
The Hartford Appeal: 
A Symposium 
In the April issue of Worldview we published the complete text of the Harrford “Appeal for Theological 
Affirmation” with the names of the religious thinkers and theologians who earlier this year drafed the statement 
on themes in contemporary Christian thought. The statement continues to generate much discussion, both critical 
and laudatory. The critiques published below will be followed by responses in the June issue by some of the 
drafters of the Appeal.-Eds. 

No Christological Center 

Harvey Cox 
Professor, Harvard Divinity School; author, most recently, of The Seduction of the Spirit 

hed a tear, fellow backdiders! What prom- 
ised to be a good old raucous theological 

Scopes trial has already fizzled into a nonevent. The 
great Hartford heresy hunt has labored mightily and 
brought forth nothing more than a limp list of thirteen 
“themes” no sane theologian would want to defend, 
plus an equal number of refutations, which (except for 
the closing quotation from St. Paul) sound nearly as 
flaccid as the themes themselves. The latter-day de- 
fenders of the Faith have succeeded where Tor- 
quemada failed; they have made even polemics dull. 

In the halcyon days of old the guardians of or- 
thodoxy at least stuck live villains in the stocks and 
consigned real books to the Index. This group prefers a 
less gutsy approach; so it has conjured a list of thirteen 
caricatures, straw men so easily toppled that the 
genuinely troublesome issues of contemporary theol- 
ogy never appear. Those of us who had. hoped for a 
real fight will now have to return to Billy Joe Hargis 
for our fun. These Hartford fellows don’t seem to have 
their hearts in it. 

The theology of the Appeal itself, instead of a vig- 
orous assertion of orthodox or evangelical Christian 
truth, tuns out to be a bland admix& of conven- 
tional theism, ecclesiastical triumphalism, two- 
kingdoms piety, and neoclericalism. Worst of all-and 
I believe this is the fatal weakness of the Appeal-it 

S totally lacks any Christological center. It is hard to 
believe that in a document, calling for “theological 
affirmation” the word “Christ” appears only in the 
quotation from St. Paul and in “imitation of ....” 
“Jesus” is mentioned only at two marginal points. 

This lack of a Christological dimension takes its toll 
in the Appeal at several points. In dealing with the 
problem of “transcendence,” for example, the writers 
desperately try to juggle the “loss of transcendence” 
with “false transcendence” in order to find some e h -  
sive golden mean. They fail, of course. And this is not 
surprising, for surely what we as Christians should be 
saying about this issue is simply the core Gospel mes- 
sage: that in Jesus Christ “that which was afar off has 
come nigh,” that the transcendent God has chosen to 
be Emmanuel, God-in-the-midst-of-us. 

Similarly, a cleareq Christological focus might have 
saved the statement from a bad case of ecclesiastical 
triumphalism. Take the ambitious list of the Church 
musts in Theme 10. They cast the Church, not Christ, 
as judge, liberator, and healer! But if Christ is already 
hiddenly present, as He assures us He is, among the 
oppressed and the suffering, then Christians can see 
that churches are just as often found among the oppres- 
sors (whom the Appeal says the Church “must de- 
nounce”) and that the nasty “world” (viewed with 
great contempt throughout the Appeal) is also a place 
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where God chooses to exercise his judgment and 
mercy, and where even the gifts of the Spirit (com- 
pletely unmentioned in the Appeal) are sometimes 
found. 

In their zealous denunciation of modem thought the 
Appeal writers seem blithely unaware of how much of 
it they fall into themselves. They lapse into the trendy 
sociological idea of “norms” to describe what should 
guide the Church. (What’s the matter with the “mind 
of Christ” or the guidance of the Spirit?) They accept 
uncritically the reified idea of “religion.” a category 
virtually unknown to biblical faith. This whole ap- 
proach would have deeply puzzled the ancient He- 
brews, who had no word for “religion” and whose God 
worked through slave revolts, military defeats, migra- 
tions, and other “secular” events to effect His pur- 
poses. 

