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^anuaAy. 10^ /^80
Da* Donald Plc^avAan
JaLLeA Jhzoloyicai SemLnoAy
ITS Cakland Avenue
Pam^em, QailpoAnia 91101

DeoA Da* Plc§avAan,
PaAdon iklA. bnLef. note In. Aepiy to youA full and. heLppiL LeiteA

o^ ̂ anuaAy T'^d, 9 am. in the middle o^ a ̂ amuOAy. winten. ienm couAAe
on Update in WoAld filiAAionA and do not want to let. it wait any lonyeA,
The couAAe haA been an eKcitiny one* Hie have ̂ ipcy (/) /itud.entA
takiny it, the lanyeAt elective couaac 9 have even tauyht hene*
9 AeiiAe the LoaA iA doing, a new thing on oua camjauA and. cm both
hmnbied. and. exubeAant, 9t haA been a long time, coming* UheAe iA
a new concenn poA woaIA miAAionA 9 have not AenAed. hene bepoAe*
StudentA ctAe meeting weekly in pnayen ^oa the woaUL* 9 talk to
at leaAt thnee new Atud.entA a week about oveAAeaA mini/tAy* JhiA
week haA been almoAt completely a Pocua on "hidden peopleA" with
Apecial emphaAiA on 9Alap.* What will §od do?

Thank you poA youA pAankneAA in Ahaning with me on theAe matteAA,
9 agAee with you on the ungency op the gueAtion you place Mich
gAeat emphaAiA on* 9 AtAuggle with how to do that at JulleA and
not Aound like a pontipicatoA on the one hand and a AimpliAt on
the othen* 9 am continually heAitant about the whole thing* But 9
am committed* And 9 count on the pnayen Auppont op men op §od like
youAMeip* 9 pAay the Lond will give me not a Spinit op peaa but oP
love and. goy and a Aound. mind*

(^oAcSially in (phniAt,

Haglyle-lkr^onn
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January 3, 1980

Dr. Harvie M. Conn

WESTMINSTER THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY

Chestnut Hill , PA. 19118

Dear Dr. Conn:

I  have been reading the material you have sent me relative to THE
NEW DIALOGUE THEOLOGY AND ANTHROPOLOGY.

I  am a little afriad that the main issue is getting covered up in the
adiaphora. Anthroplogy is the science which deals with the origin and
development of mankind, especially in our case of his cultural development.

Theology has no argument with the facts of anthropology. If ItO million
Americans drink 79 gallons of whisky apiece each year - well that is a
fact. No argument. If Los Angeles has seven thousand massage par
lours, that is one of the cultural facts of life here. If the Mizos
cultivate upland rice instead of wetland rice, well, that is just the
way it is.

The dialogue is at a different level. Where do we discover what
Christians ought to do in regard to human relationships? How do Chria-
tians answer the absolute questions as to God, man, sin, salvation, guilt,
redemption? All the thousands of varieties of men (from ̂ Secularists and
Positivists to Animists and Buddhists) have their own ideas on these
subjects...their own answer to these questions. What does Christian
theology say to these answers? Does it say, "O.K., that is evidently
true for you? This is what used to be true for the Hebrews in 1200 B.C.;
but, of course, it is no longer true for Western man today."

I  find it helpful to cast the dialogue in terms which you would use in
speaking to American pagans, secularists and materialists. If you talk
about what ought to be done in Taiwan, Thailand, Zaire, or Brazil, you
run the grave risk of answering more out of western guilt than Christian
authority. I counsel you to test your answers by trying them out on
the injustice, racism, lust and laziness which you see around about you
every day in American cultures. All these things in America could be
anthropologically justified. "That is their life style. If they like
it, that is all that matters. We must accept people as they are. If
in a lovely county north of here 13,000 hippies live together without
benefit of marriage or clergy, well, they are very kindly folk...and who
knows maybe that is better than marrying and fighting all your life. We
must not be dogmatic. Anthropology has taught us that all cultures are
equal. No one culture is right for all peoples."

It is here that the real issue lies. Has God spoken? Or is the Bible
simply what the Hebrews at various stages of their culture thought God
said. And if God has spoken, was He Poor Fellow, so culture bound that
He had to use words and ideas which are meaningless to all succeeding
generations? His words fit one small segment of humanity in the year
756 B.C., but scarcely today, in American culture, in any culture!
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Dr. Harvie M. Conn - page 2

I  do not wish to imply that the problem is simple. It is not. It
is complex. Yet somewhere you must answer the question: Has the Bible
authority for today? If so, are its clear teachings superior to
those laid out by Confucius, Buddha, Krishna, Aristotle, and Mao?
Does that mean that some cultures are superior to other cultures - or
more exactly that the closer any culture comes to the Biblical pattern
the more superior it is to those who do not? Is Reformed Presbyterian
culture superior to that of the Medieval Church before Luther? Or
was that really just as good as Reformed Presbyterian Culture? In which caSC
god-talk is just god-talk. In The Clash of Christianity with Cultures ^
on page A6 ff, I attempted to speak to the question by separating
out four kinds of Christianity, according to the amount of non-
biblical stuff in each. And my chapter on a high view of culture
speaks plainly to the unquestioned insights concerning human nature
and the customs and thoughllpatterns of men in the tens of thousands
of pieces of the mosaic.

We answer these questions in an age which has studied anthropology
as a religion and as a result has relativized all Christian Truth.
That is the heart of the matter. The Dialogue must speak to that
issue, and not in mealy mouthed ambiguities, either.

As ever your comrade in the discipling of panta ta ethne (Tomans 1:5,
16:26, etc., etc.,

Donald McGa^ran

DMG/fj
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Westminster Theological ̂ Seminary
Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19118

887-5511

decembeA //,
Da, Donald fllc^avAan
JuUeA Jhe.olo^i.caL SeminoAy.
(35 Oakland i^oenue
Pa/iadenaj Qalif-OAnaa 9110!

