Fr Alexander Rentel is Assistant Professor of Canon
Law and Byzantine Studies at St Vladimir’s
Orthodox Theological Seminary. Ecumenical
Patriarchate

Joerg Rieger is Wendland-Cook Endowed Professor
of Constructive Theology at the Perkins School of
Theology, Southern Methodist University.
Materialism, Sanctification

Cynthia L. Rigby is the W. C. Brown Professor of
Theology at Austin Presbyterian Theological
Seminary. Barmen Declaration, Barthianism

Michelle Voss Roberts is Assistant Professor in the
Department of Religious Studies at Rhodes
College. Mechthild of Magdeburg

Richard H. Roberts is Professor Emeritus of
Religious Studies at Lancaster University and
Emeritus Visiting Professor in the Department of
Religious Studies at the University of Stirling.
Tiibingen School (Protestant)

Joan L. Roccasalvo, C. S. ], is Scholar-in-Residence
at Fordham University. Eastern Catholic Churches

Eugene E. Rogers, Jr, is Professor of Religion at the
University of North Carolina at Greensboro.
Holy Spirit

Philip A. Rolnick is Professor of Theology at the
University of St Thomas. Analogy

xiii

LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Paul Rorem is Benjamin B. Warfield Professor of
Medieval Church History at Princeton
Theological Seminary. Dionysius the Areopagite

Christopher Rowland is the Dean Ireland Professor
of the Exegesis of Holy Scripture at the
University of Oxford. Apocalyptic

Fr Neil J. Roy is a priest of the diocese of
Peterborough, Canada, and teaches liturgy and
sacramental theology at the University of Notre
Dame. Saints

Tinu Ruparell is Assistant Professor and Graduate
Coordinator in the Department of Religious
Studies at the University of Calgary. Pantheism

Norman Russell is an independent scholar and
translator. He is the author of several works on
the Greek fathers and the translator of texts
by several contemporary Greek theologians.
Deification

Robert John Russell is Director of the Center for
Theology and the Natural Sciences (CTNS) and
the Ian G. Barbour Professor of Theology and
Science in Residence at the Graduate Theological
Union. Divine Action

Don E. Saliers is the William R. Cannon
Distinguished Professor of Theology and Worship
Emeritus at Emory University. Theology and Music

Marcel Sarot is UUF Chair for the History and
Philosophy of Theology and Head of the
Department of Theology at Utrecht University.
Diaconate, Patripassianism, Philosophical
Theology, Theopaschite Controversy

Hans Schwarz is Professor of Systematic Theology
and Director of the Institute of Protestant
Theology at the University of Regensburg.
Descent into Hell, Eschatology, Heaven, Hell,
Universalism

Fr Johannes M. Schwarz is Visiting Professor at the
International Theological Institute, Gaming,
Austria. Limbo

Fernando E Segovia is Oberlin Graduate Professor
of New Testament and Early Christianity at
Vanderbilt University Divinity School. Latin
American Theology

Frank C. Senn is Pastor of Immanuel Lutheran
Church, Evanston, Illinois and has taught at
Seabury-Western and Garrett-Evangelical
Theological Seminaries. Liturgical Calendar

James W. Skillen is President of the Center for
Public Justice in Washington, DC. Covenant



L1ST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Natalia Smelova is Researcher in Syriac Studies at
the Institute of Oriental Manuscripts, Russian
Academy of Sciences, St Petersburg. Syriac
Christian Theology

J. Warren Smith is Associate Professor of Historical
Theology at Duke Divinity School. Cappadocian
Fathers

James K. A. Smith is Associate Professor in the
Department of Philosophy at Calvin College.
Deconstruction, Postmodernism

Luther E. Smith, Jr, is Professor of Church and
Community at the Candler School of Theology,
Emory University. Howard Thurman

John Snarey is Professor of Human Development
and Ethics at the Candler School of Theology,
Emory University. William James

W. Becket Soule, O. P, is the former Dean of the
Pontifical Faculty and Associate Professor of
Canon Law at the Dominican House of Studies in
Washington, DC. Canon Law

R. Kendall Soulen is Professor of Systematic
Theology at Wesley Theological Seminary.
Scriptural Reasoning

Bryan D. Spinks is Professor of Liturgical Studies at
Yale Divinity School. Sacramentology

Max L. Stackhouse is Professor of Reformed
Theology and Public Life Emeritus at Princeton
Theological Seminary. Civil Society

Brian Stanley is Professor of World Christianity
and Director of the Centre for the Study of
World Christianity in the Faculty of Divinity
at the University of Edinburgh. Missiology

Stephen J. Stein is Chancellor’s Professor, Emeritus,
in the Department of Religious Studies at
Indiana University. Jehovah’s Witnesses

James Steven is Lecturer in Theology and Ministry at
King’s College London. Charismatic Movement

The Right Revd Dr Kenneth W. Stevenson is the
former Bishop of Portsmouth, England.
Blessing, Sacrifice

Dan R. Stiver is Professor of Theology at Logsdon
Seminary, Hardin-Simmons University. Religious
Language

Jonathan Strom is Associate Professor of Church
History at the Candler School of Theology,
Emory University. Pietism

George W. Stroup is J. B. Green Professor of Theology
at Columbia Theological Seminary. Narrative
Theology

Xiv

Elizabeth Stuart is Professor of Christian Theology at
the University of Winchester. Anointing of the Sick

Phillip H. Stump is Professor of History at
Lynchburg College. Council of Constance

Marjorie Hewitt Suchocki is Professor Emerita at
the Claremont School of Theology.
Process Theology

R. S. Sugirtharajah is Professor of Biblical
Hermeneutics at the University of Birmingham.
Colonialism and Postcolonialism

Steven Sutcliffe is Lecturer in Religion and Society
in the School of Divinity at the University of
Edinburgh. New Age

John Swinton is Professor in Practical Theology and
Pastoral Care at the University of Aberdeen.
Disability Theology

Mark Lewis Taylor is the Maxwell M. Upson
Professor of Theology and Culture at Princeton
Theological Seminary. Paul Tillich

M. Thomas Thangaraj is the D. W. and Ruth Brooks
Associate Professor of World Christianity,
Emeritus, at the Candler School of Theology,
Emory University. South Asian Theology

John E. Thiel is Professor of Religious Studies at
Fairfield University. Tradition

Deanna Thompson is Associate Professor of
Religion and Chair of the Department of Religion
at Hamline University. Cross and Crucifixion

N. J. Thompson is Lecturer in Church History at the
University of Aberdeen. Martin Bucer

Susannah Ticciati is Lecturer in Systematic
Theology at King’s College London. Job

Terrence N. Tice is Emeritus Professor of Philosophy
at the University of Michigan. Friedrich
Schleiermacher

David Tombs is Lecturer and Programme
Co-ordinator in Reconciliation Studies at the
Irish School of Ecumenics. Liberation Theology

Joseph Torchia, O. P, is Professor of Philosophy at
Providence College. Manichaeism

Jonathan Tran is Assistant Professor of Christian
Ethics at Baylor University. Excommunication,
Secularization, Tolerance, Virtue Ethics

Daniel J. Treier is Associate Professor of Theology at
Wheaton College. Doctrine, Evangelical
Theology, Wisdom

Carl R. Trueman is at Westminster Theological
Seminary. Assurance, Federal Theology, Ordo
salutis, Puritanism



Christopher Tuckett is Professor of New Testament
at Pembroke College, University of Oxford. John
the Evangelist

Lucian Turcescu is Associate Professor of Historical
Theology at Concordia University, Montreal,
Canada. Sobornicity, Dumitru Staniloae

Max Turner is Professor of New Testament
Studies at the London School of Theology.
Pentecost

Cornelis P. Venema is President and Professor of
Doctrinal Studies at Mid-American Reformed
Seminary. Predestination

Medi Volpe is an Honorary Lecturer at Durham
University. Dorothee Soelle

Andrew Walker is Professor of Theology, Culture,
and Education at King’s College, London.
Charismatic Movement

Lee Palmer Wandel is Professor in the Department
of History at the University of Wisconsin,
Madison. Humanism

Bernd Wannenwetsch is University Lecturer in
Ethics at the University of Oxford. Just War,
Virtue

Kevin Ward is Senior Lecturer in African Religious
Studies at the University of Leeds. Anglican
Theology, Thomas Cranmer, Richard Hooker

Patricia A. Ward is Professor of French and
Comparative Literature at Vanderbilt University.
Quietism

Brent Waters is Stead Professor of Christian Social
Ethics and the Director of the Stead Center for
Ethics and Values at Garrett-Evangelical
Theological Seminary. Bioethics, Procreation

Francis Watson is Chair of Biblical Interpretation at
Durham University. Scripture

Darlene Fozard Weaver is Associate Professor of
Theology and Religious Studies and Director of
the Theology Institute at Villanova University.
Conscience

Stephen H. Webb is Professor of Religion and
Philosophy at Wabash College. Animals

XV

LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Timothy P. Weber is Visiting Professor of Church
History at Fuller Theological Seminary, Colorado
Springs, Colorado. Premillennialism

John Webster is Professor and Chair of Systematic
Theology at the University of Aberdeen. Divine
Attributes

Timothy ]. Wengert is Ministerium of Pennsylvania
Professor of the History of Christianity at the
Lutheran Theological Seminary at Philadelphia.
Martin Luther

Merold Westphal is Distinguished Professor of
Philosophy at Fordham University. Atheism

David Wetsel is Professor in the School of
International Letters and Cultures at Arizona
State University. Blaise Pascal

The Very Revd Stephen R. White is the Dean of
Killaloe in County Clare, Ireland. Agnosticism

Jane Williams is Tutor in Theology at St Mellitus
College, London. Angels

Stephen N. Williams is Professor of Systematic
Theology at Union Theological College, Belfast.
Friedrich Nietzsche

Thomas Williams is Associate Professor in the
Department of Religious Studies at the University
of South Florida. John Duns Scotus, Voluntarism

Ben Witherington III is Professor of New
Testament Interpretation at Asbury Theological
Seminary. Dispensationalism

John Witte, Jr, is Jonas Robitscher Professor of Law
and Director of the Center for the Study of Law
and Religion at Emory University. Law

Susan K. Wood is Professor of Theology at
Marquette University. Laity

Thomas Worcester, S. J., is Associate Professor of
History at the College of the Holy Cross. Papacy

A. D. Wright is Reader in Ecclesiastical History at
the University of Leeds. Council of Trent

N. T. Wright is the Bishop of Durham. Resurrection

Randall C. Zachman is Professor of Reformation
Studies in the Department of Theology of the
University of Notre Dame. John Calvin



Editors

Ian A. McFarland is Associate Professor of

Systematic Theology at Emory University’s
Candler School of Theology and a Lutheran lay
theologian. He is a member of the American
Academy of Religion and of the Nashville-based
Workgroup for Constructive Theology. His most
recent book is The Divine Image: Envisioning
the Invisible God (2005).

David A. S. Fergusson is Professor of Divinity

and Principal of New College at the University
of Edinburgh. He has served as President of
the Society for the Study of Theology (2000-2)
and President of the UK Association of
University Departments of Theology and
Religious Studies (2005-8). He is a Fellow

of the Royal Society of Edinburgh. His most
recent book is Faith and Its Critics:

A Conversation (2009).

xvi

Karen Kilby is Associate Professor of Systematic
Theology and Head of the Department of
Theology and Religious Studies at the University
of Nottingham. She is President of the Catholic
Theological Association of Great Britain.

Her most recent book is Karl Rahner: Theology
and Philosophy (2004).

[ain R. Torrance is President of Princeton Theological
Seminary and Professor of Patristics. Formerly he
held a Personal Chair in Patristics and Christian
Ethics at the University of Aberdeen and served a
term as Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Divinity.
He was Moderator of the General Assembly of
the Church of Scotland (2003-4). He has been
co-editor of Scottish Journal of Theology since
1982 and edits the Cambridge monograph series
on Contemporary Issues in Theology. His interests
are in early Christianity, and he is the author of
Christology after Chalcedon (1988).



Acknowledgements

The Cambridge Dictionary of Christian Theology has
been over five years in the making, and many people
have contributed towards seeing it through to com-
pletion. First in the list of those to whom thanks are
due comes Kate Brett at Cambridge University Press,
who was instrumental both in helping to conceive
this project and for shepherding it through the early
stages of development, not least through countless
helpful suggestions of possible contributors for indi-
vidual entries. We are also immensely grateful for
the dedicated service of Rosanna Christian, Petra
Michalkova, and Joanne Tunnicliffe, who handled
with cheerful aplomb the mostly thankless task of
organizing contracts for over two hundred contribu-
tors, as well as for Laura Morris, who managed a
seamless transition in supervising the project when
Kate moved to a new post at CUP.

Many thanks, too, are owed to the research assist-
ants who helped along the way. Kristine Suna-Koro
translated the article on Russian theology for us.
Vance West collated entries from dozens of theological
reference works as we struggled to come up with a

final list of entries for the Dictionary. Over the final
two years of the project, Diane Kenaston proofread
virtually every article, rendering especially invalu-
able service (inter alia) in tracking down dates for
some of the less well-known figures mentioned in
various entries. And Maegan Gilliland and Bradley
East provided sterling service in correcting the final
proofs.

It goes without saying, however, that all this work
behind the scenes would have been to no purpose
without the co-operation of our many contributors.
Given the many other demands on a scholar’s time,
composing articles for a reference volume is truly a
work of supererogation, and we are correspondingly
grateful for the participation of so many colleagues,
who willingly condensed their expertise on complex
topics into agonizingly restrictive word limits for
the benefit of our readers. We have especially appre-
ciated their grace and patience in dealing with the
quibbles of four editors, and we hope that they find
in the final product a tool that justifies their trust in
us along the way.

Xvii






Preface

There is no shortage of Christian theological refer-
ence works in print. Moreover, the proliferation of
web-based resources (most notably the increasingly
comprehensive Wikipedia) means that basic infor-
mation about even the most obscure theological
terms is rarely more than a few mouse clicks away.
Under these circumstances the production of yet
another theological dictionary may seem unneces-
sary at best and reactionary at worst. Consequently,
before embarking upon this project, we discussed at
some length what possible justification there could be
for The Cambridge Dictionary of Christian Theology.

In part we were encouraged by our sister publica-
tion, Robert Audi’s Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy,
which is widely recognized as having achieved remark-
able compactness and accessibility without sacrificing
accuracy or comprehensiveness. At the same time, we
recognized that the extraordinarily pluriform character
of contemporary Christian theology, including but also
cutting across traditional confessional and juridical
boundaries, raised particular challenges. Nevertheless,
it seemed to us that there was a place — and, indeed, a
need - for a single-volume reference work that was at
once comprehensive in its coverage of topics, inclusive
in the many perspectives of its contributors, and, most
importantly, committed to a specifically theological
examination of each topic considered. In short, we
wanted a text that would exhibit what Hans Frei once
referred to as a ‘generous orthodoxy’: coherent and
capacious, but neither partisan nor blinkered.

In order to achieve these aims, we sought to enlist
the services of a broad range of prominent theologians
writing in English. Given the many commitments
scholars face we have been able to reach this goal only
very imperfectly, but we are all the more grateful for
the generosity of the many colleagues who agreed to
contribute to this volume. In enlisting their services,
we judged it important to give the Dictionary a struc-
ture that would allow their individual contributions
to be combined most effectively for the reader. Thus,
while the Dictionary’s specifically theological (as
opposed to historical or sociological) focus includes
a comprehensive coverage of relevant topics, no less
important than the range of material included is its

level of integration. While the Dictionary is formatted
conventionally, we have tried to ensure that the length
and focus of individual articles make it as easy as
possible for the reader to move between multiple entries
in order to gain a well-rounded, appropriately contextual
understanding of related theological concepts.
Entries range from a minimum of 250 to a max-
imum of 2,000 words in length. We settled on the
minimum length of 250 words on the grounds that an
important feature of a theological dictionary should
be that it devotes enough space to terms and concepts
to allow the reader to see how they are actually used
in theological conversation. We have therefore not
included any purely lexical entries. At the same time,
we have opted for an upper limit of 2,000 words as
an appropriate means of preserving the concision
expected in a dictionary, which, we felt, would be
eroded if individual entries were to encroach upon
the length of a book chapter. Nevertheless, these longer
entries contribute to the distinctive character of the
Dictionary, since they provide a framework through
which the various shorter entries are integrated both
with one another and with larger conceptual fields.

CORE ENTRIES

We have conceived the 2,000-word articles as ‘core
entries’. Although they comprise only about 10 per
cent of the total number of listings, they take up
around a quarter of the total volume of text. As such,
they are designed to provide the conceptual ballast for
the volume as a whole, serving as the superstructure
around and in terms of which many of the other
entries are conceived and composed. The core entries
fall into five basic categories that together map the
territory of systematic theology from distinct, though

complementary, conceptual perspectives:
traditional doctrinal topics or loci (e.g., creation,
ecclesiology, revelation);
confessional orientations (e.g., Catholic, Lutheran,
Orthodox);
theological styles (e.g., evangelical, feminist, liberal);
Christianity’s relation to other faith traditions
(e.g., Buddhism, Hinduism, Islam);
academic disciplines (e.g., biblical theology, histor-
ical theology, systematic theology).

Xix



PREFACE

The inclusion of core entries on Christianity’s
relation to other faith traditions (as well as a range
of articles of varying lengths on theologies emerging
from non-western regions) is a feature driven by
the recognition that the startling growth of Christian
Churches in Asia, Africa, and Latin America,
together with patterns of migration, make it likely
that theology in the twenty-first century will cease to
be dominated by western academic elites and that it
will be increasingly conducted in close proximity
with other religions.

The core entries include basic lexical orientation to
the subject matter, historical and cultural contextual-
ization, summary of key developments in the history
of the topic, identification of continuing points of
tension or debate, and evaluation of future prospects.
Furthermore, core-entry authors were encouraged to
use the comparatively large amount of space allotted
to provide their own perspective on the topic as well
as coverage of the basic conceptual terrain. The core
entries were commissioned prior to the other articles,
so that their content could be used by the editors to
guide the composition of shorter articles on related
topics. In this way, shorter entries are used to provide
definition of and orientation to technical terms, free-
ing authors of core entries to sketch the main con-
tours of their assigned topic without the need to
make frequent explanatory digressions.

Needless to say, while the range of material
covered by the core entries is large, it is not exhaust-
ive. Some selection has inevitably been required in
order to control the overall size of the volume, in
line with our judgement of the relative significance
of topics for the field as a whole. Thus, while all the
major doctrinal loci feature in core entries, some
significant theological styles (e.g., narrative and
Queer theologies) have been assigned fewer than
2,000 words. Similarly, slightly shorter entries (gen-
erally between 1,500 and 1,750 words) have been
allotted to other important topics that do not fall
under any of the broader core-entry categories (e.g.,
baptism, monasticism, and philosophical traditions
that have been important influences in the shaping
of Christian thought). Finally, entries on the theolo-
gies associated with particular geographical regions
vary widely in length and are, inevitably, somewhat
arbitrary, though we have endeavoured to identify
coherent centres of theological production both
within (e.g., Scottish theology) and outside (e.g.,
South Asian theology) more established North

Atlantic academic contexts. All these classes of art-
icles function analogously to core entries, in that
they have been used to help focus discussion on
related topics.

BIOGRAPHICAL ENTRIES

Biographical entries fall into a separate category.
Though in many cases individual theologians are
directly relevant to the material covered in core
entries and/or shorter articles relating to particular
theological concepts or movements, we judged it
important to treat significant thinkers in a more
focused and deliberate manner. At the same time,
because the number of figures who might qualify for
entry is almost limitless, it was necessary to impose
fairly severe limits on the number of figures granted
individual entries. We have followed the practice
of the New Dictionary of National Biography and
the Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart in not
assigning separate entries to living persons (though
living theologians are in many cases mentioned in
other articles). Even with this means of exclusion,
however, the list of those who might have been
included remains vast, and we acknowledge a
degree of unavoidable arbitrariness in the selection
of those to be included.

In order to provide as balanced a list of figures as
possible, we have tried to prioritize those theolo-
gians whose influence on the shape of central doc-
trines (e.g., Athanasius, Irenaeus), the subsequent
history of the tradition (e.g., Aquinas, Luther, Pala-
mas), or contemporary theology (e.g., Barth, Rah-
ner) is widely recognized. Since the sociological
complexion of Christian culture up to the twentieth
century virtually guarantees that these criteria will
produce a list that is overwhelmingly male and
European, we have also endeavoured to include a
significant number of women and persons of colour
whose voices, though not as prominent in trad-
itional academic theology, indicate something of
the genuine, if often unacknowledged, diversity of
Christian thought over the centuries.

In order to allow the maximum amount of space
to subject entries, the vast majority of biographical
entries have been set at either 250 or 500 words,
though a few major figures have been assigned
1,000 words or more. Although the article’s assigned
length will constrain what is possible in each indi-
vidual case, all entries include a summary of the
figure’s life, reference to the debates or controversies



in which he or she was involved and the major ideas
with which he or she is associated, identification of
his or her most important works, and an evaluation
of his or her influence.

USING THE DICTIONARY

As already noted, articles are arranged alphabetically,
with each entry clearly identified in bold type and
small capitals (e.g., Aporogetics). Core entries are
further set apart by being printed in all capital letters
(e.g., CREATION). Small capitals without boldface
are employed within articles as a means of cross-
referencing: when the reader comes across a term in
small capitals in the body of an article (e.g., Scrip-
TURE), this indicates that the term has an article of its
own elsewhere in the Dictionary. Occasionally, cross-
referencing is indicated by the addition of the
conventional designations, ‘se¢’ or ‘see also’. Because
the core entries provide the conceptual centre of
gravity for the text, readers are encouraged to refer
to them in order to acquire a fuller sense of how
concepts covered in related shorter entries mesh with
the larger themes of Christian theological discourse.

Most entries include a brief bibliography of
between one and six works. Obviously, given the
enormous amount of writing available on almost
every one of the entry topics, these bibliographies
could be extended almost indefinitely, but strin-
gency was necessary in order to meet the require-
ments of a one-volume reference work. The items
listed at the end of the articles are, correspondingly,
proposed in the vein of ‘suggestions for further
reading’ for those wishing to pursue the topic in
greater depth. In addition to these more formal
bibliographic entries, however, two further sorts of
references to other works are found in the Diction-
ary. First, biographical entries in particular generally
include in the body of the article the titles and dates
of the most important texts authored by the figure
examined. Second, within all articles works cited
are referenced by an abbreviated title and (where a
portion of text is quoted) page, paragraph, or
section numbers in parentheses. The full titles, ori-
ginal composition/publication dates, and (where
relevant) the English translations (ET) from which
the citations were taken are listed alphabetically by
author (or, where no author is indicated, by title) in
the ‘References’ pages at the end of the volume.

PREFACE

Where material is cited from a modern or more
contemporary edition of an older work, the date of
the more recent edition is given in square brackets
after the original publication date.

There are also a number of other, miscellaneous
editorial conventions we have adopted in the Dic-
tionary that the reader should note. First to note are
the conventions we have adopted for biblical quota-
tions. All such quotations are taken from the New
Revised Standard Version, unless otherwise indi-
cated, using the abbreviations for biblical and apoc-
ryphal books followed by the Journal of Biblical
Studies; to save space we have also abbreviated the
0ld and New Testaments as OT and NT respectively.
Second, throughout the volume we have chosen to
use only Arabic numerals when referencing pre-
modern texts (e.g., Against Heresies 3.20.3 means
Book 3, Chapter 20, Section 3; The City of God 5.6-9
means Book 5, Chapters 6-9; Summa theologiae
1.93.2-4 means Part I, Question 93, Articles 2-4,
and so forth). Third, we have uniformly referred to
the Church of Rome as ‘Catholic rather than
‘Roman Catholic’. Although we realize that this
decision begs some significant ecclesiological ques-
tions, it was the easiest way to ensure consistency
and economy of expression across a volume includ-
ing contributors from a range of confessional trad-
itions. (For similar reasons, we refer to the
Chalcedonian Churches of the East as ‘Orthodox’
rather than as ‘Eastern Orthodox’.) Finally, we have
sought to provide dates for all figures mentioned
within articles who do not have an article of their
own elsewhere in the Dictionary. In most cases we
have used dates of birth (if known) and death
(where applicable), or, where both are unknown,
fl. (Latin floruit, ‘flourished’). For popes and mon-
archs, we have opted to use the dates of their reigns
(indicated by the letter r’). There are, however, two
exceptions to this last convention. First, because the
onset of the Roman emperor Constantine I's reign
can be marked in several different ways, we have
used his birth and death rather than reign dates.
Second, in referring to the competing claimants to
the papal throne during the Great Western Schism of
1378-1415, we have used birth and death dates to
avoid confusion with respect to overlapping reigns,
as well as disputed judgements regarding particular
claimants’ canonical status.






Agsa The biblical record indicates that abba, the Ara-
maic word for ‘father’, was the form of address used by
Jesus for God (see, e.g., Matt. 11:25-6; 26:39, 42; Luke
23:34, 46; John 11:41; 12:27-8; 17:5, 11, 21, 24-5). This
usage appears to have been regarded as significant
enough that it is one of the few pieces of Aramaic that
is preserved untranslated in the Gospels (Mark 14:36).
Jesus commended the same form of address to his
disciples (Matt. 6:9; Luke 11:2; cf.
John 20:17), and, again, its signifi-
cance was such that it appears to
have been preserved even among
Greek-speaking communities in its
Aramaic form (Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6).
While scholars disagree over
whether or not Jews customarily
addressed God as ‘Father’ before
Jesus’ time (cf. Isa. 63:16; Jer. 3:19),
there seems little question that Jesus’
use of the term was regarded by his
followers as distinctive. The canon-
ical evangelists understand Jesus’ use of ‘Father’ as
correlative of his own status as ‘Son’ (Matt. 11:27; John
17:1; cf. Matt. 3:17; 17:5 and pars.). From this perspec-
tive, later developed explicitly in the doctrine of the
God’s identity as ‘Father’ does not refer to a
generic relationship between Creator and creature, but
rather to a unique relationship with God’s own co-
eternal Word (John 1:1; see Locos), who, as ‘Sor’,
enjoys an intimacy with God that has no creaturely
parallel (John 1:18). Thus, while Jesus is intrinsically
God’s Son, other human beings are children of God
only by aporriox through Jesus’ Spirit (Rom. 8:23; Gal.
4:5; see Hory Spirit).
[aN A. McFarLAND

Asortion Abortion is one of today’s most contested
moral issues, with many anti-abortionists taking an
absolutist stand on the basis of the sanctity of innocent
human life and the personhood of the unborn child,
and many feminists taking an opposing stand on the
basis of a woman’s right to choose and her right to
personal bodily autonomy. Between these polarized
positions, there is a wide range of more nuanced
historical and contemporary debates.

Christian attitudes to abortion are informed by
ScrieTure and, in Catholic tradition, by NaTuraL raw.
Yet it is difficult to derive an unambiguous conclusion
from the diverse biblical passages which refer to life in
the womb (e.g., Ps. 139:13-16), and to God’s breathing
of life into the human form (e.g., Gen. 2:7). Similarly,
natural law lends itself to different interpretations as
far as early human development is concerned, and
there is ongoing debate regarding the personal identity
and moral status of the embryo. Christianity has
always regarded abortion as a serious sy, and the early
Church vigorously opposed practices of infanticide and

abortion in surrounding cultures. Until the nineteenth
century, however, there was a distinction in the Cath-
olic theological tradition between early and late abor-
tion in terms of the moral gravity of the act, relating to
debates about when the soul enters the body
(‘ensoulment’).

Although early abortion was not criminalized under

English common law, during the nineteenth century
legislative changes in Britain and the
USA resulted in the criminalization
of all abortion in response to pres-
sure from the medical profession. In
the late nineteenth century the Cath-
olic Church stopped distinguishing
between early and late abortion,
and it is now the most absolutist of
all religions on this issue. With the
liberalization of abortion law in
some countries since the 1960s
(most famously, the 1973 decision
of the US Supreme Court in Roe v.
Wade), and with the more recent emergence of cam-
paigns for women’s reproductive rights, the Catholic
hierarchy has sought to use its political influence wher-
ever possible to block or abolish the legalization of
abortion.

Modern Catholic teaching leaves open the question
as to when the embryo acquires personhood, but it
insists that the embryo must be accorded full human
dignity from conception. Abortion might be permis-
sible to save the mother’s life, but only if the death of
the fetus is an indirect rather than a direct conse-
quence of the procedure (an ethical position known
as the doctrine of double effect). Other Churches and
religions such as Judaism and Islam adopt a more
casuistic approach: although abortion is generally
regarded as wrong, particular cases must be evaluated
before a judgement can be made.

Abortion is a unique moral dilemma. There is
widespread concern about high abortion rates and
disputes about time limits for legal abortion are
common in countries such as the UK and the USA.
Significant ethical questions arise with regard to abor-
tion on grounds of fetal disability, and scientific devel-
opments in embryology and biotechnology bring
with them the risk of the commodification of human
embryos and maternal bodies. Feminist pro-choice
arguments sometimes show insufficient concern for
questions regarding the dignity and vulnerability of
the unborn child and the psychological wellbeing of
women who are traumatized by abortion. On the other
hand, the World Health Organization estimates that
some 70,000 women die every year as a result of illegal
abortions, and anti-abortion campaigners sometimes
appear to be indifferent or even hostile towards the
often profound suffering caused to women by
unwanted pregnancies.
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In view of the intractability of these issues, the
traditional distinction between early and late abortion
might serve society and the law well. For those who
insist that there is no such distinction, the debate
might more justly and effectively be conducted on
moral grounds than through the law and politics.
However, the ultimate credibility of any position might
depend upon the extent to which it respects the moral
authority of women and allows them to speak for
themselves, recognizing that this will inevitably have
a significant impact on an ethical debate from which
women have historically been excluded, and yet which
has such profound implications for women’s lives.

R. M. Baird and S. E. Rosenbaum, eds., The Ethics of

Abortion: Pro-Life Vs. Pro-Choice (Prometheus, 2001).

G. E Johnston, Abortion from the Religious and Moral

Perspective: An Annotated Bibliography (Praeger, 2003).
Tina BeaTTIE

Asranam The biblical figure of Abraham, whose story is
found in Gen. 11:27-25:10, is foundational for Judaism,
Christianity, and Islam, to the extent that together they
are sometimes named the three ‘Abrahamic’ religions.
As the recipient of the covenant of circumcision, Abra-
ham is regarded by Jews as the first Jew; his repudi-
ation of idolatry for the worship of the one God means
that he is sometimes described as the first Muslim in
Islam (though formally most Muslims would accord
this honour to Adam). While Abraham has never been
popularly designated as the first Christian, his signifi-
cance for the theology of Paur has given him a central
role in the doctrine of justiricatioN, especially as
developed in PROTESTANTISM.

In Galatians 3 and Romans 4, Paul cites Gen. 15:6
(And [Abraham] believed the Lord; and the Lord
reckoned it to him as righteousness’) to argue that
Abraham is the prototype of those who are justified
by rarri apart from works of the raw. In this way, Paul
argues, Abraham is ancestor not only of the Jews by
virtue of his reception of the covenant of circumcision,
but also of Gentile Christians, who, like Abraham, are
reckoned righteous by virtue of their faith, apart from
either circumcision (which was commanded only after-
wards; Rom. 4:10-11) or the works of the Mosaic law
(which was given hundreds of years later; Gal. 3:17). In
this way, Abraham, as ‘the ancestor of all who believe
without being circumcised . . . and likewise the ances-
tor of the circumcised’ (Rom. 4:11-12), points to the
overcoming of the division between Jew and Gentile in
the Church.

IaN A. McFarLAND
ABsOLUTION: see PENANCE.
Accommopation The concept of accommodation is a cor-

ollary of the pocrring of reveLaTion and refers broadly
to the processes by which God, though utterly

transcendent of and thus intrinsically inaccessible to
human investigation or knowledge, works within cre-
ation to make the divine self knowable to humankind.
Accommodation thus refers to divine condescension to
creaturely capacities and includes the use of any finite
reality as a vehicle for divine self-disclosure. Most
frequently, however, accommodation is associated spe-
cifically with God’s use of Scripture as a vehicle of
revelation scaled to the capacities of an unsophisticated
audience. Thus, J. Cawiy, following a tradition going
back to Oricen (Cels. 4.71) and Avcustine (Gen. lit.
1.18.36), characterized the Bible’s use of anthropo-
morphic language for God as analogous to a nurse’s
use of baby talk to communicate with an infant (Inst.
1.13.1).

Within this hermeneutical context, accommodation
frequently serves as a tool of Christian APOLOGETICS.
Calvin, for example, invoked divine condescension to
account for discrepancies between biblical and scien-
tific cosmologies (CGen. 6:14), as did G. Galilei (1564-
1642) in his defence of heliocentrism (Opere 1.198—
236). Divergence between Christian practice and the
cultic and legal provisions of the OT is also explained
in terms of accommodation, in line with Jesus’ teaching
that divorce was permitted by Moses only as a conces-
sion to hard-heartedness (Matt. 19:8). In Catholic
thought accommodation is also used for the applica-
tion of biblical texts to persons or circumstances other
than those implied by their immediate context (e.g.,
the extension to all believers of God’s promise to
Moses, ‘T will be with you, in Exod. 3:12).

See also INERRANCY.

IaN A. McFarLAND

ACCULTURATION: see INCULTURATION.
Acepia: see SEVEN DEADLY SINS.

ApiapHora Derived from the Greek for ‘indifferent
things’, ‘adiaphora’ (singular: ‘adiaphoron’) was used
in ancient Stoic philosophy for things (e.g., wealth) that
were neither commanded as virtues nor proscribed as
vices. In Christian theology it refers analogously to
aspects of Church practice regarded as permissible
but not obligatory. The category is implicit in Paurs
pleas for toleration of diverse behaviours in the congre-
gations to which he writes (e.g., eating or abstaining
from meat; Rom. 14:1-4). In the second century
Irenatus likewise opposed papal demands for liturgical
uniformity on the grounds that differences in practices
of fasting did not preclude unity in faith (Eusebius, EH
5.24). The German Lutheran P. Meiderlin (1582-1651)
appears to be responsible for perhaps the most well-
known statement of this need to distinguish between
what is and is not necessary in the Church: ‘In essen-
tials, unity; in inessentials, liberty; in all things, char-
ity’ (Paraenesis 128).



Although Meiderlin’s formula has been taken up by a
wide range of Christians from Moravians to Catholics
(see Pope John XXIII, Ad Petri, §72), the topic of
adiaphora achieved its greatest theological prominence
during the Rerormation, when Lutheran theologians
debated the permissibility of submitting to certain
Catholic practices judged to be adiaphora (e.g., the
episcopal ordination of ministers) in the furtherance
of Church unity. In adjudicating this controversy, the
Boox or Concorp affirmed that adiaphora played the
important role of maintaining good order and discip-
line in the Church; but while its authors conceded that
in questions of adiaphora every effort should be made
to avoid giving offence, they also insisted that, when
the threat of persecution is present, compromise on
adiaphora is forbidden, lest it appear that the practices
in question are required and not a matter of Christian
freedom (FC, Ep. 10).

Although the intra-Lutheran debates of the sixteenth
century were not marked by disagreement over what
counted as adiaphora, the criteria for distinguishing
between essential and inessential matters remain a
point of contestation among Christians, depending
largely on the role they grant TrapITION as a guarantor
of orrnoboxy. The Protestant tendency to regard Scrip-
rure as the sole source of essential teaching reflects a
view of tradition as fallible and, thus, subject to cor-
rection and change. The authors of the Westminster
Confession of Faith (1647), following the Book of
Concord’s equation of adiaphora with ecclesial rites
and ceremonies, distinguish between those things
necessary for salvation, which are ‘either expressly set
down in Scripture, or by good and necessary conse-
quence may be deduced from Scripture’, and ‘circum-
stances concerning the worship of God, and
government of the Church . . . which are to be ordered
by the light of nature, and Christian prudence’ (1.6). By
contrast, Orthodox, Catholic, and some Anglican Chris-
tians would include the content of the classical creeps,
the decrees of ecumenical councits, and the apostolic
succession of bishops in the list of essentials, reflecting
a greater willingness to treat practices sanctioned by
tradition as permanently binding on the Church.

IaN A. McFarLAND

Apoption Adoption as an ongoing, socially sanctioned
practice does not exist in OT Law. Three acts of adoption
- of Moses (Exod. 2:10), Genubath (1 Kgs 11:20), and
Esther (Esth. 2:7, 15) — are referred to, but these all
take place outside Palestine and thus in contexts for-
eign to Jewish rule and custom. Torah tradition as such
simply does not admit that someone who is not one’s
biological child can be rendered one’s son or daughter
by legal fiction. It was Paur who first introduced the
notion of adoption into Christian theology.

The NT Greek word translated by the NRSV as
‘adoption’ is huiothesia, from huios (‘son’) and tithémi

ADVENTISM

(‘to put or place’). The term appears five times in Paul’s
epistles (Rom. 8:15, 23; 9:4; Gal. 4:5; Eph. 1:5), but not
once in the Gospels. Construed literally, huiothesia is
gendered and connotes a legal placing or taking in as a
male heir (i.e., one who may inherit) someone who is
not one’s biological son. One can readily see why Paul -
that liminal figure at the dividing line between the
historical Jesus and the Hory SeiriT, Jew and Gentile,
Roman and barbarian - would have been attracted to
adoption metaphors. Paul knew himself to have been
an outsider graciously allowed in (1 Cor. 15:8-10; cf. 1
Tim. 1:12-14), and he saw in his personal experiences
a model of a fatherly God’s salvific way with the wider
world: ‘When the fullness of time had come, God sent
His Son, born of a woman, born under the law, in order
to redeem those who were under the law, so that we
might receive adoption as children’ (Gal. 4:4-5).
See also OsLATION.
TimoTHY P. JACKSON

Avoptionism Adoptionism is the idea that the human
being Jesus of Nazareth has some existence prior to
union with the divine Locos, such that the union is
something that happens to a particular human being.
Some Ebionites, for instance, seem to have seen Jesus
as a ‘mere man’ who fulfilled the Law and was therefore
anointed by the Hory SpiriT (see Esionrism). Something
similar appears to have been taught in second-century
Rome by Theodotus of Byzantium (fl. 180) and others,
and later Paul of Samosata (d. ca 275) also seems to
have emphasized the distinct existence of the man who
was united to God’s Word. The fourth-century theolo-
gian Marcellus of Ancyra (d. ca 375) is sometimes
wrongly accused of adoptionism (though he could
speculatively imagine the Word withdrawing from the
human Jesus and the latter nevertheless continuing to
exist); but one of his followers, Photinus of Sirmium (f.
350), who stressed the unity of the Logos and the
Father and downplayed the unity between the Logos
and Jesus’ humanity, argued that the Logos descended
upon and eventually departed from Jesus. Considerably
later, at the end of the eighth century, Elipandus of
Toledo (ca 715-ca 800) and Felix of Urgel (fl. 800) drew
upon distinctive Spanish liturgical traditions to author-
ize talk of the ‘adoptive man’ in Christ (‘Spanish adop-
tionism’). They were opposed by Beatus of Liebana (ca
730-ca 800) and Alcuin of York (ca 735-804) who
argued that ‘adoption’ language must be reserved for
the Church’s identity as child of God, in order not to
obscure the difference between that relationship and
the nypostaTIc UNION between Jesus’ humanity and God.

Mike Hicron

AbvENT: see CALENDAR, LITURGICAL.

Aovenism Adventism grew out of the Millerite move-
ment, whose members expected the return of Christ in
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judgement in 1844. When this did not occur as pre-
dicted (the ‘Great Disappointment’), numerous clergy
and rairy combined their shared rarrn into a new
movement. Its adherents adopted the name ‘Seventh-
Day Adventist' in 1860 and established its highest
administrative body, the General Conference, in 1863.
Seventh-Day Adventists have a representative four-tier
administrative structure: congregations; conferences;
union-conferences; and General Conference, which
includes thirteen world divisions.

Since J. N. Andrews (1829-83) became the first
missionary in 1874, Adventists have grown into one
of the world’s ten largest Christian denominations.
Facilitators in Adventism’s growth include its commit-
ment to education (operating the largest educational
system within Protestantisv); preventive and curative
health systems, hospitals, orphanages, and retirement
homes (Adventist health practices contribute to an
added life expectancy of six to ten years over the
general American population); worldwide television,
radio broadcasting, and publishing; and practical
involvement in local communities through Adventist
Community Services and the Adventist Disaster and
Relief Agency, which facilitates humanitarian aid
worldwide; and programs to counter AIDS in many
developing countries.

Adventists come from the Rerormarion traditions of
sora ScripTURA, solus Christus, sola fide, and sola gratia,
and hold the poctrinEs of an eternal Triviy, literal six-day
creatioN and young earth, stewardship of the earth,
tithing, God’s moral Law as binding on all humanity,
traditional Christian marriage, respect for life, Holy Com-
munion (see Euctarist), and spiritual gifts (see Criarism).
Adventists are also part of the Arminian/Wesleyan trad-
ition (see ArRMINIANISM), believing in FREE WILL; restoration
of the complete individual in the image of God through
Christ (justiricarion); and the ministry of the Hory Spirit
(sancrirication and personal holiness).

Other Adventist doctrines include: adult sarTisM by
immersion; holding both OT and NT as of equal rele-
vance; historicist interpretation of biblical propHECY;
premillennial EscraToLOGY (see PREMILLENNIALISM); @ tem-
porary and literal great controversy between Christ and
the Devie (viz., good and evil), concluding with the
creation of a new earth; a literal neaven; mortality of the
soul, with immortality given as God’s gift at Christ’s
parOUSIA (Ezek. 20:12, 20; 1 Cor. 15:52-4); the immi-
nent, literal second coming of Christ; a future, tempor-
ary HELL; the seventh-day sabbath of both testaments as
relevant today; and strict separation of Church and
State derived from Revelation 14.

Adventism also holds that the prophetic gift (1 Cor.
12:10) is one of God’s gifts to the Church, and was
evidenced through E. G. White (1827-1915). This con-
viction is understood in the context of a belief that
non-canonical prophetic gifts throughout history have
been lesser lights pointing humanity to God’s greater

light (i.e., Christ as revealed in Scripture). A product of
early Methodism, White held that her writings were to
exalt Scripture, never to replace it, and to encourage
adherence to it as God’s perfect standard of truth (see
Metropist TreoLoGY). Her view, and that of Adventism
more generally, is that salvation is effected by one’s
submission to God’s will as revealed in Scripture.
See also SABBATARIANISM.
G. R. Knight, Reading Ellen White (Review and Herald,
1997).
N. J. Vyhmeister, ‘Who Are Seventh-Day Adventists?’ in
Handbook of Seventh-Day Adventist Theology, ed.
R. Dederen Commentary Reference Series 12 (Review
and Herald, 2000), 1-21.
MicHAEL DAVEY PEARSON

AestheTics, TheoroGicaL Theological aesthetics addresses
the place of beauty in Christian life. In classical meta-
physics, beauty is taken to be an element of all reality,
and therefore often numbered among the TRANSCENDEN-
TALS. Because it cuts across (or ‘transcends’) categoriza-
tion, and is thus, like truth and goodness, a property of
being, beauty is an attribute of God. The beauty of God
is the foundation of theological aesthetics. While good-
ness and truth are universal properties of being, the
goodness of reality is best observed in individual moral
acts, and truth is most easily analyzed in particular
true judgements. Likewise, the finite, particular beau-
tiful object, or ‘aesthetic beauty’, is our central means
of access to transcendental beauty. Works of art capture
aesthetic beauty in a lasting and socially transmissible
form. Hence, works of art, and the aesthetic sensibility
requisite to their appreciation, play a significant role in
theological aesthetics. The high-intensity beauty of
works of art represents the presence and appeal of
divine beauty in all created reality.

The most influential modern proponent of theo-
logical aesthetics is the Swiss H. U. von Barruasar.
Balthasar composed a trilogy which began with theo-
logical aesthetics (The Glory of the Lord: A Theological
Aesthetics), moved thence to theological ethics (Theo-
Drama), and ended with a theological consideration of
truth (Theo-Logic). By presenting his theology in this
sequence, he affirmed the need to anchor the theo-
logical senses and imagination in beauty before moral-
izing theologically or knowing theological truth. The
ordering of Balthasar’s trilogy reverses that of I. Kant’s
philosophical Critiques, which begin with judgement,
move to ethics, and are completed by aesthetics. It
likewise reverses the tendency of modern systEmaTiC
THEOLOGY to work largely on a conceptual and moral
plane, including aesthetics only as superficial, rhet-
orical decoration. For theological aestheticians, human
imagination naturally desires the supernatural beauty
of God because God calls it through beauty, which
is gratuitously rooted in reality and graciously perme-
ates it.



The aesthetic is what is sensorily perceived. One side
of the western Christian attitude to aesthetic imagin-
ation is summed up in AucusTINE's adage, ex umbris et
imaginibus in veritas (‘out of shadows and images into
truth’, Ep. 75). This marked an attitude to aesthetic
beauty which lasted from the patristic era to the nine-
teenth century, when the adage was carved over the
doorway of J. H. NewmaNs oratory in Birmingham.
While formally adhering to this deprecation of the
imagination and sensory images as obstacles to tran-
scendental Truth, medieval Tromism in its own way
began with the ‘aesthetic, by making sensation the
first step in cognition, and by appealing to ‘congruence’
(convenientia) as a sign of theological plausibility. The
Franciscan Bonaventure (1221-74) likewise subordin-
ates the senses to the ‘spiritual’ but gives beauty a
foothold by transforming Francis of Assisi’s (1181/2-
1226) Christocentric spirituality into a theology in
which all reality is systematically envisaged as the
expression of Christ. Many modern Christians have
been motivated to make this starting point and foot-
hold explicit in reaction to the way in which post-
Kantian philosophy has heightened the early Christian
depreciation of the aesthetic sensibility by removing its
theological basis: for much modern thought the purer
the philosophical reason of the aesthetic and sensory,
the more attenuated its grip on reality and revelation.