Stemming from its Christological vacuity, the Ap- 
peal suffers from a pervasive ChurcldWorld dualism 
(see especially the answer to Theme IO). This is itself 
a modem heresy of grave import, and totally unsup- 
portable either from the Creation-Covenant theology of 
the Old Testament or the eschatological theology of 
the New Testament. In Christ, Christians know that 
God not only “reigns over” all aspects of life (as the 
Appeal suggests) but also suffers in, works through, 
and meets His people in all parts of life, the “non- 
religious” as well as the churchly. 

Its underlying dualism inevitably produces a subtle 
clericalist bias in the Appeal. The strident distinction 

‘between the “Church’s mission” and the “world’s 
programs” (two kingdoms redevivus !) may look okay 
to clergy who serenely labor in “Church mission” all 
week, but what about that 99 per cent of the Church, 
the laity whose mission is to work in, with, and under 
worldly forms? Are they to be told again by their 
clerical betters that what they do must never be con- 
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fused with rhe Church’s mission, or that at best the two 
“sometimes coincide”? 

A more faithful subjecting of the Church’s ministry 
to the paradigm of Jesus’ ministry might so have 

phrase about the world setting .the agenda for the 
Church. Surely what this phrase means is that the God 
of history, not Christians themselves, chooses the 
time, the occasion, and the circumstances within 
‘which to preach, teach, and respond to suffering and 
sin. Jesus’ own agenda was often set by the lepers, 
thieves, cripples, and riffraff who cast themselves in 
his path. When “the Church’,’ proudly sets its own 
agenda, it too often amounts to acquiring real estate, 
maintaining clerical privileges, and keeping its pension 
funds soundly invested. Surely God is more interested 
in  the world’s needs-its hunger, despair, and 
directionlessness-than He is in the Church’s agenda, 
and our Christian mission is to participate in the missio 
dei .  

1 welcome the Appeal and the discussion it may 
stimulate. But I am sorry it is such a cliched and 
provincial document. Maybe that’s the price one must 
pay today for achieving consensus among heresy hunt- 
ers. At least in the past, Syllabi of Errors and con- 
demnations of schism have usually accurately iden- 
tified the ideas they were condemning. Not so this 
Appeal, which, unhappy with the actual heresies that 
flourish in the modem world, has invented its own list. 

I challenge the drafters of the Appeal to reassemble 
themselves and, this time with the majority of Chris- 
tian laymen and women who strive to serve God in the 
so-called “secular” world, to pen an appeal centered 
not on a set of vague theological preferences but on the 
reality of Jesus Christ and the meaning of his present- 
and-coming Kingdom for all of us who need affirma- 
tion so badly today. 

saved the Appeal from its uncharitable readi f g of the 

Silence on Issues of High Priority 

John C. Bennett 

Former President of Union Theological Seminar), in New York, a member of the Graduate Theological Union 
at Berkeley 

y attitude toward these thirteen themes is M mixed. I heartily agree with the repudia- 
tion of most of them. I welcome all that is said about 
transcendence and about the tendency to deny or to be 
reluctant to affirm the objective reference of religious 
language. I have long been troubled by the tendency 
-flowing from a desire to avoid a false Christian trim- 
phalism and to listen with openness to the adherents of 
other faib+o assume that all religions are equally valid 

and indeed to be inhibited about making the distinctive 
Christian contribution with confidence to the dialogue. I 
am glad that these things have been said, and I could 
myself have signed a document that included all but three 
of the themes. 