Dean Da, P)c§avAan,
lhank you, ao muck f,oA youA kind and LenydJxy LchbeA of, HoveinbeA 13*

9 have. Aead Lt AeveAal timeA. and pAofijted piom. ii. gAoal^ly, • • aA alwayA*
Aa 9 Ac-Aead it, 9 find myAcLf incAeOAinyiy puAAnated by the. cominy
QAAiynmerd., JhoAe. oac too many thinyA to coveA in too AhoAt a time, to
coveA even weJLL, And 9 am no antlxAopoLoyiAt to eve/i beyin* Ply ant/\Aopolyy
9^ve le&Aned by bitA and ApuAtA and yeAkA* Py theoLoyy iA in muck betteA
Ahape., Anyway, 9 count on the pAayenA of bAothcAA Like youAAeLf in my
pAepaAationA, And 9 foAye ahead aA 9 have time and oppoAtunity»

Jhank you ao much foA the cLaAipcation you pAovide AeyOAtLiny youA
ctmnentA on cultuAe in Ike QiaAh, feAhapA my puAtAatiooA may be moAe
oven the lanyuaye then uAed to detxtiL what you intend to Aay, At the
Aome time, 9 continue to wiAh Aome metaphoA could be found by which you
could alAc AtneAA the web oa oAyanijm idea, and yi-ve thiA alAo Aome
pAominence* 9 note that Qhuck Knap haA alAo dnawn attention to thiA
Aome Atatement with Aome cniticiAm at AevenaL pointA in hiA Aecent book,
9 am Aendiny unden Aepanate coven a copy of the HA^ addneAA and aLio

Acme lectuAe noteA of a few yeoAA back on the Jheoloyy of PiAAioriA, PleoAe
Aememben the talk haA neven been ciACulated Aincem 9 have found a
numben of AtatementA needed coAAectiny to be totaUy fain to people. And 9
thenefoAe found it wiAen to withdnaw the pieee fnom cinculation, 9
would not want it ̂ oted anywehene aA my laAt pAonoukcement,

Jhe Leciune mateAialA. may be of Aome intenext to you becauAe ik them
9 tnied to aKow the contextual choAacteA of ScAiptune while, at the Aome



yoa^e iiiiOt

gjuoAding, Ula. Irvtej^Ajut^ aA ike, WoAd of. ̂ odU 9 b^lJieve, in iAe. humanLi^
of i.he. Bible, bui. fejenif in cuAAerti. dlACUAALonAf Axme. of the pAeAwnfftionA.
that Aejm t.o lie behind people'a tiAag.e of iJvoi. ienm* Agjain, theAe LeciuAeA
one jJiLAi. thai* ^he^ OAe not irvtended foA ciACulation on any. leyeL outAtde
the cJLaAAAom. one* loo munh wonk needA to be done on them foA fuAthen
pAogneAA* And 9 have jjuAi. not had the time* Being, a Aixiff of one in flliAAionn
inhibitA what you. can do*

lhank you foA the eAAay by LivinyAton* 9 appAeclated it veny tmjuch* 9t
wcLA moAjt heipfjjd. in pAeciAely theAe oneaA* you have no douht Aeen the eAAay
by KumoA on QuLtune and iJhe Old leAt/ment in the Stoit>-£oote volume^ ^OApeL
andJ^uLtuAe* 9 uAg.ed ̂ ohn Siott to Aee to Aadical editUng. on thai, piece*
Bui liiiie in a AeaUy AtdtAianiive way woa done, 9 feoA* Ulhen 9 knew thatj
9 UAged him to conAideA not pAiniing. it oa at leoAi adding, a Ainong. demuAAal*
9 feoAed and aHIL do ii wili not help the LauAonne Aepuiaiion foA biblical
inieyAiiyc And^ fuAtheAj ii will be of almoAi no help in diACUAAing. thiA
whole. <pieAiionjL of the Bible, and coJiiuAe* Ihe caa/^ by PUiAAhall and the one
by NickollA OAe much moAe uAefil foA oua puApoAOA* At leaei Ha influence
doeA not, 9 believeyi appeanin the il/illowbank HepoAi on ̂ oApel and QuJUbxAe*
9 muAi cpnfeAA not to having. Aead any of QoaI Henny'a maAAive fouA

volumeA* 9 know 9 imei* Bui 9 Aeineai fnom thingA. thai bag* And often 9
find them oAienied to topicA not diACUAAed in theAe filiAAion OAeaA* Henny
iA not at home in anUiAopology and thiA hoA Ahown in the paei to me in Aome
of hiA publiAhed AeviewA* Note hie, Aeponee to laben in the fJuiAi iAAue of
Ihe ̂ oApel in Qoniexi (Vol* t, l^o* f)* 9 do not think hiA commentA wene
that knowledgable, and thenefoAe he loAi a valuable aAgumeni he woa Aeeking to
make* 9n any coAe, 9 muAi begin* And 9 Akall Aiant with chapten 3 of the founth
volume*

Again, my appAeciaiion foA all youA kind advice and comneniA* lAom Aomeone
whom 9 know iA ao buAy they OAe even moAe appAeciated*

QoAdJuaJULy in QhAini,

HoAvie {^i^^nn
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November 13, 1979

Dr. Harvie M. Conn
Westminster Theological Seminary
Chestnut Hill

Philadelphia, PA. 19119

Dear Harvie:

Your good letters of June 7th and September 7th have been before me
for some time and (getting out from under the load of the preparation
of a couple of book manuscripts) I am finally getting to them. You
have a wonderful opportunity In your Church Growth Lectures 1980
to define a reasonable accommodation to culture and to combine that
with an unshakeable adherence to Scripture.

A large part of the problem (and one which you will have to speak to)
Is whether the Bible Is a witness to revelation or is revelation. Is
it Intelligible communication? Does the Bible say what God has re
vealed, or does It say what men In those far off times tfchought after
they had been touched in some way by God? If you come down that It Is
revelation, then how much - If any - was the essential message warped
by the language in which It was voiced, and by the culture through
which It passed? I hope you will come through loud and clear at that
point, Henry In his four volumes speaks to this forcefully; but many
Evangelicals are very fuzzy on the question. Most of the advocates of
cultural adaptation whom I know hesitate to say that the words of
Scripture are revelation. They use various phrases to define *hese
words, but avoid the thought that they are vevelatlon. That makes
It easier to advocate adaptation.

Believe me, the Issues to which you will be speaking are much bigger
than the view of any one man, or of this School of Missions. I trust
that in your lectures you will not let yourself be jockeyed Into the
position of debating with men. DOjlIVbeg of you, debate with concepts.
This idea Is false. That Is true. This Is blbllbal, that Is not. I
send you a copy of a letter from Robertson McQuIlkln. Please remember
that while he quotes Kraft, the Issue Is much bigger than one man.
Most anthropologists are saying similar things.

Henry's Volume IV of GOD, REBELATION AND AUTHORITY, Chapter 3, speaks
precisely to this Issue. Be sure to read It.

McQullkIn Is mistakes that In The Clash I am speaking to the Church.
I  am not. I am apeaking to the Evangel lealswbbo say they believe In
an Inerrant Bible but wipe out all authority with a "Cultural
hermeneutic". They Interpret baptism as an Initiating rite which
happened to be with water, since that was so plentiful!! In AD 30-50
In Palestine. Purely cultural. Any initiating rite meaningful to
the people of culture X would do equally well!!