In response to this depreciation of the sensory
imagination, Balthasar countered that one reason for
beginning with beauty was ‘“roroceric’: unless one is
first touched by its beauty, one will not grasp or be
grasped by the Christian reveLATION at its most elemen-
tal level, and thus fail fully to recognize and desire the
reality of the goodness and truth of the Triviry. Rather
than eliminating the senses and imagination, one must
baptize them. In line with this perspective, it is import-
ant to note that the most successful works of apologet-
ics of modern times have been, in a broad sense,
exercises in theological aesthetics. Works which have
used beauty and imagination in service to revealed
truth include those of G. MacDonald (1824-1905),
C. S. Lewis (1898-1963), and J. R. R. Tolkien (1892-
1973). Ever since J. Butler’s (1692-1752) Analogy of
Religion (1736), British theology has appealed to the
reader’s sense of harmony and congruity. In the nine-
teenth century, Romantic writers like S. T. Coleridge
(1772-1834), MacDonald, and G. M. Hopkins (1844-
89) explicitly turned to imagination as a witness to the
supernatural, and used mythology, fairy tales, and
poetry as a way of expressing Christian truths in
symbolic, imaginatively attractive forms. Newman’s
idea of ‘real assent’ (which he originally called
‘imaginative assent’), meaning assent to truth in the
particular and concrete, is in the tradition of British
empiricism. In this way, Romantic Christians of the
nineteenth and early twentieth century (including
Newman) effectively proposed a new, more positive
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interpretation of Augustine’s ‘out of shadows and
images into truth’. Balthasar saw Hopkins and Lewis
as exponents of an originally Anglican tradition which
aimed to achieve supernatural realism through
imagination.
Theological aesthetics is not a purely theoretical
discipline. It has the practical and pastoral mission of
educating the religious sensibility and physical senses
to appreciate revealed beauty. Hence, art remains its
most significant secular medium, and the ecclesial task
of enabling worsHip to engender Love for divine beauty
belongs to the vocation of theological aesthetics. An
important development in practical theological aesthet-
ics has been the increased interest in Christian litera-
ture, from E O’Connor (1925-64) to R. Hansen
(b. 1947), religious film (e.g., the Orthodox movie,
The Island, 2005), and Christian popular music (e.g.,
S. Stevens, b. 1975). Journals which link Christianity
and contemporary aesthetics include Image: A Journal
of Art and Religion; B. Nicolosi (b. 1964) trains Chris-
tian filmmakers at ‘Act One’, in Hollywood; and a dozen
major universities offer MA programmes in “Theology
and the Arts’. To the extent that these enterprises are
theological in spirit and do not merely serve niche
markets, they cut across secular/Christian categories
through the appeal to beauty; and they enable Chris-
tians to educate their aesthetic sensibility.
In so far as theological aesthetics appeals to
common ground with non-Christians, it looks to a
religious sense thought to be stimulated by contact
with beauty. It was by admixture with a religious
feeling for congruity and form that pre-Christian
humanity developed the aesthetic sensibility which
gave rise to the classical recognition that beauty is a
property of everything that is real. Where nineteenth-
century Romantic Christianity hoped mythology would
revive this religious sense, contemporary theological
aesthetics directs post-Christian humanity beyond the
universal religious sense to its root in God’s love for all
humanity. The claim that aesthetics belongs to revealed
theology comes down to the belief that the agapic love
of the TriniTy creates a counterpart to itself in the
human desire or eros for God.
D. B. Hart, The Beauty of the Infinite: The Aesthetics of
Christian Truth (Eerdmans, 2003).

A. Nichols, Redeeming Beauty: Soundings in Sacral
Aesthetics (Ashgate, 2007).

P. Sherry, Spirit and Beauty: An Introduction to Theo-
logical Aesthetics (Clarendon Press, 1992).

R. Williams, Grace and Necessity: Reflections on Art and
Love (Continuum, 2006).

Francesca A. MUurpHY

Arrican TheoLoGy African theology is an academic endeav-
our developed at the nexus of theological (including,
e.g., biblical, systematic, confessional, missiological,
and practical) and contextual (e.g., geographical,
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anthropological, sociological, and geopolitical) specif-
ics. It has emerged and progressed as a result of shifts
at the nexus of these two sets of issues. On such
shifting ground it has grown from a focus on colonial
and cultural concerns mostly defined in missiological
terms (from the 1960s), to political concerns closely
associated with South African confessional forms (from
the 1980s), and, most recently, to an African pusLic
THEOLOGY interacting with geopolitical contexts that
include public morality, local policy formation,
Church-State relationships, and the developmental
agenda (from the 1990s). African public theology is a
contemporary thrust in African theology that feeds on
the earlier trajectories and, as such, may rightly be
called the defining progress leading to the emergence
of a ‘modern’ African theology.

In its response to the impact of European coLoNIAL
1sM, the focus of African theology in the 1960s was
largely on the meaning of African cultures or trad-
itions. Reaction to the European colonial influence on
African theology stressed the elements of cultural and
spiritual enslavement that accompanied the slave trade
and later commercialization. Across the continent cul-
tural or traditional African theologies took on the form
of pan-African, continental themes, or even local, tribal
metaphors, which came to be known collectively as
indigenous African theologies. Many of the earlier
expressions of these theologies were theologically con-
servative and shaped primarily by concerns surround-
ing the themes of mcurTuraTION.

The confrontational and reconstructive nature of
these theologies was defined by historical conditions,
both colonial and cultural. This early quest in African
theology sought to understand the continuities and
discontinuities between African traditional religions
and identity, on the one hand, and Christian faith, on
the other. Its leading representatives included J. Mbiti
(b. 1931), K. Bediako (1945-2008), G. Setiloane (b.
1925), and K. Dickson (1929-2005), whose work
helped to shatter negative theological stereotypes of
indigenous African thought and provide a space for
African theology to develop with greater independence
from European models. Because a significant part of
this theological engagement was brought about by the
postcolonial African Christian experience of misrepre-
sentation or marginalization within western theology,
postcolonial African theology was partly driven by a
HERMENEUTIC of suspicion as exemplified in the work of
I Mosala (b. 1950), T. Mofokeng (b. 1942), and
M. Dube (b. 1964), and partly by the hermeneutic of
reconstruction characteristic of J. Ukpong (b. 1940),
D. Tutu (b. 1931), and A. Boesak (b. 1946).

Modern African theologies emerged from a frame-
work of questions embedded in differentiated patterns
of social exclusion expressed in oppositional thought
structures. Such thought structures were used to dis-
tinguish the particular forms of African victimhood

from a diversity of adversarial social constructs, most
often missiological in nature, that were a legacy of the
colonial opposition between the European (equated with
Christian) and the African (equated with pagan). The
ruptures in traditional African thought patterns resulting
from the confluence of historical forces on the African
continent were expressed as ‘alienation’, which could, in
turn, be associated with some institutional context,
aspect of continental geography, or political structure.
Correspondingly, Africans alienating experience with
colonialism, suppressive African regimes, western Chris-
tianity, European culture, and European definitions of
RACE, as well as with Marxist definitions of class, domin-
ated this earlier discourse in African theology.

With the advent of the 1980s the increasing inter-
national prominence of the struggle against apartheid
in South Africa added a new dimension to African
theology. Influenced by strands of LiBERATION THEOLOGY
developed in Latin America and among North Ameri-
can Black theologians, it included a strong focus on
questions of HuMAN RriGHTS, as well as more specific
social and theological analyses of racism. The specific-
ally theological condemnation of apartheid as a HerEsy
and the call for prophetic denunciation of injustice that
defined this period included the production of several
internationally prominent theological texts, including
the Kairos Document and the BELHAR CONFESSION.

Throughout the post-apartheid period in the 1990s
African theologians wrestled with the continuities and
the discontinuities of the former oppositional, anti-
colonial model of theological reflection on its way to
new forms of distinctively African theological reflec-
tion. This quest for a new or modern form of African
theology, combining insights from earlier emphases on
indigenization and liberation, has led to a number of
serious experiments in constructive theology, including
C. Villa-Vicencio’s (b. 1942) ‘theology of reconstruc-
tion, R. Botman’s (b. 1953) ‘theology of transform-
ation’, and a ‘theology of reconciliation’ promoted
pre-eminently by Tutu, along with Botman, ]. de Gru-
chy (b. 1939), and others.

In this transitional phase of theological reflection,
many African theologians realized that a fundamental
weakness of African theology resided in its inability to
bring about a renewal of African tcciesiotocy. African
theology could not overcome the ecclesiological weak-
ness embedded in its missiology. This inability was
brought about by the strong oppositional nature of
African anti-colonialist theology, with its tendency to
formulate itself over against European models that had
shaped churches established in the colonial period.
However, in recognition of this problem new strains
of African theologies are emerging as positive expres-
sions that no longer posture in a deficit model. They
seek their defining character in a critical, futurist form.
This emergent critical form is being expressed as a
‘modern’ theology from Africa.



Most recently, African theologians such as Botman,
D. Smit (b. 1951), J. Cochrane (b. 1946), and
N. Koopman (b. 1961) have introduced ‘PusLic THEOLOGY’
as an example of this sort of definitive, positive, and
ecumenical theological form that could also engage
other theologies beyond an oppositional (i.e., north-
south) or exclusively continental framework. In spite of
its intended international reach, moreover, African
public theology remains rooted in the context of Africa.
This successful transformation to a ‘modern’ African
theology can be ascribed to three historical stimuli:
questions of gender, the persistent presence of
ecumenical reasoning in African theology’s political
engagements, and the inherent methodological and
hermeneutical restlessness of African theology. One
can therefore speak of the theological ‘bridges’ of
gender, ecumenisv, and contextualization that have
sustained and propelled the emergence of ‘modern’
African theology. Each of these needs to be explored
in greater depth.

At each phase of its development, African theology
encountered women’s voices impacting its own theo-
logical meaning, such that the transformation to a
modern African theology cannot be grasped without
reference to the challenges raised by women theolo-
gians. Their work spans the breadth of the develop-
ments in African theology. The Circle of Concerned
African Woman Theologians was born in Ghana in
1989. As such, it was formed on the not yet concluded
foundations of the 1960s, with its focus on colonialism
and culture. At the same time, some of its interlocutors
related well to the ‘confessional period’ of the 1980s
and beyond, and significant numbers of these theolo-
gians have become renewing public theologians.

African women played an important role in redefin-
ing ecclesiological identities in Africa. A significant
part of this quest was a reaction to colonialism. How-
ever, it was sustained through the period of confes-
sional engagement and has continued into the present.
The Circle of Concerned African Woman Theologians
guided the gender discourse in the African contexts in
a formative fashion. Many of the women of the Circle
have played a formidable role in establishing the public
theological discourse of ‘modern’ African theology,
sustaining the gender bridge throughout the trans-
formations in African theology. The mothers of the-
ology in Africa, including M. A. Oduyoye (b. 1934) of
Ghana and D. Ackermann (b. 1935) of South Africa on
the one hand, and younger scholars such as E. Mouton
(b. 1952) and M. Dube on the other, fought the theo-
logical battle of women in African theological contexts.
Their engagement with contexts, identity, and spirITUAL-
1Ty has been presented through experience and story-
telling, most programmatically in the volume Claiming
our Footprints (2000). The scholarship of the Circle of
Concerned African Woman Theologians will continu-
ally inform the future modalities of African theology,
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the significance of which as a legitimate endeavour is
tied to the presence of gender-based critique in its
midst.

Ecumenism has also played a significant role in
sustaining African theology in the modern period.
African theology has a persistent knack of exposing
itself to ecumenical scrutiny and engagement, as seen
in the work of figures such as Boesak, M. Buthelezi
(b. 1935), J. Durand (b. 1934), and B. Naudé (1915-
2004). In the early developments of the postcolonial
period the major role-players (e.g., Bediako, Mbiti)
deliberately sought exposure to ecumenical and inter-
national platforms where they tested and presented
their contributions to African theology. Some of them
studied in Europe and the USA, resulting in a certain
ecumenical and international confidence about their
skill and scholarship. In the time of ‘confessing the-
ology’, the theologians of the Kairos Document (A.
Nolan (b. 1934), E Chikane (b. 1951), Villa-Vicencio,
and others) and those of the Confession of Belhar (e.g.,
Boesak, Smit, Durand, and Daan Cloete (b. 1938)),
immediately presented their work to the international
and ecumenical world. Although both confessing
documents arose within the apartheid context in South
Africa, they have sustained their relevance also in a
post-apartheid context. The Kairos Document was a
radical rejection of theologies that support the status
quo of apartheid while embracing a prophetic theology
of the people. Even more significantly, the Confession
of Belhar, as the first Reformed confession born on
African soil to be received as having the same status
as established confessions composed and adopted in
Europe, leads this theological trajectory. Its central
significance lies in the fact that, based on its identifica-
tion and critique of the theological centre of the South
African policy of apartheid, it treats racism as a confes-
sional question. A significant number of Churches —
European and American as well as African - have
adopted Belhar as a confession of their own Churches.
The major breakthrough in this theological initiative is
vested in the strength of the argument that certain
ethical questions should be regarded as equally import-
ant confessional issues. This discourse is also meaning-
ful for questions related to gender justice and economic
justice.

Contemporary African public theology builds on this
ecumenical instinct. Therefore, it extends into the
debates of the Christian, and sometimes inter-religious,
ecumenical community (as in the work of John Pobee
(b. 1937)). In this way modern African theology will
continue its quest for being truly African but with an
ecumenical and international reach, as exemplified in
the work produced by African theologians at the Beyers
Naude Centre for Public Theology at Stellenbosch Uni-
versity in South Africa.

Finally, the methodological transition from a liber-
ation theological stance in the 1980s to a more explicit
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reconciling theology in the 1990s and beyond forms an
important bridge in the transformation of African
theology. African theologians of liberation were always
at issue with each other with regard to their method-
ology and hermeneutics. The bridging role of LisErATION
tHEOLOGY in the transformation of African theology
resulted from a political engagement with the context
that manifested itself — most notably in South Africa -
in a legacy of methodological and hermeneutical ‘rest-
lessness’ (T. Maluleke). However, this ‘restlessness’ can
be seen in developments throughout the continent in
Black theology, contextual theology, the theology of
African religions, ecumenical and REFORMED THEOLOGIES,
and theologies of reconciliation.

With the theme of reconciliation as its blazing flag,
the drive to a secular, post-apartheid mode of theo-
logical knowledge on African soil connected well with
the postcolonial mindset that guided the new thinking
of African theologians. In this way, contemporary Afri-
can theology incorporates the focus on issues of colo-
nialism and cultural identity prominent in the 1960s
and the confessional positions associated with the
struggle against apartheid and racism in the 1980s to
generate an African public theology for the twenty-first
century. Although the agency of the victim, the poor,
and the marginalized remain the raison d’étre of Afri-
can public theology, the methodological and hermen-
eutical restlessness about questions of identity, justice,
race, class, power, forgiveness, confession, globaliza-
tion, and gender will still have us see further trans-
formation in future.
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Acape: see Love.

Acélornamento An Italian word that means ‘updating,
aggiornamento was, along with ressourcement, one of
the two principal watchwords associated with the work
of Varican CounciL 1I. Both terms denote movements
that emerged from widespread dissatisfaction with the
state of CarHoLic THEOLOGY in the mid-twentieth century.
Specifically, they reflected a desire to address the con-
cern that rigid adherence to neo-Scholastic categories
and methods developed in the nineteenth century had

caused a certain ossification of Catholic thought. Yet,
while advocates of ressourcement sought to rejuvenate
the life of the Church by recovering the riches of
patristic and medieval theology, the language of
aggiornamento suggested that the best way for the
Church to address the modern world was to appropri-
ate the best insights of modern thought.

At the opening of Vatican II, Pope John XXIII
(r. 1958-63) explicitly noted the need to ensure that
poctrINE be ‘explored and expounded in the way our
times demand’ (‘Address’, §6.5), but the implications of
this summons have been sharply debated among
Catholics. Liberals have seen in John’s language at the
Council and elsewhere a call for reform of Catholic
practice comparatively free from captivity to estab-
lished modes of thought. By contrast, more conserva-
tive voices argue that John’s emphasis on the enduring
substance (as opposed to the changeable form) of
TRADITION suggests more caution, in order to ensure
that engagement with modernity does not result in
assimilation fo it.

See also NouveLLE THEOLOGIE.

IaN A. McFaRLAND

AcnosTicism Since the term ‘agnostic’ was coined in
1869 by T. H. Huxley (1825-95) as a more epistemic-
ally responsible alternative to ‘atheist’, it and its cog-
nate term ‘agnosticism’ have frequently come to be
heavily value-laden, and thus need to be approached
with some caution. Huxley’s intention was value-
neutral, but the concept has often been understood
either as putting the whole God-question to one side
as unresolvable or unimportant, or simply as reflecting
a certain spiritual laziness.

There is a strong case that agnosticism, rightly
understood, is a living part of faith — perhaps even
its prerequisite: a notion which H. Mansel (1820-71)
explored in his 1858 Bampton Lectures, The Limits of
Religious Thought, although he did not use the actual
term ‘agnosticism’.

Agnosticism in the strict sense is an acknowledge-
ment of the limitations and provisionality of all human
knowledge, especially when finite minds attempt to
explore the infinite and the divine. In the OT it surfaces
especially in the Prophetic and Wisdom traditions,
notably in the books of Jonah, Job, and Ecclesiastes,
and profoundly in the book of Daniel also. In the NT it
is present in Jesus’ elliptical parabolic teaching, and in
the frequent misunderstandings and blindness of the
disciples, and highlighted particularly in their uneasy
faltering towards some kind of post-resurrection
understanding and faith.

Similarly, just as it is present in ScripTUrE, though
often as an undertone to the ongoing rush of story and
event, so too agnosticism is witnessed to, sotto voce at
least, throughout the history of Christianity. It even
finds a voice in AucustiNe oF Hiero (e.g., Conf. 1.4). Its



flowering is richest in the mystical tradition through
such concepts as The Cloud of Unknowing (late four-
teenth century) and John of the Cross’ Dark Night of the
Soul (1619) in which all knowledge and even sense of
God is stripped away.

Since the mid-nineteenth century, agnosticism has
become an oft-neglected poor relation in the household
of faith, and faith and theology have found themselves
impoverished by its absence. A contemporary rediscov-
ery of agnosticism is necessary, especially in a religious
world which, in the face of challenges both internal and
external, inclines more and more to the comforting
illusions of certainty and even of fundamentalism.

A properly agnostic faith is one which prevents itself
from being a closed circle of fixed and unchanging
knowledge, and which, by acknowledging its own pro-
visionality opens itself up to the insights of other
disciplines, and places more stress on the relationality
of faith and the category of ‘personal knowledge’ than it
does on purely propositional knowledge - which it
accepts is, in the case of God, unavailable to us in
any definitive form. This in turn facilitates dialogue,
both between the Christian traditions, and between
Christianity and other world faiths.

Agnosticism, then, in spite of the relatively recent
appearance of the word, is a concept as old as Chris-
tianity itself, and one which remains enduringly rele-
vant. Its appositeness as a foundational strand in faith
has never been better expressed than by the sixteenth-
century Anglican divine, R. Hooxzr: ‘Dangerous it were
for the feeble braine of man to wade farre into the
doings of the Most High, whome although to know be
life, and joy to make mention of his name: yet our
soundest knowledge is to know that we know him not
as in deed he is, neither can know him: and our safest
eloquence concerning him is our silence, when we
confesse without confession that his glory is inexplic-
able, his greatness above our capacitie and reach’
(Lawes 1.2.2.).

S. R. White, A Space for Unknowing: The Place of Agnosis
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STepHEN R. WHITE

AvLecory Allegory can refer either to the reading of a
text in some other sense than what would seem to be
its literal meaning, or to a kind of text designed to be
read in a non-literal way. For example, King David
thinks Nathan’s story of the rich man who steals the
poor man’s only lamb is a clear but abstract case of
injustice that has nothing to do with himself. In reality
it was about David’s own treachery, designed to bring
about his repentance: ‘I have sinned against the Lord’
(2 Sam. 12:13). An allegory is thus a reading meant
(when applied to Scrirture) to draw the reader and
her community into the divine exchange between
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God and humanity that Scripture not only subscribes
to but instantiates.

Many communities make use of allegorical modes of
interpretation to read texts in counter-intuitive ways,
especially when the community’s core commitments
change. Greeks read Homer (fl. 850 BC) and other
ancient epics differently once the deeds depicted were
deemed immoral. Christians could adopt similar strat-
egies when reading the OT: the story of Sarah and
Hagar no longer simply casts Abraham in an embar-
rassing light; it is an allégoroumena (Gal. 4:24 - the
only place the NT uses the term directly) about Gentile
Christians and the 1aw. But allegory is not only a
defensive hermeneutic to apologize for awkward stor-
ies. It can also be employed because an ancient story
(e.g., the Exodus) and a contemporary liturgical prac-
tice (e.g., APTISM) resonate in the community’s experi-
ence (see 1 Cor. 10:1-11). Or it can be a way of reading
greater significance into details than may seem war-
ranted at first glance, as when the new covenant is seen
in details of Israel’s worship (Heb. 8-10), or when
Gregory of Nyssa (see CappapociAN FaTHERS) sees
descriptions of the adornment of the soul with virtue
in the story of the priestly vestments in Exodus in his
Life of Moses. Allegory is an attention to the depth of
things, their nature as ‘mystery’, where Christ meets
the Church in judgement and grace. This new meeting
can change things so dramatically that the old seems
passé (2 Cor. 3:6). Once these NT readings are canon-
ized, the practice of allegory itself (arguably) is as well.

Exactly how far can allegory go? When those who
came to be called Gnostics seemed to other Christians
to be allegorizing without limit, the nascent ‘Orthodox’
Church reacted by drawing some boundaries (see Gyos-
icism). For Clement of Alexandria (ca 150-ca 215), the
Bible has to be read as a whole — one cannot find a
teaching allegorically in one place that is not also
present literally in another. IrEnAEUS insisted that read-
ings of Scripture had to conform to a single image —
that of Christ. He mostly used texts that Christians had
traditionally seen in Christological terms, such as those
in Isaiah and Zechariah. Oricin took allegory and
applied it more liberally throughout the Bible. To be
sure, Origen thought that most of Scripture should be
read literally and historically. Allegory was also an art
for the advanced, since to discern Christ in counter-
intuitive places could obviously be dangerous. But later
Christians found him insufficiently circumspect in his
application of these strictures. Antiochene theologians
reacting against Origen attempted to recover the literal,
plain meaning of the words on the page. Yet later
Christians continued to imitate Origen in practice while
vilifying his name.

This vacillation between eagerness to allegorize and
worry over its randomness continued through the
Middle Ages until today. Medieval Christians included
allegory as the final level of reading in their fourfold
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quadriga. For example, if the literal ‘meaning’ of the
word ‘Jerusaleny’ is a city in Palestine, the tropological
(moral) is the soul, and the anagogical (eschatological)
is heaven, then the allegorical is the Church. These
readings were reinforced in Church art in stained glass,
iconography, and statuary. The Reformers reacted
against allegory, worried that with its licence their
Catholic opponents could defend non-biblical teaching
with a veneer of Scripture without its depth. M. Lutner
continued to allegorize fairly regularly; J. Cavin was
more adamant in his efforts to root the practice out,
even if he was never entirely successful.

Modern historical criticism has often seen itself as
an ally of the Antiochenes and the Reformers in efforts
to attend ‘soberly’ and not ‘arbitrarily’ to the words on
the page. In the latter half of the twentieth century, the
argument was made (citing the way in which Chris-
tians often coupled allegory with anti-Jewish polemic)
that allegory erases not only the words on the page, but
the Jewish bodies of those who hold to the literal sense.
In the last generation or two Catholic scholars (includ-
ing H. pE Lusac, H. von Barruasar, and others) led the
way in rehabilitating allegory as a hermeneutical move
appropriate to those who are in Christ, looking to their
Lord throughout all creation, including in the pages of
the Bible.
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JAsoN BYASSEE

AmiLLenniauism ‘Amillennialism’ designates the belief that
the 1,000-year reign of Christ and the sars (viz., the
Mirzennium) described in Revelation 20:4-6 does not
refer to a future period of earthly history, but is rather
a symbolic designation for the present period of the
Church established at Pextecost and ending with
Christ’s return and the Last Judgement. The term is
problematic, both because it is easily misunderstood to
mean a denial of the Millennium (leading some to
prefer the phrase ‘realized millennialism’), and because
it is a neologism rarely used by the majority of those
whose position it purports to describe. However
named, the amillennial position is clearly distinct from
PREMILLENNIALISM; its relationship to POSTMILLENNIALISM,
whose proponents also identify Christ’s return with
the end of terrestrial history, is more ambiguous.

The denial of an earthly kingdom of Christ has been
dominant in both eastern and western Christianity
since the fourth century. The view of both the Catholic
macIsTERIUM and the Anglican, Lutheran, and Reformed
traditions is indebted to AucusTing’s interpretation of
the Millennium as referring to the indirect and con-
tested way in which Christ reigns with the saints in the
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present (viz., in the Church), as contrasted with the
immediate and uncontested way in which Christ will
reign after the parousia (City 20.9). While defenders of
this position stress its coherence with Christ’s dissoci-
ation of God’s kingdom from worldly politics (John
18:36), critics charge it with an undue spiritualization
of the Christian hope that fails to take seriously God’s
commitment to realize God’s purposes within rather
than beyond history.
See also EscHATOLOGY.
IaN A. McFarLAND

ANABAPTISTS: see MENNONITE THEOLOGY.

Anaroey While analogy is commonly used as a form of
reasoning, as in an ‘argument from analogy’, or
explanation, as in a parasie, the focus here is its use
as a category of predication, one that is a mean
between the settled meaning of univocation and the
shifting meaning of equivocation. As a theory of how
certain words are used when referring to God, analogy
involves basic anthropological and theological under-
standings. In analogical predication, affirmative state-
ments about God can be made that are based on
REVELATION, and, more controversially, from the crea-
turely experience of perfections such as the good and
the true (see TRANSCENDENTALS).

While the origins of analogy are unclear, early Greek
mathematicians developed proportions, where a:b::c:d,
e.g., 2:4:3:6. Plato (ca 430-ca 345 BC) subsequently
moves to a non-mathematical application, as he sees
something analogical in the proportional structure of
things: ‘the body of the world was created, and it was
harmonized by proportion (analogias), and therefore
has the spirit of friendship . .. having been reconciled
to itself” (Tim. 32c). He is also the first to develop the
framework of what will later be called participation
metaphysics (see PLATONISM).

Aristotle lays out three kinds of predication: a term
can be used with a single meaning; with multiple
meanings (e.g., the meaning of ‘sharp’ changes when
applied to musical pitch or knives); or, anticipating the
category of analogy, with meanings that are partly the
same and partly different (Top. 106a-108b). Aristotle’s
pros hen equivocation relates several terms to one that
is primary, e.g., ‘healthy’ primarily said of a man, but
also of what preserves health (food) and of what is its
symptom (urine; Meta. I'2, 1003a33). In the medieval
period Aristotle’s pros hen model becomes the basis of
the analogy of attribution (see ARISTOTELIANISM).

T. Aqumas is the benchmark in the history of ana-
logy, as his synthesis and creative developments of
Platonic, Aristotelian, and Christian uses generate a
tradition that persists even today. Some important
Protestant theologians, although increasingly interested
in analogy, have remained critical of Thomistic
accounts of how it works.



Univocity indicates a clear, one-to-one correspond-
ence between a word and its referent, including certain
words that apply to both creatures and God. It has an
on-or-off, right-or-wrong, yes-or-no quality. J. Duxs
Scorus and more recent thinkers (e.g., W. Alston, b.
1921; and W. Pannenberg, b. 1928) take the apparently
commonsense view that being must be understood
univocally of both God and creatures. Aquinas, how-
ever, holds that because the being of God, ipsum esse
subsistens (subsistent being itself), is simple, infinite,
eternal, lacking no perfection, and contained in no
genus (ST 1.3-11), the divine being is fundamentally
different from all else that is not God. Unlike the divine
being, all creatures undergo the most fundamental
change in the movement from non-being into being;
creaturely being is limited; and its being is caused and
sustained by another, viz., God (ST 1.8.1). Hence, no
term can be applied univocally to God and creatures.

In contrast to univocity, equivocation, particularly
metaphorical usage, forces a term outside its primary
context in order to apply it to God (extrinsic predica-
tion). In the hymn which declares, ‘a mighty fortress is
our God’, God is compared to a building of mortar and
stone. The equivocation comes about because the lit-
eral, proper, or intrinsic sense must be denied (God is
not a well-put-together arrangement of mortar and
stone) in order to achieve the heightened poetic effect
(God is strong and protects us). Biblically, liturgically,
and rhetorically, metaphor is valuable, but it signifi-
cantly differs from the theological use of analogy.

When comparing humans with God, metaphor
always implies a denial of the literal, proper, intrinsic
meaning of the term applied to God, but properly
analogical terms, which are context transcendent,
never do. For example, there is traditionally no context
in which Christians would deny that God is good.
Analogical terms must be flexible enough to be applied
to humans in a finite context and to God in an infinite
one, and they must do so without equivocation in
either application. Although numerous metaphors can
creatively describe the divine/human relation, only a
short list of terms can qualify as properly analogical
predicates for God and humans, such as ‘being’, ‘unity’,
‘goodness’, ‘truth’, and ‘beauty’.

Even though an analogical term which refers intrin-
sically to both God and humans is first known in a
creaturely application, its primary and most real refer-
ence is to God (ST 1.13.3). God’s goodness, for
example, is ontologically prior to, the ultimate cause
of, and more eminent than (via eminentiae) creaturely
goodness. In fact, God’s goodness is infinite in extent
and identical with the divine being (ST 1.13.2-3, 6). By
contrast, all creaturely perfections like goodness and
being are received and limited; hence, such shared
predicates are analogical, not univocal. Analogical
predication holds together differences between infinite
Creator and finite creation, and similarities between
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them given by the causal bond of creation. It recognizes
both the uniqueness of God and the necessary relation
of creation to Creator.

The Thomistic use of analogy presupposes a doc-
trine of creation, in which God’s ‘ontological communi-
cation’ (J. Richard, Analyse’, 392) necessarily precedes
analogical discourse or indeed any meaningful lan-
guage about God, ourselves, and our world. Aquinas’
commitment to creation distinguishes his use of par-
ticipation from the Neoplatonic scheme, in that cre-
ation is not an emanation, a necessity born of the
divine nature, but rather an act of divine intellect and
will (ST 1.28.1.3). The non-necessity of creation
renders it the first grace and creates the possibility of
human response through movement toward the divine
being.

While there are important controversies about the
analogies of proportionality and attribution which go
beyond the scope of this article, studies of chrono-
logical patterns in Aquinas’ corpus indicate that par-
ticipation metaphysics is Aquinas’ most consistently
used basis for the development and use of analogy.
Numerous recent commentators have centred on par-
ticipation metaphysics. Where God is said to be good
essentially, in a way that is coterminous with the infin-
ite divine being, human beings are said to participate
in the good, i.e., to have a share of it but not the whole
thing (ScG 1.32.7; ST 1.4.3.3). Hence, human life is
given as a kind of incompleteness, a tension between
what we are and what our relationship to God as our
finality calls us to become: ‘the closer anything comes
to God, the more fully it exists’ (ST 1.3.5.2). Participa-
tion metaphysics thus implies ongoing movement
towards God as the path towards human fulfilment.

Participation does not mean that God’s own being is
participated, as though each human and the entire
creation were chunks of the divine being. Participation
is in created being, being in general (esse commune),
being which is not divine (Ver. 21.4.7). Because divine
and creaturely being are differentiated, there is an
analogy of being (analogia entis), not a univocal
sharing of being.

K. Bartn considered ‘analogia entis [the ‘analogy of
being’] as the invention of Antichrist’ and the only
good reason for not becoming Catholic (CD 1/1, xiii).
Through the efforts of E. Jiingel (b. 1933) and others,
Barth came to see the importance of analogy for
theology; however, neither Barth nor Jiingel accept
the analogia entis - although they have very different
reasons for rejecting it. Barth’s (misplaced) concern is
that analogia entis specifies God and human together
through commonality of being. By contrast, Jiingel’s
concern is that analogia entis keeps God and human
separated, that analogia entis, when warranted by the
analogies of proportionality and attribution, is thor-
oughly apophatic and hides an acNosTicisv about the
divine being (see Aropratic THEOLOGY).
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Nonetheless, Jiingel asserts: ‘there can be no respon-
sible talk about God without analogy. Every spoken
announcement which corresponds to God is made
within the context of what analogy makes possible’
(God 281). The crucial difference from the Thomistic
account is that Barth and Jiingel variously propose the
so-called analogia fidei, i.e., analogy understood as a
correspondence (Entsprechung) of human words to God
that is made possible through the coming of the God-
human, Jesus Christ. From this perspective, if theology
enters into the correspondence that God has already
established in the coming of Christ and speaks from
this place of light, the Christ event is recreated in
human speech. Because the being of the human Jesus
corresponds to the being of the divine Jesus, and thus
to the being of God, ‘the being of the human Jesus is
the ontological and epistemological ground of all ana-
logy’ (Mog. 538). Analogy may thus only be under-
stood Christologically. Given the corruption of siy,
Barth and Jiingel deny that humans can realistically
know perfections apart from a starting point of rarri.
Therefore, they advocate analogia fidei and deny ana-
logia entis.

The question about analogy, however it is resolved,
invites further study of the relation between nature and
Gract. If there is an explicit or implicit faith at work in
participation metaphysics, then the concern that pro-
motes analogia fidei and excludes analogia entis might
be averted. In this more harmonious understanding,
since the grace of created reality cannot be antagonistic
to faith in Christ, neither should analogia entis and
analogia fidei be construed as mutually exclusive. The
understanding of perfections discoverable in creation
and faith in the Person who made the perfections
possible should not be set in opposition. Analogy
based on being is a moderate kind of predication, a
mean between epistemological excess and ruinous
deficiency. As such, analogia fidei should be seen as
the fulfilment of analogia entis, not as its denial.
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God - Person (University of Notre Dame Press, 1994).
Jingel, God As the Mystery of the World: On the
Foundation of the Theology of the Crucified One in
the Dispute between Theism and Atheism (T&T Clark,
1999 [1977]).

Natural Theology: Comprising ‘Nature and Grace’ by
Professor Dr. Emil Brunner and the Reply ‘No!” by Dr.
Karl Barth (Wipf and Stock, 2002).

P. A. Rolnick, Analogical Possibilities: How Words Refer to

God (Oxford University Press, 1993).

Purvie A. RoLnick

E.

ANAPHORA: see MAss, CANON OF

ANaTHEMA As the transliteration of the NT Greek word
for something accursed (see, e.g., Rom. 9:1; 1 Cor.
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12:3), the term ‘anathema’ is used in theology to identify
teachings that a Church publicly rejects as inconsistent
with or contrary to the Christian cosrL (see Gal. 1:8-9).
Church councits have regularly included a list of anath-
emas (typically of the form, ‘If anyone says . . ., let him
be anathema’; cf. 1 Cor. 16:22) in their official acts as a
means of specifying the theological positions that its
positive definitions are meant to exclude. CATHOLIC THE-
orocy distinguishes between the anathematization of a
particular proposition (damnatio specialis) and of a
series of propositions, such as a book in its entirety
(damnatio in globo). The practice of identifying rejected
positions has also been characteristic of Protestant con-
fessional documents, although the term ‘anathema’ is
generally not used.

While the anathema has been associated with the
violent repression of dissent within the Churches, its
proponents defend its use as a necessary corollary to
the positive declaration of Christian belief in times of
crisis. K. Barrn, principal author of the Barven DEcLAR-
ation, argued, ‘Without the No [of the anathema] the
Yes would obviously not be a Yes’, since it is ‘by the No
that the clarification of an obscure situation is accom-
plished in a confession’ (CD 1/2, 630). More provoca-
tively, C. Morse (b. 1935) has proposed that the positive
significance of the gospel is best revealed through the
anathema, by identifying what Christians refuse to
believe.

C. Morse, Not Every Spirit: A Dogmatics of Christian

Disbelief (Trinity Press International, 1994).
IaN A. McFarLaAND

AnchoriTism A religious order emerging in northern
Europe in the eleventh century, anchoritism is distinct
from other monastic orders in its call for men (anchor-
ites) and women (anchoresses) to remove themselves
from society to live solitary lives of devotion to God.
The Greek term, anachoreétes, literally means ‘one who
has withdrawn’. The anchoress enters an anchorhold
(a cell attached to the parish church) and lives out the
duration of her life there, in prayer and contemplation.
More popular among women, the anchoritic life is
largely known from a set of thirteenth-century
writings, foremost of which is the Ancrene Wisse, a
guidebook written to girls considering this path of
religious devotion. The Wisse outlines the motivations
for becoming an anchoress and the anticipated temp-
tations of this way of life.

Ancrene spirituality focuses on the inner life and is
rooted in contemplation of the sufferings of Christ. The
anchorhold’s architecture reveals a great deal about
daily life and spirituality. One window opened to a
parlour, in which persons came to seek spiritual coun-
sel. The other opened to the main sanctuary of the
church, in which the anchoress viewed and received the
Eucnarist. There was also a door, in and out of which
the domestic servant tends to the anchoress’ basic



needs. Despite their withdrawal from the world, the
architecture suggests the social impact that anchor-
esses may have had in medieval society. JuLiaN o
Norwich is the most recognized anchoress in Christian
history. The theme of enclosure permeates her text,
Showings, and reflects a theological vision directly

shaped by the form of life that she inhabited.
L. Georgianna, The Solitary Self: Individuality in the

Ancrene Wisse (Harvard University Press, 1981).

SHELLY RaMBO

Anprocentrism Derived from the Greek word for a male
human being, the term ‘androcentrism’ refers to ‘male
centredness’. It describes a pattern of thinking that
assumes the characteristics of ruling men to be the
norm for all humankind. It emerges in patriarchal
societies in which pyramidal structures place certain
ruling males in the dominant position and subordin-
ates women, children, and certain groups of non-elite
men who depart from the norm (see Parriarchy). In
androcentric thinking, women are considered to be
human only in a derivative and deficient manner.

Feminist theory pioneered the use of the category as
a tool of critical analysis by using it to expose the
unconscious (or conscious) prejudice and partiality in
what are presented as universal truths about the
human condition, arguing that traditional understand-
ings of such supposed universals as reason, power, and
the good are one-sided expressions of the life-
experiences, values, and goals of men. Feminists chal-
lenge that such false universals render women’s life
experience alien, marginal, and of lesser value. In
S. de Beauvoir’s (1908-86) pithy phrase, ‘he is the
subject, she is the other’ (Second 16). In place of
androcentrism, feminists propose gynocentrism, a pat-
tern of thinking that does not simply exchange female-
centredness for that of the male, but rather reflects
consciously on its ‘standpoint’ and relinquishes any
claim to objectivity and universality.

Since the 1970s, feminist theologians have chal-
lenged the androcentrism of the traditional Christian
symbol-system, most notably, its notions of God, s,
redemption, and its ecciesiorocy. Particular attention
has been paid to how androcentric patterns of thinking
have distorted the Christian concept of God as Father
and Lord, by accentuating God’s absolute sovereignty and
impassibility, and marginalizing female imagery and
experiences of God. In their efforts to reconstruct
Christian God talk, feminist theologians have sought
to legitimize women’s power of naming God’s mystery
from their own life-experiences and to develop alterna-
tive models of God’s being based on compassion,
friendship, and divine immanence in CREATION.

Joy ANN McDoucaLL

AneeLs The OT takes the presence of angels for granted.
They do not enter into the kind of speculation that
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marks later angel-literature (e.g., where angels came
from, how they relate to human beings and to God,
etc.). Angels simply turn up in stories with great
regularity. Although angelology became a highly
developed field of theological and spiritual writing in
Christian theology in the patristic and medieval period,
exegesis of Scripture is the starting point for these
theologians. Christian theology speaks about angels,
not just out of metaphysical or mystical interest, but
because angels are in the Bible.

The word ‘angel’ (aggelos in Greek, malak in
Hebrew) means ‘messenger’, and it is not always clear
in the Bible whether a given ‘messenger’ is a human
carrier of God’s news or an ‘angel’. Most biblical texts
assume that only the eyes of faith can tell the differ-
ence. Genesis 18 and Hebrews 13 are the classic texts
that suggest that angels look like human beings or, at
the very least, can choose to do so. Thus, in Genesis 18
the writer says that the Lord appeared to Abraham, but
that when he looked up, he saw three men. Hebrews 13,
which may well be commenting on the text from
Genesis, recommends hospitality to strangers, because
you never know when they may turn out to be angels.

Patristic authors, noting that angels appear much
more frequently before the giving of the law in Exodus
than afterwards, surmised that angelic messengers
were more necessary as intermediaries between God
and humans before the law gave God’s people direct
insight into the character and will of God. Much sub-
sequent debate about angels among Christians has
centred around their role in creation and the rarL. The
first chapters of Genesis do not mention the creation of
the angels. Non-Christian and heretical Christian sects
used this as evidence against the doctrine of ‘creation
out of nothing’. They argued that God is not the sole
power in the universe, and that other heavenly beings
existed before the creation of the physical universe.
Some co-operated with God, and some worked against
him. In refutation of that, Aucustine or Hippo and others
argued that the angels are created with the ‘heavens’,
even before the first ‘day’ of creation, and that the
separation of light and darkness is a possible reference
to the angelic fall (City 11.9).

This avenue of thought has proved suggestive in
modern times in engaging with some of the questions
of theodicy thrown up by scientific theories of evolu-
tion. If the angelic fall took place before the creation of
the world, it might help to explain the evidence of ‘sin’
and ‘evil’ in the world before the evolution of human
beings. It would also explain the presence of the ser-
pent in the Garden of Eden - a creature whose will is
opposed to that of God before Adam and Eve have
sinned. At the same time, such speculations do not
seem consistent with Christian theologies of human-
ity’s responsibility for the fallenness of creation. Nor
does it explain the more basic problem of how evil is
possible in a universe created by a good God.
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Most patristic writers concurred with Augustine’s
belief that the angels fell through pride, an assumption
that inspired J. Milton (1608-74) in his great poem,
Paradise Lost. Medieval theologians understood angels
as incorporeal creatures of pure intellect and argued
about whether or not fallen angels could be redeemed.
Most argued that they could not, on the grounds that
angels, unlike human beings, have a knowledge of
God and a closeness to God that allow them to make
a genuine and binding choice from the moment of
their creation. According to Bonaventure (1221-74),
developing a line of thought that can also be found in
the work of Anseim or Cantersury and T. AquiNas,
human beings reject God out of ignorance of God’s
real nature, but angels do not have that excuse, so the
angels who chose God before creation will never sin,
and the angels that rejected God will never be
redeemed. This perspective led to a belief that some
human beings could, after death, become ‘angels’, to fill
up the spaces left in the heavenly ranks by the defec-
tion of the fallen angels. Thus, when Bonaventure
wrote his biography of Francis of Assisi (1181/2-
1226), this is the prize he describes for Francis at the
end of his saintly life.

The angelology of patristic and medieval theologians
assumes a clear hierarchy in the angelic ranks. Dionys
1US THE AREOPAGITE, in his Celestial Hierarchy, set a trend
in this respect that was widely followed. It was
assumed that there were different levels and types of
angels, with different kinds of responsibilities with
regard to human beings. Although the classification
varies slightly from one author to another, the ranks
most commonly referred to are: angels, archangels,
principalities, dominions, authorities, powers, thrones,
cherubim, and seraphim. These types are all men-
tioned in the biblical witness (see, e.g., Gen. 3:24; Isa.
6:2; Col. 1:16; 1 Pet. 3:22; Jude 9), though without the
systematization that was introduced by later exegetes.

The interest in angelic hierarchies was not just
theoretical. Bonaventure, in The Souls Journey into
God, saw a correlation between the orders of angels
and the human spiritual ascent towards God. The
ordered hierarchy of heaven is mirrored by, and helps
to create, proper order on earth. In this, too, angels are
messengers of God. Bonaventure is a testimony to the
primary location of angelology in Christian theology,
which is in devotional, mystical, and experiential
writings.

Christian theologians from Justin Martyr (d. ca 165)
onwards wished to make it clear that, although angels
are heavenly beings, and carry out divine work, they
are not to be worshipped as Jesus Christ is. Augustine
contrasts the work of the Mediator, Jesus, with that of
the angels (City 9-10). The angels may bring messages
from God, but they do not bring human and divine life
together as Jesus does. Like us, the angels praise and
worship their Creator, rather than requiring worship
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from other creatures. Indeed, praising God is seen,
both in the Bible and by Christian theologians, as the
primary function of the angels. When Isaiah and
Ezekiel receive their prophetic commission, they are
given a glimpse of the heavenly courts, where the
angels praise God continually (Isa. 6; Ezek. 1), and
the author of Revelation sees as the final destiny of the
world an intimacy with God which will enable all his
creatures to worship as they were created to do. So it is
appropriate that the most common setting in modern
times for consideration of angels is in the Lirurcy. On
the Feast of Michael and all Angels, or the Feast of the
Annunciation to Mary, the role of the angelic messen-
gers is celebrated among those who witness to God’s
great work of creation and redemption.
J. Daniélou, The Angels and Their Mission (Christian
Classics Inc., 1982 [1957]).
D. Keck, Angels and Angelology in the Middle Ages
(Oxford University Press, 1998).
E. Peterson, The Angels and the Liturgy, 2nd edn(Herder
and Herder, 1964).
JANE WiILLIAMS

AncLican Theorogy Anglicans have been reluctant to pin
down too closely what is distinctive about their the-
ology. Some would say that, in the area of systematIC
THEOLOGY at least, they are modest and have much to be
modest about. There are a number of reasons for this
unease. Most Anglicans do not regard themselves as
belonging to a ‘confessional’ Church according to the
pattern of the continental Churches of the magisterial
RerormatioN. The Church of England’s Thirty-Nine Art-
icles of Religion do indeed borrow from Lutheran
sources at certain points, and in many ways fit into a
Reformed theological tradition. But Anglicans are
reluctant, by and large, to see the Articles as consti-
tutive either of their theology or indeed of their ‘being
church’. Rather, Anglicans place great importance on
belonging to a Catholic Church which predates the
Reformation and which can trace its origins back to
the early Church.

R. Hooxker, writing at the end of the sixteenth cen-
tury, at a time when the Elizabethan religious settle-
ment had begun to take root, gave expression to what
became a characteristic Anglican way of doing the-
ology. He identified three sources from which the
Church draws its sustenance, not least its theological
method and content: ScriPTURE, TRADITION, and reason.
This ‘three-legged stool’ became the basis for what has
been seen as a distinctively Anglican approach to
theology. While at times Anglicanism has seemed to
be a rather uneasy coalition of evangelical, Catholic,
and liberal elements — and at times these elements
have hardened into distinct and mutually suspicious
parties — a distinctively Anglican theology can be
characterized by its careful attention to each of the
three sources and to their interconnections.



On this basis, Archbishop M. Ramsey (1904-88) can
be described as an Anglican theologian par excellence:
both because he encapsulates a particular method of
doing theology which is characteristically Anglican in
its moderation and scope, and because he addresses
ecclesiological questions about the nature and form of
the Church, a strong Anglican preoccupation. In his
classic The Gospel and the Catholic Church (1936),
Ramsey identifies a number of themes which he
regards as central to Anglican theological thinking.
First is a ‘Platonic strain’, which Ramsey understands
as a ‘classical numanisy’ stemming from Hooker’s
emphasis on the accessibility of knowledge of God
through the light of reason (see Pratonism). Hooker
distrusted theological systems which are overly biblicist
in their emphasis and was concerned to allow flexibility
for those matters which did not constitute the core of
the faith (the aprarrora, or non-essentials), and about
which a local Church is at liberty to make decisions.
Second, according to Ramsey, is a sensitivity to the
importance of the worshipping community, its spiritual
traditions, and the corporate life of prayer and worship,
expressed pre-eminently in Archbishop T. Cranmer’s
Book oF CoMMON PRAYER.