Much as I welcome most of what the Hartford group 
has affirmed, their statement as an event, coming at this 
moment in history, seems to me to call for a retreat from 
much of the best that the churches have recently been 



24 I WORLOVIEW I MAY 1975 

doing to identlfy themselves with people around the 
world who are in greatest need of radical social change. 
Because of what the two signers who are said to be the 
originators of the statement have said elsewhere, I may 
have read into it an animus-rnore than is justified SO, far 
as most of the signers are concerned-against various 
forms of “liberation theology.” My discussion of the 
three themes to which I believe justice is not done will 
give my Te8sons for my position. “Liberation theology,” 
like most, if not all. theologies, is a strategic theology, 
and it doubtless has its own one-sidedness, but as a word 
addressed to white Christians in the Northern Hemisphere 
it has not yet done its work. My criticism of the heatment 
of three of the themes may be chiefly a criticism of what 
is not said, or of what i s h i d  only grudgingly, but it 
refen to what the signers seem to leave out as urgent 
priorities for Christians and churches at this time. I shall 
discuss the responses to themes (in a different order from 
that of the document) 9, 10, and 7. 

Theme 9: IRm‘tutions and historical traditions are op- 
pressive and inintical to our being truly human; libera- 
tion from them is required for authentic existence and 
authentic religion. This whole statement is incredibly 
one-sided. AU but a few theoretical anarchists and some 
inexperienced young people know that institutions are 
necessary, that there must be traditions and legal struc- 
tures, and that governments must be able to prevent the 
bondage that is the result of chaos. .To assume that the 
rejection of all such s t x u c ~ s  and contmls is a suitable 
target for criticism is to set up a straw man. Why is there 
so little emphasis on the degree of injustice and oppres- 
sion from which much of humanity suffers? Why is 
nothing said about the need at times to stniggle to dis- 
place existing institutions and structures in order to estab- 
lish new oms, even ‘though this may at times have to be 
done illegally, and even though it may involve Fevolution- 
ary violence’? I am sure that most of the signers are not 
absolute pacifists. I realize that such revolutionary vio- 
lence shouldhe a last resort, that nonviolent methods 
should be used wherever possible, and that revolutionary 
movements generate many illusions. The supporters of 
the violent counterrevolutionary actions of our govem- 
ment on other continents also have many illusions. I 
believe that one of the most encouraging chapters in 
recent Church history is that Christians in many countries 
have put themselves beside the people who greatly need 
new institutions and structures whether these at the mo- 
ment a q  possible or not. Often churches have been the 
strongest defenders of the human rights of dissenters who 

’ a~ the victims of official violence in such countries as 
Chile and Brazil, the Philippines and South Korea. As I 
read the comments on Theme 9, I see little more than a 
reaffirmation of the thirteenth chapter of Romans, under- 
stood without the qualifications found in it by many 
theologians that keep it from being a law against resis- 
tance to governing authorities in al l  situations. It is as 
&ugh the signers thought that nothing on this subject 
had been learned since the first century. 

Theme 10: The world must set the agenda for the 
Church. Social, political, and economic progrcpns to 
improve the quality of life are ultimalely normative for 
the Church’s mission in the world. 1 agree with the 
rejection of the slogan The world must set the agenda 
for the Church.” The world has many agendas, and the 
Chwh must choose the ones with which to cooperate on 
its own terms in UE light of its own faith and understand- 
ing. W h y  is nothing said about the grain of truth that this 
slogan has contained for many people? It is often interac- 
tion with the world that has enabled the churches to gain 
new understanding of the meaning of their own faith. 
Take an illustration that is probably not controversial. 
Would the churches have come to accept the principle of 
religious liberty for al l  if there had been w pmsure from 
the world with its pluralism and its secular movements 
for liberty? The pressure of the needs of neglected and 
oppressed humauity-mw seen to be the majority of the 
human race--has shaken the churches 80 that they have 
new perceptions. Christians who had all of the c o m t  
convictions expressed in most of this document were able 
for many centuries to combine rhem with blind spots and 
had to be shaken into appropriate action by some of the 
world’s agendas. And the shaking is not finished. 