Evangelicals who hold that position are, In fact, flaming liberals. No
one should be deceived.
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Let me comment on a few sections of your letters of June 7th and
September 7th.

a) I quite agree that "sin has cultural depths we have yet to
plumb." And further, that all cultural components, when part¤ of carnal
man, are tinged with that carnality. Yes, of course. But, just the
same, one prominent element of culture In India Is working barefoot In
rice fields. I hold that that component of culture comes Into the Church
practically unchanged. It Is almost neutral. To be sure, ardent
Christians would (since they hold the body to be the tample of the Holy
Spirit) probably clean their feet more than animlsts; and take the thorns
ouf of the field more carefully, lest they hurt their feet; but most
of barefootness would come In unchanged. That Is all I mean by neutral
elements. The barefoot component of culture can be accepted. The Bible
says nothing about It. With polygamy and lying and Idol worship and
drinking liquor and on and on, the case Is otherwise. They are certainly
not neutral In any sense.

b) Please do not be put off by my ddea of culture as "an aggregate
of Isolatable components". Of course culture Is not like a pile of
stones. It Is a web, a tennis net, an organism. But we can dook at
Individual knots In the web - like barefeet In rice paddles, or taking
off shoes on going Into church. In the latter case, we take off shoes
because they are dirty with road dirt. Hindus take them off because
they are made of leather, cow hide. The latter reason we reject. The
former we judge to be of some weight.

c) Yes, please send me a copy of the address you gave to the NAE
two or three years ago. His we converse, I would like to see It.

d) Yes, It Is too bad that the Taiwan government Is so strict about
Mandarin. Missionaries have to choose between offending the government
and possibly being sent home, and learning the language of 3/Ath of the
people. I ran across the same thing In India, where the whole pressure
from the people was to learn standard Hindi (the language of the nation)
when what the people In my district spoke was Chhattlsgarhl. All our
missionaries learned Hindi, but those of us who evangelized In the
villages also learned Chhattlsgarhl. It Is hard to convince missionaries
that they should learn a second language. Actually, It Is not too
difficult; but It does take time.

Adaptation of all sorts has to be done In the face not only of biblical
authority, but of thorny judgments as to the best use of time, and the
probable movement of history. The argument that everyone speaks Hindi
(or Mandarin) has a degree of truth to It. All this has a bearing on
adaptation to culture. Some adaptations are not matters of biblical
authority at all. They are matters of common sense, and human pride,
and failure to qualify one's statements enough.

Take polygamy. Before Kraft was a member of our faculty, we put out a
whole Issue of Church Growth Bulletin defending the position that If a
man had honorably, according to pre-Chrlstlan custom, taken a second
wife, he would properly, be baptized with his two wives, provided he
agreed to follow monogamy from then on. That decision Is a long day's
march from the position that polygamy should be made a condition
for eldership In African churches, and also from the position "never
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baptize a polygamtst" .. Ye t biblica l authority Is not the Issue In
the ma tter a t a ll. Common sense Is, and respect for womanhood, and
Justice to the young men who will be le ft without wives by any poly
gamous system. These are the Issues.

So much of the adapta tion to culture Is based on the argument tha t
biblica l directives are heavily colored by culture . The we ll worn
text here Is women covering the ir heads. Tha t simply meant In tha t
^ulture , they say tha t women should be modest.

rp
lb

i
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Hence , and here Is the big leap, a ll bIb11ca1 sta tements bbauld be
understood as cultura l expressions and can be understood only when
we take tha t culture into accout and understand It we ll. I hold tha t
Christians should not take the big leap. Most biblica l directives
are God's directives for a ll time . God revea led In the language and
concepts of tha t time exactly wha t He Intended for our time . When He
directs us to forgive our enemies, he Is commanding tha t for a ll men In
a ll ages.

One time I had my class list twenty of the most Important biblica l
sta tements they could think of - rea lly essentia l Christian trutjji.
Then I sa id, "You men know a grea t dea l about the culture of those
days, how many o€ the twenty essentia l truths are heavily colored by
tha t culture and would be untrue In today's American culture? Very
few of the career missionaries and ma ture ministers In tha t class
checked even one of the ir twenty.

The device , Harvle , of saying "There Is, of course , supracultura l
truth. I am not ta lking about tha t. " and then going on to ta lk
exclusive ly about cultura l adapta tion. Is too slick.

Wha t needs to be sa id clearly Is tha t the heart of a ll essentia l doc
trines passes unchanged from culture to culture . Some ma tters on the
periphery do change and were Intended by God according to H is reve la tion
In the B ible ,to change . "In Christ Is no ma le , no fema le , no slave
nor free " as biblica l authority for holding tha t God Intended for a ll
temporary cultura l customs about slaves obeying the ir masterssand women
covering the ir heads In church, to be Interpre ted aad cultura l.

I  enclose the copy of a lecture 1 gave last year a t least the
pertinent pages of It.

! a lso enclose a thoughtful paper by the professor of O ld Testament a t
Asbury Theologica l Seminary, and my comment on It.

In preparing your lectures, my friend, take the high ground.

As ever sincere ly yours In Christ,

Dona ld McG avran
DMG/fJ
encs.
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Or. Harvle Conn
Westminster Theological Seminary
Chestnut Hill
Philadelphia, PA. 19118

Dear Dr. Conn:

Q

ib
In continuation of our correspondence, let me thank you for
your letter of a few weeks ago and say that I shall be writing
you one of these days, taking up the points In your past cor
respondence.

Today, however, I am simply forwarding a copy of Hllllgan
HIssIogram for the Fall, 1979, which has just come to my
deal from a fellow professor of missions much Interested In
the ways Inwwhich a pluralistic society ought to bend to the
Lordship of Christ. He writes,

"I am amazed at the way In which your lecture
written in the fall of 1973 speaks to the Issues
we are talking about today; and takes the position
which we conservative evangelicals take or at least
should take."

So I send It on to you, trusting that as you explore the field,
this will be of value to you.

Most cordially yours.

DMG/fJ
enc.

Donald McGavran
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SzptmbeA 7j f979
Ba, BonaLA. (^idjavAan
JuLLeA Jhe.otog.lcal- SeminjOAy.
School I^oaU. (^lAAion

135 CaklanA. Aoemie
Pa/uadenaj £alif.0Aru.a 9/fOf

BexiA Ba* Plc^QVAQiy
Shank you. f.OA youA couAicAy In Acndlny to me a copy of. youA letteA of