For Anglicans, theological work should never pro-
ceed only, or primarily, from the academy. Anglicans
are particularly indebted to those ‘scholar’ bishops and
pastors whose theological work springs from their
concern for the life of the Church as the people of
God. Such scholarship is steeped in Scripture and the
fathers of the early Church, both East and West. It is,
therefore, conservative, but also mindful of the need to
address contemporary concerns. Ramsey invokes the
via media (‘middle way’): the Anglican compromise,
which (arguably) positioned the Church of England
between Rome and continental Protestantisv. Applied
to theological method, this has produced a reluctance
to press theology into a self-contained system, an
ability to see both sides of an argument, and a desire
to encapsulate important insights of both Catholic and
Protestant theology.

Theology is thus most distinctively Anglican when it
is questioning and fragmented, rather than systematiz-
ing and complete. Essays and Reviews (1860), Lux
mundi (1889), and Soundings (1963) were each a series
of essays by a variety of Anglican ecclesiastics and
academics. Each collection aimed to probe the border-
lines between theology and culture, theology and sci-
ence, theology and ethics. Each encouraged an
enquiring attitude rather than one of certainty and
definition. Each came to express an Anglican theo-
logical way for that particular time. One of the most
distinguished Anglican theologians of the twentieth
century, D. MacKinnon (1913-94), raised the essay
form to a very high level. His pieces probed and teased
out issues, posing stimulating and pertinent questions,
rather than providing definitive answers. In contrast,
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perhaps the most successful attempt to write a system-
atic theology from an Anglican perspective, has been
the work of J. Macquarrie (1919-2007), a convert to
Anglicanism from the Reformed tradition. Addressing
the concerns of twentieth-century Protestant theology,
Macquarrie brought an Anglican sensibility to the task,
both in his attention to philosophical concerns (in this
case mid-century existentialism) and in his sacramen-
tal and ecclesiological concerns.

Modern Anglican theology is often characterized as
taking its starting point from the iNcarnarion, rather
than the crucifixion, which was so central to the spirit
of the Reformation (see TrEeorocia crucs). Incarnational
theology, rooted in the patristic legacy of the universal
Church, tends to engage positively with philosophical
and cultural themes, and upholds a sacramental view
of the world. These emphases have wide implications
for theological reflection on social ethics and political
engagement. Archbishop W. Temple (1881-1944) was a
pioneer in his concern to establish a mode of social
engagement responsive to modern conditions while
being grounded in a distinctively Anglican intellectual
and theological tradition, though he, in turn, built on
nineteenth-century antecedents such as E D. Maurice
(1805-72). His work was picked up and developed in
thinking on the mission of the Church in an industrial
society by the academic writing of R. Preston (1913-
2001) and by such official documents as the archbishop
of Canterbury’s Faith in the City report (1985), which
explored Christian believing in a post-industrial and
multicultural Britain, and which gave a trenchant cri-
tique of the consequences of the government’s neo-
liberal economic philosophy. Incarnational themes can
also be traced in the pioneer mission theologies of
M. Warren (1904-77) and J. V. Taylor (1914-2001),
with their reverence for other faith traditions and
emphasis on a ‘theology of attention’, which takes
seriously both the integrity and uniqueness of Christian
raitH and the presence of ‘the other’, who equally
invokes respect.

Anglican theology has consistently been distin-
guished by a sense of responsibility among its theolo-
gians for sustaining what might be called the ‘inner life’
of the Church, in contrast with what was seen as an
increasing academic tendency within Protestant the-
ology. This has produced a number of important works
of pastoral and sacramental theology, with a ‘doxo-
logical’ emphasis in, for example, the writings of
W. H. Vanstone (1923-99), Loves Endeavour, Loves
Expense (1977) and The Stature of Waiting (1982).
There has been a recognition, too, of the importance
of the mystical tradition, going back at least to the
writings of Jurian or NorwicH and continuing after the
Reformation in the works of the seventeenth-century
Anglican divines and metaphysical poets like ]J. Donne
(1572-1631) and G. Herbert (1593-1633). The modern
embodiment of this concern is exemplified in the
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poetry of T. S. Eliot (1888-1965) and the Welsh poet
and Anglican priest R. S. Thomas (1913-2000).

Not all Anglican theology fits into the general cri-
teria outlined above. There is, for example, a strong
evangelical tradition of theological writing, from
Bishop J. C. Ryle (1816-1900) in the nineteenth century
to J. Stott (b. 1921) and J. Packer (b. 1926) in the
twentieth, and including writers such as T. Smail
(b. 1928) and D. Watson (1933-84), influenced by the
crarismMATIC MOVEMENT. This writing by Anglicans has
been important for the development of British evangel-
ical thinking generally. It emphasizes distinctively
evangelical rather than specifically Anglican traits,
though its style of moderate reasonableness might be
regarded as typically Anglican. The theological trad-
ition of the diocese of Sydney in Australia, vigorously
articulated in the writings of D. B. Knox (1916-94),
understands itself to be both evangelical and an articu-
lation of central themes of the English Reformation.
Like evangelical theology generally, it is distrustful of
Anglo-Catholic theology and its influence on the Angli-
can communion generally.

This antipathy has at times been reciprocated in
much Anglican High-Church theology since the Oxrorn
MoVEMENT, with its emphasis on theology as based on
the living tradition of the Catholic Church since ancient
times. Anglo-Catholics such as Bishop C. Gore (1853-
1932), Ramsey, and E. Mascall (1905-93), however,
endeavoured to transcend these party animosities in
order to represent Anglicanism as a whole. In the 1930s
the theologian Sir E. Hoskyns (1884-1937) introduced
K. Barta and the concerns of continental Protestant
‘neo-orthodoxy’ into the Anglican theological world,
and in particular to its Anglo-Catholic constituency.
More recently, a theological movement known as ‘Rap-
1caL OrrHODOXY” expresses an Anglican sensibility in its
critique of liberal modernity and its articulation of an
alternative, Augustinian vision of society permeated by
Christian values, an emphasis in accord with Hooker’s
vision of the Church.

For Hooker, the Anglican way embodied the ideal of
a total Christian society in which Church and ‘Com-
monwealth’ (a term which incorporates both the State
and more modern understandings of ‘civiL socETY’)
were mutually dependent. With the emergence of a
non-established Episcopal Church in America at the
end of the eighteenth century, American theologians
utilized Hooker in a different way. Their Church was a
small minority Church within American society as a
whole, but they stressed the importance of the Epis-
copal Church as the sign of a Christian society with a
different ethos from the State. The new American
democracy had competing influences, including the
secular, Enlightenment ideals of the founding fathers,
and the democratic populism of evangelicalism. Epis-
copalianism positioned itself as a mediating influence.
W. R. Huntington (1838-1909) articulated this in The
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Church-Idea (1870), aspiring towards a ‘national
church’ around which American Christians could
coalesce. As a practical experiment in American ecu-
menism, Huntington’s theology was aspirational rather
than practical, and remains unrealized. But his ideals
were crucial for the self-understanding of the Anglican
communion as a whole. They provided a way of tran-
scending the origins of the communion in the estab-
lished Church of England. The Chicago-Lambeth
Quadrilateral (1888), which outlined the distinctive
marks of the Church in relation to wider ecumenical
relations, owed much to Huntington.

A renewed attention to providing a theological
rationale for Anglicanism assumed importance again
in the late twentieth century, as a response to the
globalization of Anglicanism, and its need to escape
the ‘Anglo-Saxon captivity’ of the Church, to utilize a
concept of the Ghanaian Anglican theologian, J. Pobee
(b. 1937). The American J. Booty (b. 1925) and the
English bishop S. Sykes (b. 1939) have explored at
length questions about the identity of Anglicanism as
a distinctive ecclesial community, as has the Australian
B. Kaye (b. 1939). But even these endeavours often
appear too centred on the ‘English’ traditions of Angli-
canism to serve adequately as the vehicle for a world
communion. African Anglican theologians such as
Pobee, J. Mbiti (b. 1931), and H. Sawyerr (1909-86),
while rarely expressing their theological ideas in an
exclusively Anglican framework, can be seen as
embodying many typically Anglican themes, not least
the search for a theology which is both warmly appre-
ciative of the insights of African culture and engaged
with the social, political, and economic issues facing
Africa today. The theological critique of apartheid has
always had a strong Anglican content. Archbishop
D. Tutu’s (b. 1931) commitment to justice and recon-
ciliation is rooted in his Anglo-Catholic spirituality and
in an incarnational theology with deep Anglican roots,
while D. Ackerman’s (b. 1935) theological writings
reflect the importance of gender as well as race issues
in the struggle for human integrity. The male bias of
much classical Anglican thinking has been commented
on and addressed by a growing number of Anglican
women theologians throughout the communion.

In the post-Anglican and post-denominational world
of India and China it would be invidious to write about
a specifically Anglican theology. But in the theological
writings of Bishop K. H. Ting (b. 1915), and T. C. Chao
(1888-1979) in Mao’s China, or S. Clarke (b. 1956) in
modern South India, it is possible to see an inclusive,
politically engaged, sacramentally enthused, theological
perspective that gains its resonance, at least in part,
from the Anglican tradition.

If all these recent developments can be seen as an
extension and elaboration of a venerable Anglican
way of doing theology, the conflict over the inclusion
of gay and lesbian people in the life of the Church has



endangered this self-understanding. Is Anglican
comprehensiveness capable of comprehending radic-
ally different understandings of Christian truth, and
indeed should it aim to do so? ‘Traditionalists’ accuse
‘revisionists’ of rejecting the balance between Scripture,
tradition, and reason; ‘progressive’ Anglicans accuse
the traditionalists of falling into a biblical ruxpaMENTAL-
isM and theological dogmatism which is alien to
Anglican ways of thinking. Whatever the outcome of
these disputes, much of the trust and generosity of
spirit which Anglicans have often conceived as the
modus operandi of the theological endeavour have been
called into question. Both sides see the dispute as a
struggle for ‘the soul of Anglicanisny’. In this difficult
situation, Archbishop R. Williams (b. 1950) has
endeavoured to express the classic Anglican virtues of
faithfulness to tradition and openness to theological
change, in an age of dogmatic and combative formula-
tions of belief.
M. D. Chapman, Anglicanism: A Very Short Introduction
(Oxford University Press, 2006).
B. Kaye, An Introduction to World Anglicanism (Cambridge
University Press, 2008).
S. Sykes, The Integrity of Anglicanism (Mowbray, 1978).
K. Ward, A History of Global Anglicanism (Cambridge
University Press, 2006).
R. Williams, Anglican Identities (Darton, Longman and
Todd, 2004).
A. Wingate, K. Ward, C. Pemberton, and W. Sitshebo,
Anglicanism: A Global Communion (Mowbray, 1998).
KeviN WarD

Annypostasia Much Crristorocy after CHaLCEDON insists
that the humanity of Jesus has no independent exist-
ence of its own (no existence as a Hyrosasis — a really
existing and fully identifiable reality) in abstraction
from the uvpostaric union. Rather, the human nature
of Jesus acquires hypostatic (viz., particular, concrete)
existence only in so far as it is held in being as the
humanity of the Locos. It is brought into being for that
union, and only exists within it; it is always and only
the humanity of the Logos. No achievement or charac-
teristic of this particular human life, therefore, is prior
to the union, and so no achievement or characteristic
can serve as the ground or reason for the union: all
Christ's human achievements and characteristics flow
from the union.

The most common way of putting this claim in
recent theology has been to say that the human nature
of Christ is, when considered on its own, anhypostatic,
but that when considered as one nature of Christ’s
hypostasis, it is enhypostatic. The enhypostasialanhy-
postasiadistinction in this sense is often wrongly
attributed to Leontius of Byzantium (ca 485-ca 540).
Nevertheless, the idea behind the modern enhypostasia/
anhypostasia distinction can be traced back at least to
Leontius of Jerusalem (fl. 535), who denied that
Christ's human nature was idiohypostatic (having its
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own hypostatic existence) or heterohypostatic (of a
different hypostasis); rather, it subsists together (syny-
postanai) with the divine nature in a single hypostasis.
It is also implicit in the Christology of Jory oF Damascus.

Mike Higron

Animats In the last twenty years or so, the animal-rights
movement has put animals on the agenda of Christian
theology. Before that, modern theology neglected the
topic of animals, which is striking given how present
animals are throughout the Bible. Since animal-rights
advocates sometimes blame animal abuse on the Chris-
tian tradition, much theological work has been devoted
to rebutting these charges. Contemporary theological
scholarship, however, extends well beyond the limits of
advocacy and practical ethics. Indeed, studies abound
about the various roles of animals in the Bible and the
changing attitudes towards animals in Church history.
The topic of animals has arrived in theology in a fully
nuanced and complex manner.

The Bible certainly values human life over the lives
of non-human animals, but animals are not treated as
morally dispensable. The OT assigns humanity the role
of responsible stewardship, from Adam’s task of
naming the animals (Gen. 2:19-20) to legislation in
the Mosaic covenant regulating the killing and con-
sumption of animal flesh (e.g., Lev. 11). The book of
Jo (chs. 39-41) has some of the most precise and
poetic descriptions of animals to occur in all of ancient
literature. The prophets regularly speak to the place of
animals in God’s plans. The depiction of human-
animal peacefulness is a major motif in descriptions
of the world restored to God’s original purposes (e.g.,
Isa. 11:6-9).

In the NT Jesus spends time with the wild animals
(Mark 1:12-13), a passage that inspired the Desert
Fathers to enter into the wild themselves. Early dis-
ciples handled and tamed snakes as a sign of their
holiness (Mark 16:18 and Luke 10:19; see Ps. 91:13). It
thus should not be surprising that many stories about
Christian saits involve compassion towards animals.
Some saints even tried to tame or otherwise domesti-
cate wild animals as a sign of the coming peaceful
KINGDOM OF GoD.

The OT tightly regulated the consumption of
animals, but the NT, even allowing for a distinction
between the Gosper and the raw, was not immune to
debates about whether Christians should eat animal
flesh. PavL had to balance the moral rigour of Chris-
tians who rejected meat-eating with those of more
flexible dietary habits (Rom. 14-15). Fastine in the
early Church ordinarily meant not eating meat, and
early theologians like TerrurLian and Clement of Alex-
andria (ca 150-ca 215) drew on the Genesis portrait of
a peaceful paradise, Greek medical philosophy, and the
Noachic prohibition on consuming blood (Gen. 9:4) to
defend moderate versions of vegetarianism. The
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meatless diet in Christianity was eventually inscribed
into monastic practices with the dissemination of the
Rule (ch. 39) of Benedict of Nursia (ca 480-ca 545).

Medieval Christians looked to the animal world to
confirm and illustrate their moral convictions. Debates
about whether animals have souts and, if so, what kind
of souls, continue up to the present day. Indeed, the
question of whether at least some animals will be in
heaven is one of the most pressing among non-
professional theologians. Even among academic theo-
logians, however, interest in the moral status of
animals has grown to the point where there is a specific
subset of theological work, ‘animal theology’, that is
devoted to exploring these issues.

Animal theology is growing, but it is not a homo-
geneous field. Some theologians provide biblical jus-
tifications for the idea that animals have rights, while
other theologians identify more with the idea that
animals deserve our compassion, even if they do not
have any inherent claim to legal standing. Some
animal theologians have been influenced by the way
feminist philosophy has called for a re-evaluation of
the role of the emotions in moral action, while
others have argued that responsibility for animals
can be sustained only by affirming the uniqueness
of human nature and the biblical vision of human
stewardship over the natural world. The animal-
theology community has also been divided on the
issue of companion animals, with some disparaging
the natural resources that pets consume while others
argue that human concern for non-human animals
must begin in concrete and individual cases of per-
sonal engagement and bonding. There is also a
growing interest in the use of pet-facilitated therapy
in religious contexts and in the use of rituals like
animal blessings in worship.

Although animal theologians have branched out into
a variety of theoretical and practical issues, diet
remains the topic that generates the most interest as
well as the most controversy in this field. Theologians
debate whether vegetarianism is a prerequisite for
entering into discussions about the moral value of
animals, since a carnivorous diet, some argue, is evi-
dence of a prejudice that will prevent an objective
examination of the issues. Other theologians worry
that self-righteousness and exclusivity can undermine
vegetarianism’s goals. Most importantly, theological
scholars are now looking at diet more broadly as a
religious phenomenon that demands theological
exploration. Although Christianity rejected the kosher
rules that came to define Jewish religious practice,
Christians in all eras have continued to surround eating
with various proscriptions, rituals, and moral recom-
mendations. The topic of diet has thus moved out
beyond the specific field of animal theology and into
the theological mainstream (see FastiNG).

A. Linzey, Animal Gospel (John Knox Press, 1998).
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S. H. Webb, On God and Dogs: A Christian Theology of
Compassion for Animals (Oxford University Press,
1998).

STepHEN H. WEBB

Annitationism The doctrine of annihilationism is a
twentieth-century development in Christian Esciat-
orocy that has emerged as a minority position within
EVANGELICAL THEOLOGY. Traditionally, Christians have
taught (on the basis of passages like Matt. 25:31-46
and Luke 16:19-31) that the ultimate destiny of all
human beings is either eternal bliss in HEavEN or
eternal torment in neiL. Largely on the basis of
the belief that a pocTriNE of eternal torment is incom-
patible with Christian belief that God is love (1 John
4:8, 16), proponents of annihilationism like J. Stott
(b. 1921) and C. Pinnock (b. 1937) teach that at the
Last Judgement the lives of those who reject God are
simply extinguished.

Though annihilationism is consistent with Gospel
passages that refer to eschatological destruction (e.g.,
Matt. 10:28; John 10:28), its strongest biblical support
arguably comes from Paur, who never mentions hell
(gehenna) and describes the destiny of the wicked in
terms of destruction rather than torment (e.g., 2 Cor.
2:15; 4:3; 2 Thess. 1:9; 2:10). In contrast to UNIVERSALISM,
which teaches that all persons are ultimately saved,
annihilationists maintain that human rejection of God
has eternal consequences: because eternal life is
defined by a loving relationship with God, rejection of
God entails death. Evangelical critics of annihilation-
ism charge that it represents a capitulation to liberal
sensibilities regarding the character of divine justice
that fails to account either for the fullness of the
biblical witness or for God’s transcendence of human
moral categories.

E. Fudge, The Fire That Consumes: A Biblical and Histor-

ical Study of Final Punishment (Verdict, 1982).
IaN A. McFarLaND

Annunciation The term ‘annunciation’ refers to the story
narrated in Luke 1:26-38: how the angel Gabriel was
sent by God to announce to Mary of Nazareth that, by
the power of the Hory Seirit, she would bear a son
named Jesus, ‘who would be called holy, the Son of
God™ (v. 35). Christians typically commemorate this
event exactly nine months before Christmas, on March
25, but, although the annunciation’s place in the litur-
gical caLENDAR is in this way tied to the physiology of
human reproduction, a central point of the narrative is
that Mary’s conception of Jesus was effected miracu-
lously, without the involvement of a biological father. In
other words — and against all male claims to be exclu-
sive mediators of the divine to women (see ANDROCEN-
tRisM) — in taking human flesh God completely
bypassed male agency (see VirciN Birrn).



Yet this eclipse of male agency did not extend to all
human agency. On the contrary, a cardinal feature of
Christian interpretation of the ivcarnatioN is that Jesus’
conception occurs by way of Mary’s rarth in, and freely
given consent to, Gabriel’s announcement: ‘Let it be
with me according to your word’ (v. 38; cf. Luke 1:45).
To be sure, traDITION insists that it was only by divine
GrACE that Mary was able to give this ‘yes’ to God (see
ImmacuLate ConcePTION), but it remains the case here as
elsewhere in the divine tconomy that God acts to save
human beings by empowering and renewing rather
than undermining human agency.

See also MaRIOLOGY.

[aN A. McFarLAND

ANOINTING OF THE Sick According to the Gospel of Mark it
was during the last week of Jesus’ life, at the house of
Simon the leper, that a woman came and anointed
Jesus with oil (Mark 14:3-9). It is common for scholars
to root the sacrament of anointing the sick (or unction)
in Jesus healing ministry or in the practice of the early
Church (attested to in Jas. 5:14-16), whereby the sick
called for the elders of the Church to pray for them and
anoint them with oil in the name of the Lord. But in
fact, just as the sacrament of Baprisi is rooted in Christ
as the one who was baptized, so the sacrament of
unction is rooted in the experience of Christ as the
anointed one. This connection is made in the Orthodox
tradition, where it is customary for the faithful to be
anointed on the Wednesday before Easter. The Gospel
reading for that service is the story of the woman
anointing Jesus.

The sacrament of unction is for those who need to
be reconnected with the mystery of the divine life and
the Church because of suffering. This is made very
explicit in one of the prayers included in the pre-
Varican Councrr 11 rites of the Catholic Church which
asks that the recipient will be raised up, strengthened,
and given back ‘to your holy Church’. This language
clearly presupposes that there has been some sort of
alienation from the group mind or body.

Much of the rite of unction recalls that of baptism.
In most Catholic rites the rite of unction begins with
the sprinkling of the recipient with holy water. Other
elements which reprise baptism are confession and
absolution, the anointing with oil, the laying on of
hands and, in some rites, the Exorcrsi.

Analyzed according to the formal elements of sacra-
MENTOLOGY, the remote matter (the external sign) of the
sacrament of unction is the olive oil, usually blessed at
the Chrism Mass by the bishop. The proximate matter
is the anointing of the person with that oil. Tradition-
ally, eyes, ears, nostrils, mouth, hands, and feet were
anointed. These were understood to be the apertures of
the senses and therefore open channels into which both
cract and evil could seep. Many of these channels were
also anointed at baptism. In extremity the forehead
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only is signed. The laying on of hands is not essential
to the rite but is present in some contemporary ver-
sions. The normal minister of the sacrament is a priest.
In the Orthodox tradition it is considered desirable for
the sacrament to be administered by seven priests, the
mystical number of completeness.

It was in the Middle Ages that the sacrament of
anointing became associated with the ‘last rites’ and
thus became known as extreme unction. Just as bap-
tism, coneirMATION, and the FEucharist initiated the
recipient into the Church on earth, so penaNCE, unction,
and the Eucharist came to be understood as initiating
the recipient into the Church in HEAvEN.

P. Haffner, The Sacramental Mystery (Gracewing, 1999).

J. Macquarrie, A Guide to the Sacraments (SCM, 1997).

E. Stuart, ‘“The Sacrament of Unction’ in The Wounds that

Heal: Theology, Imagination and Health, ed. ]. Baxter
(SPCK, 2007), 197-214.
ELIZABETH STUART

Anonvmous  ChristianiTy K. Ranner’s  theory of the
‘anonymous Christian’ is based on two arguments.
The first stems from Rahner’s philosophy of the ‘supEk-
NATURAL EXISTENTIAL, in which he argues that all people
have an implicit reveLation of God which is adequate
for salvation, even though it is only fulfilled in the
historically particular revelation of Jesus Christ, and
only partially thematized and expressed in other reli-
gious texts and practices. This means that, while
Christianity is the absolute truth and Christ the source
of all salvation, other religions can act as provisional
mediators of saving grace. Working from this basis,
Rahner could argue for both the notion of the ‘anonym-
ous Christian’ (Christ’s grace working implicitly in the
individual) and ‘anonymous Christianity’ (the provi-
sional saving structures called ‘rericion’, which have a
telos towards Catholic Christianity).

The second type of argument takes the following
form: since (1) God desires the salvation of all people,
and (2) all people do not know the cospir, and (3) God
is loving and good, there must be (4) a means of
salvation offered to all people. Rahner suggests that
other religions may be deemed valid as provisionally
‘lawful religions’ until confronted by the truth of Christ,
an ANALoGY with Jupaism before the coming of Christ. It
is through acts of rarrn, Hopg, and unconditional 1ove
that those in other religions say ‘yes’ to God. However
argued, the theory has been criticized as promoting
Christian triumphalism, though Rahner himself was
careful to specify that he intended it as a proposal
internal to Christian dogmatics and not as a template
for inter-religious dialogue.

See also SOTERIOLOGY.

Gavin D’Costa

AnseLm of CanTERBURY Anselm was born in 1033 in Aosta,
in the Italian Alps but at that time part of Burgundy. In
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1059 he entered the monastery at Bec, in Normandy, to
study with its prior, Lanfranc (ca 1005-89). Anselm
became prior when Lanfranc left in 1063. In 1070
Lanfranc was summoned to England by William
I (r. 1066-87) to become archbishop of Canterbury.
Lanfranc died in 1089, and William II (r. 1087-1100)
left the Canterbury see vacant for four years before
appointing Anselm as archbishop in 1093. During the
reigns of William IT and Henry I (r. 1100-35), Anselm
went to Rome in exile twice. His disputes with the
kings centred on the relations between temporal and
spiritual authorities in a highly feudal society: how
much fealty in the form of military support Canterbury
owed to the king in virtue of lands it possessed by the
king’s permission, and whether the king or the pope
had the right the invest bishops with the insignia of
their office. Anselm returned to England in 1106 from
his second exile; he died at Canterbury in 1109.

Except for Scriprure the main influences on Anselm’s
thought were various writings of Aucustine and Boeth-
ius (480-524/5). He was inspired by Augustine’s sug-
gestive remarks in articulation of the doctrine of
the TriviTy that we see a vestige of the Trinity in
the structure of the human mind, with the Father as
memory, the Son as understanding, and the Hory Spirit
as will (see Vesrigia Trivirazis). He followed Augustine
in espousing a doctrine of God’s metaphysical simpli-
city, and he followed Boethius in defending a vision of
God’s eternality. Even while following the lead of his
predecessors, however, Anselm exercises a kind of
analytical rigour not found in their writings. Hand in
hand with that rigour is a confidence in the powers of
human reason to demonstrate the rationality of the
tenets of the Christian rarrn. But, for Anselm, reason
takes its inspiration and direction from faith itself; as
he insists, if he did not believe, he would not
understand.

Anselm’s most distinctively original contributions to
philosophical theology lie in his development of what
later came to be called an ontoLocicAL ARGUMENT for the
existence of God and in his position on the rational
appropriateness of the INCARNATION.

In Proslogion (1078) Anselm suggests that we can
conceive of God as that than which nothing greater can
be conceived. Suppose that God did not exist in reality.
If that were so, then we could conceive of something
greater, namely, God existing in reality. Thus if that
than which nothing greater can be conceived were not
to exist in reality, then that than which nothing greater
can be conceived would not be that than which nothing
greater can be conceived. Therefore, God exists and
cannot even be conceived not to exist. If this argument
is sound, it shows not merely that atheists are mis-
taken; it shows that atHeisM is an impossible position
to defend. During Anselm’s lifetime the argument
was criticized by Gaunilo of Marmoutiers (fl. 1080).
Gaunilo’s criticism and Anselm’s reply have survived
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and are usually appended to Proslogion. In the subse-
quent history of philosophy, versions of the argument
were endorsed by R. Descartes (1596-1650), B. Spinoza
(1632-77), and G. Leibniz (1646-1716), while
T. Aqumvas, D. Hume (1711-76), and I. Kaxt rejected
it. The argument still attracts considerable attention
among contemporary philosophers.

Anselm’s Cur Deus Homo addresses the question of
why God became human - more precisely, why the
second Person of the Trinity assumed a human nature.
Anselm’s answer connects the incarnation to the rarL of
humankind and to the subsequent need for AroNEmENT.
Our earliest ancestors’ disobedience dishonoured God
so severely that it damaged not only them but also all
their descendants. The damage is both cognitive and
volitional: we lack the noetic certainty our earliest
ancestors had, and our wills are disordered. The fall
was thus so calamitous that no purely human acts,
individually or collectively, can satisfy the debt of
reparation owed to God. The quandary is that humans
ought to pay the debt but cannot, while God can pay
the debt but is under no obligation to do so. Nor can
humans simply be forgiven by God, since that would
amount to treating sinners in the same way as non-
sinners and thus make siv subject to no regulation.
Anselm’s solution is that the incarnate Christ, both
divine and human, can achieve by his non-obligatory,
freely chosen sacrifice what humans ought to achieve
but cannot.

B. Davies and B. Leftow, eds., The Cambridge Companion

to Anselm (Cambridge University Press, 2004).
J. Hopkins, A Companion to the Study of St. Anselm
(University of Minnesota Press, 1972).
WirLiam E. MaNN

Anthropic PrinapLe Coined by the physicist B. Carter
(b. 1942) in 1973, the concept of the anthropic
principle has played a significant role in contemporary
discussions of the relationship between theology and
NATURAL SCIENCE and, more particularly, in current ver-
sions of the TELEOLOGICAL ARGUMENT for the existence of
God. Carter distinguished between ‘weak’ and ‘strong’
versions of the principle (WAP and SAP respectively),
invoking both to explain why the material conditions in
the universe are such as to allow for the emergence of
intelligent life. According to the WAP this is simply a
matter of logic: since intelligent life can exist only
under particular physical conditions, it follows that
any universe observed by such life will be compatible
with their existence as observers. The SAP concretizes
this principle in light of the fact that intelligent life
exists: since humanity has evolved, the universe is
necessarily such as to have allowed for its evolution.
More controversial interpretations of the anthropic
principle were introduced by J. Barrow (b. 1952) and
E Tipler (b. 1947) in The Anthropic Cosmological
Principle (1986). Their version of the SAP goes far



beyond Carter’s in arguing that the resolution of quan-
tum indeterminacies renders the very existence of the
universe contingent on the evolution of intelligent
observers. Though Barrow and Tipler’s physics remains
highly controversial, theologians like J. Polkinghorne
(b. 1930) have seen the fundamental — and seemingly
unlikely — compatibility of physical constants with the
emergence of intelligent life as evidence of a divine
designer. Critics point out that this cosmological ‘fine
tuning may eventually be explained by further scien-
tific discoveries (e.g., the existence of an infinite
number of parallel universes would arguably reduce
even the strongest version of SAP to WAP), and that,
in any case, arguments from design remain vulnerable
to the logical objections raised by sceptics like D. Hume
(1711-76).

IaN A. McFARLAND

AnTHROPOCENTRISM In contemporary theology the concept
of anthropocentrism (or humanocentrism) is as much
an evaluative as a descriptive category. As a descrip-
tion, it points to the fact that human beings occupy a
much more prominent place in Scrirrure than do other
creatures, and that this prominence is reflected in the
bulk of subsequent Christian theological reflection on
CREATION. As a means of evaluation, the characterization
of Christianity as anthropocentric marks this focus on
the nature and destiny of humankind as problematic:
for some it marks a failure to attend to the goodness
and significance of all creatures implicit in the Chris-
tian poctrINE of creation; for others it reflects a more
deep-seated disregard for the non-human creation.
While from the former perspective anthropocentrism
is a corrigible shortcoming in the TrapiTION, from the
latter it is a defining feature of Christian rarrs that
counts against its credibility at a time when the sci-
ences of cosmorocy, Ecorogy, and Evorution have made
clear both the vastness of the universe (see Exrra-
TerrestriaL Lire) and the radical interdependence of
human and non-human life.

That Scripture and the various streams of Christian
tradition that develop from it are at some level anthro-
pocentric seems difficult to deny. In both of the Bible’s
opening creation stories, human beings take centre
stage: in the first they are the climax of creation, given
‘dominion .. . over every living thing that moves upon
the earth’ (Gen. 1:28); in the second they are creation’s
focus, with plants and anxniais described as though
made for humanity’s benefit (Gen. 2:8-9, 18-19). Yet,
although the special status of human beings is affirmed
at various points in Scripture (Ps. 8:3-8; cf. Sir. 17:1-
7), there are also countervailing voices: even in Eden
one tree is pointedly not for human use (Gen. 2:17),
and elsewhere other creatures can be described as
having a glory and purpose that has nothing to do
with their utility for human beings (see, e.g., Ps.
104:18, 25-26; Job 38:1-39:30; 40:15-41:34). Thus,
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while Paur sees the redemption of humanity as the
linchpin of the divine economy, he is also clear that
the whole of creation is the object of God’s saving work
(Rom. 8:19-21; but cf. 1 Cor. 9:9).

Paul’s language suggests that the crucial theological
question is perhaps less whether Christianity is anthro-
pocentric than how humanity’s place at creation’s
‘centre’ — and thus the scope of God’s covenant with
human beings - is to be understood. Is the rest of
creation merely a stage (ultimately destined, according
to 2 Pet. 3:10, to be ‘dissolved with fire’) on which a
narrowly human drama takes place? Or does the hope
for a ‘new heaven and a new earth’ (Rev. 21:1) impli-
cate the whole of creation (Isa. 65:17-25; cf. 11:6-9)?
The Christian tradition gives no unambiguous answer
to this question. In classical LutaErAN THEOLOGY, for
example, after the Last Judgement ‘[n]ot a transform-
ation of the world . .. but an absolute annihilation of
its substance is to be expected’ (Schmid, Doctrinal,
§66). By contrast, OrTHODOX THEOLOGY Stresses human-
ity’s priestly and representative role as the creature
commissioned to bridge the various divisions within
creation (e.g., between heaven and earth, matter and
spirit), so that everything might ultimately be offered
to and united with God.

W. van Huyssteen, Alone in the World? Human Unique-

ness in Science and Theology (Eerdmans, 2006).
P. Santmire, The Travail of Nature: The Ambiguous Eco-
logical Promise of Christianity (Fortress, 1985).
IaN A. McFarLaND

ANTHROPOLOGY: See THEOLOGICAL ANTHROPOLOGY.

Anticurist The figure of the antichrist is a component of
Christian escuarorocy that reflects the conviction that
the ultimate triumph of the xivepom or Gop will be
resisted by one who falsely claims Christ’s lordship as
his own (NB: the Greek prefix anti- connotes both
opposition and substitution). In ScrirTure the term
occurs only in the Johannine epistles, where the
Church’s encounter with ‘many antichrists’ is inter-
preted as a sign of the imminence of the end (1 John
2:18). Here the antichrist is identified by the teaching
of false pocrrine: a failure to confess the Son alongside
the Father (1 John 2:22-3) and, more specifically, a
denial of Jesus’ fleshly humanity (1 John 4:2-3; 2 John
7). The ‘lawless one’ mentioned by Paur (2 Thess. 2:3-
9) and the arocaryeric figure of the beast (Rev. 13:1-5
and passim) are also typically understood as referring
to the antichrist.

Throughout the history of the Church, Christians
have used the title of antichrist for their enemies both
inside and outside the Church. Thus, the beast of
Revelation is generally understood to refer to a Roman
emperor, while Protestants from the time of the Reror-
vation have frequently identified the paracy with the
antichrist (see, e.g., M. Luther, Smalc. 4; WC 25.6).
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Yet the references in the Johannine and Pauline epistles
are less focused on identifying particular historical
figures than on emphasizing the threat that neresy
and moLatky, respectively, pose to the integrity of the
Christian kervoMa and the corresponding importance of
testing all claims to inspired teaching (1 John 4:1).

Ian A. McFarLAND
ANTuUDAISM: see CHRISTIANITY;
SUPERSESSIONISM.

ISRAEL;  JUDAISM ~ AND

AnTiNomiaNism The label ‘Antinomian’ was first devised
by M. Luruer. It literally means ‘against the raw’
(nomos is Greek for law), and Luther used it to describe
those who said that the moral law should not be
preached to believers. It was from the beginning a
construction designed for polemical effect. It helped
Luther to target those who thought (with good reason)
that they were simply repeating what he had already
said. In 1535 Luther had asserted that ‘the law has
been abolished” (Gal. 349). But in 1539 he asked, ‘Why,
then, should one wish to abolish the law, which cannot
be abolished?” (Anti. 113). From its inception, then, the
label was subject to polemic and freighted with irony,
which should evoke a certain caution in how it is used
and interpreted.

Antinomianism is best understood as a cluster of
soteriological convictions that emphasized the passivity
of the believer, the free crace of God and the imput-
ation of Christ’s righteousness in the process of salva-
tion. All of these were convictions that the early Luther
himself had advanced, until he began to see the kinds
of ways in which they might be misused. The audience
had changed, he said: where once the people needed to
hear only grace, now they needed to be reminded of
the law, not told that it had been abolished. His main
target was J. Agricola (1494-1566), who took over
Luther’s teaching duties at Wittenberg during a brief
absence in 1537. Agricola taught that too much
emphasis on the place of the law in justification would
give ground to Catholic understandings of human
merit. An angry Luther turned on his friend. In 1539
he wrote a short work, Against the Antinomians, which
was supposed to have served as Agricola’s retraction. In
it Luther gratuitously accused Agricola of saying that
believers could sin as much as they pleased, thus
linking a belief about the place of the moral law with
a practical licentiousness. The aggrieved Agricola left
for Berlin, the two men were never reconciled, and the
debate between them largely faded from view.

The label was revived in early seventeenth-century
England to slur one side in an intra-Puritan debate. All
Puritans agreed that the law should be preached to
sinners and that it played no part in justiricarion, but
some argued that it also had no role in sancriFicatioN.
The imputation of Christ’s righteousness to the believer
meant that he or she was already holy in God’s sight.
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God was a loving father who saw no siv in his children,
and who viewed them only with kindly goodwill.
T. D. Bozeman (b. 1942) interprets this position as a
‘backlash’ against the harsh grind of Puritan piety that
involved a lifelong watch of the heart in an endless war
against sin and a constant search for assurance of
salvation. Puritan preachers presented God as an angry
judge who observed every sin, and who would bring
punishment if each sin was not identified and con-
fessed. One response to this devotional hegemony was
to repudiate its underlying foundations, to replace an
angry God with a loving one, and to say that all sin was
covered by the imputation of Christ’s righteousness to
the believer. Historically, then, this version of Anti-
nomianism was a revolt among the English Puritan
community. In order to put it down, the Antinomian
label was a handy weapon. It was conflated with that of
the Libertines, an entirely different sixteenth-century
group, to make the same connection forged by
Luther between Antinomian doctrine and practical
licentiousness.

Antinomian controversy also took place in the
Puritan settlement of New England during the mid-
1630s. The essential question was one of assurance: did
the believer gain assurance of salvation from her sanc-
tification, or from a direct communication from God to
her sout? The label of Antinomian was again employed
to beat down the losers in that debate, who were, for
the most part, banished. When England experienced
its own upheaval during the 1640s, Antinomian ideas
came out into the open and seemed to flourish - to the
horror of many. Antinomians like T. Crisp (1600-43)
argued that no preparations were required in order for
a person to be saved, in contradistinction to the lengthy
Puritan process of cleansing the heart in preparation
for Christ’s entry. They went beyond Luther when they
interpreted faith as the opening of one’s eyes to a prior
salvation already complete at the cross or even from
eternity. But the civil war and the regicide were not a
conducive context for urging even the smallest degree
of freedom from the law. England emerged from the
Interregnum with a lingering fear of Antinomian doc-
trine, which had, in a general sense, been discredited
by the devastating experience of the war. English
doctrine thereafter inclined towards moderation and
moralism. Antinomian notions barely survived the
century, and then only in very small pockets of the
English-speaking Church.

Antinomianism is easily misjudged. It should not be
linked with a practical immorality. Antinomian authors
encouraged a life of godliness, though we cannot know
how their ideas were applied by all of their readers.
Despite its similarities with Calvinist doctrine, it
should be seen as deriving from the early Luther.
While Antinomian ideas could mix rather fluidly with
Familism - yet another sixteenth-century sect that
argued for perfection on mystical grounds - that, too,



was a largely separate stream. The label is often read
back into previous periods of Church history, but this is
anachronistic and risks linking the Antinomians
unfairly with heretical groups. Antinomianism was
not a HEREsy, unless we are to interpret the imputation
of heresy as merely an exercise in the projection of
power. The Antinomians would contend that their
beliefs were an attempt to recapture the core conviction
of the Protestant Rerormation — salvation by faith alone
through grace alone - and the clear proclamations of
the early Luther. Their claims should not be too quickly
dismissed.

T. D. Bozeman, The Precisianist Strain: Disciplinary Reli-
gion and Antinomian Backlash in Puritanism to 1638
(University of North Carolina Press, 2004).

D. R. Como, Blown by the Spirit: Puritanism and the
Emergence of an Antinomian Underground in Pre-
Civil-War England (Stanford University Press, 2004).

Tim CoopEr

ANTISEMITISM: see JUDAISM AND CHRISTIANITY.

ApnTHARTODOCETISM Associated principally with the figure
of Julian of Halicarnassus (fl. 515), aphthartodocetism
represents a radical form of wmiapnysitisv. It was a
common move in patristic CHRISTOLOGY to suggest that
in the mcarnarion the divine and human natures are
united in much the same way as fire and iron in a red-
hot poker. Julian took this analogy to the extreme,
arguing that in Christ the divinity completely glorified
the humanity in the same way that fire completely
suffuses a red-hot coal. As a result, Christ’s flesh was
incorruptible (aphthartos in Greek) from the moment
of his conception and not (as the majority of theolo-
gians taught) only from the time of his REsURRECTION.
This meant, in turn, that the incarnate Christ was not
naturally susceptible to hunger, thirst, weariness,
suffering, or death, though he voluntarily subjected
himself to all these afflictions for the sake of the
Economy of redemption.

Because this teaching seemed to weaken Christ’s
consubstantiality with humanity, it was understood
(and named) as a form of pocerism. Unlike the docetists
of earlier centuries, however, Julian did not deny that
Christ had a genuinely human body, but only that his
body shared the infirmities of fallen humanity. Never-
theless, his position was rejected not only by propon-
ents of the dyophysite Christologies associated with the
Council of CraLcepoN, but also by other miaphysites like
Severus of Antioch (ca 465-ca 540), who argued that
denying the corruptibility of Christ’s earthly flesh
undermined the soteriological principle that he healed
our nature by assuming it along with all its natural
needs and vulnerabilities. At the same time, a modified
pocTrINE of the incorruptibility of Christ’s flesh became
characteristic of later ARMENIAN THEOLOGY.

IaN A. McFarLaND
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Arocaryptic The word ‘apocalyptic’ is an adjective which
has come to be used as a noun to describe a discrete
body of theological and eschatological themes which
are to be found in many religions. The word itself,
though derived from the Greek word apocalypsis
(meaning ‘unveiling’ or ‘revelation’), is a modern coin-
age, and it was only in nineteenth-century Germany
that Apokalyptik came to be used as a noun.

There are two major ways of understanding apoca-
lyptic, both of which are illustrated by Revelation 1:1
(‘the revelation [apocalypsis] of Jesus Christ, which God
gave him to show to his servants what must soon take
place’). First, the word ‘apocalypse’ describes a literary
form which, by means of visions, auditions, dreams, or
some other unprompted divine stimulus, prompts the
understanding of matters human or divine. Second, the
eschatological reference at the end of the quotation to
‘what must soon take place’ suggests an interpretation
of apocalyptic more in terms of the content, namely the
terrible events which must precede the coming of the
New Jerusalem on earth. In the light of this second
approach, a widespread feature of the discussion of
apocalyptic is its use as a way of describing a special
expression of Jewish esciarorocy in which the following
are characteristic features: a contrast between the pre-
sent age and a new age, which is still to come; a belief
that the new age is of a transcendent kind, which
breaks in from beyond through divine intervention
and without human activity; a universal concern; the
belief that God has foreordained everything, and that
the history of the world has been divided into epochs;
and an imminent expectation that the present state of
affairs is short-lived.

While it is true that the canonical books usually
regarded as ‘apocalyptic’, namely, Daniel and Revela-
tion, include eschatological matters, not all visionary
texts do (the Slavonic Apocalypse of Enoch and the
Ascension of Isaiah are two obvious examples from
antiquity). Even Daniel and Revelation, which have so
much in common (in large part because of Revelation’s
dependence on themes from Daniel, especially Dan. 10
in Rev. 1:13-17 and Dan. 7 in Rev. 13), differ in key
respects, as M. Lutier recognized in his later and more
measured preface to Revelation. In this he usefully
contrasted different kinds of prophecy and expressed
the concerns of many religious leaders down the cen-
turies about the difficulty in interpreting Revelation. He
suggested that prophecy is of three types: (1) in words,
without images and figures; (2) in images, but with the
interpretation in words; and (3) exclusively in images,
without either words or interpretations. Revelation is a
challenge to exegetes, according to Luther, because it
exemplifies the third type.

Christianity is an ‘apocalyptic’ religion in the sense
that at the heart of its foundation documents is the
assertion that the reveration of a new, distinctive,
moment in the divine coxomy has come about. Its
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eschatological message is endorsed by apocalyptic
means, by visions and other forms of revelation (e.g.,
the baptismal experience of Jesus in Mark 1:10, the
‘conversion’ of Saul in Acts 9:22-6). Even if the primary
NT apocalyptic text, Revelation, seems to have a pes-
simistic view of future history, closer inspection reveals
that it was (as it has continued to be) the motor of the
hope of radical change in this world. The tribulation
may have to precede the coming of the New Jerusalem
but its coming will be on earth, not in heaven (cf. Matt.
6:10).
J. J. Collins, B. McGinn, and S. Stein, The Encyclopedia of
Apocalypticism, 3 vols. (Continuum, 2000).
C. Rowland, The Open Heaven: A Study of Apocalyptic in
Judaism and Early Christianity (SPCK, 1982).

CHRISTOPHER ROWLAND
APoCATASTASIS: See UNIVERSALISM.

ApocrypHA JEROME gave the name apocrypha (meaning
‘hidden’ in Greek) to those books that were included in
the Septuscint (LXX) but were not part of the Hebrew
canon acknowledged by the rabbis. Though treated as
ScriPTURE by many early Christian writers and received
as canonical by Orthodox Christians to the present day,
for Jerome the fact that the apocryphal books existed
only in Greek meant that they lacked the authority
of what he called the ‘Hebrew trutl’. While Catholics
continued to acknowledge the majority of these books
as part of the canon, since the Reroraation they have
customarily classified them as ‘deuterocanonical’ in
distinction from the ‘protocanonical’ books of the
Hebrew Bible and the NT. Protestants exclude the
apocrypha from the canon, though often including
them in printed Bibles as an appendix.

Disagreement regarding the authority of the apoc-
rypha has played some role in doctrinal disputes (e.g.,
Catholics traditionally adduce 2 Macc. 12:44-5/6 as
biblical support for the doctrine of purcatory). It also
has significant implications for the relationship
between Jupaism anp CrristianiTy. At the time of Chris-
tianity’s origin, the shape of the Jewish canon was very
much in flux, with many Jews regarding the LXX as
Scripture. The Hebrew canon was fixed by the rabbis
only from the second century - partly in reaction to
Christian use of the LXX in disputes with Jews over
biblical interpretation. Where Christians accept as
authoritative a Jewish determination of the OT canon
made in the Christian era, it would seem to follow that
even after Christ the identity of the Church is not
separable from the witness of the synagogue.