Ttaeme 7: Since what is human is good, evil can ade- 
quately be understood as failure to realize potential. The 
way in which this theme is stated is a great distortion of 
what is meant by those who emphasize the human. It 
makes no distinction between ’the descriptively human 
and the normatively human. The latter is what is usually 
intended. Who thinks that everything human in the de- 
scriptive sense is good? Certainly IIM those who s- 
injustice and oppression. I do not deny that many who 
support movements for radical change acquire illusions 
about “the new man” to be produced by the extemal 
changes sought. The churches need to prepare people to 
avoid this kind of utopianism, and I agree with what is 
said about Theme 12, though even that statement is too 
undialectical and does not suggest that the Kingdom is 
served by the establishment of more just and humane 
forms of society. The emphasis on the human in &rum- 
tive terms in ecumenical discussion in bob World Coun- 
cil statements and Papal encyclicals has been very cm- 
tive. It has often been a substitute for the ecumenically 
divisive concept of natural law, and it is much richer than 
that concept. It has also been a point of contact for 
ethical discussion with people outside the Christian cir- 
cle. Much of what is intended in the emphasis on the 
human is suggested by the words of Jesus, which are 
indeed words of liberation: “The sabbath was made for 
man and not man for the sabbath.” 

I am greatly puzzled that the persons who signed this 
Affhation could have allowed so many one-sided criti- 
cisms of themes to appear over theii names. I CaMot 
understand their silence on issues of high priority, sileact 
which gives the impression that, w ide  they arc saying 
very important things that have been neglected in “ad- 
vauced theology,” they have lost some perceptions of 
great importance for the mission of the Church. 



On Not Asking the Right Questions 
Gabriel M o m  

Professor at the Graduate Institute of Religious Education, Boston College 

f the purpose of “An Appeal for Theologi- I cal Affirmation” was to provoke discus- 
sion and reaction, it seems to have been a success. It 
received more attention than the typical decisions and 
resolutions of official conferences. In trying to state an 
agreement or disagreement with it, one must first dis- 
tinguish between the format of the document and its 
specific content. 

News reports referred to thirteen “theses,” but the 
document deals in “themes.” The former would have 
been more helpful, but perhaps a consensus on theses 
is unrealistic. The result, in any case, is that an opposi- 
tion to themes is necessarily diffuse and not very effec- 
tive. What exactly has someone actually said that is 
false and what is a correct statement on the matter? 
The document aspires to ringing affirmations, but in 
opposing “pervasive themes” it can only issue in 
generalities and in language that begs for self-critique. 

A thesis method has severe limitations-yet the re- 
striction is also its power. One is forced to look at the 
words and .to hone out precise alternative statements. 
An admirable example of this style can be found at the 
beginning of Peter Berger’s Pyramids of Sacrifice. The 
key to this method is the recognition that what are 
taken to be the two opposing answers are both false (or 
inadequate). In that situation no one can state the right 
answer, but someone can begin inventing or rediscov- 
ering the language in which a right answer (or a more 
adequate answer) could eventually be formulated. The 
language of the Appeal does not strike me as inventive 
of the kinds of distinctions we need to advance intel- 
ligent debate. 

I am sure that few, if any, of the signers thought of 
the document as reactionary, yet that is the way it 
c m e  across in both the liberal and conservative press. 
The reason for that unintended effect, I suggest, lies in 
the decision to state and then oppose themes. Opposi- 
tion to current themes is implicitly a reaction against 
the tentative, incomplete attempts of people who are 
trying to grapple with what does exist. 

Space does not allow an examination of each theme 
or even detailed examination of a few of them. I can 
only raise two points of language. The dwument fol- 
lows the standard procedure of Christian theologians in 
not distinguishing carefully between theological state- 
ments and religious statements and thereby making 
sweeping pronouncements about religion, religious 
language, and religious institutions. Many people who 
do not accept the premises of Christian theology make 
religious statements that may stem from Christian his- 

tory. Whether their position can be maintained with 
intellectual integrity is debatable; the Appeal cannot 
even ask the question. 