^unc 25 to Ba. foetAch and. yomi pcAAonal LMca of AuyuAt 7, pAobably
you. LL be. back fnom Bac^II by now* 5 ActiLAned only tmo wcek/L ayo fAom
a aXx. me£kA. tnlp to KoAea and Jalwan foA the mmmeA* i^Jhat a coninaAi. in
AeahtlcA and. medihod.oLog.ieA, 9 waA one. of the ApeakeAA at the /^iAAionoAy
JellowAhip confeAence held thene among evangeLicalA once a yeOA on the
i/d-and., 9 AegAed that Alien. SwanAon wqa in tkm AdxxteA at the time. Bud
we did heoA of a numben of exciting pAogecdA, 9 wqa eApeciaiiy excited
in heaning of the wonk. of ̂ inie BeahAj miAAionaAy wonhing among the
dokka, He haA developed a faAcinating Aed of Bible /dudieA, accompanied by
AcngA to be memoAi^ed., choAtA to be LeJiAned.j edcj all deeply oAiended. to
the QhineAe condexd* Some of it La featuAed. in one of the IcteAd iAAueA of
the Jaiwan QhuAch ̂ Aoudh BulLeddn, 9 hope you'II be able to Aay Aomedhing
aboud it in the QhuAch ̂ ^owth BulLedln, 9 look foAwaAd widh keen indeneAd
tc Acelng what AeAuLU come fnom it foA the gAOwth of the chuAch among the
Hakka,

fdhile ihcAey 9 Aead BoAothy Pabe^a book, 9 rmiAd adrnti to diAappoijvtimnd
ovQA it, den gobj oa 9 Aee it, wa^to amxly^e what waA haA been Acid, in the
paAd aboud ckuAch gAomth on Saiwan [UAlng JuLlen AeneaAchJj and. fdnd oud why^
afden lotA of Adudyj theAe waA AdiU liidLe fnuit, 9 don't feed at all aAc
accompliAhed much if anydhing of that pUApoAe, Joo genenal concluAionA^ 9
feel.
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9 wa/L convlruiejJ. Ape/icLirLg, 5j weehA thsAO, hn. Ualwan thai, ake^
<^eAtx.on. p3A c.huAc.h gAomiJx La the. mkoLe, aompLex. ^eAjtLom AsvotvLng.
OAoufid Longimg-o. poUcloji of. mlAAloriA Aoiatlng to iflandxiAin oa JalmmA^
§ooQAhmerut A&nAltLvlileA^ 9 deeplg feoA/iiy will make. Li dLfficul± foA
mlAALonoAfleA to AalAe that tspie with aagthlng Like the degAeje of
openn&AA which it d.emandA, f^abeA hoAd-ty. touucheA on It In the thcAlA,
ex/iept, OA 9 AemembeAj In a veiled manneA, Howj In ih'^ name of QhAlAtlan
AteiixiAdAhlp alone, can mlAAlonaAleA loaA told by one obAenveA, 80% of them)
continue to LeoAn (handoAux. when &f/o (Aotigh) of the InlandeAA UAe UalwaneA^
Jhe anAinen to that (ytedti-on Ia, convinced, whene pohtlcA AtantA to
touch on evangellAiTU 1\omanA ̂ 3 becomes, thAough miAjex.eg.eAlA, a Aoadbiock to
CAeatlve Atnategy* ^he goveAnment encounageA the uAe of PlandoAln* %m IJ AagA,
Obey tha govennme/xt. • So we leoAn l^ndjOAln and ACAtAlct oua mlntAtAleA to
a AnxaU. Aegment of the population* Hoting people all know i^andoAln, the
mlAAlonxiAg AepileA* So we leOAn ̂ andanln foA the fwUme* "AAe young people
the chang.e agentA In a Qhlnejie caltuAe?, " 9 aAk, "Shey will be one day, " Ia
the onAwen*. %huAch planning foA the golden one day, and ihenow Ia foAeoen
IoaI* JAlghtenlng* Hene, 9 Aohmlt, Ia one place wheAe we cannot, foA the
Aoke of dlAclpilng, too Aadlcally lAolate peAfectlng fnom d.Ui.ipllng,
evangeiUm fAom a fieAtlon ga aocIo^political oa what language to lejOAn*
She wall bAeakn down thene*

9 feoA Salxuan had denalled. me fAWi AZApondj-ng to youA comnentA on
contextuah^atlon* Oa maybe thlA all Ia bne moAe Aomple of that toplc^a
ImpoAtance foA euangehgatlon*

Anyway, 9'U hold off until 9 Aecelve thai welcome letten you pAomlAed
foA ihlA month oa next* She LoAd. keep you In good, health and conHnulng to
help and. challenge ua all*

QoAdl<flly In QhAlAt

'fUU

/icAvlerffT'Qo^



August 7, 1979

Dr. Harvie Conn

Westminster Theological Seminary
Chestnut HMI

Philadelphia, PA. 19118

My dear Dr. Conn:

On the eve of getting off for a few weeks In Brazil to study the
cause for the amazing Inability of the Conservative Evangelical
missions there to break through Into substantial church growth, I
drop you a hasty line on the subject we are conversing about -
the biblical limits of contextual IzatIon.

in 1977 I penned the sentences on enclosure )^. As I was
reviewing this writing, I remembered seeing an article by Bruce
Demarest, systematic theologian In the Conservative Baptist
seminary In Denver. It Is a beautiful IIlustration of what I
have said.

We need to think of contextual IzatIon not primarily In the light
of adjusting the ChrlstliAii.Jno.s.sa9e to cultures about which we
know little, and where mistakes In contextual IzatIon will not
seriously damage the Christian Faith.

We need to think our way through that contextual IzatIon about
which we know a great deal, and where mistakes will seriously
damage the Christian Faith. The effort Is to bring It Into line
with ratlon.ja1lstlc naturalism. Modern man believes that It Is
utterly Impossible for God to Intervene In the complex of laws
which He has set up (or the Big Bang originated). Consequently
anything In the Bible which sets forth a miracle (an Intervention)
such as the Virgin Birth, or the Resurrection, or that God fore
knew the crucifixion and had been preparing for It from the be
ginning of time must be contextual Ized. I.e. stated In forms
which naturalistic man can accept. These accounts of a super
natural God and supernatural actions must be understood as
myths. They are not to be taken as literal truths, but as the
best that men of that time could understand; statements which
fit that culture but must be reinterpreted In this.

I enclose a Xerox of Demarlst's article YYY which In the area of
Chrlstology abundantly Illustrated my contention.
I  shall be writing you In September or October In answer to your
thoughtful letter of June. Believe me, you are addressing your
self to an Issue of profound Importance.

Christ,

DMG/fJ encs. Bond|€ McGavran



march thai I moved from the side and joined the

marchers as they walked out of the city and cros
sed the bridge over the Alabama River. This was
simply an expression of personal feeling, and 1 do
not regret it. But it was really a very little thing.
Q: What do you see as upcoming issues in

which Christians should be involved?