Ian A. McFarLAND

AporLinariaNisM Named after Apollinaris of Laodicea (ca
310-ca 390), Apollinarianism is the teaching that Jesus
Christ, as the Word of God incarnate, lacks a human
mind. Instead, Apollinaris taught that in Jesus the place
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of the mind was taken by the Word (see Locos). As a
fervent supporter of Aruanasivs and the Council of
Nicaea, Apollinaris sought in this way to affirm that
Christ was fully divine. Although this required that the
INCARNATION be interpreted as the animation of a created
human body by the uncreated divine Word - so that
Christ could not be confessed as fully and completely
human - Apollinaris defended his position by arguing
that two complete natures could not co-exist in a single
being. Yet, while Apollinaris apparently saw in the
Word’s displacement of Christ’s human mind a plaus-
ible means of accounting for the sinless perfection of
his earthly life, critics like Gregory of Nazianzus (see
CappapociaN Farners) charged that if Christ did not
possess a human mind, he could not redeem the mind
from its sinful inclinations.

Apollinaris’ qualification of Christ’s humanity was
formally condemned at the First Council of CoNnsTanTIN-
orLE in 381. Because his Curistorocy implies that Jesus
is genuinely human in appearance only, it can be
classified as a type of pocetism. In so far as Apollinaris’
chief theological interest seems to have been the
affirmation of the unity of Christ’s person rather than
the denial of his materiality, however, he is perhaps
more fairly seen as a precursor of strict MIAPHYSITISM.

IaN A. McFarLAND

ArorocETics Apologetics (from the Greek apologia, the
speech for the defence in a law court) refers to that
branch of theology that seeks to offer a persuasive
account of Christian faith without direct appeal to the
authority of biblical reveLATION, in accordance with the
biblical injunction that believers should ‘[a]lways be
prepared to make a defence [apologian] to anyone who
calls you to account for the hope that is in you (1 Pet.
3:15). More concretely, Paurs claim that ‘since the
creation of the world [God’s] ... eternal power and
deity ha[ve] been clearly perceived in the things that
have been made’ (Rom. 1:19-20) has been taken as
implying that at least some of Christianity’s claims can
be sustained by apologetic arguments that appeal to
general human experience outside the boundaries of
the Church (cf. Acts 17:24-9).

In the first centuries of the Church, the attempt to
defend Christianity against its detractors and com-
mend it to the educated public as both religiously
legitimate and intellectually serious was a major pre-
occupation of Christian writers. Most well known
among these theologians (often referred to collectively
as the apologists) are Justin Martyr (d. ca 165), Athe-
nagoras (ca 130-ca 190), and TerrurLa, all of whom
addressed their apologies of Christian faith and prac-
tice to the rulers of the Roman Empire. Later in the
third century Oricex wrote his Against Celsus, a sweep-
ing attempt to defend the credibility of Christianity
against pagan attacks.



Beyond defending Christians against charges of
sedition, these early apologetic works typically
attempted to show the essential compatibility between
Christian teaching and the best pagan philosophy,
which was frequently identified with some form of
Pratonism. Often, Christianity was seen as the fulfilment
of philosophers’ teaching, though it also seemed rea-
sonable to some to conclude that Plato (ca 430-ca 345
BC) had plagiarized many of his ideas from the OT (see
Justin Martyr, 1Apol. 59). Such arguments formed part
of a broader programme to demonstrate both the
antiquity (and thus, in the context of Greco-Roman
intellectual culture, the authority) of the OT prophetical
books and their fulfilment in the life of Jesus. In this
way, the apologists typically argued their case on two
inter-related tracks: defending Christianity’s intellectual
credibility as a comprehensive moral and cosmological
framework on the one hand, and its religious creden-
tials as the legitimate heir of an ancient faith on the
other.

While a primary impetus for apologetic writing
disappeared when Christianity became the religion of
the Roman Empire in the fourth century, the genre did
not die out. AucusTiNE was spurred to write his monu-
mental City of God against the Pagans by the charge
that the fall of the Empire in the West had been caused
by its abandonment of pagan worship. In the Middle
Ages T. AquiNas Summa contra Gentiles took the form
of a defence of Christian claims over against Jews,
Muslims, and other non-Christians. In later writings,
however, Thomas argues that where one’s interlocutor
does not acknowledge the authority of revelation, then
‘there is no longer any means of proving the articles of
faith by reasoning, but only of answering his objections
- if he has any - against faith’ (ST 1.1.8).

Apologetics emerged as a distinct discipline among
Protestant theologians in the seventeenth century, as
the intellectual challenges of the Scientific Revolution
and the ExvicutenMent put the Church on the defensive.
Among Catholics apologetics was eventually subsumed
under (though never simply identified with) the dis-
cipline of FuNDAMENTAL THEOLOGY. Operating from diverse
confessional orientations, theologians deployed a range
of strategies in response to the charge that Christian
claims were based on unsubstantiated appeals to
authority. Pre-eminent among these was NATURAL THE-
oLoGy, or the attempt to establish at least some Chris-
tian beliefs (especially the existence of a creator God)
on the basis of general experience of the world. Also
important was the appeal to biblical miracles (and, as a
corollary, the trustworthiness of the Bible as a histor-
ical record of those miracles) as evidence of the truth
of Christian claims.

In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries the influ-
ence of LiBERAL THEOLOGY caused apologetic strategies
among some Protestant theologians to shift from the
attempt to demonstrate the truth of Christian claims to
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a focus on their meaningfulness as a particular form of
human religious experience. According to this perspec-
tive, the proper goal of apologetics is to show that its
teachings do address fundamental questions that arise
out of the structure of a human self-consciousness,
which, it is argued, presupposes some overarching
framework within which to interpret and integrate the
whole of reality. At the same time, more traditional
approaches to apologetics continued to be pursued by
more conservative theologians, especially in the Prince
ton THEOLOGY and Dutch Reformed circles associated
with A. Kuyper. Among contemporary evangelical theo-
logians influenced by Kuyper, however, the goal of
apologetics tends to be conceived less as a positive
demonstration of the truth of Christianity than as the
process of answering objections to the faith raised by
sceptics (cf. Aquinas, ST 1.1.8).

Certain strands of twentieth-century theology (espe-
cially those influenced by K. Bartu) reject the enter-
prise of apologetics as inconsistent with the absolute
priority of Christ as the sole source and norm of
Christian belief, as well as with God’s absolute tran-
scendence of the world. Such critics argue that to locate
the truths of the Christian faith within the purview of
general human experience of the world both marginal-
izes Christ and reduces God to purely worldly dimen-
sions. Apologists respond that such a perspective is
inconsistent with the essential unity of all truth, under-
stood as corollary to belief in one God as the sole
source of all that is. Furthermore, while acknowledging
Christ as the sole norm of poctrine, they reject as
excessive the claim that Christ is likewise the sole
source of theological truth — and with it the implication
that apologetics in any sense compromises the central-
ity of Christ for Christian belief.

See also CosMoLoGICAL ARGUMENT; ERistics; ONTOLOGICAL
ARGUMENT; REFORMED  EPISTEMOLOGY;  TELEOLOGICAL
ARGUMENT.

IaN A. McFarLAND

Apopuatic  THEOLOGY Apophatic or ‘negative’ theology
refers to the practice of describing God by negating
particular attributes of God (Latin via remotionis or
negationis). As such, it is grounded in a widely
accepted principle of Christian theology, namely, that
God, as the unique, transcendent, and unoriginate
Creator of all that is, is by definition prior to all
creaturely categories and therefore can be neither con-
ceived nor described in creaturely terms. In short, Deus
non est in genere (Aquinas, ST 1.3.5). In line with this
principle, many of the artriButes traditionally associ-
ated with God in Christian theology are apophatic in
form. Thus, immensity is the denial that God is con-
tained by space, eternity that God is bound by time,
simplicity that God is composed of parts, and immut-
ability that God is subject to change.
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Other traditional divine attributes, however, take
cataphatic or ‘positive’ form, including designations
of God as omnipotent, omniscient, wise, just, and
merciful. Advocates of apophatic theology note that
such positive forms of predication necessarily limit
God and are therefore ultimately inadequate to the
theological task, since God is by nature infinite (i.e.,
unlimited). Clement of Alexandria (ca 150-ca 215)
made this point with great force as early as the turn
of the third century (Strom. 5.12), drawing both on
ScripTure and on insights current in contemporary
Pratonism. At the same time, perhaps the greatest
proponent of apophatic theology, the pseudonymous
writer Dionysius THE AreopaciTE, argued that cataphatic
theology constitutes an important first step in Chris-
tian God talk, although it is one that must ultimately be
left behind by the dedicated theologian, who, in con-
templating the ineffable Godhead, must move from the
presumption of knowing (cataphatic theology) to the
mystery of unknowing (apophatic theology).

In his treatise The Divine Names Dionysius argues
that the very plurality of names used for God in
Scripture points to language’s incapacity to name
God, thereby drawing the theologian upwards towards
the nameless, super-essential unity of God (Divine
Names 1.5-7). The task of cataphatic theology is there-
fore preparatory. It allows language to exhaust itself in
attempting to name God, and thereby opens the way
towards an appreciation of God’s surpassing of every
name. Though God is the cause of the multiplicity of
created goods, God (precisely as cause) is incapable of
being categorized with those effects, in the same way
that the fire that heats cannot itself be said to be heated
(Divine Names 2.8). God is, rather, a goodness that
transcends all creaturely good.

Dionysius first great interpreter, Maxius THE CoN-
FESSOR, used the TRANSFIGURATION as @ metaphor for the
way in which God’s being transcends all creaturely
categories while at the same time bringing them into
being, arguing that the blinding light of the transfig-
ured Christ indicates God’s essential unknowability
(i.e., apophatic theology), which, however, illuminates
the surrounding reality in such a way as to make
affirmation (i.e., cataphatic theology) possible (PG
1165B-1168B). Also deeply influenced by Dionysius,
T. Aqumss employed a classic mode of combining
cataphatic and apophatic dimensions of theology in
what is generally called the ‘way of eminence’ (via
eminentiae). According to this approach, the presence
of perfections in creatures implies that they are also
present in the Creator as their cause (the cataphatic
dimension), but God’s absolute transcendence of the
created world makes it impossible to predicate the
same qualities of creature and Creator univocally
(the apophatic dimension); it follows that it is only
legitimate to predicate such qualities of God while
affirming that they exist in God in a super-eminent
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way (see, e.g., ST 1.12.12). Thus, while we can be
confident that such perfections exist in God, we remain
ignorant of how they exist in God (ST 1.13.3).

For all these theologians, the negative way of apo-
phasis is less a method to be used to derive theological
propositions than a discipline to help guide the
believer’s apprehension of God as a supremely personal
(and not simply cognitive) mystery. Nevertheless, the
apophatic emphasis on divine transcendence provides
the basis for affirming the radical divine freedom with
respect to all that is not God that undergirds Christian
beliefs regarding both God’s incarxarion and human
DEIFICATION. God’s personal transcendence of the world
as its Creator rules out cosmologies in which creatures
are related to God by way of a hierarchically ordered
sequence, with intellectual beings nearest to God at the
top and inert matter languishing far from God at the
bottom. Instead, God’s radical difference from all that
is not God means that this kind of emanationist ontol-
ogy is ruled out from the start: as Creator, God is
equally transcendent over every creature, but this does
not translate into any sort of ‘distance’; on the contrary,
it allows God to be intimately present to creation (e.g.,
by assuming human flesh) without being any less God,
even as it allows God to bring human beings to cLory
(viz., in deification) without their ceasing to be human.
For this reason Nicholas of Cusa (1401-64) proposed a
novel apophatic characterization of God as ‘not-other’
(non aliud). His aim was not to suggest that God could
in any sense be identified with the material world (as in
PANTHEISM), but rather that God’s ‘difference’ from all
that is not God transcends the categories of opposition
and distinction that determine the creaturely experi-
ence of otherness, so that God is ‘not other’ than (and,
therefore, ineffably intimate to) all that is not God.

The principal criticisms of apophatic theology are
threefold. First, many charge that apophatic theology of
the sort practised by Dionysius is far more deeply
shaped by Neoplatonic philosophy than by the Bible.
A second, more substantive worry is that apophati-
cism’s stress on what God is not results in a pattern
of theological language that is overly abstract and
insufficiently attentive to the qualities of love and
mercy that Scripture depicts as central to divine iden-
tity. The third criticism reflects a similar concern,
though it is based in the charge that apophatic theology
does not in fact follow through on its promise to avoid
a positive depiction of God, since any given theologian
will invariably only focus on particular negations,
which will invariably suggest a positive depiction of
God. Thus, proponents of process THEOLOGY in particular
have argued that the traditional apophatic description
of God as eternal and impassible have led to an all too
cataphatic understanding of God as distant from and
indifferent to creation. Defenders of negative theology,
however, counter that such problems emerge only
when apophasis is treated as a cognitive technique



rather than as a summons to transcend cognition in its
negative no less than its affirmative modes.

See also MEISTER ECKHART.
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Iax A. McFarLAND

Apostasy The term ‘apostasy’ (from the Greek for ‘defec-
tion’ or ‘rebellion’) refers to the explicit rejection of the
Christian rarts as such, and is thus distinct from HErEsy,
which refers only to the rejection of one or more
particular doctrines. Though the Greek term is not
used in this technical sense in the NT (see Acts
21:21; 2 Thess. 2:3), the problem of defection from
the faith is raised in a number of biblical texts. In some
cases (e.g., 1 Tim. 4:1; 2 Pet. 2:21; 1 John 2:18-19) it is
unclear whether the offence the authors have in mind
is apostasy or heresy, but the reference in Hebrews 6:4-
6 to ‘those who have once been enlightened ... and
tasted the goodness of the word of God ... and then
have fallen away’ does seem to refer to those who have
formally renounced their faith in Christ, presumably as
the result of persecution.

The writer of Hebrews’ claim that ‘it is impossible to
restore to repentance’ those who had transgressed in
this way (Heb. 6:4) led early Christians to class apos-
tasy among the most severe sins: it was punished by
ExcomMuNIcaTioN without possibility of readmission to
full communion prior to death. In the face of large
numbers of apostasies brought on by the Decian per-
secution in the mid-third century, however, a more
lenient policy eventually prevailed with respect to those
who had apostatized under duress and later sought to
be reconciled to the Church.

Iax A. McFarLAND

Arostie Derived from a Greek word meaning ‘sent’,
apostle is used in the NT to refer to a class of Christian
missionaries with prominent leadership roles in the
primitive Church. The extent of this class is not
depicted consistently across the NT. Luke, for example,
generally limits his use of the title ‘apostle’ to twelve
people separated out of the broader category of Jesus’
disciples to serve as an eschatological symbol of the
twelve tribes of Israe. (Luke 6:13; 22:30; cf. Matt.
19:28). In Lukan perspective this group is definitive,
except for the replacement of the apostate Judas by
Matthias (Acts 1:15-26). By contrast, Paut, though
normally distinguished from the apostles in Acts
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(9:27; 15:2, 22; but cf. 14:14), consistently identifies
himself as one in his letters (e.g., Rom. 1:1; 1 Cor. 1:1; 1
Thess. 2:6) and applies the term to a broader class of
Christian leaders (1 Cor. 12:28; cf. Rom. 16:7) — though
even he may have conceived the title as applicable only
to those whose ministry was rooted in personal witness
to Jesus’ resurrecTioN (1 Cor. 9:1; cf. Acts 1:22).
Whatever the origins of the term, the later books
of the NT clearly associate the class of apostles with
the founding of, rather than an ongoing role in, the
Christian community (Eph. 2:20; 2 Pet. 3:2; Jude 17).
Likewise, in subsequent Christian theology the term
is used to refer to those who were eyewitnesses to
Jesus’ earthly ministry and/or risen life. Because the
content of the Christian Gosper is the historical
person Jesus of Nazareth, the apostles’ historical
location gives them unique and irreplaceable author-
ity, with the originating witness of the apostles serv-
ing as the touchstone for all subsequent claims of
faithful witness to Jesus.
See also ApostoLiCITy.
IaN A. McFarLAND

ArostLes” CReep So named because of a legend attribut-
ing its composition to the twelve ApostiEs, the text now
known as the Apostles’ Creed originated in what is now
south-western France in the late sixth or early seventh
century. It is a modified version of the so-called Old
Roman Creed, which dates from the early third century
and provided the template for virtually all early western
(i.e., Latin) creeps. In its current form, the Apostles’
Creed initially spread among Frankish Churches as part
of Charlemagne’s (r. 800-14) efforts to establish litur-
gical uniformity in his dominions. It was probably
introduced to Rome in the tenth century as part of a
programme of reform spearheaded by the Holy Roman
emperors, where it soon became established as the
official baptismal creed of the whole western Church -
a position it retained among Lutheran and Reformed
Churches even after the RErorMATION.

The Old Roman Creed (with which the legend of
apostolic composition was first associated) most likely
developed from the interrogatory creeds recited by
converts at the time of their saprisv. The unequal
length of its three articles suggests that it is the confla-
tion of a simple Trinitarian creed (itself based on the
baptismal formula of Matt. 28:19) with an originally
independent Christological confession of the sort found
in many early Christian texts (e.g. Justin Martyr,
1Apol. 1.21). The incorporation of this Christological
material, with its emphasis on Jesus’ birth, crucifixion,
and death, may reflect a desire to affirm Jesus’ materi-
ality over against DOCETISM.

L. T. Johnson, The Creed: What Christians Believe and

Why It Matters (Image, 2004).
IaN A. McFarLanD
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ApostoLic Fathers The Apostolic Fathers’ are the authors
of various very early Christian writings which are
generally regarded as orthodox, but which were not
included in the final NT canon. There is no formal list,
but the term normally includes the authors of I and 2
Clement; the letters of Polycarp (ca 70-ca 155), Igna-
tius of Antioch (d. ca 110), and ‘Barnabas’; the
Didache; and The Shepherd of Hermas. Dates for indi-
vidual works are uncertain, but most probably range
from ca 90 to ca 150.

The term ‘Apostolic Fathers’ has been most popular
in the Catholic tradition. It dates from the seventeenth
century, but the idea it conveys is much earlier: already
by the second century they were considered to have
special significance because they had apparently
received Christianity from Jesus’ first followers. This
assumption is reflected, for example, in the full title of
the Didache (‘The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles’)
and the common assumption that the Letter of Barna-
bas was by that apostLE.

Several of these texts were letters which were
addressed to a specific recipient or community, but
were perhaps intended for a wider readership. Like
Paurs letters they deal with some doctrinal concepts,
such as the nature of Jesus Christ and the promise of
RESURRECTION, but these ideas are expressed very figura-
tively (perhaps reflecting liturgical language) and not
through systematic or philosophical argument. I Clem-
ent and the letters of Ignatius and Polycarp urge on
their addressees the importance of Christian unity, the
writers possibly fearing that scrisus will make Churches
more vulnerable to persecution. Ignatius’ writing viv-
idly presents his expectation of martyrpOM, which he
interprets as sharing in the death and resurrection of
Christ. The motif of participation in the sufferings of
Christ is a very common theme in the Apostolic
Fathers.

Other writings take the form of a homily (2 Clement)
or a collection of basic Christian ethical and spiritual
principles (the Didache). Even the Shepherd of Hermas,
which is written as a series of Apocaryrric visions with
accompanying interpretations, contains significant pas-
sages relating to personal behaviour and Church order.
The Didache may well have been used for the teaching
of new converts (that is, for careciesis): it contains
examples of early Christian baptismal instructions
and Eucharistic pravers closely related to Jewish meal-
time blessings. Indeed, the Apostolic Fathers in general
give tantalizing hints about the relation of second- and
third-generation Christians to their Jewish contempor-
aries, although this evidence is notoriously difficult to
interpret.

One striking aspect of the Apostolic Fathers is that
(like several NT epistles) they seem to share a suppos-
ition that the basic message (kervuma) of the Christian
faith has already been transmitted to their audience by
word of mouth: they thus focus on exhorting Christ-
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like behaviour, encouraging fortitude in the face of
persecution and giving guidance on issues that are
dividing Christians. They show some awareness of
the Hebrew Bible and parts of what became the NT
canon, but usually quote very freely. Sometimes this
may indicate quotation from memory; sometimes it
suggests reliance on pre-Gospel collections of Jesus’
sayings.

MorwENNA LubLow

ArostoLic Succession The Nicene Creep states that the
Church is ‘apostolic’, meaning that by the cract of the
Hory Seirit its faith is fundamentally the same as that of
the AposTLES. AposToLICITY is an essential requirement or
‘mark’ of the Church. How, then, is contemporary faith
derived from the apostles? For Protestant Churches the
answer is largely through the authoritative teaching of
canonical Scrirturg; for the Orthodox Churches, it is
through their authoritative Trapition and in commu-
nion with their bishops. Following developments initi-
ated by Cyprian (d. 258) and TerrurLian, the Anglican
and Catholic traditions have believed apostolic rarh is
handed on through the bishops by apostolic succession,
such that each episcopal generation consecrates the
next in a line stretching from Peter and the apostles
to the present. Consecration within this series gives
bishops a unique cuarisy enabling them to teach and
govern the Church with an apostolic authority derived
from Jesus’ charge to the apostles and, through the
apostles and succeeding bishops, to them.

In the nineteenth century, apostolic succession was
used by Anglicans to argue for the legitimacy of their
communion and its orpers. It was denied (on seem-
ingly flimsy grounds) by Pope Leo XIII (r. 1878-1903)
in Apostolicae Curae (1896), from which he concluded
Anglican orders must be invalid. For Episcopal
Churches apostolic succession grounds the iure divino
status of the episcopacy (see, e.g., Vatican Council I,
LG,$3.20). In recent years, it has been criticized as
unable adequately to acknowledge how no Church is
ever fully apostolic, and as unwarrantably limiting
apostolicity within the Catholic Church to celibate male
clerics.

NicHoras M. HeaLy

ArostoLiary Whether applied broadly as a criterion of
Christian poctrRiNe or more narrowly (following the
Avosties’ and Nicene Creeps) as an identifying mark
of the Church, apostolicity refers to conformity with
the faith and practice of the aposties. Already in the NT
the apostles, as the eyewitnesses to Christ’s ministry
and resurrection, are viewed as the foundation of
Christian teaching (e.g., Acts 2:42; Eph. 2:20; Rev.
21:14). The logic behind this position is developed by
writers of the second century, who regard the apostles
as the intermediaries through whom the GoseeL was
transmitted from Christ to the world (1Clem. 42:1;



Did.), and thus view agreement with them as a funda-
mental criterion of orrHopoxy (Ignatius, Eph. 11:2). For
many early writers a decisive mark of apostolicity was
submission to the Church’s duly appointed leaders, as
the apostles’ legitimate successors (Ignatius, Trall. 2:2;
Irenaeus, AH 3.2-4).

There is broad ecumenical agreement that, because
the Church is a community grounded in the commit-
ments of Jesus immediate followers, continuity with
the faith of the apostles is a constitutive feature of
Christian identity. At the same time, there is significant
disagreement over the proper criteria of apostolicity.
Catholic, Orthodox, and some Anglican theologians
view institutional continuity, as established by an
unbroken succession of bishops, to be a decisive test
of apostolicity (see ArostoLic Succession). Protestant
opinion, on the other hand, tends to regard apostolicity
as a matter of teaching and practice that can be
measured against the bar of Scriprure without any
reference to matters of ecclesiastical polity.

See also EccLesioLocy.

IaN A. McFarLaND

AppeLLancy In 1713 Pope Clement XT (r. 1700-21) issued
the bull Unigenitus, which was intended to give defini-
tive condemnation of Jansenism. Though the papacy had
condemned various pocrriNEs associated with Jansen-
ism at several points in the seventeeth century, the
comprehensive character of Unigenitus led four French
bishops in 1717 to appeal against its judgements to a
future ecumenical councit. Those who subscribed to the
bishops’ appeal came to be known as Appellants’.
Thus, Appellancy’ refers to a specifically eighteenth-
century form of Jansenism.

The Appellants’ opponents within Catholicism
charged that their Jansenist doctrines of crack and six
were indistinguishable from Protestantism, but Appel-
lant eccresiorocy differed radically from Protestant doc-
trines of the Church. To be sure, both Appellancy and
Protestantism were occasioned by the conviction that
the Catholic hierarchy had given official approval to
false doctrine; correspondingly, both saw the Catholic
Church as deeply implicated in siv. Yet while Protest-
ants concluded that these facts justified - and even
demanded - breaking with Rome, Appellants did not.
On the contrary, though Appellants were suspicious of
attempts to identify the Church’s authority with a
particular ecclesiastical office (e.g., the episcopacy in
general or the papacy in particular), they nevertheless
insisted on the Catholic Church’s indefectibility and
thus differed from those Jansenists in the Low Coun-
tries who followed a path of scmisv to form what
became the Old Catholic Church in the Netherlands.

The Appellants’ unique ecclesiological perspective is
closely connected with the theology of grace they
inherited from seventeenth-century Jansenisy. With a
strong emphasis on God’s immediate and sovereign
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guidance of the whole of human history, Appellant
theologians trusted in God’s ability to maintain the
integrity of the Church even when it was most deeply
implicated in the contradictions and ambiguities of
history. Appellancy’s opponents within Catholicism
argued that the Church’s integrity could be assured
only when its members acknowledged the magister-
ium’s authority to deliver a binding and definitive
judgement on what was and was not orthodox doc-
trine. By contrast, Appellants believed that truth had to
struggle against falsehood in the Church in the same
way that Christ had to struggle with — without himself
breaking from - the synagogue. Thus, while both
Protestants and other Catholics saw the Church as a
place of doctrinal unanimity (so that those espousing
false doctrine by definition stood outside the Church),
Appellants argued that the Church, as Christ’s soby, had
to experience within itself the oppression and rejection
of orrHoDOXY as well as its occasional triumph. Working
from this perspective, Appellants argued that the
church’s integrity was ensured not by doctrinal consen-
sus, but by the juridical structures, the sacraments, and
the devotional practices that constituted it as the body
of Christ.

J. M. Gres-Gayer, ‘The Unigenitus of Clement XI: A Fresh
Look at the Issues’, Theological Studies 49 (1988),
259-82.

E. Radner, Spirit and Nature: The Saint-Médard Miracles
in 18th-Century Jansenism (Crossroad, 2002).

IaNn A. McFarLaND

AppropriaTioN The pocTRINE of appropriation is a feature
of Trinitarian theology that emerged from the need to
reconcile narrative conventions (characteristic of both
Scripture and LITURGY) associated with the three divine
Persons with dogmatic convictions regarding the
essential unity of the triune God. According to classical
Trinitarian doctrine, the Persons of the TrmiTy,
although internally differentiated by the relations that
establish the Father as begetting, the Son as begotten,
and the Hory Seirit as proceeding from the Father (as
well as, for western Churches, from the Son; see FiLio-
uE) always act externally in unison, so that in their
relation to creatures the actions of the Trinity are
undivided (opera Trinitatis ad extra sunt indivisa). This
claim seems flatly inconsistent with the way in which,
for example, the Arosties” Creep specifies the Father as
‘creator of heaven and earth’.

The doctrine of appropriation attempts to justify the
practice of linking certain divine actions to particular
Persons of the Trinity, notwithstanding the common
participation of all three in every divine work. It is
based on the principle that, while all three Persons are
equally active in all God’s works, each participates in a
distinctive mode or manner that reflects the relation-
ships between the Persons within the eternal life of the
Godhead. Thus, the work of creation (ie., the
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origination of all things other than God) is naturally
‘appropriated’ to the Father, since the Father is the
source of the life of the Son and the Spirit within
God. Similarly, the perfection of creatures (through
SANCTIFICATION and DEIFICATION) is appropriated to the
Spirit, as the one who completes and consummates
the internal life of the Godhead.

IaN A. McFarLAND

Aquinas, Thomas Thomas Aquinas was born in 1224/5
near Naples to minor nobility. At an early age he was
sent to the Benedictines for his education, but in 1244
joined the Order of Preachers, recently founded (in
1217) by Dominic (1170-1221). This was a significant
decision, for the Dominican friars led a new and
controversial form of the Christian life. Unlike the
monks, they lived within the world, seeking perfect
obedience to Christ through poverty and (often itiner-
ant) preaching. In 1245 Thomas moved to the Univer-
sity of Paris where Albert the Great (ca 1200-80)
encouraged his study of the works of Aristotle (384-
322 BC), many of which were just then becoming
available in the West. After a few years at Cologne, he
began (probably in 1252) to teach at Paris and wrote
his commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard (ca
1100-60). In 1256 he became magister in sacra pagina.
As such, his responsibility was to preach upon Scrip-
TURE (the ‘sacred page’), analyze it, and engage in
disputation over its interpretation.

Thomas wrote two further large-scale theological
works, the Summa contra Gentiles (ScG), completed
by 1265, and the Summa theologiae (ST) - his most
important and massively influential work - which
remained uncompleted at his death. Besides many
shorter theological works, he wrote substantial com-
mentaries on both Scripture and philosophy (predom-
inantly the works of Aristotle). He died after a brief
illness in 1274. Around the time of his death, propos-
itions drawn from his theology were condemned by the
archbishop of Paris. Soon, however, his work was
generally acknowledged to be an outstanding con-
structive reconciliation of new learning with the trad-
ition. Canonized in 1323, Thomas was named a doctor
of the Church by Pope Pius V (r. 1566-72) in 1567.

Thomas is still sometimes interpreted from the
perspective of one or other form of Tromisy, and thus
not as a theologian so much as a Christian-Aristotelian
philosopher whose system provides the theoretical
basis for the Catholic Church’s self-presentation as the
superior alternative to modernity. Since the 1980s,
however, scholars have brought to light the thoroughly
theological nature of his work and its consonance with
the friars’ preaching charism and their focus on Jesus
Christ. For Thomas, Aristotelian and other philosoph-
ical thinking is useful, but only in a limited way.
Theology, the enquiry into what we can know of God
and of all things as they are related to God (sub ratione

30

Dei), must always be governed by the knowledge of
God (scientia Dei) that is revealed in and by Christ and
the Howy S, and made known to us only in
Scripture.

To be sure, the considerable differences between
Thomas’ context, assumptions, and agenda and those
typical of the modern period make misunderstanding
relatively easy. Thus, for example, the first three books
of the ScG treat for the most part what can be known
about theological matters through natural reasoning,
independently of reveLaTION, before moving to focus on
revealed truths only in the fourth and final book.
Moderns have read this (whether disapprovingly or
more positively) as a kind of aporoGETics, an attempt to
show the truthfulness of Christianity by its congruence
with NaturaL THEOLOGY. Scholars have argued recently,
however, that given Thomas’ context and interests, it is
better understood as an appreciative yet critical engage-
ment of pagan philosophical wisdom by Christian
wisdom, showing their commonalities and differences,
and demonstrating the inadequacy of non-revealed
sources of knowledge and our need for revelation if we
are to have true knowledge of God.

Thomas™ Scholastic method can also be an obstacle
for the contemporary reader of theology used to more
historical and concrete approaches. In the ST he uses
an approach derived from the disputation - the dis-
putatio being the then common practice of having a
magister engage in public debate on a given issue. Each
larger theological topic is broken down into ‘questions’
that treat a particular sub-topic; these in turn are
divided into short ‘articles’ that treat a single question
(anything from, e.g., ‘Whether God Understands Him-
self’ to “‘Whether Imprudence is a Special Sin’). Each
article is made up of concisely stated arguments, usually
three or four initially supporting a negative response,
followed by a sed contra that briefly summarizes a
positive argument (often by citing Scripture), then
further arguments for the positive, and, finally, rebuttals
of the initial negative case. Once the reader gets used to
the Scholastic method, the insight and nuance of
Thomas® arguments become increasingly apparent.

Its structure and method may give the initial
impression that the ST is an intricate, massively logical,
SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY that is perhaps too confident in its
claims, too abstract, and too remote from Scripture
and the concrete life of Christians. However, since
Thomas wrote the ST as a textbook for his Dominican
brethren, he could assume a good knowledge of Scrip-
ture and the economy of salvation in his readers. What
they needed was a deeper theological understanding of
what they already knew, so that they could preach with
wisdom and insight. Hence (as he explains in the
prologue), he chose not to follow the ‘order of the
subject matter’ — i.e., not to begin with Scripture and
its witness to Jesus Christ — but to proceed according to
a more pedagogically oriented approach.



This approach is reflected in the overall structure of
the work. The first part, for example, moves outwards
from God as such through God as Creator to creaTIiON as
such. The rest of the treatise charts creation’s move-
ment back to God, beginning in the second part with
an exploration of how it is possible for people to act in
accordance with the good (including a full-scale treat-
ment of the virtues suitable for the confessional), and
concluding in the third part with an extended discus-
sion of Jesus Christ (who is ‘our way’ to God), followed
by an account of the special gifts given through Christ:
the Church, the sacraments, and life in neaven. The ST
as a whole thus describes a process of emanation and
return (exitus et reditus) that Thomas abstracts from
Scripture in order to allow his readers to return to
Scripture with greater insight.

Thomas trains his readers, too, by turning to
conceptual clarification before addressing more con-
crete issues. Thus he begins the first part of the ST
with God as such in order to sort out ways to talk
about God properly for use in the subsequent discus-
sion of God’s work in creation and redemption. So,
too, in the second part he discusses human action in
general before going on to consider moral action and
the virtues; and in the third part he works out
technical Christological concepts before proceeding
to an extended discussion of Jesus’ life and mission.
Throughout Thomas is careful to note the limits of
what we can know and say about the infinite God.
His arguments are not deductive proofs, but aim only
to show what can be said ‘fittingly’ (convenienter) in
light of biblical revelation. As such, they are only
‘probable’ (like all theological argument) and so
always challengeable.

In short, the ultimate goal of the ST and of Thomas’
work in general is for his readers to acquire Christian
wisdom through contemplation and practice. By
acquiring intellectual and moral virtues within the
theological virtues of rarth, Hopk, and Love (carifas),
we can become more like Christ and thus, in a human
way, like God. The movement towards God raises us
beyond our natural capacities so that we achieve our
supernatural fulfilment. Becoming thus transformed is,
however, only the penultimate goal for Thomas; it is
not, in and of itself, the point of being a Christian.
Rather, it prepares us for the ultimate gift of grace: the
absolute happiness of the BeaTIFIC VisION.
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AriaN ConTroVERSY In 318 or 320 Arius (ca 250-336), a
priest in Alexandria, came into conflict with his bishop,
Alexander (d. 326). The latter taught that the Son,
although ‘between created and uncreated’, was always
with the Father and eternally generated from the
Father. If God is always Father, then the Son must
always be with the Father: one cannot be a father
without a child. Arius, preferring to see the language
of Father and Son as secondary to other terminologies,
objected that there is only one God, and that the Word
or Son existed by the will of God from ‘before the ages’
but not eternally and without sharing God’s being.
Arius also, like a number of others associated with
him, spoke of God’s two Words or Wisdoms: that which
is inherently God’s, and that derivative Word or
Wisdom present in the secondary reality — and which
human beings name Word or Wisdom.

After some initial local meetings, a council of
bishops met at the behest of the Emperor Constantine
I (ca 275-337) at Nicaea in 325. The council issued a
creed that said that the Son was generated ‘from the
substance of the Father’ and was Homoousios (‘of the
same substance’) with the Father. Arius was exiled.
This dispute reflected and stimulated tension between
different theological trajectories present at the time it
erupted: Nicaea did nothing to diffuse this tension. The
technical terminology used in the creed seems to have
been chosen as an ad hoc tool to censure Arius and
was not clearly defined even by its supporters.

The events surrounding Arius were a catalyst for a
continuing controversy. ArHanasius, bishop of Alexan-
dria from 328, soon emerged at the centre of the
ensuing debates and was eventually exiled in 336 on
charges of malfeasance. A number of other supporters
of Nicaea were exiled in these years, most notably
Eustathius of Antioch (fl. 325) and Marcellus of Ancyra
(d. 374). In his Orations against the Arians Athanasius
ignored all angles of his case other than the theological
and, following some hints in earlier authors, presented
his enemies as followers of Arius, rather than repre-
sentatives of an alternate theological tradition of long
standing. This terminology of ‘Arianism’ was accepted
by many western theologians, and increasingly by
some easterners.

Many eastern bishops from 325 to 350 may be
termed ‘Eusebian’, being broadly in a tradition that
encompassed both Eusebius of Caesarea (ca 260-ca
340) and Eusebius of Nicomedia (d. 341). Such theolo-
gians hold that there is a basic ontological distinction
between Father and Son, but also insist that there is an
ineffable closeness between Father and Son such that
the Son’s being can be said to be ‘from the Father’ in
some indescribable sense. For some the Son is ‘the
exact image of the Father’s substance’ (cf. Wis. 7:25;
Heb. 1:3); for others the Son is a unique product of the
Father’s will. For all ‘Eusebians’ Athanasius’ preferred
language (viz., the Son as the Father’s ‘own’ Word or
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Wisdom) and Nicaeas talk of the Son coming from the
Father’s substance ignore a basic distinction between
the one true God and the Word or Son who is created
for the purpose of creating. The theology of these
‘Eusebian’ theologians is seen particularly clearly in
the ‘Dedication’ creed of Antioch in 341.

The controversy shifted considerably during the
350s, as Emperor Constantius (r. 337-61) supported
an increasingly subordinationist theology, according to
which the Son is only ‘like’ (homoios) the Father:
clearly distinct and ontologically inferior. These
‘Homoians’ rejected any use of ousia terminology. The
most radical wing of this movement, represented by
Aetius (fl. 350) and his disciple Eunomius (d. ca 395),
insisted that Father and Son were unlike in ousia. Their
teaching affected the perception of the Homoian move-
ment generally and produced a strong reaction. During
the 370s and 380s Eunomians or ‘Heterousians’ (from
heteros, or ‘other’) increasingly became a distinct eccle-
sial group.

In 359 and 360 Constantius called two councils
which, under pressure from him, promulgated a
Homoian creep intended to function as a universal
marker of orthodox rarth. In reaction, several groups
— from supporters of Athanasius to some who owed far
more to the ‘Eusebian’ tradition - coalesced around the
creed of Nicaea as the only alternative to the Homoian
creed. In the West also the events of 359-60 provided a
stimulus for many theologians to agree on Nicaea as a
standard. The different traditions among eastern and
western theologians slowly came to recognize each
others’ theologies as mutually compatible, though this
process took many years. As they slowly came together
these groups agreed on the principles by which the
creed of Nicaea should be understood: that God’s
immaterial and incomprehensible being is not divided
and that the Persons are truly distinct from each other.
Between 360 and 380 there was also an evolution of
terminologies that distinguish what is one from what is
three in God: God is one in nature, power, glory, or
essence while there are three Persons or hypostases.
The Father gives rise to a Son and a Spirit who possess
the fullness of what it is to be God. This last develop-
ment also occurred through polemic against those who
doubted the full divinity of the Hory Spirit.

These theologies represent a real development over
those of Nicaea’s original architects and have been
called neo- or pro-Nicene by many modern scholars.
In the East the Cappanocian Farrers (Basil of Caesarea,
Gregory of Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa) were of
particular significance in developing pro-Nicene the-
ology; in the West Hilary of Poitiers (ca 300-68) and
Ambrose of Milan (ca 340-97) were similarly signifi-
cant. After the accession of the pro-Nicene emperor
Theodosius I (r. 379-95), the Council of CoNsTANTINOPLE
promulgated a revised version of Nicaeas creed, adding
clauses on the Spirit to insist that ‘with the Father and
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the Son He is worshipped and glorified’. A parallel
council held at Aquileia in the West under Emperor
Gratian (r. 375-83) was much smaller, but it marked
the triumph of the pro-Nicenes there also. Groups of
non-Nicene Christians continued to be a real force
within the Christian world through the next century
(especially among the Germanic tribes who gradually
took over the western empire), but increasingly they
became distinct ecclesial groups.
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LEwIis AYRES

AristoteLianism Understood as a collection of philo-
sophical doctrines and a certain attitude towards
philosophical enquiry derived from the Greek philoso-
pher Aristotle (384-322 BC), Aristotelianism is usually
contrasted with Pratonism. Platonists assert the sub-
stantial reality of certain abstract ideas. Immaterial
and changeless, these ideas are the only things with
definite existence, the only things that can be truly
known. Philosophy begins with the contingent and
the material, but ascends to the necessary and the
ideal, to the objects of certain knowledge. Its enquiries
are thus more idealist than empirical, more speculative
than practical. Aristotelians, by contrast, deny the
independent existence of ideal form. Forms are always
united with matter; a substance is nothing but this
union. Matter accounts for change and individuation
among substances; form guarantees their specific con-
stancy and their rational intelligibility. Substances are
known as their forms are grasped in thought. Philoso-
phy begins with wonder about the things of this world,
but also about human action and community, and
then proceeds to reflection on causes that explain.
Aristotelian enquiry thus tends to be this-worldly
and practical. Speculation about transcendent things,
while not shunned altogether, is reserved for the few at
the close of the day.

In the modern period, Aristotelianism’ is more a
term of academic art than a name for the tradition
inspired by Aristotle. This use of the term became
prominent in Exuicurenment histories of philosophy
where the traditions of the ancient schools were
reduced to discrete philosophical positions - ‘isms” of
the now familiar sort. Polemical motives accounted for
both the typology that emerged and for the tales that
followed in turn. In the standard story, Aristotelianism
broke in important ways with Platonism, was aban-
doned by Stoicism, corrupted by Scrorasticism, and
opposed by medieval Augustinianism. It was eventually
revived by Renaissance numanisy, only to be denounced



by Protestantism and eventually abandoned by Carres-
ianisv and the new science. But this tale and these
terms have never been very useful. One can not
reduce philosophy to ideology and real philosophers
to stock characters without distorting the relations of
authority and influence that have actually obtained
between concrete figures and texts. Far better, then,
to ignore what the textbooks and the histories say
and ask instead about the reception of Aristotle’s
texts, concepts, and distinctions in subsequent times
and places. How were his efforts used by this theolo-
gian or that philosopher? Were they given independ-
ent standing or were they situated among other
authorities and adapted to new purposes? Were his
assumptions and conclusions inherited or only his
vocabulary and distinctions? Was he used to address
questions that he also shared (or at least might have)
or was he asked to weigh in on matters that he could
not imagine? Ask questions like these and the list of
those we count among the Aristotelians becomes
suddenly unfamiliar, as does their supposed
Aristotelianismy’.

One example should suffice. Mention Aristotelian-
ism in Christian theology and many think of the
thirteenth-century debate on a variety of topics
between radicals (such as Siger of Brabant, ca 1240-
ca 1285) and moderates (principally T. Aqumas), with
both sides pitted against the Augustinians (Bonaven-
ture (1221-74) among others). But attend to the philo-
sophical vocabularies employed in these debates and
assess the authority given to Aristotle’s actual views,
and the historical tale can no longer be told in quite the
same way. Consider, for example, the question of the
will's relation to the intellect. In the standard story,
the Augustinians opposed Aquinas’ Aristotelianism
precisely because it gave the intellect determinate
authority over the will’s acts. If the will desires only
what the intellect has judged good, and if the intellect
compels our willing when it judges some good best,
then how can the will’s acts be genuinely free? More,
how can virrue, which assumes freedom, reside in a
power whose acts are determined by another, by the
intellect’s judgement about the good? And if the will’s
acts are always subsequent to that judgement, then how
can we avoid reducing siv to ignorance, to mere cogni-
tive confusion about the good? Whither then the per-
verse will in the Christian drama of salvation?

This position was indeed assigned to Aquinas, and
these anxieties were certainly expressed by his critics,
and yet it is difficult to capture this debate in a tidy
typology of Aristotelian intellectualists versus August-
inian voluntarists. In fact, with the exception of P. Olivi
(1248-98), Aquinas’ ‘Augustinian’ critics were all com-
mitted Aristotelians’. Walter of Bruges (d. 1307), W. de
La Mare (fl. 1275), and R. Middleton (1249-1302) all
employed terms and distinctions borrowed from Aris-
totle’s ethics. All hoped to reconcile that vocabulary
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with their Augustinian commitments and all assumed
they would succeed, that they could use that vocabulary
to spell out those commitments. None doubted that
Aristotle opposed the independence of the will or its
primacy among the sources of human action. Rather,
their complaint was with Aquinas, whom they accused
of distorting Aristotle’s ethics and defending a moral
psychology at odds with their shared biblical and
patristic inheritance.

Aquinas also used an Aristotelian vocabulary to
explicate the Gosper, but he doubted its ability to
account for an independent will and he doubted the
necessity of an independent will to account for most of
the things that human beings do. Most human actions
can be explained by assuming that judgement precedes
desire, and most of our moral failings can be assigned
to judgement gone bad. In this, Aquinas followed
Aristotle, or so he assumed. What remained was to
account for Adam’s raLL and our occasional perversity,
and for this Aquinas changed vocabularies. He set
aside Aristotle and borrowed from Aucustine. So goes
the opposition between ‘Aristotelianism’ and ‘Augusti-
nianism’ in thirteenth-century ethics. Aquinas’ August-
inian opponents defended Aristotle, and Aquinas, the
Aristotelian, was an occasional Augustinian. Today we
face a revival of Aristotelianism in the ethics of
A. MacIntyre (b. 1929) and others, and one suspects
that a similar complexity accompanies its return.
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ARMENIAN  THeoLoGY Armenian Christianity gradually
developed a highly distinctive form of theology out of
its patristic matrix, significantly impacted by its geo-
political setting between the powers of Rome and
Persia and their contrasting orthodoxies. Moreover,
the Armenian people’s tempestuous history was
marked by an ongoing state of religious pLuraLISV,
resulting in the prominence of the genre of AporoceTics
in defence of its characteristic tenets and liturgical
practices. The centrifugal nature of Armenian society
facilitated religious pluriformity; but a large number of
texts, particularly for the later period, remain unpub-
lished or lack critical editions, while relatively few
sources overall are available in translation. Further-
more, texts promoting heterodox positions (e.g., those
of the dualist Paulicians and Tondrakites) are usually
preserved in only fragmentary condition. Traditionally,
Armenian theology has been analyzed in terms of its
continuing opposition to CrarLcepox, but arguably much
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more significant is its pocTrINE of the incorruptibility
of Christ’s flesh.

Armenian theological writing emerged in the early
fifth century, during which a rich library of Greek and
Syriac patristic authorities and Greek philosophers was
translated into Armenian. Greater Armenia had been
represented at Nicats, the canons of which remained
for Armenians a primary standard of orrHoDOXY. After
overcoming the Arian threat (see Arian CONTROVERSY),
Armenian theology maintained a close affinity with the
schools of Edessa and Antioch, and the suspicion of
ALLEGORY associated with Antioch informed the early
Armenian version of ScrirTure. However, under the
influence of the Tome of Proclus (437) and other
correspondence, it witnessed a gradual realignment
towards the miaphysite theology associated with
Alexandria (see MiapHysiTisM), as manifest in the
acceptance of the Henotikon at a synod in ca 500.
The discussion of Chalcedonian Christology in
Armenia from then until the 690s was framed by the
anti-dualist context of relations with Zoroastrianism
and the Nestorian Church in Persia (see NEsTORIANISM),
and by increasing contacts with the West Syrian
(Jacobite) miaphysite Churches, by which the works
of Timothy Aelurus (d. 477) and Philoxenus of Mabbug
(d. 523) were transmitted to the Armenians.