Theme I-iUodern thought is superior to all past 
forms of understanding reality, and is therefore nor- 
mative for Christian faith and life-applies to almost 
no one and nothing because it is formulated in lan- 
guage that makes its argument circular. If a Chris- 
tian theologian were to say “modem thought 
is.. .normative for Christian faith and life,” helshe 
would be saying something ridiculous. Practically by 
definition, modem thought is not normative for 
“Christian faith.” But suppose one were to examine 
the contemporary religious world without excluding 
the Christian elements, but also without accepting the 
premises of (Christian) theology. One would neither 
a f f i i  nor deny that “modem thought .is normative for 
Christian faith,” because that is not the question at 
issue. While the pendulum swings within theology, the 
religious, questions being asked are outside theology. 

Theme 5 is particularly revealing in its formulation: 
All religions are equally valid; the choice among them 
i s  not a maner of conviction about truth but only of 
personal preference or lifestyle. I think it would be 
preposterous to say that “all religions are equally 
valid” (unless it were held that they are equally and 
absolutely invalid). The question is whether there is 
some significant “validity” or worth or truth t,o a 
variety of religious positions. The statement under 
Theme 5 says, in passing, yes; but the whole document 
allows no room for stating another religious position. 
If (Christian) theology is to decide on what words are 
used, then the game of religious discussion is being 
played with a loaded deck. 

My other point is closely related to the first. I see no 
careful distinction between the modem meaning of 
Church and other possible forms of .religious institu- 
tion. Theme 9 is certainly important: Institutions and 
historical traditions are oppressive and inimical to our 
being truly human; liberation from them is  required 
for authentic existence and authentic religion. But the 
problem is not really addressed. Yes, institutions can 
be oppressive; no, institutions cannot be rejected .be- 
cause they are sometimes oppressive. But the issue is 
that many people think that the specific institutional 
form called Church is oppressive. I happen to think 
that there could be a radically different institution that 
might still be called Church. In any case, the present 
operative meaning of Church has to be distinguished 
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from other possible and actual forms of religious in- 
stitution. 

The failure to examine the word Church is a special 
weakness of Theme 10: The world must set the agenda 

for the Church. Social, political, and economic pro- 
grams to improve the quality of life are ultimately nor- 
mative for the Church’s mission. in the world. Some 
people have actudly said that “the world must set the 
agenda forme Church.” The statement deserves rejec- 
tion, not because the opposite is true, but because the 
image and language are sloppy and arrogant. Unfortu- 
nately, the Appeal does not examine the meanings of 
Church and of world and whether to “set the agenda’’ 
is a helpful metaphor to relate the two terms. Instead, 
the statement goes on to assert that “the Church must 
denounce oppressors.” I doubt that anyone wishes the 
Church to praise oppressors, but there are many of us 
who are suspicious of institutions that denounce. De- 
nunciation is a good way for institutions to avoid fac- 
ing the fact that they are part of the problem. I see 
little in this document to encourage hope of a change 
in the specific institutional form called Church so that 

its opposition to oppression would be credible. 
There are more important substantive issues that I 

cannot comment upon because of my problem with the 
method and the language. While I would not defend 
any one of the thirteen themes as stated, something has 
to be done about the existence of such themes. Preach- 
ing the same churchy Ianguage that has been found 
wanting is not an adequate response. 1 am afraid that 
people who have an investment in theology and Church 
cannot produce the needed critique without a lot of 
outside help. 

I would like to see a document of religious state- 
ments that allowed for Christian affirmations but did 
not assume that terms like mission, normative, pmc- 
lamation, faith, and so forth were the primary religious 
categories. Both the majority of the world who are not 
in the Christian Church and the millions of people 
associated with the Christian Church in nonofficial 
ways might generate the language and imagery to rein- 
vigorate religious institutions. I hope that the meeting 
that produced the Appeal is a beginning step to wider 
ecumenical discussion and religious affirmation. 