A: To speak of "upcoming issues" would re
quire me to indulge in prophecy, and this 1 am not
qualified for. I think, however, that the kind of
issues you have in mind are here already. 1 believe
that Christians should be involved in the great so
cial issues that the Bible so clearly stresses—

issues relating to poverty, hunger, morality, jus
tice, and peace. In other words, things that have
to do with all aspects of human welfare.
Q: What do you consider the most important

part of your life?
A: My forty-one years as headmaster of The

Stony Brook School. As its first headmaster I had

the privilege, beginning in 1922, of working out
and endeavoring to practice in a new school an
integrated philosophy of Christian education
based on certain principles. These are: that a
Christian school must have a faculty made up of
Christian believers; that a Christian school must

seek to relate all of learning to the Christian faith;
that a Christian school must accept the principle
that all truth is God's truth; and that a Christian

school must strive for excellence to the glory of
God. My years at Stony Brook enabled me to
think and work along those lines; in this 1 had the
indispensable help of a number of gifted and de
voted teachers, responsive students, and under
standing trustees. Since my retirement in 1963,
Stony Brook has made great strides not only
academically but also in the spirit of love and con
cern that pervades the school community. For all
this and for the privilege of being a Christian
teacher for so many years, I thank God. □

Six Modern Christologies:
Doing Away with

The God-Man
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The supernatural Christ of the creeds has been
relegated to the dustbin of superstition.

Amid the sweeping changes in recent theol
ogy, one landmark stands superficially in-

■ tact: Christendom acknowledges Jesus as
its fundamental datum. No little confusion exists,
however, about Jesus' identity and character.
How should naturalistic, modem man interpret
the first-century itinerant prophet? Dietrich
Bonhoeffer during his Nazi imprisonment put it
this way: "What is bothering me incessantly is the
question . . . who Christ really is, for us today."

Jesus himself posed this question to his follow
ers near Caesarea Philippi: "Who do men say that
the Son of Man is?" (Matt. 16:13). Numerous
views on this were advanced; Peter alone per
ceived that Jesus was "the Christ, the Son of the
living God" (Matt. 16:16).

From Pentecost to comparatively recent times,

itec ■■ ■' : ■
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Doing Away \mth

The God-Man

Opting for an
impoverished

Christ.

Peter's confession of Christ was upheld as the

church's standard of orthodoxy. The councils of
Nicea (a.d. 325) and Chalcedon (a.d. 451)
affirmed Christ's full deity and humanity cojoined
in the God-Man. The great pillars of
Christendom—^Augustine, Aquinas, the Protes
tant Reformers—and the principal confessions of
Protestantism all came down on the side of the

received Christology.
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Bruce A. Demarcsi is

associate professor of
systematic theology

at Conservative
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The eighteenth century, however,
brought a frontal assault on orthodox doc-
trine. Renaissance humanism in philoso

phy and science invited theologians to accept only
those phenomena they could observe in nature.
Following the theological Enlightenment, the
siqjematural Christ of the creeds and confessions
was relegated to the dustbin of superstition and
ignorance. The traditional concept of "true God,
true man" was deemed an absurdity. Since then,
modem Christologies have emerged that tend to
produce an impoverished Christ. We will assess
six of them here.

nAT/ie mythical approach. This began in the
nineteenth centur>' with the idealism of Kant and
Hegel. Assuming the a priori impossibility of the
supernatural, theologians in this tradition insisted
that the New Testament Christ existed merely as

an idea or ideal in the minds of Jesus' disciples.

This gave way to a more sophisticated approach.
Imposed upon the simple carpenter of Nazareth,
assert the followers of Bultmann, are mythical ac
counts of a preexistent deity who became incar
nate, overcame demons, rose from the dead, and
who wiU return to earth to subdue evil powers.
"Modem men take it for granted," said Bult
mann, "that the course of nature and his
tory . . .is nowhere interrupted by the interven
tion of supernatural powers'."

Oxford scholar John Macquanrie freely employs
the myth motif to assess Jesus Christ. He argues
that the biblical writers sought to express Jesus'

divinity by transposing aspects of his histor\^ into
the framework of Greek mytholog>'. He holds that
the Gospel accounts ol Jesus baptism, transfigu
ration, resurrection, and ascension "are partly
historical, partly legendarj', partly mythical."
Harvard theologian Gordon Kaufman likewise

insists that Christ's preexistence, incamaiion,
virgin birth, and atoning work are "fantastic
mythological notions." Embedded in the myth,
however, is the truth that God was profoundly
present with the man Jesus.

While the older rationalists sought to eliminate
the deity of Christ by exegetical means, today's
naturalists do so by regarding the New Testament

documents as mythical. Evangelicals, however,
approach Scripture with no anti-supematuralisi il
lusions. The Lord who created the universe by the
word of his power also Became marTin Jesus of
Naza^h. No room ̂ ists in Scripture or history
forthose who exclude God from a mechanically
conceived universe. Contemporary psychic and oc
cult phenomenia confirm that the cozy, predictable
world of the closed system is open to chaDenge.

^^The existentialist approach. This view tries to
interpret the alleged myths in Scripture in terms of
human possibilities and decisions. For example,
Bultmann aigues that to speculate about Jesus'
deity is improper, but to focus on "self-
examination and radical consideration of the nat

ure of one's own existence" is legitimate for mod
em man.

John Knox likewise insists that myth is a vehi
cle to express the concrete meaning of our exis
tence. The traditional concepts of Christ's "hu
manity" and "divinity" answer "not to ideas or
thoughts about him, but to the church's experi
ence o/him." In a similar vein, R. M. Grant feels

that the essence of Christology is not Christ but

human existence. Titles that ascribe deity to
Jesus—"Alpha and Omega," "Lord,"
"King"—simply express his unusual dignity.
When the New Testament alludes to Christ as

God, aigues Grant, it upholds "the supreme
meaningfulness of Christ in relation to human
existence."

J. A. T. Robinson's viewpoint is similar. The
myths surrounding the man Jesus must be ex
pounded in terms of the new realities of human
experience. The myth of the resurrection signifies
for Robinson the new possibility of life in the
spirit, and the myth of the ascension asserts
"Christ's ascendency in all the processes . . . that
shape the lives of groups and individuals." The
bishop's banality emerges when he demythol-
ogizes the parousia myth to "You ain't seen noth
ing yet."
To reduce the objective reality of God down to

mere aids for self-understanding allows man to be

the measure of all things. Evangelicals do not
deny that Christ helps us to understand ourselves
better. What they do dispute is that Jesus Christ
can be adequately represented solely in terms of
human experience,

(^^The dialectical approach. This postulates that
everv'thing is contrary to something else, that no
statement can be considered apart from its oppo
site. Since ever>' theological statement is partial,
divine truths cannot be captured in a single, time-
lessly valid, prepositional statement. TiUich de
fined the dialectical method as "the way of seek

ing for truth . . . from different points of view.
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through a 'Yes' and 'No,' until a 'Yes' has been
reached which is hardened in the fire of many
'No's' and which unites the elements of truth

promoted in the discussion."
Karl Barth used the dialectical method to speak

of the infinite and ineffable God who transcends

rational comprehension. In Romans, Barth de
clares that finite man cannot know anything of the
infinite world; therefore Jesus as the Christ can be
comprehended only as "Problem" or "Paradox."
In his earlier dogmatic work, Christliche Dog-

matik, Barth developed more systematicaUy his
understanding of "God and man in the Person of
the Redeemer, Jesus Christ." He writes: "To
eliminate the word 'and' and speak of 'God-man,'
or he who would make out of Jesus Christ one

name Jesus-Christ, is to depart from dialectical
theology." Because Jesus Christ is the revelation
of the majestic and terrible God, the union of God
and man in human flesh is a logical impossibility.
So Barth explains this impossibility, not by a
static creed but by an irreconcilable dialectic, with
ineffable deity on one side and ordinary humanity
on the other.