The period between the sixth and the eighth century
witnessed the anthropological debate between Severus
of Antioch (ca 465-ca 540) and Julian of Halicarnassus
(fl. 515) over the incorruptibility of Christ’s flesh, in
which their competing understanding of the effects of
the rrL played a decisive role. Both sides found Arme-
nian support, the Julianist Y. Mayragomeci (ca 575-ca
640), whose circle produced the florilegium known as
the Root of Faith, being especially extreme. He affirmed
that in the carvarion Christ's nature remains purely
divine, while the flesh he adopts through the virciy
BIRTH, escaping the corruption of human nature trans-
mitted through carnal union, is only in the likeness of
Adam. Hence, Christ’s passions are voluntary, not ‘nat-
ural’. These views then undergo systematic refutation
by the theologians T. K'rt'enawor (ca 600-ca 675),
Y. Ojneci (ca 650-728), and X. T‘argmanic* (ca 670~
ca 730). Impugning Mayragomec’s followers as pro-
ponents of APHTHARTODOCETISM, these latter theologians
maintain that postlapsarian human nature is not per
se corrupt, and that the passions are seminal to moral
growth, thereby upholding Christ’s consubstantiality
with humankind and identifying the locus of siv as
the will. T‘argmanic® in particular argued cogently
against a narrow focus on Christ’s flesh in isolation.
Instead, he insisted that incorruptibility should be
posed of Christ’s synthetic nature within the union.
Thus, he could assent to the passibility and mortality
of Christ’s flesh in itself and yet propose that through
communicatio  iovatum  the  divine prevented the
human from falling into sin, and hence preserved it
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from suffering corruption and death. He thus under-
scored the probity of affirming the incorruptibility of
Christ’s flesh from conception (and not merely after
the resurrection, as Severus had taught), while
avoiding the charge of Eurvcuianisu that had been
applied to Julian. Subsequent theologians like
P. Tarénaci (ca 1050-1123), Y. Sarkawag (ca 1050-
1129), V. Aygekci (ca 1170-1235), and S. Orpélian
(ca 1260-1304) integrate this teaching symbolically
with the unique Armenian practice of celebrating the
Eucuarist with the unmixed cup and unleavened
bread, averring that adding water to wine results in
vinegar and leaven leads to mold, both images of
fleshly corruption.

M. Aramian, ‘Yovhannés Sarkawags “Concerning the
Symbol of Faith of the Three Hundred and Eighteen
at the Council of Nicaea™, St. Nersess Theological
Review 4 (1999), 1-32.

N. G. Garsoian, Leglise arménienne et le grand schisme
d’Orient (Peeters, 1999).

S. PETER COoWE

ArmiNiaNIsM Arminianismy’ is the term used to identify a
strain of Protestant thought that, contrary to Reformed
ortHopoxy defined at the Synod of Dori, emphasizes
the grace-enabled free will of human beings for
co-operation with saving crace for salvation. Some
scholars consider Arminianism a branch of Rerormep
rHEOLOGY while others regard it as a full-blown alterna-
tive to Reformed theology.

The term derives from the Latinized name of Dutch
minister and theologian Jacob Harmenszoon: Jacob
Arminius (1559-1609). Arminius was not the first to
teach the pocrrines associated with his name. One can
find similar ideas in the early Lutheran theologian
P. Melanchthon (1497-1560) and in the theologies of
most Anabaptists such as B. Hubmaier (1480-1528)
and M. Simons (1496-1561).

Debate surrounds the question of the ‘essence’ of
Arminianism. Is it a humanistic belief in free will
injected into an otherwise Protestant framework? Or
is it a revival of the ancient heresies of PeLacianisM and
semi-Pelagianism, with their emphasis on good works?
Or is it a concern for the character of God as perfectly
good to the exclusion of any shadow of evil, as Armi-
nians themselves insist?

Arminius was born into a respected family in the
United Provinces (the present-day Netherlands). His
family was slaughtered by the Spanish occupiers while
he was away studying in another country. He com-
pleted his theological curriculum under J. CAvINs suc-
cessor in Geneva, T. Beza (1519-1605). Much
controversy surrounds whether Arminius was a faithful
follower of Beza until later, or whether he never
fully subscribed to Beza’s supralapsarian beliefs about
the decrees of God (see INFRALAPSARIANISM — AND
SUPRALAPSARIANISM).



After completing his education in 1583, Arminius
became in 1588 minister of a Reformed congregation
in Amsterdam, where he distinguished himself for his
piety, preaching, and pastoral care. In 1603 he was
appointed professor of theology at the Reformed Uni-
versity of Leiden, where he fell into conflict with the
other leading theologian, F. Gomarus (1563-1641).
Gomarus was a supralapsarian and passionate advo-
cate of the doctrine of unconditional PrREDESTINATION.

From 1603 until his untimely death of tuberculosis
in 1609, Arminius was engaged in a heated dispute
involving an inter-related set of doctrines: TOTAL DEPRAV
ITY, UNCONDITIONAL ELECTION, LIMITED ATONEMENT, IRRESISTIBLE
GRACE, and PERSEVERANCE of the saints. Arminius did not
dispute total depravity and never entirely settled his
mind about the perseverance of the saints. He was
especially concerned to refute unconditional election
of individuals to salvation or reprobation, limited or
particular atonement, and irresistible grace.

Arminius was a prolific author whose published
works fill three large volumes in English translation
(The Works of Arminius, published in various editions
over the centuries). Many of his sermons, essays, and
treatises were never translated into English but remain
in Latin and/or Dutch. He was a Scholastic thinker who
relied heavily on logic to resolve theological conun-
drums. Because of his Scrorasticism he was sometimes
accused by his enemies of secret Catholic sympathies.
He believed that the disputed doctrines were not neces-
sary aspects of Reformed orthodoxy and worked tire-
lessly to demonstrate that one can be fully Reformed
and believe in the freedom of the will enabled by God’s
prevenient grace.

There is very little doubt that Arminius was thor-
oughly orthodox on matters of classical Christian
dogma such as the Trivity and the person and work
of Jesus Christ (see Crristorocy). He held to the satis-
faction theory of the sronement, whereas some of his
followers developed the so-called governmental theory.
Arminius himself adhered to the Nicene Creep, the
Chalcedonian Definition (see CraLcepon, COUNCIL OF)
and the Hemersere Carechism (which was in his day
the official confessional standard of Dutch orthodoxy).

Arminius’ main works that spell out his theological
views contrary to high Calvinism are: ‘Declaration of
Sentiments’ (1608), A Letter Addressed to Hippolytus
a Collibus’ (1608), and ‘An Examination of the Treatise
of William Perkins Concerning the Order and Mode of
Predestination’. In these and dozens of other essays,
Arminius explicated and defended his belief that God
limits divine sovereignty so as to be in no way respon-
sible for evil or siv, and that predestination is based on
God’s foreknowledge of persons’ rartn and not vice
versa.

The burden of Arminius’ theological project was to
protect and defend the character of God as rove. Thus,
he rejected limited atonement as well as unconditional
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election and irresistible grace. His key distinctive doc-
trine was prevenient grace as enabling the will, which
voids the accusation that he was a semi-Pelagian who
believed that the human will could initiate movement
towards God by its own efforts. For him and all
Arminians since, a free decision to accept the grace
of God to salvation is possible for the fallen sinner only
because of God’s assisting grace empowering (but not
bypassing) the will.

After Arminius died in 1609 his followers became
known as the Remonstrants because of a document
they promulgated known as the ‘Remonstrance’. It
affirmed the theology of Arminius and protested
against the hegemony of high Calvinism within the
Reformed Churches of the United Provinces. The
leading Remonstrant was S. Episcopius (1583-1643),
who wrote a lengthy and definitive account of Remon-
strant theology in 1521 and became the principal of the
Remonstrant Seminary in Holland.

The Remonstrants were tried as heretics at the
Synod of Dort. Arminians generally consider this to
have been a kangaroo court, because the accused were
not allowed to defend themselves publicly during the
trial. The Synod produced the canons which sought to
refute Arminianism as neresv. The leading Remon-
strants were banished from the United Provinces by
the anti-Arminian ruler Prince Maurice of Nassau
(r. 1618-25), but they returned as soon as he died.
The contemporary Remonstrant Brotherhood is the
descendant denomination of the Remonstrants and is
a full charter member of the World Alliance of
Reformed Churches. Arminianism subsequently spread
from Holland to England and then to America and
found acceptance in some quarters of the Church of
England, in Methodism (J. Westey was a passionate
Arminian), among the General Baptists, and, later,
among Pentecostals.

Beyond basic Protestant teaching, the hallmarks of
Arminianism include belief in the grace-enabled rre
wirL of humans, the affirmation of the universal ATone-
Ment of Christ, and confession of predestination as
God’s foreknowledge (rather than predetermination)
of faith.

See also Baptist THEOLOGY; METHODIST THEOLOGY; PENTE-
COSTAL THEOLOGY.

C. Bangs, Arminius: A Study in the Dutch Reformation

(Abingdon Press, 1971).
R. E. Olson, Arminian Theology: Myths and Realities
(InterVarsity Press, 2006).
RoGer E. OLson

Ascension AND SessioN The Nicene Creep asserts that Jesus
‘ascended into heaven and is seated at the right hand of
the Father’ (ascendit in coelum, sedet ad dexteram
Patris). This reflects the narrative of Luke 24:50 and
Acts 1:9-11, but also the theology of John 20:17, Acts
2:22-36, Philippians 2:9-11, Ephesians 1:15-23,
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Hebrews 1:3, 1 Peter 3:22, Revelation 1:12-16, and
numerous other NT passages that portray Jesus as
having been exalted to the highest heaven.

The feast of the ascension entered the Christian
calendar in the fourth century, though the ascension
is said to have been celebrated on the Mount of Olives
from early times. Ancient sermons, hymns, and litur-
gical prayers interpret the feast along the following
lines: “Thou, O God, didst on this day raise up, together
with thyself, above all Principalities and Powers, the
nature of Adam, which had fallen into the deep abyss,
but which was restored by thee. Because thou lovedst
it, thou placedst it on thine own throne; because thou
hadst pity on it, thou unitedst it to thyself; because
thou hadst thus united it, thou didst suffer with it;
because thou, the impassible, didst thus suffer, thou
gave it to share in thy glory’ (In Assumptione Domini,
ad Vesperas). This is in keeping with the rule of faith
articulated by Irenatus, who speaks of ‘the ascension
into heaven in the flesh of the beloved Christ Jesus our
Lord’, deploying this doctrine in anti-Gnostic fashion
to emphasize the completion in Christ of the Creator’s
original plan and purpose for humanity, which is
destined to ascend with him, ‘passing beyond the
angels and being made after the image and likeness
of God’ (AH 1.10.1, 5.36.3).

In the NT the ascension is already tied to the OT
narrative of descent and ascent, exile and restoration,
in which humanity, represented by the covenant people,
retreat or advance in proximity to the promise of true
fellowship with the living God. Jesus is depicted in his
descent to the dead as retracing that journey, and in his
ascent into heaven as attaining to the promise once and
for all; hence as receiving both the priestly and the
kingly power to effect the arrival of his people at the
same goal (cf. Ps. 110, Dan. 7). Acts, Ephesians,
Hebrews, and Revelation all undertake to expound that
power, deploying Melchizedekian, Mosaic, Aaronic,
and Davidic motifs to interpret the ascension and
session for the life and ministry of the Church. Still
more fundamentally, the NT connects the presence of
Jesus in heaven with the bestowal of the Hory Spirit and
so with the creation of the Church as the new covenant
people. Jesus’ ascension into heaven is the precondition
of PentEcosT and so of the Church.

But what does it mean to ascend into heaven? Just as
in the AposTLes” CreeD descendit ad inferna indicates an
alteration (through death) of condition and association,
so also does ascendit ad coelos. To ascend into heaven
is to begin to live in the immediate presence of the
Father and as a full participant in the Spirit of crorv.
Where the sopy is concerned, we should think neither
of a movement within time and space, nor yet (since
RESURRECTION precedes ascension) of an abandonment of
time and space. We should think instead (though for us
it cannot be entirely thinkable) of a transformation
that generates the new creation; which means also
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the reorganization of heaven to exclude from it all
opposition to God’s purposes. This is the time and
place and mode of existence to which the Eucharist
gives provisional access, and to which the righteous
dead are also made privy, until it is revealed openly at
the parousia and unfolded in the renewal of all things
(cf. Irenaeus, AH 5.2.3).

On the ascension and heavenly session rest the
saeculum, the sacraments, the spiritual life, and salva-
tion. The saeculum (or present age) receives its char-
acter as an age of Gract in virtue of the fact that Christ
has presented himself before the Father on human-
kind’s behalf, with a view to the formation, growth,
witness, and fullness of his ecclesial body. It also
becomes a time of testing and choosing, for the mys-
tery of lawlessness takes shape in the saeculum as a
shadow cast by the reign of Christ, in so far as that
reign is rejected on earth under the influence of the
DeviL, who is cast down from heaven in the purification
effected by the ascension (Rev. 12; cf. 2 Thess. 2). The
saeculum is thus bracketed by the ascension and the
parousia as an age both of grace and of the refusal of
grace.

The sacraments, in turn, are the means of grace
determined for the Church in the saeculum in order
to unite it to its head and to give it its catholic charac-
ter; that is, its ability to reach into every human sphere
with every kind of healing for mind, sout, body, and
society (Cyril of Jerusalem, CO 18.23). The Eucharist in
particular enables participation in the heavenly offering
of Christ to the Father, on account of which judgement
is suspended and the eschaton is both delayed and
brought near.

The spiritual life is sustained by the ascension
because it depends, as for Mary, on the crace that
‘made us alive together with Christ ... and made us
sit with him in the heavenly places’ (Eph. 2:5-6; cf.
Pius IX, Ineffabilis). The Lituray itself follows the pat-
tern of the ascension, the Spirit leading human beings
to the Son, and the Son presenting them to the Father,
who causes them to possess immortality (Irenaeus,
Dem. 6-7). Moreover, the spiritual life is nourished
by the resources of the communio sanctorum, in which
the martyrs are pre-eminent in as much as the sprink-
ling of their blood upon the earth testifies to the
offering being presented in heaven (cf. Heb. 9-12).

Salvation derives from the ascension since Christ’s
‘very showing of himself in the human nature which he
took with him to heaven is a pleading for us’ (Aquinas,
ST 3.57.6); and because the one-ing’ of God and
humankind that is the goal of the mcarnation is
grounded in that way. For ‘in him and by him we are
mightily taken out of hell and out of the misery on
earth, and honorably brought up into heaven and full
blessedly one-ed to our essence, increased in riches
and nobility, by all the virtue of Christ and by the grace
and action of the Holy Spirit’ (Julian, Show., §58).



Because ascension, in other words, is AToNEMENT, both
as saving grace and as perfecting grace. It is the
foundation of that perrication of human beings for
which the whole creation has been waiting. For the
Son who goes to the Father prepares a place with the
Father for those from whom he has gone (John 14:1-
14; of. 2:1-12).

Theologically, the most decisive issue in the treat-
ment of the ascension and session of Christ is that of
the controlling narrative. Where the biblical narrative
controls, the doctrine moves along the lines indicated
above: man, the whole man - the same indeed who
walked the via crucis — hears the upward call into the
presence of God. By contrast, when theological reflec-
tion begins with cosmological and soteriological pre-
conceptions that deny to the whole human being the
upward call, ascension in the flesh is forsaken for
ascension of the mind only. If this does not lead to
the Gnosticisv with which Irenaeus battled, it leads
nevertheless to an immanentism in which ascension
and session begin to be viewed as functions of private
spirituality on the one hand, and of universal history
on the other; that is, as movements of the individual or
collective mind in a process of self-deification. The
traditional poctrine forbids this mythological turn,
and rejects the censorship of the human at which such
alternative narratives sooner or later arrive.

J. G. Davies, He Ascended into Heaven: A Study in the

History of Doctrine (Lutterworth Press, 1958).
D. Farrow, Ascension and Ecclesia (T&T Clark, 1999).
Ascension Theology (T&T Clark, 2011).
P. Guéranger, The Liturgical Year: Pascal Time, vol. III
(French edn, 1871; St Austin Press, 2000), 167-265.
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Ascemicism Asceticism, from the Greek askésis, denotes
religious practices of self-discipline and self-
mortification, such as rastinG, chastity, vigils, poverry,
prAVER, and manual labour. It has formed a central
component of Christian religious practice and theology
since the first century.

Literary theorists, philosophers, and historians of
religion have conceptualized asceticism in a variety of
influential ways. M. Foucault (1926-84) has character-
ized asceticism far more broadly than traditional stu-
dents of Christian thought had, as the ‘training of the
self by the self” (Care 235). Literary theorist G. G.
Harpham (b. 1946) has described asceticism even more
broadly as the very core of culture, the underlying
master code, ‘the "cultural” element in culture’ in fact,
that allows the sub-routines of culture to function, and
allows cultures to be compared (Ascetic xi).
R. Valantasis (b. 1946) has presented asceticism as
‘performances designed to inaugurate an alternative
culture, to enable different social relations, and to
create a new identity’ (‘Theory’, 548). Each of these
influential theorists has presented asceticism in a more
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self-conscious and reflective vocabulary that in import-
ant ways elucidates the social and psychological pro-
cesses and forces that lie at the heart of asceticism. At
the same time, these expansive definitions run the risk
of construing asceticism so broadly as to render it
almost coterminous with basic socialization. Within
the context of recent theorization of asceticism, more
phenomenological approaches still have use for histor-
ians and theologians.

Christian asceticism drew on Greek and Roman
antecedents in developing a distinctive theory and
practice of religious asceticism, as the pre-Christian
Greek etymology of the term ‘asceticism’ entails. The
earliest usages convey a semantics of athletic training
and self-discipline rather than religious transcendence,
but by the early Christian era the Mediterranean world
(at least the literate class) was unified in commonplace
medical-philosophical assumptions about the centrality
of ascetic self-control for bodily health and philosoph-
ical advancement. While frequently differing in details
and emphases, educated Greeks and Romans tended to
agree that a regimen of self-training through sexual
self-control (and sometimes enduring ceLisacy) and
regulated diet formed a necessary component of civil-
ized existence and a prerequisite for philosophical
attainment.

The diversity of early Christian attitudes towards
asceticism is especially evident in attitudes towards
sex and diet. Some Christians displayed clear inclin-
ations to integrate Christian communities with the
moderate model of household asceticism (e.g., the
Pastoral Epistles), while others advocated a strict
asceticism, rejecting societal imperatives to marriage
and childbirth, as well as such dietary commonplaces
as wine and meat. While sometimes such Christian
asceticism was rooted in a theological dualism that was
rejected by the wider Church (e.g., followers of Mar-
cion), the influential ascetic theology and lifestyle of
Oricey, for example, demonstrates the debt that proto-
orthodox Christianity owed to this strict, distinctively
Christian asceticism.

In the course of the fourth century, ascetics would
organize themselves in a variety of more formal insti-
tutions, including urban ascetics living itinerantly or as
cloistered virgins, ascetically married couples, hermits
living at the edges of villages, and - later - desert
anchorites, who were as much a theological ideal as a
social reality. A form of eremitical (i.e., reclusive)
MoNasTicisM emerged in organized form on the western
outskirts of the Nile delta, characterized by a federation
of small cells, each of which could house a master and
one or more disciples. Cenobitic life, which may be
traced to the foundations of Pachomius (ca 290-346)
in upper Egypt, was characterized by walled separation
from non-monastic society and a uniform regimen of
communal work, prayer, and eating. Yet it is important
to recognize that such distinctions are ideal types.
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Organized ascetic behaviour fell on a continuum, and
some communities included ascetics of different life-
styles. Regardless of social structure, early Christian
monasticism was generally unified in its insistence on
simplicity of life, ascetic regimen, and obedience to a
spiritual director, ideals that would have an enduring
influence on Christian theological traditions in the East
and the West through such foundational works as the
Rule of Benedict of Nursia (480-547).

At the core of early monastic theological reflection
on asceticism is the understanding that Christian
asceticism rectifies or heals the effects of the raLL, thus
returning the body and mind to a prelapsarian state of
unity. Early Christian ascetic literature is replete with
such protological theology, reflected, for example, in
the Letters of Antony (251-356), the Asketikon of Isaiah
of Scetis (d. 489), and the burgeoning hagiographical
literature in the wake of Atnanasus’ Life of Antony.

Recent scholarship has recognized the theological
diversity of the ascetic tradition in early Christian
monasticism, complicating the traditional character-
ization of monasticism as the refuge of simple-hearted,
unlettered saints. Emblematic of this shift is the recog-
nition of the important enduring legacy of Origenist
theology in Christian asceticism (see ORriGENISM), espe-
cially mediated by the theological works of Evagrius of
Pontus (344-99). While anathematized with Origen
posthumously, Evagrius’ ascetic theology would influ-
ence Christian theology far and wide, not only in the
Church of the East (where he was not condemned), but
through ascetic theologians in the Greek and Latin
Churches as well. Through his disciple ]. Cassian
(ca 360-ca 435), for example, Evagrius’ foundational
template for spiritual direction, the eight evil thoughts,
was transmitted into the Latin theological and discip-
linary tradition, to become the western tradition of the
SevEN DEADLY siNs under the influence of Pope Gregory
I (‘the Great, r. 590-604). Along with other, less
theologically suspect traditions like Benedict’s Rule,
the theological traditions of early Christian monasticism
left an enduring - though at times hotly disputed -
legacy on the history of Christian thought and practice.

0. Freiberger, ed., Asceticism and Its Critics: Historical
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Asian-AMERICAN THEOLOGY Asian American’ is a shorthand
term that covers Pacific Islanders as well as East- and
South-Asian Americans. Asian-American theology is
theological reflection in the socio-cultural and political
context of Asian Americans in the USA. In the 1970s
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the United Methodist minister, professor, and later
bishop R. Sano (b. 1931) and others, working out of
the Berkeley California area, compiled and made avail-
able to the public theological reflections of Asian-
American pastors, theologians, and lay leaders. These
compilations were among the very first examples of
Asian-American theology to take published form.

Sano called for the liberation of Asian ethnicity from
becoming suppressed in the process of Asian Ameri-
cans’ adjustment to American society, culture, and
Church life. Sano’s and others’ main theme was liber-
ation, and they were probably both influenced and
encouraged by the liberation movement in Latin Amer-
ica and the Black civil rights movement in the USA (see
Brack THEOLOGY; LATIN AMERICAN THEOLOGY).

About the same time, S. H. Lee (b. 1938), a Korean
American theologian, maintained that recently arrived
Korean immigrants needed to face up to their newly
adopted country in America instead of clinging to their
Korean past, especially in their family and Church life.
Citing Hebrews 11, Lee challenged Korean immigrants
to appropriate the de facto situation of their having left
their homeland as a divine calling for them to embark
upon a pilgrimage or journey towards the goal of
helping to make ‘@ better country’. Through Lee’s
writings and speeches Korean immigrant Christians
were encouraged through understanding that their very
human migration to America can have a theological
meaning through a connection with Abraham’s pil-
grimage in response to God’s promise.

In the 1980s and 1990s more Asian-American
scholars began to think about exploring theology in
an Asian-American context. Most theologians agreed
that the Asian-American predicament in the USA was a
situation of being ‘in-between’ Asia and America, as
well as one of oppression. Asian-American theologians
have embraced the in-between space as a potentially
creative place and have called upon Asian-American
Christians to use that in-between space as a place of
resistance against the racist status quo and also as a
place in which a new Christian experience and identity
can be forged.

This in-between space is thought of in various ways:
‘interstices’ (R. N. Brock (b. 1950)), ‘holy insecurity’
(E Matsuoka (b. 1943)), ‘liminality’ (S. H. Lee), and
‘abjection’ and the ‘third space’ (W. A. Joh (b. 1966)).
For Brock, the divine power enables Asian Americans
to maintain an ‘integrity’ of their interstitiality. For
Matsuoka, faith enables Asian Americans to face up
to their ‘holy insecurity’ instead of evading it. For Joh,
the power of jeung (love) on the cross enables one to
face one’s abjection and to be healed. For Lee, God uses
liminal spaces to bring about redeeming communion
between God and believers as well as between persons
previously alienated from one another.

Drawing on categories associated with LiBERATION
THEOLOGY, A. S. Park (b. 1951) has written extensively



about how the meaning of the GospeL and of salvation
as experienced by oppressed people is different from
the ways in which they are defined from the oppressors’
perspectives. According to Park, forgiveness is for the
oppressors, while liberation and healing constitute sal-
vation for the oppressed, thereby pointing to the inad-
equacy of any one model of redemption to cover every
human situation.
S. H. Lee, The Liminal Christian: An Asian American
Theology (Augsburg Fortress, 2010).
E. Matsuoka, Out of Silence: Emerging Themes in Asian
American Churches (United Church, 1995).
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Assumption In 1950 Pope Pius XII (r. 1939-58) promul-
gated the papal bull Munificentissimus Deus, in which
he proclaimed as Catholic dogma the ancient Christian
belief that Mary was taken up bodily into heaven at the
end of her earthly life: ‘the Immaculate Mother of God,
the ever Virgin Mary, having completed the course of
her earthly life, was assumed body and soul into
heavenly glory. The promulgation of the pocrrine
makes it incumbent upon Catholics to accept it as
divinely revealed truth, though its form leaves open
the debated question of whether Mary died or merely
fell asleep before being assumed into heaven. Other
Churches point to the lack of scriptural support for
Pius’ claim, although many share the belief as an
expression of devotion rather than doctrine. In the
joint Anglican and Catholic statement, Mary: Grace
and Hope in Christ (2005), Anglican contributors
express reservations about the dogmatic status of the
doctrine, but accept that it is consonant with ScripTURE
and ancient TRADITION.

The most commonly cited textual evidence of the
early devotional tradition is the apocryphal literature
known as the Transitus Mariae, which may date from
the fourth or fifth century, and which survives in
numerous translations. More reliable historical evi-
dence of widespread belief in the assumption can be
found in sermons by Jory oF Damascus in the East and
by Gregory of Tours (d. 594) in the West. By the late
seventh century the assumption had become an estab-
lished feast day celebrated across the eastern, western
and Coptic Churches. It is celebrated on 15 August, and
in the Orthodox Church it is known as the Dormition
(or the falling asleep) of the Virgin.

Scriptural texts used during the liturgy of the
assumption include the reference to the woman clothed
with the sun in Revelation 12, references to the Resur-
recTioN of the dead in 1 Corinthians 15, the story of the
visitation in Luke 1, and the reference in Psalm 45 to
‘the queen in gold of Ophir’ standing at the right hand
of the king. The latter reference indicates the close
association between the doctrine of the assumption
and Mary’s title as Queen of Heaven. Many biblical
scholars question whether any of these texts can be
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used to support the assumption, although they have
shaped western art as well as devotion in lavish repre-
sentations of the assumption and the coronation of the
Virgin.

There is considerable consistency to the theology of
the assumption, in terms of both its historical and its
doctrinal significance. Belief in the resurrection of the
body is common to all Christians. Mary’s bodily
assumption is an eschatological sign which is inclusive
rather than exclusive - it is not a unique privilege
accorded to Mary but a promise given to all who have
faith in Christ. Her assumption also symbolizes the
efficacy of Christ’s saving power: he is indeed the
redeemer because at least one is fully redeemed. More-
over, the Catholic doctrine that Mary was conceived
without siv (see Invacurare ConcepTion) is seen by some
as entailing her freedom from the power of death, while
others argue that the body which bore Christ could not
be subject to decay. In proclaiming the dogma soon
after World War II, Pius XII made clear that the
assumption serves as an affirmation of the eternal
destiny of the human soby and souL in an era of
catastrophic violence and moral corruption.

In some of the loveliest iconic images of the Dormi-
tion, Christ is shown beside Mary’s bed, holding her
infant soul in his arms, mirroring images of the infant
Christ in Mary’s arms. It is an image which suggests a
maternal encompassing to the incarnation, and a deli-
cate interweaving of themes of earthly birth and heav-
enly rebirth.

See also MARIOLOGY.

S. Shoemaker, Ancient Traditions of the Virgin Mary’s
Dormition and Assumption (Oxford University Press,
2006).

TiNa BEATTIE

Assurance One of the central DocTRINES of PROTESTANTISM,
assurance was the idea that every individual Christian
could be certain that God was mercifully disposed
towards them and that their salvation was secure.
While medieval (and post-medieval) Catholicism
regarded the notion as leading to rampant individual-
ism and generative of a presumption that was lethal to
the maintenance of the moral imperatives of the Chris-
tian life, Protestants from M. LuTner onwards placed
assurance at the centre of Christian life. Indeed, for
Luther, the question of certainty was central to his
REFORMATION project, as evidenced both in the struggles
of his monastic life and, later, in works such as The
Freedom of the Christian (1520) and On the Bondage of
the Will (1525). The continuing importance of the
notion in Protestantism is epitomized by the first
question and answer of the HEemrLBERG CaTECHISM.
Rooted in the conviction that the promise of salvation
was grounded entirely in the trustworthiness of God’s
promise rather than in human achievement, assurance
was closely connected to the idea of justirication by
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raITH and, as such, entailed a fundamental revision of
the role of the sacraments, the ministry, and the
Church in Christian faith and practice.

In the earlier generations of Reformers, there was a
tendency to regard assurance as of the essence of faith.
For example, this appears to be the position of J. Catvix
in his Institutes (1559). When sermonic and pastoral
material is taken into account, however, more nuance
appears in their theology, including frequently a prac-
tical separation between possession of faith and pos-
session of assurance. By the mid-seventeenth century,
such a separation was routine. Arminian strands of
Reformed Protestantism (see ArviNianism), as well as
the more works-oriented modification of justification
promoted by figures like R. Baxter (1615-91), led to
the development of more legalistic and introspective
understandings of assurance, including positions not
too dissimilar to those of medieval Catholicism. Even
within more mainstream confessional trajectories,
the separability of faith and assurance was now
acknowledged, as is evidenced by the teaching of the
Westminster Confession of Faith (see WESTMINSTER
Stanparps), the  autobiographical reflections of
J. Bunyan (1628-88), and numerous texts on how to
solve the problem of lack of assurance. Some have
argued that this separation was the result of a doctrinal
hardening, with later (particularly Reformed) Protest-
ants emphasizing PREDESTINATION and LIMITED ATONEMENT
in a way that led to introspection and a constant quest
for so-called signs of rLction, which were necessary
prior to an assured conscience. According to this per-
spective, this understanding of predestination and
atonement helped facilitate in the mid-seventeenth
century the theological reaction of Amyraldianism,
which sought to ease believers’ anxiety regarding God’s
disposition towards them by an emphasis upon univer-
sal atonement. Likewise, the thesis that the Reformed
doctrine of election produced an anxious, introspective
tendency had a profound influence on M. Weber
(1864-1920), who saw in the tension between belief
in predestination and the quest for assurance a pri-
mary dynamic in the rise of capitalism.

One area where later Protestant theology deviated
significantly from earlier forms was in the role of the
sacraments as means or aids to strengthen assurance.
When Luther was tempted by the Devit, he would cry
that he had been baptized, thus rooting his status
before God in the sacrament as grasped by faith. The
theology of the Reformed confessions (including the
Anglican Thirty-Nine Articles) also reflected in various
ways an emphasis upon BapTisM and the Eucharist as
part of the assured Christian life, though this emphasis
declined dramatically in the later seventeenth century
and still further with the advent of evangelicalism in
the eighteenth.

In accounting for such changes, the best approach
may be to recognize that the problem of assurance was
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only possible once the question had been raised — and
that the question only emerged in problematic form
(viz., ‘How do I know that I am saved?’) among later
generations of Protestants. Thus, the novelty of the
question, combined with the dramatic social and eco-
nomic changes in western Europe from the late six-
teenth to the seventeenth century (involving the rise of
cities, the breakdown of rural life, and the transform-
ation of the political map), inevitably generated new
pastoral issues, which, in turn, could only be addressed
by way of significant revision of earlier emphases. Such
an interpretation, according to which attempts to dis-
tinguish between assurance and faith are seen as a
product of serious efforts to interpret doctrine faithfully
in light of changing circumstances rather than as a sign
of dogmatic rigidity, may provide a more holistic,
contextual understanding of the question of assurance
in Protestant thought than the more purely doctrinal
readings developed by an earlier generation of scholar-
ship and appropriated by Weber.

See also PRACTICAL SYLLOGISM.

J. R. Beeke, Assurance of Faith: Calvin, English Puritan-
ism, and the Dutch Second Reformation (Peter Lang,
1991).

R. C. Zachman, The Assurance of Faith: Conscience in the
Theology of Martin Luther and John Calvin (John Knox
Press, 2005).

CARL R. TRUEMAN

Atnanasian Creep Also known as the Quicunque vult
after the first two words of the Latin original, the
Athanasian Creed is commonly counted as one of the
three great ecumenical creeps, though it has never
secured the liturgical prominence of the Arosries or
the Nicene Creeps, and its inclusion of the rizioque has
complicated its reception in the Orthodox Churches.
The ascription of the Creed to AtHANasiUs is universally
rejected, both because it was originally written in Latin
and because its theology reflects much later (and
distinctively western) forms of expression. Still, it
retains a place in the Catholic daily orrict, is included
in the Lutheran Boox or Coxcorp and the Anglican Boox
or CommoN Praver, and was approved by the Reformed
Synod of Dorr.

The influence of Aucustine is especially clear in the
Creed’s Trinitarian theology, and parallels with other
writers — particularly Vincent of Lérins (ca 400-ca 450)
— suggest that the text originated in what is now
southern France in the late fifth or early sixth century.
Notwithstanding the severity of the Creed’s opening
and closing clauses (which declare that salvation is
conditional on belief in its contents), the overall tone
is catechetical rather than polemical. Though the tenets
of MODALISM, ARIANISM, APOLLINARIANISM, and NESTORIANISM
are clearly rejected, none is mentioned by name,
and the carefully balanced phrasing of the Creed’s
forty-two clauses suggests that its primary purpose



was summary exposition of the doctrines of the TriviTy
and the ivcarnation, probably for the benefit of clergy
in particular.
J. N. D. Kelly, The Athanasian Creed (Harper & Row,
1964).
IAN A. McFaRLAND

AtHaNasius oF ALexanbriA Known as the principal oppon-
ent of subordinationist theology in the decades
following the Council of Nicaea, Athanasius (ca 290-
373) had a tumultuous career from the time he
assumed the office of bishop of Alexandria in 328 until
his death. Exiled from his see no fewer than five times
(from 335 to 337, 339 to 346, 356 to 361, 362 to 363,
and 365 to 366) as the result of the varied theological
sympathies of successive emperors, Athanasius
remained popular in Alexandria and, in spite of
numerous setbacks, had by the time of his death made
significant progress in forging a broad coalition of
bishops across the empire willing to accept the Nicene
confession of the Son as Homoousios (‘of the same
substance’) with the Father, thereby laying the political
and theological groundwork for later Trinitarian
DOCTRINE.

Athanasius appears to have been present at Nicaea
as a deacon of the Church of Alexandria, accompanying
Bishop Alexander, whose conflict with the presbyter
Arius over the divinity of the Son or Word of God (see
Locos) had occasioned the crisis that led to the
summoning of the council (see AriaN CONTROVERSY).
Though Athanasius™ contributions would prove decisive
for later Trinitarian metaphysics, his early theology
largely echoes Alexander’s position (viz., that the Son
shares the Father’s eternity and immutability) and as
yet lacks the technical theological vocabulary needed to
clarify the relationship between Father and Son. Only
at the end of the 330s (in his Orations against the
Arians) does he begin to define his own position in
opposition to a putatively well-defined group of ‘Arian’
theologians and, correspondingly, to make adherence
to Nicaea the touchstone of orrHopoxy.

Athanasius’ ‘Arians’ were a rhetorical construct, rep-
resenting a range of longstanding theological views
that owed little if anything to Arius, but whose pro-
ponents were all worried that Athanasius’ theology so
elided the distinction between Father and Son as to
result in a kind of modalism. For his part, Athanasius
was eager to tar his opponents indiscriminately with
the name of Arius for their failure to acknowledge the
Son as eternal corollary to the Father. Even so, the term
homoousios played little role in his polemics prior to
his treatise On the Decrees of Nicaea in the early to mid-
350s. At this point it acquires prominence as part of a
theological strategy to secure the uniqueness of the
Sons relationship to the Father: whereas all creatures
were made by the Father, the Son was begotten (and
therefore not a creature). Particularly in the face of
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theologies that argued that the Son was unlike the
Father in substance, many found sympathy for this
position, though it left unaddressed the chief difficulty
many bishops had with Athanasius’ position: his lack
of a clear terminology for specifying the Son’s distinc-
tion from the Father. Athanasius himself never fully
resolved this problem, but by the early 360s he was
willing to allow that fidelity to Nicaea was not incon-
sistent with the designation of Father and Son as
distinct nypostases — a compromise that would later
shape the orthodox doctrine of the TriviTY.

Though most widely known for his defence of the
full divinity of the Son, his letters (ca 360) to Serapion,
bishop of Thmuis (fI. 350), also helped lay the ground-
work for the later Trinitarian theology of the Hory
SPIRIT. Against claims that the Spirit is a creature,
Athanasius deployed many of the same sorts of argu-
ments honed in his defence of the Son’s divinity. For
example, he averred that the Spirit's work is insepar-
able from that of the Son in the same way that the Son’s
is inseparable from the Father’s, thereby emphasizing
the equal divinity of the three by reference to the
inseparability of their operations.

K. Anatolios, Athanasius: The Coherence of His Thought

(Routledge, 1998).

Ian A. McFARLAND

Atheism Within a specifically theological context, athe-
ism may be understood as the absence of belief in the
God of the Abrahamic monotheisms, i.e., a personal
Creator, Lawgiver, Righteous Judge, and Merciful
Saviour. To call God personal is to say that God is an
agent and not just a cause, that God performs speech
acts such as promises and commands, and that God is,
among other things, capable of justice, mercy, and love.

Five types of atheism can be distinguished, two of
them pre-theoretical and three theoretical or philo-
sophical. The first occurs in lives from whom God, as
described above, is simply missing but without much if
any notice of that fact being taken. This atheist has no
occasion to say, ‘I am an atheist! The second kind of
atheism differs from the first only in being more
reflective. Without theorizing in any formal or discip-
lined way, the atheist does find occasions to say, ‘T am
an atheist’ or ‘I don't believe in God’

Like the second kind of atheism, the third is con-
sciously affirmed, but for overtly theoretical reasons. It
can be called ‘evidential atheism’ because those reasons
consist either in saying, ‘There is sufficient evidence,
such as the nature and amount of evil and suffering
in the world, to warrant denying the reality of God’,
or ‘There is insufficient evidence to make it rational to
believe in God’ The former concerns the truth of
theistic belief, the latter its rationality. A witticism
of Bertrand Russell expresses the evidentialist attitude
clearly. When asked what he would say if some day he
encountered God, who asked, ‘Why did not you believe
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in me? Russell said he would reply, ‘Not enough
evidence, God. Not enough evidence.

Evidential atheism is linked to the inter-related rise
of metaphysical scepticism and scientism in the
modern period. When D. Hume (1711-76) and
L. Kant published their powerful critiques of the trad-
itional proofs for the existence of God, some concluded
either that it was no longer rational to believe in God,
absent this evidence, or even that such belief could now
be seen to be simply false.

Evidential atheism is also linked to scientism, or the
belief that only the natural sciences can tell us about
the ultimate nature of reality. The emergence of this
movement was spurred by the impressive results of
modern (astro)physics from G. Galilei (1564-1642) to
A. Einstein (1879-1955), as well as of evolutionary
biology from C. Darwin (1809-82) to R. Dawkins (b.
1941). Metaphysical scepticism provided a hospitable
environment for the growth of scientism: metaphysics
(in some forms) pointed to God, but was not genuine
knowledge; science was genuine knowledge but, far
from providing compelling evidence of God’s reality,
suggested instead alternative (viz., purely materialist)
explanations of the world. At the same time, scientism
must address questions of self-reference, since the
claim that only science can tell us the ultimate nature
of reality is not itself a scientific claim.

In the fourth place there is the atheism of Sartre.
Like Spinoza before him, Sartre does not discuss the
evidence for or against the reality of a personal God.
One could say that he simply postulates atheism, but
that would not quite be fair. What he does is present an
analysis of human life from which God is absent by
definition; in other words, God is conceptually impos-
sible, except for the fact that in each of us humans is
the tragic and futile desire to be God ourselves. This
suggests that the question of God’s reality may be less
like the question, ‘Is there a kangaroo in the warehouse
somewhere? than like the question, ‘Which overall
story about the world and our life in it makes the most
sense?’

Finally there is the atheism of suspicion. It is asso-
ciated with K. Marx (1818-83), E Nierzscig, and
S. Freud (1856-1939). Since the middle of the nine-
teenth century it may well have been the most popular
and influential form of theoretical atheism. The attack
on theistic belief is not directed towards the evidence
supporting the truth or rationality of such belief, but
rather to the integrity of the believers in terms of the
motivations and functions that such belief plays in the
lives of individuals and societies.

What suspicion suspects is that believers believe in
order to satisfy needs and desires that have little or
nothing to do with truth or rationality. They believe
because in some sense it would be nice if there were
the kind of God monotheism affirms. Such believing
needs to hide its true nature from itself, all the more so
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when the desires that are to be satisfied are themselves
disreputable from the standpoint of the religion
involved. Thus, according to the atheism of suspicion,
theistic belief inevitably involves self-deception or bad
faith in which the believer makes every effort not to
notice what is really going on.

For Marx, who sees history as the history of class
struggle, the ruling ideas of any epoch are those of the
ruling class. Thus the primary function of religious
belief is to legitimize the prevailing structures of eco-
nomic exploitation. If religion simultaneously provides
some consolation to the oppressed (opium for the
masses), it is at the cost of accepting social domination
as divinely ordained, at least for this life.

Nietzsche focuses on the resentments of the slaves
whose political and economic impotence is compen-
sated by moral revolt. The masters are evil (and the
slaves, by default, are good). But God is good and will
eventually punish the masters even more dramatically
than the slaves could ever hope to do themselves.

Freud, too, sees theistic belief as wishful thinking.
Would it not be nice if there were a God who could
rescue us from the harshness of nature, death in
particular? And would it not be nice if this God were
a strict moral enforcer when it comes to our enemies
but more like a doting grandfather when it comes to
ourselves?

What the atheism of suspicion describes is surely
not the whole story of religious belief. But history
shows that it is all too true, all too much of the time.
These atheistic analyses can thus be turned around and
used for Lenten self-examination by believing individ-
uals and communities. After all, the origin of this kind
of critique is in the prophetic stand of the Bible.

J. Haught, God and the New Atheism: A Critical Response
to Dawkins, Harris, and Hitchens (John Knox Press,
2008).

M. Westphal, Suspicion and Faith: The Religious Uses of
Modern Atheism (Fordham University Press, 1998).

MEROLD WESTPHAL

Athos, Mount Mt Athos is at the centre of the Orthodox
monastic world. Often called “The Holy Mountair’, it is
actually a peninsula, the northernmost of three penin-
sulas extending into the Aegean Sea from the eastern
coast of Chalcidice, Greece. The peninsula culminates
in a 6350-foot peak, Mt Athos, which shares its name
with the whole peninsula. Although protected by the
Greek government, Mt Athos is politically autonomous
and falls under the ecclesiastical authority, not of the
Church of Greece, but of the ecumenical patriarchate of
Constantinople. An abbot (hégoumenos) oversees each
monastery, and a representative body called the Holy
Community addresses issues affecting the entire
peninsula.

Mt Athos preserves a rich array of Byzantine and
post-Byzantine art, architecture, and manuscripts. Its



less tangible treasure is the living tradition of hesy-
chastic spirituality, transmitted personally through the
centuries from elder to disciple. Hesvcrasu is the culti-
vation of inner silence (Greek hésychia) through vari-
ous ascetical practices and the focused recitation of the
Jesus Prayer. Hesychasm provides the foundation for
the theological writings of Grecory Paramas, who was
an Athonite monk before becoming archbishop of
Thessalonica.

The monastic life is lived in various ways on Mt
Athos: in monasteries, in sketes, and in hermitages.
There are twenty monasteries. All are cenobitic, where
monks live a ‘common life’. They pray, eat, and work
together, sharing all possessions under the direction
of an abbot. Although only the twenty monasteries
own land and send representatives to the Holy Com-
munity, Athos also contains several sketes, or ‘ascetic
settlements’ (Greek askeétérion). Sketes operate some-
what independently, but each is overseen by a ruling
monastery. While some sketes reflect a modified cen-
obitic life, many are idiorhythmic, where monks tailor
work and prayer schedules individually, and may own
private property. Alongside the monks in monasteries
and sketes, hermits pursue extreme asceticism in
almost total isolation. Hermits occupy remote areas
like the ‘desert’ of Athos at the furthest edge of the
peninsula.

Ethnic diversity accompanies this variety in monas-
tic routines. Although Athos is predominantly Greek in
both language and ethos, and most monks are Greek,
more and more monks are coming from abroad.
Three monasteries are also traditionally reserved for
Russians, Serbs, and Bulgarians respectively; and one
skete is Romanian.

Athos’ oldest surviving monastery, the Great Lavra,
dates from 936. All other surviving monasteries were
founded between the tenth and fourteenth centuries,
except Stavronikita, founded in 1541. The current total
population is approximately 2,000 monks. After decline
in the mid-twentieth century, the monastic population
is currently growing, for several reasons. The monas-
teries of Xenophontos and Simonopetra, for example,
were rejuvenated in the 1970s when new abbots arrived
with their monks from monasteries at Meteora, Greece.
This renewal also has roots in Athos itself. Figures like
Elder Joseph the Hesychast (1898-1959) and St Silouan
the Athonite (1866-1938) inspired disciples who have
not only revitalized several Athonite monasteries,
attracting many new monks, but have also founded
monasteries overseas on the Athonite model, especially
in England and North America.

See also MonasticisM, ORTHODOX THEOLOGY.