On the Human Locus of the Divine 

Gregory Baum 

Deparimenr of Religious Studies, S t .  Michael’s College of the University of Toronto 

cannot deny that I was surprised and con- I fused when I first read the Hartford Ap- 
peal. It seemed to me that every Christian theologian 
would reject the theses proscribed in this,document. 
But then, why was the affirmation made? And why 
was it made at this time? In this year, dedicated by 
Pope Paul VI to reconciliation, I would have expected 
Christian theologians in the USA to make an appeal for 
amnesty. This topic is of special interest to Canadians, 
since we are acquainted with many draft resisters who 
have cqme to live among us. I cannot imagine who the 
theologians indicated in the Hartford Appeal are. Who 
holds these views? 

According to. my experience in Canada and the 
United States, the conventional, pietistic, and indi- 
vidualistic Christianity we have inherited is firmly en- 
trenched, so much so that the majority of Christians, 
including a good number of theologians, seem to be 
unable to follow the more socially oriented Christian 
teaching offered today by the ecclesiastical leaders of 
the major churches. This is certainly true in the 
Catholic Church. Catholics have a hard time assimilat- 
ing the new papal teaching, as well as statements of 
the Roman Synods and some national hierarchies that 
pnseat a social understanding of the Christian message 

and insist that divine grace humanizes and socializes 
human life. The new approach leads to some radical 
critiques of the prevailing individualism. A recent pas- 
toral letter of the Canadian hierarchy, on sharing food 
resources, analyzed the sins of the world that have led 
to world hunger, and accuses, as the principal factor, 
the free market system that distributes food, not ac- 
cording to need, but according to the ability to pay. 
Catholics are not likely to follow these modem trends. 
Against what novelty is the Appeal directed? 

According to Time, the originators of the Appeal 
were Peter Berger and Richard Neuhaus. This helped. 
For the positions adopted in the Appeal do correspond 
to the neoorthodox religious imagination found in 
Peter Berger’s important writings and in Peter and 
Richard’s recent attack on liberation theology. In his 
The Sacred Canopy Peter specifically repudiates his 
former neoorthodox presuppositions (of which his crit- 
ics were more conscious than he); still, in the same 
book, he presents an understanding of Old and New 
Testaments, derived from a certain Protestant tradi- 
tion, that presupposes a radical separation between 
God and the world. The Catholic doctrine of divine 
immanence was Seen by him as a “retrogressive”. step 
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in respect to the radical transcendence taught in the 
sources of revelation. Peter’s criticism of modem 
theology in his The Rumor of Angels is based on the 
same view of divine transcendence unaccompanied by 
divine immanence, even though the beautiful construc- 
tive part of the book offei’ss-in keeping with modem 
theology, a way of discovering this transcendence in 
the midst of life itself. This neoorthodox trend goes 
well with the recent attacks on Latin American libera- 
tion theology, a theology based on the discernment of 
God’s active presence in history. 

This vehement disapproval of liberation theology 
even prompted Peter Berger, in a recent article, to 
reject, as invalid procedure, “conscientization,” or 
consciousness raising, an important element of libera- 
tion theology. Yet in his Invitation to Sociology Peter 
acknowledged the raising of consciousness as an im- 
portant function of sociological imagination. 
“Sociological perspective,” he wrote there, “can then 
be understood in terms of such phrases as ‘seeing 
through,’ ‘looking behind,’ very much as the phrases 
would be employed in common speech-’seeing 
through his game,’ ‘looking behind the scenes*- in 
other words, ‘being up to all the tricks.”’ This is the 
sociological lesson I have learned from Peter. . 