Emil Brunner also insists that theology must be
dialectical to portray the true paradox of the gos
pel. Only patently contradictory statements ex
press the paradox that God became man in Christ.
He sees the doctrine of the Two Natures and of

the Trinity as "logical absurdities . . . [that] ex
press the inconceivable miracle of revelation."

Dietrich Bonhoeffer and Vincent Taylor also

make use of the dialectical method. "It might be
thought," states Taylor, an English Methodist,
"that in using restraint in speaking of the deity of
Christ, we are robbing Him of his true deity; but
so far from doing this, we are enhancing it."

The rationalist views the doctrine of the
human-divine Christ as a logical impossi
bility. But the dialectician prefers to hold

in tension the "antithetic" concepts of humanity
and deity in Christ. Orthodoxy, however, insists
that the special revelation of God is consistent and
coherent rather than contradictory. Through
analogies meaningful to human beings, God com
municates truthful, noncontradictory knowledge
as he himself perceives it. Since Scripture faith
fully reflects God's knowledge, we can know truly
what God has disclosed concerning his Son.

(2) The functional approach. This view claims that
Christ can be known only indirectly through the
effects of his work. Functionalists insist that "ac

tion" is more important than "being." Thus con
temporary liberal theology is more concerned with
the events in Jesus' life than with his person;

close scrutiny of Jesus' deeds I ^
would be a return to the biblical

perspective.
Oscar Cullmann typifies this

viewpoint: "When it is asked in

the New Testament 'Who is

Christ?', the question never /
means exclusively, or even ^
primarily, 'What is his nature?',
but first of all, 'What is his func-

tion?'." More pointedly, CuD-
mann declares that "Jesus him-

self/5 what he does.'' ^
In a similar vein Norman Rt-

tenger argues that the central
question of Christology can only I?'- • ^
be "What was God doing in
Christ?" Theologians have spent S
too much time focusing on Jesus'
"natures." We are on safer

ground, Rttenger asserts, in
claiming that Jesus' "divinity"
corresponds to "God's act in the
manhood of the one who dwelt

in Palestine." Later the church coined the phrase

"diety of Christ" to express its belief that Jesus
was the special vehicle of God's activity.
In The Human Face of God, J. A. T. Robinson

readily identifies with the functional way of repre
senting reality: "The Christ is the one who does
what God does, who represents him. He stands in
the place of God, speaking and acting for him. The
issue is not where he comes from or what he is

made of. He is not a divine or semi-divine being
who comes from the other side. He is a human

raised up from among his brethren to be the in
strument of God's decisive work." Robinson

maintains that this view of Christ is faithful to the

dynamic Hebraic concept of God. Functionally
Jesus was "divine," but essentially he was not.
Those who hold that "God is what he does"

admit that they know nothing about the nature of
the Being who acts. Who is this Othernessi One
of God's greatest acts was his self-disclosure
through the Incarnate Word.

© The humanitarian approach. According to this
view, Christ's significance lies in his concern for

man's plight and anguish in the world.
In an attempt to reinterpret faith for a secular

age, Bonhoeffer portrayed Christ as the model
humanitarian—"the man for others"—

transcendent only in his relationship with human
ity. By replacing the unanswerable question

"How can Christ be both man and God?" with the

relevant human question "Who Is he?", Bonhoef
fer shifts the focus of Christolog>' to the world and
to Christ's being there for us.

Although the
humanitarian

emphasis
incorporates
valid insights, it
amounts to

upholding Jesus
as nothing more
than a mere man

whom God

indwelt in an

unusual way.
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M. M. Thomas, former chairman of the Central

Committee of the World Council of Churches,

develops Bonhoeffer's concept of "the man for
others." Negating the biblical concepts of sin,
personal conversion, and the wrath of God, but
stressing his secular relevance, Thomas charac
terizes Jesus as "the New Adam," "bearer of the
New Humanity," and "the New Creation."

Christ represents the new stage in the natural
evolution of man; he is the ideal of what man can
and shall become in the Utopian progress toward

the new order of creation. To follow Jesus in a

broken world means to join him in transforming
the oppressive power structures that impede the
realization of man's full humanity. Thomas's cari
cature of Jesus lends itself to Marxist doctrines of

man and society—notions that have become
prominent in Thomas's radical religious
humanism.

tLACK theology's left wing develops this
humanitarian emphasis in a similar radical
direction. Emeiging black theologians rep

resent Jesus as "the Liberator," "the Eman

cipator," or "the black Messiah" who struggles
against the so-called white racist power structure.
In an essay entitled "Jesus the Liberator," James
Johnson, Jr., aigues that Christians should stop
speculating about the person of Christ and unite
around Jesus' teaching—that manifesto of libera
tion uttered in language "extreme, extravagant,
explosive as hand grenades which are tossed into
the crowds." Albert Cleage, a spokesman for
black theology, insists that "Jesus was a revolu

tionary black leader, a Zealot, seeking to lead a
black nation to freedom."

Although the humanitarian emphasis incorpo
rates valid insights, it amounts to upholding Jesus
as nothing more than a mere man whom God in
dwelt in an unusual way. But the humanitarian
model is inadequate for the One the church pro
claims as Savior. To qualifi' as Redeemer of man

kind. Jesus must be notonTy iTman, but authenti-
c^y God.^As Athanasius put it, nothing created
can unite the creature with the Creator.

(^The evolutionary approach. The evolutionist
V\ \\\\Vv> envisafies a world in continual flux and develop-

■  ' ment. Process theolog>' builds on this idea of the
new coming from the old. In our constantly chang
ing world, lower "levels" of the natural order are
ascending to the level of spirit. Process theology's
ultimate reality is not substance, but the dynamic,
energizing process itself.

Jesuit paleontologist Teilhard de Chardin
adapted the modem evolutional^' vision of the
universe in the form of a unique Christ-centered

metaphysic. Teilhard's theory of complexity con
sciousness postulates that matter relentlessly
presses toward higher consciousness levels.

The end product of evolutionary gestation would
be a super-organism embracing material and im
material forms in a union of common conscious

ness whose center is called the "Omega-point."
Theologically, the goal of this development is

the Christification of the cosmos. By a brilliant
synthesis of scientific and Christian perspectives,
Teilhard concludes that the Omega of science and
the Christ of the Bible, as two centers of cosmic

convergence, coincide. Since humanity and the
cosmos collectively will be perfected in the whole
Christ, the Lord who assumed an evolved body is
simultaneously the author, the product, and the
goal of the evolutional' process.