P. Sherrard, Athos: The Mountain of Silence (Oxford

University Press, 1960).
Archimandrite Sophrony (Sakharov), St. Silouan the
Athonite (St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1999).
GEORGE L. ParseNIOS
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Atonement Since the publication of G. Aulén’s (1879-
1977) classic typology, classifications of atonement
theories have generally followed his lead: employing a
more or less chronological order which moves from
early Church theories, through western ideas from the
Middle Ages through the post-Reformation period, to
modern theories. Aulén’s own rubrics for describing
these theories were, respectively, the ‘classic’ or ‘dra-
matic’ view (which he also called the ‘Christus Victor
model), the ‘Latin’ view, and ‘subjective’ theories. The
central question shaping this division of the material
was not, however, historical, but dogmatic: who is the
subject who performs the saving work accomplished
in Jesus of Nazareth? Is the work a continuous divine
work, in which God is the subject throughout? Is
the work a discontinuous divine work, in which God
is the architect of the plan of redemption but the
human Jesus is the effective agent in its accomplish-
ment? Or is the work a continuous human work as the
more ‘subjective’ theories would suggest? A closely
related issue for Aulén was that of locating the centre
of gravity in the relation between the objective accom-
plishment of redemption in Christ and its subjective
appropriation by the believer. Is the primary centre of
gravity found in Christ’s work? If so, the theory in
question is an ‘objective’ one. Or is it found in the act
of appropriation? If so, the theory is ‘subjective’.

Aulén’s book has been much criticized, but the basic
questions with which he worked have to be taken into
consideration by any historian of poctrine. However
wooden the ‘continuous/distincontinuous’ distinction
might have been, it did have the virtue of calling
attention to the importance (1) of the understanding
of the Person of Christ presupposed in any account of
his work and (2) of the problem of how those separ-
ated from Christ by time participate in the salvation he
either accomplished or bore witness to.

The problems facing Aulén’s typology are fairly
obvious today. In the first place, ‘Christus Victor does
not adequately describe patristic reflection on the work
of Christ because it makes primary what for the fathers
was a theme of secondary importance - enslavement to
the Devir. For most of the fathers, the central problem
needing to be addressed by the saving work of Christ
was ‘death’ - understood as humanity’s suffering a
gradual deprivation of being as a consequence of
having been cut off from the divine source of life in
the rarr. This would have culminated in a complete
lapse into non-being had God not maintained the
human race in existence until the One came in whom
participation in the divine life was restored. The mech-
anism by means of which life was restored is usually
described in terms of perrication (theopoeisis, theosis),
and Christ’s triumph occurred chiefly by means of His
obedience unto death (which restored human nature to
its original integrity) and His resurrection (by which
mortality was conquered by immortality and the
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connection to divine life was restored). Such reflection
on Christs work may be described as ‘ontological’ in
nature.

Aulén’s treatment of the ‘Latin’ type fared no better.
Aulén was certainly right to find in Anselm a shift to
juridical thinking. The problem was that he made
Anselm’s ‘satisfaction’” theory basic to his definition of
the ‘Latin’ type. But Anselm made ‘satisfaction’ and
‘punishment’ alternatives: either God would receive an
adequate satisfaction or God would have to punish.
That ‘satisfaction’ might occur through punishment
did not occur to Anselm, though it was basic to the
thinking of a host of medieval and RerormaTION
thinkers and represented a development whose import-
ance Aulén underestimated. For if God was actively
punishing sin in the death of Jesus, then God was no
longer simply the passive recipient of Christ’s voluntary
self-oblation. Seen in this light, the ‘double-sidedness’
of divine activity and passivity, which Aulén associated
with the ‘classic’ model alone, is also characteristic of
penal substitution theories and does not provide an
adequate basis for distinguishing between them. Aulén
would have done better to locate all penal theories
more loosely under the heading of judicial’ thinking
— a term which not only captures the distinctiveness of
western atonement theology in the post-patristic
period, but also allows for significant differences
between Anselm and later thinkers.

Finally, while the use of the term ‘subjective’ as a
description of moral influence theories has much to be
said for it, it is woefully inadequate as a comprehensive
term for the whole of nineteenth-century reflection on
atonement. Of all the mistakes committed by Aulén, his
interpretation of E. ScHLEiERMACHER is arguably the most
egregious. However true it may be that the religious
self-consciousness of the Christian constituted the
starting point for at least one strand in Schleierma-
cher’s approach to Christ’s Person and work, Schleier-
macher insisted that it was the influence of divine
causality upon the God-consciousness of Jesus which
grounded the accomplishment of redemption in Him,
making his theory clearly ‘ontological’ in nature and
‘objective’ in its centre of gravity. Moreover, G. W.
E HeceL does not even come in for consideration in
Aulén’s book, though it was Hegel’s idea of a ‘specula-
tive Good Friday’ which provided the historical root of
much recent reflection on the theme of Jesus’ death in
God-abandonment. To treat either of these figures
under the same heading as the moral-influence theor-
ies (see below) of A. Ritschl (1822-89) and his follow-
ers is seriously misleading.

These problems surrounding the rubrics employed
in Aulén’s typology can easily be addressed by a differ-
ent nomenclature, with no loss of the valid insights in
his work. If the generic headings of ‘ontological’, judi-
cial’, and ‘moral influence’ theories are used, all the
major dogmatic theories can be located under one of
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these — though a separate category (a ‘cultic model,
perhaps) would have to be devised for speaking of
recent treatments of the ‘sacrifice’ of Jesus in NT
studies.

A bigger challenge to atonement theology is that the
ontological presuppositions that shape theological
reflection in the modern period are dramatically differ-
ent from those which pertained in the ancient world.
By the same token, modern judicial theories, while not
eliminating the element of retributive justice thought to
be proper to God’s righteousness, have not made that
element central. What has changed, above all, is the
concept of God presupposed by virtually all atonement
theories elaborated prior to the Exticurenvent. Every
atonement theory stands in an intimate relationship
with particular understandings of God, Curistorocy,
and THEOLOGICAL ANTHROPOLOGY. At the dawn of the
modern era in Protestant theology, the virtual eclipse
of classical METAPHYSICS required all three to be subjected
to various strategies of reconstruction.

The reasons for the demise of classical metaphysics
may be found in the rise of BisLIcAL criTicIsM and a loss
of confidence that laws, order, and rationality are
somehow embedded in the world and need only to be
discovered. That epistemology fell out of favour due to
the philosophical revolution associated with I. Kaxrand
its aftermath in German 1Eatisy, which eliminated the
cosmological basis for classical metaphysics. The two-
natures Christology of CraLcepon was now suspect for
its dependence on the old metaphysics; and the belief
in divine simplicity and impassibility that hovered in
the immediate background of all theorizing about
Christ’s work up to the post-Reformation period was
felt increasingly to belong to an earlier era. Confronted
by this shift in sensibilities, theologians went in one of
two directions. Either they accepted the demise of
classical metaphysics and sought to construct a new
theological ontology more in line with the history of
Jesus; or they tried to continue with business as usual,
protesting that they had no principled commitment to
the old metaphysics, and that their ad hoc use of it had
no negative effects on their theology. The great danger
which surrounded the latter option (favoured by a fair
number of both Protestants and Catholics) was that the
ontologies presupposed in their atonement theories
became vague, even for those who made the healing
of human nature central to their thinking about Christ’s
work.

The impact of this cultural shift upon atonement
theology was also registered in the collapse of the
traditional Protestant distinction between the Person
and work of Christ. Schleiermacher collapsed the work
of Christ into His Person. His was a Person-forming
theory of redemption in which the completion of cre-
AtioN was understood to have taken place in the emer-
gence of Christ as the ‘Second Adan, the One in whose
perfectly potent God-consciousness ideal humanity was



instantiated. The treatment of the work of Christ which
followed was designed primarily to show that Jesus’
God-consciousness remained undisturbed by the tragic
events which befell Him on the last weekend of His life.
Hegel can be understood as having subsumed either
the work of Christ into His Person or the Person of
Christ into His work, depending upon whether one
understands the being of God in his thinking to include
a transcendent element which grounds history (as
much traditional Hegelianism and process THEOLOGY
insists) or whether one understands him to have com-
pletely identified the history of God with the history of
human self-consciousness (as some recent American
pragmatists have argued). Either way, he had set aside
the classically Protestant distinction of Person and
work. The same has to be said of T. E Torrance’s
(1913-2007) understanding of the ‘vicarious humanity’
of Christ and the ‘ontological healing’ which occurred
in it. Although Torrance was more traditional than
either Schleiermacher or Hegel, his adoption of the
idea that the Locos assumed fallen humanity consti-
tuted a modern element in his thinking. J. Zizioulas (b.
1931), with his critical retrieval of the Cappapocian
Farners” understanding of the Triniry and reconstruc-
tion of the idea of ‘communion’ along the lines of a
relational ontology, also belongs here as a modern
exemplification of the Orthodox theory of redemption.
The greatest representative of the judicial’ frame of
reference for understanding the work of Christ is
K. Bart. By grounding the outpouring of God’s wrath
upon the sinner in the cross of Christ in God’s gracious
ELECTION, however, Barth succeeded in de-centring the
concept of retributive justice, making it the instrument
of God’s mercy. To the extent that he also grounded the
being of both God and humanity in the eternal act of
electing, Barth also made the eternal decision basic to
his theological ontology. In addition, by making the
category of ‘correspondence’ central to his explanation
of how those separated from Christ in time and place
‘participate’ actively in His saving work, he also
granted a significant role to the ethical. The result
was a teleologically ordered judicial theory, with onto-
logical implications — a model of models which took up
all that was valid in the other two frames of reference
and integrated them into the judicial. He was followed
in this by H. von Batrnasar and E. Jiingel (b. 1934).
Where moral-influence theories are concerned,
Christ has typically been understood not so much as
the instrument by means of which God achieves
human salvation as the revelation of the way other
humans must take if they are to be reconciled to God
and to other persons. The emphasis here falls upon
vocation, discipleship, and living the reconciled life in
this world. The greatest representative of this outlook
in the nineteenth century was Ritschl and, in the first
half of the twentieth century, D. Baillie (1887-1954).
Moral-influence theorists never had to concern
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themselves much with issues of ontology; for most,
the divinity of Jesus was construed in terms of the
quality of His humanity — which meant that the two-
natures doctrine was moot.

The most important development impacting reflec-
tion on the work of Christ since the early nineteenth
century has been the move away from the older
attempts to construct a new metaphysical basis for
ontology to more nearly post-metaphysical accounts.
This move has been manifested in several ways: (1)
through the later Barth’s ‘historicizing’ of the two
‘natures’ of Christ; (2) through a focus on the historical
reasons for the crucifixion of Jesus in the work of
W. Pannenberg (b. 1928) and ]. Moltmann (b. 1926);
and (3) through a variety of ‘non-violent’ theories of
the atonement, many of which (e.g., that of ]. Weaver,
b. 1941) go so far as to suggest that God did not will
the death of the Son. In response to these develop-
ments, many have sought a revival of classical meta-
physics and the theosis doctrine which was its primary
legacy. But this has less to do with the stringency of
arguments brought against ‘modernity’ than it does
with the growing number of those dissatisfied not only
with modern Protestantisv, but with the Reformation
as well.

See also LimMITED ATONEMENT.
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Bruce LiNDLEY McCoRMACK

Artrisutes, Divine Characterizing God by enumerating
properties of his being and activities is ubiquitous in
the Christian TrapITION. From its beginnings, Christian
raitH defined itself in part by acknowledging that God
is and acts in particular ways. In the primitive Chris-
tian tradition, such characterizations were given litur-
gical, homiletic, or catechetical expression, drawing on
scriptural language, which constituted the comprehen-
sive norm for Christian teaching. As the tradition
developed, formal reflection upon God’s attributes
was shaped by the need to take stock of the effect of
the saving presence of the Son and the Hory SpiriT upon
concepts of God’s being. This process involved complex
negotiations between the kerygmatic, doxological, and
scriptural resources of the faith and the conceptual
inheritance of ancient puiLosopricAL THEOLOGY. If the
fullness of deity comes to dwell bodily in Christ, what
is to be made of God’s incorporeality or changeless-
ness? The history is easy to oversimplify; severe critics
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of later ‘theisny, for example, commonly regard the
fifth-century theologian Dionvsius THE AREOPAGITE as
emblematic of a wider and disastrous compromise with
Greek MmerapHysics that was repeated in the thirteenth
century by T. Aquinas. This reading seriously underesti-
mates the corrective function played by the pocTriNEs of
the Trivity and the iNcarnaTioN in determining the
character of the Christian God in, for example, AucusT-
INE Or JoHN OF DAMASCUS.

Comprehensive formal presentation of the divine
attributes was first achieved in the medieval summas;
these, in turn, shaped the systematic accounts in post-
RerormaTION Protestant dogmatics. When in the later
seventeenth century Christian dogma ceased to be a
commanding force in western intellectual culture, dis-
cussion of the nature of deity became preoccupied with
two sets of issues. First, increasing authority was
accorded to ‘natural’ religion and theology, that is, to
a basic theism considered prior to ‘positive’ or
‘revealed’ religion. A classic example of this approach
is the Demonstration of the Being and Attributes of God
(1704) by S. Clarke (1675-1729). The principal concern
of such theism was cosmological, that is, framing
language about God in order to explain the existence
and continuation of contingent reality. Accordingly, the
divine attributes which received the greatest attention
were those properties of deity deemed necessary for
causal explanation of the world (e.g., self-existence or
omnipotence). Neither Christian specifics such as
Trinitarian or incarnational teaching, nor the temporal
unfolding of God’s saving dealings with creatures,
played much role in describing the divine nature,
which could be reduced to that of an infinitely power-
ful, independent, and eternal being. Similar moves
continue to be made by some contemporary philoso-
phers of religion who establish the divine attributes as
the necessary properties of a perfect being (i.e., a being
than which nothing is greater); once again, God’s
nature is conceived largely in isolation from his triune
identity or his self-communication to creatures.

Second, from the late eighteenth century main-
stream Protestant theology lost confidence in a
dogmatic realism rooted in divine reveration. Corres-
pondingly, the inadequacies of human talk about God’s
nature came to be explained not in terms of fallen
reason’s return to God, but by appeal to conceptions
of rationality derived from German meatism. This
entailed a shift in the object of theology away from
the self-bestowing and reconciling presence of God to
the historical reality of human religious-moral experi-
ence and action in the world. On this account, talk of
God’s attributes does not so much denote properties in
God as characterize human experience of or response
to God as the media in which God is schematized and
through which alone God may be glimpsed. For some
modern theologians, this approach enables recovery of
a theology of the divine nature directed by God’s
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‘economic’ presence and activity rather than by specu-
lative questions. In others, it engenders various kinds
of NommaLIsM, in which language about divine attributes
is only remotely connected to God’s being.

With the exception of some modern constructivist
theologies, the majority position in the Christian trad-
ition has been that knowledge of God’s attributes
derives from God, and so is ‘revealed’ knowledge.
God alone knows himself and communicates this
knowledge to creatures in suitably accommodated
forms. The media of this communication are variously
conceived. More directly, the divine nature is displayed
in God’s works in the world which enact (for example)
God’s faithfulness, goodness, or righteous wrath; these
works are normatively rehearsed in the biblical
writings. Less directly, God’s nature may be known
through rational contemplation of created reality, which
participates in or reflects the creator’s nature (e.g.,
created beauty echoes the beauty of God), but does so
only inadequately, so that both eminent affirmation
and negation of creaturely properties are required to
speak of God. Both direct and indirect predication
assume the dependence of knowledge of God’s attri-
butes on the revealing work of God, for even contem-
plation of created reality is anticipated and enabled by
revelation, and so is not a work of purely natural
reason.

If this is the case, then talk of God’s nature is not a
simple process of assigning properties to God as to
some infinitely great entity. Rather, in the wake of
God’s self-presentation properties are ‘confessed of’
rather than ‘attributed to’ God. For this reason, ‘attri-
butes’ may not be the happiest term for the kind of
‘receptive’ predication which is involved in talk of God.
A number of consequences follow.

First, a Christian theology of the divine attributes
goes beyond simply generating a conception of a per-
fect being, since its aim is to indicate the identity (in
biblical terms, the ‘name’) of the divine subject. It is
certainly the case that treatments of the divine attri-
butes in both ancient and modern Christian theology
have devoted attention to the question: ‘What are the
properties of deity?” However, much Christian theology
has accorded only provisional significance to answers
to that question. Although from the seventeenth cen-
tury onwards such answers increasingly provided the
ground for more specific Christian theological lan-
guage, they properly serve only as that through which
theology moves in order to attain the divine subject.
The primary question for a theology of the divine
attributes is thus: ‘Who is this one (that is, YHWH,
the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ)?’

Second, the one to whom the properties are ascribed
is infinite personal subject and agent. God is personal
in the sense that God is the free subject of relations,
both within the divine being and externally. God is
agent in the sense that the divine life is unrestrictedly



self-moved and moving. This infinite divine subject
precedes and exceeds all predication. Attribution of
properties to God is thus not an exercise in conceptual
comprehension of an inert object, but acknowledge-
ment of a mobile, self-bestowing personal presence. In
this context, it is important to note that in ScripTUrE the
primary idiom in which the divine attributes come to
expression is doxological, through the recital of the acts
in which God’s being is declared. Ascription follows the
divine self-enactment.

Third, there is a critical relation between a Christian
theological account of the divine attributes and other
conceptions of the nature of divinity. Strongclaims
about the distinctiveness of Christian teaching about
God’s nature are found in those theologians who insist
that God’s action in time in the incarnate Son is wholly
determinative of God’s attributes. Such claims may lead
to heavy qualification of some traditional attributes (so
that, for example, omnipotence is defined by God’s
‘weakness’ at the cross), or to outright rejection of
others (e.g., impassibility is sometimes judged an irre-
deemably sub-Christian property). Others argue that
even though God’s self-enactment is manifest in God’s
temporal works, it is not exhausted by those works,
and therefore that — suitably corrected - properties
such as immutability or incorporeality may legitimately
be ascribed to God’s infinite life.

Because of this, fourth, treatments of the divine
attributes are closely related to conceptions of God as
triune. When God’s attributes are determined on the
basis of a minimal theistic construal of how the world
came to be (as they were by Clarke), God’s triunity has
little significance, because the properties ascribed to
the deity are simply those of the world’s efficient and
formal cause. One effect of the widespread renewal of
Trinitarian doctrine in the later twentieth century was
much more expansive treatment of God’s relation to
and action in the world. When the Trinity is conceived
as analogous to a community of persons, God is no
longer thought of as a supreme mind or causal agent
but as one who is internally differentiated and who
engages in a diverse set of relations with created reality
through the Son and the Spirit. This, in turn, shapes
conceptions of God’s attributes. Pushed hard, it may
lead to appropriation of specific attributes to particular
divine persons, though it is notoriously difficult to
pursue this without calling into question the unity of
God’s essence. The most common effect of a Trinitarian
conception of God is to emphasize that the divine
attributes name God as God encounters us in God’s
works. This ‘economic’ conception is often set against
abstract notions of deity apart from any relation to
creatures, purportedly found in the tradition of nega-
tive theology which names God in terms of his sheer
difference from creatures (see ArorHaric THEOLOGY). By
contrast, a theology of God’s attributes, it is argued,
should be derived from God’s revelatory or saving
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encounter with creatures (a point sometimes reinforced
by criticism of the ‘substance metaphysics’ thought to
control classical doctrines of God in the western trad-
ition, and by an emphasis upon God’s being as
God’s act).

This shift to an economic register may resist
abstract accounts of divine transcendence, but it is
not unproblematic. Pressed hard, it may prove as
narrowing as the theism which it tries to displace. This
may happen when the economic activity of God is
insufficiently grounded in God’s immanent being, with
the result that the inner depth of God’s triune being
ceases to play much role in theological descriptions of
God’s nature. In terms of the divine attributes, the
corollary problem is that God’s ‘relative’ attributes
(the properties of God in his external operations,
including, e.g., justice and mercy) are accorded much
more weight than his ‘absolute’ attributes (the proper-
ties of his life in himself, including, e.g., omniscience
and aseity). The distinction between ‘relative’ and
‘absolute’ is certainly unstable, and can be schematized
in such a way that God’s immanent being and his
economic acts are sundered. Yet if it is a principle of
Christian theology that God’s relation to the world is
such that the world adds nothing to God’s essence, then
God is not exhaustively defined by the properties of
God’s relation to the world, even though that relation
enacts or repeats God’s inner character. Thus, God’s
(‘relative’) omnipresence to all created reality is the
economic expression of God’s (‘absolute’) immensity
as the one who is without limitation; likewise, God’s
extrinsic righteousness in judging and justifying crea-
tures is grounded in God’s intrinsic righteousness as
the Holy One.

A final question, much discussed in the history of
theology, concerns the multiplicity of God’s attributes.
We attribute many different properties to God - good-
ness, wisdom, love, omnipotence, holiness, and so on -
but how does this range cohere with God’s simplicity?
It is important to be clear that divine simplicity is not
mere absence of composition but singular, infinite
fullness, perfect integrity, and abundance of life.
God’s simplicity does not lie behind the variety of God’s
attributes but is them (in this, it is not unlike God’s
unity, which is identical with God’s triunity). Because
of this, God’s essence and God’s attributes coincide.
The divine attributes are not accidental properties of
God, for God’s being God is his being this subject in
this way (i.e., with this identity and nature). Accord-
ingly, the divine attributes do not name parts of God
(God is not goodness plus wisdom plus love, and so
forth), since they are identical with the divine sub-
stance and with each other. To ascribe goodness,
wisdom, and love to God is, again, simply to indicate
God’s perfectly simple identity. Nevertheless, this ought
not to lead to agnosticism about the fittingness of
speaking of God by setting out a range of attributes,
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or to the suggestion that the divine attributes are
simply creaturely projections. The distinctions between
the attributes result from the creature’s incapacity to
comprehend infinite being in a non-discursive way.
God knows God’s self eternally and immediately; crea-
tures must conceive of God serially and cumulatively,
by enumeration and division of what is in itself one.
And so to say ‘God is good, wise and loving’ is not to
add anything to the statement ‘God is’, but simply to
speak of God in the only way available to temporal,
finite creatures.
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ATTRITION: See CONTRITION.

Auessure Conression The Augsburg Confession is argu-
ably the defining document of LutHERAN THEOLOGY, even
though it is formally just one of the confessional
standards included in the Lutheran Boox or Concorn.
Though derived from the theological ideas of
M. LutHer, it was drafted by P. Melanchthon (1497-
1560) as a statement of the Lutheran confessional
position for presentation to Emperor Charles V
(r. 1519-56) at the imperial Diet of Augsburg in
1530. The Confession is composed of a total of
twenty-eight articles, divided into two parts: the first
(arts. 1-21) gives the Lutheran interpretation of the
basic doctrines of the Christian faith, while the second
(arts. 22-8) defends particular changes in Church
practice (e.g., communion in both kinds, the marriage
of clergy) introduced in Lutheran churches.

The Augsburg Confession was intended to be an
irenic document. As such, the first three articles affirm
the Lutherans’ acceptance of traditional Catholic teach-
ing regarding the TriniTy, original siv, and Christorocy.
Likewise, at various points in the Confession care is
taken to distinguish the Lutheran position from that of
more radical opponents of Rome, like the Anabaptists.
Nevertheless, the Confession clearly marks the
Lutheran position off from that of the Catholic Church
by ascribing jusTiFicaTioN to FartH and denying that
human works are in any sense meritorious before
God (arts. 4-6). The rccresiorocy of the Confession,
according to which the Church is to be identified solely
by proclamation of the GospeL and the right adminis-
tration of the sacraments, without any reference to
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particular juridical or hierarchical arrangements
(art. 7), also represented a clear break with Carrotic
THEOLOGY.

[aN A. McFARLAND

AvcusTine oF Hippo Augustine was born in the North
African town of Thagaste in 354 of a Christian mother
(Monica) and a non-Christian father (Patricius). His
immediate family had some means, but was not of
great wealth. Through the help of a family patron
Augustine was educated in rhetoric. He eventually left
North Africa for Rome and then was called to Milan as
an official teacher of rhetoric and speechmaker for the
emperor.

Following an encounter with Cicero’s (106-43 BC)
now lost Hortensius, Augustine’s public progress was
mirrored by an inner search for the true philosophy.
For some years he was associated with the dualistic
Manichaeans (see Manicuatisw). Finding their mythical
explanations of scientific phenomena unpersuasive, he
fell into scepticism. Gradually, under the influence of
Ambrose of Milan’s (ca 340-97) allegorical reading of
the OT and some non-Christian Neoplatonic texts (see
Praronism), Augustine returned to his mother’s Chris-
tianity. He abandoned his secular career in 386 in
favour of an ascetic and communal life.

In 388/9 Augustine returned to North Africa and
founded a monastic community in Thagaste. After
having been caught on a trip to Hippo and made to
promise to accept ordination, the old bishop of this
busy port - and the largest diocese in North Africa -
ordained him priest and appointed him successor.
From 395 until his death in 430 Augustine was the
bishop of Hippo.

His initial writings in Italy attempt to copy earlier
traditions of philosophical dialogue and also show a
strong anti-Manichaean bent. Central to this polemic
are his attempts to show that the created order is
intelligible, and that it reflects the goodness of its one
triune creator. His works after ordination show a new
desire to present ideas within a language and genres
that would fit with his position as an official spokes-
man for the Church. The text On Faith and the Creed of
393 shows him expounding the creed before a
gathering of bishops, combining his own deep readings
in Latin tradition with a deeply personal constructive
bent. During 395 and 396 Augustine underwent a
profound change in (or at least a deepening of) his
views on GRACE. An exegesis of Romans 9 sent to
Simplicianus (d. 400), Ambrose’s successor as bishop
of Milan, reveals the new Augustine. Here Augustine
insists that all we have we receive and that we should
be thankful for it, even as we confess the mysterious-
ness and incomprehensibility (to us) of God’s provi-
dential ordering. Thus, God’s choice of Jacob before he
was born was based neither on knowledge of the works
that Jacob would perform, nor even on the basis of



knowing that Jacob would have rarth, for faith itself is a
gift (cf. Rom. 9:10-13).

Anthropologically Augustine now sets out with new
clarity his fundamental principles. Human beings are
created rational, good, and loving, naturally desiring
the God who is the source of all existence. Through
Adam’s siv all are now marked by ignorantia (ignor-
ance) and infirmitas (weakness), not knowing the good
clearly and lacking the power to follow it. Through the
incarnaTioN of the Word and the sending of the Hory
SeiriT into the Church, God offers a vision of the
blessed life that both draws human beings and pro-
vides them with the power of will to follow that vision.
Augustine sees this process as the liberation of a will
held in bondage by sin as the gift of a truly rree wiLL.

Between 397 and 400 Augustine wrote the Confes-
sions. The first nine of its thirteen books read very
easily to modern eyes as an autobiography, but August-
in€’s aim is to highlight aspects of the process through
which God has drawn him to Christian faith. The book
uses his own life to play out the theology of grace he
has developed and covers events only up to the imme-
diate aftermath of his conversion in 386. The final four
books reflect on the nature of human existence in God’s
presence and the character of humanity’s search for
God, culminating in a powerful exegesis of Genesis 1,
which offers important reflections on the character of
Christian nerveneuTics and the function of the Church.

As a bishop Augustine spent much time trying to
bring about unity in the North African Church which
was split between a Catholic section, in communion
with the Church throughout the empire, and a section
known to the Catholics as ‘Donatist’, who had emerged
in the early fourth century (see Donarism). Augustine’s
writing against Donatists helped to define much of his
eccresioLogy. He taught that the Church’s sacramental
power is always Christ's power, and is not given as a
result of the purity of the Church’s members or leaders.
The Church is the body of Christ animated and unified
by Christ’s Spirit, the Holy Spirit. It may well be (as
Catholics had long claimed) that Donatist sacraments
are valid, but these sacraments do them no good if they
refuse the movement of Love into unity that the Spirit
imparts and is. Augustine distinguished strongly
between Donatist leaders (who should have known
better) and ordinary believers who had never known
any alternative. Initially favouring a path of persuasion,
Augustine eventually supported imperial legislation
against Donatists, especially in the wake of the deci-
sions of a conference held in Carthage in 411, at which
almost the entire Catholic and Donatist hierarchies
were present.

The decade between 410 and 420 was the high point
of Augustine’s career, a period of extraordinary intel-
lectual creativity and sheer volume of writing. During
this period Augustine composed much of his great
works, On the Trinity (probably begun between 399
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and 405), The Literal Commentary on Genesis, and
The City of God. Augustine also wrote a significant
proportion of his Tractates on John's Gospel and his
Interpretations of the Psalms.

Augustine’s Trinitarian theology begins in his own
adaptation of previous Latin Nicene theology, particu-
larly that of Ambrose and Hilary of Poitiers (300-68).
Augustine distinguishes between what we should believe
— at which level Trinitarian faith is a summary of biblical
teaching — and our search for understanding. The latter
he conceives as an exegetical and philosophical exercise
in which we search to see how Scripture uses spatial and
temporal language to speak of a God who transcends
those categories. The legacy of his engagement with
Neoplatonism is to be found in his understanding of
God’s omnipresence and yet transcendence of all, and in
God’s absolute mysterious simplicity.

Augustine’s mature account of Father, Son, and Spirit
rejects the usefulness of the philosophical terminolo-
gies of genus, species, and individual. Instead he finds
multiple ways to speak of the three Persons as consti-
tuted by their acts towards each other, grounded in the
Father’s eternal generation of the Son and spiration of
the Spirit. Post-nineteenth-century critiques of August-
ine’s supposed unitarian tendencies have been the
subject of much critique in recent decades.

The decade between 410 and 420 also saw the
emergence of Augustine’s ongoing battle with what he
saw as the erroneous views of Pelagius (ca 350-ca 420)
and his associates on the nature of grace, free will, and
the state of humanity following the raLL (see Prracian
1sM). These debates saw the deepening of his views on
grace, but little fundamental change.

The massive City of God finds its roots in August-
ine’s response to the capture of Rome by the Goths in
410 and ongoing attempts to explain Christianity to
pagan circles in Carthage. Augustine presents Roman
culture as a community which serves to inculcate
violence and exposes Roman models of ‘virtue' as
exemplars of sin. He traces the emergence and beliefs
of the two ‘cities’ — one based in love of this world, the
other in love of God - through the course of history
(where they lie intermingled) to their respective ends
in uerL and Heaven. True justice is Christ and is known
only through allowing one’s growing appreciation of
and participation in Christ's mystery and grace to
pervade one’s judgements.

In the final decade of his life Augustine completed
On the Trinity and The City of God, and wrote exten-
sively against Julian of Eclanum (ca 385-ca 455), one
of the most cutting critics of Augustine’s understanding
of grace. This final period also saw a new series of
works against certain anti-Nicene theologians he called
Arians’, and who were at this time associated with the
Vandal kingdoms emerging in Spain and North Africa.
Augustine died in 430, as Hippo was besieged by the
Vandals.
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Baithasar, Hans Urs von Among the most influential
Catholic theologians of the twentieth century, Hans
Urs von Balthasar (1905-88) gave himself to the work
of spiritual direction, translation, and publishing,
founding and leading a religious community, and he
produced a massive theological literature that, in many
ways, is only explicable as the fruit of his spiritual life.
His writings range from important studies of Oricey,
Gregory of Nyssa (see CappADOCIAN

FarHers), and MaxivMus THE CONFESSOR,

to analyses of the spiritual life as it

unfolds in many different contexts

(especially as it is revealed in the

lives of the sants and mystical

writers), to his great fifteen-volume

trilogy in which theology unfolds

according to three TRANSCENDENTALS

of the beautiful (The Glory of the

Lord), the good (Theo-Drama), and

the true (Theo-Logic).

In each of these categories (in
which he consciously inverts the order of Kant’s cri-
tiques), Balthasar shows how the patterns of worldly
being might become translucent to the consummate
truth of their existence. A literary scholar by training,
Balthasar often employed genealogies of cultural struc-
tures in order to portray their evolution and their
transformation within the GospeL. Thus a central motif
of his theology is the impression that the divine makes
within the world, calling forth from the creatures a
variety of finite expressions and echoes in which they
are most themselves when they are also epiphanic of
divine glory.

With this fundamental outlook, Balthasar’s theology
offers a distinct complement to other strands of
modern academic theology, in which epistemological
concerns and the anthropological starting point of all
thought are understood to be determinative and, some-
times, final boundaries for theology. Balthasar pro-
poses, alternatively, that human experience of reality,
human freedom and action, and human apprehension
of truth are all given their fullest and most comprehen-
sive interpretations when they are seen to be elicited by
God and discovered as finding the fullness of their
truth in God. Thus the very perfection of worldly being
points beyond itself, yet the mysterious telos of worldly
existence cannot simply be extrapolated from finite to
infinite; not even the anaLocy of being (analogia entis)
in Balthasar’s view can do this in advance. Rather, it is
only in the light of God’s own self-disclosure in revela-
tion that theology can, as it were, read the analogy
between Creator and creature back downwards - from
the divine Being to its creaturely sign. But already
Balthasar here shows the intrinsic role of Trinitarian
thought throughout his theology: for the heart of the
mystery of Being, the unfathomable and gracious sur-
prise of this radical self-giving — from which flow all
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the creaturely forms of self-showing, self-bestowal, and
self-expressiveness — turns out to be the infinite self-
sharing of the three Persons of the Trivity. Thus Trinity
defines Being in Balthasar, not the other way around.
Trinity also grounds the finite traces of this infinite
generosity, finite traces of self-giving that are the basis
of all worldly beauty, goodness, and intelligibility.
These traces are not, however, directly deducible from
experience of the world, but ‘reveal
themselves as everlasting mysteries
only when God’s sovereignty permits
him and occasions him out of free
love ... to create the being of the
world” (Epilogue 86). Only then can
worldly being be seen to contain
traces of the Trinity (see VEsticia
Trinitazis). Balthasar thus sought to
take the peculiarly modern concern
with methodology and starting
points and to propose a Trinitarian
ontology at its very core.

From the 1940s, Balthasar developed a theological
friendship and discussion with his fellow Swiss,
K. Barty, and his monograph on Barth’s theology
was a landmark in the twentieth-century Catholic
opening to other Christians. Also in 1940, while a
university chaplain in Basel, Balthasar provided spirit-
ual direction for one of Switzerland’s first woman
physicians, A. von Speyr (1902-67). Her coNVERSION
and sapTisv initiated a decades-long spiritual partner-
ship with Balthasar, who perceived in Speyr’s develop-
ing spiritual insights a profound grace. Her mystical
participations in the paschal mystery of Christ seem to
have deepened Balthasar’s own sense of the profound
ways in which the saints and mystical writers live into
the reality of Christ, and, as it were, translate this
mystery into their lives and teaching for the good of
Christian theology.

Critical assessments of Balthasar’s theology have
tended to focus on three features of his work. First
and most globally, his up-ending of the modern sub-
jective turn in theology has sometimes met with
misgivings, particularly among those who see no alter-
native to fundamentally Kantian presuppositions for
any public theology. Second, Balthasar notably empha-
sizes the inner-divine kenosis of the three Persons of
the Trinity. While this is an attempt to contemplate the
eternal conditions of possibility for the historical mis-
sions of Christ and the Spirit, some critics have viewed
his emphasis as unwarranted and inappropriate specu-
lation regarding the inner-Trinitarian relations and as
perhaps verging uncomfortably upon a kind of TriTHE-
1sM. Finally, Balthasar’s striking portrayals of Christ’s
descent among the dead, coupled with his conviction
that the reconciling power of God extends even to so
radical a form of solidarity between Christ and the
experience of human sinfulness has led some scholars



Ban

to judge that here Balthasar has again made unwar-
ranted claims extending beyond either the clear sense
of ScripTurE or the limits of the TrapITION.
These concerns may perhaps be somewhat allayed
by understanding that the goal of Balthasar’s work was
never a systematic or metaphysical account of reality
per se. Rather, the reintegration of spirrruaLity and
theology lay at the heart of Balthasar’s many projects
and writings. In everything, he sought to illuminate
Christ’s self-giving as the radical presence of the Trini-
tarian self-giving from which all creatures receive exist-
ence and the call towards the deep truth of themselves
in God.
See also AgstHETICS, THEOLOGICAL; KENOTIC THEOLOGY.
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Mark A. McINTOSH

BaN: see EXCOMMUNICATION.

Bapmism Most Christian Churches practise baptism,
believing that Christ himself instituted it (Matt.
28:19). In baptism representatives of the Church apply
water to an individual to mark the beginning of his or
her life in Christ and the Church. Churches have
differed, however, in their understanding of God’s pres-
ence and activity in baptism (e.g., its status as a
sacrament, its necessity for salvation), the precondi-
tions for admitting a person to baptism (e.g., maturity,
catechetical preparation), and modes of administering
baptism (e.g., the amount of water used, those permit-
ted to perform the rite). In recent years, Catholic,
Orthodox, and major Rerormation Churches have
achieved greater theological consensus about these
questions, generally recognizing baptisms performed
by each other’s Churches. At the same time, traditional
understandings of baptism have been challenged in
western societies, where baptism has often become
little more than a social ritual.

In baptism God initiates a covenant, claiming people
as God’s own and promising to provide for them as his
children. The baptized (or parents or community, on
their behalf) promise, in response, to be loyal to God
and to live in the way of Jesus Christ. Both covenantal
trajectories are fundamentally communal: as God lays
claim to an individual, God directs him or her into the
life of the Church and asks the Church to recommit
itself to the covenant; and as individuals declare faith
in God, they agree to commit themselves to the
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community of faith, while the community pledges to
care for them. This covenantal structure has five key
dimensions:

First, baptism sets forth the promises of God. In
baptism God promises to wash away a person’s sins
(Acts 22:16); to unite a person with Christ in his
death and resurrection (Rom. 6:1-11; Col. 2:12); to
grant a person the Howy Seirit and new life in Christ
(Acts 2:38; Titus 3:5); and to adopt a person into the
family of God, represented by the community of faith
(1 Cor. 12:13).

Baptism represents a fundamental reorientation of a
person. One is no longer his or her own, but Christ’s
(1 Cor. 6:19). Traditional baptismal liturgies used
imagery of a person’s passage from the realm of dark-
ness to the realm of light, and sometimes included
exorcisMs and acts in which the priest and the candidate
(or his or her representatives) turned to the west (the
realm of evil) and spat at the Devil. Contemporary
liturgies often include declarations whereby the candi-
dates renounce evil and pledge themselves to the way
of Christ.

To be baptized is to be marked with a new identity.
In the Church’s first centuries, candidates stripped off
their clothes, stepped naked into the baptismal waters,
and received a white garment when they emerged.
They understood themselves to be clothed with Christ
(Gal. 3:27), in accordance with Paur’s declaration that,
‘If anyone is in Christ, there is a new creation: every-
thing old has passed away; see, everything has become
new! (2 Cor. 5:17).

Ancient baptismal pools and fonts were frequently
eight-sided, representing the seven days of creation
that culminate in an eighth day on which Jesus rises
from the dead and recreates the world. In traditional
baptismal liturgies, the priest or minister calls the
candidate by his or her given name and declares,
I baptize you in the name of the Father, and the Son,
and the Holy Spirit] A candidate’s surname no longer
identifies him or her; rather, he or she is now a child of
the one God whom we know in Christ through the
Spirit.

Second, in baptism material things and communal
actions help to set forth God’s promises. The Church
accompanies its declaration of God’s promises with
application of water to the candidate. The Greek root
for the word ‘baptisny’, baptizo, implies being covered
completely by water, though actual Christian practice
varied widely. As early as the second century, the
Didache recognized the need for flexibility: ‘baptize’
in running water ... If you do not have running water,
baptize in some other. If you cannot in cold, then in
warm. If you have neither, then pour water on the
head’ (7.1-3).

Because symbolic actions appeal to the senses and
emotions, they involve much more than the partici-
pants’ mere intellectual assent to what is happening.



Baptism, like the Eucharist, employs matter and ritual
to confirm and ratify God’s promises in a way more
deeply than words alone can. Thus, the use of water
evokes the covenantal history of Israi: the watery
chaos that God separated from heaven and earth; the
rivers flowing from Eden; the flood that destroyed and
renewed the earth; the Red Sea, which parted for the
people of Israel but drowned the Egyptians; water
gushing from a rock in the wilderness in response to
the Israelites’ sinful rebellion (Num. 20:7-13); and the
Jordan River, through which Israel passed into the
Promised Land and in which Joun TtHE Baptist would
later declare forgiveness for the repentance of sins and
baptize Jesus himself.

Different baptismal practices dramatize this salva-
tion history. Immersion aptly represents drowning the
old self of sin and birthing a new self, just as a child
comes to life from the waters of the mother’s womb.
Sprinkling or pouring water over a candidate suggests
the cleansing power of water and how precious every
drop of water is to those who are thirsty and need
reviving. Baptism in a lake or stream evokes the waters
that flow through all creation; baptism in a pool or
font, the waters that spring forth from the earth to
refresh and sustain life. In each case, the water means
nothing unless people clearly grasp the promises of
God attached to it; yet, without these dramatic actions,
the promises threaten to become mere words.

Third, baptism sustains faith. As representing birth,
baptism is appropriately administered only one time.
But as reminding Christians of who they really are,
baptism, as M. LurHer noted, is a sacrament for a
lifetime that genuinely effects the acts of cleansing
from sin and adoption as a child of God that it
symbolizes.

Human faith is always weak and tottering. Trials and
temptations, as well as identities of nation, class, race,
and ideology, easily divert Christians from Christ’s way.
Experience of unjust suffering causes them to question
who God is and therefore who they are. Whenever
followers of Jesus remember that they have passed
through the waters of baptism, they reaffirm their true
identity as brothers and sisters of Christ. Baptism
reassures Christians that God is faithful and will ultim-
ately fulfil God’s purposes, despite all evidence to the
contrary.

Baptism sustains the faith not only of the individual
candidate, but also of the church as a whole. Whenever
Christians witness a baptism, they are invited to
reclaim their foundational identity. Every baptism is a
covenant-renewal ceremony between God and his
people.

Fourth, baptism is a public declaration of loyalty.
God’s initiating activity calls forth humans’ response:
a candidate, normally before the assembled commu-
nity, publicly pledges loyalty to Christ and the Church.
Following ancient practice, the priest or minister may

53

BarTism

ask the candidate to recite a creep and to promise to
participate actively in the Church’s worship and life.

In early centuries, baptisms often took place apart
from the congregation in a special side room (the
baptistery), but even then the community was repre-
sented by the ordained priest, and the newly baptized
sometimes moved directly into the nave to receive their
first Eucharist with the rest of the community. The
Reformers believed that medieval Catholic practice
obscured baptism’s communal dimension, but today
Catholic and Protestant Churches alike usually locate
the baptismal pool or font in the nave itself and
celebrate baptism as part of Sunday worship.

Fifth, baptism is a spur to discipleship. Those marked
with a new identity in Jesus Christ commit themselves
to his way of life. They promise to make common cause
with the Church, and the community promises to
instruct them and to encourage and hold them
accountable in their discipleship. In the ancient
Church, this instruction began as early as three years
prior to candidates’ baptism. In any event, baptism
calls a person to begin a journey of witness and service
that will end only in death. Some Churches cover the
casket of the deceased with a white pall to signify this
fulfilment of baptismal identity.

Baptism’s covenantal structure clearly illuminates
the baptism of persons who are old enough to grasp
and respond to the promises of God. NT references to
baptism presuppose that candidates come to baptism
with a demonstrable rarri. Baptism does not create this
faith but rather marks and sustains it.

Nevertheless, the Christian Church early on came to
see that baptism’s covenantal resonances implicate
children, and even tiny infants. Baptism does not
guarantee their salvation, but it does mark the new life
in Christ that God has promised the community as a
whole, including its children. Because baptism of
infants dramatically represents God’s utter gracious-
ness in claiming humans before they (can) respond
to God, parents and the community can trust that their
children’s identity is secure in Christ, and the children
themselves can be assured as they grow older that they
have always belonged to God.

The practice of baptizing infants (‘pedobaptisnr’) has
nevertheless been subject to sustained criticism since
the Reformation and remains problematic in the Chris-
tian West. Baptists of both continental (see MexNONITE
Turorocy) and English (see Baprist Theorocy) back-
ground have argued on biblical and dogmatic grounds
that only those able to make confession of their faith
should be admitted to baptism (‘believers’ baptism’).
Even within the Reformed tradition, no less a figure
than K. Barrh noted the tendency for baptism to be
little more than a social rite of passage that guaranteed
personal heavenly salvation but did not call a person
into a new way of life in Christ and the Church. For
Barth, baptism should be a means by which adult
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believers first make public witness of their faith and
discipleship.
The problem, however, is not baptism of infants. All
baptism - whether of adults or children - is tenable
only if the Church lives as a covenant community that
calls its members into patterns of mutual encourage-
ment and accountability. In a culture shaped by exces-
sive individualism and consumerism, Christians are
challenged to clarify again what it means to be a
member of the Church, and what it means for the
Church to be the body of the living, resurrected Christ.
Reform of baptismal practice will depend on a renewed
vision of Christians’ distinctive life together under the
cross for the sake of the world.
See also SACRAMENTOLOGY.
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JouN P. BURGESS

BAPTIST THEOLOGY Baptists are a world Christian
communion with Churches in every continent. Univer-
sally confessing faith in God as Trivity, they neverthe-
less show some diversity in their theology, owing
partly to their congregational roLity and partly to their
origins. Baptist Churches tend to trace their heritage
to work by English, North American, or German
missionaries, the first being the oldest group. The
earliest Baptist Church is reckoned to be a congre-
gation of religious separatists from England who
gathered under their minister John Smyth in Amster-
dam in 1609 and restricted baptism to those who
could profess their own belief in Christ. Members of
this Church returned to set up the first Baptist church
on English soil in London in 1612. Arminian in
theology (see Armmianism), they came to be known
as ‘General Baptists’. The second main group of Bap-
tists in England were ‘Particular Baptists’. Calvinist in
theology, they originated in a number of separatist
congregations in London who adopted the practice of
baptizing believing disciples in 1633 (see RErorMED
Tueorocy). These two groups differed over the scope
of the aronement, with Particular Baptists limiting its
benefits to God’s elect. The two streams were united
in 1891 within what is now the Baptist Union of Great
Britain, and today Baptists generally affirm in equal
measure both the sovereignty of God and the need for
a free human response to the offer of God’s Gract.
Baptist Churches in North America began in the
British colonies in the mid-seventeenth century,
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showing at first the same distinction between Armi-
nian and Calvinist congregations. Calvinist Baptists
(‘Regular Baptists’) united in the late eighteenth cen-
tury with new, evangelizing congregations formed out
of the Great Awakening (‘Separatist Baptists’), but then
split in the mid-nineteenth century into Baptists in the
northern states (the largest group now being the
American Baptist Churches in the USA) and those in
the southern states (the largest group being the South-
ern Baptist Convention) over the issue of slavery. Today
the northern Churches are more moderate and ecumen-
ical in theology than the southern. The mid-nineteenth
century also saw the rise of African-American Baptist
Churches, strongly committed to Christian social
action. Today their three main conventions are together
the second largest group of Baptists in the world, after
the Southern Baptist Convention. Unlike southern
Baptists, they are members of the Baptist World
Alliance and (together with twenty-one other Baptist
unions or conventions) the WorLp Councir oF CHURCHES.