Theologically the Hartford Appeal is, to my mind, 
quite unsatisfactory. The curious, untraditional separa- 
tion of transcendence and immanence makes the Ap- 
peal suspicious of the humanistic interpretation of the 
Gospel. In the Catholic tradition there has always been 
a strong sense that the destiny of humankind is one and 
divine finis ultimus unicus), that therefore the direc- 
tion of history is toward reconciliation, and that the 
hidden forces operative in people’s quest for truth and 
justice are effects of God’s redemptive presence to 
them. Catholics never had any difficulty in singing Ubi 
caritas et m o r ,  ibi Deus est. The medieval tradition 
spoke of gratia sanans et elevans: Divine grace heals 
people and elevates them to a higher level of reconcili- 
ation and integration. The Council of Trent rejected an 
exainsicist understanding of divine grace and insisted 
that grace “truly transforms”, human life. The Appeal 
is unwilling to recognize the human as a locus of the 
divine, as if this would endanger divine transcendence. 

The Appeal presupposes the radical separation of 
God and the world. There is no acknowledgment that 
present in the world are the divine summons and the 
divine spirit, whom it is our task to discem. The 
Appeal does not recognize the possibility that present 
in life itself and in history is God’s redemptive action, 
which we must seek out with the help of the Gospel 
and with which we must identify ourselves. I person- 
ally feel more comfortable with the trend of modem 
Catholic and Protestant theology, in line with the tradi- 
tion expressed in Karl Rahner’s startling phrase “an- 

thropocentricity equals theocentricity.” This is good 
news. The search for greater humanization of life is 
the locus of God’s self-communication, and, con- 
versely, the quest for the divine is our humanization. 

The Hartford Appeal was signed by some theo- 
logians who usually acknowledge incarnation and 
immanence. Why did they sign it? What important and 
legitimate concem does this Appeal express? I wish to 
reply to this question with the help of categories drawn 
from the sociology of religion. 

In his book Christ and Culture Richard Niebuhr 
created useful “ideal types” to analyze the relation of 
Christian teaching to the sociocultural environment. 
Let me mention three of these ideal types. Type 1 is 
called “Christ of Culture.” It refers to an acculturated 
Christianity that has identified itself with the dominant 
cultural trends of its age and thus lost sight of any 
sense of divine transcendence. Type 2, called “Christ 
in Paradox with Culture,’’ refers to an interior, indi- 
vidualistic Christianity which presupposes that Chris- 
tians live in two distinct worlds, the personal world 
where God is present to them in faith and love, and the 
public world where they must do God’s will but which 
remains ambiguous and thus can never be the place 
where God is found. For Niebuhr this was the implica- 
tion of, Luther’s teaching of “the two kingdoms.” To 
this type belong neoorthodoxy as well as conservative 
religion in North America. 

Type 3, called “Christ, Transformer of Culture,” 
sees the Gospel as a call to personal and social trans- 
formation and recognizes God’s presence operative in 
the humanization of the world. Niebuhr gave Frederick 
Maurice as a typical example. Over the%t decades 
the major Christian churches of the West have express- 
ed their theological self-understanding in accordance 
with Type 3. This is very pronounced in the official 
Catholic documents since Vatican 11. ’And it is true of 
most Catholic and Protestant theology today. 

What are the dangers to which Type 3 is subject? It 
could easily collapse into Type 1, weaken its sense of 
divine transcendence and thus lose its cutting edge that 
summons people to significant social change. How can 
we protect this sense of transcendence in Type 31 The 
Hartford Appeal seems to do this by calling Christians 
back to Type 2, Christ in Paradox with Culture. I 
regret this. I regard the development that moved the 
Christian churches to seek fidelity to Christ, the Trans- 
former of Culture, as the work of the Holy Spirit. It is 
indeed necessary to protect the sense of divine tran- 
scendence so that Type 3 does not deteriorate into Type 
1, and here I agree with the signers of the Hartford 
Appeal. But to do this we need a language different 
from theirs, a language that confirms and clarifies our 
commitment to the Gospel as a source of critique, 
liberation, and new life. 