In his book Chrisiology, a thoroughly eclectic
thinker, J. A. T. Robinson, weaves process con
cepts into his formulation of the person of Christ:
"This insistence on Jesus being a genuine product
of the process, with all the prehistory of man in
his genes, is, I believe, one of the distinctive pre
suppositions of a twentieth-century Christol-
ogy. ... To be a member of the species homo
sapiens includes having genes and chromosomes
shaped and transmitted by millions of years of
evolution. No one can just become a man out of
the blue: a genume man (as opposed to a replica)
can only come out of the process, not into it."
Thus Jesus was not a special creation of God from
the heavenly realm, but a man bom, bred, and

evolved through nature and history.
In pure-blooded form, process theology bows

before the idol of scientific evolutionism. Since

Jesus is simply a product of the cosmic process,
his preexistence. Incarnation, and divinity are ex
posed to radical reinterpretation.
At the heart of the modem views of Christ is the

post-Enlightenment revolt against biblical super-
naturalism. John Knox articulated the shift in out

look when he said, "It is impossible, by definition,
that God should become a man." Yet a plain read
ing of Scripture confirms that at the foundation of
the Christian faith is a supematuralism which re
fuses to be boxed in by scientific naturalism.

Further, contemporary theolog>' insists that
Christ is beyond the reach of human knowing.
Since the concepts of "being," "essence," and
"nature" have been appropriated from Greek phi
losophy, the traditional two natures category of
Chalcedon must be abandoned; no relationship

between the Father and the Son can be estab

lished on the onlological level.
In response, evangelicals claim that the triune

God who acts and who may be existenlially en
countered is also the God who is. We can know
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Christ both as Subject and as Object, and possess
both practical and theoretical knowledge of God.
Unless we have objective knowledge of God, the
idea of God lacks all meaning. Unless we can talk
cognitively of the God who is there—that is, make
statements about Christ's transcendence, preexis-
tence, and Incarnation—no criteria exist to distin
guish Jesus from any other man. Knowing some
thing concrete about Jesus is indispensable to
knowing him.

Let us return briefly to Peter's encounter
with Jesus at Caesarea Philippi. In re
sponse to Simon's forthright confession of

Jesus as the Anointed Messiah and Son of God,
Jesus said, "You did not learn this from mortal
man; it was revealed to you by my heavqri^
Father" (Matt. 16:17, neb). Our Lord's'*!^'^
proves that we can responsibly confess Christ
only on the basis of special revelation. From the
biblical perspective, the person of Jesus Christ is a
spiritual mystery (I Tim. 3:16). Finite and sinful
man cannot of himself unfold the profound reality
that God became man in Jesus of Nazareth. Any

attempt to explain the mystery of Jesus Christ
apart from Scripture will be doomed to fmlure.
Kant precipitated current developments by

suggesting that revelation was inimical to a critical
philosophy of religion. When theologians there
after began to assert that portions of the Bible
were factually erroneous, the loss of the biblical
Christ inevitably followed.
From a careful reading of Scripture, Christians

conclude that Jesus Christ is coequal with the
Father in being, purpose, and action, and that he
became man at the Incarnation without for a mo
ment ceasing to be God. Assertions about Christ's
essence and nature are inherent in the biblical rev
elation. John's Gospel repeatedly identifies Jesus
with the self-existent "I AM" of the Old Testa
ment (John 8:24e/ a/.). Jesus' bold declarations "I
and the Father are one" (John 10:30) and "the
Father is in me and I am in the Father" (John
10:38) imply an ontological unity with the Father.
Paul, who spoke much of the existential charac

ter of Christ's saving benefits, plainly taught that
in Christ "the whole fullness of deity dwells
bodily" (Col. 2:10). Paul's majestic hymn of
Christ's humiliation and exaltation (Phil. 2:6-11)
and his statement that Christ "became poor" (II
Cor. 8:9) point to his preexistent, essential unity
with God the Father. Similarly the Epistle to the
Hebrews, which thoroughly stresses our Lord's
humanity (Heb. 2:11, 14, 17)»asserts also his deity
in both functional and ontological categories: "He
reflect*; the glory of God, and bears the very stamp

of his nature, upholding the universe by the word"^
of his power" (Heb. 1:3).

Jesus Christ, the eternally changeless and time-
lessly relevant Person, should not be relativized to
accommodate the ebb and flow of modem secular
thought. We must reject the liberal assumption
that modem perspectives are an advance over
those of the past. Jesus' response to the contem
porary critic might prove similar to his retort to
the Pharisees: "You have no idea where I came
from or where I am going. You judge by human
standards" (John 8:14, niv). Those who depre
ciate special revelation and depend upon their
own insights have an imperfect understanding of
our Lord's heavenly origin and his earthly task.
Norman Pittenger, an eminently modem

scholar, insists that "whether we like it or not,
. ̂jings are different nowadays." Evangelicals, in
' contrast, confidently stand with their early Chris

tian brethren who proclaimed their Lord's human
ity, deity, and redemptive work by the acrostic
1X0Y2—"Jesus Christ, Son of God, Savior." □

Winter Green

The deep black leaves of holly,
the stiff exclaiming pine-
Winter green

which pricks my fingers stickily,
mysteriously.

Why, Lord of Life, this severest vestige
of earth's warm life

left to us in winter?

Do you disapprove the raucous spring,
the rush of summer,
the soft greens growing where they will?

Does winter's sluggish cold
demand the suitable demeanor
and show its rasping winter-life as warning?

No, Resurrection Lord, No!

It is to show the secret hardihood.

To those who have the gift of life
there is no law of season:

tough curls and rays of green
offer hymns of praise to God

Who never leaves us desolate.

JANICE SCHUH OKULSKI

Jesus Christ, the
eternally
changeless and
tunelessly
relevant Person,
should not be
relativized to
acconunodate the
ebb and flow of
modem secular
thought.