The third main source of Baptist life has been
German Baptists, whose first church was founded in
Hamburg in 1834. Building on European pietistic
movements of the nineteenth century, Baptists spread
from Germany into western and eastern Europe, espe-
cially among Slavic-speaking peoples.

Although most national Baptist unions or conven-
tions are members of the Baptist World Alliance, there
is no single formulation of faith among Baptists
throughout the world. Even some national bodies lack
a central confession of faith, though most have adopted
one in recent years. Despite their diversity, however,
Baptist theologians generally stand within the tradition
of the magisterial Rerormation with its key principles of
JUSTIFICATION by Farth and sora Scriprura, while drawing
from the Reformation’s more radical wing on matters
of eccLesiotocy and sapTism. Although the direct origins
of the Baptist movement lie within separatism at the
time of the English Reformation, there was some influ-
ence from the continental Anabaptist movement, espe-
cially with regard to the meaning and practice of
baptism.

Baptists do not normally use creeps in their worship,
preferring to appeal directly to the witness of ScriPTURE,
but several Baptist confessions of past and present have
included reference to the ecumenical creeds and coux-
cis as reliable guides in matters of faith, and they have
certainly never been rejected. Baptist theologians gen-
erally display a similar range of approaches to critical
scholarship and to doctrines of God, creation, THEO-
LOGICAL ~ ANTHROPOLOGY, CHRISTOLOGY, ~SOTERIOLOGY, and
ESCHATOLOGY as can be found in other branches of the
church. Baptists have also contributed to critical bib-
lical study in the twentieth century, especially in the
area of the OT through the work of scholars like H. W.
Robinson (1872-1945) and H. H. Rowley (1890-1969).
Today there is an increasing interest among Baptist



theologians in locating the Baptist movement within
the whole ‘Catholic’ Church. While continuing the his-
toric Baptist stress that TrapiTioN must always be sub-
ject to the judgement of Scripture, there is a growing
recognition that tradition will play a part in shaping the
life of the Church as it interprets Scripture corporately.

The Baptist doctrine of the Church is based on two
theological ideas: the rule of Christ in the congregation
and the nature of the Church as a covenanT community.
Baptists understand the local congregation to be
‘gathered’ by Christ in covenant relationship, some-
times expressed in a written covenant to which all
assent, typically including an agreement to ‘walk
together and watch over’ each other before God. Bap-
tists affirm the freedom of this local church to order its
own life and ministry, seeking the purpose of Christ
within a ‘church meeting’ in which all the members
have a voice and a vote. Freedom does not mean strict
autonomy, however, as local congregations covenant
together in regional associations and national unions
or conventions for the purposes of fellowship, mutual
counsel and mission. On the one hand, because the
local church is the body of Christ, and its meeting
stands under the direct rule of Christ who is present
among his people (Matt. 18:20), it cannot be imposed
upon by any external ecclesial authority. On the other
hand, because churches when gathered together also
stand under Christ’s rule and are also a manifestation
of his sopy, the local church meeting must listen to the
counsel of the wider Church as it seeks to find the
mind of Christ for itself. It is the distinctive Baptist
ethos not to define this sharing of oversight in a
regulation, but to live in bonds of trust. Affirming the
liberty of the local church under the rule of Christ also
accounts for the emphasis of Baptists from their very
beginning on the winning and preserving of religious
liberty, not only for Christians but for all world reli-
gions. Baptists are opposed to any establishment of
religion where the State either favours or interferes in
the life of the religious community.

All Baptists understand the local congregation to be
the most clearly visible unit of the ‘invisible’ universal
Church, or the whole company of the redeemed, which
exists through all space and time and will be completed
in the new creation. Baptists, however, disagree about
the extent to which the assembling of Churches
together here and now also makes the Church visible,
and about what corporate structures are necessary
between the local and the universal levels of the
Church. Most Baptists keep the term ‘church’ for the
local congregation, although many recognize that asso-
ciations and conventions have an ecclesial nature.

Baptist theology of baptism derives from the doc-
trine of the Church as a fellowship of believers. Only
those who can profess their own faith are to be bap-
tized, and Baptist biblical scholars have argued that
this is a return to the practice of the NT Church.
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Baptists think that the growth of the tradition of infant
baptism in the patristic period obscured the full mean-
ing of baptism, in which there is an encounter between
the transforming presence of God and the person who
comes with his or her own faith. They think that the
full range of metaphors attached to baptism in the NT
(such as new birth, forgiveness of/cleansing from sin,
death and resurrection with Christ, adoption as chil-
dren of God, and membership in the body of Christ)
cannot be applied to the baptism of a very young child,
in which the only faith involved is that of the parents
and the Church. Baptists think that the proper time for
baptism is when a Christian believer can be commis-
sioned for the ministry of the people of God, and
endowed with gifts by the Hory Seiwit for sharing in
God’s mission in the world. They practise immersion of
candidates in the triune name of God as the normative
mode of baptism, symbolizing death and resurrection;
and many follow baptism with laying on of hands for a
commissioning to Christian service. Young children are
generally received into the covenant life of the Church
through a service involving a prayer of blessing for the
child, and dedication of the parents and Church to the
task of Christian nurture. Since those who come to
baptism already have faith and are already regenerated
by the Spirit, it follows that Christian initiation is not a
single point but a process, involving nurture, conver-
sion, baptism, gifting with the Spirit for service, and
sharing in the Lord’s Supper (see Euctarist). In recent
years Baptists have thus suggested to pedobaptist
Churches that there is more ecumenical potential in
affirming a ‘common initiation’ than a ‘common
baptism’.

The majority of Baptist Churches throughout the
world believe that baptism as a believing disciple is
essential for membership (so-called ‘closed member-
ship’). Like nearly all Baptists, these Churches affirm
the unrepeatable nature of baptism; they do not regard
the baptism of those already baptized as infants as
rebaptism, since they decline to recognize the infant
rite as baptism. Most ‘closed membership’ Churches
now, however, offer hospitality at the Lord’s Supper -
‘open communion’ - to all who confess Christ, regard-
less of baptism. A sizeable minority of Baptist
Churches in the world (a majority in the UK) practise
not only ‘open communion’ but ‘open membership,
where baptism as a believer is not required for Church
membership, though this position may be taken for
various theological reasons. Some follow one early
Baptist view, notably expressed by J. Bunyan (1628-
88), in which entry to the Church is based simply on
the profession of faith of the believer, regardless of
baptism. Others follow another early Baptist view that
baptism is certainly essential for membership in the
body of Christ, but that the conscience of those who
regard themselves truly baptized as infants should
be respected, and that they are to be accepted as
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fellow-members since ‘God has accepted them’ (Rom.
14:3). Some Baptist theologians have recently suggested
that infant baptism might be given some recognition
within an understanding of ‘common initiation’ as
a process or journey, which is not completed until a
personal profession of faith has been made and a
disciple has been commissioned to share in the mis-
sion of God.

Baptists differ about whether baptism and the Lord’s
Supper are occasions for receiving the grace of God.
Some follow the tradition of H. Zwicti and stress the
nature of the Supper as a memorial of the sacrifice of
Christ; in this they resemble the earlier General Bap-
tists, though it should be added that the latter also
followed Zwingli in stressing the presence of Christ in
the congregation as his body. Others follow the trad-
ition of the earlier Particular Baptists and affirm Cal-
vin's understanding of a real communion with Christ
through the elements in a ‘spiritual eating and drink-
ing’. The ‘non-sacramentalists’ among Baptists regard
baptism as only a profession of faith and a declaration
of the salvation that God has already brought to the life
of the person baptized, while others affirm that God
acts in baptism, coming graciously to meet and trans-
form the believer as part of a process of salvation
which has already begun. The first group insists on
the language of ‘ordinance’ (i.e., what Christ has
ordained) rather than sacrament, although the two
terms were interchangeable in the early centuries of
Baptist life.

Baptists generally hold to a twofold ministry in the
local church. First there is the ‘minister’ or ‘pastor’
(often called either a ‘bishop’ or ‘elder’ by early Bap-
tists), who has pastoral oversight of the congregation.
While the local church is free to call its own minister,
his or her call by Christ to ordained ministry is recog-
nized by as wide a range of Churches as possible, since
he or she represents the whole Church on the local
scene and through a ministry of the Word helps to keep
the local congregation faithful to the Gosper. The
‘deacory, or pastoral assistant, though ordained up to
the nineteenth century, is today usually a lay office and
is filled by the local congregation acting alone. Some
churches in addition appoint lay ‘elders’ who share in
the ministry of oversight. Most Baptist unions or con-
ventions also have a trans-local or inter-church minis-
try, called by a variety of names such as ‘regional
minister’, ‘executive minister’, or sometimes even
‘bishop’. These officers have no executive power in
the local church but exercise a significant pastoral
and missionary function among the churches. They
are regarded as an extension of the local office of
minister rather than constituting a third order of min-
istry. Theology of ministry and ecclesiology thus cor-
respond in the Baptist ethos, in a relation between the
local and the wider Church which is characterized
more by trust than by regulation.
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Barmen Dectaration The Barmen Declaration is a formal
statement articulating the German Evangelical Church’s
theological argument for condemning the false poctrine
(see Heresy) and political allegiances of the German
Christians and calling for the Church’s unity, spiritual
renewal, and faithfulness to the classic confessions of
the Rerormation. It was adopted at the first Confes-
sional Synod of the German Evangelical Church -
commonly known as ‘the Confessing Church’ - held
in Wuppertal-Barmen between 29 and 31 May 1934.
Authored primarily by Swiss Reformed theologian
K. Barry, it was signed by Reformed, Lutheran, and
United Church pastors who rejected the German Chris-
tian Church’s teaching that ‘Christ, as God the helper
and saviour, has, through Hitler, become mighty
among us ... Hitler ... is now the way of the Spirit
and Will of God for the Church of Christ among the
German nation. Against this position, the Declaration
underscores the conviction that God alone is sovereign
and that Jesus Christ alone is Lord. The text further
insists on a Christocentric approach to discerning
divine REVELATION, rejecting methods founded in NaTURAL
THEOLOGY. It was precisely because the German Chris-
tians approached the theological task ‘in human arro-
gance’, the signatories of the Declaration believed, that
they falsely identified the ideology of National Social-
ism with the will of God.

The Declaration is divided into two parts. The first
describes the context and motivation for its writing,
challenging readers not to submit to the State’s use of
‘false doctrine’ as a means to rally German Evangelic-
als, but instead to unite around shared biblical and
confessional standards. The second rehearses the his-
tory of the union of confessional Churches comprising
the German Evangelical Church, as well as the German
government’s initial recognition of this union in 1933.
Six ‘evangelical truths’ are then ‘confessed’, each
leading with a passage of Scriprure and then making
a theological statement to counter a ‘false doctrine’
espoused by the German Christians: (1) there is no
Word of God other than that made known in Jesus
Christ and attested to in Holy Scripture; (2) Christians
belong to no lords other than Jesus Christ; (3) the
Church is the property of Christ alone, and never of
the State or of any ideology; (4) the presence of various
offices in the Church does ‘not establish a dominion
of some over the others’; (5) while officers of the



State should be honoured by Christian believers, the
State does not ‘fulfil ... the Church’s vocatior’, nor is
the Church ‘an organ of the State’; and (6) sermon and
sacraments, as the ‘Word and work of the Lord’, may
not be placed ‘in the service of any arbitrarily chosen
desires, purposes, and plans’.

The Barmen Declaration is considered, by many
Protestant Christian believers, to have confessional
status. It is included, for example, in the historical
confessions of the Reformed Church in Germany, in
the constitutions of many Lutheran and United
Churches in Germany, and in the Book of Confessions
of the Presbyterian Church (USA). It is commonly
referenced as an example of how the Word of God
heard in a specific, historical context can have, at the
same time, broader — even universal - significance.

M. Ernst-Habib, A Conversation with Twentieth-Century
Confessions’ in Conversations with the Confessions:
Dialogue in the Reformed Tradition, ed. J. D. Small
(Geneva Press, 2005).

E. Jiingel, Christ, Justice and Peace: Toward a Theology of
the State in Dialogue with the Barmen Declaration
(T&T Clark, 1992).

CyntHIA L. RiGBY

BartH, KarL Karl Barth (1886-1968) was born and died
in Basel, Switzerland. His father and both grandfathers
were pastors. Barth studied in Berlin with A. von
Harvack, was influenced by E Scuieirmacier, and
became seriously interested in theology after reading
W. Herrmann’s (1846-1922) Ethics (1901). Barth took
the Christocentric impulse that was to define his the-
ology from Herrmann, insisting that ‘If the freedom of
divine immanence is sought and supposedly found
apart from Jesus Christ, it can signify in practice
only our enslavement to a false god” (CD 1I/1, 319);
thus a true understanding of humanity could only start
‘from Jesus Christ as the object and foundation of faith’
(CD 1I/1, 156).

Barth was ordained in 1908, and his thinking was
influenced by his ten years as pastor at Safenwil
(1911-21), World War I, his involvement in the
Christian Socialist movement, and his years as pro-
fessor of theology. His first appointments were at
Gottingen, Miinster, and Bonn. During the rise of
the Third Reich, Barth took an active role in Church
politics and was the primary author of the Barwmexn
Decrararion, which rejected any assimilation of the
GospeL to the politics of racial supremacy or nation-
alism. In 1935 the Nazis expelled him from his
teaching post at Bonn for not taking a loyalty oath
to A. Hitler (1889-1945), and he moved to Basel,
where he remained until retirement in 1962 - at
which point he travelled to the United States, speak-
ing at Princeton, Chicago, and New York. These
lectures later became Evangelical Theology: An Intro-
duction (1963).

57

BartH, KARL

Barth broke with the LiseraL THEOLOGY Of his teachers
in 1914, when he was disillusioned by the fact that
most of his teachers signed a manifesto supporting
war. In his search for a more viable biblical exegesis,
he wrote two editions of his famous commentary on
Romans (1919 and 1921). Influenced by S. KiErKEGAARD,
Barth stressed God’s otherness and EscratoLocy in ways
that he would later admit were one-sided but not
absolutely wrong (CD II/1, 634-5). He consistently
avoided any idea that God could be used by us ‘to
put the crowning touch to what men began of their
own accord’ (Busch, Barth 99) and promoted a ‘DiaLEcT
ICAL THEOLOGY', s0 called because in it Barth sought to
present the good news of the Gospel through conflict-
ing ideas that could not be overcome through some
theological synthesis. The only ‘solution’ to the problem
of God talk was God’s ‘yes’ to humanity in Jesus Christ;
but this ‘yes’ included a ‘no’ in the sense that humanity
could speak of God only by actually relying on God’s
GRACE in a way that brings all human speaking of God
under judgement. In short, for Barth it is impossible
for us to speak of God; but it becomes possible as God
actually enables it.

Against all attempts to try to found human
knowledge of God either in some already-existing
prior knowledge of God that undermines the need
for special revelation or in some general anthropol-
ogy that reverses the roles of Creator and creature,
Barth insisted, ‘There is a way from Curistorocy to
anthropology, but there is no way from anthropology
to Christology’ (CD 1/1, 131). This same emphasis on
God’s priority in Christ was stressed in his pocTRINE
of reconciliation, wherein Barth maintained that
FAITH'S  possibility cannot be ‘demonstrated and
explained in the light of general anthropology’ (CD
IV/1, 740) and when he argued that the creation
of world views was an attempt to circumvent revela-
tion and reconciliation as actualized in Jesus Christ
(CD 1V/3, 257).

Barth came into conflict with E. Brunner (1889-
1966), R. Burrvany, and E Gogarten (1887-1968), his
fellow ‘dialectical theologians’, because he sensed that
they attempted to ground theology elsewhere (e.g., in
existentialist philosophy) and so compromised theol-
ogy’s nature as faith seeking understanding. Against
those who imagined that his thinking, too, was
grounded in some philosophical system, Barth aban-
doned his first effort at comprehensive theological
statement (the 1927 Christian Dogmatics) and began
his magnum opus, the Church Dogmatics (13 vols.,
1932-67). In particular, he opposed NATURAL THEOLOGY
on the grounds that it suggests that there is some
generally available ‘court of appeal’ by which God can
be known other than by grace. Natural theology for
Barth amounts to a form of self-justification which was
overcome once and for all in Jesus Christ for our
benefit.



BARTHIANISM

Barth’s theology is Trinitarian in nature, beginning
with his formal presentation of the doctrine in CD I/1,
reaching a high point in his doctrine of God in CD II,
and radiating out to pervade his view of creation (CD
III) and reconciliation (CD IV) as well. God is both
objective within the immanent Trinity and one who
loves in freedom (primary objectivity), and objective to
humanity as revealed in objects different from God
(secondary objectivity). Barth insisted that a sharp
distinction but not a separation between the immanent
and economic TriniTy was important, and his entire
theology is marked by the fact that in each doctrine
our inclusion in relationship with God is based solely
upon God’s grace and cannot be said to be necessary
for God.

Barth’s revolutionary doctrine of rrection differed
from the more traditional Calvinist double prEDESTIN
atioN, in which some were saved and others damned
according to an absolute fixed (static) decree preceding
creation; against this Barth insisted that election had to
be seen only in Christ, who, as electing God and elected
human being, was both elected and rejected for us, and
that it needed to be understood as a continuing action
of the living God rather than as a fixed decree. Hence
the rest of us stand in relation to God only in and
through Christ himself, who experienced God’s wrath
in our place and so reconciled us with the Father.
Rejecting both universatisv and any idea that God
could not in the end be gracious to all, Barth intended
to affirm the power of God’s gracious ‘yes’ over God’s
‘no’ to sin which Christ himself endured for the human
race in his death for us (CD II/2, 417, 477). Election
then is the sum of the Gospel, an election of grace (CD
11/2, 3 et al.): not a dark mystery concerning some
arbitrary decree on the part of a distant God, but rather
the establishment by an action of the living God of
true human freedom and thus the very basis of Chris-
tian ethics, through which humanity is thus included
within the doctrine of God itself (cf. CD 11/2, 509ff.). In
CD 11/2 Barth’s vision of the relation between IsrarL
and the Church, his thorough treatment of evil, and his
fearless opposition to antisemitism all were marked by
a hope engendered by the resurrection of Jesus himself
from the dead.

Barth’s later view of the sacrament (CD IV/4, frag-
ment) has been vigorously criticized for: separating
divine and human being and action too sharply (e.g.,
Hory Seirit from water BapTism); rejecting infant bap-
tism; insisting that Christ is the only sacrament (thus
denying Barth’s own earlier view that sacraments are
means of grace in the more traditional Reformed
sense); rejecting even his earlier sacramental views
espoused in CD 1/2 and II/1; and subtly redefining
the sacraments as human ethical responses to God’s
actions within history instead of noticing that they
represent our human inclusion in the life of the
Trinity through Christ’s own continuing high priestly
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mediation as the ascended and coming Lord. In his
‘radically new view’ of the sacrament, Barth’s positive
intention was to assert that Christ alone through his
Spirit is our means of JUSTIFICATION and SANCTIFICATION
and he wanted to avoid all forms of either sacramental-
ism, which would ascribe sacramental validity to the
Church’s action, or moralism, which would ascribe
such validity to a person’s own disposition or behav-
iour. Barth’s positive aim was to stress that the visible
Church is the historical form of Christ’s presence on
earth that could be experienced and understood only in
faith and not directly discerned or validated in its
visible actions as such.

E. Busch, The Great Passion: An Introduction to Karl
Barths Theology (Eerdmans, 2004).

G. Hunsinger, How to Read Karl Barth: The Shape of His
Theology (Oxford University Press, 1991).

B. McCormack, Karl Barth’ Critically Realistic Dialectical
Theology: Its Genesis and Development 1909-1936
(Oxford University Press, 1997).

T. E Torrance, Karl Barth: Biblical and Evangelical Theo-
logian (T&T Clark, 1990).

PauL D. MoLNAR

Barthianism ‘Barthianism’ refers to the school of
thought following in the tradition of K. Barrn. It is a
term which often bears a negative connotation, both in
the view of those who count themselves students of
Barth and by those critical of Barth’s theology and its
influence. For this reason, the argument is sometimes
made that the truest Barthians are those who follow
Barth’s approach to theology while at the same time
eschewing the label — even as Barth himself proudly
declared he was not a Barthian!

A list of theologians influenced by Barth who argu-
ably fall into this category of ‘not Barthian’ Barthians
might include H. Gollwitzer (1908-93), T. E Torrance
(1913-2007), and E. Jiingel (b. 1933). They recognize,
with Barth, that the focus of the Church’s theology is not
any particular theologian or theological school. Rather,
just as Jorn THE BapTisT pointed to the One greater than
himself, theology should ever redirect us to Christ. In
addition, these and other ‘not-Barthian’ Barthians seek
to take seriously Barth’s charge that they become theo-
logians in their own right, rather than seeking to be little
versions of him. They understand the work of theology
to be ongoing and open ended, believing that the calling
of every Christian is to discern the new shape of God’s
living Word. At the same time, they generally (1) uphold
the sovereignty of God and the centrality of Christ; (2)
reject any anthropological starting points for formulat-
ing claims about who God is or what God is up to in the
world; (3) insist that we know God because God has
acted freely in human history, revealing to us who God
actually is; and (4) believe that the GospEL is good news
for the whole world, and must therefore be proclaimed
as well as considered.



Barthianism is roundly critiqued by liberal theo-
logical scholars who take issue with Barth’s utter rejec-
tion of the anarocy of being (analogia entis). These
theologians reject the Barthian assertion that God can
be known, through the working of the Holy Spirit,
solely on the basis of God’s self-revelation in history.
They further register the concern that Barthians refer-
ence the actions of God in ways that distance them from
taking responsibility for historical occurrences or -
even worse —in ways dangerously closed to conver-
sation and correction. H. R. Niebuhr (1894-1962),
for example, argued that Barthianism disallows the
possibility of a public ethics, since it refuses to seek
common ground upon which social issues can be
discussed and negotiated.

Barthianism is also rejected as unorthodox by many
evangelical scholars. C. van Til (1895-1987), for
example, argued that Barthian reference to the Bible
as the ‘Word of God’ is misleading, since Barthians
understand the relationship between the Bible and
REVELATION to be only indirect. Interestingly, some evan-
gelicals take issue, along with liberal theologians, with
the Barthian rejection of the analogy of being, under-
standing a point of contact to be a premise essential for
effective evangelism and apologetics. In contrast to
these thinkers, T. E Torrance understood Barth’s legacy
to be consistent with evangelicalism in so far as it is
centred on Christ, whose life, death, and resurrecTION is
proclaimed as good news for all the world.

See also Diarkctical THEOLOGY; EVANGELICAL THEOLOGY;
LiBERAL THEOLOGY.

T. Gorringe, Karl Barth: Against Hegemony (Oxford Uni-

versity Press, 1999).
C. van Til, Christianity and Barthianism (Presbyterian
and Reformed Publishing, 1962).
CyntHia L. Rigpy

Base Communities Emerging in the 1960s, the term ‘base
community’ is common to both Catholic and Protestant
traditions. Although theological interpretations and
physical expressions differ between and within both
traditions, the ethos of the base community is held,
almost universally, to lie in its relatively small size.
According to official Catholic interpretations, the raison
détre of the ‘base ecclesial community’ lies in its
integration of the Lairy within the broader auspices of
the Catholic Church. Here, emphasis rests upon its
ecclesial status as a smaller component of the larger
ecclesiastical whole, existing within (rather than in
competition with) the parish or diocese.

Within conservative Protestant and, increasingly,
Catholic charismatic circles, the significance of the
base community rests on its ability to complement
traditional ecclesiastical activity by enabling partici-
pants to access more readily the ‘basics’ of the Chris-
tian faith. Whether through mid-week Bible study or
prayerful meditation, for example, the less formal
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Beatiric Vision

environment encouraged by the base-community
model is held to encourage a deepening of spiritual
commitment and maturity.

For Christians of a more progressive persuasion, the
significance of the base community resides in one or a
number of key characteristics. For some (especially
advocates of LiBErATION THEOLOGIES), the base community
is valued as an instrument of socio-political empower-
ment of those at the economic base of society.
To others, the meaningful interpersonal encounter
facilitated by its relatively small scale allows for true
Christian communitas. For those with an extra-insti-
tutional religious identity, the base community is
championed as a viable alternative to large-scale,
organizational Christianity.

A. Dawson, ‘The Origins and Character of the Base
Ecclesial Community: A Brazilian Perspective’ in The
Cambridge Companion to Liberation Theology, ed. C.
Rowland, 2nd edn (Cambridge University Press,
2007), 139-58.

M. Hebblethwaite, Basic is Beautiful: Basic Ecclesial Com-
munities from Third World to First World (HarperCol-
lins, 1993).

ANDREW DawsoN

BasiL oF CAESAREA: see CAPPADOCIAN FATHERS.

Beatiric Vision The pocrrine of the beatific vision holds
that the redeemed come to see and know God in GLory,
and that this overwhelming gift of participating in the
divine life makes them happy or blessed (i.e., it beati-
fies them) in the fullest sense possible for a human
being. It means that they share in the beatitude or joy
of the TriviTy forever.

The biblical witness offers a range of important
texts, frequently taken up in the tradition. Jacob, refer-
ring to his night of wrestling with a stranger, declares,
T have seen God face to face, and yet my life is
preserved’ (Gen. 32:30). Moses is told that he may
not behold the face of God, for such a vision would
bring his mortal human existence to its end, yet he is
granted a vision of the divine glory while under God’s
protection (Exod. 33:20-3). In the NT the vision of God
is more often spoken of in a heavenly or eschatological
context. 1 John 3:2 (‘when he is revealed, we will be like
him, for we will see him as he is’) holds together a final
manifestation of Christ in glory with a transformation
of believers that permits them to ‘see him as he is’. 1
Corinthians 13:12 (‘now we see in a mirror, dimly, but
then we will see face to face’) also emphasizes a
transformed state in which seeing God ‘face to face’
will take the place of the partial vision available now.
This future state will entail a personal relation
grounded in God’s prior knowing and loving of the
believer: ‘Now I know only in part; then I will know
fully, even as I have been fully known’ (1 Cor. 13:12).



BEATIFICATION

As early as Irenaeus, Christians had begun to under-
stand this vision of God as the fulfilment of, or truest
form of, human existence. Yet this divine self-disclos-
ure to the creature is always understood as a free act of
divine mercy and GRrack, a gift of a new form of sharing
by the creature in God’s own life: ‘It is not possible to
live apart from life, and the means of life is fellowship
with God; but fellowship with God is to know God, and
to enjoy his goodness. Humans therefore shall see God,
that they may live, being made immortal by that sight’
(AH 4.20.5-6). Various forms of the visio Dei (‘vision
of God’) are alluded to and discussed throughout the
tradition by major figures including the Carpapocian
FATHERS, AUGUSTINE, ANSELM, BONAVENTURE, and T. Aquinas.
In 1311 the Council of Vienne affirmed that, while the
beatific vision fulfils the deepest desire of the human
person, it is granted only as a divine gift, not as an
ultimate natural achievement.

Several theological loci intersect within the doctrine
of the beatific vision. As a feature of the doctrine of
God, the doctrine highlights a difference between
Orthodox theologians such as G. Paramas, who empha-
size that only the divine energies or glory can be seen
in the vision of God, and western theologians such as
Aquinas, who generally argue that it is precisely the
vision of the divine essence itself that beatifies the
redeemed - even though the infinity of God’s essence
means that the vision can never be comprehensive for
either the axcers or the blessed. Within THEoLoGICAL
antHROPOLOGY, the doctrine underlines the constitutive
paradox of human existence: by nature, humanity’s
ultimate happiness is the vision of God, and yet that
vision can only come as the gift of God in a way that
entirely transcends natural human capacities: ‘Man’s
happiness is twofold. One is the happiness found in
this life ... [which] is imperfect. The other is the
perfect happiness of heaven, where we will see God
himself through his essence ... Even though by his
nature man is inclined to his ultimate end, man cannot
reach it by nature but only by grace, and this is owing
to the loftiness of that end’ (Aquinas, CTrin. 6.4.3-4).
This paradox, importantly discussed by H. bt Lusac in
the twentieth century, raises the difficult question of
how the desire for beatitude, if considered a natural
and constitutive aspect of human existence, can never-
theless be addressed by an entirely free and unexacted
gift of grace. As the ultimate term of all human know-
ing and loving, the doctrine of the beatific vision also
plays important roles in theological epistemology,
CHRISTOLOGY, and ESCHATOLOGY.

H. de Lubac, The Mystery of the Supernatural (Herder

and Herder, 1998 [1965]).
Mark A. McINTOSH

BeaTIFICATION: see CANONIZATION.

BEATITUDES: see SERMON ON THE MOUNT.
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Beauty, THEOLOGY OF: see AESTHETICS, THEOLOGICAL.

Bernar Conression The text of the Belhar Confession was
commissioned by the South African Dutch Reformed
Mission Church (DRMC) in 1982 and was officially
adopted by that Church at its 1986 synod in the Cape
Town suburb of Belhar. It was subsequently accepted as
one of its confessional standards by the Uniting
Reformed Church in South Africa, officially constituted
in 1994 from the union of the two largest non-White
South African Reformed Churches: the DRMC and the
Dutch Reformed Church in Africa. Its composition was
stimulated by the condemnation of the apartheid
policy of the White South African Dutch Reformed
Church (DRC) as a heresy at the 1982 General Assem-
bly of the World Alliance of Reformed Churches in
Ottawa, Canada.

As explained in the concurrently published
‘Accompanying Letter’, the Belhar Confession was
occasioned by the conviction that ‘the heart of the
GospEL is so threatened as to be at stake’ by the DRC’s
policy of apartheid (i.e., the enforced separation of
racial groups within the Church). The Confession’s five
articles base this rejection of apartheid on the require-
ments of Christian unity, which (1) is grounded in the
work of the TriviTy; (2) is ‘@ gift and an obligation’
that ‘must become visible’ in the Church’s daily life;
(3) is belied by the enforced separation of believers
according to ract; (4) entails a mandate for the Church
to work to alleviate suffering and injustice; and
(5) demands obedience when resisted by any human
authority.

IaN A. McFarLAND

BIBLE: see SCRIPTURE.

Biuicar Crimicism The term ‘biblical criticism’ is gener-
ally associated with a way of studying the Bible which
emerged during the EnicHTENMENT, namely what is
known as the historical-critical approach. During the
modern period, biblical study generally seemed to
require a choice between two extremes, historico-
criticism on the one hand, or a theological (i.e., faith-
based) interpretation on the other. In the postmodern
age, the situation is more complicated, since there have
emerged a number of ‘readings’ of the Bible, which
take seriously the situation of the interpreter in a way
that the historical-critical approach sometimes failed
to do, while at the same time acknowledging the
cultural relativity of the biblical writings in a way that
theological approaches have often ignored.

But to begin with the historical-critical method and
its aftermath is to tell the last part of the story first.
Biblical criticism is better understood within the
framework of the history of Christian thought and the
emergence of a Christian canon of ScripTurE, in par-
ticular of the NT. It may then be recognized as the



inevitable result of the direction taken by early
Christianity. Most obviously, the adoption of a
four-Gospel tradition set up a process of comparison
and analysis. The significance of this may be seen in
two second-century attempts to replace the fourfold
Gospel with a single version. Marcion, taking
seriously Paur’s statement that there is only one Gospel
(see Gal. 1:6-7), made his own Gospel, which was a
revision of Luke as it was known to him, with passages
and wordings which he considered to be distortions of
the Christian message removed or revised. A different
approach was followed by Tatian (d. ca 185), who
combined the Gospels by intricately interweaving their
phrases, in order to produce a single version, known
as the Diatessaron — a work so popular that in some
regions it replaced the separate accounts. But, success-
ful though these works were in their day and for some
centuries after, their eventual failure is shown by the
fact that neither of them survived antiquity. By con-
trast, the fourfold Gospel survives in thousands of
copies and has been accepted as normative throughout
the Church. In spite of various difficulties, most
notably the ammunition that differences between the
written texts gave to pagan writers such as Celsus (fl. ca
180), Christianity preferred this complex situation and
developed ways of reading the written Gospels which
found in them a richer meta-narrative. The same is
true of the Epistles. The numbers - seven ‘Catholic’
letters, and fourteen in the Pauline collection (NB:
doubling a number intensified its significance in
ancient numerology) — imply that the sum of these
sometimes contradictory letters contains a greater and
universal wisdom.

Thus, the NT as a collection of writings can only be
read within a process of critical comparison. From
quite an early period, we find editions which provide
paratext in order to facilitate this. The most influential
system for the Epistles is the Euthalian Apparatus,
which among other features contains a series of pro-
logues setting each letter in its context.

Equally momentous was the claiming of the Jewish
Scriptures as a part of the Christian heritage. To Mar-
cion (and he was not alone in this), these Scriptures
were not a part of Christianity. But the majority pos-
ition was that they testified to Jesus as the Christ, and
were inspired by the Spirit who also breathed life into
the Church. The version which Christians adopted
was the Sepruacint, the Greek translations having their
origin in the third-century-BC Jewish Diaspora in
Alexandria. The textual complexity of the Septuagint,
and the need for Christians to find interpretative
methods which would justify their claims about its
meaning, led to sophisticated readings relying heavily
on allegorical techniques (see Arrecory). Here again,
debate about the meaning of the text was essential to
its use, since the ‘plain’ meaning was less important
than what the reader found hidden.
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The growth of the Christian canon therefore made
biblical criticism an essential part of Christian self-
understanding. This fact is easily overlooked, because
of the well-known tendency of pre-modern scholars to
explain or ignore discrepancies and historical difficul-
ties. The meta-narrative always provided a framework
in which such problems could be happily subsumed. It
is of course all too easy to make broad statements
about 1,500 and more years of biblical criticism. There
was never a single meta-narrative. But the differences
between a historical critic of the past 200 years and
anyone before that are more pronounced than those
between any two biblical scholars of the previous
centuries. And yet it is hard enough to find a precise
point at which the historical-critical method emerged.
Does one locate it in the publication of B. Spinoza’s
(1632-77) Tractatus Theologico-Politicus (1670), in
H. S. Reimarus’ (1694-1768) Fragments of a Life of
Jesus (1774), which proposed a radical historical
account to replace the passion narratives in the
Gospels, in D. E Strauss’ (1808-74) affirmation of the
Gospels as wvvri, in J. Mill's (ca 1645-1707) Novum
Testamentum Graece (1707), containing about 30,000
variant readings, in E C. Baur’s (1792-1860) article
‘The Christ Party in Corinth’ (1831), or in Bishop J. W.
Colenso’s (1814-83) remarks in the 1860s and 1870s
on the historical impossibility of the Exodus account?
In common to these approaches are analyses of the
texts which, rather than accepting the theological
issues at face value, draw on historical data and meth-
odologies to question the claims which are made.

Of equal significance is the growth of the natural
sciences, and in this process the conclusions reached
by C. Darwin (1809-82), most notably in On the Origin
of Species (1859). The emergence of an incontrovertible
account based on observation, following previous
upheavals such as the Copernican Revolution, could
not fail to have a dramatic impact on biblical criticism.
What followed was the emergence of the two extremes
of historical-critical and theological approaches
already described.

On the one hand, the destruction for ever of the
biblical account as a historically inerrant framework
led to research which challenged almost everything
which had been believed hitherto. The traditional date
and authorship of most of the writings were ques-
tioned, while many were convincingly shown to have
emerged out of complicated composition histories. The
effect of archaeology has been ever increasing, so that
today the entire biblical history of Israel down to and
beyond the Solomonic Empire has been shown to be
tendentious. Biblical texts among the Dead Sea Scrolls
have provided evidence that the Hebrew Scriptures
existed in several different forms in the Second Temple
Period, casting doubt on the theory that any single
form of texts can be prioritized as the most reliable.
The evidence of these scrolls, along with research on
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other texts from the ancient Near Eastern and Graeco-
Roman worlds, has led to new reconstructions of the
history of thought and the interpretation of all the
biblical writings.

At the same time, the loss of historical credibility
encouraged readers to find new theological interpret-
ations in the Bible. Thus the first chapters of Genesis,
robbed of any claim to literal truth, came to be treated
as profound witnesses to the purpose and nature of life,
as poetic accounts encouraging the hearers to make
sense of the world. And periodically, attempts were
made to marry historical analysis with theological
interpretation. In English-speaking circles, the Bis-
LICAL-THEOLOGY movement of the mid-twentieth century
stands as one of the most significant examples. Making
use of K. Barti’s concept of Scripture as a witness to
God’s reveration in Christ, biblical theology sought to
use the evidence from historical criticism to under-
stand the text, that is, to find the theological content of
the text within its historical setting rather than from
outside. The popularity of the approach is shown by
the success of G. Kittel’s (1888-1948) Theological Dic-
tionary of the New Testament (1933) in its English
version (1964). Describing the history of each word
in turn, the TDNT seeks to provide historical content
which describes the theological concepts of early Chris-
tian writers. A famous example is ]. Jeremias’ (1900-
79) research on the Aramaic word 43z (see Mark
14:36; Rom. 8:15; Gal. 4:6), which, he argued, provided
an insight on Jesus’ relationship with God.

Postmodern readings of Scripture are possible
because the historical-critical approach provided such
cogent reasons why the biblical writings have to be
read within a particular context. However, they argue
that the historical-critical method claims an impartial-
ity which no approach can ever achieve. Instead, they
make a virtue out of the reader’s necessary bias,
suggesting readings of the text on a particular basis,
such as postcolonial, gay, feminist, and womanist. The
issue in the emergence of historical criticism was the
conflict between a reading of texts which interpreted
them within a reconstructed historical framework and
one which treated them as components within a theo-
logical meta-narrative. The challenge of postmodern
approaches is to both of these: they suggest that any
historical reconstruction will owe a great deal to the
situation of the historian; and they reject the universal
validity of any single meta-narrative. Where they are
most successful is in drawing on the characteristics of
the Christian Bible as it was described above, namely
the many-voiced character of the tradition. The debates
will change. The debate is always with us, because the
Bible is constructed out of biblical criticism.

]. Barton, The Cambridge Companion to Biblical Inter-
pretation (Cambridge University Press, 1998).

B. D. Ehrman, Misquoting Jesus: The Story Behind Who
Changed the Bible and Why (HarperCollins, 2005); UK
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the New Testament and Why (Continuum, 2008).
D. C. Parker, The Living Text of the Gospels (Cambridge,
1997).
J. Pelikan, Whose Bible Is It? A History of the Scriptures
Through the Ages (Penguin, 2005).
Davip PARKER

BIBLICAL THEOLOGY Scholarly production on the sub-
ject of biblical theology is extensive, the terms ‘biblical
theology’, ‘biblical’, and ‘theology’ all being used in a
multitude of different ways. Consequently, a variety of
definitions have been suggested, only the most import-
ant of which will be discussed here.

One immediately recognizable trait of the debates is
a lack of clear distinction between the various uses of
‘theology’ in biblical studies. For example, when bib-
lical scholars study the theology of the OT or the
theology of the NT, the theology of Jeremiah or the
theology of Luke (or certain theological ideas in the OT,
the NT, Jeremiah, or Luke), they tend merely to build
on their exegetical observations of the texts. From a
methodological point of view, ‘theological’ is often
interchangeable with ‘exegetical’ or ‘literary’. In other
words, the reason why the study is ‘theological’ is
simply that the texts under investigation are them-
selves theological in character. Studies of this type
seem intent on erecting a barrier against anything
homiletic or confessional, the results appearing unre-
lated to the writer’s own personal beliefs. For these and
other reasons, ‘biblical theology’ is probably not the
most appropriate term for these approaches. ‘Theology
of Hebrew Bible/OT” and ‘Theology of NT’ may be
better expressions for this flourishing and worthy
enterprise within biblical studies.

In assessing the various contributions to the debates
over biblical theology, one can see how rooted they are
in the historical—critical approaches of academic schol-
arship. Echoes of the distinction drawn by J. Gabler
(1753-1826) between biblical and dogmatic theology
as a means of insulating biblical exegesis from confes-
sional prejudice can still be heard. In practice, however,
what is intended is less a distinction between two
different kinds of theology than one between biblical
studies (understood as the more traditional and his-
torical exegetical work described above) and a category
of ‘theology’ that is used in a variety of different ways.

Many of the contributions to the debate appear to be
kindled by a desire to come to terms with the enormous
impact of historical research on the Bible, the results of
which were occasionally regarded as problematic for
belief. In this respect, biblical theologies represent a
reaction against more dispassionate historical-critical
approaches to the text. Several contributors to the
debate, including K. Barrs, J. Barr (1924-2006),
R. Brown (1928-98), W. Brueggemann (b. 1933),
B. Childs (1923-2007), and J. Levenson (b. 1949), have



expressed the need to bridge the gap between uses of
the Bible in the academy and in the life of the believer.
This constitutes a core concern of biblical theology.

A principal feature of twentieth-century biblical-
theology debates is their overwhelmingly Protestant
and German setting. This has a historical explanation.
Critical biblical studies started life in German univer-
sities, and the problems posed by critical scholarship
were felt strongly from the end of the nineteenth
century and throughout the twentieth century, as seen
in the work of scholars like L. Kohler (1880-1956),
W. Eichrodt (1890-1978), and G. von Rad (1901-71).
Especially after 1945, scholars outside Germany, who
took an interest in the debates there, increasingly
contributed to the discussion. Nevertheless, the debate
remained closely defined by Protestant and (especially
in Switzerland, the Netherlands, Scotland, and the
USA) Reformed theologians. A specifically Anglo-
American development was the so-called ‘biblical-the-
ology movement’. This was exemplified by G. E. Wright
(1909-74), who argued that the description of God’s
‘mighty acts’ (Ps. 145:4) served as the Bible’s overarch-
ing theological framework. However, this perspective
has been subject to severe criticism by scholars such as
J. Barr, who judged it exegetically unsound.

Since the biblical-theology debate was so closely
bound up with traditions of Protestant interpretation,
there was much less interest in the topic among Cath-
olics. The reasons for this are not limited to differences
between the Protestant and Catholic biblical canon. The
Catholic stress on the importance of the tradition as
against the sora Scriprura of ProTESTANTISM meant that
the impact of historical critical studies was much more
dominant in Protestant circles. In addition, many Cath-
olic seminaries and universities did not take an equal
interest in the academic study of the Bible. Neverthe-
less, the voices of some very important Roman Catholic
scholars have since been heard, including R. Brown,
L. Goppelt (1911-73), M. Meinertz (1880-1965),
R. Murphy (b. 1917), and R. Schnackenburg (b.
1914). And towards the end of the twentieth century,
many important Jewish scholars have also engaged in
the biblical-theology debate. Among them, we find
names like M. Fishbane (b. 1943), S. Japhet (b. 1934),
M. Goshen-Gottstein (b. 1925), J. Levenson, and
M. A. Sweeney (b. 1953).

One important feature of twentieth-century biblical
theology is that OT/Hebrew Bible scholars dominated
the debate. For various reasons, NT perspectives did
not enter the discussion to the same extent. One of the
most important is that a driving feature behind the
enterprise of biblical theology was to render the OT
more theologically acceptable to Christians. Some
Christian theologians viewed the Hebrew Bible as a
fundamentally Jewish document that had been essen-
tially superseded by the NT and, as such, was no longer
necessary for the Church. This position goes back
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to Marcion and includes among its more recent
proponents E ScHLEIERMACHER, A. von Harxack, and
R. Burrmann. But the OT is not so easily dispensable,
since it has informed and shaped Christian belief from
its very inception. It is because the OT is of great
importance to Christian believers still today that the
relationship between the testaments has proven a cru-
cial and recurring question within biblical theology.

The fact that the texts of the OT and NT are literary
creations of the past, written in Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek, raises further textual and historical problems
for biblical theology. Originating in ancient Near East-
ern and Hellenistic/Roman cultural environments, they
must be read and understood in the same way as other
literary products of antiquity. If the Bible is not read in
its historical context, it will be misunderstood and
possibly misused. For this reason the Church itself
has a stake in affirming the place of biblical studies
in the academy. Exponents of biblical theology have
attempted to come to terms with the historical-critical
method without being unduly constrained by it:
although its results cannot be ignored, its methodology
is not exhaustive.

In any case, the historical-critical approach that
dominated much of twentieth-century discussion is
clearly not adequate by itself to meet the challenges
of twenty-first-century scholarship. In fact, a complete
change in the intellectual climate has taken place. Key
concepts that shape current discussion of biblical the-
ology include nermENEUTICS and posTMoDERNISM. In add-
ition, a challenge to history has come from sociology,
especially via the work of figures like P. Bourdieu
(1930-2002). As a result of developments in all these
fields during recent decades, our understanding of
what it means to refer to ‘language’, ‘text’, and ‘his-
tory’, as well as to the relationship between ‘text’ and
‘history’, has changed radically. To what extent and in
what form do we have access to past reality at all?

Very little of this new knowledge is compatible with
the mid-twentieth-century biblical-theology debates,
steeped as they are in historicist positivism. It was
formerly believed that it was the role of the exegete
to reconstruct the past. Only after such a procedure
could one discuss a text’s relevance for the present
(e.g., its use for HOMILETICS, SYSTEMATIC THEOLOGY, etc.).
Among others, K. Stendahl (1921-2008) and H. Réisdnen
(b. 1941) are good examples of this false equation of
‘what it meant’ with ‘what it means’. Similarly, the
claim that the traditional historical-critical method
belongs to science, and the implication that it is
uniquely equipped to find the ‘one truth’ in the texts,
have since the 1960s come under attack from post-
modernist and hermeneutical theorists, for whom it is
naive to claim that one can understand texts only in
one, objective way, regardless of who the reader is.
Clearly, Catholics read in a different way from Protest-
ants. Jewish interpretations differ again, as do Muslim
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ones. Women read differently from men. An aggressive
atheist reads a different text from that of a zealous
fundamentalist. Different biblical scholars also read
differently - to the extent that one might occasionally
wonder whether they have read the same texts at all!
Some critics have accused these more recent debates
over hermeneutics as leading to relativism, and even
nihilism. However, the relativism represented by vari-
ous reader-based approaches to the text (e.g., reader-
response criticism) is a necessary - and healthy -
corrective to historical-critical claims to objective read-
ing. However, there is a limit to the relativism. Texts
cannot mean ‘anything’.

Specifically, the story of how the OT came into being
illustrates how earlier versions of beliefs, ideologies,
theologies, and laws were reused and reinterpreted for
later generations. One of the better-known examples of
this process is the reinterpretation of the Deuterono-
mistic History of the Books of Kings in the Books of
Chronicles, with its radically new King David ideology.
In light of such examples, it is not only unhistorical but
also unbiblical to claim that the biblical canon repre-
sents timeless truths; instead, canonization is a thor-
oughly historical process. Moreover, since we are
dealing with texts, meanings are not fixed and invari-
able. New generations must read and understand the
Bible in a manner proper and adequate to their own
contexts. Recent biblical theologies have sought to take
account of this awareness of the issues of historical
accessibility, context, and difference across the various
scriptural texts.

While the canonical approach represented by
R. Rendtorff (b. 1925) has been important for
Christian-Jewish relations, recent developments have
above all been influenced by B. Childs’ work on canon.
Childs took a special interest in the relationship
between the testaments, arguing for a ‘canonical criti-
cism’ that takes the final form of the biblical books
(including their ordering within the Christian canon)
as hermeneutically decisive for Christian interpretation.
By contrast, W. Brueggemann has stressed the plural-
ism of the Hebrew Bible, proposing ‘a contextual shift
from hegemonic interpretation . . . toward a pluralistic
interpretive context (reflected in the texts themselves,
in biblical interpreters, and in the culture at large)’
(Theology 710). He correspondingly objects to canon-
ical interpretations (such as that advocated by Childs)
on the grounds that they are too authoritarian.

From a historical point of view, the texts of the OT
are neither Jewish nor Christian. Rather, they represent
a selection of what we might call the ‘national litera-
ture’ of ancient Israel. We should never stop reminding
ourselves that the OT texts are in this sense both pre-
Jewish and pre-Christian. It is, consequently, a misun-
derstanding to claim that the early Church inherited
the Jewish Bible as its canon. In reality, Christianity
started life as a movement within early Judaism. Later,
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both Christianity and Judaism grew, more or less
simultaneously, out of the unique cultural inheritance
of ancient Israel.

Among NT scholars, different approaches to biblical
theology have been mapped out in the latter part of
the twentieth century, particularly in Germany.
P. Stuhlmacher (b. 1932) is a leading representative of
a Tiibingen School that also includes the OT scholar
H. Gese (b. 1929). Here the importance of reading
biblical texts in the context of Scripture as a whole is
stressed. Particular reference is made here to the
development of post-exilic Judaism, especially the
inter-testamental period and its trajectories of inter-
pretation that can be traced into the NT. And in the face
of the separation of dogmatic and biblical theology that
has dominated the academy since Gabler’s day,
E. Watson (b. 1957) has endeavoured to argue that later
Church traditions of dogmatic theology are consistent
with the best scholarly biblical interpretation.

The process of interpretation that had started
already during the formation of the Bible has continued
ever since. Readers of the present generation (non-
believers no less than believers) represent the latest
version of an interpreting community that has lasted
for 2,500 years. That the Bible is not a dead corpus of
meaningless texts that should be obeyed mechanically
and for their own sake was shown also by Jesus. Jesus
undertook one of the more radical reinterpretations of
the Jewish Bible, leading ultimately to the creation of a
completely new religion. The principles that he used,
however, formed a part of contemporary (Tannaitic)
Judaism, and were not simply invented by him. Just as
recognition of the effects of context on interpretation
means that it is not possible to reconstruct an ‘original’
meaning of the text, there is also no such thing as the
‘final form’ of the text. New readers and new historical
settings will always create new understandings of the
‘same’ texts. Thus, a coherent biblical theology must
operate with the understanding that literature can
never be non-historical - and neither can exegetical
or theological methods.
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Bioethics Bioethics is the disciplined study of a wide
range of moral issues accompanying recent



developments in biology, medicine, and biotechnology.
Most bioethicists have received some formal training in
philosophy, but the field is interdisciplinary, drawing
upon the life sciences, social sciences, politics, law, and
theology. A rough consensus has emerged among
leading scholars in the field that medical practice and
research should be guided by the principles of avoiding
harm, beneficence, preserving patient autonomy, and
protecting the free and informed consent of patients
and research subjects.

The significance of bioethics for Christian thought is
most apparent in questions pertaining to THEOLOGICAL
ANTHROPOLOGY. Since humans bear the imago Dei, is
there an inherent or divinely given human nature or
essence that should be respected and protected? If so,
what are the limits of medical interventions that need
to be set in honouring this essence? If not, to what
extent should humans use medicine to enhance their
physical and mental capabilities? More concretely, how
should healthcare be provided as an expression of the
1ovi of neighbour? Ideally medicine strengthens the
bonds of human association by providing care for
and keeping company with those who are ill or injured.
In this respect, medicine does not merely treat
weakened or deteriorating bodies, but is a way of
maintaining fellowship between the sick and the
healthy.

These questions are addressed implicitly in trad-
itional theological and creedal formulations of the
INCARNATION.  Since the Word was made flesh and
dwelt among God’s embodied creatures, the soby is
not to be despised but should be regarded as a
divine loan and gift entrusted to the care of its
recipients. Christ did not come into the world to
save people from their bodies, but to redeem
embodied sinners. Individuals should care for their
bodies in ways that affirm this good gift, and medi-
cine assists them in pursuing this care. It should be
noted, however, that health and healthcare are pen-
ultimate rather than ultimate goods. Christian nore is
not placed in preserving embodied life for as long as
possible, but in the resurriction of the body and
eternal fellowship with the TriviTv. Consequently,
Christians affirm good health and healthcare as rela-
tive goods that also serve as means for fulfilling the
command to love God and neighbour.

The practical implications of these theological and
creedal formulations are especially pronounced at the
beginning and end of life when the bonds of human
fellowship are most fragile. Early Christian teaching,
for instance, prohibited asorriox, infanticide, suicide,
and euthanasia. Subsequent theologians, such as
Ambrose (ca 340-97), Aucusting, and T. Aquinas wrote
influential treatises reaffirming and clarifying these
prohibitions, as well as stressing the good of PRoCRE-
atioN and the care which should be given to the dying.
Christians were also instrumental in establishing
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hospices to offer such care, and later hospitals to
provide more general healthcare.

Recent and anticipated advances in contemporary
medicine have helped to generate a number of highly
controversial ethical issues associated with the begin-
ning and end of life. The secular principle of autonomy
noted above, for example, implies that competent
adults should be free to either avoid or pursue repro-
duction. Medicine plays a growing role in assisting
individuals to achieve both of these goals. Contracep-
tion and abortion are employed to prevent reproduc-
tion. For many individuals the use of contraceptive
devices and techniques is not controversial, but public
policies governing funding and distribution remain
contentious. In addition, Christian ethicists, especially
Catholics, may object that contraception is illicit
because it disrupts the natural orientation of sexual
intercourse towards procreation. The morality and
legality of abortion continue to spark acrimonious
public debate. Much of the controversy focuses upon
the moral and legal status of the fetus, with no con-
sensus over the point between conception and birth at
which a fetus should be extended a moral and legal
right to life.

A variety of techniques such as artificial insemin-
ation, in vitro fertilization, gamete donation, embryo
transfer, and surrogacy are employed to assist infertile
couples or individuals without suitable partners to
pursue reproduction. The use of these techniques has
again prompted divisive moral and political debates.
Should gamete donation and surrogacy, for example,
be subjected to governmental regulation, or treated as
components of the free market? Moreover, objections
have been raised against technological intervention
into the natural reproductive process, purchasing
gametes from ‘donors’ with ‘desirable’ characteristics
(such as IQ or athleticism), and destroying unneeded
embryos.

In addition, reproductive technologies are used to
assert greater ‘quality control’ over the health of off-
spring. Fetuses can be tested and screened for a variety
of chromosomal or genetic abnormalities and aborted
if affected. Preimplantation genetic diagnosis, in con-
junction with in vitro fertilization, may also be used to
test and screen embryos prior to being implanted in a
womb. A number of ethicists and handicapped advo-
cacy groups are troubled by the prospect that the use of
these techniques may prompt increased discrimination
and prejudice against disabled persons and their
parents.

A number of perplexing dilemmas are also associ-
ated with the end of life. To what extent, for instance,
should physicians assist competent patients to die if
they wish to do so? Ironically these questions have
taken on greater urgency because of medical advances
in prolonging life. These medical advances are adept at
maintaining bodily functions indefinitely, even when
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patients become unconscious, thereby raising the issue
of whether life-prolonging technologies should ever be
withheld or withdrawn.

Since there is no fine line separating prolonging life
from delaying death, some bioethicists, physicians, and
patient advocacy groups support a ‘right to die’. This
right is exercised primarily through assisted suicide
and euthanasia. Proponents assert that these options
are needed to preserve the dignity of the dying patient.
They argue that if a competent person (or the custo-
dian of an incompetent patient) has determined that
the quality of life has declined to such an extent that
living is no longer desirable, then it is cruel and
inhumane to refrain from helping such a person
achieve a dignified death. Opponents counter that
assisted suicide and euthanasia are unnecessary given
recent improvements in palliative care. Moreover, fre-
quent recourse to these options sends a less-than-
subtle message to dying patients that they should not
become a burden upon an already financially strapped
healthcare system by lingering too long.

It should also be noted that medicine is drawing
increasingly upon recent advances in human genetic
testing in developing more efficacious diagnostic and
therapeutic treatments. Although these developments
provide better healthcare, they raise concerns
regarding privacy. For example, to what extent, if any,
should insurance carriers, potential employers, and
public-health agencies have access to the genetic infor-
mation of particular individuals? In addition, some fear
that individuals suffering ‘preventable’ genetically
related illnesses and disabilities, as well as their
parents, will become victims of discriminatory atti-
tudes and policies.

In participating in these contemporary debates,
Christian theologians need to affirm health and health-
care as penultimate rather than ultimate goods. In the
absence of this qualified affirmation contemporary
medicine runs the risk of becoming an idolatrous and
hubristic pursuit. In this respect, the incarnation serves
as a powerful reminder that it is only God, not medi-
cine or technology, that can redeem the finite and
mortal human condition.

H. T. Engelhardt, Jt, The Foundations of Bioethics (Oxford
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Birth CoNTROL: See PROCREATION.

BisHop: see Episcopacy.

BLACK THEOLOGY Black theology is characterized by a
thoroughgoing diversity in its history, context, content,

and expression. Although it originated in the USA, it
now exists in many countries, including South Africa,
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the UK, Brazil, and the countries of the Caribbean.
Thus no single definition of Black theology will do.
This essay will focus on three constitutive dimensions
of Black theology, shared by its various expressions in
different countries: the political, the anthropological,
and the theological.

The political dimension derives from Black theol-
ogy’s roots in both the civil rights and black power
movements of the 1960s. Black theology is also polit-
ical through being a pusLic THEOLOGY concerned with
public political issues of race, equality, power, justice,
and freedom. Of course, the political form of Black
theology extends beyond its North American expres-
sion. In South Africa, where it established itself in the
mid-1970s, it was defined by opposition to apartheid, a
system of White rule premised on the separation of the
races in which Blacks were deprived of power and
regarded as inferior to Whites. In Britain Black the-
ology was shaped by the presence of descendants of
both Black ex-slaves and former colonial subjects from
the Caribbean, Africa, and other parts of the British
Empire.

Black theology is also anthropological. It represents
a reworking of THEOLOGICAL ANTHROPOLOGY through race -
a key category in modern definitions of the human self.
Black theology takes seriously the centrality of race in
modernity by reminding us of three historical dynam-
ics. First, that it was through race that the being of
Blacks was doubted and called into question. Blacks
were often thought of as less than human; they were
characterized as primitive, barbaric, and inferior to
Whites. Second, the doubts contained in these defin-
itions of Blackness received the backing of some prom-
inent ExvicurenvenT thinkers, including Voltaire (1694-
1778), D. Hume (1711-76), 1. Kant, and G. W. E HecrL.
This is important because in the philosophical anthro-
pologies of these thinkers, in which some of the most
influential modern ideas of the ‘human’ and the ‘self’
are presented, race functions as a powerful organizing
presupposition. Although both philosophy and the-
ology have been slow to acknowledge it, the human
self in these modern philosophical anthropologies
emerges as a totally racialized subject. Third, as a
theological anthropology Black theology interrogates
the commodification, exploitation, and consumption
of Black bodies and Black labour in modernity begin-
ning with the brutalities of slavery and eventually
materializing in South African apartheid; colonial
racism in the rest of Africa, Brazil, and the Caribbean;
and racial segregation in the southern United States
through much of the twentieth century. Far from being
marginal to Black theology’s self-understanding, these
dynamics are at the centre of its historical identity.

Of course, the story of race and racism constitutive
of that historical identity can be inflected and nuanced
in different ways, depending on which version of Black
theology one is dealing with. Thus, slavery in the



Caribbean and in Brazil was quite different from that in
the USA, and Black theology in both places has
developed differently as a result. Similarly, as indicated
earlier, the trajectory of Black theology in South Africa
was shaped by the systematic and comprehensive legal-
ization of racial barriers under conditions of European
coroniaLisM. Several points emerge from all of this.
First, the existence of Black theology in these different
geographical places attests to its global and pluralistic
nature. This is one aspect which needs further com-
parative investigation, for it is no longer the case that
Black theology can be reduced to the American version,
even if it is true that historically the American version
came first or inspired the rise of other theological
articulations of Blackness around the world. Second,
whatever the differences among these global articula-
tions of Black theology, they are all more or less united
by the effects of racism in modernity on Black human
beings. Third, it is against the background of these
dynamics that we must understand this theology as a
redefinition of Black humanity, a quest for a ‘new
humanity’ or a desire by Blacks to live as ‘full human
beings’. In Black theology these common phrases rep-
resent a critical rewriting of the history of anthropology
in its philosophical, social, physical, cultural, and theo-
logical expressions.

This emphasis on race can obscure just how Black
theology is specifically ‘theological’. What has all of
this to do with Christian theology? The answer is found
in one of the inaugural texts of the discipline, J. Cone’s
(b. 1938) book Black Theology and Black Power (1969).
In this text Black theology is understood as ‘God Talk’
which also seeks to be ‘black talk’ and its task is ‘to
analyze the black man’s condition in the light of God’s
revelation in Jesus Christ with the purpose of creating a
new understanding of black dignity among black peo-
ple.. .’ (117). The theological themes mentioned here -
God, dignity, revelation, and Christ - are crucial, for
they define the theological character of Black theology.
Moreover, throughout its history Black theology has
consistently construed itself as a systematic, critical,
and constructive reflection on the relevance of the
Christian GospeL for the victims of historic and con-
temporary racism. This theological grounding has
been elaborated on three distinct but related planes:
methodological, ecclesiological, and (in the context of
the struggle for liberation) soteriological. The meth-
odological aspect is evident in the logic of Black theol-
ogy’s articulation and organization of basic Christian
themes such as God, humanity, CHRISTOLOGY, ECCLES-
orocy, etc. These themes have continued to receive
serious attention in the work of both first- and
second-generation  Black theologians, including
M. Jones (b. 1919), J. D. Roberts (b. 1927),
D. Hopkins (b. 1953), and K. B. Douglas (b. 1957).
However, even when these theologians organize their
claims through an infrastructure of authoritative Black
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sources, their presentation tends to follow the formal
Euro-American models on which systematic and con-
structive theologies have traditionally been patterned.
This criticism of Black theologians’ approach to doc-
trine is not new; it was already being made within
Black theology itself in the early 1970s.

This criticism notwithstanding, there are areas
where Black theology clearly represents a distinct
approach to theology. For example, its proponents
claim that Christ is black. By this they mean not that
Christ was biologically Black but that like Blacks
throughout modernity he experienced discrimination,
marginalization, and oppression because of his Jewish
identity. The blackness of Christ typically functions as
a symbol by way of which Black theology claims and
asserts the identification of Christ with suffering
Blacks. This is based on Black theology’s re-reading
of the traditional theological affirmation that Christ is
‘God with us’. For Black theology, however, ‘God with
us’ has a very specific theological content which resists
reduction to an abstract generalization. ‘God with us’
means God has taken the side of the poor and the
oppressed, and since Blacks are among the most
oppressed of the earth, in taking their side God has
specifically identified God’s self as black.

The second plane on which the theological identity
of Black theology is constituted is the Church. The
Black Church is the historical foundation of Black
theology, both because the latter has its beginnings in
it and because it has inherited its spirit of resistance
from - and thus stands in continuity with - it. Initiated,
organized, maintained, and led by African-Americans,
the North American Black Church represents the most
powerful body in the history of Black Christianity. The
Black Church was the only religious (and social) space
of freedom in which African-Americans were not con-
trolled by Whites, both during slavery and today. It was
there that theological protest against racism was first
actualized. Thus, it is the institutional criterion for the
authenticity of Black theology’s critique of white racism
and of its other theological pronouncements. Most
Black theologians today make the Black Church the
most decisive and formative aspect of their thinking.
Theologically, it is the body of Christ made up of
believers living their lives in and through it; but socio-
logically it includes individuals, religious organiza-
tions, movements, and communities that sustain it
structurally and that are sustained by it. Its ecclesial
meaning consists in the belief that it is the gift of the
Hory Seirit bestowed upon the Black community in
order to orient it towards the struggle for liberation
and freedom.

This brings us to the third plane on which Black
theology is ‘theologically’ constituted: as a theology of
liberation (see Liserarion THEOLOGY). Liberation means
resisting racism and participating in the struggle to
overcome all forms of oppression. Its goal is freedom.
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Black theology sees the Exodus in the OT and Jesus’
statements in the Gospels as models of such a theology
of liberation. One frustrating aspect of Black theology’s
talk about freedom and liberation is, however, that
these terms are usually not theologically developed or
theoretically fleshed out. The fact that both terms come
out of a complex history of an oppressive and racist
modernity is hardly ever acknowledged, and there
tends to be little sensitivity to the tensions that bedevil
the relationship between ‘theological’ and ‘secular’
understandings of these terms.

In any event, within Black theology liberation has
both a political and a theological dimension. The
political dimension refers to the demand for equal
rights, freedom from legal and economic harassment,
and a demand for a better social life for Blacks. The
theological dimension consists in the avowal that Black
liberation is the work of God. It is what God is doing
among Blacks in order to set them free from the
structures of oppression. Black theology has always
insisted on the unity of these two dimensions. This
insistence is important for understanding its soTERI-
010Gy, according to which salvation is dialectically both
about the redemption of individuals and communities
from siv and evil and about achieving freedom from
racial oppression. Most Black theologians refuse to
privilege the one or the other: properly speaking, there
can be no salvation without liberation and no liber-
ation without salvation. What gives salvation and lib-
eration their Black content is the way in which the
meaning of these terms is derived from, implicated in,
and articulated through the structures of Black
experience.

One of the greatest developments and challenges in
the history of Black theology has been the emergence
of womanisT THEOLOGY. Womanism arose as a critique of
the early pretensions of Black theology to be an ungen-
dered and unqualified voice for all Blacks, male and
female. It represents the voices of Black women whose
experience of racism and oppression has historically
differed from that of Black men. Black women have
found themselves subjected to a triple oppression
involving White racism and white patriarcHy, racism
by White women, and the patriarchy rampant in the
Black community itself. Womanist theology challenges
Black theology in all three dimensions of its identity
discussed above.

On the international scene, there have been many
developments in Black theology which call for further
investigation. The existence of an international dimen-
sion to Black theology draws attention to pluralism
within Black theology and says something about
racism as a global reality. South Africa and Britain
are two areas of particular importance in assessing
these developments. The challenges facing Black the-
ology in South Africa derive from the end of apartheid,
which raised the question of the continued need for
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Black theology in that country. The answer depends on
whether the collapse of legalized racism also entails the
end of racism as such, and it is bound up with Black
theology’s failure to transform itself into a theology of
liberation focused on social and economic problems in
the post-apartheid period. There is also the further
challenge posed by the fact that Black theologians in
South Africa have largely entered into a new social class
of the powerful and well-to-do. These developments
partly explain why, in spite of the legacy of theologians
like A. Boesak (b. 1945), S. Maimela (b. 1944),
T. Mofokeng (b. 1942), and 1. Mosala (b. 1950), there
has not been any significant work in Black theology in
South Africa in the last decade or so (see Arrican
THEOLOGY).

In Britain Black theology faces the challenges of
immigration and multiculturalism and the demands
for an ethics of hospitality this involves. It also con-
fronts the challenge of extensive religious pLUrALISM.
Muslims, Hindus, Buddhists, Rastafarians, Sikhs, Jews,
Christians, and practitioners of indigenous religions
are all a vibrant part of the context of Black theology
in Britain today, including theologians like R. Beckford
(b. 1965), K. Coleman (b. 1964), M. Jagessar (b. 1955),
and A. Reddie (b. 1964). Given that British society is
made up of many racial ‘others’, Black theology needs
to reflect on how it can speak about racism and
Christianity in non-exclusive ways.

J. H. Cone, A Black Theology of Liberation (Orbis, 1990

[1970]).

J. H. Cone and G. Wilmore, eds., Black Theology:
A Documentary History, 2 vols. (Orbis, 1993).

D. N. Hopkins, Shoes That Fit Our Feet: Sources for a
Constructive Black Theology (Orbis, 1993).

D. S. Williams, Sisters in the Wilderness: The Challenge of
Womanist God Talk (Orbis, 1995).

M. N. Jagessar and A. G. Reddie, eds., Black Theology in
Britain: A Reader (Equinox, 2007).

I. . Mosala and B. Tlhagale, eds., The Unquestionable
Right to be Free: Essays in Black Theology (Skotaville
Pubishers, 1986).

Epwarp P. ANTONIO

BraspHemy Theologians and legislators have found this
concept difficult to pin down, but the most helpful
working definition is that blasphemy is a deliberate
affront to God, a mocking of God’s status and power, or
an assumption on the part of an individual of divine
attributes. Blasphemy (against the gods) was known in
classical societies (e.g., in ancient Athens, which pun-
ished Socrates for this crime), and it is clearly pre-
sented as an offence in the Bible (see, e.g., Lev. 24:16).
In both contexts blasphemy was seen as imperilling the
safety of the community, resulting in attempts to isolate
the offender.

Within the Christian Church blasphemy has often
been understood as a matter of making light of Chris-
tian beliefs, in distinction from nEresy, which asserted



different versions of those beliefs. It was categorized as
a siv in the work of P. Lomsarp (ca 1100-60) and
T. Aqumas, who emphasized the Church’s right to dis-
cipline its adherents in response to blasphemy eman-
ating from drunkards, gamblers, and others forgetting
the reverence owed to God. Medieval society reacted to
blasphemy with shame punishments involving public
recantation or forms of mutilation. During the Reror-
MATION  the polemical importance of blasphemy
increased, since M. Lutnir used it as an accusation
against Catholics. Later Reformed ProTesTanTISM
deployed accusations of blasphemy to banish the ven-
eration of images from Christian practice, while their
Catholic opponents used the charge to revitalize their
quite different vision of orTHODOXY.

While in these earlier contexts accusations of blas-
phemy were based on the Ten Commanpments (which
proscribed making images of God and misspeaking
God’s name), in the modern period blasphemy accus-
ations have frequently centred on disputes over the
divinity of Christ. This issue led to proceedings
against Socinians in Western Europe (see SociNianism),
caused Unitarianisu to be technically illegal in the UK
until the early nineteenth century, and has re-emerged
in close scrutiny of plays, poems, and films depicting
Christ in the twentieth century. The last significant
case prosecuted under the English common law of
blasphemous libel (the Gay News case of 1977-78)
made Christ the subject of homosexual fantasy and
postulated a promiscuous lifestyle for him. More
recent controversy over the film The Last Temptation
of Christ (1988) involved ascribing to Christ hetero-
sexual desires.

In both Protestantism and Catholicism, blasphemy
accusations have seen something of a resurgence in
recent years. In the Protestant world, this has been a
marked feature of runpamentaLisv, whose adherents
see mainline denominations’ lack of concern over
the topic as indicative of wider surrender to the
secular world. Public controversy over charges of
blasphemy frequently shade into debates over free-
dom of speech. In the USA state action against blas-
phemy would breach the First Amendment of the
Constitution, but this has not stopped lesser jurisdic-
tions from excluding blasphemous material from the
public sphere on the grounds of obscenity. In the UK
the government has frequently been embarrassed by
the attempts of individuals to use the law and has
generally preferred to treat blasphemy as a public-
order issue.

L. Levy, Blasphemy: Verbal Offense against the Sacred

from Moses to Salman Rushdie (Knopf, 1993).
D. Nash, Blasphemy in the Christian World (Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2007).
Davip Nasu

BLEsseD VIRGIN MARY: see MARIOLOGY.
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BLESSING

Biessing In the pages of the Bible there lies a twofold
use of the term ‘blessing’ that also runs through Chris-
tian liturgical practice and piety. On the one hand, to
bless someone or something is to declare it special, set
apart, a vehicle of God’s Grace. On the other hand, to
bless God is to declare the wonders of God’s grace and
mercy. For example, in the Euctarist, praver is offered
for the blessing of the bread and wine, and for those
who receive communion; but at the same time God is
blessed in prayers and hymns, some of which (e.g.,
Gloria in excelsis) go back to the Church’s first
centuries.

This duality can also be seen in the OT. God blesses
Adam and Eve, that they may increase and multiply
(Gen. 1:28); but later on the same Hebrew word is used
to bless God - a recurring theme in the Psalms (e.g.,
Ps. 16:7). And it is not just people who are declared
blessed, but things as well, such as the sacrifice Samuel
offers for Saul (1 Sam. 9:13). Perhaps the best-known
blessing, taken into Christian liturgical use during the
RerormaATION because of its scriptural origin, is the
phrase Moses directs Aaron to use over the people of
Israel: “The Lord bless you and keep you' (Num. 6:24-
6). Similarly, Jesus both blesses God before the feeding
miracles (e.g., Matt. 14:19) and blesses the bread and
cup at the Last Supper (e.g., Matt. 26:26). The Gospels
also have many references to Jesus blessing the dis-
ciples, notably at the ascension (Luke 24:50). It is the
blessing of people and things that gives rise to many of
the prayers in Christian worship (e.g., blessing the
husband and wife at marriage, as well as the rings they
exchange).

The proliferation of the blessing of inanimate
objects through the Middle Ages led to a reaction at
the Reformation, where the emphasis was placed on
the use of the objects in question (e.g., faithful recep-
tion of the elements of the Eucharist). Behind this
debate lie sometimes quite different understandings
of what the blessing is supposed to do, with (for
example) Catholics stressing the objective nature of
the act and Protestants emphasizing the inward life of
the believer. Recently, common affirmation of the NT
principle that things are to be blessed because they
have been sanctified by God through prayer (1 Tim.
4:4-5) has pointed a way beyond these historic
differences.

Many modern prayers link the blessing of objects
closely with their use (e.g., the water at sarrism), and
the revival of interest in Jewish worship (e.g., the
food blessings in domestic sabbath rituals) has led to
an increase among Christians in the number of
prayers which bless God directly. At root, the notion
of blessing is about the mutual relationship between
God and God’s people, where God is blessed for
God’s bounty, and God blesses both God’s people in
their life of faith and the tools given to them for that
journey.



Bopy

P. Bradshaw, The Search for the Origins of Christian
Worship: Sources and Methods for the Study of Early
Liturgy, 2nd edn (Oxford University Press, 2002).

KeNNETH W. STEVENSON

Booy As the coseeL of an incarnate God, Christianity
might seem to exalt the human body. In fact, Christian
theologies have valued bodies quite differently in
response to diverging poctrines. Most theologians
taught that all bodies, animate or inanimate, human
or not, were created by an omnipotent and benevolent
God who judged them good in their beginnings. They
further claimed that, while God is completely bodiless,
transcending even bodily images, God took on human
flesh to accomplish redemption. Yet many of the same
theologians regarded all human bodies in the present
as deformed by siv and in need of punishing discip-
lines. Thus theological valuations ranged, even in a
single author, from exalting the body as the summit
of physical creation to denigrating it as the relentless
enemy of the sour’s salvation.

Theological meanings of ‘body’ are further compli-
cated by the many biblical passages that undo ordinary
assumptions about the basic bodily properties. The
brief biblical narrative of the fall from innocence into
sin suggested to many theologians that human bodies
were created with quite different capacities from those
they now have. Reading backwards from the details of
the divine condemnations (Gen. 3:16-29) or the imme-
diate consequences of original sin (3:7), they argued
variously that bodies were originally free from death,
disorderly passions, many cognitive or sensory failures,
and at least some bodily pains. At the other end of
biblical history, theologians inferred from stories of the
risen Jesus what human bodies would be after the
general resurrecTION. The canonical Gospels also record
Jesus startling teachings about his own body - for
example, that it is identified with the bread and wine
of a memorial meal (Matt. 26:26 and pars.) or with the
bodies of the destitute and despised (Matt. 25:40, 45).
Paur also understands the Christian community as
Christ’s new body (see, e.g., 1 Cor. 12:27).

When theorizing the human bodies actually present
to them, however, theologians sometimes neglected
these radical scriptural suggestions in favour of pre-
vailing philosophical or cultural views. Many pre-
modern theologians regarded embodiment as a limita-
tion or degradation for any mind. They stressed the
soul’s yearning for liberation from the body, and their
descriptions of the afterlife promise spiritual fulfilment
rather than the completion of the resurrected body.
Other theologians, wanting to emphasize God’s gener-
osity in becoming incarnate, dwell on the lowliness of
the human body assumed by the Son. So too, and more
vividly, do many theological or devotional retellings of
Jesus passion and death. The figure on the cross,
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drawing to itself all the world’s sin, symbolizes the
body’s vulnerability, mortality, and ugliness.

Christian suspicion of the flesh became most vivid
in Christian ethics and pastoral practice. Some theolo-
gians interpreted the cause of human sinfulness in
Eden as fleshly pleasure in general and sexual desire
in particular. From this, they concluded that the body
was the great occasion for sin - the portal through
which sin and death gained entrance to human history.
If Christian theologians have disagreed about how far
the ravages of original sin extended, they have often
agreed that embodiment at present was a devastating
effect and continuing manifestation of sinfulness.
Following the usage in some Pauline passages, ‘flesh’
became a name for the source, condition, and stubborn
resistance of sin (Rom. 8:3-13; Gal. 5:16-21).

Not a few contemporary theologians respond to the
perceived denigration of the body in Christian Scrip-
tures or traditions by offering more positive accounts,
often in dialogue with sociological, anthropological, or
philosophical rediscoveries of the body’s importance in
constituting human meaning. Some theologians have
tried to resolve traditional contradictions by arguing
that metaphysical or moral pessimism about the body
belongs rather to Hellenistic overlays than to the core
of Christian belief. Other theologians argue that deni-
gration of the body causes large-scale damage by
underwriting violence against particular bodies stig-
matized for their race or gender or some other differ-
ence, even as it authorizes contempt for the rest of
physical creation. On this sort of argument, rehabili-
tation of the body in Christian theology is important
not only to undo past condemnations of bodily pleas-
ure, but to reverse fundamental errors about the
human role in the created cosmos.

In recent years, constructive theology has also
turned back to the body as a source of forgotten
knowledge about oneself and others. Embodiment is
no longer an obstacle to some pure knowing, but the
proper gift of human learning. This recognition leads
in turn to reflection on the importance of bodily prac-
tice (including ritual) as a means of moral instruction
and formation of the self.

S. Coakley, ed., Religion and the Body (Cambridge Uni-

versity Press, 1997).
J. B. Nelson, Body Theology (John Knox Press, 1992).
Mark D. JorpAN

Bonbace oF THE WiLL: see Free WiLL.

Bonuoerrer, DieTrich Dietrich Bonhoeffer (1906-45) was
a German Lutheran pastor and theologian who began
his career as a promising academic, but is chiefly
remembered for his leadership in the Confessing
Church movement and his involvement in a political
conspiracy to assassinate A. Hitler (1889-1945), for
which he was executed.



Bonhoeffer showed an early desire to reclaim the
Church at the centre of Protestant theology. Written at
the age of twenty-one, his first book, Sanctorum Com-
munio, develops the social dimensions of God’s self-
revelation, in sympathetic correction to tendencies in
the pracecticar THEOLOGY of K. BartH. Bonhoeffer’s thesis
- ‘the church is Christ existing as community’ -
proposes to describe the shape of community from
God’s act of reverarion. His second dissertation, Act
and Being, secures the thesis by arguing that God’s act
for the world is nothing other than the community of
persons created by and shaped in the Person of Christ.

As he became involved in the interwar ecumenical
movement, Bonhoeffer found himself personally con-
fronted by the Sermon on THE Mount, especially its
teaching of peace. Bonhoeffer pressed Churches and
Christian organizations to more robustly and con-
cretely proclaim Christ's command to peace.

After Hitler came to power Bonhoeffer helped organ-
ize a ‘Confessing Church’ in opposition to Nazi
attempts to restrict ordained leadership to those of
‘Aryan’ descent. While most resisters objected to viola-
tion of a Lutheran ‘“rwo xivcpoms distinction between
political and ecclesial spheres, Bonhoeffer also wanted
the Confessing Church to address the worsening plight
of Jews in Germany. His own break from antisemitism,
however, remains a question of debate. His essay, “The
Jewish Question’, pursues the dangerous strategy of
subordinating the theological treatment of Judaism to
a more formal analysis of the obligations of the Church
to the State; at the same time, in that essay Bonhoeffer
also suggests that a time may come for the Church ‘to
put a spoke in the wheel” of State oppression.

Bonhoeffer wrote the lectures that became Disciple-
ship and Life Together for Finkenwalde, the secret
seminary that he directed. Discipleship presents Christ’s
call to obedience, railing against the ‘cheap crace’ of
religion without cost and Christ without discipleship.
Life Together meditates on community as context for
discipleship. Both underscored the concrete commit-
ment of the life of rarrh.

After the seminary was disbanded, Bonhoeffer
briefly accepted a lectureship in the USA, but felt
compelled to return to share Germany’s fate. Family
connections obtained him a clandestine appointment
to a military intelligence agency, where from 1938 to
1943 Bonhoeffer secretly worked in support of a coup
plot. During this time Bonhoeffer wrote his Ethics,
which articulates a discerning Christian responsibility
for the world. The pattern of responsibility is christo-
morphic: ‘vicarious representative action’ that bears the
burdens of others, without regard for one’s own good-
ness or justification, but only the reality of the world’s
reconciliation in God.

Bonhoeffer was imprisoned in 1943, and his prison
letters offer provocative theological fragments, includ-
ing meditations on a ‘religionless Christianity’ (see
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Book orF CONCORD

Deati oF Gop Trrorocy). Here, thinking the mcarnaTioN
anew, Bonhoeffer envisions a Church that can address a
‘world come of age’ by finding God in its midst,
participate in God’s sufferings at the edges of the
world, and revive the ancient tradition of ‘secret dis-
cipline’ (disciplina arcani) through which the mysteries
of the Christian faith are protected from
commodification.
J. W. de Gruchy, ed. The Cambridge Companion to Die-
trich Bonhoeffer (Cambridge University Press, 1999).
S. R. Haynes, The Bonhoeffer Phenomenon: Portraits of a
Protestant Saint (SCM, 2004).
WILLIS JENKINS

Book oF Common Praver The Book of Common Prayer
(BCP) is the liturgy of the Church of England and, in its
several editions, of the various provinces of the Angli-
can Communion. T. CranvER was the primary compiler
of the first edition (1549), which contained significant
innovations, including use of the vernacular, reduction
of the eight daily hours to two, and the explicit rejec-
tion ofsacrificial language for the Eucuarist. Together
with the King James Bible, it has shaped theological
language and provided a reference point for liturgical
development in Anglophone contexts ever since.

This first edition’s retention of some traditional
ceremonies was criticized by such Reformed theolo-
gians as M. Bucer. The combination of this critique
and emphasis on Catholic elements by Catholic loyal-
ists (e.g., S. Gardiner (ca 1497-1555)), led to a
second, more Reformed edition (1552) under Edward
VI (r. 1547-53). An ordinal (1550) was added to this
and subsequent editions. Mary I (r. 1553-8) retired
the prayer book in 1553, but Elizabeth I (r. 1558-
1603) restored it in a 1559 volume that incorporated
elements of both earlier editions. Since that time
there have been translations (including the French
and Latin versions of 1549), additional English edi-
tions (of which that of 1662 is most important),
Scottish editions (from 1633), and editions for use
outside Europe (beginning with the American edition
of 1789). The late twentieth century brought multiple
new editions, A New Zealand Prayer Book being
among the most innovative.

Continuing points of debate in the interpretation of
the BCP include Cranmer’s intended Eucharistic the-
ology, the validity of an ordinal that does not mention
sacrificial priesthood (an issue for Anglican—Catholic
dialogue), and the appropriateness of a marriage ser-
vice that implies male headship (amended in most
revisions since 1920).

See also ANGLICAN THEOLOGY; OXEORD MOVEMENT.

RoBERT W. PRICHARD

Book of Concorp Published on 25 June 1580 to coincide
with the fiftieth anniversary of the initial reading of
the Aucssure Conression before the Emperor Charles V



BUCER, MARTIN

(r. 1519-56), the Book of Concord was intended to
serve as the definitive collection of confessional stand-
ards for the Lutheran Churches in the Holy Roman
Empire. In its original form, the collection was pref-
aced with the three ecumenical creeps, followed by
seven specifically Lutheran documents. Of these, three
(the Augsburg Confession, the Apology of the Augsburg
Confession, and the Treatise on the Power and the
Primacy of the Pope) had been composed by
P. Melanchthon (1497-1560), and three (the Smalcald
Articles and the Large and Small Catechisms) by
M. Luruer himself.

Though all six of these documents were highly
regarded by Lutherans, in the years after Luther’s death
disputes on a range of issues emerged among theolo-
gians who claimed the legacy of the Augsburg Confes-
sion, and the seventh document, the Formula of
Concord, was drafted to bring definitive resolution to
them. The successor to a number of formulae drafted
during the early to mid-1570s, the Formula was com-
pleted in 1577 under the leadership of J. Andreae
(1528-90) and M. Chemnitz (1522-86), and over the
next three years was subscribed to by over 8,000
theologians and ministers in the Lutheran territories
of the empire. In addition to confirming Lutheran
distinction both from Catholics and from the radicals
of the ReroruatioNs left wing, it also highlighted
important disagreements with REFORMED THEOLOGY in
the areas of Curistorocy, the Euctarist, and ELECTION.

See also LUTHERAN THEOLOGY.

Ian A. McFarLAND

Bucer, MarTiN Martin Bucer (1491-1551) was born in
Sélestat, Alsace, and attended the local humanist
school before entering the Observant Dominican con-
vent in 1507. After ordination in 1516, Bucer pursued
further theological study in the Dominican studium
generale at Heidelberg. It was there in April 1518 that
he heard M. Lurter’s public defence of his theological
views. By 1523 Bucer had identified himself as a
supporter of the Rerormation. Excommunication followed
swiftly, and he sought refuge in Strasbourg, where a
programme of evangelical reform had already been
initiated.

It was from Strasbourg that Bucer gradually
emerged to prominence as a reformer, with an influ-
ence in the European evangelical movement surpassed
only by that of Luther and P. Melanchthon (1497-
1560). During the early 1540s Bucer assumed leader-
ship of the church in Strasbourg. His correspondence
testifies to a wide network of contacts as far afield as
Hungary, Italy, and England. It was through these
contacts that Bucer found asylum in England following
the Protestant defeat in the Schmalkaldic war of 1546—
7. At the invitation of T. Cranmer, Bucer assumed the
Regius Professorship in Divinity at Cambridge in 1549.
He died there in 1551.
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Bucer endorsed the principal emphases of Luther’s
doctrine of justirication, and consistently described it as
the chief article of the Christian raitn. However, he laid
particular stress on the effects and practical implica-
tions of saving faith: regeneration by the Spirit
expressed in 1ove of God and neighbour; the outward
fellowship of the Church; and the reordering of the
Christian commonwealth. Bucer’s understanding of
faith drew a close connection between knowledge of
God, persuasion by the Howv Seirir, and the fruits
of faith. Since those chosen and called by God might
be more or less receptive to illumination by the Spirit,
faith might be ‘weaker’ or ‘stronger’, and Bucer
stressed the role of preaching, the sacraments, and
godly discipline as the normal instruments by which
the Spirit built faith up and rendered it more effective.

These considerations underlay Bucer’s indefatigable
work for unity within the evangelical movement, and,
later, with Catholics. His collaboration with Melanch-
thon led to the 1536 Wittenberg Concord, which
secured agreement on the Eucharist between the
Churches of the Aucssurc Coneession and those of the
German imperial cities. Bucer also played a leading
role in the short-lived agreement on justification that
was reached between German Catholics and Protest-
ants at the 1541 Colloquy of Regensburg. These efforts
won him a reputation for doctrinal inconstancy that
has endured in some later scholarship. In fact, Bucer
made no secret of the fact that he had revised his views
on sacramental efficacy. In matters of Church discipline
his versatility was based on the principle of epieikeia or
equity, whereby the demands of ‘edification’ in faith
might determine how the Church’s practice was
adapted to particular circumstances. Yet Bucer main-
tained consistently that such moderation must never
obscure the doctrine of justification by faith.

Despite his influence on J. Caviy, the English Refor-
mation and the Dutch Remonstrants (see ArMINIANISM),
Bucer’s memory survived more as a name and reputa-
tion than in an active intellectual legacy. But while
Bucer’s flexibility had only limited appeal in an era of
increasing doctrinal polarization, the nineteenth cen-
tury saw a revival of interest in his ideas among liberal
Protestants in particular. This spurred a reappraisal of
his thought and the gradual republication of his works
in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries.

M. Greschat, Martin Bucer: A Reformer and His Times

(John Knox Press, 2004).

C. Krieger and M. Lienhard, eds., Martin Bucer and
Sixteenth Century Europe: Actes du Colloque de Stras-
bourg (28-31 aoiit 1991), 2 vols. (Brill, 1993).

N. J. THOMPSON

BUDDHISM AND CHRISTIANITY An early record of con-
tact between Buddhism and Christianity is found in Clem-
ent of Alexandria (ca 150-ca 215), who refers to ‘those
among the Indians who follow the Buddha, revered as



divine because of his extraordinary holiness’ (Strom.
1.71.6). In seventh-century China, Nestorian Christians
who had migrated from eastern Syria composed books
in the style and format of Buddhist scriptural texts. The
tale of Barlaam and Josaphat, popular in medieval
Christian Europe from the eleventh century, has been
traced to Buddhist origins. In the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries, Jesuit missionaries sent from Europe
to China and Japan, while engaging Buddhists in public
debates to convince listeners of the superiority of
Christian doctrine and win them over as converts, also
made use of adapted Buddhist (as well as Confucian,
Taoist, and Shinto) terminology to convey Christian
ideas. In nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
Japan, Christians entered into alliances with Buddhists
of various schools to manifest to the populace that
religious commitment was not incompatible with their
nationalistic sentiments.

Aside from these few documented cases, however,
contact between Christianity and Buddhism through-
out the centuries has been negligible and until recent
times has made no significant impact on the organic
development of either tradition. It is only from the
latter part of the twentieth century on, as the result
of the confluence of various factors, that a new situ-
ation has emerged, bringing forth new horizons in the
ongoing historical unfolding of these two major
religions.

One key factor in this new scene is the positive
attitude towards other religions as expressed in official
proclamations of Varican Councit 1T of the Catholic
Church (1962-5). This stance towards other religions
that came to be characteristic of the post-Vatican II era
was prepared for by the theological work of Jesuits
H. pe Lusac, J. Daniélou (1905-74), K. Ranner, and
others. Among Protestants, the influence of the the-
ology of K. BartH, who viewed RreLiGION as an expression
of human unbelief (in contrast to reveLaTioN, under-
stood as God’s self-manifestation to humankind), led to
a stance largely indifferent to other religious traditions,
or at best to one that regarded them as preparatory
stages for receiving the Christian coseeL. The work of
P. Tiwich provided a Protestant theological framework
with a more positive stance towards other religions.
Tillich’s well-documented visit to Japan in 1960, where
he was able to meet and engage in substantive conver-
sations with prominent Buddhist intellectuals, made a
profound impact on his subsequent work. Since the
1980s there have appeared many new and ground-
breaking works by Christian theologians from Asia
and the western hemisphere, mapping out more
nuanced constructive approaches towards other reli-
gions, taking these latter seriously and engaging them
in theological conversation. Some of these works not
only lay the ground for further inter-religious encoun-
ters, but are also premised on and draw from the fruits
of these encounters (see PLuraLISM, RELIGIOUS).
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BuppHISM AND CHRISTIANITY

Dialogical encounters between Christians and Bud-
dhists grew in momentum from the 1970s on, notably
in India, Sri Lanka, China, Japan, Europe, and North
America. These encounters have been conducted under
three general categories: first, the area of spiritual
practice; second, the area of socio-political and eco-
logical engagement; and third, matters of pocTriNE.

With respect to the first of these areas, increasing
numbers of Christians have engaged in forms of Bud-
dhist meditative practice over the last few decades. The
life and work of the Cistercian monk and prolific writer
T. Merrox is noteworthy for blazing the trail in this
direction. Another pioneer, who went a step further
than Merton, is Fr H. E. Lassalle (1898-1990), a
German Jesuit missionary who came to Japan before
World War II and trained in Zen under Japanese
Buddhist masters. He was granted authorization to
teach Zen by Y. Koun (1907-89), then head of the
Sanbo Kyodan Zen lineage based in Kamakura, Japan.
From the 1970s until his death, Fr Lassalle led retreats
at a Zen centre he established in the outskirts of Tokyo
and also travelled to Europe on a regular basis for the
same purpose. Now a new generation of Yamada
Koun’s authorized Zen heirs, a number of whom are
committed Christians, continue leading Zen groups in
Europe, North America, the Philippines, and Australia.

Various other forms of Buddhist spiritual practice,
notably Vipassana or Insight meditation, along with
Tibetan Buddhist practice, have also continued to
attract spiritual seekers in the western hemisphere,
and more and more Christians engage in these forms
of practice while continuing to uphold their own faith.
As more individuals engage in spiritual practice across
traditions, a question that inevitably comes to be raised
is that of the possibility of multiple religious belonging:
can one be Buddhist and Christian at the same time?
There are sociological as well as ecclesiological impli-
cations to this question that touch on (for example)
whether it is possible to be a Buddhist Christian in
ways analogous to the possibility of being a Jewish (or,
for that matter, Yoruba or Aymara) Christian. These
remain ongoing tasks for further theological reflection.

In the second category, encounters between Bud-
dhists and Christians in the area of socio-ecological
engagement have taken place in different regions of the
world, as adherents of both traditions join hands in
grass-roots movements towards peace, justice, and
racial, ethnic, and ecological healing in their respective
local contexts. Sri Lankan Jesuit theologian A. Pieris
(b. 1934) describes the fruit of these kinds of encoun-
ters as an ‘idiomatic exchange’ between ‘agapeic gnosis
of one and ‘gnostic agape’ of the other (Pieris, Love
110-35). As those motivated by Christian love towards
socio-ecological action also drink from the wells of
Buddhist wisdom, they are able to reclaim the contem-
plative dimension of their own heritage. As Buddhists,
on the other hand, steeped in contemplative practice
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that opens to a realization of humanity’s interconnect-
edness with all beings, work hand in hand with Chris-
tians in their shared tasks of promoting justice and
peace and healing in this world, they are enabled to
activate the compassion that is central to their own
heritage, and carry it out into concrete action in his-
tory. For Christians, the Buddhist emphasis on nonvio-
Lence towards all living beings poses both a challenge
and an invitation towards recovering a core message of
the Gospel, and living it in the midst of a world caugh