APRIL 20, 1979
[787] 17



Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19118
887-5511

% //. tm
Da, DorvaLd. Plcy'avAan
JaLieA SemLnaAy.
135 (Mdxinsi
Pamdzna, QaLlf-OAnia ^l/Oi

dexiA Da, ̂ la^avAan,
3hank ̂ ovL f.oA y,ouA kind LeikeA of, Pia^ 8, 9 /lAaLt iake ike. advice

of, the (fominiii.ee. and. ci&ci foA ike ̂ enejiaL ivpic, "Ike New DiaLogxie:
JkeoLogy. and. AnikApoLogg.," 9 do ii wiik rrwuck fewi and inembiing, P.y.
knowLed.ge of anikAopoiogu. iA vJiai 9 have picked up fAom gexid.ing gomi
woAk ikene ai JuLLca and. mg /dud-ieA in gviadaaie Ackoot. 9 Aincenelg
hope 9 AkaLL noi Akooi fjiom. ike Lip on mwck of ikiA. 9 AkaLL aL&o be
bold io a/k foA gouA coopeAaiion and. ikai of oikeA Aiaff nembeAA in
ike pAepanaiion of ike LejciuAeA. 9 do ward, io irdenaci in ike leciuAeA
wiik Aome of ike maieAiaiA (fkuck kaA ben.efj.ied. ua aU, fAom in IJa new
book. Knowing ike conAenvaiive -evangeiicaL comnvuniig, 9 feUA Ha
uAefuLneAA wiLL be AadLg diminiAked beeauAe of Aome poAiiionA ke mag be
iaking aboui Scnipiuuxe, 9 hope io defuee ikai dang.en AomeMsai wkiLe,
ai ike Aome iuae, diAagAeeing. aA gAa.cefu.LLg aA 9 can on Aonie iAAUcA,
9 appAeaiaie. cLao gouA deep concenn io Leap ikeAe LeciuAeA conAianibg

irdenaciing uJik ike ikAea biLLion ouiAide of QkAiAi, 9 AkaLL make
eveng effoAi io do ikai, rtnd again 9 AkaLL need gouA irdeAaciion io keep
ma OAietdaiion in ikai diAeciion,
a

9 am oLao d.eepLg conce,'ined. in ie.lee.iing ikiA iopic wiik ike mod.eL foA
ikeoLogicaf edueaiion ikai dominaicA oua inairdng and, ikinking, AnikAopoLogg
AagA mang ikingA io me. One of ike ikingA ii doeA Aag iA Aepeaied. ao
Loudfg in (fkuekkiA book --oAieniaiion iof feii. needA, 9 ikink ika:i/dkiA
cpiediion muAi be faced, bg oua educaiionaL irudiiudionA AeaiiAiJcaLig and



donalA. l^iC^avAQn - pao-z. iwo.

wifh a vLzw iv zhano,^ 9 Au.Ape.ct rmny. of. oua iAejolog.lcal AemlnoAlcA wlLL
be ±AAeai^n.ed by. Qhuck'a focuA. and tend to feuA the dialogue beeauAe of
ihecA own "Udden agenda," 9 Aee. contaxtualipation aA a Aeal contAibating.
facioA heAie, AnthAopologg aulja, Condaxtmlige, to me, 3he tkeoLogical
model flepeat. QhuAch oAowih, AagA., TtemeinbeA ike loAi. Jhe theological
nwdei AauA, fAepane men fjOA exiAUng ckuAcheA. JhU too 9 want to deli
with.

How do gou get all of ihiA into fovui leciuAeA wilt be my agony foA the
next yeOA,

Jhank gou again and mg penAonai AegaA<U to gouA coU.eagu.eA ihene.

QoAdidllg in QhAiAt,

HoAvie I], ffonn



m

Graduate Schooh of
THEOLOGY

PSYCHOLOGY

World mission

Fuller Theolocfical Seminary
Scljool of World Mission

May 7, 1979

Arthur F. Glasser

Dean

and Associate Professor of
Theology of Mission
and East Asian Studies

Donald A. McCavran

Dean Emeritus

and Senior Professor of
Mission, Church Growth
and South Asian Studies

Alan R. Tiitett

Senior Professor of Anthropology
and Oceanic Studies

Dean S. Gileiland

Interim Director of Cross Cultural The May 2ncl, 1979 meeting of our Committee here has come down
Studies Program and Assistant heavily fop the first topic you Suggested, THE NEW DIALOGUE:

ThmloZ'cnul^Afn''^^ ANTHROPOLOGY. It is truly the cockpit of action
these days. You will have a good time writing to it and will
be speaking to a nationwide - and indeed a world wide audi
ence. I have written to many of the past lecturers, pointing
out that this lectureship gives a man a chance to speak to
a very large audience. The publ ished lectures will be - if they
stick to Church Growth - read around the world.

Dr. Harvie Conn

Westminster Theological Seminary
Chestnut Hill

Philadelphia, Pa. 19118

Dear Dr. Conn: (Copy to Dr. C. Peter Wagner)

I  am del ighted that you have kindly agreed to del iver the
Church Growth Lectures in 1980, and shall look forward to
hearing you and reading the lectures in publ ished form, too.

Paul G. Hiebert

Associate Professor of
Anthropology and
South Asian Studies

Frederic Holland

Adjunct Professor of
Theological Education

by Extension

Charles H. Kraft

Professor of Anthropology
and African Studies

Alvin Martin

Director

In-Servicc Program

J. Edwin Orr
Professor (Part-time) of
History of Awakenings

and Dynamic of Missions

Glenn ]. Schwartz
Assistant to the Dean and

International Student Advisor

C. Peter Wagner

Associate Professor of
Church Growth

Ralph D. Winter

Adjunct Professor of
the Historical Development
of the Christian Movement

I  am sure you are aware of the danger inherent in a topic which
in itself does not require you to say anything about evangel ism
or church growth or the propagation of the Gospel. One could
lecture on theology and anthropology without reference to the
three bil l ion (shortly to be four bill ion) who have yet to
bel ieve. Were this topic to be written to by IRM writers,
one would never suspect that increase of Christians and churches
was part of the dialogue. Indeed, dialogue often means pre
cisely 'noi church growth'.

Knowing something of the tensions between theology and anthro
pology in regard to cross cultural evangel ism, and the inevi
table transformation of l ife and culture which Christianity
always brings and which anthropology has traditionally resisted.
I  have been playing with some sub-topics which would keep the
Church Growth Lectures focussed on Church Growth. You, of
course would not phrase them this way; but I hope you will
speak to the red hot issues which these phrasings require.

I. Theology says: GOD HAS REVEALED A WAY FOR ALL MEN
Anthropology says: ALL CULTURES ARE EQUAL AND MADE BY MEN.

I I. Theology says: THE CHURCH SHOULD MULTIPLY AND IS ONE CHURCH.
Anthropology says: THE CHURCH SHOULD NOT MULTIPLY. IF IT

DOES IT SHOULD BE MULTI_FORM.

I I I. Theology says: THE ARE LOST
Anthropology says: THEY ARE WONDERFUL PEOPLE.
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IV. Theology Says: RIGHT IS WHAT GOD HAS REVEALED: REVELATION
Anthropology says: RIGHT IS WHAT EACH CULTURE DECREES; CONCENSUS.

Harvie, It is in this area that the debate rages. Robertson
Mcquilkin has written to this issue pertinently. Henry deals
with it effectively. My little book The Class of Christian'^
ity and Cultures, written eight years ago, speaks to this
topic. Thought has moved on a bit since then. I shall be keen
to hear you develop the dialogue.

As ever yours in Christ,


